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Also:   Prostration;  Service (rel.);  Tefilah;  Worship (conc.)
PRAYER, the offering of petition, confession, adoration or thanksgiving to God.
In the Bible
The concept of prayer is based on the conviction that God exists, hears, and answers (Ps. 65:3; cf. 115:3–7)—that He is a 

personal deity. In a sense it is a corollary of the biblical concept that man was created "in the image of God" (Gen. 1:26–27), which 
implies, inter alia, fellowship with God (see Man, Nature of). Although prayer has an intellectual base, it is essentially emotional 
in character. It is an expression of man's quest for the Divine and his longing to unburden his soul before God (Ps. 42:2–3 [1–2]; 
62:9[8]). Hence prayer takes many forms: petition, expostulation, confession, meditation, recollection (anamnesis), thanksgiving, 
praise, adoration, and intercession. For the purpose of classification, "praise" is distinguished from "prayer" in the narrower, 
supplicatory sense, and "ejaculatory" from formal, "liturgical" prayer. But the source is the same; in its irresistable outpouring, the 
human heart merges all categories in an indivisible "I-Thou" relationship. Thus prayer and praise may intermingle (I Sam. 2:1–10) 
and supplication and thanksgiving follow in close succession (Ps. 13:1–5, 6). Indeed many scriptural passages might be called 
"para-prayers"—they seem to hover between discourse and entreaty (Ex. 3:1–12), meditation and petition (Jer. 20:7ff.), or 
expostulation and entreaty (Job, passim). It has been estimated (Koehler-Baumgartner) that there are 85 prayers in the Bible, apart 
from 60 complete psalms and 14 parts of psalms that can be so termed; five psalms are specifically called prayers (Ps. 17, 86, 90, 
102, 142). But such liturgical statistics depend on the definition given to prayer.

TERMINOLOGY
The variegated character of biblical prayer has given rise to a rich nomenclature for praying. The rabbis already noted that 

"prayer is called by ten different expressions" (Sif. Deut. 26), but on closer examination even more can be found. The most 
common word for prayer is tefillah (Isa. 1:15); the corresponding verb is hitpallel (I Kings 8:42). The stem, pll, has been explained 
to mean "to cut oneself" and to refer to the primitive pagan custom of slashing oneself in a frenzy during worship. This etymology 
is not only hypothetical, but is wholly irrelevant to the biblical situation. It was the idol-worshipers who cut themselves (I Kings 
18:28) and the verb used is wa-yitgodedu; the Torah forbids such practices (Deut. 14:1). In Scripture the stem pll signifies "to 
interpose, judge, hope." These meanings are eminently suited to the biblical conception of prayer as intercession and self-scrutiny 
leading to hope. Other terms are: qara(("to call" on the name of the Deity, i.e., worship—Gen. 4:26); zaaq ("to cry out" for redress 
of wrongs—Judg. 3:9); shiwwa ("to cry aloud" for help—Ps. 72:12); rinnah ("ringing cry" of joy or sorrow—Ps. 17:1); darash ("to 
seek" God—Amos 5:4); biqqesh penei ("to seek the face of" God—Hos. 5:15); shaal ("to inquire"—Ps. 105:40); nasa(("to lift 
up"—Jer. 7:16); paga ("to encounter," i.e., to appease, gain favor—Jer. 7:16); hithannen ("to seek favor," i.e., beseech—Deut. 
3:23); shafakh lev ("to pour out heart"—Ps. 62:9[8]); and si'ah ("complaint"—Ps. 142:3[2]).

THE CHARACTER OF PRAYER
Despite its multifaceted character, biblical prayer is essentially a simple human reaction. The rabbis called it "the service in 

the heart" (Ta'an. 2a); the expression has its roots in biblical thought (Hos. 7:14; Ps. 108:2; 111:1). But the needs of man are so 
numerous and complex that prayer inevitably came to reflect the vast range of human moods, fears, hopes, feelings, desires, and 
aspirations. In early times—in the patriarchal age—a simple invocation, a calling upon the name of the Lord (Gen. 12:8; 21:33), 
would suffice. The approach to God at this stage was marked by spontaneity, directness, and familiarity—God was near. Yet the 
future was veiled by mystery; man was often undecided how to act. Hence the request for a sign or oracle addressed directly to 
God (Gen. 24:12–14), or indirectly through a priest (I Sam. 14:36–37) or prophet (II Kings 19:2ff.). From this stratum grew the 
magnificent prayers for understanding and guidance (Num. 6:24–26; I Kings 3:6ff.; Ps. 119:33ff.).

But in emergency man does not merely want to know the future; he seeks to determine it by entreating God's help. Thus Jacob 
(in a votive supplication) prayed for essential material needs (Gen. 28:20ff.); Eliezer for the success of his mission (Gen. 24:12–
14); Abraham for the salvation of Sodom (Gen. 18:23–33); Moses for erring Israel (Ex. 32:31–32); Joshua for divine help in the 
hour of defeat (Josh. 7:6–9); Hezekiah for deliverance from Sennacherib (II Kings 19:15–19); the prophets on behalf of their 
people (Jer. 14:1ff.; 15:1ff.; Amos 7:2ff.); Daniel for Israel's restoration (Dan. 9:3–19); Ezra for the sins of his people (Ezra 9:6–
15); and Nehemiah for the distress of his people (Neh. 1:4–11). Solomon's noble dedication prayer at the consecration of the 
Temple (I Kings 8:12–53) includes almost every type of prayer—adoration, thanksgiving, petition, and confession. It also strikes a 
universal note (8:41ff.) so often echoed by the prophets. The spectrum of biblical prayer thus ranges from the simplest material 
needs to the highest spiritual yearnings (Ps. 51:1ff.; 119:1ff.), transcending, like prophecy, the horizon of history and reaching to 
the realm of eschatology (Isa. 66:22–23).

There was an early relationship between sacrifice and prayer (Gen. 13:4; 26:25), which persisted until the destruction of the 
Second Temple. The sacrifice suggested man's submission to the will of God; the prayer often provided a commentary on the 
offering. But the two are not necessarily linked. It is noteworthy that the sacrificial regulations make no liturgical provisions 
(except for the Day of Atonement, Lev. 16:21); but actually the offerings were themselves a dramatic form of prayer. 
Contrariwise, prayer could replace sacrifice (Ps. 141:2). In the synagogue, prayer, accompanied by Scripture reading and 
exposition, entirely took the place of altar offerings.

Examples of prayers of intercession have already been cited. The intercessor, whether prophet, priest, king, or national leader, 
does not point to the need for an intermediary in worship: "The Lord is near to all who call upon Him in truth" (Ps. 145:18). The 
intercessor is one who, by his innate spiritual attributes, lends weight to the entreaty. The ultimate criterion still remains not the 
worthiness of the pleader but of those for whom he is pleading (Ezek. 14:14, 20).

THE ACCESSORIES OF PRAYER
Prayer, unlike sacrifice, could be offered up anywhere (Gen. 24:26; Dan. 6:11 in the upper chamber; Ezra 9:5ff.), but there 

was a natural tendency to prefer a sacred site (e.g., Shiloh or Gibeon). Eventually the Temple at Jerusalem became the major place 
of prayer (Isa. 56:7); those who could not be there physically at least turned toward it when worshiping (Dan. 6:11; cf. Ps. 5:8 [7]). 
In time to come the Temple would be a house of prayer for all nations (Isa. 56:7). The synagogue had its origin during the 
Babylonian exile; originally a place of assembly, it became in due course a house of prayer and study. The emphasis on 
congregational prayer began to grow but private prayer was never abolished. The heart and not the hour dictated the occasion for 
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prayer. Day and night the Heavenly Father could be entreated (e.g., I Sam. 15:11; Ps. 86:3; 88:2[1]). But the need for regularity 
brought about a synchronization of the times of prayer and of sacrifice: morning worship corresponded to the morning oblation 
(Ps. 5:4[3]), afternoon orisons to the late afternoon sacrifice (I Kings 18:36; Ezra 9:5). Nightfall provided yet another occasion for 
worship, so that prayers came to be offered thrice daily (Ps. 55:18; Dan. 6:11; though twice in I Chron. 23:30). The seven times 
mentioned in Psalms 119:164 mean "often" or "constantly."

In the Bible no particular gestures are prescribed in connection with prayer. But certain postures developed naturally to lend 
emphasis to the content of the prayer: standing, which is normal (I Sam. 1:26; I Kings 8:22); kneeling (Dan. 6:11; Ezra 9:5); 
prostration (Josh. 7:6); head bowed (Gen. 24:26; Neh. 8:6); hands stretched out or uplifted (I Kings 8:22; Ps. 28:2); face between 
knees (I Kings 18:42); and even sitting (II Sam. 7:18). More important accompaniments of prayer were fasting, mourning, and 
weeping (Isa. 58:2–5; Joel 2:12); but the ultimate criterion remained earnestness of heart (Joel 2:13).

Originally prayer was undoubtedly spontaneous and personal; but the need to organize religion gave rise to liturgical patterns 
and musical renderings (Ezra 2:65; I Chron. 16). Prayer formulas are found already in the Pentateuch (Deut. 21:7ff.; 26:5–15). The 
Psalms provide examples of fuller liturgical development, including choral and instrumental features (see Psalms). The response 
"Amen" occurs in Numbers 5:22, Psalms 41:14, etc.; a prayer before the reading of the Torah in Nehemiah 8:6; a doxology in 
Nehemiah 9:5, 32; a typical review of God's dealings with Israel leading to a confession and a pledge in Nehemiah 9:6–10:1 
(9:38).

ANSWER TO PRAYER
That prayer is answered is an accepted biblical verity (e.g., Gen. 19:17–23; Num. 12:9ff.); but Scripture is no less emphatic 

that not all prayers are answered (Gen. 18:17ff.; Isa. 29:13ff.). Ritual is not enough, while hypocritical worship is an abomination 
(Isa. 1:15; Amos 4:4ff.); and there are occasions when intercession is forbidden (Jer. 7:16; 11:14). It is at this point that the biblical 
concept of prayer is seen in its true inwardness. Paganism regarded worship as a form of magic, whereby the deity could be 
compelled to fulfill the worshiper's wishes; the moral element was wholly absent. In biblical faith the divine response is essentially 
linked to ethical and spiritual values. Man, as it were, answers his own prayer (Gen. 4:7), and fundamentally the answer is a 
significant change of spirit and outlook. Abraham learned the lesson of faith (Gen. 15:1–6); Moses became his people's deliverer 
(Ex. 3:2–4:18); Isaiah was transformed into a prophet (Isa. 6:5–8). Prayer and prophecy were probably closely correlated, the 
former providing spiritual soil in which the revelatory seed took root (Jer. 1:6ff.; Hab. 1:13–2:3). In many instances prayer 
assumes a tempestuous character (Jer. 12; Ps. 22; Job, passim [cf. 16:17]), but the storm always ends in newfound faith and peace. 
At times, moreover, God answers before He is appealed to (Isa. 65:24; cf. Dan. 9:20ff.), for man not only beseeches God, but God 
also seeks man (Isa. 50:2; 65:12). The "I-Thou" relationship is reciprocal.

In sum, the Bible conceives prayer as a spiritual bridge between man and God. It is a great instrument of human regeneration 
and salvation, worthy even of martyrdom (Dan. 6:11). Rooted in faith (Ps. 121) and moral integrity (Ps. 15), it banishes fear (Ps. 
23) and asks, in its noblest formulations, only the blessing of divine favor (Num. 6:24–26). Clothed in language of simple but 
matchless beauty, it is imbued with religious love and a sense of sweet fellowship with God. Both the Christian and Muslim 
liturgies have been profoundly influenced by the spirit, thought, and forms of biblical prayer. [I.Abr.]

In the Apocryphal Literature
There are a number of references to prayer in the apocryphal books, including the idea of the living offering up prayers on 

behalf of the dead (II Mac. 12:44–45). The apocryphal work, The Prayer of Manasseh, is a penitential prayer. The biblical concept 
that God is near to those who suffer is also developed (Ecclus. 35:13–17). Prayer is associated with the giving of alms (Ecclus. 
7:10), and there is a national prayer for deliverance from an enemy (Ecclus. 36:1–17).

In Rabbinic Thought
On the biblical verse "And serve Him with all your heart" (Deut. 11:13), the rabbis commented "What is service of the heart? 

This is prayer" (Ta'an. 2a). "Service" (avodah) in this context is connected with the Temple and its worship, for which prayer is 
seen as a substitute. On the other hand, the saying of R. Eleazar that prayer is dearer to God than good works and sacrifices (Ber. 
32b), though hyperbolic, may nonetheless be intended to express the real superiority of prayer. Possibly, the tension in this matter 
is to be perceived in the two reasons given for the statutory prayers of the day. According to one opinion, these were ordained by 
the patriarchs, while another view has it that they correspond to the perpetual offerings in Temple times (Ber. 26b).

The obligation of offering up prayer, though supported by a scriptural verse, is considered to be rabbinic, not biblical (Ber. 
21a). Prayers are to be recited three times a day: morning, afternoon, and night (Ber. 4:1). In addition to the statutory prayers and 
private prayers of various kinds, public prayers were offered in times of distress; prayers for rain, for instance, in times of drought 
(Ta'an. 2:1–5).

THE VALUE OF PRAYER AND CONCENTRATION IN PRAYER
Prayer stands high in the world of values (Ber. 6b). God Himself prays, His prayer being that His mercy might overcome His 

judgment (Ber. 7a). Nevertheless, the study of the Torah occupies a higher rung than prayer, and some scholars, whose main 
occupation was study, only prayed periodically (Shab. 11a; RH 35a). A rabbi who spent too much time on his prayers was rebuked 
by his colleague for neglecting eternal life to engage in temporal existence (Shab. 10a). Communal prayer is of greater significance 
than private prayer (Ber. 8a; Deut. R. 2:12). Too much reflection on one's prayers in the expectation that these will be answered 
was discouraged (Ber. 32b). Prayer should be offered with proper concentration (kavvanah) on the words uttered in God's presence 
(Ber. 31a). R. Eliezer said: "He that makes his prayer a fixed task, his prayer is not supplication" (Ber. 4:4). R. Simeon b. Nethanel 
said: "... and when thou prayest make not thy prayer a fixed form, but [a plea for] mercies and supplications before God" (Avot 
2:13). One way of avoiding the deadening familiarity of a "fixed form" was to recite a new prayer each day (TJ, Ber. 4:3, 8a). 
When R. Eliezer was asked by his disciples to teach them the ways of life that they might learn them and by following attain the 
life of the world to come, part of his reply was: "When you pray, know before Whom you stand" (Ber. 28b). A person who has just 
returned from a journey and is consequently unable to concentrate properly, should not pray until three days have elapsed (Er. 
65a).

