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PREFACE

This research is as a vesult of my previous paper based on some theological and
hermeneutical problems in the Kiliuyu Bible translation with special reference to sin in the OT
at 5t Paul's United Theological College, Limury, Kenya, This rescarch which was umdertaken as
partial fulfilment of a Bachelor of Divinity Degree was under the supervision of the Rev Johan

Beks, Hebrew and OT tutor and Deax of Studies.

In this study, I realised that my efforts to have u clear understanding of this subject
were curiailed by the lack of a deeper knowledge on the area of taboo, which to my surprise

dominated the Xikuyu life as awliole,

Again, nyy life as a Bible translator, after college, pushed my desire to do research on
taboo even further, after encountering a number of Hebrew terms that fumctiorn: to mark off an
vntouchable zone or objects or iinpose restrictions in relation to sancta. This research is an
atterapt to bridge the two enltines, the OT and the Xkuyy, from the point of view of taboo,

through the Bible travslation.

1 shall begin by defining anthropologically the idea of tabioo, ie considering different
culitres from Che standpoint of Polynesia. The OT terminoclogies thai connote raboo in certain
contexts have talcen the major part of this research and have been thoroughly examined.
These terms jnclnde, Y20, G=TR. g YR w and Y Ul . Omce this is done,
and T am now confident that these words exist n the OT, an attempt has been made to subject
o scrutiny the transladonal problems these ebrew words create lor the Xikuyuw Bible
granslators, This has been achieved through a careful study of the Kiluyu words expressing
the idea of a tahoo, namely mugire, thahy, magigi and ng'uld. Fuorthermore, following Walter

Houston's advice, and given the elasticity of the terma talwoo, 1 have endeavoured to make more




precise distinetons 1ot ondy betweaen the varicus terms treated, but in relatlorito . ¥ W .
Thus, { have d:isﬁnguished between, on the one hand, the ritnal tncleanness generated by
natural process (e, childbivtls) or social responsibilities (hurial of the dead), which areates a
vestriction in relation to the cult, but is purifiable, and, on the other, the infringement of

prohibitions, which is deseribed as ' making yourselves unclean' in the rhetovic of the Holiness

Stratom (Lev 11:43£f 18:24£f) and whichis pundshablebutnot purifiable.

Such a comparison has vot beent doue in isolation. Inevitably, different Bible versions
ha to be consulted for further illunidnation on the difficuliies involved in this kind of J
translation and also in assisting us to reach the best Kikuyu rendering of the sister Helwew

words,
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INTRODUCTION

“You are to distingiish between the holy and the compon, and between the unclean

aud the clean,'

Man, from time bmotemorial, has throughout lived in a world torn between ¢hoices,
lean and unclean, s desire has always been to strive for the “clean’. Rut has this goal been

ensily achieved, if ever?

Opinion. varies Trom society tn society as to what showld be considered ¢lean ov
unicleant, But this probicm has even been much more compounded by the need to set the
criteria to be used In determining what olijects or acts are o be avoided beeause of their
inherent impurity, and who should impose stch prohibitions. It is common knowledge that
for these injunctions 1o be respected and honouwred they must cone fram the raouth of a chief

or a priest or a king.

Similarly, in the OT, it is the priest in the name of Yehweh who sets ritual guidelines, ie
he helps his people to malee: the distinction between the holy and the commeon and betwveen
the unclean (of Lev 10:10). Yahweh is considered to be the author of the "pure-bmpure' rules,
That means "Israel was by no means unique in the anclient world in associating restrictions
{especially) on diet specifically with the cult of their God' (Housien 1993:33). Suhsequently, for
Israel o e a special people as is reguired by God, they have no choice but to be holy just as he

is holy, something that calls for complete adherence to these regulations.

The OT sxhibits very close aftinities to other tribal societies as far as these rujes ave
concerned, both in thelr formulation and contents. While in other societies, like the

Polynesian, the term " taboo' has been used to describe these prohibitions, i certain contexts
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the OT words like ¥vdw, WP, omn, YW, ete have been applied to convey the same

idea.

The need 1o have the Hebrew Bible translated into indigenous langnages in different
parts of the world, especially for my own people, the Xikuyu of Kenya, linplies that, among
othey biblical termdinglogies, Hebrew wordds conveying ihe idea of taboo have to be translared.
But how wowld that be done, given that the Kikuyu had different names describing theiy
trnunerable taboos covering all the spheves of life? Obviously, translation of sueh words
poses almost unresolvable problems, not only for the translators in their effort to decide on

which words to use, st also for the readors who may find the franslation meaningless.

A gtudy 1o atterupt to umearth the imderlying basic translational problems at ihis time
fo e Bevory of the Kikuya Bible s quite opporiune. It is hoped. that this will shed more light
not only on the difficildiies involved, but also the seriousness with which such. Flehrew words
shonld be ireated by Bilxle tiranslators and consmttants in Kenva in general, and among the

Kikuyu in pacidcular.




CHAPTER ONE
THE NATURE OF TABOO AS AN ANTHROYPOLOGICAL CONCEPY

Inroduction

e the last quarter of the wincteenth and the first part of the twentieth centurics, the study of
taboo became the ceptre of interest, not only for theologlans but alse anthropclogists,
sociglogists and psychologists, The concept of taboo which seems to have a high degree of
religicus overtones had o be invesdgated from various angles of academic analysis:
theological, anthropological, sociological and psychological. These schiolars, with their
researching instvuments haady, had to dissect the cudtures of different tribal socleties? and
crossexarmine them caveludly, so as to determine, from the point of view of their study, the

origin and significance of taboo among these people.

Such works incuwde, among others, William R Smith (1889), The Religion of the Semites,
v which Swidth gives special attention to Jewish and MusHm taboos, and Sir James Frazer
(A1211-1915), whn devoted 2 winle vobhume in the Golden Bough 1o taboos araong the andent
peoples, Tha work of Sl and Frazer influasced poyeholopgists who felt the need to do more
researchy, this Ilime froua the standpoint of psycizology. Withebm Wiondt (1916}, the Elemenis of
Foll: Pyychology, carne up with the theory that 1aboos originaied from fear of demonic powers,

Sigmund Freud (1913) was ifiuenced by Wonds and fu his attenint to develop Wundit's idea he

1 The term ‘tribal scocisties’ has been adapted from Roger M
Kecaing (1981:3) and refers to ‘primitive peaple’'. Leesing says
that aslthough In anthropological usade the word ‘primitive’ is
intended to refar only to relalively egimple tLechnologies,
unfortunately it hasg pejorstive connotabions., Ayisi (1272) has
used the lterms ‘primitive soeciety,' - ‘'siwmple societies apd

"primitive people’ lnterchangeably.




further introduced the concept of ambivalence.? Recently, other scholarly studies on taboo
and other related subjects have been done by people like Franz Steiner (19673, Tabeo; Mary
Douglas (1970), Purity and Dangerand Jdcob Midlgrom(1981), Leviticus 1-16,

Unfortunately, Eilberg-Schwartz's (1920), the Savage in judaism, which would have been
of unguestonable relevance to our study, came into my possession tco late to rﬁpoﬁd to
satisfacrorily. Flberg-Schwartz's approach to the study of judaisin in the perspective of other
cultures is particudarly remarkable. He argues from the outset for a change of attitude towards
the savages: 'The argument of this book is contained in the title. The savage in Jjudaism
exposes and challenges the opposition between Judaism and ‘savage' religions that have
shaped the conceptualization of judaism in the discourse of modernity' {ix). Eilberg-Schiwartz,
has no-difficuliy in suggesung that the intexpreters of Judaism have something to learn from
'the discipline of anthropology or comparative jnquiry’. For example, referring to Herder Ideas
for the Philosophy of History (1980 {1782-83), 1:51-52), he says that 'Primitive religions do not
deserve the bad press they received during the Fnlightemment. Early religion was not based on
fear aor stupidity as earlier writers had suggested, but was rather a noble, grand, and poetc
reaction of the humai:l‘ to the natural world.'

But more interesting is part two of this book, entitded 'Cows, Blood and Juvenile Fruit
Trees' {113-217}. Undér this rubric, Eiiberg-Schwartz has dealt cxtensively with: animal
meraphors in the rituals and narratves of Israelite religion; menstrual blood; semsen, and
discharge - the fluid symholism of the human body; and incest, among other things. To him
these issues have metaphoric and symbeolic meanings. He argues that ‘the coocept of inetaphor
makes it possible to see the significance of animal names in the Hebrew.. Israelite thought is
satirared with megaphors drawn from domains of experience concerned with raising animals

angd growing crops' (117).

2 See RBacon (1980:208), 'Taboeo' The Encvaelopaedia America,

Cannecticut,for a complete summary of scholarly studles on taboo,
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Concerning the dietary rules he says that they ‘are a dramagizadon of the metaphors
that govern Ysraelte thought. Israel ldentifies itself with the herds and flocks by eating them
and dissodates itself from the animals thhat represent other nations by deddaving awdoals
jnedible (125). Since raclite social life according to Eilherg-Schwartz has pavallels with the
andaal kingdow, hervds and flocks, or is patteimed on anrnal behaviour, so o speak, incest
taboo shiould be iraced to the savae ovigin (Deut 27:20; Lev 18:6 of Dewt 27:23; Lev 20:1.4). On
mrewstrual Blood, seworn, and distharge, the penduduna shifts from metaphor to symholisin, e
sugaests that ‘the levitcal rules regarding bodily fluids represent a kind of palimpsest, in
which symibolisms aie superimposed on the same raw data. There are distinctdons
men/warnen, Hie/deatl, and control/lack of control{189),

Eiberg-Schwartz's work is plausible, especially his readiness to use anthropology as a
Froithd way of understanding the OT riua) bmpurity. However, the use of motapbors and
syrholism shn;xld not be overemyhasized and need not be scen as the sale approach 1o the
piroper comprehension of the OT tahoos.

In the present study I shall exanine tahoo in the OF in the Hght of Xiluyn Bible
traneladon. Inevitaldy, for us 10 enter inio the field of ransiatdon, we shall have to cover a
sfiilar grovnd as yy predecessors who dealt with this idea of taboo at length and whose work
we have guoted extensivaly. But since a detailed comparative study is beyond cur scope, It will
suffice to exanine, briefly, the meaning of the term tabod', and then compare the Polynesian
nuatlarstanding of tabveo with the Kilkuyva peopte of Kanya.

Later i this work, before we embark ont the problaws of translation, we shall, fivst of

all, consider in depth various forms of taboos In e Hebrew sariptures.

Diefletion
The wost vecent dictionary definition of taboo in the Colting Coucise Fuglish Dictionary
(1692:1 37 Dreads:

1. forbiddenor disapproved of talvoo words,

43




2. {in Polynesiaymarked off as sacred and forkddden,
3. any prohibition resniting from social or other convernitions,
4, ritaad restriction or unclesn,

5. {feaast) to plave vinder a tahoo (irom Tonga talbw)

Y thedr attempt o nsderstand the meaning of taboo and its signdficance mnong the
tibal societies, anihropologists came up with different defiinitions of this term. Vrazer
(L 8£8:15) grys tha,
iaboa (also writteny fabu aad fapnd is the noame given to a system of yeligious
proqibitions which attained its fullest development in Polynesia fyom Qawail to New
Zealand) but of which. wmder different nawes traces may be discovered in most parts of
the world. The talos’ is comumon to the different dialects of Polypesia, and is perhaps
dertved from ta "to marld, and pu, an adverd of ntensity. The compommnd word 'taboo’
(tabu) woold thus originally mean 'marked thovoughly'. lis ordinary sense is ‘sacred'. It
does not, however, imply any morval guality, bat only 'a conmexion with the gods ov

separation from ovdinary mivposes and exclusive appropriarion to peysons or things
considered sacred; sovetimes it means devoted as by avow',

A few years later, Novtheote Whitvidge (1911:337), weidng fov the same encyclopandia,
gayve Inis definttion of taboo 3z the Polynesian namne given to prohibitions enforeed by veligious
oy msagical sanctions, e further says that in Melasesin the term is farmbu, while in Malaysia
andd East Indies it is pantang, bobosso, pamali, and in North Ameriea the word for tabu is
warlean. The word tabu, he says, (s derived from 't to mark, and ‘pu’, antadverh of intensity,

Almost at this smme period, Marret, quoted by Steiner (1067:108), gave his
uaderstanding of taboo, Hesays

Tahoo i take it to be a wystic affair. To hreak a taboo s to ger in motion against oneself

mystic wondler-working power in one {orm. or suother, It may be of the wholly bad
variety.

Arcording w Borris (1874:225-27), taboo means negative mana’, where inana means

mysterious force found in things which are potentially dangerous and contain a strange nower




to do hiva harm, He also says that taboo can be treated as positive meana, where positive mana
refers to mysterions powers which can be used to secure the good and to avold or ward oif the
evil, Burris further observes that the fundamental principle from which taboo sptaps is the
fact that the thing in question is sirange, or new, abnormal, and hence dangerous.

The near coternporary of Burris was Margaret Mead, quoted by Steiner (22). Writing for
the: Fneyclonacdia of the Social Selences, she had this (o say about taboo:

tabu inay be defined as a negative sanction, a prolibition whose infringement resulis in

ann actomatic pewmalty without tnan o superbwnsn xediation. The word was

introduced in Foglish from Polynesia, and special Polynesian usages have coloured the
interpretation of e hastitgtion,

Lastly 1 have Steiver (29} whose work on this subject has influenced me tremendously
ag fox as oy vonderstanding of taboo amenyg other fvibal societies is concerned, He says that the
best account we have of taboo From. the first haif of the nineteenth century was writien by de
Freycinet, who accompanicd Kotzebue on his fivst journey (3817) and who tvansiated taboo a3
prohiie ou dofendy, and he described thz custom of taboo as an institution 2 la fois civile et
religicuye,

According to Steiuer (22), tabeo Iz concerned with 3! the social mechanisms of
alyedionce which have ritud significance; with specific and restyictive behaviouwy in danperous
situntions. Mo goes oa o say that "tahoo deadds with the sociclogy of dauger itsell foy it is also
corwerned with the protection of individuals who are in denger and wich the profection of
society Drons those emdangered ~and therefore dangerous ~persons',

Ths Hist of definitions Is not exhausgtive, but with the few examples at my disposal, T can
now pause for a wihile and sibject them to seriwiny. This appreach will enable us w have at
leasi aplivapae, i ot a fwbl understandiny, of tabicos.

A guick glancs at the raeandigs of taboo given by various scholars reveal that there are
hothagrecorents and disagreereents as to the corvect definition of taboo.

To begin with, it seems to me that all the definitions | have examined are in agreeisent




that taboo i a rivual yestoletion or prohibition whose infringement always results In ritual
apority or undemness which is consequently punishable. But there is one excepsion.
According to Colling English Dictdonary one of the definitiors of taboo is 'any prohibidon
reswlting from social or other conventions'. Admittedly, this definition does not nccessarily
have any ritoal conpotation. Fuvthermore, as we shall see later, in the bibYcal tents not every
vaboo results In vitval opuority or uncemmess, even if there appears to bie very close analogy.
'Ag:xi.n, it Is genovally tme io the biblical text that mncleanness is contracted without the
lnfringement of 2 prohibition. Houston has pointed out that in the hiblical texts and in Jewish
thought generally it is the transpression of die prohihition, or the pollution of the sanciuary
{Lev 15:530), and not the contvactiou of frapurity in itself, which resulis in punishment,
Secondly, taboo Is a concent which was vniversally practised in many tvihal socleties of the
world, bt diffevent tribes uvsed differcat terms to refer to the same concept, According to
Ayisi (1972:03), "The kinds of 1itual prohibidons which sre seen in yrost Polyoesian societies
are adso found In varions fovine of African sodetles, with & few culiural modificaticns.” Tidrdly,
wherever dmd whenever this term was 0gsed, 1T either had a religlous or soclal value, hence its
origha should be tvaced v both. For example, Avici has pofnted out that if witwal povificaidon
was not performeed on a person who hiad hecome yivaally inapure, that ‘pereon was exposed to
danger and sopething vupleasant would happex to him. The wictoy then constituted a
soclological viras.” Lastly, the ase of the word “wcleanness' in these defindtions iroplies the
contapious natuwes of die violation of twhaoo,

Neveribelens, while fead avgues that talw i3 a nepative smiction whose infelnpernet
resalis in au sutomsadc pegalty without bursan o stipertioiuzn wmediation, Stelner (28)
pevoeives the pondstiment of taboo breakas as civil, He giver an example of the islaaders of
PFolynesia where a gird got a teyvible beating for having caten on Board a ship that beloviged to
Captain Cook, To e here §s 150 conflict beiween the two forms of purishment aud ¥ consider
thew corvect, For while one forve was applcable in ove society, It was inapplicable, or parhaps

corayrtetely mloeowsn, in the other, For exaraple, among the Klayu people a vietim of taboo




sutfered from illness which attacked the person automatically, as we shall see Jater. It showld,
thevefore, be accepted that the consequences of violating a tahoo were either automatic or civil
depencing o the tribe and alse thenatmee of the tahoo thus vislated.

The otler fact which seeraz to be pemarkable, and wheve scholars seem fo be at
varance, is the dangecows and fearsome nature frow which taboeo Is said (o have sprung.
Sreimey (20, 128), among cother andhropologists and psychologists, atiribates wholesale the
source of tason Lo restwictive behaviows ha dangerous situations for', as be says, “abao deals
with the sociolegy of danger iteelf”, or, [0 tse Mary Douglas' (11-12) words, beliefs i hovribile
dinasters which overtale those who Inadvertently cross some forbidden Hne or develop some
e condition'. According 1o Mary Donglas (1)

But antbropologists who have ventured further jnto these primitive coltures find ltde

wace of fear. Fvans-Pritchard's gnudy of witcheraflt was made among ithe people who

struck e as the most happy and carefvee of the Sudan, the Axande. The feclings of

an Azaxde yoan, on finding that he has been bewitched, are not of terror, but of hearty
invlignation, as anc of vs miight feel on finding bivasell ile vict of embezzlement.

To swppoyrt this argument, she cites another exatuple of girls' dndtiation vites of the Bewmba
vihere ihe nerformars are seen in casnal, relaved atidivde. Aund so she concludes, "so primitive
refigions fear, together with the idea that it hlocks the fimctioniog of the mind, seeyns to be a
falsetrall forumderstanding theseyalpicos'.

T the lghi of this arguronent, I think it would not be rash t¢ suggest that any
generalized treatment of any cltural eonepis of other people i inhibitive, and iz Iikely to
render insipnificant the reason wadertying snch a concepy, for cuample, twboo belaviour, It is
sustifiaple, therefore; to say that ideas such as talwo conld only be uvnderstosd, or mmderstood
hest, if seen in the sodooxdtaral contexts inwhichk they opevate,

Zuesse's work (1974:482-504) oxt vhis sulyject in plavsible and convincing, and is worthy
of mentinm, o Bis article "Taboo and the Divine Order’ Zuesse begins with a negative approach
with which taboos and the reasons behind thewm have been wreated by scholars ke Hutton

Welister, Tylor, Jaraes Frazer, Levy-Rruhl and W C Willoughby {(483), He cites one exanaple, from




Websster's Taboo: A Soecidogical Study, whexe Webster says, Fear s systavnaiized in taboo ..
They xoake apyildng potesiially dangerous and so promwpt [prmaltive man} to avoidances,
whinls, in their sivplest forms, ore admost as instinctive aa those of lower anirmals' (482).
Apother shailar example of a Jerogatory description of taboo is jaken frong ‘«'Vil}m.!gh!;y:
*Afvicans who do foolish things in their teyear of taboe should be classed, not with evil-doers,
butwithcchildrenwho have been theeatensd with bugaboos (0] drey sheiek at shadows' (484),
Znegse’s approact; followlng Finle Durkhelm aond Radeliffe-Breown, iz from the opposite
divecrion. Te ko,
taboo is the strectwral bebavionr of culiure, andd all culivives are sustained by taboos
{493). To understand a tahoo, therefors, i is essential to study its full specific cultursl
context. i that context taboos are rational, or perhaps rather sapys-rational, since they

involve not merely the cognitive but also the physical, moral and spicitval levels of
expoerience (495),

In. this approach which Znesse ternas Durldneinofan school', relipious syrabols represent
ithe socializatdon and humanization of the cos , and by this fact they create a cosmos’ (485).
A similar apinion has been expressed by Adalf E. Jensen (1963:113) in his discussion about the
archaic oultivitors. Jensen has argued that archaie religion ke any otheyr veligion has produced
a great aumber of configuraiions which are priznavily forms in which knowledge' is expressed,
He has painted ont ilie significance of culiuial behaviow: of these people c.g. taboo. According
i Jensen 'the life cycle in those enltures iz paralleled by riival conmmmundmenis, taboo, and
ohservances thyooghwhich peoples try to express the world order as they see it

This approach is partictiarly important i a study lke this where differeqt forms of
taboos touching on different cultuwes are owarained, The oper-mindedness with which this
method attempis (¢ understand taboos, where the actions and sentiments of the sociefiey
concerned are given spirdholic meaviing (they are cexpressions of inner and deesp-seated
artitudes), will hminate various aspects of these phenomena leading us to constructive and
Instetictive conciusions on the criteria used to determine what behaviow: or objects were to be

considerad taboo.




The use of symbolism as the sole means by which tribal socieries’ cultures can be
understood has, however, bheen cautioned against by Hallpike (1.979:1.45). He points out that it
would be guite misleading to suppose that hacanse symbolism is particularly charvacteristic of
pre-operatory thouglht, it will therefore necessarily emerge and (lourish prolifically in all
(tribal) secieties'. Hallpike rather suggests that 'for this to happen, the intermediary agencies of
social and cosmological categories are necessary'. He maintaing that the teibal sociely’s thought
is intellectizally inaccessible to the Eurapean ethpnographer because of the innate diff'erence
between the two, Hallpike argues that since 'synibolism is inherently subrlinguistic, the
ethnographer can never be completely sure that he has properly mmderstood ihe meaniug of a
piece of symbolism, and in many cascs hre can only hope to make an educated guess'.

Following Fallpike's avgument, we have furviher evidence of the intellectual
inaccessibility of the tribal society's thought or religious precepts to the Western scholars as
shown by Jensen (196) in his examination of the ethical element in, for example, taboo. He
remarks that "If we search for the ethical coxaponent of tlie taboo, we nxust forgo compayison
with the ethical base of oar Westeyn Social order.” This handcap is cansed by the fact that the
"primitive taboos differ In principle; rational, ie purposive, wmeanings canmot usually he stated.
This explains the reason why it is not very easy o gsee the logic hehind the punishment
inflicted on people who broke certain forms of talxoo among the wibal sodeties. For example,
why was purification necessary for a person on whom Kite's chropping leli? Among the Kilkuyu
people, T a Kite, when flying over a homestead let ivs dropping {all on any person, that person
had to bhe purified, the manner of puarification depending vpon the sex of the person fnvolved'
{OC 1:21), To a Kilkuyy, a kite badonged 1o the forest, the world of the spirits (thie hodies of dead
people were taken to the forest where they were eaten by hyenas) where other wild animads
lived. The dropping of a kite falling on a person symbolized the coming rogether of the two
worlds - the world of the living aund the world of the dead, or better still, the world of people
anct the world of wild animals. Sometimes that was unpleasant and aboinbable. As we shall see

larer the Kikuoyn people did not eat the flesh of wild animals except for the antelope (the family




of shieep and goats), To view of this, any association with wild animals was taboo, For example:
If a hyena should enter a vilage or home stead and dung either in the open cleaving of
the entrance (thomie) or in any courtyard, cerenrontal purificatdon was essential (OC 1:2);
It a jackal barked in the entrance area or in the cowrtvard of a homestead a ceremaontal
purification was necessary (OC 1:7) Should a toad, frog or Mzard fall or jump into the
fire in the hearth of a hut, a purification ceremony was essential (OC L83 an owl
hoosted near & homestead, or worse still, perched on any hut or granary, purification
wag necessary (OC 1:11). K a snake was klled within the confines of a homestead, a
purification ceremony had to talke place (OC 1:12); and It was a waboo to kill a bird called
"yandndig! {(cossypha or Robin chat) within the confines of the homestead (OC 1:20).

Weedless to say, the taboo commandhitents awsong the tribal societies had deeper,
syrdsodic rucaning inaccessible to a foreigner, and as Jensen (194) says, “nothing could b more
olwvions than that according to primitive belief, the commandinents (tohoo) incorporate the
correct ethical helavicur, based on the ethical coderelaied to the idea of e divine,'

Hallpike's call for heedfulness in the emphasis of syrbalic elucidation of cultural value
systexas among the tribal socicties is suggestive of the complexitdes of this kind of study. I rake
it that it would be noorraect, even for the auperts who are convinced that a certain approact
woenld he the best I a cudinral study, te say sureka’ (Hke the traditionally known exclamation
of Archimedes when he realized during bathing that the volume of an frregidar solid could be
cedeidated by weaswclag e water displaced when it was Jpunersed). Whereas the use of
syreholiste will inevitably feature quite provdnenily, we cannot say that we have fouad i, and
ap attenapt will be made to use other knpwiedize acuired. divectly frona iy participation in
ceriainissues discussed in this paper, eg hunting.

Lasdy, in definition of taboo, the word Polynesia s imporiant. I features goile
provrdaenily as the orlgin of the word faboo. It is words our while consldering, before we
conclude this section, the Polynesian understargding of taboo, and possibly looling for
analopies jin other cultures. Perhaps by so delug we shall bave a clearer idea of taboo in the
Hebrew soelotures and amoey Ue Kikuyu shian we have atready.

The origin of e word taheo antong the Polynesian is not an instance of dispuiation

among the scholars. Steiver {31) says {fand this showld be considered true):
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~Jmach of most theories of taloa still refers to Polynesian tahoo customs oy compares
the Polynesiun type with others, Therefore we need as background a brief description
of the working of Polynesian taboo.

The word tahoo became part of the Fnglish vocabulary when Captain Cook used it 1o
describe his third Jjourney round the world in the eighteenth century. { think it is appropriate,
at this pofirt, 1o use exiracts of Cook's writings {guoted by Steiner, (22,25)] and see how he
carae in contact with the word taboo and what he understood about it among the Polynesian,

He says:
The people of Afool .. resemble those of Otaheire [Tahiti! in the slovenly state of their
religious places, and in offering vegetahles and animals to cheir pods. The taboo also
prevails in Atool, in its full extenr, and seemingly with much more vigour than even at
Tongataboe, For the people here always aslced, with great eagerness and signs of fear to
offend, whethey way particular thing, which they desived o see, or we were wunwilling te
show, was taboo, or as they prorioimced the word, tapoo?

In another place, Coaok explicitly gives the concept of taboo a purely religious memning, when

he says:

We fixed on a field of sweet potatoes adjoining to the Morai, which. was readily granted
to us; and the priests, to prevent the introsion of the natives, immediately consecrated
the place, by fixing their wands roumd the wall, by which it was enclosed. This sort of
religious interdiction they call taboo: & word we heard often repeated during our stay
amongst these istanders, and found to be of very powertul and extensive operation.,

However, it secrns Captain Cook, like anvbody else who finds himself in a new culture,
and one which. is totally different from his own, could not actually imderstand the deep-seated
principles regulating taboos and their real sigoificance among the Indigenous. This is
egpecially clear in his use of the words 'mysterious significance’, as hie describes Innman
sacrifice in Talhitl, where he savs, as guoted by Steiner (23

The solenmity itself is called Poore Eree, or Chief's Prayer; and the victim, who is

offered up, Tataa-tahoo, or consecrated man. This is the only instance where we have

heard the word taboo used at this island, where it seems (o have the same mysterious
significance as at Tonga...




Steiner in his response to the misunderstanding of These words hy Marert, who gave

them a magico-religious significance, confirms that Cook did not know the precise raeaning of

the word taboo and it was therefore a mystery to him.
So far, with the kind of background we have mow, we can proceed wd examine,

comparatively, the concept of taboo in the light of Polyniesia.

Menstruadd Flow

It is appropriate to point out at the outset that menstrual taboos, which is going to be
our first area of study, are not a partirularly Polynesian phenomenon. It is quite evident, as we
sitall see below, that the idea of uncleanness helieved to be inlierent in menstrual flow, is not
an unknown phenomenon in many cultures all over the world.

Accarding to Stelner (21), menstrual taboos among the Pohf.’nesian ramged from keeping
the woman out of sight, through details of strict hygienic avoidance, to her complete
reintegraton into daily life. Among the Marquesas a woraan had to be kept out of sight for
three days. Antong the Maori tribes the wonrn moved out freely, and also worked in the
house, only the hodily secretions being consitlered to be tahoo. For the Tuhoe tribe, e says
that the taboo applied to kopa, the ceansing material vsed by the women. Among the Wemale
of Ceram, Indonesia, shmilar taboos were abgerved. Here, a woman with menstrual flow stayed
in separate houses or 'in designated places under thie pile - dwellings; conversation with the
segregatet] women or any sort of approach is forbidden to tlic men' (Jensen, 1963:200) One
fact about Wemale mnderstonding of menstruation is very interesting. Menstruation among
these people, as says Jensen, ‘is linked to lhe moon, which the Wemale consider the
manifestation of Rabie, one of the three chiel Derna - deities.'

Pliny the Flder, quoted by Burris (1974:43), gives us an account of menstrual taboos

among the Romans. Pliny says that a woman who was menstruating was taboo, and therefore
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to sour must (grape juice), malke grain barren, kill grafts, wither vegetables, dull mirrors, and
tio alot of other harmufvl things.

Among the Xiliuyu people it was a tahoo to come in contact with human Bood in
general. But it was more serious if raenstrual blood was involved. If a man had sexual
intercourse with his wife and found later that she was menstruating, hoth he and his wife
hecame ritually unclean, Again if a woman accidentaily came in contact with menstrtal blood
of another wife, she became ritually waclean, Tt was also a taboo for a youny married man (o
have sex with agirl in her period, as says Leakey (31977:1235):

1f a young unmarried man or married man who still belonged to the warrior class slept

with a givl in the restricted form known as nguiko, and ¥ during the night the girl's

mienses started and some of her bleod contaminated him, but he did not notice this
wntil after he had left the hut in which they had spent the night, he became

contaminated with thalw (uncleanness) and had to be parified. The glrl did not become
contaminated with thaluw at all.

One thing that strilkes us most in. these few examples is the helief in the transmission. of
ritual uncleanness through menstrual blood. Ilence a womat in this state hecomnes talooistic,
as does any person who comes i contact with her blood. 1shall vy to find out later why blood
was viewed with such great horror by many tribes in the world.

Howevey, I think it is worth mentioning here that while hnnpan blood, especially
menstrual flow, was viewed as a source of uncieanness i many ribal societies, in others it was
a source of hlessing. In her work, The Blood of Kings: Dyvnasty and Ritual in Mava Art, Linda
Schele (1982} in a very detailed account informs us how ldngs and gueens had to shed their
own blootl on important ritual occasions, and this act was so significant that 'the bloodletter,
often a stingray spine, was iigell deified’ (3), The victims of war, captured by the Maya people,

became 'the state sacrifice victims, whose blood was then drawn and offered to the gods‘3. ‘The

3 ¢t the Lalsuna people of Goodencugh island where 'eating the
raw flesh of captives induced or repnewed the frenzy of Meadoba'
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Larporiance attached (o Blood By the Maya is ot guing, Schelenotes:
Ab death; Maya kings were placed in richly furnished tombs that often displaced the
Imagery of the watery Underworld, theilr walls painted the colowr of blood or in bleod
syrnbols, In the Maya view, none of these hehaviours was hizarre or exotic but necessary

to sustain the world. To speak of the Maya and their rulers is, therafore, to speak of tha
blood of kings{15).

But what wans the wnierlying wotive behind this practice? Schels inforins us that
throngh bloodietting the Maya sought a vision they belicved to be the manifestation of an
angcestor ov o god' (176). This informaiion is cracial. Here we have Wood viewed not so miuch as
a souree of the e of . ndividual, Dut ag a means by which pcople seek inspiration by
commemicating with the Underworld: through visions produced after drawing large amounts
of Bood, "they ceme divecily inte comtact with their gods, and ancesvors' (177). But, very
importantly, we raust not lose sight of the sacredness with which blood among the Maya is
considered: it was the raost precicus and sacred substance of this world' {176).

To summarisy, while the use of blood in this way is unique, it nonetheless helps us to
ave a plmpse of the centrality of blood in huwman Jife and the symmbolic significance which
different wibal societies all over the world attach to it. For example, Mhiti (1987:185), says that
in wany socletiey in Africa it was a taboo to shed the king's bloed because it was 'the very

essence of his life and therefore that of his ination’.

