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RESTRACT

The clean and unclean legislation in the Old Testament
has been variocusly interpreted in the past. Two major =t~
ciencies which mark most of the traditional interpretations
ares: (1) Their approach to the clean and unclean regulations
proceeds largely in piecémeal tashion, with little concern
for treating the whole range of laws and inguiring into the
possible existence of an inherent common  dencominator. (2}
They do little +to gain an understanding of the combined
general function cf the clean and unclean regulaticns within
the larger religious tradition.

The work of Mary Douglas, Jacob Meusner and Emanusi
Feldman transcends that of past scholarship. Each suggests a
dominamt theme which she/he considers gignificant to the bib-—

lical writer and through which she/he sesks to account for

lid
1y
|

2ll the regulations. For Mary Douglas the clean amd  uncl

L
T
i

laws function as an expression of God's holiness, which

relates closely to wholeness, completensss and perfecticn.

T
i1}

For Jacob Neusner the regulations serve the priests’ concesrn
for the temple and cultic acceptability. For Emanuel Feldman

the concept of death, that which represents the opposits to

n

Bod, figuress largely in the clean and unclean laws.
Certain inadequacies of these approaches have emerged
in the course of our investigation. Even though each makes a

zigrnificant cormtribution they do not provide a scheme broad

tions.

[
i

snough te account asdequately for all  the rEgu

re  ogocasionallv

i

Further, im  their conclusions these schol

tail to appreciats fully the Friestly Source’'s theciocgical



intentions for the laws which, in turn, distort the pErspec—
tive on '"clean and unclean” thinking.

The conclusion arrived at in this study places the

clean and unclean regulations fully into the context of the
express divine order as the central concern of the clean  and
unclean regulations. God's potential presernce in the midst of
Igsrael, which constitutes both blessing and threat, is to
encourage the Israslite to live as if in the presence of God.
A God is holy so the Israelite is to be Ffoly. God's heli-
ness 1is most fully characterized by His divine ordering of
the world. To the extent that the clearn and unclean regul a—
tions express symbolically God's order they convey at the
same time His holiness. All that is regarded unclean by the
Friestly Sowrces is in each caée considered unsuitable for the
symbolic recreation of holiness, the nature and esserce of

God.

vi
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CHAFTER ONE

The idea of clean and unclean (cl/uncl) is found in some
form or another in all societies. Ethrographic work focusing
on  these ubiquitous concepts has incressingly attempted +to
understand them within their larger social/cultural comtext.
O0ld Testament scholarship, xamining cl/uncl in the biblical
tent, has frequently turned to socialscultura anthropol ogy
in its quest to understand these concepts and their role in
the religion of Israel.

The 0ld Tesztament student gramining the concepts of
cl/uncl can not, however, use the approach of an ethrnographer
who observes the practices of a particular scciety +first
hand. Although sccial-science theory can provide assistance,
any study of cl/uncl in the Bible must begin with the text
itself. Having examined the text, only then may one cauwbtious-

ly use those theories advanced by the social sclences, which

f

might best slucidate the text. The conclusions of this study

will be based on this prirnciple.

[

THE CRJECTIV

The cl/uncl regulations found in the 0Old Testment are =
diverse group of laws which are not easily understood. Mary

of the rules undoubtedly have separate crigins  and wers

—t
i
5
I
1
—

absorbed by

HI

at different stages of her existence.
There were probably alsc a variety of reasons why they wers

ultimstely assimilated into the religicn of Israsl. The par-



ticuwlar use and reshaping of these regulaticons by the differ-
ent biblical writers alsco creétea certain difficulties 1in
the study of these concepts. Aithough the complex history be-
hind these snigmatic concepts can complicates matters, it need
mot create difficulties that can not be recsolved. O study of
cl/uncl restricted to a distinctive tradition in  the 0Old
Testament can provide insights regarding the concepts and
their function within that particular tradition.

The objective of this study is to investigats the Friest-
ly Stratum of the Tetrateuch and toc examine its particul ar
theological use of cl/uncl. Although these two concepts were
not a creation of the Friestly Writers(F)L11] they were incor-
porated intoc F's larger theoclogical perspective.

No other biblical writer uses the concepts of cl/uncl as
frequently as does F. In no other stratum are the regulations
outlined in greater detail. It may not be possible to gain
much information about the pre-F understanding of cl/uncl,
but & study restricted to this particular stratum should bEe
able to uncover its distinctive use of the concepts.

F's cl/uncl laws are frequently regarded as  antiquated
and meaningless. Some  are repulsive to the modern mind.
They play & sigrificant role in the 0Old Testament, nowevar ,

can

I

and  an adequate understanding of their theological us
assist the readsr in gaining a better understanding of their

function in the biblical text.

i, Fomay refer to either the writer (s) or the document.
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This inmguiry is indebted to the tremendous amount of
scholarly endeavor which precesds it. fs noted above, the
study of cl/uﬁcl im the Bible has not been restricted to &
dialogus between biblical and ancient MNear Eastern scholars
but has included active discussion and debate on an interdis-—
ciplinary level. The worlk of anthropologists, scciclogists

and psychologists has frequently been used to gxpiain  the

presence and function of cl/uncl thinking in the 0ld Testa-

ment. The comtributions of FRobertson W. Smith The Religion
of the Semites 1887), Emile Durkheim (The Elementary Forms
gf the Religiogus Lifg, 1712), James Frazer (The Golden

Bough, 1741) and Sigmund Freud (Totem and Taboo, 1913y, to
name just & few, have had ro small influence in the study of
cl/uncl in this century.

Marmy of the clder theories are rno longer in vogue today,

while some live on. The work of Durkheim, for example,
although modified and revised by his successors, continuess to
eregrcise a great deal of influence. This is true especially
through the work of Mary T. Douglas. Douwglas, & sccial

anthropologist, has made a significant impact on the =tudy of

cl/uncl in  the 0ld Testament. Her inclusive approach and
wholistic perspective prompt her to look for & principls
which will accournt meaningfully for the different uses of the

cl/uncl concepts, while st the same time regarding them as
one part of a much larger system cof thought.
Jacobk Meusnesr, & historian, and Emanuel Feldman, & thec-

logian, have also puklishsd important works on the cl/urcl

(]



laws wherein they ackrnowledge the contributicns of Pouglas.

Rlthough both arrive at different conclusions, her influesnce

il

on these scholars is readily apparent. Considered together,
these three scholars represent & new trend in the study ‘of
cl/uncl  in the 0ld Testament: orne which seeks to place the
diverse laws within a larger anthropoleogical ~theological
thought structure. Their views will be examined below.

The "thought structurs” or "larger system of thought”
this study seeks toc investigate iz that D? F. Julius Well~-.
hausen, & significant proponent of the so-called documentary
hypothesis, convincingly argued that the Fentateuch consisted
of & collection of various sources, each possessing  certain
distinctives. He believed that F was the latest sourcs and

resulted from the reforms of the post-exilic priesthocd.

Since the time of Wellhausern the documentary hypothesis,
along with many of Wellhausen's views, has besn vigrously
challenged, prompting marny changes. His basic contention,

however, namely that distinct sources exist within the Fenta-—
teuch, and that F is the latest of these, rsmains intact.

The Friestly stratum has received much attenticn, and
there is considerable agreement regarding the basic concerns

and the broader theological perspective of F. Yet guestiaons

Y

1

specitically concernesd with P's theaolaogical use of the
cl/uncl  laws have not traditionally been addressed at any

lermgth. Thi

+

]

study will ask these theological guesticons as i

examines 7

U]

broader theological "thought structure." Germans
social-science theory, especially that of Douglas, will also

[}

be considered in the guesst tc understand cl/uncl in F.

4=



The complex history of the cl/uncl regulations has  a&l-
ready beern alluded to. & related problem is that there stilil
®1ists.no consensus regarding the gensral date of F's compo-
sition and its particular historical context. The diverss
and often ancient material which it has abscorbed creates MEATY
of the present difficultiss. ~Although one need not arrive at
& date for the initial composition of the different cl/uncl
regulaticns, 1t is helpful to determine at what tims they
were used by F in order to arrive at their proper historical
context in relaticn to F. This will be attempted in chapter
four. )

F's very treatment of the zacriftices, the diffsrsnt

ritual procedures and the wvarious cl/uncl regulstions,

i
=
=4

also crestes certain limitaticns. Much appesars to be t
for granted and at ric point does F give the impression  that
it is dealing with the different cultic practices in & com—

prehensive  fashion. There no doubt existed a tremendous

amournt of background krowledge which is no longer available

1t

to the modern 0Qld Testamsnt student, vet erncugh can  be
gained from the text to allow one to arrive at some tentative
conclusions.

D. THE ORGAMIZATION

The steps this thesis takes are the following. In
chapter +ftwo the necessary background information for the
study is provided. Here the traditicnal views of past scho-

larship concerning cisuncl in the 0O1d Testament, gspecially

tH

. re  examined

f

ag they relate to the soc—called "dietary 1

fu

L‘

<

=
=1
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bristly. The more recent work of Douglas, Meusrner and Feld-

mar will be outlined in chapter three, followed by an assssg-—
ment of their work in relaticn to the earlier approaches.

The cl/uncl concepts are freguently found in F. Thetrg—
fore, chapter four is devetesd to a general stuagy of this

Lo

stratum. Q(uestions regarding the date of Fy its relationship
to the Yahwist (J), the Elahist (E}Y and the Deutesrcromist (D)
all need to be addressed inm the guest to place P in its
proper  contsxt. Here tents relevant to the cl/uncl thems,
found in the various sources, will be examined. The pericdi-
zation of divine revelation in Fy which has long beesn i =Tufutally
nized, iz discussed in an effort to understarnd F's broad
theological concerns. The importamt constitusnts of the
cult, along with the signrificant cultic themes and their
function in fhe cult, are also examined.

Chapter five narrows the discussion to the clsunmcl regu-
laticns as they are found in F. Although cl/uncl will have
been discussed briefly in chapter fouwr (because of their
general connecticn to the cult), +the concern withinm this

-

section is thresfold: One, to examine the gxplanatory

Lt
u
Hi]
th

1o

ftn]

found in the regulations. Two, to discover how these cl/uncl
laws relate to the Dﬁher Friestly legal concerns. Thres, to
inguire into the relationship between cl/uncl in F oand in B -
where some of the laws alsc surface. The first two parts of
the idnguiry will serve to place the cl/uncl rulss within the
context of the larger P theclco Yy while the third part C AN
serve as a testing device, to determine whetler F's particu—

lar concerns can be detscted in its shaping of the ol uncl

U



regulations

cl uncl
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zarlier
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in D.
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found in its writings,

be
use of
discussed and the
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study

over against
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the work of the three scholars

£1x
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light of the results

their
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The shortcomings of
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ami ned
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studies

1 sws

have been integrated into the larger legal/cultic corcerns of

F.

Chapter sesven will
relationship
regulations,

svmbholic

and

recreaticn of divine order.

summarize the findings and asssss the
between F's shaping and use of the cl/uncl
their particular role in promoting the



CHAFTER TWO
CLEAN AMD UMCLEAN IN FPAST SCHOLARSHIF

The concepts of cl/uncl in the 0ld Testament have been
variously interpreted. They have been considersd as  arbi-
trary diving decrees (Maimonides), which can be allegorized
or treated as metaphors and interpreted ethicslly (Fhilo,
Jacobk Milgrom); as irraticnal swvivals of ancient practices
(Robertson Smith), which demonsﬁrate a "primitive mentality”
{J.B5. Frazer, Nathamiel Micklem); a= laws concerred with
hygiene and sanitation (G.E. Wright, FR.E. Clements): as po-—
tentially dangercus, spiritual {(demonic?) forces (E.A. Hobesl,
B.A. Leving): and as regulations which arose out of a reac-
tion to foreign religicus practices and serve as a polemic
against them (F. Hauck, W. Eichrodt).[l1l This chapter will
cutline briefly these various kinds of interpretations and
gxamine their particular shortcomings.

Although  the cl/uncl regulations cover a variety of
concerns, the primary focus of this chapter is  the "meat
laws."[Z]1 They have received much scholarly attention, and a
study restricted to them canm both serve to fighlight the
different interpretations and approaches of past scholarship

and show their inadequacies. A brief lock at the laws con-—

1. Although seven different categoriss ars noted, overlap-
ping does occcouwir. Further, the different writers mentionsd
are named merely as representative figures. Others could he
added.

2. Traditionally they have been called "digtary laws," or
"food laws." Meat laws, I believe, is more accurate si
attempt is made to comment on other +food grouzs.



cerning  leprosy and body issues will further expose detfi-

ciencigs in the past approaches.

f. THE MEAT LAWS: AN INTRODUCTICN
The three passages most frequently cited by clder scho-
lars are Leviticus 11:1-23, 41-47 and Reuteronomy 14:32-21.

It is interesting to note that the lists found here appear in

almost meEnu~like fashion. The "menu guide" includes meat

i}

sglections featuring fowl, fish and grazing animals. Ferhaos
because they were perceived as delicacies, two diffsrent
varieties of locusts, &long with a certain type of cricket
and grasshopper, were also considered "clean' and  therefore
edible.

The criterion used by the discriminating Israelite in

choosing a meat dish (when choosing & land based armimal)  was
simple. That which "parts the hoof and is cloven—footed and
chews the cud" was considered edible. However, 1if one of

these two characteristics was missing, the amimal was con-
sidered "unclean." The camel, rock badger, hare and swins
T

were given as examples of unacceptable meat while the O

sheep, goat, ibex, and antelope were some of the acceptable

The Israelite "menu” also provided guidelires conceErning
acceptable seafood dishes. Only that which had fims and
scales was considered proper for consumption. Most Fish
couwld, thersfore, be included in this list. Lobsters, shrimp,
oysters, squid and eel were, however, unacceptable.

Ferfaps  the most difficult meat group to classify pre-

ciggly ar=s the birds of the air. One finds herse no real



descriptive criteria. Omly & long list of birds, not consi-
dered as proper for the Israslite, was advanced. They include
the exagle, vultﬁre, falcon, sesx gull, owl, stc. One is laft
with the impression that the writer (s) of this list believed

their audience was aware of what was acceptable and perhap

ut

needed only to be reminded which birds were rot.

Winged insects that moved upon all  fours {with the
sception of those mentioned above) , arnd  all Tzwairming
things" like the weasel, mouse, lizard and crocodile, along
with &ll those which move about on their belly (e.g., snaks),
were categorically proncunced as unfit for consumption.

Although these meat laws were directed only to Israe—
lites, there was cne related law which was addressed to &ll
peoples. The old prohibition against consuming blood {(Gen.
F:4-3) continued to play an important part in  these 1laws.
Deuterornomy Z2:16 and 13:23 restate the prohibition: Tormly
you shall not eat its bloocd: vyou shall pour it cut on  the
ground like water." Leviticus 17:10 goes a step further and’

asserts: "if any man of the house of Israsl or of the stram-

<1}

gers that sojown among them sats any blood, I will set oy
face against his pecple” {(cf. also Lev. 7:26-27). Leviticus
17:11-17 provided the rationale for this prohibition: be—-
tause  "the life of the flesh is in the blocd" and it was

given to be used at the altar for making atonement.

Other rules relate to the meat lawsC4] but those mern—
4, Rules concerned with animals whick have died by them—
selves or have been torn by beasts (Lewv., T:24: Deut. 14:21:

2 4w
rules concerned with the slaughter of animals (Lawv, 17:1-9;
Deut. 12: 153 15223 the handling of carcassss (Lev. 11:24-

40): and rules concerrned with amimal fat (Lev. Z217).



tioned above are most frequently referred to by past scholar-
ship. -Thege regulations, and the different explanations for
them, will rncocw be outlined. Two much clder vet very influen-—
cial wviews will first be advanced, followed by the more
contemporary perspectives.

B. THE MEAT LAWS: A REVIEW OF FAST SCHOLARSHIF

Thizs study begins with a consideration of Maimonides,

who perhaps makes the most disparaging assessment of th

il

regulations, and moves to examine the sver loftier, compley
views which have esvolved through time. Having devoted well
over I00 pages to a comprehensive study of the Talmudic 1aws
of cleanness, Maimonides concluded that they constitute arbi-
trary divine decrees which the human mind simply can not
rationalize.
It is plain and manifest that the laws sbout un-
cleanness and cleanness are decrees laid down whYs
scripture and not matters about which human under-—
standing is capable of forming = Jjudgment; faor
behold, they are included among the divirne statutes.[S]
Although the human mind may not fully understand the laws,
Maimonides believed that they could assist one in attaining a
higher level of morality. He writes:
we may find some indication (for the moral basi
of this: just as one who sets his heart on bhecom-
ing clean becomes clean ... so, too, oche who =
his heart on cleansing himself from unclearness ...
becomes clean as soon as he consents in his  heart
. and brings his sgul into the waters of pure

reason. [&]

Understanding 0God's raticnale for the regulations may not be

Z. Moses Maimonides, The Code of Maimonides., Eock Tenm. The
Book of Cleasnness Trans. Herbert Danby (Mew Haven: Yale
University, 1954), p.535.

pay
oy
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the

ible, but relying on His wisdom and being cbediant to His

laws would inspire one to a life of greater holiness.

his treatment of the food laws this perceived intent of

laws becomes clear.

It is the way of piety that a man keep himself
separate and go apart from the rest of the people
and neither touch them nor eat and drink with them.
For separation leads to the cleansing of the body
from evil deeds, and the cleansing of the body
leads to the hallowing of the socul from evil
thoughts, and the hallowing of the scul leads +to
striving for likeness ... (Lev. 11:44).[71

)

A similar ethical, disciplinary appeal is fourd in

Fhilo. He possesses a somewhat more positive view of the 1aws

than

the

the

fish

Comb

cal

does Maimonides, ' however, in that Fhilc never describecs
laws as arbitrary divine decrees but rather allegorizes
laws and interprets them ethically. Commenting on the
menu he asserts:

Fish with fins and scales ... symbolise endurances
and self-control, whilst the forbiddsn ores ars
swept away by the cuwrrernt, unable to resist the
force of the stream.[8]

iming an allegorical/ethical interpretation with & medi-
one Fhilo further argues that:

The lawgiver sternly forbade all animals of land,
sea or air whose flesh iz the finest amd fattes ’
like that of pigs and scaleless fish, knowing that
they set a trap for the most slavish of senses, the
taste, and that they oroduce gluttony, an evil dan—
gerous to both soul and bady, for gluttony begets
indigestion, which is the source of all illrecses
and infirmities.[9]

this century there ars those who have coentinued this

Inm

7. Ibid., p. Z93-394,

3. 5. Stein, "The Dietary Laws in Rabbinmic and Fatristic
Literature,” Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichts der



general approach and interpret the laws ethically while oth-
ers emphasize the medical dimension.

A contemporary scholar who follows closely thesze older
views, especially those of Fhiloc, is Jacob Milgrom. In Ris
thouwght-provoking article "The Eiblical Dist Laws as an Ethi-—
cal System"[101, he alsc argues from an ethical point  of
view (but is not interested in allegorizing the laws). The

starting point, he believes, is humankind's insatiabl

i

appe—

fli

tite for meat and power. He writss:
Man will have meat for his food, and will kill +to
get it. The 0ld Testament records factually the
restrictions enjoined on sarly Israel to allow marn
to satiate his lust for animal flesh - and yet not

be dehumanized in the process. The cbvious goal of
this Kashrut system of dietary laws - to tame the

killer instinct of man can be fully understood amly
in the light of other important emphases.[111]

He notes that humanbkind was originslly vegetarian (Gen. 1:28-—
29), but then rebellicon brought with it mortality, labor and
carnivorous inclinations.[i21 Noah's scns  are permitted
flesh (Gen. F:3) but not without restricticns: "Only  vouw
shall not eat flesh with its life, that is, its blcod” (Gen.
F:14). |

In his article Milgrom focuses on the close cornmechtion
cetween "blood” and "lifes." Life is divinely given and:

The abstenticn from blood is constarnt reminder to

&
man  that though he may satis
N
£

Ty his appetite for
food he must curb his hunger for D ower . For lite
is inviolable: it may not be tampersd with indis-

crimimately.[13]
Mhile the eating of bloocd is proscribed for  zll, additiormal

0. Imt. 170(19&3), 288-301.

i1, ibid., . 288.



restrictions are placed on the Israslite.

He is to discipline his appetites further By rnar-—
rowing down the permitted animals to a few. In
this way he may aspire to a higher level of life
which the Bible calls Hadosh, or holy."[141

This ascetic raticonale for the meat laws is then deve-
loped. The people were tc make themselves holy because their

God was hely (Lev. 11=214). The injunction to be holy trans-—

t

fu
i

lated itself intoc the conscicus determination +o separ

P

Ky

cneself from other gods. Further, he notes, holiness uld
mately is assigned to God alone. Yet, "if certain thinges are
termed holy - such as the 1and (Canaan), person {priest),
place (sanctuary), or time (tholy day) - they are so by virtue
of divine dispensation.”"[15]

Having made these cbservations, Milgrom suggests that,
"from the biblical viewpoint, the priesthcod, Israsl and M
respectively, form three corcentric rings of decreasing holi-

ness about the center, God."[16]1 Humankind was only bounda by

the blood prohibition but Israel, in a higher sphere of
holiness, was bound to & more rigid code of behavior. It i=

from this vantage point that Milgrom sees the meat laws.[17]

In his discussien of the meat laws, Milgrom appears to
move towards the position which regards the laws as reflsc—-
ting some typs of "primitive mentality." At no point doss he

=
4. Ibid., p. 3Z00.
-
d

1
14.  Ibid.
13. Ibid., p. 302.

16, Ibid., p. 3053,

17. Although Milgrom places the accernt for vnderstanding the
regulaticons on the ascetic and ethical dimension, he does not
deny that esthetics &nd hygienic consideraticns, along with

rejection of foreign religious practices, may  have als

Flayed a part in some of the laws(Ibid. 0. 2748.) .

O w
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explicitly make this ocbservation but his view of numantind,
&S possessing sdme type of "killer imstinct,"” dosse come clocse
toc that position.

The position which regards the regulaticns as the pro-
duct of "primitive" thinking is largely indebted +to the
evolutionary frame of reference, popular at the turn of the
century. W. Robertson Smith and James Frazer are two scho-—

lars who are frequently associated with thi

i

position. Both
regard all the cl/uncl regulations as & product of supershi-
tion among "primitive” people who had not yet fully progres—
sed socially or morally.L18]

In the work of Nathamiel Micklem we can ss=  that +the

clder views of Smith and Frazer live cn. fccording to Mick-

lem the meat laws are considered as the product of instinct
and "prereflective" thought:

why do we find eating foxes disgusting ... our
repulsion is in the first instance not rational but
instinctive .... The idea of ‘uncleanness’  isg
similarly prethecleogical, or prereflective, though
it may in time become a matter of reflection.l171

Arguing  against those who regard the laws as concerned  with
nygiene or typifying certain sins he writes:
It may be taken as certain that rneither Ffygliene,
nor any kind of typology, iz the basis of unclean—
ness. These regulations are not by any means to be
rationalized. Their origins may be diverss, and go

back beyond history....[2073

Although he might stand in agreement with Maimonides, that

18. The Religiogn of the Semites (Mew York: Meridian, 1957,
first pub. inm 188%), p.154. and Totemism and Exogamy, Vol. 4
{London: Dawson of Fall Mall, 1968), pp. 40-71.

17. "Leviticus,” Ihe Interpreter’'s Bible, vol. 2,
{Mashville: Abingdon, 1976), p. S54.

20. Ibid., 5. S3.



the laws are arbitrary decreses which cam not be rationalized,
he does not believe them toc have & divine origim, nor does he
interpret them as Fhilo did, in an ethical /symbolic %ashign.
'They simply represent the "prelogical" product of an  ancient
society which "may,” "in time," have "become & matter of
reflecticon.”

Whereas there are those who regard the laws as reflec—
ting lower levels of thought, the position which regards them
as laws concerned with hygiene and sanitation, has a very
high view of the 0ld Testament lawgivers. Within this posi-

tion the medical interpretations, which FRilo began, are mors

fully developed. Those within this camp believe that the
wiriter (8 of the cl/uncl 1aws recognized many inherent
health dangers. R.E. Clements describes the laws as "=

simple and comprehensive guidebook to food and perscnal  hy-—
giene."[211] Having considered the various interpretations
advanced for the meat laws he argues that although the regu-
lations arcse before thé era of modern medical sciencs they
doy nonetheless, represent a form of hygierne, albeit & primi-

tive one.l[22

'as

G.E. Wright, taking a similar position, does not cas

the hygiene explanation in as emphatic & fashion. Commenting

1]

on the the laws in Deuterocnomy 14 he statss:
How some animals came to be considered clean and
cthers wunclean is something we do not  know. In
certain cases with the swine (vs.8), and predatory
birds (vss.12-18) the reason must clzarly have been
the danger to health, particularly in a hot cocuntry

21. "Leviticus," Broadman Bibleg Comentary, WYol. 2 (London:
Marshall, Morgan and Scot, 1971), p.34.
22 ibid., p. 33




where there was no such thing as refrigeration. [23
S.H. kellogg alsc empahsizes the hygienic gxplanation in his
treatment of the laws. With regard to the meat laws he con-

cludes:

At least one chief consideration which, in the
divine wisdom, determined the allowance or prohibi-
tion ... of the animals named in this chapter, has
been their fitness or unfitrness as diet from &
hygienic point of view....[Z24]

L.

His views do, however, also show certain similaritiss it

those of Maimonides armd those who regard the laws as "preres-

flective." He too, subscribes to the view which attributes
"instimctive repugnance’[25 to the growth of the cl/uncl
laws.

Another position which focuses upon the food itself
concerns its spiritual makeup, over against its physical com—
position, and the ramifications of that makeus. &1l food
which is considered taboo is somehow charged with supernatur—
&l power and is, thersfore, dangerous. Haruch &, Levine,
more than any other biblical scholar, has used this old
social-scisnce perspective to slucidate thé cl/uncl! requla-—
tions. ~ In his study of the different cultic practices,
especially the purification rituals, he attempts toc show how
they are based on a demonic conception of sin, offence and

tramnsgression.

Im his study he closely relates the Hebraw kipper, to the
Aklkadian kappuru. He rejects the traditional interpretation
23 "DReutercnomy, " Ihe Interpreter’'s Bible, Vol. =
{Mashville: Abingdeon, 19462), pp. 4273-424,

24. The Boek of Leviticus The Expositor ‘s Bible (Toronto:
Willard Tract Depository and Rible Depot, 18%1), p. 274,
2=, Ibid., p. 282.



given to the atonement rite, where the sin is coveresd ug/
over, &and argues that it best be understood in ite Akkadian

sense &

U]

. "to wipe off," hence "to purify."[2&] Further, he
suggests that the Hebrew practice paralleled the Akkadian to

the point that it, too, involved the magical utilization of

blocd.[27] In its use of the blood the noticn of "covering
up" was not implied in the purifying rite. ather, he sug-
gests:

Furification is more properly understood &as  an
attempt to alienate impurity, for persons  to
divest themselves of it. Impurity is viegwed as an
#ternal force which adheres toc & person or chject. 283

Blood, which can substitute for life (Lev. 17:11), can redeem

& person since "deities, like demcns, accept blood in lieu of

life, and do the bidding of those who present it to them.”ﬁE?]

For Levine, many of the ancient Israelite cultic prac—
tices reflect those of her neighbors. This also is true for
all that is considered unclean. Uncleanness, viewed as  an

external  force, could enter the person and attach itselt to
him/her.L30] The unclean animals were somehow cornected to
the powers working agairnst God and were, therefors, taboo.[311
The last position to be ocutlined shares with the pre—
vious one an important characteristic. It too regards the
unclean animals as potentially dangerous. Darmgerous, nct

because of their inherent demcnic gualitiess but because of

=5. In the Presence of the Lord: gspects of Ritual in Ancisnt
Isrzel (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1274), pp. Z&-57.
27. 1Ibid., p. &0.

28. Ibid., p. &3.

<?. 1bid., p. &8.

0. Ibid., p. 77.

Z1. Cf. M. Moth, Leviticus: A& Commentary, trans. J.E. Anderson,
revised editicn (Fhiladelphia: Westminster, 1977), p. 92.



their connection to foresign religions. This position gener-—

lly understands the unclean animals as representing  some

i

pagan practice or symbolically personifying some other nation

fli
m
s
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or cult. In an effort to separate the people of Isr
the other naticrns, the lawgivers advanced the regulations
which serve as & polemic against foreign religious prac-
tices. This approach is quite popular, and ssntiments like
the following are common: "the laws of cleanness reflect the
conflict of the religion of Yahweh against =sarlier or sur-—-

rounding paganism. "[3I2]

Moth, in his commentary on Leviticus, argues that ths
unclean 'animals were not to be saten because of the large
role they played in the foreign cults, [33 He recogrnized
that:

not all animals which were sacrificed =lsewhere are
however, declarsd unclean in the 0Old Testament:
neither the ox nor the sheep nor the goat. These
beasts were severywhere used in the sacrificial
cult....[34]

Yet, he believed that the lists were shaped as & reacticn to
& wide variety of foreign sacrifical practices which externdesd
over & long pericd of time. These laws did not focus on one
particul sr foreign cult but were rather, ultimately designed
to prohibit  taking part in amy ldeolatrous cultic practice
which might cause the Israslite to follow after ather
;;j——*;;;;drich Hauck, ”Cl=an and unclean in 0ld Testament

Religicorn," TDMT, Vol. 3, Ed. G. ittel, Trams. G.W.EBromily
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963), p. 416.

S0 Legviticus, p. ?Z.
4. M. Moth, The Laws of the Fentatsuch and other Essayvs,

Trans. D.R.A.F. Thomas (Londom: 0Oliver and Bovd, 1%&¢
=
=8.
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gods. L3811
Mot all 0Old Testament scholars state their position as

carefully as Moth. There are those who point to the pig bones

it

uwtomati-

£t

unearthaed st several of the Canaanite shrimnes and
cally make the direct conmectior to the unfavorable status of
the pig in the meat laws.[361 W. Eichrodt, following this
logic, writes:

The use of many animals for food is forbidden  for
the reason that they figure in alien cults or magic
rites; such &are the pig, which was an ancisnt
Canaanite demestic and sacrificial animal, and
mice, cserpents, and hares, which were regarded in
magical belief as especially seffective media of
demonic power.[IZ7

This last position has in the past century perhaps had the
largest following. flthough variations exist, &all temnd to
relate the particular animals to foreign religious practices.

This study has briefly outlined seven different inter-—
pretive approaches taken to the meat laws. . It has attempted
to show the points of continuity and overlap between them and
vet to highlight their distinctive contribution to the on

going discussion of cl/uncl. An evaluation of them follows

3. ibid., pp. 38-%%. Cf. alsoc 6. von Rad, Gernesis, Revised
gditicon (Fhiladelphia: Westminster, 1972), p. 120. Vaor Rad
here claims that: "the sacral depreciation of certain animals
resulted from the defencive gtruggle of the Yahweh faith
against stranger, older cults or other magical practicess in
which one made use of these animals. Many animals corncsidersd
unclean in Israel were highly valued for sacred use =lsewhers
or in older Falestinian cults.”

Ia. L.E. Toombs, "Clean and Unclean,"” ID
{(Mashwville: Abingdon, 19&62), p. &47.

7. Theelegy of the 0ld Testament, Yol. 1, Trans. J.A8. Baker
(Fhiladelphia: Westminster, 17&1), FR. 134-1ZE. Note here the
close connecticn to Levine ' s views concerning demornic powers.
Cf. alsoc Wilfried Faschen, Rein und Unrein. Untersuchung zur
biblischen Wortgeschichte, (Studien zum alten und reuen
Testament, 24, Munich, 1970}, p. S58. )
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C. THE MEAT LAWS: A CRITIGUE OF

In  the evaluation which follews no attempt is made to
provide a comprehensive critique of the varicus views. Some
of the positions may well contain elsmente of truth. For
example, the fact that the pig was used in the Cansanite cult
may well have served to endorse the cpinion that it  was
unclean. The guestion is, however, whether it was this for-
eign practice which made it unclean or whether there was some
other principle at work. Further, do the different interpre-
tations deal adequately with all the animals mentiorned or do
they simply focus ocn a few?

This study will seek to understand F's theological pers-
pective and intent in using the different cl/uncl regula—
tions. Its basic presupposition is, therefore, that the laws
are not arbitrary, contrary to Maimonides’ view. This will
be more fully developed in chapter five. For the present it
suffices to say that ocne is guite safe in assuming that there
exists some literary intent in the work of most writers. The
problem mors often arising is the resder s inabkility, for one
reason o another, to recocgnize that intent. This appears
true also for Maimonides, who was unable to recogrize the
wiriter ‘s intent and, therefore, regarded the laws as  arbi-
trary.

The approach which attempts to allegorize the regul

fu

tions or regard the different animals in soms  svmbolic Way
mxy well serve in some sthical appeal but it can alsc be both
subjective and presumptucus. For example, to suggest that

the finest meats were not allowed, reflects only personal




taste. Further, personal symbolic interpretaticns can be
plagued with subjective sterectypical perceptions. FRilo
believed that fish with scales symbolize endurance and sel4
control.L381 Others may disagree suggesting rather that €ish
with scales repressnt aggression. Another exdample is lambg:
do they symbolize ignorance and weakness or gentlensss and
trust?

fny approach which attempts to use symbolism in some way
must provide some method which prevents one 4rdm arriving at
& variety of unrestrained subjective conclusions. Orly &
symbolic system which accounts for all the differemt animals
with & consistent scheme can be considered & reliable ap—
proach by which to understand the regulatiocns.

The classical perception of "primitive" human beirngs as

ri

somehow not completely developed cerebrally and wunable ]
think complex thoughts or reason logically is no  longer
accepted today. It was shown above, howsver, that a vestigs
of the older view can still be seen in csome contemporary
interpretations. Micklem is correct in arguing that the
cl/uncl concepts "go back bevond Ristory,” but to suggest
that they existed at any time as irrationsal, instinctive or
prereflective ideas is unverifiable. Further, he makes little
attempt to describe their function and raticrale in the
biblical text. This, of course, is not surprising in light
of his disparaging evaluaticn of the cl/uncl concepts. The

Israglites were not continually motivated by irrational

iy

fears, and their instinctive reactions wer

3. . Philo, p. 12

shaped no differ-—

o~

cf this chaptsr).
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ently than ouwr cwn: by means of a conpler interaction between

the biclogical/psychological being and  the social /ohysic

fu

environment.[39]1 Those basing the unclean laws on some "pri-
mitive thinking" premise find little support today.

The hygienic explanation is alsc no longer tenable be-
cause of several weaknesses. First, the biblical text nowhere
explicitly states that the unclean animals are harmful  to
one’'s  health. Mo appeal is made for the Israeslite to main-—
tainm a healthy diet. Second, if one assumes that Israsl had
discovered the risks involved in eating certain foods, could
they not also have recognized that by thoroughly  cooking
these foods the health risks would be overcome? Third, this
explanation does not help one understand all the rules.
Although it may seem to fit some, it does not account satis—
factorally for all. This kind of "medical materialism,"” as
many critics call it, is unacceptable today.

The positicon advanced by Levine is an interesting crne but

also has gained little support. Ferhaps too much is built

i

upon his perceived similarity bestween Israslite and &kkadian

cultic practice. The parallelism which he attem

o
r.!.
i
&
Q
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iz not altogether persuasive. His polytheistic corncepticn of
impuwrity, with its many independent demonic powers, also

.

stands in  contrast to the work of many significant scholars

whio argue for the fervent monotheistic component which de-
veloped in the exilic/post-exilic pericd, of which P and its
7. Ses Fhilip K. ©Bock, Contirnuwitiss in Fsychological An-
threopolggy (San Framsisco: W.H. Freeman and Cemp., 1%80), pp.
247-250. Cf. alsoc J.W. Rogersorn, 0ld Testament Anthropology
(Ouxford: Basil Blackwell, 1978), pp. 46-65.

-



cl/uncl laws are a part (this point will be argued below’.
Finally, the approach which seeks to explain the unclean

ni

jit
=
1]

ls in terms of & polemic sgainst the nations and foreign
cults alsoc has seriocus weakresces. For one, it explains only
& few regulations and doess not account for the clean animal s.
Further, the methodological approach is also weak. It is
easy to find examples of the unclean animals being wssd  in
one cultic form or another in the surrounding nations. Some
point to the pig and argue that it was not only considered
sacred in Canaan but alseo in Babylon, Cyprus and Syria. 407
Arlso, hundreds of mummified cats, doges {(cf. animals with
paws, Lev. 11:63 Deut. 14:7), falcons (cf. Lev. 11:14),
crocodiles {(cf. Lev. 11:30) and other animals, with their
strange link to Egyptian divinity, have been found in Egyp-—
tian cemeteries.[41] Were one to lock long enough one could,
undoubtedly, account for all the unclean arimals mentioned.

This approach of showing connections, however, ultimately
proves wvery little,. Above all it canm advance no adeqguate
#planation  why many of the animals were considered clean

when thevy, too, were widely used in all the cults surround-

irmg Israsl.

This brisf critigue of the above positions has focussd
crnily onm the various views regarding the meat aws. When
testing these views against octher cl/uncl regulations more
problems arise. In the following discussion these problems
will be outlined briefly.

40. Toombs, "Clean and Unclearn," p. 843, Alsc
41. Hemnri Frankfort, Ancient Egyphtian Reli

Harper and FRow, 1248, p. 2.

. 20 above.

on {London:
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B. ILEFROSY! AND 'DISCHARGE!

In  this section the deficiencies in many of the tradi-

tional approches and interpretaticns to the 1aws Concerning

"leprosy"” and "dischargs" will be discussed. Mext to the
meat laws these two concerns are most freguently raisesd by
schaolars investigating cl/uncl in the biblical text. Fast

conclusiens arrived at will be used to further show the
inadequacy of many of the traditiona approaches. e varicus
interpretations attempting to gxplain the meEat laws have been

tound to be lacking. How do many of the oclder views fars in

12

their attempt to explain regulatiocns dealing with leprosy”
and "discharge"?

Leviticus Z21-14:37 contains the "law for leprosy"
(14:37) . L.I. Rabinowitz has noted that these laws have

often besen regarded as "the most abstruse and complicated of
the laws."[421 Although it was common in the past to inter-—
pret these laws as simple medical regulations, this visw has
today generally been dismissed.

The term "leprosy,"” whern used in the 014 Testament, i

[H

not the disease we today technically call bacillus myobac—

terium lepras. John Wilkinson, trying to describe and iden-

tifty it, points to twelve different conditions which it could

s

include:; he deliberately omits leprosy {(as we rnow kHnow i

from the list.[43] He offers four different reasons why it

could not be the dissase we call leprosy  today: one, it
affects organic and inorganic material alikes two, it im-
132, "Leprosy," EJ, Vel. 11, (Jerusalem: Feter, 1971}, p. 33
T "Leprosy and Leviticus: The Froblem of Descripgtion and

Identification,"” 5JT 3I1{(1977), p. Ll&5—1b6.



cludes a wide spectrum of clinical features which ars not
typical of leprosy (e.g., white spots, white hair, and its
X

origin in & boil or a burn)y thres, it appears to describe

identifiable diseasss which are not leprosy {2.g., fungus

[
o
{

type diseases), and; fowur, the biblical diseass shows
dence of spread in the skin within seven to fourteen days,
while leprosy spreads much more slowly.[443

Traditionally, leprosy has frequently been discussed in
phenomenological terﬁs. Leviticus 12 describes the physiclo-
gical characteristics of the diseass while chapter 14 is
concerned with specific ritual acts which serve toc cleancse
the leper. In the past, however, wvery little meaningful
inquiry has been done which focuses on the theological intent
af these two chapters. Typically the root of "legrosy" is
discussed, its presence in the ancient Mear East shown, &
description is given, and then some raticnale advanced at the
conclusion attempting to explain the cleansing ritual. Fir

rample follows:

Since there areg reasons for believing that smotional

stresses  freguently underlie the inciderce of most

cutaneocus disorders, the injuction to wash in  the

Jordan (II Kings 3) may have consitituted an impor—

tarnt suggestive element in a regime of psychothera—

oy« L4351
Trhose who regard the cl/uncl laws as concernmed with hvgisne,

sanitation or some other related medical issue argue that the

removal of the infected person constitutes am attempt toc stop
44, "Leprosy and Leviticus: A Froblem of Semantics and
Translaticn," S8JT 31(1978), p. 1&2.

4Z. R.k.Harri=son, "Leprosy"” IDH, Vol . = {(Mashville:

Abingdon, 1962), @p. L1i3.

-3
o~



the spread of the dissase.[46] Clements suggests that the
"leprous house" regulations sought to eliminate the damp
conditions which give rise to mould, estc, and in twrn, "may
often be unhealthy and make & house unsuitable for  Fuman
habitation."L471 Can ocne actually relate these leprosy rules
to public health and welfars concerns? If s, what role do

the purifying rites play? In what real way is the leper

assigted? This approach and view is rot VEFY COnVincing.