PROPER FORMS OF PRAYER
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Not every prayer is valid. A prayer for God to change the past, for instance, is a "vain prayer" (Ber. 9:3). The impossibility of 
God answering every prayer addressed to Him is acknowledged in the account of the prayer of the high priest on the Day of 
Atonement who used to pray before the rainy season that the prayers of the travelers who required fair weather should not be 
allowed to enter God's presence (Yoma 53b). A man should not only pray for himself but should also think of others, using the
plural form "grant us" rather than the singular "grant me" (Ber. 29b–30a). If a man needs something for himself but prays to God 
to grant that very thing to his neighbor who needs it, such an unselfish prayer causes God to grant him his wish first (BK 92a). 
Man should never despair of offering supplication to God "even if a sharp sword rests upon his neck" (Ber. 10a). In praising God, 
man should be circumspect, using only the standard forms of praise found in Scripture and established for use in prayer (Ber. 33b). 
Prayers of thanksgiving, particularly in the form of the benediction (berakhah), are repeatedly enjoined by the rabbis (Ber. 6:1–3), 
as well as praise of God for His wondrous works and the marvelous beings He has created (Ber. 9:1–2; Ber. 58b).

THE ADDRESSING OF PRAYERS DIRECTLY TO GOD
R. Judah said that if a human being is in trouble and wishes to invoke the aid of his patron he must first stand at the door and 

call out to a servant or a member of the patron's family and he may or may not be allowed to enter. But it is otherwise with God. 
God says, "When a man is in trouble, do not cry out to the angel Michael or to the angel Gabriel but to Me and I will answer 
immediately" (TJ, Ber. 9:1, 13a). On the other hand, R. Johanan said: "When one petitions for his needs in Aramaic, the 
ministering angels do not heed him, for they do not understand Aramaic" (Shab. 12b). Possibly a distinction is to be made between 
the angels bringing man's prayers to God and direct intercession, with the angels as intermediaries between man and God (cf. Tob., 
12:12, 15). Some men were renowned for their capacity to pray and to have their prayers answered, so that great scholars, less 
gifted in this direction, would ask these saints to pray on their behalf (Ber. 34b). A number of miracle tales are told to illustrate the 
immediacy of God's response to the prayers of such men (Ta'an. 3:8; Ta'an. 23a–b).

In Medieval Thought
Although medieval Jewish thinkers profoundly considered major theological problems, there is surprisingly little discussion in 

their writings of the intellectual difficulties involved in prayer. One of the few discussions as to why prayer should be necessary, 
since God knows man's needs, is that of Joseph Albo (Ikkarim 4:18). Albo replies that the act of turning to God in prayer is itself 
one of the conditions upon which God's help depends, just as it depends on other forms of human effort.

MAIMONIDES
True to his doctrine of theological negation, Maimonides in the standard liturgy only permits the use of those divine attributes 

in prayer which have been ordained by the "prophets," and he is opposed to the indiscriminate writing of hymns (Guide, 1:59; cf. 
Ibn Ezra to Eccles. 5:1). In spite of the talmudic statement that the obligation to pray is of rabbinic origin (mi-de-rabbanan), 
Maimonides observes that this only applies to the number, form, and times of prayer, and that it is a biblical duty for the Jew to 
pray daily (Yad, Tefillah, 1:1). The need for adequate concentration in prayer (kavvanah) is particularly stressed in the Middle 
Ages and formed part of the general tendency prevalent among medieval Jewish thinkers who stressed greater inwardness in 
religious life. Bahya ibn Paquda (Hovot ha-Levavot, 8:3, 9) remarks that prayer without concentration is like a body without a soul 
or a husk without a kernel. Maimonides' definition of kavvanah reads: "Kavvanah means that a man should empty his mind of all 
other thoughts and regard himself as if he were standing before the Divine Presence" (Yad, Tefillah, 4:16; cf. H. G. Enelow, in: 
Studies in Jewish Literature Issued in Honor of Prof. Kaufmann Kohler (1913), 82–107).

THE KABBALISTS
The kabbalists stress the difficulty of petitionary prayer to a God who is unchanging. They advance the view that prayer 

cannot, in fact, be offered to God as He is in Himself (Ein Sof), but only to God as He is manifested in the ten divine potencies (the 
Sefirot). God Himself is, therefore, not entreated directly to show mercy, for example, but prayer is directed to God as He is 
manifested in the Sefirah of loving-kindness. As a result of the power of man's prayer, this potency might function on earth. The 
magical nature of kabbalistic prayer and the dangers of setting up the Sefirot as divine intermediaries were the topic of much 
subsequent debate (Ribash, Resp. no. 157). The kabbalists, in fact, substituted for the older doctrine of kavvanah the concept of 
special intentions (kavvanot) i.e., meditations on the realm of Sefirot. Instead of concentrating on the plain meaning of the prayers, 
the kabbalist dwells on the realm of divine potencies and directs his mind, when reciting the words, to the supernal mysteries 
which govern and are controlled by them (see I. Tishby, Mishnat ha-Zohar, 2 (1961), 247–306).

The Hasidim
In Hasidism, the kabbalistic type of kavvanot yields to a far more emotional involvement and attachment (devekut) to God. 

"The metamorphosis which took place in the meaning of kavvanot at the advent of Hasidism, and more explicitly after the Great 
Maggid [Dov Baer of Mezhirech], consists in this—that an originally intellectual effort of meditation and contemplation had 
become an intensely emotional and highly enthusiastic act" (Weiss, in: JJS, 9 (1958), 163–92). In Hasidism, prayer is a mystical 
encounter with the Divine, the heart leaping in ecstasy to its Source. Violent movements in prayer were not unusual; some of the 
hasidic groups even encouraged their followers to turn somersaults during their prayers (Dubnow, Hasidut, 112–5).

Prayer is frequently seen in Hasidism as man's most important religious activity. R. Shneur Zalman of Lyady, the founder of 
the intellectual Habad sect in Hasidism, writes: "For although the forms of the prayers and the duty of praying three times a day are 
rabbinic, the idea of prayer is the foundation of the whole Torah. This means that man knows God, recognizing His greatness and 
His splendor with a serene and whole mind, and an understanding heart. Man should reflect on these ideas until his rational soul is 
awakened to love God, to cleave to Him and to His Torah, and to desire His commandments" (M. Teitelbaum, Ha-Rav mi-Ladi u-
Mifleget Habad, 2 (1914), 219).

In Habad Hasidism, the true meaning of prayer is contemplation on the kabbalistic scheme whereby God's infinite light 
proceeds through the whole chain of being, from the highest to the lowest. Man should reflect on this until his heart is moved in 
rapture, but he should not engage in prayer for the sake of the pleasure such rapture will bring him; he must take care not to 
confuse authentic ecstasy with artificial spiritual titivation (Dov Baer of Lubavich,Kunteres ha-Hitpa'alut). Many hasidic groups, 
otherwise strictly conformist, disregarded the laws governing prayer at fixed times on the grounds that these interfere with the need 
for adequate preparation and with the spontaneity which is part of the prayer's essence.
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THE PRACTICE OF SWAYING IN PRAYER
During the Middle Ages, the practice of swaying during prayer is mentioned. The Zohar (3:218b–219a) refers to the 

difference between Israel and the nations. It states that the soul of the Jew is attached to the Torah as a candle is attached to a great 
flame, and hence Jews sway to and fro while studying the Torah. Judah Halevi (Kuzari 2:79–80) also refers to the custom as 
practiced during the study of the Torah, but makes no mention of prayer. Isserles, however, quoting earlier authorities, also
mentions the custom for prayer, while other authorities disagree (see Sh. Ar., OH, 48:1 and Magen Avraham, ad loc.). The 
explanation given by Simeon Brainin (quoted by Judah David Eisenstein in JE 11 (1907), 607), that swaying during study and 
prayer was intended to afford the body with exercise, is incredibly banal. Bodily movements during prayer are, of course, not 
unusual among the adherents of most religions.

In Modern Thought
The early reformers were much concerned about such questions as prayers for the restoration of sacrifices or the return to 

Zion, and whether prayer might be recited in the vernacular. Very few challenges, however, were presented to the idea of prayer as 
such in its traditional understanding. In the 20th century, Jewish thinkers began to consider the basic philosophical problems 
surrounding prayer. Petitionary prayer was felt to be especially difficult in the light of scientific views regarding cause and effect. 
A definite move away from the idea of prayer as a means of influencing God and toward its function as a way to affect man's 
attitudes can be observed. "Self-expression before God in prayer has thus a double effect; it strengthens faith in God's love and 
kindness, as well as in His all-wise and all-bountiful prescience. But it also chastens the desires and feelings of man, teaching him 
to banish from his heart all thoughts of self-seeking and sin, and to raise himself toward the purity and the freedom of the divine 
will and demand" (K. Kohler, Jewish Theology (1918), 275).

The tendency in some circles to reinterpret the God-idea itself in impersonal terms has cast prayer into a different light. It is 
seen as an attempt by man to attune himself to those powers in the universe which make for human self-fulfillment and as a 
reaching out to the highest within his own soul. Defenders of the traditional view of God and of prayer to Him have, however, not 
been lacking. (See Proceedings of the Rabbinical Assembly of America, 17 (1953), 151–238, for these two opinions). 

Also:   Libation offering;  Offerings
SACRIFICE.
IN THE BIBLE
In the Bible various verbs are used to designate the act of sacrifice. Two of them, tHS and Hbt, are used for the slaughter of 

animals for both secular (cf. Gen. 43:16; Num. 11:22) and sacred purposes, while the verbs Hbz (hence the name of the talmudic 
treatise Zevahim, dealing only with the slaughter of animals for sacrifice, as distinct from Hullin, which deals with slaughter for 
food), hlAh and byrch are only used for sacrifice. The last word, as does its cognate noun korban, expresses the idea "to bring 
near."

Although libation of wine and meal offerings played a
prominent role in the rituals, the most important sacrifices were those of animals. The surrender of a living thing was a major 

factor in nearly every kind of sacrificial ritual; that life was being forfeited was signified by the extraction of animal's blood: "For 
the life of the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it for you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls; for it is the blood 
that makes atonement, by reason of the life [that is in it]" (Lev. 17:11). The people were therefore forbidden to eat the blood (Lev. 
17:10; also Gen. 9:4; Lev. 3:17; 7:26; Deut. 12:16, 23; 15:23), since life belonged only to God. The offering had to be the property 
of the person making the sacrifice (Lev. 1:2). Only domesticated animals raised for the purpose of providing food were acceptable, 
thus excluding both wild animals and work animals (contrast the allusions to slaying an ass at Mari, ARM II No. 37. 11.5–124).
The sacrificial animal had to be without physical blemishes, which are defined and summarized in Leviticus 22:17–25 (see 
Blemish). An animal could not be offered before it was eight days old (Lev. 22:26–30).

The sacrifices can be divided into various categories: propitiatory and dedicatory offerings, meal offerings, libation offerings, 
fellowship offerings, thanksgiving offerings, freewill offerings, and ordination offerings.

Propitiatory Offerings
Two sacrifices belong to this category, the sin offering (TauH, hatta$t) and the guilt offering (MQa, a$sham).
SIN OFFERINGS
The sin offering was suited to the rank and circumstance of the person offering it. The high priest brought a young bull (Lev. 

4:3) as did the congregation (4:14) except, apparently, when a ritual infraction was involved (Num. 15:24). A nasi ("ruler") 
brought a male goat (Lev. 4:23), and a commoner a female goat (Lev. 4:28; Num. 15:27) or a lamb (Lev. 4:32). If he was poor, he 
could bring two turtledoves or two young pigeons (one of the pair served as a burnt offering; Lev. 5:7), or, in extreme cases, even 
merely a tenth of an ephah of fine flour (Lev. 5:11–13; cf. Heb. 9:22).

The offerer executed the symbolic act of laying his hand on the offering (Lev. 4:4, and passim), thus identifying it with 
himself. The animal was slain on the north side of the altar (Lev. 4:24, 29; 1:11). The high priest collected the blood of his own, or 
of the congregation's sacrifice, in order to sprinkle some before the veil and some on the horns of the incense altar there (Lev. 4:5–
7, 16–18). On the Day of Atonement he took his and the people's sacrificial blood into the Holy of Holies (Lev. 16:14–15). From 
all the other animals the blood was applied to the horns of the altar of burnt offering (Lev. 4:18, et al.); that of the birds was 
sprinkled on the side of the altar (Lev. 5:9). The remaining blood was poured or drained out at the base of the altar (Lev. 4:7, and 
passim). The choice parts of the entrails—the fatty tissue (blH, helev) over and on the entrails, the two kidneys and their fat, and 
the appendage to the liver—were all consumed on the altar (Lev. 4:8–10, and passim). In the case of a bull for the priest or the 
people, the carcass and the remaining entrails were disposed of by burning outside the camp (Lev. 4:11–12, 21). This rule 
prevailed for the bull in the ordination rites of Aaron and his sons (Ex. 29:10–14; Lev. 8:14–17). Otherwise the priest received the 
edible flesh for food; it was to be eaten within the sacred precincts and very strict rules of ritual purity governed its handling (Lev. 
6:25–30; cf. 10:16–20).

A sin offering of one male goat was required at each of the sacred festivals: the New Moon (Num. 28:15), each day of 
Passover (Num. 25:22–24), Shavuot (Num. 28:30), Rosh Ha-Shanah (Num. 29:5), the Day of Atonement (Num. 29:11; besides the 
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special sin offerings for that day), and each day of Sukkot (29:16, 19, and passim). The high priest brought a bull for himself and 
then offered one of the two goats on the Day of Atonement. Rites of purification called for lesser sin offerings, lambs or birds, 
after childbirth (Lev. 12:6–8), leprosy (Lev. 14:12–14, 19, 22, 31), unclean issues and hemorrhages (Lev. 15:15, 30), or defilement 
during the period of a Nazirite vow (Num. 6:10–11; for the strictly individual cases requiring sin offerings see below).

GUILT OFFERINGS
The guilt offering (Lev. 5:14; 7:1–7) was a special kind of sin offering (cf. Lev. 5:7) required when someone had been denied 

his rightful due; in addition to the reparation of the amount defrauded, plus a fine of 20% (Lev. 5:16–24), the guilty person had to 
bring a guilt offering. The animal prescribed was usually a ram (Lev. 5:15, 18; 19:21); the leper after cleansing and the defiled 
Nazirite brought a male lamb (Lev. 14:12, 21; Num. 6:12). The offerer's part in the ritual was probably identical to his part in the 
sin offering, but the priest sprinkled the blood around the altar (Lev. 7:2). The choice entrails were consumed on the altar as usual 
(Lev. 7:3–5). In the case of the cleansed leper, some of the blood was then applied to the tip of his (the leper's) right ear, thumb, 
and big toe (Lev. 14:14). As with the sin offering, the animal went to the priest as food (Lev. 7:6–7; 14:13). Ritual infractions, 
such as eating unlawfully of the "holy things" (Lev. 5:14–19; 22:14), required payment of the sum (or commodity) that had 
rightfully belonged to God plus one-fifth of the amount concerned, and the fine was given to the priest (Lev. 5:16; II Kings 12:17). 
The case of the leper can be assigned to this category in that the Lord was deprived of the service due from the infected person so 
long as his disease kept him outside the pale of the ritually clean society (Lev. 14:12–18). Likewise, the Nazirite who became 
defiled during the course of his period of Nazirite separation had to bring a guilt offering in reparation for what he had pledged and 
not fulfilled (Num. 6:12).

On the social plane, swearing falsely with regard to violation of property rights through fraud could be atoned for only by the 
guilt offering and a 20% fine. Such acts included cheating in matters of deposit or security, robbery or oppression, denying the 
finding of lost property, or failing to testify (Lev. 5:20–25). Seduction of a betrothed slave girl (Lev. 19:20–22) was also a 
violation of property rights. In every case the guilty party had to confess his sin, make full restitution plus the fine of one-fifth, and 
offer the guilt offering. If the offended party was no longer alive and there were no surviving kinsmen, the payment went to the 
priests (Num. 5:5–10).