Childbirth

In Frazex's {(16) artivle on taboo, we can identify a few examples of taboos imposed on
new mothers asd thelr neswvborn, He says: 'Moihers after childbivth were taloo, and so were
thelr new-horn chijdren. Whatever a new born child touched became tahoo i favour of the

chilel’,

(Young, 1883:105)
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Among the Kikayu people, the midwife who assisted a woman at childbirth svas
supposed to be an old woman swho had stopped childhearing, and was therefore free Jrom
sexual desire or inmtercourse. This had to be done since it was a taboo for a woman who had
ltad sexual intercourse to cote in contact with a woman at childbirth ot immediatcly afier,
Kahetu (1972:8) tells us that a Kikaywu woman was tahoo aidil after the fourth day of her
childbirth, when her head was shaved, symbolically disconnecting her from the uncleanncss of
afterbirth. The shaving was also [ollowed later in the day by a ceremonial sexual act between
the wife and the hushand to further disconnect the wife from the impurities of afterbirth. But
why? Keesing (1981:150) tells us how Lindenbawm (1872), basing his explanation on the Euga of
Highland New Guinea, notes that pollution taboos related to women are ‘syinbolic means ol
regulating population'. According to Keesing, Lindenbaani 'notes that pollution tabioos and 1he
accompanying sexual polarization are most commonly found where population pressures are
exireme’. Whiting {1964), also referred to by Keesing, gives the polarization of the sexes a
cuttural meaning and a nutritional value, e suggests that 'it may be that semen and the
mother's miltk must be kept separate: but hy spacing childbhicth the adaptive consequences may
include insuring maximum protein for .i_nE'emls in a society subsisting dangerously close to the
margins of protein deficiency’

Whereos these explanations seeqy to be convincing, they are nonetheless peripheral and
secondary. The universality of sexual related poltation rues out the possibility of this kind of
inferprelation. I is most unlikely 1hat the natives were conscious of these values symbolisn)

iwwhich seem o appeal toa foreigner.4

| heesing (3127, wha LS in agreemenl with Lindenbiaum’'s
reotodical  explanation of  sexual polarily, however savs b 1.1t
contemparary twale Lradiionalists, fully aware that such custaoms
FPimit population at a Ulime when Lhey are dwindling in numbers and
beleaguered by Christianity, continue Lo follow ancestiral rules’.
Ta me this awareness may not be cariginal amd 1t mayv be a laler

development.,
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Prirparily, the modernt biological understanding of the reproductive system (eg
naenstruation, hirth and afterbirth) was vaguely known by the tribal societies, if they knew
anything at all, and yet in this process they saw life come and go; thore was life and death at
the same time. Ar these weakest points of a woman's life, dare a man approach bis wife in his
atiempt to satisfy hds sexual desire? That would be lilkke a doctor having sesaial intercourse with

his/her patient. Unbelievable! At this pointitis not pleasurebut cave thatis nesded.

Ieest

Taboos among the tribal societies were not confinec only o zexuality; rules regulating
marriage were also prevalent and widespread. We shall now consider this aspect of huian
sezual prohfhitions herween two persois wha ave too closely related: incest.

According to Driver (1990:840), incest is a heterosemal relationshiyp that is disapproved
of by society hecause the parthers are too dosely related by blood, marriage or traditional
conpection, Xeesing (1981:262) remarks that 'a central question in social anthropology for
decades has Deon why oot societies prohibit matiigs berween siblings, and -hetween
parents ad children, as incestuons, Whiy are there jncest taboos?' Whereas Keesiug informs us
That incest was accepied in, for nstance, Prolemaic and Roman Egypt, the Azande of Africa,
Perw anid Hawaii, he nevertheless points out that the incest taboo is universal.

For exanmle, in the Western systern, as saysLuoy Maty (1265:84)

‘incest js thougeht of as sormething partioularly dvearii‘lﬂ.; not to be mentioned without a

shudder, it at all. We have all heard of Oedipus, who was s appalled when he learned
e had urdnowingly marvied huis xoother that e put out s eyes'’,

Tuey further infornis we how Flizabethan dramatists 'ascribed incestnous relations to
particudarly villainous characters. Again, there was a man caited Byron who left his home in

England 'when it was said that he was a lover of his half-sister.' Among the Kalenjin of Kenya,
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according to Kipkovr (1973:50), there were forbidden macdage velationships and before
warydiage process could begly, a full process of lentification of the marmdiage pariners was
conducted. Such forbidden reladonships 'Included menders of The sarvae totem, sevge and
mang against whow there was an ahsolnie taboo, and crosscomsing 1o the thivd remove. The
¥haat people eonisidered "incest the worst and unremissible crivae’ Jemaen 1983:310). A victhn
of mieh tramepression, as saps Jensen, is punished by enwilsion, dendal of deatd rites, andg
dendal of roviad fuihe don's boardal plot.

eest proldbidon is & phenomenoy whose ovigin, Tl many other caltord, concepts,
han puzzied many scholars. As a result, many theordies have been advanced in the attempt o
finct onk the real beghaning of focest prohibiticns. Firstly, as the New Sucyciopaedia Britannica
(LBR5:278-Deyplains,

prohibition. on incest with a group and the corresponding rules of exogamy reguire

males to seel sexual and marital partners owtside the group, thereby estalilishing

foonctional alliances with the men of other groups with whom they have exchanged
WOEH,

Secondly, we fave the origip of incest prohiildtions traced from socia! needs. The same
encyelopaedia states:
Another theory, emphasizing socializaiion, argues that the tabou s an important

method of regulating the evotic Impulse in children, preparing them. 0 function with
matuye vestiaint inadultsociety.

From the standpoint of psychologists incest prohibition has iis source in. ambivalent

eraotions. This is clearly staved in the encyclopsedia:

The psychoanalytic explanation of Siguwwund Freud specidated that the horror of incest
derived from the combyination of ambivalent ernotions toward one's immediate family
and repressed forbidden decires to coromil: sexuzl acts with family members of the
opposite sex,

Lastly, we have sociohiclogical anthropelogists who counsider incest pyohibition as a
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matter of genetics. The same source says:
From the viewpolnt of e sociobdological anmiliropologist incest, exogayy and
endogayaous yaarriage ave primexily a waitev of genetics. This view is based on the fact

that inkred populations have diiminished reproductive suecess and become gene Dools
for hereditary disorders,

While all these theories sean to be convinging, depending on one's standpoint, it is
cdear that theornists have not yet reached a general consensus, aul as a result the origin of
incest. certainly reviaing highly specudative, But even having soid thai, | helieve that given the
sporeduess and secretivesess with which sex was regarded among many ibal societies, it
wondd have boen almormnal and eprmestly uudesirable for any person to engage in marriage, or
siw for that matter, with a close blood relative.® I mesn, pardcularly for the few wibes that ¥
know well i Kentya, that there is no ghil or woman who would willingly expose hrer rakedness
to a close blood relative, vailess duving the tme of circumcision. Im view of this, ¥ am in
agreement with eyperts, who, as Driver says, believe that eavly formis of wan prohahly
yreferved the less fomiliar women outside their own kinship groups, and that the possibility
of finiling a mate within the small kinship groups produced by the high mortality rate was
remte,

Whatever explanation we glve ro the origin of incest and its velared prohibitions, it
shonld be accepted that many people in the world vicewed marrciage with. seriousness and the

selectiony of marrisge partmers had to be treated with great caution. In one way, the

5 of Keesing (2863). He poinks out that there are
vainerabilitics to gexual asttachmeunt as well as ochstecles hebtween
mather sand son and father and daughter - as witness Qedipal and
Electra complexes. Keesing does on to say that ‘cultural
reinforcement of psychobiological barriers, and culturally
fostered abhorrence of what otherwise might he temptations, have
gserved to rule out incezt in most times and places'. Note howsver
the accaptance of marriage between cocross cousins among the
Maolans (Sahlins, 1876:29).
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enforcement of prokdbitions varied from society to society. In some societies incesy was
considered as alegalissue,
Yor example, in England, accroding to the article “incest' in the Encyclopaedia
Britonnica(l 1th edition), Vol XTIV, incest was treated as a crime. It says:
In 1908, the Punishment of Incest Act was passed, under which sexual intercourse of a
male with his grand-deaughter, daughter, sister or mother was made punishable witlh
penal servitude for not less than 3 or more than 7 years, or with imprisortment {or not
more than two years with or without hard labour.., This law did not apply to Scotland,

incest being punished in Scots Law. Under the Matrimonial Causes Act 1857, 5.27,
incestuous adulteryis per sesufficient ground to entitle a wife to divorce her husband.

Similar, or even harsher, legal penalties are given to people who violate the incest taboo
in the United Srares. According to Driver (840) in his article “incest' in the Encyclopaedia
Aimerica, Vol.14, .

State laws show considerable variation, in the relatives one is forbidden to mavry, and

the penalties range from. a small fine and a few months in jail to a $3,000 fine anad life
imprisoniment. ‘

Having observed the legal technicalities of incest, let us now turn to taboo as a means
of enforcing incest preohibirions among the tribal societies, We shall retur. 1o Polynesia and sce
how they applicd incest taboos to their own lives, and then briefly examine the same arnang
the Kikuyu people. As I have already mentioned, we cannol embark on a serious study of the
concept of Hebrew scriptures in relation to the Kilawyu Bible wranslation unless we inderstand
the complexities involved.

In commection withincest taboos among the Polynesian, Steiner says:

If' a person committed incest with his sister he became kapu (the Hawaian form of tabul,

His presence was dangerous in the extreme for the whole community, and since he

could not be purified he was put to death. But il a chief of high rank, who by reason of

his rank was, of course, sacred (kapu}, moscried his sister he became still more so. An
exirenie sanctity or untouchabtlity attached to a chief born of a brother and sister and

sister who were themselves the children of a brother and sister, The sanctity of such a

chief and the uncleanuess of the person put 1o death for incest have the same source

and are the same thing,

The compatrability of breaking incest taboos in Polynesia and non-ohselvance of incest
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law by soine states in Amevica is quite amaring; i hoth cases the victims suffer death
pestalides, This, I believe, is an indicationw of the strictuess with which the two sotieties consider
jrcest,

I Africs, avcoiding lo Mbhid (137), marviage is not allpwed between close relatives in the
traditional socieites. A peyson is allowed o mayrry only {rom. anwther dan (exogamows), and
where maiiage may be allowed within the sapne olaa, it 8 carefully scnuinized (o malee suwe
thai the couple are not close relatives. He farther says that taboos exist to strengther markiage
probibirions. Mbid also atternpie to explain, ke other theorists hefore him, the ovigin of incest
tabons. e says: L.i¢ i feaved that childien of close relatives will die, avud that the living-dead
are displeased with suchmarriages and would therefore bring misfortune to those concerned'.

¥ think sorething needs to be said about the much gquoted phrase vged by Mbidd, 'the
living-dead'. In as wmuch as this phrase signifies the involvement of the ancestral spivits in
regubating the modalities of the religious life of the living with whom they had cose
agsnciation, it fails to disentangle the problemn of how incest prohibitions stavied. Foy, it is that
which. is hated by the lving that the living-dead hate. Again i we may ask, what cane fivat,
incest oy the living-dead? Or put in ofher words, since ihe lving-dead weye at one time the
Hving, what explanations did they bave of the existcnece of incest prohibitions? Certainly, we
should not trace the origin of ncest from the dead, but from the living, aund even though we
shotdd admit thar Mbit was pot trying 1o help us in our stvuggle of finding our how this
concepthepar, the problem remalng unresolved.

We have already seen the significance attached to maviage as an hnstitutior, and the
carefulness with which mwarriage partners were 1o he selected. It is important for us 1o
examine the sawee elensent awoonyg the Kilcuvu people, as lis stated by Kenyatta{(1672: 1 68):

waarriage amoeng the Kiloywm means the linking of two families in bonds wibch arve

social angd econoraic as well ag biclogical, and which are, in. fact, the connecting-links of
tvibal Hfe. The code which vegulates the bebhaviour of relations Yw marriage is,

therefore, most important in its bearings on the whole structure of soctyl life, and has
tobhevery cavefully learnt and punctitionsly followed.
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On the basis of this fact, and probably others, various incest taboos covering a wide
range within the extended family, and more so the pthiriga (clan), were 1o be imposed among
the Xikuyu, I his list of Xikuyn taboos, Kabetu (105-108) has included a few of these taboos.
He says that it was a t2boo for a person to sleep (euphemism for sexnal intercourse) with his
mother or mother-indaw or his father's wife, particidarly when his father was alive, for that
was tantamount 1o wishing him dead. ft was also a taboo for a person to sleep with his sister or
astep-sister or his aunt or g wife's mother.

A mention has been neade to the effect that violation of incest tabnos in some erdtures
was a social yesponsibitity thus, being pimishable by civil law, which in its severest form was
death. Such extreme pensliies were not Inown amonyg the Kikuyu, for any punitive mmeasures
vesulting from viclation of any taboo followed automatically,® In any case, if the problem was
unot discovered in good time and purification done, the victin died a very gradual death.

In case of incest taboo, this conld be removed by what Levy-Brulil, quoted by Steiner
{112), calls 'the cutting in twain of an exogamous group'. Ile uses an example from the Xiloyu

to show bhow this was done, He says:

it sometimes happens that a young man unwittingly marries a cousin; for instance, i a
part of the family moves away to another locality a man might become soguainted with
a girl and many her hefore he discovered the relationshin. b such a case the result of 3
the taboo is removable. The elders take a sheep and place it on the wontan's shoulders, '
and it is then killed, the intestines are taken onl, and the elders solemnly sever them
with a sharp splinter of wood ... angd they annownce that they are cutting the clan, by
which threy mean that they are severing the bond of bleood-relationship of the clan
which exists between the pair. In so yuch as theve was cdlan-relationship hetwesn them,
their union was incestuous, bt when this relationship is ended, the incest disappears,
Themarriage being 'regularized’, no fatal consequences are to he feared.

Oure exploration into incest and sexuality has been guite llumiinating and we can

understand taboo more dearly. Bt a concept of the nature of taboo cannot he fully

6 ef also the Nandi of Xenya whosze victim was flogged by the
women who stripped for Lhe purpose, and desbtroved the offender's
hougse. For more details, see A 8 Diamond (1971:280).




undersiood from one oy twe pieces of information (eg incest) for such categorization should be
seen only as scholarly artwork which was unknown by the tribal socleties, who saw life as one
complete whole and not i temns of classified rules of poluvtion. ‘thia respect, 1 agres with
Douglas {54) who says that:
-any plecemesl interpretation of poliution rules of another cultare is bound to fail. For
the only way in which pollution ideas malke gense is b reference to a total structure of

thought whose key-stoiie boungdaries, margins and internal lines are held in velation by
ritual of operation.

It is in the light of this that we shall examine more cxamples of tuboos among the tribal
sacieties, Once again we shall go back to Polynesia and hriefly consider voyal and priestly

taboos,
Innovatcrs of Taboos

In Polynesia kings and chiefls were thought to be posscssed of great power and should their
people address them dirvecily they would die. The taboos imaposed by chiefs, priests and ldogs
were usttally more powerful than those bnposeid by a comron person, According to Frazer,
kings traced their Yineage to the gods and such kings weve calied avii tabur (‘chiefs scared’), He
captintes to tell us mere ahout taboo in Polynesia
In Hawaii taboos were imposed only by priests; but elsewhere in Polynesia kings and
chiets, and cven to a certain extent ordinarvy tndividuals, excrcised the same power, The
stricmess with which the taboo was observed depended largely on the influence of thas
person wio imposed it: if he was a great chief it would not be broken; but a powerful
man often set at nought the taboo of an infervior ... A chief could also render taboo in
favour of hinmself anything which took his fancy by merely calling it by name of a part
of his person. Thus i he said "That axe is my backbone' or 'is my head', the axe was his;

il he roarced out 'That canoel ray slkull shall be the baler to hale it out’, The canoe was
his likewise,

This particular subject is very important for our study, It is significant to note the

centrality of chiel’s, priests and kings in the involvement of regulating the religious lives of

22




their people by the imposition of taboos?. Again, whataver comes in contact with these people

becomes sacred, and hence a taboo, We shall see later, in our study ahout the Jews, that the

God of Israel was perceived in more or less similar ways, and anything asseciated with him was

believed to be sacred and therefore holy (of taboo). But let us push this idea a lttle further by

examining more exampies in Polynesia, Frazer{16) tellsusthat:

If the king and gueen of Tahiti trod on a ground it hbecame sacred; if they entered «
house, it became taboo to them and had (o he abandoned to them by 1ts owner. Hence
special howuses were set apart for them on their travels, arxl cxcept in their hereditary
districts, they were always carried on mern's shoulders 1o prevent them touching the
ground .. In New Zealand the spots on which great chiefs rested during a journey
became taboo andd were surrounded with a fence of hasket-work. The head and hair,
cspectally of a chief were partictdarly taboo or sacred ... Again if a drop of a chief’s
blood fell upon something, that thing became taboo - kis property.

This whole idea 15 extended 1o cover the names of great men, We learn from Frazer that

the names of chiefs and kings were taboo ang could, therefore, not be uttered. And if the nange

of a king of Tahiti was a cormion word or even resembled a common word, that word dropped

out of use and & vew pame was substituted for it.

Food

Frazer alsc observed many taboos related 1o foods and feeding behaviours among the

Polyneslan, He says;

There was a rule called ai tabu which forbade women to eat with men as well as, except
on special. pceasions, 16 eat any fruits or animals offered in sacrifice to the gods .. A
woman, engaged in the preparation of coconurt oil was taboo for five days or more,
during which she might have no interconyse with men. A rabooad. person might not eas:
his food with his hands, but was fed by another person; iff he could get no one to feed

7

cf Lev 11-15 where Moases and Aaron impose ritual taboos on

the Israelites on behalf of Yahweh.
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him, he had to go down on his knees and pick up his food with his mouth, holding his
hands behind him.

Food taboos were to be ohserved with complete strictness, The seriousness involved in

these raboos is evidently shown by the fact that the uncleanness inherent in a taboo person

could be transferred to vessels which in hurn became taboo, and could not be used again. To

this¥razersays:

The law which separated tabooed persons and things from contact with food was
especially strict. Hence a tabooed or sacred person ought not to leave his comb or
blanket or anything which had touched his head or back in a place where food had
been cooked; and in drinking he was careful not Lo touch the vesse}l with his hands or
lips (otherwise the vessel became taboo and could not be used by anyone else), but (o
have the Jigutd shot down his throat from a distance by a second person.

Concerning the kind of foods which were taboo, and hence not to be eaten, he says:

Certain foods were permanently taboo in favour or for the use of gods® and men, but
were forbidden to women. Thus in Hawaii the llesh of hogs, fowls, turtle, and several
kinds of fish, coconuts, and nearly cverything offered in sacrifice were reserved flor
gods and men, and could not, except in special cases, be consumed by wormen. In the
Marquesas islands hwman flesh was tabooed to women. Sometithes certain (ruits,
anlmais and fish were taboo for months together from both men and women.

Many tribes in Africa observed different Kinds of food taboos. But for the pwpose of

our study, we shall consider a few examples among the Kikuyw.

A careful study of the list of taboos connected with foods and drinks appended to this

work clearly reveals a high degree of hygienic, and to some extent morai, values. For example,

it was a taboo to eat food in which a woman's bead had fallen accidentally when she was

cooking. Tn this case, ihe bead was syiobolically considered to be unclean, and by falling into

the food, the latter became divty and therefore unfit for human consumption.

8

discussed later in this study.

cf the Kikuvu taboos on sacrificial meat offered to Ngaij

A similar notion is traceable in

the OT (c¢f bread of the Pre%ence, { Sam 21:1-6).

24




Again, it was a taboo 1o have sexual intercourse in a hut while there was a pot of food
cooking on the fire, and should this happen, the food could not be eaten, for it had been
defiled. It is needless to say that the Kikuya people saw this kind of sexual behaviour as
morally unacceptable - a wornan Lo engage in sex and at the sare time have a pot cooking on
the fire - incredible! In the eyes of the traditional Kikuayu, the lwo were incompatible.

Sahlins (170-179) has attempted a modern explanation of food taboos under the rubric
'Food Preference and Tabu in American Domestic Animals’. Right at the outset, Sahlins has
declared his aim concerning his discassion about American uses of common domestic animals.
Itis

merely to suggest the presence of a culturad reason in our food habits, some of the

categorical distinctions of edibility, among horses, dogs, pigs and cattle. Yet the point is

not only of consuming interest; tti‘te productive relation of American society to its own,
and the world environrnent is organized by specific vajuations, edibility and inedibility,

theniselves qualitative and in no Wway jusiifiable by biological, or economic, advantage
(170).

Sahlins' elucidation is especially important at: this stage, and serves as foreknowledge of
the food criteria applied in the disgualification of various species of animals, birds and insects
from the Jewish table discussed later in this study. Bul move significant still is Sahlins'

assertion that

The principal reason postulated in the American meat system is the relation of the
species to human society. Horses are shown affection, where cattle that arve raised
for beef ... they've never had someone pet them or brush. them or anything like that.

Does this affirmation help us to sce, for example, why the camel is forbidden in the OT?
Perhaps not. Many reasons seem to be put to work as far as food prohihitions are concerned, as

we shalt see,

Funerary Taboos
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funerary and allied taboos.

Buiris (72-78) traces the origin of the feeling with regacd 1o the dead in man's instinet for self-
preservation. He says that among all peoples, things which are strange are to be avoided. It is
also gquite interesting to note how he connects the word taboo with the Latin word religio. He
says, 'The nearest equivalent to the word tabuo in Latin is religio; and it seems that the

Romans at times used this word in the sense of taboo on death’.

stilk-bern child to be taboo. By coming in contact with the dead foctus she became ritually

Our atiention is now drawn 1o other types of tabuos among the tribal societies -

Let us use Frazer (16} again for this purpose. He says:

One of the strictest taboos was incuured by all persons who handled the body or bones
of a dead person or assisted at his fumeral. In Tonga a common person who had
touched a dead chief was tabooed for ten lunar months: a chief who touched a dead
chief was tabooed for three to five maonths according to the vank of the deceased. Burial
grounds were taboo; and in New Zealand a canve which had carried a corpse was never
afterwards used, but. was drawn on shore and painted red. In the Marquessa a man who
had slain an eneiny was taboo for ten days; he might have no intercourse with his wife,

Taboos connected with death and corpses were also common awmong the Romans.

The Kikuyu considered a woman who had had a miscarriage or who had given hirth to a

unclean. Although this uncleanness was confined to herself, it could also be transmiited Lo

ancther person by sexual intercourse. Ritual uncleanness caused by taboos connected with,
death among the Kikuyu was therefore of a very serious nature, and the exact degree of the
seriousness involved depended upon the extent of the contact. People who actually came in
contact with a dead body contracted ritual uncleanness in a much more serious form than

those whose contact was due only to relationship.

cultures, people who became dangerously ill and those with certain kinds of diseases were

To this list of taboos may be ?dded taboos connected with sick people. In many

iaboo. The author has witnessed a case where a Maasai family in Kenya left their boma (home)

after the death of the owner of the boma. I think the whole boma hecame taboo in the eyes of
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these people,
War and Seasons

A mention needs to be made concerning war taboos. Such taboos were not unkown
among the Polynesian and also among the Greeks. Whitridge (340) tells us that among the
Greeks an arrny was sacred and that warrfors were not allowed to eat fish, from whicl: there
was a general custom of abstinence except under the pressure of famine. e also gives us the
Greek word for taboo. According to him the Greek word for taboo Is &yio® |, which means
sacred or pollution. But the notions of sacred amd unclean are distinguisbed by the use of
diffevent terims from this root &yvos for sacred, ﬁ\zu)’qlﬁ for unclean or accursed.

Farlier i this work, we mentioned that in order 1o understand the rules of pollution in
a given culture, life has to be seen in its torality. I view of the fact that seasons and festivals
arc one of the many components that make life to be what it is, we shall now consider taboo
commected with such great days among the Akans,

The Akans have a good way of marking out the scasons. This is done by performing
Adae. According 1o Ayisi (83), ‘this is an important rite performed by chiels and elders of the
clan and lineages.' The two forms of Adae, Awukudae and Akwagsidae are used as units for
counting the days axd months of the year. These rites are also used o mark out seasons aiul
to indicate the kinds of agricultural activities for each particalar scason. During this period the
chief ritually purifies his soul. Ayiai says that among the Akauis ' the chief's soun! is sacrosancer
and so Is his body. He is therefore preserved by special rites on such lestive gceasions, Adae is
also a day of rest Jike the Jewish sabbath, it starts al sunset the previous day with diwmsnning,
and is dominated by fasting and drinking.’

The idea of taboo connected with seasons and festivals cant he better understood among
the Polynesian, Here, there were taboos kept during the 'approach of a great religious

ceremony, the time of preparation for war, and the sickness of chiefs' (Frazer 15-16). The
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length of these taboos varied from vears to months ar days. For example, there way one in
Hawail that lasted thirty years and during this thme there was no trimming of beards, Again,
there were two types of taboos connected with seasons, common or strict, Frazer tells us that
during a common tabao people were allowed to attend morning and evening prayer and had to
abstain from their ordinary work. But fire and Yight were extinguished during a strict talioo.
Again, no person was allowed to bathe or go out. Dogs could not bark or pigs grumt, Neither
could the cock crow. 'Hence at these seasons they tied up the mouths of dogs and pigs, and
fowls imder & calabash or bandaged the eyes' (Frazer), Among the Naga irihes of Assam top-
spinving, wihich is a many's game i3 not played while the rvice is growing because the earth s
said to be pregnant. Again, | on certain holidays, when the village commumity may be said to he
in astate of taboo - no one raay worls, leave the village' (Jensen, 1963:63).

The Kiluyu people observed similar taboos, especially after the death of a mendber of
the family. A purificatory rite was 1o be performied 28 days afier the burial of the deceased.
Dring this ceremony which is called Itfura (to ymlnry), wo;rk continued as usnal, but no
sexuial intercourse was allowed. Again, no cooking was to be done during hukure Therefove,
the widow of the dead person, with the help of other women had to prepare quantdties of
foods hefore the ceremony started, This ceremony was marked by fires that were to go on
burning throughout the whole night for eight days, the period within which the whole process
of ritual purification was completed. Daring the second, fourth and sixth days all normal
activities were suspended. This was mutiro. A time when people were not to be engaged in
any work apart frovn eating, sitting in the cowrtyard and sleeping. These days were strict
tahoo. This was a time of cleansing - putting away the contagion of death, and failure to

cbgerve these taboos would have lecl to the postponement of the whole Fukura ceremony.
‘Tahoo Violation and Consequences

On several occasions, during our stndy of tahoo in general, we have alluded to the
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consequences of violating taboo. We have seens that the breaking of a tahboo i some societies
could Be a legal issue depending on the wnatire of the taboo (law), while In others the
ronaequiences follow automatically.

Legal penaities against taboo-brealkers is something that was unlmown amomg the
Kilkoya where the punishiment was avtomatic (religious), For example, when a person broke a
tabion the outward sipn was wasting away without visible cauge. Any person or Hve animal that
had been subjected to conditions which resulted in ritval vmcleanness caused Ly breaking a
taboo automatically showed some visible signs of the condition unless steps were taken to
purify thamn at the carliest possible opportumity., I a person o, animal was attlicted in such a
way and reached the stage where it showed the symptoras descvibed above, it had to be
purified as soon as possible, or the condition would hecoue worse ang end in death of the
victi,

In my eavlier work based on sin in the Old Testament, I observed. that the victim of
thaha among the Kikuyn began 1o pine very gradually and eventually he became very thin and
diad., From a standpoint of a Kikuyn traditionalist this is exactly what 15 happening to AIDS
vietims today, and the best explanation for the cause of AIDS would be, to him, ritual
uncleannsss, It could also he arpued thay the feavsome natwre of AIDS as seen by the village
foll which males them avoid ateracting oy coming in congtact with AIDS victixnsg, is traceabie
to the decp-seated fear of taboo. Is AIDS a modern talyoo? It the eyes of a traditionalist among
the Kikuyn the auswer would be in the affimative - AIDS is coutagions in the same way as
tahoo, and medicsl persormel bave yet to exonerate thelr patients from this nexirvicable blame
by giving the viltage follc s satisfactory explanation of the nature of the disease.

The association of digeases with the vislation of {aboos is widely accepted. Tor example,
avsotg the Kaliona peopde of Goodenough Island, a person who fails to obeserve widower's
tabogs, which vesteicts hbu from having intercourse with Heloava (his dead wile's hamled) has
bhimself to Bame, The offlictions of age from which he suffers ave 'ativibuted to his breaches of

these taboos: his blindness, infections of the car and chronic stiffness of the legs are text-book
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demonstrations of the congequences' (Young, 1983:167).

Finally, we should say that there were as raany taboos as there were different cultures
in the workl, Equally, there were as many forms of penalties as there were methods of
purifications. It {ollows, therefore, that we cannot, in any way, exhaust our comparative study
on taboo, Neither can we, for the purpose of purificatdon of taboos, say precisely what every
tribal society did 1o yemove tabicos. I suppose it will suffice in our conclusion of what we have
said, so far, to mention water as a symbol by which the ritually unclean becamne ritually clean,

Water, for many tribal societies, has been a religious symbol of purity, and it has been a
comnon instrument for removing the harmful effects of contact with persons or things which
possess amysterions power to harom. According to Burris(151),

inasrmacht as these people find in everyday life that water can cleanse their household

utensils and their bodies, they believe, ... that it can cleanse them of the wcanny
contagion of those persons and things which ave believed to be taboo.?

A good example of water being used for purification rites of taboos is found among the

Torngapeople. According to Frazer,
a prrson who had become taboo by touching a cltdef or anything belonging to him couled
not feed himself till he had got vid of the taboo by touching the soles of a superior

chief's {feet with his hands and then, vinsing his hands in water, or rubbing them with
the juice of the plantain, in case water was not available.

- So much for our study of taboos among the tribal sodeties. Perhaps what needs to he
said is that later we shall study more ahout taboos among the Xikuyu during cur discussion
abonut ranslational problems,

On and off, we alluded to the connection between what we have been discussing
concerning taboos in the different coltures wad the Hebrew Scriptures in terms of taboo. We
have alse said that our main concern in. the entire work is to investigate the ranslational

probleins involved in the translation of the Xilayu Bible. T thinlc it is permissiite at this poiny,

9 For use of water by the Romans, see Burris.
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using a bird's eve view, to look for examples of 1aboos from the Hebrew Scriptures to serve as a
foretaste of what a study of this kind entails.

For a student of 0Old Testament, it is guite wavsual that in the study of such an
important religions term, we have not explicitly mentioned the word 'boly'. Perhaps the closest
we have come Lo it is our mention of sacredness associated with certain people or objects,
which as a resudt were considered taboo. Again. when, by chance, we mentioned this worsd it
was referring to rthe God of Israel. The avoidance of the word 'holy' in owr study was deliberate,
for rmudes of holiness and wacleanness wong tribal societies were not distinetive. Or (o use the
words of Smith{44G):

Vartous parallels between savage taboos, and Semitic rules of holiness, will come before

us from time to time; but it may be ugeful Lo hring together ar this point some detailed
evidence that the two are in their origin indistinpunishable.

Mowever, among the Jews theve is a distinction between bholy and unclean, wnd the
Hebrew vocabittary is full of words expressing these (wo coneepts. But it should he pointed out,
and very clearly, that the rules regulating both concepts coincidentally agree with the
Polynesian rules of uncleanness. Nevertheless, there is one noticeable difference between the
two, a8 Smith asserts (L53):

Bue though not precige, the distinction between what i@ holy and what is unclean is

real; in rudes of uncleanness it is primarily fear of an unknown or Irostlle power, though

ultimately, as we see in the Levitical legislation, the law of clean amd unclean may bhe

brought within the sphere of diving ordinances, on the view that uncleanness is hateful
10 God and must be avoided by all that have to do with Him.

Afrer Smith (452-456) has given several examples of what he thinks is taboo in the
Hebhrew Bible, hie finally says it is impossible to separate the Semitic doctrine of holiness sind
uncleanness from the system of tahoo. Fle further suggests that the word 1% Y might
more exactly be rendered 'taboo’ for it is evidently a technical expression. Having said that, fet
us now look at a few exaraples of taboos in the Yehrew Bible, using the spectacles of Smith

(140-164, 441-456), but in a suwmmary formnn.
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To begin with; things conuected with God were holy and had therefore to be protected
by vigid taboos; his name, places or sanctuary. Apavt from things tabooed because of their
holirtess, we also have inmumerable exaraples of taboos covering many apheres of Yife among
ihie fews,

Certain foods were trboo among the Jews., Furthermore, the uncleanness of the eighs
inbooed vuclean swarners (Lev 11:20-38) could be transferred to an earthen vessel, which
wnder ceviain clrewenstances, woulkd be brolken, like iy Polynesia, Othes taboos include touching
a dead body, or a person with Yeprosy, snd showld this happen, the person hecame tmclean and
could commumicate his uncleanvness fo other people. There were taboos related to
menstriation and sex. Helated to this were tshoos imposed on new mothers and their new-
horn, There were also taboos connected with the wse of ron which was forlsidden . the
constriction of the termpnle, Warviovs o o canpaign were taboo, and were reguived to obgerve
conginence. Theve were iaboos Imposed on & Nazavite, le he was not allowed to partake of
certain foods, nor touch a dead body nor shave his head, which was believed to he sacred, 10

With this lst of tabioos, it is legitimate to consider each example in much greater detail
so that we may have a complete undersianding of taboos in the Hebrew Bible. Bul we need to
raendion that we ave not deating with & single concept of taloo in the Hebrew RBible, for such a
copcept Is pon-existent. What we shall do is to consider Hebrew words which seem o reflect

Lalbyoo b ceriain contexts.

