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Introducing . . .              February 
NEW COVENANT LESSONS FROM LEVITICUS 4 
In Leviticus 4:5-8 and 16-18 the blood 
of the sacrifice is brought into the holy 
place but in 4:25, 30, and 34 it is not.  
What happened to the edible parts of 
a sacrificed animal depended upon 
the destiny of the blood. In the former 
category they were burned outside the 
camp but in the latter, they were 
eaten by the priests and their families 
(6:30). 

In the epistles two lessons are 
drawn in relation to the 
Remembrance from these passages.  
One, in 1 Corinthians 10:18-21, 
concerns what we should not do and 
thus provoke the Lord. The other in 
Hebrews 13: 10-13 concerns what we 
should do and thus be well pleasing to 
Him. 

The passages deal with sacrifices, 
and sacrifices are made upon altars. In 
Leviticus 4 the altars were very much 
bloodied by the animal sacrifices. 
From that base, the writer in Hebrews 
13 speaks of the blood of Jesus, as 
‘going-in’ blood in verse 11 
(corresponding to Leviticus 4:5-8 and 
16-18) and ‘going-out’ blood (a new 
picture) in verse 12. In turn, from that  

base, that we should be both a ‘going-
in’ and a ‘going-out’ people is made 
clear in Hebrews 13:15-16. The 
sanctification ‘through his own blood’ 
of verse 12 is not the ‘once for all, 
‘perfected forever’ sanctification of 
Hebrews 10: 12 and 14 but a 
continuing process involving just as 
much ‘bearing his reproach’ in an 
unholy world and learning to ‘do good 
and to communicate’ to that world in 
a Christlike way as it does of going in 
to the most holy place. 

That passage uses the altar of sweet 
incense associated with the most holy 
place to highlight the ‘going in’ 
privilege of the new covenant people 
of God; the passage in 1 Corinthians 
10 uses the altar of burnt offering that 
is at the entrance to the tent of 
meeting to highlight the participation 
with the altar that those who eat the 
sacrifices, as per Leviticus 6:30, have. 
Eating and drinking the bread and 
wine is similarly a participation with 
the body and blood of Christ at the 
table of the Lord. Such participation 
cannot be accompanied by heart-love 
of things contrary to Him. P.D.   
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From Study Groups . . . 
THE SIN AND GUILT / TRESPASS OFFERINGS    
(LEVITICUS 4, 5 & 6) 
From Aberdeen: The study of Leviticus’ animal sacrifices is perhaps akin to 
studying a foreign language. Why did God require such a disciplined pursuit by 
His people to offer so many slaughtered bulls and goats on the altar? Looking 
back, from the perspective of our Lord Jesus’ one sacrifice forever, we settle our 
minds on Paul’s response concerning the law given to Israel: ‘the law was our 
schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ’ (Gal. 3:24 KJV). 

Apparently four categories of offerings are set out in the first six chapters of 
Leviticus, in chapters 1-3, burnt offering - meal offering - peace offering, and in 
chapters 4-6 the sin offering (the trespass offering is also described as a sin 
offering). The offerings of the first three chapters are emphasised by the words, ‘an 
offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the LORD’ (Lev. 1:9; 2:9; 3:5). 
Chapters 4-6 have to do with offerings for sins of ignorance. The importance of the 
sin offerings seems to have been to provide a remedy for such sins. Sins of 
ignorance still resulted in guiltiness before the LORD. When an individual, or a 
priest, or the people, became aware of trespassing against a commandment of the 
LORD, the provision for their restoration to a right relationship with the LORD was 
available by bringing the appropriate sin offering to the altar. The kind of sins and 
trespasses envisaged in chapter 4 and the first part of chapter 5 specified such sin 
offerings as (without blemish) a young bullock, a kid of the goats or two young 
pigeons—whereas the latter part of chapter 5 and first part of chapter 6 deals with 
a trespass involving the holy things—and so a ram (without blemish) was 
specifically required for that sin offering (Lev. 5:15; 6:6). We ponder these 
specifics in relation to the sacrifice of Christ. 