Dedicatory Offerings
The offerings in this category reflect the more universal idea of offering. The emphasis is on surrender of the gift to God 

(though only a handful of the meal offering was consumed on the altar). They represented the act of committal that should follow 
the repentance expressed by the sin and guilt offerings, thus opening the way to the fellowship or communal sacrifices that could 
follow.

Burnt Offerings
(Heb. hlvA 'olah, "that which goes up"; Lev. 1:3–17; 6:1–6). The burnt offering consisted of a bull (Lev. 1:3–5), a sheep or 

goat (Lev. 1:10), or a bird (Lev. 1:14). The offerer brought the animal, laid his hand on it, and slaughtered it on the north side of 
the altar (Lev. 1:3–5, 11); the bird was then handed over to the priest (Lev. 1:15). The priest collected the blood, presented it 
before the Lord, and sprinkled it around the altar (Lev. 4:5, 11). In the case of a bird he killed it by pinching the back of its neck 
and drained the blood out on the side of the altar (Lev. 1:15). There was emphasis on the flaying and dissection of the animal, the 
washing of its unclean parts, and the careful arrangement of all the pieces (except the crop and feathers of the bird) on the altar 
(Lev. 1:6–9, 12–13). The consumption of the whole was meant as re'ah niho'ah ("a pleasing odor") to the Lord. Only the hide was 
given to the priest (Lev. 7:8). The main administrative concern was for constant maintenance of the fire (thus the need for an 
uninterrupted supply of fuel) and the proper attire of the officiating priest during the ritual of renewing the fire each morning (Lev. 
6:1–6). The burnt offerings were by far the most frequent sacrifices at the Israelite sanctuary.

The continual burnt offering (dymG TlvA, hlvA, 'olah, 'olat (ha-) tamid, or simply ha-tamid) was made twice daily—a 
male lamb morning and evening (Ex. 29:38–42; Num. 28:18, and passim). The entire procedure for the morning sacrifice is vividly 
described in the Mishnah (Tamid; see sacrifices during the Second Temple period below). Two additional lambs were offered each 
Sabbath (Num.28:9–10). No sin offerings accompanied these sacrifices. On the other hand, a sin offering of one goat was required 
along with the burnt offerings on the other holy days. On the New Moon, two young bulls, one ram, and seven male lambs were 
sacrificed (Num. 28:11–14). The same number of animals was required for each day of the Passover (Num. 28:19–24) and again 
on Shavuot (Num. 28:26–29). For Rosh Ha-Shanah and the Day of Atonement the standard was one bull, one ram, and seven 
lambs (Num. 29:2–4, 8), besides the special burnt offerings for the atonement ritual itself, which consisted of one ram for the high 
priest and one for the people (Lev. 16:3, 5, 24). The last of the annual festivals, Sukkot, was marked by a series of elaborate burnt 
offerings (plus one goat per day as a sin offering). On the first day the regulations called for 13 young bulls, two rams, and 14 male 
lambs (Num. 29:12–16). Each day thereafter the number of bulls was decreased by one until on the seventh day there were only 
seven (the number of rams and lambs remained the same; Num. 29:17–34). The eighth day saw a return to the amounts designated 
for Rosh Ha-Shanah and the Day of Atonement, i.e., one bull, one ram, and seven lambs (Num. 29:35–38; for the associated meal 
and drink offerings, cf. below). Various purification rituals also called for burnt offerings as well as sin offerings: after childbirth 
(Lev. 12:6–8), unclean issues (Lev. 15:14–15) and hemorrhages (Lev. 15:29–30), or after defilement during a Nazirite vow (Num. 
6:10–11). Meal offerings were offered only for the cleansing from leprosy (Lev. 14:10, 19–20, 22, 31) and the completion of a 
Nazirite vow (Num. 6:14, 16). The burnt offerings, signifying complete surrender to God, were therefore associated with sin 
offerings in the process of atonement (as in the purification rites above; cf. also II Chron.).

Meal Offerings
(Lev. 2; 6:7–16). A regular concomitant of the animal sacrifices was the meal offering (hHnm, minhah). Outside the ritual 

codes the term minhah could refer to any gift or offering, including animals (Gen. 4:3–5; Judg. 6:18; I Sam 2:17), but in 
prescriptive texts it signifies a concoction of fine flour (solet), oil (shemen), and frankincense (levonah). Its form could be baked 
loaves (hallot), wafers (rekikim), or morsels (pittim); the offerings of firstfruits (bikkurim) were to be "crushed new grain from 
fresh ears" (Lev. 2:14). No leaven or honey was permitted (Lev. 2:11) on the cakes being offered, though those commodities were 
acceptable as a firstfruits offering (Lev. 2:12), in which case they went to the priests. The offerer was responsible for bringing the 
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prepared loaves or wafers, etc. to the sanctuary. The priest burned one handful on the altar as its "invocation" (azkarah; Lev. 2:2 et 
al.), and the rest was his to eat (Lev. 6:9; 7:9). When the priest offered a meal offering for himself, it was wholly burnt on the altar 
(Lev. 46:15–16).

The meal offering normally accompanied every burnt offering, especially those in the sacred calendar (Num. 28–29, passim). 
The quantities were fixed according to the animal being sacrificed: three-tenths of an ephah and onehalf hin of oil for a bull, two-
tenths ephah and one-third hin for a ram, and one-tenth ephah plus one-fourth hin for a lamb (Num. 15:2–10). Other joyous 
occasions included the cleansing of a leper (Lev. 14:10, 20, 21, 31) and the successful consummation of a Nazirite vow (Num. 
6:15, 19). That no meal offering accompanied the rites for cleansing after childbirth (Lev. 12:6–8), unclean issues (Lev. 15:14–15), 
or hemorrhages (Lev. 15:29, 30) may be accounted for by the fact that sacrifices of a more somber nature were intentionally made 
without a meal offering. On the other hand, peace offerings were always accompanied by such offerings (Lev. 7:12–14; Num.
15:4). One of each from the cakes and wafers went to the priest. The rest was to be eaten with the flesh of the sacrificial animal. 
Wheat flour was used for the meal offering, the only exception being the one-tenth of an ephah of barley meal required in the 
jealousy ritual; it was to have no oil or frankincense (Num. 5:15, 18, 25–26). A very poor person could bring one-tenth of an ephah
of fine flour, also without oil or frankincense, as a sin offering (Lev. 5:11–13).

Libation Offerings
(Ksn, nesekh). A libation normally accompanied burnt and peace offerings (Num. 15:1–10); the standard was one-fourth of a 

hin of wine for a lamb, one-third for a ram, and one-half for a bull. The expression "strong drink" (rkQ; shekhar) used with 
reference to the drink offering (Num. 28:7) is apparently only a synonym for wine (Ex. 29:40). The libation was considered an
additional "pleasing odor" offering (Num. 15:7). As with the burnt offering, all was expended and nothing was given to the priest; 
the entire libation was poured out in the sanctuary (Num. 28:7). Drink offerings are specifically mentioned with the daily offering 
(Ex. 29:40–41; Num. 28:7) and with the offerings for the Sabbath (Num. 28:9) and the New Moon (Num. 28:14). Likewise, 
reference is made to them in connection with the days following Shavuot (Num. 29:18, 21, 24, 27, 30, 33, 37). The same may hold 
true for the Passover, firstfruits, and Rosh Ha-Shanah rituals (Num. 28:16–29: 11; cf. Ezek. 45:17). A libation was specified for the 
Nazirite's concluding rites (Num. 6:17), but not for the cleansing of the leper (Lev. 14:10–20). It never accompanied a sin or guilt 
offering alone.

Fellowship Offerings
This category consists of those offerings that expressed a voluntary desire on the part of the offerer. They were not required 

(except in the case of the Nazirite—Num. 6:17—and Shavuot—Lev. 23:19–20) by explicit regulations, but were permitted on 
condition that the offerer had met with the requirements of expiation and consecration. Burnt offerings could accompany these 
sacrifices as an additional expression of devotion (cf. above).

Peace Offerings
(the singular MlQ, shelem, occurs only in Amos 5:22, otherwise pl. MymlQ, shelamim; Lev. 3; 7:11–36). This is the basic 

sacrifice of all communal offerings; the others are simply different types of the peace offering. In terms of "holiness," i.e., 
restrictedness, they were not so strictly defined as those discussed above. Any domesticated animal from the herd or flock, male or 
female (Lev. 3:1, 6, 12), was permissible. The usual rules of freedom from blemishes were in force. Unleavened cakes were also 
stipulated, at least for the thanksgiving (Lev. 7:12–13) and Nazirite offerings (Num. 6:15, 17, 19; see below). The presentation and 
laying on of the hand were the same as for other offerings, but instead of the animal being slaughtered on the north side of the 
altar, it was done at the door of the sanctuary, i.e., to the outer court (Lev. 3:1–2, 7–8, 12–13). The priest collected the blood and 
threw it against the altar as with the burnt offering (Lev. 3:2, 8, 13). The choice entrails were burnt for a "pleasing odor" (Lev. 3:3–
5, 6–11 (including the fat tail of the sheep), 14–16 (cf. Lev. 7:22–25); 7:30–31). Certain portions of the offering were allotted to 
the priest; he was permitted to eat it in any ritually clean place and to share it with his family (Lev. 7:14 and 30–36), whereas the 
other sacrifices had to be eaten in the sanctuary compound (Num. 18:10–11). He received one of the cakes and the breast as a 
wave offering (cf. below), and the right thigh as a "contribution" from the offerer. This latter is the so-called heave offering; the 
technical term used terumah (hmBrG), though developed from the root signifying "to be high" and meaning "that which is lifted 
up," did not represent a special type of presentation ceremony (in contrast to the wave offering, below).

Every peace offering culminated in a communal meal. Except for the portions burned on the altar or assigned to the priest, the 
sacrificial animal was given to the offerer. He used it as food for a communal meal for himself, his family, and also the levite in his 
community (Deut. 12:12, 18–19). This had to take place at the divinely appointed sanctuary (Deut. 12:6–7, 11–12, 15–19, 26; cf. I 
Sam 1:3–4), and very strict rules of purity had to be observed by the participants (Lev. 7:19–21). The meat of a thanksgiving 
offering had to be eaten on the same day as the sacrifice (Lev. 7:15), while that of the votive or freewill offerings could be finished 
off on the next day (Lev. 7:16–18). Whatever was left over from either kind had to be burned within a specific time. The peace 
offering was only specified in three instances, i.e., in the celebration of Shavuot (Lev. 23:19–20), in the ritual for completion of a 
Nazirite vow (Num. 6:17–20), and at the installation of the priesthood (cf. the ordination offering, below). Other public ritual 
occasions included the inauguration of the Tent of Meeting (Lev. 9:8–21) and of the Temple (I Kings 8:63; II Chron. 7:7). National 
events that called forth the peace offering were: successful conclusion of a military campaign (I Sam 11:15), cessation of famine or 
pestilence (II Sam 24:25), acclamation of a candidate for kingship (I Kings 1:9, 19), or a time of national spiritual renewal (II 
Chron. 29:31–36). At the local level they were sacrificed for the annual family reunion (I Sam 20:6) or other festive events such as 
the harvesting of the firstfruits (I Sam. 9:11–13, 22–24; 16:4–5).

THANKSGIVING OFFERINGS
Thanksgiving offerings (hdvG (h) Hbz, zevah (ha-) todah). The most frequently mentioned type of peace offering was 

the thanksgiving offering (Lev. 7:12–13, 15; 22:29) for blessings already bestowed (Ps. 56:13–14; 107:22; 116:17; Jer. 33:11). In 
many contexts the term thanksgiving offering is used as the virtual synonym for peace offering (e.g., II Chron. 29:31; Jer. 17:26; 
cf. II Chron. 33:16).

Wave Offerings
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(hpBnG, tenufah). The priest's portion of the peace offering (cf. above) was "waved" before the Lord as a special act 
signifying that it was His. Then it went to the officiant as his personal share. This is reminiscent of the presentation of the 
ceremonial food to the Mesopotamian deity, after which it was given to the king. The basic difference seems to be that there the 
deity was considered to have partaken of the food and added his "radiance" to it, while in Israel the priest ate the divine portion as 
God's representative, thus showing that the offerer's food was being shared by Him. The same technical term was applied to 
offerings other than the communal sacrifices: the precious metals given for construction of the sacred artifacts (Ex. 35:22; 38:29), 
the guilt offering of the cleansed leper (Lev. 14:12, 21, 24), the sheaf of firstfruits (Lev. 23:15), the two loaves at Shavuot (Lev. 
23:17, 20), and the levites themselves (Num. 8:11, 13, 15, 21).

Votive offerings
(rdn, neder). This was usually a peace offering and the flesh could be eaten on the second day but not the third (Lev. 7:16–17); 

but it could also be a burnt offering (Lev. 22:17–20). A specific example was the vow of a Nazirite which was consummated by a 
peace offering (Num. 6:17–20). In the broadest sense the vow included any kind of offerings or gifts promised to the Lord (Num. 
30, passim).

Freewill Offerings
(hbdn, nedavah). The minimum offering that one could bring to the holy convocations that took place on the three Pilgrim 

Festivals (II Chron. 35:8; Ezra 3:5) was the freewill offering (Lev. 7:16; 22:18, 21, 23; Num. 15:3; 29:39; Deut. 12:6, 17). Like the 
votive offering, it could be a burnt as well as a peace offering (Lev. 22:17–24; Ezek. 46:12), and if it were the latter, the flesh 
could be consumed on the second day but had to be burned before the third (Lev. 7:16–17).

Ordination Offerings
(MyaBZm, millu'im). The Septuagint interprets this sacrifice as one of "completion," or "perfection"; however, the same 

Hebrew term is used with regard to the "settings" of precious stones (Ex. 25:7; 35:9, 27; I Chron. 29:2), so perhaps the modern 
expression "installation" is more suitable. The ordination offering was intimately related to the concept of "filling the hand" (dy

aZm; mille$ yad), which meant consecrating someone, or oneself, to divine service (Ex. 28:41; 29 passim; cf. Ex. 32:29, 
et al.), and it required a state of ritual purity and spiritual devotion (II Chron. 29:31). The details of the ritual are spelled out in a 
prescriptive (Ex. 29:19–34) and a narrative-descriptive (Lev. 8:22–32) text. Moses appears in the role of the officiant since Aaron 
and his sons were obviously not qualified to serve in their own ordination. He brought the ram of consecration and the priests laid 
their hands on it. Then Moses slew it and handled the blood in a special manner. It was applied by him to the tip of the right ear, 
thumb, and big toe of Aaron and of each of his sons; then the rest was thrown about the altar. The waving of this offering was also 
unique in its execution: the choice entrails, three of the accompanying cakes, and the right thigh were all placed in the hands of the 
candidates for priesthood and waved before the Lord; then they were all consumed together on the altar as a "pleasing odor." 
Though Moses did not receive the thigh, he was granted the breast which he waved himself and took as his portion. Finally, the 
anointing oil mixed with blood from the altar was sprinkled upon the candidates and their garments. They were thus prepared to 
eat the remaining flesh of the ordination offering which they had to boil at the entrance to the sanctuary. Like the votive offering, 
none was allowed to remain to the following day.