10 gees Northeote (340) for details of this summary.
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CHAPYER TWO
HEBREW WORDS THAT FUNCTION TO MARK OFF AN TINTOUCHARLE
ZONE OR OBJECTS OR IMPOSE RESTRICTIONS 1IN

RELATION TO SANCTA

ntrodaction

It s acdndssible to say at the outset that when we apply the tevm 'taboo’ to our
understanding of biklical terms which semantically fall under 'holiness' in the Hebrew
scriptures, such an application is vot in any way devogative. Or, in other waords, we are not
giving "holibess’ anegative valae.

Israel, likke yoany other societies, was not living in isolation, and if the study of taboo in
these cultures has proved worthwhile in the understanding of cultuwal and religions beliefs,
then Jsracl is no exception. Zuesse's tnderstanuding of taboo is particwlarly reparkable. e says
that taboo is the souctuval behaviowr of culture, and all cidivwes are sustained by taboos
(Yenson:78). Fovther, Jenson pobats ont that the priestly tevts are very similay to other societics,
both anciens wnd modern, in which nvestigations into ideas of purity and irapurity have
congiderably increased our understanding (38), He also sugpests that "tre priestly texts reflect
a world-view delineated by taboos and rules of contagion and maintaixned by sanciions and
corrective vitvads' {74).

The ook of Leviticws is contral in our study of taboos. ¥ is here, more than snywhere
else, we have many culiic prohibitions, and wilile in the cultures of tribal societies where
some probdhitions are sald Lo be imposedl by demonic powers, in Iseael the aunchor is said to be
God himself. According {o the priestly texts, holinesa canngetr be attained without faws and
rules which prohibit Israel from comiug in contact with anyihing that can defile them, and
therefore sour their relationship with God. The sele purpose for which the priestly rexts lay

such astress on purity avad impurity is tliat Israel shajl be holy, for the Lord himseif is holy,
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The {10 “UTTP (Holy - TheLord)Formala

A good kopowledge of the relationship between hoﬁness and Yahweh Jg certainly
uecessary for our undevstanding of why there are so many cultic prohibitions in the Hebrow
Sedpivees wad why severe preaalties were to be inflicted on those who infringed them, Perhaps,
thiz knowledge will equally be needfin! in shedding nrore light on the nature of the contagion
of holiness, as we stiall see later.

A chose look at the occuwyences of the Hebrew root YT reveals noteworthy facts about
ihe connection betweer this word aod Valiwel, This velationshiy, henceforth callied

{TTYUIR (uoly -the Lord) foroaula, is clearly seen b Lev ] 1:d4ac For Lava the Lord vowr God:
cousecrate yourselves therefore, and he holy, forf am holy' {cf Lev 1.9:2).

For the purpose of proper scrutiny of this passage let us use the same Hebrow texi:

For 1 am the Lord your God 1;3“31 N 7;25 TN N | w
80 congecyate yourselves (Jsrael) ' [_}‘!?\f ).‘ R l':"‘fl ) r X
and be holy {sracl) o k{i‘ﬁ’ P 1“3 h + ﬂ RE
for an holy (God) ! 1 :N Wi R 3 4

This diagrarematic vepresentation of the passage makes quite explicit the fact that the

context In whichx holiness operates is only In Yahweh, the God of Tsrael. See how emphasis is
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mazle of f:;_;] i l)N , wour God' {(w). The distinction of 'vour God' and "otyour-gods' is an
tndicadon of the exclusiveness with which the word holy is used for Yahwel, This is further
supported by the vexy fact that while the ﬁ}ﬂ: “WITR  formula may appear without the
mention of 3] 'ﬁgf\_’ (Godd), the lavier never appears in the absence of FIJ e

R BT TR formiala is either rave or non-existent and the relationship between holiness and

Godl 1s found in the formula py-iy ﬂyl’:“vl"l‘:!i? {ef Lev 1144, 19:2; Py 3:4-5).  Nevertheless, a few
exceptions of the )l rj"i e o ﬁT% formula need to be roentionsd here, n Jos 24:19, we have

'z holy God, but even heve the holiness refers to Yalwweh, Isaiali also makes use of this

forrmmla, " and the Holy God shows himeelf holy in vighitecusness' (5:160), However, i v 1Gb is

conaidered to be parailel to v 18a, then ') ﬁ}& WiR is synomymous with - iR and so,

or the basis of what has been said, the holiness mentioned hiore refers 1o e .
In the book of Dantel the wsage of this formda is unusual in the sense that it defies al}
that has been said about these formulas. Here the word holy refers to gods, "Because I know
that the spirit of the holy god?,“- is in you and that no mystexv is difficult for you' (4:9 of v 8).
However, Houston points out that this text showld not be seen as an ~exception since it is

Nebuchadnexzzav, a pagan who is speaking.' In conclusion, holiness is not a charactevistic of

gods, * Thereis noneholy like the Lovd’ (1 Sam. 2:2).12
This fact can further be illustrated by using Lev 1144, Let us now briug together (w)

and (2) in our diagrom:

Y am the Lord your God 02 W’ﬁ“ BRI R w
I am lroly [ iRl WATTR Z
I this simple analysis, the words T and UJ'W‘!T-.} are symmetrically connected, Qr

to use mathematical language, w = z, the two are inseparable and yet distinctive, Flowevey, it

11 HSV foonlnete has 'Or 8pirit of the holy God'’
12 NAST (1978:1933) says that Yahweh is a name of relaticaship

between his people and, when used, emphasizes God's holiness.
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shouwld be admitted that deductively this approach may pose an unresolvable problem, for
while Yahweh is holy, holiness is not Yahiweh! All the same, this approach helps us to
uwnderstand the eloseness with which the two showld be viewed,

This distinerion is specially cruciad for our study, and if the above argument is anything
to go by, then we can say with certainty that it is Yahweh who 'owns' holiness and not the
notyour-gods'. Or, in other words, outside Yabwelr there {8 no holiness, and the
‘not-your-gods’ and any practices associated withh them are incompatible with the holiness of
Yahwel - they are taboo,

We can now use owr diagram. again and doubtlessly say that for Israel (3} to have any
association with Yahwel, it is imperative that they consecrate themselves (x), which mayv also
imply getiing rid of anything that belongs to not-your-gods'. This done, then vy is achieved,

72 LU“TP | j:}"'_'s‘:‘! (be holy). Note here that Israel (v) becomes holy in the likeness of

Yahwel, but they do netbecome Yahweh themselves. This process can berepresented thus:
W= XYy -P .
While this representation shows us the normal process of attaining holiness (positive

hioliness), the converse of this process z < y-¥ x> w would he an abnormal ovder and may be

used to explain the principle of the contagion of holiness (negative holiness) ]3, and the

13 So Ameorin (1986:155-8). Amorin noteg that ‘there smeems to
be no doubt that holiness, like uneleanness, is pictured in the
0T as boing contagicus. And that is certainly why both are seen
ag untouchabile and dangerous’. He further says thalt “the
contagious aspect of holiness isg explicitly stated in Ex 29:37,
30:29; I=s 65:5. Most scholars agree that there is in the concepl
of holiness in the OT the nolion of conltagion (Sincox, Smith, S M
Cook, Jacob, Leenhardib, Whitehouse, Scehass)’. CF also Jensen

(14835:10), holy as being destructive and asg a sovurce of blessing
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resultant death?4 (cf Lev 1002 Num 4:15; 1 Sam 8:19; 2 Sam G:66: 1 Clar 13:9, 10; 2 Chr 24:19), In
the cagse of the positive holiness we lhave seen that Tsrael (3} begin by consecrating or
sanctifying themselves and this action leads to cheir becoming holy (3). In the negative
holivtess, this process is reversed: Israel heging by coming in contact with the holy {z) before
the action (x) of sanctification is done. This in essence meatis when that which has not been
sanctified comes in contact with Yahweh (w), the anger of the Lord is kindled against Israel and
thelatter meets witls death ov giher consequences.

Witk this knowledge at our disposal, we can now proceed and examine i greater depth
the idea of holiness in the perapectve of contagion, ad more so its consistency with the jdea

of taboo.
=T @ -Holy

1. arder (o have a clear perceptrion of the Hebrew root Uﬁp . we shall use Levine's
{1087:241 [} definition, which seems to me to he very appropriale for our study.
Levine notes that the etymology of the Hebirew root \J‘ T2 which means holiness is
uncertain (so Snaith, 1960:21)15, He says that the word "holy' is designated by the adjective
\J}i'“i'ﬂ? , oliness' by the noun u}‘g‘{‘s , and a termple or shyine is called lL'l’ﬂ.lJY:) - e
fucther points our that the process wherehy sanctity is attributed to persons, places, ohjects
and the ke are usually expressed by forms of the verb UTR

Even. having said that, Levine attempts an etyimological understanding of the Hebrew

at the same time.

{4 Fop Snaith (1960:40), this is the destructive effect of
godaesh-mana. Thig WP is like mans in botb respects for ib is
dangerous and deadly as well as beneficient and life~giving.

LS Snaith  has nonetheless pointed out  that the correct
etvimological explanalion of a word is by no means the conclusive

factor as te its meaning at any particular stage of its histery,
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root TP in the point of view of Akkadian and Ugaritic (we shall only consider Akkadian)
arvruagen whick according to him arc related to Hebreow and axe artested jn the same ancient
Heay Easteyn miliew. Levine considers the following Aldradian words: gadashu, ellu: ‘pure, clean,
clear'; gbby: clean' and narmr ‘bright’. Culde personnel, he wigiies, sre ‘identified Wy forms
derived from the verb gadashy'. Under this rabyic he considers gadishize'consecrated woman';
gushdie: "holy'; gashdatw: ‘priests; consecrated woman': and wn abstract noun gadshuny
TNoliness, the statug of a priest’. Concerning these words, he suggests that, 'seen in the light of
the verb-foisus, point ws in the divection of the cult - its consecraied persounel, ite sacved
gpaces, aud its sacvil vices'

Anothey nteresting point about this etymology is Levine's staverment on the physical
properviies of this root. He argues that these termns do nof siguify any inherent maua, To which
he adds

This i3 ax henportant poitt, because forther on we will bave the occasion to sugzest that

monotheistic writers in ancient Israel foumcl the root f-d-sh particulaly sppropriate for

cliaractevizing the God of Isradd, for every reason, perhans, that it did not inevitably

denote physical propertdes (243).

Tevive, however, admits the change of state where the ‘noi-holy' becoines Toly'. To him 'this
relatively uncommon forr conveys the almosphere of tabu, the negative dimension of
Lintiness- its dangers, it vesivictiveness, and its insulation from the profanme’.

Snaith is 1o favour of 'separative’ which oxiginated in Baudissin's theory which says that
a corpparison with ch-d-oh raalies it natuyad o conjecture tiat g-ohmeant: from the firse 'to he
separated’. T support of this theory, Snwith (1950:24-25) argues that the modern view has it

that the development of veligion wmust e traced frow below and not above. Religion is a

psovernent from memn to God vather than a vevelation of God' (so Anorion 1986:152)16

16 Other scholars in support of this theory according to Snaith
are Skinner, Whitehouse and Davidson. Cf Douglas (683), 'Heliness
ig the attribute of Godhead. Its reocot means “"set apart”. What
elage does 1T mean?' Jensaon (48) sayveg that "separateness is often

theught to be the basic meaning of holiness, but it is more its
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Admittedly, howeveyr, the meaning of the root W T is not exchusively 'separation’
and other interpretations are possible. But in the lght of tahoo, the theory of separation
suffices, and it gives us good groumd to proceed and examine tabooiste ideas related to
loliness.

It is noteworthy to peint out at this juncire that it was the duty of the priest to make
sure that a clear distinetion was made hetween holy and profane, clean and unclean. Lev 13:10
which. lenson (1092:43) calls u ey text For the discussion of these word proups is particwarly
significant: "...to distinguish betwween the holy and the profane and betweern. the unclean snd
clean’. This texi shows us the place of holiness in the priestly texts. True worship of God is
seeipingly very important to a pries, As a result, Isracl imusi distinguish between what is holy
and what i8 not, so that they may worship God properly and ar the same thne protect
themselves (rom harm, (Lev 13:16) and detilement (¢f 22:17-33) For example, Nadaly and Abihuy
were devoured. by fire which came from the Lord because they had offered unholy five before
theLord (v 2).

I Munt 4:15 the sons of Kohath were warned not to touch the ‘holy things' (RSV),
'sacred things' (NEB), and if they did not take heed, they would die (¢f 1:9; 4:19,20; 2 San 6:6,7).
In order to avert this dangerous situation, Aaron and his sons had to cover the sacved objects
and the utensils, as the camyp set oul, and it was only alrer he had finished the covering that
the sons of Kolwath were to come and carry these things so that they did not come in contact
with them and die. Wenham (1881:72} is more specific as to the role of ihe Kohathires, He says

that "the Fohaihites carried the fumniture of the tabernacle, such as the ark, lampstand and

necessary conseguences. Consceration is a separstion to God
rather Lhan a separation from the world (Snaith 1944:30). TFrom
Lhe standpoint of our study ocur definitien of the Hebrew root

W*TP favour Douglas (18688) -~ holiness means separatlon,
especially when Lt Is viewed as vcontagicous and the consegquential

prohibition thus imposed,
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golden incense altar. But they were not allowed to pack and unpack these items. Aarvon aad his
sors, ie the pricsts, had to do this because, i the Kohathidtes bad loaked at these holy things
nneovered, or totched thein, they woidd have died,’

Sinee the oljects in this passage are supposed to be holy, then the only contagion
which can affect the sons of Kohath iz helivess, It follows that from the standpoint of the
Folwmthives these objects ware g tahoo (not in the sense of Polynesia) whose violation would
lead w0 aatomatic death. Nevertheless, Buadd (1084:51) pointa owt that "ths Kohathilies st he
persuaded that the stipnlations were pot intended to degrade them or to roly thew of privilege,
buwi o protect them from daager’, The fact that the Kohathites were 1ot allowed to see these
holy things or what Wendwn (1981:40) calls "the most potent symbols of the presence and
power of God and which partook of his holiness’ vnicovered, leads us to yet anothey dinension
of tabouc regarding the holiness of God, namely, seeing Cod or going near Irim,

On Mouist Sinai, the place where God was going to meet Israsl, Moses had to set bounds
for the people yound about, sayingl’

Taks heed that vou do not go up to the ovntain or touch the border of if; whoever

touches the mountain chall swrely be put to death; no hand shall touch bim, but ke

shall he stoned or shot; whether heastdS op man, ke shall not Yive (Ex 19:12-13),

We have already seon that holiness and Yahweh are undetachable, We therefore need io
suggest that so long as Yahweh is on this pwuntain, his holiness spreads throughout the
whole place lilte a magnetic field whose limif is raavkerd by the hounds set by Moses (v i2). Or
to use the words of Hyati (1971:295), the holiness can be seen bere "as & guasi-physical gueality
that is contagiouns'. Note, as an object after falling within the wagnetic field gets magneiized,

similarly, should a person come in confact with, holiness, he hecomes 'contaminated' by

L7 of Frazer (1888:18) where he says that in New Zealand the
spots on which greal c¢hiefs rested during a journeyv became tabhoon
and were surrounded with a fence of hasket-work.

18 ¢t tahwoos amang the Tikuvu peocple where animals were slsa

gsffected.
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holiness angd since this is what we termed as negative holiness {(desteactive) it ias to be
forbidden, But a person who may have Uis become contaminated has to die and the kilier hag
1o be al & distonee and throw stones Jest e comes in contact with the contaminated person,
and iy becomes confaminated by the forbldden holiness.

A simailar fnatance where ordinary neople ave prohibited fivom drawing too near Yaliwelh,
and fencing svound that which is consideved o be holy is explicid in Nuy 1:49-3:10. When the
people of Israel had pitched their tents by thely commanies, every man by ks own camp angd

eviery man by his own standarsd, the Levites encamped around the tabernacle of the restimony,

that $hieve may be no wrath vpon the congregation of the people of Israck; and the Levites ket

chaege of the iabernacle of the testhmony (1:53)19, Going hevoned the Tevitical wall’ ov fence

surrannding the tabernacle (holy) wouldd be a sertous infringement of the prohibition which
would spell out the wrath of God against the congregation {(cf Num 8:18), Wenham, (1981:60)
remurks that this 'drastic measare exprassed (he reality of God's preserce inthe tabernacle'20,
The face of God is taboo. It Is equally dangerous and should vot be seen by haman
beings: "And sn, when Moses asleed to be shown God's glory, he was told, 'vou cannot see my
face; for man shall niot see me and Yive' (O Ei‘;i:.l?«.?(.), ef 82:3¢; Deut 4:33; 5:24, 26; Jp 6:221;
1.3:20) Darkam (1078:452) pohuts ot that
The hueaan, feraily caomot look wpon Yahweh and survive: the gap between the findte
and the infipite is too greal; it s an experience of which man is incapable. Yahuweh thus
maltes provision for the experivice Moses is to have by designating 2 phace on Sinad in

the fissure of a recky clff. There Moses can stand as Yahweh's glory (= Presence) comes
pear and passes by,

e

L Budd (198418 points oui Lhat this represents a
continuabtion of an older falih concerning the ark (L Sam €6:18; 2
Sam G:6~-8>, and the word %P ‘wrath' ocours only in exilic or
post-exilic texhs.

20 >f Ex 24, where Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu and seventy of

the olders of Igracl do up the mountain and see the God of Tarsel

(v 8).
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But even bere God had to cover Moses' face with his hand wnid} he had passed by, and then the
hand was remioved and Moges conld now see God's back, bt for His face, it alisll not be seen'
(v 21-23)

T the OT proldbitions syre also iraposed concerning garments and roived seeds:

Yoir shall keep my statutes. You shall not let vour cattle hreed with a ditfevent kind,

you shail not sow your field with two finds of seed; nor shall there mme 1INOK you a

garment of cloth made of two kinds of stuff (Lev 19:19 cf Dent 22:9-11 }~

T Deut 22:9, Tevine (1987:244) sees no problem in eguating holisess’ with, 'taboo'. He
says that " is forbidden to plant girain or vegetables jo proyiwity (o vines, 1f, in violation of the
lawy, such planting occurs, the produce viclded therchy, along with the (uit of the vines,
pecomes tabuw', Using G van der Leeuw in his, what leviae calls 'clasgsic study of the
phenomenology of religion, in witich Leeuw explains the term 'tabw’, Levine says that the verb
‘tapi! mesns ‘to vaake hwly', Concerning the above text, he suggests that 'the change to statis
of tabir ie lepally determined. The law declares the total yield boly', Levine's explanation of this
text, though brief, is particularly significant in owr understanding of prohibitions related to
migiures.

Refove we come (o any conclusion. about "the mixtuwes', fet us, fiest of all, wy and
understand the origin of this praciice. Craigie (3978:20) wells us that "The law {of mixtires)
reflects a certain antipaihy toward ¥ayptian practice, and there ave a mnnber of Fpyptian
painiings {rom Fighteenth and Nineicenth Dypasty tombs showing gardens and orchards in
which various types of fruit-bearing trees ave growing side by side'. He also traces the originof

11 LD VY frore Epypt, for varions complicated types of pattern weaverings were

ntroduced to Egypt, perhaps from Syria, and they may thervefore have had veprehensible

21 Milgrom (1991:447) gsayvs Lthat there were tabcos concerning
clothing made of maore than one material Tllan_J@ (Lev 189:19),

and thal in the deuteronomic version of the Ltaboo, the materials
gre specified sz linen and waol (Dent 22:11), where it falls
amaog seversl cther taboos agsinst mixtures ¥il'ayvim (v 9-113,




associations (nolanger Ruown) for ihe Israclives,

Now, haviag said (hat, we can well assert, at least provisionally, that the fact thar the
origin of thls practdee Is traced fronmy nondsyaelites whose practees were considered not
copsistent wids te worslip of Yahweh, and where the 'not-yovr-gods' were worshipped, then
certainly the NAST's rendering of 'defflement’ { 7R A~ 19)22 may ba justified.

Milgrom's nteypyetation, which, in keeping wirhy REV's rexdeving, cafls these migtures
“epcred, i that such g miwture would travemit its holiness to the total yield I we may
suspend our Judgment at dhe moment, we may preswaably suggest thiat in both renderings,
oty and 'defilement’, one thing is common - hoth would wansfer their contznts to the rest of
the othey seads, hence the need to forbid such a practice. 22

The idea of hayyaful holiness is not unknown in Ezckicl, In Exek 46:20, he says, "This is
the place where the priests shall boil the guilt offering and sin offering, and where they shall
bake the cereal offering, in order xnot to bring themr out into the ouer court and so
comuinicateholiness to thepeonle!,

The NAST renders U_?}T[w i U»j“-'_ﬂ?? , trangmit holinezs to the people’, NEB,
“transwait the sacved ofluence to the people’, GEB, “nothing holy is carried to the ouger
courtyard, where it might harm the people’, The atnosphere here is sacrificial, The setting is
in & room where the flesh of 'the guilt offering' { ﬂ@ﬁhmdﬂmﬂnwhm@% NN@U)

is cooked and 'the cereal offering’ { i K:} 12 ) baked, oll referring to the shave given to the

22 RSV  has rendoared this phrase B3 ‘forfeited to the
sanchuary’'. But on the footnote the rendering is ‘become holy’.
NEB avoids the translation of this phrase completely {(of alsa
GNB) ., The RSV (1062) foobtnote has ‘The mixing of XYXinds was
believed to be a violation of the differences which God has
ordained’ (v &; Lev 1§:19),

23 of GNB 'Do not plant any crop in the same field as your
grapevines; if you do, you are forhidden to use either the grapes

or the produce of Lthe other crop’ (Deut 22:9).
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pricst (of 44:29), Ziomerli (1983:501) argues that the explicit atin of the pagsage is the insuring
of the priest's due which must not he remmoved froxa the nner sanctum of the temnyple. He also
says that ayen the preparation of this sacred food must pot fake wace ountgide the sacred
precinct. Zivonerli rafers to 44:19 to show the dangerous infection of the neople by the holy,
Lastly he remarlks that in this prohibition the concern is with the carrying out of the holy to
the people,

Yarther to this may be added Staller's {(L9G8:308) siatement about the offerings
tovolved here: "These were offerings to be eaten by the priesis exclusively, and were not o be

browvght into the outer cowrt whers they might comrunicate haliness',

The Sabbath

The veligious life of Ysrael was marked by the observance of the Sabbath and other
aniaal fesdvals. These days were considered to be holy and were characterized by very
sivingent cules whose violation vesnlted o death $Sabbath). The solennity with whick these
fays were ohserved and the severity of the punishment inflicted on the vietims who fajled to
eomipty with, these rules hay very close affinitizs with our undevstanding of taboos tmposed on
certain fesrival days among the tribal socicres2?, Sehimidt {198%:117-11.8), concerning the Feast
of Unleavened Bread, Feast of Huarvest of Weeks and the Feast of Ingathexing ov of Tabernacles,
says that zince all three feasts attested In the pre-exdlic period reflect the eycle of naturs,
foreign influence on the Isyaclite cult can be cleasly traced. But Hunter points ont ther Ysract

emerged from the general matviy of Canaan, so her cudt and religion grow from that basis -

24 For Eliade {(1959:8G) words ‘prohibilions’ and ‘taboos'
imposed during festival time have no distinction and can he used
interchangeably. Be aays that, “The festival time in which
Tikopla {a Polynesian island) live during oeremonies is

characlterized by certain (tabus): noise, games, dancing cease'.
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Tsracl is not a conpletely alen instivution imposed on Canaardfrom outside’ 2>

The sanctity of the Sabbath is to be sought from different facts. Firstly, Sabhath is a
reminder of the orveation, 'for in six days the Lord made heavern wnd eavth, the sea, and all that
i In them, ond rested the seventh day; therefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day ancd
hallowed it (Ex 20:10,8; 31:14026, Secondly, as Levine says (1989:262) Denteroncmay Jinks
Sabbath rest 1o the Evodus: Sabbath vrest is the expression of freedom and Yhe negation of
bondage (of By 54:21; 20:51; Deut 512027, ITe also poings out that the emplasis on sanetity, to
be sypected in priesily legislation, is epitomized in the term UJ”TP ¥ & sacred
assembly', a terra that prebalsly origivates in the Holiness Code {Lev 17-28), and it occurs no
fewer than ter: taaes Tu chiapter 23,

A mention has beeny inade of prohibitions Imiposed on Jarae! 1o protect them frowm going
too close or touching hroly objects or places, sowwthing that may result in either profanaiion of
the holy av the objects or people of Israel heing hallowed, which in tam leads to the
destruction of the objects or death of the victim (©f Fy 31:1<; Nwn 15:32-36) In a similar
manner, regiladons governing the observance of the Sabbarh were stiff.  The primary
regulation, as Levine suggests, was the prohihition of N ‘Sn , lassigned tasks'.

Orre of the most steiking characteristics of a Sabbath, and which has a high notion of

tation, was the prohibition of making five on this solemn day; 'siv days shall work be done, bt

o . s . . N . -
s Fhig i1g verhal opomaubnication. More about foreign infliuence

on the cult snd religion of Israel will he discussed later.

26 Seluaidl (1983:923) traces the idea of creabtion in Gen 2:27f,
and says that the creatioen narvative, according to which God
blegses the seventh day, already attempts to give a motive for
the olservance of tThe Sabbath.

27 Thig is consistent with Eliade (1959:87), 'religious man
periodically becomes the contemporary of the gods in the measure
in which he resoctualizes the primordial time in which t{he divine

works werae accomplished’.
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orr thie sevenith day you shall have 2 holy Sabbaih of solerun rest vo the Lovd; whoever does any
work on it shiall e vk to deach; you shall indgle no fire o all vour balitations on the Sabhath

day{Ex35:2-3 f 12:16;186:23).

) (Separvate)

The ebrew term DO vl Hiph uamused In K2l xeans ban, devote, exterminate,
nronourtce sacved, [ also means 'to shot up' or 'to shut in' o prohibit to common use' or to
consecrateto God'

From the standpoint of etymology, the semitic voot of this word Is fuwm. According to
Lobfinke (L984:188), its veflexes in the West Semitic languages inchude words paeaning
‘separate’, "forbid' or 'consecrate’, He also conypares this root with tlhe Arab haran, ‘sacred
precincts', and heri, Tarern’. Interestingly, the Swahili people in Kenya use the word fararu
for aunything which, is shoo, For exarople, eating pork I8 Baramu which msans that ic is
forbidden or taboo. Such usage, however, should vot surprise us since ithe Swahili people have
veyy cloge lnguis de Holes with the Arabs.

The definition of this word is close to taboo, ng it does not however, really mean the
same as the Polynesian tabou. Probably, Miller's definition (1874:56) is suggestive of this fact.
In reference to Jos 6:17-19 he says: ‘Sincee the enemy and the booty belong 10 the Lord, ithey are
sacred or taboo'. Or to uge de Vaux's words ' Jerem, the anathema carvied out on the
vanguished enemy and his goods.' s definition is equally significant in shedding more lighr
on fhe meaning of this termn. De Vaux points owt that the word denotes the idea of sepavation
jie. valiing something 'out of profane use and resexving it for sacred use - forbicdden fo man and
congecrated to God',

Malainat, following Landshorger (veferresl o by Lobfinld, has worked oug the relation,

 betwewn the Alkkadiu torm asaldoy, taboo’, found primnarily at Mard, and the OT concept of

T . But Lobfink has refected this jdea, and by wsing Jos 7, he argues thar 'the
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appropriatics of objects vnder taboo cen bring guilt upon the violalor of the tabog (originally
subjecting him 1o the death penalty), and in cectain cases a nadlitary cormmander conld place
the hooty under taboo, while in Mari the raboo was only temporary, so that the boaty could be
distzibuted faixly laver',

We shall now consider carefully very important issues raised hy the text (Jos 73 under
digcussion in relation to L1707 . We have already mentioned that objects that belonged to
Yahwel ave y 1"1‘]?;; , and 50 long as such wa object ig in this state it is prolubited for vse. Tt
thevefore follows that when anything that is ‘common’ is devoted to God it becomes holy and it
iy esseniially sepavated from the 'contmon’ use: ‘every devoied ( Dj@“ﬁ@}mﬂwwumﬂ
holy ( 0° UT':;{Q“ llf",jff-g) to the Lord' (Lev 27:28). However, while this assertion. is true with regard
to holy ohjects in general, being U117 does not make things untouchable, but the
appropriation of suich objects would be prohibived.

This text is therefore a further indication of the seriousness involved in 1710 . Every
thing devoted to the Lord is not only holy but most holy ( [ ifj TR U)"“H_F] - tahoo of
tahoc}s‘?)zﬁ, Consequently, such an object cannot be sold or redeemed ( 35‘{ 3’ - }{ﬁ ).
Furtheimore, Israel are warned not to keep the ooty in the camyp for the booty was devoted to

the Lord, something that would resulr in the destruction of the camp (Jos 6:182%¢f Deut 7:26).

28 Brekelmans, as says Lohfink (1986:183) sees in [ an
original noun expressing a quality, like U,l'"_{“"l"\? antd /;['-1

He finds this character preserved in Lev 27:21; Deul 7:26; Jos
G:17; I Xings 20:42; Is 34:5; Mal 3:24 (,46). But Loehfinlk
suggests Lhat these passages should be understeod with the word
taken as a conerete noun or a noun expressing  an  action.

Prockseh, quoted by Snaith (1860:33) holds a similar view -

| R ig the primitive Hebrew reoot for ‘heoliness'.

28 Lohfinlk (1988:18G) argues that in the vontext of war, 1t is
only in Jos 6:17 that herem (in the phrase nw'\"’? SRR,
raefers teo bhath thuman _heing';s and plunder, E‘.lsew}m;‘e in  the

context of war the application Lo human beings is  always
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M Jos 73,1t is stated that the Jsraclites defied ¢he ban' (NEB), 'the sons of Isracl acted
wnifaithfully in regard to the things mmder the ban' (WAST), 'the faraelites hivoke faith in vegord
to the devoted things' (NR5V)30 | These renderings are no doubt guite suggestive of a

prohibition that has been broken, and as a result the anger of the Lord burned against the

people of Isracl’ (v 1). It is true that while it was Achan who took the devoted things { 1710 ),
the whole community of Israc met with the wratli of God. it is swrprising 1o note here that
atthouph it is God who is said to be offenided, dye punishment resulting frorm the violation of
the prohibition is iuflicted by his agents, the imposers of the ban, Since the devoted ithings are

unredeenmaile, they have {0 be destroved together with Achan - the violator of the han, The

devoted things are burned with fire, while the killers of Achian keep distance and then throw
stones at hiim to avoid coming too close. (Jos 7:25).

Note, however, that although Israel are spared from the death penalty, even aflter
keeping the devoted things, sanctification is necessary slnce as a covenant people (Ir. 18.6),
they have transgressed the covenant of the Lord anad have done a shameful thing (7:15). Hence,
Joshuais told by the Lord to sanctify the people, and this would be done by removing the

£17011 objects from their midst: hence foshuais told by the Lord to sanctify the people:

Up, sanctify the people, and say, Sanctily yourselves for tomorrow; for thus says the

exprogsed verbally and the noun is reserved for Lthings or cattle:
Deut 7:26; 13:18 (17); Jos G.:18; ¥:1, 11-13; 22:20; 1 Sam 15:21:
Chr 2:7.

30 GNB has lost the ideca of devoted things to the Lord ( T

) in ils rendering. Lahfink (L836:188) rejecks ‘ban' as the
correct rendering. ile argues that (¢ is and always has beeéen

false and wmisleading, for it was an appreopriation rendering of
the medieval Jewish herem corresponding toe soecular outlawry and
ecalesgiastical excomnunication, but is  based on a later
development of the word berem that i1Is unattested in the OT. My
view ig Tthat when something is devoted to God and canncot be used

hy human heings, then suech s thing is essenlially under hban.
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Lovd, God of fsrael, There are devoted things in the midst of you, Q Israel; you cannot
stand before your enemiies, until you take away the devored things firom among yvou, In “l
the morning therefore you shall be rrought near by vour tribes (v 14),

Lohfink says that such a cultic assembly helps to avert the 7). Another point that |
nesds to be underscored in that, in this context of war, all sfiver and gold, and vessels of
bronze and fron remain sacred to the Lord; and they shotld go Into the treasury of the Lord )

{Jos 5:19, of v 24), But this is ancther evidence that these oljects ave still forbidden from vse b
Y

Israel.