Is the disease a product of demconic forces? Do the
leprosy laws eveolve out of & reaction to (foreign?) pro-
hibited practices? Using symbolism, can one simply liken

leprosy to death (Num. 12:12) or should one consider the sign
of leprosy as "a portent and wonder amang the Israslites to
wairn  them against slanderous speaking”?L481 (cf. Num. 12 &
Deut. 24: 8-9). Many other examples can be advanced showing
the different interpretations given these regul ations. Mo
consistent approach is used, however, and many of the views
are based on subjective personal perspectives

With regeards to uncleanness related to bodily discharge

11-Z1 and Deutsronomy 2ZIZ:9-14 are the passage

i

Leviticus 1

U]

most cften referred to. Although freguently referred to,
there has been little sericus discussion regarding the func-
tion of the "discharge" regulatiocorms concerned with unclean-
ness. Martin Moth, in his commentary on Leviticus, numbering

208 pages, spends less than a page and orne half on the to iz,
3 -

44, Clements, "Lewvit " =7

cus, " p. 7. CFf. kKellogg, bLeviticus, g.

et

47. Clemen "Leviticus," p. 41.
43. Wa:monld_ﬂ, The Code u% Cleanness, p. 207,
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Half of the discussion centers around matters concegrning the
date and literary guestions, the other half attemptse to

describe the different unclean situations and the particul ar

purity rites which would again render the person clean. In
Fiis treatment of the laws nothing is said regarding the
meaning of these regulations or how they fit intc the larger
context of cl/uncl thinking.

The editors of The Interpreter’'s Dictionary of the

Bibleg, under "Issue,” give only its Hebresw and Greek tramsla—

tion and state that it refers "to s discharge as “from =&
suppurating sore or wound; & bodily secretion, whether vere-—

real or not."[49]1 Under "Discharge,"” the interpreter’'s Dic—

tionary ef the Bible, states that it is the rnormal Fenta-

teuchal desigration for gonorrhea and claims that:

The Levitical regulaticns for controlling this
ancient scourge of humanity are among the earlisst
on  record. Caused by the Meisserian gonorrheas
(gonococcus), the disease is a highly infectious,
acute inflamation of the mucous membrame of the
genital tract. The discharge of Lewv. 13:19+F in-
cludes menstruation. [501

& cuwrscry reading of Leviticus 15 leaves the reasder with
the impression that & rnumber of conditions are here des-—
cribedll]l and that the concern is riot first  and foremost

cuwring some physical ailment or contrelling/preventing some

infecticous epidemic. Yet the concern with "discharge" has
37, Vol.2 (Mashville: Abingdon, 1262, p. 771.

S0 R.k. Harrison, WVol. 1 {Mashville: Abingdon, 1762),
. 843.

=1. Some  of the traditional unclean bedily discharges re-

ferred to are: wine, pus, feces, spittle, semen, regul ar and
irregular menstrusation.



often been interpreted in this "medical" fashion. (521 Others,
of course, who regard the cl/uncl laws as "instinctive" or in
some way reflective of "primitive" thinking remain consistent
in their interpretation of the regulations amd also regard
the great concern over bodily discharge as inspired by an
"irrational revulsion of ancient man."[S53]

Marry of the problems irnherent in these interpretaticons
have already been raised in the discussion of the leprosy
laws. Those who advance some medically orientesd interpraeta—
tion of the regulaticns %requently give the impressicn  that
the priests functioned as physicians. This is unlikely,

however , since nowhere does the text appear to be concerned

.

with physical cleanness but ritual uncleanness (theologicalls
motivated). The laws alsoc can not be considered the products
of irrational thought processes if the psycho/social inter-—
play involved, in the case of the lawgiver, is fully recog-

nized and appreciated.

E. CONCLUSION

Two major deficiencies which mark most of the tradi-
tional interpretations are: (1) Their approach to the cl/uncl
regulations proceeds largely in piecemeal fashion, with I1it-
tle concern for treating the whole range of laws and 1rcudl -~
ing into the possible existence of an inhersnt common dencmi-—
nator. (2) Little has been done to gainm an understanding of

their combined general function within the much larger reli-

2. For Micklem, hygierne and religion in this cese  ars
closely comnected {("Leviticus,” p. 74), Crf. alsoc Clements,
"lLeviticus,"” pp. 34 % 473,

53 Cf. Toombs, "Clean and Unclsamn," p. 44y Fellogg,
Leviticus, p. Z06; Milgrom, "Biblical Distary Laws,” p. Z%6.



gious tradition.

It has been shown above that there exist & nunber of
different ways in which past schoclars have sought to wnder—
stand the cl/uncl regulations im the biblical text. The laws
most often in guestion are the cnes just discussed. Evern in
relation to these threse areas, however, no consistent scheme
can  account  for them. The "peolemic agaihst the naticns!
argument may appear to account for the meat laws but  rfot
those concerned with "leprosy" or "discharge". Those focusing
on some medical raticnals may come clossst to providing &
scheme which appears toc deal most adequately with the three
different concerns in queefion. Their arguments, however,
have been shown to have serious shortcomnings as  well. The
symbolic or ethical interpretations fail in that ro principle
is advanced that can tfairly consistently provide similar
results with regards to the varicus laws.

It is precisely here, where the work of Daugias, Meusner
and Feldman transcends the contributicons of past scholarship.
In their work they have socught to take seriously thes thecloc—
gical intent of the lawgivers who use the various regul ations
iq an effort to make a particular point which might effect
certain  results. What was that specific purpose for the
cl/uncl regulations according to these scholars? Their work

will be examined next.
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CHAFTER THREE
THREE COMTEMFORARY AFFROACHES OUTLINED

The recent work of Mary Douglas,[13 Jacob Meusneri®l and
Emanuel Feldmanl3l moves significantly bevond the traditional
approaches and interpretations discussed in chapter two.
Their inclusive approaches and wholistic perspectives prompt
these scholars to look for a primciple which will account
meaningfully for all the cl/uncl regulations and embsd  them
into & larger theclogical-anthropological thought structure.
Their works, whicﬁ both supplement and challenge sach other,
will be cutlined below. How they transcend previocus scholar-—
ship will alsoc be shown.

The views of Mary Douglas will be exxamined first. Her
work represents the earliest attempt to deal with all  the

cl/uncl regulationsl4l in a comprehensive way. The works of

Meusner and Feldman, who are influenced by her worl, are then

gxamined. Douglas’ social —anthropological approach is  some—
1. Douglas’ book, Furity and Danger: An Analysis of the Con-
cept of Eglléglgg and Tabgo (Londom: FRoutledge and kKegan
Faul, 196&), focuses most directly on the cl/uncl regulations
in the Bible. Other relevant material published by Rouglas
will be drawn into the study as her views are examined.

2. Ihe Ides of Furity in Ancient Judaism (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1273).

Fa Biblical and Fost- qullEiL Refilement and Mourning: Law
aénd Theology (Mew York: Yeshiva University, KTAY Fubl. House,

Inc., 1277).
4., ALl the cl/uncl laws concerned with the different animals
(Lav. 11y, childbirth (Lewv. 12), "leprosy"” (Lev. 13-14),

bodily "issues" {(Lev.13), sexual misdeeds {(Lewv. 18, miscel-
lanecus  instructicns to the community (Lev. 12=-20), the
origsts {Lev. 21-22), and the varicus prohibitiocns scattsred

throughout concerning contact with & corpse are tied together
in her theory.
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what more complex, however, and her fuller treatment of thes
laws will require that more attention be given to her work.
g MARY DOUGLAS
Marry Douglas (MD) is interested in digcovering the role

that rituals and symbols play in a particular socisal context;

especially how they relsats to the beliefs, ideas amd values

of that society. 1In her bock, Furity and Danger: 8o Gnaylsis
of Concepts of Follution snd Tabgo, she attempts to show how

pollution beliefe are used as "analogies for expressing a
general view of the sccial order."[S]1 As & social anthropo-
logist she approaches the 0ld Testament texts from s differ—
ent angle than most 0ld Testament scholars and thus provides
some suggestive insights into the cl/uncl regul ations. Befors
proceeding to a discussion of her treatment of the regul a—
tions, it is helpful toc ocutline briefly her understanding of
the function of rituals and symbols in society.
i. Ritusls and Symbols

For ™MD rituals are perceived as filled with MESNING.

They are considered as symbolic actions which play an  impor-

tarnt part in their different social zettings. She react

Ui

strongly to anti-ritualists who disparage ritual and under-—

stand it as empty, mEaningless activity. She concedes that,

"

it is fair encugh that ‘ritualized’ ritual should fall inte
contempt. But it is illegical to despise 11 ritual, all

symbolic actionm as such."[&] Afccording to MDD, all people

S {London: Routledge and rEga 1, 1 ” .
&. Mary Douglas, MNatursl Symbols: Explorations in

(Mew York: Fantheon, 1970), Del

-
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engage in ritual activity. The "enlightened" belief that ocne

can separate oneself from the religiocus, ritualistic terden-—

i

cies of past ages is illusicrnary because it has misunderstocd
both ritual and ancient practices. Although perceptiocns of
the world may have changed, humankind comtirnues to share with
those of past ages a desire to order and structure the world.
This, MD believes, iz accomplished by erecting & socially
determined symbolic system.[73

Whereas ancient civilizations always used religious
ritual to structuwre symbelically their world this no longer
is true for all today. Although some may o longer consider
themselves "religious,” MD insists that they, too, are the
possessors of ritual which organizes their world.[8]

focording to MD, it is impos=ible to separats  human
interaction from ritual action.

As & social animal, man is a ritual animal. It

Fitual is  suppressed in one form it Cropse uWp  in

others, more strongly the more intense the social

interaction. Without the letters of condolence,

telegrams of congratulations ... the friendship of

& separated friend is not a social reality. It has

no distence without the rites of friendship.

Social rituals create & reality which would be

nothing without them. It is not too much toc savy

that ritual is more to socciety tham words ars to

thought.[?1]
By enlivening the memory and linking the present with the

relevant past, rituals assist one in creating social order

and reality.[10]

e
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Having shown that rituals can be considersd as an inte—-
gral part of every scciety, ™MD continuess by suggesting that
the wvery power of rituals lies in society itself.L11] In
placing the accent on scciety, her study of ritual svymbolism
and ite importance in regulating sccial experiences comes
close to the positions promulgated by Durkheim armd others.
She accepts Durkheim’'s contentions that rituals in fact

create societyl[l2] and that in ancient zocieties,

«.. all spiritual powers are part of the social SyYs—
tem. They express it and provide instituticons for
manipulating it. This means that the power in the

universe is ultimately hitched to society.... D133
For MD, God, power and society are also closely squated.

Mot only is the idea of socisty a powerful image but it
also has structurs consisting of both external bourdaries and
internal lines.[141 If a sccial group is very exclusive its
outside boundaries and internal lines are very well defined.
These boundaries and lines contain power to reward conformity
and repulse attack.[153

According to MD, the human body is best able to reflect
social forms and can be seen in & scciety as providing symbo-

liem which helps to maintain the social structures. Much

0
1

ner work is based on the premise that an important part of
the common stock of symbols which are used by socisty to

create order and reality arise from "body symbolism."{1461 She

Oo Ibid., p. &4,

- Ibid., p. &3 % 114,

- Ibid., p. &3. Duwrkheim, E. The Elementary Formz of

Feligious Life, Trans. J. Swain (Mew Yorks Coliisr, 19261).
1Z. Ibid., p. 113,

14. Ibid., p. 114.
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wrrites:

Ahy culture is a seriss of related structures which

comprise social forms, values, cosmology, the whole

of krnowlesdge and through which all “periences is

medlisted. Certain cultwal themes are expressed by

rites of bodily manipulation.... The rituals enact

the form of social relations and in giving these

relations visible expression they enable pecple  to

know their ocwn society. The rituals work upon the

body politic through the symbolic medium of the

physical bedy.[171]

ALl cultures use the human body in some way to edpress  their
social experiences.[18] MD beliseves this is so because bodily
symbols best #press the notion of an organic social sys-
tem.[191]

Any physical experience of the body, however, is always
interpreted through social categories which represent a o&r -
ticular view of scciety. In agreement with Marcel Mauss, she
believes that the sccial body constrains the way the physical
body is perceived since every kind of action carries the

imprint of learning.l[20] Maintaining Mauss’' position that the

human body is always treated as an image of society she ad-

]

vances the hypothesis that "bodily control is an  expression
of social controcl - abandornment of bodily controls in ritual
responds to the requirements of a social experience which is

being expressed."[21]1 She suggests that where role structures

po

in a society is strongly defined, there formal behavior wil

be valued.[22 Where roles are less highly structured, th

16. Ibid., p. 121.

17. Ibid., p. 128.

18. Matursl Symbols, p. vii.

Tii

20, Ibid., p. &5. Marcel Mauss, "Les technigues du corps, "

ro
dJournal de la Fsychologie I2(197&), MA.



more value is placed on informal behaviocr.[23]

MD works on the assumption that if one can learn how &
person understands the workings of that complex system called
the body, its crganizaticon, its spatial arrangmernt, and its
pricrities of needs, then one can work backward and discover
the total pattern of & society’'s self uwnderstanding, such as
its perceptiocon of its own workings, its organizaticon, its
power structure, and its cosmoclogy.

To understand MD it is therefore important to remember

her view of rituals and symbols, and the conplex relation-
ship between the human body and the soccial body. The human
body 1is the natural symbol system through which the social

body mediates a particular perception of reality and at the
same time attempts to brinmg harmony to personal existence.
This, she argues, is particularly true of polliution rules.

2. Pollution Rules

the category of "dirt" plays an important role in avery
society. MD begins by arguing that dirt is & relative thing

1" .2

in the eyes of the behplder.”" She obssrves t

r

isting

+

[E=Y

our present day idea of dirt is often cornected to hvgiene

Rl d

23 In her study of various cultures, two key elements of
social and cultural organirzation are used. She calls them
"group” and “grid." Group refers to social pressurg  and
indicates the degree to which an individual may be controlled
by  others. Grid refers to those rules which relate one
person to others on an ego—centered basis. Here individualism
comes to the fore. Both group and grid are further uwnderstood
as having both strong and weak tendercies. Depending whers =z

sociecy is placed (in this quite complex) scheme, cshe be-
lieves much can be determined regarrding its visws concerning
perscnal  and social  identity, cosmology, etc. MNatural

sSymbols, pp. &5-124.
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and is dominated by our growing knowledge of pathogenic
organisms. We are, Mowever , still influenced very much by
conventions of order even today.[25] In the aboriginal
groups she has studied there iz much less krnowledge of bac-—
terial transmission of disease and vyet there fregusntly
remains a heightened awareness of dirt. This suggests to her
that the various perceptions of dirt are by—-products of
particular societies which systematically order and classify
matter.
She wites:

Dirt ... 1is never a unigue, isolated evert. Where

there is dirt there is system.... This idea of

dirt takes us straight into the field of svymbolism

and promises & link-up with more ocbviocusly svymbolic

systems of purity.[26]

Having argued that ideas of dirt are part of & symbolic

4]

system constructed by & society, she suggests that dirt i

LA

something shunned, rot because of "fear" or "holy terror,” a
has often beesn assumed in studies focusing on ancient tabeoo,
but it is shunned because it stands in opposition to order.
Further, the regulations advanced by & spciety in its  at-—
tempts to eliminate pollution, dirt or uncleanness, should
not be considered as a negative movement, but as & positive
effort to organize the envirconment.[27

All pellution regulations, including the 0ld Testamen

cl/7uncl regulations, organize the envirornment and create

not dirty in themselves, but it is dirty to place them cn the
dining room table; food is mot dirty in itself, but should
not be left on clothing or sheets. ’

26. Ibid.

27. Ibid., p.2.

25. Ibid. p. 33. Douglas gives the example that shoes ars
-



unity of experience. They do not operate in a vacuwm  but
within & socially determined symbolic sygtem. Only where

there is structure of thought which has certain boundaries,
margins, external and internal limnes can there be oollu—
tion. L2813 To understand the system of purity rules which
determines pollution, is to understand much about the parti—
cular society which gives rise to that system.

Follution rules, according to MD, are also closely con-
nected to ‘"body symbolism" since they are very freguently
concerned with the body. She develops this in her study of
the Levitical regulations which will be examined next.

S: Clgan and Unclean in Leviticus

For MD, &all past interpretations which have understsood
the rules as meaningless, polemical, hygienic, imstinctive,
moral, etc., are rejected because they have, by and large,
approached the regulaticns in piecemeal fashion and have

failed to take sericusly the total structure of thought which

14

envelops all the regulations. The starting point for her ar
the Levitical injunctions which repeatedly begin the
cl/uncl regulaticns with the command to be holy. Bhe writes:
Since each of the injunctions is prefaced by the
command to be haoly, so they must be suplainsd by
that command. There must be contrariness between
holiness and abomination which will makse over-all

sense of all the particular restrictions.[297

Holiness 1is something which is perceived as havimng bound-

fou]

s

aries, margins and internal lines by which it places &
certain order on the global, social and individual lsvel.

8



Flacing the accent on order, she argues, alsoc has the support
of souwce criticism which attributes Leviticus to the Friest-
ly source whose authors’ most dominant concern was  with
order. [ 30]

The idea of order in thelregulations is related +to
holiness which in twn is directly connected toc God. The
significance of God’'s blessing is first discussed. MD notes
that, "in the 0ld Testament we find blessing &= the source of

all goud'things, and the withdrawal of blessing as the sowrc

1M

of all dangers.”"[Z1] By remaining in covenant with God and
keeping His precepts Israsl would receive God's blessing
which creates order and brings prosperity to the mation.[3Z23
The focus of all the precepts is on the idea of the holinsss
of God which His people are asked to recreate in their cwn
lives. Whereas the holiness of God may be understood-as  the
broad structure of thought, the symbolic systems subsumed oy
that structuwre are the ideas concerning separatress, whole-
ness, completeness, and perfection.l[3331 These ideas lie at
the heart of Israsl ‘s understanding ceoncerning the bound-
aries, margins and lines which distinguish bestween cl/uncl.
fccording to MD these lines are evident, for exdample, in
the case of the leper who is unclean and must remain sEpa—
rated from all that is clean because s/he doss not reEpresent

wholeness or perfection. All sacrificial animals, too, were

30. lbid., p. 46.

Zl. Ibid., p. S0.

Z2. Ibid.
Z3.  Ibid., p. 51. MD adds these thrsze ideas to the tradi—
tiona idea of "being set apart," as the meaning behind

holiness.
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to be without blemish. The priest, especially, was to be

0
a
G
5
m
1

"perfect.” The idea of physical perfection is al
out with regard to body wastes which tramsgress the body’'s
boundariess.

We should expect the orifices cf the body to symbo—

lize its specially vulnerable points. Matter is-
suing from them is marginal stuff of the most
obvious kind. Spittle, bloed, milk, wine, feces,

or tears by simply issuing forth have traversed the
boundary of the body.[34]

For MD the idea of holiness is ultimately "given expression
in the wholeness of the body seen as & perfect contai-
ner. "[35] Here we simply see the body re{lecting the larger
structure of thought.

The above observations concerning pollution relate
particularly to the individual. Yet the regulations  also
relate to the sccial sphere. For example, with relation to
adultery MD writes: "it is my belief that people really do
think of their own social envirornment as consisting of other
people Jjoined or separated by limes which must be respect-
=d."[361] Crossing these internal lines which function as
sccial barriers is treated as pollution because it severs the
completeness and wholensss of the particular lines and in so

doing brings discrder.

i

MD's perspective also accounts for the many miscella—
neous pollution-related regulations found in Leviticus 19.
She perceptively observes that centradiction and double—

dealing {e.g., theft, lying, false witness, speaking 111 of

34. Ibid., p. 121.

5.  Ibid., §. S2.

I6.  Ibid., p. 138.



the deaf (while smiling to their face), hating someone  in
your heart (while presumably spesaking kindly to him)l is
against holiness because they are ‘“clearly contradictions
between what seems and what is."[37] These =social actions,
too, do not reflect wholeness and are, therefore, proscribed.

Just as bodily completeness, . wholeress and pertection
reflect holiness, their opposites, hvbrids and other confu-—
sions, reflect unholiness and abomination. With this theory
MD explains the rationale behind some of the sexual misdesds
mentioned in Leviticus 18 and the prohibiticns in eviticus
19:19. She argues that sexual relations with beasts are
proscribed because they are x perversicn. MD nﬁtes that "the
word ‘perversion’ is a significant mistranslatiorn cf the rare
Hebrew word tebhel, which has as its meaning, mixing or
confusion."[IZ81 She believes this same theme is at work in
the prohibitions against mixing of kinds (Lewv. 19:1%7 and
Deut. 22:9?). Holirness requires that all should cornform to
its class and should not create confusion.

The meat laws develop this idea of holiness along the
same lines. According to MD the land and livestock are drawn
into the divine order by alsoc receiving the blessing of God.
Man's duty is to safegawrd this blessing by preserving the
created order. Those animals which failed toc meet the neces—
sary criteria defining livestock (Lewv. 11:3) are classified
as unclean. Mz other reascn is given. They simply ars not
inside the prescribed boundaries. The borderline casez, too,

37. Ibid., p. S4.

8. Ibid., p. S53Z. MD refers here to Lev. 18:73.
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meeting some of the criteria but not ally; are considered

"imcomplete,"” and thus are unclean.l[39]

MD  suggests that the mode of locomotion is important in

distinguishing between cl/urcl. The rationale is bassd on =&

particul ar undsrstanding of God's created ocrder.

To grasp this scheme we need to go back to Genecsis
and the creation. Here a three—fold classification
unfolds, divided between the earth, the waters and
the firmament. Leviticus takes up this scheme and
allots to each element its proper kind of animal
life. In the water scaly fish swim with fins. On
the earth four-legged animals hop, jump oF walk.
ANy class of creatures which is mot equipped for

its

element is

the right

kind of locomoticon in

contrary to holiness.[40]

"That which creeps, crawls or swarms upon the earth is cate-

gorically pronounced as unclean because this form of movement

is explicitly contrary to holiness (Lev. 11:41-44). Why, one
might ask? The explanation MD gives is that,
. it is an indeterminate form of movement. Sincs
the main animal categories are defined by their typ-
ical movement, "swarming” which is not & propul sion
proper to any element, cuts across the basic clas-—
sification.[413]
The created order, which functions as a significant deter-—
mining factor when evaluating wholeness, completeness and

perfection, is here alsoc shown to operats ss  a

system under the broader structure cf thought: holinsss.,

Every soccisty uses a variety of rituals amd symbols  to
create order for itsesl+f. foccording to MD the cosmos itsslf
Carm  become twned in on humankind in that all that happens,
be it storms, droughts, perscnal or social calamity, is
3%. The camel, rock badger, hare and swine ars mere sxamples
of unclean animals which mest only part of the requirements.
0.  Ibid., p. S35.

41. Ibid., p. 6.



interpreted in  an anthropocentric way.L[42]1 If somecre is
accidently killed one may ask, why that person?  why in that

-

way? why at that particular time? why...? These occasions
prompt individuals to find some type of response which brings
order. Yet most people do not have the time to construct a
comprehensive metaphysics, and therefore a world view is
developed . in piecemeal fashiom in response to such  wrgent
corncerns. L4313 Togethef with other piecemeal explanations in
& particular social setting & larger community metaphysics
evolves which attempts to bring crder and serse to & situa—

tion where these might be lacking.L[4413

Holiness, for Israel, is the basic structure of thought.

iy
oy
i

It is made up of symbolic systems which filter thirough
the cl/uncl regulations. The . many different laws are in this
way understood as symbolically meaningful regulations which
ultimately point to God, His holiness, and His created order.
Holiness, and &1l its ramifications are that which determine
cl/unel on all levels, individual, social ard cosmic. But to
what end did Israsl use this conception of holiness?

As previcusly stated, according to MD, Tall spiritual
powers are part of the social svystem ... the power cf the

universe 1s ultimately hitched to sucigty."L451 It i

Lt
i)
iy

this point where her indebtedness to her discipline becomne

kit

very apparent. In her first treatment of the Israelite cl/

uncl  laws she regarded them as socially determined regul a-

42, Ibid. ., b
43 ibid., p. ?0.
44. Ibid., =. 21.

4%5. This presupposition of MD was advanced cn p. 34,
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43.
47,

tions which play & part in the total symbolic structure of
thought and function to organize the universe, creating urmity
of experience.l446] With the pollution laws affecting all
levels of life, "the whole universe is harrnescsed to mern s
sttempts to force one another into good citizenship.”"[47] In
& later book MD conceeds that she had overlooked the impor -
tance of the regulations in setting Israesl apart from other
people.[483 Yet this did not change her sarlier conclusions.
At an even later occcasion she writes:

It suits my thesis well that small growuss  of

learmed exiles in Babylonia, conscious of their

unigue historical mission, and comnscious of the
. need to separate theirs from the culture of their
congquerors, should have elaborated detailed rules

of purity. Mowhers else in the world has  such

logic—-chopping congistency been excelled.[47]

For MD the regulations functioned first and foremost to
create order for this exclusive society. From her perspsc—
tive, pollution rules do not generally correspond closely to
moral rules.[30]1 Although she mentions four ditferent Waves
in which the rules may uphold the moral codeflZll, =she doess
noct  regard the biblical writers as primarily concerned with
gthics or morals. For example, with regard to the rules
focusing on sexual misdeeds she writes:

Incest and adultery (Lev. 18: 6—-20) are against

holingess, in the simple sense of right order. Mo—

rality does neot conflict with holiness, but holi-
ness 1= more a matter of separating that which

Ibid., p.

Matwrsl Symbols, p. 38.
Meanings: Essays 1o Anthropelogy {London:

Foutledge & Kegan Faul, 1973), p. 307.

0.

=
1.

Furity and Danger, p. 129.

ibid., p. 133
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should be separated thanm of protecting the rights
of husband and brothers.[523

Thus, for ™MD, Israel 's conception of holiness functions
first to create some semblernce of individual, soccial and
cosmic order for an exdclusive group whose cultural boundaries
are being threatened by the more dominant societies of that
time.

Whetreas MD has sought to understand the cl/uncl regul s-
tions through the scheme of holiness which was to create
social order, Jacob Neusner uses the ides of the temple in

interpreting the laws. Hisg views will be examined next.

B. JACOE NEUSMER
Jacob MNeusrner (IN) has worked through the different
biblical and talmudic literature concerrned with cl/umcl le-—
gislation more thorougly than perhaps any other contemporary
scholar. In The Idesz of Furity in Ancient Judsism, JN's
objective is to show how the cl/uncl regul ations have svolved
through successive forms of interpretion in ancient
Judaism. L33 After he has laid cut this range of ideas
historically asscciated with purity, and has shown both corm-
tinuwities and development, he hopes to have Ehowq that thers
was no single system used to interpret the rules. e  does,
however, advance a system arising out of F, but for Rim it
merely represents one approach.
For JM the purity laws in arncient Judaism ars =z given,
and his concern is not to inquire about their ocrigin  but

Z=. Ibid., p. 33.



rather the rationale behind their particular use by the
different biblical writers. With regards to their ocrigin he
simply suggests that "first comes the practice of not step-
ping on the cracks in the cement. Then comes the story about
bad luck."[54] So also he interprets the cl/uncl rules.
According to JM it is no longer possible to  determine the
psychic history which gave rise to this impurity-phobia. The
more significant question is why they were used by the wvar-
ious writers.

Although the focus of this study i= on JN's particul ar
view of F's use of the regulations, it should be foted that
his book also deals with the many other biblical writers who
use the cl/uncl concepts. After advancing the various bibli-
cal uses of cl/uncl thinking, &as outlined by JM, atternticn
will be restricted to his treatment of the laws in F.

Foccording to N, fowr different mEanings are assigrned to
cl/uncl in the non—-priestly writings: one, impuwrity is seen
&s a sign of rejection of or by God (Isa. I5: i Jder. II3:8;

Ezek. 20:2); two, idolatry is cormsidered a source of unclean—
k 5

fi
i

ness {(Gen. 3I5:23; Ezel. Z0: 303 IZ6:E23); three, impurity is
sign of moral evil (BGen. I4:5-1%; Ezek. 24:211)s and four, ths
larmd may become unclean because of evil doings frequently
having to do with idolatry — Ezek. 36:18).055] This metaphor—
ical wuse of uncleanness ag sin, JMN argues, is not, however,
characteristic of F. "While the priestly code approaches the

nmotion of wicleanmess as & metaphor for sin, it holds back

Erd
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from finally coming to that conclusicon."[S5&3
In his treatment of cl/uncl, JIN shows statistically that

- ~ - - .
the two terms, taheor and tame, (1) most frequently surface in

|t

Foand (2) occur chiefly in reference to the cult: restric—
ting entry into the temple.[S7] The corclusionm he reaches is
that:

Furity in  Israelite times is presented by the

priestly code as primarily a cultic concern.... 811

sources of impurity according to that code produced

& single practical result: one must not enter the

Temple. All rites or purification aimed &t one

goal: to permit participation in the cult.[583
Uncleanness restricted one from entering the temple while
being clean, or cleansed, permitted entrv. The focal point
for F, therefore, is the temple.

According to JM, the fact that these laws appear to  be
concerned primarily with ritual and temple purity, and that
it is the priests who are the laws's most ardent promulgs—
tors, means that "we are justified inm calling it am  ideo—
logy - a system of ideas:"[5%] "priestly propaganda."[é0]
How does this "system of ideas” work and how do the different
laws fit into this schems? It is at this point where JN
attempts to use the approach of MD.

For MD, the pollution rules played an important part in

S4.  Ibid., . 21.
=7

7. Ibid. p. Zb. The Hebrew term for "unclean" occurs
64.3% in Leviticus and MNumbers; 13.3%4 in Ezekiel: and 20%
el sewhere. The occurrence for clean is 43.7% inm Leviticus

and MNumbers; 14.2% in Ezekiel and Chronicles: 13.6% in Exo—
dus; and 25.9% slsewhere. JMN doss not provide the precise
citations, however, only the books whersin they are found.
8. Ibid., p. 118.

5%. Ibid., p. 2.

50. Ibid., p. S,
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the lines of structure which classified and ordered Israsl s
corporate edperiences. F's conception of holiness - perfec-—
tion, wholeness and completrness - could be considered as the
basic structure of thought which was at the core of +this
large symbolic system. This system is in part adopted by JN.
He makes a significant change, however, and places the temple
at the center. Having shown F's close conmection and concern
with the cult, JN conternds that the cl/uncl 1aws focus on
the temple itself and its larger meaning. He writes:

Extant ideas, centered on the Temple, about purity

and impuwrity in microcosm revezl a conceptiaon  far

greater than themselves. They show how the day—~to-

day issues of community and common life were under-—

stood in terms of the cult.[él]
For F, JN argues, the temple became "the one point in Is-—
rael's life upon which the the lines of structure - both

cosmic and social -~ converge."[62]

Moving away from what MD considered as the key to unco-

vering F's larger system of thought, JN Lboldly asserts  that
"the viewpoint of the priestly code has been imposed upon all
the laws; the concern of all the laws is, primarily, cultic
acceptability, secondarily, holiness."[&33 It is from this
perspective  that he interprets the cl/uncl 1aws. With the
primary concern being cultic acceptability it comes as littls
suprise tha he makes no attempt to work out & detailed
rationale for the cl/uncl laws in Leviticus 11-17.

In his brisf treatment of the cl/uncl animals, JM simply
states that "we are not told why these particular animals ars

. Ibid., p. 28.

b1
2. Ibid., p. 29.
=

&65.  Ibid., p. 20.
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wnclean. ... All living creatures are simply ivided into
clean and unclean, without gxplanation."[64] Regarding the
uncleanness of a woman aftsr childbirth, e writes that "we
are not told the matwe of her ‘sin’,"[&651 but mersly, that
she must purify herself and that the priest must make aton-
ment for her. JN suggests that there is alsc no rationale
given for ‘leprosy’ in organic or inorganic material. Al-
though no sin is specified, the priest was simply to make
atonement for the diseased person or house. Im discussing
the uncleanness of bodily discharge, JM points to Leviticus
153: 31, which 1is a part of the biblical text outlining this
particular law: "You shall keep the pecple of Israel separate
from their uncleanness, lest they die in their uncleannscss by
defiling my tabernacle that is in their midst." He  then
asserts, "here in & single sentence is the complete prisstly
ideoclogy of purity. All matters of purity attain importance

because of the cult."[&s]

-4~

Uncleanness of sexual misdeeds is treated somewhat di
ferently. Here we find the striking omission of the temzle
or cult, Leviticus 18:24-28 and 20:22 make & clesr connsc-
tion between uncleanness through sexual misdeeds and unclean—

rness of the

a

&

i

pd

d. Yet this creates few problems for JM. H

H
-
i

simply comnmects the cult with the land: "so the land,
the cult, must be kept cleam.... The cult and the lard are

now Jjoined to the pecple: all threes must be kept Ffree of



impurity."L&7]1 In this particular law, JN suggests, one can
begin to see a slight development aweay from a sole concern
with the temple.

The laws concerned with the uncleanness of the corpse
are interpreted much like the sarlier ocres. They are "not
explained, but are taken for granted."[68] Although most
interpreters in the past have regarded these laws as directed
to a&ll Israelites, JN believes that they arese more specifical-

ly concerned with the priesthood and all the holy things of

I

the cult. This conclusion well highlights to what degres
dJN's notion of the temple and the cult determine his under—
standing of cl/uncl regulations.

According to JN "the priestly laws and narratives ...
remain strikingly reticent about what lies behind the speci-
tic rules of uncleanness.”" [4%9] Almost no clues are provided
regarding what lies behind the variocus purity regulations.
He offers & few of the traditicnal explanations advanced in
chapter two of this study, but corcedes that all  fail  to
account adequately for all the laws. Ultimately, he con-
cludes, one can argue only that "behind all of them +the
primary ideclogical motif is cultic purity."L79]

For JM the temple and the cult play a very sigrnificant
role. The priests especially viewed all the day—to—-dav
issues of the community through "temple-cult spectacles.”

Although others were to use the cl/uncl symbaols in  different

47. Ibid., p. 21.

68. Ibid., p. 22.

&9. Ibid., p. 24.
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ways and for various reasons, JN believes that F uses them
almost exclusively ih connection with temple purity.

In a later book this view is slightly altsred. Im it JM
moves closer to the postion of MD by placing less emphasis on
the temple as the primary center in F's structure of thought.
The temple row becomes more integrated with octher important
themes:

When we enter the system of purity, we come to the

pivot of the world: Temple, the holiest place of

the holy Land of the holy peoples, Israel.... Life

outside is lived in accord with the rules observed

at the center. Dangers and threats to the center

bode ill also for the life at the periphery.L71]
The temple, &altar and holy utensils are, i JM's later work
more closely aligned with the home, table and kitchen uten-
sils. Here he incorporates into his perspective crne of the
critical comments made by MD in her "Critigue and Commern-—
tary," placed at the end of his earlier book.[72] Im this
later study he concedss that a1l the cl/uncl rules are +ied
together in & single system and converge at rno gingle point
in the varicus laws: “éo the Temple is not the only locus of
cleanness or sanctification. {731

This later shift in position significantly undermines

hise previous contribution and the conclusicns at which he had

i

arrived. His a&attempt to construct & particular scheme
through which all the various laws are examined is commernd-

able, however. Emanuel Feldman is another scholar whe has

71. Method and Meaning in  Ancient Judaism  (Missoulas
Scholars, 1979), p. 126.

72, "Critigue a&and Commentary,” in IThe Idea of FPurity in
eocient Judsism (Leidemn: E.J. Brill, 1973), pp. 137-142.
Esp. p. 140,

73 Metheod and Meaning, p. 127.



attempted to use this type of approach. His perspective will
be examined next.

C. EMAMNUEL FELDMAN

"Emanuel Feldman (EF) is well aware of the work of MD.
Whereas he summarizes her work by stating that, "she sxplains
everything on the basis of ‘holiness’',"[74] one can summarize
his work by stating that he suplains everything on the basis
of ‘death.’ For EF, the concept of death is cerntral in hHis
investigation of defilement in the 0ld Testament arnd +the
Halakah. Death is considered the complete opposite tD.GDd and
anything within its sphere is considered estramnged from the
divimne and is, thersfore, unclean in the Israelite BCOnomy .
This thesis, presented in condensed form here, will be de-
veloped belaw.

In his study of the cl/uncl regulations, he, like MD,
alsoc attempts to use a particular scheme which will make
sEnse of the varicus laws and tie them together in some
orderly fashion. In his book he argues that "her ocwn propo—
sals, while unique, are somewhat inadequate and cocasionally
EVEN B onNedS. « « .« Frof. Douglas’'= scheme does not account
for the ritual difference inherent in livimng a&and dead
things."L731] He believes that the concept of death, wundesr-
stood correctly, can ascsist one in understanding the various
cl/uncl laws.

In his first chapter he studies the concept of death in

ancient socisties. He attacks Frazer and clder anthropclo-

74. Bipblical and Fost-Biblical Defilement, p. 47%.
73. Ibid., @. S0



gists who have promulgated the view that there exists some
type of unmiform reaction to deaths one ot fsar  and  hor-
ror. L7861 He points to several prominent 0ld Testament scho-
lars who continue to see many of the rules as inspired by
fear. He rejects this view and regards it as totally
wntounded.

Twning to the work of Radcliff-Erown, Sylvia ARrthony
and others,[77]1 he attempts to show that fear of death is ot
an instinctive behavior but one that is=s  learned. In an
effort to show the role which culture plays in shaping one’'s
view of death he briefly ocutlines the different arcient MNear
Eastern perspectives on death. After examining how death was
viewed in Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Canaan, he concludes that,

-« the response of the ancient world to death mani-—

fests itself in several forms: in an  attempt to
ignore it, in a physical effort to overcoms it, and

7

in a matter-of-—fact acceptarnce of its finality.L78]
Depending upon the scociety in which ore lives, one's indige—

nous view of death will surely shape one’'s Weltanschauung.

.

With this introduction EF thern moves on to examine Israesl s
understanding of death and to explain its theclogical =igni-
ficance, especially as it relates to Israel’'s view of
cl/uncl.

Im his study of the biblical text, he éuggests that one
can find in the various passages dealing with the topic of

76.  Ibid., p. 3.
7

«» Ibid., p. 7. Radcliff-Brown, who has studied the burial
customs of the Andaman tribal pecple, has concluded that ‘ear
digd not come naturally to the people but that it was learne
1
o
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Anthony, having studied children’'s reacticon to death, s
concludes that fear of death is not instinctive but lsaerme
73. Ibid., p. 11.
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death ne element of fear or horror in Israel ’'s reacticn to
death. This is true alsoc of the corpse defilemsnt reculations
which he regards as pre-occupied with matters of death. (791
Even though contact with that which was dead brought about

.

the longest periocd of defilement, there is rnoc evidernce of

fear which accompanies this pericd.

According to EF, Israel 's attitude about death differed
remarkably in  a positive sense from  that of ite melgh—
bors.L[B0] Death is a given and the life God gives is krown

to be limited. Although the ideal is to die "old and full of
years,"” the Israelite knew that death could rnot be overcome.
Contrary to Israel’'s Heighbors it also granted no "mytholo-
gical power to death ... since there is only one God. There—-
fore, there are no mythopoeic fantasies, rituals, or efforts
to maintain & link with the dead."[8113

Basic to Israel’'s world view is the fact that God is the
sovereign and only Lord of the universe. EF rejects the

views of those scholars who argue that God's power did not

0

#tend intco Shecl.(821 Fsalm 139:8, 3327, 55313, %5:4; Job
11:7-3, 12:22, 2é6:6: FProverbs 13,11 Hosea 13:14; Isaiah
7:11: and Deutercnomy 22:22 are &ll used to make the point
that God was concsidered to be ruler cver all, including the

underworld. In an effort to explain those passages which pro-

7?.  1lbid., p. 13,

80. Ibid,, p. 15 .
8i. Ibid., p. ilé.

82. Fassages which are frequently used to argue this oSt -
ticn ars Fs. bibg Fe. 38:11~-173; and Isa. I8.9FF. Even &
scholar like Yehezkel Kaufmarn, with his strong monotheistic
position states that, "the realm of the dead in Israeslite
religion is godless," in IThe Religion of Isragl, Trams. Moshe

Greenberg (Mew Yorik: Schocken, 1272, p. Z14,



claim that the dead can not praise God he advances the dis—
tinction between God = presence and His power. God has DowWer
over death and Shecl but He is "unable to ke present 1n death
. because those without life car have no relationship with
Him."[8Z]

For Israel, God is considered the deity of life whose
primary characteristic is his creating, life-giving rnature.
In & word study focusing on the differsnt rames of God EF
repeatedly highlights the connection made by  the biblical
writers between God and life. He corcludes that:

the livingness of God is His fundamental and pri-

mary characteristic. Death, as the opposite of

life, is the ultimate copposite of God. God is the

Lord of life, and while He rules death and life, He

consciocusly withdraws from death and separates

Himself from it.[841]

With +this understanding of death as that which is separated
from God who, "wishes to work within the context of
life,"[B3] EF acsserts: "it is likely, therefore, that the
biblical/rabbinic laws of ggmigﬁ represent not tabocs, but =
manifestation of the absence of life."[841

Having discussed the biblical view of death and God, EF
turns toc  the cl/uncl regulations and attempts to show how
this view can sxplain the variocus laws. He begins with the
corpse laws which are sasily éxplained from this perspective.
But what about those regulaticns concerned with issuss from
the body, leprosy, etc.? EF explains:

T. Ibid., p. 18.

84. Ibid., p. 2%.

85. 1Ibid., p. 18.

86. lbid., p. 2%.
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It is significant that in these instances, too,
&dumbraticns of death - absence of life — are pi e
sent. Whenever any constituent element of humarn
life is lost, whether it be the loss of am  actual
limb or the laoss of vital physical fluids....[871

Seminal emmissions or menstruation, both considersed as "vital
fluids," thus defile when leaving the body.

Even a certain measure of spilled human blood can
defile, because "blood is nefesh," that is, life;
and absence of life defiles. In addition ... semi-
rnal emissions may represent the seed of life which,
now that they have flowed from the body, ars nrno

longer life producing. (883
With regards to the uncleanness of & woman after child-—
birth he suggests that,
«.. here, too, we find an slement of absence of
life: once she gives birth, the mother is no longer
producing, creating and nurturing life.... The new
infant now begins a life of its own — ard is ot
tamé - but the mother's role of life-producing,
life-nurtuwing, and life—sustaining now literally
comes to an end, and perhaps this is why she  now
becomes tam&.L[B871
Mot only does the regular and irregular menstrustion Ering
about uncleanness because of the loss of blood (lifed, Dut
a&lsoc  the birth of a child is considered as "losg” on behalf
of the womb.