IN BIBLICAL TRADITION AND HISTORY
Age of the Patriarchs
The terminology used with regard to the patriarchal age is that of the Torah as a whole; it is unlikely that the same words in 

Genesis mean something different in the other Books of Moses. Thus, Cain and Abel each brought a "gift" (minhah; Gen. 4:4f.), 
which was usually of a cereal nature as brought by Cain (Lev. 2, et al.) but could also refer to an animal offering (I Sam. 2:17; 
26:19). Noah offered up a burnt offering ('olah; Gen. 8:20ff.) and the pleasing odor of the sacrifice is stressed. Job is also depicted 
as making burnt offerings periodically (Job 1:5) and for specific purposes (Job 42:7–9). The Patriarchs normally are said to have 
"called on the name of the Lord," e.g., Abraham (Gen. 12:8, 13–4; 21:33) and Isaac (Gen. 26:25). The association of this phrase 
with the building of an altar shows that it refers to the approach to God through sacrifice. With Jacob the naming of the specific 
altar is stressed (Gen. 33:20; 35:7). Once Abraham is said to have offered an 'olah (Gen. 22:13) but Jacob (Gen. 31:54; 46:1) 
offered zevahim. The most unusual sacrifices described in Genesis are the covenant ritual with the divided carcasses (Gen. 15:4ff.) 
and the almost consummated sacrifice of Isaac (Gen. 22; see Akedah).

From Moses to Samuel
The covenant sacrifice inaugurating the relationship between the Lord and His people (Ex. 24:3–8) is not paralleled by

specific rituals in the Mosaic liturgy. Burnt and peace offerings were first offered and then the blood from them (not from a sin 
offering) was thrown half against the altar and half upon the people. In the land of Canaan the Israelites made sacrifices at various 
places, e.g., at Bochim (Judg. 2:1–5) and Ophrah (Judg. 6:24–26). The human sacrifice of Jephthah's daughter (Judg. 11:30–40) 
was hardly normative; instead it is pointed out as evidence of Israel's sad spiritual state at that time. The main center for sacrificial 
ritual was at Shiloh (I Sam 1:3ff.), where faithful Israelites came for an annual festive offering. That the ritual there was highly 
developed and detailed is proven by the explicit description of malpractice on the part of Eli's sons (I Sam 2:13–17) in taking their 
portion of the meat before the entrails were burned. However, Shiloh was not the only legitimate place of sacrifice; others included 
Beth-Shemesh (I Sam 6:14–15), Mizpah (I Sam 7:9), Ramah (I Sam. 7:17; 9:11–24), and Gilgal (I Sam. 10:8; 11:15; 13:9). Family 
and clan sacrifices were commonplace (I Sam. 16:2–5).

THE MONARCHY
Under Saul the main center of worship was evidently Nob (I Sam. 21:1ff.), though private offerings were made at Shiloh (II 

Sam. 15:12). Saul and David's families made peace offerings and held family feasts at the time of the New Moon (I Sam. 20:5, 24–
25). David inaugurated a new cult center in Jerusalem at the threshing floor of Araunah. (Ornan; I Chron. 21:23–26), to which he 
moved the Ark (II Sam. 6:17–18; I Chron. 16:2, 40). The horned altar had been located at Gibeon (II Chron. 1:3; I Chron. 21:29) 
but was soon moved to Jerusalem (I Chron. 22:1). David is credited with a complete reorganization of the ritual and the attendant 
personnel (I Chron. 23:28–31).
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With the dedication of Solomon's Temple, Jerusalem became the main focus of sacrificial ritual (I Kings 8:5, 62–65; II Chron. 
5:6; 7:4–8). Nevertheless, high places continued in use locally (I Kings 13:2ff.; 18:30–32; II Kings 14:4; 15:4, 35; et al.). Jeroboam 
I of the northern kingdom established shrines at Dan and Bethel (I Kings 12:28–29); besides these famous sites in Israel, Beer-
Sheba may have enjoyed a similar status in Judah (Amos 5:5). Various references show that sacrifices were offered regularly at 
Jerusalem (II Chron. 13:10–11; 23:18; 24:14; II Kings 12:5–17; 16:13–15). Sacrificing on the high places was also tolerated in 
Judah (II Chron. 15:17; 20:33); Hezekiah abolished many of them (II Kings 18:4) and seems to have reconstituted the Temple as a
sacrificial center (II Chron. 29:21–35; 32:12; cf. above). The high places returned under Manasseh (II Chron. 33:3–4) and were 
again removed by Josiah (II Chron. 34:3–13).

The Return to Zion
Offerings were reconstituted soon after the return (Ezra 3:2–7), and when Darius authorized the building of the Temple, he 

ordered that provisions be furnished for the cultus (Ezra 6:9–10). Henceforth, the Second Temple became the sole center for 
Judean sacrificial ritual (Ezra 6:17; 7:17; 8:35; 10:19; Neh. 10:33–37; 13:5, 9). At Elephantine in Egypt a colony of Jewish 
mercenaries had maintained their own temple replete with meal offerings, incense, and burnt offerings. It had been standing long 
before 525 B.C.E., when Cambyses invaded Egypt, and was destroyed by jealous opponents in 410. In 407 the priest and his 
colleagues wrote to Bagohi the governor of Judah, as well as to Helaiah and Shelemiah the sons of Sanballat, governor of Samaria, 
asking them to exert their influence toward having the ruined temple rebuilt. Though they yearn for restoration of the entire 
sacrificial cultus, the reply suggests that they apply to Arsames for resumption of the meal offerings and the incense, which they 
did (Pritchard, Texts, 492). This tendency to permit worship at local shrines, but without animal sacrifice, may be reflected in the 
fact that the Jewish temple at Lachish (so-called Solar Shrine) had no altar for burnt offerings while its pre-Exilic counterpart at 
Arad did. The Lachish temple was evidently built in the post-Exilic period and refurbished in the Hellenistic period (probably 
under John Hyrcanus, late second century B.C.E.; see also Temple of Onias).

The Prophetic and Wisdom Literature
The prophets of the First Temple period often spoke out against sacrificial ritual (Amos 5:21–27; Hos. 6:6; Micah 6:6–8; Isa.

1:11–17; Jer. 6:20; 7:21–22). Righteous and just behavior along with obedience to the Lord are contrasted with the conduct of 
rituals unaccompanied by proper ethical and moral attitudes (Amos 5:24; Micah 6:8; Isa. 1:16–17; Jer. 7:23). It has thus been 
assumed by many scholars that the prophets condemned all sacrificial rituals. De Vaux has shown the absurdity of such a 
conclusion since Isaiah 1:15 also condemns prayer. No one holds that the prophets rejected prayer; it was prayer offered without 
the proper moral commitment that was being denounced; the same holds true for the oracles against formal rituals. Similar 
allusions in the Psalms which might be taken as a complete rejection of sacrifice (e.g., 40:7–8; 50:8–15) actually express the same 
concern for inner attitude as the prophets. The wisdom literature sometimes reflects the same concern for moral and ethical values 
over empty sacerdotal acts (Prov. 15:8; 21:3, 27).

Certain other statements by Amos (5:25) and Jeremiah (7:22) have been taken to mean that the prophets knew nothing of a 
ritual practice followed in the wilderness experience of Israel. De Vaux has noted that Jeremiah clearly knew Deuteronomy 12:6–
14 and regarded it as the Law of Moses. The prophetic oracles against sacrifice in the desert are really saying that the original 
Israelite sacrificial system was not meant to be the empty, hypocritical formalism practiced by their contemporaries. The demand 
by Hosea for "mercy and not sacrifice... knowledge of God more than burnt offerings" (Hos. 6:6; cf. Matt. 9:13; 12:7) is surely to 
be taken as relative, a statement of priorities (cf. also I Sam. 15:22). The inner attitude was prerequisite to any valid ritual 
expression (Isa. 29:13). Foreign elements that had penetrated the Israelite sacrificial system were, of course, roundly condemned 
by the prophets. Such was especially the case with Israel (Amos 4:5; Hos. 2:13–15; 4:11–13; 13:2) but also in Judah (Jer. 7:17–18; 
Ezek. 8; et al.). 

SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD
During the Second Temple period sacrifices were offered only in the Temple in Jerusalem, with the sole exception of the 

Temple of Onias in Egypt. The order of the sacrificial service in general followed that of the Bible. The only rigidly significant 
addition to the sacrificial order given in the Bible was the water libation on Sukkot (see below). After the sacrificial system came 
to an end with the destruction of the Temple, the rabbis saw in the theoretical study of the sacrifices a substitute for the actual 
offerings (Ta'an. 27b; Men. 110a) and devoted themselves to that study. Most of the discussion in the Mishnah and Talmud is post-
Temple and is therefore largely academic. However, in the Talmud, particularly in tractate Tamid, full details of the sacrificial 
service are preserved. The fifth chapter of tractate Zevahim gives every detail of the places where the various sacrifices were 
slaughtered and eaten and the time allotted for their consumption. The rabbis divided the sacrifices into two categories: one was: 
kodshei kodashim (the "most holy"), which are so termed in the Bible (Ex. 30:10); for the others they coined the term kodashim 
kalim ("those of lesser sanctity").

The following is a detailed account of the sacrificial system and order of service. The high points of the sacrificial service 
were the two daily offerings, the tamid, one at daybreak and the other in the afternoon, which began and concluded each day's 
sacrifices. All other individual and public sacrifices were brought in between them. Although the Pentateuch does not mention any 
prayers which accompanied the sacrifices, liturgical additions were made during the Second Temple period. These included 
petitions, blessings, and readings from the Pentateuch. After the incense was offered, the priests recited the priestly blessing as a 
single sentence (Tam. 7:2). Daily, the priests recited the Shema and its blessings, the Ten Commandments, and the Avodah and 
Sim Shalom blessings from the Amidah. On the Sabbath they added a blessing for the incoming watch of priests, the outgoing 
saying to the incoming, "May He who has caused His name to dwell in this house cause to dwell among you love, brotherhood, 
peace, and friendship" (Tam. 5:1; Ber. 12a). The levites played musical instruments and recited the daily psalm during the service 
(Tam. 7:4; Maim. Yad, Keli ha-Mikdash, 3:4–5). After the sacrifices, the representative ma'amad of Israelites prayed and read 
from the Pentateuch (see Mishmarot and Ma'amadot). On the Day of Atonement, the high priest read from the Torah, concluding 
with eight benedictions (Yoma 7:1). On the Sabbath, festivals, and the New Moon, the additional Musaf sacrifice was also offered. 
There were also specific services for the various holidays such as the omer on Passover, the two wave-loaves of Shavuot, and the 
water-drawing ceremony of Sukkot.
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Daily Service
The service began immediately after dawn, when the herald announced that "The priests should prepare for the service, the 

levites for song, and the Israelites for the ma'amad" (TJ, Shek. 5:2, 48d). The first part of the service was the removal of ashes 
from the altar, since sacrificial meat was consumed on it all night. Those priests desiring to do this, rose early, and immersed 
themselves before the superintendent came. He usually came around dawn, and lots were then drawn to choose the priest to 
remove the ashes (see Lots). The superintendent then took the key, opened the small door, and went from the Fire Chamber into
the Temple court. The priests went in after him, carrying two lighted torches. They divided into two groups, one of which went 
along the portico to the east, while the other went along it to the west. They made an inspection to see whether all the vessels were 
in order, finally arriving at the place where the griddle cakes (Lev. 6:12–15) were made. There the two groups met and verified 
that all was in place. They then appointed the griddle cake maker to make the cakes, and instructed the priest who had won the 
lottery exactly how he was to clear away the ashes. When he had completed this task, the other priests hastened to wash their 
hands and feet in the laver. They then went up to the top of the altar where they rearranged the unconsumed limbs and pieces of fat 
on special large blocks of wood which were brought up to the altar for that purpose. They then kindled the fire, and descended and 
went to the Chamber of Hewn Stone (Tam. 1:2–4; 2:1–5).

Lots were then cast to decide which of them should carry out the various duties associated with the sacrifice. A priest 
stationed on a roof would announce that the first light of dawn had illumined the whole of the sky as far as Hebron. The silver and 
gold vessels for the day's service were then arranged, and the sacrificial lamb which had been examined on the previous evening 
was again inspected by torchlight. They to whom it fell to clear the inner incense altar of ashes and to trim the candlesticks now
proceeded toward the porch. The priest selected for slaughtering the tamid did not commence his duties before he heard the great 
gate that led to the sanctuary being opened. The priest who cleared the inner altar scooped up the ash in his fists, and deposited it 
inside the ash-bin. He then swept up what was left and departed. The priest who cleaned the candlesticks entered, and if he found 
the two western lights burning, he trimmed the rest leaving these two burning. If he found that they had been extinguished, he 
trimmed them and kindled them from those that were still alight, and then trimmed the rest (but see Maim. Yad, Temidin u-
Musafin 3:13 and Rabad ad loc.). Meanwhile the lamb was slaughtered and its blood sprinkled against the altar. The portions of
the sacrifice were then prepared for the altar, and left on the lower half of the ascent of the altar together with the fine flour for the 
meal offering, the griddle cake offering of the high priest, and the wine for the drink offering. The priests then came down to the 
Chamber of Hewn Stone to recite prayers (Tam. 3:1–9; 4:1–3).

At this point the superintendent told them to pronounce one blessing, either the blessing for light or the Ahavah Rabbah (Ber. 
11b). It was followed by the Ten Commandments, the three portions of the Shema, and three benedictions. These were "True and 
Firm," Avodah, and the concluding Sim Shalom blessing of the Amidah (Tam. 5:1). On the Sabbath a fourth blessing was added for 
the incoming watch of priests. On the completion of the prayers, those who had never yet offered the incense cast lots for this 
privilege. All the priests were, however, permitted to cast lots for the right to take the sacrificial portions from the ramp (kevesh) to 
the altar. The incense was then placed in the sanctuary by the designated priest, assisted by another priest who brought glowing 
coals from the outer altar to the inner altar for this offering. Afterward they struck with the magrefah, a gong shaped like a shovel, 
between the porch and the altar. It caused a reverberation so loud "that it drowned conversation in Jerusalem." Priests would thus 
know that their colleagues were about to prostrate themselves, and would rush to join them. Similarly, levites would hasten to join 
their fellow levites in the singing. All ritually unclean priests were made to stand at the eastern gate to show that it was not out of 
idleness that they were not serving in the Temple (Tam. 5:1–6; Rosh to 5:6).

Those who had been chosen to clear the inner altar and the candlestick led the procession back to the sanctuary. The ash-bin 
was removed, and only the westernmost lamp of the candlestick was left burning for the day since from it all the lights were later 
kindled in the evening. The coals were then spread on the inner altar and the incense was scattered and burned by the designated 
priests. As each priest finished his duty, he prostrated himself and left the sanctuary. The high priest next went in and prostrated 
himself, followed by the other priests (Tam. 6:1–3; 7:1). While the incense was being offered, the ma'amad of Israelites present in 
the Temple also gathered together to pray. Apparently Jews outside the Temple also prayed at this time (cf. Judith 9:1).