Oue yuajor question we need (0 ask ourselves is whether war booty is Q100 because

the oijeris have been devoted to the Lord or because they ave unclean, We have already

altuded (o the fact that the convent of something is determivied by its source oy the piace of its
origin. Following this arpument, we can say in veference o Deut 7, where the Denteronomist
has wsed this anclent way custom as pat of his campaign apainst idolatyy that if holiness
proceeds fromm Yahweh, then conversely, from 'noeyoumy-gods’ proceeds uncleanness
(aboraination), and since the war booty is taken from non-Israelites, such things shounid he

covsidered unclean, and shonld in tuynbe detested and abhorred.

But if; on the other hand, the reverse is true, ig the booty in & ban because it is holy,

then this would certainly pose 2 raore d&ifficodt question - ay what point did the booty beconie

holy? Was it when the war was golog on, or when the objects were in the hands of Isvael, the
holy nation whose holiness wae passed to the objects or was it when this bhan was declared by
Yahweh even belore the war began (Deut 27:17-26)7 Given the exchusiveness with which
hollness Iz used for Yahweh (cf the ™1~ tﬂ:F”TT% Tormuila), we can sugpest that in & context
of way against the othoer nations, obyjects are taboo due fo thelr associztion with the
‘noi=yourpods’, and are congequently unclean,  So, i the Tsreelites were to preserve the
integeity of thelr velipion, they had o sepavate themsalves completely from their enemies, the
Canaanites and the other nations round about them, by destroying ther corapletely, male no
covenant with them, show nomerey to them and notmake maryiage with them (of. Dout 7:1-5).

Ta Jos 7, the M7 s, however, different since there is no reference to idolatious
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objects. Here we are simply rexminded the many violations of covenant obiligations occasioned
by contact with pagan nations, lsrael was a noation that was sel apart - a chosen naifon, Hence
the need 10 prescrve thair religious integrity by toial destruction of war hooty, The ol was
thersfore ameans of protecting the covenarnt and the holiness of Yahiwelk, the God of Israel,

It is striking 1o vote another peculiarity of wae 27705 even after what was devoied to
Vahweh, in the coxtext of war (Jos. 7) wag destroyed, it did not cease (0 be tabon, This is dear i
the way Joshuia Jays v oath wpon RBrael and cigse o anvone wlio would xise up and rebubid
the cty of Jaicho Oos 6:28 of 1 King 1G:34). In the beginming of this study we saw that the
streveth of a taboo depended on the social/religious status (power) of the nposer, Here, the
iraposer of the ban on this city is Joshua but he acts ot the divective of Yabweh3l, The
solemmity by which this ban Is imposed s particulacdly striking: joshua and his men have to
make a magical mwarch arcund the city once a day for sty days and seven Umes on the seventh
day, and during all this tinae they have to maintain steict silence (Jos 6:1.£f).

The serionsness or the conseguences of breaking this kind of taboo is seen in the death
of Achan. Fiest, v vv.16-21 Joshua had to bring fsracl near tribe by tribe and the guilt person
had to Dbe identified by casting Iots - the Urim and Thumirming (different coloured sticks or
stones which weye placed in the ephod). Casting lots was a duty reserved 1o the Levitical
priests (Num 7:21; Dest.33:8). But here, thia duty is performed by Joshua, and afier Achan is

discovered, he gives gloyy to God by conflessing his sins, Then, the booly is confiscated and

31 Smibh {(1927:453-54) savs that ‘such a han Is a taboo,
enforced hy the fear of supernatural penalties and as with taboo,
the danger ariging from it is contagion (Deut 7:26 of 73, and
whoever hrings a devoted Lthing into his house falls under the
game ban himselr. ' To this may he added Lohfink's (1986:192)
statoment concerning o0 and tahoo. e argues that since the
war ol herem aof lsrael involved the total extermination of a
population, such action could net be carried out in the ancient

Near Fast apart from religious consecrabion and taboo,
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together with Achan, his whole farnily and possessions was destyoyed - Achan was stoned to
death.

Second San! was stripped of his duties of Idugship alter he broke a similay taboo by
failing 10 destwoy what was devoted to destruction (1 Sam 15:23). At the same time, a sacrifice
1o the Lord of plunder firom the war, the best sheep ad catile, is reiected (v 22} In the
campaign, against the Araleldtes, Saul was commanded to: "how go and smnite Amalek, and
utterly destroy all that they have; do not spave them, hut kit both wan and woman, infant and
suckling, ox ond shecp, camel! and ass.! (v.3). The prophet's comumand was in implemenrasion.
of Yahweld's own words in the Deuteronomic code (Deut.25:17-19). But Saul chose (o disobey.
He spared Agag, King of Amnalely ang the apoll » sheep and oxen which should have been
utterty destroyed, and “he was condemned (o ot interpreting i¢ sivictly’ (de Vauwc280). In
vicw of this, how would the Hebrew word Wity be transisted, following the modem
principles and theories of tvanslation, where words are given their proper meaning? This
subject will be discussed later as we deal with other words that seem to be problexnatic from.

the point of view of translation.
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CHAPTER THREE

DIETARYPROMWIBITIONS

Introduction

In the preceding chapters we discussed how the OT concept of holiness is viewed as a
source of danger in certain texts especially when people are told to avoid conting in contact
with it lest they be 'contaminated’. Our gsiudy of the Hebrew root 0Tt has also heen
illuminative even though the word does nol comnaote taboo in the understanding of tribal
socleties. The way objects related to war are devoted to God, hence tabao, and any attempt 1o
violate this tabog, for exammnle in the case of Acharn, results in his deatl) by stoning,

But it §s i the Hebrew root MO©@ that we have ritual taboo in the true sense of the
word. In the following two chapters we sliall endeavour 1o survey very carefukly how the root
M displays a notion of taboo especially when seen from the perspective of the Kikuyu

peonte and other cudtures we have studied so far.
N OND

Etymologically, accovding to Aundre (1986:330), the root that appears in ¥DOW , 'be
unclean', appears with the same meaning in fewishh Aramaic, Syriac and Middle Hebrew, It is
ynot attested o classical Arabic, but later Arabic has a verb fama, be choked with anud', and a
noun tarnmny, ‘mad of the Nile', Bu he says that according 1o Paschen, temmny hasically means
'wet dirt,

The Aldkadian idddbn and assaky have sometimes heen compared to the Hebyrew root
NYQAD  or as an expression of taboo. The primary meaning of ikkibu, as suggests Ringeren.
(1986:332), is 'something forbidden: an object, place or action bavred by divine prohibicion’. He

furcher says that " certain animals ... must not he earten or taken becanse ey are ikkibi; often
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the God who issues the prohibition is natmed and a punishment is threavened'. Ringgren gives
exammples of how ifkibu was applied, "to aross a river is an ikkibu of Ea, which cornotes both
'Torbidden by Fa'and 'sin against Fa', and in certain cases it also suggests that something s
reserved to a god or king'. Concerning the word assakn, he sces it as a synonym of ikkibuy,
except that it refers to what is sacrosanct 1o a god or to the king, whereas ikkibu usually refers
to something terrible that caitses human pain or disease. However, according to Ringreren, hoth G
kkibu and assaku mean something other than a mechanical taboo, even though they
Presuppose a divine prohibition. He nevertheless achmits that in certain cases they come close
to the meaning 'sacred, sacrosanct {to someone). Concerning the relationship bebveen the

Israelite term YU and the Akkadian ilkibu and assaki, Ringgren rejects thelr comparability.

CEdat o, LR BTN W

The word {70 L:) belongs to the same semantic fisld with ‘T\',_J_‘:l_f and T]T\[/) ,
"abomination’, 1°T)  which means sexual uncleanness, kY _33'1_]-; Shomination' and l;-\, PYe)

‘sacrificial flesh not fit to eat’ {s0 Amoris, 1986:244). The principal roor in the OT to express

the idea of vucleanness is N ):51}0 , and it appears 288 times in rh'e OT. Sratistically, Ringgren
says that evidence also shows that the root N ?3L1f‘) appears primarily in the hooks dealing with
cultic practices such as Leviticus {52% = 149 times), Numbers {(13.2% = 38 times) and Fzekiel
{15% = 38 times).

In his study of terms relared to desecration and defilement, Amorim (255-8) also

includes the roots  ¥] 17 and $N3 . About. ()N}f he points out that although the idea of
loathing, disgusting and abomination is present, the concept of defilerment and pollution is not

necessarily implied, except in the poetical construction of 2 Sam 1:21, The root T‘l] 7, onthe

other hand, primarily means apostasy or alienation from God, probably because of child
sacrifice to Molech.

Since our study in this section is principally based on instances where the root N0 has
overtones of taboo, ie prohibitions related to ritual uncleanness, the roots )M and ; Ny rall

out of the scope. We shall atterapt, however, to consider Y i and ﬂ';l}.)jh.
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SR .. ACT] .\..‘L 3 .n.‘. Le _‘ _t o
The Forbidden Aninals in Lewition:

In our discussion about holiness in the 0T, mention was made that woly objects and
placez were forbidden becavse of their contagion which was seen 1o be duagerous, In view of
this we argued that these kinds of prolribitdons were simdlar to taboo bur not in technical
terurs. Shmilarly, olsjects and certain foods ware tahooed hecanse thiey were said to be tmclean
ad that the upcleanmess inherent in wem was con‘tagioﬁs ane  therefore harmiul.
Consequitenidy, a person who thus became ritually unclean as a result of violating especially
tood taboos had 1o be puritied ritually or became automatically clean after a period of thue.
This was alse true for other uncdeanness, eg coming into contact with a dead body,
menstruant, male imd fernale discharges and aleprous person {cf Lev 11-15)52,

Ringgren (331) has no difficulty in taking the terin tzhoo to refer to unclespness in
Israel, He arguesthat the

relizio-cultoral similarity berween unclean and taboo has been pointed our. In faet

there are many contexts, especially those nvolvinz sex or death, in which the Israelite

laws governing uncleanness are probably connected with ancient taboos; in other cases,
uncieanness is more likely reoted inthe rejection of alien cultic practices.

One point that needs {o be undevstood is thal unlike the tribal socieiies, food taboops in
tle hiblical texts were not contagious, ie a person did not exiract a contaginus and purifiahle
uneleanness by eating forbidden foods (ef Lev 11:2-23). That means, in our discuszion about
food in thie section, our vendering of the Helwew word  §% 12 Lq’) “taboo’ does not mean taboo
in the Yght of the tribal socieiies, but prohibitions whose violation does not require ritual

wrificadon.

32 The concept of purity and impurity in P, according to Jenson
(1982:75) is a diffiocullt one, and has proved of great interest to
anthropologists as well as biblical scholars. He further remarks
that ‘the laws which define whoe or what is clean or unclean
primarily in Lev 11~15 have long puzzled commentators’. This is

clear in the foed tatbwos as we shall see later.
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Food is any substance that can be inpested by a Hving organism and metabolized into
enerpy and body tissue, anything that provides mental nourishment or stirnulus. It is true that
while some people may choose not to belong to any religion at all, no one under nornal
circurmstances would choose not to eat, for this would mean bringing life to a halt. The
centrality of food in human life cannort be underrated33, and the significance attached to it by
all races of the world is manifested in the dietary rules and regulations which vary
considerably from society to society>4. This is also true about Israel;

These are the lving things which you may eat axong «ll ithe heasts that are on earth.

thtevel is hooful and is cloven-footed and chesvs the cud, among the animals, you
may eat, “Neverthieless among those that chew the cud or is hoafed, you shall not eat
these: the camel, because it chews the cud but is not hoofed, is unclean to you, 2And
the rock badger, because it chiews the cud but s not hoofed is undclean to von. BAnd
the hare, because {t chews the cud but is not heofed, is unclean to you. ‘And the
swine, because it is hooled and is cloven-footed hut does not chew the cud, is unclean
o you. 80f their flesh you shall not eat, and their carcasses you shall not toucly; they
areunclean toyou{Lev 11),

n the priestly tradition cerfain animals are considered as a potential source of
wmncleanness and as a result, distinction hetween ¢lean and unclean animals was therefore
inevitabie (of Lev 20:25). Donglag (1966:70), using the Book of Genesis, sugnests that the basis
on which this distinctlon was to be made was in the way they moved:

Here o threedold cdassificarion unfolds, divided between the earth, the waters and the
firmaament, Leviticus takes up this scheme and allots to each element its proper kind of
animal life, In the firmament two-legged fowls fly with wings, Tn the water scaly fish
swim with f{ins. On the earth fourltegged animals hop, jump or walk. Any class of
creatures which is not equipped for the right kind of locomotion iy its clement is
contrary to holiness and contact with it disqualifies a person from approaching the
temple,

While in Leviticus it is agssumed that Israel kmew which land antmals have (rue hooves

33 In the creation narratives of Genesls, chapters 2 and 3, the
verh 17'.ZJ$I appears 24 times, and the whole atmosphere is very
kitchen~like,

34 of the Polynesian food taboos in chapter 1 and the Kikuyu

dietary rules appended to Lthis work.




aind ave cloven-footed and chew tie cud (Lev 11:3)35, in Deuteronomy the animals are cleacly
gpecilied: "These are the anitoals you may eat: the ox, the sheep, the goat, the hart, the gazelle,
the roebuck, the wild goat, the ibey, the antelope and the nowatain shaeop' (Dent 14:4).

In bioth Levideus and Deuteronomy andmals that de 1ot meet the above critexia are
neoned: ‘the canel, the rock badger, the hare and the swine' Lev 11:4-7  of Dent 14:7-8). The
reasons given for the inedibility of these auivls is no other than that even though the canwl,
the hare ;g the vock badger chew the cud, they are not hoofed and are thevefore taboo R 9.
And the swine, because it iz hoofed ad is cloven-footed but does not chew the cud, is taboo (of
Lav 11:5-8).

The occiterion for determining cdible sea creatures is in their movement: 'Everything in
the waters that bas fius and scales, whether in the seas or in the rivers, vou may eas’ (Lev 11:9).
Ay sea creature short of these two chavacteristics is an abomination, T2 U) {cf v 10). Note,
howeveyr, that while i Loviticus the term "f’ PW has been uysed to describe the nedible sea
creatures, in Deuleronomy .*1;1._\; 11 has heen used instead: " And whatever does not bave fins
and scales you shall not ear; It is unclearn ( i M1 0) for you,' (ef v 10). Among the birds the
{followlng were considered alhiominable,

the eagle, the vidture, the osprey, the ldie, the falcon according to St kind, every yaven

according to its kind, the ostrichy, the nighthawl, the sea gul), the hiwld according to its

kind, the owl, the cormorant, the ibis, the water hen, the pelican, the carvion vidture,
the stork, the heron according to its lind, the hoopoe, and the hat. (Lev 11:13-19 of

Deut 14:11-18)36

Unforrunately, In both Leviticus and. Deuteronomy the texts are silent about the birds that

33 Fugene Hunn, quoted by Houston (1903:38) has shown that
those charocteristios define a zoologically recognizable btaxon:
the sub-order Buminantia of the order Articdactyla (‘with an even
number of toes'). According te HWouston, the zoologisks have used
precigely Lhe same coriteria to identify the group as the Liblical
text does.

3& The translation of many of the names af birds ig wuncertain.




should be eatenS”. Perhaps it is assumed that Ysrael knew what birds were allowed Lo be eaten:
Youmay eat all clean birds' (Deut 14:11).

Again, whereas the Deuteronomist is silent abont the abomination of these birds, and
does not give any reason as to why they shoulid not be eaten, the priest categorically states that
they are an abomination (Lev 11:1.3). However, while the birds are said to be W?'{j , the term

DA LQ is used to vefer to quadrupeds (v 4-8), But in Deuteronomy this teriminological
distinetion is not made, and the whole pericope dealing with prohibition of unclean food
heging with the word 2y ¥ {ef v 3).

T Lev 11:20-23 wingad insects which. have legs above thelr {eet, with which to leap on
the earth, are edible, 'the locust according to its kind, the bald locust according 1o its kind, and
the grasshoppey according to its kind. But all other winged insects which have four feet are an
abomination Y jﬁw to yorl'. Harrison (1980:128) remmls that “locusis have been eaten in the
Near Fast for Millennia,' He rofers, for example, 1o the Xing of Assyrla, Ashiurbanipal (c669-627
BCYwhose guests ate locusts brought on sticks during aroval hanquet.

We have seen how the priest assumes that Israel know which animals they must eat.
The Deuteronomist makes the same assiuvption about the animals Tsrael must not eat, and he
is silent about swarming things: ~You shall not eat any abominable ( ﬂ:_ll_.-_\} 13) thing. These
ave the andials vou way eat.' (14:3-4), In Leviticns a list of swarming things whose carcasses
are considered undlean is given: ~And these are unclean { ¥ ) L?} to you amnong the swarming
things that swarma upon the earth: the weasel, the mouse, the great lizard according to its
kind, the gecko, the land crocodile, the lizaxd, the sangd lizard and the chameleon' (11:29t0).

Toucking of the carcasses of these arinrals would cause ritwal pollution. This Jeads us to

< " N N s
o Douglas (1966:69), whose work on this section has heen quite
helpful, says that about bdhirds she has ‘nothing to sayv becsuse
they are named and not desceribhed and lhe translatbtion of the name

is open to doubt'. Sa, Houston (43,66, 109),




another dimersion of ou discussion - the contagion by touching,

In Lev 11:24-40, which is very relevant to our study, touching of carcasses of land
antmals is prohibited since uncleanness woulil be trausmiitsd to the porson involved, To this
section the use of the fornmila Y2 in- % o {whoever touches), has heen employed: “whoever
touches their carcass shall be unclean { NG ) unidl the evening' (w24, 27, 31). Following
Houston (49, 530} three groups that fall under this catepory of “whoever touches' can be
recogmized in this section. First, "Every aninml which is hoofed but is not clover-footed or
does not chew the cud..! (¢26). Concerning antmals that do not have coven hooves, Houston
mextions the horse and the donkey and for the andraal that does not chew the oud, he
idenidfies the pig. The other group indude all the animals dhat * go oi thelr paws
T &_jpmf ¥ \ﬁ 1, among the animals st go on all fouwrs' {(v27). Houston, following Milgrora,
rejecis the ealier assertion that )7 3;];)"&_\‘} meats that " they use their hands for walking on'
(Douglas, 1966:56; Porter, 197690, Wenham, 1979:177). According to Houstan the "LTE;- does
not mean the himd-like foot of the Mzard (Douglas), bur the flat of the foot, ie the paw, which
siynply distinguishes all guadrupedswithout hooves from thogse with hooves' (50).

As we have just remarked, in this sectionr we are nor dealing witlh food prohibitions but
with the contagion that results from contact with carcass of lead anlmals. It goes without
saving that contact with the two groups of sntmals, namely " andmal that s hoofed bt Is
cloven-footed or does not chiew the cud!, and the “sworming things that swam upon the
eartlhl, made a person ritually unclean until the evening. The contact was in two ways,
touching the carcass ur carrying any part of their carcass, While fn the former no purification
was necesgary, the latter necessitated washing of the clothes (of vv 24-26), but even after the

washing was done the victim remained defiled until the evening39., Again, at that tivae, as

38 Porter (88) has remarlked that ‘contact with a human corose
&

meant being unclean for a week (of Num 19:11, 18), but with an

animal the case was less gerious and the uncleanness lasted only

unt il Tthe beginning of the succeeding dav, since the Hebrews




Harrison says (130), “he would wash his body also, and until this had heen done hie could not
partcipatein tabernacle worship orin anvpersorial sacrificiad rites,

Finally, we have the third group in Lev 11:209ff, the swarming things that swarta upon
he earth or " ihe teaming creatures that teem on the ground (Houston), It is not possible 10
identify for certain all the animals included in this group. Hare ) follow Houston (51) who
generally concludes that both reptiles snd sweall mammals are tncluded. And according to
him, " this Indicates the upper size Higits of the whole dlass of teeming things of the ground,
which of course goes down to incude all creeping insects, spiders, worins awd other
invertebrates (of v 42) The carcass of animoals in this group defile anything they touch: an
article of wood or a garmient or skin or a sack, any vessel that is used for sy purpose (of v 32).
Olsjects and artides thar were defiled by contact with a carcass were to be put into water to
remove any uncleanness and had to rernain impuare mmtil the evening; then they were clean.
But the earthen vessel in which aoy of the animals fell had to be hroken (v 33), sivce {t was
" considered to hecore impregnated with uncleaness’ Porter, 91). Cooking equipinent, an oven
aid a stove were equally contaminated should any part of their carcass fall upon them (v 35),
and like the earthenware vessel, they liad (o be destrayed, Only a spring or a clstern (v 36) gnc[
saed ntended for sowing ware nol contaminated by contact with carcass, For the fomner, the
rezson cowld be that the watar was continually flowing thereby taking away any ingnrities,
while for the latter “the nesd to preseyve the essentials of life Iimits the application of the
peinciple of uncleammess' (Porter),

Contary with the corpise of a cleam anbmal couveyed a parifiable pollation: "And if any
animal of which you may cat dies, he who touches its carcags shall he inclean. ( NY3 L:)_ } unit
the evening and he who eais of ifs carcass shall wash his clothes...' (v30D).

While the aliens were allowed 1o eat mear of the carcasses of clean soxdmals that had

died froin patural death, if they so wished, the Israelites were strictly forlidden on ceremonial

began their day at sundown'.




reasens (¢f Deut 14:21), 80, the laraelites wore ot supposed to tonch M '_A'i the carcasses of
svch andmals, last they become y v 9. But Milgrooe (1991:681-2) argues that in P generally the
carcasses of clean animals o not defile liy touch and that Lev 11:39-40 is a late harraonixation,
Yurdher, Houston (51) remarks that vw39-40 may “have beerr added hove for the sake of
conmpleteness in the law aboutriteal pollution arising from carcasses.

Finally we have vw41-45, which serves as the conchiasion of the whole secrion on
wrolibition of unctean animals. This seciion Begins with an enlorged st of swarraing things,
‘whatever goes on {ta belly, and whatever goes on ali fours, or whatever has many feet, dll the
swartning things are sm abomination T2 {g} (v 42}, The enlavged Hst now inchids “insects,
gnalees, Hrards, worms, caterpillars and the lilie' (Povter, 132). The carcasses of these animals
sriast e avoided, lest the Israslites defile themsslves and become unclean \N?l{_)' (cf v 42).
Surely, it I8 permissilile to compare this partcular section {(vw 24-435) with the iribal societics'
understanding of taboos concerning corpses of dead people discussad in chaptey cne.
deseription of wnclean foods, let us pow examine briefly a3 comparative study of these

terminologiesisbothLeviticus 11 and Deuteronomy 14.

CREATURES VERSES LEVITICUS VERSES DEOTERONGMY
guadrupeds 3-8 O 3-8 \
N DY
unclean uncleam
Sed Creattiyres 10-12 ; 8-10
Yi2Y F AV
a1 abomination unclemm
Wirds 13-19 . 11-18
TiY
a abomination
insects 20-23 1 19
YRY Al
an abomination unclean
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swarmng 41-43 “Y' \3 y ’)-
an abomination
H] al 46-47 3 - :
all (general) XD FERAD
unclean an ahominarion

A critical apalysis of the way both the priestly text and the Deuterononsist deseribe
inedible foodsisimportant for our understanding of thebiblical dietary laws,

Whereas in Deuteronomy the word ~T\|,3w is avolded mmpletelygg, in Levilicus it seems
1o be the best terim to describe the state of the inedible foade: the sea creatuvey, the birds and
the mseqts are all v 2 U) (v 10-23). Again, while in Deuteronomy the sea creatures and the
insects are XN ?f:sLQ (vv G-10, 19), in Leviticus such creatures ave YRV ) . The toruwe ¥ )C)LQ in
Leviticus is only used to refer to land animals In terms of impurity or to all the nedle
creatures in general (cf 46-47Y40, n Deuteronomy, however, the genm*al term describing all the
inedilsde Living things is 1} ;3 ‘} v 3), and not VA Lgr) as is the cage in Leviticus,

The two texts devoted to the uncleanness of incdible creatures ave in agreement in the

orderinwhich these creatures appear:

RV YRY TRY YRy Y13y
LEVITICLIS LAND SEA BIRDS INSECTS SWARMING
Rl LAY LAYl
DEUTERONOMY LAND SEA. BIRDS INSECTS

38 Milgrom (1991:699) sugdests that in Deutercnomy Y|2Y is
discarded beecause this reoot is used in the condemnation of
idolatry (Deut 7:26; 29:18),

40 Bouston (56) calls these verses a subsoript and notes that
they redsctionally summarize the contents of the chapter as part
of the larger collection. ¥For the purpose of this study, these
verses have been compared with the intraduction of food tahoos of
Deut 14:3 above.
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We need o note however that while the interchaugealility of these Hebrew key words
for ritual Bmpurity is readily acceptable (TTouston, 41), their interpretation is still debatable.

Howston, for examnple, argues that even in this context (Lev 11) these words have different

.
A
Y

connotations, He poiuts out that "the noun B A is used only with reference to forbidden
{fesh, The root suggests personal disgust ¢r abhorrence, and i thizs Iegal cowtext is

appiopriately used for rigorous avoidance'. Rouaton, who rightly paratlels v 8 with v 11, where

eating and touching of dae carcasses of land anivauls (v B) and scaleless sea creatures (v 11) are

described both as G (uactean) and as Y12 L_/j (aliamination), respectively, remarks that the

" oot ¥ has not " any tedsnical ritual connotations,’

Ravionale Behdwnd Meat Prohibivions

So far we have distussed in brief the kind of creatures that wers perralited to be eaten

by Tsvael. Mary Douglas (1966:70) is right in assevting that 'In the finmament two-legged fowls

fly vith wings. In the water scaly fish swim with fins. On the earth fourlegged amimals hop,
jurap or wall, Any class of creatures which is not equipped for the right Xind of locormotion in

its elemnent is coxtrary to holiness'. But she fajls to Balance tlds emphasis with, for example,

chewing the cuddl, a fact that is equally emphasized in Levitdeus (11:2 of Deut 14:68), where it

is catogorically stated that any 2dible creamire should be gualified on the basls of:

41 The significance of Douglas' pnotion of locomotion deciding
the food criteria (Lev 1i, Deut J4) is also rejected Ly Firmage

(180). He points out that lecomotion is nolt the unifying

principle hehind the nerceptien of uncleanness, Bub it is Harris
who comes oulb very clearly on this point. He says, ‘Had the
Levites posszessed a heltter knowledge of zoology, they could have
uged the criterion of cud-chewing alone and simply added the

3 \J 1;
praovigo, ‘'except far the camel ' (79).
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“whatever is hoofed YT Ny and is cloven-footed no 0 ‘E)
ANDW Mypy and chews the cud 1)71) h ff Sy, amoeng the animals,
you may eat.'

Irmphasis on, 'chew the cud' in essepnce implies that since all mear-cating land animals
do not chew the cud they are automatically disqualified from the list of edible animals, This is
inline with what MaryDouglas has arpued (1993:3-23).

Referring to Gen 1:29-30, she has pointed out that at "creation all living beings were
expected to subsist on leaves, berries and seeds' (17). However, she says that this law was
modified in the new covermt alter the {lood and the people were allowed to eat meat, bhut
never blood, Blood-eating animals anrd carvion caters were to be avolded because " their bodics
have already ingested bloor Concerning the denizens of the waters without scales and the
crawlers, Mary Douglas argues that the issue is not blood eating, but lack of something they
need. Under the rubric blemish, using Lev 21:18-24, and 22:26, which deal with the plhysical
defecrs of the priests and what is acceptable as a sacrifice, respectively, she points out thag
“the forhidden species which are not covered by the law ugainst eating blood, either have
something lacking (like joints, legs, fins or scales) or something superflous (like a burden on
their backs) and that thelr disfigurenaent has something to do with. injustice’ (20),

Mary Douglas has abandoned her eariier approach on unclean avimalts of Lev 11, which
was basically bagsed on " movement’. This is clear in her remarle thai;

*An, anthropologist hardly needs to apologise for oving a new approach. to the dietary

laws in Leviticus, For one reason, the various interpretations offered so for are not

apreed. Yor another, these rules ave generally interpreted as rules of purity, whereas
they are unlilke any purity rules in the anthropolopicat record. Third, the explanations

offered in the hookitself are ignored, for lack of interest in its rhetorical structure' (3).

T this new approach, she argues that the forbidden creatures "are to he honoured as
symbols of the viethns of injustice, enacting Isaiah's concern for the fatherless and oppressed’
(23). While Mary Douglas admits that her interpretation is allegorical, ie it depends on
symbolizing virme and vice, she nonetheless rejects Philo's use of allegory, “whose free-

wheeling allegories do not depend on Isaial’'s teachings about righteousness.’ According to
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b, the animals allowed for food do not stand for virtues and the prohibited animals do not
stand for vices:
"Thowzh this interpretation males the dietary rules symbolic for virtue andg vices, the
permitied anfals do not stand for any virtues, they simply keep the rule of avoiding
blood, and the forhbidden. animals do not represent vices n their own bodies, but the
effacts of vicious actions onthe part of others.”
T her earlier work (1966), Mary Douglas had shown that the forbidden animals in the
Bool of Teviticus were “very compaiable to taboos in other pavis of the world, a rational
coustruction of natire, society and culture’ (1993:7). But in her present worl, she links the
forhidden antinals with morals and social distincetions:
"The main argument of Purily and Dangar was that taboo organizes consensus by
attributing the dangers which regularly threaten to breaches of moral law. In the case
of the forbidden animals in Leviticus I could not find this link with morals and soctal
distinctions, but srusted that, as the idea was relatively new, further ressarcly by
qualified biblical scholars would discover ways in which eating the animals could be
used as accusations in the same way as brealdng taboos' (1893:6).
While this allegorical interpretation, which Mary Douglas had rejected earlier (1966:6)

scem to be plausible, other reasons why certain creatures were considered clean and others

wrclean need tobe sought, especially from anon-liklical perspective.

It should be admitted that on the swface of these foodl injunctions, biblically, it is
locompiion and diet that are the determining factors, but beneath the sucface other reasons
seem. to be at work. And even wirhowt enyaging ouvselves in a detailed discussion ahout these
prohibidons, it will Dbe clear from what foliows below that, apart from alegorical
interpretation, the association of certain food elements wikh the nations round about Israel
which Mary Douglas (L966:61-83) aceepts reluctantly, contributed to some exteny to their
imposgition.

And you shall not walk in the customs of the nations which T am casting out before you;

for they id all these things, and thevefore 1 abhorred them. But 1 have sadd, "You shall

inherit their lind, and I will give it to you to possess, a land flowiny with milk and
honey'. T am. the Lord your God, who have separated you from the peoples. You shall
therefore make a distinetion between the clean beast and the unclean, and between the

unclean bivd and the clean; you shail not malke vowrselves abominable by beast or by
hird or by anything with which the ground teenss, which I have set apart for you to hold
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mclean., You shall e holy 1o e for § the Lord am holy, and have separated vou from
the peoples, thatyou should be mine. (Lev 2(023-26)

The idea of Israel borrowing certain elements of their calture from other nations anc
especially Canaanites cannot he denied. Meek (1963:123) concludes ks sertion on how much
Hebrews have borrowed from other vadons by saying, 'All i 2l it was no small contribution
that Canaanites nade to the Hebrews, but what the Hebrews borrowed they sublimated and
athicized in the end improving whet they borrowed' 42, In his veflection on this notion, Jeason
{1992:145), however, has a different artitude, especially from the point of view of Priestly
vnderstanding, He argues that there are several references to the necessity for Israel to reject
the religiowns practices of other nations, but the forbidden practices are ot purdoy laws, and
the defilement that they bring is of a different kind from that found in Lev 11-1543. It is
admdssible, I think, to accept that Israel as a nation were not Mving in a raigio-culiiwral vacuvm.
Certainly, they liad their own culiure (so Douglas) and religious beliefs which regulated their
day to day life, but it is adso true that the idea of borrowing from other cultures cannot be
miled out wholesale.

Tiowever, even having said that, from a non-biblical perepective, and perhaps in & much
wider scope, other reasons behind food prohibitions in Ysrael need to be sought in view of the
fact that this was a world-wide phenomerron., ¥ilcdayn people, for examnle, did noi eat any sea
creatuves, let alone the scaly fish which swims with its fing, and the Maasai Jdid not cat any
bird, not even. the chicken. Tt is true that these kind of exanples seem to be relatively
fay-ferched and should be used with cautinn especially in a study that claivas 1o be hiblical, Bug

such examples help ws understand rthe biblical dietary laws, T think, thereforve, hy way of

42 So Profesagsor Hooke, quoted LWy Douglas (196B6:62).

43 Concerning Lev 20:25 which is basically about making a clear
distinction hetween animals and birds that are ritually clean and
these that are not, Jenson (146) argues thalt it is the structure,
not the content, of the food laws that distinguishes Isracl fram

the nalions.
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digression, n a study of this nature we cannot restrict ourselves to the comparative studies of
cultnres of nations around Isracl, for such an approach would seemn to be inhibitive.