The leper, too, is suffering a kind of desath. "The

procf passage showing the leper’'s similarity to death is

NMumbers 12:12, which indicates that leprosy eats live
flesh."[?0] The scripture passage reads, "let her not be as
one dead, of whom the flesh is half consumed...." The fact

that the pwification rite for = leper extended over sev

i
a3

88. Ibid.
85. Ibid., p. I7.
20, Ibid.



days (identical requirement for one who has touched a dead
Body), he believes, also supports his thesis.

Im his treatment of the meat laws his thesis, that
uncleanness is essentially an absernce of life and God, is
used metaphorically for estrangement and desacralization. He
writes:

The term of tamé& here is not the defiling tamé& of
the dead who defile uporn contact. He who eats
forbidden food does not become defiled; no post-
defilement purification is necessary i+ such food
is eaten.... The term tam& used in connection with
forbidden foods, then, appliss to these foods the
pristine, metaphorical meaning of tamg as "some-
thing desacralized.” The term tam& is an intensely
pejorative one in connection with foods, underscor-
ing their undesirability. Tamg& used in this sense
means that one shall not =at of these foods because
they are desacralized, undivine, sacrally unfit.[?11]

Consciously trying to avoid being misunderstood hers as being
influenced by the oclder school of thought, he emphasires
that:

There is nothing intrinsically abominable or defi-
ling about the pig or any other creature. But,
says Bod in effect, I have forbiddern it to YOy ww .
they are for vyou, desacralized and strange -
echoing the desacralization and gstrangement of the
highest tum’ah of the dead.[97

%]
i
i

fAs  far as developing & rationale for the meat laws, he o

L1}

lows Micklemﬁ?S] who believes that the regulations can rnot be
rationalized since their origins go back bevond history. EF
iz content to suggest that they are "best understocd when we
apply to it [the meat lawsl the pristine meaning of tame as

estrangement and unsacrsd."[74]

1
92. 1lbid., pp. S
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Whereas other scholars have in the past emphasized the
which highlights &all that is opposite to God and estranged
from Him. The emphasis on the holiress of God is present in
the book but it plays a secondary role, standinmg in contrast
to tum’ah. For EF, life is the key characteristic of God,
while death, as the ultimate in lifelessness, represents
separation from the God of life. A1l in the sphere of death
is desacralized and estranged from God.[75] Since ggéigg
symbolized estrangement from the divirne it was well suited +o
be used in conmection with the meat laws in making & theolo—
gical point.

This perspective which EF cffers in his book is a fairly

unique one.L%61 Within his scheme, the concept of death (and

+

o

[
1

&ll which it suggests to the Israelite) Ffunctions as
"spectacles" through which the cl/uncl regulations ars under-—
stood.

Havirmg ocutlined the approaches and perspectives  of
Douglas, MNeusner and Feldman, it is important to highlight
briefly how their work moves beyond that of traditional

scholarship.

5. Ibid., p. 141%.

7. One finds & hint of this view in A. Dillmarn, Exgdus und

Leviticus (Leipzig: Hirzel, 1897), p. 3Z21. Also, E. Konig
ir, "Defilemenrnt and Furification; Ceremonial” [The New
Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religiocus Knowledge, Vol. I
Ed. Samuel M. Jackson (MNew York: Funk and Wagnells, 1209). p.
2881 writes: "The principal ides in the 0ld Testament concen—
tion of uncleanness was the relation to desath apparent in the
given phenomena." But he never does work through the laws as
does Feldman.



In the final section of this chapter the work of the

[ .

thiree scholars just reviewed will be summarized. How they
transcend past work will become apparent. However, no compre-—
hensive evaluation of their work will follow at this point.
A study of P’'s theclogical perspective and its specific use
of cl/uncl thinking will first need to be undertaken before
& meaningful critigue of their approaches and conclusions can
be maae. In following this procedure this study reflects an
indebtedrness to the work of these three scholars. Each
scholar has shown that the biblical writer s broader intent
regarding the cl/uncl laws must be taken sericusly even
though one may not be able to answer questions concerned with
the origin of the regulations which F takes up and uses.

At the outset it is important to be reminded of the two
major deficiencies menticned in chapter two which cam hbe
found in most traditional works.[97]1 Although the work of
&ll three scholars discussed in this chapter doess attempt to
overcome these shortcomings, MD's approach and conclusions
most adequately fulfils the requirements which weres found
wanmting in traditional scholarship.

The work of MD represents the most thorouwgh—going study
of the 0ld Testament cl/uncl regulaticns by a sccial anthro-
oologist today. Whereas the social-science theory of J.0G.
Frazer and Robertson Smith perhaps most influenced the 0Old
Testament scholars sxamining cl/uncl up to the mid-twentisth
cerntury, MD presemtly ranks as the most gigniticant. Of the

?65. Bee pp. 2F-I0.



very recent critical commentaries on Leviticus which deal at
amy length with the cl/uncl legislation (there arse few in

number), mocst make reference to her work and treguently use
it. Her influence on these scholars will be shown in chapter
five and six.

Her socioc—anthropological perspective, although not
unigue in her field, has provided some creative new possibol-
lities for the 0ld Testament student attempting to understand
the cl/uncl material scattered throughout the different
priestly writings. BShe approaches the regulaticns from &
somewhat different vantage point. Her concermn is toc find
their particular place in the larger soccial structure. How
do they assist society in its important task of creating and
maintaining order, on the individual, social and uwniversal
level?

For MD the cl/uncl laws represent merely a part, albeit
& significant part, of a much larger symbolic system con-—
structed by & particular society. This society’'s lawgivers
are seen as formulating the laws in am effort to  inculcate
thosze concerns valued by the’saciety. From this perspective
she looks for a promiment concern in F which will account for
the many different cl/uncl regulations. She refuses to desal
with the laws in a piecemeal fashion but regards them as 1aws
which can be integrated using & larger structuwre of thought.

Although she may have constructed a very complex ap-
proach which even relates the laws to body symbolism she,
more  than any one else, provides a scheme whereby all the

regulations can be accounted for in a fairly convincing

O
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manner. Some of her socio—anthropological presuppositions
may not be compatible with those of the theclogian but  she
does, nevertheless, provide a fresh approach which can be
adapted to the Cmncerné of the theolcgian.[981 Above all,
her attempt to advance an cverarching theme which was used by
Fand runs throughout &1l the cl/uncl laws moves her well
beyond the traditional approaches.

This attempt to focus on the lawgivers'’ perspective  and
to account for the varicus laws within that perspective is
also something which JIN has sought to do in his study of the
regulations. The logic which he follows is gasgily comprehen-—
ded. Since the cl/uncl concepts most freqguently surface in F

and are most fully developed there, questions concerned with

their meaning must be related directly to F and its concerns,

namely the temple. Although he, like MD, considers the laws
as & ‘system of ideas,” JN never attempts to show how  the
various laws actually function within that system. His use
of "system" should not be confused with that of MD's. He

refers simply to F's primary concern (the temple): she refers
to all the varicus symbols which are generated by a society

and find themselves as part of a system of thought which

fi

In his treatment of the cl/uncl regulations JM is  con-
cerned with F's intentions, not with providing & raticrnale

ural that he

iif]
rt

for the different laws. Thus it is guite n
would describe them as "prigstly propaganda” concerned sl ey

Further treatment of this guestion +ollows in chapter

&1



with ritual and cultic purity. After all, the regulations
arose from an exclusive group which was primarily Cdncerned
with the temple and &1l that it encompassed. He could not
consider the laws =a produét of & society which used them +or
its own ende.

Although JNM  was unsuccessful in constructing a schemes
which made sense of the various laws, he did, nronetheless,
diraw them together under the rubric of F's temple concerns.
Al though ‘they may well have had diverse crigins, for F they
&1l functiorned in one way: to prohibit all who weres unclean
from entering the temple and in this way to maintain its
pu?ity. This was, after all, the euplicit task of the priest—
hood.

fs noted above, there is & major shift in JM's position

at a later date, but F and its concerns with purity remai

3
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the focal point. Although he corncedes that the temple i

ot

)
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the only concern, the laws are still approached through the
perspective of F and its concern for purity.

In EF’'s treatment of the laws the biblical writer s
point  of view is alsoc taken seriously. Much of EF ‘s work
revolves arcund questions which focus on the relaticnship
between God’'s fundamental nature and eccsence, and the cl/uncl
regul ations. Havimg shown that the biblical writers regarded
God as the ultimate expression of life, with death represent-
ing the opposite - total estrangement from God, he moves +to
gxiplain how the cl/umcl laws relate to this scheme. With the
exception of the miscellanecus regulations in Leviticus 1%

and 20, he attempts to explain most of the laws.



Among the three scholars discussed in’this chapter, EF s
study represents‘the most theological approach taken. He has
focused onn  the theclogical implications of the laws and
relates  them directly to Israel’'s view of God. From this
perspective the cl/uncl laws play an  importart role in
Israel ‘s religion: raising the people’'s consciousness  about
their God.

Douglas, Meusner and Feldman have each Righlighted dif-—
ferent overarching themes fournd in the pertinent biblical
texts, and use them in their interpretation of the cl/uncl
laws. Although the different themes do not present an egually
satisfying interpretation for the variocus regulations  each
position, nevertheless, makes an important contribution to
the cl/uncl discussion. This study will return toc discuss
these contributions and evaluate them in chapter six,

The most significant gain achieved by &ll threes scholars
discussed is that any study of cl/uncl in the Old Testament

must row begin with an adeguate understanding of the biblical

writer 's comprehensive perspective. This study will, there-
fore, first examine the general theological concerrms of F and
then move on to investigate how F has used the cl/uncl rEgu-

lations.

g
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CHAFTER FOUR

Fis a very distinct stratum in the Tetrateuch. Thers
iz gerneral agresement among O0ld Testament scholars regarding
those characteristics which set it apart from the other
strands. These will first be menticned. Mo consernsus present-
ly exists, however, regarding F's authorship, its date of
composition, and itse relatienship to the other literary sour-—
ces. Although it is not the task of this thesis to  examine
these issues at great length it is, neverthelsss, important
to arrive at some conclusions regarding them before one can
legitimately proceed to discuss F's theological perspective.

framework this

e
3]
1]
poed

Having placed F within some histori

study will evamine F's view of nistory. The significances of

i
]

its

its pericdization of divine revelation, which reache
Mighpoint in the Sinai gxperience, will be discussed heres. A
very definite pictwe of God arises out of F's view of God's

working in histeory. This view is important for this study and

will be ocutlined briefly.

The rols of the cult and the prissthocd will  then be
gexamined in  this chapter. F's understanding of Geod  and

history directly affects its percepticn of the furction of
the cult and the priest. Here one deals with the realm of the

sacred, but it has & direct relaticn to the profane. The
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There is= general consensus regarding the distinctiv

1]

characteristics which set F apart from the other sources.
Georg Fohrer has stated the matter succinctly:

It [F]1 exhibits & formal style ... & characteristic

use of language, =& love for genealogies and num—

bers, an interest in cultic and priestly matters,

an  emphasis upon cultic purity and Foliness, an

avoidance of anthropomorphisims.[1]
Along with its formulaic and programmatic characterl{2 F  can
be easily distinguished from the other literary sources.
There is cmnsiderable agreement regarding its presernce in the
Tetratesuch.

£. Buthorship and Date

Three basic positicns exist regarding the authorship and
date of F. Scholars have pointed to the Mosaic pEricd, the
pre—exilic pericd and the exilic/post-exilic periocd for its
composition. The last two positicns will be discussed in
greater detail since théy represent the visws a% most  criti-
cal scholars. Each will be examinmed in turn and its basic
arguments advancesd. Having discusceed these pozitions, this
study  aligns itself with those scholars wheo hold to a late
date for F's final redaction.

&) The Mosaic Feriod

AWE

o

The traditional view has always regarded a1l the

l. Introduction to the Old Testament, Trans. David Green
(bLondon:  S.F.C.E., 1970), p. 17%.

2. Joseph Blenkinsopp, "The Structure of Fy" CBE ZIB{1374),
p. 278. Cf. also Walter Breuggemann and Harms W. Wolf, The
¥itality  of the 0ld Testamesnt Traditions, second  ed.
(Atlamta: John Knox, 1981), gp. 101-103,



given to Moses at Sinai as direct revelation from  God +o

Moses. It was generally accepted that the whole Fentateuch
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was compiled by Moses who may have beern assi

ribes. Thomas Hobbes (in 1651), Earuch Spinoza (in 1&670),
Richard Simom (in 14678), and Jean Asturc (i 1733, are
usually considered among the first to question the Mosaic
authorship of the Fentatewch.[3I] Up to that time this avthor-—
ship appears rnot to have been in doubt.

Those who continue to hold to Mosaic authorship do so
for several reasons. First, the Fentateuchal texts repeatedly
state that God spoke to NDSES.[4]. Moses, the orrincipal
figure in  the Fentateuch, is given the status of premier
lawgiver. This, too, is affirmed in the post-Exilic litera-—
ture. SBecond, there is nothing which might suggest that one
person could not have written down a lﬂrgm number of laws., [53
The presence of third person references to Moses in the texts
may simply indicate that some sections were sltersd during
transmission., Further, FR.K. Harrison suggests it is quite
possible that,

-. . many of the small or isclated sections in  the

Hebrew text were committed initially to the priests

for safekesping, and cnly at a later perlad were

the manuscript pieces assembled intoc some saort  of

mosaic and joined together into a roll.l
The somewhat disjointed nature of the text need not discount

. 5.J. De V¥ries, "Hiblical Criticism," IDE, Yol. 1 i{Mash-
ville: Abingdon, 1962), p. 414,

4. W.5. LaSor, _;;:L_ 01d Testament Survev: The Hessage,
Form, and EBEackaround of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids:
Esrdmans, 1982}, p. 50.

S.  W.H. Gispen, Leviticus (Kampen: Kok, 1930), p. 11.

&. Inmtroduction to the 0ld Testament (Brand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 174%), p. S538.
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the possibility of Mossic authorship. Third, many of
laws do not reflect the later pericds whern the tabernacle and

1ty. A Moordtzij

fae]

the ark were no lomger a cultic res
writes:
They wrote for their own time and wished to cee
their laws obeved by their contemporaries, so how
could thesy have presented regulations that during

their day would have been altogethsr impossible to
exscute?L 7]

fccording  to  the traditional positicon the whole Fentatsuch

can be considered a homogeneous composition which, some con-

cede, may have been slightly altered in  the post—-Mosal

I

period to suit the changing circumstances of Israsl.[S53
We twn now to cormsider those scholars  who smploy
historical-critical methodolcgy. They fhave generally

considered this sarlier position untermable.

o
-

he Fre-Exilic Feriod

)

The ranks of those who argue for a pre—-sxilic date for F
have been steadily growing. This position owes much to the
initial work of Y. Haufmann who has vigorously challenged the
conclusions of J. Wellhausen. Although this pesition contin-
vwes to work with the documentary theory, Wellhausern s chronc—

logical conclusions regarding the Fentateuchal scurces  are

M

rejected. For manvy is considered to be prior to D, while
others regard them as concurrent works. Arguments  advanced
for a pre-exilic date seek suppeort from limnguistic, cultic,
soccial and historical studies.

7. Leviticus, Trans. Raymond Teogtman, Bible Student = Com—
mentary (Bramd Rapids: Zondervan, 198Z), p. 1i.
3. Harriscn, Introduction, pp. S3%-541. Moordtzij, Leviti-

cus, pp. 7-12.



Jacob Milgrom has examined a variety of terms found in P
which, he suggests, &1l point to & pre-sxilic date. Having
analyzed three terms found in the first chapter of the book
of Mumbers, which describe orgamnizational umits in Isra=sl, he
concludes that they,

««. SUpport the view that the Friestly sccount of

the wilderness socjowrn has accurately preserved a

lMost of institutions that accurately reflsct the

social and political realities of Israel ‘s pre—-mon-

archic sge.l[?]

In

fu

study of the term fTIilg in Chronicles and in F, he

arrives &t a similar conclusion:

The ATAY passages in F ars cld, pre-etilic mate-—
rials which were allowed to experierce reinterpres-—-
ta tion but rmo inner editorial change. Thus the

case of the Levitic NDTayand its refletes in  the
Bible can be added to the fast- -growing portfolic on
beral f D% the antiguity of the materials comprising
the Prigstly scwce.[10]

A

B. Hurvitz has also selected technical idioms anmd terms

in F  and comparsd them with their use inm exilic and post—

xilic material. His results are the zame &= those of
Milgrom. In one of his studies seven of nine terms show no
post-exilic influencellil. In anmother study thirty seven

d fo

r|

linguistic contrasts betwesn Ezekiel and F are accounte

which, he suggests, prove F to be the oclder source.[12] The

. "Friestly Terminclogy and the Folitical and Soeial Struc-
ture of Fre—Monarchic Israel,” JOR &72(1978), p. 81.

1a. "The Term ‘Aboda,” EEHQLEE i Levitical Terminglogy
{(Berkeley: University of California, 1970, p. B7.

11. & Huwrvitz, "The Evidence of Language in the Dat ing of
the Priestly Code. A Linguistic Study in Technical Idioms
and Terminclogy,” RE 81(17974), 24-354. :

12, A. Hurvitz, A Llngglgg__ Study of the Relaticnship
between Lthe Friestly Source and the Book of Ezskiel (Farie:

Gabaldsa, 17981).



linguistic studies of both FRobert Folzinfi3l and &llae

Guentherf14] have also been used to support & pre-sxilic date
for F.[131 Both suggest that F stand closer +to sarlier

Biblical Hebrew than to late.[141

The prominent presences of the tabernacle in F has alsco

—

increasingly been used to argue for a pre—-exilic date.l171]
Richard E. Friedman has recently used this argument.l181 For
Friedman, F’'s portrayal of the taberrmacle is of prime impor-—
tance. He writes:

fccording to the Friestly accounts, from the day of
the Tabernacle dedication all revelation occurs
there, all sacrifice, all burning of incense, all
priestly consumption of offering (in its Court) g
it houses the covenant tablets, the art, the cheru-—
bimg it iz constructed cf precious wocd, metals
and fabrics according to divine instructionsy only
the priests may enter it: only the Righ priests may
enter its Holy of Holies.[191]

He argues that very little of this wnderstanding of the
s Late Bibliczl Hebrew: Toward an Histeorical Tvpoloay of
Biblical Hebrsw Frosg (Missoula: Scholars, 197&).
14, "A Diachronic Study of Biblical Hebrew Frose Syntax"
{unpublished Fh.D. dissertation, University of Toronto,
1977
15. See J. Milgrom, Studies in Cultic Theglogy and Terminolo-
gy (Lieden: E.J. Brill. 1983), p. %3 and Richard E. Friedman,
fhe Exilic and Biblical Marratives: The Formation of the
Deuteroromic and Friestly Works (Chico: Scholars 19811, p.
75,
16, It should be rnoted that the goal of Guenther s disserta—
tion i=s not to date F. Those using his work to argue for a
post-exilic date for F (footnote 15 above) quots  Suenther =
conclusion t#at "the corpuses Fg and Fs appesr to  stand
between early and late BH but much nearsr to the Earli&r i
‘classicsl " (A Diachronic Study, p. Z1%). Yet lit+l ig said
of  the implications of his Further conclusion that, "the P
writings ... are scmewhat anomalous..." (p. 2255,
17. G. Henton Davies, "Tabernacle," IDHE, VYol. 4 (Mashville:

Abingdon, 1962), p. S0é.

18. The Exilic, pp. 44Ff. Friedman regards the majority of
Foas a pre—exilic work cuﬁp csed in respaonse to D in the pre-
exilic pericd. A second stage in F sess some additicns mads

1
in the exilic pericd.
i7. Ibid., pr. 47-48.



tabernacle has any reflex in the Second Temple, or for that
matter in Ezekiel ‘s plan for the Second Temple. It does,
however, fit the dimensicns of the First Temple's inner
sanctuary.[20]

AW

Further, since the tabernacle and ark represent Yahwehl s

presence in F theoiogy,[ﬁl] it is unlikely that F wrote after
the fall of Jerusalem. To suggest this, argues Frisdman,
would be:
to claim that the priestly writers developed the
theme of the Tabernacle as lIsrael’'s eternal charnel
to God shortly after the destruction of that chan—
nel. It is to picture am exiled Judszan priest, in
the vyears following the destruction of the cer-
tuwries—old central national shrine, institutiona-
lizing & programmatic deoctrine that sacrifice must
take place nowhere but at that shrirme.[22
Friedmanm believes this to be an unacceptable alternative.

The tabernacle and ark were no longer presernt after the fall

of  Judah, and it is impossible to regard the P material

fit
i

programmatic for, or reflective of, & Second Temple.[ZT]

20. 1bid., pp. 48-33. Fointing to 1 Kimgs 8:4 and 2 Chrorni-
cles 3:3 he argues that both biblical histories explicitly
state that the Tent of Assembly was krought up to the Temple
of Solomon on the day it was dedicated along with the ark
{(p.43). This tent was set beneath the wings of the cherubim
in the hely of holies, alorng with the ark and temple vescels
{(p. 33.) Thus, F’'s fregquent use of the tabernacle well
retlects & pre—enilic dats.
Z21. This will be discussed in greater detail below.

iel prophecy that "my Taber—
nacle will be over yvou" (Ezek. 3I7:27) he interprets 1t as
simply refering to the spreading of a heavenly tabernacle
over the entire people of Israel and has nothing to do  with
rebuilding the temple or cultic centralization.

22 Ibid. p. &1. Of the Ezeki

23, Ibid. Recently Victor Hurowitz, in "The Friestly fc-
count of Building the Tabernacle," [dabs 10E(1788), Z1-50,1

has alsc challenged those wheo regard the tabernacls as =
projection of the temple intoc the Mosaic periocd on historical
grounds. He has examined the tabernacle building account  in
light of other ancient Mear Eastern building stories. Im its
present state it has been shown to conform to similar stories



Those holding to a pre-exilic date have also argued
against the standard critical view which sees a distinction
between prieste apd Levites in F but rnot D ‘suggesting &
later date for F).L[24]1 Raymond Albba, although recogrnizing
that & distinction between the two groups was rot as cleasr—
cut in D a&s in F, argues that this difference can be account-—
gd for on cultic grounds rather than sgparating D and F
qistorically.[25 Further, sociocultic arguments concerned
with F's levitical citiesl26] and the tithe provisions for

found in the inscritions of Lugalannemundu, Ur—Mammnu, Sargon
I, Sennacherib, Esarhaddon, Ashurbanipal, Mabopolassar an
Mebuchadnezzar {(p.286). Cf. also M. Weinfeld, Deuteronocmy an
the Deutercngmic Schopl (Oxford: Oxford University, 1772),
pp. 244-234. Since Wellhausen's time the building accournt of
the tabernacle has frequently been considered as the groduct
of & leong literary process consisting of varicus 1it Er Ay
additions. This theory is seriocusly questioned and Hurowitz
believes that this rmew information cam also serve *o push
back the date of PF.
24. Cf. J.A. Emerton, "Priests and Levites in Deuteronomy,
YT 12(1962), 127-138. Here it is argued that in D priests and
gvites are synonymous {(Deut. 3T:8-10), while at a later date
{in Ezek. ‘and F) Levites are not given the full rights of =a

gl
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priest.

2. Iﬁ "Priests and Levites in Deuterornomy," [YT A7LIRTTY
257 -1 Abba uses Deut. P:7-10311 to show that D: "pressr—
ves  a tFndltlDﬁ cf both the fourding of & hereditary Aaronic
priesthoocd and the setting apart of the tribes of Levi for
sanctuary duties. In this D agrees with F (cf. Num. 20:25-—
283 8:14) but shows no dependence whatever on F'ip. 28%5.

-Abba alsoc advances two arguments against those who use Deut.
10:8 to =suggest that in D Levites could carry the ark while

,

not in F. Following von Rad [Studies in Reutesronomy (London:
5 C M, 1782y, p. 40.3 he states that in D the ark is
longer considered the throne of the invisible God but ssrves
mergly to house the tables of the 1aw. Further, on all
ccocasions  of high ceremony (bringing the ark ifnto Solomor s
Temple) the priests carried the ark, while at unceremcrial
ccoasions (David’'s sudden flight from Jerusalem at the time
of Absalom’s revolt), the Levites were permitted to carry the
ark. Another explanation (which supports Abba’'s basic argu—
ment! may be found in Mum. 4:1-15. Here priests are given

the task to cover the ark which the Levites may then CTArTry.
26, Ziony Zesvit, "Converging Linss of Evidence Hearing on
the Date of F," ZI4W F44(1982), pp. 485-487.

~
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the Levitesl271, have alsc been advanced to support & pre-
Exilic date for F.

One scholar, who has alsg placed F'e composition in the
pre-exilic pericd, has zttempted a type of mediating postion.

Memahem Haran stands in agreement with those who have argued

fl

for F's special connection with Ezra’'s reform  and suggessts

4]

that & distinction be made between F's original compeosition
and its proclamation. He writes:
These are two discrete events separated by consid-
grable lapse of time. All Ezra did was the promul-
gation and canconization of the priestly zource, &s
part of the complete and comsclidated Fentateuch,
and at that moment in time the scrolls making up
this source were already guite ancienmt.[28]
With regard to F's relationship to D Haran suggests that
F "displays conspicucus sectarian features and thers= is no
piay ’
doubt that its torot, "instructions,’ were the exclusive
possession of the priestly semi-escteric circle."[291 D, an
outsider, could not have had access to it and was, thersfore,

rnot influenced by it.

Having #plained the lack of interaction betweern D and

(2
o
fli

F, even though they existed concurrently, he addresses
27. Moshe Weinfeld, "The Covenant of Grant in the 0ld Testa-
mernt and Ancient Mear East,” JAOS F0(1970), pp. 201-202.

28. Menahem Haran, "Behind the S5cenes of Historvy: Letor—
mining the Date of the Friestly Source," JBL 100(1981), g.
ey ey
-ldie £ w
27. ibid., p. 328. The Holiness Code (H), which was incor-

porated intoc F, however, influenced both F and D. For exam—
ple, scholars have long debatsd the line of influence betweesn
the meat laws in Leviticus 11: 4-28 and Deuteronomy 14: 4-20.
LCF. Moth, Leviticus, p. F1; K. Elliger, Leviticus (Tubingen:
Mohr , 1966), 14I-3; and W.L. Moran, "The Literary Comnection
betwesn Lewv. 11:13-1% and Deut. 14:12-18," CBLQ 28{1%&&7,
ETI-277.13 Haram suggests that both F and D are depsndent on
{3 the older source. D, having access to only H, ard nct the
whole of P, remained cut of touch with this so-called sec-
tarian esoteric source.



standard critical visw which depicts F as utopian, idealis—
tic, and inclined to reflect on the past. Although he accepts
this view, he rejects the idea that F constitutes = projec—
tion into the past, fabricated without historical basis.[30]

Afoccording to Haran F was solidly based on history [311  but

oy
il
[1H]
ﬁ,

its ideas were not promulgated until the time of E=i

which time they do appear somewhat out of place.

i

R11 of the above evidence suggests a pre-exilic dates for
F. Many of those holding to this position, of course, do not
deny the presence of exilic and post-exilic accretions. But
they suggest that the burden of proct should be properly
borne by those advocating a late date for the additions. The
accretions in F are definitely considered in the minority.
€2 The Exilic/Post-Exilic Fericd

H1E—

Scheolars within this camp generally recogrize the

1]

tence of earlier material iﬁ F but are more concermed with
finding the dats of its final compilation and the particul ar
historical context which has influerced the present shapes of
the material. Often F is considered the product of ore
author-editorfiZ2] or a narrow school orF sinmgle tradent using

the different written and oral material.l[33]

303, In "Bhiloc arnd Jeru=salem: The Origin of +thse Friestl.
Tradition in the Fentatsuch" [JBL 81119820, 14-24.1, Haran
fhas shown that the temple of Shilcoc became the creative Foous

ct F, which gave rise to & utopian system.
1. Haran argues that F's work can be historically based in

the cultic reforms during Hezekiah 's reign  ("Behind the
Scenes of History," pp. 3I31-332).

Sl Sean E. McEvenue, The Marrative Style of the Friestly
Writer (Rome: Hiblical Institute, 1971), p. 1%,

S5 Frank M. Cross, Cansanits Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays
in the History of the Religion of Israsl (Cambridge: Harvard

ey

Uﬂi‘-’E!"Sit"jy’._. 12973, Fe Doir.
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ARlong with the group just studied those scholars hold—
ing an exilic view of F argue that there are few indications
which suggest that F's cultic concerns were carefully fol-
lowed in the post-exilic pericd and are thus best placed in
the exilic period.L341 This group also argues that thesre are
cultic ideas present in F which are not present 1in the pre-—
exilic periocd. Klaus Koch has suggested that in F, "stone—
ment"” meant removal of sin and that this idea plays no role
in the pre-exilic israel. 331 Otto Eissfeldt also points  to
a development in F’'s cultic ordinances.[3&6] Vink locks at the
specialization of the cult, especially the Code of Furity,
and suggests Fersian influence on the exiles.[37]1 These
various factors all suggest an exilic date for F.

Among an exiled people without lamd or king, the prissts
became incresasingly important.[38]1 This #plains the accent
on  the priesthood and the lack of emphasis on nationkood and
kingship. Aaron, an ambigiocus figure in pre—-exilic writings,
gains prominence as the focus shifts to the priesthoed.(3Z721]
P’Svprimary concerns areg perceived as cultic and mot civii.

Although the tabernacle is no longer a possibility in

S4. Vink, in DRate and Origin of F, goes so far as to say
that: "the biblical and E”tr‘—blullcml historical data out-
side the FPC [Friestly Codel proper contain no trace at all of
&n early post-exilic presence of the FC in Falsstine (p. &3).
29 "Suhne und Sundenvergebung um die Wende von der exilis-—
chen zwr nachexilischen Zeit,” ET 26{1%9&8), Z17-233.

Al

Sa. The 0Old Testament: An Introduction, Trans. Feter
Rrokroyd (Mew York: Harper amd Row, 1965), p. 207. The thrse
agricultural festivals ars used to show the development in F.
7. Date and Origim of F, pp. 110-112. C¢. alsoc H. Gins-—
berg, "Aramaic Studies Today," JAQS S2{1742), pp. 229-I0.

8. J.R. Forter, Leviticus, Cambridge BEible Commentary
London: Cambridge University, 1786y, p. 1.

7. Vink, Date and Origin in F, p. 132.




#ile, Framk M. Cross has argued that it continues to be used
because it takes on new meaning. The new priestly doctrine
regarding the "tabernacling” of Yahweh emphasized God's abi-
lity to ge present with Israsl even when in exile. foccording
to Cross this new meaning can also be seen in  the sudden
burst of names, given to boys born in the mid-siuth centu Yoy
with the elemernt gkn, (God's presence or glory).[401 Although
the tabernacle was not present physically for Israsl, it did
function theclogically.

Fy well aware of the older traditiocns concerning Lthe
patriarchs, exodus and settlement, presents the material to
those in exile in the form of promise. "It leaves its read-
grs and hearers on the verge of the larmd, krowing that ths

land can be theirs...."[41] F, working in the exilic periocd,

bt

=

i

attempts to write a program for the restoration of Isr .
based on the covenant at Sinai.L42]

The post-exilic pericd of Israel has frequently been
described as a theocracy. The priests ruled supremsly and
the cult was the vehicle which brought order to a +fragmented
society. This periocd is closely associated with the exilic
pericd. The post-exilic views ars frequently considered an
gxtension of priestly thought in the exilic period. In fact,

many holding to & post-exilic date for F are cpen  to  thes

possibility that the imitial F  edition may well have begun

4i3. Canaanite Myth, p. 3I23I. Check 1 Chron. S:21,22y Ezra
8:73,33 MNeh. &:18.

4i. Feter R. Ackroyd, Exile and Restorstion: & Study of
Hebrew Thowght of the Sixth Century B.C. (Fhiladelphias

W

J M

stminster, 1968), p. 10Z.
2. Cross, Canaanitse Myth, p. I25.

~J
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in exile, brought back to dJerusalem, completed and used there
under the reforms of Ezrz.[4%1 This group, too, recognizes
in the F materisal older tradents but is more cormcerned with
the fimnal form of F.

Other =sigrnificant points raised by the representatives
of this position are: (1) Centralization concerning the place
of worship is no longer an issue in F.L443 (2) F contemplatess
only theocratic order, with political intsrests falling intoc
the background.L[45] (7)) The social conditions assume an agri-
cultural community whose social and pelitical organization is
uwndevel oped re%letting the early post-exilic era.l[441 (4) The
distinction between priests and Levites is for the first
time clearly acknowledged in the post-exilic pericd.L471 (3
F appears further to develop ideas already stated in Eze-
kigl.[48] £ .ThE cultic picture is F's prociection of some
ideal picture of Sinai back omto the post-exilic Judian
community. L49]

Wellhausen, whose position as to the date of F is widely

+3. S.R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the
GOld Testament (Mew York: Charles Scribrer = Sons., 1710, g
1403 W.0.E. Oesterley, An Introduction to the EBooks of the
0ld Testament (Mew York: Macmillan, 1934y, p. 6Z: Artur

weiser, Introduction to the Old Testament, Trans. Dorothea
Barton {London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1261, . 1738,
Mo H. Sraith, Leviticus and Numbers, The Cantwry Bible
{London: Thomas Melson and Sons, 1967, po 7.

44. MWeiser, Introduction, p. 138.

#5. Driver, An Introduction, p. 137. Oesterley, An Introduc—
tion, p. 35 % &2.

46. Uesterley, An Introductiocn, p. 54

47. Roland De Vaux, fncient Israel: Its Life and Institu—
tigns, Trans. John McHugh (New York: MeGraw-Hill, 1963), op.
64364,

8. Arelred Cody, A History of 0ld Testament Friesthocd
{Romez: Fontifical Riblical Institute, 1%6%), pp. 13%-172.

49. Roland De Vausx, Ihe Early History of Israsl, Trans.

a
David Smith {(FPhiladelphiz: Westminster 1278), . ZP6-378.
b b
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accepted, gave little credence to the autﬁenticity ot much of
the so-called older material. The tabernacle was considersd
& fiction based on the the Solomenic Temple and not some an-
cient tent tradition.ESDJ'MDre commonly held today, however,
is that F’'s tabernacle was simply a description of 2= templs
under the guise of a portable tent sanctuary. {3511 Frogram—
matically it functioned as a building Dlusprint for the
rebuilding of the temple.

Terence Fretheim offers an alternative positicon which
sees F's use of the tabernacle in terms of a polemic against

those sesking to reconstruct the temple in post-exili

ki
o+

. [
2
11
U]

In conmtrast to Wellhausen he assumes the historical authen—
ticity of the tabernacle and argues that:

The tabernacle of P must then be seen rot as =
projection of the temple back intoc the Mosaic peErL—
ody, but as an  impermanent sanctuary which was
programmatically set forth by the Friestly writers
as the dwelling place of Yawhsh for the post-sxilic
community.[323]

According to Fretheim, the permarent structurs of the temple
brought with it the idea of the leocalization of God. Thus
the term “tabernacle" fits well intoc the later period at

which time F opposed any move to confine God to ons placse and

S0 J. Wellhauser, Frolegomesna to the History of lIsra
(Cleveland: Meridian, 17957) p. I94+.

Sl. R.E. Clements, God and Temple (Fhiladelphia: =
1263), p. 111.CFf. alsc Frank Cross, "The Friestly Tabernac
in 0ld Testament Issues (Samuel Sandmel, editor, Lond
Harper and Row, 1768, especially PE. 6I3-63). Cross writh
"The Friestly tabernacle appears in this perspective to

the culminating tradition - schematic and ideal to be surg -
0T themes which had seminal beginnings in the Mosaic tent
. ass EMol doubt the tabernacle account was to be an sxplana—

Ixa
Im
=

n

m g —=um
i
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ifiose

tion for the past arnd = plan for the futurs” (pe &3).
2. "The Friestly Document; Anti-Temple?" VT 18101968), n.
ok Lol
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regard Rim in static terms. fg in the past, P called "for =
return  to the theocratic age, prior to kingship and temple,
in  their own day, with & people around =& moveahle
sanctuary. "[53]

Although one can find older material in F, those who
argue for a post-exilic date for its composition believe that

the material can all be accounted for in light of F-

14

historical context, its theological intenticns and its parti-
cular use of the oclder material. The laws, last reworked in
an effort to bring religious meaning anmd assist in the refor-
mulation of the Judian commurity, are best interpreted from

this perspective.[54]

1

Fx

d) & Tenative Conclusiocn Resgarding Authorship and Dat

im
-~

=]

i

All those familiar with the debate concerning the author-
ship and date of F are aware of the variety of arguments
advanced by scholars attempting to establish F's particular
historical comtext. From the above investigation it is clear
that due to the complex historical and literary nature of F,
it ig probably impossible to confine F into any one period.

The presence of very ancientvmaterial does not prohibit
fhe late date for the final redaction of F, nor doss the lats
finmnal redaction rule out the authenticity of the older

raditions upon which it draws. It has been shown adegquately

that many of the cultic and sccial practices fouwnd in F
extend into Israsl’'s pre—history. It is doubtful, however,

that F existed in written form before the pericd of the

5%, Ibid., p. 3lé&.

4. Morman k. Gottwald, A Light To The Nations (Mew Yori:
Harper and Row, 195%), @p. 453,



monarchy. Yet by the fowth century B.C.E. the Fentatsuch was
complete since it is the same in both the Jewish and Samari—
tan texts of that time.[35]

E.A. OSpeiser, attempting to accournt for the diverse

nature of the F material as well za= the sernse of urity it
exudes, suggests that F is the work of & school with roots
extending to the very earliest history of Israsl. He argues

that F is "mot an individual, or sven a group of like-minded
contemporaries, but a school with an unbroken history reach-

ing back to early Israeslite times, and continuing umtil the

L

#ile and beyond."[361 This hypothesi , he suggests, can
account  for the discrepancies in the texts and for the gen-—
erral homogeneity of the underlying traditions. Although this
position is plausible the major criticism of his corclusion
is that there is no proof of the type of school he envisions.

By using a cancnical type of approachlS7] Speissr's
concerns  can be taken seriously without having to airgue for
the priestly school he suggests existed. There appears to be
little doubt that F has incorporated a varisty of older
materizal. The presence of this later materizl does suggest a
later radaction. This final editing of the text is today
generally placed intoc the later part of the Habylonianm exiles

5S. J. Alberto Soggin, Intrgduction to the Old Testament:
From itg Origins to the Closing of the Alexandrian Cangr .
Trans. R.d. Coggin {(Fhiladelphia: Westminster, 1974), o.
1E8.

TS, Genezig, The Anchor Bible (New York: Douleday, 19464,
Pe Hnvia

S57. ©See Brevard 5. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament
ag scripture (Fhiladelphias Fortress, 1272)s  amd James A.
Sanders, Canon and Community (Fhiladelphia: Fortress, 1764).



or garly post-srilic times.[581 This position, howesver,
does not preclude the possiblity of finding Mosaic material
in F. At  the same time, it recognizes the importance of
understanding "Mosaic authorship!" from a theological vantage-
point; one which seeks to take sericusly the contribution of
the community of faith (in this case F’'s) to the canom. (593

Thus, orne can understand F as incorporating older cultic

material within its writings and reshaping it according to
its own particular thecleogical orientation {which, of course,
has evolved from the older traditions).

From this perspective the various pasitions outlined
above %fe not &= polarized as they may appear. Al though sach
argues  that the majority of P belorngs in  one particul ar
pericd, none suggest that no accretioms were later added to
Fu. Having acknowledged the presence of a final gditoris),
the primary task of this study then becomes one of discover—
ing F’'s final theological intent, not dating the wvariocus

traditions in F.

=8. Jossph Blenkinsopp, Wisdom and Law in the Qld Testament:
Ihe QOrdering of Life in Israel and Early Judaism (Oxford:

University, 19832), p. 103,
57, Childs, Intreduction, pp. 132-135. Childs writes: "The

implications to be drawn from this uwnderstanding of the
Mosaic authorship is that a theological judgment was at staks

respecting  the authority of Israsl s 1aw. The claim of
Mosaic authorship functicned as a norm by which to test the
tradition’'s authority. This was cbviously rmot a historical

judgement in the modern sense, but a measuring of the truth
of a growing corpus of law by the tradition lorng euperiencsd
as authoritative..: The appeal to Mosaic authorship derived
its meaning only with the context of = community of faith for
whom & body of written tradition had already been recognized
as authoritative. The claim of Mosaic authorship therefors
functioned theclogically within the community to establish
the continuity of the faith of successive generations  with
that which had once been delivered to Moses at Sinai.”

a0



F.s Relationship to the Other Scurces.

{ied

Ay study attempting to understand F's theology must
first come to some conclusions regarding its relaticnship to
the other scurces. Various views exist here as well, andg
cne’'s position is directly related to guestions regarding
date and authorship. It was argued previously that F's final
redaction probably occurred in the exilic/post-exilic pericd.
We will now examine F's relatiocnship tc the other scowces.
HBefore proceeding to this discussion it is neccessary to
address briefly the controversial issue concerning the liter-—
ary status of F.

The guestion frequently debated is this: Does F reEpre—-
sernt an independent literary source or can orne consider it

gssentially a redaction of earlier Fertateuchal sourcss?