All the priests who had completed their allotted tasks came and stood on the steps of the porch. They then pronounced the 
priestly blessing over the people as a single benediction, enunciating the ineffable Name of God. All apart from the high priest 
raised their hands above their heads during the blessing. The high priest did not raise his hands above the plate (ziz) on his 
forehead, since the Name of God was inscribed on it (Tam. 7:2; Sot. 7:6). When those assembled in the Temple heard the Divine 
Name pronounced they prostrated themselves (Ecclus. 50:21; for the practice of praying daily in the Temple see Lam. R. to 3:9, 
no. 3). After this benediction, the limbs were lifted up to the top of the altar and thrown onto its fire, the meal offering was 
sacrificed, and the wine offering was poured out upon the appropriate places of the altar. Before the libation of the wine, a teki'ah, 
teru'ah, and teki'ah (see Shofar) were sounded on the trumpets. During the libation, the cymbals were struck, and the levites 
chanted the daily psalm. At stated intervals in the psalm, a teki'ah was sounded and the public prostrated themselves. With the 
conclusion of the psalm, the service of the morning tamid was completed (Tam. 7:3–4; Suk. 5:5).

The offering of individual sacrifices was completed by half past the eighth hour of daylight, and the sacrifice of the 
concluding afternoon tamid then took place. It was slaughtered and offered up an hour later (Pes. 5:1). The ritual of the afternoon 
tamid resembled that of the morning lamb except that the wood on the altar was not rearranged and the priestly blessing was not 
recited. Two new logs of wood were brought up by two priests to reinforce the flames (Yoma 26b). Oil was also added to the 
candlestick, and all seven lamps were kindled. Following the sacrifice of the afternoon tamid, the gates to the sanctuary and to the 
priestly court were closed. Nonetheless, a few priests still entered the court during the night so that they could place the limbs from 
the day's sacrifices on the altar and continue to add wood to its fire (cf. Zev. 9:6; Ber. 1:1).

Sabbath Service
The sacrifices of private individuals were not offered on the Sabbath, but all work connected with the public offerings was 

permitted. In addition to the two tamid offerings, a Musaf sacrifice was also brought and the shewbread set in order. After the 
Musaf, the watches of the priests were changed, although the new watch was already present for the morning tamid when it was 
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blessed by the outgoing group of priests (Tosef., Suk. 4:24–25). A section of the Song of Ha'azinu (Deut. 32:1–43), which was 
divided into six portions, was recited while the Musaf was brought (RH 31a). The service of the new group of priests began with 
their arranging the new shewbread. Eight priests entered the sanctuary, two carrying the two rows of shewbread and two the two 
dishes of frankincense which accompanied the loaves. The other four removed the shewbread and frankincense of the previous 
week. Those who brought them in stood at the north side facing the south, and those who removed them stood at the south side 
facing north. They removed them in such a way that always one handbreadth of one overlay a handbreadth of the other, thus 
fulfilling "Before me always" (Ex. 25:30; Men. 11:7).

The Pilgrim Festivals
On the Pilgrim Festivals, the order of the Temple service was changed to accommodate the vast number of sacrifices which 

were brought. In addition to the festival's Musaf offering, there were also the festival peace offerings and whole offerings of those 
who made the pilgrimage to Jerusalem (Bezah 2:4). In contrast to the daily practice of removing the ashes from the outer altar after 
dawn, this altar was already cleaned before midnight. The gates to the Temple court were opened at midnight, and by dawn the 
courtyard was filled with Israelites (Yoma 1:8; Jos., Ant., 18:29). The gates and curtains leading to the sanctuary were also left 
open so that the pilgrims could see the Temple vessels (Yoma 54a; Jos., Ant., 3:128). For these festivals, priests from all parts of 
Erez Israel came to the Temple and they all shared equally in the holiday's sacrifices and in the division of the shewbread (Suk. 
5:7).

PASSOVER
The paschal lamb was unique in that it was offered by groups of Israelites rather than individuals. Between ten and twenty 

persons jointly brought one lamb (Pes. 64b; Jos., Wars, 6:425). To accommodate the large number of paschal sacrifices, the daily 
afternoon tamid on the eve of Passover was slaughtered at half after the seventh hour and offered up an hour later. After this, the 
Passover offering was brought (Pes. 5:1), and it was slaughtered in three groups. When the first group entered and filled the
Temple court, its gates were closed and the shofar was sounded. The priests stood in rows and in their hands were basins of silver 
and gold. The basins were not mixed, each row being wholly silver or wholly gold. The Israelites slaughtered their own offerings 
and the priests caught the blood. The priest passed the basins filled with blood to fellow priests, each receiving a full basin and 
giving back an empty one. The priest nearest to the altar tossed the blood in one motion against the base of the altar. When the first 
group left, the second group came in; and when the second group was finished the third group came in. The rite was repeated for 
each group, and during the entire time Hallel was chanted by the levites (Pes. 5:5–7). After the lamb was roasted it was eaten after 
nightfall by the company which brought it as part of the Passover seder (Pes. 10:1–9). The size of the throng that participated in 
this ritual is emphasized by the Talmud, which relates that King Agrippa once took a census of the Jewish people. At his request, 
the high priest took a kidney from each paschal lamb, and 600,000 pairs of kidneys were counted, despite the fact that those who 
were unclean and on a distant journey were excluded from participating. Since there was not a single paschal lamb for which a
minimum of ten people had not registered, they called it "the Passover of the dense throngs" (Pes. 64b). Josephus estimated from 
the number of lambs offered on the Passover before the outbreak of the Jewish War (65 C.E.) that more than 3,000,000 Jews 
gathered in Jerusalem for that Passover festival (Jos., Wars 2:280; cf. Wars 6:425).

The evening after the first day of Passover, preparations began for the bringing of the Omer on the next day. This was in 
accordance with the view of the Pharisees that "from the morrow after the day of rest" (Lev. 23:15) means after the first day of 
Passover and not after the Sabbath that falls during Passover as the Sadducees advocated (Men. 65b66a). The rabbis therefore 
insisted that the omer be reaped with much display to indicate that the Sadducees were mistaken in their interpretation (Men. 10:3). 
After the barley was reaped that evening, it was placed in baskets and brought to the Temple court. There it was prepared as fine 
flour, and the next day it was mixed together with oil and frankincense. A handful was removed by the officiating priest and 
burned on the altar, and the remainder was eaten by the priests. Soon after the omer was offered, the markets of Jerusalem were 
full of meal and parched corn of the new produce, though the sages disapproved (Men. 10:4–5).

SHAVUOT
The two leavened wave-loaves which were brought on Shavuot (Lev. 23:16–20) were divided among all the priests present in 

the Temple and not confined to those of the weekly watch. The rabbis added six days to the Shavuot celebration during which the 
Jewish pilgrims could offer their holiday sacrifices (Hag. 17a–b). Beginning with this holiday, first fruits (bikkurim) were brought 
to the Temple. The bikkurim procession was led by an ox which was later sacrificed as a peace offering (Bik. 3:3).

SUKKOT
Due to the large number of the Sukkot sacrifices (Num. 29:12–35), this holiday comprised eight of the 12 annual days on 

which the entire Hallel was recited and the flute played before the altar (Ar. 2:3; TJ, Suk. 5:1, 55a). On each of the seven days of 
the festival, a libation of water was made together with the libation of wine at the morning service (Suk. 4:1). The water was drawn 
in a golden flagon holding three logs from the pool of Siloam. It was carried to the water gate of the Temple where a teki'ah, 
teru'ah, and teki'ah were sounded on the shofar. The officiating priest then took it up the ramp of the altar and turned to his left 
where there were two silver bowls. One was for water and the other was for wine, and both libations were poured out 
simultaneously (Suk. 4:9). Since this water libation is not mentioned in the Bible, the rabbis declared that it was a Mosaic law from 
Sinai (Zev. 110b) or an institution of the prophets (TJ, Suk. 4:1, 54b), and found homiletical justification for it in the Pentateuch 
itself (Shab. 103b). The water libation was offered at this time of the year "in order that the new rainy season would be blessed" 
(RH 16a). The Sadducees strongly opposed this innovation and totally denied its validity. The refusal of King Alexander Yannai, 
Sadducean high priest (107–76 B.C.E.), to make the libation caused a bloody riot in the Temple. When he contemptuously poured 
the water on his feet, all those present in the Temple area pelted him with their etrogim (Suk. 48b; Jos., Ant., 13:372). 
Subsequently, the rabbis required the officiating priest to raise his hand when he poured out the water at the libation so that it could 
be observed that he was properly discharging the precept (Suk. 4:9).

The New Year
The sacrifices offered on New Year followed the biblical description (Num. 29:2–6). The special New Year sacrifices were 

offered in addition to those of the New Moon and the two daily tamid sacrifices.
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The Day of Atonement
For the Temple ritual on the Day of Atonement, see Avodah.
Sacrifices from Non-Jews
Sacrifices could be accepted from gentiles (Lev. 22:25; I Kings 8:41–43), and this became common during the Second Temple 

period. The rabbis established as the rule that "what is vowed or freely offered is accepted of them, but what is not vowed or freely 
offered is not accepted of them" (Shek. 1:5). It was also ordained that if a gentile sent a whole offering from a distant region 
without sending the accompanying drink offering, the latter was offered at the expense of communal funds (Shek. 7:6). Josephus 
records numerous instances of non-Jews sacrificing upon the altar (e.g., Jos., Ant., 13:242; 16:14), and declared that this sacred 
spot was "reverenced by all mankind" (Jos., Wars, 5:17). In addition to the sacrifices sent by gentiles, offerings were also made for 
the well-being of the non-Jewish rulers (e.g., Ezra 6:10; I Macc. 7:33). Sacrifices were later offered daily for the Roman emperor 
(Jos., Wars, 2:197), and at times the emperor himself contributed toward the cost of these sacrifices (Philo, On the Embassy to 
Gaius, 157). The destruction of Jerusalem was attributed to the refusal of the rabbis to accept an offering which contained a slight 
blemish although it had been sent by the Roman emperor (Git. 56a). The revolt against Rome was signaled by the refusal of those 
who officiated in the Temple to sacrifice on behalf of the emperor (Jos., Wars, 2:409).

Cessation of Sacrifice
The importance which the Jews attached to sacrifice is evidenced by the fact that they continued to offer the daily tamid

sacrifice throughout almost the entire period of the siege of Jerusalem. Despite the hardship and privations of this period and the 
famine which raged, the Temple service continued until the walls of the city were breached by the Romans on the 17th of 
Tammuz. The tamid sacrifice then had to be discontinued due to the lack of lambs and qualified priests within the Temple 
precincts (Ta'an. 4:6; Jos., Wars, 6:94). Three weeks later on the Ninth of Av the Temple was destroyed by the Romans and the 
sacrificial system came to an end. (With regard to the question of the possibility of the reintroduction of sacrifice and particularly 
the offering of the paschal lamb even after the destruction of the Temple, see Temple Mount.)

LATER INTERPRETATIONS
Throughout the ages attempts have been made to find a spiritual meaning for the sacrificial system. The proposed explanations

can be divided into three categories: the symbolic, juridical, and rational.
Symbolic
Philo devoted a treatise to the subject (De Victimis; see Spec. 1:112–256). He pointed out that only domesticated animals and 

the most gentle birds were suitable for sacrifice and that they had to be free of blemish, which he took as a symbol that the offerers 
must also be wholesome in body and soul. The Jew had to approach the altar with his soul purged of its passions and viciousness if 
the sacrifice was to be acceptable (Spec. 1:166/167, 257). The wicked would be rejected, even if they offered hundreds of 
sacrifices (Spec. 1:271). The rabbis stated that the sacrificial statutes indicated that God is with the persecuted. The ox is pursued 
by the lion, the goat by the leopard, and the lamb by the wolf. Therefore God commanded, "Do not offer those that persecute, but 
rather those that are persecuted" (Lev. R. 27:5). The requirement that fowl be offered with their feathers symbolized that a poor 
man was not to be despised. Therefore his offering was placed on the altar in its full adornment, despite the nauseating odor
normally arising from the burning of feathers (Lev. R. 3:5). Salt, an indispensable ingredient of sacrifice, was symbolic of the 
moral effect of suffering, which purifies man and causes sins to be forgiven (Ber. 5a). Judah Halevi declared that the fire on the 
altar was kindled by the will of God as a sign that the people found favor in His sight and that He was accepting their hospitality 
and offerings (Kuzari 2:26). Samson Raphael Hirsch explained that the Pentateuch required the person to lay his hands upon the 
head of the sacrifice to indicate that the "hands" that have become morally weakened "support" themselves on the resolution of the 
future betterment that is expressed by the offering (his commentary to Lev. 1:4). David Hoffmann declared that sacrifices are 
symbols of man's gratitude to God and his dependence on Him, of the absolute devotion man owes to God, as well as of man's 
confidence in Him (Introd. to commentary on Lev. (Heb. ed.), 64–67).

Juridical
The juridical approach is put forward by Ibn Ezra (commentary to Lev. 1:1) and to some extent by Nahmanides (commentary 

to Lev. 1:9). According to them, the sinner's life is forfeit to God, but by a gracious provision he is permitted to substitute a 
faultless victim. His guilt is transferred to the offering by the symbolic act of placing his hands on the victim. When observing the 
pouring out of the blood and the burning of the sacrifice, the person should acknowledge that were it not for divine grace he should 
be the victim, expiating his sin with his own blood and limbs (Nahmanides to Lev. 1:9). Many Christian exegetes adopted this 
explanation and on it built the whole theological foundation of their Church.

Rational
Quite different is the rational view of sacrifice advocated by Maimonides. He rejected the symbolist position which 

discovered reasons for the details of the various sacrifices. Those who trouble themselves to discover why one offering should be a 
lamb, while another is a ram, are "void of sense; they do not remove any difficulties, but rather increase them" (Guide, 3:26). 
Maimonides held that the sacrificial service was not really of Jewish origin. It was the universal custom among all peoples at the 
time of Moses to worship by means of sacrifices. Since the Israelites had been brought up in this atmosphere, God realized that 
they could not immediately completely abandon sacrifice. He therefore limited its application by confining it to one place in the 
world, with the ultimate intention of weaning them from the debased religious rituals of their idolatrous neighbors. The new 
service stressed the existence and unity of God, "without deterring or confusing the minds of the people by the abolition of the 
service to which they were accustomed and which alone was familiar to them." Maimonides cited the experience of Israel, led not 
by the shorter way, but by the circuitous route through the land of the Philistines (Ex. 13:17). Likewise, through a circuitous road, 
Israel was to be led gradually and slowly to a deeper perception of religion and divine worship (Guide, 3:32). He gives the added 
remarkable parallel that it would be equally incomprehensible for anyone in his generation to suggest that prayer could be offered 
in thought alone, without the recitation of words.

Abrabanel strengthened the arguments for Maimonides' viewpoint. He explained that only within this framework can it be 
understood why the Torah limited the sacrificial service to one locality while prayers may be recited in all places (Introd. to his 
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commentary on Lev., 2d). Abrabanel cites a Midrash which stated that the Hebrews had become accustomed to idolatrous 
sacrifices while in Egypt. To wean them from these idolatrous practices, God commanded, while tolerating the sacrifices, that they 
be offered in one central sanctuary. This was illustrated by the parable of a king who observed that his son loved to eat forbidden 
foods. The king then decided to serve him these foods daily so that he would ultimately lose his desire for them and forego his evil 
habits (Lev. R. 22:8). D. Hoffmann later proposed a different explanation for this Midrash, declaring that the king insisted that the 
son was to eat exclusively at his table so that he would only be served proper food and thus curb his appetite for forbidden 
foodstuffs (Introd. to commentary on Lev., p. 61).