Associated with the sin offerings of sinning ones are the recurring assurances of 
atonement and of forgiveness. The book of Hebrews shows that we are now blest 
with a better covenant and a better offering than what took place in the early days 
of Israel’s history: ‘For by one offering he hath perfected forever them that are 
sanctified’ (Heb. 10:14), and, ‘their sins and their iniquities will I remember no 
more’ (Heb. 8:12).                  James Johnson 
 
From Aberkenfig: Consideration of the Sin and the Guilt/Trespass offerings  There 
was a wide range of sacrifice in the sin offering depending on the offerer’s 
circumstances. The nation is divided into four categories: the anointed priest, the 
whole congregation, a ruler, and one of the common people. The status of the 
offerer determined to some extent what they were to offer. Probably the most 
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serious was the anointed priest, (presumably the high priest), because he should 
have known the law, and his sin would debar him from service to God. He had to 
bring a young bullock without blemish to the door of the tent of meeting, laying 
his hands on its head. 

Likewise, the whole congregation was required to bring a young bullock. The 
bullock was then killed before the tent of meeting, and together, the elders placed 
their hands on the animal’s head (collectively representing the people). There is no 
mention of flaying as in the burnt offering, but rather the blood was sprinkled 
seven times before the veil by the finger of the priest and then applied on the 
horns of the altar of sweet incense: the remaining blood was poured out at the 
base of the burnt-offering altar. The fat covering the inwards, the two kidneys and 
the caul upon the liver were burnt upon the altar: this was a sweet savour unto 
God. The carcass of the bullock was carried by the priest outside the camp to a 
clean place and burned. Hebrews 13:12 draws lessons concerning sanctification 
from that and the comparison with Jesus who also suffered ‘outside the gate’ 
(ESV). 

Whereas the ruler was to offer a male goat, a female goat was to be offered for 
one of the common people. God made gracious provision for the poor who 
couldn’t afford a goat: instead, they could offer a female lamb or two turtledoves 
or young pigeons and the poorest could bring a tenth part of an ephah of fine 
flour without oil or frankincense being added. Such was the loving heart of God—
there was forgiveness to all who obeyed His law regardless of their means. So 
today, provision for forgiveness and eternal life is available to all. ‘By grace have ye 
been saved through faith’ (Eph. 2:5 RV). 

It was only when the priest or the whole congregation sinned that the blood 
was sprinkled seven times ‘before the Lord, before the veil’. The way into the 
holiest was not yet open; Christ opened up the way through His own precious 
blood. 

For the trespass offering it was an unblemished ram. But there was also 
restoration to be made and the guilty person had to add a fifth part of its value 
‘according to the estimation in silver by shekels, after the shekel of the sanctuary’ 
the shekel, the standard being a weight of silver (cp. Gen. 23:16 and Ex. 30:12-
16). According to most commentators, the sanctuary shekel probably weighed 
around 11g. or 2½ oz. The silver spoke of redemption. Psalm 69:4 comes to 
mind: ‘Then I restored that which I took not away‘. All that was lost to God in 
Eden has been restored by Christ, our guilt offering; but more than that, He added 
to it. C.H. Mackintosh said, ‘there will be a richer harvest from the fields of 
redemption than could have come from creation … an eternal advantage gained 
by the work of the cross.‘  
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The three categories of offence that required the sin offering are listed in 
chapter 5:1-13, these being: reluctance to divulge information about a sin 
observed or heard about from another source; contact with unclean animals or 
persons; pronouncing aloud a rash oath not realising any implications. 

From 5:14-19 to 6:7 there are two offences requiring the guilt offering, these 
being (a) in the holy things of the Lord, and (b) against a neighbour. Those in the 
first category may have been committed through ignorance whereas those against 
a neighbour could not. This is made clear in Numbers 15:29-30. 

At the end of each section of the sin and the guilt offering, God said ‘he shall 
be forgiven’. These offerings also show (if proof were needed) that sin can invade 
the lives of anyone regardless of their position. With privilege comes responsibility.
                              Bill Paterson 
 
From Cromer: Unintentional and deliberate sin   Chapter 4 deals with 
unintentional sin, immediately bringing to our minds the realisation that such a 
thing is possible, even common. The word ‘sin’ is hardly used in common 
parlance today, apart from a semi-jocular allusion; yet it is a most serious thing, as 
most readers will acknowledge, for sin is disobedience to the commands of God. If 
one were to ask people today to define sin, they would probably refer to the most 
egregious wrongs, such as robbery and adultery, but this is to make an unjustified 
selection, for we cannot tell how God judges things. Do we sin unintentionally? 
Yes, we do. God says, ‘Let every person be subject to the governing authorities’ 
(Rom. 13:1 ESV); that is, we should be subject to the law of the land, unless it 
conflicts with the law of God. Yet how many of us could honestly say that we have 
never broken a speed limit? 

