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By suggesting a new theory concerning the mechanism of the hattat
ritual, Milgrom challenged the traditional conviction that the hattat sacrifice is to
remove the offerer’s sin or impurity and atone for or expiate him. He argued that
the hattat sacrifice is only offered to purge the sanctuary and its sancta rather
than to atone for the offerer; thus the verb 722 (hereafter kipper) in the hattat

context is rendered ‘to effect purgation (for the offerer)’ or ‘to purge/purify (the
sancta),” instead of ‘to atone for/make atonement for’ or ‘expiate.” Consequently
Milgrom discarded the traditional rendering of hattat as, ‘sin offering,” and
suggested ‘purification offering.’

Since the stir caused by Milgrom, a number of scholars have refuted his
argument, although a few followed it. N. Kiuchi, A. Rodriguez, N. Johar, and R.
E. Gane are the prominent opponensts who have posed their own alternative
theories. In particular Kiuchi and Gane have greatly contributed to this study
field. However, their new theories are based on different starting points and
presuppositions, and as a result it led to divergent trajectories in explaining the
ritual dynamics and the atonement mechanism of the hattat sacrifice.

Milgrom’s starting point that interprets the verb kipper to mean ‘to effect
purgation for or ‘purge’ is wrong in terms of the semantics of the term kipper
and its syntax in various contexts. While J. Sklar contributed to discern the
semantics of kipper, refusing Milgrom’s view, Gane demonstrated that the
syntax of kipper refers to the remedy of the offerer’s sin or impurity, rather than
only to purge the sancta according to Milgrom.

Scholars have misunderstood the meanings of kipper and Kkipper-
affiliated verbs (N, 2L, WP, n%p;, 1Y XI), as well as their relationship in
the ritual dynamics and atonement mechanism of the hattat offering (ch. 2). In
addition, they base their theories on a wrong interpretation of the prescription of
the hattat offering in Leviticus 4. The text of Leviticus 4 must be interpreted in

viii
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light of Leviticus 16, and conversely by a supplementary and complementary
reading (the theory of gap-filling), because the two prescriptions are given in an
integrated hattat system. In this respect, a thorough analysis of the ritual logic
stipulated in Leviticus 16 is significant (ch. 3), because the ritual activities in the
chapter shed light on the meaning of the same ritual activities in Leviticus 4, the
functions of which are not mentioned there.

The investigations into each component of the hattat ritual help to
understand their synthetic dynamics and mechanism in the entire atoning
process (chs. 5 and 6). In particular, the alleged understanding about the
function of hand imposition is thoroughly challenged by this thesis. It sees its
function of sin-transference only in the hattat offering (and probably the guilt
offering), and not in the other sacrificial offerings. The hattat flesh is impure and
its defilement comes from the sin-transference to the victim through hand
imposition and the impurity-absorption into the victim’s flesh through blood rites.

The results of the investigations are synthesized in chapter 6 and 7.
Several major theories are compared and refuted by the new theory that is
suggested by this thesis. In chapter 7 four paradigms for the hattat mechanism
are displayed and explained in detail as the conclusion of this research.

Chapters 6 and 7 stated that the atonement mechanism in the ordinary
hattat ritual (Lev 4-5; Lev 12-15) and that in the special hattat ritual (Lev 16) for
sins basically operates in the same ritual dynamics, while in the latter the
Azazel goat forms a unique variant part of the hattat offering. The atonement for
the offerer(s), whether the atonement is for a person (Lev 4-5; Lev 12-15) or for
the nation (Lev 16), and the consequent forgiveness and purification of the
offerer(s) are completed with the purification of the sanctuary and its sancta,
because the offerer's sin or impurity defiled the sancta. Therefore, the
atonement of the offerer and the purification of the sancta are inseparable.
Without the latter, the former cannot be fulfilled.

iX
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Chapter 1
Introduction and Methodology

1.1. The aim of the thesis

This thesis aims at investigating the dynamics and atonement
mechanism of the unique ritual of the so-called ‘sin offering’ or ‘purification
offering’ (NNtr) performed on ‘the Day of Atonement’ (Lev 16), 1 while

comparing it with the ordinary NX®n rituals prescribed respectively for sins in

Leviticus 4-5 and physical impurities in Leviticus 12-15 (hereafter hattat, the
transliteration for the Hebrew term PX®m, or ‘the hattat offering,” rather than

translated renderings for it like ‘purification offering’ or ‘sin offering’).?

The main issues of this thesis are divided between the hattat ritual in
general and the unique ceremony performed on the Day of Atonement
(hereafter frequently ‘the Day’) in Leviticus. The hattat ritual performed on
ordinary days for specific sins (Lev 4-5) and ritual impurities (Lev 12-15) will be
called ‘the ordinary hattat ritual.” The hattat rituals practiced only once a year on
the Day of Atonement will be called ‘the special hattat ritual,” although a few
cases could be treated as a special type of hattat offering: for example, the

! The ‘Day of Atonement’ is employed as a rendering for 023 0¥ in this study. Milgrom
(1991hb: 24, 1062) prefers ‘the Day of Purgation’ to ‘the Day of Atonement,” since he is sure that
the basic meaning of the verb 72> in the NX&T context is ‘to purge’ or ‘effect purgation.’

2 The renderings, ‘sin offering’ and ‘purification offering,” fail to embrace the intricate
meaning of nxwr. Traditionally ‘sin offering’ had been favored as the rendering of nx&m, but
lately ‘purification offering’ is accepted by many scholars since Milgrom suggested it (1991b:
253). According to Milgrom, nxwr was derived from the piel of Xor rather than the gal of X ‘to
sin’. The meaning of the piel of Xt appears to be ‘to cleanse’ in ritual contexts. He (1991b:
253-54) contends that the blood of Mk is always treated at the sancta only to purge them, but
not to cleanse the offerer, whether he is a sinner or an impure person. That is why Milgrom
translates nX as ‘purification offering.” Contrary to the recent trend to favor ‘purification
offering’ following Milgrom’s suggestion, the traditional rendering is still ‘sin offering,” along with
some scholars and most English Bible versions. But the rendering ‘sin offering’ does not fully
satisfy the meaning of nXn, since hattat deals with the problem of ritual impurity as well. The
difficulty in translating the term can be seen in Kiuchi's quest (1987) for the determination of a
suitable English rendering for nXr; he employed hattat (mxm) for discussion despite the title of
his thesis, “Purification Offering . . .” (1987); however, he adopts the rendering ‘sin offering’ for
nRen in his later work (2007; cf. 2003), though he is himself not satisfied with it. Because of the
difficulty of rendering, the transliteration hattat or the hattat offering is used in this thesis,
although hattat is not a transliteration which precisely corresponds to the Hebrew word nxor.

1
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hattat offerings in the cultic inauguration (Lev 8-9) and the unique ritual of the
red heifer, which can be considered to be an anomalous type of hattat in a
broad sense (Num 19).

The main rituals of the Day of Atonement are the ritual of the two hattat
offerings and the Azazel goat ritual, while the ritual of the two burnt offerings is
made as a supplementary one to finalize the Day’s ceremony. Since it will be
argued in this study that the Azazel goat is a part of the special hattat ritual of
the Day, the main focus of the Day’s ceremony is on ‘the special hattat ritual.’
Therefore, the issues will be treated in two divisions: (1) general issues that the
ordinary hattat ritual and the special hattat ritual have in common; (2) the issues
of the special hattat ritual, which are related to the Day of Atonement only. This
investigation will reveal that while there are functional differences between the
ordinary hattat ritual and the special hattat ritual, the two hattat rituals are
cooperatively performed in a macro hattat ritual system in the book of Leviticus,
each with its own role, so as to remedy the sins and impurities of the Israelites.

1.2. Main issues

1.2.1. General issues of the hattat ritual
The guestions concerning the hattat ritual in general are as follows:

1. What is the meaning of 922?; ‘atone for’ or ‘expiate’? or ‘purge’?

2. If 923 refers to an action of purgation, what does the hattat offering purge
(M22)?; people or the sancta? or both?

3. How does the hattat ritual accomplish the effect of =82, namely,

atonement (it is a temporary rendering)? What is the function of each
ritual procedure to make atonement: slaughter, blood manipulation, hand
imposition, and disposal of the remaining flesh (eating and burning)?

4. What is the meaning and function of blood in the hattat sacrifice and
other sacrifices like the burnt offering, the guilt offering, and the peace
offering? Why and how does blood make atonement for people in terms
of Leviticus 17:11?

5. Do sins and impurities defile the sanctuary and its sancta? If so, what are
the aspects of the defilement of the sancta?
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6. If the sanctuary and its sancta are defiled by a person’s sin or impurity,
how does it occur? And why does it impact on them? What is the
relationship between the people of Israel and the sanctuary?

1.2.2. Issues of the ceremony on the Day of Atonement

The issues related to the special hattat ritual which is performed on the
Day of Atonement are as follows:

1. What form does the entire ceremony of the Day take, while the ceremony
consists of several rituals? In what respect does the form of the special
hattat ritual that is made on the Day of Atonement (Lev 16) differ from the
form of the ordinary hattat ritual (Lev 4-5)?

2. What are the kinds of sin and impurity that are dealt with on the Day?

3. How do the hattat offerings and the Azazel goat remove sins and
impurities to atone for Israel? Why is the Azazel goat required to remove
sins (or iniquities) on the Day of Atonement in contrast to the ordinary
hattat ritual?

4. What is the relationship between the ceremony of the Day in Leviticus 16
and the ordinary hattat rituals in Leviticus 4-5 and 12-15? How did they
function respectively in the hattat system of Israel? These questions are
connected with question (3) in § 1.2.1 above.

5. What is the identity of Azazel?

6. Can the live goat, which is sent to Azazel, be regarded as a sacrifice?

7. Why are the two burnt offerings of the Day said to make atonement as
well, since it is stated that the hattat rituals and the ritual of the Azazel
goat have accomplished the atonement of Israel prior to them?; the burnt
offerings in Leviticus 16 will also be explicated in chapter 3, as parts of
the unified ceremony to accomplish the national atonement on the Day.

1.2.3. Theories on the hattat ritual in confusion

A number of scholars have presented their own answers and theories on
the diverse questions posed above about the hattat ritual and the ceremony of
the Day. This thesis contends that all scholars failed to present cohesively and
convincingly the ritual dynamics and the atonement mechanism of the hattat
offering, and to explain the meaning and significance of the atonement that is

accomplished with the hattat offering for the following reasons.
3
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Firstly, there has been different views among scholars about definitions
and correlations of the verb 722 and its affiliated terms, R, 10 K@), 70, WIP;

the failure to explain logically and coherently the ritual dynamics of the hattat
offering can be ascribed to misinterpretations of these terms.

Secondly, it has been argued whether the hattat ritual is expiatory or
purificatory, because the hattat texts seem to say that it makes expiation for the
sins of the people in some cases (e.g., Lev 4-5) and purification of the impurity-
bearer (e.g., Lev 12-15) or the sancta (e.g., Exod 29, Lev 8 and 16) in other
cases. Scholars have suggested wrong solutions to this question, because they
failed to discern that the verb kipper has the double meanings, expiatory and
purificatory, and because they did not read the related hattat texts in a macro
hattat system. Possible answers will be presented in this thesis.

Thirdly, in their discussion of hattat, scholars do not clearly classify the
hattat rituals into categories. This leads to inconsistent and ill-elaborated
conclusions. The hattat offerings have various functions and purposes on
different occasions. In this thesis, the scope of study is limited to the hattat
rituals that are made to resolve specific sins and impurities. If necessary, the
discussion refers to the other hattat categories, in which the hattat rituals have
different functions and purposes. It will be revealed that there is a cohesive
ritual logic in the demarcated categories.

Fourthly, scholars are also misled by treating the concessive types of
hattat for the poor (i.e., bird offerings and grain offerings) as having equal value
and meaning to the type of the quadruped hattat. Therefore, they say that blood
iIs not always an essential element in the hattat rituals, as in the case of the
grain offering, for example. However, in Leviticus 17:11 the principle is stated
that the power of atonement is in blood: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood,
and | have given it for you on the altar to make atonement for your souls, for it is
the blood that makes atonement by the life” (ESV). Scholars confuse the basic
principle and the concession or mitigation of the principle. A fundamental
principle must not be deduced from a concession.

Fifthly, interpretative perplexity is also caused by their misunderstanding
concerning the functions of the ritual gestures practiced in blood manipulation
and hand imposition. They argue that ritual gestures themselves do not have
inherent meanings and therefore the same gesture could have different or
opposite meanings not only in other ritual systems, but even in the same ritual
system (see ch. 4). Though it could be possible, it seems that a ritual activity
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has a consistent meaning in the same ritual contexts rather than an opposite
function, although a secondary function can be added to it.

Sixthly, many scholars fail to understand the particular nature and ritual
logic of the ceremony performed on the Day of Atonement. It is unique, not only
in terms of its form, but also of its function. As will be argued in chapter 3, the
high priest performed a unified ceremony on the Day for Israel, which consists
of five individual rituals. The analysis of the unified ceremony will expose the
ritual logic, nature, and function of a series of the special hattat ritual and the
burnt offerings, which were consecutively performed on the Day of Atonement.

1.3. The approach to the texts

Leviticus is seen as a separate book, a final product written with
elaborate literary artistry and sophisticated ritual theology (for this issue, see R.
Rendtorff, 1996 and especially W. Warning, 1999). For the convenience of
discussion, the term ‘priestly literature,” borrowed from J. Sklar's term and
definition (2005: ix), will be used to indicate the priestly legislator’s corpus in
Exodus 19 to Numbers, encompassing Leviticus. Following Sklar's definition,
the term ‘priestly literature’ employed in this thesis does not indicate the specific
corpus or strata of P, regarding which no consensus exists, including the
matters of its date, origin and authorship; thus when the term ‘priestly’ is used, it
does not refer to a particular priest or priestly circle, but just to an author, a
writer or a legislator who had a priestly concept. In a synchronic view, Sklar
restricts his ‘priestly literature’ to the texts in Exodus 25 to Numbers, “which deal
with issues related to the cult of ancient Israel” (Sklar, 2005: ix); thus Exodus 25
IS as a starting point of the unit, because God'’s instruction for the construction
of the Tabernacle begins in that chapter.

But this thesis alters slightly the scope, while accepting Sklar’s
suggestion; the ‘priestly literature’ employed in this study covers the scope from
Exodus 19 to Numbers. Exodus 19 is the beginning of so called ‘Sinai pericope.’
The discussion of the hattat ritual, which is prescribed to resolve ‘sin’ and
‘impurity’ of Israel, must begin with the commandments of God given to Israel in
the Sinai covenant, as implied in Leviticus 4:1-5:13 where the hattat offerings
are required for the violations of the prohibitive commandments. Particularly
Exodus 24:1-8, the establishment of covenant between God and the Israeliets,
sheds light on the relationship between the people of Israel and the sanctuary.
Furthermore Mount Sinai is a paradigm of the Tabernacle (Milgrom, 1991b: 58;

5
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for more details, see ch. 6). On the other hand, the regulations and laws of
Leviticus are girded to the Sinai covenant in light of Leviticus 26 which promises
blessings for obedience and cureses for disobedience of the covenant code.
Therefore, this study takes Exodus 19 as the starting point of the ‘priestly
literature’ that is defined in the present thesis.

The focus will be on the final text that prescribes and describes the
variety of the hattat rituals, especially in the book of Leviticus.® From a
synchronic view this study will discern the priestly legislator’s literary strategy
and cultic scheme in Exodus 19-Numbers in which the laws are interwoven with
the narratives: how and why the priestly legislator systemized the hattat rituals
which are depicted in the extant text (see N. Kiuchi, 1987: 17; B. D. Bibb, 2009:
1-2; cf. Milgrom, 1991b: 61). On the same line, this thesis does not accept the
division between so called ‘P’ (Lev 1-16) and ‘H’ (Lev 17-26 [27]) in the book of
Leviticus, as alleged by numerous scholars; recently Knohl (1987: 65-117) and
Milgrom (1991b: 42-51)* argued that the H priests, a later priestly circle and P’s
successors, were the final editors of the P corpus in the Pentateuch.” Refusing
such division, Kiuchi (2007: 17) states:

A Noordtzij (1982: 8) says that the book of Leviticus “does not in all respects
constitute a systematically organized whole.” For a similar view, see R. K. Harrison (1980: 15)
who sees as Leviticus as a ‘haphazard and repetitious’ book. But Leviticus was intended as a
separate and well-organized book (Rendtorff, 1996; Rendtorff and Kugler, 2003; W. Shea, 1986;
B. D. Bibb, 2009; especially see the matchless contribution of W. Warning, 1999). On the other
hand, for the interdependent literary continuity between Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers as
independent books, see R. Rendtorff (1996: 22-35) and G. A. Auld (1996: 40-51; 2003: 41-53).

4 Milgrom (1991b: 61) takes Lev 17-26 as the work of H and called it the ‘Holiness code,’
except for parts of Lev 23 that he assigns to P.

® These scholars argue that P is interested in the holiness of materials such as offerings
and the sancta (static holiness), and not in human holiness (dynamic holiness). They maintain
that, while H, the later redactor(s), had a worldview that at times differs from P’s, they did not
change P’s rules, but incorporated them into their cultic renovation, giving them a hew meaning
(Milgrom, 1991b: 42-51). Milgrom (1991b: 34) argues for the antiquity of P, tracing P’s origin to
the sanctuary of Shiloh and dates H to be written at the time of King Hezekiah (for the antiquity
of P’s language, see A. Hurvitz, 1974). The Holiness code is the independent legal product of
H’s activity. Milgrom and Knohl see traces of H (e.g., Exod 6:2-8; 19:6; 22:30; Lev 9:17; 11:44-
45; 16:29b-33) outside the Holiness Code as evidence of H’s final edition. But other scholars
use the same marks as evidence that the Holiness Code was not an independent corpus, and
that H did not exist; for the scholars and their views, who refuse the division between P and H in
Leviticus, see Sun, 1990: 3-50 and n. 445 in chapter 6 (§ 6.3.3). The idea of H was refuted by
Sun’s thorough investigation into so called Holiness Code (Lev 17-26) (Sun, 1990), who agrees
with Wagner's following argument (1974: 315):

Die Kapitel Lev 17-26 sind nur teil eines grosseren Ganzen, dessen Aufbau mit
der Annahme ihrer ehemaligen Eigenstandigkeit unverstandlich wird. Von

6
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The recent scholarly discussion appears to revolve around the question
of whether it is appropriate to view the book as divisible into two parts,
as assumed by Milgrom and Knohl, while scholars, including Milgrom,
are increasingly attempting to interpret the book as it stands, Warning’s
study on the rhetorical aspects of Leviticus may contain a serious
challenge to traditional critical judgments concerning literary layers
within the book (Warning, 1999).

It means that the division between P and H is not useful and meaningful
for the study of Leviticus as a final product (for more details, see § 6.3.3). This
shares the same view with P. Jenson (1992), who demonstrated that in view of
the systematic ritual and cultic concepts of P, all the hattat rituals in so-called P
may constitute a cohesive and integrated cultic system, no matter whether it is
presumed to be P or H, or even P*, P?, P*or the like.°

1.4. The aim of each chapter

Chapter 2 investigates the definition of the verb 923 and its affiliated
terms (X2, 0L, WIP, ﬂ‘;p;, 1Y X)), and their relationship to 92>. The
meaning of 982 in its context and formulae was thoroughly examined by Gane
(2005) and Sklar (2005); especially Sklar’s study is significant in that it sheds a
new light on the definition of 92>. Recent scholars, following Milgrom, tend to
see 722 as meaning ‘to purify’ or to cleanse,” equal to Xt and 97Y in the
hattat context. However, this chapter will reveal that these verbs differ in
function and meaning.

Chapter 3 seeks the ritual logic of the unique ceremony performed on the
Day of Atonement by analysing the structure of Leviticus 16. The analysis of its

structure will show that a series of rituals are combined, integrated, and unified
for the national atonement for Israel on the Day of Atonement. This study

dieser Sicht der Dinge aus muss die Hypothese vom ‘Heiligkeitsgesetz’s
abgelehnt werden.

After his elaborate and exhaustive form-critical analysis and examination of Lev 17-26, Sun
(1990: 40) concludes: ‘it is therefore apparent that the modern trend is to reject the hypothesis
of an originally independent legal corpus behind Lev 17-26.”

® Milgrom (1991a: 182-91; 1991b: 62-63) infers the existence of P*, P?, and even P®
who was probably involved in the edition of Lev 11; he poses the possibility that P* could be the
final editor next to H. But for the refutation against such a multiple division of P, see R. Rendtorff
(1993: 75-81).

7
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reveals clearly that the hattat offerings and the Azazel ritual form an integrated
hattat complex, and that the blood rites were performed in each of the three
precincts of the sanctuary with the same motions and gestures by the high
priest, and with the same function. This investigation of Leviticus 16 helps to
figure out the functions of the ritual activities performed in the ordinary hattat
ritual of Leviticus 4.

In chapter 4 the general ritual theory is discussed with the following
questions: what function or meaning can a specific ritual action have?; whether
can it have multivalent meanings? In chapters 4 and 5 the conclusion of the
study will be applied to three major components of the hattat ritual: hand
imposition, blood manipulation, and the disposal of the hattat flesh. In addition,
chapter 4 investigates particular function of the hand imposition on the hattat
animal, in reference to all its occurrences in the Hebrew Bible, including sacrifial
rituals in general.

Chapter 5 continues to investigate the ritual activities of the hattat
offering: blood manipulation and disposal of the hattat flesh. This thesis will
argue that the unique mode of the gestures preformed in the blood rites of the
hattat offering, as used only in the hattat offering, is always to purify the sancta.
Regarding the disposal of the hattat flesh, this thesis will argue that its function
is to remove and eliminate sin and impurity, while the flesh is contaminated by
the sin or impurity of the people and the impurity of the sancta. Chapter 6 is to
discuss the matter of the sancta defilement. Prior to tracking the trajectories of
sin and impurity in the defilement of the sanctuary, moral sins and ritual
impurities must be classified into graded categories. Refering to the grades of
human evil, this chapter will inquire how and why human evil defiles the
sanctuary and its sancta.

Chapter 7 summarizes and compares the various hattat theories of
major scholars. Consecutively it presents a new theory by refuting their ideas
and by synthesizing the results of the previous investigation. This chapter will
illustrate four paradigms of the ritual dynamics and atonement mechanism
operating in the offering of the hattat, highlighting the uniqgue dynamics of the
special hattat ritual performed on the Day of Atonement.

1.5. Categories of the hattat offerings

The confusion of the categories of the hattat rituals has led scholars to
their wrong conclusions on the hattat theory. For example, the hattat rituals in

8
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Leviticus 8 and 9 are unique rituals for the priestly ordination and the
inauguration of the altar. Therefore, these cases of hattat probably have
meanings and functions different from the hattat rituals offered for specific sins
and impurities in Leviticus 4-5 and 12-15.

However, many scholars have attempted to find standardized principles
and meanings of the hattat ritual from such special cases and to apply them to
the hattat cases for specific sins and impurities. The confusion has to be
removed prior to the discussion. This study classifies the various hattat offerings
into categories according to its aim in a variety of contexts, and the scope of
study on the hattat ritual will be demarcated for the aim of this study.

The categories of the hattat rituals can be divided as below, according to
their purpose or occasions:’

1) Sin: Lev 4:1-5:13; Num 15:22-31
2) Impurity: Lev 12-15
3) The Day of Atonement: Lev 16; Num 29:7-11 (cf. Lev 23:26-32; 25:9)
4) Feast: Lev 23:19; Num 28-29
5) Special occasions
a. Consecration of the priests and the altar: Exod 29; Lev 8
b. Inauguration of the altar: Lev 92 (cf. Num 7)
c. Ordination of the Levites: Num 8:6-26
d. Vow of the Nazirites: Num 6:1-21
6) Anomalous hattat of the red heifer: Num19 (cf. Num 8:7; 31:19-23)

* Supplementary rules: consumption of the hattat flesh: Lev 6:18-23 (25-30)
(hereafter, the verses in the square refer to the verses of the English Bibles)
* The hattat flesh incident: Lev 10:17

As said above, the hattat rituals in the cultic inauguration of Leviticus 8-9
were unique cases. In these occasions, the hattat offerings were made for the
ordination of the priests and the dedication of the altar (Lev 8), and all the
sacrifices prescribed in Leviticus 1-7 were offered for the first time (Lev 9).
These hattat rituals must be treated as special cases and should not be
explained in the light of the principles of the ordinary hattat ritual in Leviticus

" Cf. Kiuchi (1987: 39) with several differences. For example, Kiuchi places Num 15:22-
31, which deals with specific sins, under the group of festive and unique occasions. Perhaps the
purpose of Kiuchi’s classification is simply to display all the sources of hattat in the priestly texts
rather than categorizing the hattat rituals.

® It is called ‘the eighth day service’ (cf. Kiuchi, 1987: 39).

9
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4:1-5:13 and Leviticus 12-15, because it does not seem that the hattat rituals in
Leviticus 8-9 were performed for a specific sin or impurity of the people (cf.
Jenson, 1992: 156). In particular the initial sacrifices in Leviticus 9 were ratified
by God with the divine fire in distinction from other cases.

Some of the formulized principles of the hattat ritual for specific sins and
impurities should not be deduced from such special cases as the ordination of
the priests and the altar, or from the hattat offerings in the vow of the Nazirites,
nor from the concessive types of hattat offerings.

This study will concentrate on the hattat texts of Leviticus which stipulate
the hattat offering for specific sins and impurities, with references to the related
texts of Exodus and Numbers in the priestly literature. ° Therefore, the concern
of this thesis is with categories (1), (2), and (3), including the supplementary
rule about the consumption of the hattat flesh (Lev 6:18-23 [25-30]) and the
hattat flesh incident (Lev 10:17).

1.6. The definitions of technical terms and phrases

To avoid confusion it is necessary to define some technical terms and
phrases which are used and coined in this discussion.

1. The semantic scope of cultic terms has to be circumscribed, because
scholars use different terms for the same referent. For example, one
favors the word ‘rite’ of the Azazel goat and the other the word ‘ritual’ of
the Azazel goat. Sometimes it causes confusion in the discussion.
Therefore, the terms are defined as follows: (1) ceremony: a larger ritual
consisting of a series of minor rituals; (2) ritual: a separate ritual unit
consisting of a series of rites; (3) rite: a specific gesture or act practiced
in a ritual. Hence ‘the ceremony of the Day of Atonement,” which refers to
the unified rituals of the Day; ‘the ritual of the Azazel goat’ or ‘the Azazel
goat ritual,’ ‘the hattat ritual’; ‘the blood rite,” ‘the rite of disposal,’ etc.

2. While the plural ‘sancta’ is used to indicate the three precincts and their
furnishings of the sanctuary, in many cases the word ‘sancta’ may
indicate the sanctuary itself: therefore, ‘defilement of the sanctuary’ can
be expressed as ‘defilement of the sancta’ or ‘the sancta defilement.’

°In many cases, the hattat offering is accompanied by and combined with other
offerings, especially the burnt offering. Nevertheless, the hattat ritual is the most essential
component for atonement and its subsequent effects, forgiveness and cleanness or
consecration.

10
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However, in some cases where it is necessary to indicate one definite
precinct or furniture of the three-partite sanctuary, the single ‘sanctum’ is
employed.

. For the term that refers to the laying of hand on animals or people,
various phrases have been used, like ‘imposition of hand,” ‘laying on of
hand,” ‘hand laying,” and ‘hand leaning.” Here ‘imposition of hand’ or
‘hand imposition’ are employed; thus ‘one hand imposition’ or ‘two-hand
imposition.’

. Scholars adopt diverse English terms that refer to the three precincts of
the sanctuary, using generally ‘the holy of holies,” ‘the holy place,” and
‘the altar’ in the court. This thesis uses Milgrom’s terms: ‘the adytum,’
‘the shrine’ and ‘the outer altar.’ Hence the adytum hattat, the shrine
hattat and the outer altar hattat are sometimes used respectively,
according to where the hattat blood rite took place.

. Human moral sin and ritual impurity, and the impurity of the sancta are
phrased concisely as ‘evil.” That is, where human sin/impurity and the
impurity of the sancta, which is a consequence of human sin/impurity,
are indicated together, the term ‘evil’ can refer to both sin and impurity.
On the other hand, ‘ritual impurity,” a comparative term with ‘moral sin,’ is
equal to ‘physical impurity’ that refers to the human impurities spelled out
in, for example, Leviticus 11-15.

. The term ‘dynamics’ (e.g., ‘ritual dynamics’) generally refers to a certain
movement or operation of each individual ritual activity, and the term
‘mechanism’ (e.g., ‘atonement mechanism’) indicates the entire and
synthetic process by the ritual dynamics. Although the two definitions
may sometimes be overlapped, it is not important.

. The rendering ‘atone’ or ‘atonement’ is used as an English equivalent of
the Hebrew term 925 and its effet (see ch. 2). Therefore, ‘atonement’ can

have several meanings according to its contexts, because the meaning
of 922 may differ between them.

. The terms ‘burnt offering’ (Lev 1), ‘grain offering’ (Lev 2), ‘peace offering’
(Lev 3), and ‘guilt offering’ (Lev 5:14-26 [5:14-6:7]) are employed to
indicate each offering in the priestly literature.

. The following terms are alternatively used as synonyms that carry the
meaning of ‘purity’ and ‘impurity’: ‘cleanse’/'purify’/‘purge,” and their
nouns, ‘cleanness’/‘purification’/‘purgation’; ‘impure’/‘unclean,” and their
nouns, ‘impurity’/‘'uncleanness.’
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Chapter 2
The definition of 983 and its affiliated terms

2.1. Introduction

The following terminological problems must be settled prior to the
discussion of the hattat ritual and the Day of Atonement: (1) the concept of 782
in the hattat context; (2) the concepts and functions of the actions affiliated to
723, which are R, 27D, WP, nb;u_, 1Y X1, and their correlation with 922 in
their contexts.

Scholars get to divergent conclusions concerning interpretation of 993

and its affiliated terms that lead to various theories on the ritual dynamics and
atonement mechanism of the hattat offering. Due to the misinterpretation of the
terms in question, however, they have suggested wrong hattat theories. For
example, whereas Milgrom (1991b) misunderstood that the meaning of 923 in

the hattat context refers only to ‘to purge’ or ‘to effect purgation,” Kiuchi (1987;
2007) and Gane (2005) made a mistake regarding the meaning of 110 N2J. As a

result, they reach erroneous conclusions on the dynamics of the hattat offering
via their deviant trajectories of investigation.

2.2. The definition of 983

2.2.1. General problems of 982

With regard to the word 922, generally two questions are posed: (1) the
meaning of 982 in connection with its root and contexts'?; (2) the relationship of
23 with other affiliated terms: R, 97w, WP, 1203, 170 RY1.

The etymology and contextual meaning of 922 have been argued without

consensus. Consequently the various renderings of 72> are suggested in the

1% For the discussion on 123, see B. Lang (TDOT 7: 288-303); B. A. Levine (1974: 55-
63); B. Janowski (1982: 1-26, 29-60, 95-102); N. Kiuchi (1987: 87-109, esp. p. 94; 2007: 52-58);
J. Milgrom (1991b: 1979-84); B. J. Schwartz (1991: 34-66); W. K. Gilders (2004: 28-32); J. Sklar
(2005: 1-8).
12

© University of Pretoria



w

ERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
ERSITY OF PRETORIA
BESITHI YA PRETORIA

zz
mx

contexts (J. Sklar, 2005: 72-77): ‘appeasement,’ ‘propitiation,” ‘composition, **
‘expiation,” ‘atonement,’ ‘reconciliation,” ‘ransom.*? As far as the hattat context
is concerned, ‘purgation’ or ‘removal’ has been suggested additionally, because
the hattat offering is thought to purge the impurity of the sancta or to remove the
evil of persons.

Generally, when the effect of 925 focuses on an injured party (either God
or a person), who is in the position to forgive a fault, the injurer should
‘appease,” ‘propitiate,” or ‘compose’ the injured party. Not only in the priestly
literature (e.g., Num 35:31-32; Exod 21:30) but also outside it (e.g., Gen 32:21
[20]; Pro 16:14), the meaning of 72> can refer to ‘appease’ the injured party in
case that the object of 923 is injured. By contrast, when the effect of 923 is
directed to an object as an injurer (a sinner, or an impurity-bearer), the injured
party could ‘expiate’ or ‘atone for’ the injurer in response to the injurer’s ransom.

However, in the hattat context, the situation becomes more complicated
with the argument that it has the meanings of ‘purgation’ or ‘removal.’” The
question is condensed into whether 922 signifies ‘make/effect expiation’ or
‘effect purgation’ for the object in the hattat context: that is, ‘expiation’ or
‘purgation’? If the meaning is ‘purgation,” what is the object? Is it the offerer
(sinner or impurity-bearer), or the contaminated sancta? If the meaning is
‘expiation,’ is it possible that the object is the sancta, since the building cannot
sin? Furthermore, does not the verb 922 in the hattat context have the meaning

of ‘appeasement’ or ‘propitiation’? These questions will be inquired into in this
chapter.

To examine the term 923, on one hand the root of 923 and its meaning
were compared to the affinitive languages of Israel's neighbours, and on the
other hand it was interpreted in its distinct contexts of the biblical texts. The
meaning and nuance of 92> become more intricate with the combinations with
specific prepositions like NX 925 and Sy 723. Since it is not easy to clarify the
meaning of the root of 78> and at a glance the verb seems to have several

nuances according to its contexts and combinations with prepositions, decades
of investigation have not led to consensus.

