
5779 – Leviticus 12-13 – Tazriá (When she gives birth)  
 
 
12:1The LORD said to Moses, 2"Say to the Israelites: 'A woman who be-
comes pregnant and gives birth to a son will be ceremonially unclean 
for seven days, just as she is unclean during her monthly period. 3On 
the eighth day the boy is to be circumcised. 4Then the woman must wait 
thirty-three days to be purified from her bleeding. She must not touch 
anything sacred or go to the sanctuary until the days of her purification 
are over. 5If she gives birth to a daughter, for two weeks the woman will 
be unclean, as during her period. Then she must wait sixty-six days to 
be purified from her bleeding. 

6"'When the days of her purification for a son or daughter are over, 
she is to bring to the priest at the entrance to the tent of meeting a year-
old lamb for a burnt offering and a young pigeon or a dove for a sin of-
fering. 7He shall offer them before the LORD to make atonement for her, 
and then she will be ceremonially clean from her flow of blood. "'These 
are the regulations for the woman who gives birth to a boy or a girl. 8But 
if she cannot afford a lamb, she is to bring two doves or two young pi-
geons, one for a burnt offering and the other for a sin offering. In this 
way the priest will make atonement for her, and she will be clean.'" 
 
1. 2"'A woman who … gives birth to a son will be ceremonially unclean 

for seven days, just as she is unclean during her monthly period.  
a. “After the previous chapter’s discussion of how food entering our 

bodies can make us ritually impure, the Torah now discusses 
how that which comes out of bodies can do the same. 

Perhaps no concept in the Torah is less accessible to the mod-
ern reader than the notion of tum-ah, generally translated “un-
cleanness” (although it has no connection to one’s physical 
sanitary condition) or “ritual impurity.”  
1) Unfortunately, the NIV often translates the words for “unclean” 

(ta-mei) and “abomination” or “offensive” (pi-gul) in the same 
way—as “impure.”    
a) Leviticus 19:5-8 

7If any of it is eaten on the third day, it is impure and will 
not be accepted. 8Whoever eats it will be held responsible 
because they have desecrated what is holy to the LORD; 
they must be cut off from their people.  
CJB—it will have become a disgusting thing and will not be 

accepted;  
JPS—it is a vile thing; it shall not be accepted.  
KJV—it is abominable; it shall not be accepted.  
NAS—it is an offense; it will not be accepted. 

 
Tum-ah has unmistakable negative connotations. It is defined by 
what one may not do, and the Torah tells us how to be relieved of 
it. It need not, however, imply wrongdoing on the part of the af-
fected person. ([Although] … the Torah … calls for a purification 
offering to be part of its prescribed process of reintegration) …  
Proof that tum-ah is not a totally negative condition can be 
found … in its association with such religiously affirmed activi-
ties as childbirth and caring for the dead …”1  
1) Animals and foods were considered clean or unclean by their na-

ture. Persons and objects could become ritually unclean. Personal 
uncleanness could be incurred through birth, menstruation, bodi-
ly emissions, "leprosy," (unlawful) sexual relations and misdeeds 
and contact with death. Priests and Levites were especially con-
cerned with the issues of cleanness and uncleanness.   
The greatest uncleanness was idolatry which defiled the temple 
and the land. The prophets, in denouncing moral uncleanness, 
used ritual uncleanness as a metaphor for the wickedness which 
only God can cleanse.    
Most of the ordinances dealing with ritual uncleanness appear 
in Lev 11-15; ; chapter 11 deals with clean and unclean animals, 
chapter 12 with birth, chapters 13-14 with "leprosy," and chap-
ter 15 with emissions and menstruation (TWOT). 

 
2. “After the birth of a child, the mother brought a burnt-offering and a 

sin-offering at the Sanctuary, and thereby became ritually clean. Many 
non-Jewish commentators connect the regulation with the doom 
pronounced on Eve (Gen. III.16). Life and death are in this way asso-
ciated with the idea of the first sin in the Garden of Eden. Mother-
hood would thus in itself be a sinful thing, and its occurrence re-
quire(s) purification and atonement. Such a thought, however, is ut-
terly foreign to the general teaching of Scripture. ‘Be fruitful and 
multiply, and replenish the earth’ (Gen. I, 28), is the first command 
in the Torah; and childlessness was regarded as the worst calamity. 