Scripture does give examples of deliberate sin, for which the law does not 
specify an offering [Comment 1]. For example, David lusted after Bathsheba the 
wife of Uriah, and took her, then connived in the death in battle of Uriah (2 
Sam.11). When Nathan the prophet charged him with his sin David confessed, ‘I 
have sinned against the Lord’ (2 Sam. 12:13), and in Psalm 51 prayed ‘Against 
you, you only, have I sinned and done what is evil in your sight’. David was 
forgiven because of his contrition; only genuine contrition can call forth 
forgiveness for deliberate sin. 

Personal and collective responsibility  The first three chapters of Leviticus deal with 
sacrifices in an individual capacity, and the next three make provisions according 
to the status of the individual and the extent of the sin. Chapter 4:3 deals with ‘the 
anointed priest who sins, thus bringing guilt on the people’. Because he is God’s 
representative to and for the people, he representatively brings sin on them. Thus, 
the value of the sacrifice that he must bring would be greater. Would he have to 
pay for this himself, or would there be a collective contribution? Because the 
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priests had no lands of their own this would be a greater burden on him if he had 
to finance it himself [Comment 2]. 

The situation is different if the sin is collective: ‘If the whole congregation of 
Israel sins unintentionally and the thing is hidden from the eyes of the assembly, 
and they do any one of the things that by the LORD's commandments ought not 
to be done, and they realize their guilt, when the sin which they have committed 
becomes known the assembly shall offer a bull from the herd for a sin offering and 
bring it in front of the tent of meeting’ (Lev. 4:13-14). Here the elders of the 
congregation identify the people with the sacrifice, which they have provided, 
while the priest, who is the channel of communication between God and the 
people, carries out the actual procedure of sacrifice. 

Both in the case of a leader (4:22) and one of the common people (4:27) a 
goat has to be offered for a sacrifice. Why should this sacrifice be less valuable 
than that of 4:1-12? [Comment 3].          Peter Hickling 
 
From Glasgow: Chapters 4-6—The trespass and guilt offerings  We first note that 
the English Standard Version (2001-2002) and New International Version (1984) 
head chapters 4 and 5:1-13 as Sin offerings; and 5:14-19 and 6:1-14 as Guilt 
offerings. This article aims to use the traditional titles ‘trespass’ and ‘guilt’ as far as 
seems justifiable. 

Provision made for individuals, including an anointed priest, as to unintentional sin  
The fact that provision was made portrays the mercy of God, while the 
requirement of such items as the young bull (NIV 4:3) for the sin or trespass 
offering, and that the anointed priest was to sprinkle some of the blood in front of 
the sanctuary and put some on the horns of the altar of incense (4:5-7), signalled 
the seriousness of the sin before a holy God. The requirement of the female goat 
or lamb from the individual in trespass offerings (4:28, 5:5), and the two doves or 
young pigeons, point to the kindness, mercy and justice of God towards people 
with various resources; as also severity in the case of the various situations of guilt 
requiring restitution. 

When the people sinned in ignorance, the elders represented them. Is there a 
counterpart for us today?  Assuming that elders advise and teach in accordance 
with best information and understanding of the will of God as revealed in His 
word, and that the people of God heed such counsel, the Conference of 
Overseers and guidance of Leading Brothers exist to guard against this failure. As 
to James 5:16, the following comment has been made.: ‘verse 16 does not teach 
us that sins, such as in 1 John 1, are to be confessed one to another … The sins 
that have to be confessed to one another are such faults and offences which have 
been committed by saints between themselves, which have affected communion 
between themselves, and, in consequence, their communion with God. These 
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should be confessed to one another and prayer made for each other’ (Notes on 
the Epistles, John Miller, Hayes Press 1986). The present writer supports that view, 
and is not aware of other circumstances that qualify for the requirements in the 
heading above and in the sentence that follows [see Melbourne, last para.—Eds]. 
                    Martin Archibald 
 
From Greenock: It is interesting to note the ‘penalty’ for the same sin varies by the 
rank of the guilty party. Those with responsibility had greater knowledge of the 
requirements of the law and consequently a greater penalty imposed upon them. 
The consequences of the sin were not limited to the perpetrator. The doer is 
guilty, but the ‘anointed priest’ by his conduct brought guilt on the people (Lev. 
4:3). It is the same with the churches of God today. Paul admonished the saints in 
Corinth, teaching that the taint of sin from one man’s behaviour permeated the 
whole assembly (1 Cor. 5:6). The testimony of a church of God and all its witness 
can be stopped by sin. 