" In modern English, the verb ‘compose’ (the noun ‘composition’), which has the
meaning of ‘to soothe, placate,’ is seldom used.
' The LXX: doouL ‘propiciate.” Cf. Hartley’s incorrect and insufficient question (1992:

64). “Determining the best translation for 92> in Eng. is complicated by the theological debate
regarding whether 92> means ‘expiate’ or ‘propitiate.’ Is the sacrificial system designed primarily
to appease God or to remove sin?”
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As noted, while the verb 925 has been generally translated as ‘atone
(for) or ‘make atonement for,’*® lately some scholars prefer to use different
renderings like, for example, ‘effect purgation’ (Milgrom, 1991b: 245; Gane 2005,
49-50) or ‘effect removal’ (Gilders, 2004: 29) on their own grounds. Even though
scholars use the general rendering, ‘atone (for)’ or ‘make atonement for,” they
have attached diverse meanings and natures to it: ‘covering,” ‘dedicating
person’s life to holy God,” ‘reconciliation,” ‘cleansing,” and ‘ransom’ (see Sklar,
2005: 2, 44-47). This thesis employs frequently ‘atone for’ or ‘make atonement
for as an English equivalent for 92> and its noun, ‘atonement.’** But the

rendering ‘atonement’ may have different nuances according to 72> contexts.*

The difficulty of 922 becomes clear, when we examine Milgrom’s
renderings for 923 in his commentary of Leviticus (1991b; 2000a; 2000b). While
he investigates a variety of the meanings of 923, Milgrom (1991b: 1079-84)
thinks that it experienced historical development and amplification in the biblical
literature. Thus he sets a sharp distinction between the senses of 92> according
to contexts: the hattat context, the contexts of other types of sacrifices (burnt,
grain, and peace offerings), and the context of the non ritual texts like in the
prophets and Psalms.®

¥ The rendering ‘atone (for)’ or ‘make atonement (for)’ is favored in most English Bibles
like ASV, NASB, NIV, ESV, NRS. Rarely the similar meaning ‘expiate/make expiation’ is
employed in a few English versions (NJB and NJPS).

4 As far as the usual rendering of Hebrew verb 723, ‘make atonement,” is concerned,

according to OED, the term ‘atonement’ is known as originated in the early of 1510s to signify “a
condition of being at one (with others)” before William Tyndale that has been recognized as the
first person who used the word ‘atonement’ in his first English Bible to denote ‘at one + ment,’
i.e., ‘reconciliation’ with God. In terms of the declaration of the offerer’s forgiveness, the concept
of ‘recociliation” might be added to the concept of 722 as an interpretative meaning. But it is not

an inherent meaning of 123.

'> Scholars have translated the term kipper in various ways, sometimes considering the
relevant contexts, as follows: ‘atone for/make atonement for’ (general rendering), ‘effect
purgation for (Milgrom, but only in the hattat context),” ‘expiate/make expiation for’ (Kiuchi;
Rodriguez), ‘effect removal for’ (Gilders), etc. However, all these renderings are not satisfactory,
as indicated by some scholars and lately Sklar (2005). 72> always bears both nuances of
‘ransom’ and ‘purgation’ at the same time in the context of the hattat ritual (contra Milgrom).
Therefore, a choice between two alternative renderings, ‘ransom’ and ‘purgation’ cannot be
made and consequently there exists no English term to express both meanings.

10 Milgrom’s postulate (1991b: 1079-84) that the meaning of 72> experienced the
historical development of its Hebrew usage is summarized as follows: (1) in the early stage,
‘purge, wipe off’; (2) later, ‘ransom’; (3) in the final stage, ‘expiate’ in the text of H, who had
renovated the cultic system and theology. He (1991b: 1083) goes on to say: “Outside the cult,
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To limit the scope to the priestly literature, firstly, Milgrom argues that in
the hattat context, 72> must be consistently rendered as ‘effect purgation,’

because he is convinced that the function of the hattat blood manipulation is
only to purge the sancta rather than to cleanse or atone for the offerer of the
hattat sacrifice.'” Secondly, in the contexts of the other types of sacrifices,®
except for the context of hattat, Milgrom employs ‘expiate/make expiation.’
Besides, ‘atone,” ‘effect atonement,” and ‘make atonement’ are also used in
diverse sacrificial contexts for a variety of reasons.® ‘Ransom’ is finally
employed as the meaning of 922 in Leviticus 17:11, while it may be counted as

a P text; he explains it as a result of later innovation in the history of Israel’s cult.
Milgrom’s various renderings reveal the difficulties and confusion of
scholars in grasping the diversity of the nuances of 92> in each context. There

is more or less inconsistency in his renderings,? although he has endeavoured
to be consistent on the basis of his postulate.?! In addition, his renderings get
more problematic and intricate, when 92> occurs in various phrases and
formulae accompanied with prepositions in the hattat contexts (see below).
Indeed, he chooses different renderings depending on whether the object of the
hattat ritual is an offerer or the sancta (house once [14:53]). However, such

kipper undergoes a vast change”; that is, the development extended to a sense of moral
expiation in later biblical books (cf. Sklar, 2005: 6-7; Watts, 2007: 131).

1 According to Milgrom (1991b: 254-55), the sin of the offerer was already cleansed by
his confession and repentance before he brings the victim; he was forgiven. But by presenting
the victim on the altar and shedding the blood, he should purge the precinct of the sanctuary
that is contaminated by his sin. By so doing, he fulfills his responsibility for defilement of the
sancta, and consequently he acquires another forgiveness in this stage. As a result, in his view,
his forgiveness mentioned in Lev 4:20, 26, 31 refers to a distinct forgiveness attained by
cleansing the sanctum rather than through confession and repentance of sin. However, this
view has a vital error; for the refutation of his view, see § 7.2.1.

'® The burnt offering (Lev 1:4; 12:7-8, combined with a hattat offering), the guilt offering
(5:16, 18; 6:7 [5:26]; 7:7), and the grain offering (14:20, combined with a burnt offering).

Y Lev 8:15, 34; 9:7; 16:24.

?° For example, Milgrom (1991b) renders =23 made by the burnt offerings respectively
as ‘expiate’ in Lev 1:4 and ‘effect atonement’ in Lev 16:24, although they are similar in a sense;
‘effect purgation’ is employed in the cases of the combination of two birds (a hattat + a burnt
offering) in Lev 5:10; 15:15, 30, because the two birds constitutes a hattat ritual. In contrast, he
employs ‘make expiation’ in the case of the combination of a bird hattat + a lamb burnt offering
(or a bird burnt offering as a concession) in 12:7-8. More seriously, his two distinct renderings
appear alternately even in the same syntaxes within Lev 14: ‘make expiation’ (vv. 18, 20, 21, 29,
31) and ‘effect purgation’ (vv. 19, 53).

?! See also Hartley’s inconsistent renderings in his commentary on Leviticus (1992); on
one hand, he employs ‘make atonement’ in Lev 1:4 (for people) and 8:15 (for the altar), and on
the other hand, ‘make expiation’ in Lev 4:20; 8:34; 16:6, 10, 11, 24, 33, 34 (for people) and Lev
16:16, 18, 33 (for the sancta).
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laborious and sophistic renderings result from his misinterpretations which
overlooked an inseparable complex definitions that 922 connotes in the priestly

literature, especially in the hattat context, as Sklar demonstrates in his recent
contributions (2005; 2008).
Finally, as mentioned, 72> is closely related to its affiliated terms in the

hattat context: Xtr, 27w, WP, 1 NI, Especially the verbs Xt and 7w are
not simply synonyms for 982, but refer to the actions leading to 922 as their
consequent effect. As for the phrase 13 X®) in the hattat context, in one place it

Is a priestly action performed by a priest(s) as an agent of God to remove the
iniquity of the Israelites (Lev 10:17), and in other place it is an activity done by
the Azazel goat (Lev 16:22). On the other hand, the verb w=7p is achieved via

723 plus the rites performed with the anointing oil in the ritual of ordination.
2.2.2. Etymology of 92> and its meaning in contexts

As mentioned, the confusion about the definition of 922 comes from the
ambiguous origin of 923 and its multiple nuances in different contexts. Some
scholars have contended that it might originate from the Arabic kafara (‘to
cover’); therefore it means ‘covering’ over sins or impurities of objects or the
objects themselves.”” By being covered, the problems are solved.”® Thus 983
means ‘expiation’ of an offerer (a sinner or an impurity-bearer), or ‘expiation’ of
a polluted building (house or sanctuary) in virtue of ‘covering.” The biblical
evidence presented to bolster this theory is the parallel between Jeremiah 18:23
and Nehemiah 3:37 (4:5) where the latter probably cited the former, using the
verb 193 ‘cover’ in place of 923.

AR R DRNLM Y5y 7857 OR (Jer 18:23)

TIRRON TRbn DaNLm 03O o275 (Neh 3:37 [4:5))

2 For other proponents, see Karl Elliger (1966: 71) and J. H. Kurtz (1980: 67-71). They
insists that the original meaning of 723 is ‘to cover’ and it developed into the meaning ‘to atone’
(stihnen) and ‘to forgive’ (vergeben). For his summarized argument and evaluation of this view,
see Sklar (2005: 44-45).

2 cf. M. Douglas (1993b: 116). She prefers ‘cover to ‘purgation, cleansing’ as the
rendering of 723. The covering is required for various damaged objects, whether human or

nonhuman objects, which have bodily leakages, disease, a hole, a torn or broken parts.
Regarding 72> accomplished with sacrificial blood, she says that blood is required to repair the

breach caused by sin.
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However, this opinion has not attracted much attention, because it
occurs only once throughout the Hebrew Bible, and it falls outside the P’s
literature. Furthermore, scholars have cast some doubt on the authenticity of
the original meaning of 722, ‘to cover,” suggested by its proponents (see Sklar,
2005: 44-45). More significantly, as Sklar (2005: 45) points out, the parallel
between the two verses itself by no means guarantees that the two words 922

and 1193 in the parallel are synonymous, because even though comparative

words in the parallelism may often invite the same result, they do not
necessarily have the same meaning. In fact, in the very sentence of Nehemiah
3:37 (4:5), the two verbs, o;r:-r‘::s ‘do not cover up’ and nm;m"v:s ‘do not blot out’
are displayed in parallel; they have different meanings but refer to the same
result, namely, removal of sin.

Others argue that the meaning of 922 is more closely related to the
Akkadian kuppuru (‘wipe off, cleanse’) than to the Arabic kafara (‘cover’), and
they see 925 to be the meaning of ‘purify, purge, cleanse’ in many contexts.?*

At a glance this definition of 925 seems to be appropriate for the hattat contexts.
Nevertheless, the idea has limits in that the meaning of cleansing can be
deficient for the hattat cases that denote ‘expiate,” or ‘atone/make atonement’ in
connection with forgiveness as in Leviticus 4:1-5:13.

The situation is more complicated by the fact that the conception of
‘ransom’ is contained in 982. This is true in many cases not only in the priestly
literature but throughout the Hebrew Bible (cf. Milgrom, 1991b: 1080-82). In
these occurrences, 7232 is thought to originate from the noun 72> which may
denote ‘ransom,” ‘gift, or ‘payment.’?® Particularly, Leviticus 17:11, which
describes the meaning and function of blood, is recognized as a significant
verse of the so called P, in which 7232 denotes ‘ransom’ (722): “For the life of
the flesh is in the blood, and | have given it for you on the altar to make
atonement for your souls @>nwpy->y 123%), for it is the blood that makes
atonement by the life (722° ¥D32 X171 0777°2)" (ESV; emphasis mine).

What is the concept of the Hebrew term 925 that might be the origin of
the verb 9227 There is not an exact English equivalent for it. Thus Sklar (2005:

68-69) says: “the term 723 includes elements which the English word ‘ransom’

' B. Levine (1974: 56-61, 123); B. Janowski (1982: 29-60); J. Milgrom (1991b: 1080-
82). For more detailed discussion, see Sklar (2005: 3 n. 7).
% Gen 32:21 (20); Exod 21:30; 30:11-16; Num 31:50; 35:33. Cf.: 1 Sam 12:3, ‘bribe.’
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does not necessarily include, most notably the idea of appeasement of the
injured party”;?® however, not only ‘appeasement,’ it can denote the definitions
of ‘punishment’ and ‘composition’ (Sklar, 2005: 71-77).%” Therefore, it becomes
all the more difficult to clarify the exact meaning and concept of 922 in the
Hebrew Bible.?®

To this problem, Sklar's conclusive alternative (2005: 77) is to
understand the noun 723 as the concept of either ‘ransom’ or ‘appeasement’ by
the context. That is, ‘ransom’ is highlighted in some contexts as the meaning of

723, whereas ‘appeasement’ is more suitable for the other context.
The question is whether the verb 92> includes the concept of 923 in the

Hebrew Bible. If so, does it apply to the context of hattat ritual as well? It is
indicated in all appearances of 92> throughout the Hebrew Bible,?® including the

%6 Sklar (2005: 68) points out the difference between the Hebrew word 92> and the
English word ‘ransom,’ citing the definition of ‘ransom’ in the OED as follows: “The sum or price
paid or demanded for the release of a prisoner or the restoration of captured property.” As he
indicates, even though the English word ‘ransom’ corresponds to =23 in that 72> refers to
releasing one person from the power of another by payment, ‘ransom’ cannot encompass,
however, the concept that “a party that has done wrong is giving the 923 to the person that they
have wronged, by which they appease the injured party and are reconciled” (Sklar, 2005: 68). H.
Brichto (1976: 27-36) argued that the meanings like ‘compensate, settle a legal claim’ are the
best translations for most occurrences of 722. Watts (2007: 131), favoring Brichto’s view, points
out: “in many contexts, the term seems to move far beyond any substitutionary and legal
connotations to more general economic ones, and a better translation would be ‘pay, make
payment, settle matters.”

" There are two kinds of approach generally to examine a specific term: one through its
etymology and another from its contexts. They are called a ‘concept-oriented approach’ and a
field-oriented approach.” These approaches are required for 72> as well (see Sklar [2005: 48]
who explains the definition of 92> by adopting these approaches from Peter Cotterell and Max
Turner [1989: 145-81]). By so doing Sklar (2005: 61-67) attempts to discern the definition and
meaning of 723 from its context and through some similarly used terms in similar situations of
other fields (e.g., the occurrences of 772 and 5?5;). These two approaches correspond to the
‘syntagmatic’ and ‘paradigmatic’ used by Moisés Silva (1983: 119-20), according to Sklar (2005:
48).

%8 In the same vein, Gane (2005: 193-94) said: “Whether the origin of the verb 722
should be sought outside Hebrew, within Hebrew as a denominative of the noun 223, ‘ransom’
or ‘compository payment’ . .. or both, it seems impossible to explain the semantic range of 723
without allowing for the possibility that some meanings of the word are derived by extension or
metaphorical usage, a factor that diminishes the relevance of etymology.”

?In the Pentateuch except in the context of hattat, the occurrences of 722 are as
follows: appeasement of a person’s grudge with a gift (Gen. 32:21 [20]); payment of the life
price with shekel or jewelry (Exod 30:12-6; Num 31:50; 35:31); appeasement of God’s wrath
with supplication (Exod 32:30-32); ransom of life with blood (Lev 17:11), with an incense
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hattat context, that the verb 92> might include the basic and fundamental notion
of 723 as ‘random, compensate, pay’ and ‘appeasement’ for some damage or
injury. Therefore, it seems that the verb 92> might possibly be derived from 223.

For convenience and conciseness of discussion, ‘ransom’ as the English
equivalent of 923 is employed, although the Hebrew noun 12> will be used, if

necessary. But the rendering ‘ransom’ does not exclude the meaning of
‘appeasement’ implied in some contexts. In other words, the concept of 723
indicates ‘ransom,” while ‘appeasement’ may underlie it. That seems to be the
basic and common concept of 723 in all occurrences of the hattat offering.

Where 923 is required, it indicates a situation in which something must
be paid to ransom some objects, while referring to such meanings as ‘to
compensate’ as an injurer's punishment (sinner and impure person),* or ‘to
restitute’ an injured building from destruction or dismantlement (contaminated
sancta or house), and ‘to appease’ implicitly the injured God or person to avert
his wrath upon the injurer.

Nevertheless, an important fact in connection with the hattat ritual in
particular is that while 92> has the meaning of ‘ransom’ (722) in the hattat
context, it includes the meaning of ‘purify, cleanse,” as discussed below.
Accordingly Sklar (2005) says that the definition of 982, specifically in the hattat

context, indicates 12> + purgation.’” Sklar's suggestion for the solution to the

puzzle of 923 will be examined in more detail.

offering (Num 17:11), killing rebels (Num 25:11-13), and blood of the murderer (Num 35:33;
Deut 21:1-9; 32:43). Outside the Pentateuch also the principle seems to be the same: ransom
of sins with offering or sacrifice (1 Sam 3:14, where 12207 appears as a hapax legomenon);
payment for lives for innocent victims (2 Sam 21:1-14); supplication for ransom (‘forgive’ in
many English Bibles) of sins (Ps 65:4[3]; 78:38; 79:9; in these cases, no specific measures for
122 are not mentioned except prayers); ransom for sins with kindness and truth (Prob. 16:6);
appeasement of the king’s fury with wisdom (Prob. 16:14); likewise in the prophetic texts. That
is, 122 effects always a payment or compensation for damage or injury to either God or humans.
On the other hand, there is another technical Hebrew term 7172 corresponding to ‘ransom,
rescue, compensate’ in the priestly literature: Exod 13:13,15; 21:8; 34:20; Lev 19:20; 27:27,29;
Num 3:49; Num 18:15ff.

% It is stated in Lev 5:6-7 that the hattat animal should be offered as DUN. Certainly this
is a nontechnical use of QUX that refers to ‘penalty’ (NIV; RSV) or ‘compensation’ (ESV),
instead of the guilt offering (Snaith, 1977: 41-42).
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2.2.3.722 as P> + purgation in the hattat ritual

As mentioned, while the rendering ‘atone/make atonement’ is the English
equivalent for the Hebrew term 19331 in this thesis, as in the most English

Bibles and many scholarly works, it comprehends several nuances.*
The opposing opinions on the meaning of 92> used in the hattat ritual

point either to ‘expiation’ or to ‘purgation’ by and large. This is closely connected
with the question about the function of the hattat offering: whether is it expiatory
(Lev 4:1-5:13) or purificatory (Lev 12, 14-15) (Kiuchi, 1987: 16)? This thesis
argues that even in the hattat context, the meaning of 922 cannot be restricted
to ‘purgation,’ like Milgrom’s view (1991b: 254-55) that 92> means exclusively
‘purgel/effect purgation’ in the hattat context. As noted, he has attempted to
interpret and translate diversely 982 depending on contexts. Milgrom (1991b:
254-55) maintains that in the hattat context, 92> should always be understood

as ‘effect purgation for/purge (sancta),” since the blood manipulations of the
hattat ritual function to purge the sancta only.

On the other hand, B. A. Levine (1974: 64-68) presented another
solution by suggesting two distinct forms of 925 that originated from the

disparate roots: (1) 72> |, the primary piel, ‘to cleanse,” from the Akkadian
kuppuru; (2) 2> Il, a secondary denominative, ‘to ransom,” from the noun
72> ‘ransom, expiation gift.” But he limits the meaning ‘ransom, pay’ in the so

called P to only three appearances of the root (Exod 30:15-16; Lev 17:11; Num
31:50).

%1 Of course, as Driver (1902: 131) pointed out, “make atonement’ (at-one-ment,
reconciliation) may express a consequence of 723, but it is not what the word itself denotes.”
Gane (2005: 194) also presents the same view: “Ritual 72> must be something preceding

completion of reconciliation/atonement: removal of that which comes between the divine and
human parties and thereby stands in the way of reconciliation.” However, Gorman (1990: 16)
states that “at the most general level, 72> means ‘to deal with disruptions in the divine-human
relations.” Here he uses ‘disruptions’ to cover both sins and physical ritual impurities (Gane,
2005: 106). This thesis argues that 722 refers to the entire process to ‘remove’ the wrong and to
make restoration to the original state, rather than an independent and specific, or separate
action. Thus, it does not seem unnatural that ‘reconciliation through 222" brings with it the final

effects, i.e., the forgiveness of sinners and the purgation of impure persons or contaminated
buildings. Therefore, the rendering ‘atone/expiate (for)’ or ‘make atonement/expiation (for)’ for
the Hebrew verb 923 is maintained.

% For this reason, even though scholars use ‘atone/make atonement’ for 123, they
differ in its content and meaning (Sklar, 2008: 19).
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Some scholars, though, insist on a consistent meaning and rendering,
using usually ‘atone/make atonement.”® For example, Kiuchi (1987: 101) holds
‘to atone/make atonement’ as the only rendering of 923, stating:

“Rather the concept of 72> is related directly to ‘uncleanness’ or ‘sins.’

Therefore we venture to assume the existence of the homogeneous

concept of cultic 72> which probably consists of the two main elements,

purification and bearing guilt.”34

Kiuchi argues against divergent meanings of kipper ‘al that depends on the
nature of the objects. Rather the phrase has a consistent meaning ‘atone for,’
whether it has a human object or a non-human object (Kiuchi, 1987: 93),
although his rendering for 922, ‘atone for/make atonement for,” may encompass
two meanings, ‘purification and bearing guilt.” Thus he criticizes Milgrom’s idea,
complaining that “even though Milgrom acknowledges the connection of 923 in
Leviticus 17:11 with 922, he does not apply this connection to other verses
especially in the context of hattat” (1987: 107).

Kiuchi (1987: 127) concludes that 92> includes both the substitutionary
bearing and removal of guilt for a person as well as the cleansing of sancta in
the context of hattat. From different angle but similarly, Hartley (1992: 64) said,
“12> has a twofold effect: it removes pollution and it counteract sin,” even

though many scholars do not advocate this two effects of 72>. He continues
(1992: 65):

It needs to be underscored that the sacrificial system loudly proclaims
that the penalty of sin is death. Thus the giving of a life (21) on the altar
for the life (wzi) of the offerer upholds justice. The blood rites then have
a twofold function: to cleanse the sanctuary from the pollution of sin and

* Gane (2005: 194) also states this difficulty with the translation of 223, presenting his
own probable conclusion: “[because] the verb expresses a conceptual range for which no single
English word is entirely appropriate, it is enough for our purposes to understand that it signifies
the removal of some impediment to the divine-human relationship, prerequisite to completion of
reconciliation. This may be removal of debt or culpability by means of compository payment or
removal of ritual impurity through purification.” In fact, Gane’s alternative is the same as that of
Gilders (2004: 29): ‘effect removal.’

% But Kiuchi's definition of kipper is more or less altered in his late work of 2007. The
verb kipper refers to ‘sacrifice oneself (itself) for propitiation,” while it has two meanings,
‘uncovering and bearing guilt.” For details, see Kiuchi (2005: 52-58; 2007: 56-57, 304).
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to release the offerer from the penalty for his sinning. 122, ‘make
expiation,’ is the achievement of both of these goals.

Hartley’s insight is noteworthy in that the two nuances of 722 must be retained
together in all the hattat context without the necessity to distinguish a suitable
meaning for each context.

This idea is developed later in Sklar’'s work (2005) devoted to this issue.
His argument is that the concept of 723 is equal to 723 (ransom)*® + purgation
in the hattat context. In both contexts of sin and impurity, the same principle is
applied, while in the former the aspect of 992 (ransom) is more conspicuous
and in the latter the aspect of purgation is more prominent. Therefore, we do not
need to debate on whether 922 in the hattat context refers to ‘expiation’ or
‘purgation.’

Regarding 722 in the sin context (e.g., Lev 4:1-5:13), the sinner must
‘appease’ the injured God and be ‘ransomed’ to avert God’s wrath, that is, an
expected death for his sin. Thus 922 is required for the injurer. At the same time,
the sancta are aerially contaminated by his sin from a distance (contra Johar
and Gane).*® This situation requires ‘purgation’ as well. By so doing, the hattat
ritual deals with a person’s sin and its consequent impurity of the sancta: thus
12> refers to solving both problems of the offerer and the sancta simultaneously.

By virtue of 782 for the offerer, his forgiveness is obtained. Therefore, Milgrom’s
idea that 92> means just only the ‘purgation’ of sancta must be declined.

On the other hand, insofar as the impurity context (e.g., Lev 12-15) is
concerned, the impure object (person or building) is not a sinner. That is, the
impurity-bearer did not commit any sin. But why is the hattat ritual for 982
required? Sklar (2005: 127-28, 130; 2008: 28-29) states that an impurity-bearer
endangers the sancta by contaminating them with his impurity. That is, the
impure person is responsible for the pollution of sancta. He argues on the
impure person’s state (2005: 130):

In short, it is not simply that the person is defiled. Rather, through their

%> As mentioned, the meaning of 723 denotes both ‘ransom’ and ‘appeasement,’ though

only ‘ransom’ is generally employed.

% For Johar’s idea (1988: 609-18), followed by Gane (2005), that blood rites are to carry
the offerer’s sin into the sancta rather than to purge them from them, see § 7.2.4. Besides, for
various ideas of scholars concerning the defilement of the sancta, see chapter 6.
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impurity they have also (inadvertently) defiled sancta, a sin of the most
serious consequences. It thus stands to reason that the verb =923 in

these contexts does not simply refer to cleansing: in keeping with its use
elsewhere in the context of inadvertent sin — it also refers to ransom
("22). Stated differently, the major pollutions do not only defile, they also

endanger, and thus the =“2>-rite must cleanse the impurity (purgation)
and rescue the endangered person (722). True, it was never the intent

of the parturient, leper, or the one suffering from a flow to defile the
sanctuary or its sancta. This is granted. Nonetheless, even the
inadvertent defiling of sancta was considered sinful, as is made clear by
the case of the Nazirite in Numbers 6.

Contrary to some scholars like Milgrom, Sklar contends that just as the
Nazirite’s contamination of the sancta with a corpse, though inadvertent and
unexpected, can be considered a sin in the priestly system, so the ordinary
people’s defilement of the sancta can be sinful (also Rodriguez, 1979: 104,
121).3" In other words, according to Sklar (2005: 131), the defilement of the
sanctuary and its sancta may constitute a sin: “from the priestly perspective, the
Nazirite has sinned, and is in need of atonement.” His conclusion in his article of
2008 that rewrote and summarized his work of 2005 needs to be cited
continually (2008: 28):

In sum, major impurities that require 72> not only pollute, they also
endanger, while inadvertent sins requiring 72> not only endanger, they
also pollute. This suggests that the “22-rite in each context effect both
‘random” and “purgation,” that is, that 22> refers to “2>-purgation. The
possibility of this understanding of 92> finds support in two further
avenues.

This thesis agrees with Sklar's idea, except his statement that “even the
inadvertent defiling of sancta was considered sinful.” As will be argued in §7.3.2,
defiling the sanctuary does not constitute a sin. The defilement of the sancta is
simply a consequence of human evil. In spite of that, the situation of the
sanctuary in Leviticus 12-15 requires a ransom, because it was spoiled by
human impurity.

37 But to Milgrom (1991b: 256), the case of the Nazirites is exceptional, due to their
special status similar to the priests.
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A strong biblical ground for his idea lies in Numbers 35:30-34, part of the
regulation for the city of refuge (Sklar, 2005: 129, 154-157). V. 33 declares:

So you shall not pollute the land (P7877-n% 127IN"N>Y) in which you are;
for blood pollutes the land (PIX7™NX 7" X371 077) and no expiation
can be made for the land (122785 y851) for the blood that is shed on it,
except by the blood of him who shed it. (NASB; emphasis mine)

The pollution of the land with blood-shedding by a murderer is parallel to the
contamination of the sancta with sin and major impurity. In his interpretation on
the meaning of 923, Milgrom (1991b: 1082) contends that only ransom is
required for this situation and thus 992 in this case means just ‘ransom’: 122 in
this verse is a denominative from 922, whose meaning is undisputed: ‘ransom.”
However, Milgrom overlooked the side of the ‘pollution’ of the land by shedding
of innocent blood in this case, while he focused only on the situation of ‘ransom’
for the innocent murderer. Indeed, the ‘pollution’ of land obviously requires

‘purgation,” which also is performed only by the ‘blood’ of the murderer. Thus
Sklar (2008: 30) states:

What is particularly important to note, however, is that while 92> here

does refer to the payment of a suitable ransom, the intended result of
the "2>-action — that is, the payment of a suitable 92> — is that of

cleansing, since it is the pollution and defilement of the land that is being
addressed (vv. 33-34). In short, it appears that 72> here refers to the

effecting of a ransom payment which has purgative result.

This principle may be extended and applied both to the sin context and
the impurity context of the hattat texts, as mentioned above. That is, a sinner or
an impurity-bearer endangers the sanctuary and its sancta through his own sin
or impurity that contaminates them. This situation calls for a 12>’ that averts

God’s wrath and punishment as a consequence of his fault, and for ‘purgation’
that means the cleansing of the contaminated sancta. Both are indicated in 923
which is fulfilled by blood. Thus 92> denotes ™23 + purgation’ in the hattat

context. In short, atonement is ‘ransoming purgation’ and ‘purifying ransom’
effected by the hattat offering (Sklar, 2005: 182).

To apply this idea in detail to the specific procedures of the hattat ritual,
this study argues: (1) ‘ransom’ is fulfilled by slaughter, blood-giving on the altar
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and the offering of the fat by burning on the altar; and (2) ‘purgation’ is obtained
through the distinctive blood rites®® performed at the sancta in the hattat ritual.
Thus 922 is a comprehensive action to bring about the effect through the entire
process of the hattat ritual (cf. Gane, 2005: 67), in which blood is a decisive
factor.

It will be argued in chapter 5 that this principle does not apply to the other
sacrifices like the burnt offering, the peace offering, and the guilt offering. It
seem that in terms of the mode of the blood rites, the blood rites of these
offerings do not have purificatory function to purge the sancta in distinction from
those of the hattat offering. Therefore, when it is mentioned that the burnt
offering or the guilt offering makes atonement for a person (5 n23), it is

assumed that the 922 in those cases may refer to expiation by 92> (ransom)
alone without the meaning of ‘purgation’ (see ch. 5).

Because 72> is fulfilled throughout the whole procedure of the hattat
ritual, the concept of 923 in the priestly literature may be ‘to perform a rite in

order to free a person or object from the matter of sin and impurity,” as stated by
K. Elliger (1966: 71). It seems that ‘free a person or object’ is appropriate as the
meaning of ‘atone/make atonement for a person or object.’

Therefore, this thesis suggests that the rendering ‘atone/make
atonement’ in the context of hattat comprises both the meanings of ransom’
and purge’ to free the object, while it can mean just ‘expiation’ or ‘ransom’ in
other occurrences without the meaning of ‘purgation.’°

2.2.4. Combinations of 782 with prepositions

72> usually occurs in combinations with prepositions, like by, T2, iah

and ;.40 The following transliterations will be used for the combinations of 922 +

* The gestures of the blood rites in the hattat ritual are ‘daubing or putting’ (Jn3) and
‘sprinkling (7117)" blood in sancta, contrary to ‘dashing or splashing (P21)" that is common in other

animal sacrifices (see § 5.2.1).

% Cf. Levine’s insufficient definition (1974: 64): “The cultic texts understood the verb
kipper primarily in a functional or technical sense: ‘to perform rites of expiation,’ rather than: ‘to
cleanse.”

“In fact, MY is a particle that refers to an objective case rather than a preposition.
However, for convenience of discussion in this thesis, it is placed into the category of
preposition. Here we do not deal with ‘kipper be + a place’ because this be only refers to a locus
rather than to a direct or indirect object. This combination has a clear meaning: ‘atone/make
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a preposition respectively: kipper ‘al, kipper ba‘ad, and kipper ‘et. These various
combinations make it more difficult to grasp the concept of 922 in addition to its

abstruse original and contextual meaning. Indeed there is no consensus among
scholars on the interpretation of the combinations of kipper + a preposition.

As a rule, the meanings of prepositions ba‘ad and ‘et in kipper ba‘ad and
Kipper ‘et is clear. The latter ‘et, a particle in the objective case, refers to a direct
object, while the former ba‘ad means ‘for, on behalf of.’

The main problem lies with interpretation of the preposition ‘al in kipper
‘al. Contrary to most scholars and the English Bibles, Milgrom (1991b: 255)
assigns different meanings respectively to ‘al in kipper ‘al + human object and
kipper ‘al + nonhuman object: ‘effect purgation for (a person)’ for the former and
‘effect purgation on (a sanctum)’ for the latter. His interpretation results from his
conviction that 922 means purging the sancta rather than a person. As Milgrom

(1991b: 255) said, with regard to the meaning of 923, “a study of the kipper

prepositions is decisive.” But it should be questioned whether Milgrom’s
interpretations on kipper ‘al are validated.

The combination kipper ba‘ad, which occurs only thirteen times in the
Hebrew Bible*! is not used with nonhuman objects, except in Exodus 32:30
where sin is the object. Interestingly ten occurrences are concentrated in
Leviticus 9 and 16 with an indirect human object.*> The consensus is that the
prepositions ‘al and ba‘ad in ‘kipper ‘al + a human object’ and ‘kipper ba‘ad + a
human object’ have the same meaning: ‘make atonement for/on behalf of’ (most
English Bibles and many scholars including Kiuchi) or ‘effect purgation for/on
behalf of (Milgrom), although there might be a slight difference of nuance
between ‘al and ba‘ad.

Regarding the peculiarity of kipper ba‘ad, Milgrom (1991b: 255) states:
“The difference is that ‘al can only refer to persons other than the subject, but
when the subject wishes to refer to himself he must use ba‘ad (e.g., 9:7; 16:6,
11, 23; Ezek 45:22).” That is to say, when the benefit of the priests’ hattat
offering returns to themselves, kipper ba‘ad is used. It is supported by Kiuchi
(1987: 89) and Gane (2005: 137). However, strictly speaking, it is not correct,
because the object of kipper ba‘ad can be ‘sin’ (Exod 32:30) and the beneficiary
can include the congregation (Lev 9:7b; cf. 2 Ch 30:18-19 and Ezek 45:17).

atonement in (a sanctum),” though Milgrom translates it as ‘purge in (a sanctum)” in keeping
with his conviction about the meaning of 7232 in the context of hattat.
* Exod 32:30; Lev 9:7 [x2]; 16:6 [x2], 11 [x2], 17 [x2], 24 [x2]; 2 Ch 30:18; Ezek 45:17.
*2 The remaining cases occur in the following places: Exod 32:30 with sin as mentioned
above; 2 Ch 30:18 with the heart of people; Ezek 45:17 with the community (house) of Israel.
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Besides, kipper ‘al is also used, even when the priests alone are the beneficiary
(Lev 16:33; Num 6:11).*

At any rate, it can be concluded that the combination kipper ba‘ad +
people has the same meaning as that of kipper ‘al + people, whether it is
rendered as ‘to purge for/effect purgation for’ or ‘to expiate for’ or ‘to atone
for/make atonement for’ people, as will be examined in the next section.