These opposing positions are frequently associated with  Noth

1l

and Cross, respectively. Moth has argued that F be corsid-
ered a narrative souwrce producsd by & single author,[s0]
while Cross has sought to demorstrate that F presupposes
certain JE traditions and, therefore, does not restate them.

Fs rather than an independent sowrce, is the final redac—

tor.L61] In an effort to show the incomplete maturse of F,
Crose makes several observations. For example, he points to
the absence of any story in F of the birth of corruption in

the otherwise "exceedingly good” creation.lsé2]1 F alsc cor—

tains no tradition of the birth and vouth account of Moses

Frderson (New Jersey: Frentice—Hall, 1272y, pp. 2-i1. C
alsc Eissfeldt, The 0ld Testament, p. =205.

ol. Cross, Capaanite Myth, pp.301-321.
62. Ibid., p. S06.

&0. M. MNoth, & History cof Fentatsuchal Traditions, Trans. 3.
f

31



and " (without the supplement of Epic tradition) gives nothing
of  the circumstances of his déath or place of burial."[633]
Most suwrprising of 211 is F's silence concerning the cove-
nant—-making event at Sirai. Crosse writes:

The most stunning omission from the Frisstly docu-—
ment 1s a narrative of the covenant ceremony
proper. The covenant at Sinai was the climax to
which the entire Friestly labor had bsern directed.
Israel's final gift of the presence of Yahweh's
Glory "tabernacling” in their midst. Israel’'s final
law, adumbrated in earlier covenants, was row
revealed in full.... To suppose that the Friestly
tradent simply had no traditicn of the covenant
rites at Sinai is incredible. To posit & theory
that F had noc covenant at all at Sinai is a forti-—
ori bevond credernces. Either the Freistly tradesnt
had the tradition and a redactor has removed it in
combining F with JE, or he relied on  the Epic
tradition, especially the E tradition of Exodus
24:1-8 for the narrative of the covenant rites. In
owr view, the latter alternative fits far more
gasily with the evidence.[&4]

Cross has here made a strong case!

AFlthough these two contrasting views represent the clas-—
sical positions taken by critical scholarship, they ness rnot
constitute the only options available to the Old Testament
student. Childs has attempted to provide a mediating tvpe
positicn:

It could well be that F, or a porticn of it was an
independent source and also served a redactional
role. The problem seems to be how to edplain, on
the one hand, F's cbvious dependence on JE  in
places, and on the cther hand, the apparently inde-
pendent integrity of his narrative imn  the other

&5 Ibid. p. 317-318. Cross observes that since "Mosss is
the central figure in the Friestly sources and the reconstruc—
tion of the history and instituticns of the Mosaic age is
both his primary interest and the climax of his Wb C &
omissions appear in explicable i he knew such traditions and
did nrot report them. It 1s even more difficult to imagine
that he knew no such traditiors” (p. 318).

&4, Ibid., pp. Ti2=-320.




Only after one has gained a wholistic rerspective of F's
theological intent and historical context, can cne begin  to
deal with the guestions Childe raises. Having placed F's
final compeosition in the exilic periocd or later, and having
brie%ly alluded to the importance of the tabesrnacle, estc.

(zll closely connected to the Sinai event), NMNoth’'s= sugges-

i

tion, that F was unaware of the earlier signiticant tradi-
tions, is not convihcing. However, F's digtinct cultic tradi-
tion (source?) may have functiocned as & guiding principle in
its redaction of the oclder material.

This study of F follows Cross who assumes that Fods
familiar with JE. FP's relationship to JE will be demonstratsd
when discussing its theclogy. Some brief comments rieed to be

made at this point, however, with regard to F's relationship

to D. The nature of this relationship has been a comtrover—

{

sial subject among scholars. Some of the reasons  for this
became apparent in the above discussicn concerning the date

and authorship of F.

[y

Those who place F's compositicon in the pre—-exilic psr-
icd, or regard F's and D's composition &5 occurring somewhat
gimultanecusly, have taken several approaches and arrive at
various conclusions. Assuming majdr differences betwesn F and
D Ai.=., their attitude towards kingehip, nationhooed,
priests, Levites, cult, etc.d, one may focllow the gosition

set cut by Haran and regard F as deriving from some priestly

&3, Brevard 5. Childs, Introducticn to the 01d Testament,

a8z



semi-esoteric circle, whoss wrritings were umavailabls o
D.LoS] Weinfeld offers an alternative position sccording to
which the differences in D and F represent the ideclogies o
two different schools: D is assigned to the scribes who are
associated with the courty; F is the worl of priests who are
concerned with the temple rites and cult.[4673 Weinfeld des—

cribes the religion of F as theccentrically oriented and that

i
i

of D as anthropocentric.[68]1 The priestly literaturs
clearly interested in the sacral realm of life while +the
scribes "wrote literaturs dealing predominantly with mar and
the mundane world. "[&9]

Other scholars placing F in the pre-exilic pericd have
argusd that the differences bestween F and D have besn =M EQ—
gerated. For example, the distinction between priests and Le-
vites in P and D has been overstated.[701  Friedman questions
the common assumption made by many 0ld Testament scholars
(following Wellhausen) who argue that F is  later +than D

be

1

ause of "the fact that the centralization concerning  the
place of worship is no longer at all under discussicon, but is
simply assumed.”"[71] According to Friedman, F's continual
focus on the tabernacle, which he asscciates with tﬁe First
Temple,[72] suggests that F protests too much tco assume that

b6. See p. 7.

&7. Deutergnomy, pp. 183-184.
68. lbid., p. 185,

69. Ibid., p. 184.

70.  fbba makes this polint; cee p.
Wright's lead in "The Levites in Deute:

Tresms e

e T IR YR I
71. Weiser, Introduction, p. 138. See alsc Ossterley, an

Introduction, p. S54. Fohirer, Introduction, p. 185.

V2. BSee p. 7.
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centralization has been accomplished.[731  With regaued to
centralized worship, he relates the satyrs [sicl of Levi-
ticus 17:7 to Josiah’'s centralization in 2 Fings 2TZ:8 where

.

Josia "broke the bamoth of the satyrs".[74] Rccording to
Friedman both D anmd F were written by priests who repressnted
different circles but did, nevertheless, share various con-
cerns and even used similar terms. {753

The major differernce which Friedman perceives bDstween
the two priestly circles is related to their sacred litera—
ture. He writes:

While all of the primary scurces of the Torah speak

of the holiness of the entire people of Israsl the

concept of am gadog is particularly emphasized in

D. Its most significant consequence is the abserce

of the levels of holiness which characterize P.L7&]
Whereas F deliniates between territory and cultic responsibi-

lity, D does not. Fointing to Numbers 16:3 he suggests hthat

"the Korah account is apparently a Priestly respornse to the

Deuterornomistic stance."[771 EKorah here argues zgainst Moses
and fAaron: "You take too much, for all the congregaticn, all

of them, are holy, and God is in their midsty and why do vou
raise yourselves gver the congregation of God?" Moses reply
#nd God'=s actions then serve to endorse ths different dis-—
tinctions which F seeks to teach (la@. "different ideas of

the prerogatives of the prissts and Levitss at  the central

he Exils . &4,
bid.y, p. 65. With this reading of the text he fo

1
the emendation of Moth (and others); see MNoth, Leviticus, p.

£ -

73. ibid., p. &8.

7a. Ibid.. p. &6%. Exod. 1%:6 (J); Lewv. 19:2 {F); Deut. 7:é&:
14:2,21;  26:19; 28:% are refered to as the "primary sSources
of the Tarah.”

77 . Ibid.



place"(781).

Friedman also builds upon the position which identifies

~J

7

| .

the two different priestly houses as Mushite and Aarcnid.

ive to  the

i

According te him, the Mushite Torah was of fer
Aaronids because of its infrequent reference to the Aaronids
and its dercgatory treatment of them in  the goldern calf
account. 801 Therefore, he hypothesizes the composition of &
second Torah by the faronids which would serve to legitimize
their cultic position and present them in better light. He
suggests that beth Jeremiah (8:8) and Erekiel (22:36) witrees
the presences of an alternative Torah.

fccording to Friedman Jeremiab is well aware of & sirce
he uses its blessing phrase, "be fruitful and multiplv." &t
the same time he attacks the ark (and its conrmection to
blessing) and replaces it with an gmphasis on the place and
name theology found in D.I[811 Of Jeremiah’'s dercgatory com—
ments regarding the sacrificial system he writes:

deremiah’'s classical attack upon the etficacy of

sacrifice without obedience seems to reflect the
alternative Torah compositions of +the Deutercro-—

mists and the Aaronid priestly house as well. The
critical interest of the Friestly literaturs in
sacrifice is patent. Deuteronomy, on the other

hand, contains no comparative detailed legislation
on the particularz of sacrifice. (8231

dJeremiah  here challenges the claim made oy F othat o

B3
-
i
-
-t
3
i}
i

were divinely ordained in the wilderness acoording to B

4]

Torah. With this perspsctive Frisdman offers an interesting

73. Ibidey p. 700,
T

7. Cross, Canasanite Myth, pp. 195
82. Frisdman, The Exile, pp. 70-71.
L

T

81. Ibid., p. 73. See Jer. T:lof
2. Ibid., p. 74.



interpretation of the relationship betweern D and F. At the
same time 1t places both sguarely in the pre-exilic periocd.

Those who place F in the exilic period ocften see little
meaningful interacticn between F and D. Having placed D
somewhere around the seventh century H. C.E., it is inter-—
preted as having little in common with F. Gottwald writes:
"Deuteronomy krcws nothing of F either by direct reference,
guotation, or allusicn."[83]1 The specific differences were
were refered to in the discussion concerning the gquestion of
authorship and date.[841

The Deuteronomistic Fistorians, whom E.W. Micholson has

[y
H
;.—x

shown to be the direct descendants of the original D ci
and tradition,[831 although standing closer chronoclogically
to F, have also freguently been considered ocut of touch with

. Claus Westermann’'s comments represent a widespread posi-

F developed in the same approdimate pericd as  did
the Deutercnomic history, vyet the two have little
in commen. They must have emerged from complately
different circles and completely different tradi-

79. Cross, Cansanite Myth, pp. 195-21%,

80. Friedmarn, The Exile, pp. 70-71.

81. Ibid., p. 72. See Jer. I:1b6fFF.

8Z. Ibid., p. 74.
83%. Gottwald, A Light. p. 445. Cf. Driver, An Introduc-
tign, p. 137.

84. Seg p. 7b6.

853. Deuteronomy and Tradition (Fhiladelphia: Fortress,
1967), pp. iH'—IIB. He demonstrates how D amd Dtr. H. re
closely related in both language and theclogical standpoint.

According to Nicholson, conciderable portions of the present
book of Deuteronomy, particularly the first introductory
chapters 1-4, the plural passages within Chapters 3-20, and
the coﬁfluding chapters 31-74, come from the pen of the Dtr.
. {sge pp. 26 and 108). Further, Micholson places D around
he seventh century and the Dir. H. in the late pre-exilic or
tlic pericd {(pp. 113-114).

Th
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tions. F stands closer to the work ot the
Yahwist....[B&

4. F's Flace in the Canon
It was argued above that F i=s & late—exilic or sarly

post—exilic work which utilizes JE and Rhighlights certain
concerns which arise cut of its particular hMistorical cortext
and its priestly traditiom. Further, it is highly unlikesly
that F, composed after D, was unawars of a source ac i mpor -
tant as D. Friedman has advanced an interesting argument
which regards the writing of F as & response to D.  The con-—

flict betwesen the Mushite and Rarocnid priestly circles, as

i

proposed by Friedman ard others is not, however, totally
convincing. There seems to he little explicit procf inm  the
text that supports this contertion.

That differences between F and D exist would be diffi-
cult to dispute. The differences, Mowever, arise out of
their different historical contexts. “#lomg with  Frisdman,
this study takes the position that both F and D are the
product of priestly writers. Contrary to Friedman, however,
the differences in D and F are rnot best gxplained =solely by

=t 1

fll

pointing to the ideclogical differences bstween Fri

~

m

houses but by considering alsc the differences which relat

s

to the point of ocrigin. D and F are products of differen
times. Dy, written in the seventh centwy, is more dirsctly
concerned with guestions related to nationhocd, civil law,
and kingship, than is F. There is general agrssement that F

is more concerned with matters related to the cult. Yet,

i

=] Elgmegnts of Old Testament Theclogy, Trams. W. Stott
ftlanta: John Knox, 1982), p. 2173



taking into consideration F's theological perspective, which
will be examined mext, it will becoms apparent that it, too,
Fossessed concerns regarding issues related to '"matiornhood”.

Nriting around the end of the sxilic pericd, F seeks to
Create a sense of order for a disparate pesople. It uses the
cld tabernacle and ark traditicrs in an attempt to creats
"Godly order." Fretheim has argued that F ig anti—temple
becaus cf the limitations the temple placss on God to  move
about with Israsl.[B87] This attempt toc account for F'e theo-
logical inmtent in calling for a retwn of the taberrmacle  and
ark is laudable. In this sense his conclusion fits well with
the standard critical view which regards P oas reflecting upcn
the past, idealizing it and attempting toc set ocut some pro-
gram which might recreats that idvllic state at the later
‘date after Israel s retwrn to Falestine.

Ify cne places Fretheim's conclusions together with
those of Friedman a more satisfying alternate wview arises.
Friedman has argued that the tabernacle and ark wers placsed
in the holy of holies in the First Temple times.[88] Is it

-

nmot  possible that F, writing at the 1later date, uses the

~

tabernacle and ark in a symbolicl891] Way in an eftfo

5
+
+
4]
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i
[+
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to the very heart of Israsl’'s fzith? Both the tabernacle
the ark were symbolic of that which liess at the core of

Israel 's cult: namely God's presencs and subsequent blessing.

It may be going tooc far to suggest, as does Fretheim, that P

wrrote agsinst those who sought to rebuild the temple, but F's
7. Ses pp. 77-78.

88. See p. 70

87. Fuller discussion of "symbolism” in Fo on gp. 1246-130,



wrritings could be considered as anti~temple to the extent

Heoesses of the First Temple. 2031 F

f

that F rescts to the
desires tc separate itself from the detestable Ristory of the
First Temple and therefore uses the term "tabernacles". &1 -
though both the ark and the tabernacle were no  longer  a
reality in the exilic and post-exilic period they continued
to be symbolically effective in expressing the essernce of Is-—
raesl 's faith.

Fulitimately, of course, roct orly stresses the taber-

nacle and ark but the whole Mosaic era prior to Israsl's

becoming & nation in Falestine. James Sarders provides the

HU

broader scenarioc within which the above F perspective can b
placed. For F, Sanders writes:

Izsrael 's pervading identity lay not with the later
phases of naticonalization of her pre-exilic exis-—
tence in the grand climaxes of the conquest  of
Carnaan and Jerusalem, but exclusively with what had

been at the heart of the early mos&ic o
amphictyornic cult recitals in the first place ....
Climactic now was not a natioral triumph, but

rather .a& worship service projected for that time
when the tribes would entsr the land and take it
«=». Mo longer at the heart of the cancn was there
any nationalistic fulfillment of identity or hope,
but rather a service of thanksgiving projected for
the time that restoraticn would tabke place.[711]

fpccording to Sanders F owas not the possessor of an  indepen—

gard-

it

demt source but largely agreed "with colleagues of D" -
ing the JE epic {(although they did "put their imprint on

R In response of Fretheim’'s views J. Albertcs Soggin
wirlites, "this theory appears to be untenable in such = neat
form, but if it were toned down more and re-erpressed in less
gxtreme terms it could sxplsin the insistence on the tent at
& time when there wers animated discussiocns abcut  the re-
building of the Temple (Introduction, o. 143,

?1. Terah and Canon (Fhiladelphia: Fortress, 1?72), p. 48.



ity [92 Yet F was not'intarasted in the JED history in
Judges to Kings. Sanders advances two reasors: "F's mandate
in the e¢ile to go beyond D irn finding the trus identity of
Judaisms; and the necessity in the post-exilic Fersian peiriod
to review the whole history of Yahwism in light of that
identity."[93] In F almost everything is directly related to

’

gesire "t

L

the cult, including the laws, since it was F
provide dispersed Judaism with & visible rallvying point of
identity on the one hand, and a viable rallying point of hope

on the other; the law and the Jerusalem cult."[247

1

wveEred

L

Using the Mosaic theclogy which had besn redisc

in the pre-exilic Deutercnomic revival , P sought to provide
for Israel a new sense of identity and hope. Sanders con-
cludes his discussion of F with the observatiorn: "For the F
thinkers to be willing to rest their case on a purely Mosaic
base is very understandable. They believed that Israsl s new
and  true identity was to be found if & priestly theo—
cracy. "L95]

Fo "in  am effort to prevent the excess=ss of the past,
places numercus restrictions on the cult. Weinfeld, following
other scholars, has stated that "sacrifice, a&according to
Deutercnomy, is not an institutional practice but & personal
ene...."[781 It is precisely this peint  against  which F
reacts. It was stated above that the distinction bhetween the
Levites and priests in D ard P has been exaggerated by some

£. Ibid., p. 45,

%, Ibid., p. 47.

4. Ibid., p. 46.

S, Ibid., p. 48.

7&€. MWeinfeld, Deutsroromy, p. 217.
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schiolars in the past.L?71 This is rnot to say that differences

do not exist. In P it is the responsibility of the QAaronids

alone +to offer sacrifices to God. This apparent restriction
O narrowing serves to place better controls on the cultic
gxcesses of past generations when fewer guidelines were in
place {(enforced?) to regulate the cult.

When Jeremiah attacks the sacrificial system, 981 this
i= best interpreted as a polemic against false worship.[?73
According  to Friedman, Jeremiah here challernges F's strong
emphasis on sacrifice and its contertion that cfferings were
divinely ordained in the wilderness.[100] Weinfeld has obh-
served that this statemsnt iz "z slap in the face for the
Friestly Code...."01011 The position taken By this study is
that Jeremiah, rather than differing from F, actually stands
in harmony with F in its protest agzinst false worship. {1023
~7. —SEE pR. 71 and 84.

78. Jeremiah 7:21-26.
7

- Cf. Isaiah 1:10-20; Hosea 2:11; Amos S:21-24.
100. Friedman, The Exile, p. 74.

101. M. MWeinfeld, "Jeremlah and the Spiritual Metamorphosis
of Israsl,” ZaW 88f19 &Yy pa 54,

oy

102, There remain many unresolved literary-critical questicns
concerning the book of Jeremiah. James L. Crenshaw, 1in "4
Living Tradition: The Book of Jeremiah in Currenrt Fesearch®
Lint 27(1983%), 117-12%1, has cbserved that the fundsa

mental issue hmE to do with how one can recogrize authentic
materials of Jeremiah when there sxist four distinct literary
styles: (1) poetic gracles: (2) biographical narratives; ()

prose sermons, ands {4) a book of consolation (p. 118 . He
rnotes that the issue is further complicated by the similari-
tigs which existed in vocabulary and phraseclogy between
Deuterornomy and the prose sermons. J.F. Hyatt, for example,

has argued that the prose fpassages are deultesronomistic and i
fact stand in contrast to Jermiahb [cee JNES  111942), 136—-
7Z1. This thesis finds the general positions of John Bright,
Artur  Weiser and Helga Weippert, who all resgard the Drose
tradition already present during Jeremiah’'s time, most satis—
FYing. Bright has arguesd against those who see the prose
materia =3

as deutercrnomistic and suggest that passages such
~r

1
Jer. I4:2-5 are incomprehensible after the fall of Jerusalem



Im the =arly part of chapter 7 Jeremiah continually
uses D's name thecleogy in a2 polemical way. The accusation
comes  against "all you men of Judah who enter thecs gates to

worship the Lord,"” who have trusted "the deceptive words:

m

‘This is the temple of the Lord.... " (7:2-4), The peopl
are admonished to amend their evil Ways (vvg.5-7) arnd to
cease worshiping foreign gods.

Will vyou steal murder commit adultery, SWEar
b4 L] ]
falsel: bwr incense to Ba'al, and go after other
3 g
gods  that vyouw have not krnown, and then come and
stand before me in this house, which is called by
my nName.... (vvs. F-10).

Jeremiah, having similar concerns as F over the purity of
God's dwelling place states: "has this house, which is called
by my name, become a den of robbers irn Yyour eyes?! {(ve.11)
The judgment then follows:

fnd  now, because you have done all these things,

says the Lord, and when I spoke to you persistently

you did not listern, and when I called you, you did
not answer, therefore I will do to the house which

is called by my name, and in which you trust, and
to the place I gave to vou ard to youwr fathers, a
I did to Shilch. And I will cast you cut of  my

sight... {(vvs.13-15),
dJeremiah here confirms Jerusalem as “the mlace 1 gave +to
you," but rejscts the crimes of the_people, the falss hopes
in the temple, and the excesszes of the cult. God, aware of
the pecple = prohibited religious practices, statess, is it I

(cf.,. 3F:16-7) . fAccording to Bright the prose tradition can be
fairly Elc=el/ connected to Jeremiahs’ s message and mimistry
'The Date of the Frose Sermons of Jeremiah," JBL TFO{1951),
15-333. Weippert, in Die Frosareden des Jeremisbuches L[EZAW,

noa. 122 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1273)1, has LDHVIHL‘ISIU
demonstrated that a formal prose was widespread in  the
ancient MNear East during Jermiah’'s day. Weiser also considers
Jeremiah's words and thoughts to be preserved in  the prose
material {(The Old Testament, p. 2170 .

~1



whom they provokes? ... Is it not themselves, to their own
confusion?" {(vs. 19). In their confusion the people sacrifice
illegitimately {(vs. 21).

Jeremiah, perhaps at the garly stage of the sams move-
ment which becomes crystallized in Fy starmds in  agreement
with F in rejecting the position that God spoke to  Israsl’s
fathers and commanded them +to sacrifice (vsE. 21-227.
fAccording to F, and likely Jeremiah, this task was at the
later date reserved for the pPrigsthood which sought to con-
trol  the cultic (vss.21-22) and social {ves.23-~24) abuses.
Jeremiah gives the reason wWhy "for the sons of Judak have
done evil in my sight, says the Lord; they have set their
abominations in the house which is called by my name, to

defile it" (vs. 3. Thus destruction is sure to Tollow.

Jeremiah, writing just prior to the fall of Jerusalem,
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writes against those who have falsely interpreted

the name theology and is concerrned with the people’'s
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timate cultic social practices. 1071 His =soclution tc the
problem is stated in bBoth explicit and implicit terms. Pi~

recting his address to the people he sxplicitly calls for

so0ci &l Jjustice. He ise not unaware of the sacred, cultic
dimension, nowever, and states that, "Israel was holy to the
Lord, the first fruits of his harvest” (2 3&) . I+ Jerusalem

is still the place God has chosen (7:14), and Furthsr re-

stricticne are placed on  the pecple s cultic particip

ft:
i

L I

10, g, Muilernburg, Jeremiah the Frophet," I
{(Mashville: Abingdon Fress, 1962), p. 26. .
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tion, 01043 +the implicit assumption appears to be that the
priests were now solely responsible for offering sacrifices.
It is this implicit position which F develops.

Fy concerned with the FDiE of the priests, writes in an
effort +to solve the cultic problems of the past by restric-
ting the participation of the commoner. It regards its task
&s an important one since the corruption of Israel ‘s cult  in
the past meant destruction. In an effort to avoid the +fur-—
ther demise of Israel, it seeks to sateguard the cult from
rurther abuses and assist the pecple in living holy lives =g
that God might be present among His pecple and might bless
them.

Writing to a dejectsd'community, F seeks to inculcate a
sense of God's presence upon all the people. Al though

tabernacle and the ark, Israel s most revered cultic constit—

uents, were no longer with the community, that which they
represented - God's presence with Israsl - continued to play
an important symbolic role. Even with the rebuilding of the

Second Temple, it was F's intent that the focus be on God's
presence in the holy of holies, where the taberracle and ar
were placed in the First Temple.

Whereas in the past the "tznt of presence’" was found "far

(33

off from the camp,"L105] in P it is fourd inm the center. (108
Further, it should be noted that God's holiness and pressnce
were not only expressed symbolically through the ark armd the

124, Israel’s "fathers" are prohibited from sacrificing and
commiting abominaticns in God 's house (Jer. 7:22 & ISDIN
103, Exeod. Z3:7-11

106, Mum. Z:2



tabernacle, but the prissts alsc sought to ingrain in  the
people a sencse of God’'s presence by extending the realm of
the sacred into the everyday practices of the people.
Z. Conclusign

It has been eargued above that F is aware of JE ard D,
Although there exist clear distinctions betwesen the wvarious
sources these canm be accounted for by xamining the wvariocus
particular historical contexts and corcerns of the writers.
Fy writing after the fall of the rnaticn of Israsl, uses the
older traditicns associzted with the Mosaic ers to provides
identity and create in the people a sense of hope.

Upon examining literary—-critical guestions related to F,
some of F's theclogy has already become obvious. fococording
to F, God’'s presence with His holy people and their chedisnce
te Him are of utmost importance to fsrael‘z livelihodd. The
realm of the sacred is & significant orne to F and it uses
concepte of the ark and taberrmacle to eXpreEss symbolically
God’'s holiness and presence. In F's telling of history one
carn discover much of F's understanding of "the sacrsd".
Studying this ‘"history", many of P'; theolcocgical concerrs
become apparent. F's "history" and theology will be examined

rnext.
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BY FRIESTLY THEQOLOGY

This study will attempt to arrive at F's theclogy through

(e
=
fit
ﬁ-
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its understanding of Mistory. It was noted zabove
group’s past experiences and perception of Rhistory play an
important part in its construction of a comprrehensive meta-—
physics. L1071 By #amining F's percepticon of Fistory its
broad theoclogical perspective can be uncovered.

In F's history God is the most prominent agent. There—

fore, having examined F's view of history, its view of God

it

will be eramined next. The focus here is restricted to
study of God's holiness and its implications. & discussion of
the cult ard its promulgators the griests  follows. Hawving
samined F's view of the cult and priesthood, their furnction
and responsibilties, much cof F's broader theological perspec—
tive will have become apparent. Firnally, the role of symbol-
ism in F's theclegy will also be discussed.
i. F's VYiew of History
Standard critical scholarship has for quifa some time
regarded F as presenting its audience with & series of divines
revelations through time. Following Wellhausen most scholars
have argued +that in F one finds fouwr successive ‘stages,
‘covenants, ' ‘eras’ or ‘dispensaticons’ . [108] =lthough  there
are those who hold to slight variations of this viewl190%1 it

07. Bee above, chapter three, esp. p. 43, on M. Douglas.
103. See Fohrer, Introduction, p. 184: Cress, Canaanites Myth,

pPR.295-296. EBE.W. Anderson, Understanding the 0ld Testament,

Second editiorn (London: Fremtice-Hall, 1766, p. 383,

109, Gerhard von Rad in his Qld Testament Theclogy [Vol. 2.
Trams. David Stalker (Lormdon: 5 © My 1273}, p. 24071, mentions
thiree series of divine revelation (to Moab, Abraham and




is widely held that F's creaticn account and its version of
the MNoachic, Abrahamic and Sirmai covenants, &all represent
definite stages. At sach stage of Fistory mnew manifesta-—
tiens, institutions and regulgtions are revealed by God.[110]
For F, the will of Gaod is progressively revealed through
history.[1111]

F's presentation of history has been described as cold
and stiff.L112] VYet in part this can be understood in light

o 2

of £ "concern to display concrete historical gpochs unfold-
ing in an orderly manner according to a pre-established
plan."[113]1 Whereas JE's concerns focused on the history of

the Fatriarche, F is concerned with the growth of particular
cultic inmstitutions through fistory.[1143 JE depicts God's
promises to and guidance of the Fatriarchs, as a key slemsnt
in Israel s salvaticn. For F "the salvation of Israel depends
upon & properly ordered cultus."[1151 Thus from the creation
of the chld anward F's primary concern is the cult ard its
function.

From this perspective the study seeks to examins the

four phases set cut by F. F begins with the creatiocn of ths
Moses) . Joseph Blenkinsopp, in Frophecy and Cancn: A Lonti-
bution te the Study of Jewish Qrigins [ {Scuth Bernds

59 . s to

University of PNotre Pame, 1277, p. 5%.131, alsc point
three periocds (creation of the world: construction of the
wilderness sanctuarys &nd  distribution of the land afier
zntry).

119. Vorm Rad, 0ld Testa ment, Yol. 1, p. 233

111. Blenkinscpp, Wisdom, p. 109.

1iZ. Von Rad, 0ld Testa meEnt, Yol. 1, p. 233.

115, Blenkinsopp, §§§5§£Q£§, p. 275

114, Von Rad, 0ld Testa_ment, Vel. 1, p. 233.

115. Feter R. Ackroyd, Exile and Restoration: A Study of
hebrew Thowaht of the Sixth Century B.C. (Fhiladelphia:

Westminster, 1268), p. 6.




world and concludes with the creation of the cult at Sinai.
These eras, &long with the intermediate Noachian and Abra—
hamic periods, will be examined Brietly with particular at-
tention given to God, his created order and the progressive

narrowing of divine election in F.

F's creation account (Gen. l21-254a) has in the past
occasionally been separated from other major F  narratives
{e.g., MNoah, Egypt, Excdus, stc.) becauvse of doctrinal issues
within it. Anderson has argued that this is incorrect for it
vioclates the internt of the story which can not stand alons
but is rather inextricably interwoven with octher his-

tory.L114&] L. Fohler has correctly observed that F's

fhi

creation account functicns to cpen history and that
meaning comes through creation.[i17]

F's creation account contains doctrine throughout. Von
Rad notes that "it is the result of internsive, theclogically
ordering thought.”[118] He slaborates further: "here every-—
thing is written after reflection; nothing is without theolo-

-

gical relevance, for in this work we have the essence of the

i

theclogical labor of many generations of priests."01191 “Yon
Fad does rnot overstate the matter when he asserts that,

"indesd, it contains the essence of Frriestly knowledge in &

pretaticon of M”thlLﬁl 5xmb0115m in tug Eiple (New York:

ssociation, 1962), p. 47.
117. 0ld Testament Theclogy, Trans. &.5. Todd {(Fhiladelphias

Westminster, 1927), p. 87.
1183, Gengsgis: A Commentary, FRevised gd., Trans. John H.

Marks, The 0ld Testament Library (Fhiladelphia: Westminster,
19720, p. 27

o

119, Ibid., p. 28.
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most concentrated form."L1Z03

In the following =section F's creation accournt will be
examined and its understanding of God and his crested order
highlighted. In the past F's statement, "5c God creatsd man
in his own image" (Gen. 1:27), has received much of the
attention, with the focus primarily on  humankind. This
phrase, however, does not first and foremost seek to Figh—

light humanity, or suggest some type of perscnal relation—

s
T
1]

ship between God and people as is described in JE.
patriarchs are portrayed as the possessors of & very close
relationship with God. In J's creation story adam and Eve

personally relate to God in the gardern. This could rmever be

in

attributed to F whe avoids anthropomorphisms. Whersas JE
interests evolve arcund the life of the patriarchs, F has no

particular interest in human achievemesnts. 1213 Rather, in F

4]

I

o
f
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the transcendence and "otherneszs" of God is stres
Im F's creation account God, by his word slone, creates

orderliness in the universe and establishes the sarth out of

1
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chaos.L123 For F God is both the creator o
present maintainer. F is absorbed in God's soverelgn maissty,
and the focus remains intensely on Him. It i the SUS I EmE

creator and His divinely created order which F sesks to high-

120, ibid., p. 47. He also states: "these sentsrces canmot
be easily overinterpreted theclogically! Indeed, to us the
danger appears greatsr that the gxpositor will fall short of
discovering the concentrated doctrinal content” (p. 48).

121. C. Westermarn, Genesis 1-11: & Commentary, Trams. John
J. SCUl%iDﬁ (Minmeapolis: Augsburg, 1984), p. S5a.

2. kohler, Old Tegstament Theclogy, p. 111

123, W.Jd. Harrelson, "The Significance of Cosmology in the

Ancient  MNesr East,” Translating and Understamding the Gld

Testament, =d. H.T. Frank and W.L. Reed (Mashville: Abimgdon:

1970), p.247.
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light.

Im F the order - chaos polarity is laid squarely upon
the plarne of history. In contrast to the neighboring na-
tions, no king is described as creating & single 1aws in F

God slone orders the universe through His word. Having exam—
ined the various cosmoclogies of the ancient Mear ~ast, over
against F's creation account, Walter Harrelson concludess:
Israelite man lived in an ordered universe, Yahweh,
the only God (or the only God who sigrificantly
acted in the world), maintained this order both
through his own presence and activity amd thirough
the agerncy of his creatures.[124]
In & very profound way God’'s creation inm F ic characterized
by worder.

Writing about this created order Andersco states: "The
Creator commands, and thereby not only brings a creatures into
being but also desigrates its peculiar natwe and assigns to
it a specific task."[125] All that is created is given =
particular function within God's ordered uwniversea, The heawv-
ernly bodies are not independent forces (as inm the surrounding
natiaons) but function to serve the sarth in ordering  the
sgascons, days and yvears. The earth, too, serves to produce

vegetation and sustain God's creaturss. Not only doss all of

i

creation  have a particular design but all that God create
furnctions together in Rarmony . In F's creation account har-—

morny and gocdness are important themes.

Arother important aspect, often overlooked, is that God's

created order is made up of many distinctive elements. The
124, Ibid., p. 252.
23 "Creation,” IDE, VYol. 1 (Nashville: Abingdon, 19&2),

11
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separation of light from the darkness creates day amd night
(1:4-3), Yegetation and animal life are created amd internded
to reproduce each "according to its kind.” All of God's
creatures have a particular function within his created order
and are charged to fill the sarth. The vegetation is charged
to "bear fruit in which ie their zeed"(1:12), and the crea-
tures of the earth are also charged to "be fruitful and
multiply"{1:22). The charge to propagate is gualified with
the admonition to reproduce only "according to its kinmd. "

At every stage of God's creation one finds the pronouce—
ment that, "Ood saw that it was very good"il:4,10,12,18,21,
28,31 . This perfect created crder is not to be disturbed.
According to P all that is created by God is to be maintsained
according  to its original design amd kind. A& large part of
the responsibility to maintain God's orderly creation is
given +to humankind. Although in the past the phras "God
Ccreated Man in his own image'" has frequerntly been ussed to
show humankind’'s lofty position over against the rest of
God’'s creatures (humans were considered somewhat more €1+ to
reflect God's very nature than the animal world), this posi-—
tion has been much refined in our centu Yo Marmy scholars
today interpret it as iighlighting the task givern to fumari ty
rather than ascribing to humankind certain stature. [174

Humankind shares with the rest of God's creatures the
responsibility to be fruitful, maltiply angd fill the sarth.
Two other verbs are added: "subdues it ?UJ:;? Y: and  have

126. Westermann, in Genesis 1-11 oo 148—-155), provides =a
helpful summary of the various positions tak u}

in interpreting Gen. 1:26-27.
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dominicn over }‘TW ) oe.. Bvery living thing that moves upon
the earth" (Gen. 1:28Y. To be created in God's image is here
dirsctly related to the ability to rule. Wolff explains, "it

is precisely in his function as ruler that he [Marl is God's

image."L1271 This interprestation of the text is oftern related

u

to the ancient Near Eastern practice of setting up a king’
statue which was considered an equivalent proclamation of
fis domination over that particul;r spherse. 1281 In this wa:
humankind is to function on behalfd of God.

Likeness to God is not based on physical qualities, for
F, no doubt, was familiar with J's account of marm beimng
created out of the substance of the earth as the other crea—

tures were and sharing with them inm the fragile transient
3

u

nature of life. Rather, in God's creatsd order humankind is
given a distinct task. W. JdJanzen writes the following about
this tension between humanity ‘s oneress with the rest of the
created order and its divinely given task:

Humarkind is created by God as "earthling,” a part

of thes earth. Adam is one of the works of God's

gix  days of creatiocn, a brother to the =toneEs,

plants, and animals. What lifts humans above thess

is not higher guality and lordehip, but higher

calling and responsibility.[12%]
Thus for F's view of humanity, the accent must be placed on
its function, rather than on its superiority over God's
created world.

Aumanity, living faithfully according to its figher

1=7.  pothropology of the Qld Testament, Trans. Pargarst kohl
(Fhiladelphia: Fortress, 1974), p. F74.

128. Ibid., pp. 131 -1i54, 158-157,

Le%. 2till in the Image: Essays in Biblicsl Theglogy and
sothropelogy (Mewton: Faith and Life, 1982), p. &I3-b64.



calling and responsibility can, irn so doing, repressent the
image of God. Werner H. Schmidt, also having emphasized the
function of humankind, examines the ancient belief of the
king reflec{ing or representing & god and suggests that in F,
this thought is developed and all humankind is perceived to
function in  this manner.[130] In F's creation &ccount all
humanity is to represent symbolically God's rule on  esarth.
As  the royal statues of old representsd the rule of abeent
kings, so &lso is humankind to represent God's rule and
interests on earth. By ruling vicaricusly through His crea-—
tures God seeks to maintain His created order.

The attempt to maintain created order is, however, not
only dependent on God's agents, humarnkind, but alsc on  his
very presence. Although God created an orderly world out of
chacs and gave to humankind the task of ruling it, His pres-
gnce continues to be a factor in the ongoing story of his-
tory. Contrary to other anciernt Near Eastern creation
stories, where humanity is created to take over the garthly
responsibilities of the gods who wanted nothing to do  with
the earth,[131] F’'s God maintains a vital interest in His

130, Dis Schopfungsgeschichie der Friestesrschrift (Neu-
kirchen—Viuyne: Meukirchener Verlag, 12773, He writes: "Ist
der Hénig "Ebenbild Gottes, ' so ist schon in Israsls Umwelt
weniger an seine Gestalt oder kborperliche Ahnlichkeit mit der
Gottheit als an seine Stellurng oder sein Amt gedacht. Aaber
nun ist nach dar Friesterschrift nicht mehr nw- der H&nig,
sondern  gin jeder ‘'Bild Gottes. ' Das sagt Germ  1l:26&F. rnicht
nur auf Israel beschr%nkt, sondern vom Menschen als Geschopt.
Als Gottes Schopfung ist der Mensch Gottes Bild, urmd &als Bild

Gottes ist er Gottes Schopfung.... Wie der altorientalische
konig eben als Hdénig 'Bild Gottes' ist, so ist der Mensch als
Mensch 'Bild Gottes'" (pp. 143-144).

Lh

1Z1. Westermann, Gengsis 1-11i, p. 1359.
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As  humanity's rule on sarth represents God's rule most

fully amorg his creatures, sz the sabbath is to represent

Bod's true presence and sovergignty on earth. In F's scheme
the sabbath was the precursor of the cult to come. Dz Nauxn
nas shown the different religious significance of D's sabbath
and that of F. In D the sabbath functions as a reminder of
God’'s guidance of Israesel out of Egvpt {Deut. S:146-13), while
in F it becomes the first sign of God's eternal pre-
sence. L1321 In P only the sabbath is "hallowed" at this stage
in F's history. Having sanctified this day (Gen. 2:3) F, cn

an "everlasting

Ui

ancther occasion, describes the sabbath a
sign"” {(Ex. 3J1:17). Thus in F's history it functions both as
a sign between God and the people of Israel and a&as God's
Finallstamp on his good creation.

F's unique propensity to present its material with pre-

reation account.

r
m

cision and order is Clearly vigible in its
In six days God cresated order ocut of chacs and placed upon

humanity the Fesponsibility to maintain that created order,

The seventh day God hallowed. & freguent observation made by

-

scholars is that the creation of humanity in the image of God

represents the climax of God’'=s creative activity. This may bs

7

& misresading of F. The crescendo in F° creation account

i

reaches 1its wltimate intensity in the hallowing of the se-

132, De ,\.):Ll}"(., prcient Israesl o. 481. De Vaux has connected
?
D

coth 's and F’'s sabbath with the covenant. Having done so
he distinguishes between the two persrectives stating that
the difference, "is that whereas Deutercromy has in visw of
the people of the Covenant, the Friestly teuts place +th

.
'

emphasis on the God of the Coverant. " Here, too, one sses
intense focus on God, over against D's emphasis ofn Go
opecple.

i
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venth day. Thus the highligﬁt of this creation account is
God Himsel+ and not man.

In F's creation account God amd His divine ordering of
the world is the primary focal point. fccording to B God
embodies pure order and conversely, order in its fullest
sense Eepresents God. Chaos represents all that is opposite
to God. From F's creation account it has beern  shown  that
from God's divine ordering of things springs life, harmony,
perfection and meaning. His order replaces chaos and by His

word He creates living creatures where before nco life

wisted. From formlessness and confusicn God gives to His

creation a particular design. Its various parts are to
tfunction in harmony and not discord. Finally, Hizs created
crder is perfect ("exceedingly good").

With this understanding of God and creation order =
seeks to encourage the exilic/post-exilic Israelite commu-
nity. The God who created the universe also created Israel.
As  God established order out of chacs in the very beginning
of time, so also canm He again create order and inject new
life for the distraught pecple of Israel.