With the destruction of the Temple and the automatic cessation of the sacrificial system, it was laid down that prayer took the 
place of the sacrifices. The Shaharit service was regarded as taking the place of the morning tamid and the Minhah service, the 
afternoon tamid. On all occasions when an additional offering was brought, the Musaf prayer was introduced (Ber. 4:1, 7; 26b). 
One of the rabbis later declared that prayer was even more efficacious than offerings (Ber. 32b). Nevertheless, the rabbis never 
ceased to look forward to the rebuilding of the Temple and the reinstitution of sacrifice during the messianic era. An additional 
supplication was introduced at the end of the Amidah requesting "that the Temple be speedily rebuilt in our days... And there we 
will serve Thee with awe... Then shall the offering of Judah and Jerusalem be pleasant unto the Lord, as in the days of old, and as 
in ancient years" (Hertz Prayer Book, 157).

The Reform movement entirely abolished or modified the Musaf service and other liturgical references to sacrifice since 
Reform Judaism no longer anticipated the restoration of this service. Some Conservative congregations also have rephrased 
references to the sacrifices so that they indicate solely past events without implying any hope for the future restoration of sacrifice. 
Orthodox Jews nevertheless continue to pray for its reinstitution. Joseph Hertz declared:

Moderns do not always realize the genuine hold that the sacrificial service had upon the affections of the people in ancient 
Israel. The Central Sanctuary was the axis round which the national life revolved. The people loved the Temple, its pomp and 
ceremony, the music and song of the levites and the ministrations of the priests, the high priest as he stood and blessed the
prostrate worshippers amid profound silence on the Atonement Day (Hertz Prayer Book, 33–34).

The position of Orthodoxy was thus stated by Michael Friedlaender:.
the revival of the sacrificial service must, likewise, be sanctioned by the divine voice of a prophet. The mere acquisition of 

the Temple mount or Palestine by Jews, whether by war or political combinations, could not justify the revival. It is only the return 
of the Jews to Palestine, and the rebuilding of the Temple by divine command and by divine intervention, that will be followed by 
the restoration of the sacrificial service (The Jewish Religion (1913), 417; cf. Maim. Yad, Melakhim, 11:4). 

In the Kabbalah
The kabbalistic interpretation of the sacrifices is usually associated with the esoteric exposition of the tabernacle and the 

Temple, whose every detail has symbolic significance in the realm of the Sefirot, and with the connection between the individual 
Jew and the Jewish people as a whole and the divine world, both the good powers and the evil. In the Sefer ha-Bahir, the earliest 
text of the Kabbalah, the sacrifices are explained as the process which symbolically unites the priest performing the sacrifices with 
the divine world. The Hebrew term for sacrifice, korban, is interpreted as coming from the root karev—to bring together, to unite. 
The ideas of the Bahir were explained and details added by Isaac the Blind and developed by his pupil Ezra b. Solomon and by 
Azriel of Gerona. The mystical conception of the nature and purpose of sacrifice explains the act as a process which brings about 
the dynamic union of the divine powers, the Sefirot, and restores the soul of man and other created elements to their place of 
origin, that is to the Sefirah of which they had formed a part. The most detailed exposition of the symbolic meaning of the 
sacrifices is to be found in the Zohar and in the writings of the subsequent kabbalists. It is possible that their detailed treatment of 
this subject had a polemical purpose—to oppose Maimonides' conception of sacrifice, which denied its intrinsic value and held 
that the practice originated in pagan customs which God conceded to the Jews after the exodus from Egypt because they had not
reached a high enough religious level to enable them to worship Him in a spiritual manner. The kabbalists, from the Bahir to the 
Zohar and onward, interpreted the sacrifices as spiritual worship of God in which material means are employed as symbols.

In the Zohar the unifying effect of the sacrifice is explained in three ways: it joins the upper and lower worlds, bringing 
together the believer and God Himself; it unites the Sefirot Hokhmah and Binah (the "father" and "mother"); and, most important, 
it brings about the union of masculine and feminine principles in the divine world—the Shekhinah, that is the Sefirah Malkhut, and 
her husband, the Sefirah Tiferet. This symbolic process is interpreted in great detail in the Zohar, especially regarding the sacrifices 
on the Day of Atonement. The material nature of the sacrifice, the use and slaughter of animals, is explained as a symbolic 
atonement for material sins. Because the evil powers in man are embedded in his flesh and blood, flesh and blood have to be 
sacrificed. More than that, the sacrifice frees the spirit of the animal, enabling it to rise to its divine root; the animals are 
symbolically connected with the animals described by Ezekiel in the throne-chariot, the Merkabah. According to the Zohar and 
later kabbalists, the sacrifices are also significant in the cosmic fight between good and evil in the divine world. In one place it is 
stated that the flesh of the sacrifice is, in fact, intended for Satan, and God receives only the kavvanah, the religious intention of 
the person who gives the sacrifice. Most kabbalists consider that at least part of the sacrifice is given to the evil power, the sitra 
ahra, to placate it. Other sacrifices are intended solely for the sitra ahra, especially the scapegoat on the Day of Atonement. Its 
purpose is to drive the evil powers away from the holy union between Israel and God which is achieved on this day; it may also 
turn the Satan's enmity toward Israel into a more positive attitude and thus help achieve this union. 

Also:   Nefilat appayim (prayer);  Prostration Prayer
TAHANUN (Heb.   NBnHG); "supplication"), name of a prayer which is a confession of sins and a petition for grace. It 

forms part of the daily morning and afternoon services and is recited after the hazzan's repetition of the Amidah. The Tahanun
begins with a silent recital of David's utterance after being rebuked by the prophet Gad for his sin of numbering the people (II Sam. 
24:14), "let us fall, I pray thee, into the hand of the Lord, for His mercies are many, but let me not fall into the hand of men." It is, 
therefore, also called nefilat appayim ("prostration prayer," lit. "falling on the face"). Since prostration during petitions is 
mentioned in the Bible (Deut. 9:18; Josh. 7:6), it was customary to recite the Tahanun prostrated. In modern times, however, the 
prayer is recited in a seated position with lowered head and face buried in the bend of the arm. This position is assumed only 
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where there is a Torah Scroll to designate the sanctity of the place. In the Sephardi ritual, it is customary to start the Tahanun with 
a silent confession of sins (Viddui), followed by II Samuel 24:14 (as in the Ashkenazi ritual). The central part of Tahanun is a 
penitential psalm, Psalm 25 in the Sephardi, and Psalm 6 in the Ashkenazi ritual. The Tahanun is supplemented by additional 
penitential prayers and piyyutim. In the Ashkenazi rite there follows part of a piyyut (Shomer Yisrael) which also occurs in the 
selihot liturgy. The last passage of the Tahanun, starting with a quotation from II Chronicles 20:12 (Va-anahnu lo neda mah 
na'aseh), is a shortened form of the whole prayer and was instituted so that latecomers to the morning service could attend the 
reading from the Torah. The Tahanun prayer is omitted on Sabbaths, festivals, semiholidays, New Moons, from the Minhah
service preceding these special days, during the month of Nisan, and on the Ninth of Av. At a circumcision in the synagogue, when 
a bridegroom attends the service during the first seven days after his wedding, and at prayers held at the homes of mourners, the 
Tahanun is also omitted.

The origin of the Tahanun dates back to the talmudic period in Babylonia. Although the prayer was known as nefilat appayim, 
many rabbis, such as Eleazar b. Hyrcanus (BM 59b), Abbaye, Rava, and especially Rav refused to prostrate at this prayer, either 
because they considered complete prostration forbidden outside the Temple in Jerusalem or because they regarded it as not 
obligatory for a distinguished personage (Meg. 22b; Ta'an. 14b). By the time of the geonim the posture had already been modified 
to sitting (or half-sitting), with the head inclined on the arm. The exact date of the various parts making up the Tahanun cannot be 
established with certainty. The view that the Tahanun was originally a supplication supplemented by confession of sins recited in 
private without fixed form is strengthened by the fact that there is considerable variety in the versions given in the various prayer 
books (e.g., Saadiah Gaon, Maimonides, etc.). Its final version evolved only in the 16th century.

Also:   Sins, confession of;  Viddui
CONFESSION OF SINS (Heb.  yBVv, viddui).
Biblical Literature
In the Bible, the confession of sin committed either individually or collectively is an essential prerequisite for expiation and 

atonement. Such confession is often followed by divine pardon. Thus the Lord mitigates His rebuke of Cain when the latter admits 
his sin (Gen. 4:13). David, censured by the prophet Nathan, confesses his iniquity in connection with Uriah and Bath-Sheba and is 
forgiven by God. David's confession and God's mercy are the subject of Psalms 32, 41, 51, and 69 in which God's righteousness is 
extolled. Other instances of individuals confessing their sins are: Judah publicly acknowledging his inadvertent transgression with 
Tamar (Gen. 38:26; Sot. 7b); Achan, who had stolen from the forbidden spoils of Jericho, at the exhortation of Joshua avowing his 
sin (Josh. 7:19–21); and Saul asking forgiveness for having contravened God's commandment and permitted the people to retain 
Amalekite booty (I Sam. 15:24–25). Examples of biblical confessions for the nation, made by the leaders of the people, are: Moses 
after the worship of the golden calf (Ex. 32:31); the high priest's confession on the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16:6, 11, 21), as well 
as Ezra's (9:6, 7, 15) and Nehemiah's (1:6, 7; 9:2, 33–35).

The various sin and guilt offerings prescribed by the sacrificial ritual had to be preceded by confession. The sacrifice was 
brought to the altar by the offender who confessed his transgressions while placing both hands upon the head of the sacrificial 
animal (Lev. 1:4; Maim. Yad, Ma'aseh ha-Korbanot 3:6, 14–15). No formula for the exact wording of these confessions is given in 
the Bible; the Mishnah, however, records the confession of the high priest on the Day of Atonement: "O God, I have committed 
iniquity, transgressed, and sinned before Thee, I and my house. O God, forgive the iniquities and transgressions and sins which I 
have committed and transgressed and sinned before Thee, I and my house, as it is written in the Law of Thy servant Moses, 'For on 
this day shall atonement be made for you, to cleanse you; from all your sins shall ye be clean before the Lord'" (Lev. 16:30; Yoma 
3:8).

Rabbinic Literature and Synagogue Ritual
Maimonides, basing himself on biblical and rabbinic traditions, ruled that it is a positive injunction to confess one's sins before 

seeking atonement: "Whether it is a positive or negative commandment which the individual has disobeyed, either willingly or 
inadvertently, it is a positive precept for him to confess the sin when desirous of repenting..." (Maim. Yad, Teshuvah 1:1). 
Confession of sin became an integral part of the synagogue ritual. It is especially characteristic of the Day of Atonement where the 
supplication for forgiveness of sin forms the focal point of the service. Although, according to the Talmud, the simple statement 
"Truly, we have sinned" (Yoma 87b) is sufficient for confession; elaborate formulas have gradually evolved, the earliest dating 
back to the third century C.E. One such formula composed for the eve of the Day of Atonement reads, "I confess all the evil I have 
done before Thee; I stood in the way of evil; and as for all (the evil) I have done, I shall no more do the like; may it be Thy will, O 
Lord my God, that Thou shouldst pardon me for all my iniquities, and forgive me for all my transgressions, and grant me 
atonement for all my sins" (Lev. R. 3:3); while another states: "My God, before I was formed, I was of no worth, and now that I 
have been formed, it is as if I had not been formed. I am dust in my life, how much more in my death. Behold I am before Thee 
like a vessel full of shame and reproach. May it be Thy will that I sin no more, and what I have sinned wipe away in Thy mercy, 
but not through suffering" (Yoma 87b).

Ashamnu ("We have incurred guilt"), a confession of sin listing sins in alphabetical order known as Viddui Katan ("Small 
Confession"), and Al Het ("For the sin which we have committed before Thee"), known as Viddui Gadol ("Great Confession") are 
first mentioned in geonic liturgy. To the sins enumerated, additions have gradually been made to include all possible 
transgressions, since the repentant individual may have forgotten some of the sins which he is required to mention explicitly. 
Confessions, being formulated as communal prayers, are thus recited in the first person plural, "We have sinned, transgressed, and 
rebelled," and a worshiper may confess all the sins stated even when certain that he did not commit some of them (Isserles to Sh. 
Ar., OH 607:2). These confessional prayers are not only recited on the Day of Atonement, they also form part of the Selihot
services during the weeks preceding the Day of Atonement. Under the influence of the Kabbalah, Ashamnu was introduced into 
the daily service; in the Sephardi-Oriental, the Italian, and the Yemenite rites it is recited on Mondays and Thursdays only, and in 
the hasidic rite daily. The former custom is observed in most Israel synagogues. Conservative and Reform rites have retained the 
confession-of-sins prayers, particularly as part of the High Holidays services.

Individual Confessions
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Confession of sins also extends beyond the synagogal sphere and can be said by individuals during silent prayer and on 
diverse occasions. Confession, whether collective or individual, is always made directly to God and never through an intermediary, 
but some 16th-century kabbalist ascetics used to confess sins to each other. The most important occasion for individual confession 
is on the deathbed. The Talmud advises that a person who is seriously ill should be exhorted to confess his sins (Shab. 32a), and a 
criminal about to be executed is also urged to confess. If he is unable to compose his own confession, he is prompted to say, "May 
my death be an expiation for all my sins" (Sanh. 6:2), and when he is too weak to recite the confession it should be read to him 
(Shab. 32a). While no special form of deathbed confession existed in ancient times, a formula has become customary (see Death). 
The dying person, if he is still conscious and has the strength to do so, recites the Day of Atonement confession in the singular. A 
brief confession, formulated in the 13th century but which is of much earlier origin, is also recited (Hertz, Prayer, 1064). It is also 
customary for a bridegroom to recite the Day of Atonement confession at the afternoon service before his wedding; the wedding 
day being considered a sort of judgment day for the bride and groom.

Also:   Siddur
PRAYER BOOKS. Books containing the texts of the customary daily prayers did not exist in ancient times. Sources of 

tannaitic and amoraic times take it as understood that prayer is by heart (e.g., Ber. 5:3–5; RH 4:5–6; Ta'an. 2:2). In public prayer 
the reader prayed aloud before the congregation, which responded "amen" to the blessings. The writing down of the text of 
blessings and prayers was considered forbidden ("writers of blessings are [like] those who burn the Torah," Tosef. to Shab. 13:4; 
Shab. 115b; TJ, Shab. 16:1, 15c). After the completion of the Talmud, however, this prohibition was disregarded, and in the geonic 
era written prayer books undoubtedly existed already (L. Ginzberg, Geonica, 1 (1909), 119ff.). In Babylon it was permitted, at 
first, to use them only on the Day of Atonement, and on other fast days, but later they were permitted generally. This development 
was complete at the beginning of the eighth century. The Cairo Genizah has preserved fragments of prayer books both from Erez 
Israel and the countries bordering it from this period (see Liturgy).