But as noted, Milgrom presents different translations for kipper ‘al + a
human object and kipper ‘al + a nonhuman object. For the rendering of kipper
‘al + a nonhuman object (a sanctum), Milgrom (1991b: 255) adopts ‘effect
purgation on a sanctum’ in such all occurrences of the combination in the hattat
ritual. To him ‘expiate/make atonement for a sanctum’ is not acceptable,
because the sancta cannot commit sin and does not have to be expiated;* he
does not use ‘effect purgation for (a sanctum)’ as well, because he probably
thinks that a sanctum is the direct object of purgation; instead, therefore, he
employs ‘purge the sanctum’ or ‘effect purgation on the sanctum’ for kipper ‘al +
a non-human object.

Meanwhile, Milgrom employs ‘effect purgation for/on behalf of (people)’
for the combinations of kipper ‘al/ba‘ad + people, in which there is no difference
of meaning between ‘al and ba‘ad except that, in Milgrom’s view, ba‘ad is used
only when the benefit of the purgation returns to the priests themselves who are
offerers. The rendering ‘effect purgation for/on behalf of people’ indicates that
the people is not a direct object of 922 but a secondary or indirect beneficiary.

Provided that the hattat offering never purges or expiates people but
always purges the sancta, Milgrom’s rendering ‘effect purgation for (people)’ for
‘kipper ‘al + people’ in the hattat contexts seems to have virtually the following
meaning: ‘purge the sancta for/on behalf of people.” The benefit of purging the
sancta returns indirectly to the offerer who incurred the contamination of the
sancta by his sin or impurity. By so doing, he maintains his conviction that the
hattat ritual does not purge the people directly, but always purges the sancta. In
contrast, Milgrom argues that kipper ‘et, which always appears with a
nonhuman object (sancta),*> means ‘to purge the object (sancta)’ directly.*®

3 Janowski (1982: 188-89 n. 23) also does not think that there is a difference between
kipper al and kipper ba ad.

** Milgrom (1991b: 255) criticizes the idea of the sancta expiation, saying “Janowski
(1982: 185 n. 5) who claims that kipper al always means ‘expiate for,” must entertain the absurd
idea that sancta [and the scapegoat, 16:10] are capable of sinning.”

5 kipper et occurs four times in the OT, always with the sancta as direct objects: Lev
16:20, 33; Ezek 43:26; 45:20.

27

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

Milgrom’s idea has been confronted with a number of oppositions. His
errors will be revealed in the next section that examines the meanings of kipper
+ a preposition, particularly by comparing kipper ‘al/ba‘ad and kipper ‘et in
parallel occurrences.

2.2.5. The meanings of kipper ‘al/ba‘ad and kipper ’et in light of parallels
This study starts with the conclusion below, following Kiuchi (1987: 93):*’

(1) kipper ‘al + sancta = kipper ‘et + sancta
(2) kipper ‘al + people = kipper ba‘ad + people

It indicates that the combination of kipper ba‘ad + people has the same
meaning as that of kipper ‘al + people. While kipper ‘et is not used with people,
the meaning of kipper ‘et + sanctum is equal to that of kipper ‘al + a sanctum.
There are several evidences in the priestly literature.

Firstly, as in the cases of kipper ‘et and kipper ‘al, the meaning of the
combination X1 ‘al + a sanctum is likely equal to that of the combination X®r

‘al + a sanctum in the priestly literature, although the latter occurs only once.*®

6 See Levine's similar but different explanation (1974: 64-65). He states regarding
kipper al + object whether a human object or non-human object: “kipper + ‘al can connote two
processes: (1) the relational process, i.e., ‘to perform rites of expiation with respect to-’ persons,
places, etc. Thus, '7:57&;7‘_ ‘_J_;"?S_J 15;‘? means: ‘to perform rites of expiation with respect to the
Israelites,” i.e., in relation to them. . . . It means merely that the effects of these acts accrued to
the Israelites” rather than a direct effect by the act performed ‘over’ the Israelites. He continues
to explain: (2) “the spatial process, i.e., ‘to perform rites of expiation in proximity to, upon-’
sacrificial animals, persons, places, etc.” But he renders kipper + ‘al and kipper ‘et of Lev 16:33
in his commentary of Leviticus (1989: 110) into respectively ‘make expiation for (people)’ and
‘purge (the sancta).’

" See Kiuchi's useful diagram below (1987: 93). He says that in terms of the usage of
kipper ‘al, 723 made by hattat can mean atoning not only for the sancta, but also for persons.

sancta kipper ‘et
kipper ‘al <

persons kipper ba ad
He does not agree with Milgrom who argues that the meaning/function of 722 in hattat is to
‘purge.” According to Kiuchi, ‘make atonement for’ is appropriate for kipper ‘al + sancta as well.

*® In most occurrences, hitte ‘et is accompanied by both a non-human object (altar or

building) and a human object not only in the priestly literature but also outside it: altar (Lev 8:15;
Ezek 43:20, 22; 45:18); house (Lev 14:49, 52); persons (Num 19:19 cf. Ps 51:9 [7]). The
wording, TIaTIT ORTTAR LMY, in 2 Ch 29:24 is uneasy to interpret, but it seems to say that
the priests purged the altar with blood. On the contrary, hitte ‘al occurs just once with the altar,
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Moy TIEc2 A7 5y pNom eSOy 0P Ryn NRBn 193 (Exod 29:36)

3197708 O IWIASRD 2730 nama Pip Sy 1P (Lev 8:15)

In the contexts of these two occurrences, there is no reason at all for a
semantic difference between them, although hitte ‘al has an indirect object (the
altar) in contrast to hitte ‘et which has a direct nonhuman (the altar, the leprous
house®) or human object (the offerer). Therefore, the similar kipper phrases
can be understood in the same way. The relationship between 92> and Nun

will be explored in a large scale below.

Secondly, in Leviticus 16 it can be hardly thought that there exists an
fundamental semantic difference between kipper ‘et + sancta and kipper ‘al +
sancta in the adjacent context, except for a possible slight variation of nuance
caused by the indirect and direct objects (cf. Kiuchi, 1987: 92-93).

L. ORI M2 nRknen P75 7927 (v. 16)
L0 7997 MMTIRh WK AMITOR REYM (V. 18)
L. 397 13T ONT Wi DIRTINY ¢757 UTon TN 9857 (v. 33)

Thirdly, the cases which display kipper ‘al + a non-human object and its
consequent effects imply that the effect of kipper is the same as that of
kipper et + a non-human object. For example, Leviticus 14:53 and Exodus
29:37 in a parallel syntax shows that the effects of 923> (respectively purgation

in the former and consecration in the latter) are direct consequences of the 922

action on the object. These cases are conspicuously compared with Ezekiel
43:26 where kipper ‘et + the altar appears.

.. 31 27775y 9857 (Lev 14:53)
PR AR M35y 985m oY npaY (Exod 29:37)
R 7977 A3M7TN 17807 DY NYaY (Ezek 43:26)

Especially, Exodus 29:37 and Ezekiel 43:26 in sheer parallel, though the
latter occurs outside the priestly literature, is likely evidence that there is no

obviously indicating the same meaning as that of hitte ‘et + sancta. However, hitte ‘al + persons
does not appear at all.

* The nya8 symptom of the house is just a kind of simple ‘mildew’ (NIV). Therefore,
precisely speaking, the expression ‘leprous house’ is not correct. However, for convenience of
discussion, it is used for the house contaminated with the ‘mildew’ (for details, see § 7.3.3).
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difference of meaning between kipper ‘et + a sanctum and kipper ‘al + a
sanctum.*

Furthermore, from a commonsense perspective, the rendering ‘upon’ for
the preposition ‘al in M2775y 7237 (Lev 14:53) and in WIPT™5y 7837 (Lev
16:16) seems to be unnatural. How can the blood be sprinkled ‘upon’ the house
and the adytum? Rather, the preposition 2 is probably suitable for a locus that

has a room inside.”* This situation implies that kipper ‘al has a direct effect on
the object like kipper ’et. Therefore, Kiuchi (1987: 90-94) argues that the cases
of kipper ‘al + sanctum should also be understood as ‘make atonement for,” and
thus it has the same meaning as kipper ‘et + sanctum.

In sum, it can be concluded that kipper ‘et and kipper ‘al for a non-human
object have the same semantic meaning, referring to the same effect, although
there might exist a difference of nuance. As a result, Milgrom’s renderings for
these combinations must be declined.

The following cases in parallel show obvious evidence that kipper ‘l
probably has consistently the same meaning in the hattat contexts, whether it is
accompanied by a nonhuman object or a human object. They are presented in
the relationship of the various objects of 922 and its consequent effects or

%0 Compare kipper ‘al and kipper ‘et with some usage of the verb X23. The meaning of
the phrase mp';’? N3 (Gen 50:17b; Exod 23:21; Josh 24:19; 1 Sam 25:28) is not different from
that of the phrase yw2 X (Gen 50:17a; Exod 34:7; Num 14:18; Job 7:21). Though Gen 50:17
is outside the priestly literature, it may be a typical example:

DNRLM IR D25 N7 NE RN qpﬁ*‘? 1RNT13 (Gen 50:17)
TON 2T T TN TON “IRY Aeb0 N7 NP DY TR Y73

The comparable cases in the priestly literature are as follows:
2P MY D oovep5 agr XD D 92 MATOR 502 vRYY MIBR MY (Exod 23:21)
TNDM 2eD7 7iy NI DEORS Tor 983 (Exod 34:7)

*! Kiuchi (1987: 90) also pointed out that Milgrom’s idea is problematic with the phrase
tu'jpn"vy 7221 in Lev 16:16. He says that although Milgrom’s ‘on/upon’ for ‘al in ‘al + sanctum
(also the house in Lev 14:53) seems to be suitable for some verses (Exod 29:36, 37; 30:10b;
Lev 8:15; 16:18; but this thesis interprets ‘al in these verses to be ‘for’ rather than ‘on/upon’),
however, Lev 16:16 does not fit his idea. Kiuchi (1987: 90) states: “. . . it would be unreasonable
to assume that 5y means ‘on, over,’ if the adytum (w7p) were understood as room. Since ‘on,
over’ is unlikely to be the meaning of ‘al in this passage, it is also dubious whether the general
distinction between human and non-human objects can be justified.” To the contrary, Gane
(2005: 138) supports Milgrom’s position on the ground that there is the ark cover inside the
adytum and blood is sprinkled ‘on/over’ it. But how about the house in Lev 14:53? As for the
house that is contaminated from place to place, blood is sprinkled ‘in’ the house. How can blood
be sprinkled ‘on’ or ‘over’ the house? Therefore, Milgrom’s rendering, ‘effect purgation on (the
house/sancta’ must be refused.
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implied effects:

1) 922 for people’s inadvertent sin and its effect (forgiveness):
oo moen 117 onby T3 (Lev 4:20, 26, 31)

2) 72> for an impure person and its effect (purification):
(from childbirth) 7725 2pRn 77T a*?g n227 (Lev 12:7)
(from leprosy) 2meY 1727 1HU 1837 (Lev 14:20)

3) 723 for a contaminated house and its effect (purification):

(from leprosy) 7Y P25y 922) (Lev 14:53)

4) 722 for of a contaminated sanctum and its effect (purification):
DXy M2 nknen WPnby 1937 (Lev 16:16)
POy 19N T3 (Exod 30:10)%

5) 7> for a sanctum and its effect (consecration):>
PR NYTPY 2oy 18R (Exod 29:37)
"5y 9235 1MYTPM (Lev 8:15)>

%2 As far as this case is concerned, many scholars, including even people who stand in
opposition to Milgrom’s persistent rendering, ‘effect purgation on’ for kipper ‘al + sancta,
translate it as ‘effect purgation on’ or ‘purge on’ the horns of the incense altar. However, it
appears that they overlook the principle of pars pro toto which here indicates that the horns are
representative of the whole altar, because the effect of 22> for the horns covers the entire
incense altar. Therefore, ‘make atonement for the horns’ can be validated as the consistent
rendering of kipper ‘al.

*3 Consecration is fulfilled with special rituals with the anointing oil and special garments
as well as a hattat ritual. Sklar (2005: 125-27) categorizes ‘consecration’ as an intense form of
purification. This thesis argues that the hattat ritual brings about the effect of ‘atonement by
purgation’ in all cases of hattat, whereas the anointing oil effects ‘consecration.” Purgation is a
prerequisite to consecration. That is, the ritual of hattat as itself does not effect ‘consecration.’

* The phrase 1955 in Lev 8:15 has caused many interpretative difficulties, because 722
follows w=p (";S; ﬁg;'? MY=RPN) in contrast to Exod 29, which is the prescription of Lev 8 where
wTp follows 723 as an effect of it (AR NI r_t;r:r«;rj"vy ﬁg;m). Milgrom (1991b: 524) translates
it, following Rashi (1970) and Ibn Ezra (1986): “Thus he consecrated it to effect atonement upon
it.” It refers to the future use of the altar for a variety of atoning sacrifices (Gane, 2005: 132).
However, this view does not match its prescription of Exod 29:37. It seems that the sequence
72> — WP is logical. If it is maintained, the meaning of the preposition 5 might refer to ‘time,’
“expressing concurrence (at) rather than duration (in)” (BDB, 516: e.g., Gen 3:8; Gen 15:12). If it
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As exemplified above, the parallel between Leviticus 14:20 and v. 53 in
the same context makes Milgrom’s idea unconvincing. It is unlikely that the
identical syntax dealing with the same problem (nY3%) may have different

meanings, namely, ‘for’ and ‘on.’

aeY 1797 TSP 231 (Lev 14:20)
Iy M5y TEDY (Lev 14:53)

The person and the house are inflicted by NYJ% or have a symptom
suspectable as nya8 and thus become impure. ® |n order to cleanse the
impurities and resolve the problems, the hattat sacrifices are offered with other

purificatory rites and some combined sacrifices. Meanwhile the objects, either
person or the house, undergo the process of 72> to recover their ‘pure state.’
Hence both of them are the beneficiaries of 922, even though in the former the
blood of birds is sprinkled on the sanctum rather than on the person, whereas in
the latter the blood is sprinkled on the house.

As noted, in the hattat ritual, the 925 activity is not performed only by the
purgation of the sancta with blood, but also its effect is the result from a series
of the procedures (slaughter, hand-impositions, blood manipulations, fat-burning,
and disposal of remaining flesh), though the blood rites play a vital and decisive
role. Through the entire process, the double effects of 922 (ransom and
purgation) is given to the object. Thus the rendering ‘atone for/make atonement
for’ is justified for both persons and the sancta, given such double meaning of
723. In sum, the hattat ritual makes atonement for both persons and the sancta.

is applied to Lev 8:15, it could be rendered, “when he expiates it (the altar), he should
consecrate it.” Otherwise, the meaning of & might be ‘by,’ as Lev 8:15 is exemplified in GKC §
1140. In this case, the translation ‘consecrate by making atonement’ can be suggested. If it is
accepted, the order of 722 and consequent Wp is still maintained. As in Exod 30:10, the syntax

of Lev 8:15 shows that putting blood on the horns of the outer altar brings out the effect to purge
(%) the entire altar. In this manner, the horns of the altar are also pars pro toto for the entire

altar.
*® To be exact, if the house is judged as having malicious N8 by the priestly

inspection, it must be dismantled. The ritual of two birds can be performed only to atone for

(kipper al) the house, if the symptom is not a malicious ny33. For detail, see § 7.3.3..
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2.3. The 722 affiliated terms

2.3.1. Actions related to 723: R, D, WP, N KW

The terminology of 922 together with its affiliated words, and their
correlation must be precisely examined. This study will shed light on exploring
the mechanism of 922. Many scholars have thought that the piel verbs X and
978 are synonyms of 923 in the context of hattat. For instance, Milgrom (1991b:
255) states: “in the context of the hattat, 725 means ‘purge’ and nothing else, as
indicated by its synonyms X1 and 272.” By contrast, Kiuchi (1987: 99) argues
that 92> is a hypernym to encompass N, 77w, WP, and 10 KX); therefore,
the scope of semantic meanings could overlap. However, these "B22-affinitive

terms seem to be verbs that indicate either penultimate actions that
subsequently leads to 923, or the ultimate effect of 923.

2.3.2. X0 and 1w

The piel X1 and 272 will be mainly examined, with reference to their

hithpael forms, because the meanings of their qal forms are generally agreed.

Whereas the verb 2 is a broad term to signify the action to bring about

156

general cultic ‘purgation, cleansing,” > the verb X®r is used to stand for a

similar meaning exclusively in the hattat related contexts.>’ However, this
limited usage of X’ has been neglected in scholarly discussion, although its

restriction of use is an important feature. Indeed, this purificatory concept of
X®1 has a direct or indirect connection with the hattat offering, even though it

does not always appear in all the cases of the hattat related contexts.>®

*® This is the factitive use of the piel. For details, see Waltke and O’ Conner (1990: 24.2).

" The hattat related contexts refer to the hattat context and some contexts where the
effect of the hattat ritual is implied (e.qg., the purificatory ritual for the leprous house in Lev 14:51-
53); the ritual of the ‘ash water’ made of the red heifer called a kind of hattat in Num 19:9).

*® In many cases of the hattat ritual, it does not appear, while 911t is used as a synonym
for it. In other words, while 27t or X3t appears to mean ‘cleanse’ in the hattat related contexts,
= is broadly used in various contexts including the hattat context, and Xir is exclusively
limited to the hattat contexts or a certain context where the effect of the hattat is implied (e.g.,
Lev 14:51-53).
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In addition, the hithpael RN also occurs only in such contexts. A

difference between N1 and Nemnd lies in that whereas Xur is generally

59

employed to indicate the cleansing of nonhuman objects,™ XN relates to

the cleansing of human objects, meaning ‘to purify themselves.’®
As far as the concept of the piel X is concerned, it refers likely to

either ‘purify, decontaminate,” ‘de-sin,’®* or ‘bring a hattat offering, perform the
ritual of the hattat’ (cf. Kiuchi, 1987: 95). Judging from close investigation into
the occurrences of Xwrm and Xumna throughout the cultic literature of the
Hebrew Bible,®? it is assumed that the verb signifies the action which refers to a
special cultic cleansing in relationship with the hattat offering rather than to a
general cultic cleansing, probably except in two cases where it seems to denote
‘perform the hattat ritual’: Leviticus 6:19 (26) and 9:15.%% In other words, X is

%9 Exceptionally, X3t has a direct human object in Num 19:19, though it is a personal
pronoun: *»*2un 02 N77 “and on the seventh day he shall purify him” (NASB).

©As a possible exception, Num 31:30 seems to show that Xm0 could have direct
nonhuman objects: WernAn pr-52-521 oy Mppn=521 o5 125

® These are the privative sense of piel. For this use of the piel, see Waltke and O’
Conner (1990: 24.4f); Jouon (1993: 52d). Milgrom argues for ‘cleanse, purge, expurgate.” But
Janowski (1982: 241 n. 287) says that his renderings are restricted, posing ‘de-sin’ that denotes
a meaning of the root hattat (for the debate between Milgrom and Janowski, see Kiuchi, 1987:
16).

) 2 The piel (X2r): Exod 29:36; Lev 6:19; 8:15; 9:15; 14:49, 52; Num 19:19; 2 Ch 29:24;
Ezek 43:20, 22-23; 45:18. The hithpael (Rerni): Num 8:21; 19:12, 13, 20; Num 31:19, 20, 23.
NBINT also occurs with a privative sense. Cf. the rare occurrences outside the cultic texts: the
meaning of XN in Job 41:17 is obscure (probably ‘be bewilered’ [NASB; cf. BDB, 307]); N
in Ps 51:9 is used to mean metaphorically purification of heart.

® In these two verses N1 seemingly indicates ‘perform a hattat ritual.” Thus J. Durham
(1987) and Kiuchi (1987: 96) insist that in Exod 29:36-37 as well, X3t mean ‘offer a hattat’ (cf. J.

Durham’s rendering, ‘make a sin offering [for the Altar],” along with a few English Bibles [CJB;
NJB; RSV; NRSV]). To the contrary, other interpreters (e.g., Milgrom, 1991b: 279; D. K. Stuart,
2006: 619) and many other English Bibles translate this verse as “purge the altar.” Although
‘offer a hattat’ is acceptable in Lev 6:19 (26) and 9:15, this thesis favors ‘purge the altar’ insofar
as Exod 29:36 is concerned. Indeed Xt’1 in Exod 29:36b seems to be in parallel to the previous

action in 36a where the meaning is ‘offer/make a bull of hattat (70 nN®O 993):

oeonby oPh nbyn PNBR 991 36a

B A
WP IR preny oy TBs3 namatby nxem 36b
B' Al

In pattern A-B-A'-B', while the rendering ‘offer/make a hattat bull’ (Toyn PXBm 997) in 36a
corresponds to ‘you shall purify for the altar’ (X®r) in 36b, the rendering ‘for atonement’
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a technical term for indicating ‘cleanse/purge with (the blood of) a hattat,” while
it occurs only in the hattat related contexts throughout the cultic literature.
Then, is X1 a synonym for 9237 In light of Exodus 29:36b (see n. 63),

for example, these two actions are obviously distinguished:
RS NN AmYm 1oy 77808 MAmIToY AN

Therefore, contrary to some scholars like Milgrom, the two verbs cannot be
regarded as synonyms. Rather, 92> refers to the effect consequent to, or

attained through the actions X1, 170 X3, and 778, To put the focus on N&m,
the dynamics proceeds as follows: X1 — 982 (rather than Xon < 7@3).64

Leviticus 14:52-53 demonstrates the order as follows:
2707 MATTOY 7857 .. MAT BETTAN NPUY .. MATTIN N2

As displayed, the first verb X (‘purge [the house]) is linked to the next action,
to send the bird,” and leads to 782 as a consequential effect. That is, 922 is
attained via cleansing (Xtr) the house and sending (1Y) the bird. Likewise,
many cases of X show the same dynamics,® indicating that X is not a
synonym for 923.

The verb Xvr also appears in close connection with 153 "2 (‘purifying

water’) (Num 19:9). In Numbers 19 and 31, the ‘ash water’ (the ash of the red
heifer plus water) cleanses the persons contaminated by contacts with corpses.

(D'7;33'5:;) matches ‘when you make atonement for it’ (7222) in 36b. Here the Xir1 action,
however, is unlikely just to repeat the former action. If so, it will be superfluous. Therefore,
probably it will refer to a new meaning rather than ‘perform a hattat.’ If this is the case, it is likely
to mean ‘cleanse the altar’ in order to make atonement (see above) in keeping with the more
general usage of X1 in the hattat context; hence to paraphrase it in reference to 36a, ‘cleanse

the altar by performing the hattat on it.’ It finds support in the translation of NJPS: “you shall
purge the altar by performing purification upon it.” That is, this cleansing of the hitte phrase
n;r:r;a"ay NX»r in Exod 29:36b means ‘purify the altar with the blood of hattat’ rather than
general ‘cleansing.’ In this way, the meaning of X as ‘cleansing with hattat’ seems to be
applied to most occurrences of X1 in the priestly literature. Incidentally, v. 36b shows that Xim
has a function distinct from 123, in light of the phrase 57222 that is distict from X, contrary to
Milgrom’s opinion (1991b: 255; cf. Kiuchi, 1987: 97) that 122 is a synonym of Xir1 and 27w in
the hattat context.

® Contra Milgrom (1991b: 255) who treats them as synonyms and Kiuchi (1987: 97-99)
who says that 722 could be not only a synonym for X, but is also a hypernym to encompass
Nvr as well as 7w, WP, and 1 XD,

® Outside the priestly literature, Ezek 43:20 is a typical example: “thus you shall
cleanse it (IMX /82777 and make atonement for it (4777257 (NASB).
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The ash water is named ‘purifying water’ (7773 ") and is strikingly called a type
of hattat: N1 PRBT 173 5 MRYRS . .. (Num 19:9)

“. .. for the water for cleansing. It is a purification offering” (NRS).

Obviously the ‘water of hattat’ (MR ") in Numbers 8:7, which was sprinkled
to ordain the Levites, is the same as the ‘purifying water’ (7713 *2) in Numbers
19:9.% Therefore, ‘cleansing’ (X22r) both in Numbers 19 (vv. 12-13, 19, 20) and
31 (vv. 19-20, 23) is also related to the special type of hattat. That is, X is

different from other cleansing actions: a cultic cleansing by the hattat ritual.

Number 31:19-24 (see Num 19:11-22 as well) betrays again the
difference. In this passage, XN appears several times instead of N1, The
meaning of the text is clear: the soldiers and the captives came back from the
battle where blood was shed and the contact with corpses was inescapably
committed; they ‘should cleanse themselves (Xrni7)’ with the ash water rather
than by general washing.

It is noteworthy that in Numbers 31:19-24, two modes of cleansing are
presented: (1) cleansing (77t) of the metal spoils by burning with the fire (v.

23);*" (2) cleansing (Xpni) with the ash water of both the persons (v. 19) and

spoils which consist of the non-metal (v. 20) as well as the metal which has
already undergone the cleansing with the fire (v. 23).%®

Of course, the effects of these actions are the same: purification or
cleanness. However, whereas 27 is used with the fire, Nl is employed

with the ash water (named NX& 2 [Num 8:7] or 7773 *2 [Num 19:9] mixed with
the ash of the red heifer). In v. 24 27t appears again to indicate a different kind

of cleansing from Xur/Xumna, whether it points to the cleansing simply by

%8 water for impurity’ (RSV) or ‘water of lustration’ (Milgrom, 1990: 160).

®" Regarding the unmentioned items, which are made of earthen ware and stone,
whereas the pottery had to be destroyed according to the rule of Lev 6:21, stone is probably not
subject to impurity (Milgrom, 1990: 261).

% As instructed in v. 23, the metal items that have already been cleansed with the fire
should be cleansed again with the ash water. On the other hand, v. 23 says also that the
nonmetal items, which have already been cleansed with the ash water, should pass again
through water (not the ash water) (Milgrom, 1990: 261). Milgrom (1990: 261) presumes that the
passing through water is performed on the seventh day after the items have been sprinkled with
the ash water. He says, following the rabbis’ theory, that “the passing of objects through fire or
water is not part of the purification ritual from corpse contamination but that it is a preliminary
cleansing of these objects from food they may have absorbed” (1990: 261).
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washing their clothes or to a final result through the entire process of cleansing
that might include X®rn with the ash water.®

The use of the verb Rir/Rurnit implies that the water of hattat (MR )

brings about the purificatory effect of hattat. Therefore, this thesis argues that
the occasions, in which Xur/RvrnT appears with the water of hattat, must be

considered as a variant or special type of the hattat ritual in a sense. There are
three occurrences of the hattat water throughout the priestly literature, as seen
above: the ordination ritual of the Levites in Leviticus 8; the purifying ritual for
the persons and stuffs that had contact with corpses in Numbers 19:11-22; the
purifying ritual for the persons and spoils who/that returned from a battle in
Numbers 31:19-24.

At this point, the statement in Numbers 19:5 deserves attention: it says
that the ‘ash of hattat’ (Num 19:17), which will be mixed with water, contains the
blood of the red heifer, along with its hide and flesh. This implies that in these
cases as well, the same principle, atonement by blood, works implicitly with the
rite of the ash water (the water of hattat), even though the verb 92> or the noun

72> (atonement) does not appear in its contexts. Instead, ‘cleansing’ (77%)
appears usually as an effect of X2 action in the contexts where 922/922 is not

mentioned, as presented in Num 19:12 and 19 (see Num 31:34; for the case of
Lev 8, see Milgrom’s comment below):

CoL 3T CNAWT OPIY WOWD 0D 13w RN v, 12
2902 7727 02 PO P2 03D Wawa &P Ty v. 19

Despite no mention of atonement, the uses of the ash water made from the
sacrifice of the red heifer hattat seem to allude to the effect of the atonement
mechanism operating in the special type of hattat. Significantly Gane (2005:
181-89) states that the ritual of the red heifer, which is slaughtered outside the
camp and blood of which is shed toward the sanctuary, purge future impurities
proleptically. Although Gane does not specifically express it, it is presumed that
the principle of the atonement mechanism by the hattat offering in this ritual is
still working. Thus it is likely that the purification effected by the ash water is

% Note the consecutive purificatory verbs in vv. 23-24:
777 WD 1IUR WRD XTI 727753 (v. 23)
DM TPIYR WX NITRD WK 551 a7 7T ma IR
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ultimately attained through an atonement process. That is, the purity is the final
effect or result of the implied 982 action via the X@r/XuanT action.”

Moreover, it can be stated that the hattat red heifer was sacrificed ahead
of time as a ransom for persons or stuffs who/which would be contaminated by
corpses later, and its blood was sprinkled toward the sanctaury to purge it of
future impurities proleptically; then the ash water mixed with its blood would be
sprinkled (Xr1) on them. Thus the same principle of atonement as in the

ordinary hattat ritual is applied to the case of the ash water rite:
‘ransom + purgation’ (\23) — “purification’ (A7)

If the sprinkling of the ash water (i.e., the Ri®r rite) causes an effect

corresponding to the hattat ritual in a broad sense, it can be argued again that
X1 is used exclusively in the hattat related context. That is, the purificatory

function of X1 is absolutely restricted to the dynamics of the hattat ritual with

the meaning of ‘de-sin’ or ‘decontamination.’
In fact, the X1 action itself does not focus on the ransom function of

hattat, although it might be implied that the effect of ransom is inherent in the
ash of the sacrificed red heifer. Rather, in most cases the X®m action means

only ‘purgation’ effected by the hattat.”* The ‘purgation’ (X&) is an action that
consequently leads to the implied atonement (923) which causes the ultimate
effect, ‘purification.” The implied atonement is accomplished by ‘purgation’ (Xt2rT)

+ ‘ransom’ (slaughter and blood-shedding of the red heifer as a substitutionary
victim).” That is why 925> cannot be classified as a synonym with R like

Milgrom’s idea (1991b: 255).

® Sklar (2005: 114) also states: “One could argue, perhaps not altogether convincingly,
that the omission of the verb 722 in these contexts is simply incidental.” But he considers this
case of the ash water ritual as another exception to a rule that blood is required, that is, a
concession like non-blood hattat offerings (Sklar, 2005: 104). However, as stated, it must be
reminded that the blood of red heifer is mixed with the ash. Thus the power of blood still works
in the ash water possibly to make atonement.

" Possibly except two cases, Lev 6:19 (26) and 9:15, as mentioned above

2 The verb 72> has a priest or Moses as subject in most cases, possibly except the
following cases: animals (Lev 1:4a [the animal of the burnt offering]; Lev 10:16 [the Azazel goat;
for the identity of the Azazel goat, see n. 128]; Neh 10:33 [the hattat itself]); God (Lev 8:34; cf.
Deut 32:43 and Ezek 16:63), blood (Lev 17:11). However, while the subject of X can also be
a priest or Moses, both XN and X can have a non-priestly person as subject (the Levites
in Num 8:21; the Israelites in Num 19:12, 19).
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As noted, 00/M0BR/AMY has a wider application than RXBr/Remn.
Primarily the former, which is an antonym of Xmn/XiY (‘contaminate’/become
impure’), signifies a general and broad action to cleanse/purify impure objects
throughout the priestly literature.” It differs from the restricted usage of the
latter that indicates a specialized action only in the hattat related contexts.’
Thus, 2% encompasses Rr; therefore, the former can sometimes be used as
a synonym of the latter.

The comparison of ritual process in the following verses, which show
parallel syntactical features, displays explicitly the relationship of 2t and X
in consecutive processes: (1) process A: sevenfold blood sprinkling; (2) process
B: the effect of blood sprinkling; (3) process C: release of the animal.

7707° DMYE YW YIS Tnena Sy 77 (Lev 14:7)"
B A
... OO IBRTTAN TOU
C

“The objects of the verbs are as follows: e.g., the leper (Lev 14:7); the leprous house
(Lev 14:53); the contaminated altar (Lev 16:19); the sinful Israelites (Lev 16:30; cf. Je 33:8;
Ezek 36:33); the Levites in the ordination (Num 8:6, 7, 15, 20) where the Levites cleanse
themselves (7n17) by shaving their bodies and washing their clothes (Num 8:7; cf. Ne 12:30).
Cf. the objects of cleansing outside the priestly literature: the temple and its items (2 Ch 29:15-
16, 18); Judah and Jerusalem (2 Ch 34:3, 5, 8); the gate and wall of city (Neh 12:30); land
(Ezek 39:12, 16). Regarding Num 8:7, whether 77171 is passive or reflexive is questionable. As
Milgrom (1990: 62; cf. Sklar, 2005: 108) argues, it might more likely have a reflexive sense. To
the contrary, however, the hithpael participle 2n®n which occurs many times in Lev 14 is
obviously a passive sense: ‘the person who is purified’ of leprosy (cf. Sklar, 2005: 108).

™ For this reason, Sklar's conclusive statement (2005: 111-12) is not correct, when he
says, “it would seem that the factitive use of the piel and the hithpael of 71> and the privative
use of the piel and hithpael of Xt are more or less synonymous,” because Xvn has a
restricted use only to indicate special cleansing within the hattat related context.

> Most English Bibles and interpreters translate the phrase as declaratory piel: “he [the
priest] shall pronounce him clean” (for this use of the piel, see Waltke and O’ Connor 1990:
24.2f; Jolion, 1993: 52d). Except in Lev 14:7, most cases of the piel 770 in Lev 13-14 in
particular is acknowledged as declaratory (declaration of purity: Lev 13:6, 7, 13, etc, and 14:8;
cf. declaration of impurity: 13:3, 8, 11, etc). However, in light of the parallel verses, the piel 77
in Lev 14:7 must be translated in the same manner as in Lev 16:19: ‘(thus he shall) cleanse
him.” Only NJPS assumes this rendering. Milgrom (1991b: 839) also refuses the declaratory
rendering on the ground that the leper still requires laundering his clothes and bathing himself.