Jesus suffered outside the gate. Figuratively, He was outside the camp in the 
wilderness at the place of burning the sacrifices in our study. In fact, the site of His 
crucifixion is described as outside of the city (John 19:17; Mat. 27:3; Mark 15:20 
RV - all have the word ‘out’). The burning ‘outside the camp’ portrays the 
crucifixion of the Lord Jesus outside the walls of Jerusalem [Comment 4]. 

The restoration value plus 20% is legislated here. In Exodus the retribution for 
theft was much greater: the penalty for stealing an ox was five oxen, for a sheep it 
was four sheep. If caught in possession of the stolen animal, the thief had to return 
double the amount.  If destitute he would be sold into slavery as punishment (Ex. 
22:1-4). This raises a question over Zacchaeus’ statement (Luke 19:1-10). He was 
labelled a ‘sinner’ by the crowd. Anyone collaborating with the Roman authorities 
was despised, and he was a senior revenue collector and so held in greater 
contempt.  Jesus declares him to be a ‘son of Abraham’. The accountancy does 
not add up [Comment 5]. Half of his goods he is giving to the poor and in addition 
promises to repay fourfold for any wrongful taxation. All of his goods given to the 
poor would be worth nothing if given with the wrong motive (1 Cor. 13:3); but 
here is an indication of the joy of his salvation. He was despised for his 
associations, but perhaps his history was not as black as we might like to think. 
This is a man whose desire had been to see Jesus, now being given the 
opportunity to provide hospitality for at least one night and using this occasion to 
let many other outcasts (his household) meet the Lord. Not an occasion for 
extravagant proclamations! 

Since everything we are, and our possessions are His, now is the time to face 
the challenge of giving ourselves to God. We should replicate the behaviour of the 
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believers in Macedonia (2 Cor. 8:5) as the hymn ‘Just as I am, Thine own to be’ 
says, ‘with no reserve and no delay— with all my heart I come’. Steve Henderson 

 
From Melbourne: When the Israelite realised that he had sinned unintentionally 
before the Lord he would have felt the weight of his guilt upon him. When an 
anointed priest sinned, he would have felt the heavier weight of responsibility as 
his sin affected the nation. Both had to bring an acceptable offering before the 
Lord to the door of the tabernacle and perform the ritual of killing, dissecting, and 
separating the animal according to the law of Moses. Most importantly they had to 
identify themselves with the sacrifice by laying their hands on its head when it was 
killed thus transferring their guilt to the animal. The priest collected the blood and 
sprinkled it before the veil seven times, then applied the blood on the horns of the 
altar of incense (the only time there is mention of the finger applying the blood on 
its horns) and the rest poured out at the base of the altar of burnt offering. Here 
was the remission of sin for the offerer. The sinner when he comes to Christ by 
faith for salvation, receives a full and free pardon based on the shed blood of the 
Saviour. The priestly task of performing the sacrificial ritual and then carrying the 
remainder (its flesh, its head, its legs, its entrails, and offal) outside the camp to a 
clean place to be burnt would have vividly reminded the offerer of the cost of 
forgiveness (covering) of his sin. 

The sinning Israelite would not have known the shadow and type of this 
sacrifice which typified the coming Messiah and His sacrifice for sin, ‘… He 
poured out [emptied] His soul unto death … And He bore the sin of many’ (Is. 
53:12 NKJV). ‘For He made Him who knew no sin to be made to be sin for us that 
we might be made the righteousness of God in Him’ (2 Cor. 5:21). The removing 
of the choicest parts of the animal, the fat and the kidneys, and burning them 
upon the altar of burnt offering spoke suggestively of the Lord Jesus in His perfect 
inward life before His Father in heaven. His endurance of the awful shameful cross 
of Calvary shone through as a savour of sweet smell unto God in His darkest hour. 

The removing of the carcass outside the camp to be burnt speaks of our Lord 
Jesus who suffered outside the gate (see Heb. 13:12). He went forth bearing our 
sin in His own body on the tree (1 Pet. 2:24). 