The more acceptable view is that the Law deals solely with the 
physical secretions attendant on child-birth. The mother becomes un-
clean through conditions (associated with giving birth), but not with 
the child. If impurity were associated with childbirth as a fact in na-
ture, the child, who is the cause of the mother’s defilement, would 
itself have been unclean.”2  
a. Childbirth, like menstruation, rendered the mother “unclean” (v. 2).  
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1) Menstruation is normal vaginal bleeding that occurs as part of a 
woman's monthly cycle. Every month, a woman’s body pre-
pares for pregnancy. If no pregnancy occurs, the uterus, or 
womb, sheds its lining. The menstrual blood is partly blood 
and partly tissue from inside the uterus. It passes out of the 
body through the vagina.  

2) If a pregnancy does occur, the “lining” provides the nutrient-rich 
environment that nourishes the newly-conceived life—it is 
“shed” with the baby when the baby is born.  

b. The period was seven days for a boy—twice that for a girl (vv. 2,5).  
c. After the first seven days, the ritual bath of purification was taken.  
d. For the remaining thirty-three days the woman was only unclean as 

regards the sanctuary. 
 
3. There may be more than one reason for such a law as this.  

a. It would put the mother in sufficient isolation to assist in bringing 
her back to normal health.  
1) Since she was “unclean,” she could not do the cooking or keep house. 

 

b. It is possible that it also helped to prevent the spread of childbed 
fever, which in former days took so many lives.  
1) If the mother was unclean, presumably any midwife would have 

to wash in water and be unclean until the evening, which might 
help prevent the direct transmission of this disease. 

 
12:3On the eighth day the boy is to be circumcised. 
 
1. This proves that the purification of the mother was solely from her 

physical condition—the circumcision was not a means of purifying 
the child.3  
a. If circumcision did purify the child, we would expect there to be a 

ceremony for the “purifying” of a female child as well.  
b. The Rabbis deduced from the words “the eighth day” that the rite 

must be performed on that day (even if it falls on a Sabbath), and 
during the daytime—not at night. 

 
2. Circumcision distinguished Abraham’s descendants from all others.  

a. Genesis 17:9-14  
b. Some scholars have questioned the force of distinction because cir-

cumcision was widely practiced in antiquity even as it is today 
among the Arabs and in some African tribes.  
1) Egyptian pictures of surgeons performing the operation show 

that the subject was a grown young man. 
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2) Arabic and African circumcision are also puberty circumcisions 

associated with entering adulthood—and sometimes associated 
with lewdness and immorality.  

3) Infant circumcision in antiquity was peculiar to Israel. 
 
3. That circumcision also has spiritual implications is clear from such 

verses as:  
a. Deuteronomy 10:16; b. Deuteronomy 30:6 (cf. Jer 4:4)  
c. Romans 2:29 

 
4. But, it is NOT just “spiritual”—it has a physical component as well.   

a. Exodus 4:20-26; b. Joshua 5:2-12; c. Romans 4:9-12 (cf., Gen. 15:6)  
d. Acts 16:3; e. Galatians 5:2-5  
f. Philippians. 3:3-9  

1) ... these Judaizers were not Jews by birth but fanatical Gentile 
proselytes preoccupied with physical circumcision, in which 
they took inordinate pride, regarding it as the necessary means 
of initiation into the people of God. Against this hypothesis is 
raised the objection that Sha’ul would not list all his Jewish cre-
dentials (vv. 5-6) if the Judaizers had none themselves; hence 
the Judaizers must have been born Jews ... In effect, he asks, 
“Are they Jews? If so, they are Jews only by conversion, while I 
am ‘an Israelite by birth’ (v.5), which is a more telling claim” ... 

Mutilated ... circumcised ... Sha’ul is saying that circumcision 
does not provide the Judaizers with any spiritual advantage but 
results in their spiritual mutilation.4  

2) “Dogs” denotes the wild, vicious, homeless animals that roamed 
the streets and attacked passerby. Used figuratively, it was al-
ways a term of reproach (cf., Deut. 23:18; 1Sam. 17:43; 24:14; 
Prov. 26:11; Isa. 56:10-11). Yeshua used it in reference to oppo-
nents of God’s truth (Mt. 7:6).5  