"® In this ritual, the birds are not expressly called hattat and are not offered to sanctuary.
However, they might be thought hattat victims in that the ritual is the same as that of the two-
bird ritual in Lev 5:7, 12:8, and 14:22, and in that the verb X1 is used to describe the purgation.
As explained, X3t always appears in the hattat related contexts.
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... 7iBET 072 MANTAR AM277DMYD DaW nanON 7477 (Lev 14:51-53)

B A
... MR IB¥NTIN 750
C
.. PNDBR WY 77727 DMWY DY WANNI 0777 1Y 777 (Lev 16:19-21)
B A
T2 NY WD (the live goat) /75277 . .
C

The Leviticus 14, which prescribes the remedies from ny73, shows that
there exist the different nuances between 27t and X, But its comparison with
Leviticus 16:19-21 confirms that 2t has a broader sense than X1 and thus

can be used as a synonym for it.

On the whole, the section for the leper prescribes two stages to atone for
him”” (Lev 14:1-32): (1) stage 1 - a series of purificatory rites to purge the
impurity from the leper’s body (vv. 1-9); and (2) stage 2 - a series of sacrificial
rituals performed in the sanctuary to atone for him (vv. 10-32).

In contrast, while the measures adopted for the leprous house are the
same as that of stage 1 for the leper,’® stage 2 is not applied to the house (for
details, see 8§ 7.3.2 and § 7.3.3). Remarkably, the same ritual with the two birds,
accompanied by other components (cedar wood, hyssop, scarlet yarn), is made
in both cases to cleanse respectively the leper and the leprous house: one bird
is slaughtered to shed blood, and the other is released alive. The ritual for the
leper is performed outside the camp, but that for the leprous house is made in
the town outside the sanctuary.

Strikingly, whereas the verb 27t is used in the two-bird ritual for the leper

(v. 7), the verb X1 replaces it in the same ritual for the house (vv. 49, 52).

Thus the appearance of the different verbs in the same syntactical structure

" For convenience of discussion, ‘he’ or ‘him’ is used as the English pronoun for a
person, whether masculine or feminine, except in cases related to a woman only, for example,
the parturient woman in Lev 12.

® significantly, Lev 14 demonstrates an important principle in Israel’s cult that
inanimate objects like houses or garments never incur aerial contamination in the sancta. As
Milgrom (1991b: 260) argues, human beings are the only medium to generate pollution of the
sancta from a distance without direct contact with them. For this reason, Milgrom (1991b: 882)
is wrong and self-contratictory in stating that the nyJ% impurity of house is too weak to
contaminate the sancta. At the same time, it indicates that in the case when the hattat ritual is
required for people, the atonement for them is always made with the purgation of the
contaminated sancta, differently from the atonement for a house.
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recapitulates the fact that Xt has a meaning and function distinct from =7;
the meaning of R, to ‘purge with a hattat’, which is suggested above, can be

applied in Leviticus 14 as well.
In Leviticus 14:7 the sevenfold sprinkling of the bird blood on the leper is
a ‘cleansing action’ (91R), but in 14:51 the same gesture is expressed as a

‘cleansing action’ (Xtr1) with a different nuance. It is stated that the former rite (v.
7) is just to cleanse (7R) the leper without causing atonement, because it is not

a hattat, and because atonement is made through stage 2 with the hattat ritual
accompanied by the other offerings in the sanctuary. However, the latter rite (v.
51) is to purge (X&) the leprous house, making atonement (722) for it, without

stage 2, namely, a series of rituals in the sanctuary.

In both occasions, as shown above, the declaration of the final effect is
the same: the priest shall make atonement for him or the house, and he or it will
become clean.

piniohiR alohy 1"?:; 1227 (Lev 14:20b)
A manby T3 (Lev 14:53b)

Whereas the final effect, ‘purification’ of the former, is a consequence through
stage 1 (two-bird ritual) and stage 2 (hattat offering + other offerings) for the
leper, that of the latter is attained only after the two-bird ritual for the house.
Regarding these two final declarations, Milgrom translates them diversely
from one another in line with his idea on the meanings of 923 in contexts: “and

(he) shall make expiation for him” for v. 20b in the non-hattat context (Milgrom,
1991b: 828, 858)"° and “and (he) shall perform purgation on the house” for v.
53b in the hattat context (Milgrom, 1991b: 829, 882). But it is unacceptable,
because there is no reason that we should understand this same statement and
syntax to have different meanings between the two verses.?’ Therefore, we hold

” The reason that Milgrom (1991b: 858) does not translate this phrase here as ‘effect
purgation for him’ is because he considers the 72> as the effect resulting from all of the
sacrificial rites rather than from the hattat ritual alone (cf. Milgrom, 1991b: 760 who states the
reason for the same rendering for kipper ‘al in Lev 12:7). It should be reminded that while he
insists ‘effect purgation on/for’ alone for kipper ‘al in the context of hattat, he employes the
renderings ‘expiate,’ effect expiation for’ or ‘atone for’ in other sacrificial rituals.

% As we have seen, Milgrom insists that 723 is a synonym of Xor1 in the context of
hattat. However, the following comparison shows additional evidence that his argument is not
convincing:

DB MY 23T TN NOTO MPD (Lev 14:49)
Y 273775y 7957 (Lev 14:53)
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the same rendering for them: ‘make atonement for (or expiate) him’ and ‘make
atonement for (or expiate) the house.’® That is, this thesis uses ‘make
atonement for’ for all the occurrences of kipper ‘al; therefore, ‘make atonement
for the sancta’ is also accepted.

If it is the case, the question is why the verb 27 is used in the two-bird

ritual for the leper rather than X1, since a bird is slaughtered and its blood is

sprinkled on him outside the sanctuary in the same way as in the ritual for the
house.

It must be recalled that the atonement for the leper is not made yet until
the sacrifices are performed in the sanctuary. In other words, the ritual of the
two birds for the leper as such cannot bring about atonement for him, although it
might be essential for the final effect of atonement; that is, the blood of the bird
sprinkled on the leper in stage 1 is presumed to contribute somehow to his
atonement in accord with the principle that atonement is made by blood (Lev
17:11), but it does not directly bring about atonement. Whereas in the case of
house the ritual is completed with the two birds, in the case of the leper the
priest should perform an additional cleansing of the sanctuary for him with the
hattat ritual accompanied by other offerings.

Significantly, whereas stage 1 for the leper is not a hattat ritual, the ritual
for the contaminated house, which corresponds to stage 1 for the leper, may be
taken as matching a kind of hattat in terms of its mechanism.®? For this reason,
in the case of the leper the verb 21 is used, but in the case of the leprous

house the verb X is employed.
As regards the meaning of 2, it can be used as a synonym of X1 as

well, due to its broader use, as mentioned. This becomes clear from the

UIP75y 7837 (Lev 16:16)
9507 73T TN W SIRTNY 75T ¢TPn TN 7557 (Lev 16:33)

If his idea is right, 5y of the phrase Y 122 in Lev 14:53 and 16:16 probably had better be n¥ to
read as follows: 21 /7237778 7257 “he shall purge the house and it will be clean.” In Lev 16,
on the other hand, the two phrases n¥ 9227 (v. 33) and by 122 (w. 16, 18, 30) appear
alternately even within the same context, having the sancta as objects. Although Milgrom
(1991b: 1036) allots ‘purge’ and ‘effect purgation on’ for the two phrases respectively, it is
unlikely, however, that they have different meanings.

® Therefore, ‘make atonement for the sancta’ is also acceptable.

8 Sklar (2005: 115) also points out: “Technically, this is not a sacrifice, insofar as the
bird is not offered upon the altar. This exception, however, only proves the rule, since the text
makes clear that it is blood of this bird which cleanses the house (Lev 14:51-52).”
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comparison of Leviticus 14:51-53 and 16:19-21, displayed above. The former
passage is similar to the latter in terms of the manner of the ritual; just as the
two birds constitute a combined ritual in Leviticus 14, so the sacrificial goat and
the live goat for Azazel are combined to form a hattat.2® In this comparison,
whereas the verb X is used in the former ritual to describe cleansing of the

house, the verb 2 is employed in the latter ritual to describe the purgation of
the altar. That is, the priest purges (71) the outer altar by putting and sprinkling

blood on it. The priest’s activities result in ‘purification’ and consequent
‘consecration’® of the altar as the final effects, as stated in Leviticus 16:19:

SN i nnLE 9P7 Py onpD DY Wwaska oI by M

In conclusion, the state of cleanness (77Y) is acquired as a result of a
variety of activities: the 2 action (e.g., purgation of the altar by priests) as well

as the other purificatory rites like washing clothes and the ritual of ash water.
This indicates that =7t is broadly used even in the context of hattat beyond the

scope of a synonym for Rir.
Importantly, ‘purification’ (771%0), along with forgiveness, is accomplished
as the final goal and effect via Nt and 922, even though 97 often appears

also on the way to the final goals as intermediary purifying action and its
consequent ‘cleanness.’ To sum up, the various effects via 97t or Xt and 723

are as follows:

1) Intermediary cleanness of a person from minor impurity
via purificatory rites®

2) Final cleanness of a person from major impurity
via 37 and 923 in the sanctuary®

®n chapter 3, it will be argued that a sacrificial goat and a live goat constitute a hattat,
following a few scholars like Kiuchi and Keil & Delitzsch.

8 As mentioned, some interpreters (e.g., Sklar, 2005: 1, 125-27) consider ‘consecration’
as a type of purification.

% Lev 11:32; 13:6, 34, 58; 14:8, 9; 15:3, 28; 17:15; 22:7; cf. Ezek 36:25.

% Lev 12:7, 8; 14:20. The cleaning (11) of the altar is undoubtedly implied, as will be
argued in chapter 7 (contra Johar and Gane), although the text keeps silence.

43

© University of Pretoria



VERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
IVERSITY OF PRETORIA
NIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

3) Final figurative cleanness (forgiveness) of a person from sin
via 37 and 983 in the sanctuary®’

4) Cleanness of the sancta from impurity that is generated by sin/impurity
via X2r/Amw and 923 in the sanctuary®

5) Cleanness of a house from impurity (doubtable symptom of leprosy)
viaXen and 993%

6) Cleanness of a person from impurity by contact with a corpse
via Xer (implied 2g3).%

This shows clearly the relationship between =22 and other cleansing
actions (Xr1 and 71) and the different nature of cleansing (777) in each stage.
For example, the intermediary cleanness resulting from the =27 rite for the

leper's body in Leviticus 14:7 differs from the final purification made with the
subsequent sacrificial rituals in the sanctuary to make atonement for him. In
other words, cleanness (771) via 77 in 14:7 is not the same as that via 923 in

14:20, while 2711 in the former is essential for the final legal declaration of 97t
in the latter. Indeed, his final purification (77®) is declared in v. 20 via 923

(‘making atonement for him’) after finishing the sacrifices in the sanctuary:

¥ Lev 4:20, 26, 31, 35; 5:10, 13, 16, 18, 26; Num 15:25, 28; cf. the guilt offering in Lev
19:22. Exceptionally, Lev 16:30 states that 922 brings cleanness of the Israelites from sins
instead of forgiveness. However, in this case, the cleanness from moral sins must be
considered as the other expression for forgiveness. In contrast, Gane (2005: 123-25, 175, 231-
33) argues that in Lev 16:30 the sins are cleansed from the sancta where sins were
accumulated, but not from the Israelites; therefore, the verb 27t in this verse must not be taken
as the same meaning as that of nbp;. However, Gane’s idea must be refused on some grounds
(e.g., the symbolic usage of 7n; cf. Je 33:8; Ezek 36:25, 33; Ps 51:4). For detalil, see § 7.2.4.

88 Cleansing by Rwr1: Exod 29:36; Lev 8:15; cf. Ezek 43:20, 26. The cleansing (71t) of
the sancta is implied in (1) and (2), although the texts keep silence. In contrast, the cleansing of
the sancta in Lev 8 and 16 is a prerequisite action to consecration of the altar (Lev 8) and to
reconsecration of the altar (Lev 16). Ezek 43:20-26, though it is outside the priestly literature of
the Pentateuch, displays the typical dynamics: X1 (v. 20) — 722 (v. 26) — 271 (v. 26). Via Xdn
the altar is atoned for and via 72> the altar gets the final cleanness.

% Lev 14:53 only.

% For the uses of X&r1 in the ritual of ash water outside the sanctuary, see above.
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e an 1"?:; 1221 “he [the priest] shall make atonement for him and he will
be clean.”

The ordination of Levites in Numbers 8 also exposes this idea. From its
beginning in v. 6, the ceremony starts with the statement of its goal: "Take the
Levites from among the other Israelites and make them ceremonially clean”
(NIV). The dynamics of atonement for the Levities is displayed in two stages: (1)
stage 1 - cleansing (Rr7) the Levites with the water of hattat ("R D) (v. 7a),
and cleansing (0) them by shaving their bodies and washing their clothes (v.
7b); (2) stage 2 - making atonement for them (722) with a series of sacrifices in
the sanctuary (vv. 8-13) and then attaining the purification (R77) suitable for

entering and ministering to the sanctuary in place of the Israelites (v. 15).
To sum up: Xen/w — 993 — e

2.3.3.1% R

The phrase 112 N), which appears frequently in the hattat context as

well as in other contexts of the priestly literature, represents another important
action in the atonement mechanism of the hattat ritual. Scholars have various
opinions on the meaning of this phrase. Generally two questions are asked
on 13y X1 in connection with the hattat debate:** (1) what is the meaning of the
noun 1 in the context of hattat?; (2) how should the verb phrase 10 X be

interpreted in the context of hattat?

! The same ritual logic is detected also in the concluding statement of Num 8:21-22:

“The Levites purified themselves (XrnT) and washed (222) their clothes. Then
Aaron presented them as a wave offering before the LORD and made
atonement (722) for them to purify (77) them. After that, the Levites came to

do their work at the Tent of Meeting under the supervision of Aaron and his
sons. They did with the Levites just as the LORD commanded Moses” (NIV,
italics mine).

By contrast, many English Bibles (NASB, ERV, ESV, RSV) read v. 21. “the Levites purified
themselves from sin. . .” But this rendering is not appropriate, because the text does not say
whether specific sins or impurities are purified.

%2 A few similar phrases like nRBO/RLT XY ‘bear sin’ (Exod 10:17; 32:32; Lev 19:17;
24:15) or pun N ‘bear transgression’ (Exod 23:21; cf. 1 Sam 25:28) lie under the same
category. These terms appear frequently in combinations rather than a single: in concise
transliterations, nasa pesha and hattat (Gen 50:17); nasa awon and pesha (Num 14:18); nasa
awon, pesha and hatta’ (Exod 34:7; Num 14:18); etc.
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The noun 11 has given difficulties to interpreters, as indicated in Kiuchi’'s
statement (1987: 50), who refers to Knierim (1965: 237 ff):*®

The term 1 basically means ‘iniquity.” But, being a dynamic concept

and deep-rooted in Israelite Ganzheitsdenken, it expresses the
iniquitous act and its consequence, or any combination of these ideas.
Inevitably it must be translated ‘iniquity’, ‘guilt’, or ‘punishment,’
according to the context. For convenience’s sake, we adopt the
translation ‘bear guilt’ for 70 X1 in the following discussion.

That is, the noun 112 can have multiple nuances in different contexts. Therefore,
it is not easy to grasp the correct meaning of the phrase 10 X1 in a specific
context. By and large its meaning may boil down to three possible alternatives:
‘to remove iniquity; ‘to bear iniquity’; ‘to bear guilt.’® Depending on which
rendering is taken, explanation of the dynamics and atonement mechanism of
the hattat offering leads to totally different trajectories.

Kiuchi (1987: 50) chose the rendering ‘guilt’ for 3 in his discussion
rather than ‘sin’ or ‘iniquity’; hence to him the phrase 10 N1 in the hattat
context means ‘bear guilt,” instead of ‘bear iniquity/sin’ or ‘remove sin.” In other
words, 7117 X1 is an action to ‘bear guilt’ as the consequence of a sin, which is
punitive (Kiuchi, 1987: 38), and not to bear the sin itself. %

In contrast to his idea, this thesis will employ ‘iniquity’ in accordance with
its basic lexical sense, except when necessary, while envisaging that guilt and

% Also Knierim (70 THAT, II, cols: 243-49). Besides 13, according to Milgrom (1983:
124), ouN, Non, YU, 1Y, and 107 also have two connotations: the wrong and the retribution.
Milgrom (1983: 124) says that it is feasible except for the term DUX in the context of the hattat
ritual. As Kiuchi (1987: 31-34) points out, DUX does not stand for the wrong itself but ‘realize
guilt’ only as consequence of sin in the context of the hattat ritual, rather than Milgrom’s ‘feel
guilt.” Milgrom (1991b: 343) considers ‘feel guilt’ as a kind of punishment of heart, but Kiuchi
(1987: 31-34) declines this idea in favor of the rendering ‘realize guilt’ as the meaning of DUX.

% The rendering ‘bear/take punishment’ may converge into ‘bear iniquity,” the usual
meaning of 3 X3, because ‘bear iniquity’ connotes inherently ‘punishment’ as a consequence
of sin. The sin terms in the Hebrew Bible “refer not only to the wrong itself, but also to the
consequences of the wrong” (Sklar, 2005: 12). On the other hand, ‘remove sin’ may contain the
meanings of ‘taking away,’ ‘lifting off,” or ‘erasing,” amounting to forgiveness in the case where
its subject is God.

% Kiuchi (1987: 115) states that sin (or iniquity) and guilt are distinguished in that the
latter is the former’s consequence and the former has the power of contamination but the latter
does not. For this reason, it means that the priest (Lev 10:17) and the Azazel goat (Lev 16:21)
that are bearing the guilt ()30 X®3), but not the sin, do not incur defilement.
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punishment are inseparably attached to 13 X3, as Knierim (1965: 237 ff) and
Kiuchi (1987: 50) pointed. Its subject and context decide the meaning of 30 X).
This thesis argues that when the priest is the subject of 110 R®), it denotes
‘remove iniquity (and guilt)’ (= to eliminate sin) (Lev 10:17); in contrast, when a
non-priest is its subject, it means ‘bear iniquity’ which may connote ‘bearing
punishment’ for the evil (the offender’s bearing in Lev 5:1, 17, etc; the Azazel
goat’s bearing in Lev 16:22).

Significantly, the interpretation on 12 X®) in Leviticus 10:17 and 16:22 is
a crucial key to the understanding of the ritual dynamics and atonement
mechanism of the hattat offering. The former verse relates to the priests’
bearing the iniquity of congregation and the latter mentions the Azazel goat’s
bearing the iniquities of the congregation. The diverse interpretations of 119 X3
in these verses have led scholars to different conclustions on the atonement
mechanism. With regard to the meaning of 132 X in the contexts, by and
large it is agreed that its meaning depends on who or what the subject of 1
R is. What does the subject perform in the action of 112 X1? There are two
images of the subject regarding sin/guilt: a remover or a bearer.

Baruch Schwartz (1991: 34-36; 1995: 8-15) made a great contribution to
this issue. He (1995: 9) argues that when a wrongdoer bears his sin, 11y ®p2
means ‘bearing guilt’ with the meaning of punishment; however, when the
injured party bears the sinner’s burden, “it no longer rests on the shoulders of
the wrongdoer; the latter is relieved of his load and of its consequences,” and
thus the guilty party is released from guilt.®’ In this case, the action 1Y N may
denote that the injured ‘removes sin (and guilt)’ and thereby forgives the sin.

In the same vein, Milgrom (2000a: 1488) says about the case where God
is the subject of 130 X) as the injured party:

When a person is the subject of 12 X2 or its synonym Xiur 21, he

literally bears the sin “and eventually perishes under its weight”
(Schwartz 1991: 38 n. 4). However, God, as the subject, “lifts off” the sin
from the erstwhile sinner; that is, he forgives him . . . Interestingly, when

* pyin R and MRLI/NDT XD as well.
*"In this regard, the meaning of 1% X3 has a similar feature as that of 723> examined

above, the meaning of which depends on who or what the object of the action is: the injurer or
the injured.
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God is the subject, this idiom appears in only non-priestly texts (Gen
4:13; Exod 34:7; Num 14:18, etc)

Milgrom (1991b: 1045) claims that in the priestly texts, NR®I/Y KXW
does not have God as a subject. Therefore, the phrase, the subject of which is a
human injurer rather than God, cannot mean ‘forgive sin/iniquity’ but either
‘remove or take away sin/iniquity’ or ‘bear or suffer punishment.” According to
him (1991b: 1045), only in three cases throughout the priestly texts (Exod 28:38;

Lev 10:17; 16:22), NX1I/11y X1 means ‘remove sin/iniquity,” but in all the other

occurrences it means “bear or suffer punishment’®® rather than “bear iniquity”

(1991b: 1488). Thus he refuses the agent’s substitutionary ‘bearing sin/iniquity’
in the cases of non divine subject.

Although Milgrom’s argument is agreeable, however, his textual division
is questionable, when he distinguishes between non-priestly texts and priestly
texts, while finding the cases that YHWH is the subject. In this thesis, in line
with its methodology declared in chapter 1, the texts are considered to be
integrated in the priestly literature which shows a coherent ritual system and a
systemized theology (see Jenson, 1992). Therefore, the following Gane’s
statement (2005: 104) on Exodus 34:7 is accepted:

The close parallel between the language of Exod 34:7, in which YHWH
IS INBM YWDl 1w NI, “bearing iniquity and transgression and sin,” and
Lev 10:17, in which his priest bears 1%, indicates that there is a close

relationship between the two. . . It appears that, by eating the flesh, the
priests participate in the process through which YHWH grants
forgiveness.

Gane points out that when the subject of 1% X1 is God, it always

signifies ‘remove and forgive iniquity.”®® Likewise, when it is a human subject
who is injured or offended, he stands in the position to forgive and bestow

% Milgrom (1991b: 1045) confirms his opinion with evidence of twenty cases displaying
various types of punishments: “In other words, the sinner does not carry his sins as if it were a
weight, but must pay the consequences for his sin.” The punishments are inflicted in this
manner: death (M), feeling of guilt (W), cutting off (N23), childlessness (™). However, as
Kiuchi (1987: 31-34) and Sklar (2005: 31, 39-41) point out, it is wrong to consider oUX as a kind
of punishment.

% In addition to Exod 34:7, see Exod 23:21; Num 14:18; and cf. Josh 24:19; Job 7:21;
Ps 2:5; etc. Levine (1993: 366) states that the phrase W2/ N1 emphasizes God's
compassion.

48

© University of Pretoria



(02'&

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

mercy on the injurer or offender who made the wrong,'® although most cases

occur outside the priestly literature. For example, Joseph’ brothers ask him to
forgive them for the sin that they committed to him (Gen 50:17), and Saul begs
Samuel’s pardon for his sin (MX®T) (1 Sam 15:25). In sum, the injured party,

whether he is God or a person, has the right to remove and forgive the sin/guilt
throughout the Bible. It is just vanished under his authority. In this case, the
injured subject of 130 X does not bear the burden of the sin, but he removes it;
neither the injured party does bear the sin/guilt, nor does the injurer or the third
party.

From this ground, the two biblical principles can be formulated (cf. Sklar,
2005: 88-89): (1) when the subject of 110 X1 is the injured, the phrase always
may mean ‘forgive (by removal)’; (2) in contrast, when the subject of 10 X3 is
the injurer, who injures either God or other person, the injurer must bear his
sin/guilt. Therefore, it always connotes ‘suffer punishment.”**

However, the problem is the case where the third party is the subject
of 13 X who is neither the injurer nor the injured. In these cases, for whom

does the third party become an agent? For the injurer or the injured? What does
the agent do for the object?

The third party can be either of two kinds: a human subject and a
nonhuman subject. Firstly, the sole case of the nonhuman subject is the Azazel
goat in Leviticus 16:22. This live goat functions clearly as the substitutionary
agent in place of the Israelites. The high priest transfers their iniquities (n1Y)

on the goat by imposing his two hands on it. Then the goat bears them away
into the wildness.’® Thus in the case of the Azazel goat, the meaning of the
phrase N XY is obviously “to bear the iniquities (into the wildness).”

Therefore, in this case, this action of bearing as such can be understood as
‘removing or taking away, rather than ‘forgiveness’;®® at the same time it
means that the live goat suffers the punishment substitutionally for the
congregation.

In fact, most difficult are the cases in which the subject of the human

third party is a priest(s). This thesis does not deal with the priests and Levites’

'% Gen 50:17; Exod 10:17; Exod 32:32; 1 Sam 25:28.

%% Lev 5:1,17; 7:18; 10:17; 17:16; 19:8; 20:17, 19; Num 5:31; etc.

192 The full examination of this mechanism will be made in chapters 6 and 7.

On the Day of Atonement, although God removes the iniquities of the Israelites
through the live goat, the atonement of Israel and its effect (the purification or the forgiveness of
Israel) are accomplished by both the hattat rituals and the live goat ritual.
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substitutionary task which were executed in the sanctuary for the Israelites,
because it seems to be another issue with a different feature.'® The present
question is concentrated on the meaning of 110 X1 performed by the priests in
the hattat ritual in Leviticus 10:17. To recapitulate the previous questions, what
was the role of the priests in this action of 130 X®): a bearer or a remover of
iniquity?; did the priests bear their iniquities or guilt as the substitutionary agent
for the people (Kiuchi; Gane; for their view, see § 5.3.3.2), or did the priests
simply remove the iniquity from people and/or the sancta (Milgrom; Kaufmann;
for their view, see § 5.3.3.1 and § 5.3.3.2)?'®

% In these cases, the human subject of 110 X3 are either the priests or the Levites.

Most cases are related to the priests (Exod 28:38, 43; Num 18:1), except that the case of the
Levites’ 110 XQ) in the sanctuary is once mentioned in Num 18 (v. 23) along with the priests’
duty. Sklar (2005: 92, 98) acknowledges only Exod 28:38 as the case of the third party who
bears iniquity in place of the people of Israel: 5§;ji;77 N2 WP WK DWIRT Y O1IIR XD,
“Aaron shall take away the iniquity of holy things which the sons of Israel consecrate” (NASB).
He (2005: 98) interprets this verse as relating to the problem of a blemished sacrifice which a
person brought and offered unwittingly; the mistake or iniquity is nullified by the plate of pure
gold which Aaron is wearing. In contrast, U. Cassuto (1967: 385) notes this phrase as follows:
“he [Aaron] will atone for all transgressions committed in connection with the order of the
service, the purity of the consecrated things, or the use of the holy gifts.” The interpretation of
Exod 28:38 can be supplemented by comparison with Num 18:1 in parallel. It seems that the
parallel phrases in Num 18:1, oWp1 1%W™N8 “the iniquity in connection with the sanctuary”
(NASB) and oona> 1w “the iniquity in connection with the priesthood” (NASB), must be
considered to be in the same category as 0P 1% “the iniquity of the holy things” in Exod
28:38. That the Levites bear the iniquity of the Israelites (‘bear their iniquity’) (2119 W@ 07) in
the sanctuary in Num 18:23 must be understood in the same manner. The clergy’s 11 X1 in
the sanctuary, whether the priests (in Exod 28:43; Num 18:1) or the Levites (Num 18:23), may
be regarded as their commission to bear sin/guilt that might result from their task executed in
place of and on behalf of the congregation. However, if sin would be committed either by
mistake or negligence to observe the regulations, it is incurred by the clergy themselves. For
this reason, precisely speaking, these cases cannot be taken as the third party’s substitutionary
bearing of the injurer’s iniquity or guilt. Regarding the context, Num 18:1 related to the priests is
instructed right after the Israelites’ appeal in Num 17:13, “Anyone who even comes near the
tabernacle of the LORD will die. Are we all going to die?” (NIV). YHWH’s response is that Aaron
and his sons should bear the sin/guilt connected with the sanctuary in place of the Israelites.
Likewise, Num 18:23 related to the Levites is regulated right after the statement in v. 22, “And
henceforth the people of Israel shall not come near the tent of meeting, lest they bear sin and
die” (RSV). YHWH’s alternative is that the Levites should risk “bearing the sin/guilt” instead of
the congregation. In particular, the feature of priests’ duty in Num 18:1 should be regarded as
corresponding to that in Exod 28:38 and 43. The question is raised again: who incurs the
sin/guilt in connection with the sanctuary?; the priests/Levites or the lay Israelites? As
mentioned above, the potential sin/guilt belongs to the clergy dedicated for the community.

1% s the iniquity removed from persons and/or the sancta? This question is also related
to Lev 10:17. What is the meaning of 1 in this verse? Is it iniquity or guilt? Is it a concept which
contains impurity in addition to sin? These questions are explored in § 5.3.3.2.
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The argument on this question will be delayed until chapter 5. In brief,
the priest is the ‘surrogate’ of God (Milgrom, 1991b: 623) who removes the sins
of the people for them. He does not bear the guilt of the people substitutionally
but remove and destroy their sin through his action of 13 X3 (contra Kiuchi

and Gane; see § 5.3.3.2). At this stage, suffice it to say that the 130 X) action
brings the effect of 922, ‘make atonement,” as the syntax of Leviticus 10:17

shows:
0% o758y 9855 YR JipN ANPS 05 1M AN,

Therefore, the 130 X action also corresponds to the L/RBM action in

that it leads to the atonement by virtue of ‘removing the sin/impurity’ in the hattat
context. In sum, the following dynamics of the hattat ritual is formulated:

IOB/ARLINY KXY — 92D — WU?TD/H‘?QJ

Significantly, this ritual logic requires Sklar's conception of 92> to be
supplemented by adding the effect of 13 X®), removal of evil. It means that as

far as the hattat ritual for sin is concerned, the twofold concept of 923, ‘ransom

+ purgaion’ includes the concept of removing sin; that is, the ‘purgation’ can
refer to both removal of impurity from the sancta and removal of sin from the
offerer. Sin of the offerer is removed from him by its transferene to the victim
through his hand imposition and confessin of sin (see § 4.3.5), and impurity of
the sancta is purged and removed by its absorption to the victim through the
priest’s blood rites. The evils conveyed to the victim are ultimately removed and

eliminated by the priest's 13 X through disposal of its flesh, either eating or

burning (for details, see § 5.3).

2.4. Conclusion

To sum up, Rvr/XBmN7, which has the meaning of ‘purge with a hattat,’
is a technical term that exclusively occurs in the hattat related contexts. 27,
which is used in a broader sense, can sometimes be a synonym of R®I/RBANT

with the meaning of ‘purify/purge’ in the context of hattat. On the other hand,
nI/ATY can also refer to a result that is consequent on 923 in the process of

the hattat ritual via atonement to the final goals, namely, ‘purification” (371) and
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‘forgiveness’ (ﬂb;u_). That is, the priest makes atonement for an object to

accomplish its purification, and it becomes clean. With regard to sin, the final
effect of atonement is ‘forgiveness,” although it can be also expressed as
‘become clean’ like in Leviticus 16:30 (see n. 87; contra Gane, 2005: 123-25,
175).

Here, the ritual dynamics and atonement mechanisms of the hattat
offering in Leviticus are summarized in a diagram, in reference to other texts in
the priestly literature.

<Atonement mechanism of the hattat rituals>

Transfering

_ Forgiveness
sins

of persons
of persons
N /
Purging/removing
impurities of sancta —> 793 —» Purification
. o of persons
via 77D, XL, 1 KD
/" N
Cleansing e
_ . Purification
Impurities
of sancta
of persons

This diagram indicates how the atonement mechanism of the hattat
offerings works in the hattat ritual system. In chapter 7, this diagram will be
subdivided into four paradigms according to the object and purpose of the hattat
ritual: (1) a sinner; (2) an impurity-bearer; (3) a contaminated building; (4) the
Day of Atonement.

Contrary to most scholars, this thesis will argue that atonement of the
offerer is a final result of both activities: (1) removing the sin/impurity of the
offerer; (2) purging the impurity of the sancta contaminated by his sin/impurity.
Therefore, removal of an offerer’s evil alone is not sufficient for his atonement;
without the purgation/atonement of the sancta, the atonement for the person is
not accomplished. In this respect, it is unnecessary to dispute whether the
hattat ritual atones for the offerer or purges the sancta, and whether it is
expiatory or purificatory.
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Chapter 3
The Unified Ceremony of the Day of Atonement

3.1. Introduction

3.1.1. The aim of this chapter

The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate the following ideas by way of
analyzing the structure of Leviticus 16 from a new angle: (1) the five rituals of
the Day of Atonement (hereafter ‘the Day’ is sometimes used for it) are
associated into one single unified ceremony for a sole purpose, that is, the
national atonement of Israel; (2) the two hattat rituals with a bull and a goat are
combined to purge (7®) and atone for (123)*® the three precincts of the

sanctuary in due order (it is named as the combined hattat ritual or the two-
combined hattat rituals)’; (3) the sacrificial goat and the live goat (i.e., the Azazel
goat) form a hattat for the atonement of the congregation; (4) the combined
hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual are merged into a larger ritual unit named
the integrated atonement ritual; (5) whereas the two combined hattat rituals
purge and atone for the sancta contaminated by the sins of the people, the
Azazel goat ritual removes the sins (M X)) of the people, and by so doing

the combined hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual accomplish the national
atonement of Israel on the Day;'%’ (6) the two burnt offerings are offered to ratify
and confirm the atonement already accomplished by the integrated atonement
ritual, while they are also bound to the integrated atonement ritual to make a
unified ceremony of the Day.

Significantly, the structural analysis of Leviticus 16 will show clearly the
proper functions of the rituals carried out on the Day of Atonement. Besides,
through the exegesis, a few important elements which are related to the aim of
this thesis will be expounded, while the ritual dynamics and the atonement
mechanism of the hattat offering will be interpreted fully in chapter 7.

'% As mentioned in chapter 2, in this thesis the verb 723 in the hattat context is

rendered as follows: ‘atone (for)' or ‘make atonement (for).” But the definition of 222 in the
hattat context and our rendering for it, ‘atonement,” in the hattat ritual has double meanings
(‘ransom + purgation’), in contrast with the meaning of 722 in other sacrificial offerings where it
refers only to the effect of ‘ransom’ without the effect of purgation for the sancta.