Overseers have a responsibility to know the state of their flock and to cover 
them with prevailing and fervent prayer to strengthen them against the Devil’s 
temptations. They must guard the gates of the assembly against sin entering, and if 
it does, be prepared to counsel an erring saint in a biblical and appropriate way. A 
sin hidden will eventually be revealed by the Lord, as seen in the story of Achan, 
of the tribe of Judah, in Joshua 7:19-20 (cp. also Lev. 4:14).        Ron Busby 
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From Mount Forest: The instructions in Leviticus 4,5,6 regarding Israel’s sin, 
guilt/trespass offerings are written in a gender-specific way. In some Bible versions, 
e.g., NIV, ‘he’ is changed in many places to ‘they’, though preserving the 
masculine in references to priests and leaders. This raises the question: did God 
expect an Israelite woman to participate in exactly the same way as a man in 
regard to these offerings? We suspect not [Comment 6]. 

In general, the man brings an offering, laying his hands on it and killing it. The 
priest was responsible for dealing with the blood and activity in connection with 
the altar. It appears the offerer usually had responsibility to separate parts of the 
dead victim and give them to the priest. This is clearest in relation to peace 
offerings (Lev. 7:28-34). Sometimes the priest took on more of the actions, for 
instance in the case of an offering of birds. Eventually, the priest would have 
placed in order many offerings on the altar, burning them together over the daily 
burnt offering (Lev. 6:12). 

In seeking an answer to the question about women as offerers we found help 
from Leviticus 12. The words are first addressed to the ‘sons of Israel’ (though 
some versions make this gender neutral by saying ‘Israelites’). The commands are 
for mothers, who had to bring offerings, both a burnt offering and a sin offering. It 
seems her responsibility is fulfilled in her bringing the offering to the entrance of 
the tent of meeting; the priest takes over from there and administers the necessary 
ritual: ‘... and he shall offer it’ (v.7). We conclude these specific rules may reflect 
the general arrangements for women in relation to Israel's offerings. Though all the 
instructions are made initially to men, women are not forbidden to bring a sin 
offering, or even the best of the meal offerings or burnt offerings which bring a 
sweet savour to God. Perhaps she could not do all that a man could, but from her 
offering God could receive the sweet savour resulting from the work of the priest 
at the altar [Comment 7]. 

Those ceremonial rules for Israel are no longer applicable under the New 
Covenant (Heb. 8:13), yet current spiritual realities were foreshadowed in Levitical 
details (Heb. 8:5). In the church the Body there is neither male nor female, but in 
the collective access by the people of God to the holies above, God preserves 
gender distinctions in the operation of a church of God. Certain responsibilities are 
to be assumed by brothers, with associated greater accountability. Still today, the 
word of God is to come to the people of God primarily through men (1 Tim. 
2:12). This should be evident in our assembly gatherings. But surely every sister 
has the right and obligation, not only to seek forgiveness but to bring her spiritual 
sacrifice and in silence present it in times of church praise and worship, bringing to 
God a sweet savour (by bringing Christ to God, cp. Eph. 5:2). How can she do 
this? Hebrews 13:15 is surely satisfied when a brother speaks to God on behalf of 
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the assembled church, and all the other brothers and sisters in silent heart offerings 
are divinely merged in the saying of the united Amen!      Geoff Hydon 
 
From Ravulapalem: Trespass offering and loss of property   If anyone accepts his 
sin and asks forgiveness without repaying the loss it is mere wasteful restitution, for 
restoration and 20 percent for stolen property is to be paid here. 

Here we have the case when one lies about property in partnership, stolen 
property, property obtained through deceit and lost property. When it is decided 
by judges which man was in the wrong, the guilty one was to repay the debt, 
adding one fifth more, then offer a ram to atone for his sin. Sin committed against 
anybody is sin against God. (Ps. 51:4; 2 Sam.12:13; Luke 15:18). There are some 
rules given by God regarding sin in Exodus chapter 22. The sinner must accept his 
sin by repentance and pay the restitution. Only then will he be forgiven. One 
should not expect forgiveness without repentance. 