Jerison's (1993:14) criticism of Miller and Roberts for failing 1o consider other cultures
in Waeir worl The Hand of the Lovd is definitely supportive of this view. He says that ‘In their
treatment of the expulsion of the arl, Miller and Roboevts compared it to Hittite rituals against
pestilence: when a plague befalls the ark is selected, adomed and deiven out'. Iiller and
Hobrerts, he wrgnes, 'do not pay any pacticvlar attention to the rituad procedure; 1o them the
important fact is only that a pestilence coudd be attributed to an enemy god'. Finally he says
that "ike the majority of O scholavs, Miller an:d Roberts restrict the lhwits for Old Testament
comparative analysis to Near Oriental cultnres, mcluding, however, Hitrite toxts'. Again, to nse
another example, Maccely (1991:132) tells us Irow Eilherg-Scluwartz {(1990) pleads for a revival
of cross-caltural comparisons in antiropological method, urging that it is time to halt the
reaction against wlat were felt to e suprerficial parallels drawn by 'armchair anthropologists'
such as JFrazer and Robertson Smith?d ¥ilberg-Schwartz argues that ‘metaphorical
comparisons' between remmote cultures can be useful and enlightening. Societies evervwhere,
he argues, use similar raethodds of ordeving societal data by metaphorical vse of natural objecrs
and animals. Tilberg-Schweartz gives suggestive similavities to Braelite religion among the

Nuer??, Dinka and Samoan ¢ ultures, aswell asin Babyvlonian or Cansaniie religion.
’

44 Jenson (1992:57) expresnses the same sentimenta when he says
that hiblical schalars have not used anthropological studies
extensively in the investigation of Iriestly tegts, and se?eral
essays written by anbthreopologists have met with criticism. He
further says that the challenge Lo understand the text romains,
and any approach which deals with central questicons of meaning
and interpretation deserves careful consideration, See alsa
Houston (1€83:16) who here seems to follow Howard TEilherg-
Schwartz.

45 of Houston (187). Houston here connecls meat calting with

ritual especially among the Nuer.
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Furthermore, Houston (15f), the moest recent work on this suhject to my knowledge,
admits that he has not responded to Filberg-Schiwartz's work adequately; nonetheless, he
refers to it in commection with the need to make use of anthropological approaches (o the
wderstanding of dietary prohibitions, According to Houston, Eldberg-Schwartz has argued at
length for the validity of a comparative method derived from anthrapology as a tool in the
elucidation of Israelite religion. Houston himself remarks that 'we must take seriously the work
of social ahtln*opologists who studied the cultures of a wide range of societies, most of which
included food prohikitions and avoidances'.

Kikuyu people, who are found to the further south of the Nuer and Dinka people of
Sudan, already cited above, hiave very cdose, if not shuilar, princples that govern food
injunctions in the OT, and a comparative study hetween the two cultures s inevitable in this
study. Against this background, and following Eilberg-Schwartz, Houston and oiber scholars
who are in favour of anthropology as a profitable approach to food prohihitions, we shall
proceed to re-examine food selection criterla in Jsrael vis @ vis the Kikuyu people using the
chiart below, For this exercise, olher creatures that are net mentioned 1 the Hebrew texts
have been included, in order to help us understand better why certain animals are considered
unclean for food while others are not. Having grown vp in a rural area, far away from any
urhan infltence, and in a family of pon-believers, I have parUcipated in many traditional
cereneonies, ritnals and hanting. This experience, plus invaluabhle verbal information recelved,

froim eldexly people in my society, will be needed for this section.
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EDTALE AND INEDIBLE CREATURES IN THE OT AND AMONG THE KIKUYD

CLEAN UNCLEAN DIRT MHOVEHENT COVERING SHARE ! CCNSUNER
GRASS CHEY HOCVES JCLEFT FUR/UOOL GOGD ]| ISRARL KIKUYY
LLEAVES | THE :
CEREAL | CUD - !
ox yes yes yes ves yes YRS lyes yes
sheen yes yes fyes yes yes yes { yes yas
I goat yes yes yes yes [ yes yes yes yes
hart yes yes yes yes yes yzs ves yes
gazelle yes yes yes yes yes yes ves yes
Wi Ld
goat yes yes yes YEs yes yes yes yes
ibex ves YES yes yes yes Ves YES yes
ante-
Lope yes yes yes yBs yes yes yes yas
Wi ld . s
sheep | Vs ves yes yes yes yes yes yes
cameh yes yes yes "o yes detestable no - no
hara yes ves no no yes ¥Ees ne no
rosk badger yes yos no na yes yri no no
swine NEN no yus yes yes detastable noe ne
suirming no no no o yes/ne yas/na o no
creatures
giraffe yas yes ves yes yes detestable no ne
elaphant yas no na na no detestable no no
shakes ne an na no ne detestable no na
Lion no no 1o no no yss rQ HIs]
scaly
fish ro no nc no scales yes yes no
fish ne ne no no no detestable no na
hirds yes no no ne Teathers yes Yes yeu
hirds na no no nec feathers yes/no no 0
tocust yes ne noe no no yes yes yes
cricket yes no no a0 ro yas S yes
Grass- : .
hoppet yes no na no ne yeEs Y8 yes
fly ne no na no no yas no no
hea ne no noe ro RO yE&s nQ no
‘ spider ne ne no no no yes no na
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Before we lighlight a few points for a better understanding of the food prohibitions in
the OT in the light of the chart above, we need to mention three categories of edible
substances found in all societies as suggested by Leach (Houston, 183):

1. Edible substances that are recognized as food and consuned as part of the

normal diet,

2. Edible substances that are recognized as possible food, hut are prohibited or
else allowed {0 be eaten only under special (ritual) conditions; fwhich are] consciously
tahooed.

3. Edihle substances that by culture and language are not recognized as foad at all;

{which are} unconsciously tabooed.

While Leach's categorization of edible subsiances is plausible, we still need Lo ask
ourselves why certain edible substances are not recognized as food - unconsciously tabooed? 1t
is true that owr chart is not exhaustive, and that our attempt to find a solwtion to this problem
i3 not exclusive and vet, the chart is suggesi‘ive of the fact that there could be very many
reasons behind food taboaos as we shall sce below, eg feeding habits, shape, size, etc.

First, and perhaps incidentally, except for the fish, a Jew of biblical times would have
felt quite at home dining on meat in a Kikuyu home, except for the lack of fish. This is qguite
explicit in this chart where all the animals allowed (o be eaten in the OT are the same among
the Kikuyu, and vice versa. Second, all the edible creatures seem to have several things in
conimon, ie they all eat either grass or plants or cereals as their main food, except for the fish

which seem to defy this rule.

SPECIES ¥OOD
goat‘;s grass,jeaves
pigeon cereals

46 Edible animals de neoet only qualify because they have ULrue
hooves, are cleft-footed and chew the cud, but they are alsa used

as a simile for beauty and grace, as says Gardner (1983:19).
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locust grass,leaves

Note, here, that it is only vegetarian animals that are accepted as the right kind of food,
je species of animals that eat grass o1 leaves or ceveals. Meat-cating creatures are not fii for
human consumption. Incidentally, according to Gardner (1983:20-21), in the QT meat-eating
creafures seem Lo serve as a metaphor of menace, Thoe wolf's reputation as a phynderer of
flocks appears congistently in biblical imagery. Jeremiah called the enemies of Judah wolves,
The leopard serves as a metaphor of mmenace. A king's wrath was like the growling of a lion.
Daniel i3 put 1 a dexn of Hons. The Lord's anger is symbolixed by a hear rohbed of her cubs.
Jerusalem is referred co as alair of jackals.

This metaphorical understanding of animals in {he OT is crucial for this study, and
neetds 1o be discussed further. For example, Eilbert-Schwartz (117) argues that the " concept of
metaphor makes it possible to see the significance of animal names in the Febrew Bible'. But
more importantly is his assertion that there seem to be a conneciion between the natural
metaphors of Israelite thought and the hiblical prohibition against eating any land animals
that donot chew the cud and lrave cloven hooves (125),

Eilberg-Schwartz has further pointed out that the animals that serve as metaphors for
other nations, such as predatory animals, are dofined as unclean. But Houston {185) has noted
that while it is true fhat the animals that serve as metaphors for Isvaelite society are seen as
clesnt, while the predators that symbolize the enemies of Israel ave wnclean, the national aspect
is nor essential to the metaphor.

Concerning the fusects, it is now clear that apart fron: having " elongated hind legs'
(Harrison:129), with which to leap on the earth, the winged ingects that may be eaten in the OF
(éf Lev 11:20-23) are wso in keeping with the rest of the other edible creatures as far as their
feeding habits are concerned, This ig also frue for the birds. According to Levine (1989:68), the

impure birds are virtmally all birds of prey and can be classified into 5 groups: (1) Four types of
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falcons: faleon; sparrow awk; Kite and buzzard. These eat Hving flesh and carriced?, {(?) Your
types of vultures or eugles: eagle, gviffin, vidture; black valture, gyplian valture and bearded
vulture, These eat carvion. (3) Six types of owls: long-eared owl; dark, desert cagle owl; bam,
screech owl; little owtl; Saliaran owl and fish owl, ostrich. These are nocturnal bivds of prey, (4)
The raven: ravens eat living flesh and carrion, {5} Marsh, or sea birds: stork; heron and sea gull,
Perhaps it is also warth our while to consider edible birds according to Levine's classification.
According to Levine, these birds can be grouped into 4 cdassifications?8: (1) Columbiformes:
various types of doves and pigeons; (2) Galliforimes: hens and quail, gathered as food i the
Sinai desert as told in the naveatives of Ex 16:13 and Num 11:831-32; (3) Anzseriformes: doinestic
gm%mﬂdm@mwﬂ@Mmﬁmmmmﬁmmw&mMmewmwfmﬂmmMM&&&mwr
the ducks, are In the group of pigeons in regard to their eating habirs,

Another comanon featare anyong the edible animals is thebody covering:

BODY COVERING
goat fur
fish scales
pigeon feathers
‘ locust rough wings

Except for the locust, which even though it has a covering on 1ts body, does ot seem to

&7 Medically, according te Clements {(1870:34), birds of prey
aalt carrion and are dangerous disease carviers.

48 Levine also argues that determining which birds are
permitted has been in some cases a matter of custom and has
resulted in persistent discrepancies among various communities in
the course of Jewish hisLory.
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fit very well in this dassificavion, the reat of the other edible animals and birds have theiv sking
protected - fur, scales or feathers. A plp and imore so an elephant which have no proper
covering on their bodies and seam to be naked may be disqualified on the same reason. Their
rather smooth skin characterizing the skin of human beings4? certainly makes them
detestable>l,  Bur Porphyry's (Houston, 186) coumment, which here inchules the elephant
amonyg the domestic animals together with the ass, states that, “we do not slaughter asses or
clepshants or any of thase anbmals that share our labours bur do not enjoy their benefits.
Anong the Kikuyu elephants were never kept as domestic anbmals and it could be that they
were considerad unelean hecause of their shape and size. Further, why should a locust be
caten and not a Bee or a fly or a spidex? While a Jocust eats leaves and has a rough covering
like the other groups of edihle areatures, the bee (hostile?), the fly and the spider do not have
these qualificarions and are as a result unclean. Farther, the shape of mimals permitted for
food seems to conform to a set standard oy paradigm, and any creature thar did not measure

to this standard was scen as detestable:

PARADIGM
land goat Levl1s
sea scalyfish  Levll
lvirds pigaon>!  Lev 5:7
44 cf the primates
50 cf a Wat
51 The Hebrews' domest icated doves, aeccording to

Gardner(1983:21), were the poor man's sacrificial offering. In
the NT the dove was an enduring symbol in Christian art, stemming
from Matthew's description of Jesus' baptism: ‘the lheavens were
cpened and he gsaw the Spirit of Ged descending like a dove...’.
Houston (235-36) is not in favour of the dove paradigm as the
starting point. Using exasmples from Ugaril where the dove, Lhe
goose and other unspecified birds were ssorificed, Houston argues

that the evidence indicates that it would he unwise Lo assume
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insects locust Tevilt

It is evident in our chart that a camnel, which can physically he compaved to a girvaffe,
apart front its failure to be categorized as a deft-footed animal, also falls under the andmals we
have termed as detestable because of their shape. After all, why should a Kikuyu eat a buffalo
{not in the chart) and not a gimvafe or an elephant or a snake, evcepdt for theiy detestable
shapes? Again, why should a locust he eaten? T am quite aware that this approach is rathey
gpeculative and lacks any hildical support and vet it helps us to see beyvond the biblical reasons
why certain animals were exciuded, For example, why shrovdd a Kikuyu not eat a givaffe even in
the absence of Pricstly influance, and vet it feerds on leaves like a goat? Other than for its ugly
shape angd size, it would be delinitely iflogical to exclude a camel just hecause it is not
ceft-footed and yet in our chart it seenus to pass ay other test making it & potential candidate
on the food Hist,

Before we conclude yhis section we need 1o say a little more ahout the understanding of
food avoidances among the Kiluya people. To begin with, the Kiluyu country had a limited
wild fauna in most of the places, except in the forest where many animals like elephants,
leopards, buffaloes, rhinoceroses, hyenas, wild pigs and different species of monkeys lived, In
the plains, there were zehras and antelopes, Oiher smaller animals like wild cats and
mongoose existed. The XKkuyu knew their natral history well and all animals, birds and
ingects, vegavdless of size, colour or shape were given a name.

But since, in general, the Kilayyu were agriculturisis their muin sowree of food was

vegetable lilte miaize, millet, sorghum, yam, sweet potaro, hanana, pea, hean, cowpea and

with Firmage (1890:190-91) that we should hegin [rom the paradign
of the dove. Houston suggests that 1t would be safe to ‘begin
fram the other end; with the unclean bhirds that are actually
mentioned’. While both approaches are plansible, I think it is
good Tto hegin with the known and move to the unknown - from the

dave to the other hirds.
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different types of green vegetable ahutrure and nyeni cia marange). However, the Kikuyu
wers not entirely vegetarian - meat and other animal producis, such as blood and mille, were
also conewned, even though they weare not considerad as food.

One point that needs to be wnderscored, ar this point, is that meat eaiing among the
¥ilaayu had a veligious meaning. This Includad meat feast, and meat connected wirh sacrifice
or ceremony. this i e egpecially when we consider many raboos commectad with meat
eating, Tor example,

17 the pet in which meat was being cooked, or the small earthen pot in which the soup

was being stirred should break, a ram or a ewe had to be sacrificed at once, to restore

peace and ward off evil influences (of OC iii:1-9}.

The striciness with which, these taboos were observed is suggestive of the fact [hat any
undesived creatiue counld not be cooked in a Xilkupw pot or comne i contact with the five in the
hewth,  This explains the reason why a purification ceremony was necessary when, for
exanaple, a toad or Hzard fell into the five in the heavth of a liut (¢f OC 1:9). But as we have just
mentioned the yuestion of edible and inedible animals did not avise because the Xikovu knew
theivnatural storywell.

Finally, the striking similarities of food avoidances between the OT and the Kikuyu, and
perhaps other culsures, direct us to rule out any possibility of actributing wholesale Q7 dietary
rules to pagan cults, granted that amonyg the Xilurn who have very close dietary affinity with.
the Jews, such an sssociation was complecely tnlmown. Needless to say, meat iaboos in both,
cultures yaay bhave taken a long period of time to reach their present form and may have
puiraarily been. considered on the basis of the general observation of the behaviour of ditferent

species of antmads in their natural habitat, n their velation to man and what had already been

accepied as the right food 22,

[}

Z Coneerning the development of food aveidances in the OT,
Houstbton (1993:20) remarks that 'if there were food aveidances in
the society in which the present law was developed, they may have

hecn sntirely different from these in the present law, or if they
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However, owr artenygt 1o use the chart above is not by any means exhaustive, given the
cotaplexity of food tehoos, and it is quite obviouns that other reasons lyving behind these
prolibitions needd 1o be sought. We shall therefore need to consider other theories pronourded
by different scholavs, Adudttedly, in view of the apace available to us, we cannot discuss these
thecries in any detail. It will suffice here to reflect briefly on fames Fisher's summary (Amorbn
1988:275)53, Figher lists ten rationales behind food prohibitions;

The Avbitrery Commmand - the reason is ordy knewn by God. He commands and man has to
obey, and thatis all. Thisis the old Jewish explanation (J R Porter);

Alegorical/Syvabolic -used by Philo and Axisteas;

Tabaa/Tovernism - suggested by Robertson Simitl;

Psychological /Repudsive - avimals thar ave vepulsive were congidered unclean {(Herod § Sterm);
Death/Life Antithesis - death is the basic rationale. Anirpals that relate to death, those ithat kill
to eat, or even those related to the cult of the dead i other religions are undlean because of
their assouation with death (Paschen, Flatcher-Watts)24:

Separation of Isracl/Protest against Paganism - unclean animals are those worshipped in the
strrownding nations{(Von Rad, Pedersen, Link and JSchattenmany, MartinNoth);

Arnthiropological/ Conformity 1o Normality - cleanness mplics wholeness, Clean animals are

were similar they may have been entirely reinterpreted’.

53 For a detalled discusion of these rationales, see Milgrom
(1991:718-7422.

54 So Kiuchi (1987:863). Following Dillman, W Kornfield, W
Paschen, N Fuglister and E Feldman, Kiuchi in his explanations as
to why certain things and conditions are designated as ‘unclean',
argues that explanations based on hygienic and cultic polentc
against pagan culls are only partial and unconvinecing, as Wenham
hag argued, and as a result he (Xiuchi) would rather take up the
explanation which symbolizes an ‘aura of death’. As we have
already noticed, any atibemplt to averemphasize any rationale atl

the expense of the others is, unfortunately, doomed Lo fail.
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those that fit in the scheme of 'vwormality of the world' (Donglas);

Ethical/ Moral - concerned about teaching self-control, and mastery of the appetite {(Aristeas,
Maimonides, Milgrom);

Ceremonial/ Culde - only sacrificial animals are clean;

Hygienic/ Health - anivnals that when used as food cause diseases or animals living in
anti-hygienic conditions were unclean (Albright, ThomasH Nelson, Gerhard F Hasel),

Houston {(68-123) has very cavefully reviewed these theories in detail which cannot be
covered in the present study, But his conclusion of this section is particudarly significant, Firat,
Houston {123) does not see food prohibitions as peculiarly an O7 phenomenon: Tt will be
shown (in the following chapter) that the dietary repertoire suggested by the code s general
among Israel, its inmmediate neighbours and predecessors in the land, except that in some
places there iz some litnited use of the pig... Second, Houston admits following Firraage in
tracing the hasis of the distinction between clean and unclean animals to the sanctuary: "My
hypothesis is that the systematic classification of animals as clean and unclean for food
developed at the sanctuaries as a measure 10 cnsure the pavity of the worshippers, and was
therefore naturally based on those aninials that were acceptable for sacrifice’, This scems 1o
me to be Fouston's response to his own question which ke argues has not been adequately
answeved by Mary Douglas' abstract stroetural approach. He remarks, 'The question vemains
how its {code) elements or{ginally acquired the meaning that they have',

While Houston's answer may he considered right from the perspective of the OT, our

5o af Douglas' idea of holy which she closely links with the

tenple (L886G:64). She notes, 'Any interpretations will fit which
Lalke the Do-nolts of the 0T in piecemeal fashion. The only sound
approach is to forget hygiene, assthetics, moral and instinchtive
revulsion, even ta forgel +the Canaanites and the Zaroastrian
Magl, and start with the tegis. Sinee each of Lhe injunctions Ls
prefaced by Lthe command te he holy, so0 they must be explained by

Lhe command' (63).
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accepting the use of examples from other cultures in the examination of the biblical food
tahoos leads us to yet another question. ITow, for example, did the Kikuyu people arrive at the
list of edible animals which seem to agree with Lev 11, except for the fish? It is true that the
Kikuyut bad sancruaries {sacred places) where both the sacrifice (without any blemish) and the
sacrificer and whatever else that was involved had to meet the required standard of purity.
But, even having said that, it is most untikely that food taboos in Kikuyu developed on the
hasis of a sanctuary. Admittedly, any infringement of food prohibitions was a religious matier
and necessitated ritual purification, but cases of this kind were rare, since evervone in the
society knew exactly what 10 eat and what not Lo cat. 1 remember as a yvoung hoy whe.n we wenl
hunting and our dogs killed a widd animal, the first thing we did was 1o open {ts mouth to see
whether or not it reseimbled the mouth of a goat (tootliless upper jaw), and then we examined
its feet 1o see whether it had split hooves. This to some extent is indicative of the rigorousness
withwhich dietaryruleswere observed anmong the Xikuyn,

If Houston's 'systematic classification' of edible animals goes beyond the point of
recording, e the written form of the biblical food prohibitions, which is not the case in Kikuyu
where they circudared in an oral form and were handed on from one generation to anothey
verbally, then we can as well say that the Kikuyn dietary rules were 'systematically classified’,
as we have already seen, even in the absence of a sanctuary in the true sense of the word. n
view of this fact, it follows that the systematization of the biblical dietary rultes may have been
effected prior 1o the sanctuary and the priest's role was to codify them, and perhaps make
some medifications. This point also seems 1o be against Douglas' sole attribution of the same
to theidea of holiness (63, cf temple, 64).

Ir the lght of these views and owr discussion on the chart, we should finally say, with
Amorim {2786), that 'no singlc rationale does justice to all the different species of animals,
fishes and birds'. I think while one specics may have been prohibited because of one or two
reasons, another species may have needed several reasons (o exclude it from the list of edible

animals. For exampie, if our chart is anything to go by, the pig seems to he disqualified on
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several prounds, ie it does not chew the cud, it does not eat grass/leaves, its body is partially
covered, its shape is abjectionable and its relationship with Inunan bheings can at times he
harmfidS6,

It is acceptable now to point out that, as is evident throughout this discussion on food
tabaos, while we have found it quite helpful to use generalizations such as 'locomotion!, 'diet’
et as the only criterta on which clean and vnclean meat wepe deter.‘n:minenL it would he safe (o

suggest that it would be more appropriate to treat each kind of animal on ity oswwn merit,

56 For a detailed study ahout the pig, see Houston (1993) and
Harris (87-871. Harvis atbributes plg taboo Lo escological and
ceaonomic factors, and rejects the notion af filth assaciated with
pigs. Houstan, wha admits dealing wibth Lhe iIssue of pigs
disproportionately (182), traces the sSource of dietary
prohibitions, that of the pig included, in pastoralism: 'If we
Loak at the whole baody of customary aveidances codified in Ehe
Levitical and related codes, not anly the pig, we are, 1 think,
coniirmed in our assumplbion that pastoral tUtradition is their

ultimate source' (212),




CHAPTER FOUR
DISLEASES AND FUNERARY TAROOS

ntroduction

.Disea_ses, as we saw in the very beginning of this study, were another source of ritual
impurity. In many societies, when man failed 1o establish the cause of a certain illness from the
examination of syinpioms, their explanation was that a supernatural power was involved®”,
Throughowt the ancient Near East, claims Mi]gmm (1991:820), diseases were considered the
work of divine, malevolent forces, and scale disease (which is under consideration in Uhis
seclion) was a prime means of divine punishiment. The sin and scale disease syndrome, he says,
‘is not limited to the ancient Near Last but is a universal phenomenon that cannot be confined
1o cultural bounds; rather, it stems from the cancerns of the human psychie'.

[urthernimore, if a person got flu, respiratory or intestinal, no isolative measures were
needed. But if the same illness persisted and failed (o respond to all the forms of known

treatments, then such an illness would obviously be attributed to a deiry or evil spirits, and in

2
4

the case of skin diseases, quarantining of the victim was inevitable. The niysterious nature
surcounding such a disease, especially skin discase which tended 1o disfigure its victims, would
always demand that such a person be isolated from the midst of the people, not ondy for the
purpose of avoiding ritwal contamination, but also, to a lesser degree, the detestable

appearance of the victim, particularly at mealtimes®8, However, it is in the former avoidance

a7 cf Kenyatta (1971:1855), He says, aboul the Kikuyvu peaple,
thal illness which seewncd to defy  the wisdom of man  was
allributed to a supernatural power, or the agency of ancestral
evil splrits.

28 of Amorim (2943 who argnes that one of the reasons leading
ta isaclation may have been due to external appearance bLhal could

give the impression thal bthe person was docemed Lo death or was
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{hat we trudy see taboo in operation and nat in the latter.

But worse still were taboos related to death, an event that marked a permanent end of
all functions of life (social and religious) of a member of a given sodety. Coming in contact
with corpses was viewed as a source of the worst type of ritwal impurity. Our translation of the
Hebrew texts connected with this kind of tahoo reveals very close parallels with the OT views
su_rmtmding certain diseases and dead bodies, not only of dead human beings but also, to

some extent, animals, aswe have alreadvmentioned.

Scale Diseases

{(lLev 13:1-59)

The Lord said to Moses and Aaron, 2 "'When a iitan has on the skin of his body a swelling
or an eruption or a spot, andd it turns into a Ieprous disease on the skin of his body,
then he shall be brought to Aaron the priest or to one of his sons the priests, 3 and the
priest shali examine the diseased spot on the skin of his body; and if the hair in the
diseased spot has turned white and the disease appears to be deeper than the skin of
hiis body, it is a leprous discase; when the priest has examined him he shall pronounce
him taboo.

It is evident that in Leviticus 13 and 14 {cf 22:4, Numn 5:2) the priest is supposed to
diagnose thoroughly skin diseases and establish whether it is a leprous disease N 'é a9,
The process involved in this medical investigalion is quite remarkable.

Tirst, the casc under diagoosis is skin disease (v 2). Then the symptoms of the discase

are cavefully studied to determine the nature of the disease (vv 3, 8, 13, 22, 25, 30). Acute

gen as a living dead.

4 Milgrom (1B81:818) compares .T1~\)"'1$é wilh an aspect of death
and says that its bearer i1s treated like a corpse (¢of Wum 12:102,
Jobh 168:13). Again, both nNynY and a carpse contaminate not
eitly by direct contact but, uniike all other iwmpurity hearers,
also by overhang, that i1s, by being unider Lhe same rtool (Lev
13:46), of Jenson (78). Cther scheolars mwmentianedl by Jenson:

Diliman, PFaschelf, Feldman, Fuglister, Amorim, Kiuchi and vaen Rad.
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, according to Levine {1989:76), is indicated by a whitish discoloration of the body hair in the
infected areas of the skin and by lesions that appear to be recessed or lower than the
surrounding skin, I after seven days the lesions do not hecomie enlarged, and if, within
fourteen days, the hair in the infected areas reverts to a more normal, darker colour, a
determination may be made that the infection is not acute 137 % 60 fJe also says that if
the rash coniinues to spread, the person is considered to have acute .37 % and is dedared
ﬁnpm‘n ind‘efmi‘m]y.

The thoroughness with which this purticular disease is examined is indicative of the
seriousness of ) V7] l':" in its relation to ritual npurity. Milgrorn (814) as we have already
noled associates Y1V 17 2 with death. Quoting the rabbis, he says,

Four are similar to a dead roan: a pauper, a leper, a blind man, and he who has no

children. like the corpse, the scale-diseased person contaminates by overhanging;

neither the corpse-contaminared person nor the scale-diseased person may cut his hair,
wash his clothes, engage in sex, extend greetings or send sacrifices to the temple,

It is true to say, in support of the association of 113y ‘:15 with death, that both
phenomena exhibit the same characteristics, namely, that they are bothh mysterious and
thevefore uncontroliable from. the standpoint of man, Both {7 A7 Lé and death are considered
to be ritually contagious, hence the need for isolation. Presumably, if, as we have scen,
touching a dead body is taboo N DY(Num 19), similarly, iouching a h,xlj %) is taboo, too.

Second, when the priest has established that the case is leprous, his findings are made

public by instructing his patient to wear torn clothes and let the hair of his head hang loose

and then cover his upper lip and cry 'Taboo, taboo' N o o Lev 13:45). Milgrom

60 Concerning the identifigation of the disease, according to

Ao Lm (198612832, Hulse suggests psoriasis seborrhaeic
dermatitis, fungus infections of the skin, parchy eczema, and
pityriasis rosesa. He (Hulse) rejects that it is Hansen's disease
(leproesy). Bul Amarim thinks that Tansen’s disease was one of
the diseases meant by the term. For rejection, see also Jenson
{La0).
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(778) says that the declaration of a victim of Ty hé as N implies that the person

suspected of scale disease 1s in o state of Impurity while he is quarantined, aualogous to the

guarantined house, which contaminates everything withinit and all who enter it (vv 46-4 7161,
Bul our main question is, why should a leper wear torn clothes, let the hair of his head

hang loose, and then cover his lip and then shioul "Taboo, taboo'? This is somoewhat conparable

10 our modern words: WARNING, DANGER! on posts that carry live clectric wires. These words

are supposed to warn passers-hy against coming into any possible contact with these wires test
they be exposcd to electric shock and the reswdtant electrocation, Or should we liken a leper to
a modern ambulance carrying a patient to the hospital which is fitted withh a device for
cmitting a loud wailing sound as a warning to other traffic so that they may dear the way for
s passage to 1he hospital?

Whatever analogy we may look for, one thing is clear - a leprous person was helieved 1o
be highly contagious. Milgrom (803-4) says that 'a leper had to cover his mouth since his breath
could contaminate, and no one was, therefore, supposed to walk to the east of him, but west of

him'. On the basis of this biterpretation and the contents of Leviticus 13, we can now see why a

leper had to be isolated. In the midst of the people he was unguestionably dangerous and as a

resuit he had to dwell alone in a habitation outside the camp (¢f v 48).

Fungus Houses

flev 14:33-47)

£1 Jensen (19920 140) says Lthat it was unlikely thatb

Ty ¥ wa.s conlagious and "@uarantine 15 therefore a.

nmisleading description of what is primarily a ritual category and

deall with ritual oot with ecivil procedure’, For use of this
Llerm, see also Milgrom (817-18), and Levine (1982:77,88). Nate
that Jenson (75) himself usds the same lerm. This notion is not

convineling, as wo shall see Jlater.
p2d
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33 The Lord said to Moses and Aaron, 34 "When vou come into the land of Canaan,
which [ give you for a possession, and I put a leprous discase in a house in the land of
your possession, 35 then he who owns the house shall come and tell the priest, "There
seems to me to be some sort of disease i my house.!' 36 Then the priest shal cownnmand
that they ernply the house before the priest goes to exanrine the disease, lest all that is
in theliouse be declared taboo; and afterward the priest shall go In to see the house,

ouses falecied with leprous disease were taboo ¥ 70 ) (lev 14:33-47). As in Whe case
) E
of a leprous persors, it was the dury of a priest, once the appearalice of such a disease was

detecded on the walls of a hwvuse 1o act swiftly, exanine thoroughly the nature of the disease

and condirm wiwthier it was malignant or not: 'If the disease breaks out again in the hownse, :
after he has taken out the stones and scraped the house and plastered it, then the priest shall
go and logk; and if the disease has spread in the house, it is 2 malignant leprosy in the house;
it is taboo A L? (vv 43-44)52. The uncleanness of a leprous house did not only affect the
inhabitants of the house, but also anything in its stones and timber and all the plaster of the
house (v 36). Similavly, lying or eating in this house was prohibited, and a violator of those

rules had to wash his clothes to remove the uncleanness (v 4 7).

But what caused leprosy on houses? The Mesopotamiais, savs Milgrany (8G7), aitribute
the frvagus houses 1o demonssg, antd the Fhgtites (o it ocr_‘n.pantsﬁ‘L, bt Istael to neither. We
wold sugpest here that the ativibation of this disease to Yalwweh by Tsrael carinot be denied,

and Leviticus seems to point in this direction, "When you come into the land of Canisau, which 1

G2 The symptoms of a leprous house resembled IL§”1§ in
leprous persons (of L8:2£f).

63 Jenson {(137) says that sinece the Priestly texts pay little
attention to the demonic in eny form, Milgrom suggests tChat
huwsanity has hecoms the demonic source ol impuribty in the
"Priestly theodicy'. Jenson also mentions Touglas 1068 Megss
1873; Ikenga~Matuh 1885, and wsavs  thal in anbthreopoelogical

discussion, they have shaown fthat it is possible Lo interpret

purity laws without reference to the demonic.