As menticrned above, the sabbath represents the climasx
0f all which God created and functicns as a constant reminder
of GCods presence in, and ownership of, His creation. As God

rested on the seventh day so also was humankind to join  God

il

in this rest. Ralph Klein, along with others, has notsd that
the sabbath, understood in this way, als represented =

highly confessional day for the exilic commnunity which 1iwved
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in Babylon where this practice was foreign.[133]

=

i~

Ihe Covenant with M

In F's creation account the sabbath fucticrns seyvmbolical -
ly as & sign of God's final imprint on and approval of crea-
tion and a symbol of His presence to His creatures. 50 alsco
have scholars pointed to the function of the.rainbow in ths
Moah story as a sign of God's presence and commitment. Other
elements exist in this story which help elucidate F's histo-
rical perspective. Friedmarn, along with octher scholars, d:é
argued that although F follows J's account closely it does,
nevertheleszs, provide some sigrnificant differences.[1341 Ore
significant difference camn be seen in its telling of the
number of animals entering the ark. The account stating that
"seven pairs of all clean animals ... and =& pair of animals
that are not clean" (Gen: 7:2) be taken into the ark by
Moses, is assigned to J.LI13S Westermann explaine that this
is true because of the higher value placed on them by the
Israslites.[1361]

Friedman agrees that Genesis 7:2-3 belongs tow J but
disagrees with the assessment that the cl/uncl arnimal dis—

R lsrasl in Exiles & Theglogical Interpretation
(Friladelphia: Fortress, 1979), p. 126, But see also J.
Morgenstern’'s article, "Sabbath” L[IDEB, VYol. 4 (MNashville:
Abingdon, 1962, p. 1231, who notes that thers was alsc
Babylonian day {(sabattu) designated specifically as a "day of
quieting of the heart.” However , he doss not regar this

day as . similar to or inspiring the incepticon of the Hebrew
sabbath.

134. The Exile F. 82. Here he follows 5. Mowinckel, Erwa-
gungen  fur Feotatewch Quellenfrage  (Trondheim:  Universit—
etsforlaget, 175464), p. 28+.

1335, Cf. von Rad, Genesis, p. 1193 Westermann, Genesis, p.
428.

136, Genssis, pp. 4Z7-428.



tinction is based on their utility for humans. J placs
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]
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higher wvalue on clean animals because of ites sacrifi
prractice. For F, however, legitimate sacrifice is only pos-
sible after the introduction of the cult at Simai  and thus
one finds no mention of cl/uncl animals in his VEIFS1 on
(Gen.7:11,13-16a,24; 8:1,2&,7b,4,3,7-1%a,14-19; 19:1-17). He
writes:

In J, Noah takes seven pairs of clean animals and

one pair cf unclean animale into the ark. In F hes
takes only one pair of each, with ro reference to
the cl/uncl distinction. This is part and parcel

of F's consistent presentation in which there ca&n
be no sanctioned sacrifice prior to the consecra-
tion of Aaron and the Taberracle.[137]

Rocording to Friedman J°s Noshk promptly offers a sacrifice to

God wupon leaving the ark and thus requires more “clean®
animals. But in P, "the rightecus MNMoah cannot possibly
perform a sacrifice and therefore requires no extra  sacri-

ficeable animals."L138
The difference between the J and F account need not
suggest two independent sources but may be accocunted for-,

"

ag&in, by examining the intent of each writer. As ha

]
o
il
m
3

stated above, F's focus remains intensely on BGod while JE and
D do tend to place the accent on the people of God. Imn. the
JE account of the flood, the salvation of Noak and the cres—
tuwres of the earth is qighlighted. Although this themse doss
nect  ge unappreciated in P the accent in F's flood account is
on the rainbow and its implicaticns. A5 the sabbath  func—
tiocns &= & sign between God and his creatuwres s also  does

7. Ibid., p. 82.

123, Ibid.
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the rainbow which is here described as "a sign of the Ccove—
nant” (Gen. 2:13). JE, having other concerms, makes no
mention of this important thems in F.

F o P,'the Moah flood account provides a good cpportunity
to continue his particular story which begarn with the crea-
tion account. Here, toco, we find the familiar blessing, "be
fruitful and multiply, and fill the sarth" (Gen. Pel, 7). F
makeé a slight addition in the Noah account, however. Whereas
in its creation account all living Creatures.are givern only
vegetation for food {(Gen. 1:2%9), after the flood God says to
Moah: "every moving thing that lives shall be food for YOU s
and as I gave you the greesn plants, I give you evearything”

(Gen. P33

——r

. Mo mention is made of distinguishing between
cl/uncl  animals. All animals are edible at this stage in
F's "history".

Although there can be little doubt that F was familiar
with the concept of cl/uncl foods (if not from JE then cer-

tainly from the swrrounding peoples of the ANE who all pos—

]

gssed & conscicousness of taboosd foocds), this notion of
cl/uncl foods is proleptic ocutside F's particular history .at
this point. The old prohibition against the consumption of
blood, however, is not overlooked. &s was roted above, lood

and life are considersd synonymouws, and all life belongs to

Bed. L1371 &ccording to F rot only of man but of =sven the

beasts of the earth, God "will surely require & reckoning’ if
flesh with blood is consumed (Ben. F:5). [140] Folleowing this

135 5 - 100 Cf. alsoc Westermann, Genesis, p. 464,
140. See zbove, pp. 145 and 149-150.
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prohibition, the criginal charge to be fruitful and multiply
and abundantly fill the sarth is restated (Gen. Fe&-T) . The

statement "God made man in his own  image,’
discussed above) humanitv’'s respon;ibility to represent God
and maintain the order set out by Him.

In both the creaticon and flcod accounts F highlights
God. One finds this to be true also in F's story of the
covenant with Abrahgm. It will be examined next.

It has long been recognized that the Abrabamic covenant
has been preserved in two forms: one coming from J (Ben. 15)
and the other from F (Gen. 17). In the J account God's cove—
nant is specifically stated to be & response to  abrabam’ s
reguest.fi41l In P's telling of the Abraham story Friedman
rnotes that "the account opens with God's self-introduction to
Abraham."[1421 He points to three further differences between
the F and J account. Whereas in J Abraham performs a cove-
nantal sacrifice by dividing an animal in two parts{143] one
tinds no hint of such & practice in F. Friedman writes: "the
absence of the covenant sacrifice in F ... is comsistent with
the total absence of sacrifice by any character in F prior to
the consecration of the Tabermacle."[1441 Two cther diffsr-
gnces between F and D are: (1) In the F account it is Abraham

who laughs at God's promise while inm J it is Sarah ards; (22

141. G.E. Mendenhall, "Covenant,” IDE, VYol. ! (Mashville:
fAobingdon, 1962), p. 717.

142, The Exile, p. B85. Cf. also von Rad, Genesi=s, pp. 127-
178.

143, BSee also Mendenhall, "Covenant,” Dl 718,

144. The Exils, p. 85.
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In F God addresses fbraham directly regarding the maming of
Isaac, while in J orne finds a visit from argels to Abrabam
anrnd Sarah.[145]

These differences between J and F have besn  used by
Friedmarn to support his contention for = pre-exilic date for
Fe. The differences can alsoc be accounted for, however, by
again focusing on the intent of F, over against J. In P the
focus is on the supreme God who introduces Himself to Sbraham
while in J, the focus is on Abraham's cry of despair  and
God's response to that cry.L146] Further, in J abraham is

protected from slander and Sarah is portrayed as the one who

tn

high-

laughs at God's promises. In P God's soversignty i g

1l

lighted with much less value placed on the Fatriarch’' s behav—
ior. F's general avoidance of anthropomorphisms explains the
last dif%erence‘between J and F.

Whereas JE tends to highlight the experiences of
individuals, F appears more concerned with focusing on  God.
P is keenly awars of the many problems which the nation of

Israel has encounteresd. Thus F places its hope not in

sl

Fumankind but inm God. For this reason in both the Moachic and
Rbrahamic convernants P introduces the unflateral promise in
an  attempt to sclve the problem of the brokern coveranmt. [ 1477
According to P all hope for order and life rests in Ged who

145. Ibkid.

146. Yon Rad, in Genesis, writes: "The Yahwist set God's call
in the midst of Abrham’'s human sSituation.... The Frisstly
document, on the other hand, reduces Abrahmam s call +o the
purely thecleocgical, i.e., it speaks in vs. 1-14 of God only

Mot & single word is said about Abraham, only the gesture of
il

reverence in v, IV dp. 197).
147. Klein, Israsl in Exile, p. 143.
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receives all of its attsntion.

Before moving to F°

U]

Sinm

1]

i

i stage cseveral other F fe
tuwres in the Abrahamic covenant nesd to be mentiocrned. It has
frequently been cbhbserved that in F's Abrakamic covenant ore
again sees the progressively narrowing focus of God upon &
particular people. Wheress in ite flocd account God's cove—
nmant is extended to &ll pecples, in the abrahamic covenant it
is extended only to Abraham and his descendants (Ber. 17:7).
Further, the sign of God's covenant im this account is cir~—
cumcision (Gem. 17:11). The sign of circumcision is now added
to F's other signs, the sabbath and the rainbow. In this last
sign one finds the most personal and direct symbol of cwner-
ship and election. The focus of BGod’'s particular concern is
now narrowing.l1481 This becomes clear in his covernant with
the heuple at Sinai.
d) The Covenant at Sinai

In examining the wvarious source-critical guestions
above, it was noted that F is silenmt regarding any covenant-
making event at Sinai.l[1493 Following Cross it was argued,
howevér, that F guite likely "relied on ths Epic tradition,
gspecially the E tradition of Excdus 24:1-8 for the narrative

of the covenant rites."C150] Exodus 24:15-138 1

i

fregusntly
considered a5 "F's parallel to the account by JE in chapter

17 of Moses' ascent on the mountain. "C151] Cross has alsg
Blenkinsopp, Wisdom, p. 109,
Sse p. B2.

Cross, Canaanites Myth, p. 3I20.

SN

R T S ST
O Uk g

1. J.F. Hyatt, Exgdus The Mew Century Bible Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Esrdmans, 1971), p. 258. Cf. also Martin Moth,
Excdus: & Commentary, 0ld Testament Library, Trars. J.5.

Bowdern (Fhiladelphia: Westminster, 19262), p. Z00.



pointed to Leviticus Zé& and shown how the "traditional cove—
nant form is  intact in thess versess."[1521 As F mades no
mention of & covenant ritual in its Noachic and Abrabamic
covenant account, so must one alsc assume that although few
verses in F relate directly tc & covenant making event at
Bimai, Fy nevertheless, took such & tradition for
granted.[133] Accepting the Sinai covenant tradition as =
given, F proceeded to pow "his traditioms into +the Sinai
gection wuntil it dwarfed all his other secticns ard indeed
hiz other pericds."[1541

This study of the various periocds in F's history began
with an xamination of F’'s creation accoumt. It is  well
known, however, that it is F's corcern with the cult which
gives rise to its particular telling 94 history, including
ite creation account. Von Rad states: "F is utterly seriocus
in wanting to show that the cult which entered nistory in the
pecple of Israel is the goal of the origin and evolution of
the world. Creaticon itself was desigrned toc lead to  this
Israel.”[153] According to F, "at Sinai Jahweh founded Ie—
rael 's cult"L15&6] and before that occasion Israel "was  vet
gntirely without cult."[1573]

Friedman's chservations regarding F's concern to show no

sacrifices in its telling of Israsl = history gains support

52. Cross, Canaanite Myth, p. I19.

=1

53. 1Ibid. Cross, corncerning F's Abrabamic accourt: "The
Friestly covenant with abrabam has rno tradition of a covenant
ritual in Genesis 17. We must assume that the J rites  in
Genesis 15 serve the purpose.

154. Ibid., p. 318. '

1%3. 0ld Testament, VYol. 1, p. 233,

|56, Ibid., p. 274,

1E7. Ibid., p. 240,
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from these conclusions. Yo Rad had earligr noted that
because F considered Israsl to be without cult before Sinai,
it ‘"ewcised from the traditions which it inherited &11 re—
cords of csacrifices in the periocd from Abraham down to the
revelation at Sinai, and in many other ways as well it dis-
torted the traditional material.”[158]1 Friedman has shown
this +to be true. In F's telling of history, the cl/uncl
animal distinction also crnly becomes a cigrnificant theme
after the S8inai event.

As  has been repeatedly argued F's corcerns svol ve first
and foremost arcund its perception of God. Al though wndoubt-—
gdly aware of the octher traditions, it is net F's intent to
"distort" the older material but rather to highlight God, His

created order and His intentiorns for the created cosmos. God

Fede

had chosen Israel and =set it apart (consscrated t) far

Himsesl+. &t Sinai Israel ernters into a covenant rsls—

Y]

tionship with God amd thus becomes a sacred community. Thi
event represents the highpoint in F's salvation history. What
is new in 'this period and afterwards for F  is  "Jahkwehl s

revelation of himseslf in the Hébad, in which he now puts

rael ‘s disposal ,"[159] and enters intc & cove-

himself

t I

U

1]

r
[N
th

rt

nant relaticnship with it. Through event the promisss to

~

fars

1]

the patriarche are fulfilled (Gem. 17:7).[ 16t
Although F believed Israel to be & sacred commurity
thers remained & clear distinction between God and His peg-

ple. The notion of God's presence demanded that all wlthin

128.  Ibid., p. 240-241.
15%. Ibid. The Hebrew here means, "the Glory of Yahweh."
160, soggin, Introducticn, p. 143,



Mig chosen sphere of direct involvement be carerully  regu-—
lated. In F's portrayal of the wilderness camp the priests
and Levites were to camp around the tabernacle,. the place
where God's ggg@g would descend; and thus provide a separa-
ticn or protecting wall between God's holy meeting place and
His people (Mum. 2). F, here, differs from E, where the tent
is found cutside the camp (Ex. 33:7). This difference can be
sccounted for by examining F's view of God. F's perspective
of God, the cult and the priesthood, which flows directly

from the Sinai event, will be examined next.

+ Bls View of Bod: The Soveresign and Holy COne

Eichrodt has notsd that F's conception of Bod is similar
to that found in the JE Mosaic experience of God as swe-
ingpiring and unapproachable.[1&613 However, in F  the past
conmection of God with & dazzling fire-like phenomenon  is
left behind.[162]1 For F "and the Glory of Yahweh"

becomes the important terminus technicus used to

describe God's presence.[163]1 The translation "glaorvy" of

Yahweh derives from the Hebrew kKibi8d wiich carrises with i+

the sense of "“heavy/weighty," "standing," ‘splendor,” and
"hornor."[164] These terms provided a most fitting descripg-
tion of a God who is set aside as "totally other” with whom

none can be compared, and who has created order, harmony and

o

perfection out of chaocs. It is his vast and good creatic

iel. Old Testament, VYol. 1, p. 406.
i62. Ibid., p. 2773 von Rad, QOld Testament, VYol. 1,p. 240,
163. Yon Rad, Qld Testament, Yol. 1, p. 240,
io4. Ibid., p. 23I%; Eichrodt, 0ld Testament

1
v Ly - il
Ef. J. Muilermbuwrg, "Holiness," IDE, VYol. 2 (Mashville:
Abingdon, 19862}, p. &18.



which reflects God s exceeding greatness.

as Von Rad has argued, it was merely & reintroduction of an
older sacred tradition in the interest of promoting greater
spirituality.[1465 In the older traditiors the tent was re-
garded the place of revelation [1466] and the ark symbolized
God's presence.[167] Although these two traditions have fre—
quently been considered as ocriginally independent, in F they
are combined.[1681 Whereas in the older traditioms God may
have been perceived as dwelling in the te=nt of meeting this
changes in F.

F's struggle to integrate older material with its ot e—
gent theological convictions creates real +tensicns. Soggin
writes:

The F Binal pericope is dominated by & particular

kind of theological dialect; on the one harnd God

‘lives, ’ ‘dwells’ in the midst of hiz own pEople;

on the other hand, he ‘meets’ with the peaple at

the Tent of Meeting. ==« PMNow in this dialect the

theme of meesting plainly prevails over that of

dwelling....L[167]

Vorn Rad states matters more emphaticslly, "the tabermacle i

i

165. VYon Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, Trans. David Stalker,
Studies in Biblical Thecology {London: S C M, 1783y, p. 40.
Yo Rad connects the tabernacle with the TYyin PR, or "the
tent of mesting” {(p. 3%2). Cross has noted that the archailc
term Tgim rx , refferring the Israel 's earlier shirine, 1is
reinterpreted by F and understood as "the tent of revelatiocn®
or "tent of divine—human meeting” {(Canaanite Myth, p. 300,

166, Blenkinsopp, Frophecy, p. 76.
167. Eichrodt, 0ld Testament, Vol. 2, p. 109,

168. G.H. Davies in "Ark of the Covenant" CIDE, Vol 1
{Mashville: Abingdon Fress, 1762), p. 2251, cbserves that F's
name for the ark, "ark of the testimony" is used thirteen
times exclusively by F. The "tent of megting” or "the tent of
the testimony” tradition was likely drawn together with that
of the ark by F with its term for the ark. -f. wvon Rad, 0ld

Testament., p. 237.

169. Iptroduction, pp. 143.




neither the dwelling place of Jahweh himself rnor of his mame,
but the place on earth where, for the time being, the appear-—
ance of Jahweh’'s glory meets with His people."[1701 Far Fy
God is absclutely transcendent and He appears from time
time st the tabernacle in His Eabéd.

The implications of God's holiness and transcendence

n

arfect every aspect of Israel ‘s life. His scversignmty and

holiness arouses fear and reverence in all. The holy creator
God is totally other and must, therefore, even be zeparated
from His sacred community. Contact between the sacred and
profane could evoke calamity. Thus, although His holy pre-
sence among Israel is perceived as a favor from God, W.
Janzen notes that it,

»ae 15 at the same time a very threatening phenom-
gnon, because it brings two very distinct spheres,
the divine and the human, dangercusly close to each
other. Anything unclean is related to the presencs
of the tabernacle (Lev. 162103 Mum. 17:20:3  cof.
Ezek. 4Z:9) and may spark off disaster (Lev. 10:i1-—
). The main concern of F, therefore, becomes the
guestion: How can Israel become a clean people, so
that the appearance of the Lord in its midst can
be tolerated and not lead to its destruction?[i711]

Cross, pointing to the sclution advanced by F toc this rnew
predicament, writes:

The entire cultic paraphernalia and cultus was
designed to express and overcome the problem of the
holy, transcendent God visgiting his pervasively
sinful pecples. zones of holimess in the Tabernacle
and court, and in the battle camp vividly express
the paradox of the immanence of the Holy Orne.[172]

fccording to Janzen, Leviticus 10:10-11 can well be Cconsid-

170, BStudiess, p. I7.

171. "The Theological Meaning of the Sin Offering,” p.
unpublished paper written in 1961.

o
T

-
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7Z. Canaganite Myth, p.
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ered the Leitmotiv of F:L0173]

You are to distinguish betweern the holy and the

commor, and between the unclean and the clean:; and

you are to teach the pecple of Israel all the

statutes which the Lord has spoken to them by

Moses.
Israel, that sacred community which ertered into a covermant
relationship with God, was to live by the statues givern by
God, mediated to the people through Moses, and now promul-
gated by the priests. In an effort to secuwre God's presence
and guard against His wrath (Lewv. 153:31), the community
sought to obey His commandments and recreate the ordei,
harmany .and perfection which embody and reflect the creator
God. For F it is the cult and the priests which play an
important role in teaching Bod's chosen pEople to be His holy
ones, thus obtaining His blessing.

2. The Cult

vern Rad has noted that in F, "the cult brings Israsl to
the remembrance of Jahweh."[174] Further, from the very sar-—
ligst +times Israel krnew that the correct performarncs of the
cult was essential for it to be thé recipisnt of God's bless-

ing,L173] which insured public order and well-being, sha-

|i-‘

om.L17&1 F, well aware of the cultic excesses of the past,
szeks to enforce many of the older cultic regulations, and at
the same time, to introduce new requirements and restric—

tions. For example, in F one finds that blood is no longer

the only way of atoning for sin (Lev. S:11-13) hbut <that

17%. Janzenrn, "Theclogical," p. 4.
174. Qld Testament, Vol. 1, p. 242.
175. Elenkinsopp, Wisdom, p. 106.
176. Blenkinsopp, Frogphesy, gp. 108
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obedience and confession (Lev. 5:5) row appear to becoms mors
significant (vss. 5-6).[1771 Alsc, Fohrer roctes what has been
mentioned above, that in F "it is no lenger possible to
approach God directly; one must instead go thrdugh the cler-
gy, who act as mediators."[17831 In F the laity could rno
longer offer up sacrifices and pronource blessings because
this task was reserved for the priests alone.[172] Whereas
JE's Moses could say: "vou shall be to me a kingdom of
priests and & holy nation” (Ex. 17:6), F places the emphasis
squarely on the latter and insists that omly Qaroﬁ's descen—
dants may function as priests. ALl this in an  effort to
prévent the cultic problems of the past.

It has frequently been noted that in F  one finds &
catalogue of cultic requirements which seek +to regulats  ths
gacriticial ocbservarces of Isrzael. This material has been

shown to be a diverse collection, which was probably trars—

mitted tirst orally and then in written form oy  the
priests. 01801 With this in mind vor Rad concludes that "the
document in no sense develops anything like an even reason-

ably complete theclogy of the cult. In this respect it has in

177. Janzen, "Theclogical ," p. S5-7. With regsrd to confes-
sion cf., von Rad, Qld Testament, VYol. 1, p. 261. Ses zalso
Jacob Milgrom, Cult and Conscience: The Asham  and the
Friestly Doctrine of Hgpentance (Leiden: E£.J. Brill, 197635,
] u 108-110, Milgrom makes a distinction between voluntary
and involuntary sin. In the case of the former confession is
NEeEcCEssary. For involuntary sin "remorse alore suffices; it

renders confession superflucus.”
173. Introducticn, p. 185.

17%. VMon Rad, 0ld Testamernt, Vol. 1, p. Z44.
180. FRolf Rendtorff, Die Gesetze in der Friesterschrift (Got
tingen: Vandernhosck and Ruprecht,

Ean)
von Rad, 0ld Testament, VYol. 1, pp. 250-253.
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general been much oversstimated."[1811 In his +treatment of
the sacri?ices v OTT
Fad states:

We must abandon from the cutset with F any ldes

that it is possible to presuppose, behind each
kind of sacrifice, & precise theory of the
sacral event in question exactly distinguishing

it from all the octher kinds. Not only ie none given

by F: but there are even indications that so P e

cigse a theory as we should perhaps expect no longer

in fact existed.[182]
It may not be possible to gain the precision sought after by
vor  Rad but this should not deter the 0ld Testament student
in his/her quest to find the urnderlying theclogy of P which
serrved to guide it in its final selection and interpretation
of the older material.l1831 Von Rad is wndoubtedly correct
with his observation that "if the writer of F had rot had to

work with old traditions, if he could have made up his  own

theological construction independently of them, everything

H
H

I

would certainly have been much more wuriform."[18471 To state,

]

however, that "it was obviously entirely cutside Mg i

]
ot
i

-
tien to suggest to the worshipper any specific understanding
of the sacrifices"[185] raises the guestiocn, why incorporate
these particular sacrifices to begin with?

It has been stated above that in placing the sacrificial

£ s
=

7

i

tem and the oclder laws within the Sinai evert & sought to
legitimate them. Im its reworking of the clder material,

however, it also sought to create soccial and cultic order for

i81. 0Old Testament, Yol. 1, pEe 25122,

182. Ibid.

—

18%. Janzen, "Theclogical,” p. Z.
184. WVon Rad, 0ld Testament, Vol.l, p. 259.

185, Ibid., p. 2&60.



God's people and to safeguard their purity armd thus avert the
dangercus implications of God's holy presesnce in  their
midst.[1861 F recognized Israel’s daily contact with that

.

which was unclean and from which it must sanctify itself in
order to participate in amy cultic activity (Exn. 19:10,145 .,
Even the holy of holies, the altar and tabernacle requlred
Cleansing from all the pecple’'s uncleanness (Lev. 16:20~-21),
foccording to F Gadfs holiness, purity and perfection demands
that every aspect of Israsl’'s life be drawn intc the divine
order  which is expressed in God's creation and His will for
His chosen people.

F, intensely concerned with God, His holirness and created

order, doss not differentiate carefully between sin and un—

cleanness. 01871 In fact, rotes L.E. Toombes, sin and unclean—

I«

ness are frequently used as synonyms in F.L18813 Further, n

n

clear distinction is made between ritual ard moral cleanmes
or overt sin and ritual impurity.[1891 Both could hbe sgually
destructive since God’'s holiness could "break out” and des-—
troy the person whe profaned the sanctuary {lev. 1 or
sinned Fflagrantly ((Mum. 1&). Both uncleanness and sin re-

quire a sin-offering becauss they thrzaten the holirness of

i
0
=
rr
o
=
4]

the community by standing in opposition to God.
perspective F's view of sin must be seen &s much wider than

186. Fhilip J. Budd, MNumbers, Word EBiblical Commentary,

Yol. I (Waco: Word Books, 1984), p. 77.

187. See F's treatment of a suspected adulterous in Mum. 3.

Hers moral delinquency is named and trezatsd as uncleanness

(vs. 200,

188. Toombs, "Clean and Unclean," p. &47. See Lev., S5:3-5,

18%. J.ak Zink, "Unclearnness and Sins: A Study of Job 14:4

and Fs. S1:7." MT 17{(1947), p. 360.
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it is presently regarded and it belongs together with &1l
that which disrupts proper order

in Israel.f190] Douglas Davies, thinking along this lime, has

[N

argued that the idaa of sacrifices is cormnected to restoring
the social order which has been disrupted.L171] Forter has
aleo argued that "the sacrificial system is the objective way
ordained by God which restores to full fellowship the of-

tender,"[172] and thus creates social order.

it

Because of the nature of God and His relaticonship with
His people all transgressions against His law were considersd
& grave offense that both affected the tramnsgressor and the
community as a whole. It imperilled the whole cult since it
was believed that through transgression evil had been set in
motion and would inevitably tuwrn against the transgressor
and the community to which s/he belonged.[193] Thereforsz, the
community had much at stake and the priests, in the context
of the cult, were given the task of making atorement for the
individual transgressor and the community as a whole. Where
they failed in assisting the people in distinguishing between

the holy and profane, in keeping God's laws, disorde
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destruction become inevitabls (Ezek. 22: 2&).

Whereas scholars have often pointed to  the bBibli

o

ot
1

&

tendency to demythologire older traditions Blenkinsopp makes
the observation that at certain points F  "remythologizes®
193, Forter, Leviticus, p. 8.

121, "Interpretation of Sacrifice in Leviticus.” Zaw
82(17277), p. 3IF3.

194, Leviticus, p. 8.

173, Vor Rad, Qld Testament, Vol. 1, p. 2&5.



matters reslated to the cult.[1941 As in the older traditions
preparation for worship required physical rites (washing and
cleansing - Eux. 12:104) F rnow seeks to order and regulats
worship using many of these oclder laws.[1951 With the sacri-
fical laws, as well as the cl/unrcl regulaticons, F  scought
symbolically to recreate holiness among the people along with
& sense of divine order and presence. The priests play an

important role in all this and will be discussed rnext.

It was noted above that for F the cult brings Israesl to

I3
1]

& remembrance of God. Thie is no less true of the priest

In F the priest is the mediator between God amd His pEo—

ple.[194] It is the task of the priest to assure God's ble

¥

=
ing on the pecple. In the new hierarchical patterm advocated
oy F all temple-perscral could serve in the cult but the sons
of Aaron alone are given the responsibility of pronouncing
the blessing and cffering sacrifices to God. L1971 In P it is
the Aaronic priests who now function as the custodians of the

old revelation [1981 and as the primary mediators for Israsl.

-

Following the clder sowrces in the first stages of

b

[
i

history, P also portrays God as extending his blessing to the
recipients directly. God extends & word of blessing to the

rid

1]

animale (BGen. 1:28), to Adam and Eve (Gen. 1:28), to Moah

his sons (Gen. P:1), to abraham and his family {(Gen. 173,

174. Blenkinscpp, Frophecy, p. 128.

173. Westermann, Elements PE. 201 anmd 214.

194, Ibid., p. 193.

197. Budd, pMumbers, p. 7o.

198. E.C. Elackman, "Mediator in the 0ld Testament," IDE
Yol. 3 (Mashville: @Abingdon, 1762, p. IZZ22.

g =
al et



But at Sinai, after the people have dorme the work which God
had commanded, it is Moses who blesses the pecple  (Ex.
ZP:43) . After the consecration of Aaron and his sons it is

m AT LT =

Moses and Aaron who bless the people (Lev. P E2-270) . oti

s
[y

ui

later it becomes the responsibility of Aarcn and his sons &
announced by Moses:

The Lord said to Moses, "Say to Aarcn and His SOMNS,
Thus you shall bless the psople of Israel: wow
shall say to them:

The Lord bless you and keep yous

The Lord make his face to shine upon you, and
be gracious to vou:

The Lord 1lift up hiz counternarnce upon YO,
and give you psace.

8o shall they put my name upon the people of

Israel, and I will bless theém" (Mum. 7:22-27).

Thus in F von Rad notes that it became "the business of the
priests"” to pronouce the blessing and put the name of Yahweh
on the cultic commurity.[1991 Although it was still God who
ultimately gave the blessing it was the priests through whom
it was now mediated. Further, whereas in the past the "nams-—
theology" was directly related to the central sanctu-
ary, L2003 in F  the "mame” {(and thereby His blessing) ig
placed upon the pecple.[201]

In F expiation also could only be effected by the faro—
nide priesthood. Von Rad notss that "in F, &= distinct from
D, the one who effects expiation is rever Jahkweh himself: im-—
stead, it is everywhere the prisst who does this."[2021 1In
this case as well it is, of course, ultimately Bod who ef-
tects expiaticn. The priests, howsver, rnow stand out  as

17%. 0ld Testament, Yol. 1, p. Z4é.

200. VMon Rad, Btudies in Deuterocrnomy, . 3.

221,  Budd, pMumbers, p. 77.



Yahweh 's fully awthorized agents.{2031 All this is gquite
consistent with regard to FP's understanding of Israel’'s
history, its past problems and F's solution to those prrob—
lems. With this in mind it is hardly poscsible to overstate
the very important position and role given to the priesthood.

Fy writing to & people who have lost their ssnse of
rootedness and purpose in the world scheme of thin s, sesks
to create order and imject new life into a movement that ic
being threatened from all sides. It is the assumption of
this study that F, in its attempt to create rew hope and life
for this people, takes up significant past traditicocns, adds

to it new material, and in every way attempts to establish =

Ui

rnew community based upon the one formed at Sinai. Israel

TEFoUsS

i

experience with kingship ultimately constituted =z disa
failure. There%ore, F'oenvisions a theocracy, where God
Himself would rule through His very preserce in the midst of
the pecple. His primary mediators, the priests, ars to guide
His holy people in their efforts to separate themselves from
all that is unholy. To this end F seeks to encourage the

W. Janzen has noted that orne can find four ethical para—
digms in  the 0ld Testament: the patriarch/wisdom, roval,
priestly and prophetic paradigm.[204] In P the peopls are
presented with the priestly paradigm.l205] As in the case of

20ZT. Ibid.

204, Lecture at Umiversity of Marmitoba, October 2, 1984, in the
couwrse “"Seminar in Biblical Religions: Ethical Themes {from
the Old Testament" (Religious Studiess, Z0. 704).

203. This is true alsoc in certain salms  and prophetic
passages (£.g., Fs. 15:24; Isa. I3:14-143 Ezek. 13,

fa.
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the priest, &ll of life is sesn in relation to the cult,
certain restrictions are placsd on the prigsts that served at

the tabernacle, s=c also are many of the regulations sxtended

th

to the people who live in the setting of the camp or holy
community. Whereas the laws regarding the priests were re—

lated to the tabernacle, the laws for the people are extendesd

to the community itsel+f. Although F could rever describe
Israel &s "a kingdom of prissts” with regard to cultic
duties, F does, nevertheless, appear to ask the people to

live life with that same God-consciousress that accompanied
the life of the priest. Thus one finds the continual refer-—
ence to the taberracle and to ritual practices which symbo—

lize GBod's presence and accessibility.
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F's intense focus on God and its particul ar understand-

[
u

ing of Israesl‘s history appear tc be major factors

i

prompting it to use certain symbols in  expressing it
message. In F's creation story and in  its "mistorical
excerpts” P presents a picture which is to inspire a downcast
people. The sabbath, the rainbow, circumcisicon and the cult
arg &ll signs which are used to remind Israel of God’'s pre-—
gence and relaticonship with her.

The tabernacle and ark, too, are used in & symbolic way
to re-emphasize that which lay at the heart of the cult -
God’'s presence with His people. Earlier it was noted that the
old tent tradition, 7}?i0 ?fj'ﬁ sy Was interprested by F as

"the tent of revelation” or "the tent of megting,"” the placs




where Yahweh meets with His people.[20&]1 Cross has Dbserve
that the covenént formulary, "I will become your God", is
"expanded and brings use to the very heart of the Friestly
covenant theology."[207] He points to both Leviticus 26211173
and Exodus 29:43+Ff arnd then asserts:

The prime benefit of the Sinaitic covermant in the

view of the Friestly tradent was the "tabernacling”

presence of Yahweh in Israel ‘s midst. Yahweh not

orily would become their god, he would become *“he

god in their midst, who "walks about” among them. L2083
In his comparative study of D's and F's understaﬁding ot the
tent/tabernacle and ark von Rad convincingly demonstrates how
for F both the tent and ark were considered the place where
Yahweh 's glory meets with His people from time to time. (2097
Thus, 1in no uncertain terms, both tabernacle and ark furc—
tioned as symbols of God's presence.

Mount Sinai can also be considered a symbol of Isrs

birth and God's presence. Robert Cohen has noted that the
later biblical writers, in fact, "did not sven know its

I

location, for only vague indication are given {(Expd. 3:

1
-
W

19:1: Deut. 1:2).0210] Although merely a memory, Mournt Sinai
was, nonetheless, & sacred symbol linking the birth of

Isirael to primal time. Cohen writes:

Mount Sinai represents the beginning of time
because there creation oCcurs, the crsaticn of
Ierael. Indesd, the giving of law at Sinai is

analogous to the act of bringing order out of chaos
in creation myths.[Z211]

Z06. See pp. 116-117.
207. Cross, Canaanite Myth, p. 298.
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s (God created and ordered the world "in the begimnning" and

I

& He created and ordersed Israel at Sinai, =oc again He sessks

m

to recreate Israel and again bring order to the grilic/post-
exilic community which F addresses.
At Sinal Israel is chosen to be a holy pzople, and its

prieste are charged to teach the people to distinguish be-

fxs
o
M

tween cl/uncl. Von Rad has noted that "unclearnsss was

most basic form in which Israel encountered that which

i
n

displeasing to God," and that for Israel, the question of
cl/uncl  "constantly arcse in the life of the individual Las
al ... status confessionis".[212]1 Cheices in life betwsen
God (and  all which He demands and embodies) or other gods,
continually needed to be made a pertinent issue in  the ex-
ilic/ post-exilic commurnity. The cl/urcl legislation, impact-
ing every area of life, sought to extend the realm of the
sacred to incorporate &ll of life. In this Wway all Israsl was
symbolically associated closely to the cult. As a sacred com—
munity, therefore, all laws related directly to the cult.

t

m

To suggest that Israel was a "holy people’ or to t

]
i

that all of life was placed inm the sphere of the holy was, of
couwrse, also to speak symbolically. Unclesarnéss and sin wers
an inevitable part of Israsl = existernce (Lewv. 16:18~-14;
Mum. 8:19). However, through the various laws and rites, God
had provided & means by which puwrity might be declared by the
priests, God's representatives. Through this priestly decla-
ration the Israeslite could be symbolically restored o holi-

212. 0Q1id Testament, Yol. 1, p. 273.



With regard to the symbolic way in  which F's laws
furnction, Haurrtmut Gese offers a very satisfying interpreta-
tion. He suggests that P views God's laws as "the tramscen-
dental basing of life in symbolic acticns. "[213] Further, he
argues, this new reality which F envisions, the Foliness of
Bod'= people and His transcéndence and accessability to them,
can not be confined to doctrime but can  be symbolically
a&chieved through the cult.[214] Gese offers = good insight
here, mnamely that the cult furctiorned to pronounce symbolic-
ally lIsrael holy (as was the task of the priests, mentiocned
above) . According to Gese holiness for Israsl  was  made
possible by the revealed cult, and it enables the pecple to
live a holy life and to be chediernt to the revelation, Twou
shall therefore be holy, for I am holy! (lLev. 11:45).021513
Yet Gese cautions, ;such & law can only be kept, it can not
be fulfilled."[21631 Only God alone, of course, is ultimately
holy. His people, however, by living cbediently according to
His laws and intentiorns, can Symbolvjcally recreate holiness
and thus be declared holy.

It was stated above that in F's telling of history God
is its primary focal point. It is, therefors, o SWwepirlse
that the theme of holiness dominmates ite laws, God is
described as holy, and so are His people. But  how can
holiness best be described? In F's creation story  the
actions of Bod reflect His VErY essence. Thus holinsss and

213, Hartmut Gese, Essays on Biblical Theology (Mirmeapolis:

[ —

Augsbuwrg, 1981), p. 73.
214, Ibid., p.

215. Ibid,., p. 72.

215, Ibid.



the creation of order, life, design and perfection are 11

closely asscciated to holinese. God ‘s people, although never

i

intrinsically holy, can live, however, in such a wav that

b

they symbolize holiness. We twrn now to the cl/uncl legisla-

tion to examine how thess laws were to assist Israel 1

—
4

symbolically being a "holy pecple”.[2171]

217, To state that the cl/uncl laws function in & symboli
fashion is not to suggest that they furnctioned only as

symbol , detached from realityv. A symbol frequently partici-—
pates in some measure with that which is real. VaH. ooy

I

fu

wrrites: "The religious svmbol points bevond itself to reali-
ty, participates in its power , and makes intelligible its
mEaning. As such it goes bevond a sign or an image." He
states further: "The value of a symbol is its ability +to

elucidate; to compress into a simple, mearmingful whaole, read-
ily grasped and retained; Lo provide a center for shaping of
conduct and belisf? C"Symbol, Symbolism," IDE, WYol. 4
(Mashville: Abingdon, 1962, p. 4721, It is in this sense
that I wse the term symbol .
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CHAFTER FIVE

In chapter four, F’'s theology was examined. It was shown
that F seeks to portray all of life as flowing from God, who
in an orderly fashion has created the world and has kad  an
active hand in the historical development cf Israel. It was
suggested that, according to F, order in its fullest sernses
represents God. In F's creation account orne finds that from
God’'s divine working of things spiring order, life, design,
harmony, perfection and meaning. Chaos, death, confusion,
discord, imperfection and absurdity represent the opposite.

In this chapter, particularly the contrasting categories
of order/disorder and life/death will be shown o be pressnt
in the various cl/uncl laws. It was roted in chapter three
that Douglas, in Furity and Danger, attempted to relate the
meat laws, in particular, directly to F's creation account.
W. Janzen had five years earlier made & similar poinmt:

The common denominator for such diverse phernomena

of unclearness as leprosy, a rock badger or a pig,

and the touching of a dead body seems to lie in the

idea that & mixing of orders (Scheepfungsordurigen:

makes unclean.[13
It i=s the intent of this chapter to demonstrates that the cl/
uncl regulatiocons relate directly to God's divine ordering of
thirnges. That which maintains and reflects His divine order,

design, life and perfectiocon is considered clean. That which

1. "The Theclogical Meaning," p. 4.

131



creates or symbolizes chaos, confusion, death and
imperfecticon is unclean. These oposite spheres of order and
disorder, life and death, etc., are to be kept separate. It
was Israel’'s duty to distinguish betweern them and thus
continue to be reminded of God and His intent for Israsl and
creation in general.

Within the limits of this chapter the five primary
souwrces of uncleanness, which are most often discussed by
scholars, will be examined first. Other F laws will thern be
drawn into the discussion and their relationship toc cl/uncl
thinking shown. Finally, F's use of the cl/urcl laws will be
compared with that of D's use of these regulations.

A. FIVE FURITY LAWS EXAMIMED

Frexplicitly mentions five different sources which give
rise to uncleanness. Although the various regulations ars
scattered throughout F they will be listed here in the order
advanced by P in Leviticus 11-15 {(where the majority appear).

The five major sources of uncleanness are: (1) Eating certain

~f

T e ! Ty

animals (Lev. 11:1-273 29-30 41-47: 17:13-16: 22:8) {2)
7 1] K k ¥

contact with a corpse (Lewv. 11: 24-28, Z1-40; 21:1-24; 22:4-

o~

S3  Mum. 532 6-123 19211163 31:19-20), (3) childbirth

(Lev. 12:1-8), {(4) ‘leprosy’ {Lev. 1Z2:1-14:57; Mum . S I3

22:4) and, (3) ‘discharge’ (Lev. 13:1-23% Num. 3:2, 22:4).

M, corcerned that amn unclean person  or object be

cleansed, advances three different ways in which purification

can be attained. Time is an importarnt element in the clesans-

o]
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ing process involving certain unclean states. (21 One day,
seven, forty or eighty days ars the time units reqguired  to
deal with the various unclean states. Washing, tecc, is =&
means of cleansing oneself.[3] Frequeﬁtly both the passing of
time and washing are required for cleansing. FBringing a sin
cffering, burnt offering, guilt offering and/ocr a cereal
cffering is required for all those whose uncleanness extands
seven days or more.L4] Further, in the different regulations
one occa=zionally finds what.appear to be slight variations in
what is prescribed.f3]

In chapter four it was merntiored that F in no way pre-
gents a comprehensive, tightly knit theology of the various
Sacfifices. This is true alsoc of F's use of the old cl/uncl
laws. This is not to say that there existed no underlving
principle which guided F. It was stated above that F's under —
standing of God and His created aorder is gignificant in  the
shaping of its writings. F's view of God and His created
order serves as the spectacles which Quide Frinmn its selection

and use of the laws.

Z. Lev. 11:25, 27, 28, i1, 32, 39, 40 2:2, 4, 33 1IT:é3
18:6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27,
283 17:1Z; MNum. 6:5; 19:11, 14, 16, 19, 21, 22: Ti:19.