3) The use of the noun kuôn, “dog” (v. 2) is the disparaging sense in 
which it appears throughout the NT must be distinguished from 
kynarion, the diminutive form, which denoted the “house dog” 
as distinct from the “yard dog” or the “dog of the streets.” Ye-
shua referred to the kynarion, or house dog, in his discourse 
with the Gentile woman (Mt. 15:26-27; Mk. 7:27-28).6  
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4) Paul’s use of katatomê ... “concision,“ i.e., “mutilators of the flesh” 
(v. 2)  is a play on peritomê, “circumcision” in v. 3. The noun does 
not occur elsewhere in the Scriptures but the corresponding verb 
appears in the LXX to denote the pagan practice of cutting the 
flesh for religious purposes (Lev. 21:5; 1Ki. 18:28; Isa. 15:2).7  

g. Colossians 2:11 
 

5. Summary  
a. Circumcision was given to Abraham after his call and justification (Gen. 

15:6)—it was an outward sign of an internal relationship with God.  
b. The eighth day is the number of new beginnings (cf., Jn. 3:1-21).  
c. It does not guarantee blessing—rather, it confers responsibility (cf., 

Deut. 30:1-20).  
d. God desires heart service, not lip service—a circumcised heart, not 

just a circumcised foreskin (cf., Jer. 4:1-4; 9:26; Rom. 2:25-29). 
 

6. Other Observations  
a. The Father is responsible for the Brit. He should hand a knife to the 

Mohel indicating that the Mohel is acting as his "agent."  
b. An infant who is weak, sick or premature should not be circumcised 

until healthy.  
c. It takes precedence over the Sabbath, a High Holy Day or Festival.  
d. Boys are named during the Brit ceremony.  

a) Traditionally, girls are named in the synagogue on the first Sab-
bath after birth.  

b) In the twelfth century, Rabbi Yehuda He-chasid, the prominent 
German mystic, ruled that one should not name children after 
living relatives. Ashkenazim, for the most part, abide by this 
rule; Sephardim generally do not.8  

e. Some teachers have suggested ... that it is appropriate for the sign 
of Israel’s loyalty throughout all generations to be on the organ 
by means of which future generation are created.9 

 
7. Circumcising the male child did not reduce the attendant unclean-

ness of the mother.  
a. There is no difference made in the temple ritual between the 

birth of a boy or a girl.  
b. The baby was not ceremonially unclean—even though he “was sinful 

at birth” (Psa 51:5).  
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1) Genesis 8:21; 2) Psalm 51:5; 3) Psalm 58:3; 4) Proverbs 22:15 
5) Ezekiel 18:20 

 
12:4Then the woman must wait thirty-three days to be purified from her 
bleeding. She must not touch anything sacred or go to the sanctuary un-
til the days of her purification are over. 
 
1. There was a further period of semi-isolation during which a newly de-

livered mother could not yet make the journey to the sanctuary for 
her offering.  
a. Travel in ancient days was more strenuous than now.  
b. It was a physical blessing for a mother to wait for about a month.  
c. It was a natural and wise provision for a mother to have time at 

home with her baby until the child was stronger and her milk es-
tablished. 

 
12:5If she gives birth to a daughter, for two weeks the woman will be un-
clean, as during her period. Then she must wait sixty-six days to be puri-
fied from her bleeding. 
 
1. There is no satisfactory explanation why the period is doubled when 

a female child is born.  
a. It cannot be because a female was regarded as more defiling than 

a male because there is no difference made in the temple ritual 
between the birth of a boy or a girl.  
1) The only difference is in the periods of uncleanness and se-

clusion. 
 

b. It may be symbolic of the uncleanness that the daughter would 
eventually suffer in her turn. 

 

c. There may have been good reasons in that culture why the journey 
to the temple was delayed for a girl.  
1) Girls are usually smaller at birth that boys.  
2) More girls are born than boys—but even now the mortality rate 

is greater for girls so that the sexes are soon numerically even.  
3) To allow a longer time to let a baby girl grow and get established 

would be a good thing. 
 

d. There may have been other cultural influences.  
1) In many countries girls are less desirable than boys.  
2) Thoughtless husbands might have taken better care of baby boys 

and their mothers.  
3) A longer time at home might have been a positive help for a 

mother with a baby girl. 
 



12:6"'When the days of her purification for a son or daughter are over, she 
is to bring to the priest at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting a year-old 
lamb for a burnt offering and a young pigeon or a dove for a sin offering. 
 