197 1ssue (5) will be investigated in detail in chapter 7 as the main aim of this thesis in
comparison with the ritual dynamics of the ordinary hattat offering in Lev 4:1-5:15 (for sin) and
Lev 12, 14-15 (for impurity).
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3.1.2. The definition of the terms coined for referring to ritual units

Leviticus 16 prescribes five rituals to be performed on the Day of
Atonemnt in a systematic structure:

1) Designation ritual of the hattat animals (vv. 6-10)*°®

2) The two-combined hattat rituals (vv. 11-19)

3) The Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20-22)

4) The ritual of the two burnt offerings (vv. 23-25)
5) The concluding ritual (vv. 26-28)

Each of these five rituals is combined and integrated into larger ritual units in
consecutive stages, which are named with the terms below. These combined
and integrated forms will be discerned by making a scrutiny into the successive
rituals in Leviticus 16. To avoid confusion, the terms coined in this thesis are
defined as follows:

A) The combined hattat ritual:
the bull hattat offering + the goat hattat offering

B) The integrated atonement ritual:
designation of animals + the combined hattat ritual + the Azazel goat ritual

C) The unified ceremony (of the Day):
the integrated atonement ritual + the burnt offerings + the concluding ritual

(A) The combined hattat ritual: to begin, the two hattat offerings (i.e., the
bull for the priestly household and the goat for the congregation) are merged
into a ‘combined hattat ritual.” The evidence of this combination lies in what will
be argued in detail below. In brief, the two hattat animals form a combined
hattat ritual by the mingling of the blood of the two animals in the final stage of
the blood manipulations performed on the outer alter (vv. 18-19).

(B) The integrated atonement ritual: this begins with the designation ritual
of the hattat animals, including the rite of casting lots (vv. 6-10) which prepares
the combined hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual. Significantly these three

1% This ritual is performed for preparation of ritual (2) and (3).
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rituals must be taken as one large ritual unit to form a ‘ritual complex unit,*%

which ‘makes atonement’ for the sancta and the people. There are reliable
evidences of this ritual association, as will be presented below.

(C) The unified ceremony: the ‘integrated atonement ritual’ is finally
combined with the two burnt offerings, and furthermore with the concluding
ritual to form a massive ‘unified ceremony’ of the Day.

In sum, the five rituals of the Day are integrated into one single unified
ceremony to accomplish the ultimate purpose of the Day, the national
atonement of Israel. There are lots of links to connect the separate constituents
of these individual rituals with the massive ritual edifice in the well-organized
structure of Leviticus 16. R. E. Gane (1992) and A. M. Rodriguez (1996) have
already detected such integration of rituals in Leviticus 16,**° but they failed to
provide sufficient evidence for it.

The analysis of the structure and the subsequent examination of the
rituals arranged in the structure will indicate how the ceremony of the Day is
united to accomplish the atonement of Israel: while the combined hattat rituals
make atonement for the sanctuary and its sancta by cleansing its impurities, the
Azazel goat ritual does it for the people by taking away their sin; by contrast, the
ordinary hattat ritual makes atonement for both the sanctuary (implied in Lev 4)
and the people at the same time without the Azazel goat (see § 7.3).

Therefore, on the special Day, the two functions of the ordinary hattat
ritual are separated into the purifying function (sancta impurities) of the
‘combined hattat ritual’ and the removing function (human evils) of the Azazel
goat ritual. That is, the two sacrificial animals (a bull and a goat) and the live
goat play separate parts and are associated to remove the sins of the people
and to cleanse the consequent impurities of the sanctuary.*** By so doing, the
national atonement of Israel is accomplished in a unique way.

1% The term ‘ritual complex unit’ is borrowed from Gane (1992: 210-11), accepted by
Rodriguez (1996: 277, 284). Gane created it to describe only the integration of the two hattat
rituals performed with the bull for Aaron and the goat for the people in Lev 16.

10 According to Gane (1992: 210), the hattat rituals performed with Aaron’s bull and the
people’s goat form ‘a ritual complex unit.” Rodriguez (1996: 284) extends it to a new ‘ritual
complex unit’ to indicate the unification of the three rituals in Lev 16 (the bull hattat, the goat
hattat, and the Azazel goat ritual). This thesis agrees with Rodriguez’s idea that the ‘ritual
complex unit’ to denote the integration of the three rituals. But in this thesis the term ‘integrated
atonement ritual’ is used to indicate the feature of the larger ritual unit than Rodriguez’s ritual
complex ritual, which includes the ritual of casting lots in addition to the combined hattat ritual
(the bull + the goat) and Azazel goat ritual. Apart from his right insight on the ritual integration,
Rodriguez’s analysis of ritual dynamics in Lev 16 is wrong, as pointed out below.

11 Of course, as noted in chapter 2, the concept of kipper ‘al + sancta contains also the
meaning that the sancta is expiated from the contamination.
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Despite the unique nuance of 92> in the hattat ritual (‘ransom +

purgation’) argued in chapter 2, the following renderings are often employed in
this discussion: ‘to purge the sancta’ for kipper ‘al + the sancta and kipper ’et +
sancta. Thereby the purificatory function of the hattat ritual to purge the sancta
on the Day will be highlighted. However, as mentioned in chapter 2, basically
the rendering ‘atone (for) or ‘make atonement (for)’ is maintained as the
rendering of the verb 925 in the hattat context , not only for the sancta but also

for the people, while the atonement connotes ‘ransom + purgation.’

3.1.3. Approach to the text of Leviticus 16

Regarding the text of Leviticus 16, many scholars have attempted to find
evidences of multiple layers in it and to explain the redactional history behind
the present structure,*'? in accordance with their approach to other portions of
the Pentateuch. They have argued that some particular redactions have
resulted in the present textual tensions and contradictions within Leviticus 16,
while it displays the unique nature of the content, the vocabulary and the
style. !

12 Eor instance, E. Gerstenberger (1996: 214) says that at the first glance the present

text “shows quite clearly just how multilayered and incomplete is the extant tradition of this day
of penance, and an analysis of chap. 16 only strengthens this impression.”

13 Noth (1965: 117) commented that the present form of Lev 16 presents “unusual
difficulties” to the understanding along with “a strange lack of continuity and unity about the
whole,” which probably indicate a long previous history of Lev 16. He sets forth the difficulties
related to “a linguistic and grammatical nature” and the inconsistencies of the contents, saying
that “different themes run parallel and intermingle” (1965: 118). For instance, the Azazel goat
ritual is frequently dealt with as a separate material that has originated from a primitive tradition
or foreign influence (for miscellaneous views on the Azazel goat, see n. 128 in this chapter,; cf.
Jenson, 1992: 197 n. 4). Milgrom (1991b: 36) argues that Lev 16 provides a rich source for the
terminological shift from P to H, saying (p. 62):

Itis clearly the work of a redactor who united chap. 16 with chap. 10 (chap. 11-
15 being inserted later); vv. 29-34a betray the handiwork of H. The
preponderant part (vv. 2-28), originally an emergency rite for purging the
sanctuary, stems from P; but its use of such basic terms as 538 and U7p

and the unique word o°v¥2 does not correspond to P.

According to Milgrom (1991b: 36), the use of the terms W7P and i BU'R in the P stratum in

Lev 16 are unique in that they denote the adytum and the shrine respectively, altogether
differently from general use of the terms in P and H. Usually in P the term ¥7p is used to

indicate the shrine and the phrase =pin '7:3'& to the entire ‘Tent of Meeting’ (e.g., Exod 26:33;
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However, the present text of Leviticus 16 presents a well-organized
structure, as demonstrated by our analysis of structure. This thesis is not
interested in the historical development of the text, but in the present text.
Therefore it does not investigate original strata of the text and their history.
Rather, following several scholars who have argued for the structural unity of
Leviticus 16, its systematic structure and the ritual logic arranged in it will be
examined. Thereby it will be revealed that the organic combinations of rituals
are integrated into a unified ceremony by the author’s minute ritual logic.

Along with the exegesis, possible answers will be given to the seemingly
self-contradictions and tensions in the text of Leviticus 16. Thus our study will
demonstrate that this text contains highly-elaborated rituals, an outstanding
literary structure, and a consistent theology of atonement associated with the
ordinary hattat ritual in Leviticus 4:1-5:13, and 11-15.

In the priestly literature, other texts referring to the Day of Atonement
also appear: Leviticus 23:27-32; Numbers 29:7-11. '™ They seem to be
supplementary and complementary prescriptions of the Day. Leviticus 23:27-32
supplement 16:29-32 with the warnings of ‘cutting off’ and ‘destruction’ and the
strengthened exhortations about the observance of the Day, whereas Numbers
29:7-11 stipulates additional sacrifices apart from those of Leviticus 16. *°

Lev 1:1), while the phrase o WIpn WIp refers to the adytum (e.g., Exod 26:33); by contrast,
however, H employs the different phrase W7 W7pn to indicate the adytum (Lev 16:33) (see n.
157). For Hartley’s interpretation on the contradictions in Lev 16 and our refutation on it, see n.
527in§7.4.2.

14 Eor literary and structural unity of Lev 16, see Rodriguez (1996); Jensen (1992);
Hartley (1992); Warning (1999). For instance, Hartley (1992: 231) appreciates the text of Lev 16
as a ‘remarkable tapestry,’ interwoven with a variety of threads, though he takes them as the
distinctive threads of ‘different rites from different texts.” For the same reason, the conclusion
should be modified that there exist contradictions and inconsistencies in the final text of Lev 16
(Rodriguez, 1996: 269).

15 Cf. Ezek 45:18-20, the regulations of which are more or less similar to those in Lev
16. Milgrom (1991b: 1070) denies, however, its connection with the Day of Atonement. In Lev
25:6, it is proclaimed that the Jubilee year begins on the Day of Atonement. For the relationship
of the Day of Atonement and the Jubilee year, see R. S. Kawashima (2003: 370-89) and § 8.2
in this thesis.

M6 |n Num 29:7-11 other offerings are prescribed: additional burnt offerings
accompanied by fine flour mixed with oil and the regular burnt offering (vv. 8-10), the grain
offering and their drink offerings (v. 11). The additional burnt offerings are remarkable: one
young bull, one ram and seven male lambs a year old which are without defect. If the textual
coherency and consistence of the priestly literature are honored, it is likely that these burnt
offerings were offered as supplementary sacrifices for joyfulness and gratification of the national
atonement accomplished on the Day of Atonement, in addition to the sacrifices prescribed for
the atonement in Lev 16. The statement of Num 29:11 is noteworthy: “Include one male goat as
a sin offering (AXwM), in addition to the sin offering for atonement (2 72271 NXET) and the regular
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Since the supplementary rules of Numbers 29:7-11 requires another discussion,
for our aim this chapter will focus on the present text of Leviticus 16, with
references to the supplementary texts, when necessary.

3.2. Structure of Leviticus 16
The structural analysis of a text is an essential step prior to its

interpretation, since it is not only the vehicle to convey the meaning of the text,
but also frequently indicates crucial clues to the interpretation of it. This is

burnt offering with its grain offering, and their drink offerings” (NIV). Interestingly, v. 11 states
that ‘the hattat offering for atonement’ (2*72271 nxwr) should be added to a male goat of the
hattat offering. The prescription of v. 11 related to the Day of Atonement differs from the other
prescriptions for the seven days in Num 29:12-39 which starts on the fifth day of the seventh
month in that the latter does not mention 272277 NX&M: “Include one male goat as a sin offering,
in addition to the regular burnt offering with its grain offering and drink offering” (vv. 16, 19, 22,
25, 28, 31, 34, 38 NIV). This fact implies that the legislator of Numbers envisaged the law of Lev
16. This Hebrew phrase 0™227 nXm, which is a rare wording that occurs only here and in
Exod 30:10, raises some questions including the problem of translation. In most English Bibles
it is translated as ‘the sin offering of expiation’ (e.g., NJPS) or ‘the sin offering for atonement’
(e.g., NIV). Milgrom (1990: 327) also comments: “The form kippurim is an abstract plural (see
Exod 29:36; 30:16).” For this reason and in line with his idea about the verb 92> in the hattat
ritual, he notes: “Rather [than ‘sin offering of expiation’ of NJPS], ‘purification offering of
purgation,’ referring to the purgation ritual of the sanctuary, described in Leviticus 16. It is
mentioned to avoid confusing the hattat of the musaf with the hattat of purgation” (1990: 327).
However, NJB takes it as ‘a victim for sin on the feast of Expiation. True, in light of Exod 30:10
the phrase 0227 nXem in Num 29:11 may refer to a calendaric sacrifice and therefore to the
annual Xt of the Day prescribed in Lev 16. If it is the case, the term 0227 then indicates
the occasion rather than the purpose. For this reason, Jenson (1992: 198) thinks that this
phrase might have referred to the very live goat on the Day in Lev 16 and therefore another
‘male goat as a sin offering (NX&)" is prescribed besides o221 NMXLT (i.e., the live goat) in
Num 29:11. Although Jenson’s argument seems to be plausible, however, why is the hattat
offering of a bull not mentioned in Num 29:11? Gane (2005: 221) suggested a creative solution
to the puzzle. He argues that o™2271 NX&T in this verse, as “a collective singular,” is an idiom to
denote the two hattat offerings with the bull and the goat in Lev 16, stating: “the two special
purification offerings performed on the Day of Atonement . . . are designated as 0227 NN®D
‘purification offering of purgation’ (Exod 30:10; Num 29:11). Several factors support the idea
that this construct expression, which refers to a single 2227 nX®I, must cover both rituals.”
This idea accords with our argument of this chapter that the two hattat offerings with a bull and
a goat form a combined hattat ritual. If so, while Jenson’s opinion is declined, the following
question is posed: what is the ‘male goat as a sin offering (AXm)’" in Num 29:117? If the
arguments above are acceptable, the remaining alternative is that the goat is the Azazel goat,
i.e., the live goat presented on the Day of Atonement. Strikingly this idea matches the
conclusion of this chapter below that the sacrificial goat and the Azazel goat constitute a unique
hattat, as Lev 16:5 states: “From the Israelite community he is to take two male goats for a sin
offering and a ram for a burnt offering” (NIV; emphasis mine).
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typically the case with Leviticus 16.

This thesis does not aim to analyze thoroughly the literary structure of
Leviticus 16 by unveiling its surpassing literary artistry, as Rodriguez (1996)
did.*'” Rather, the structure proposed in this chapter will be centred on the
logical sequence and phases of the ceremonial procedures executed on the
Day. For this reason, the numbering like I, 1, 1), (1), a, and the like in this
structure are signs to indicate the sequence of the rituals and their functions
rather than to signify the characteristics of rhetorical or chiastic structures.

The structure of Leviticus 16 is as follows:

I. Instruction of ceremony (vv. 1-5)
1. Introductory statement (vv. 1-2)
2. preparation of the ceremony (vv. 3-5)
1) for Aaron (vv. 3-4)
(1) offerings (v. 3)
a. a bull for a hattat offering (v. 3ba)

7" Rodriguez (1996) indicates the literary artistry and rhetorical devices of Lev 16 like

repetitions, chiasms, and parallelisms with their special functions, even though not all of his
ideas are acceptable. Furthermore, he detected a considerable chiasm in Lev 16. Even though
he admitted (1996: 283) that it could be risky to identify specific structures like chiasms “on the
basis of the general content of a text rather than linguistic and structural similarities,” the chiasm
shows two similar formulae to constitute an envelope, “And Yahweh said to Moses” and “As the
Lord commended Moses”:

“And Yahweh said to Moses”
A Aaron should not go into most holy place any time he wishes 16:2
B Aaron's sacrificial victims and special vestment 16:3-4
C Sacrificial victims provided by the people 16:5
D Aaron's bull, goat for Yahweh, goat for Azazel 16:6-10
E Aaron sacrifices his bull as a sin-offering 16:11-14
F Community's goat is sacrificed as a sin-offering 16:15
G Make atonement 16:16-19
G' Atonement is finished 16:20a
F' Community's goat for Azazel sent to the wilderness 16:20b-22
E' Aaron's closing activities 16:23-25
D' Goat for Azazel, Aaron's bull, goat for sin-offering 16:26-28
C' People rest and humble themselves 16:29-31
B' Anointed priest officiates wearing special garments 16:32-33
A' Anointed priest makes atonement once a year 16:34
“As the Lord commanded Moses”

According to Rodriguez, the entire process of rituals is developed centering on the rituals for the
community, i.e., the sacrificial goat ritual (v. 15) and the Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20b-22), and
reaching the climax on the statement of atonement (vv. 16-19 and v. 20a).
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b. a ram for a burnt offering (v. 3bB)
(2) ablution and putting on linen garments (v. 4)
2) for the Israelites (v. 5)
(1) offerings (v. 5)
a. two goats for a hattat offering (v. 5a)
b. a ram for a burnt offering (v. 5b)
II. Unified ceremony of the Day (vv. 6-28)
1. integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22)
1) designation of the animals (vv. 6-10)
(1) bringing a bull for Aaron and his household: (v. 6)
(2) taking and placing the two goats before the Lord (v. 7)
(3) casting lots to decide the roles of the goats (vv. 8-10)
a. decision by lot (v. 8)
a) one goat for YHWH (v. 8a)
b) one goat for Azazel (v. 8b)
b. allotment of goats (vv. 9-10)
a) the goat for YHWH: for a hattat offering (v. 9)
b) the goat for Azazel: for release to atone for him (v. 10)
2) combined hattat ritual: for purgation of the sanctuary (vv. 11-19)
(1) for purgation of adytum (vv. 11-16a)
a. procedure of rituals (vv. 11-15b)
a) the bull for Aaron and his household (vv. 11-14)
(a) bringing the bull (v. 11aa)
(b) purpose: for purgation on behalf of Aaron
and his household (v. 11ap)
(c) slaughtering the bull (v 11b)
(d) burning incense in adytum (vv. 12-13)
(e) blood rite in adytum: sprinkling (v. 14)
a. upon on the front of Atonement Seat: x1 (v. 14a)
B. before Atonement Seat: x7 (v. 14b)
b) the goat for the Israelites (v. 15)
(a) slaughtering of the goat (v. 15a)
(b) blood rite in adytum: the same sprinkling (v. 15b)
d. upon Atonement Seat (v. 15ba)
B. before Atonement Seat (v. 15bpB)
b. purpose of rituals (v. 16a): purgation of adytum from evils
(2) for purgation of shrine™® (vv. 16b-17)
a. purpose of the same blood rites: purgation of shrine (vv. 16b)
a) for shrine (v. 16ba)

" The ‘shrine’ refers to the Tent of Meeting (Tyin SaR).
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b) shrine in the midst of impurities of Israelites (v. 16bf3)
b. caution against approach to the shrine (v. 17a)
c. purpose of the blood rites: atonement for people (v. 17b)
a) on behalf of'** Aaron and his household (v. 17aa)
b) on behalf of the Israelites (v. 17apB)
(3) for purgation of outer altar (vv. 18-19)
a. blood rite for outer altar (vv. 18-19a)
a) Aaron’s coming out to outer altar (v. 18a)
b) blood rites: mingled blood of bull and goat (v. 18b-19a)
(a) putting it on horns of outer altar (v. 18b)
(b) sprinkling it on outer altar (v. 19a)
b. purpose (v. 19b)
a) purgation and consecration of the altar (v. 19ba)
b) from impurities of the Israelites (v. 19bp)
3) the Azazel goat ritual: for elimination of sins of the Israelites (vv. 20-22)
(1) bringing the live goat (v. 20)
(2) execution of rite (v. 21-22)
a. transfer of iniquities of the Israelites (vv. 21aa-21bp)
a) laying of the high priest’s two hands on its head (v. 21aa)
b) confession of evils (21af3)
c) transference of evils to its head (vv. 21ba)
b. removal of iniquities to the wildness (vv. 21bf3-22b)
a) sending the goat to the wildness by the sender (21bf3)
b) bearing all iniquities to the solitary land (v. 22a)
c) releasing the goat to the wilderness (v. 22b)
2. burnt offerings: for (ratification of) atonement (vv. 23-25)
1) preparation of Aaron (vv. 23-24a)
(1) entering into shrine (v. 23a)
(2) divestment of linen garments (v. 23b)
(3) bathing and return to regular garments (v. 24a)
2) execution of the burnt offerings (v. 24b)
(1) coming out of shrine (v. 24ba)
(2) burning the burnt offerings for Aaron and the Israelites (v. 24bf3)
3) purpose: atonement on behalf of Aaron and the Israelites (v. 24by)
4) burning the fat of hattat (on the burnt offering) on the altar (v. 25)
3. concluding ritual (v. 26-28)
1) entrance rite for goat-sender (v. 26)
(1) washing of his clothes (v. 26aa)
(2) ablution (v. 26ap)

1911 this thesis, the phrase kipper ba‘ad is rendered as ‘make atonement on behalf of.’
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(3) admission to camp (v. 26b)
2) disposal of remains and entrance rite for remains-handler (vv. 27-28)
(1) burning of remains outside the camp (v. 27)
(2) washing of remains-handler’s clothes (v. 28aaq)
(3) ablution (v. 28ap)
(4) admission to the camp (v. 28b)
[ll. Calenderic instruction (vv. 29-34)
1. statutes for Israelites (v. 29-31)
1) rules for the Day (v. 29-31a)
(1) as a permanent statute (v. 29a)
(2) fixation of date: tenth day of seventh month (v. 29ba)
(3) duties of the Israelites: ascesis and no work (v. 29bf3)
(4) objects: both native and foreigner (v. 29by)
2) purpose (v. 30)
(1) atonement for cleanness of the Israelites (v. 30a)
(2) cleanness of the Israelites from sins before YHWH (v. 30b)
3) recapitulation of the statute (v. 31)
(1) duties: solemn Sabbath and ascesis (v. 31a)
(2) as a permanent statute (v. 31b)
2. statutes for the anointed priest (vv. 32-33)
1) requirements of the priest (v. 32)
(1) anointed and appointed successor (v. 32a)
(2) holy linen garment (v. 32b)
2) duty of the priest (v. 33)
(1) atonement for the three sancta (v. 33a)
(2) atonement for priests and people (v. 33b)
3. conclusion (v. 34)
1) the Day as a permanent statute (v. 34aq)
2) for atonement of the Israelites from their sins once per year (v. 34af)
3) report of compliance (v. 34b)

In short, this structure displays three major sections:

I. Instruction of the ceremony (vv. 1-5)
II. Procedure of the ceremony (wv. 6-28)
[ll. Calenderic instruction (vv. 29-34)
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Section I, as an introduction, presents the solemn instruction of God that
Aaron should prepare the requisites to enter the adytum: preparation of animals
for the rituals, Aaron’s ablution, and putting on particular vestments made of
linen. Section I, being the body of Leviticus 16, prescribes the concrete and
substantial procedure for the ceremonial rituals of the Day consisting of three
major parts:

1. The integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22)
a. The designation ritual of the hattat animals (vv. 6-10)
b. The two-combined hattat ritual (vv. 11-19)
c. The Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20-22)
2. The ritual of the two burnt offerings (vv. 23-25)
3. The concluding ritual (vv. 26-28)
a. The entrance rite of the goat-sender (v. 26)
b. The disposal of the hattat remains and
the entrance rite of the remains-handler (vv. 27-28).

With regard to section Il, this chapter will explain below the reason why the
Azazel goat ritual might be integrated into the larger ‘integrated atonement ritual’
with the two combined hattat ritual.

Section Ill consists of the calenderic instruction to fix the date for the
unique atonement and the regulations for the Israelites and Aaron’s household
to observe on the Day, like self-affliction and no work.

This chapter will pay special attention to section Il, because it has raised
vigorous debates on the nature, dynamics, and functions of the rituals of the
Day. Section Il represents a large unified ceremony, the purpose of which is to
purge/atone for the sancta and to atone for the people, as stated in v. 33.*%°
Significantly in vv. 30 and 34 the purpose is finally condensed to the purification
and atonement of Israel from all their sins. Therefore, this thesis argues that the
national atonement of Israel is accomplished through both purgation of all
impurities from the sanctuary (by the combined hattat ritual) and removal of all
sins from the Israelites (by the Azazel goat ritual).

At this point, an important question is to be raised that leads to scholarly
confusion: if the hattat animals function to purge the sancta, why does the text
state that they function to make atonement for people in vv. 6, 11, 17 (cf. v 24).

129 Eor combinations of the verb 122 with various objects and prepositions, see chapter

2: the atonement/purgation of the sancta (kipper ‘et in vv. 20 and 33 and kipper ‘al in vw. 16 and
18) and the atonement for the people (kipper ba‘ad in vv. 6, 11, 17, 24 and kipper ‘al in vv. 10
[by the Azazel goat], 30, 33, 34).
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Scholars have argued about this puzzling question for ages without consensus.
In response to various opinions, this thesis argues that the atonement of a
person is accomplished both by transferring his sin to the hattat animal and by
cleaning the sancta contaminated by his sin, as will be argued in detail in
chapter 7. Therefore, the purgation of the sancta serves as an essential stage
for getting to the atonement of the people. Hence the hattat animals are integral
element for the atonement of the people even on the Day of Atonement.

The integrated atonement ritual, that is, the first part of the ceremony,
consists of three rituals: it starts with the designation ritual of the hattat animals
(the presentation of the bull and the rite of casting lots for the allotment of the
goats in vv. 6-10) and subsequently two rituals are performed with the animals:
the combined hattat ritual (vv. 11-19) and the Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20-22).

The combined hattat ritual is to purge the whole sanctuary by cleansing
the sancta (vv. 11-19) in sequence: the adytum (vv. 11-16a), the shrine (vv. 16b-
17), and the outer altar (vv. 18-19). Then the Azazel goat ritual is executed to
remove the sins of the people (vv. 20-22). In this way, the integrated atonement
ritual accomplishes the integral atonement for Israel as a whole, though it is
mentioned that another atonement is made with the burnt offerings (vv. 23-25).

Next the second ritual part (vv. 23-25), that is, the two burnt offerings, are
performed with Aaron’s return to his ordinary ornate apparel to make atonement
on behalf of him and on behalf of the people (v. 24). What is this atonement?
Now that the atonement has already accomplished with the integrated
atonement ritual, is it a new or additional atonement? As discussed in detail
below, the statement of atonement in this part can mean the ratification of the
atonement already accomplished in the prior stages rather than another,
different atonement. It may probably indicate the confirmation of the same
atonement, that is, the achievement of the Day, while the burnt offerings signify
the devotion of the congregation, according to the implied meaning of the burnt
offering in Leviticus 1.

With regard to the structural division of the text, Rodriguez (1996: 271,
280-81) classifies the burnt offerings (vv. 23-24) under the category of the
‘concluding ritual acts’ together with the final rituals in vv. 26-28. However, it is
already stated in the first section (vv. 1-5) that the burnt offerings are integral
and essential elements for the national atonement as the purpose of the Day’s
ceremony.

In the third part of the unified ceremony (vv. 26-28), the concluding ritual
is carried out at the end as the final procedure of the ceremony. Generally it is

argued that the activities for disposal do not influence the effect of the Day’s
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ceremony and so they are usually not taken as essential part for the atonement.
However, the concluding ritual is an integral component of the ceremony of the
Day as postrequisite (see 8§ 5.3.4.4), though the accomplishment of atonement
is already declared, prior to this final stage. The elaborate and specified
prescription of the concluding ritual denotes its importance. Significantly, the
concluding ritual also gives hints to support the assumed ‘unified ceremony.’

This chapter avoids issues irrelevant to its aim like the meaning of the
seven-time sprinkling of blood and the meanings of ‘the east,” ‘front,” or ‘on’ of
the Atonement Seat (vv. 14-15), leaving them to chapter 5. Rather, it explores
the unigue forms, functions and theological meanings of the rituals revealed in
the literary structure of Leviticus 16 and concentrates on issues related to the
discussion on the atonement mechanism of the Day in the chapter 7.

3.3. Section I: instruction of the ceremony (vv. 1-5)

The account of the Day of Atonement in Leviticus 16 is embedded in the
macro historical narrative of the so-called ‘Sinai Pericope’ (Exod 19-Num 10:10).
The focus of this section is on the adjacent context of Leviticus 16.

In the flow of the narrative of Leviticus, it is likely that the establishment
of the Day of Atonement was urgent, because the serious contamination of the
sanctuary was caused by Aaron’s dead sons, although at the first glance the
corpus of the purity law in Leviticus 11-15 seems to be an abrupt interruption
and intrusion.*®* It is stated in Leviticus 16:1-2 that the instruction for the Day
was given just after the death of Aaron’s two sons who performed a rite of
illegal fire (Lev 10). In addition, the report of compliance in Leviticus 16:34,
which states “Aaron carried out just as the Lord had commanded,” alludes to
the nature of the consecutive narrative that reports the first historical execution
of the ceremony of the Day, although there is disparity between the interpreters
about the timing and actuality of its historical performance.'?

In Leviticus 16:3-5, YHWH announces the requirements for the Day’s
ceremony to Aaron through Moses. Although the animals, which are to be

21 However, there is a reason that Lev 11-15 must be placed before Lev 16: “chs 11-15

provide essential background for understanding the significance of the day of atonement (16)”
(Wenham, 1979: 161). For detailed discussion on the structure of Leviticus including Lev 11-15,
see chapter 8.

22 For the answers to the questions and doubt of the historical performance, see
Milgrom (1991b: 1070-71); cf. Hartley (1992: 33).
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brought by Aaron and the congregation of the Israelites respectively, are
enumerated in these verses, the focus is on Aaron, the main character of the
Day; Aaron’s ablution and his particular garments are spotlighted in the animal
prescription in section 1 (vv. 1-5).

Generally two crucial issues have been debated in this section, which are
significant to explore the dynamics of the integrated rituals in Leviticus 16: (1)
the meaning and function of the priestly linen garments (v. 4);*?® and (2) the
interpretation of ‘two goats for a hattat’ (v. 5a).

3.3.1. Aaron’s holy linen garments

Aaron’s linen garments which he must wear only on the Day, as
described in Leviticus 16:4, are simple and unadorned, though called ‘holy’.
The characteristics of these garments can be compared to his magnificent
ordinary vestments recounted in Exodus 28:1-42. Apparently the function of the
linen garments was to secure Aaron’s entrance into the adytum. That is, “the
rite of entrance requires the use of a special priestly vestment” (Rodriguez,
1996: 273).

Several possible answers have been suggested to the question why
these special garments were required.’®* Haran (1978: 174) thinks that the
clothes being peculiarly white, signify a higher level of holiness tantamount to
that of the angels. Similarly, Milgrom (1991b: 1016), referring to the rabbis’
literatures, comments that the purpose of the garments was to alter Aaron’s
status in the adytum to the same as the angels in heaven, who it was believed
are dressed in white linen clothes as evidenced in the Hebrew Bible (Ezek 9:2-
3, 11; 10:2; Dan 10:6; cf. Mal 2:7). In contrast to Haran, however, Milgrom does
not state that Aaron’s white linen apparel for the Day had a higher level of
holiness than that of the ordinary priest’'s garments. Aaron’s “entry into the
adytum,” being dressed in the linen garments, “is equivalent to admission to the
heavenly council” (Milgrom, 1991b: 1016) where the angels dressed in linen
are doing their ministrations. In other words, “like them [the angels] he was
being given access to the divine presence” (Milgrom, 1991b: 1016).

Milgrom (1991b: 1016-17) adds an important practical reason, following
D. P. Wright who stated that the simple linen clothes may have had the purpose

2% The holy linen garment consist of the following four items (v. 4): the holy linen tunic

(WIp T727MN3), the linen undergarments (7270101), the linen sash (72 ®3128) and the linen
turban (72 n213n). For a detailed exposition of the priestly clothing, see Haran (1978: 65-74).
124 For detailed discussion, see Milgrom (1991b: 1016-17).
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to “prevent soiling the regular high priestly clothing with blood which is sprinkled
in abundance in the ceremony.”*?®

However, in accordance with many interpreters, it is likely that the linen
garments might have alleviated Aaron’s special high-priestly status of holiness
by the removal of all ornaments out of his regular garments and thereby
symbolized the humility of Aaron who would enter the holiest place before the
presence of YHWH. In light of the nature of the Day when all Israelites shall
afflict their souls and shall do no work (Lev 16: 31), this opinion looks most
plausible, whether the high priest’'s temporary apparel was approximate to that
of the ordinary priests by stripping of luxurious ornaments (Abravanel cited in
Milgrom, 1991b: 1016), or he identified himself with the common Israelites
(Jenson, 1992: 200). Jenson’s view is more likely than that of Abravanel, since
the high priest in the state of wearing the linen garments had to confess ‘all sins’
of all the Israelites'® and to transfer them to the live goat (v. 21), not only as a
representative for the Israelites, but also as a member of the congregation so
that he could make atonement for Israel from all their sins.

It is significant for two reasons that with the linen garments, Aaron
becomes part of the congregation and executes the integrated atonement ritual
for the whole Israel. First, Aaron’s linen garments bolster the validity of the
‘integrated atonement ritual’ as a ritual complex unit. Second, that he is a
representative for the congregation as a member of the Israelites gives a clue
for interpreting the meaning of 1"?:; 15;‘? in v. 10,"*" which is alleged to be the

most perplexing phrase in Leviticus 16.

Leaving the second significance of Aaron’s linen garments to the
discussion in § 3.4.1.1, the first point is discussed here. Aaron’s linen garments
are a potent evidence of the integrated atonement ritual, but this point has been
neglected. While the high priest wears the special linen garments, he performs

12% Erom Milgrom’s written communication with D. P. Wright cited from Milgrom (1991b:

1017).

126 The phrase n'ﬁ;q"?; in Lev 16:21 seems not to mean ‘all guilts’ but ‘all iniquities’ (i.e.,
sins) of the Israelites (contra Kiuchi) in that the plural N3 indicates ‘iniquities’ in about fifty
occurrences of M in the OT in comparison with the singular 32 which may often refer to ‘guilt’
as consequence of sin. The juxtaposed phrases in the same verse, ‘their transgressions’
@71 pee53) and ‘their sins’ (@nxBn53), imply that NS> also refer to a kind of sins.
Therefore, it is more natural that the triple sin terms are considered as having similar meanings
with different nuances.