Z. Lev. 11225, 28, 32, 403 1Z:6, 34, S4, 38; 14:8, %, 47;
18:3, &, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 16, 21, 22, Z7; 1&6:24, 28; 17:15:
Mum. 8:7, 213 19:7, 8, 10, 2y, 17, 21, 24; T1:24.

4. Lev. S:2-6; 12:6-85 14:1Z, 19-20; 15:15, 30y lodsli-16g
Mum. 8:83; 19:17.

=

S.  For example, in NMum. S5:2 the perscn with = dischargs must
be put cutside the camp while in Lev. 15 certain cantions are
*tended to those in contact with a person having a dis-—
charge, and restrictions regarding participation in the cult
arg imposed on the unclean person, Zut notﬁing is said with
regards to putting the persom outside the community. Compare
also the cleansing ritual of the leper in Lev. 12:1Z2,34; and
14:7. Different requiremernts are advancsd in these verses,

i
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In the two most recernt critical commentaries on lLeviti-—

tus available to this writer both scholars freguently turn to
the work of Douglgs. Both Wenham and Forter see the animal
world in Leviticus divided into the three spheres menticned
in F's creation account: +those that walk on the land, fly irm
the air and swim in the waters.[o1 Each animal within its
parti:ular sphere is given specific characteristics and Tarny
creature which seéms to diverge.from its proper natuwres or
proper sphere 1is therefore lacking in perfection and =
urnclean."L7]

Michael Carroll rejects this threefold classification
scheme advanced by Douglas and argues that there exict irm
fact five different categories of animals which can be found
in both Leviticus 11 and Genesis 1: ‘cattle, -’beasts,'

e

‘creeping things,’ ‘fish’ and ‘birds. '£81 He recognizes that

it is possible to collapse the first three of his five cate—
gories into a zingle ‘land category’ "but this would reflect
the analytic preferences of the modern reader, and not the
logic of Genesis, which is at pains to list these thres
Lland]l categories."[91]

Afoccording  to Snaith there are four different categor—
ies of creatures mentioned in Leviticus 11: animals (2-8),

5. Wenham, Leviticus, p. 1693 and Forter, Leviticus, p. B4,
=

7. Forter, Leviticus, p. 84. Cf. Wernham, Leviticus, p. 1&9.

2. "One More Time: Leviticus Revisited,” AES 1201978y,
p. 11i8.

F. Ibid. He points to Gen. 1:25 where all three land-bassd
animals are mentioned: "And God made the beasts of the earth

according to their kinds and the cattle according toc  their
kinds, and everything that creeps upocr the ground according
to its kind. "
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fish (9-12), birds (13-19) and swarming things (Z0-23).0107
He most closely follows the actual progression of the text,
and it is his categories which will be used by this study.
In this study two slight changes will be made: {1) Snaith’'s
‘animal '’ category will be referred to as "larger land-based
animals’'; and (2) his ‘swarming things' category will be
referred to as ‘smaller land-based zanimals’ {which include

insects and insectivors).

In chapter two it was mentioned that two characteristics
are advanced by F which describe those larger land-based
animale which are considered edible.

These are the living things which vou may eat among
all the beasts that are on the earth. Whatever
parts the hoof and is clovern—footed and chews the
cud, among the animals you may eat (Lev. 11:2-3).

In this passage both "beasts"” and "animals" are better Ccon-
sistently trancslated "cattle" [11] The characteristics mern—
tioned here are found in many of the domesticated animals
("cattle") which Israel raised and used. Yet the category of
domesticated animal (»7@{73_) is not the only key.[1Z1]

The key to understanding the meat laws seems to lie in

Leviticus 11:44-45:

1. Lewviticus and Mumbers, p. 81.
11. The RSV i=s somewhat misleading since STl is first
translated ‘"beasts" and then "animals". Yet in  bath Lev.
11:26 and 27 the RSV uses the term "animal . Here, however,
the better translation would be "gattle" (vs.24) and "beasts"
¢ 017 used in ve.27). Although A0 is widely translated,
"cattle" (for Lev. 11:2-3), appears pﬁeferable since it most
trequently refers to animals owned and used by  humans and
orly "rarely of wild beasts, gsp. carnivora' {(EDB, p. 97).

12. In Lev. 11:26 312 also refer to unclean animals.
Egypt, to be your Bod: you shall thersfore be holy, for I am
holy.



For I am the Lord vour God; consecrate yvourselves
therefore, and be holy, for I am holy. ... For I am
the Lord who brought vou wp out of the lamd of
Egypt, to be vour Ged: vou shall therefore be holy,
for I am holy.

This passage makss it clear that the cl/uncl laws are bass=d
on  the understanding that God's people are to be holy as God
is holy. They are to live cbediently according to His divine
will and thus imitate God's holiness.

With regard to the particular characteristics mentioned
concerning the clgan animals which are acceptable for con-—
sumption, it is interesting that they represent the chief
Characteristiﬁs ocf the larger animals which Israel sacrificed
to Ged. Wenham has cbserved that Israel ‘s "diet wa; limited
to certain meats in imitation of their God...."C1Z] This
would receive further support were F's writings regarded as
presénting & priestly paradigm which the people weres to
model . As the priests consumed primarily that meat which was
offered in sacrifice, so also were the pecple to eat  omly
that "type’ of animal which was set apart for sacrifice.

This of course, does not explain>why these particular
animals were chosen. Te gain a better uwnderstanding, it is
necessary to be‘reminded of God's original internt and design
for His world and the changes which occcur after the flocod.
In F's creation account all living creatures are giwven "every
green plant for food” (Gen. 1:30.) This vegetarian stats of
existence changes after the flood when "every moving thing
that lives" is given to humanity (alone) for food (Gen. 9:3).
The concession  appears herse to be extended to humanity

Zia Leviticus, p. 170,
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alone.[14] Along with this rew possibility, however, comes
the injunction agairmst the consumption of blood in Genecsis
A Since the concession is so closely related to the
guestion of blood consumption perhaps only human beings may
eat since they alone can properly drain the blocod from the
body. According to F any living creatuwre which failed to obey
this command would surely be severely judged by God: "o
vouwr lifebloocd I will surely require =a reckoning; of every
beast I will require it and of man" {(Gen. P:5). Leviticus
17:15 appears. to support this position since here, all that
has “diéd of itself or is torn by beast” (i.e., the blood has
not been properly drained from the body) makes ore unclean
when eaten.

0f those animals which best symbolized the vegetarian
life-style the two characteristics mentioned furction best to
represent that group symbolically. At ro point doss F zseek to
outlire a comprehensive list concerning which arnimals are
considered clean or unclean. The characteristics mentioned
merely represent the dominant features of those animals which
F knew not to be carnivorous and which were also used in  the
5acrificai system.

The camel, rock badger, hare and swine are advarnced by
M as unclean because they do not possess the required chiar-—-
acteristics. Technically, of cowse, F is incorrect in its
assumpticn that the camel, rock badger and hare "chew the

cud". L0151 Both the rock badger and hare are not cloven-footed

14. Carroll, "One Mors Time," pp. 343-344,
13. Wenham, Leviticus, p. 172.
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but move on "paws" ( ]“D D ¥, arnd are thus considered unclean
£z
(Lev. 11:27) . Further, although the camel and hare may not

be considered carnivores the swirme amd rock badger can both
be considered omnivorous. Of the unacceptable animals men-—
tioned by F the swine comes closest to fulfilling all +the
requirements. One may ask, if the hare or rock badger are
considered as animals which “"chew the cud", why not the
swine? Ferhaps the characteristics advarmced by F are to serve
largely in a symbolic fashion to describe all typical animals
which restrict their diet to vegetation. The s=wine, being
omnivorous, is thus perceived as not "chewing the cud" and
thus converniently rejected.
by Ihe Creatures Living in the Waters

Little is said regarding this category. Fgain, bath
Wenham and Forter follow Douwglas and suggest that the demand
for "fins and scales" represents F's understanding of "the
proper characteristics for living and moving in aquatic con-
ditions."[1&61 Carroll suggests that the ancient Israslite
was familiar with carnivorous sharks, which had fins but

lacked scales, and therefore regarded &1l animal life in the

o

waters as unclean if it did not have fins and scales.[173
These interpretaticns are suggestive, but ro strong textual
support can  be advanced in direct support for them. Yat
there appears to be little which the biblical text will
support, and thus some commentators merely mention the pas-

sage and say nothing about the mEaning of the characteristics

1]

16. Forter, Leviticus, p. Bo: Cf. Wenham, Leviticus g. 174,

17. "One More Time," p. 23,
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tics advanced here.[18]

As  stated asbove, only certain domesticated animals
familiar to Israel are considered clean and are acceptable
for consumption. Ferhaps this is a good starting point also
for understanding F's view of edible sea food. Israsl was
familiar with fish and had eaten it in Egypt (Mum. 11:57.
There even appears to have been the practice amorng some to
raise fish in pools.[i1%] Although it is uncertain to  what

#tent fish were raised by the Israslites one can assume that
"commercial” fishing was practiced. In fact & gate at Jerusa-—
lem was called the "fish gate", likely because of its connec-—
tion to the sale of fish.[201 The Mediterranean, the Sea of
Galilee and the Jordan were probably the primary scurces.

Although Israsl was undoubtedly aware of the fact that
there existed a variety of water animals the fishing industry
appears never to have been a primary ocne for Israel. The
Fhoenicians in the earlier days and the Tyrians in the latesr
days of Israel monopolized the fishing industry.L{211 F, in
using the characteristic "fins and scaleg® may have used them
because they were the most familiar and represented those
animals commenly eaten in FP'g past. Fnowlsdge of "mar—-eating”
"whales

{Jonah) or carnivorcus sharks may alsoc lie behind

the prohibition against eating fish without fins or scales.

18. See Snaith, Leviticus, p. 82:; and MNoth, Leviticus p. FI.
1?. Camt. 7:3 - "fishpools of Heshbon." See also Merrill F.
Unger, Unger's Bible Dicticnary (Chicago: Moody, 12773, p.
477.

20, . Burrows, "Jerusalem,"” IDE, Vol. 2 (Mashville:
Abingdorn, 1762), p. 8354.

21. CaU. Wolf, "Fishing," IDE, WVMol. 2 (Mashville:

Abingdon, 1762, p. 273-274.
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One other possible explanation concerns F's comment
that Tanythirmg in the seas or the rivers that has not fins
and scales, of the Swarming creatures in the waters ... is an
abomination to you” (11:10). That which has fins and scales
is never here described as "swarming creatures.” Is it possi—
ble +that due to the limited exposwe Ilsrasl had to the fish-
ing industry it associated all fish with fins and scales with
moving about in an crderly fashion (we speak of a school of
fisgh), and that which did not possess fins or scales as
somehow darting about in some unruly fashion? This position
is somewhat different from that of Douglas ard others who
focus on the means of propulsion (i.e., fins). The accent
here is placed on the symbolism behind the movemernt itself.
Reflecting a sernse of disorder (violence?) rather than order,
it is considered unclean. This questiorn of the meaning of
"swarming” will be fuwrther examined below.

c) The Birds of the

13>

ir

Scholars generally agree that the birds menticned here
were likely all considered birds of prey. Because many of the
birds inm this passage are found only here in the biblical
text they are difficult to identify. Further, it should be
noted that the bat, although not techrnically considersed a
bird today, was so for the Israelites as well as for +the
Arabs. L2221

Mo positive statemernt is advanced a&s to which birds are

considered clean. Only & list of unclean birds is givern.

22. C.F. Keil, Manual of Biblical Archasology 11 (Edinmbuwrgh:

Clark, 1288), p. 3&5.
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Although there remains. uncertainty regarding some of the
birds mentioned by F, it is generally believed that +the
greater majority are carnivorous birds. Thus by consumning
prohibited meat, which was a concession extended only to
numanity, it comes as no surprise that these birds are cor-
sidered unclean.

Winged insects that go upon &ll fours are first meEr —
tioned and regarded as unclean. lLocusts, howesver, which are
also described as moving upon &ll fowrs are comsidered clean.
Wenham, again following Douglas who focuses on the legs  and
the way in which the animal moves, suggests that the winged
insects or "swarming things" ¢ 3 W') are considered detest—
able because "they have no clear-cut motion peculiar to their
sphere of life... going on all fours is the cpposite  of
walking uprightly."[22 Locusts, however,

s hNave a distinctive hopping motion as opposed to
SWarming. It makes them more like a bird with ite
wings and two feest. Because they have a motion
appropriate to their sphere, they are clean.[24]
Forter, who works with the concept of appropriate locomotion
in each sphere, arrives at a similar conclusion. L25 This
position appears weak, however, since it deoes not account for

the fact that the locusts, like octher insects, have six leg

1y

and do not easily fit together with either land—-based arimals
or the bird "sphere." Insects do not move about on all fours
&= land-based animals, nor do they move about on two l=egs and

23.  Leviticus, p. 175.

25. Leviticus, p. B7.
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wings as birds do. Wenham, moving away slightly from Douglas”
emphasis on  the "mode of lccomotion” in & particlar sphere
writes:
These creatures are urclean because they swarm,
that is, they dart hither and thither ir
unpredictable fashiocn.... Order not chacs is the
goal of creatiom, and this principle applies as
much to motion as to species.... Only amimals that
are true examples of each type are clean. Others
which transgress the rorms of locomotion are
unclean in themselves.[256]
Here the emphasis is not on the means of locomotion, but on
the symbolism inherent in the motion.

Carrpll suggests that with the exception of the locust
and grass—hopper, most insects mentioned in the biblical tewxt
are considered as " 'meat eaters’ in =ome sense of the word:
grnats Dite, bees and hornets sting, and most authorities
suggest that the 0ld Testament '"fliec’ were mainly (like
gnats) biting insects."[273 With this interpretation this
section appropriately follows the carnivorous bird ssction.
Grasshoppers and locusts, which are most freguently regarded
as plant eaters, although very destructive at times, do not
fit with the other insects because they are not considered
"meat eaters’.

Carrocll does not, however, deal adequately with the
"swarming things" menticned in verses 29-Z0, Follaowing Levi-
Strauss he assumes that "people everywheres make a distinction

between nature and culture, &nd that the world of animals is

associated with nmature and the world  of men with cul-

2&. Leviticus, p. 1783,
o e

27 "One More Time,” p. 122,
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tuwre. "[281] The animals mentioned in verses 29-3I0 are corn-
nected to those in the succeeding verses (Lev. 11:32-29).
Since the "swarmers" mentiored there come in  contact  with
food and kitchen utensils and are likely creatures which one
might find on the walls and floors of the Israslite home,
Carrcll argues that they are considered unclearn becaﬁse they

have blurred the distinction betweern nature and culture by

not remaining in the animal sphere. The problem with this

naturescul ture distinction, however, is inm its VEry assump—
tion that "pecple everywhere" make this distinction. It was
noted in  chapter four that according to F, humankind was

considered an earthling, "a brother to the stornes, plants and
animals."[29]
Had Carroll remained consistent with his earliaer conten—

tiocn & more persuasive argument could have besn made. These

animals Lev. 11:29-70), too, can be corcsidered as "meat
gaters” and therefore regarded as unclean. The weasel, for
erample, is & carnivorous animal. The mouse, often assg-—

ciated with plagues and death (see 1 Sam. ©:1-3), could alsoc
easily have been considered a "meat-esater” (as gasily as the
rock badger a "cud chewer"!). Although thers is some uncer-—
tainty about the variocus reptiles mentioned in these versess,
the chameleon for one, as well as likely the others, could
all be considered as insectivorous lizards. Comsuming octher
living creatures would also make them unclean.

The final part of the chapter again prohibits the con-

28. Ibid., p. 121.

27. See p. 103,
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sumpticn of any "swarming things.” It is interesting that it
is with this theme that F concludes its discussion of the
meat laws. The great importance to which F lifts this thems
becomes particularly clear when this passage is comparéd to
its Deuteronomic courmterpart. Whereas the term for "swarming
things" is used only once in D, it is used twelve times in F.
Since this is a dominant theme and is cften repeated, one
might suggest that the order/disorder theme may be an empha-

sis unique to P's cl/uncl theology.
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It is interesting that cl/uncl thinkimg in F is
associated only with meat and not with other foods. Al though
other foods are prohibited for a time being (first harvests),
or reserved for God,[301 they are naver pronounced "unclean."
Why is this so? Is it possible that the meat 1awe have to do
with cl/uncl thirnking because among the food groups they ars
best suited, as living beings, to symbolize the realm of
order and disorder, life and death? Those domesticated &rii—
mals which are most directly under humarnity ' s "dominion” are
regarded &= clean. "Cattle" which have a cloven hoot and chew
the cud, most completely reflect God's intended order. Here,
man and animal live togesther in harmony. Certain fish and
birds, too, vcan be considered as "domesticated" animals to
the degree that they alsoc are a "livestock industry." The
fowr different locusts, although similar to many other un-—

clean animals, are perhaps considersd clean because they ares

e F . ) .

0. See Lev. 19:23-25; 27: 73 Mum. 15:203 28:264.
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not regarded as "swarmers,"[31] or concideresd "meat-saters".

All animals, however, that are carnivorous or asesoci-
ated with death (or buzzing about dead bodies), the plague,
uninhabited or deserted buildings, ruins or the wildsrFr-—
ness,[32] and which are not domesticated or controllable but
swarmed sbout, all of their "kind" stand in cortrast to God
and are considered unclean. Those under Israel ‘s "dominion',
z0 to speak (Gen. 128), and which do not sat livirng or dead
creatures (Gem. 7:3-4), are considered clean.

By way of summary one can advance two mairn points of ra-—
tionale for the cl/uncl animal designation: First, all those
animals which reflect order in their movement are considersd
clean. Second, only those animals which are not considered
"meat-=aters” are clean. Both points relate directly to the
contrasting categories of order/disorder. Those armimals which
reflect disorderly movement and also those which consume meat
{thus acting contrary to God's intended order), are con-
sidered unclean. Farticularly in the second point one finds
death closely associated with the chaos—sphere.

ALl these animals used in the sacrificial svstem meet
the requirements of these two points. That which is ar
acceptable offering for sacrifice to God can &lso be eaten by
the Israslites. Thus inm all eating of clean mest, order  and

life are being affirmed and anm imitatic d i practiced. What

Zl. Froverbs Z0:27 states, "“the locusts have no king, vet
all of them march in rank”.

2. Kornfeld in "Reine und unreine Tiere im fltes Testamesnt!
LEarios NA{LIP63), 1IZ4-1471, makes & similar argument but
connects the wilderness animals with the ancients’ concerns
about demons. I zee the wilderness animals as symbolic of

disorder and desath.



is acceptable to God, that which symbolically reflects order
and life, can be eaten by His people.

In Leviticus 11:24-23, Z1l-41, F sets Duk those regula-—
tions concerned with uncleanness which comes through contact
with dead animals. Although much of the chapter deals with
those animals which are unclean to eat, in the above passages
F categorically states that contact with any dead animal, hbe
it clearn (edible) or unclean (non—-edible), brirngs about un-
cleanness. It is important to note here the distincticn
between uncleanness related to that which should not ke
eaten, and uncleanness related to contact with a dead corpse.
Thus, according to P, all living animals are considered

"

"clean” to touch but not all are considered clean" to =at.
However, all dead animals are considered as sources  of
uncleanness when touched. The uncleanness which comes from
touching a dead amimal, however, is not as great as contact
with a human corpse.

A more severe uncleanness comes from contact with the
dead human body. A person who might touch the dead bodv of a
person would be unclean for seven days (Num. 19:11-13), over
against the ocne day ("till evening”) for contact with a dead
animal. Even being in the same tent with a dead person would
make one unclearn for seven days (Mum. 195 14>, To understand
this idea of the uncleanness of the dead, some brief cbserva—
tions about Israel’'s view of death will first need to be

made.

It has been noted in the past that one finds in  the
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0ld Testament various perspectives on death. E. Jacob writes
that, "in  certain texts which apparently reflect the oldest
concepts of death, existence in the dwelling place cof the
desd is represented as entirely independent of Yahweh."[33

Yet in other passages (cf. Fs=. 137: 7Ff.: Amos 9:2) God's
power is clearly shown to extend even into Sheol. Duestions
concermning  the different perspectives of various biblical
writers on death need not be addressed here, Rather, ques—
tions concerned with the meaning of death, over against life
and God, will be examined below.

Two generalizations can belmade regafding the idea of
death and the Israelite. Death was coensidered the normal end
of life and, in fact, the opposite to life.[343 Loss of life
not only meant the loss of U/§ j — that which gives personal
vitality - but also lDSS’DF relatibnship with the community
and God (and the responsibilities and privileges which thece
gntailed).[35]

According to Israelite views, the life force of human
beings bélmngs intrinsically to God. This life force is
often referred to as residing in the blood andsor in  the
breath.[3&6] Bre=athing is universally.regarded as a vital sign
affirming life while the loss of blocd can lead to the even-
tual loss of life. In the past "breath", has been regarded as

coming from God, and some passages suggest that st death it

Z3. "Desth," IDB, Yol. 1 (Mashville: Abingdon, 1942), p. 803.
I4. Ibid., p. B02.

3. W. Brueggemann, "Death, Theoclogy of," IDBES, i(Mashville:
Abingdon, 1927&6), p. 219,
I6. Lloyd R. Bailey, Eiblical Ferspectives on Death

(FPhiladelphia: Fortress, 127%9), p. 42.
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returns to God.L[37]1 This has led some to distinguish betwesn
the soul and the body. De VYauws, Flowever , argues against this
position and insists that this view is toreign to Israelite
thinking. [383 According to the Israslite the human being is a
whole entity, not one made up of several parts, and the life
force is directly dependent upon God.

Death, for the Israelite, was a given (Josh. 23:14; I
Fings 2:2),. Yet it was the wish for all to die "full  of

P 39:29;  Judges B:32; Job 42:17). There

u

vears'" (Gen. 18:1
were frequently deaths which were considered "bad." L. Bailevy
points to three different conditions which heighternsd the
Israelite’'s fear of death. Fremature and vioclent death, as
well as death when there is ro surviving heir heightened
Israel's fear of death.[39] Life was meant to be lived
fully, Harmoniously and in an orderly mannet . Death brought
an =nd to life and undoubtedly brought psychological and
soccial disorder to both the family and the larger community.

It also created cultic disorder since all those in

close contact with the dead became unclean and could thus notb

-

participaté in the cultic activities of the community. kol f¥f
notes  that the "fact that the dead are ‘wnclean”  and  make
cther things ‘unclean’ disqualifies them cultically to the

7. See I Kings 19:4: Ps. 104:29:; Eccl. 12:7.

28. Ancient Israsl, p. S6. De Vaux notes that in scripture
one finds mention of both a "living soul” and a "dead soul”
fcf. Lev. 21:11 and Num. 6:6 with Num. 12:13) . After &
person has died the "=oul eists, like a shade," and this
understanding explains why a body left unburied, aCccessibls
to preying birds amd wild beasts, was considered the worst of
Cuwrses 1 Kings 14:11, Jer. 16:4; 22:19; Ezek. 29:5).

I9. EBiblical Ferspectives, pp. 438-49.
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strongest possible degree."[401] YE£ according to F the dead
did not possess powers, as appears to have been assumed by
Israel ‘s neigbors. F demythologizes death by tforbidding the
Israelites from practicing the mouwrning rites of their neigh-
bors (which were also likely the standard earlier practices
of many an Israelite). Mowrners are not to r-espect death by
- clipping their hair or beard, or inflicting themselves with
cuts (Lev. 19:27f.; Z1.35). Wolff notes that "such resgpect for
death is impossible in Yahweh's presence."[41] Israsl is to
be a hely nation and is, therefore, to identify with God and
not reflect or symbolize death by practicing the mourning
rites of its neigbors.
Contrary to the dying and rising godheads of the other
nations, Wolff wites:
Yahweh is in contrast testified to exclusively as
‘the living God,’ ' especially in polemics against
foreign gods: Joshk. 3:10: II Fings 19:4: Hos. 2:1.
More frequently still, he is the one who gives and
preserves lifes Deut. Z0:15,19; Fss. &4:1; 10Z: 4,
23133 and frequently elsewhere.[42]
He continues: "The zeal with which the Old Testament 1aws
term evervything that has any connection at all with death &=
‘unclean’ (tame) in Yahweh's eyes corresponds to thig."[43]
In P life is closely identified with God. That which is
dead, especially the human corpse, stands in sharp contrast
to the life-giving God. Further, the corpse may well have
been considered unclean because it symbolizes the overlapping
of the spheres of life and death. A corpse may give the

40. Wolff, Anthropology of the 0Old Testament, p. 105,
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appearance of life and yet is dead. Here, too, the theme of
"disorder" or the mixing of spheres can serve to explain  the

extrems uncleanness attributed to that which is dead. {4473

It was noted above that "breath” and "Blood" are the

two terms the 0ld Testament uses to describe the "life—Fforce"

in humans. Wolff observes that of the two, the latter term
is used "incomparably more ofter.[45] Both  "breath" and
"blood" belong to God. For this reason "sacral law includes

in its thimking all crimes against the blood, rnot only in the

cultic and ritual sphere but also in the sogcial one. Both
are assigned to the sphere of Yahweh, &s the guardian of
lite."[461

God is the creator of life. For this reascn the ending
of life is not to be taken lightly. "Breath" and "blocd" bLoth
belong to Ged, and although the concessicon to =zat meat is
given to humanity, the symbol of life (and death), the blocd,
is not to be consumed by humankind. Death, although a given
reality, represents that which is opposite to God. Blocod,
which represents both life and desth belongs to God and is
not to be =aten or used by humankind for its mundane pui—
poses.

The loss of blood is closely asscciated with death, and
death ultimately creates disorder both on the social and
religious level. The ideas of lost blood, death and disorder
alsc appear to be key factors inm the 1law concerning
childbirth which will be examined rext.

44. Cf. W. Janzen, "Theolcgical Meaning,” p. 4.
45. Welff, Anthropology of the Old Testament, p. S59.

46. Ibid., p. &1.



3. Childbirth

Scholars dnamining Leviticus 12 generally focus on two
major concerns: (1) What creates the state of uncleanness
which accompaniss childbirth? and: (2) How does this relate
to the fact that the birth of a girl warrants a pericd of un-—
cleanness that is twice as long as that for the birth of &
boy? Frequently these two corcerns have been dealt with
separately, but since they are found together it would appear
that &a satisfying sclution should be able +to account for
both.

A variety of opinions have been advarced which will
first be outlined briefly. Moth's position represents the
traditional views of many scholars who regard this law a= &
relic of ancient Mear Eastern practices. He writes:

The sexual processes, especially birth, were also

reckoned ‘unclean’ far beyond the circle of Israel,
because mysterious powerrs were seen to be at  work

in them, having little or no conrmection with  the

official cults.[471
With regard to the birth of a female effecting double Ui

cleanness’ he points to the "cultic inferiority of the femal

]

i

sex. "[481 Although childbirth was widely considered something
which created uncleanness this does not &t all explain why F
chose to incorporate the laws into ite writings. Further, to
suggest thsat female cultic inferiority explains the differ-—
gnce between the pericds of unclearness only moves the gques-—

tion back ocne step: Why was the female cultically inferior

47. Leviticus, p. 97. Cf. also F. Heinisch, Das Buch
Leviticus {(Eonn: Harmstein, 1933), p. 59: and C.J. Yos, Women
in 0ld Testament Worship (Delft: Judels and Brinkman, 194682,
PE. O2FF.
44, Ibid.



Another explanation has been advanced By John Otwell
who has also pointed to the "mystery" behind ﬁhildbirth. Yet
he interprets this mystery in & very postive manner. focord-
ing to Otwell,

«»» the woman who had just given birth to an infant

may have been "unclean" because she had been too

closely involved with the work of deity. She would

need a pericd to be de-energized, =0 to speak: and

that periocd would rmeed to bhe twice as lorng for  the

birth of a child which might become capable in its

turnm of bearing children as for a male child. L4973
He suggeste that uncleanness "here may have been the result
of too close a contact with God."[S507] This interpretation has
its problems, however, in that it does not adequately explain
why the mother "shall not touch any hallowed thing, nor come
into the sanctuary, until the days of her purifying are
completed” (11:4). If Otwell's interpretation wers correct
this should have elevated the woman's starnding in the cult
but it does not appear to do so. This appears to weaken his
argument even though his interpretation consistently accounts
for the two related concerrns mentioned above.

Otwell, of course, has moved in the cpRposite direction
of those older scholars who have argued that the birthing
mother was more vulnerable to the demonic world during this
pericd.[31] These views, however, have little direct support
from the biblical text. Nowhere is the rew mother paortraved

as more vulnerable to either the divire it the demonic world.

The text itself is not ambiguous in its statement re—

49. And Sarah  Laughed: Ihe Status of Women in  the 0Oid
Testament (Fhiladelphia: Westminster, 1277), pp. 17&4-7.

S9.  Ibid., p. 178. .

1. See A. Bertholet, Leviticus {Tubingen: Mohr, 1901), p.

4l: Elliger, Leviticus, p. 273 and 8Bnaith, Leviticus, p. 1.



garding that which has created the uncleanness and for which
purifying now needs to occur. After childbirth the mother is
unclean "as in the time of her merstruation” amd continues to
be "in the blocd of her purifying” until the appropriate time
period has elapsed. Most scholars (if not all) have recog-
nized that the discharge of blood in this passage is a  key
concern  of the lawgiver.[321 Since bloed sigrnified life the
loge of bloed at childbirth signified the loss of life (&
movement towards death), and would thus ultimately defile.

Some past suggestions advanced for the differernce in  the

fi

period of uncleanness range from the future menstruant state

3

o

of the female baby[S5Z] to beliefs that the Birth of & girl
brought with it a longer periocd of postnatal discharge.[54]

Harrisom, pointing to the discharge as the source of
uncleanness, writes:

The discharges involve tissue debris, mucus and
blood, and are known as the lochia. Two stages ars
normally experienced after parturition, the first
(lochia cruenta) being stained with blood, whiles

the second (lochia alba) has a paler appearance and

is free from blocd.[55
Weriham makes almost the identical point &and since the
postnatal discharge lasts longer than week, as in the cass
of menstruation, he Suggesté this requires the additicnal
days. (361 Both rsject the past interpretations regarding the

JZ2. BSome, like Kellogg, have in their commentaries simply
combined this chapter with chapter fifteen, which alsgc deals

with "discharge" (Leviticus, pp. IO5-326).

J3. Harrison, Leviticus, p. 135; Porter, Leviticus, P75,

S4. A. Dillmann, Exgdus und Leviticus {(Leipzig: Hirzel,
1880, p. S06: D.I. Macht, "A Scientific Appreciaticn of

Leviticus 12:1-5," JEBL SZ0193I3), pp. 253-2460.
23. Leviticus, p. 135. Cf. also Moordtzij, Leviticus, p.1321.

36. Leviticus, p. 188.



different time pericde of purificaticon, depending on the seu
of the baby, and suggest that they may =simply be accournted
for in  light of the comparative status of the sexss iR
ancient Isragl.[573

That the issues of discharge is the key to uncovering
the meaning of this passage would be difficult to dispute.
But some of the above reasoning is not convincing. First it
appears difficult to assume that the discharge merntioned hers
refers to the lochia alba. This has no support from the the
text since it explicitly mentions only blood. If the varicus

later discharges are included ore would need to be reminded

that an expectant mother may experience an increase in vari-
ous discharges weeks before actual childbirth. Yet no  men—
tion is made of this discharge. It would appear that those

scholars who interpret this passage as referring to a variety
of discharges have been falsely influenced by their under-
standing of ‘discharge’ in Leviticus 15. Here, in Leviticus
12, only blocd is mentiocned by P.

A more plausible interpretation, whi:ﬁ also focuses on
the discharge and its meaning, has been suggested by
W. Janzen.l[S81 The discharge at childbirth is placed imto the
larger context of the regular menstruxsl discharge of tha
mother. According to Janzen  the childbirth event My
represent a type of "pericd”, ar marker of significarnce in
life. "Could it be that the larger time of unclearness at

. Cr. Wenham, Leviticus, P. 1883 and Harrison, Levitigus,

— —

>

p. 133. Both point to Leviticus 27:72-7.
58, This suggestion was advarcsd in a personal meeting with
Frofessor Janzen on April 21, 1986.



birth be seen as a ‘period of pericds’, such as the Sabbath
vyear, Jubilee vear, or the ‘severnty weeks of vears i
Damiel ?"L[59] With regard to the shorter periocd of unclean—
ness for the mother with boy he suggests that it may be
associated with the boy's circumcision. [o0] Ferhaps the re-
moval  of this "uncleannness” {(the circumcision of the fore-—
skin), shortens the pericd for the mother with boy but not
with girl, since for the girl the comparable flow of blood
(the breaking of the hymen) is delayed.

Fnother possible explanation, which remains consistent
with the theme focusing on the contrasting categories/cspheres
of order/discorder, life/death advanced earlier, asssociates
childbirth, and the loss of blood at that occasion, with the
potential loss of life and ocrder. Childbirth, although =
symbol of life, may also have been a strong symbol or  re-—
minder of death. Otwell has well argued that in the mind of
the Israelite, God was actively inveolved in the conception
and birth of a child, in the opening and closirmg of the
mother 's womb.[é61]1 The promise of progeny was a zigrmificant
theclogical theme, but may it not have become so precisely
because of the precaricus nature of life for the Israslite?
Survival and & long life were rot taken for gramted as they

rhaps are today.

o
i

In an interesting study Carol Meyesrs shows, using
social science data, that in the Late Bromze/Early Iron FgE,

the life expectancy of a male wa

i

about forty and that of a

57 Ibid.
&Hil, Cf.y p. 137, footrnotes, &9.
&1, and Sarah Laughed, pp. S6-60. See Gen. 2P:Ey T0r22.



female about thirty.[&a2] Although today women gernerally
outlive men this appears rnot to have been the case in arcient
times. She points to ancient biclogists like Aristotle who
also claim that males of all species lived longer than fe-—
males.[63]1 Disease, famine and corflict are most freguently
cited as  the primary agents of death. However , death of
mother or infant were also, undoubtedly, a frequent occour-—
rence. frcheclogical data support the comntention that there
existed & very high infant mortality rate,[&64] as does Scrig-
ture.

0.J. Baab has noted that Exodus 1:19 gives the impres-—
sion that Israelite women delivered their babiess guickly "but
usually birth was agonizing and so unforgettably painful that
various writers use this experience figuratively.,"[&65] In
Fexlms 48:6 one finde the panic of kings described: "trem—-
bling took hold of them there, anguish as of a woman in
travail.” Jeremiah, too, freguently uses the imagery of =&
woman in hard labor crying out in pain, groaning and gasping
through this very difficult experience. [6461 Isaizh, in fact,
believed the anguish of a woman in labour to be so severe
that 1t was fitting imagery to describe the day of the Lord.
He proclaims:

Wail, for the day of the Lord is NE&F .+ ..

Fangs and agony will seize thems;
they will be in anguish like a woman in travail.

&2, "The FRoots of Restriction: Women in Early Israel," B&
4101978), p. 95,
&3, ibid.

o4. ibid.

63. "Birth," IDE, Yol. 1 {(Mashville: Abingdon, 19&2), p. 440,
b6. See Jer. 4:31: &6:Z24; 13:21: 22137 Dby 4F:243 S0:1473.
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They will look aghast at ore another;
their faces will be aflame.
Behold, the day of the Lord comes,
cruel , with wrath and fierce anger... (Isa, 153:6-9)

Childbirth was a very difficult experience for ancient

humar—

ity and one which we, with ocur techrnological advancements,

ocften ftail to understand and appreciate fully,

Otwell, examining mothertiocod in the 0ld Testamsnt,

notes  that ever on the basis of cw own medical recor
the nmot too distant past, we must "assume an extremel
rate of infant and maternal mortality."[671 He points
many wives of Rehoboam and Abijah and shows how even

well-to-do citizens bore relatively few children (I1I

de of
y high
to the

these

Chiom.

11:21 and 13:21). The story of the birth of Rachel ‘s somn tra-

gically describes the difficulties accompanying childbirth.

Rachel travailed, and she had hard labor. And when

she was in her hard labor, the midwife said to her

"Fear not:; for row you will have another son.” An
as her soul was departing (tor she died), she
called his name Ben—o'ni {(son of my sorrow) (Gen

33:16-18).

1

d

The wife of Fhinehas also is described as giving birth in

pain  and then dying (1 Sam. 4:19-21).L681 One couwld, of

course, juxtapose to these passages describing the difficulty

of birth, others which Hpress the joy of rnew life. There is

no  doubt that new life would brimg much jeoy, but the gxperi-

ence of severe difficulty in childbirth was likely the

MoOrm,

and the birth of a dead or sick child will rot have besen ur—

common tor Israsl. Ferhaps this explains Leviticus 276

which

places no tithe-value on a child before it resched one month.

47,

« Bnd Sarabh Lavghed, p.
13s 1kings 14:17.

7
&H3. Se= also 2 Sam. 12:



Vorn Rad has noted that "leprosy" and contact with the
dead was probably that which prompted the most sericus  kind

of uncleannessl493 The seven days of uncleanness connected

to leprosy and contact with the dead is frequently cited as

the most severe. Ye£ in childbirth one finds a total of Torty
or eighty days of uncleanness assigned to the mother.[70] I=s
it not possible that in childbirth, the fregquercy of death
{in the very beginning of life!), and the obvious disorder
which it will have created, may be considered as key factors
“plaining the great length of the periocd of unclearness? Is
there any octher esvent which m&y have more profoundly symbo—
lized the clashing of the two cpposing spheres of life and
death, order and disorder? The birth of a female, which in
the future will again bring so closely together in birth the
spheres of life and death, may alsoc accourt for the doubling
of the periocd of uncleanness.
Birth and death are concepts closely connected. In MEny
ways birth can be a reminder of death. Although birth repre-—

sents life, it probably alsc often meant death in Israesl -

i

day . Meyers writess, "to put it Blumtly, in rnormal times,
families would have had to produce twice the number of chil-

67. 0ld Testament Theglogy, vol. 1, p. 274-2735,

70.  Walter C. Kaiser, Toward Qld Testament Ethics (Grand
Fapids: Zondervan, 178350, p. 2046. Kaiser suggests that oth
the mother ard the child are impure. Scholarship gesneraly
disagreses with this conclusion. He further suggests that be-
cause the male is circumcised the time of the mother "s imow-
ity is cut inm half. See also Rendtorff (Rig Gesetze, p. =S5

regarding the shorter period of cleansing because of the
boy's circumcision and Janzen above (p. 134). Both Kaiser and
Rendtorff offer rno rationale which fits into & broader con-
text. Simply, the girl is rot circumcicsed and thus regquires
more time.



dren desired in order to achieve optimal family size."[71]
The birth of & rew child in Scripture is cause for celebra-
tion! Yet fetal, infanmt or maternal death, undoubtedly fre-—
quently brought sadness toc an event which today, by and
large, brings only joy.

AFs  death and discorder appear to figure largely in F's
laws concerning childbirth, so also do these corncepts piay &
important rele in the leprosy 1laws. roccording to P the leper
is described as "one dead, of whom the flesh is half consumsad
when he comes out of his mother ‘s womb" (Mum. 12:12). Im the

leper, as in the stillborn child, one finds adumbraticrns of

death and disordesr.

4. _Leprosy’
Leviticus 13 and 14 deals with so called ‘“leprosy’ in
people, clothes and houses. The Hebrew term J1Y7) § y 12 very
loosely used to describe a variety of conditiocns. In chapter

7

two it was shaown that the ‘leprosy’ of Leviticus is not what
today is called leprosy. Although few scholars today continue
to believe that Leviticus is actually describing leprosy as
we krow it, there continues to be considerable speculation
regarding what precisely is meant in these chapters. With
regard to the skin dizeases, Snaith advances approximately
ten different conditions, ranging from ringworm, to shingles,
to eczema.l72 Wenham suggests that, "twenty-one different
cases of skin diseases are distinguished in the first sec-
tion, and three different cases .of diseased garments in the

71l. "The Roots of Restriction,” p. 95.
72. Leviticus, pp. 22-97.




second. L7313

Forter begins his investigation of the ‘leprosy’ laws
with the observation that these chapters, "comnsist of a
number or originally separate collections of priestly case
law, which have been brought together and givern & common
theme by the compilers of Leviticus.”t743 From this perspec—
tive he resists the temptation to speculate as to what +the
various dissases may have been and suggests that the concern
here ig simply with "malignant skin-disease."[751 His cornclu
sion appears correct but he fails - fully to appreciate the

way in which F uses this theme.

‘

Focording to Forter this ‘leprosy’ "made & man imper-—
fect and so unable to come into contact with the Roly place
and the holy community which would in  turn be rendered
unclean by him."[76] Although Forter here uses the work of
Douglas, it is Wenham who most closely follows her conclu-
sions. He writes:

Holiness in Leviticus is symbolized by wholenesss.

... Men must behave 1in a way that Hpresses

wholeness and integrity in their actions. When " a

main  shows visible sigrns of lack of wholeness in  a

persistent patchy skin condition, he has to be
“cluded Ffrom the covenant community. L7711

If wholeness is an aspect of holiness it would appear  that
this understanding provides a very adequate explanation as to

/3. Leviticus, p. 19%3. Harrison, in Leviticus, continues to
tollow the views of some scholars menticoned in chapter two
who see here "priest-physicians” who "appear to be the first

in  the ancient world to isclate persons suspected of intsc-

tious or contagious diseases...” (p. 140).

74. Leviticus pp. F6-97. Cf. also Rendtorf+, Dig Gesetze,
pp. S1-51.

75. Leviticus, p. 97.

76. Ibid.

77. Leviticus, p. 203,



why ‘leprosy’ was consideresd unclean. The question remains,
however: how dogs the theme of wholerness relate +o the
infected garment or house? Would the presence of mildew or
some fungus growth in a garment or on & house wall consti—
tute lack of wholerness? Would the sraslite, seeing & growth
on  the wall of his/her house reflect on the "wholeness" of

the house?