1. The whole burnt-offering was entirely consumed and went up in the 

flame of the altar to God expressing the ascent of the soul in worship.  
a. The offeror imposed his hands on the head of the animal.  
b. Then it was slaughtered and flayed.  
c. The priest washed the pieces and arranged them on the altar.  
d. The fire devoured them—and they went up in the flame. 

 
2. The sin-offering was brought to the Tent of Meeting.  

a. The offeror imposed his hands on the head of the animal.  
b. It was slaughtered by the offeror.  
c. The priest took some of the blood and put it on the horns of the al-

tar of burnt-offering—the rest of the blood he poured out at the 
base of it, to cover over the sin, or cleanse the altar from the sin 
defiling it.  

d. All the fat pieces were burned on the altar.  
e. The rest of the flesh was eaten by priests in the court of the Holy 

Place. 
 

12:7He shall offer them before the LORD to make atonement for her, and 
then she will be ceremonially clean from her flow of blood. "'These are 
the regulations for the woman who gives birth to a boy or a girl. 
 
1. What “sin” required the offering of a sin offering?  

a. God blessed them and said to them, “Be fruitful and increase in 
number; fill the earth ... ” (Gen. 1:28). 

 
2. < a F ; j ; —”miss (a goal or way), go wrong, sin” 

 
a. Miss something, i.e., the way or the goal; to endanger.  
b. Sin—to miss the goal or path of right and duty.  
c. Sin is universal:  

1) 1Kings 8:46; 2) Ecclesiastes 7:20; 3) Romans 3:23 
4) Romans 5:12; 5) 1John 1:10 

 
3. The priest offered the sacrifice on her behalf. 
 
4. Ancient man seldom distinguished between “sin” and “impurity.”   

a. “According to R’ Shimon ben Yochai in the Talmud, the accompany-

ing sin-offering is brought because the pangs of childbirth may 

have caused the mother to have a wicked thought or to blaspheme 

(Niddah 31b). However, R’ Yosef in the same source rejects this ex-

planation. Abarbanel explains that every person undergoing an or-

deal feels the need to atone for the sins that he or she might have 

committed, even unconsciously, prior to the ordeal—for  אין יּסּורין
 there is no suffering without sin ,(ein yi-surin b’lo avon) ּבלא עֹון

(Shabbat 55a).”10  
1) Genesis 3:16  

b. In man’s relation to God, all sinfulness produced impurity.  
c. All impurity, however contracted, could lead to sinfulness if not 

attended to—and failure to deal properly with impurity compro-
mised one’s relationship with God.  

d. The point—the requirement to present a sin offering does not neces-
sarily presume any offense on the part of the person so obligated.  
1) This offering was often needed solely to remove impurity.  
2) Childbirth was not sinful—it involved no violation of law—yet 

a sin offering was required.  
e. The same rites here are required in purification after certain dis-

eases and for the Nazarite.  
1) The sin offering—in removing the impurity, restored the per-

son the right of access to the sanctuary—and the burnt offer-
ing that followed immediately upon it symbolized this renewed 
acceptability. 

 
12:8If she cannot afford a lamb, she is to bring two doves or two young 
pigeons, one for a burnt offering and the other for a sin offering. In this 
way the priest will make atonement for her, and she will be clean.'" 

 
1. “Quoting from the Talmud (Zevachim [Sacrifices] 89b), Rashi notes that 

although the (burnt)-offering is mentioned first in the text, the sin-
offering is actually brought first. Thus, whereas atonement for sin is 
necessary in practice before the ascent to God signified by the (burnt)-
offering, that ascent remains the essential goal and is therefore 
mentioned first.”11 
 

2. Luke 2:22-24  
a. Luke, by combining the performance of these OT obligations into 

a single narrative, shows how (Yeshua) was reared in conformity 
with them.  

b. The offering of birds instead of a lamb shows that he was born into 
a poor family (cf., Lev. 12:8). 
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Leviticus 13 – Laws regarding Leprosy  
The Torah teaches us that if someone sees white spots and thinks that 
they have Tzora’at (leprosy), they do not examine it themselves, but they 
must go to the Kohain (not a doctor) who looks at them to determine if  
they constitute Tzora’at.  
1. The reason given in the Talmud is because the person does not  

see his own faults.  
a. A person is not able to be an objective judge of his own character.  
b. He might look in the mirror and see only perfection, carefully 

avoiding any blemishes obvious to others.  
c. Therefore he might consider a few white spots insignificant, while 

the Kohain however, sees clearly that they are signs of Tzora’at 
 