2" As will be discussed below, the pronominal suffix waw in the phrase ™5y 9235 may
refer to ‘him,” i.e., Aaron, as Kiuchi (1987: 150-52; 2007: 297) argued, and hence the rendering
is ‘to make atonement for him (Aaron).’
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the designation ritual of the hattat animals (vv. 6-10), the two-combined hattat
ritual (vv. 11-19), and the Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20-22) one after another. It is
noteworthy that after executing the ritual of the Azazel goat to remove the sins
of Israelites, Aaron should enter the shrine and return to his normal high priest
apparel with ablution ‘in the holy place’ (U17p 2313, v. 24). Then he should

perform the ritual of the two burnt offerings for himself and the people (v. 24).

This alludes to the fact that the combined hattat ritual and the Azazel
goat ritual are linked to the ‘integrated atonement ritual’ unit for one ultimate
purpose, namely, the national atonement for Israel which is achieved through
the purgation of the sanctuary with the two combined hattat offerings and the
removal of the Israelites’ sins with the Azazel goat.

3.3.2. Two goats for a hattat offering? (v. 5)

Having brought a bull for the hattat offering and a ram for the burnt
offering for himself and his household, the high priest should take ‘two goats for
a hattat offering’ and ‘a ram for a burnt offering’ from the congregation for them
(16:5). A puzzling problem in this verse is the statement that both goats should
be taken for ‘a hattat’ ("RM):

MoYE MR SWY ANOTS oy t7weTuw Mt DRI M2 MY NRm
“He shall take from the congregation of the sons of Israel two male
goats for a sin offering and one ram for a burnt offering” (NASB)

It is prescribed that both goats should be brought as a hattat offering,
even though only one would be slaughtered for a hattat offering (vv. 9, 15) and
the other sent to Azazel**® alive into the wilderness (vv. 8, 10, 21-22). How can

128 Regarding the identity of Azazel (‘7_7_&1;;) which occurs four times only in Lev 16 (vv. 8,

10[x2], 26) and not in the rest of the OT, several opinions have been presented since ancient
times. For detailed arguments, see Hartley (1992: 237-38) and in particular Milgrom (1991b:
1020-21, 1071-78) who explains it against the background of the Ancient Near East. Many
modern versions (NIV; KJV; NASB) take it as a descriptive name, ‘scapegoat,” following the
early versions like the LXX (‘the one carrying away the evil’) and Vulgate (‘the goat that
departs’). However, it is absurd that the live goat, which is the scapegoat, should be sent ‘to/for
itself.” The more widely accepted view, following the rabbinic traditions, is to interpret it as a
specific ‘place’ like ‘a rough and difficult place’ or ‘a rocky precipice’ described in Lev 16:22, to
which the goat is sent. For example, John Calvin (1950, 2:317) identified Azazel with a ‘solitary
and uninhabitable spot.” On the other hand, there are some opinions that see Azazel as an
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the two goats, which have the separate uses from one another, be a hattat
offering? The answer to this question is very important, since it may provide an
additional evidence to support the argument of this chapter that the combined
hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual, during which the high priest is dressed in
the holy linen garments, are assembled into one ‘integrated atonement ritual.’

With regard to the enigma of the phrase ‘two goats for a hattat,” one
possible explanation is that the author wanted to make a concise and short
statement to avoid a complicate verse by mentioning only a hattat (Hartley,
1992: 236). Rodriguez (1979: 113; 1996: 275) contends that “since the goat for
hattat has not been chosen yet (v. 5), potentially either one of them was a
hattat.”*?° These suggestions do not take the live Azazel goat as part of a hattat,
differently from Kiuchi and a few scholars who argue that the two goats form a
unique hattat.

Kiuchi (1987: 147-58) says that the two goats are combined to function

abstract term which means ‘entire removal’ (Feinberg, 1958: 331-33) or a ‘metathesized form’ of
the two Hebrew terms ¥ ‘strong’ and 5% ‘God’ which denotes either ‘the powerful wrath of God’
(de Roo, 2000: 233-42) or ‘the strength of God’ (D. J. Mooney, 2004: 46-50, borrowing de Roo’s
definition). However, they are hardly acceptable in light of the syntax of v. 8. Importantly Smty5
and mmb form a syntactical parallel in v. 8 (cf. vv. 9 and 10):

M5 0P WY IR 1
SINryS My S 7075 e S

For the reason, Azazel may be taken as a name of devil (Noth, 1965: 125; Milgrom, 1991b:
1021). In the thought of ancient Israel, Azazel may have been a devil who was abiding in the
wilderness and playing an active part as the antithesis to YHWH (cf. Lev 17:7, “and that they
may offer their sacrifices no more to the goat-demons [1°0¥] after whom they stray” INJPS]).

Gane (2005: 263) also says: “the theory that Azazel is a source of evil or chaos agrees with
biblical evidence for a tempter (Gen 3), with the idea that wilderness areas can be inhabited by
oo , apparently ‘goat-demon’ (cf. Lev 17:7; Isa 13:21).” Milgrom (1991b: 1021), who also
considers Azazel as a demon in the wildness, states: “In the Priestly ritual he [the demon] is no
longer a personality but just a name, designating the place to which impurities and sins are
banished.” Of course, it is admitted that the live goat could not be offered to a demon as a
sacrifice in light of theological concept of the OT. In addition, the live goat, which is neither
slaughtered nor blood of which is shed, does not match standards for a sacrifice. Nevertheless,
it serves to make atonement in functional terms as part of the integrated atonement ritual. If it is
a demon, the Azazel goat ritual “means that the sins carried by the goat were returned to this
demon for the purpose of removing them from the community and leaving them at their source
in order that their power or effect in the community might be completely broken” (Hartley, 1992:
238).

2% Gorman (1990: 97) also says: “This could be read to mean that both goats are nxor,
but it may also be read to mean that from the two goats brought, one only will be offered as a
DNRBA.
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as a single hattat offering for the congregation.**° Significantly, he contends that
“the Azazel goat ritual is a special form of the burning of the hattat” (1987: 149)
performed in a clean place (Lev 4:12) outside the camp in Leviticus 4:1-5:13. In
other words, the release of the Azazel goat into the wildness in Leviticus 16
corresponds to the burning of the hattat flesh outside the camp in Leviticus 4:1-
5:13, both carrying out the function of ‘removal of guilt.’***

From a different angle, D. J. Mooney (2004: 152) attempts to explain this
matter. He takes the two goats to be equal to the value of one bull on the basis
of Jenson’s view that the sacrificial animal derives its worth from both its size
and value (Jenson, 1992: 177). In the prescription for the ordinary hattat offering
in Leviticus 4, a male goat is worth one degree less than a bull (Lev 4:3-26).
Thus two goats here might amount quantitatively to one bull which is required
for the ordinary hattat offering of the high priest or the whole congregation,
although the actual market price of the two goats in ancient Israel may have
been considered as inferior to that of one bull and moreover only one goat is
very often prescribed for the hattat offering of the congregation in some
occasions, for instance in Leviticus 9.*

Mooney’s idea seems feasible, considering the legislator’s mindset who
envisioned the systemized cult. On the Day of Atonement, whereas a bull is
commanded in keeping with the usual quota of the high priest and his
household for their hattat ritual, two goats equal to one bull in quantity are
required for the congregation. The two goats are combined for a hattat ritual.
Therefore, the two goats have the same value as one bull, as required for the
congregation in Leviticus 4, to make a unique hattat ritual for the atonement of

%0 Eor some similar views, see also Feinberg (1958: 332-33); N. H. Snaith (1977: 112);
Mooney (2004: 152).

31 For Kiuchi’'s detailed explanation (1987: 135) about the disposal of the hattat flesh
and its functions, see § 7.2.2.

32 At the inauguration of the altar in Lev 9, Aaron is to take ‘a bull calf as a hattat
offering for him and his household, and ‘a male goat’ as a hattat offering for the congregation,
which is compared with Lev 4 where ‘a bull’ for the congregation is required. The rule of the
hattat offerings in Lev 9 implies that the prescriptions in Lev 4:1-5:13 are not the standardized
rules for all the other occasions of hattat in the priestly literature. In the priestly literature, a goat
is frequently an alternative to the hattat offering for the congregation in contrast with the
regulation of Lev 4:1-5:13 (e.g., Lev 9:2-3; 23:19; Num 15:24; 28:15 ff; 29:5 ff; cf. 2 Ch 29:23;
Ezr 6:17; 8:35; Ezek 43:22, 25; 45:23). Furthermore, while the hattat ritual for specific
inadvertent sins is prescribed in Lev 4:1-5:13, the hattat ritual for specific inescapable impurities
is stipulated in Lev 11-15. However, in many occasions that require a hattat offering, a specific
sin or impurity is not conceived (e.g., hattat for the consecration of the priests and the altar in
Lev 8, hattat at the inauguration of the altar in Lev 9, and hattat at the feasts). For this reason,
other explanations are necessary for them.
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Israel on a totally new level. This combined unity of two animals is corroborated
by the combined ‘rite of cleansing’ by two birds to purify (77t) the leper (Lev

14:4-7), or to cleanse (7)) and atone for (5 723) the leprous house (Lev

14:49-53),%3 although its function is not exactly the same as that of the two
goats in Leviticus 16.

The problem of this idea is that, as noted above, the live Azazel goat
cannot be classified as a sacrifice in the strict sense of the word, for want of any
sacrificial procedures like slaughtering and blood-shedding. Furthermore,
Leviticus 16:9, 15 and 20-22, which relates the Azazel goat in addition to v. 5,
give no indication that the Azazel goat is handled as if it is a hattat offering
according to a sacrificial procedure.

However, chapter 4 will explain why the Azazel goat could be regarded
as a part of the hattat sacrifice by suggesting six grounds (see § 4.3.3). At this
stage, suffice it to say that both goats are essential to make atonement for the
people through an associated process and they are inseparable from each
other for this purpose. The two goats are taken out of the congregation and are
combined to constitute a hattat sacrifice for the atonement of Israel, one
removing the impurities from the sancta and the other taking away the sins from
the people of Israel. Therefore, although according to the criteria for sacrifices,
the live goat cannot be categorized as a sacrifice, in a functional sense,
however, it plays a part in making atonement for the Israelites, as the normal
hattat offering does in Leviticus 4:1-5:13.

For this reason, Milgrom (1991b: 1018) commented on the wording ‘two
goats for a hattat offering’ in v. 5: “the term hattat may have been chosen for its
philological sense ‘that which removes sin,” which precisely defines the function
of the scapegoat.” In other words, the ritual of Azazel goat could be understood
as ‘part of the larger kipper-process’ (Gorman, 1990: 97).*%*

At this point, it should be remarked again that an integrated atonement
ritual consists of the two-combined hattat offerings and the Azazel goat. In order
to avoid confusion, the three modes of integration must be distinguished.

(1) Firstly, the two goats are inseparably presented together to form a hattat
offering from the outset (v. 5).

133 For details, see chapter 2.

But Gorman (1990: 97) does not think the live goat as a sacrifice, either. He states:
“it is improbable that it should be termed a ‘sacrifice’ at all, since sacrifice normally includes the
act of slaughter when concerned with animals. The purpose of the live goat is specified in v. 10:
to kipper on it. Thus, the live goat for Azazel need not be interpreted as a NX&n or sacrifice:
rather it must be understood as part of the larger kipper-process.”
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(2) Secondly, the two hattat offerings for the priestly household and the
congregation are inseparably combined into a hattat ritual unit by the mingling
of the blood taken from the sacrificial bull and goat for the blood rite in the outer
altar (vv. 18-19).

(3) Consequently the combined hattat offerings and the Azazel goat are
integrated to constitute a macro ritual unit, namely, the ‘integrated atonement
ritual.”3°

Here it should be noticed that although the live goat is a running mate of
the sacrificial goat for the congregation, while the two goats may be equal to
one bull in quantitative value, the function of the live goat corresponds to that of
the two-combined hattat animals (the bull and the sacrificial goat) for both the
priestly household and the congregation rather than only to that of the sacrificial
goat for the congregation (see 8§ 7.4.2.1). It is because the function of the
Azazel goat is to carry away both the iniquities of the congregation and those of

Aaron’s household.

3.4. Section IlI: the procedure of the ceremony (vv. 6-28):
the unified ceremony of the Day of Atonement

Section Il (Lev 16:6-28), the body of the structure, is comprised of three
rituals:

1) The integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22)
2) The ritual of two burnt offerings (vv. 23-25)
3) The concluding ritual (vv. 26-28)

This section must be scrutinized to figure out the mechanism of the
national atonement achieved by the unique rituals of the Day, and the theology
of Leviticus 16. As indicated above, the three rituals constitute the ‘unified
ceremony’ of the Day to achieve a full-scale atonement for Israel on the Day.
The integrated atonement ritual (the combined hattat ritual + the Azazel goat
ritual) is bound into a larger ritual unit (= the unified ceremony), with which

%% |n other words, while the two goats form inseparably a hattat unit from the outset (v.

5), the sacrificial goat chosen between them is combined with a bull by the mingling of blood in
the ritual process. Therefore, the three animals, which cannot be separated, constitute an
integrated atonement ritual. Moreover, as argued above, the nature of integration is also
evidenced by the high priest’s linen garments for the process.
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subsequently the ritual of the two burnt offerings and the concluding ritual are
merged.

The concise outline of section Il below helps to grasp the whole process
of the Day’s ceremony in one glance.

1) The integrated atonement ritual: for national atonement of Israel (vv. 6-22)
a) Designation of the animals (vv. 6-10)
b) The combined hattat: to purge the impurities of the sanctuary (vv. 11-19)
i) For purgation of the adytum (vv. 11-16a)
ii) For purgation of the shrine (vv. 16b-17)
iif) For purgation of the outer altar (vv. 18-19)
c) The Azazel goat ritual: to remove the iniquities of the people (vv. 20-22)
2) The ritual of two burnt offerings: for ratification of atonement (vv. 23-25)
3) The concluding ritual (vv. 26-28)

This structure shows clearly that the integrated atonement ritual consists of (1)
designation of the animals (vv. 6-10); (2) the combined hattat ritual (vv. 11-19);
and (3) the Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20-22).

Moreover, the purpose of each ritual is clearly revealed. The aim of the
combined hattat ritual is to remove the impurities from the sanctuary by
cleansing the three precincts in sequence: the adytum (vv. 11-16a), the shrine
(vv. 16-17), and the outer altar (vv. 18-19). In contrast, the function of the Azazel
goat ritual is to remove all the iniquities of the Israelites (vv. 20-22) by
transferring them to the live goat. By so doing, the integrated atonement ritual
finally achieves the national atonement of Israel, as implied in the concluding
statement in verse 34.1%

Thus the purgation of the sanctuary is required as an essential and
integral part for the complete atonement of the people. In other words, the
atonement of the people cannot be accomplished without the purgation of the
sanctuary. It means that the confession of sin alone is not sufficient for the
sinner to be atoned and be forgiven, contrary to Milgrom (1991b: 254-255; see
§ 7.2.1) who insists that confession of sin and remorse purifies the sinner
completely (‘inner purification’ called by Milgrom).**’ This provisional conclusion

136 Although it is mentioned in v. 24 that the burnt offerings make another atonement,

this atonement should be considered as the very atonement that has been already
accomplished by the integrated atonement ritual.

37 Milgrom (1991b: 254-55) noted that physical impurity is removed by ablution (Lev
15:8), spiritual impurity is cleansed by inner purification, i.e., feeling guilt, and impurity of the
sacturary is purged by the blood of hattat animal. Therefore, blood is not connected with the
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is a crucial key to understanding the atonement mechanism that operates
respectively in the ordinary hattat ritual in Leviticus 4:1-5:13; 12-15 and the
unique hattat ritual in Leviticus 16, though in distinct ways. It will be discussed
later why the atonement of people cannot be completed without purgation of the
sanctuary in light of the relationship between the people and the sanctuary (see
§6.4.3).

3.4.1. The integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22)
3.4.1.1. The designation ritual of the hattat animals (vv. 6-10)

This integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22) is introduced with the
designation of the hattat animals (vv. 6-10) for the combined hattat ritual (vv. 6-
19) and the Azazel goat ritual (vv. 20-22), while the hattat animals are brought
as prescribed in section | (vv. 1-5).

The designation ritual (vv. 6-10) starts with a rite of bringing (3*7277, v. 6),
which launches the integrated atonement ritual (vv. 11-19), while preparing the
combined hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual. The verb 2971 ‘to bring near
or ‘to present (the bull)’ in v. 6 is a technical term to indicate frequently a ‘rite of
bringing’ or a ‘rite of presentation’ in the sacrificial contexts.*® Commentators
and the English Bibles choose inconsistently either ‘bring’ or ‘present’ according
to the context. However, in the designation ritual (vv. 6-10), the verb 227 for
the bull in v. 6 seems to mean ‘bring near,” namely, the ‘rite of bringing’ in light of
the meaning of vv. 9 and 11 in parallel.™®® In addition, the verbs ”i?i? ‘take’ and

removal of person’s sin or impurity. However, it is hardly acceptable, as will be criticized in 8
7.2.1.

38 Lev 1:13; 3:3, 7, 9, 14; 4:3; 5:8; 7:12, 14; 14:12; 16:6, 9, 11, 20; Num 5:16, 25; 6:14,
16; 15:4, 9; 16:5. The Greek verb aradpépeLy ‘bring, take up’ or ‘lead up’ (Mt 17:1) is the same

case in the NT. It is used as a religious technical term for presenting sacrifices with the meaning
‘offer up’ or ‘bring (to altar)’ (He 7:27) (BAG, 14).
139 Compare the three verses in Lev 16:

57N ARG 2R TR 3P (V. 6)
nxen ey Ml S oy Ay WK YRR IR 27pm (V. 9)
SR IRBAT BTN BIYT ... DRI 1IN 2P (v. 11)

Just as it is natural to understand the order of the actions in vv. 9 and 11 as ‘bring near’ and

‘slaughter,” so the 29211 in v. 6, which appears in the same context of the designation ritual, can
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Y station (the two goats)’ in v. 7, which refer to the parallel ritual action to
2P in v. 6, also support this opinion. On the Day of the Atonement, the rite of

bringing is unusually followed by the special ‘rite of casting lots’ to decide the
role of each one of the two goats.

The hattat animals, which are brought at this stage, are designated only
for the integrated atonement ritual consisting of the combined hattat ritual and
the Azazel goat ritual, but not for the burnt offerings. This fact indicates that the
designation of the animals belongs to a component of the integrated atonement
ritual. In other words, the designation ritual is performed for both the combined
hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual. This supports that the three rituals form a
single larger ritual unit: the designation ritual + the combined hattat ritual + the
Azazel goat ritual. Importantly, it is mentioned in v. 5 that the ‘two goats for a
hattat’” are brought together in this rite of bringing, implying that they would be
used for one purpose in the integrated atonement ritual.

At this first stage of the integrated atonement ritual, the chosen hattat
animals must be brought to YHWH: a bull for Aaron and his household, and two
goats for the congregation. One of the two goats must be designated by lot for a
sacrifice and slaughtered for a hattat offering, whereas the other will be
stationed alive before YHWH to be used for the Azazel goat ritual.

Interestingly the ritual of designation displays an envelope; the ‘rite of
bringing’ with the verb 227 ‘bring near (the bull at the entrance)’ in the

beginning (v. 6) lies in antithetic parallel to the ‘rite of release’ with the verb nbw

‘send (the goat to Azazel, into the wilderness)’ at the end (v. 10):*%°

N7 920N 1IIR 379277 (V. 6)

M2 SIS a8 7505 (v. 10)

It indicates that vv. 6-10 consist of a well-structured literary unit as an envelope
structure. Furthermore, v. 10 anticipates the release rite of the Azazel goat in vv.
20-22. Thus, it is observed that in broader view, the ‘integrated atonement ritual
(vv. 6-22) starts with the ‘bringing rite’ of the bull (vv. 6) and ends with the
‘release rite’ of the live goat (v. 22b):

be also understood as ‘bring near.” But NIV shows inconsistent renderings of 317 in w. 6, 9,
and 11. Compare the NIV rendering of 2*32771 in v. 11 (‘bring the bull’) with that in v. 6: “Aaron is

to offer the bull for his own sin offering to make atonement for himself and his household” (v. 6;
emphasis mine).
% For the chiasm of vv. 6-10, see Rodriguez (1996: 273).
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PNST IDTIN TR 3792777 (V. 6)
N2TM2 TWYT AN 15U (V. 22D)

This is an additional reliable clue to the argument that vv. 6-22 form an
associated corpus of rituals, that is, the integrated atonement ritual.

In the designation ritual of the animals (vv. 6-10), two issues are raised:
(1) the meaning of the combination, kipper ba‘ad, in v. 6 (in vv. 11, 17, and 24
as well); and (2) the interpretation of 1‘?:; '1;::_35 in v. 10a. Now that the former
have been already investigated in chapter 2, we turn to the latter.

Most scholars take it for granted that the impersonal subject of the
phrase 1";:; ﬁa;‘? in the end of v. 10a is most likely to be Aaron (see n. 141).
Had Aaron been the subject of the verb, how should 1";:; be understood? What
or whom does Aaron make atonement for? What is the meaning of the
proposition 1‘?5;? To these questions, some plausible answers have been

presented. Among others, Milgrom and Kiuchi deserve our attention, due to
their creative suggestions.***

141 Besides Milgrom and Kiuchi, other opinions are as follows (cf. Kiuchi, 1987: 150-51;

Levine, 1989: 103; Rodriguez, 1996: 274): (1) Keil & Delitzsch (1956 vol. 2: 683) took the
phrase as ‘to make atonement for it [the goat])’ in line with the usually accepted meaning of
5y =2>. However, an atoning activity for the Azazel goat that was going to bear the sins of
Israel soon seems to be absurd. Furthermore, the concept of atonement for an animal is
unfamiliar to Israel (Rodriguez, 1996: 274); (2) According to A. Dillmann, the phrase refers to
‘the consecration of the scapegoat’ to perform the Azazel goat ritual in v. 21 (cited from Kiuchi,
1987:150). However, it is not clear why it is necessary to atone for the Azazel goat for the sake
of its consecration (Kiuchi, 1987: 150); (3) Some interpreters like Noth (1965: 121) and Elliger
(1966: 201) think that the phrase originated from a textual error or mistake; (4) Other critical
scholars like J. R. Porter (1976: 127-28) explained it, relying on the history of tradition and
redaction criticism; the discord was caused by “an attempt to assimilate an alien rite to the
dominant priestly sacrificial practice and theology of expiation”; (5) B. A. Levine (1974), followed
by G. F. Hasel (1981: 121), suggested ‘to make expiation in proximity to,” saying that the
preposition 5 in this case has a special and exceptional meaning, ‘in proximity to.” However,
Levine preferred ‘with’ to it in his later work (1989), relying on Rashi (1970) and Ibn Ezra (1986)
who suggested ‘over.” He explained that ‘over’ is actually closer to ‘with’ because the goat was
an instrument of expiation; (6) Similarly, ‘by means of was suggested by Péter-Contesse (1993:
253-54; but he had proposed ‘over’ in his former work [1990: 246]). According to this meaning,
atonement is made ‘through it' by sending the sin-bearing goat to the wilderness. But in that
case (Levine’s later suggestion also) the preposition 2 would have been preferred, since 2

seems to be more appropriate “to express instrumentality rather than by~ (Rodriguez, 1996:
274); (7) Hartley (1992: 237) put forth the opinion that the pronominal suffix waw (1) represents
‘the congregation’ (1Y) as the object of the preposition S¥. However, as he agreed, the gender
of the pronoun is masculine, whereas the noun 170 is feminine.

76

© University of Pretoria



VERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
IVERSITY OF PRETORIA
NIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

Milgrom (1991b: 254-55, 1023) argues, as seen in chapter 2, that the
meaning of kipper ‘al depends on the nature of objects that are combined with
the preposition ‘al; the combination of ‘kipper ‘al + inanimate object’ should
always be rendered as ‘to effect purgation on (the sancta)’ rather than ‘to effect
purgation for (the sancta)’; but for ‘kipper ‘al + animate object,” the rendering
‘effect purgation for (people)’ is employed, instead of ‘atone for/make atonement
for people’ or ‘expiate people.” To paraphrase ‘effect purgation for (people),’ it is
thought to be ‘effect purgation on/in the sancta for people’ or ‘purge the sancta
for people.” The reason is that the blood of the hattat animal does not purge the
people but the sanctuary (i.e., non-human object) in all occasions (Milgrom,
1991hb: 254-55). By contrast, the blood of the other sacrificial animals (i.e., the
burnt offering, the guilt offering, and the peace offering) does not have the
function to purge the sancta. Therefore, in these sacrifices, ‘expiate (people)’ or
‘effect/perform expiation for (people)’ is recommended as the rendering of
kipper ‘al + human object.

In the same vein, Milgrom explains the phrase 13y =235 in v. 10b with

‘on/upon’ for Sy142

upon i’ (1991b: 1009, 1023),**3 a bit ifferent from his usual rendering, ‘to effect
purgation on,” because he thinks the live goat is not a sacrifice which may purge
the sancta. That is, the verb 722 in this verse refers to ‘expiation’ through

Accordingly he concludes that it means ‘to perform expiation

‘ransom’ by the live goat, instead of ‘purgation.” Although the object is an
animate one, that is, an animal, he justifies his logic, saying: “Here, uniquely,
the object is an animal, but it is treated as an inanimate object: hence kippur
(purgation) takes place upon it” (1991b: 1023). Milgrom (1991b: 1023)
vindicates this inconsistent view, arguing that the goat itself is not purged, but
the transference of sins to the goat results in the purgation of the sanctuary,
while simultaneously it brings about the expiation of the congregation from their
evils. But according to our investigation on the combination of kipper ‘al in
chapter 2, Milgrom’s idea is not convincing.

At this point, the question is raised concerning the subject of 1*15:; ‘15;5:

142 Also Gane (2005: 136, 261-62); Rashi (1970 on Lev 16:10); see other proponents in
Gane (2005: 262).

143 Milgrom (1991b: 1083) vindicates his own rendering by tracing various meanings of
the verb kipper throughout its historical development, saying “the final stage in the evolution of
the verb kipper yields the abstract, figurative notion ‘atone’ or ‘expiate” and “it is found in the
scapegoat rite, which, according to its text (16:10, 21), atones for all of Israel’s sins.” In other
words, the more abstract meaning ‘to expiate’ is added to kipper, and as a result, “the original
purpose of the scapegoat, to eliminate the impurities removed from the sanctuary, has been
altered to accommodate a new theological notion” (Milgrom, 1991b: 1023).
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is the subject really Aaron, as usually accepted? Kiuchi (1987: 149-53), who is
followed by Rendtorff (2005: 542) and Sklar (2005: 97), posed a fundamental
qguestion against it. He suggested that the pronominal suffix 1 might refer to

Aaron who was playing the role of a representative agent for the congregation.
In that case, the subject of 92> is the live goat. This idea is acceptable on

several grounds, although only a few scholars have favored it.

Firstly, there are syntactic grounds for Kiuchi's view, although it has
been argued that the syntax of v. 10 does not support his proposal.*** In his
review (Gane, RBL 2006) on Sklar’'s work of 2005, Gane continues to insist the
traditional view by repeating the general grammatical and syntactic ground:

If the third masculine singular pronominal suffix in »5p 2235, “to 723
for/upon him/it,” in Lev 16:10 refers to Aaron as receiving 723 through
Azazel’'s goat (97 n. 41, with Kiuchi), why do preceding and following
third masculine singular pronominal suffixes in the same verse (lit.,
“went up upon it ... to send it away”) have the goat, rather than Aaron,
as their antecedent? If *5p =235 means “to 923 upon it (the goat),” to
whom would such a 72> be offered—to Azazel or someone else? Or
does this exceptional use of =23 in the context of a nonsacrificial

purification ritual only refer to purgation? (2) If impersonal objects could
need a 72> arrangement, as suggested by the fact that they can be

beneficiaries of 72> (e.g., Exod 29; Lev 8, 16; p. 134), why would this be

so? Could it mean that their owners benefit? In the case of sancta, could
this mean that the deity needs a kind of 723-purgation, perhaps at least

partly for vindication of his justice when he has forgiven guilty people?

However, it seems that Kiuchi’'s argument is not impossible from the syntactical
view, as he evidenced by syntactic and thematic comparisons between
Leviticus 16:10 and 16:7, 21b-22, and Leviticus 1:4 (Kiuchi, 1987: 151-52).*%

144 £ g., Rodriguez (1996: 274); Milgrom (1991b: 1023).
> The strong clue to his argument is Lev 1:4b that is parallel to Lev 16:10a
‘thematically and syntactically’ in the same passive voice (Kiuchi, 1987: 152):

1oy 2205 35 "3 (Li4b)
oy me05 M weh My (16:10a)

According to Kiuchi, in Lev 1:4b, the subject of the infinitive phrase (¥ =25%) is assumed to be

the animal of the burnt offering. If it is the case, 1:4b means that in the burnt offering the animal
will be accepted (71372) for the offerer to ‘make atonement for him [the offerer].” The implied
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In addition to Kiuchi’s evidences, the comparison of v. 10a with v. 9 in an
adjacent context of Leviticus 16 supports his suggestion.

pRon ey Mt S vy aby WK wEnTaR 1IIR 2pm VL9

E D C B A
Moy 92sb mm eb mrnayy Sy Sohan vhy aby aux wim v 10a
E (D?) Al D! ct

M2 SRS nk nowh v 10b

Remarkably, the syntax of v. 10a is changed to a passive voice after v. 9
and the previous verses, which assume Aaron as the subject. Hence v. 10a lies
in the syntactic comparison with v. 9 as an antithetic parallel. V. 10a could be
considered as a separate semantic segment by the accent atnah, if we accept
the Masoretic accentuation.

In v. 9 the subject is Aaron (B) with the active verb (A), while the object is
the goat (C). In E, the subject is still Aaron and the pronominal suffix is the
objective with the goat as its antecedent. But v. 10a is converted to passive
sentence with the verb hophal (A) where the object (C, i.e., the live goat) of the
verb in v. 9 is also changed to the subject (C'). The intentional syntax
arrangement is clearer by comparison between C/D and C*/D*.

Consecutively, the infinitive phrase E' also is possibly a parallel to E,
although it returns to the active voice, while its implied subject could still be the
goat. If it is the case, the objective pronominal suffix of E* could refer to Aaron.
Besides, vv. 9 and 10a make a conceptual parallel in that Aaron ‘makes the
hattat offering with it’ [i.e., with the sacrificial goat]) (MX©r 1720Y7) in E of v. 9,
whereas conversely the live goat ‘makes the atonement for him’ [i.e., for Aaron])
(™5p 9225) in E* of v. 10a. Therefore, it is not unnatural to regard the subject of

15y 9235 as the live goat and render it as ‘to make atonement for him (Aaron).’
The accent atnah, as a signal for interpretative reading, divides v. 10 into
two segments. The atnah is located at the phrase 15y =235, implying that v.

10a is to be read as one syntactic and semantic segment. V. 10b after the atnah
assumes the active voice, while the implied subject is either Aaron, who
commands to send the goat, or the goat-sender, by whom it will be sent into the
wildness. Therefore, a syntactic conversion occurs between vv. 10a and 10b

subject of ™5y =25% is the animal. Likewise, he contends that in Lev 16:10 the live goat shall
be placed before God so that it [the live goat] can ‘make atonement for him [Aaron].’
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with the atnah. If it is accepted, the idea that the subject is alternated in the
same syntactic segment (v. 10a) does not seem to be persuasive. To take
Aaron as the subject, otherwise, the atnah should have been situated between
mm 15 (D% and Moy "2sh (EY), creating a different division to have a
distinctive meaning. Therefore, provided that the Masoretic punctuation is
honoured, in the syntax of v. 10a the subject of the infinitive phrase 15y 1255

is construed to be the first word in v. 10a, that is, ‘the goat (7*2®1)" which is the

subject of the preceding passive verb, ‘be placed alive ("m~y?)."*4°

Secondly, there is a considerable ground from a theological view. The
high priest, as a representative of the whole congregation, transfers all their sins
to the live goat. In other words, the Azazel goat’s counterpart at this stage of the
ritual is not the congregation but Aaron as their substitutionary agent. The
atonement is made in the manner where the live goat confronts Aaron rather
than the whole congregation in order to bear their sins. The goat removes their
sins by receiving them from Aaron. Just as the sin of the high priest actually
amounts to that of the congregation by the principle of representation, so the
atonement for Aaron results in the atonement for the congregation.

Aaron is not only a representative of the Israelites but also a person who
takes part in the sins of the congregation. In other words, the high priest, as a
member of the covenant community, is an accomplice in their sins and a sinner
together with the Israelites, whether his sins come from himself or from the
congregation. At this moment, he is an Israelite, dressed in the simple linen
garments. Just as his sin is the community’s sin, so the community’s sin is his.
Reversely Aaron enjoys the benefit of the atonement, that is, the effect of the
hattat ritual, together with them, as a member of the community. Therefore,
when the live goat atones for Aaron, who is both a representative of the
congregation and a participant in their sins, it does so for the whole
congregation. When the live goat bears the sins of the Israelites, it is suffering
the punishment for the evil substitutionally by being released into the wildness
where death is destined and envisaged.

In fact, it is God who makes atonement for the people of Israel through

148 £ it may be accepted, with regard to the interpretation of the infinitive phrase in v.

10b in an active voice, the impersonal Hebrew syntax is possible to be rendered into passive in
English for the natural reading like some English versions (e.g., ESV, NJB and RSV). Therefore,
our possible translation could be suggested as follows: “but the goat on which the lot fell for
Azazel shall be presented alive before the LORD to make atonement for him, that it may be
sent away into the wilderness to Azazel” (v. 10).

80

© University of Pretoria



(0233

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

Aaron and the live goat on his instruction. That is, the subject of atonement is
God who has its initiative, and the live goat is merely an instrumental agent.
Hence the Azazel goat, as an instrumental agent of God, bears away all the
sins of both Aaron (also his household) and the congregation by dealing with
Aaron. By so doing, the live goat ‘makes atonement for him (1*?:; 15:_:%).’ The

live goat is the substitutionary victim for the congregation and at the same time
an instrumental agent of God for their atonement.

Significantly, this interpretation is consistent with the meaning of the
phrase ‘two goats for a hattat offering,” which would bring the effect of
atonement for the congregation (v. 5). It means that the live goat also plays a
role as the main character to make atonement for the congregation by means of
Aaron, together with the sacrificial goat, the other main character.