& theme which more adequately accounts for the
‘leprosvy’ laws is that of discrder. Fy collecting various
older laws, places them under thes wider theme of "discrder."”

It has been convincingly argued that the ‘"leprosy’ laws are
not based on hygienic considerations or that they sesk to
outline medical knowledge. Ore need only be reminded that
the term ‘leprosy’ is used to describe a conditicn +that
affects organic and inorganic material slike. It would appear
that F uses the term "leprosy’ as a type of catch word to
describe & variety of different conditions which symbelize
disorder.

A guick reading of the "law of leprosy" leaves one with
the impressiecn that certain spots, eruptions, swellings,
boils or am itch, were all corsidered as conditions which
make one unclean. Yet upon carsful reading one realizes that
these conditicrns do rnot automatically make one unclean. One

could have a "diseased spot"” amnd  an "eruption” and =till be

clean Lev. 1Z:8). One could have a "boil" (i3:23) or an
"itch" (1Z2:37) and be clean. The domirmant concerrm throughout
sgems  to be that "the disease has no spread” and that it "is
checked." This is true of ‘leprosy’ on people, garments and
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houses.[781 But if the dissass "is spreading” or din bhe
process of "breaking ocut"” the victim or object is considered

unclean.L772]

Leviticus 13:12-1% is an interesting passage which well
demonstrates the point:

And if the leprosy breaks out in the skin, so that
the leprosy covers all the skin of the diseased
person from head to foot, s0 far as the priest can
see, then the priest shall make an eraminatiocon, and
if the leprosy has covered all his body, he shall
pronounce him clean of the disease; it has all
turned white, and he iz clean.

Although the accent in these verses appears to be on  the
colar, this would be to misunderstand the text. At various

occasions  in this chapter the color white is associated with

4]

uncleanness.[80] In several other 0ld Testament cassage
being "white as snow" is considered to be & definite sign  of

having "leprosy . [B1]1 How does one then interpret Leviticus

1l

13:12-137 This verse can he varigusly interpreted. Is the
person who has this leprosy now clean because the whole body
has twned white? Is it possible that one could actuslly be
& leper and still be concidered clean? OF is this person row
clean, who formerly was a leper, because all has twned white
— meaning the disease has rurn its cowse, is no laonger
spreading in remission?), and is therefore checked? I
light of Numbers 1Z2:10, where Miriam is described as  "white

&S SnoW ... and behold she was leprous,” it would appear that

color &alone is not the issue. fs with the spot, gruption,
78. Lev. 13:2,6,28,72,34,37,53;: 14:483.
77. lLewv. 13:7,12,20,27,35,42,50,57; 14:3%,43, 44,

an. Lev. 1Z:3,10-113 cf. 13:13,17, 3B-39.
81. See Exocd. 4:16; Num. 12:10; and 1 Fimgs S



boil and itch, these cccurrences are not the bLey: the issues is

whether the disease has been checked and is no longer uncon-

trollably spreading - be it on the body, on & garment, or on
house walls. I+ inflamed, having the appearance of "raw
flesh", or giving the impression of cormtinued growth, it is

considered "unchecked" and thus unclean.[82]

It is no longer possible to determine what different
conditions F was speaking of and it may well be that F itsels
Was unaware of the various conditions the older laws, which
it incorporated, were outlining. The common dernominator
throughout, however, appears to be uwncontrolled spreading
which graphically symbolized unleashed disorder. Just as
"leprosy’  symbolized disorder, and  perhaps occasionally
brought premature death, so also do the laws concerning

‘discharge’ relate to the themes of disorder and death.

There 1s a general consensus among 0ld Testament
scholars that the law of ‘discharge’ in Leviticus 15 is
concerned with emissions from the sexusl organs. 0¥ the five
basic sources of uncleanness, the interpretation of this
section has changed least. Traditicnally the hygierne argument

1sg

{1

has been one of the more popular.lS83]1 These 1aws have
been associated with demonic powers which brought about

uncleanness., [B4]

.

Forter, following the conclusicns of scholars from the

2. Cf. W. Janzen, "Theological Meaning," p. 4.
D See chapter two, pp. 28-29.
84. Elliger, Leviticus D. 127 W. Fornfeld,

i
Leviticus {(Dusseldorf: Fatmos, 19272), pp. 97f.
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history of religiocons scheol, simply states that "the proces-—-
ses of human reproducticon are mysterious toc early peoples and
therefore surrcunded by variocus taboos.”"[83] Wernham uses the
conclusions of Douglas who sees bodily issuss as threatening
the boundaries of the body politic of this exiled mirmer-
ity.E861 In his commentary Wenham also suggests that:

Where the rules about discharges were respected,
they ... would encouwrage restraint in  sewual
behavior.... Because sexual intercourse made both
partners unclean, and therefore unable to partici -
pate in worship for a whole day, this regulation
excluded the fertility rites and cult prostitution
that were such a feature of much Mear Eastern
religion.[87]1]

Aplthough  Wernham uses some of the conclusions of Douglas he
here returns to the old "polemic against the foreign nations”
theme. In contrast to Douglas he also believes this chapter
to make various moral statements:

It also served to make ordinary prosititutes social
outcasts.... This rule deprived the prostitute of
social respectability and therefore helped to
undergird the stability of the family 1ife. Simi-—
larly the prohibition on intercowse in war should
have protected conquered women from abuse (cf. Num.
25 . L8813

With regard toc the laws concerning menstruation he assumes
that they will have rarely affected the married mother who
was continually either nursing the child or pregrnant.

Aoccording to Wenham:

The only women likely to be much affected by the
law of Lev. 15:19-24 would be unmarried teenage
girls.... In this way these regulations may have

promoted restraint in relaticns between the sexes

83. Leviticus, p. 119.

86. Leviticus, p. 223,
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and have acted as & brake on the passions of the
young. [891]

Wernham presents some interesting points but the varisty  of
conclusions he arrives at weakens his argument. Can the loss
of bodily fluid from the sexual organs be & representation cf
incompleteness or lack of wholenesss (an inadequate symbol of
holiness) and at the same time promote political and cultural
unity (through the idea of body politic! as well a= promote
sexual restraint and guard against cultic prostitution?

AS was noted above, few rew insights have been advanced
by scholarship regarding the particul ar meaning of the ‘dig-
charge’' laws. A slightly different perspective may be pos-—
zible, however, Femaining consistent with the theme of order /
disorder, life/death, etc., a new vantage-point may he
gained.

To begin with, it is necessary to question the older

but solidly entrenched view that these laws deal primarily

n 1"

e
e a

with sexusl emissions and thus highlight the theme of

1 . r

To accomplish +this it is necessary to examine briefly the
relationship between this chapter amd the "leprosy’ chapters

preceeding it. EBoth ‘leprosy’ and ‘discharge’ are considered

cleamns—

-

guite polluting since in both cases the seven days o
ing and sacrifices are required to make one clean again.
‘Leprosy’ appears to be somewhat more ssricus i+ ohne  con-

siders that a male lamb is offered as a "guilt offering” over

and above the usual =sin and burnt offering. A rationale for
that may well have been that ‘leprosy’, an external disease,



is a stronger symbol of discrder than ‘discharge’, which is

less easily visible.

1)
4

Just as the term ‘leprosy’ today is understocd
meaning a variety of sxternal, resdily QiSiblE conditions, so
‘discharge’ should be understood as & term referring to s
variety of internal or less visible conditions, especially as
they relate toc the sexual organs. Further, just as it was
argued that it is impossible to determinme which dizsases F
actually refers to (doubt was expressed whether P evern knew)
in its ‘leprosy’ laws, this could be true also of some of the
‘discharge’ laws. It would seem safe to assume that it was
not F's intent to describe specifically the less obvicous
disorders mentioned in Leviticus 15 {Esp. in wvss. -3,
Ferhaps F used the term ‘discharge in the broad sense to
refer to a variety of sexually related physical disorders
krnown to the Israslite. If 20, one can again see F's use of
the contrasting themes of order/disorder, life/death, inm
these particular cl/uncl laws. In gathering and using the
older material F is so concerrned to highlight this theme that
contradictions appear in its writings regarding ooth
‘discharge’ and menstruation.[90]

1

i

|y

the m

1]

+

Leviticus 15 deals with the 2} {(zzab) o
ol

and the 1 AP} {(zabah) of the female. As merticned above, it
T T

was noted that the term ‘discharge”’ traditicnally has been
interpreted &s meaning both gonorrfea and menstruation. [P13
Scholars have arrived at this corclusion even though most

=15 % Mum. S:2-4: Lewv. J:24 & 18317, 20:18.

P Cf. Lev. 15:1
g Fotwo, p. 28.

22 chapte
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recognize the fact that the term cccurs only in & few places.
Wenham writes:

The noun iz used only in this chapter: the relatad

verb "to flow” is rare, apart from the standard .
description of Canaan as a 1and "flowing with milk
and honey" (Exod. 3:8; Num. 1Z3:27, etc.)[92]

It would seem that conclusions regarding any term which is
used so infrequently, especially within a passage as foreign
to the modern reader as Leviticus 153, might remain scmewhat
more tenative than has been the case with rregard to thsse
laws. This is particularly true in light of perceptive
observations like: "with the exception of the first paragraph
it is clear that the discharges come from the sexual Drgaﬁsq“
and "apart from the fact that an abnormal discharge from the
male organ is being described, few specific details are giwven
here."[9Z] The first paragraph compriéea a large and sigrnifi-
cant portion of the chapter and if "few speciftic details are
given" it is interesting that since the time of the Septua-—
gint, male ’'discharge’ has been largely asscciated with gon—
orrhea.

The line of argument has usually procesded as follows.

Im Leviticus 135:2 F states that the ‘discharge’ comes "from
his body" 715¥3.). Most commentators regard the term
"body" here as & euphemism for the sexusl organ. P41 Snaith,

following this understanding, writes that "this ic why there

Fa. Wenham, Leviticus, p. 2183. He mentions that the verb
"to flow" occwrs only in FPs. 78: 203 105:41 of tlowing water,
and Jer. 4%:4. The term AN, however, is used alsg in Lewv.
H22:4. BSee EB, p. 25Z; and BDE, p. Z&64.

PE. Wenham, Leviticus, pp. 217 and 2183 respectivel v,

74. See Forter, Levitigus, p. 119; Harrison, Leviticus,
E. 150,
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is the particular emphasis on what the sufferer sits on .mr
lies on."[?5]1 The term, however, is & very common one in
Hebrew and has a variety of meanings. . Its most basic meaning
is "flesh" but it usually refers to the whole body Lev.
14:9). Ferhaps this mors common meaning stould be more ser-
iously considered for the particular context here.

In F'e very important introductory comments {(ve. Zy it
is clearly stated that "this is the law of his uwrncleanness
for a discharge: whether his body runs with his discharges, or
his bedy is stopped from discharge, it is uwnclearnness in
him.” The term "runs" « ‘11 Yy literally means "to Floy

gasily",[96]1 while the term "stopped"” { UJjD), literally

means "to seal up” or "block".[%7]1 Whereas in verses Z  the
discharge is "from his body", in verse & the ‘discharge’ has
"stopped"” his bodys in fact, it has not beern released ard
thus "it is uncleanness in him." With this reading of the

text the emphasis is no longer placed cn the discharge which
the body releases, but the disorderly effects that cre with &
‘discharge’ experiences. Could F here not be describing any
man who has some intermnal physical discorder, especially as it
relates toc the sexual organ. It may never be possible +o
define precisely the particular discrder But that need not
deter this study. The important point F appears to be high-
lighting concerns "disorder".

Whereas Leviticus 15:3-13 uses the term ‘lr im dealing

73. Leviticus and Mumbers, p. 106.

P&, EDE, p. 738:; EE, p. 8%0. To flow like "slimy Jjuice.”
F7. EDRE, p. I&7: KEE, p. 344,

168



with disorders related.to the sewual organs, the ‘discharge
frequently described in 15:1&6-18 deals solely with the smis-—
sion of semen. Commentators generally continue to regard this
section as dealing with ‘discharge’. Wenham, although recog-
mizing that the previocus section deals with "long—term” male
discharge" notes that verses 146—-18 deal with "transient male
discharges."[%81 This approach can serve to misrepresernt the
passage. It should be noted that nowhere in this secticn is
the term :Lf uéed. The "emission" of verse 16 is literally
interpreted, that which “goes ocut from him" < 73{?@ Xﬁ{@).
The term,T]i‘is used for the discharge menticormed in verse 19.

The verses dealing with the "emission of semen’” are
closely related to the succeeding verses dealing with mens—
truation (15:19-24), It has been argued above that blood was
considered a life—force and therefore, any loss would oring
about a state of urncleanness. [99] Further, it must be remem-
bered that the ancient Israelite was well aware of the fact
that both menstruation and semern were required to pro-
create. [100]  Therefore, both semen and menstruaticon must be
considered sgqually ag life-force and loss of this fluid would
symbolically mean potential loss of life.

With this in mind one could argue that sccording to F,

i

bloocd in the uterus or semen in the vagina is not unclean.

Dut of their life—-giving gnvirocnment, however, they becocme
unclean. Having made this ocbservation it is neceszary to
78. Leviticus, p. Z17.

P37, See above, pp. 147-1350

109G, See Gen. 18:11l; 7R:9.
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rnote, however that the "losse” of blood and semen are inevi—
b 9

table ocowrences, and maybe for this reason, both forms of

uncleanness are not considered grave. Ferhaps because they

do not graphically symbolize disorder and death, there is no
need to bring an offering to make atonement. I this case
only washing and the elapse of a certain time periocd is
necessary for cleéansing.

The symmetry of chapter 15 is remarkable. F begins with
the more sericus male ‘discharge’, then moves +to discuss
first the loss of life-force irm the male and then alsc the

loss of life-force in the case of the female. F concludes

where it began; with a discussicn of the more serious ‘dis—
charge’ of the sexual organ, in this case with regard to the
female. In verses 235-20 F appears to be corcerned particu-
larly with menstrual disorder. Foclearly distinguishes
between normal and abrnormal merstruation. This menstrual
disorder results in F's restating many of the regulations
advanced in the first section of the chapter dealing with the
more sgrious male disorders.

In. Leviticus 15 one sees that both male and femal =

having & ‘discharge’, defile their bed and that which they

touch. M  goes on at greater- length describing the variocus

il

items made unclean through contact with the man who Ras
‘digcharge’, but this is probably not an attempt by F to be
comprehensive, or present some alternative et ocf guidelines
for the male, over against the female with a ‘discharge’.

According to B oall those in contact with the unclean males -

23
m

-

il

female suffer the sames fate ti.€., uncleanress) ane



required to wash their clothes, bathe themselves arnd wait
until evening to be cleansed. Further, both male and femals
suffering from a ‘discharge’ follow the same purifying
process. Having been cleansed of their ‘discharge’, both must
wait seven days, thern wash their clothes and bodies, armd on
the eighth day offer to the priest two turtledoves or twe
Young pigeons so that a sin cffering and & burnt offering may

be presented on their behalf by the priest, and atoremsnt be
made {(cf. 13:13-15 with 28-3I0).

In the last verses of the chapter, F provides & SLMmary

of the laws which affirms the perspective  just advanced.

Verse 3I2 states, "this is the law for him who has a ‘dig—

charge’ and for him who has an emission of semen, becoming

unclean thereby...." The term ‘discharge’ here is BN y
+

while the terﬁ for emission is 7%¥I], Clearly one has heres a
distinction not only in term and nature of law but alss  in
the effects of uncleanness and the requirments for cleansing.

The first and last part of verse I3 describe the un-—-
cleanness which comes from normal menstruation or lying with
& menstruant. F&aced between this concern is a general state-—

ment of uncleanmess which comes from the serious ‘dischargs’,

be it in a womarm or =z man: "for any one, male or temale, who
has & discharge ( 10)... is unclearm.” [i01]
In summary it would appear that F is ceorncerned with &

minimum of four different physical conditions. The first and
last concerrns have to do with more serious physical dis-—

Ty 1"

101, Cr. & similar F phrase in Gen. 1:27. In the images of
God He created him: male and female He created them.”
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orders, especially as they relate to ﬁhe seExual organs, i
both male and female. The second and third have to do with
the inevitable discharge of semen from the man and the period
of menstruation for the womarn.

Although various physical conditions are referred to,
it would appear that F’'s ultimate concern is not clinmical or
therapeutic. Fy thinking theologically and rot medically,
refers to the sexual organs in an attempt to lighlight the
themes of order and 1ife. Ay disorder ig contrary to God's
original intention for His "erxceedingly good" creation.
Bisorder in the sexual organ, that part of the body most
tlosely associated with procreation, may have beern considered
particularly defiling because of its affiliation here with
death. Using the sexual realm, one as basic to humankind as
the food realm, F seeks to affirm order and life. A1l which

stands in contrast to ocrder and life makes unclean.

Im this first section of chapter five the theme of

order/discrder {of which the ideas concerning  life/death,

per#ectiom/imperfection, etc. all play a part) has been Showm

1]

to relate directly to the main cl/uncl regulations of F. F,

[y

working within a "Eibéd theology”, sssks to

afeguard the
people from the wrath of a holy God and does sc oy  encourag-

ing them to reproduce holiness symbolically inm  their own

The main purity laws follow the death of MNadab and
Abihuw who fzailed to distirnguish betwsen holy and profane fire

and thus died when in God's presence {(Lewv. 10:2) . P advances

Lh

il



the cl/uncl laws after gntering this episcde which is +to
encourage Israel to be faithful to God and to remind her to
"be holy, for I [your Godl am holy." Of course F reEcognizes
that the holiness of God's pecple is ultimately a reality
only in the dispensational (declared) sense and thus provi-
sions are made to atone for the "holy place, because of the
uncleanness of the people of Israsl” (Lev.16:18). F possessed
no illusicns regarding the ultimate "holiness" of the pecple,
vet it is F’'s desifa that through the purity laws the people
might be reminded in all of life, of God's nature, hisz pre—
sence and His will for their lives.

As the life of the priest revolved arcund the cult, so
dlso is it F's desire that each Israslite live life in rela-
tion to the cult. As 1t was impefatiye that the prisst live
gver conscious of the presence of God, so alsc ere the
people to model their lives after this priestly paradigm.
This perspective gains support from-the urusual ussz of the
Hebrew verb ‘]f;, which Sugéests "sacred separation’”, found
in Leviticus 15:71.L0102] Snaith notes that variocus biblical
translators found this use of the word difficult and thus
tended to  use I]J?j ff?(warn).[iﬂzj Yet the ‘term "sacred

separation” is here used in the context of Israel whereas i

Mumbers 6:2,3,3 and & it is used in the case of the Mazirite
VW . Israsl, as the Mazirite, is to live in "holiness”,

It is F's desire that

i

11 Israel be & holy naticon. Evy

102, Bnaith, Leviticus, p. 10%9. Snaith does rot here attempt
to argue for & priestly paradigm but his interpretation  of
verse Il does lend support to this view.

193, Ibid. He gives no explanation for this word change.




keeping the sabbath it imitates Ged. By limiting itsels to
certain meats, it also imitates God who accepts the sacri-
fices of only certain animals. F seekes to show that in  all
of life +the principle of Godly order is to guide His holy
pecple. To this end &ll of life is seen as living i the
presence of God. As the priests lived within the context of
the cult, so . alsc it is F's desire to promote this  approach
to life in each Israeslite. Fe God is the creator of oirder ,
life and perfection, Israel was to live within His order,
affirming life and striving to reflect and reproduce His
perfection. God’'s holy community is not to mix the foly and
the profane sphere. For Israesl the mixing of these spheres

not only makes unclean, but can also threaten her VEFNY exig—

tence.
E. CLEAN AND UNCLEAM THIMEING AMD OTHER BEBULATIONS IN F
In examining the basic cl/uncl laws fourd in Leviticus
11-15 reference was made to other laws in this bock and in

Mumbers that relate to these laws. For example, in Leviticus
17 one finds regulations concerned with the slaughter of

animals, that sacrifices not be made to "satyrs" anmd that the

blood be disposed of in the FIrORPE&r wWay. Here ore alsc finds
restrictions regarding the consumption of meat "with its
blood.” In Leviticus Z21-22 and Numbers & one ftinds a host of

cl/uncl  laws (discussed above) specifically related +o the

priestsz and the Mazirite. As Israel is to restrict its

contact with all that makes ocne unclean, 20 also are the

priests and the Mazarite to separate themselv strictly from

]

all uncleanness. In these two Rassages, as well as in Mumbers
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19 and I1, the theme of contact with the dead is significant.
The dead corpse of an animal and egpecially a human, is
considered a strong source of uwncleanness. All in Israel are
to restrict their contact with the dead.

Gf course, these laws relate directly to the cl/uncl

laws discussed above. In Leviticus 18-20, hawever; thers

#ist & host of laws which deal with & variety of concernc.
These laws, although not directly related to the cl/uncl
regulations, do, nevertheless, frequently gmphacsize the sams
theme as that found to hbe prevelant in the cl/uncl laws. In
‘the following discussion these laws will be related to the
broad theme of order. Before examining them it is necessary
briefly to comment om the distinct body of law within which
they are found.

It was noted above that Fy working in the exilic orF
post-exilic period, incorporated a variety of colder material.
A very significant legal corpus embedded in F is the sg-
called Holiness Code (H) of Leviticus 17-26. It was 4. Klos-
termann who first recogniéed this as an independent literary
unit and gave it the name Heilighkeitsgesetz. L1041 This rame
was given to it because of the text's rrequent call for
Israel to be holy.

Today, the majority of scholars continue to regsrd H as
originally independent. Yet there remain some important
scholars who, because of many similarities H shares with Fy

consider Leviticus 17-24 as rever having existsd alone.

104, "Beitrage =zur Entstehungsgeschichtes des Fentateuchs, "
LLThE 381877, 401-445,
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Fatiher they regard H as being an original part of F.LI05]
Scholars who assign F to a pre-exilic date also tend to ses
morre similarities than differernces. Milgrom, for example,
writess: "Ch. 17, the alleged beginming of the code, is con-
nected thematically and verbally with the preceding chap—
ters."[10&481 OF the final two chapters in Leviticus he writes:

Ch=s. 25-246, the alleged conclusion, form an inde-—
pendent scroll, to judge by the unigue vocabulary,
. e theme, ... and redaction.... Mornetheless, much
of the language and some ideas in chs. 17-76 differ
with the first part of Leviticus. Most likely P
incorporated intc these chapters an earlier docu-—
ment which might be called the Holirmess Source.l[107]

In Milgrom's treatment of H, much doubt is expressed about it

being an originally independent entity. Milgrom appears to

b

regard Leviticus 17-246 as largely a product of F which, hRe
concedes, likely used the H source in its wrilitings.

It is not the task of this study to review and evaluate
the criteria used to set H apart from Fy or to consider the
original form of H. With regard to the latter point,
Boscker writes: "There are almost as many theses as there ars
authors. "[108]1 Assuming the standard critical vigw, that H is
an older, originally independent entity, it is nevertheless

important to remember that there are sections which are

_________ s Zur
Existenz des sogenanntern ‘Heiligkeitsgesetzes,  "ZAW B8a{l?74),
S07-%16.  According to  Wagner the prominent and pervasive
theme of Israel being brought ocut of Egypt and following
after God’'s holiness {(sse Lev. 11:45; 192367 22:33; 23243,
25:38, 42, S3D; 26:13, 45), fits well into the larger F +rame-—
wort . This has prompted Wagner to see Exodus 25 to Leviticus
26 as a unified, cohesive piece.

16, "Leviticus," IDES (Mashville: Abingdon, 1%
107, Ibid.

198, Law and the Administration, p. 187.

103. See Elliger, Leviticus PR. 14-20 jand V. Wagner, "Z

— N
7&) ., p. 5473,




clearly late and reflect fhe exilic period.l10%2]1 H was not
incorporated wholesale by F and this is made obhvious by the
"series of additions which betray the mentality of F.O01103
H. Graf Reventlow has rnoted that frequently H is overwrought
so thoroughly by F that it appears impossible to disentangle
the two.l[111l For cur purposes it is ernough to mentionm  that
Hy, although originally independent, has been reworked to the
degree that it row clearly stands in line with F's broader
theology.

According to Reverntlow, H is best considered = public
worship document ("ein gottesdienstliches Dokument™) witi ch
stems from the the sarly Israelite covenant festivals. [112]
He suggests further that the presentation of LLeviticus 17-2&
shows that the laws evolved in Israel ‘s cult ocver s long
period of time.l113] He uses the analegy of a kermel to
which much has been added over the YEARImS.

In examining the message of H (now in FYy, it iz impor-
tant to note that everything is directly related to God s

holiness. This was particularly clear also of F's treatment

i
o
C
—
e
-
]
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of the meat laws, where it was argued that God’
and  the accompanying themes of order and lite, are key
concepts needed to uncover their rationale. Boscker accu-
rately summarizes H when hes suggests: "Jahweh 's holiness is

109, Bee Lev. 26:34-44,

110. Boescker, Law and the Administration, p. 187.

111. Das Heiligkeitsgesetz (Meukirchen: MNeukirchensr Verlag,
1961}, p. 74. Reventlow believes that "H im Sirfne vor Fouber
arbeitet ist, denn hier sind H und F so eng  verschlungen,
dass eine Entwirrung garnicht mehr moglich erscheint.”

112, Ibid., p. 30

113, Ibid,



constantly being named as the background for the demard +for
holiness from the people, a hecliress to be realized through
both social justice and cultic effort."[114]

Whereas 'ethical” and "moral® concerns are  freguently
related to God's commandments as fourd in the various deca-—
1Dgues, H.G. Reventlow, in his study of the H, has argued
that with regard to Leviticus 19 one finds here both “"ethical”
and "ritual" concerns with no digtincticn between the
two.L1131 Although F is concerned with the praoper 4unctibning
of the cult, its ritual concerns aleo have esthical ends. ALl
cultic and ritual symbolism is directly related to ethical
living and, as was noted above, concepts like uncleannsss and
sin are freguently indistinguishable.

Before focusing on the various 1aws mentioned in Levi-
ticus 18-20 it is necessary to make some gerneral comments

regarding the content of these chapters. Throughout thi

u

diverse legal materizal FP's characteristic phrase, "I am the
Lord vow God," or "I am the Lord," is menticoned twenty—+our
times. 01161 This constant reminder that "I am the Lord vour
Bod" can be considered the motive clause for keeping the

various laws.L117] God had chosen Israsl and now expects her

L} 3 and

tc imitate him, Day to the congregation of the peopls  of
Isragl, You shall be Folys  for I the Lord vyour God am moly”

114. Law and the pfdministration, p. 18%9.

1153. Die Heiligkeitsgesetre, p. 74

116, Lev. 18:2,4,5,6,21,30; 17:2,3,4,10,11,14,16,18,25,28, 30,

31,32,34,37; 20:7,24,26.

i17. Boecker, in Law and the Sdministration (p. 18%), has
also noted that by trequently pointing to God and the
holiness theme, H "gives an impression of unity  and

complietiom.”
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iLev. 19:32) . In discussing the standard cl/uncl laws it Was
noted how sach related directly to an unders anding of God.
This is true alsoc for these 1aws.

Another theme emphasized frequently in Leviticus 15-20
prohibits Israsl from following the practices of the other
nations but, "vou shall do my ordinances and keep my statutes

d

i
I
o

and walk in them." At six occasions is this theme stre
in these three chapters.[118]

Through the vears Israsl had compiled manmy dif%erant
laws which it regarded as authoritative. The laws advanced
here should, however, not be considered aszs s comprehensive
list. Just as the explicit cl/uncl regulations cam not  be
considered an attempt to deal with the subject in am  &ll-
inclusive fashion, so also must one regard these laws., To-
gether the laws well function to represent symbolically the
broad theme of order, in its treatment of "relationships".

In chapter 18 forbidden sexual relations are cutlinesd.
The text clearly asscociates these forbidden practices with
foreign nations {(18:3, 30, Although there exists here =
detinite polemic against the other naticons the raticnal; e~
Fimd the prohibition of these practices is to be fourd in
Israel 's God and not its neighbors. Israel is rnot te imitats
its nmeighbors but its God. Im F's understanding of God cre
can +ind its raticrnale for the prohibition cf these sexusl
practices.

The opening five verses form the introduction to  this
chapter. Israel is to imitate God and not its neighbors, and

118. Lev. 18:4,5,6,21,30; 19:19; 20:8,27.



in soc doing "shall live" (19:5). As the other nations  had

detiled themselves by these practices and had thus been cast

out of the land, so Israel would be cast out ("vomited cut!)
if it did rot obey God's commands (19:24-728). Obediernce to
God's will would bring ordered and good life. Disobedierncs

would bring disorder and desath. The land itself would become
unclean (19:27) and "vemit ocut its inhabitants” (19:25). Land
symbolized life and well-being for the Israelite, 011923 and it
was life which God scught to give his people. Discbedigncs
would bring death, and being cast ocut of the land, being
landless, meant loss of identity énd secwityl120]1 In fact,
landlessness ultimately is closely asscoiated with Fhopeless—
ness and death.[1217]

The rest of Leviticus 18 deals explicitly with forbid-
den sexual relations. Sexual relations with the members of
one’'s extended family, sexual relations with one’'s cwn SEN ,
bestiality and cultic prostitution are all dencunced. They
are contrary to God, symbalizing disorder, and are, theres-
fore, prohibited. Severe punishment and sometimes +fatal

4

judgement is handed down upon those who transgress these 1aws

U]

{Lev. 20},
AfE was mentioned above, the laws ars not comprehensive,

Yia—

they do not deal exhaustivelyw with &l11 cesible sexual d
b 7

i

tions. They are best understood as representative of ssxual

offences. For exampls, in the sxtended family laws there i

ifi

117, Walter Brueggemarnn, The L
1777, p. Z.
120, Ibid., pp. 6-7.

121, Ibid., pp. 12&6-127.

1 (Fhiladelphiaz Fortress,

i
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rno  prohibition against Sexﬁal intercourse with one’'s daugh-—
ter, the wife of a nephew, & father s nephew’ s wife, one’'s
grandmother or niece. Other close relations could be men-—
tioned. OFf further interest alsc is that ore can find in the

e

patriarchal stories infringements against these laws.[12Z1]
Yet it would appear that F's major corcern here is not  to
outline all the different illicit sexual relations possible
but toc create order within the extended tamily and larger
community. It is well recognized that illicit sexual rela-—
tionships, especially in smaller communities, generally break
secial conventions and prevent domestic harmorny . L1232

Although the overriding concern of F is to outline
illicit sexual relations, verse 13 clearly places a strong
emphasis on both "uncovering her nakedrness while her sister
is vyet alive” and on not taking "a woman as & rival wite to
ler sister.” That this type of rivalrvy would also create
SDEi§1 disorder is well attested in the Biblel1247

Leviticus 18:1%-23 outlines five further sexual of-
fences which are considered as  disorders, bexuxsl intesr-
course with a menstruant has been discussed above.
prohibits sexual intercourse with the neighbor 's wife. fs
lations with & relative can create dissersion within

zexual r

]
Iy

the extended family so alsc can other grtra—-marital relation-

ships disrupt the larger community. F appears well awares of

122, Cf. Lev. 1B8:18 with Gen. 293 Lkev. 18:8 with Gen. I5:2%.
ZX. Stephen F. Bigger, "The Family Laws of Leviticus 18 im

—

Their Setting,” JEL 98:1979), p. 152.
124. BSee Gen. 1lé: 1-é&3; Z0sl: 1 Sam. l:o-7.
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the wrath with which a jealous husband can act.[128] Isirasl-—
ite proverbs, too, saw the potertial for disorder and  vig-—
lence in unlawful sexual relatiors:

He who commits adultery has no SEnse;
he who does it destroys himself.
Wounds and dishonour will he get,
and his disgrace will not be wiped away.
For jealousy makes a man furiocus,
and he will not spare when he takes revernge.
Froverbs., 7:32-34,

T 4

Viclence and social disorder were probably a freguent ressult
of adultery.

7
H

18]
]

In F’'s treatment of extra-marital relations it appe

to also emphasize that people in various relaticonships are

b
o0

tied +together. Those individuals menticned in verses &—1
are, in fact, described as extensions of cthers (g.g., "vour
brother's wife ... is vour brother ‘s naksdrness"). According
to F illicit sexusal relations are a direct infringment wupon
the rightsvof other individuals or social groups.

In Leviticus 18:21 the devotion of cne’'s children to
Molech islproscribedu Forter writes that, "strictly speaking,
this wverse has nothing to do with sexual offernces...".[126]
Snaith cobserves, Flowever, that, "it is sigrnificamt that this
reference to the children and the Molech cult oCcurs inn the
middle of a series of prohibitions of illegal sexual intsr-
couwrss, "L127 He suggests rather that parernts gave there
children to prissts who symbolically devoted the childrern +to

Molech by walking with them between two tirss, Further he

25. F thus provides & non-vioclent approach to appease  the
husband (Numbers S:11-28).
126. Leviticus, p. 148.

127, Leviticus, p. 125.
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writes that the children were probably "given to the awthori-
ties at the shrine to be trained as temple prostitutes, mals
and female.”"[1281 This interpretation would be more in keep—
ing with what has been said thus far. Cultic prostitution
would have been shameful idolatry and it would also have
represented disorderly serual relations. Man and wife weres to
"become one flesh" (Gen. 2324, Humanity was to live in
Farmony together according to God's design, and cultic pros-
titution, if in fact practiced,[129] would have represented a
revolt against God’'s intentions.

Homosexuality and bestiality; too, represented an attack
against God's created order (Lewv. 18: 22-27). Bod had creatsd
each according to its kind and each was to have sexual rela-
tions with the opposite sex of its own kind. This is trus
for  humanity {Gen. ’.2:5_"‘4).7 and in F's flood accournt this is
ggually true of the animal world (Gen. &: 19 T:1s)., a1l
prohibited sexual relations are defiling but homosexuality
and especially bestiality is considersd an "abomination®
(fﬂggiFT) and a "perversion® PQJ?). The first word literally
means "disgusting" and the sscond, "contusion or mixdture”.
These practices are described by F as a disgusting confusicn
of the divine order which God has created.

128. Ibid. See Isa. 57:9 and Jer. 3I2.35.

129, WTR and O¥TP have traditicnally beern interpreted as
male and female t=mple~prout1tute respectively (see EDE, p.
878; and O.J. Baab, "Frositituticn,” IDE, VYol. T {(Mashville:
Abingdon, 19&82), pp. 931-934). Yet in & conversatiorn with
Frofessor Ddul Clyan he made the ocbservation that the
two Hebrew terms refer only to male and female cultic
personnel, segt apart for temple service. Thus he cautions

against interpreting the Hebrew terms as references to cultic
prostitutes. Mowhere is prostitution gxplicitly stated.
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The term, "confusion"” or "mixture", ocours only in one
other passage. Im Leviticus 20:1Z it is again used to des-—
cribe  the sexual intercouwrse between & man and his daughter-.
in-law. For F, any putting together or "making one” of that
which God has intended as separate i am  abominable confu-—
sion of God's divine order.[1301 In Leviticus 20 the deatih
penalty is prescribed for many of the sexual offernces men—
tioned in chapter 18.

Leviticus 18:24-30 represent the concluding exhorta—
tions advanced by F with regard to the sexual practices of

the foreign nations. Here one finds a final curse uper &ll

fl

those who would transgress against God’'s statutes and & last
reminder in the chapter that "I am the Lord your God." Again
the focus is on God. Even though many of these laws can be

considered as & polemic against foreign practices, it appears

it

that F’'s concern for divine order, harmony and a peaceful
life will have, however, played a larger role in shaping the
present laws. All which perverts and confuses God' s intended
order iz regarded as abominable. It represents symbeolically
all that is contrary to God.

This is true alsoc of the various 1awe which make up
Leviticus 17. F has attempted to tie the wvariocus 1 awms
together with its distinctive phrase "I am the Lord.” The

chapter begins with "And the Lord said to Moses, ‘Bay to all

i

the congregaticn’" and concludes with, "And you shall! chserve

132, ERigger, in "The Family Laws,”" fcllows Docuglas ' smphacsis
=

or body issues. He suggests that all the sexual laws are
concerned with the "misuse of semen” and "the mixing of dif-
terent types of semen in the receptive animal or woman" (.
2070

ettt ) -
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all my statues and all &y ordinaces,; and do them: I am the
Lord. " A i the previous chapter the ultimate motivator
encouraging the people to cbey GBod's laws is God Himself.

This chapter, which has geen regarded as the ‘priestly
decalogue ', L1311 takes on an "apodictic and predominantly
negative form" in its outlirming of thirty or so laws.[137]
Forter notes:

Like most ancient collections of laws, thers is no
Clear or logical order in the way the commands are

get out - or none, at least, that we camn discover -
but the compiler simply strings together loosely
what was available to him. His objective was to

preserve what he could of the old legal traditions
from the wreck of the natiormal life, that they
might ornce more provide the structure for the re-—
vived Israel he hoped to ses.[173]
In this chapter one finds both cultic reguirements and ethi-
cal obligations tied closely together. Although we might

make this distinctiom, F does not, since it regards all 1aw

as based in the divine ordering of life.

F begims with an invitation to imitate God's holiness
(vs, 2  and to remain faithful to  him {vs. 43 . Ethical
cbligations {reverence of parents), and cultic requirements

(keeping of the sabbath), are both considered as indicators
of holiness. Again these laws are best interpreted as
representative of all of God'c laws which were to create
divinely ordered life.

Verses 5-8 dea; with regulations regarding the eating
of the peace offering. Verses 7-10 are alsoc corcernsd with

food, but here it is the food for the poor, the gleanings

131, Elliger, Leviticus, p. 225.

1Z2. Forter, Leviticus, p. 151



atter the harvest, which concerns = "You shall not steal”
begins the next set of 1awe. Just as reaping "vyour field to
its very border’" and stripping "your virneyard bare,” would be
to steal from the poory so the theme continues in verses 13-
12. To steal, deal falsely, lie (which is "to swear By my
name falsely”) all promote disorder and confusion since they
represent the opposite to dealing honestly, openly and forth-
rightly. This theme continues in the next three sections
(19:13-18). Here there are a host of negative commands with
two positive ones: "in rightecuness shall vou judge  youw-
neighbor" and: "vou shall love your reighbor as vourself.”
At the end of each short section the motivating clause is
advanced, "I am the Lord." It is God who has set the stan-—
dard and Israel, his sacred community, is to imitate his
holiness. Israel is not to promote disorder or stand against
life (vs. 16). But to promote rightecusness (‘ﬁTT;), Jjustice
(UDWUA Y and love (700%). These qualities lie at the
T - -

center of ordered life.

Verse 19, at first giance, appearrs out of placs: =tw]
much so that some commentators have suggested that the lavi-
tical lawgivers simply gathered the oclder traditions ewven
though "they no longer understood their allusions...". 013473
Returrming to the theme of "confusions” or "mixtwes" lkenham
suggests that "the barm on all mixtures, especially mixed
breeding, shows man following in God's sStEps. He must kzep

separate what God created separate."[135] Forter states that

bcran IS

134, Calum M. Carmichasl, "Fortidden Mixtures," YT Zz{1982),
p. 411.
135, Leviticus, p. 267.



"the idea underlying this little group cf thres prohibitions
is the same as that underlvying the laws of ‘uncleanness s
creatures or things of one natwes are not to be miwed up with
those having another."[136]

It was noted above that many of these laws in H  are
older than F. F, however, did not incorporate H indescrimi-
nately but fit H into its own work, where H serves P'g
agenda. Occasionally H appears to stand in opposition to
older practices and reguirements which F was aware of .L1Z71 P
incorporated the laws, however, because it sought to use them

symbolically, in an effort to prohibit the "mixing" of God

in

created order. That which is of a different kird (72X D ) is
to remain separated. God’'s divinely created order is not to

be disturbed. Hybrid combinaticns would only lead to disor-—

der., fpeccording to God's crdering of things Israsl, Too, Was
created to be holy, separated from the practices of the octher
nations. The law prohibiting the mixing of kinds brought
this understanding to the mind of the Israelite.

The three verses following verse 9 deal with the dis—
orderly relaticnship of a man who "lies carmally with a woman
who is & slave, betrothed to another man. Just as verse 17
relates to the passage in chapter 18 regarding the 'confu-
sion” inherent in homos #uslity amd bestialitv, so alsoc these
verses relate back to the sexual offerces mentiored i the
previocus chapter. Anything creating social disorder is Dro-

136, Leviticus, p. 157.

137, See the presence of mules in ancient Iesrael (2 ZSam.
329,  and  the weaving together of scarlet stuft, fine
twined lirnen and goats hair for the holy garments, etc. (Ex.
bt —

e e
S5 2339 .
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scribed.

Verses ZI-25 deal with a "firstfruit” of sorts regard-
ing Israel ‘s agricultural products. In all of life, including
the scoromic dimension, Terael is comtinually to live inm the
presence of God, aware of its relaticnship with God and itse
responsibilities within the covenant'arrangement. B ovariety
of cultic and ethical concerns are mentioned im verses 2&—T4.
These verses encourage the Israslite to remain talth+ul to

God, and in interacting with others, to show no partiality.

Stangers are to be treated as fellow Igiraglites, in  fact,
"vou shall love him as yourself." All these laws ares based
on God's election and care for Israesl. (vs.34), As God has

dealt with Israel in love and forthrightness, so alsc is the

Israelite now encouraged to imitate God (19: 35-Z7). Inm =so
doing s/he recreates, and lives within God’'s intended

(created) order.