64 The rabbis also betray no hesitation whatever in attributing
a house Infeclted with lepreosy to the sin of the owner (Mildrom,
8683,
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give you for a possession, and I put aleprous discaseinahouse.l. (v 34},
Lastly, it ghotld be mentioned here that a leprous hause that had heen declared talboo
couldd not be redesmed by any purificatory rite and had 10 be bhroken, its timber and stones and

all the plaster tacen out of the cily to a place thar hiad already been declared wirclean (v 45),

Corpse, Bones of The Dead and Grave
Num 19:11-22)

11 "He who touches the dead body of any person shall be taboo seven days; 12 he shall
cleanse himself with the water on the thivd day and on the seventh day, and so be not
ratioo; but if he does not cleanse himself on the third day and on the sevently day, he
will not become dean, 13 Whoever touches a dead person, the hody of any man who
has died, anc does not cleanse himself, deflles the tabecnacle of die Lord, and that
person shiall be cut off from Israel; recause the water {or mpurity was nol thrown upon
him, hie shail be taboo; his tabioo is still on him.

So far, we have seen several instances where the Hebrew term XMW has heen
rendered 'taboo’, but it is in this section we notice the most serfous form of taboo, ie fahoo
related to corpses, mman hones and graves. The Innman corpse, according to Jenson (167)
generates themost exwreme J‘_mpm*ityﬁs.

It Nunn 19 victims of funerary taboos are clearly specified: "He whoe touches 7)1 the

. |
dead body of any person shall be taboo X0 seven days' (v 11)55; whoever rouches a dead
oy

person, the body of any man who has died, and does not cleanse himself, defiles the tabernacie

65 So Amarim  (1989:239-40), who says that this uncleanness
helongs tae a higher and more contagious degrec which acecording to
Lhe rabhinical lilerature is called the 'father of uncleanness'
Other similar cases are menstruation, and hobth male and female
discharges.

66 Other references of human corpses and human bones, acoording
Lo Amorim (298, 300), are Deubt 21:23, 28:26, Jos £:29, 1 Kings
13:22-80, 2 Kings 9:37, Ps 78:2, Is 5:25; 26:19, Jer T:33; 9:22;
16:4: 1R:7; 26:23; 34:20; 36:30 (rwoarpsse); Tx 13:19, L Sam 31:13,
2 Kings 23:14,17, Jer 19:6-13 (bone)d.
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of the Lord, and that person shall be cut off from Israel; because the water of imypurity was not
thrown upon him, he shall be taboo; his uncleanness is still on him {v 13) and: whoever in the
open field touches one who is slain with a sword, or a dead body, or a bone of a man, or a
grave shall be raboo seven days (v 16).

The weight of this kind of taboo is clearly indicated. For example, a person docs not
_necessar.iiy have to touch a corpse in order 1o become unclean. Being under the same roof with
a corpse is enough to declare such a persm unclean: "This is the Iaw when a man dies in a tent,
and every one who is in the tent shall be tahoa seven days' (v 14). This form of uncleanness is
not just limited to persons, it does also affect vessels in the tent, vessels which have no cover
fastencd upon. them (cf v 15). Moreover, contaminalion by a corpse necessitated isolation of the
viclim in the camp for seven days, something that puts corpse-contamination on. a par with a
leper and a person with a discharge (cf Num 5:1-4).

Since corpses represent death and estrangement from God, as argues Amorim (300),
those who stand in a closer relationship, ie priests and Nazirites, are not allowed to enter into
contact with such a source of defflement, for holiness and uncleanness stand in total
opposition. FHe also points out that the more holy the thing, the more strict the rules to
prevent a possible conract with uncleanness. This is further supported by Feldmnan, quoted by
Amorim, who inreferring to a priest remarks that he ‘represents the presence of God and

U) “TTQ ". According to Feldmar, death represents the absence of God and the alsence of
W T "P whichis 71 12 ; and there can be no relationship between {1 NG and
U)‘TP . Having said this, let us consider the relationship between a corpse and a priest or
Nazarite.

The Naeirites and the high priest were not spared from the effects of funerary taboos,
and they were, therefore, supposed not to attend to the bodies of their dead parents, lest they
contaminated themselves {Lev 21:1), Num 6:7). Nevertheless, priests were allowed to defile
themselves by contact with a dead person; father or mother, @ son or daughter, a brother or

unmartied sister (Ezck 44:25). But even then, such contact rendered a priest taboo for seven
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days and after purification by the ashes of the Red Cow (Num 18) he would not take up his
duties for another seven days. People who became unclean as a result of coming near a dead
body were not allowed to celebrate the passover.

Taboo acquired by contact with a dead hody could be removed by performing a ritual
purification, which involved mixing some ashes of burnt sin offering TN S with running
water in a vessel and a clean person would take some hyssop and dip it into the water and
sprinkle it upon the tent, and upon all the furnishings, and upon the persons who were there,
and upon him who touched the bone or the slain, or the dead, or the grave (¢f Num 19:18).
The ashes used here are of the red heifer and not just any purification offering. N. Kiuchi
{1987:137) has pointed ow! an important fact about the purification ritual in ve 9, 17, e
argues that the "peculiarity of the ritual lies in the fact that though the term TIN@ M appears
(vv 9, 17), the whole ritual differs radically from that of the usual j’]N(TG Ijrirual. A red heifer,
instead of being slaughtered on the altar, is slanghtered outside the camp'. This act would be
repeated on the third and the seventh day and after washing the clothes and bathing in water,
such a person or object was no longer taboo (of vv 12, 17-19). A corpse-tabooed person could
pass uncleanness to his captives, every garment, every article of skin, all work of goat hair, and

every article of wood. These, too, needed purification {(cf Num 31:20},
Ritual Purification

In chapter one we saw the imaportance of ceansing as a remedy for ritual contamination
in different cultures, and in many cases w;,\ter was used. Similarly in the OT waler plays a very
significant role in the purification of rituaf uncleanness, We have noticed how the priest, in the
scrutiny of skin diseases, prescribed cleansing as Une only way of removing vitual ioparily of a
non-malignant leprous person alter he was physically healed (Lev 14:1-10). Purification of a

leprous person after he was healed involved, among other things, bathing in running water {v
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387, And after the cleansing, seven days were set for recuperation, so to spealk, during which
time the victim was believed to be taboo. This was followed by shaving of all the hair on the
bhody and a second bath in water (of vv 8-9),

Given the cmphasis of the cleansing of skin disease victims, let us now have a brief
account of the process involved in this puriticatory rite. Strikingly, a similar procedure is
{ollowed among the Kikuyu people, mid we have put it alongside lev 14:1-7, for a better

understanding of the text.

67

of 2 Kings 5:10, Naaman is here healed from his leprosy

after bathing in the running walers of the River Jordan.

<
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LEVITICTS 14:1-7,10

He shall he brought w the priest
and the priest shall go out of the
camp, and the priest shall make an
examination. Then, it the leprous
disease is healed in the leper, the
priest shall conunand them to take
for him who is 10 be cleansed nwo
lving clean birds and cedarwood
anzd scavler sruff and hyssoyp; and
the priest shall conunand them o
kil one of the birds in an earthen
vessel over runming water, He shall
take the living Dbird with the
cedarwood and the scarlet stuff and
the hyssop, and dip them and the
Hying bird in the blood ol the bird
that swas killed over the running
water; and he shall sprinkle it seven
times upon him who is to be
cleansed of leprosy; then he shall
pronounce him clean, and shall let
the living bhird go into the open ficld
o« And on the eighth day he shall
take two male lambs withowt
blernish, and one ewe lanmb a year
oldl without blemish...

68 Teakey(1977: 1264)

6% ¢f a year old lamb without blemish (v 10)

KIKUYU PURIFICATORY RITE68

A medicine-man was called in, aud
ke took the person whao had been il
down to a stream or river, along
with a small ram for a male patient,
or, for a femule patienl, a virgin
ewef® At the stream  the
medicine-man  slaughtored i, and
divided its srornach contents into
wo. 11e then dug a large hole near
the bank of the siream, lined it with
hanana leaves, and into it pur half
the stomach contents, water from
the stream, and some of each of the
following:  ruthuko, 1womn, and
nglondu, I this bath he made the
patieat  wash  himself, all  his
ornaments, and his clothing. Having
washed in thds mixture, he was then
ro wiash iIn pure river ivater and
come upstream where he would find
the medicinc-moan.,.




W-h,i_‘le the priests fails to prescribe the treatinent of leprosy, he nevertheless outlines
the procedure to be followed In the cleansing of the leper (14:1-10). He orders the family of the
leper 1o take to him two living clean birds and cedarwood and scarlet stufl and hyssop and the
priest then commeands them o Rill one of the birds in an earthen vessel over running water,
0721 ' (v 570, The use of water, expecially running water, is certainly significant and

requites comment,

Throughout the centuries dirt from filthy persons or objects has been carried
downstream by the running water, after a bath or washing? !, leaving that peeson oy object
clean. ‘Therefore, yunning wacer became a vaiversal symhbol of purity, and in some cases water

: . ! : 79 . , i g s A
was helieved to have the power to heal/<, In Leviticus, however, rmunning watey is used for the

purpose of cleansing (efv2, 1513, ¢f Num 19:1.7). /3

10 of the NWikuyu: wse of leaves (harana, ruthuko, wumu  and
ng fonduwr, killing of a yaung ram (eleand, use of a mixture, and,
lastly, hathing in pure river water.

[ In Hindu Relligion, according ta Milgram (841), bto bhecome
pure a persan must have a camplete bath, including pouring water
over  their halr among other things. Agalin, purificatory
ablutions amang the Hittites also mandated. the bathlng of the
entire body. Their temple personnel not only had to bath bhefore
enbering the gacrad precincets Ll lilke Lheir Lvyplbian
counterparts, they had Lo remove theilr hody halr and pare Lhelr
nails,

12 ¢f Naaman who was healed from leprous disease afler hathing
seven Lbtimes in the running waters of Lthe River Jordan, where he
Ls healed physically and ritually (2 Kioags G010, 14), Milgrom
(839 says thalt in Israel's envirens purificatory waler had bolh
medicinal and apotropaic, 1.e. magic, powers,

73 cf Jer 2:13 for metaphorical use of running water.
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CHAPTER FIVE
TABOOSRELATED TO SEX

Introduciion

In this scction we shall consider form of uncleanness -impurity caused by genital
discharges, ie emission of semen and abnormal hlood fJow in females. The key word in this
discussion is N )th which appears very frequently in Leviticus 15, Interestingly, the
principle of contagion in which the term N }3 Lg) operates here is pot in any way different from
what we have aleeady scen in sex related taboos in other cultures,

T our earlier discussion concerning this form of tuboo among the other societies,
especially the Marquesas, Maori, Romians and the Kikuyy, we saw the strictness with which sex
refated taboos are observed. For example, menstruating women were isolated, artd their bhodily
secretions were considered to be ritually unclean, and any contact witl them. wowld render a
person umclean. In this chapter we shall be struck by the similarities hetween, these societies
and the OT in their attdtude towards a menstruant, In the OT, these talaas are connected net
only with women but also discharging men -in both cases the victiny is described as taboo

W0 L aswe shall see in our translation of Leviticus 15.
Y T

Male Discharges
(Lev15:1-18)

The Lord said to Moses and Aavon, 2° de o the peopla of Isracl, When ony man has a
discharge from his body, his digcharge is faboo. 3and this is the law of his taboeo for a
discharge: whether his body runs with his dischacge, or his body is stopped [rom
discharge, it Is takeoo in him. “fvery hed on which he who has the discharge lies shall
be tabwo, And any one who touches his hed shall wash his clothes, and bathe himself
in water, and be tabog untl the evening, 7 And whoever touches the body of hima who
has the discharge shall wash his clothes, and hathe in water, and be (aboo until the
evening. 8And if he who has the discharge spits on one who is clean, then he shall
wash. his clothes, and bathe hiniself in water, and be tuboe wadl the evening. 9Aand any
saddle on which he who has the dischavge rides shall be taboo, 10And whoever touches

anything that was undsr him shall be taboe vniil the evening; and he who cavries such.
a thing shall wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and be taboo until the
evening. tlAnyone whom he that has the discharge touches without having rinsed his
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hands in water shall wash his clothes, and bathe himsell in water, and be tabeo until
the evening. 12And the cartben vessel which he who has the discharge touches shall
be broken; and every vessel of wood shall be rinsed in water. 13 And when he who has
a discharge is cleansed of his dlscharge then he shall count for himself seven days for
his cleansing, and wash his clothes; and he shall bathe his body in running water, and
shail not be tuboo. 14And on the eighth day he shall take two turtledoves or two young
pigeons, and come before the Lord to the door of the tent of meeting, and give them to
the priest, 15and the priest shall offer them, one for a sin offering and the other for a
burnt offering; and the priest shail make atonement for hiin before the Lord for his
discharge, 19 And if a man has an emission of semen, he shall bathe his whole body in
water, and be taboo until the evening. !7And every garment and every skin on which
the semen comes shall be washed with water, and be taboo until the evening. 1811 4
man lies with a woman and has an emission of semen, both of them shall bathe
themselves in water, and be taboo tmtil the evening,

‘The nature in which abnormal male discharges contaminate is quite evident in this
text, and the discharge 11T is uncleanness enough to make a man taboo (v 3-3 574, ‘The

tabooed person {(vv 2-3} is also capable of transmitting his uncleanness 1o anything that comes

in contact with him, ~Every bed on which he lies and everything on which he sits shall be raboo

WD W v 4. Not anly is the undeanness transmitted to objects, but also to the person
.~ T

who makes use of these objects, and this person has to wash his clothes and bathe himself in
water and remain unclean until the evening (v 8-9). But worse still was if this discharging

person spat on another person who was clean. The cean person became unclean as well and

74 This discharge, argues Milgraom (207), its nol seminal, for
the term >)T)Y "seed, is never alltached to the ‘3_1} and where

the twoe occur in the same verse they are carefully distinguished

(22:4), Again, he savs that the rabbis provide an analomical and
analogical distinetion: "Discharge comes from a limp penis, and
semen f[rom an erecltion. Discharge is watery like white of a

crushed egg, and senen is viscous like the white of an egg which

is not ecrushed'. Farther, he argues Llhat scientifically the only
iliness that can bie referred Lo here is sonorrhes, an
identification already made by the LXX and Josephus. According

te Milgrem this is not Gounerrbhea virulenta, unknown befsre the
fifteenth century, but blennorrhea urethrae or gonorrhea benigna,
urinary bilharzia which solely refers to an inordinale secretion

afl mucus.,
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had to wash his clothes and hathe in water and was taboo until the evening (v 8),

A man who has discharge is in this text forbidden to touch another person lest he
transfers his inrpurity to him. He, however, could touch a persan but only after he had rinsed
his hands in water (v 11). Of all the impurity bearers discussed in Leviticos chapters 11-15, the
case of ) T T, according to Milgrom (914), is (he only one that deals with the consecuences
of the impurity bearer touching someone else. And this, he says, provided an opening [or the
Qumran sectaries fo investigate the consequences of a menstriant touching a person with a
discharge: A woman whose blood flows for seven days should not touch a person with a
discharge or any object which e hias tovched, lain upon, or sat on. K she has touched any of
thery she shall Jaunder her clothes and hathe; alterward she raay eat'/®. Vessels were not
spleu‘ed from the uncleanness of a person with a discharge. If he touched an earthen vessel or
wootlen vessel, they (00 becarne unclean and in the case of the former it was broken, while the
latter was rinsed inwater (v 12),

Fmission of semen. was perceived as equally contagions. A person with an emission had
to bathe in water (whole bhody} and was taboo NI k? until the evening (v 16). Also if a parment
of a skin on which the semen came hecame affected, i had to be washed and was tabhooed until
the evening. Turther, uncleanness could he contvacted by lawlul sexual intercourse, "if a man
Hes with, 2 woman and has an emission of semen, both of then shall bathe themselves in
water, and be taboo untit the evening' (v 18). It is surprising, however, to note how the priest
fails to see the need for isolating a person with a discharge (disease), given the high degree of
the transmissibility of impurity. For the rabbis, although they alowed a personn with a
discharge to remain in the city, as says Milgrom (920), they nonetheless barred him not just
from the temple bat even from, the Temple Mount,

T.astly, we need to point out that as in the case of scale diseases, a person with a

discharge remained impure for seven days even after the purification was done QLev 15:13-15,

73 Further details (Milgrom:920)
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of 1 Sam 20:26). Here, the purification is also thorough. Not ondy is running water nccessary,
but animals had alse to die. Two turtle-doves or two young pigeons were to be sacrificed, one

for a sin offering 71N @M and one for a bunt offering 11 ?'l\) (vv 13-15).
Y -

Femaie Discharges
{Lev 15: 19-30)

15 When a woman has a discharge of blood which is her regular discharge from her
bocly, she shall be in her 1mpur1ry for seven days, and whoever touches her shall be
taboo until the evening. 2CAnd everything upon which she lies durnigi her impurity
shall be taboo; everything also upon which she sits shall be talboo. And whocver
touches her bed shall wash his cdlothes and bathe himself in water, and be taboo until
the evening. ZZand whoever touches anything upon which she sits shall wash his
clothes, and batbe himsell in water, and be taboo uniil the evening; 23whether it s the
hed or anything upown which she sits, when he touches it he shall be tahoo seven days;
and every bed on which he lies shall be taboo. 25 If a woman has a discharge of blood
for many days, not at the time of her impurity, or if she has a discharge beyond the
time of her impurity, all the days of the discharge she shall continwe in wacleanness; as
in the days of her impurity, she shall be taboo. 29Fvery bed on which she lies, all the
days of her discharge, shall be to her as the bed of her bupurity: and everything on
which she sits shall be taboo, as in the unclearmess of her impurity. 27And whoever
touches these things shall be taboo, and *;hdll wash his clothes, and bathe himself in
water, and be taboo until the eventing, 283ut if she is cleansed of her dischdrge she
shall count for herself seven days and after that she shall be not taboo, “9And on the
eighth day she shall take two turtledoves or two young pigeons, and bring (them o the
priest, to the door of the tent of meeting. JCAnd the priest shall offer one for a sin
offerinigg and the other for a burnt offering for her hefore the Lord for her unclean
discharge.

In Lev 15:19-30C, the monthly discharge of blood and the cellular debris from the uterus
by non-pregnant women is viewed as a serious form of impurity, and this includes also the
prolonged abnormal discharge. Like the male counterpart (normal and abwmormal discharge),
the contagious characteristics of female discharge necessitated stringent rules prohibiting any
possible contact with the discharge or the discharger herself, and there is no doubt whatsocver
that this is another pericope that exhibits a form of taboos similar Lo cultures of other tribal

socicties’0, *When a woman has a discharge of blood which is her regwlar discharge from her

76 Milgrom (948-953) in his detailed study of different
cultures in relation to their albitude towards a menstruant

points cut that the abhorrence of a menstruant is a cardinal rule
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bhody, she shall be in her impurity for seven days, and whoever touches her shall be taboo
Wy unatil the evening' (v 19).
The impurity of a menstruant is not only dangerous to anyone who touches her, but
also to objects upon which she sits or Hes (v 20), and in wrn a person who touches these

thingshecomes equally contaminated, as shownbelow:

.MH‘JS]RUANT-) OBJECT»THIRD PARTY (PERSON)

These rules apply to a woman with an abnonunal blood discharge {cf vv 25-30), except for
purification which in the case of an abnormal discharge is the same as in male discharge,
where both sin and burnt offerings are required {(vv 29-30), while in a novmal discharge the
priestis silent (vv 19-24), whichimplies that there is no purification needed.

Sexual intercourse with a discharging woman is also forbidden. We have seen that
sextial relations with a ruan who has an emission renders both the man and the woman taboo
until the evening (v 18). The same act with a woman with a discharge makes the man (not the
woman) taboo for seven days, especially when the blood of the woman is on him? /. The period

of impurity between the two is intriguing:

SEX WITH MALE DISCHARGER ‘:l*q V) 1 Ty YA (¢ V18
SO = T
SEX WITH FEMALE DISCHARGER am ?r I‘]_g ‘—lw MY (v24)
. & TG LTS

The uncleanness contracted from a female 'discharger is here concetved to be of a more serious
nature than a male discharger. But, it is interesting to note that, while a male discharger is

supposed to wash his clothes and bathe in running water after he is cleansed for his discharge

among all tribal zocieties. He remarks that the avoidance of a
mengtruant, her monthly flow, birth, miscarriage anid sexual

intercourse especially before worship was practised in Egypt,

Babylonia, Mesopotamia and many African cultures. For more
exanples on this subject see c¢hapiter one of this study,

77 c¢f Kikuyu taboos and regulations on scxual intercourse 0C ix
Z, 3.
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(v 13), a female with a discharge is not required to do so. She just counts seven days after
which shebecomes clean (v 28).

We should understand, however, that, serious as this genital discharge may appear (o
be, once again the priest remains silept about the isolation of a woman with a monthly flow or
a prolonged abnormal discharge, as may be the case in other cultures’S. What is clear in this
text ig the fact that such a woman remains in her home doing all her daily chores. The onty
care which should be taken is coming into contact with. her chair, bed and of course having sex
with her (vv 20-24, 26-27). And as Milgrom (953} remarks, the ingenious answer of legislators
was 1o restrict her impurity to thal which was underneath her, in effect, whatever might
receive adrop of menstrual blood.,

Childbirth
(iev1?2)

The Lord said to Moses, 2° Say to the people of Israel. If a woman conceives, and brars a

male child, then she shall be taboo. SAnd on the cighth day of the flesh of his skin

shall be circumcised. #Then she shall conrinue lor thirty-three days in the blood of her
purifying; she shall not touch any hallowed thing, nor come into the sanctuary, until
the days of her purifying are (ompimui SBut if she bears a female child, then she shall
be taboo two weeks, ag in hm menstruation; and she shall continue in llw blood of her

purifying for sixty-six days. 6° And when the days of her purifying are completed,

whether for a son or for a daughter, she shall bring 10 the priest at the door of the tent
of meeting a lamb a year old for a burnt offering, and a yoting pigeon or turtledove for

a sin offering, “and he shall offer it before the i Lord, and make atonerent for her; then

she shalt be clean from the flow of her blood, This is the law for her who bears a c!n] d,

either male or female, 8And if she cannot atford a lamb, then she shall take twa

twrtledoves or two young pigeons, one for a burnt offering and the other for a sin
offering; and the priest shall make atonement for her, and she shall not be taboo.

Connected with female dischavge is taboo imposed on childbirth. It is true as Clements

(1970:34) says, that people of all ages of history have recognized childbirth as an. experience

filled with mystery and wonder? 2,

8 Milgrom (949), quoting Turner and Evans-Pritchard, savs that
'Lach Ndembu and Nuer village has at least one grasg hut near the
edge of the bush for menstruants'. Rabbis and Zorvastrians, he
gayvs, also guarantined the menstruants.

74 of Houston (206f1). Referring Lo Peter Parke’ s study (19872




I Ley 12:1-5, the priest in his long list of taboos (chrapters 11-15) has not lost sight of
the impurity related to mothers of newborns and this kind of uncleanness has hreen conpared
unheumeQMHQEWuMMHwh@eawmnmﬂmummtdwuﬂqg?_mrmwmnmwg'ﬁaummm]
conceives, and bears a male child, then she shall be unclean seven days; as at the time of her
menstruation, she shall be taboo’ {v 2). Certainly, the issue here is the blood®? that comes
after the birth and the cellular debris that accompanies it. But, bchind this blood, the
mysterious circumstances surrounding these two events may have contributed to some degree.

During her irapurity, which lasts for 33 days for a baby boy aud 66 days for a givl, a new
birth mother was (o keep off from holy things and the sanctuary: ... she shall not touch any
hallowed thing, nor come into sanctuary unil the days of her purifying we completed’ (v 3)
But why should the birth of a boy render his mother impure for 33 days while that of a girl is
66 days? We have already noticed that a man who lies with a woman and whose impurity is on
him becomes unclean for seven days, while a man lies witlh a womarn and he has an emission of
seinen, both of them bathe in water and become unclean until the evening (15:18). Amorim
(282), who remarks that the difference between 33 and 66 dayvs defies logical explanation,
mentions David I Macht who gives this phenomenon medical significance, ~the blood of a

woman after the birth of a girl is more toxic than after the birth of a b(ay'm .

about Lhe Kalasha, a non-Muslim community in the Hindu Kush,
Houston says that the Kalasha ‘woman spend six days in the basall
house for menstruation and twenty to thirty days after birth.
They may not touch anyvihing associated wilh the goat stables [ (ef
a Kikuyu woman in her period? the words in the brackels are
mine]; an unwitting breach reguires a purificatory sacrifice’.

80 of Amorim (281) and his list of scholars holding te this
view: Noordtzij, Harrison, Snaith and Rodrignez. Amorim (305-7)
also points cout that blovd defilement is found in other pecple,
although the rationale thal lies behind it may not necessarily be
the same, i.e. the Romans and Lthe Greeks, See also chapter one.

a1 For more delails about the scientific evidence for this

96




Amorim, with whom § seemn to be of the same mind, accepts this medical expertise, hut
quite reluctantly. I think, even without engaging ourscives in a detailed debate on this issue,
that it would be acceptabie to conclude that the Priesily texts generally portray ritual impurity

related to females to be of a higher grade than that of majes82,

Tncest

Our study of the Hebrew term - 170 Y, would be incomyiete without our consideration
of taboos on incest (Lev 18, of 20:10-21). As we have already seen in the preceding discussion
with reference 1o other cultures, here we also have a case of laboo. But since in this text the
term XD, which is the object of our investigation in ihis chapier, does not {feature very
prominently, as in the previous forms of impurity (chapters [1-15), it will suffice here 10
highlight ondy a few points about incest in the OT.

Leviticus 18 begins with a warning: "You shall not do as they do in the land of Lgypt,
where you dwelt, and you shall not do as they do in the land of Canaan, 1o which T am hringing
vou (v 3). Then it is followed by prohibitions of fdiscriminate sexual relatfons: "None of you
shall approach any one near of kin to him to uncover his nakedness 71 iz z_{r (v 6y85. A
detailed account of a woman whose nakedness a man shall not uncover (metonym for sexuul
intercourse) is given in vv 7-18. The text also includes unconventional sexual behaviour, ie

homosexuality and bestiality (vv 22-23). In v 19 sexual relationships with a menstruant are also

Lheory, see Amorim,

e Perhaps this 1s a culiural phenomenon, Amung  the Kikuvu,

for  example, he  bhirth of a  boy was  honeured with five

allulations said by the midwives, while for a girl only four were

sald [(male domination? cf "Control and Combinalion' in Eilherg-

Schwartz (1930G:191-2)),

83 Tredrick W Basset (1971:233) comphres ﬂi?}r} "uncover ' Lo

r;l‘gy TN "see Lhe nakedness of someone’ and both idioms
s T T

mean having sexual relaticenship.
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farbidden. Adultery is here seen as another source of impurity (v 20). The defiling nature of
incest, on the whole, lacks the intensity or stermitess with which the other sources of
uncleanness are portrayed. For example, the ebrew termy 0 (Q in this chapter appears
ondy 9 times, while in chapter 11, it appears 34 times. It is surely surprising from the point of
view of tribal societies to see how the rules about lucest are somewhat relaxed. But, it should
he noted that in this section we are dealing with a different Kind of uncleaniness, Uniike incest
amonyg the tribal societics, incest here is to be understood as an infringemeat of prohibitions
which is described as "inaking yourselves unclean’ in the rhetoric of the Holiness stratum {Lev
11:43,18.24 ff etc), and whichis punishable but not purifiable,

Other cases of incest, accordlng 10 Basset (1971:236), incude Reuben's incestuous affair
with Billwah, his father's concubine, which he argues is cxplicidy cited as the reason why his
descendants lose their natural right of pre-eminence in Israel as the first born (Gen 49:3-4;
35:22). He further suggests that the story of Lot's sons by his daughters (Gen 19:30-38) has a
similar etiological purpose disparaging the Moabites and Ammonites,

Pespite the rejection of this interpretation by soine scholars, Basset argues that it is
clear that an act of incest between father and daughter is not on a par with that between
mother and son in the OT. K is true that the statement thar Haw, as argues Basset (235), ~saw
the nakedness of his father' (Cen 9:20-27) originally meant that he had sexual intercourse with
his father's wife, thien here we have another case of incest, andd as Basset says, this would
explain the seriousness of the offence which led to the curse. There is no doubt, however, that
Incest seemis to connote a taboo of a non-contagious nature whose violation was given a

societal punishment, and sometimes a curse by the families concerned.
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CHAPTER SIX
TRANSLATIONAL PROBLEMS

Intreduction

in the previcus chapters we endeavoured to investigate the existence of the concept of
Hebrew words that Punction 1o mark off an untouchable zone or objects, or impose restrictions

| in re!atio;l to the sancta. Qur study has so far shown that there are several words that overlap
with each other to some extent, eg 7;3510 and u)“'i"p . Fuarther, there seems to be similarity
between the OT and the other tribal societies we have mentioned in this study. In these other
cultures, ritual prohibitions were imposed by the bead of the comumumity, ie a chief or a
headman. Similarly, in Israel it is the priests who impose these injunctions on the behalf of
Yahweh (cf Lev 11-15, 18, 20,Deut 14). They determine whar Israel should consider as clean or
wnclean, and in the case of food prohibitions, they set the criteria to be followexd.

in our consideration of these restrictions in the light of the O, it must be borne in
mind that even though Kikuyn culture was characterized by many taboos perureating all
spheres of life, comparatively God was not, in any way, involved in their origin. This is true
especiaﬁy when we know that among the Kikuye people, God was 1not to be vexed, and he was
consulted only at times of crisis affecting the whole commumity. In support of this view,
Kenyatta (1971:129) says that

so far as people and things go well and prosper, ir is taken. for granied thar God is

pleascd with the general behaviour of the people and the welfare of the counsry. In. this

happy state there is no need for prayers. It is only when humans are in real need that

they nmwust approach him, without fear of disturbing him and incurring his wraih.

Perhaps it is adimnissible at this juncture to point out that even in the case of illness the
purificatory rites performed to make a victim of taboo clean werc not direcred 1o God; if
anything, they were meant to appeasc the ancestral spirits who scemed to have direct
communionwith the living members of their family.

We have already noticed that in certain contexts, certain OT words have heen used to
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mark off untouchahle zones or objects or impose restrictions in relation to the sanctanamely

uj “T‘!‘:T) e ¢ ;7“) y I and S Iy PR TJU) / ‘fﬁp\gﬁ . Similarly, among the
Kikuyu people there were many rules and taboos that regulated their soclo-religious life, and
even though we do nol have many words that reflect this idea in Kikuya, the world of Kikuyu
religion was, nonetheless, ot sin but taboo-centred®4, Two main words are however used to
express tabooistic ideas among the Kikuyu, thahu, rmugire and to a lesser degree, ng'uki and
- magigi.

Since the main task for which this study was undertaken was to find oul whether the
above Hebrew words pose any problems for the Kikuyu RBible translation, time is opportune
now Lo examine thoroughly how these words have been rendered in the present Kikuyu Bible
whose work began in 1902 and was completed in 1965, We shall begin this exercise by
examining the linguistic structures of the main Kilkkuyu wordg used in connection with taboo.
We shall also suggest the correct rendering using dynamic equivalence, also called primary and
communicative translation or functional equivalence translation {(Jan P. Sverk, 1990:108). This
kind of rransiation as Skerk has remarked "makes it appear as if the source text has been
written directly in the target language ... tries to make it possible for the source language text

to be immediately, understood in the target language wording.'
Mugiro Prohibition

The Kikuyu noun mtegiro is derived from the verb giria to prohibit, which is generic

B4 See along list of Kikuyu taboas sppended to this work. This

list, though not exhaustive, shows different ferms of Kikuyu
taboos: village, homestead and hut taboos; agricultural tahoos;
meat feasts taboos: food and drink taboos; tobacco tabaos;
divining gourd ltabeoos; caster cil taboos; cattle, goats and sheep

tabcos; sexual tahboos; and death taboos,
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and in its ordinary usage is non-cultic and means any kind of prohibition. On the other hand,
when the word mugire is used, it always connotes a cudtic prohibition. This term is usually
used in warning people to keep off from objects that can contaminate them - things that are

considered to be ritually unclean. Tor exaimple, it is srugire to touch a corpse.