3.4.1.2. The combined hattat ritual (vv. 11-19):
purgation of the sanctuary

Now that the preparation of animals has been done in the first stage, the
main procedure of the combined hattat ritual begins with the two hattat offerings.
The function of the hattat offerings with a bull and a goat, by means of the blood
rites, is to purge the entire sanctuary of three precincts in sequence (v. 20a),
whereas the function of Azazel goat ritual is to remove and eliminate the sins of
people (vv. 21-22).

At this stage, two kinds of rites attract our attention: the incense rite in
the adytum and the blood rites in the three precincts of the sanctuary. The
former is a prerequisite for the latter.

3.4.1.2.1. The incense rite in the adytum (vv. 12-13)

Aaron starts this procedure with the slaughtering of the bull, which is the
animal for atonement of himself and his household (v. 11). Then, significantly,
suspending the blood manipulation for a while after slaughtering the bull, he
should take fire from the altar and put the incense on the fire before the YHWH:
‘the cloud of the incense may cover the Atonement Seat that is over the
testimony, so that he does not die” (Lev 16:13 ESV).

On the other hand, this activity reminds us of the warning against the
incident of Nadab and Abihu that led to their tragic death (Lev 10:1-2). Aaron
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and his two dead sons are dramatically compared with ‘die’ and ‘not die’; Aaron
averts death by bringing the incense on ‘legal’ fire in contrast with his sons.
As stated in v. 13D, the cloud of incense (MBPT 1Y) from YHWH?'s fire is

the essential element for Aaron’s admittance into the adytum. Moreover, prior to
the incense rite, he must have bathed his body in water and put on the linen
garments for preparation to enter the adytum. Therefore, bathing, putting on the
particular garments, and the cloud of incense from the Lord’s fire, were
prerequisites for his admittance into the most sacred sector.

In addition, the text (v. 9) implies that the slaughtering of the bull for
Aaron and the blood-shedding are obligatory for his approach to the holiest
precinct as a prerequisite, since the slaughtering rite of the bull came prior to
the incense rite. True, the goat for the congregation was not yet slaughtered.
Therefore, it gives an impression that the substitutionary death and blood-
shedding of the animal for Aaron serves to effect atonement to some extent for
Aaron by ransom for his guilt,"*” endowing him with the qualification to enter the
adytum, although his atonement is not yet made fully.

The order of the rites indicates that the incense rite also is an integral
component of the integrated atonement ritual, since it intrudes itself between
the two slaughtering rites for the bull and the goat. The purpose of the incense
rite is clearly to cover the Atonement Seat (n722) with the cloud so that the high

priest could avoid a death-blow caused by the overwhelming glory of YHWH’s
presence in the holiest place: N x’51 “so that he does not die” (v.

13b ESV).*® Thereby paradoxically God’s revealing becomes also a concealing

%7 1t does not mean the removal of his sin. Slaughtering and blood-shedding of animals

indicate the substitutionary punishment for the guilt, i.e., the consequence of sin. This thesis
argues that while a person’s sin is removed by confession and transference to the
substitutionary animal with his hand-imposition, the impurity of sancta contaminated by his sin is
purified and ransomed with the blood rite of the hattat animal for the sancta. By so doing, the
atonement for the sinner is accomplished.

1“8 As Milgrom (1991b: 58) stated, the function of the cloud of incense in the adytum
corresponds to that of the cloud descended atop Mt Sinai and on the newly constructed
tabernacle in that the cloud covered the glory (7122) of YHWH before the people of Israel.
Although he ascribed the analogy between the cloud of incense and the cloud, and between the
tabernacle and Mt Sinai to P, Milgrom’s comment is noteworthy (1991b: 58):

Just as the 7123 fire makes itself visible to Israel at Sinai (Exod 24:17), so it

appears before the assembled Israelites at the Tabernacle’s inauguration (9:6b,
23b, 24a). Thus the P tradition stakes out its claims that the Tabernacle is
equivalent to Sinai - indeed, is a portable Sinai - assuring Israel of God’'s
permanent presence in its midst.
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in the cloud of incense.
3.4.1.2.2. Blood rites in the sancta (vv. 14-19)

The high priest performs the blood rites to purge the sancta of impurities
in three consecutive stages:

1) Purgation of the adytum (vv. 14-16a)
2) Purgation of the shrine (vv. 16b-17)
3) Purgation of the outer altar (vv. 18-19)

At the first stage, Aaron carries out the first blood rite in the adytum that
is filled with the incense cloud; he purges it by sprinkling some of the blood for
himself and his household around the Atonement Seat (v. 14). Then he must
slaughter the goat and repeat the same rite with its blood for the congregation in
the same place (v. 15).**° At the second stage, the consecutive two blood rites
should be performed in the shrine to purge it, after the priest’s egress from the
adytum (vv. 16b-17). Finally the blood rite should be made in a particular way**
for the purgation of the outer altar in the court (vv. 18-19). Hence the purgation
of the entire sanctuary is completed.

V. 20a states the full achievement of purgation/atonement of the entire
sanctuary. Significantly, v. 20a functions as not only the concluding statement of

He (1991b: 58) added:

At Sinai he [Moses] was admitted into the divine cloud (Exod 24:18a), but
henceforth he must never penetrate the divine cloud, condensed into adytum.
That is to say, he must never see God but may only hear him in the outer shrine,
his view blocked by the veil. The same restrictions apply to the priests. . . the
high priest who is commanded to purge the adytum annually is explicitly warned
that he must block his vision by a smoke screen of incense lest his entry prove
fatal to him.

For similar arguments of the analogy between the tabernacle and Mt Sinai, see Sailhamer
(1992: 296-97); M. Douglas (1999: 79-80), who emphasizes the analogy of the body of
sacrificial animals with Mt Sinai and with the Tabernacle in three paradigms. But Douglas’
application of the animal autonomy to the Tabernacle and Mount Sinai is thought as a
subjective overinterpretation (see n. 472 in § 6.4.3).

149 Precisely, regarding the blood rites, there are some slight differences between those
of the special hattat ritual in Lev 16 (the Day of Atonement) and those of the ordinary hattat
ritual in Lev 4:1-5:13, although they are almost the same. For details, see § 5.2.2.

%0 Eor detailed argument on the activities and gestures of the hattat blood rites, see §
5.2.1. As argued in § 5.2.1, it is clear that the gestures of blood rites and their functions in the
hattat ritual differ from those of the other sacrificial rituals.
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the hattat offering (vv. 11-19), but also the introduction to the ritual of the Azazel
goat (vv. 20-22) to indicate the exact timing of its start:
T YT IN 2P AT Wi SININ UTPTIN T 983 mp2)
“When Aaron has finished making atonement for the Most Holy Place,
the Tent of Meeting and the altar, he shall bring forward the live goat” (v. 20 NIV)

The concluding statement asserts that the blood rites of the hattat offerings
have purged/atoned (M} =22)"? the three precincts of the sanctuary rather than

the people (cf. vv. 16, 18).

But there seems to be an intra-textual contradiction and inconsistency
between the statement of v. 20 about the atonement/purgation of the sancta
and the statements of vv. 6, 11, 17 which declare also that the hattat offerings
are sacrificed to ‘make atonement on behalf of (72 =9B22)" Aaron and the

congregation. If the atonement of the people has already made with the
sacrificial animals, why is the Azazel goat ritual, which removes the sins of the
people and atones for them, necessary? Scholars have long argued with this
puzzling problem, suggesting their own answers. In chapter 7 (§ 7.4.2.1), this
issue will be thoroughly investigated. In this chapter, the provisional answer is
given: on the Day of Atonement the hattat offerings functioned to purge the
sanctuary only, while the Azazel goat removed the sins of the Israelites,
differently from the ordinary hattat ritual in Leviticus 4:1-5:13, which removed
the sin/impurity of people and simultaneously cleansed the impurity of the
sancta caused by the people’s sin and impurity. This conclusion is corroborated
by the present analysis and interpretation of the structure of Leviticus 16.

The concise arrangement of the entire ritual process presented below
displays that the object of each blood rite is not the people but the sancta. That
is, the blood manipulations of the two-combined hattat rituals purge the three
precincts of the sanctuary.

1) Purgation of the adytum (vv. 11-16a)

'L In the phrase mamaNRY Wi SIR"ARY WIPRTAR which refers to the three precincts

of the sanctuary, the word WP uniquely indicates the adytum in Lev 16 (vv. 2, 3, 16, 23, 33),
i.e., the ‘Most Holy Place’ (NIV), as agreed with most modern scholars (see n. 157 below; cf.
Milgrom, 1991b: 36, 62). But outside Lev 16, this word refers to the shrine, i.e., the Tent of
Meeting (Lev 4:6; 10:4, 18; see the phrase in Exod 26:33, “the veil will make a separation for
you between the holy place and the most holy place 2P WP "2 WP 1°3]" [CSB)).

152 Eor the interpretation and rendering for the phrase kipper ’et, see chapter 2. There is
no actual difference between 5y 99> and nx =22 which are followed by the inanimate object
(i.e., the sanctuary).
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a) Blood rites in the adytum (vv. 11-15)
i) Blood rite of the bull for Aaron and his household (vv. 11-14)
ii) Blood rite of the goat for the congregation (v. 15)

b) Purpose of rites: purgation of the adytum (16a)

2) Purgation of the shrine (vv. 16b-17)
a) Purpose of the same blood rites: purgation of the shrine (vv. 16b)
b) Caution against approach to the shrine (v. 17a)
c) Purpose of the blood rites : atonement on behalf of the people (v. 17b)

3) Purgation of the outer altar (vv. 18-19)
a) Blood rite on the outer altar (vv. 18-19a)
b) Purpose of rite: purgation and consecration of the outer altar (v. 19b)

4) Ultimate purpose of the ritual: purgation of three precincts (v. 20a)

First of all, it should be pointed out that scholars have made mistakes
with the division of this passage (vv. 11-20a). For instance, Rodriguez’s
structure fails to show that the blood of the two animals (the bull and the goat)
purges each sanctum,™® while he misunderstands v. 16 as the statement of
purging the sancta with the goat alone. That is, it is wrong that he classifies vv.
16-20 under the category of the goat hattat. Contra Rodriguez, the statement of
v. 16a obviously speaks of the purgation of the adytum with the blood of the bull
and the goat rather than with the blood of the goat alone, and subsequently vv.
16b-19 describe the purgation of the shrine and the outer altar with the two

%3 comparison with our outline, see his wrong structural analysis of this passage:

B Community's Goat for Yahweh: A Sin-offering 16:15
B1 Slaughtered 16:15
B2 Bring blood Behind the Veil 16:15
B3 Blood Manipulation 16:15
C Atonement for the Sanctuary, Tent of Meeting, the Priesthood, the
Congregation of Israel, and the Altar 16:16-19
C1 Atonement for Sanctuary and Tent of Meeting 16:16
C2 Atonement for Priesthood and Assembly 16:17
C3 Atonement for the Altar 16:18-19
C' Atonement Finished for the Sanctuary, the Tent of Meeting
and the Altar 16:20
B' Community's Goat for Azazel 16:20-22

The inaccuracies are caused by his wrong way of division centered on the animals rather on the
place. For a similar mistake, see Hartley (1992: 224). In contrast, Milgrom’s division is correct
(1991b: 1060).
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animal’s blood. Therefore, the purpose of stage 1 (v. 11-16a) is to purge the
adytum through the two individual blood rites, first with the bull’s blood and then
with the goat’s blood, as is stated in v. 16a:

SRRETORY DR SN 3 ANmon T BTpn by D8n)
“In this way he will make atonement for the Most Holy Place

because of the uncleanness and rebellion of the Israelites,
whatever their sins have been” (NIV)

Stage 2 (vv. 16b-17) is to purge the shrine. V. 16b requires Aaron to
repeat the same blood rites as in the adytum (v ‘DU&‘? oY? 127), this time in

the shrine that abides among the Israelites in the midst of their impurities. It is
implied that the purpose of the same blood rites is to purge the shrine. V. 17a
warns the people to stay outside the shrine, while the high priest performs the
rites in the adytum and the shrine during his ingress into and egress from the
adytum.>>

In stage 2, there is another statement of the purpose of the blood rites,
the atonement of the people (v. 17b, Tv2 982 ‘make atonement on behalf of
[the people]’). Even though v. 17b is included in stage 2 for the sake of
convenience to discern the three stages of the blood rites that purge the three
precincts of the sanctuary, it is actually the statement of purpose about another
aspect of the 725 (atonement) accomplished by the hattat rituals, that is, the

atonement of the people. As pointed above, it seems to be a contradiction,
because the text states two distinctive purposes (722) at the same time in

different verses: the purgation/atonement (7223) of the sancta (vv. 16, 18, 19, 20,

% For the interpretation of the triple evil terms in v. 16a, which are rare and difficult

wording in terms of the Hebrew syntax, see 8 7.4.2.2. The meaning of the phase must be
determined in light of vv. 16b, 19, and 21-22, in particular, v. 21af which is parallel to v. 16a
(see n. 159).

%% On the basis of the fact that there is no mention about the incense altar in Lev 16,
since J. Wellhausen (1973: 65-66), many modern scholars (e.g., Knohl, 1995: 29 n. 62) have
said that Lev 16 belongs to Q, which was the original source of P, because the writer of P did
not know the incense altar, in distinct from Lev 4 that refers to it. See Janowski (1982: 227-40)
who says in the same view that Lev 8-9 did not know the blood rite in the shrine. But the
occasions of Lev 8 and 16 differ from that of Lev 4 (Kiuchi, 1987: 122) and Lev 16:16b is an
abbreviation of the ritual procedure (Gane, 2005: 26-27). It must be recalled that the hattat
offerings in Lev 8-9 were not to expiate a specific sin(s) or ritual impurity of the Israelites like
that of Lev 4-5 and 12-15. For the archeological evidence about the antiquity of the incense
altar, see Gane (2005: 27 n. 6).
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30, 33; cf. v. 24 with the burnt offerings) and the atonement (722) of people (vv.

6, 11, 17, 33, 34). This thesis argues that the atonement for the people in the
current stages (wv. 6, 11, 17) envisages and anticipates the ultimate atonement
of the people in vv. 30, 33-34 that will be accomplished with the Azazel goat
ritual.

At any rate, the atonement of the people is regarded as the result of the
purgation of both the adytum and the shrine (vv. 16-17), although it still awaits
the Azazel goat ritual for accomplishment of the atonement. As for the
translation of v. 17, NASB is recommendable:

ARSIV WIP2 1235 X322 i SR2 MRS oS (17a)
Sy SapH3 p2r i3 w2 w2 183 (17b)
“When he goes in to make atonement in the holy place, no one shall be

in the tent of meeting until he comes out, that he may make atonement
for himself and for his household and for all the assembly of Israel’

This translation connotes that the waw conjugation (7227) in v. 17b should be

taken as ‘sequential wqtl’ “to represent a situation as a sequence of a preceding
situation” of v. 17a (Waltke and O’Connor, 1990: 526-27). Therefore, the effect
of atonement for the people in 17b can be understood as the result of the
previous blood rites in the adytum and the shrine (w. 16-17),*°® possibly
including the observance of the warning against the approach to the shrine. The
purgation of the adytum and the shrine leads to the atonement of people.

Thus the important principle, which is argued in this thesis, is identified:
the purgation/atonement of the sancta is directly connected to the atonement of
people; that is, the former brings about the effect of the latter. However, on the
Day of Atonement the atonement for the people stated at this stage does not
mean a fully accomplished one, since the atonement for the people is not
completed until the Azazel goat ritual is performed. Scholars’ confusion has
been caused by the misunderstanding on the atonement for the people which is
stated in the intermediate stage.

In stage 3 (vv. 18-19), Aaron comes out of the shrine®” and then purges

156 Milgrom (1991b:1036) says that v. 16b “introduces the purpose of the high priest’s

rites in the shrine.” Thus for him the atonement of v. 17b is related to the shrine only rather than
both to the adytum and the shrine.

" As for ‘in the holy place’ (¥722) in v. 17a, at a glance the syntax of v. 17 looks to
indicate ‘in the shrine (1w 5738;1)’ in v. 17a. For the reason, since ancient Jewish interpreters,
it has been understood that the high priest exited from the ‘adytum’ and performed the blood
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the outer altar in the court particularly with both the blood of the bull and the
goat. Here it is implied that the high priest should mingle the blood taken from
the two animals. Significantly this mingled blood is a strong sign of the
unification of the two hattat offerings (cf. Gane, 2005: 211). That is, the two is
combined into one. The effect of the purgation is ‘reconsecration’ of the altar
(and maybe ‘reconsecration’ of the entire sanctuary). The reconsecration means
the restoration of the sanctuary to its original sanctity that was endowed in the
dedication of the altar in Leviticus 8 (= Exod 29), rather than an individual effect
through the blood rites (see § 5.2.2.3).

In conclusion, every stage has its own role to purge the three sacred
precincts to accomplish incorporatively the purgation of the entire sanctuary. As
mentioned, the concluding statement (v. 20a) of the purpose, which is the
introduction of vv. 20b-22 as well, sums up the ultimate achievement by the
combined hattat ritual. The recapitulating statements of purpose which occur at
the end of each stage (vv. 16a, 17, and 19b) bolster the reliability of our
argument: that is, the combined hattat offerings purge the sanctuary at three
levels.'*®

We can summarize the entire process of the combined hattat ritual as
follows:

Stage 1 (w. 11-16a) - purgation of the adytum
Stage 2 (w. 16b-17) - purgation of the shrine
Stage 3 (w. 18-19) - purgation of the outer altar

rites on the incense alter ‘in the shrine,” instead of the outer altar (Hoffmann, 1905: 450; Rashi,
1970: 24-25; D. Z; Harrison, 1980: 173; Levine, 1989: 103-5). However, as mentioned in n. 151
above, the term WP refers uniquely to the adytum in Lev 16. For this reason, Josephus (Ant.
3.243) and lbn Ezra (1986 on Lev 16:18; see Gane, 2005: 76) identified ‘the altar before YHWH’
in v. 18 as the outer altar. This view is supported by a number of modern scholars (Kurtz, 1980:
392-93; Milgrom, 1991b: 1035; Hartley, 1992: 510; Gane, 2005: 76-77). It is presumed that
Aaron exited from the shrine after he finished the blood rites in the adytum and the shrine in
sequence. In this regard, the adytum (‘the holy place’) is understood to be a concise expression
to indicate the precincts of Aaron’s activities inside the sanctuary. Lev 16:16b clearly refers to
purification of the shrine. Subsequently, vv. 18-19 must indicate the purification of the outer altar,
with regard to the stamement of cleansing the tripartite sanctuary in Lev 20. In view of the
elaborate ritual logic interwoven in the systematic structure of Lev 16, it is likely that the outer
altar was the final destination of the blood rites in the tripartite sanctuary.

%8 The statement of purpose in vwv. 6, 11, and 17 is related to the atonement of the
people by the integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22): “to make atonement on behalf of (Y2 =22)
the people.” Why is the atonement for the sancta and the people stated alternately? As noted,
this is another question which will be investigated in § 7.4. For the combination of kipper ba‘ad +
people, see chapter 2.
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The most important point is that the two hattat rituals “are interwoven
with each other, that is to say, the second ritual begins before the first ritual 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” (Gane, 2005: 218; cf. 1992: 210-11; 2004: 155).

That is to say, in stages 1 and 2, the slaughtering and the blood rites of
the bull are followed by those of the goat. Significantly, in stage 3 the blood of
two animals is mingled and used for the purgation of the outer altar. Thereby the
mixture of the two animal’s blood is a decisive evidence of the integration of the
rituals.

We may take account into two additional evidences for the integration.
Firstly, the fat of the hattat animals shall be burned together right after the
execution of the burnt offerings (v. 25), and secondly, the remains of the hattat
animals shall be disposed of together in the concluding ritual at the end. Thus, it
is clear that the two hattat animals are incorporated into one ritual in order to
purge the sanctuary.

The ritual incorporation can be extended to merging the Azazel goat
ritual with the combined hattat ritual to make a ritual complex unit named the
‘integrated atonement ritual.” Furthermore, the unification of the rituals does not
cease with the Azazel goat ritual; finally the burnt offerings are also merged into
the integrated atonement ritual to form the ‘unified ceremony’ of the Day. Indeed,
the burning of the fat taken from the hattat animals, which is prescribed in
principle as the final rite of the hattat offerings in Leviticus 4, is deferred and
transposed after the burnt offerings. The transposition of the fat-burning implies
that it is inseparably united with the previous rituals by tying them into one: the
combined hattat ritual, the Azazel goat ritual, and the burnt offering ritual. Thus,
these three ritual units are regarded to be a large package of the rituals, which
form a ‘unified ceremony’ for one ultimate purpose, the national atonement of
Israel.

3.4.1.3. The ritual of the Azazel goat (vv. 20-22):
removal of the sins of Israel

After Aaron has finished the purgation of the whole sanctuary, he should
perform the ritual of the Azazel goat as the third part of the ‘integrated
atonement ritual.” As stated, v. 20a has two functions: the concluding statement
of the combined hattat ritual (vv. 6-19) and the introduction to the Azazel goat

ritual (vv. 20-22). Thus the Azazel goat ritual starts with the confirmation of the
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sanctuary purgation.

Now that some questions on the live goat and its ritual have already
been discussed above, other issues in this section are as follows: (1) the
meaning of the two-hand imposition on the live goat; (2) the transference of sins
on it; (3) the interpretation of the triple evil terms in v. 16a and v. 21ap™° in
parallel; (4) the dynamics and function of the release rite to send the live goat
into the wildness; and (5) the purpose of the Azazel goat ritual.

These questions are not addressed here, but discussed in the next
chapters, since the primary aim of this chapter is to inquire into the elaborated
edifice of the unified ceremony as a whole performed on the Day and the
unique integration and association of the rituals. Therefore, the focus is still on
exploring the linking devices between the previous combined hattat ritual and
the Azazel goat ritual.

It is stated in v. 20 that right after the combined hattat ritual has been
completed, the Azazel goat ritual should be executed next:

“When Aaron has finished making atonement for the Most Holy Place,
the Tent of Meeting and the altar, he shall bring forward the live goat” (NIV)

V. 20 starts with a circumstantial clause (v. 20a) which points out the
timing for the performance of the live goat ritual, and alludes to the continuity
and integration of successive rituals. But more importantly, the high priest still
wears the holy linen garments in this ritual, as pointed above, indicates that the
entire process of the two successive rituals (the combined hattat ritual and the
Azazel goat ritual) constitutes an ‘integrated atonement ritual’ to atone for Israel.
The linen garments signify the high priest's humanity as a member of the
congregation and their representative before YHWH. Dressed in the clothes,
Aaron confesses the sins of Israel and transfers them to the live goat. After
finishing the ritual, he shall change back into his normal high priest’'s garments
(vv. 23-24).

Thus the two hattat offerings and the Azazel goat ritual are tied into the
‘integrated atonement ritual.” The purpose of the integrated atonement ritual is a

0 opNentos5 pmweipnr SRR M2 ANDEY WIPRTSY 922 (V. 16a)

“ ... because of the uncleanness and rebellion of the Israelites,
whatever their sins have been” (NIV)

orNST505 o wee oo N DRI 2 Ass N vy nTnm (v. 21aB)
“. .. all the wickedness and rebellion of the Israelites--all their sins ” (NIV)
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full scale atonement of the whole Israel which is attained by virtue of the
purgation of the sanctuary with the combined hattat ritual and the removal of the
people’ sins with the Azazel goat ritual. By so doing, the virtual atonement for
Israel is achieved on the Day, even though there is the statement in v. 24 that
seemingly another atonement will be made with the burnt offerings (vv. 23-24).

3.4.2. The burnt offerings (vv. 23-25): ratification of the atonement

3.4.2.1. Aaron’s return to the regular apparel (vv. 23-24)

The ritual of the two burnt offerings (vv. 23-25) should be performed
directly after the integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22). In this ritual, the high
priest should change back into his regular apparel and offer the two rams of the
burnt offering on the outer altar respectively for Aaron/his household and for the
congregation.

It is assumed that Aaron performs his ablution to purify the contamination
generated by the blood rites (v. 24), just as he bathed his body in water before
entering the adytum (v. 4). But why should the high priest change the linen
garments to his regular apparel? Scholars suggest diverse purposes. Hartley
(1992: 242) thinks that the change of clothes may signify the ‘removal of
holiness,’ but in direct opposition to him, Kiuchi (2007: 305) argues that it means
‘purification of uncleanness.” By contrast, Milgrom (1991b: 1016; see above for
detail) argues that the change of garments might be simply for practical
purposes: that is, the clothes got soaked with the blood after the severe blood
rites. The problem of these ideas is clear: if so, why did Aaron and the priests
not put on the linen garments in the ordinary hattat ritual to perform the blood
rites in the sanctuary (Lev 4), because their ordinary apparel would be soaked
with the blood? The same critique can be applied to Kiuchi and Gane.

Since the high priest has to wear the linen garments exclusively on the
Day of Atonement to enter the holiest adytum before YHWH, the changing
dress simply has a theological meaning. The purpose of the linen garments, as
proposed above, might be that the high priest assumes the state of lower
holiness in order to become a member of the congregation and to enter the
holiest place in his humble state before the presence of YHWH. Otherwise
when he performs the integrated atonement ritual for the atonement of Israel,
the garments could signify the status of the angels who escort YHWH. No

matter which is correct, it seems that the change of the clothes has nothing to
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do with the removal of holiness or impurity permeated into them, and with the
practical purpose to put off the clothes soaked with blood. If the practical
purpose is correct, Aaron had to change his linen garments before he starts the
next ritual, the Azazel goat ritual. But he keeps on wearing the linen garment
until he finishes dealing with the Azazel goat.

Therefore, the dressing of the linen garments is an evidence for the
integration of the combined hattat ritual and the Azazel goat ritual. While Aaron
is in the special status with the special garments, he should purge the sancta
with the combined hattat offerings and remove the sins of the Israelite with the
live goat. With Aaron’s changing back into his regular garments, the function of
the special garments comes to an end.

It is stated in v. 24b that the purpose of the burnt offerings is also to make
atonement. If the virtual atonement is accomplished with the previous rituals,
why is it necessary to make another atonement with the burnt offerings? What
is the meaning of the atonement? The reason for it is also explored below in
observing that the combined rituals are tied even with the burnt offering.

3.4.2.2. Linkage of the burnt offerings
with the integrated atonement ritual

Many interpreters classify this section of the burnt offerings under ‘the
concluding ritual acts’ (vv. 23-28).1%° Especially Rodriguez’s opinion (1996: 280)
is based on the several changes of the clothes, accompanied by bathing, that
appear as a common feature in vv. 23-28.%*

However, in vv. 3-5 the burnt offerings are prescribed as an integral
element of the ceremonial rituals for the atonement of Israel. That is, YHWH
commanded Aaron to bring the two rams for the burnt offering as essential for
the achievement of the Day’s purpose, along with the hattat offerings (a bull and
a goat) and the Azazel goat.

In contrast to the ritual of the burnt offerings, the concluding ritual (vv. 26-
28) does not serve to effect the atonement attained through the entire process
of the previous rituals, even though there might be a possibility that the effect of
atonement could be annulled in theory in light of Leviticus 7:18 which prescribes
the rule for the consumption of the peace offering flesh.'®? It means that the two

190 E 9., Wenham (1979: 235); Levine (1989: 107); Kiuchi (2007: 305).
'°! See VV. 23, 24, 26, and 28.

162 | ev 7:18 states that the effect of the peace offering can be annulled even after three
days have passed, if the offerer fails to deal with the flesh according to the regulations, although

92

© University of Pretoria



VERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
IVERSITY OF PRETORIA
NIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

burnt offerings on the Day of Atonement could not be classified into the
concluding ritual.

The special element in this stage is the ‘burning rite’ which burns the fat
of hattat animals on the outer altar (v. 25). Though this rite is classified into the
section of the burnt offerings (vv. 23-25) in this chapter for the sake of
convenience (see the structure), in the strict sense it does not belong to the
burnt offering, since in light of the rule of Leviticus 4'°° the burning of the hattat
fat should be a component of the hattat ritual. Leviticus 4 prescribes that the fat
of the hattat animals should be burned ("277)*** on the outer altar as the final
and integral rite for atonement (vv. 4:8-10, 19-20, 26, 31), whereas the remains
of the animals should be burned (772) outside the camp (v. 21; 6:23 [30]) or
eaten by the priests (6:19 [26], 22 [29]). In Leviticus 4, this disposal of the hattat
remains is performed after the proclamation of atonement and forgiveness for
the congregation which denotes the completion of the hattat offering (4:20).1%°

Despite the rule for the hattat ritual, Aaron should not burn (3°pP17) the fat
of hattat offerings (bull and goat) on the outer altar until the two rams of the
burnt offerings are offered by burning them [2*>7] on the altar in light of

Leviticus1:9, 13. Rodriguez (1996: 285) notes correctly:

the offering has been accepted as “a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Lev 3:5 ESV). Likewise, even
though the priestly literature, including Leviticus, keeps silence, the same principle can be
applied to the hattat offering in a distict way from the peace offering (see n. 165 and § 5.3.4.4).

183 According to Milgrom (1991b: 1050), the rabbis regarded the burning of hattat fat
after the burnt offering as a normal sequence just for a practical reason; but it is thought that the
sequence of their blood rites is arranged for a theological reason: “The blood [rite] of the
purification offering precedes the blood [rite] of the burnt offering because it appeases; the
members of the burnt offering precede the suet of the purification offering because they are
entirely given over the [altar] fire (m. Zebah. 10:2).” The rabbinic rule probably means that if the
fat is burning on the altar, it would be hard to burn entirely the animals of burnt offering. It
seems, however, that the transposition of the fat burning was caused by a theological and
ritualistic intention to integrate the rituals into one larger ritual unit.

%41t is usually argued that the verb R refers to a ritual burning in contrast to the
verb 570 to indicate non-ritual burning. However, the burning (772) of the hattat flesh also is a
ritual activity. That is, in the hattat context the 520 activity outside the camp must be considered
as a ritual burning with a specific purpose or function (removal or elimination of evil), different
from 9711 on the altar.

1°% Eor this reason, it seems that the disposal of remains is not related to the function of
atonement and does not influence the effect of the achieved atonement. However, the failure of
the flesh disposal could lead probably to the failure of the hattat offering, although its effect of
atonement could be still valid for the offerer; the responsibility for the failure would be ascribed
to the officiating priest, instead of the offerer (compare with the case of the peace offering in Lev
7:18).
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“‘What was in the regular sin-offering a series of consecutive steps in the
sacrificial process (Lev 4) is intentionally separated in the ritual of the
Day of Atonement in order to make room for new details in this
sophisticated and complex ritual unit. Thus, the unity of the chapter is
emphasized.”

Significantly it supports that the burning of fat was a final procedure to
complete the whole ceremony, leaving the concluding ritual (vv. 26-28): the two-
combined hattat ritual, the Azazel goat ritual and the two burnt offerings.

If it is the case, it is possible to say that in Leviticus 16 the entire
ceremony for atonement is not finished until the fat of the hattat animals is
burned on the outer altar. That is, the eventual finish of the hattat offerings is
made with the fat-burning of the hattat animals after the burnt offerings, even
though it is declared in many verses of Leviticus 16 that virtual atonement
has already been achieved with the integral atonement ritual before the burning
of the fat. Thus this fact implies again that the two-combined hattat offerings and
the Azazel goat, together with the two burnt offerings, constitute a ‘unified

ceremony’ which is finally tied with the burning of the hattat fat.*®’
3.4.2.3. The meaning of the atonement by the burnt offerings

It must be recalled that the virtual atonement is accomplished by the
integrated atonement ritual (vv. 6-22). But what is the atonement made by the
burnt offerings? This thesis argues that the burnt offerings bring about the
ratification and effectiveness of the atonement accomplished by the integrated
atonement ritual. By so doing, the burnt offerings play a part to make atonement
for Aaron and the congregation. Hence the burnt offerings make atonement for
the people.

The function of the burnt offering in Leviticus 1 and the meaning of 922

accomplished with it have incurred a confusion. Leviticus 1:3-4 implies that the
primary purpose of the burnt offering focuses on the honouring of God

186\ 17 about the atonement of the people; vv. 16, 18 about the purgation of the

sancta. However, the atonement of the people stated in v. 17 does not means the completion of
the atonement which will be accomplished with the subsequent ritual of the Azazel goat.

' 1n agreement with Rodriguez (1996: 284) who said: “The chiastic structure [of Lev 16]
combines the main elements of the ritual of the Day of Atonement with its fundamental purpose,
forming a well-structured literary unity . . . In Lev 16 we have three rites tightly integrated to
create a new ritual complex unit with a very specific purpose.” However, Rodriguez did not give
clear evidences for the integration of the rituals except the structural ties.
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(‘pleasing’ to God) (Jenson, 1992: 155). L. M. Trevaskis states in his recent
work (2011: 176): “two theological purposes are assigned to the ‘burnt offering’
which are not mutually exclusive”; either a ‘gift of entreaty’ or a symbol of
‘religious ideal’ (Trevaskis, 2011: 176-78). Regarding its function as a gift of
entreaty, Levine (1989 : 5-6) claims that the burnt offering “was a signal to God
that His worshippers desire to bring their need to His attention; its purpose was
to secure an initial response from Him,” and for this reason it is usually offered
as the first sacrifice in occasions with other sacrifices.*®®

A ‘religious ideal’ is favored as the meaning of the burnt offering, as
Trevaskis (2011: 176-77) explains,'® because the burnt offering brings about
the effect of 922 (atonement) as well, which indicate ‘ransom.” Levine (1989: 7)

notes that the burnt offering which is offered as a valuable gift of entreaty makes
ransom for the offerer’s life from ‘God’s wrathful disposition toward him.” Due to
this feature of the burnt offering, it may be argued that it has the two functions of
‘gift’ (Gabe) and ‘atonement’ (Sthne) (E. Blum, 1990: 317).