In Luke 19:8 when Zacchaeus received Christ into his heart, his character was 
transformed and this was shown by his willing restitution. He told the Lord that he 
would give half of his goods to the poor and if he had taken anything from any 
person by false accusation it would be restored fourfold. His desire for a new 
Master made him call Jesus ‘Lord’. Hitherto his master had been money. Twenty 
percent more is enough according to the law, but Zacchaeus was ready to give 
four times. The liberality of Zacchaeus is proven. Then Jesus told him that salvation 
had come to his house, ‘… for the Son of Man is come to seek and to save that 
which was lost’. He wanted to stay in Zacchaeus’ house. A spiritual relationship 
was formed here with Jesus’ words – ‘he also is a son of Abraham’. 

Trespassing the commandments of God is disobeying God. Through loving the 
commandments and obeying them, believers show love towards God (1 John 5:3-
4). If we repent with godly sorrow in the confession of our sins, we will know the 
forgiveness of God (2 Cor. 7:10; 1 John 1:9).       S.J.M. Edward 
 
From Surulere: Provision made for individuals  As the nation of Israel basked in 
the euphoria of the propitiatory wonders unveiled in the Levitical sacrificial 
system, the Lord Almighty graciously injects a huge dose of reality regarding the 
frailty of the human intermediary: ‘If the anointed priest sins, bringing guilt on the 
people, then let him offer to the LORD for his sin which he has sinned a young 
bull without blemish as a sin offering’ (Lev. 4:3 NKJV). 

It must have seemed near incredulous to the people that the high priest or 
priests of this new order are not infallible men, notwithstanding that their fallibility 
relates to unintentional sin. Wherein then is the sure haven or anchor for the souls 
of the worshippers, who must contend with the fact that the priests or high priest, 
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though processing the atonement for the peoples’ sins, differed from them only, 
perhaps, in their priestly robes and formal anointing? 

It is at this point that the great God of wonders who never ceases to awe His 
people, reserves for Himself the secret things which He revealed to His people at 
the fulness of time with the incarnation of the Lord Jesus Christ: ‘For the law 
appoints as high priests men who have weakness, but the word of the oath, which 
came after the law, appoints the Son who has been perfected forever’ (Heb. 
7:28). 

Assuredly, it is a thing of abiding wonder for the saints in the present 
dispensation of grace and for those privileged to be in His house today to read: 
‘For such a High Priest was fitting for us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate 
from sinners, and has become higher than the heavens; who does not need daily, 
as those high priests, to offer up sacrifices, first for His own sins and then for the 
people’s, for this He did once for all when He offered up Himself’ (Heb. 7:26-27). 

In the recesses of the counsel of the Godhead the intermediary between God 
and man must be the very epitome of perfection, though able to be tempted yet 
incapable of sinning: ‘For He made Him who knew no sin to be sin for us, that we 
might become the righteousness of God in Him’ (2 Cor. 5:21). And: ‘For we do 
not have a High Priest who cannot sympathize with our weaknesses, but was in all 
points tempted as we are, yet without sin’ (Heb. 4:15).         F. Ntido 
 
From Victoria BC: To continue to live safely with the Lord God in their midst, God 
gave the Hebrews corrective methods to make things right again if a person, priest, 
or leader sinned intentionally or unintentionally.  In chapters 4, 5 and 6 He gave 
directions for the sin offering, the trespass offering, the burnt offering and the meat 
or grain offering. 

The priest who had sinned was to bring a bullock, lay his hands on its head, 
confessing the sin, and then kill it. He would take some blood and sprinkle it 
seven times before the veil of the sanctuary and put some on the horns of the altar 
of incense. He then was to pour the blood at the base of the altar of burnt 
offering. Today our sins are dealt with through Jesus’ blood and this is the very 
foundation of our new lives in Him. 

The offerer then took out the kidneys, the caul above the liver, and fat to burn 
on the altar. It was all for God. The rest of the animal, including the offal was 
taken out of the camp and burnt in a prepared clean place. It was the same if the 
whole nation sinned and just about the same if the king or another ruler sinned. 
The ruler would use a goat instead, and the common people could use a female 
instead of a male, as these were apparently less expensive. In some of the other 
offerings one could use doves or pigeons if unable to afford the larger animals; and 
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if unable to afford birds, grain could be used. Provision was made so there would 
be no excuse for not offering to God a sacrifice to make things right. Today, our 
permanent sacrifice for sin is the Lord Jesus. He made it possible to confess our 
sins and be cleansed of all unrighteousness (1 John 1:9-10). If we are honest with 
ourselves, we do this every morning, noon and night. 