Thanu Uncleanness
The Kikuyu word thahu is used to refer to the consequence of violating mugirve whose
result is thahu (unclean). While the word mugire has both meanings, secular and religious,
thahu is exclusively used to indicate ritual irapurity.
This word is phonetically very close to the Polynesian 1aboo words ey, tabu and tafuu,
The Hebrew root AN, (abowination), also exhibits similar phonetic congruence,

especiallyinits transliterated form. Hence:

Hebrew taabut

Kikuyu tahm

Polynesia tabu
tapu
tafuu

Needless to say, this similarily cannol he accounted for and should be treated as
coincidence. Among the Kikuyu the sound fu! fuf is uitered o signify something with a
terrible smell, taste or a shameful act. For example, to warn a little child who is learning how
to speak not to touch a filthy object, eg faeces, her mother will say, fu! fu? 1f the same is truc
for these other cultures, then this may suggest rentatively how these taboo-words came to
exist, and 2lse why the last syllable in each word above is either bu, i, pit or fu - taboo is "an
obnoxious smell or act'. Incidentally, according to Webster Third International Dictionary
(1971:243, 2478) the English abbreviations "BQ' and "U' are used for “hody odowr' and

“unpleasant’, respectively, and colloquially the word “poo’ in English is used both in the
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context of a bad smell, and in a haby talk (in some localities) 1o denote faeces, which could be
secn as supporting the linguistic trend.

in Kikuyu the use of the noun thahu to mean uncleanness creates some granmatical
probiems, for the same word may also be used in fts adjectival form o express  unclean’. A
similar problera is also evident in the Inglishh word “taboo' where it is used as a noun and an
adjective. Further, we should not lose sight of the interchangeability of the OT terminologies
we have studied so far. This phenomenon is also found in the Kikuya taboo-words, something
that means that our effort to give each word a specific meaning is doomed to fail. All this
leads to one vexy important fact, ie teanslation of Q1 terminologies, already discussed, in
Kikuyu is quite intricate. But for e purpose of consistency we shall in this study use mugiro
to racan “a prohibitiony’ and thahu to mean the resull of breaking a mugire, unless otherwise

stated, ie if a person breaks a " rregire' he hecomes "thahu'

N D in Kikuyu
While a prohibition in Kikuvu is mugiro and to become unciean is thahy, this is not so
in the O, where the same root KW isused to express both ideas. In this study we shall,

therefore, use the following rendering:

W W vb(tobecome unclean) = thahu
AR
NEALY adj (unclean) = mugiro
1-| T
Ky n {(tmcleanness) = thahu

While this rule seems to bave been [ollaovwed Inthe translation of the flebresy, roor
Yo W into the Kikuyu Bible {cf Fev 11:1-28), in certain passages it has becu very difficult
to decide which words are to be used, especially where a wriple occurrence root ¥ )N\ is

founcl.

"And everything apon which any part of their carcass falls shall be unclean N,
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whether oven or stove, it sha]l be broken in pieces; they are unclean (1" X )::5(9 and shail
be unclean N?’ALD to you.' (Lev ] 1:35)

This text refers to carcasses of the swarming things {“'1 UJ , that swarin upoiz the
earth, creatures (hat were considered taboo {cf v 29), ie should they fall on an oven "}9] f1 or
stove [(1PT}° o then the undeanness in them is in tarn transferred o these objects. That
means 3K };\L:D:’ here should be seen as the consequence of a carcass conming into contact with
an object, ‘This is particularly so if we foHow Levine {1959:70) who says that ovens and stoves
became contaminated as soon as dead swarming creaturces fall onto them, a condition for
which thereisno remedy, and therefore the stoves and ovens imust be stmashed.

Awmong the Kikuyu swariniig things were a taboo, and should a foad, [rog or lizard {all
or jump into the fire in the hearth of a hut, the hut and all that was in it became thhn, and a
purification cercinony was essential {cf OC i 9). And apain, if a person killed a lizard his hands
would begin (o shake for ever,

It then foliows that in Kikuyu the need for a purification ceremony to purily the entire
house is a clear indication that the house is now in a state of thahu (Lev 11:353). That means,
rhe Kikuyu rendering of the Hehrew word ¥ );r)\o 1 as miugiro (probibition) is incorrect, for
anything into which a carcass falls has already been affected by the uncleaniness of the dead
creature, The oven and stove are now thahu i PAll and they shall be mugiro (prohibition)

(W N TUR This is certainly true if we consider the immediate need foy purilication among
the Kikuyu, for as long as an ohject is in a state of thalu it cannot be used or touched, and it is
therefore mugimSE'

The translation of the adjectival phrase XA MDY (s unclean) in Lev 15:2 is
also problematic in the Kikuyu Bible translation. The adjective N D ‘“-?' in Kikuyu means
mugiro as we have just mentioned, ie when a man has a discharge from his body, his discharge

is unclean, implying that it should be avoided. The Kikuyu Bible has rendered this phrase as e

83 of OC iv 11, where foaod becomes Cthahu and could noat be gaten
excepl by old women past child hearing, aflter a lizard or a frog

fell into the fire while ULhe food was cooking.
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na thahu (diterally, he has uncleanness). This would ondy be true in the light ol Kikuyu
understanding of what happens when a man's semen falls on the oxhiide on which he and his
wife arehaving sexual intercourse:
"Never have intercourse with your wife in such a way that your penis can slip and
ejaculate semen onio the oxhide sleeping mat. If this should happen, it is great evil,
and hefore you sleep with your wife again you must arrange with someone else of vour
initiation age-group to sleep with her first and thats remove the evil (thahu - of OC ix
10).
I could be argued that arpong the Kikuyw, semen as “matter out of place’, (o use rhe
language of Mary Douglas (1966:53) is a potential source of thahu, and it would therefore be
mugiro (prohibition} 1o spill it on an oxhide. Tt is interesting to note that when the semen

touches the skin, then pot only does the skin become contaminated, bul it also contaminatles

the woman lying on it - she becomes thakhus.

This would explain why it is wrong to render N7 N ?C)(Q inLev 15:2 as e na thahu
in Xikuyu, something that would mean tlr{at the discharge has been made unclean. The
discharge itself is not the "result’ or "product’ but the causative agemgﬁ by which an object
becomes unclean. In this text, therefore, we have a context that requires that the Hebrew root

N 73 Lg be translated as mugirein the Kikuyu Bibie.

}ji_tlail]-’ wehavelev 13:45,

The leper who has the disease shall wear torn clothes and let the hair of his head be
disheveled, and he shall cover his upper lip and cry, “Unclean, unclean”.

In the Kikuyu translation, the Hebrew words ¥ Y)\)\0 R AN have been: rendered

"Ndi na ng'uki! Ndi na ng'uki!' {literadly 1 have a curse! 1 have a curse!). This is guite unnatural.

B8 oF OC iv 17, ‘'If a woman getting food from a granary
(ikumbi? should have accidentally lel any mensbtrual blood touch
the granary, all the food in that granary had to bhe given away!
e mighl be ealen by any member of the family - i1t had becomo

thahu,




Among the Kikuyu a child who disobeyed his parcnts ic beat them or refused to help them
cspecially when they were sick or very old, would receive a curse. Consequently, a vietim of a
curse would gradually lose his toes and fingers or any other form of disfigurement. The
Kikuyn people were very keen on matters of ritual purity and they were able to identify cases
of curses from ritual uncleanness (thahu).

n L.w 13:45, to translate 3 ?’_D:s Ig) NG Y_)(? (Unclean unclean!) Ndi na ng'ukit Ndi na
ng'uki! is ervoneous since it itnplies that the leprous person is cursed and this would in turn
raise the guestion: Who cursed this person? Again since in this text we have an idea of
transferrable uncleanness, that sense is lost in the translation. In the preceeding chaplers 11-
12 the Hebrew root is rendered thuthu or mugiro, depending on the context, fhe change
from thahu/mugire ta ng'uki is therefore inconsistent ang creates a problem in the XKikuyu
Bible and necds to be corrected, since we are nol dealing with a curse in the Kikuyu
understanding, something that creates a state of ng'uki.

Following Migrom (778) who argues that the declaration of a victim of 1y AT l_:; as
W - Lr_j‘_s implies that the person suspected of scale disease is in a state of impurity while he
is guarantined, analogous to the quarantined house, which contaminates everything within it
and all svho enter if, the phrase )QL? A A (9 shotld be translated Thahu! Thahu! in Kikayu
in order to convey the idea of transmissibility of the uncdeannessinvolved, hence the warning.

Stmilarly, it is not correct to render ¢ }’JKTD in Lev 14:36, thahu while in v 44 the same
word is rendered ‘ng'wki’. One may argue that in the former case the uncleanness refers to the
objects in the house while in the latter it is the house itself. Bui such an argument cannot be
accepted since in hoth cases what canses the uncleanness is the scale disease, ie both the
objects and the house are unclean and in the case of the latier, purification is pecessavy {vv 49-
53% A bird had to be set free which indicates that this rite symbolically expresses (he carrying
away of the uncleanness by the fleeing bird. It would be natural to render N 2 !\'{‘g in this
chapter “thahu! since the idea of a house becoiming 'thahn’ was not unknown among the

Kikuyu and also Maasai, For example, a house in which the owner of a lromestead died became
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hahu and it had to be abandoned 10 avoid vitual comamination by the corpse of the dead hody.
YRU /NP J inKikuyu

In Kikuyu, \ﬂ‘rl\p would be best rendered mugiro. But while this is true with the
noun \ﬂﬂu) and ‘f}_\ﬁw , the Pi'el \{ T:.!U:} (to abominate/to pollute/to contaiminate) should
be rendered in the same way as the verb }Qr’__jgkg thahu and 1ot mugive, since in Kikuyu there is
no verb lha(_ can be formed from the word mugire. Care should, however, be taken in the
rendering of thie Pi'el TP\{) , especially in places where it appears in the same passage with
the Hebrew root Wy (9, for example inn Lev 11:43 (cf 20:25):

“You shall not make yourselves abominable 74§ W "rng with any swarming thing that

swarms; and you shall not defile yourselves Y3 oY~ wh with theny, est you become

unciean p)gm} )

The Kikuyu Bible has rendered WEB"@ lyﬂ 'f’gz‘ Mutikaneikire mugire (literally, do nol make
vourselves a prohibition). This translation does not make any sense. We have just said that
the Kikuyu word mugire cannot be verbalized and it would be wrong even in this context to
attempt o do so. In Xikuyu it is guite unnatural to say "don't make yourselves abominahle’
using the word mugire. Tn such circumstances, where the ward \{"1!:1 Y means "io make
abominable’ as a result of violating a prohibition, the Kikuyu verh thahia would be the best

wranslation. Ilence,
Mutika'nae gwithahia{literally, You shall not make yoursclves uncican).

This rranslation is in agreement with Milgrom (1991.:684) who says that in this rext
“i“EL_{é has an object U:}‘* _ﬂ{]l "fm?‘: , and is synonyimmous with “you shal not
contaminate yourselves' INXD@T1 }m . If this translation. is accepted, then we shall have a
double thahia, a verb from thahuy, ie AN nen N'h A 5}3 U_) T‘I "5;‘_{ Mutikanae
gwithahia.. kana mwithahie (literally, Do not defile yourselves). All we are saying is that in
Kikuyu the writer of this text is warning the Israclites not 1o make themsetves thahiu by coming
in contact with the forbidden creatures.

We need to point out that the Hebrew term T .}T,l W »  an abomination’, fits very well

with the Kikuyu Bible translation thafut and needs no further eomment (of Nah 3:6, Zech 9:7, 1
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Kings1ll:3, 2Kings23:24,Dani1:31).
171 inKikuya

Qur definition of the Hebrew term 3 “ T . as we saw earlier in this study, especially
in the context of war, is “to prohibit 1o common use' or "to consecrate to God or to use lan
Cairns (1992:45) words, ~The equivaient verh haram in Hebrew and other Semitic languages
has the root meaning " forbid, or Lo make taboo’ hence set apart to become the property of a
deity!

Aamong the Kikuyu, taboos connected with war are not wnknown, even though the ban
is not on the lool which among the Kikuyu consisted of catile, sheep aml goats.  After a
successful war with lor example the Maasai, the warriors became mugire by their association
with blood and corpses and alse by being cursed by the dying enemies who were killed in the
hatile. According o Kenyatta (19713110, after “kaare’ songs (hattle songs of praise) were
ended, the warriors' long hair was shaved off and a purification ceremony perfomed Lo remove
the curse (thafu). Num 31, even though itisnota  TWTIV]  passage displays the idea that
the slaughter of war is ritually poluting: ‘Eucﬁrn_p ovutside the camyp seven days; whoever of
you has killed any person, and whoever has touched any slain, purily yourselves and your
capiives on the third day and on the seventh day. You shall purify every garment, eveiy article
of skin, all work of goais' hair, and every article of wood' (vv 19-20).

This background is profitabke in our understanding of the Hebrew word 17} 0 and
the problems it causes in the Kikuyu Bible transkation. But we need to make it clear Lhat while
the Kikuyu enjoved their loot, Ua Israel it was devoted to God irredeemably, ic the booty must
be destroyed (cf Jos 7). On the ather h.and; taboo thalu connected with war among the Xikuyu
secms to shed light on why in the OT ohjects taken from Israelites' enemies at a time of war
are devoted to God. It is ifrue to say that the Kikuyu warriors became thahu by their

association with a) blood, b) corpses and ¢} curse from their dving enemies, but in, Israel " those
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defeated in batUe and their possessions were regarded as belonging to an alien God' {(Cairns,
45). He further argues that ~thewriter of Deuteronomy does nat stress the sacrificial aspect of
-y TT (ITebrew mine) but characterizes it as a drastic but necessary slep 1o snsure that
Israel is not lured into paganism by the indigenous population of Canaan (Dewt 7:1-6; 20:16-
18).

From the standpoint of our discussion abont the contagion brought about by blood and
corpses among the Kikuyu, it would seem to be in order to say that war booty in the OT is
taboo E]"’I 1 not because it is holy, but because it has been defiled by its assoclation with
blood and corpses, and, given the severity of corpse-taboo, this would further explain the
irredeemability of such objects. Nevertheless, this is not the case, as Cairns has shown above.
Again such interpretation would render the dedication of metal objecis to Yahwel's cultic
service (Jos 6:19) completety inexplicable. However, even having said that our, next task will he
to examine Jos 7:1 to find out how 1-1 1 has been rendered in the Kikuyu Bible, “But the

people of Israel broke faith in regard to the devoted things vpny..

"No viri, ciana cia vaeli niciacgararive wathe ukonii indo icio ciamnitwo cia kunimvo.”

In this translation, the Hebrew phrase 07112 has been rendered in Kikuyu “inde icio
cieemuritwo cia kuninwo' (literally, those things consecrated for destruclion). The word
‘cigmuritwo’ in its ordinary usage means 'to set aside for general use’, but when used in a
religious context, it means 1o set apart for God's use', This is the same Kikuyu word used in
the ordination of a church minister or in the dedication of church properties, and vur present
translation 'set apart for destruction' would therefore sound very strange and unreasonable to
a Kikuyu reader, for when an object or a place is whurwe (consecrated) it is considered to be
holy and cannot be destroyed.

Presumably, to & native Hebrew speaker the mention. of the word Df}f‘ ina
context of war would spontuneously say the following: (a) things set aside for God, (b} these

things bave been plundered in war, {¢} these things are prohibited, hence the need for
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destruction. Unfortunately, Kiloyu languagie tacks a single word that can cmbrace the three
meanings at the same thme, and even saybing that these things are prohibited does not do any
Justice 1o the text, since the prohihition would only refer Lo e state of the objects without
giving any explanarion as to why the objects ave in such # state, as is the case in the Hehrew
word [ T]

Taving noted that the above Kikuyu translation fails to meet the definition of TR0,
we should now attempt a better translation, with the three components of meanings in mind,
as menfioned ahove, Hence, inde ivia ciatahitwe bacraini na iria ciari na mugivo 1 undu
nickunueiirwoe Nyul (literally, things that were plundered inx a time of war wud which were
prohibited for they were set apart for God). T am aware that too many words in Kilkuayn have
heen wsed here to translate a single Hebrew word 17711, something thai may seem. to be
unacceptable according to the principles of Rible tramslation, and yet the franstation i3 usefud
since it retaing the three originally intended meanings.

The iranslation difficdiv of the term 13 a is even more compounded by the
occurrence of other OT mugiro-words in. the same passage. TFor example in Dent 7:26, a roxt we
referred to earlier:

And you shall not bring an abominable thing ;n.:;;gq M into your hause, and become

accursed 17107 like ity you shall uteerly detest a4 wa Y@ W  and abhor it

WRMD ¥ e unm foriris an accursed thing  wam N T Y

Deuteronomy 7 as a whole is generally about foreign influence (idolatry of the
Canaanites) on the lives of the Israelites as we have already noted. The chapier hegins by
Introducing nations that the Isvaclites will encounter in. the land they are about to hossess: the
Hittises, the Girgashites, the Amorites, the Canasnites, the Perizzites, the THivites and the
Jebusites (v 1). The way of life of these people, ix its vofality, is seen to be Lncompatible with
the worship of Yahweh, who considers Israel to be a special nation, 'For you ave a people holy
to the Lord your God; the Lord your God has chosen you 1o be a people for his own possession,
out of all the peoples that ave on the surface of the eaviht’ (v 68}, This implies that Tsrael must

shun any association, whatsoever, with. everything that belongs to these foreigners: graven
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irmages of their gods, silver or gold, for itis an abomination, (v 25). Anyone who stole what was
s Ry A hecame infected as it were with mystic guality which stems from the foreign
deity it once represented (Cairns, 94). He goes further to say the "tampering with what is
tahoo in this deeply compromising wayv was said to berevolting (alionzination) to God.'
A similar claim for being a special people was evident among the Kikuyu and the need
10 keep away from the influence of the wibes rownd abowr thein was obhserved with conmplete
strictnesst?, Showld a Kikuyn accidentally (eg captured during the war) or willingly come into
contact with a foreipner, for example, a Maasol, this person hecame thaohu, and a purification
ceremony was necessary, But the thahy acquired by contact with a foreigner was less severe,
and the Kikuyu praeferred ro call it giko{dirt).
| Nevertheless, the ceremony of purification to remove uncleanness of the giko type was
complicated, even though not to the level of thahu, A detailed account of this ceremony, as
given by Leakey (1977:1260f), is significant for this section, ind it will help us not only to have
a plimpse of the seriousness with which the Kikuyu people viewed contomination by a

Foreigner, but also a proper understanding of Deut 7:26 from the perspective of transtation,

The Ceremony of Neduhilio Lo remove Undleanness of the Gike Typu

The particular form of unclearmess knowit as gilko could be contracted in a
nwmber of different ways, and it neaely always necessitared a purification ceremony of
the ndahikic type to remove it. Although the detaits of the ceremonies for purificarion
from gike varied according to the circumstances in which the undeannoess was
contracted, in general the ndahilkie for this rvpe of uncleanmess followed the same lines,
As an example we will take the case of a maan who had dwelt for a period among the
Maasat and then rerurned 1o his fanyily in Xikuyu country. Such a man was held 1o be
unclean in the sense of having giko, ecause e had beent in contact with Maasal rites
and ceremonies while he was resident arnong people of that mibe. He could not,
therelore, e allowved to roesenter liis own fanily circle without heing puvified, for if he

87 This tradilbion has nobt complebely died even with the
introduction of Western cullbure, Touday, while bhe olher bLeibes
n Xenyva find Kikuvu girls gocd to marry, marriage between Kikuyu
and "nduriri' (a derogatory term used Lo refer bta obher tribes)

is rarely practiscd.
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did s0, he would probalily teansmit the uncleanness to the others.

When he arvived back in Kikuyn country, therefore, he commumicated with his
family hat did not exter any of their homesteads, and the elders of his family made
arrangements to provide a ram for a purification ceremomy, and engaged a
medicineanan to come and conduct the proceccdings. The returned wraveller was given a
smoked banana leaf (fcova frige), and was sent down to the nearest stream with
instructions 1o bring up water in this leaf, and &t the same tise to bring up another
freshbananaleaf.

When he came with the water e was led ont by the medicine-man to a place in
the bush where there was an old overgrown path. A ram. was talken along. Here a smadl
hole was dug, lined with the new banana leaf, and into it was poured. the water, Then
the medicine-man. proceeded to huild two small symbolic has on either side of the
basin. The fivst of these was built of bitter and baul plants such as mugere and rucathed,
and represented the hut in Maasai cowntry where he had heen living. The second hut
was il ol good wood such as wuthaiova, mukey, or mulenia to represent his own
Kikuyu home to which he was about fo return.

When the symbolic huis were ready, the ram was slaughtered without any
cererony of making it pass round the man, and its stomach contents were put into the
basin, topether with the waler and some of cach of the five magic powders abways used
in ndahikio ceremonies. Then the man. was told Lo sit inside the hut which symibolized
the place he had come from, facing the land of his sojowrn. The medicine-man came,
and with two bunches of twigs of the ceremonial plants always used, he proceeded ro
‘cause the pman to vomir his uncleanness', using the stem ends of the bDunch of twigs,
This done, the man was made to 'come out of the bad hut', step over the water in the
basin, enter the ‘good’ hur, and sit down. Tive embers were then pur into the good hug,
which represented his real home. Then the redicine-man solemnly pulled up the sticks
of the symbholic had hur and scattered them far and wide, saying, * Ninduthorio nyumbea.
Nindeheria giko gia kuria uratvive' (I pull down the hot, T remove the oncleanness of the
place whepre you have buen living),

Taking the intestines of the slaughtered animal, he endrcled the good hut in
which the man was squatting by the fire. The man was then again caused to vomit the
uncleanness of his temporary home, and this tioe the medicine-man used the lealy
cuds of the bundles of twigs for the ceremwony. When he had done this, the
medicine-man stood by the doorway of the new hut and called to the man Lo come ot
As his face emerged {rom the door, the medicine-mon vubbed ia powder on his nose
and then told him. to remain thus, hall in and half our of the door, while he removed
the intestines that encircled the hut.

Then he rold the man Lo come right out, and as he did so be rubbed ira powder
on to his shoulders, navel, the palims of his hands, and his two bip toes. Then, with the
mart standiug just outside the door of the good i, the medicine-man. arvanged the
intestines of the vam so that one end lay between the man's feet on the ground, and
then passed through the good hwt and ot throvgh the back wall. The medicine-man
then seized the end projecting thrwough the back wall and pulled, drawing the
intestines between the nran's leps, tiwough the pood hur, and out through the hack
wall, As he did so, he said, " Ndagarura gike gia kuu wratuire, gitigakurumirive’ 4 turn
back the uncleanness which belongs to that place where you have been residing, thal it
may not lollow youy.

These intestines were then thrown away, and the medicine-snan pulled up the
sticks forming the symbolic good hut, These he did nol throw away, bhut placed in a
neat hundle ar the oot of a muthalkwa tree. The man was then given some of each. of.
the five magic powders ro swallow, after which be was allowed to enter his farnily
lomestead. Here he had (o take part in the cevemony of kuriarira (eating togeiher),
alter which he resumed normallife in his own home. (Leakey, 2601).




It is interesting 10 note in this purificarory rite how the medicine-momn makes the vietiom
of this kind of contamination symbolically vonmit (ndahikie) the uncleanness he has hrought
with him from the foreign land. This vonsiting is repeated two titaes. First, the mai is catged
1o vomir using the stem ends of the wnch of twigs, and second, the man is nade to vomit the
uncleaness of his temporary home, Note also the two ceremonial huts built by the
medicine-man: the Maasal hut is built of bitter and bad plants Ylke mugere and mucatha (to
symbolize uncleanness) and the Kikoyu hut, on the othwer hand, is built of good wood like
muthakwe, muken or mukenic 98 (a symbol of purity). There is no question now that in the
eves of the Kikuyw, any forecign rites and ceremonies were deemed unclean and therelore
detestable, aad any person thus contaminated became a taboo, and could not be allowed to
_io.in his family before being purified, for as lLeakey says, he would probably oransmit the
nncleanness [o (he others, With this knowledge, we can now try o translation of the text under
consideration.

Deuteranomy 7;26a is a warning to the Tsraclites not to hring inte their houses ohjects
helonyging 10 the foreigners, and these things are here reffered to as T T1IAYE On the basis of

pia

what we have said above about the Kikuyu attitude towards foreigners, T3 o)) Tt wvould he
e
corvectly rendered gike. Bul the word "giko" has in the present day dropped its religious
connetation, amd is commoniy used o refer to ordinary dire. It would therefore, be
appropriate to suggest thar the word giko be used alongside widurivi {(other tribes) . Henee, giko
kia ndurivi {the dive of other tribas). The presenr rranslation of ﬁf_}_&j W T as thahu is
incorrect given the inferior form of the unclesnness involved here ag is evidenced by the ¢giko
type purification ceremony, unlike the thahu type which requires @ more sophisticared
purilicatory vite.

The Hebrew wortd (! ‘11‘:1 vt v 206a seems to mean "o destroy utteriyic if

Israelites were (0 bring the forbidden foreign ohjects into their houses, they would he uiterly

i Mukenla is a name given Lo a tree that makes o person happy.
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destroyed. Perhaps it may be added here that i Isin this passage used in the l[orm of
a simile, to destroy like objects devoted to God for destruction”, but basically the idea is "to
tlestroy” if this interpretation is accepted, then the Kikuyuw rendering would he kuninwe (of
*dloom" in the MTB).
The Hebraw phrase QJEE \ﬂﬂ Y‘F u inv26b comes after the consequernce
(  CITIT} ) of harbouring foreign objects which are considered to be 12N [y
has been spelt out. It is logical then to suggest that this phivase is suggestive of the intensity
with whichithe "l 11 "atter desiructions” should be detested. But the detestability of
BT is intensified even more by the phyase that follows a1 TJ}\ 3":1 187 L Our
concern now is to make this idea of intensification expliclyin the Xikuyu Bible translation,
The resent transtation has combined the two phrases as though they were one, thuura
o guthnura (uiterly detest ). But a hetter (ranstation is the one that would attempt ro translate
them separately, the second one being an intensitier of the fivat phase, Henee,
11 g{,EJ Q) _]'1 \;\F V) should be rendered rhuura o guthuwra and. V] :I. MY ‘i asn
mwigigirne, a verh derived from ragigi an adjective meaning a filthy object that is repugnant
or a shameful act too nasty ta hear. In religious circles, mwigigime would mean hoth "ro hate”
and "to sham” an olyject because of its uncleaness, In our present text, Terael must "hate” and
"shun" foreign. objects since their presence cauwes "utter death,” and the right word in Kilauyu

to express this idea is mwigigime.

U/'__YF in Kikuyu

Tn owr earlier discussion of the Hebrew root w““lllj , we made a distinetion between
positive and negative holiness. We then suggesied that in certain contexts negative holiness
exhibits the same characteristics as ‘taboo’ relatved. to the coniagion by wncleanness. Bug most
interesting was the fact that in the OT the term \J}“i"\]\ is commmonly used for Yahweh, ie he is

the only one who is endowed or invested with the extreme purity.
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The agsociation of heliness with Yahweh is crucial, particularly for this section where
the concept of the transmission of negative holiness is considered on the basis of the Kikayu
Bible tanslation. One major guestion that we need to ask owrselves at the outset is whether we
are frying fo impose and transiaic a formfg,lzl idea that was non-existent among the Kikuyu, or a
concept that was there but known in different terms?

Kikuyu people believed in one God who was known. as Ngai or Murungu. But when the
Kikuyu spoke ro him in prayers or sacrifices they referrved to him as Mwene-Nvaga (the owner
of brightness or sparkle or dazzlingness), a name that was uscd exclusively for the deity. The
Kikuyu supreme deity was believed Lo he “cdean’, "pure’ or “white'. In other words he was
without any blemish, and was agsociated with the white spnow onn Mount Kenya, which was
thought to be his earthly abode. 1t is instructive 1o note that objects or places or food once
identified with God henceforih ceased {o be available for hwman beings, and any atterops to do
otherwise was mef with very severe consequencesag. Only priests were allowed to go too close
to the presence of Mwenz-Nyvaga to offer sacrifices on behall of the communily they
represented, Sometimes two little boys who bhecause of their age were considered 1o he
uncontaninated svould accompany the priests Lo the place of sacrifice.

One thing is delinite abour the Kikuva understanding of the deity - he is ‘clean’,
cleanness thai surpasses their vocabulary. It is indescribable purity, and the best way they
could speak abowt him was o compare him with the ‘cleanest’ place {the top of the mountain)
and the 'whitest' ohject {fhe snow). To them the Mwene-Nyaga wi mutheru (the owner of
brightness is clean or pure). The Kikuyn Bibhle ranslators took up the name mutheru {clean) to
translate the Hebrew root {;}“T*I;t . Good! Bul how did they deal with the concept of contagious

holiness?

89 A man Ln his 20s whom 1 interviewed for the purpoese ol my

garlier paper at St. Paul's Caollege said Lo me thal he sufleved
swoallen feel because he ate Lhe meat kept Tor the delily under a

sacrificial Lree,
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The book of Haggai is probably the best source in the comparison of contagion hy hath
the holy objects and an unclean person. llaggal under the directive of the Lord wanted to
know from the priest the difference between the lwo; " If one carrics holy (lesh in the skirt of
his gariment, and touches with his skirl bread, or pottage, or wine, oil, or any kind of food, does
it become holy?..if one who is anclean by contact with a dead body touches any of these, does
it recome unclean? (Hag 2:12-13). Concerning the first question, the priest gives an emphatic,
Yol But in the second he answers in the affirniarive.

In this text, where the prophet reguests the priest’'s ruling on cultic matters,
uncleanness seem o be more contagiows than holiness, ic holy flesh does not (ransmit ils
holiness, unlike ritwal defilement from contact \.x-'it Ir @ corpse (Numy 19: 11-13). In Lev 22:4, for
example, a person who touched a corpse was unclean (taboo) unlil evening and inay not eat of
the holy things umless he had bathed his body i water (¢f 21:11). Hag 2:13 oxhibits a similar
conlagion. Aware of the contagious power of this kind of uncleanness, Haggai in his quesiion
seeks to know whether the objects in 2:12 will be effected by a person who has cone in contact
witht a dead body, Surely, I may he allowed to put this question in the light of the Kikuyu who
definilely sec aform of thahu in the text:

- M o S .
[f oue who is thelne by contact \';1[;._11 g dead body tauches any of these does it become
thahu? To which the priest answers, Yes!

I have noted in Haggai's question that the holiness of holy flesh in the skirt of a priest's
garment is not transferrable to the foodstuffs when his garment touches them. Jn the first
place, it seemns that the person carrying the flesh has not been sanctified. Furthermore, his
garments, evenr though they have been affected by the holiness of the flesh, the sancta has not
beentransmitted tothe foodstuffs,

Milgrom's(1991:449)mention of Lev 6:27 as he discusses the meaning of
W 1 P ? ¥ ]j TJ e {) =) forimula Is  particularly crucial for a  better
understanding of the problem raised in this text. ithis careful study of the Hebrew particle

J) 7], Milgrom attempts (o give the right rendering of this tern,  Does the word miean
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“whoeever' or “whatever’?  He points oilr that “the rabbis are unanimous in opting for
“whatever' and eliminating the hnnan factor completely! According to him Lev 5:14-16, Hag
2:12, Ex 30:26-29, and finally Num 4:15 ave indirect examples of the fact that the sancla ave not
contagious to persons - both Haggai and the rabbis agree Uzat the sancta wansmit their
holiness only tofoods'.

Having explained why the sancta are not contagious to persons in Hagyga, it is equally
important to sav that the rendering of ‘ll I as “whatver' thus excluding persons {rom
contagious power of holiness has 10t always been the case {cf Tev 1:1-5; 1 Sam 6:18; 2 Sam. 6:6-
7Y Milgrom (453) has shown that " in the carlier period, whenever the formula originated, the
rapge of “"(2 z was wnrestricted: even persons were included.” "This js particularly Leue when
we consider, lor example, Lev 6. Here, the sacrificial antinal used for sin offering m_,r‘,'} Mr was
considered “most holy' and had to be eaten in a holy place - in the court of the tent of yeeting
{cf Lev 6:25-27). Again, the shoulder of the ram of the peace offering (] g ékif AR together
with unleavened cake and water were holy poriions for rthe priest and the priest had to wave
them for a wave offering before the Lord (of Num 6:19-20). It is obvious that the priests bad 1o
carty the holy portions in their robes.  Surely, the garment must have heen affected by the
holy flesh. “Wharever 9 touches its flesh shall be holy;, and when any of its blood ig
sprinckled on a garment, you shall wash that on which it was sprinkled in s holy place’ {lev
2:27,¢flevel 1 Ex29:37,30:26-29).