Siddur and Mahzor
The book that included the regular prayers for the whole year was called seder (siddur) tefillah—a name fixed by the geonim

themselves—or, according to the cycle of the year, mahzor (i.e., the cycle of prayers). At first there was no difference between the 
two names, and in the early period (in certain communities, until the present time) they were used indiscriminately. In the course 
of time the additions for special days (i.e., the piyyutim) were also included. However, the present Ashkenazi custom (and, through 
their influence, that of certain Sephardi communities as well) to differentiate between the siddur (pl. siddurim)—containing only 
the regular prayers—and the mahzor (pl. mahzorim)—containing also the piyyutim, in most cases only those of the festivals—
came into being at a very late period, and is without foundation. The (Arabic-speaking) Jews of Yemen call the comprehensive 
siddur, Tikhlal. All the siddurim that have been preserved are designed for a particular rite. In the manuscripts there are a greater 
number of rites than those of the countries or the cities which finally came to be established or which later reached publication.

Early Siddurim
The beginnings of the order of prayer are found in the second part of tractate Soferim, which is a compilation from the period 

of the first geonim.
SEDER RAV AMRAM GAON
The first true prayer book, however, is the Seder Rav Amram Gaon from the ninth century. This prayer book (compiled at the 

request of the Jews of Spain) contains the regular prayers, according to the order of the whole year—weekdays, Sabbath, New 
Moon, fast days, Hanukkah, Purim, and all the festivals—together with the relevant halakhot preceding each section. At the end 
are the benedictions and special prayers for occasions such as marriage, circumcision, redemption of the firstborn, and the burial 
service. Unfortunately this text of the prayers cannot serve as an authentic source for the custom of the geonim since all the extant 
manuscripts of this seder differ greatly from one another, in accordance with the rite of the copyist (ed. by N. N. Coronel, 1865, A. 
L. Frumkin in 1912, partially by D. Hedegrrd, 1951).

SIDDUR SAADIAH GAON
The Siddur Saadiah Gaon, which was written 100 years later, and which also contains the relevant halakhot along with the 

text of the prayers—the former written in Arabic for the benefit of the Jews of Egypt—is apparently, in the sole extant manuscript 
(ed. by I. Davidson, S. Assaf, and B. I. Joel, 1941), the rite of the Babylonian geonim (with some influence of the rite of Egypt). In 
contrast the Genizah fragments of the siddur contain the text of the prayers in a different and adapted version. The logical, 
methodical order of this prayer book, however, which differs from the ordinary calendar order, was not generally accepted (except 
by Maimonides); its order possibly explains as well the limited circulation of this siddur. Another prayer book compiled in the 
11th century by Hai b. Sherira Gaon, has been lost except for some quotations from it in halakhic literature.

The work entitled Siddur Rashi, which emerged in the 11th/12th centuries from the school of Rashi (ed. by S. Buber, 1911), 
does not contain the text of the prayers at all, but only the halakhic material, with full talmudic treatment. Also the Seder ha-
Tefillot that Maimonides (12th century) attached to his Mishneh Torah is not a true prayer book but a collection of versions of 
prayers from which it is possible to compile a siddur; his rite is apparently that current in Egypt in his time, very different from 
that of the Spanish Jews; it was also adopted in Yemen.

MAHZOR VITRY
In contrast to these works, the Mahzor Vitry, compiled in the 11th century by Simhah b. Samuel of Vitry, a pupil of Rashi, is a 

prayer book in the full sense of the word. It contains the text of all the regular prayers, in accordance with the rite of northern 
France, which is close to that of Germany. The laws of prayer precede each section in great detail. In the halakhic part, which is 
mainly consistent with the Siddur Rashi, large sections have been copied from the Seder Rav Amram Gaon, but later geonim are 
also cited. The edition of S. Hurwitz, published in 1889–93, is based on a London manuscript, amplified by additions of the 13th 
and 14th centuries. Besides the regular prayers, the Mahzor Vitry includes only a limited number of piyyutim, namely ma'arivim
and hoshanot; added to it are the Passover Haggadah and the prayers for Simhat Torah; it lacks all the kerovot (which were, 
however, already in use at that time), and thus cannot be regarded as a complete mahzor. It seems, however, that this format came 
about through a certain logic; beginning with the Middle Ages, prayer books were copied mostly in a small format for individual 
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use, and it was usual among Germans and French to include in them ma'arivim and hoshanot, while the mahzorim including the 
kerovot, mainly in large format (folio), were designed for the cantors. The prayer books themselves, apart from a few differences 
in text, do not differ from one another in their scope. The sole difference is in the laws of the prayers, which are sometimes 
brought at length and sometimes briefly. In place of the full talmudic explanation of the themes and the discussion of the various 
opinions found in the Seder Rav Amram Gaon and the Mahzor Vitry, the final ruling alone came to be given.

MANUSCRIPTS FROM OTHER RITES
From this period prayer books of other rites have also been preserved (see Liturgy) in manuscript: those of the Jews of Italy

(Roman Mahzor) mainly in small folio format, and also of the Jews of the Balkans, and of the Jews of Spain, mostly in quarto. 
Among the Jews of Yemen (where there was no printing press at all) the writing of prayer books continued (mostly Tikhlalim in 
small folio) until the beginning of the 20th century. This wealth of manuscripts, most of which are in the large libraries, has not yet 
been fully exploited for scientific editions and for research into the history of the text. There is still no critical text of any of the 
well-known rites constructed out of the actual texts in the manuscripts.

Commentaries on the text of the prayers began simultaneously with the composition of the ancient prayer books. In the prayer 
books of the geonim there is as yet no explanation of the texts of the prayers but the Mahzor Vitry contains explanations of a 
number of prayers, such as Kaddish, Nishmat Kol Hai, hoshanot, and the Passover Haggadah. The greatest rabbinic authorities, 
such as Rashi, Joseph Caro, Eliezer b. Nathan of Mainz (Raban), Ephraim b. Jacob of Bonn, Baruch the father of Meir of 
Rothenburg, Judah he-Hasid of Regensburg, Eleazar b. Judah of Worms, author of Ha-Roke'ah (see Abraham b. Azriel, Arugat ha-
Bosem, ed. by E. E. Urbach, 4 (1963), introd., passim), participated in the exposition of the prayer books. Their comments were 
transmitted anonymously from place to place and passed into the customary manuscript expositions, and then into print in the 
margins of the siddurim and mahzorim.

Printed Prayer Books
With the advent of printing, prayer books for different customs, both mahzorim for the whole year as well as siddurim in small 

format for use of the individual, were printed. Among the incunabula there are already many prayer books (see A. Freimann, 
Thesaurus Typographiae Hebraicae Saecue; XV, Suppl. to pt. 1, 1967–69; list of incunabula). Prayer books of the Roman rite were 
published first (Mahzor Roma, Soncino-Casalimaggiore 1485/86; Siddur Katan called "Sidorello," 1486), then those of the 
Spanish rite (Seder Tefillot, 1490). Printed Spanish and Portuguese books have come down only in fragments. In the 16th century, 
German and Polish prayer books were published (mahzorim, beginning with 1521, 1522, and siddurim, about 1508), and those of 
the Romaniot custom (mahzorim, from 1510, siddurim, later still). Prayer books for the communities of southern France were not 
printed until the 18th century (Mahzor Avignon 1765–66, Carpentras 1739–62), while the Tikhlal of the Yemenite Jews was 
published only at the end of the 19th century (Jerusalem, 1894–98). Certain categories of prayers such as selihot and kinot for the 
Ninth of Av were printed long ago in special editions (e.g., selihot according to the German custom, Soncino 1496; kinot for the 
Ninth of Av according to the Polish custom, Cracow 1584), although in the main they were also incorporated in the mahzorim.

Types of Prayer Books
In the course of time the following types of prayer book became established among Ashkenazi Jews:

(1) Ha-Mahzor ha-Gadol in folio (also called Kol Bo), containing, according to the ancient custom, all the 
prayers of the year—weekday, Sabbath, festivals, and special days;

(2) the so-called Mahzor, which included only the festival prayers, usually a separate volume for each festival;
(3) the small siddur, containing only the regular prayers;
(4) Ha-Siddur ha-Shalem, completed by the addition of the yozerot for the special Sabbaths, the hoshanot, 

selihot for fast days, ma'arivim for the nights of the festivals, and supplemented at times by the Book of Psalms and 
ma'amarot. The Sephardi Jews, on the other hand, arrived at the following subdivision:

(1) Tefillat ha-Hodesh, comprising the prayers for weekdays, Sabbath, the New Moon, Hanukkah, and Purim;
(2) Mo'adim, consisting of the prayers for the three pilgrim festivals;
(3) Rosh Ha-Shanah, for the New Year;
(4) Kippur for the Day of Atonement;
(5) Ta'aniyyot, which also included the Ninth of Av and its kinot. Only the Jews of Italy and Yemen maintained 

the original form of the Mahzor ha-Shanah, which contained all the prayers in cyclical order; small siddurim were, 
however, also published by them.

Textual Editions
As to the text of the regular prayers, the siddur of the Sephardi Jews was edited in the 16th century in accordance with the 

"intentions" (kavvanah) of Isaac Luria; as a result hardly any pre-Lurianic prayer books are extant. In many editions they made the 
divine names conform with the Lurianic "intentions" by a different pointing or by interlacing the ineffable name with various
forms of the word Adonai. The text of the Ashkenazi siddur occupied several scholars, particularly in the 17th to 19th centuries, 
who published the prayer book in new editions or wrote books in which they justified substantiation or amendment of the text:
Nahman Lieballer (Dyhrenfurth, 1690); Azriel and his son, Elijah of Vilna (Derekh Si'ah ha-Sadeh, Frankfort on the Main, 1704); 
Solomon Zalman Katz Hanau (Kunteres Sha'arei Tefillah and the ed. Beit Tefillah, Jesnitz, 1725); Jacob Emden (Yavez; Lu'ah
Eresh, an appendix to his prayer book, Altona, 1769); Mordecai Duesseldorf (Kunteres Hassagot al Siddur Sha'arei Tefillah, 
published after his death, at Prague in 1784); Isaac Satanow (Va-Ye'etar Yizhak, Berlin 1785, who polemicizes with all his 
predecessors); Judah Leib Ben Ze'ev (Tikkunei ha-Tefillah, published after his death with the edition Tefillah Zakkah, Vienna, 
1816); Wolf Heidenheim (Siddur Safah Berurah with notes at several points, Roedelheim, 1806). In the course of time 
Heidenheim's text was accepted as a sort of standard text. All disputes about the text, however, turn on such grammatical niceties 
as the insertion of a dagesh or meteg and matters of pointing, and only very rarely on establishing the text. In the case of 
Heidenheim, particularly, and those following him, it should be pointed out that they preferred, to too great an extent, the language 
of the Bible to Mishnaic Hebrew.

Critical Editions
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Critical treatment of the prayer book begins with the activity of E. L. Landshuth who contributed to the Siddur Hegyon Lev
(published by Z. H. Edelmann, 1845) the commentary Mekor Berakhah, in which he consistently gathered the sources of the 
prayers and tried to establish the date of their compilation and composition. This method was continued by W. Jawitz (Mekor ha-
Berakhot, 1910), A. Berliner (Randbemerkungen zum taeglichen Gebetbuch, 2 vols., 1909–12), and S. Elbogen (Der juedische 
Gottesdienst, 1913, 19313).

Commentaries
Commentaries to the prayer book appeared in fairly large numbers, and it is impossible to mention here even an appropriate 

part of them. The old commentaries, based upon manuscript commentaries, were printed in the folio editions of mahzorim (e.g., 
Hadrat Kodesh, Venice, 1554, et al.; Ma'gelei Zedek, Venice 1588, et al.; to the mahzor of Rome, Kimha de-Avshuna, Bologna 
1540). There are commentaries with a kabbalistic approach (like that of Lipmann Muehlhausen, in Siddur Dikduk Tefillah, 
Thiengen 1560; the Sha'ar ha-Shamayim of Isaiah Horowitz, Amsterdam 1717; Beit Tefillah, with the commentary of Isaac Luria 
and Moses Zacuto to the Sephardi siddur, Amsterdam 1712, et al.; and the siddur Ha-Gra of Elijah b. Solomon, the Gaon of Vilna, 
Jerusalem 1895). Other commentaries deal more with explanations of the words and themes, such as Beit-El Sha'ar ha-Shamayim
(Altona, 1745/47) of Jacob Emden, though here too comments of an esoteric nature are intermingled; Iyyun Tefillah (1857) of 
Jacob Zevi Meklenburg: Avodat Yisrael (1868) of Isaac Seligman Baer, containing sources of the prayers, many notes on 
grammatical topics, and comparisons of the texts of different rites, as well as a short exposition of the selihot and yozerot; Ishei 
Yisrael (c. 1900) following the rite of Elijah b. Solomon, with two commentaries—Avnei Eliyahu of Elijah Landau, and Si'ah
Yizhak of Isaac Malzan; Ozar ha-Tefillot (1915, et al.) with the commentaries of A. L. Gordon and Enoch Zondel b. Joseph, to the 
sections of piyyut, too, and with a special section, "Tikkun Tefillah," on the textual variations—apparently the most complete 
prayer book; Siddur Tefillah (1912) with the commentaries "Magen ha-Elef" and "Mekor ha-Berakhot" of A. L. Frumkin (in his 
edition of the Seder Rav Amram Gaon); Avodat ha-Levavot (1922) with the commentary of Wolf Jawitz, dealing mainly with the 
dependence of the language of the prayer book upon that of the Bible; Olat Re'iyyah (1939–49), with the commentary of Abraham 
Isaac Kook; Zelota de-Avraham (1957–62), in accordance with the usage of Abraham Landau, rabbi of Czechanow (d. 1875), with 
the commentary of his grandson M. M. H. Landau, and with additional exposition by Jacob Werdiger, the latter's grandson, 
containing important studies of the sources of the prayers and of the various rites. To these should be added the commentary "Ez
Hayyim" of Yahya b. Joseph Zelah to the Yemenite Tikhlal (1894–98). The ancient connection between the text of the prayers and 
their laws was renewed in the 19th century when the Derekh ha-Hayyim (1828) of Jacob Lorberbaum of Lissa and the Nehora ha-
Shalem (1827) of Jehiel Michael of Michailishki (Vilna region), author of the Korban Aharon on the mahzor, were accepted into 
the prayer books; both have been published innumerable times. The Sephardi Jews created similar editions for the use of their
congregations, when they added to their prayer books the Kesher Godel (Leghorn, 1802) of H. J. D. Azulai, dealing with the laws 
of the prayers, and the Shelemut ha-Lev of an anonymous author.

Hasidic Siddurim
In the 18th century the Sephardi tradition with certain modifications was adopted by the hasidic communities of Poland and 

Russia. From that time on hasidic prayer books were published, i.e., Ashkenazi prayer books with the regular prayers adapted to 
the needs of the Hasidim. A careful editing of this version was executed by the founder of the Habad hasidic sect, Shneur Zalman 
of Lyady—he called this version specifically the Lurianic version (Nosah ha-Ari). It was published and disseminated in many 
editions, in part enlarged by commentaries in the form of lectures to the Hasidim (Kapust, 1816, reprinted New York, 1965, with 
full printing history).