It is clear that the burnt offering is not utilized to atone for a specific sin in
the priestly legislation, because there is the hattat offering for it. It must be
noticed that there is no declaration of forgiveness for a specific sin unlike in the
case of the hattat offering (Lev 4:20, 26). For this reason, Hartley (1992: 18, 24)
notes that “As an atoning sacrifice the whole offering (i.e., the burnt offering)
was offered not so much for specific sins but for the basic sinfulness of each
person and the society as a whole.” Trevaskis (2011: 206) also remarks that
“the rebellious disposition of humanity” is envisioned in the burnt offering to
appease the wrath of God.

In the same vein, this thesis contends that probably the atonement by the

%8 In his previous work (1974: 25-26), Levine argued in more detail, relying on many

biblical occurrences, that whereas only the burnt offering without other sacrifices serves to
attract God'’s attention (e.g., Num 23:1-6; 1 Kgs 18; Jdg 6, 13; 2 Kgs 3), the burnt offering that
usually precedes the peace offering has “the purpose of invoking the deity preparatory to joining
with him in a fellowship of sacrifice, which was the context for petition and thanksgiving, and for
the expression of other religious attitudes of this character.” Although some scholars (e.g., J. W.
Watts, 2007: 70) are not fully satisfied with the order of sacrifices argued by Levine, generally it
is acceptable. But in most appearances of the hattat offering accompanied with the burnt
offering, the overwhelming evidence is that the hattat offering precedes the burnt offering,
except in rare cases (Lev 12:6, 8; cf. 2 Ch 29:21-24).

%9 As L. M. Trevaskis (2011: 177) cited them as an interpretation of the ‘religious ideal,’
Watts (2007: 71) illustrates such meaning of the burnt offering with biblical stories of human
sacrifice like the stories of Abraham and Isaac (Gen 22), Jephthah and his daughter (Jdg 11:31),
and Mesha King of Moab and his son (2 Kgs 3:27), saying: “The prominence of the n?r in
biblical rhetoric emphasizes this ideal of self-denial, even though it prohibits the specific act of
child sacrifice (Exod 13:13; Lev 17:21; 20:3-5; Deut 18:10).”
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burnt offering in Leviticus 1 denotes ‘ransom’ for the offerer’s life from God’s
wrath incurred by human existential deficiency before 25U of the holy God, as

implied in the encounters of humans with the holy God (e.g., Exod 3:5; Isa 6:5).
But it must be acknowledged that the primary purpose of the burnt offering may
be ‘devotion to God’ by offering and burning the whole animals on the altar.

The two burnt offerings in Leviticus 16 are also placed under the same
debate. Some interpreters regards them as either an ‘invocation’ to soothe
YHWH’s wrath for the acceptance of the congregation to Him (Levine, 1974:
107) or the ‘total dedication’ of all the people to YHWH (Kiuchi, 2007: 307).
Geller (1992: 97-124) thinks that “the whole burnt offerings restart the daily cult”
after the “re-establishment of creation” attained by the atonement rituals of
Leviticus 16:11-23. However, Milgrom (1991b: 1049) notes that they just expiate
the people without function to purge the sancta, in line with his consistent
argument on the hattat ritual.!”®

But the problem with the case of Leviticus 16 lies in that the burnt
offerings should come after the atonement of Israel accomplished with the
integrated atonement ritual to remove all the sins of the people and to cleanse
all the impurities of the sancta contaminated by their sins.

For the reason, this thesis argues that the atonement for the people by
the two burnt offerings stated in 24b might denote the ratification of the
atonement which has already accomplished by the integrated atonement ritual,
along with the dedication of the congregation. In other words, the atonement by
the integrated atonement ritual is ratified with the two burnt offerings for Aaron
and the congregation, even though it is true that at ordinary times the burnt
offering as such can make an independent atonement, in addition to the implied
meaning of devotion (Lev 1:4). In the burnt offerings on the Day of Atonement, it
IS not assumed that the ransom is made to avoid the wrath of God, because the
ransom is satisfied with the integrated atonement ritual. In light of the
occurrences of the burnt offering in the Hebrew Bible, it is unnecessary to think
that the burnt offering always has the function of atonement, although Leviticus
1 states it.*"*

This moment, the spontaneous and joyful response of the people to the

19 Milgrom’s argument (see § 2.2.1) is that the hattat offering purges only the sancta,
but the other expiatory sacrifices expiate only the persons without the purgation of the sancta.

"' There is another possible interpretation on the function of the burnt offerings. In
some cases, the burnt offering may have a quantitative meaning which supplements the hattat
offering in quantity. Certain combinations of the hattat offering and the burnt offering imply that
this idea may be plausible (Lev 12:6, 8; 14:19, 22, 31; 15:15, 20; Num 6:11; 8:12; 2Ch 29:24; cf.
Num 15:24). However, the burnt offerings in Lev 16 seem not to have such meaning.
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achieved atonement would be expressed by burning the rams of the burnt
offering on the outer altar. This ritual may be, therefore, symbolize a total and
fresh dedication of the whole congregation (following Kiuchi, 2007: 307) as well
as its ratification after the achievement of atonement. By accepting the burnt
offerings (i.e., dedication of the people) as an aroma pleasing to himself (Lev 1:
9, 17), YHWH would approve finally the accomplished atonement and be
present among the purged and re-consecrated sanctuary in order to abide with
his people.

Therefore, the burnt offerings were also an essential part of entire
ceremony to effect the atonement, whatever meaning they could have. Although
the virtual atonement has been fulfilled with the integrated atonement ritual, it
could not be effective without the ratification through the burnt offerings. In other
words, the statement that the burnt offerings in v. 24 should be offered to ‘make
atonement for the people’ might indicate that it would be an essential condition
for the effectiveness of the atonement achieved by the integrated atonement
ritual. In this respect, it is likely that the failure of the burnt offerings might lead
to the nullification of the attained atonement.

3.4.3. The concluding ritual (vv. 26-28)

The concluding ritual of the unified ceremony is a final procedure in
section Il (v 6-28). It consists of two parts in parallel: (1) the entrance rite of the
goat-sender (v. 26); and (2) the entrance rite of the remains-handler after the
disposal of the hattat remains (vv. 27-28). These consecutive concluding rites
as such also form a combined ritual.

Strikingly, the same entrance rite (ablution and clothes washing) is
required for the admittance to the camp of both the goat-sender and the
remains-handler respectively. This indicates that the two entrance rites have the
same function: cleansing the impurity of the persons who are contaminated by
the live goat and the remains of the hattat animals. Moreover, it is implied that
the impure substances are borne in both the Azazel goat which is sent to the
wildness and the flesh of the hattat animals which is burned outside the camp
(in a clean place according to Lev 4:12).17?

As mentioned, the disposal of the hattat remains presumably does not

72 This thesis will argue in § 5.3 that on the Day of Atnoement the flesh of the hattat

animals bears away the impurities of the sanctuary which were absorbed in it through the blood
rite, whereas the live goat carries away the iniquities of the Israelites which were transferred into
itself through the imposition of Aaron’s both hands on it.

97

© University of Pretoria



w

ERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
ERSITY OF PRETORIA
BESITHI YA PRETORIA

zz
mx

have the virtual function of atonement, whether in the combined hattat ritual on
the Day of Atonement or in the ordinary hattat ritual. Nevertheless, it was a
postrequisite for the intact accomplishment of atonement. If the high priest fails
to perform the ritual procedures on the Day of Atonement, including the burnt
offerings and the concluding ritual, it is presumed that the responsibility of the
failure is not only ascribed to the high priest, but also to the whole congregation,
because of the socio-religious state of the high priest who represents the
congregation. As a result, atonement would not be achieved on the Day of
Atonement. Therefore, this procedure would have to be carried out cautiously
so that the failure in the concluding activities could not result in the annulment of
the atonement together with an additional sin incurred by its failure.

This situation can be compared with the priest’s cultic failure in the
ordinary hattat offering. In that case, if the sinner completes to offer the hattat
animal through the ritual procedures, his sin is removed and he is expiated,
although the priest does not yet dispose of the flesh. But when the priest
neglects to dispose of the flesh by eating or burning, the responsibility of the
failure will be ascribed to the officiating priest, and not to the offerer.*”®

Significantly, the integration of the rituals is evidenced in the concluding
ritual (vv. 26-28) as well. First of all, the reversed order of the two entrance rites
reinforces our argument. As for the order of the entrance rites, the goat-sender’s
rite comes first and the remains-handler’s rite follows it. By contrast, the
integrated atonement ritual was in the reverse order: the combined hattat ritual
is prior to the Azazel goat ritual. In short, the order is reversed in the concluding
ritual.

If the prescriptive order of the entrance rites refer to a chronological
sequence, the remains-handler could not take the remains outside the camp to
burn them until the goat-sender comes back into the camp (v. 26). It means that
even after the burnt offerings was finished (v. 24) and the fat of the hattat
animals was burned on the outer altar (v. 25), the remains of the hattat animals
had to wait for the goat-sender to return to the camp.

In other words, with the burnt offerings and the Azazel goat ritual done,
the remains of the hattat animals were burnt outside the camp. This indicates
that the disposal of the hattat remains was a final rite to complete the ceremony
of the Day. At last, all the procedures of the ceremony end with the entrance rite
for the remains-handler. Therefore, the fat of the hattat animals was burned to
complete the atonement process, and the remains of the hattat animals were

173 For further argument of this issue, see n. 165 above and § 5.3.4.4.
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burned to finalize the entire ceremony of the Day at the end.

To sum, the unified ceremony started with the hattat ritual and ended with
the final procedure of the hattat ritual, making an inclusive ritual form to contain
the Azazel goat ritual and the burnt offerings. In this manner, all the rituals on
the Day constituted the large polysynthetic ritual unit, the unified ceremony.

3.5. Section lll: calenderic instruction (vv. 29-34)

This final section is to institute the Day of Atonement for Israel by fixing
the date, and by instructing eternal statues of the Day for the anointed priest
and the Israelites. It has three divisions:

1) Statutes for the Israelites (vv. 29-31)
2) Statutes for the anointed priest (vv. 32-33)
3) Conclusion (v. 34)

This institutionalization of the Day is supplemented by Leviticus 23:27-32
with the reiterated emphases on the rest and the self-denial of the congregation
in the context of the feast days in the month of Tishri.

While the passage of vv. 1-28 is an administrative prescription, this
section (vv. 29-34) is a didactic instruction with the change of the verbs from the
third to the second person. Probably, because this section is rather instructive, it
betrays more explicit literary techniques like the chiastic structure in its first
division (vv. 29-31), the statutes for the Israelites (Milgrom, 1991b: 1057).}"

The second division (vv. 32-33) repeats the preparation required of the
high priest in the first section (i.e., the linen garments of the high priest) and
adds other qualifications of the successor of the high priest; he has to be

174

For instance, Milgrom (1991b: 1057) shows that the repetition by chiasm in the first
division (vv. 29-31) emphasizes the practice of self-denial for the achievement of the Day’s
purpose centered on X. Each pair of stanza is displayed in a thematic or terminological parallel.

A 82w mpn% osh A (v. 29)
B £2nWpanR 1uun (v. 29)
C abwyn 85 mor5nHo7 (v. 29)
X 9me? 5270y 982 M ENITR (v. 30)
C' &5 x°7 7inay nay (v. 31)
B' oo>nwprny omaw (v. 31)
Al 25 nzn (v. 31)
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anointed and ordained as the successor of his father.

The date is fixed on the tenth day of the seventh month (Tishri).
Remarkably, this date is the same one as the day of proclamation of the Jubilee
Year for some theological reasons.'” The day is called 1IN2¢ N2Y, an idiom

that refers to a special rest day with the features of rest and self-denial
(23:32).17°

Milgrom (1991b: 1054) notes that on the grounds of the biblical semantic
range and rabbinic definition of ‘self-denial,” the phrase £2°nNWDINN i:l_j’;:;jm
contains fasting, sleeping on the ground, no changing of the clothes, refraining
from sex, no bathing, and so on. These abstinences imply that confession and
remorse of sin were accompanied as well. This self-denial would be a
prerequisite for the atonement on the Day. Without the self-denial, the entire
ceremony would be invalid.

The threefold statement on the purport of the statutes as the aim of the
Day is repeated in this section (vv. 30, 33, 34): the purgation/atonement of the
sancta and the atonement of the Israelites. V. 34, as the final conclusive
statement, declares the ultimate purpose of the Day:

TURTIR I MS WD Ly mwa oy onxbroon Sxae 12 by 1esh

“to make atonement for the sons of Israel for all their sins once every year.” (NASB)

This final statement indicates that the aim of the purgation of the sanctuary and
the removal of the people’s sins is to make the national atonement for the
community of Israel.

Chapters 6 and 7 will make it clear that purgation of the sanctuary is an
essential process to make atonement/forgiveness for people. Without the former,
the latter could not be achieved; the purgation of the sanctuary leads to the
atonement of the people. That is, the atonement of the people requires both the

"> We do not discuss the historical background of the fixation of the date of the Day

and the starting date of the Jubilee Year, because it falls outside and does not match the aim of
the thesis. For theological meanings implied in the coincidence of the date of the Day and the
starting date of the Jubilee Year, see Kawashima (2003: 370-83) and the brief note in the
concluding chapter of this thesis (8 8.2).

176 ‘A Sabbath of solemn rest’ (NASB; ESV; Wenham, 1979: 227; Hartley, 1992: 221); ‘a
Sabbath of complete rest’ (CSB; RSV, Levine, 1989: 109; Milgrom, 1991b: 1011); ‘a great
Sabbath’ (E. Gerstenberger, 1996: 214). This idiom is also used for the sabbatical day in Lev
23:3; Exod 31:15; 35:2, and particularly in the phrase of the sabbatical year in Lev 25:4.

" “you shall afflict your souls” (ESV; ASV) or “you shall practice self-denial” (NJPS
followed by CSB and Milgrom).
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purgation of the sanctuary and the removal of the people’s sins. Thus this
threefold statement of the purpose indicates that the function of the unified
ceremony aims to make atonement for Israel by purging the sancta with the
sacrificial animals and by removing all the sins of the people with the live goat.
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Chapter 4

Activity components of the hattat ritual (1)
Ritual theory and Hand imposition

4.1. Introduction

On the Day of Atonement, a national atonement is accomplished with the
‘integrated atonement ritual,” hereafter called the ‘special hattat ritual,’
consisting of the ‘two combined hattat rituals’ and the Azazel goat ritual.'”® The
special hattat ritual, as a macro ritual unit, was performed for all the sins of the
Israelites and all the impurities of the sanctuary that were accumulated
throughout the year. Thus atonement for sin and impurity is made with the
hattat ritual, whether the ordinary hattat ritual on ordinary days (Lev 4-5; 12-15)
or the special hattat ritual on the Day of Atonement (Lev 16).

Now the question is how the atonement is made with the hattat ritual. To
put it another way, what is the atonement mechanism operated through the
hattat ritual? What is the difference between the mechanism of the ordinary
hattat ritual and that of the special hattat ritual. Although the primary focus of
this thesis is on exploring the atonement mechanism operating in the special
hattat ritual performed on the Day of Atonement, a close examination of the
relationship between the special hattat ritual in Leviticus 16 and the ordinary
hattat rituals in Leviticus 4-5:13 (for sins) and Leviticus 12-15 (for impurities) is
required.

To grasp the dynamics and mechanism of the hattat ritual, it is necessary
to explore the activity components of the hattat ritual and their meanings or
functions.*”® This study assumes that basically a hattat ritual activity has a
consistent meaning and function in both cases of the ordinary hattat ritual in
Leviticus 4-5:13, 12-15 and of the special hattat ritual in Leviticus 16, even
though let alone the Azazel goat ritual, there are some minute differences in

78 The Azazel goat is taken as a special part of the special hattat ritual complex, as

argued in chapter 3.

' In this discussion, the terms ‘meaning’ and ‘function’ of a ritual activity are usually
employed as the same concept. In this respect, the meaning of hand imposition and the function
of hand imposition refer to the same. However, sometimes the two terms are distinct, as in the
case of blood. That is, the meaning of blood is distinguished from the function of blood. In the
sacrificial context, whereas ‘the life of the flesh is in blood’ (Lev 17:11) or ‘the life of all flesh is
blood’ (v. 14) refers to meaning of blood, ‘atone for (= ransom) your souls’ (D;'zjin';;'ﬁy 15;5) (v.
17b) points to function of blood.
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ritual practice between the two cases of the hattat ritual; for instance, in the
case of the special hattat ritual, blood of the bull and the goat are dashed and
sprinkled in each of three precincts, and hand imposition'® is performed on the
live goat rather than on the sacrificial hattat animals.

The ritual activities of the hattat sacrifice are as follows in chronological
order: (1) hand imposition; (2) slaughtering; (3) blood manipulations; (4) burning
of fat; (5) disposal of the remains and flesh.

In this thesis, the three main activities, (1), (3), and (5), are investigated,
because they have been points of dispute for decades of years, and because
the understanding of their functions/meanings are important to connect the
complicate chains of atonement mechanism operated in the hattat ritual. The
other activities will be partially treated in the arguments on the main activities.'®*
The two-hand imposition on the Azazel goat, which was only performed on the
Day of Atonement for the transference of sins to the live goat, will be examined
in the discussion of hand imposition as to relationship, correspondence and
difference between one hand imposition and two-hand imposition.

Admittedly the meanings of the activities practiced in the ordinary hattat
ritual (Lev 4) are applied to those of the special hattat ritual performed on the
Day of Atonement (Lev 16). Conversely, can the meanings and functions of the
activities practiced in the special hattat ritual be applied to those of the ordinary
hattat ritual where meanings of a few activities are silent? This will be a main
issue in this chapter.

What are the meanings/functions of the ritual activities and gestures
performed in the hattat ritual? This chapter will concentrate on hand imposition
and burning of fat, together with preliminary discussion on the theory of ritual in
general, that is, on how to interpret meaning/function of a ritual activity. The
other matters will be discussed in the next chapter with the question concerning
the function of the Azazel goat. The investigation will prepare the discussion of
chapter 7 about the synthetic atonement mechanism through the ordinary hattat
ritual and the special hattat ritual which constitute a macro hattat ritual system.

The meaning/function of hand imposition will be debated in length,
because this activity has been misinterpreted among scholars, while it is a key
to the understanding of the atonement mechanism operating in the hattat ritual.

1% The phrase 170 9291 is usually translated ‘the laying on of hand,’” but this study

employs ‘hand imposition’ as the rendering for it.
'8! For the other activities like ‘bringing’ into the camp, ‘casting for lot,” and ‘sending’ into
the wildness, see chapter 3.
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4.2. General problems

4.2.1. Difficulties in interpreting ritual activities

In discerning a certain meaning of a ritual activity, four major questions
are raised at the outset:'®? (1) does a ritual action have a specific inherent
meaning?; (2) or else, can the same gesture have a different meaning,
depending on the context, or conversely can the different gestures have the
same meaning?; (3) since the biblical ritual texts usually keep silence or provide
only partial implications about the meanings of ritual activities and gestures both
in the prescriptions and the descriptions of rituals, how can their meanings be
apprehended?; (4) how should we understand the ostensible differences of the
prescriptions and/or description'®® of the same ritual between the hattat texts?
These questions need to be settled before exploring each ritual activity to figure
out the atonement mechanism of the hattat ritual.

4.2.1.1. Differences between the ritual texts

The discussion begins with the third question. There are two aspects to
the differences between the ritual texts. Whereas one is an obvious prescriptive
difference, the other is a difference caused by textual omission of a specific
activity. As for the omission, it is not easy for us to judge whether it results from
exemption of the activity or from abbreviation of the regular prescriptions.

Leviticus 4 prescribes that a bull should be presented as the hattat
offering for the congregation, and the blood manipulations should be practiced
at the inner altar in the shrine. But in many other cases a male goat is
required'® for the congregation, and the blood is generally daubed/put (J02) on

182 Cf. Kiuchi (1987: 17-18); Gane (2005: 3-24). In particular, Gane makes a thorough
argument for application of general ritual theory to the field of biblical ritual. For the
miscellaneous references to ritual theory, see Gane (2005: 3 n. 1).

'8 For example, Lev 8 is the practical description of Exod 29 that is the prescription
about the ordination of Aaron and his sons as the priesthood.

1% See the cultic inauguration in Lev 9; the supplementary rules of the hattat offering in
Num 15:22-31; the feasts in Num 28-29; cf. the Day of Atonement in Lev 16 which has a unique
form of the hattat offering. In these cases, a goat is required as the hattat offering for the
congregation, whereas Lev 4 prescribes a bull for each of the high priest and the congregation.
However, the Day of Atonement should be excluded from the category, because as argued in
chapter 2, two goats, the sacrificial goat and the live goat, for the congregation constitute a
unigue form of a hattat offering equal to the value of a bull. The blood manipulations are also
performed in a unique way on the Day.
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the horns of the outer altar.’® The answer to this difference is that as it was
argued in chapter 1, the rules of Leviticus 4 are not the formalized standards for
all cases of the hattat ritual, because it stipulates the hattat ritual only for
inadvertent sins.

By the same token, in the hattat offering for unavoidable impurities in
Leviticus 12 and 14-15, the rule differs from Leviticus 4. For instance, Leviticus
12 prescribes that every parturient woman, regardless of social status, should
bring a year-old lamb and a young pigeon or dove, allowing a concession of two
pigeons or doves for the poor that are offered respectively as a burnt offering
and a hattat offering. In the cases of leprosy (nY73, Lev 14) and discharge (Lev

15), two birds are offered respectively for a burnt offering and a hattat offering,
in addition to other purificatory measures. There is no disparity of animals
between social ranks, differently from the case of inadvertent sins in Leviticus 4.
Therefore, it is not contradictory within a hattat system that a variant hattat
animal or ritual activity is prescribed for other occasions with different purpose
as, for instance, at the inauguration of the altar.'®®

Furthermore, not only Leviticus 4 that prescribes the hattat offering, but
the legislation of Leviticus 1-7 as whole also does not provide a criterion for kind

% n the cases of the hattat ritual performed at the cultic inauguration and the feasts,

the blood is daubed on the horns of the outer altar. The case of the hattat ritual in Num 15:22-31
is unigue. Presumably the blood is daubed and sprinkled in the shrine in accordance with the
case of the bull hattat offering for the congregation in Lev 4, but the kind of animals are different
from the case of Lev 4 in that a goat hattat offering and a bull burnt offering should be offered
for the whole community; Lev 4:13-21 prescribes only a bull for it. While some scholars explain
that it results from different sources, others think that the two diverse prescriptions are due to
the difference of the occations (for detailed discussion and a variety of scholarly solutions, see
Gane, 2005: 85-87 n. 46). For instance, G. A. Anderson (1992: 19) suggests that rather than
Lev 4, where a bull is required for the congregation, Num 15:22-26, where a goat is prescribed
for it, gives a general rule applied to other cases, That is, a bull for the congregation in Lev 4 is
rather a special case. In contrast, Milgrom (1991b: 264-69) endeavors to explain the difference
by distinguishing between inadvertent violation of the prohibitive commandments (Lev 4:1-5:13)
and negligence of performative commandments (Num 15:22-31). Gane (2005: 85-86) submits
possibility of a diachronic modification of the rule, although he accepts Lev 4 as the general rule.

18 Jenson (1992: 156) says that the hattat offering may be offered also in some cases
where there is no specific sin or impurity in view. He argues that in the cases of Lev 8:14-17; 9:8;
Num 8:8, “it [the hattat offering] is likely to be part of a comprehensive ritual to insure that
purification is complete or fully assured.” A. Marx (1989: 27-48, cited from Milgrom, 1991b: 289-
92) argues that the hattat ritual is basically a ‘sacrifice of separation,” which is part of a rite of
passage. For example, the combination of the hattat offering and the burnt offering at the
ordination of the Nazirites is performed as a rite of passage. To Marx while the hattat offering is
to separate them from the previous state, the burnt offering is presented as a ‘rite of
aggregation’ to effect a new or renewed state (for detailed reputation against him, see Milgrom,
1991b: 289-92; Gane, 2005: 195; 2008: 11-12).
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of animals in all types of sacrifices. Again this point is confirmed by animals for
the guilt offering: in Leviticus 14:12-14, 24-25, a lamb is required as a guilt
offering for a leper, whereas a ram is regulated in Leviticus 5:14-26 (5:14-6:7)
for a sinner.

4.2.1.2. Omission of ritual activities: exemption or abbreviation?

Specific activities of the ritual are omitted in certain cases that address
the same sacrificial ritual. In these cases, is the absence of the activities an
exemption from the regular prescriptions, or a textual abbreviation for a concise
statement? In particular, hand imposition has been problematic, while it has
been admitted that other activities, like blood rites or disposal of remains, were
invariably practiced, although they are often absent in the texts as well.

For instance, scholars point out that hand imposition is not mentioned in
the cases of the sacrifices offered at the feasts (Lev 23; Num 28-29),'%" at the
inauguration of the altar, called ‘the eighth day service’ (Lev 9), and on the Day
of Atonement (Lev 16). Does this omission of the gesture indicate an exemption
or merely a textual abbreviation of regular procedures?

To begin with the case of the feasts, silence about hand imposition in a
variety of sacrifices of the feasts does not automatically warrant that the activity
was not performed.*®® But the Tannaites (m. Menah. 9:7), supported by Milgrom
(1991b: 153) and Gane (2005: 54-55), claimed that there is no evidence that
hand imposition was required in the public or calenderic sacrifices except in the
cases of the ordinary hattat offering of a bull for the congregation (Lev 4:15) and
the Azazel goat ritual (16:21).1%°

187 Gane (2005: 54) insists that hand imposition is exempted in the sacrifices of the

feasts, because they are calenderic sacrifices.

%8 1o paraphrase Gilders’ (2005: 11) statement that “actions carried out in consistent
patterns present their own rules, without verbal expression, in the very enactments,” a certain
activity prescribed in a consistent pattern is a standardized rule for other cases, although it is
omitted there. Therefore, the ritual activities and procedures regulated in the same pattern in
Lev 1-7 are likely taken as indispensable in all sacrifices (slaughtering, hand imposition, blood
manipulations, and disposal of the remains), though variant form or other kinds of animal are
allowed. Therefore, it cannot readily be concluded that the omission of an activity is a result of
exemption.

%9 According to Milgrom (1991b: 153), the ordinary hattat offering of a bull for the
congregation is not an exception of public sacrifice. He argues that it can hardly be called a
public one, although it was performed by the whole congregation through the high priest as their
representative. It was an offering made at any time for specific and aggregate sins committed
by individual members that affect the whole congregation. To Milgrom the simpler reason that
the ordinary hattat offering of a bull is not a public sacrifice in a strict sense is because it is not a
national event. On the other hand, as for the Azazel goat ritual, although scholars regard the
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If it is true, why is it exempted? Milgrom (1991b: 152-53) and Gane (2005:
54-55) argue that it is because hand imposition is an expression of ownership.
That is, hand imposition for confirmation of ownership was unnecessary in such
public sacrifice for the whole congregation, because there cannot be ambiguity
regarding the ownership of the animal between the people. But this explanation
IS not convincing, because the hattat offering of a bull for the sins of the
congregation (Lev 4:13-21) requires hand imposition; in this case there will be
no uncertainty of the ownership between the people, although probably it is not
a public offering, according to Milgrom’s argument above. Therefore it seems
that hand imposition was not performed to confirm the ownership of the animal,
as argued below.

Gane (2005: 54) divides sacrifices into two categories, following the
Tannaites and Milgrom: calenderic and non-calenderic. According to him,
whereas non-calenderic sacrifices require hand imposition, calenderic sacrifices
are exempted from it. Although Gane (2005: 54) allows for the possibility that
hand imposition might be performed in the feasts and the prescriptions for the
sacrifices might be abbreviated, he is in favor of its exemption, relying on two
grounds: (1) on the Day of Atonement, the activity is not mentioned in both the
hattat and burnt offerings; (2) the confirmation of animal ownership by hand
imposition was needless in such public ceremonies as the Day of Atonement.
Gane’s idea should be refused, both because on the Day of Atonement hand
imposition is inverted to the Azazel goat from the hattat animals and because
hand imposition is not a sign of ownership (see below).

As said, silence of an activity as such does not mean non-performance of
it. Rather, with regard to the fact that not only hand imposition but also other
rites, including blood manipulations, are invariably not mentioned in the
ceremonies of the feasts (Lev 23; Num 28-29), there is no reason to argue that
only hand imposition was exempted in the public or calenderic and national
ceremonies of the feasts, while the other activities were performed. The texts of
the feasts merely prescribe the list of sacrificial items, omitting the instructions
on the ritual activities and procedures which otherwise would be extravagant. It
was sufficient for the purpose of the texts. Therefore, omission of hand
imposition is not particular in these cases. On the other hand, it is dubious
whether other rabbinic traditions in addition to the Tannaites (m. Menah 9:7)
exist to support exemption of hand imposition in the feasts.

case of the Azazel goat as non-sacrificial, this study takes it as a part of special hattat ritual, as
mentioned in chapters 2 and 3.
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The inauguration of the altar in Leviticus 9, where hand imposition is not
mentioned, is more perplexing, because other rites and procedures except for
this activity are stated in detail. In this case, it is more difficult to judge whether
the omission means exemption of the gesture or abbreviation of the rules. It
was not a calenderic ceremony but a one-time event where the offerings
prescribed in Leviticus 1-7 were performed for the first time on the outer altar.

For this matter, Milgrom’s explanation is convincing (1991b: 579). While
Milgrom argues that hand imposition is an indispensable component required
for quadrupeds in non-calenderic sacrifices, excepts for birds, he suggests that
probably hand imposition was practiced in the occation of Leviticus 9, but
omitted in the text. The reason for the silence is that Leviticus 9 concentrates on
activities practiced on the altar, while omitting nearly every rite that is unrelated
to the altar. He (1991b: 579) says: “its omission from the text as well as the
omission of all other rites unrelated to the altar are due to the deliberate
intention of the writer to focus attention solely on the rites of the altar, ending
with the climactic theophany upon it”.**® Considering the peculiarity of the
ceremony which inaugurates the altar with the initial offerings and concentrates
on the rites related to the altar, it is likely that mention of hand imposition was
cumbersome. Moreover, Leviticus 9:16 implies that all procedures of the initial
sacrificial rituals were carried out in keeping with the rules of Leviticus 1-7: “He
also presented the burnt offering, and offered it according to the ordinance
(beuns )" (NASB).

The ceremony of the Day of Atonement in Leviticus 16 is another
problem. On the Day, various animals were sacrificed: a bull and a goat for the
hattat offering and two rams for the burnt offering, besides the live goat for
Azazel. The mention of hand imposition on the sacrificial animals is absent in

190 Although Gane basically agrees with Milgrom, he also accepts the possibility that

hand imposition might have been exempted at the cultic inauguration, as at the feasts, “because
the inauguration ceremonies were calenderic in the sense that they took place at a time set by
YHWH, even though they constituted a one-time event” (2005: 55). But it is not convincing, both
because the inauguration of the altar was a special and one-time event rather than a chronic
and calenderic event and because hand imposition might be practiced in the calenderic
sacrifices as well. Nevertheless, in some respects, the ceremony of the cultic inauguration is
close to that of the feasts. First of all, the animals prescribed for each sacrifice of the cultic
inauguration correspond to those required in the feasts. For example, the animal of the hattat
offering for the congregation is a ram as usually in the ceremonies of feasts (Lev 23) rather than
a bull in line with Lev 4. In addition, the hattat offerings in the cultic inauguration were not made
for a specific sin(s) of the Israelites as at the feasts. For the reason, presumably the sacrifices
offered at the cultic inauguration may be a paradigm to public sacrifices of the forthcoming
feasts (Lev 23; Num 28-29) rather than personal sacrifices of individual members (Lev 1-7).

108

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(02'&

the text, except for the rite on the live Azazel goat. Was it practiced on the
sacrificial animals? If not, for what reason?

Gane (2005: 54) insists that hand imposition was exempted from the
sacrifices on the Day of Atonement, because the Day is a calenderic event. But
Milgrom (1991b: 1024), following the rabbis (m. Yoma 3:8; 4:2), contended that
it was certainly practiced, because the activity is indispensable. He says: “it is at
times taken for granted (e.g., at the inaugural service, 9:8-11). Here, however,
another motivation may be detected: to accentuate the unique hand-leaning that
will take place on the goat for Azazel (v. 21).”

Milgrom’s elucidation of this omission corresponds with his reason for
omission of the hand imposition at the cultic inauguration. But for two reasons, it
is not acceptable. Firstly, he did not take it into account that the ritual
procedures of the special hattat ritual (the two combined hattat rituals plus the
Azazel goat ritual) need to be minutely prescribed as a new institution, although
not all the inevitable actions are included.™®* Such an elaborated delineation of
the procedure is in striking contrast with the burnt offerings that are briefly
mentioned and abbreviated in a short statement (Lev 16:14b) without mention
of slaughtering and blood manipulation as well as hand imposition. %2
Considering the writer’s intention to state the procedures of the unique ‘hattat
ritual complex’ down to the minute details, it seems that the absence of hand
imposition on sacrificial hattat animals was not done by chance and thus
Milgrom’s reason for the omission is a forced interpretation.

91 Eor example, the text of Lev 16 reports that the high priest enters the adytum three

times during the ceremony on the Day of Atonement: to burn the incense (vv. 12-13); to perform
the blood rite with the blood of the hattat bull; to perform the blood rite with the blood of the
hattat goat. Although he should enter the adytum one more time to remove the censer and fire
pan, the text does not mention it at all (cf. Milgrom, 1991b: 1015). Likewise, sacrificial texts also
do not provide all the details essential for the ritual procedures. For example, where should the
layman stand in relation to the priest and the animal? What kind of knife should be used in the
slaughter? (cf. Hartley, 1992: 7).
192 Eor this reason, the following statement of Gane (2005: 22) must be refused:

A ritual activity paradigm may be subject to adaptation in different contexts.
While noncalendric/private burnt offerings require the gesture of leaning one
hand on the head of the victim before slaughter (Lev 1:4), calenderic burnt
offerings performed on behalf of the priests and laity on the Day of Atonement
(16:24) most likely do not need such identification of transferring ownership.

In the burnt offerings on the Day of Atonement, not only hand imposition but also other activites
are omitted. The situation is the same in the sacrifice of the feasts. Why must only the omission
of hand impostion be particular?
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Secondly, Milgrom did not consider that the sacrificial goat and the live
goat constitute a special form of the hattat offeri