For sins of omission or commission, the offering for the person was the same: 
either lamb, goat, birds, or flour. For instance, if anyone was privy to information 
that would help someone in legal trouble and didn’t help, or touched anything 
unclean, or if oaths are involved and they are revealed, then sacrifice was made to 
make it right with God. 

It holds true for us today. Like Zacchaeus in Luke 19 we can slip into, and get 
comfortable in sin, and convince ourselves it is not sin. Like Zacchaeus, we can be 
convicted by the Holy Spirit of the sin, and we are supposed to make it right.  
Luke clearly shows we should, from our resources and our very heart, generously 
make things right with any offence. Zacchaeus clearly had a change of heart. He 
was going to restore fourfold and return anything taken by fraud. Isn’t this the 
mark of a changed heart, made flesh by the Lord Jesus? 

   Rodger Lefevre; Phil Williamson 

COMMENTS 
1. (Cromer): The sinning unintentionally applies to that which the Lord God 
‘commanded not to be done’ and to ‘the holy things of the LORD’. As you 
indicate, there is no offering for intentional sins for such. But a distinction can be 
seen between the sins and atonement provision in chapters 4 and 5 where all sins 
are specified as unintentional and chapter 6:1-7 where no such specific is made or 
implied and indeed it seems impossible that the word ‘unintentional’ could apply 
to the sins identified as Aberkenfig point out; that is presumably why the 
Ravulapalem and Victoria papers refer to provision made for sins committed both 
intentionally and unintentionally. Nevertheless, no wrong done or envisaged in 
any of the scriptures is characterised by a deliberate intention to defy to the Lord 
or break from fellowship with Him and your summary does remain broadly and 
essentially true.   The penultimate paragraph of the Aberkenfig is helpful in 
pointing to Numbers 15:29-30 where the distinction is between sins done 
unwittingly and sins done with a high hand or defiantly or brazenly.       P.D. 

There is no automatic provision made for the forgiveness of wilful sin. David’s 
prayer in Psalm 51 acknowledged this, knowing full well his deeds deserved the 
severest judgement: ‘The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit: a broken and a 
contrite heart, O God, thou wilt not despise’ (Ps 51:17 R.V.). Hebrews 10 makes it 
clear that the seriousness of wilful sin is not diminished under the new covenant: 
‘It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God’ (v. 17). In such cases, 
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only God who knows the heart, may grant mercy or act in judgement. The more 
we understand about God’s abhorrence of sin, the more we appreciate the 
vastness of the atoning work accomplished on the cross by the Lord Jesus.     J.J. 
 
2. (Cromer): One might suppose that in time the Levites who had pasture-lands 
for cattle (Num. 35:3) would be the most likely source.           P.D. 
 
3. (Cromer): When the anointed priest sinned, it brought guilt on the whole 
people (4:3) as did sin by the whole people (4:13); the more valuable animal was 
offered in both instances reflecting the wider impact it would seem.        P.D.                                                                                                                     
 
4. (Greenock): Or rather it points towards it. Even a simple portrayal of the 
crucifixion based on Leviticus 4:3-21 and Hebrews 13:11-12 is incomplete and 
merely mechanical without the elements of the blood and the offering.       P.D. 
 
5. (Greenock): As noted by Ravulapalem and Victoria BC., Zacchaeus’s willingness 
to restore four times as much to those he had wronged, shows he was prepared to 
go above and beyond the reckoning required by law, such was the profound and 
lasting change Christ had effected in his heart.           J.J. 
 
6. (Mount Forest): Although the Revised Version and English Standard Version 
have ‘any one’ and Today’s New International Version (2001; 2005) has ‘anyone’, 
while New King James Version has ‘a person’, generally the masculine gender 
follows soon after (e.g., Lev. 4:2,4,27-28; 5:1,4-5,15-16). In the mind of the 
present writer, it would be the husband acting representatively for his wife if she 
sinned unwittingly, or the father of the woman if she was unmarried.    R.B.F. 
 