Modern Prayer Books (English Editions)
Mention should be made of some of the better known translations of the prayer books in English. The Authorized Daily 

Prayer Book (1890) by S. Singer has been a standard for the English speaking world for many years. It went through many 
editions and by 1970 had sold nearly 500,000 copies (a revised edition was published in 1962). A companion to this prayer book 
was published by (1914) and an annotated edition by J. H. Hertz (1941) with the addition of occasional prayers. In the U.S. another 
version with notes was edited by P. Birnbaum (Daily Prayer Book (1949, and many editions)), and the High Holyday Prayerbook
(1951, and many editions). The best-known modern Sephardi prayer book and mahzor were the ones edited by David de Sola Pool. 

Reform Prayer Books
Liturgical reform began in the practical sphere, with most of the attention being given to the external aspects of worship. 

During the initial stages the aesthetics of the synagogue service occupied the minds of the early Reformers more than the doctrinal 
content of the prayer book. The major emphasis as exemplified by the efforts of Israel Jacobson, I. S. Fraenkel, and M. I. 
Bresselau, was placed on the form of worship rather than on serious grappling with theological issues. In 1810 Jacobson, a 
financier and philanthropist, provided a simplified, decorous service for boarding-school children in Seesen, and in 1815, opened a 
synagogue in Berlin in which he installed an organ and instituted the confirmation ceremony (see Bar Mitzvah), while the editorial 
labors of Fraenkel and Bresselau created the Hamburg Gebetbuch (Sefer ha-Avodah, Ordnung der oeffentilichen Andacht, first ed. 
1819). However, the more scholarly contributions of Wolf Heidenheim's "Mendelssohn des Gebetbuches" (Elbogen) were not 
ignored by the early Reformers. The closing pages of the Hamburg volume contain learned notes citing dissenting views in older 
sources that might lend support to Reform. Yet the emphases of the first Reformers were practical, and it was not until later that 
the burgeoning Wissenschaft des Judentums, as well as recent developments in Jewish theology, left their influence on the 
reformulated siddur. While the German Reform Rabbinical Conferences (1844–46) were in session, lending shape and direction to 
the amorphous variety of liturgical changes then in the making, the founders of the Berlin Reform community broke company and
began to devise its own radical, predominantly German rite which limited the Hebrew to a few selected biblical verses. When the 
congregation secured Samuel Holdheim as its spiritual leader, he was authorized to revamp its liturgical manuals. While keeping 
much of their dissentient character, Holdheim brought classical and traditional forms and recent liturgical research into greater 
play, thus moderating the excesses of the Reform community's ritual. D. W. Marks, a remarkably well-versed layman, edited Seder 
ha-Tefillot—Forms of Prayer, published in 1841–43. A spiritual offspring of the Hamburg Gebetbuch, the prayer book was used in 
the West London Synagogue of British Jews of which Marks was the spiritual leader. Although in the introduction the editor 
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admits his debt to the scholarship of Zunz, Rapoport, and others, in actuality, he relied very little upon the content of their works. 
Rather Marks derived from these learned men the encouragement and inspiration for his own original endeavors. Unlike its 
continental counterparts, Forms of Prayer evinces an almost Karaitic scriptural fundamentalism. Marks imitates his Hamburg 
predecessors, however, in some choices of Hebrew prayers to be read in the vernacular, in shunning repetitions, in the offhand 
treatment of the haftarah, in slight abbreviations of the standard text, and in the partiality toward Sephardi piyyutim. Apart from 
occasional pseudo-Karaizing, Forms of Prayers may be said to stand in the Orthodox tradition. Only infrequently did Marks 
contribute original Hebrew compositions. These works were often written in a felicitous classical style, as in his unique Birkat ha-
Mo'adim which replaces the festival additional service. The prayer books of the aforementioned Reform community were probably 
the first to pay particular attention to the theological principles underlying the prayer text and to make emendations accordingly. In 
line with his evolutionary view of Judaism, Abraham Geiger was the first consistently to introduce Reform principles into the body 
of the traditional Hebrew text. Historical consciousness and theological integrity are the hallmarks of Geiger's liturgical works (the 
first edition of his prayer book was published in 1854) that became the major characteristics of the moderate Reform (Liberal) 
liturgy in Germany for nearly a century.

During the middle of the 19th century, German Jewish immigrants to the U.S. brought with them the liturgical reforms that 
were then emerging in Central Europe. The single formative influence to dominate all others was the Hamburg Gebetbuch. The 
principal U.S. prayer books of the day, Leo Merzbacher's Seder Tefillah—The Order of Prayer for Divine Service (1855), David 
Einhorn's Olat Tamid—Book of Prayers for Israelitish Congregations (1856), and Isaac M. Wise's Minhag Amerikah—The Daily 
Prayers for American Israelites (1857), which varied in degree of reform, revealed the tastes and talents of their authors, and 
reflected the demands of their respective congregations, nevertheless, bore the stamp of the Hamburg Gebetbuch, the parent 
Reform prayer book. Seder Tefillah, Olat Tamid, and Minhag Amerikah contain similar treatments of Ausheben (Hoza'at ha-
Torah) and have either the expanded Hamburg Mourner's Kaddish and/or an elaborate Todtenfeier (Hazkarat Neshamot) for the 
Day of Atonement, rendered almost entirely in the vernacular. (For sentiment's sake, Wise kept his German version even in his 
English translation). All of the prayer books have recourse to hymns from the Hamburg Gesangbuch. Each carries the Sephardi
hashkavah, usually replacing El Male Rahamim of Ashkenazi tradition, and all delete Kol Nidrei in favor of Leopold Stein's O Tag 
des Herrn ("O Day of God") or some other appropriate substitute. Piyyutim of Spanish-Portuguese origin take precedence over the 
more recondite and allusive Ashkenazi piyyutim. Influenced by a process already begun in the Hamburg rite, Einhorn progressed 
further than his German-American counterparts by making his ritual bilingual, although German predominated, especially in the 
new, protracted pieces recited by the rabbi in oratorical style. Merzbacher pared his Hebrew service to mishnaic simplicity and 
occasionally recast phrases or whole sections in unexceptionable Hebrew, saving the vernacular for extra-liturgical, non-statutory 
prayers and hymns. Both Merzbacher and Einhorn dropped the Musaf, the former, however, reserving it for the day-long worship 
on the Day of Atonement. Wise, however, kept the order intact, concentrating chiefly on revising the text in accordance with 
Reform doctrine. (On rare occasions he permits himself such liberties as replacing the Pesukei de-Zimra on the festivals with the 
Hallel psalms and creating an unusual private service for yahrzeit.) All of these rites were incorporated in the most important 
Reform work of the following century, The Union Prayer Book for Jewish Worship—Seder Tefilot Yisrael (first ed. 1894–95). Of 
particular importance in the compilation of The Union Prayer Book were the transitional works of Adolph Huebsch (e.g., his 
prayer book for Congregation Ahawath Chesed (1889) in New York, translated by A. Kohut) and Isaac S. Moses. Huebsch 
combined Holdheim's work with Wise's Minhag Amerikah; while Moses combined Seder Tefillah, Olat Tamid, and later, 
Huebsch's synthesis as well. The end of the 19th century witnessed the writing of many new vernacular compositions. Some from
predominantly English formularies, beginning with Joseph Krauskopf's The Service Ritual (1888) and The Service Manual (1892), 
Gustav Gottheil's Morning Prayer (1889), and Kaufmann Kohler's Sabbath Eve Service (1891), found their way into the Union 
Prayer Book. After much weighing and harmonizing of texts, the result was an abbreviated and simplified liturgy with both 
languages kept in balance, interspersed with prayers and responses in the language of the country. The Union Prayer Book
represents the cumulative efforts of the American Reform movement to achieve a uniform rite that would meet the needs of 
diverse congregations throughout the nation. The remarkable durability of the prayer book in its various editions testifies to the 
success of those efforts. Each edition mirrors changes in theological views and reflects the vicissitudes of the Jewish community 
both in the U.S. and abroad. The second edition (1922), for example, shows an increased interest in ceremonial life which hitherto 
had been substantially eliminated. Neither Merzbacher's volume nor Einhorn's contains the ritual berakhot for the blowing of the 
shofar or the kindling of the Hanukkah candles, whereas the second edition of the Union Prayer Book readmits them. The greater 
quality of the Hebrew in the revised 1940 edition attests to a heightened ethnic consciousness. Jewish group solidarity is expressed 
by the inclusion of Hebrew prayers from all eras and places, which enhance the diminished rabbinic stammgebete (regular 
prayers). This last edition is distinguished by variety and richness.

OUTSIDE U.S. IN 20TH CENTURY
Reform in the U.S. was generally dependent upon Central European prototypes for doctrinal reformulations until the early 

20th century, when American Reformers took the lead in liturgical renewal. Two cases in point, Caesar Seligmann's Israelitisches 
Gebetbuch (1910) and the French Union LibMrale IsraMlite's Tefillot Kol ha-Shanah—Rituel des PriIres JournaliIres (1925), 
which take considerable liberties with the historical text and the directions for the performance of the ritual, were inspired by 
American models. While there is no slavish imitation—distinctively European requirements having been given attention—the 
desire to forestall monotony during the service by introducing variety and meaningful alternation of languages was substantially 
derived from the U.S. The Liberal Jewish Prayer Book (1923–26) by Israel I. Mattuck, former U.S. Reform rabbi and a founder of 
English Liberal Judaism, displays unique and wide-ranging literariness. (The same disposition toward variety is maintained in 
Avodat ha-Lev—Service of the Heart (1967).) Largely influenced by the Union Prayer Book, the emended West London 
Synagogue's Seder ha-Tefillot—Forms of Prayer (1931) exhibits renewed appreciation for both traditional rabbinic arrangement 
and religious liberalism in being shorn of its eccentric and ostensibly fundamentalist character. This is seen in the selection of 
benedictions for the weekday Amidah, in the choice of the Aleinu text, and in the reinstitution of berakhot for rabbinic ordinances. 
The Einheitsgebetbuch (edited by C. Seligmann, I. Elbogen, and H. Vogelstein, 1929) deserves special mention not only because it 
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appropriated a variety of texts from the Union Prayer Book, but, more significantly, because it succeeded in achieving unity 
among the Liberal congregations of Germany before World War II. This major accomplishment serves as a becoming Memorbuch
to a decimated German Jewry.

Conservative and Reconstructionist Prayer Books
The Conservative and Reconstructionist manuals adhere to the classical outlines, although also constituting a departure from 

traditional Judaism, representing what J. J. Petuchowski calls "Reform from within." Mahzor le-Shalosh Regalim—The Festival 
Prayer Book (United Synagogue of America, 1927), a Conservative publication, is closer to the enlightened Orthodoxy of 
Hermann Adler and Joseph H. Hertz, former chief rabbis of Great Britain, than to any publication of the moderate Reform or 
proto-Conservative movement such as Benjamin Szold's and Marcus Jastrow's Avodat Yisrael—Israelitish Prayer Book (first ed. 
1865), or Aaron Wise's Shalhevet Yah—The Temple Service (1891). A reason for this may lie in the Conservative movement's 
loyalty to Solomon Schechter's motto "catholic Israel." Dependence upon the official British books can be seen in the use of the 
festival piyyutim and of the introductory memorial prayer at Hazkarat Neshamot. This anglophile penchant gave way 
approximately 20 years later to a more independent Seder Tefillot Yisrael le-Shabbat u-le-Shalosh Regalim—Sabbath and Festival 
Prayer Book (Rabbinical Assembly of America and United Synagogue of America, 1946), wherein a minimum of textual reforms 
are permitted as in some of the preliminary benedictions of the morning service and in the middle benediction of the additional 
service where sham na'aseh ve-nakriv is altered to sham asu ve-hikrivu. With unity of Conservative congregations their overriding 
aim, the editors were determined not to add unnecessarily to the plethora of variations on controverted texts. Among the more 
innovative features of the Sabbath and Festival Prayer Book are the supplementary readings and explanatory notes at the end of 
the volume. The most far-reaching of the Conservative liturgical publications in hard-cover is the Siddur li-Ymot ha-Hol—
Weekday Prayer Book (1961). The editors introduce significant changes in wording to bring the prayers into closer harmony with 
the consensus of Conservative belief. Apart from obvious Zionist sentiment, the rewritten Musaf for the festivals and for Rosh 
Hodesh reads materially as a 19th-century German Liberal reconstruction. The Reconstructionist siddurim (Seder Tefillot le-
Shabbat—Sabbath Prayer Book, 1945; Mahzor le-Yamim Nora'im—High Holy Day Prayer Book, 1948; Festival Prayer Book, 
1958; and Seder Tefillot li-Ymot ha-Hol—Daily Prayer Book, 1963) also make extensive use of supplementary readings. 
Reconstructionist tenets, such as the denial of the idea of the Chosen People, and the diminution or deletion of supernatural and
anthropomorphic references, set them apart from the Conservative prayer books.

Prayers for Contemporary Events
It has taken time for the events of World War II, the Holocaust, and the rebirth of the State of Israel to be fully comprehended 

and treated in adequate liturgical form, but none of the official prayer books of American Jewry alludes to any of these momentous 
happenings except the Reconstructionist Daily Prayer Book, and the Conservative Siddur li-Ymot ha-Hol—Weekday Prayer Book
(1961), which includes a newly composed Al ha-Nissim for Israel Independence Day. That these events have not been forgotten is 
proven by the fact that individual congregations and communities mark these occasions by circulating mimeographed prayers, 
privately or locally printed. Because Europe was the battleground, the remnant of Progressive Jewish communities in Europe have 
already responded to this chain of circumstances. Virtually all of the latest European Liberal and Reform prayer books include at 
least an entreaty on behalf of the State of Israel. Within the last two decades, as the shock of the Holocaust has been absorbed and 
its implications assimilated, a number of new prayer books have been compiled both in Europe and in Israel that give proper 
weight to the twin experiences touching world Jewry. The majority of these prayer books show an awareness of the scope of 
tradition and clearly enunciate principles of 20th-century Reform (e.g., Zionism is obviously no longer the taboo it once was). A 
modern and uniform liturgy is beginning to emerge in which the mishnaic nucleus of the Stammgebete is preserved and the Musaf
dismissed. Differences consist mainly in wording, in selections from the opening sections of the prayer book, i.e., Birkhot ha-
Shahar and Pesukei de-Zimra, and in the length of individual prayers. Variety is emphasized even within this simplified and 
relatively fixed framework. Novel and unexpected developments have been taking place in the U.S., including experimentation 
with jazz, rock, and multi-media in the performance of the liturgy. 

There have been many innovations by the Rabbinate in Israel with regard to certain events. The most extensive of these new 
prayers concerns Israel Independence Day (see Prayers for Independence Day). In addition the Israel rabbinate has composed 
special prayers for Holocaust Remembrance day (Nisan 27) and for the day of general yahrzeit for victims of the Holocaust (Tevet
10). They have also produced special El Male Rahamim prayers for victims of the Holocaust and for those who fell in the defense 
of the State of Israel, and special prayers on behalf of Soviet and Arab Jewry. The Israel Army Rabbinate composed a special 
Tefillat ha-Derekh for paratroopers (written by the Chief Chaplain Rabbi Shelomo Goren). After the Six-Day War the religious 
kibbutz movement Ha-Kibbutz ha-Dati issued a new version of the nahem prayer (which mourns the destruction of Jerusalem) 
recited on the Ninth of Av, emphasizing the opportunity to rebuild Jerusalem. 