While it js not easv to account. for the Pricstly’s shift from. ~contagious powes of sancia
to persons’ to “not contagious', Milgrom. (455) suggests rhat the change was due to “the stream
of murderers, thieves, and assorted criminals who [locked to the alar and vresided on the
sanctuary grounds on the bhasis of hoary, venerahle traditions that the altar 'sanctifies’ -
someibing that deeply disturbed the priests. Milgrom's suannary of this development meriis

our consideration:
“(Hn the prebiblical stage all sameta communicate holiness to pergons, the inner sancta

20 "whatever ', RSV
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civectly by sight and indirectly by touch, this contagion is lethal even if the contact is

accidenmial, The early biblical narratives exemplify this deadly power of the sancta in

the Ark, Mount Sinai, aud the divine fire. (2) The pricstly account of the Levites' work

assigniment in the Tabernoacte (Num 4} reveals the sancta unchanged from provious

stage... Ezekiel, however, opts for the older view that sancta are conlagions to persons,

(3) Hagsai restricts the contagion of sancta to foodstiiffs, {4) The Tannaites [ollow

Haggal...',

Certainly, this change creates an unresolvable translational problem in ihe Kikuyn
Bible, For, how can sacrifical meat offered 1o Ngai (God) be contagious (o persons at one time,
and non-contagious at another time? In Lzekiel 4G:20 we have an instance where holiness is
seent to be dangerous, and must therefore be avoided dute 10 iis destructive nature {ef 2 Sam
G:6f, Lev LOilf). We shall now use this text to show how the idea of conlagion by negative
lioliness is uncertain in the Kikuyu Bibte.,

"This is the place where the priests shall boil the guilc offering and the sin offering,

and where they shall bake the cereal offering, in order not to bisng them out into the

outer court and so comimunicate holiness to the people 00X 1 — 143 Gt I ({

P e

The idea here s simple: when people come in contact with holy objects, they Loo
become holy, and in the case of negative holiness, this kind of contact is prohibited. We have
already mentioned that in Kikuyu it was rmugire (prohibition) to taroper with anything that had
heen set aside for Mwene-Nyaga. Similarly, in this passage we have a situation where guilt
offering and sin offering are not 1o be brought ous into the outer court lest thoy transmi.
hatintess, {or it is mugiro to do so. Ouwr problem now is to make this idea plain in our
Lranslation.

Since in the rest of the O (cf Is 6:3) the Kikuyu Bible uses the word mutheru (clean) 1o
render the Hebrew root U)—[FJ , the same word needs to be used here. Hence
! .&! '_7] =TI l(}‘TT'{,}S would be hest transtated itikagwatie andu uthery (not to communicate the
cleanness to the people). The word itikagwatie does not mean the English 'communicate’. This
word is usad in Kikuyu in a derogative sensce, and is usually used to refer 1o the transmission
of diseases. This is the same word we use for the transmission of thahu (taboo related to

uncleanness). It then follows that its use here wowld automatically give muthery a negative

meaning, ie jt. places holiness in the category of thahu.




The present Kikuyu transiation has mutikawenare andu {(not to ordatn people or set
them apart), following Faglish versions (I3V, NIB). In this translation the idea of taboo inherent
in this passage is lost, and if raises a vecy serious gquestion in the minds of the readers: why is
it pwroper for people to be sanctified? kI other words, such a transtation would only help 1o
miake the passage meaningless, and doubiful, especially in view of the fact that a good
percentage of people who are inrerested in the Word of God among the Kikuyu ave
s<'-.| ni-titerate, and usually take the words of the Bibie Yiterally,

Another exanmiple of a case where the EHebrew root w™s 7 is scen to operate as though
it were a laboo of the mugiro type (prohibition) is in Deuteronomy 22:9, this tiowe concerning
mixtures. 'You shall not sow youw vinevard with two ks of seed, test the whole yield be
forfeited 10 The sanctuary \1)‘7_[]::1];; N

fven without entering into any detailed exegetical understanding of this passage,
ground that was covered in our earlicr discussion of this rext, it will suffice here 1o reconfirm
thar since in the OT it was a tahoo to plant mixed seeds, the phiase \u—l\nﬂ - "]Il shoudd e
seen as the consequence of the violation of this prohibition.

We have already noted that in Kikuyu mugiro means ‘prohibition’ and that the result of
breaking mugire s thalue We have also neted that in certain contexts these two words could he
used interchapgeably, Here, mugire is 10 plant mixed secds and thahy, the result, is that they
(the seeds) will become holy. But if we render the root Q=i ¥ thahy we are in essence saying
that holiness is defiling in the same way as ritual uncleanness. True, Bur that is not the case
heve, and it would be safe (o sugygest that we use mugho and thahy interchangeably, so that we
may gef a good translation. Since it is mugire for ordinary people to use holy ohjects, then
definitely the issue in this context is that these seeds will directly become tugire (hecause
they have become holy) once they are planted togeiher in the garden or after ihey have heen
surrendered to the sanctuary where they will become rmugire as a result of coming inlo contact
with a holy place, in the same way as the Kikuyu sacrificial ohjects (eg meatd became mugiro

afrer they had been taken to the sacred tree.
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Whatever alternative we consider to be true, ane thing is clear, that holy ohjecis are
mugiro to the ordinary people, something thar wounld lead us to concluade that the Hebrew
phrase W‘IPJ'I - ‘\?9] in Kikuyn means itgatuike mugivo ni undu rni thery {{est they he
prohibited since they are holy). This is consistent with the naroralness withh which Kikayu
ideas of taboo related not to the result (thahu), hut to the prohibition (mugiro) , are expressed.

It would be unsuitable to render u)'TI]',;'I JT]’J itikaamurirve Ngal na iticooke gukuurika
{same as for [}*:I{:] , devoted 1o God irredeemably, of Jos 7:1) as the present Kikuyu Bible
veads, This translation is obviously misleading and gives the root klf"T'['r‘ anothoer nuance, ie
uttesly destroy. Admittedly, this shade of meaning lartunately is not explicit, sven though it is
ivaplied in the Kiltuyn weanslation. But the fact that the translators have rendered the roots
Uj "I'FJ and MY in the same way is indicative of a discrepancy which could easily be

avoided if the suggestions we have put forward ahove were followed.

KikuyuTranslationoflev 1l

(n Lev 11 we saw how certain snimals are comsidered as a potential source of
uncicanness. Again different words were used to describe fhe animals mentioned in the texa
namely N Y kQ and -\f ‘TJ UJ . We also pointed out that in vv 2-23 a person did not
contract a confagious wnd purifiable uncleanness by eating lorhidden food, since the section
consists only of prohibitions. Bug at v 2441 the uncleanness s contagious amd purifiahle. Our
main concern in this section will be to deal with rranslational problems of N )QL? and
Y‘F‘ W in Kikuyu.

While the main division of this chapter by subject ai v24 has been followed in the
Kikuyu Bible, ie the Kiltuyu word mugire has been used for vw 2-23 and thahu for vy 24-40),
respectively, the rendering of }\(}QL? as thahu vy 41-45 is probiematic since in this section the
style isrhetorical rathey than technical.

Do not defite yoruselves (imake yourselves abominalle, RSV) by any of these crearures.

Do not make yourselves unclean (vou shall not defile, RSV) by means of them or he
macle unclean by thera,

119




The GNB which follows the principles and theories of the UBS has: - "Do not make
yourselves unclean by eating awy of these'. Similarly, in the Kikuyu Rible we should avoid
literal translation which “fails because it is lavgely insensitive to the difference in the way
formy/meaning interaction takes place in the source and the way it operates in the receptor
languages ©(Sterk, 1994:130). In order to do sa, we shall follow René Pérer - Contesse and John

Flington (1990:173) who suggest that since “The words make vourselves abhominable are

parallel 1o defile yourselves and the pronoun them in the second part corresponds to any

swarming thing thar swarys in the first!, then the repetition of the same idea useing two
different sets of words could be avoided i the receptor language il it Is waoatwral, Following
this argument, and in view of the fact that the langonage in this section is rhetoricad, the 1oy
rendering of this text should be:
"You shall not make yourselves abominable 18R with any swarming thing that
swarms; and you shall not defile yoarselves 10wyt w3 with them, lest you become
unclean Iy yyw ] (v43) o

The Kilknyu rendering of the Flehrewwords is as follows: -

.
QYT 11— 7}§’ - rutikanaikire mugiro
Tk
NG T ?\‘5 - tugtilanegwatio thahu
RNIRA 0l- mnvithukie

The prohlem. in this {ransladon is rhat iv is gquite unnatural, In Kikayu we do not say
“mutikanaikire mugiro' (literally do not make yourselves a prohibition). Again ir is unnatural
to say mulikanegweatie thahy (Uterally do not make yourselves uncleanness).  Mwithulkic
(lirerally muke youwrselves spoilt) is generic for anything bad, but it seems to agree with the

context,
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion we need to point out that hoth words and culture are not static but
dynamic, It must be accepted that the Kikuyu way of life and its language are not the sane as
they were many years ago, especiaily doe to the introduction of Western ltfestyle. For examyple,
the present generation perceive life quite differently, ic their worldview is scemingly less
concerned shout the religious thought cherished by thelr forefathers. They now speak
differently - foreign words have hecome part of our vocabulary, Cectainn words, phrases and
idioms, and even proverhs, have acquired differentmeanings.

But while ritual taboos seem to play a very insignilicnnt vole in modern Kikuyu society,
they nonetheless reappear partiadarcly when there is a orisis in the family or society. For
instance, in some familics, funeral ceremonies are marked with strict observance of tabhoos.
Thar is to say, a culture that has taken centuries to build cannot be des rroyed in a few decades.
Such a culture should he seen as being deeply-seated in the bone marrow of the Xikuyu people
and as a result, now and then, these people revert to their old religlon, perhaps wizen
Clhyistianity seems to have no uomediate answer to their problems, n recent thhwes, some
women who were demanding the release of their sons from detention had to steip in the
streets of Nairohi, Traditionally, it was a taboo for a woman to strip in puhlic. And should that
happen, the person who saw the nudity of the woman wold meet with very severe
conseqrences. An ill omen would befall him When the wamen stripned in the sticets of
Nairobi, that was indicative of the existence of old taboos in the moclern society,

All we are saying is that translating OT into a language whose old cultural value system
is diminighing, and yet is alive in the minds of some mentbers of tie society, is an event that is
not only fascinating but diificult, Neediess to say, Rible translators n areas where people have
divided loyaldes, ic they have one foot in the west and the othwer firmly rooted {n their tribal

culture, need 10 be well informed about both the original cudture (FHebrew) and the recipient
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culture into which the formerisbeing translated.

The thoroughness with which cultures and languages involved in a Bible trauslation
should be studied is further supported by the incxhaustiveness of the present study, Whereas
an attempt has been made to shed more Hgla on e problems of ranstating taboo words, we
have failed to deal adequately with every Hebrew text related to owr study that would
obviously have needed our attention. For example, the Hebrew root Sf’l which means
mrofane’ or 'comymon' has received a somewhat negligible reanuent. The taboo imposed on
'the bread of Presence, which is removed from biefore the Lord, to be replaced by hot bread on
the day it is teken away' {1 Sam 21:1-6) should have been discussed in the section dealing with
food taboos, and would have bDeen a good ground to cormprare the OT food prohibitions,
especially food set for Yahweh, with the Kikuyu taboo of the sacrificial meat offered 1o Ngai
under the nugumo (fig) tree, It will also be realized that many Xikuyu taboos, appended to this
work, which would have helped us to have a berter mnderstanding of the Kikuyu world of
religion, and which in turn would be of great value in the commrehension of the Hebirew
concepi of uncleanness, have notbheen exhaustively utilized.

The relevance of this study, however, should not be underrated. The comparison
[etween the Hebrew texts and the Kikuya waderstanding of ritual fmpurity has highlighted
some of ithe translational problems of key bibiical terms likely to be encountered not only by a
Kikuyu translator, but also by other tribes in Xenya with whom we share the same culrural
background. Such bhiblical termis include, sin, grace, holiness ete. Again, the use of different
words in different contexts in the OT to convey the same idea is particwdarly imaportant. It goes
without saving that, while for the sake of consistencey a single word should be wsed ro express
the same idea throughour the whole translation, for example thahu 1o mean N ):3(9 , the fact
that there are many Hebrew words covering the concept of taboo would obviously override this
rule, as our study las shown, It would therefore be corvect 1o suggest that in the Kilbuyu Bihle
translation different words expressing the idea of taboo need 1o be used as the context

requires,
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APPENDIX
KIKUYU TABOOS AND REGULATIONS

ORALCODEY 1
VILLAGE, HOMESTEAD AND HUT TABOOS AND REGUIATIONS
1, Imnnocireumstances might all the fives in a homestead be allowed to go outtogedzer,

2, If a hyena should enter a village ar homestead and dung either in the open clearing of the
entraice fhome}or in any courtyard, coramonial purificationwas esseniial,

3. If the owner of a homestead cut himself and drew blood either while in the homestead or
when he was out in the fielids, hehad to sacrifice a goat or sheep for prrification.

4, I a woman was preparing castor oil from castor oil berries, angd during the process of
heating thexm over the fire, she cither ler them boil over or dry up in the pot, a
purification ceremony and sacrifice was essertial,

5. If anyone, other than a child rhat had not been “born a second thne' (guciarwa na mburi),
or a very sick person, defecated within a hut or in (e courtyacd, a purification ceremony
was essential,

6.  Should any beast, calf, goat or sheep, sucic or Lick any part of a hunan in a homestead,
that animal had ro e sacriliced for a purification cevemony at the village or a relation-in-
law.

7. ¥ a jackle barked in the entrance area or in the courtyard of a hontestead a ceremonial
purification. was necessary.

8. If anyone deliberately hroke a cooldng por or gourd in a homestead, cerenonial
purification was necessary.

0.  Should a toad, frog or lizard fall or fump inro the fire in the hearth of a hut, a purilication.
ceremony was essential.

10, I a cooking pot eracked while food was being cooked in i, that food might not be ecaten
except by woman past child birth,

11, IF an owl hooted near a homestesd, or worse still, perched on any hut or granary,
purificarion was ne¢essary.

12, 1 a znake was killed within the confines of a homestead, a purification. ceremony had o
take place.

13. No one might touch or approach the midden dwnyp (Kiara) of a honmestead other than the
member of that homestead. IF they did so, apurification would be necessary,

14. Should any one in anger or drunkenness pluck thatch frow any hwat in a homestead, a
sacrifice and purification would e essential to avoid disaster.

gt This list has been complled from Leakey's work, op cil pn
165-167, 204-206, 277, 226-282, 301, 502, 1203-1208, 218, 240,

786, 1233-1234, with some smendments and addilbions.
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15. Itwas a taboo for a ranan to sleep on the side by tie owter wall of his wife's hed.

16, Itwas atabhoo 10 start moving a woman's hut to anew site while she was menstruating,

17. Ttwas a taboo for a fire in a liit 1o go out at any time wlhen heer was being brewed in that
hut, or when may special ceremony or sacrifice was taking place in that hut, or {o
conncction withit.

18. In a1 woman's hat, the head end of her hed was towards the “thegi (food stare in the
house) and [oot and towards the “kwern' (the open space in the house). It was a taboo for
anyone to sleep in these beds except with their heads at the bead end of the bed.

19. It was & taboo to lean a spear up against the roof of a hut, All spears had to be cither
stuck in the ground, or leaned against the fence or under the fence. There was no
penalty for hreaking this taboo, hut it was never done.

20, It was a taboo to kil a bird called “nyamindigi' {cossypha or Robin chat) within the
confines ol the homestead.

21. I a kite, when {lying over a homestead, let its droppings fall on any person, that person
had o be purified, the mannee of purification depending upon the sex of thie person
involved,

22, I a woman or man fell down within their own homestead, purification and sacrifice were
Iecessary.

23. It was a taboo to come into confact with the menstrual blood of any other person
(something which. could happen casily in a Jnw), and purification was necessary i this
happened. Butthere were also minor exceptions.

24. Whenensering a hut, a person had to pass 1o the right of the hearth.

ORALCQDETL

CUSTOMS AND TABOOS CONNECTED WITH AGIICULTURE

1. When a man worked in the garden or fields of a relative-in-law, he had to wear his
ordinary skin cleak, however inconvenient ir was €0 walk in, and could not adopt the Idilt
of hanana leaves thal he would normally wear when in his own fields.

2. A girl or woman working in the fields of a relative-in-law had to lay aside her cloalt and
work bare to the waist as she would in her own fields,

3. An elderly man working in his own garden could wear an ithitiri instead of a hanana, one
aver his buttocks and anus and one over his genitals,

4, A bunch of bananas that fell down of its own accord or was blown down by wind could
not be eaten by any of the family owning that banana grove, bt had to be given (o some
other family.

5. 1t was a taboo to allow any sugar-cane plant to come into flower, 1€ a plant so flowered, a

very old man not relaved to the owner ol the field had to he brought in to dig up a whole
of the stool of canes by the roots, A rarm was then killed on the spot where the plant had
flowered and its stomach. contents sprinkled over the hole where the cane had been
uprooted. A mrukenia and a muthakwa plant had to be planted i the hole to take the




8.

10.

1L

place of that sugar-cane plant. The canes so uprooted were taken by the old man who
had dug themr up, md he made beer feom them, but the owner of the field and his
relations cowld not touch a drop of that beer withoeut endangering themscelves.,

It was strictly a taboo 1o cut down a banana tree bir anger or slash it in any way. Doing so
necessitated the sacrifice of a ram, and the whole stool so damaped had o bie dug ap and
muthalova and mulenta plants lanted in {18 place,

If any man beat his wife or any other woman in a parden or cultivated feld, and drew
blood, a purification ceremiony with sacrifice had 1o take place on the spoi where the
beating took place, as the garden had been thereby defited.

If any married women threw s0il ar eaclt other in the ficlds they could be purified only by
the sacrifice or & ramy, and hy ceremaonial sexaral mrercourse performed by a man other
than theirhusband.

A man or woman wearing charm {githitu) could not pass ander a hanana prop because, if
they did s0, the charm would lase i1s power.

I 2 man or woman died suddenly in a cultivated arey, the bhody was left there for the
hyenas (o drag away., Then the spot where the body had been was mavked ol with sticks,
and the food planis in the marked off area were not harvested. In all future seasons
nothing would be planted there, and the spotwould be used as arubbish dump,

There was no taboo against a menstruating wora walling in her gardens, or picking
sweet potato vine for the goats and sheep, hut she could not hang up the buich of vine in
the cowrtyard when she had taken ir there, and she could not make gruel from. bulrush
mitlet fukia veuru) or other grains that she had fetched from the fields.

ORAL CODEI

TABOOS CONNECTED WITH MEAT FEASTS

I,

[

w

4.,

I

If the pot in which meat was being cooked, or the small earthen pat in which the soup
wasg being stirred (bira) should break, a ram or an ewes bad to be sacriliced at once, Lo

© restore peace and ward off evil influences.

1If, in the case of a goat or a sheep, the man who pulled out the lungs failed to bring out
the heart at the same thne, a ram or an.ewe haid to be sacrificed at once for purification,

If the eyes of a goat or a ram bursi: when taking it out of the skull, a ram or an. ewe had 10
bre sacrificed for purificariorn.

1f the half-gourd (kinga) in which the fat was put broke, & ron or ewe had to be sacriliced
for purification,

If the fire went out during a meal feast, 2 ram or ewe had to be sacrificed ~for lighting a
new fire'.

On the last day of a meat feast (kirugu) the participants could not feave the cave or shelrer
by the enfrance they had heen using all the thne, but each man had to break through Lhe
walls at a separate place and go out that way,




7. Onthe last day of the feast each man had to put a little bit of meat on small skewers and
leave it 1o toast at the fire made of all the rubbish and stales vsed for the roasting
platforms,

8. No man participaiing in a meat feast could sleep anywhere except arn the shelter buile for
the feast.

g,  Nowoman or girls could enter the cave or shelter wlhere a meat feast was taking place,

ORALCODLEIV

TABOOS CONNECTED WITHFOOD AND DRINK

1. If a cooking pot cracked while the food was heing cooked in it, thot food could not be
eaten hy the family, but had to he given away.

2. If a woman hrole a pot while she was making food (gukima irio) in it, that food had to be
piven away.

3. H awoman was cooking loed for a ceremony or sacrifice aad the por broke while she was
doing so, then aram had to be slaughtered for purilication.

4, I a woman's bead accidentally fell into the food that was being cooked and was fished
out, that food had to be given away and not eaten by the family.

5. I a woman's head (ell into the food when it was being cooked and was nol noticed until
food was being eaten, when someone found it in his oy j'l{"l.‘ mouth, a sheep had to be
sacrificed ar once for a purificatory ceremaony.

6. No woman, except those past childbearing, could cat in the presence of her hushband
EXC(?]'!I. inconnection with. S_{')(-?CIEJ. ceremonies.

7. No woman or initiated givl, except a woman past childbearing, could eat in the presence
of men other than son or brothers.

8. No flesh of wild animals, bird, or {fish might be eaten, cxcept doves, which could be eaten
hyhoys.

9.  No hulrush millet of a new season's crop could be eaten hefore a sacrifice had heen made
to purify if,

10.  If the fire went out while focd other than edilile artom fnduma) was cooking, that food had
£o e piven away and not eaten by the family.

11, If a hizayd or a frog fell into the five while food was cooking, that food could not be eaten
by the family, and Itad to be given. to old women past clilldbearing.

12. 1, while sweet potatoes were being cooked, the water hoiled aver, the potatocs might not
be eaten by the family, but had to be given away,

13, TFood to be cooked thar was thrust into the fire through the gap between two
hearthstones and removed through a different gap was called "kirutire’, and could not he
eatenby female chrildren,

14, No one child in any circumstances conld step overa hearth in ahul,
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17.

23,

23,

20,

27.

28,

30.
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No sexual intercourse might take place in a hut while thers was a pot of foed cooking on
the fire. Should this he done, the food could not be eaten, forithad heen defliled.

No sexual intercourse might take place in a hutwhere heer is hrewing,

If a woman getting food from a granary {flumbi} should have accidentolly let any
menstrual blood touch the gravary, all the food In that granacy had 1o be glven away:
none might be eaten by awy member of the family.

No menstruating woman or girl could make pruel by povnding corn and using the
arindstones,

No ntenstruating woman could inilk a cow o1 groat,

I & woman was menstruating when shie was given beer to drink in comecrion with the
offering anad prayers to the ancestors, it had o be poured from the gourd cup ndahi} into
a half-gourd (kinyva) for her to drink. She might not drink (rom o ndahi while in this
condition,

No menstruating woman might handle a “murating' (a staff used for brewing the native
beer - njohi), the fruit of Kigelia Africana’.

No menstruating woman might handle sugar-cane or crushed sugar-cane, while preparing
i for beer, hut she conld do the acrnual pounding if another woman, filled and empticd her
mortay for hey,

Tt beer was taken to another village as a gift; (gurega) in a small adua (hrewing vessel), as

sometimes occurced, and it was later fowud that u muorating had accidentally bheen left in
the " ndia', asheep had to be slaughtered for purification.

i a sheep licked the canes from which beer was being prepared, or slipped some of the
cane juice (rgogoye) from the oxhide basin, thal beer had to be thrown away or given
away.

1f a child should trip and fall into the sugar-cane juice in the oxhide basin where heer was
prepaved, asheep had to be sacrificed and all the beer given away.

If any part of a woman's leather garment got into beer, a sheep had to be sacrificed for
purification,

I any child unstoppered a gourd of beer that had been stopped b readiness for carrying
elsewheoere, that gourdful could not he used to take to another village as a presendt.

If a relation-in-law was at heer drink and vomited in the courtyard, a sheep had to be
slaughtered at oncefor purification.,

1f a man at a beer drink was so drunk that he defecated in the couriyard, a sheep had to
beglaughtered atonce for purification,

If men at a beer drink fought and hlood was drawn a sheep had to be sacrificed for
Murification,

I a woman was struck while carrying heer and the beer gourd (kinva) brolke in
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consequence, a sheephad tobeslaughtered for purification,

If a man who was squeezing out juice frorm sugar-cane struck another man or woman
with his bound up roll of sugar-carte pulp Ghahi), o ram had 1o be sacrificed in
purification, But even so, the person struck woudd probably die.

If ju anger a man broke a gourd containing beer, a sheep liad to be sacrificed foy
purification.

ORAJ.CONEV
TAROG CONNECTED WITH TOBACCO
It was a taboo to tend tohacco ptants after having eatern meat.

ORALCODEVI
TABOOS CONNECTED WITH CASTOR OIL

1. Irwas a taboo for the pot in which castor ail was heing prepared to he allowed to boil dry.
If this happented asheep had vo be sacrificed for purification.

2. It was taboo to allow the castor oil to boil gver, and this too necessitated the sacrifice of a
sheep for purificadon.

3.  Sheep and goats might not, on any account, drink water at the bolttom of the castor oil

- cooking pot. 1f one did, it had to be slaughtered.

4, I the pot in which castor oi! was being prepared for ceremonial purposes were 1o break, a
sheep had to be sacriliced for purification.

ORALCODEVO

TARQOS CONNECTED WITH THE DIVINING GOUIRD

1. In no circuanstances cowld a muundy mugeo (diviner) allow any member of his age-group to
have sexual intercourse with a wife who was the guardian of his divining gourd. If there
was nowhere else for a male to sleep he might bo rold to go and sleep in the hut where
the divining gourd was kept, bui he was warmad that iv wos there, and thato therelore he
hail to avoid all sexual contact with the woman, even though she might be "an age-group
wife’,

2. 1 the wife of the mundu muge who kept the divining gourd was away for any reason, the
mundu mugo was not in ay circumstances (0 have restricted sexual intercourse willy
their lovers in that

3. The grown-up unmarried daughters of the worzun in whose hut the divining gourd was
kept were not in any circumnstances to have restricted sexnal intercourse with their lovers
in that hut.

4, Y a mundy muge had Deen away on a journey, no other mundy mugoe might touch his
divining gourd until he had retwuned and slept one night with the wile who was iis
guardian.

5. Gourds containing water were nevel putnear the divining gourd.

6. A fire in any form other than of the rumura (toreh) was never 1o be used as a light neay

the divinbag gourd when it was hanging on the kikanya (a post inside the house with a
place to hang things)
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It the hut where the divining gourd was kept o fire had ro burn all night. It clidd not
matier if the fire went out by day, hut from nighttall 1o dawn there had aways 1o be a {ive
in the hut, If the woman in charge of the divining goord found th the flre had gone out
overnight, it had to be relit next morning by means of a {ire slick, to the accomplishiment
of the slaughter of aram.

The owner of the divining gourd had ro take grear care never 10 draw blood in anger or by
accident [rom thewile wvho was the guardian,

If the woman in whose hut the divining gowrd was kept died suddenly in her hut, she was
for the rime being spoken of ag asleep and meanwhile the divining gourd had to be
moved to the men's hut. Her dearh was (lien recognised, and henceforward the divining
gourd was kept inmen's hut, 10 was later transferred to the hut of the next senior wife,
for it had heen in contact with the former keeper's death.

ORAL CODEVHL
TABOOSCONNECTED WITIICATTLE, GOATS AND SHEEP

1

3

8.

The skin of an ox or cow that had died a natural death. and bad not been slaughtered
could not be used (o make asleep mat for abed.

1ff a francolin alighted on the back of any anintal, a rwn had to be slaughtered and the
A ) ' 8
purification ceremony of guihivrura (encircling} performed.

It a cow helonging to a man of the Kiluyu initiation guild had owin calves it was killed,
but if it helonged to a man of the Ukabi guild it was allowed to live. A man of the Kiluyn
guild was ailowed to exchange s cow and the twin calves for a bullock if he coutd find a
man of the Ukabi guild people put collars around the necks of nwvin calves, on which
cowrie shells were sewn to avert evil,

If a cattle owner died, all his bulls were immediately castrated and none ol his cows were
allowed 1o be served by any budls untid the hukura ceremony (freeing from the plight of
death) had been performed. Al he-goats were also eastrated, while his rams were
segregated from the ewes.

Calves were kept in the men's hut at night. Sometimes a young bull woubd aciually try to
mount a woman wino had comwe to sit in the men's hut, I this happened, i was
immediately stanghtered, and its flesh could not be caten by the man's wile or by hin.

If a stud bull left the herd while graving, and ol s own accord returned to the
homestead, it was either castrated or Idlled, according o the circumstances, I it returned
to the homestead and was caught by men, i¢ was casrated ar once, and that was enough
ro remove the evil, But if it came haclk and only women were present, and if it then
recurned to the herd, it would have to e staughtered, as this was a raboo.

1If a buldl went to the midden of the homestead and started o dig up the ground with its
homs, that bull would have to be staughtered at once, otherwise the owner of the
hornesiead would die.

Itwas a tabhoo for a mensiruaring womarn to mitk a cow.
H a cow gave birth to a monstrosity, the monstrosity was split in half and thrown away at

the tool of a muthakwa bush. The whole herd ro which the cow belonged then had to be
purilied by thie slaughtey of a ram or ewe and by the ceremony of guthivrura (enciecling).




1O, I a cow or ox should get its tail twisted round a pot or growing tree and so get caught, #t
would beimmediately killed because ithad - tied itself up'.

11. the birt of twin lambs or kids and/or monstrosity to ewes or goals was a taboo.,

12. If a cow, ox or calf licked or bit a warrior’s leather garmient, it had (o be slaughteraed at
onee.

13. If a calf or adult cow, ox or bull reared up on its hind legs and set its front legs against a
hut it had to be killed at once. This also applicd 1o ewes, bui not to goats or rams.

14. If any animal, cattle, goat or sheep, were to go to the pot where castor oil was heing
prepated by women and try Lo eat the mash, it would be slaughtered al once.

15. If a goat or sheep should by any chance get its horns or head caught up in a haby -
carrying skin, it would have to be sent to the home of the parents of the woman. (o whom
the skin belonged, and {o he slaughiered.

16, If a goat or sheep drank water from a hatt-gourd kept for washing a baby, it would have to
he given 1o some non-relations 1o slaughiter,

17. If a goat or sheep, while in a hut at night, should touch a waman's breast, it had o he
given to the woman's relatives 1o kill.

18. If a goat or sheep were to jump intoe a woman's bedroom while the woman was sleeping
with her husband, then it would have to be slaughtered next morning,.

149, If a she-goat nr an ewe should give birth in hut when the woman of the hut was in labour,
hoth the she-goat or ewe and its offspring had (o be killed.

20, 1f a he-goar shouwld attempt to moeunt a woman when she was sitting on her stool in the
hutitwould be slaughtered.

21, If a goat or sheep should deink sugar-cane juice while the juite was heing exiracied in
preparation for beer, it had either to he killed or all that juice given away and not
consuuned by the owner or used by him for the ceremonial purpose for which he was
preparing i,

(ORAL CODEIX

TABOOS AND REGULATIONS ON SEXUALINTERCOURSE

1. In no drcoamstances whatsnever should you either have or attempt to have infercowse
with your wife from hehind. Thigis strictly ataboo and if vou do 80 you will surely die.

2. 1If you have intercourse with vour wife and you find that her menses have just staried so
that rhe blood has fouched your hody, do not hide the lact, but come and tell your father
and mother at once next morning 5 order that you and your wife may be purified. T you
fail to do this, either you or your wile will surely die, for this is great evil.

3. If you are aware thal your wife's menses have started, do not attempi 10 have intercourse
with her till they are over, Lor this is very evil,

4, 1 youwr wife should at any time touch your genitals with her hands either by accident or

deliberaiely, come ar once and tell your parents so that you may both, be purified. This is
averygreatuncleanness.
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5. Do not ouch your wife's hreasts with your wouath or lips, Should you do so, deliberately
or accidentaily, youwill dic unless you are ceremonially purified.

6. in no crewnstances should you have intercourse with your wife in the fields or by the
bush, but onlyinlier own bt

7. In po cireumslapces showld you have intercourse with your wife while the goats and
sheep are grazing. This is very grear evil, but yorewill not die from it.

8. In no circumstances showld you have intercotrse while lying by the outer wall of the bed
so that you are Lo the left of her. Always be on the inner side of the bed nearest the centre
of the hut when you go 1o sleep with vour wife,

9. When you have intercourse with your wife always see to it that your legs and vhighs are
enclosed by hers, and not hers by yours, for that is very evil.

10.  Never have intercourse with your wife in such a way that your penis can slip and ejaculate
semen on to the oxhide steeping mat. I this should bappen it is great evil, and bhefore
you sleep with your wife again you must arrange with someoie else of your own
initiation age-group to sleep with her first thus remove the evil,

ORALCODEX ;‘

THAHUCAUSED RY CONTACTWITHDEATH

L. Any woman who had a miscarriage or who gave birth to a stifl-horn child acquired thahu
as a reswlr of contact with tlie dead foetus. This form of thahy was confined to the
woman herself, but itwas contagious and the contagion could be transferred by » sex act.

2. Awoman who bore a child that was healthy and normal but svhich died hefore the second
hirth ceremony 1ook place acquired thahu through the death of such a child. This thabu
was contagiousthroughsex,

3. The death of any child that had been through the second birth ceremony caused {hahu (o
both the father and the mother,

4. The death of any ummarried adulk, male or female, caused the condition of thafi Lo affect,
both parents and all the unmarried children of the mother.

3. The death of a married woman caused her hushamd and all her children who were
vimarried to acquire thahu,

6. The death of a married man cavsed his parents, all his wives, and all his children 1o
acqguire thahid.

7. Any person who Kifled any other person by violence acquized thahu by contact with the

dearh and the relatives of the deceased were also affected by the thahu,
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