7. (Mount Forest): The difference here, from what we read earlier in Leviticus, 
where, as you state in your second paragraph, the man had more involvement in 
his actions with the animal or food offerings, is that childbirth is solely specific to 
the female species. On that account, the child’s mother, in a state of uncleanness 
through childbearing, is afforded the privilege and given the responsibility of 
bringing her offering to the tent of meeting’s entrance for presentation to the Lord 
by the priest. This contrasts significantly from dealing with sin intentionally or 
unintentionally committed (1:3-6, 10-13; 2:1, 4-7; 3:1-2a; 12:6).     R.B.F. 
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Feature 
THE HOUSE OF GOD IN THE BOOK OF EZRA (Part 1) 
Introduction 
As with 1 & 2 Samuel, 1 & 2 Kings, and 1 & 2 Chronicles, the writings of Ezra and 
Nehemiah were originally a single volume. It is truly remarkable that the words of 
Jeremiah the prophet, written to the exiles of Israel in captivity in Babylon, 
concerning God’s promise to bring them back to their homeland after seventy 
years servitude, should be fulfilled through the decree of an Iranian king. Cyrus 
came to the throne in 559 B.C. and just over twenty years later the first group of 
exiles made their way back to Jerusalem to begin the rebuilding of Solomon’s 
temple, the house of God. Two other groups of exiles were to go on that journey 
some years later at different times (see Ezra 1:1; Jer. 29:10). 

Cyrus acknowledged God as ‘the LORD, the God of heaven’; the God of His 
people (Israel); and God of the house of God. Furthermore, this Gentile monarch 
arranged for the repatriation of all the treasures of gold and silver purloined by his 
predecessor Nebuchadnezzar and taken to Babylon when the temple in Jerusalem 
was destroyed and ransacked by his army in 586 B.C. (see Ezra 1:2-4, 7-8). 

Rising to Responsibility in God’s House 
It is to be noted that it was the tribal chiefs, priests and Levites who made the first 
move of preparing exiles for the return to their native land, energised by the 
leading of the Spirit of God. Their action was a rallying call, motivating others to 
do all they could to keep the momentum going (1:5-6). 

How helpful it is today to see leaders in God’s house taking the lead in God’s 
work of spiritual planting and watering, in fellowship with Him, resulting in the 
people offering themselves willingly and gladly taking up the baton of 
responsibility (see Judg. 5:2,9; 1 Cor. 3:6-10). 

Giving Liberally to the Lord’s Work 
On arriving in Jerusalem, the very same ‘heads of the fathers’ houses’ (1:5) were 
the first to do all they could to expedite the rebuilding programme of the house of 
the Lord by ‘putting their hands into their pockets’ to provide financial funding for 
the materials and labour required, and also provide suitable garments for the 
priestly family (2:68-69; 3:7). 

Despite their fear of attracting attention from surrounding countries trying to 
thwart their efforts, they set up the altar of sacrifice to offer burnt offerings as 
contained in the law of Moses and also held the various annual festivals of the 
nation known as ‘the set feasts of the Lord’, to which all the people willingly 
contributed (3:1-5). 
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The principle of the sharing of financial and material resources by a church of 
God with other churches of God forming the house / temple of God is well 
prescribed in Scripture and is an apostolic injunction (1 Cor. 16:1-3; 2 Cor. 9:1-2).  
The subject of giving is covered in such verses as Proverbs 11:25, 22:9; 2 
Corinthians 9:6-11, Galatians 6:7-10. 

Unity in Gathering, Obedience, Service and Song 
Two expressions are significant in Ezra 3: ‘… as it is written in the law of Moses 
the man of God’ and ‘… after the order of David king of Israel’ (vv. 2,10). All was 
done in accordance with God’s word of instruction to His servants of a past day. 
The unalterable scriptural pattern for God’s old covenant people remained until 
Messiah came, just as the authoritative pattern for His new covenant people 
today, is found in the New Testament writings. 

Although the people were separated from each other to some extent in the city 
and throughout the land, they gathered themselves together as one man to 
Jerusalem to do what the Lord had spoken to His servant Moses. In the second 
year of return, under the inspired leadership of Jeshua and Zerubbabel, and the 
support of the whole congregation, the foundation of God’s house was laid. With 
priests and Levites duly attired for the occasion and carrying instruments ready to 
play in praise the Lord, the sound of voices rose from the throng and the people 
joyfully sang one to another (see vv. 1-2; 10-11). 

Lessons to be assimilated from all this is that there should be no partisanship, 
pride, or disparity in churches of God forming the house of God today. Rather, 
there should be a standing fast of assemblies in one spirit, with one soul striving for 
the faith of the gospel, and a oneness of mind exercising integrity towards one 
another which will produce harmony in service (1 Cor. 3:3-8; Phil. 1:27; 2:2; 4:2-
3). 

R.B.Fullarton, Bathgate 
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