As  mentiocned above, Leviticus 20 largely sets cut the
penalties for violating God's laws. Israel is to be a holy
people, and failure toc strive after holiness would mEan  sure
death. God separated Israel from the mations (2 24), and His
pecple &are now to distinguish between cl/umcl, holy and
protfane (Z0:28), Godly and uwngodly. Israel is to live within

the sphere of holiness {(in the presence of God), affirming

God’ = intended order, design, life, perftection, etc. It i

U]

ot  to engage in any activity that might mix the spheres  of

hely  and profane. In distingquishing betweesn these COposing

1.

spheres, you  should be mine [God 'sl," and divinely ordersd

.

life would be Israsl = to ernjoy.
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For F  all its laws centersed on God and in  some wWay

rr

related to His created crder and His intent for it. This is
true for both the explicit cl/uncl laws and those not ex-
plicitly related to the theme behind the cl/uncl regulaticons.

Is the same motive svident behind D' use of cl/7uncl? D

4]

use of the laws will brié%ly be examined next.
L. ECLEAN AND UNCLEAM IN DEUTERONOMY
Whereas cl/uncl thinking can be found throughout F this

is not true for D. In D these concepts appear to play a much
lesser role. Certainly they are not referred to as freguently
as in F. 0Of the five basic cl/uncl regulations examined
sbove, only the meat laws receive any real attenticon in  D.
Little is said regarding uncleanness through contact with &
dead body. Mo comments are advanced about the uwncleanness
which is brought on by childbirth. "Leprosy” iz mentiocned
once in D and even here one finds ro explicit connection to
wncleanness:

Take heed, in an attack of leprosy, to be careful

to do according to all that the Levitical priests

shall direct you: as I commanded them, so you shall

be careful to do (Deut. 24:8).
It appears that D assumes that its listeners are aware of the
leprosy regulatioﬁs and need only to be encouraged to  be
chedisnt. Meither the ‘discharge’ uncleanness ror the un-
cleanness which comes from mensturation is mentioned. Orlvy
once iz uncleanness mentioned with regard to  that  which
"chances to him by rmight" (23:19-20).

This infrequent use of the cl/uncl 1laws need not suggest

that D was unaware of the many regulations. Yet they appear



less important toc D. In chapter fouw the difference in his—
torical context between D and F was discussed. It is impor-
tant to retwn briefly to this discussion to urnderstand the
different theclogical presuppositions and intentichns of D and
Fy especially as they relate to cl/uncl thinking.

In chapter four it was argued that D arnd F are not far
apart theologically but that the differences between them can
be understoocd in light of their historical contexts. There
exists a general consensus today among 0ld Testamsrnt scholars
that centralization, and the rationale behind it, a desire to
prohibit certain Canzanite practices, ares the most outstand—
ing features in D.L1381 N. Lohfink has writtemn that, "the
greatest inmnovation that Deuterornomy produced was the demand
to centralize the cult at the place which Yahweh chose."[139]
In Deuterocnomy 12, the well known "centralization of worsnhip"
chapter, many insights can be gained regarding the perspec-
tive and intent of D. In this chapter the command is given:

You shall surely destroy all the places where the

nations whom vyou shall dispossess served their

gods. ... But vyou shall seek the place which the

Lord your God will choose out of all your tribes to

put his name and make his habitation there: thither

you shall go, and thither yvou shall bring vour

burnt offerings and vouwr sacrifices .ol arnd thers

you shall eat before the Lord vour God, and vou

shall rejoice, you and vour houssholds. .. (12e2-70 .
Other passages in Deuteronomy concerrned with the centralizsa-—
tion of the sacrificial system ars scattersd throughouwt. L1407
From the passage guoted above it is clear that the primary

138, Boecker, Law and the Administraticn, p. 184.
13%. "Deutsronomy," IDES (Mashville: Aoingdon, 19
140, See Deutercrnomy 14:22-9; 13: 1523, :

18:1-8; 19:1-173.
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reason behind centralizing the»cult was to guard against the
nation following the practices of other cults. D sought to
distinguish clearly bestween Yahwism and the prohibited
beliets and practices of Israel’'s neighbofz.

Another  problem is advanced in Deuteronomy 1Z:8: Mergmiy

shall not do according to all that we are doing here this

i

day, svery man doing whatever is right in his gwn sves.” In

|

an effort to guard against prohibited religicus practicess and

to wunify the cult, D sought to centralize the cult wWhticih

fli
th

would then be able to set out some standard for the mation
a whole to follow.

Whereas earlier no restriction was placed orn the locale

for bringing & sacrifice, in D it was restricted to "the
place which the Lord will choose" (Deut. 12:14), Yet, as in
the ancient days, it appears as though the person offering

the sacrifice continues +o play a significant role (see
12:13-148). This is especially true of the gating of the
sacrifice, "yvou shall eat beforé the Lord vowr God ... vou
and your households" (12:7). In Fy however, the remaining

.

portions of the sacrifices are assigned to the priest’'s

household Lev. &,7, 21,22), and as was noted in chapter

1oe

[
+

four, the Aarcnic priesthood alone could offer the sacri

tn

to the Lord.

Thus o©ne can see an sver narrowing formal cultic res-—
ponsibility given to the Isrzelite and an increasingly signi-—
ficant role given to the priest. All this in an effort to
prevent the cultic excesses of the past and detef Israsl +rom

becoming like her neighbors. D's Igragl, politically, social-~



ly and religiously, is in many ways far removed from the
Israel which was once at Mount Sirmsi. Yet £his Israel "comess
orice more under the sovereignty of Yahweh, in order to be
claimed by him as his people - as a ‘holy people’ (7563
14:2,21: 26:1%9: 28:9).,"C1411] Although thie holinesss thems, as
related to the people, is used by D, it is F which highlights
this theme and perceives &1l of 1life through it.

Whereas in D it is easier +o distinguish between

11 of
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"ethical"” or "moral" concerns, and "sacral” ores, in F
Israelite life is related to holiness. In P no real distinc-
tion is possible since both social injusitice and cultic
misdeed are considered as that which stands contrary to God.
Whereas D stresses Israel ‘s election,[142] and rot its righ-
tecusrness, 1431 F centinually reminds Israsl that it is  a
"holy nation,” and ocught therefore to live accordingly.  Both
D and F seek to motivate Israel to righteousness and justice,
but D does so by advancing much of the oclder legal material
which appears more secularly oriented, winile F attempts to
promote holiness in the Israelite by interpreting all of
life, as directly relagéd to the cult amd to God.

Having briefly again discussed F's and D's historical

141, Yon  Rad, "Deutercrnomy,” IDH, Vol. 1 Nashwville:
Abingdon, 19&82), p. 837.
142, "It was not because you were more in number than &My

cther people that the Lord set his love upon yvou and chose
yYou, for vou were fewest of all pecples; but it is becaus
the Lord loves you, and is keeping the oath which he swore to
your fathers” {(Deut. 7:7-8).

143. "Mot because of your rightecusness or the uprightness of
your hesrt are you going in to posssss their land: but be-
cause of the wickedness of these natiors the Lord vyour God is

driving them out.... Enow therefore, that the Lord youwr God
ie not giving you this good land to possess because of  vour
rightousness; for you are a stubbkorrm people” (Deut. F:5-5).



context and general use of the cl/uncl laws, this study will
attempt to distinguish between F's and D's use of the cl/uncl
regulations. Only temtative conclusions can be arrived at,
for two reasons. Ore, & co%prehensive study of D's theclogy
should be undertaken before one can adequately begin to
distinguish the fine differernces between D's use of cl/uncl
and F's use of the concepts. This can rnot be done here.
Two, the fact that D seldom refers to the cl/uncl concepts,
and yet undoubtedly is aware of them, creates ocbvious limita-
tions. Were one to examine D's theology thoroughly and were

the concepts more fregquently used, there would be =& M e

realistic chance of distinguishing accurately between cl/uncl

“i
|

in D and F. Due to the limits of this study and the D mate
ial, nro really comprehensive conclusions carn be arrived at

“@s  was said above, nothing is said in D
regarding the uncleanness which comes from childhirth anrd
little is said regarding ‘leprosy’. Neither does crne find in
D a law of ‘discharge’ as in Léviticus 15. Deuteraonomy 23:9-
14 deals with bodily emissicrs in a military camp which is
engageﬁ in holy war. These verses supplement chapter 20 where
D has cutlined rules for foly war.

Before examining D's "bodily emissions” passage, it is
helpful to comment briefly on the wider comtewxt within which
the Deuterocrnmy 23 passage is found. A variety of "miscella-
neocus laws are advanced in chapters 21-25. Although it is

well known that these laws have & long and diverse history of

growth, much like the F material, it is D who assembles then
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and presents them as a new unity.[144] As was true for Fo im
m&any of the laws one finds the jurtaposition of order and

o toc have

i

disorder, life and death. These themes appear =i
precccupied D.

In Deuterocnomy 21, five supposedly disparate laws are
advanced. The first deals with the edpiation of a murder wkeﬁ
the killer is unknown. The second supplements the holy war
rules outlinesd in chapter 20 and deals with the treatment of
female slaves. The third law deals with the inheritance
rights of & first—-borm son. The fowrth law concerns the
rebellion of a discbedient s=on. The fifth law concerns the
burial of the body of a hanged criminal. Calum Carmichael
has persuasively argued that although these laws may appear

to be linked together by some haphazard editorial process

m

they do, nevertheless, fit together meatly in that all hav
to do with the coming together of life and death. 1453

In the first law the ceremony of killing & heifer
"which has never worked" (21:7) on rnew land "which is neither
plowed nor sown,” {(21:4) "is intended to remind the partici-
pants of the coming together of life and death in their
midst."L14863 Much of the symbolism in the ceremony represents
the prematuwe death of the slain man. In the second law tre
mowning rites of the captive woman represent the present or
eventusl death of her parents which will go  uwnnoticed by
Rer.L147]1 In the third law the father distributing his goods,

144. Boscker, Law and the Administration, p. 175.

143, " Common Element in Five Supposedly Disparate Laws, "
NT 2901979y, p. 141.

146, Ibid., p. 132,

147. Ibid., p. 135.
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near his time of death, is prohibited from denying his First;
born son (first—fruits of his life) his rightful share.[148]
In the fowth law the rebellicus son is handed over By his
parents for a sentence of death. Carmichael observes that
this, in fact, seldom happened but suggests that the sages
"counsel is that to discipline a son, by physical means, will
not lead to his death but will save his 1life from Sheol”
(Frov.e 22:13,14).0149237 In the final law cne again finds &
clear example of death coming in the midst of life.[1501 Sc
it is in esach case where there is a coming together of two
opposites, life and death. It is this overlapping or mixing
of spheres which the writer appears to focus Upon.

Having made this observation Carmichael writes, "the
aim of the lawgiver is to set things right Iy ensuring =
separation of the two."L151] He goes on to point out that in
gach law a wrong-doing has been dealt with and a etirong
affirmation of life is advanced. Apccording to D the cpposite
spheres of life and death are to remain separated. Were one
toc take this interpretive approach used by Carmichaesl and
broaden the spheres of life and death to include order and
disorder, many of the laws in the tfollowing chanter also
appear to fit togethesr well.

In Deuterocrnomy 22, Five laws in particular appear to be
directly related to this thinking which prohibits the mliiing
of cpposites. In verse 5 a woman and man are both commanded

144d. Ibid., o. 136&.

149, Ibid., p. 137.

150, Ipid., p. 138

151. Ibid., p. 141.
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to wear the appropriate garments of their sex. This prohibi-
tion against transvestiem has frequently been associated with
foreign cultic practices.[152] Although this may in part be
true, the context within which it now is found, however,
would not suggest this rationale as primary., Fertaps a more
fitting interpretation would be to understand this  1aw in
light of God’'s created order. A confusion of sexes would
viclate God's intent and would represent a mixing of kinds.

This is true also of the prohibition against takirng Far-
food both the mother -bird and her young or  eggs (22 b~
7Y. L1333 Hersg, foa, one finds the affirmation of life and
the desire to promote order. Von Rad and Craigie offer two
alternative positions. Vonn Rad suggests that the law "can
probably be attributed only to humane motives and nardly to
considerétions of utility."[1354]1 Craigie disagrees, however,
and argues that the taking of both the mother bird amd Her
YOUng ,

s Would be bad: in commercial language, it would

be exchanging a long-term profit for an immediate
gain. To take and kill the mother would be to ter-—
minate & potential future supply of focod. To take

the mother and leave the others would not be
possible, for they would not be able +o sSurvive
without the mother.[155

Both wvon Rad's humanitarian and Craigie’ s sconomic explana-—

tions are not very satisfying. A theological interpretation
152, See Gerhard von Rad, Deuterconomy: & Commentary, The Old
Testament Library, Trans. Dorothea Barton " H{Fhiladelphiaz

Westminster, 1%66), p. 1413 and Feter C. Craigie, The Bogk of
Deuteronomy, The New International Commentary cn the O0ld
Testament (Londorm: Hodder and Stoughton, 197&), p. 288.

o9%F. Cf. also Deut. 14:21b.

154. Dguteronomy, p. 141,

135. Deuteronomy., p. 289,
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which focuses on the mixing of spheres, namely here life and
death, fits much better the general thrust of this chapter
and the one preceding it. The. admonition, "vou shall let the
mother go" {(ve. 7) is an affirmation of the sphere of life,
over against the alternative, the sphere of death. Could this
be true also of the first laws in this chapter? Could the un-
willingness to help one’s neighbor in securing & strav animal
(2Z2:1-4), which may in some measure have represented  the
livelihood of that neighbor, be in =some (small7) way promot-
ing death {(or a lesser guality of life?) and disorder rather
than affirming life and order. This appears more clearly to
be true of the law concerning "a parapet for vour  roof !
which, too, was to prevent injury or possible death (22:8).
In Deuteronomy 2Z2:9-11 one also finds three laws, each
prohibiting the mixirng of kinds. Traditionally thess laws
have alsoc frequently been associated with prohibited reli-
gicus practices or with magical rites.[1561 Carmichael has

offered an interesting interpretation where these 1aws

fi
i
g

regarded as having a sexual meaning. With reference to cer—
tain biblical passagess he shows how "ploughing” and "sowing®
readily lend themselves to the notion of sexual inter—

cowse.[157]1 Using other texts he suggest that the vine and

other =seed, as well as the ox and ass, reter to Israel and

Canaan respectively.[1581 "Linen" is frequently assocciated
with a prostitute’'s make-up, and wool "contrasts with  linmern
1356, See von Rad, Deutsronomy, p- 1413 and Craigie, Deutsrc-—
nemy, p. 270.

137. Forbidden Mixtures, p. 403.

138. Ibid., pp. 3I98-401.

H
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precisel? in its lack of sensual associations. It linen can
suggest wantonness, wool can suggest its opposite, "L15%]
With this symbolic interpretation of the passage he suggests
'that the writer seeks to discourage Israel from mixing with
Canaan. Thus this interpretation, too, is orne which regards
the laws as a polemic against foreign nations, irm this case
Carnaan.

There can be little doubt that D scught to retain
Israel 's ‘'separateness” as a nation but this interpretation
is not the only one. Those who interpret these laws theolo-
gically by suggesting that they seek to méintain the distingc~
tions ofreod’s created order, appear to provide an gqually
convincing conclusion.

Were one to highlight in these three laws the lite/death
contrast, one might consider tﬁe following interpretation.
Couwld nrnot the practice of planting two seeds in  the same
field threaten the growth of the less hardy, slower growing
plant, which may nrot receive the nutriente and light re-
quired? With reéards to the plowing with an ass and o, could

not the ass suffer from the difficult work of ploughing  with

i

i

an ox? Here we have two animals of very unequal strength wi

T
-

one perhaps, conseguently suffering because of it. irnall

\\

fl

b
couwld D have kelieved that the mirngling of wool arnd  linen

would suffer the same fate as the sewing together of old and

new sking.l[1603 The washing and drying (shirinking) of  the
159. fbid., p. 409.

1&a, In Leviticus there is a reference to garments made of
=

. Were one to tear the leprous spot out of the skin
36}  another piece of skinm would be used to repair the
ed part. Would not the lsraslits have been awars or the
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different material wouwld ultimafely weakern arnd distort the
whole. With the above interpretations it would appear that
there may also be slight adumbrations of death in these laws.

A more likely interpretation, however, Minges on the
order/dicsorder contrast. Could these laws not be interpreted
at tace value {(in representative fashion) as prohibiting  the
mixing of kinds?L161] Could not D have been awars of the
tradition used by F im its creation account? fccording to F's

1t

crestion account vegetation was to vield seed according  to

their kind" (Ben. 1:11). God also created living creatures

—

"according to their kinds" (Gen. 12243, God's created crder

was to be upheld. A mixing of kinds would be symbolic of &
move towards disorder. This emphasis on the contrasting
order/disorder theme, and the mixing of kinds, would have
also served to remind the Isarelite not to mix  with the

s

foreign nations. Israel was to be a holy natior, =ep ted

1]
i

from the other nations.

The remainder of Deuteronomy 22 deals with varicus
sexual offences which may alsc be considersd as improper wavs
of "becoming one.” Many of the laws mentioned in Deuteroncmy
23  appear diregctly related to the cult.Li1a2]1 The man "whose
testicles are crushed or whose male member is cut” (2221} and
the "bastard” (2322 are  restricted from entering  "the
assembly of the Lord.” The meaning of the term "bastarg"
¢ I722) is uncertain [1631 and it is menticned only at one

problems involved in sowing together fresh and old skins.
161, Cf. with the discussion on p. 186 focusing on similar
() 1laws.

162, Deutercnomy 27:1,2,5,18
16%. MNoth, Deuteronomy, p. &

1.

i
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other occasion in the 0ld Testament.[14647 Craigie suggessts
that it may refer to children born cut of wedlock or children
born to cultic prostitutes.[1465]1 This interpretation would be
in keeping with the larger context since improper wiion would
again represent disorder and therefore disgualify from cultic

participation.

Retuwrning to Deuteronomy 23:9-14 it would appear that
the military camp engaged in holy war repressnts the "assem—

bly of the Lord."” As God "resides" in His holy temple so He
here "walks in the midst of your camp." In D the emission at
night is described as "not clean" and excrement (im  vs. 13
is often considered the "indecent thing"” (of vs. 14). Accord-
ing to D it appears that both could make God "turn awmWay from

rid

fh

vou' (2Z:14), This, of course, would surely spell defeat
possible death in the battle. God’'s presence was desired in
the military camp and as uncleanness figured largely in the
context of the cult, s0 also in the context of the military
camp in & holy war.

In this passage the key issue clearly concerns  the
presence of God along with that which is unclean  and

indecent. The sphere of the holy is to remain separated from

the sphere of the profane. Mothing is said of the nature gf

the emission at night except that it creates = state of

uwncleanness. The ®orement is not connmected with  "unclear—

ness | ?{Qg ) but rather is described as am "indecent thing”

164,  See Zechariah %16

14635, Deutergnomy, p. Z97. He notes that even those cirildren

born  as a result of the rape of a single woman would have &
father =ince the law required the man to marry the victim.

Nl
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{ 77;'}% Y. This Hebrew term can alsc be translated "offen-—
sive', "disgraceful", or "nakedness".[16é&] Emphazizing the
"makedness” theme one could argque that it is mot first and
tforemost  the excrement that is offensive (and must therefors
be covered up), but the act of defecating in the camp which

would ipose one’'s "nakedness'. Thus the repeated concern

that there be a place outside the camp where crne might go

[

laway from God's "presence”, vss. 12,12).0167] God, in the

o

midst of the camp, was not to see "amything indecent among
yeuw, and turn away from you" (232145,

D’z longest and most explicit use of the cisuncl
concepts is found in Deuterornomy’'s own version of the meat
laws (14:3-Z1). This passage has a remarkable resemblences +o
the meat laws fournd in Leviticus 11, The Leviticus passags
is a fuller treatment, however, with the exception of the
clean animal list. In F only some unclean animals are listed
but no clean ones. D lists as clean the ox, the sheep, the
goat, the hart, the gazelle, the rosbuck, the wild goat, the
ibex, the antelope, and the mountain—-sheep. Whersas ten
clean larger animals are listed which have the proper charac-

teristics, no clean birds are listed orF characteristics

given. Only the names of twenty unclean birds are given and
these, too, are difficult to distinguish, & in the case of
F.L1681 D’'s statment regarding clean fish is essentially
lodb. A similar term | JYWB ) referring to being naked car be

found elsewhere in the Dld Testament. Ses Gern. 9:22-2T; Isa.
47:3; Ezek. 16:36-F7.

&7 . Mote alsoc that the bathing of ocneself was toc be done
outside the camp (Dewt.’23:iid.

148. Although both F and D menticn 20 birds the buzzard ard
great owl are omitted in F, the falcomn and the ibis are n~ot
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identical to F except that D is more concise. Further, D's
treatment of the birds is more positive compared to F  where
it is only negative.

The most obvious difference between F's arnd D's  meat

e

laws is that in D "all winged insects are unclean" (14:190,
while in P four different locusts or grasshoppers are consid-—
ered clean. In an effort to aligm D's with F's locust 1aws
some scholars have connected verse 19 and 20.0146%]1 Verse 20
is ‘translated, "all clean winged things you may eat.” This
interpretation would allow for those insectes mentioned in
Leviticus. The actual Hebrew terms used, however, do not
support this conclusion. In both cases there is little doubt
that & bird and not an insect is referred to. In verse il the
term for bird is while in verse 20 it is (lit-
errally meaning "fowl" collectively). The same term for “"fowl®
is used in Leviticus 11:13. It is difficult to provide a
satisfying rationale for this differernce with regards to the
locusts in 0 and F.

The most cobviocus omissicn in D, as over against F, is
its total failure to treat the "swarming things" category.
In. F this category receives much attention. With this irn
mind, it would seem safe to assume that F is probably at this
Foint building upon the original older law which likely both
D and F used.[1701 With F’'s stronger gemphasis on the "dis-~
order"” theme this further elaboration by F is understandable.

omitted in D {(according the the RSV tranmslation).
169. See Craigie, Deuteronomy, p. 232, (follows S.R. Driver:.
179. See p. 72 {(footnote 29), for more literary—-critical
information regarding the meat laws in D and F.
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A few other differences betwesen F arnd D, one of which
is not menticned in D's meat laws but appears elsewhere in L,

concern  the eating of animal +fat. In F fat is treated much

I3

like blocd and is reserved for God, for use only omn the altar
Lev., T:lé—-17). In D, however, it appears that the consump-—
tion of fat is not prohibited (Devt. 32:14). énother differ—

ence related to the meat laws is that in D that which dies of

i
fan
ot

itself could be =sold to am "alien” (Deut. 14:21) ., In F
that dies by itself makes both native and stranger unclean
Lev. 17:10,15-20). According to F God's laws are the same,
"both for the native or the stranger who sojourns among you'
(Lev. 18:2&6). Thus D, in this case perceives a clear distinc-—
tion between Israelite and non-Israselite.

Those scholars who treat D's meat laws at any length in
their commentary on Deutercnomy usually advarnce the tradi-
tional interpretaticons for the laws mentiored in chapter two.
This study has attempted to advance a more satisfying inter-—
pretation of F’'s meat laws using the work of Douglas,
Meusner, Feldman and others. It is difficult, however, tc
elaborate at any length with regards to the cl/urcl regul a-—
tions found in D because =zo little attention is given to the
concepts. Yet it appears safe to assume that much of what
lies at the heart of the laws in Fy is true also for D aven
though little is explicitly said.

It was noted earlier that D appears more corcerned with
preventing foreign religious practices in  Israel. Similar
concernsg are evident in F. Yet F's intense focus on God and

its desire that "all Israel” be a holy natiorn, one which



models itselt after ths priestly paradigm, does not allcow for
a continual polemical reflection upon the other religions. In
Frall within the community are to be “"holy", both the peEople
and their possession. This ig clear also in P's  eslaboration
of the holy war laws where F demands that all beooty gained
must be purified before being absorbed by the community (MNum.
F1:19-20) . Mo mention is made of this practice in D where
the cleansing of booty gained, appears not to have been orac—
ticed {(cf. Deut. 2:35; 20:10-14). Fy more tham D, perceives
that all Israel is a "holy"” nation and seeks to maintain that
"holiness" by encouwraging each Israelite to model his/her
life after that of the priest, who lives all of life as in
the presence of God.

In F the cl/uncl laws appgar as & significant part of
F's agenda to sxteno the realm of the sacred into every level
of life. The Israelite is to live life ever corscious of
God’'s presence and thus symbelically express His holirness.
To live within God’'s divine order, symbolically retlecting
Him by affirming order and life, God's special design upon
Hiz creation and His perfection, is to be the goal of each
Israelite, sccording to F.

To be sure, D alsg sought to inspire Israel—tm holinsss

but its approasch differed in that it did mot use the prisst

4]

paradigm cr the cl/uncl regulations to promote a sen

n
i
G
-{

God’'s order and desire to be continually present with His
pecple. D, having gathered the clder traditiorns, does not

directly relate them to the cult as dogs F. Yet the contrast-—
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ing themes of Drder/discrqertl71] and life/deathl[172] & e
clearly present throughout D. Here, too, order and life are
highlighted and affirmed by D. These dominant themes undoubt~
gdly go back to the beginnings of Yahwism.

Although D possessed many of F's concernsg, L appears
more directly engaged in a polemic against foreign cultic
practices. D’s dominant  centralization theme is concerned
that Israel not follow the religiocus practices of Canaan.
Focused intensely on the threat of "pagan" influence, D freq-

uently Jjuxtaposesz "Israel" and the "foreign nations'. Thi

U]

-+
m

explains the distinction betweern the law for the Ierraeli

and the alien.[173]1 Im F, however, God’ 'z presence and Hi

u

holiness is frequently juxtaposed with that which stards ir
contrast to Him and His created order {(and is thus comsi ered
profane). F, focusing more on God ard the cult, with rnot as
great & need to be as polemical as D, hopes that =11 living
within Israel, both native and stranger, will live obedientiy
according to God's laws.

-

Concerned more with the threat from the outside,

r

m&kes little or no mention of the cl/uncl regulations
concerned with the dead, childbirth, ‘leprosy’™ andg dis—
charge . In D's treatment of the meat laws, which receive
more attention than all the octher cl/uncl laws, D places them
squarely in a polemical context. In P, God through Moses

gives the laws to the holy community in covenant with God &t
171. The curses at thes end of Deutercnomy also affirm order
over against chacs (27: 15-28).

172, Other passages where the spheres of life and death ars
rot to be mixed are fournd in Deut., 14:21by Z20:15-73 24144,
173. See p. 203,
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Sinai. The meat laws in D, howsver, are preceded with a pro-
hibition &against practicing pagan mourning customs {Deubt.
14:1-2), and are followed by further instruction directly
related to péohibited cultic practices. The commandment "y ou
shall not boil & kid in its mothers milk" (Deut.14:21) ,01741
has been connected to forbidden "pagan" rites.[17S

The following passage (Deut. 14:22¢F.) relating tc
Israel 's "first—fruits” tithing practice, also appears polem—
ical. D is clearly concerned with the question: To whom do I
cffer my tithe and where? Afoccording to D it is  important.
that it be offered "before the Lord your God, in the' place

which he will choocse, to make his rmame dwell there" (De=ut.

14:24). The theme is mentioned several times in Reuteronomy

1]

14:22-27. In F’'s treatment of the tithe (Lewv. i9: 2%-25),
however, one finds no glaring polemic. In this more worship—
ful setting, F does not address the question raised by D but
simply considers the tithe to be Roly and "anm  offering of
praise to the Lord" (Lev. 19:24).

D, &lthough undoubtedly cognizant of the cl/uncl regu-
lations,  is absorbed with a more pressing concerni namely
that of preserving Israsl as a holy nation, separated £ om
the cultic practices of its neighbors. D, more pre-gocupled
with polemics, focuses less on the cult than does  F. Mot

perceiving foreign cultic practices as threatening as o F

~a

sgeks  to interpret all of lite in relation to the cult and

!
Q
8
W

presence (the greater threst).

174, Also in Exocd. 23: 19,
/3. Monm Rad, 0ld Testamernt, Yol. 1, p. 209.



CHAPTER 51X

The cl/uncl-related work of Douglas, MNeusner and
Feldman was outlined in chapfer threes. Mo critigue of their
work was offered at that time since it was first necessary to
examine F. F's larger theclogy and its particular use of the
cl/uncl regulations was developed in chapters four and five.

A critique of the work of these three scholars now follows.
As we relate the findings of chapters four and five to
the work of Douglas, Meusner and Feldman, both positive con-
tributicons and shortcomings will become apparent. In evaluat-
ing these scholars it will be shown that each advarces &
scheme too narrow £D account adequately for cl/uncl. Yet by
incorporating the strengthe of each into a larger symbolic
system which highlights the larger contrasting schemz of
order/ disorder, it will be poscsible to advance the discus—

sicn of F's cl/uncl laws.

The approach taken here in reconsidering the work of
the three scholars proceeds as follows. First, & brief
review of their work is undertaken. Second, the particular

strengths of their work are highlighted. Third, their weak-
nesses are discussed and alternative views coffered where pos-—
sible. Finally, =ome remarks will be made regarding their
general approaches as they relate to this study.

Douglas’ work is by far the more comprehensive and

will, therefore, receive considerably more attentiocn  than
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that of the others. e will begin with her wbrk.
1ARY DOUGLAS: A CRITIGUE AMD COMMEMTARY

MD has shown that all people are engaged in ritual
activity which functions symbolically in structwring cocrne’'s
world. Through various rituals, frequently associated with
the elimination of "dirt" or "pollution,” & society organizes
its environment.C1] Further, according to MD, the body, tco,
can function as a symbol of a society’'s particular social
experiences. She develops these views in her study of cl)uncl
in Leviticus and Deuteronomy.

For MD the concept of holiness is central. She recogni-—
zes that holiness is often interpreted as ”Sepérateness”, but
tfor her the ideas of wholeness and completeness are basic to
an understanding of the cl/uncl regulations. Her view, stated
succinctly, follows:

In short the idea of holiness was given an external

physical expression in the wholeness of the body

sesn as a pertect container.... Wholeness is alsc

extended to signify completness in a social con—

text.... Holiness means keeping distinct +the

categories of creation.C2]
1. Recently Douglas has written concerning "pollution' ideas
in technologically advanced countries. She notes that "dan-—
gers are selected for public concern according to strength
and direction of social criticism"{p. 7}, both in "primitive”
cultures and in our own. She questions, "is it ever possible
to see natwe through neutral scisntific lenses?" (p.47). In
her third chapter MD advances examples showing how scienticsts
disagree on many issues. Differences in opinion by the scien—
tific community regarding water contamination and chemical
spills in Winnipeg (not to mention the diverse international
perspective concermning the disaster at Chernobyl) could be
added +to the examples she lists. MD observes that we have
much information concerning the risks of surn~bathing {skin
cancer), smoking (lung cancer), etc., yet our choice of risks
iz largely detsrmined by the biases of ocur society. Risk and

Culture {(Los Angeles: University of California Fress, 1982,

op. &7-82.
2. Mary Douglas, Furity



With this wunderstanding of holiness she examines all the
cl/uncl regulaticns along with other 1aws traditionally not
directly relatsd to them.

The most significant contribution made by MD is her
attempt to understand the larger symbolic system which incor-
porates all of Israelite life and relatec meaningfully to all
of the various concerns of that society. Mo other scholar
has advanced a symbolic system which is as comprehensive.
Using the theme of holiness aﬁd its meaning of wholeness, MD
discusses the various rules of behavior, actions and expec—
tgtions, found inm Israel’'s use of cl/uncl.

MD's insistence on the significant role of P's creation
account is also laudable. She writes, "to seek to understand
their ancient purity rulez is to seek to accept the challenge
of seeing how their whole world was constituted, starting
from Genesis I...".[31 Any attempt to understand the cl/uncl
regulations must take seriously the cosmologicsl considera-
tions of Israel. '

A& final feature which certainly distinguishes MD from
all other scholars examining the cl/uncl theme in the 0Ol4d
Tesfament is her use of "body symbolism." According to MD
gach scciety projects a particular view of the body which in
turn  reflects its view of itself. Here, too, the idea of
wholeness, especially as it relates to the physical body,
plays an important role. As wholeness, oneness and completse—
ness symbolize holiness, so hybrids and confusions are symbo—
lic of that which is abominable. With this premise she makes

R "Critigue and Commentary,” p. 139.
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some interesting observaticrns regarding Israel ‘s religiocus,
social and political regulaticns and perceptions.

In the following discussion focusing on the weaknesses
in MD's work, it is these three major points which this study
will test. Although it will not be denied that heliness, the
creation account amd body symbolism are important factors in

wnderstanding the cisuncl regulations, refinements will need

1]

to be made to some of MD's conclusions. Some points ar
tenuous while others need to be dismissed.

It will be argued below that MD's view of holiness reeds
some refinement. As it stands, its main theme, that of
"wholeness", appears to be more a product of her dominant
concerns regarding body symbolism and body digcharges, than a
result of F’'s understanding of God. Further, her concept of
"wholeness" does not account adequately for all the various
regulations.

In examining F's broader theology in chapter four, it
was argued that divine order, over against chaos, is the most
gignificant theme in F's treatment of God. God embodies order
and from His ordering of things springs life, design, har—
mony, and perfection. Although the themes of wholeness  and
completeness could be added to thece they can only be sec-
ondary to those others just mentioned. Granted, the themes of
wholeness and completeness are part of F's creation account.
Ged had created an exceedingly good creation  having every—
thing necessary for ordered and harmonious life. Yet imn P the
accent is clearly on the divirne ordering of life. According

to F God’'s orderly world stands in sharp contrast toc the

£
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chaos which preceded this divirne order (Gem. 1:2).
As wholeness and completeness figure prominently in MD'=

understanding of holiness, this is true also of her study of
the meat laws. She writes: "The dietary laws would have been
like signs which at every turn inspire meditation on the one-
ness, puwity and completeness of God. "[4] Although the 1aws
no doubt were to function to remind the Israelites of their
God, it is not the animal s "complete" taxonomic status  but
divine order which should again receive the emphasis. It was
argued above that the themes of order and life best explain
the meat iawS.ES] Those animals which most completely reflect
God's intended crder are corsidered clean.

MD'S strict classification of the animal world into
three categories is also unconvincing. Her suggestion that,

"any class of creature which is not equipped for the right

kind of locomotion in its element is contrary to holi-
rness,"[6] appears to misz the point. According to MDD any
animal which does not wholly or completely fit within ner

three categories is considered unclean. She writes:

Other precepts extend holiness to species and

categories. Hybrids and other confusions are abom—
inated.... We can conclude that holiness is
exemplified by completeness. Holiness reqguires

that individuals shall conform to the class +to
which they belong. And holiness requires that dif-
ferent classes of things shall rot be confused. 7]

Yet in the treatment of hybirids F does not appear to be using

some classification scheme based on the means of locomotion

+. Furity and Danger, P. 37. Emphasi=s mine.

4 ——————————
S. See pp. 144—-144 and 186—187.
6. FBurity and Danger, p. 53.

7. Ibid., p. S3.



but on the principle of maintaining the divine order ol aced

initially on God’'s creation.

Because some morphological criteria are advanced by F
regarding certain land- and water—based animals, MD believes
that it is P’'s intent to highlight these characteristics.,
She concedes that no description is given for birds, and they
are, therefore, not treated by MD.L[B1 The fact that F does
not advance standard descriptions for all animals, however,
suggests that no rigid classification scheme, based on  the

means of locomotion, is intended. In chapter five Carrcll's

critigue of MD's creation classification scheme was discussed
and it need not be considered again hers.[?] Eoth F arnd D
appear cognizant of the fact that God had created distinct

treaturesl10] who were to live harmeoniously in God’'s created

8. Ibid. DPouglas writes, "Eirds I can say nothing about, be-
cause, &as I have said, they are named and not described...."
Focusing on the particular mode of locomotion in each spheres
she speculates, "it may well turn out that they [unclean
birdsl are anomalous because they swim and dive as well as
they fly, or in some other way are not fully bird—-like"
(Ibid., m. 36).

?. BSee p. 134. Further, were it true that all clean arimals
nesded to conform to one of MD's three categories, having the

appropriate characteristics, it would be unlikely that the

cherubim, those mythological creatures with wings [see T.H.
Gaster, "Adngels,” IDE, Vol. 1 (Masghville: Abingdon, 196Z2),
pp. 186—1871, would have received the hallowed position given
to them. One would think that the great sea monster, also,

would have been described as unclean (Gen. 1:21). Thus the
m&in point appears not to be the means of locomotion but the
concern  that all creatures live according to God’'s intended
order. P sought to prohibit the "mixking" of God’'s crested
order (sge pp. 186-187).

10. In both F and D cne finds & concern for identifying an
animal "according to its kind." The term for "kind” in both
cases is not D’X7D, as used in Lev. 19:19 or Deut. ZZ:7, but
it is rather the Hebrew term 174 (cf. Lev. 11:14,15,15,12,
22,27, with Deut. 14:13,14,15,18). In F's creation account
and 1ts telling of the flood account, where F describes =



order. As creatures transgressed God's designs for them, by
eating meat or in some way becoming symbolically asscociated
with death or disorder, they became unclean for the Ieraelite

to eat. They were not unclean in themselves, but Israesl was
forbidden +to internalize or identify in any way with that
which did not reflect God's= order.

Two fellow anthropologists[10] have alego criticized ™MD
for limiting her explanation of the Israelite meat laws to
some animal taxonomy. In response to their criticiems ™MD
concedes that she originally focused too narvrowly on  her
classification scheme.l1131 With regard to her earlier ra—
tionale for the uncleanness of & pig she writes in response
to Bulmer ‘s criticism:

On more mature reflection, and with the help of his
own L[Bulmer 's] research, I can now see that the pig
to the Israelites could have had a special taxonc-
mic status equivalent to that of the ctter in
Thailand. It carries the odium of multiple pollu—
tion. First, it pollutes because it defies the
classification of ungulates. Second, it pollutes
because it eats carrion. Third, it pollutes because
it is reared as food ... by non—-Israslites. An
Israelite who betrothed a foreigner might have been
liable to be offered a feast of pork.[123

With this "multiple pollution® argument she advances an

interpretation which accourts for the uncleanness of the pig

divinely ordered world made up of distinct parts, the term
17N is used fifteen times (Gen. 1:11,12,21,24,25; bu 20y
7:14). The term may well have been used more fregquently by F
because of its desire to highlight God's creation crder. See
alsoc pp. 186—-187 and 124-198.
10. Ralph Bulmer, "Why is the Cassowary Mot & Bird? & Froblem
ot Zoological Taxonomy Among the Karam of the New Guinea
Highlands," Man 2¢(1957), 5-25; and 5.J. Tambiah, "Animals are
Goeod to Think and Good to Frohibit," Ethnology 71?269y, 42F-
437,
11. Implicit Meanings, p. 270.

12, Ibid., p. 272.
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from variocus angles but, at the same time, ro longer strictly
adheres to her holiness-wholeness scheme.

MD, wusing her group/grid interpretive schemel131 and
focusing on the physical body, alsc appears to fail in  her
attempt to correlate clearly Israel’'s social organization
with its particular cosmology. Although she seeks to advarce
a scheme which will account for a society’'s concerns regard-
ing purity, ritual, magic, personal identity, body control,
trance, "sin", suffering, etc.,[14] she expects too much of
her group/grid model. Those who may attempt to follow her
argumentation will not find the task an 2asy one. Given her
high level of abstraction, which allows her a variety of
conclusions, and her strong emphasis on societv’'s view of
"the body", which she suggests accurately reflects the larger
social organism, MD cam be accused of reducing individual and
social self-perception to a single interpretive system. 1-
though her approach to uncaovering the symbolic structures
inherent in a society can assist cne im understanding certain
aspects of socciety, MD’'s broad scope, complex theory and
tendency to reduce things to fit her grid/group scheme, has
prompted some to regard her work as "a terribly complicated
way of oversimplifying everything."L153

Much of MD's theory rests on her view of body symbolism,
and it is particularly here where she misreads the cl/uncl

regulations of P. There can be no denying that for F the ody

e

J. Ses pp. 35-3Fé. Eespecially footriote 23.
14. DHNatural Symbols, pp. S7-79.

15. Feter Steinfels, "Review of Matural Symbols and Furity

and Darmger."” Commonweal PI{LIF70), p. 5,
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functioned in a symbholic way, but MD's treatment, gspecially
of body discharge and ite meaning, finds little support inm F.
To suggest that all which transgresses the body's bound-
ariesf{161 is considered unclean because it has separated
itself from that perfect, whole container, may be true of the
Lele people, who were the ocbjects of MD's careful study in
her fieldwork, but this is not true for F. To suggest fuwrther
that orne interpret transgression of body margins as a threat
to the boundaries of the "body politic"f17] also remains
doubtful. With MD’'s intense focus on sogriety as a self-—
contained organism which orders all within ite boundaries,
she fails to understand F's theologically oriented writings.
fccording to MDD, "when rituals express anxtiety about the
body’'s orifices the sociological counterpart of this armiaety
is a care to protect the political and cultural unity of a
minority group.”"C[181 It will be shown below that this minor-
ity group, which MD envisages, was neither as exclusive nor
as preoccupied with body discharge as she suggests.

With regard to MD’'s contention that body discharge is
considered unclean, the discussion in chapter five on
‘discharge’ {Lev. 13}  does not support her view. Those
arguments mentioned there, which suggest that F is sglely
fiighlighting discharge from the sexual organs, will mnot ke
raised &gainli1?] but they stamd in contrast to MD's  much

16. See p. 40.
17. Furity and Danger, pp. 114-128.

18. Ibid., p. 124.

17. See pp. 163-172.
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broader view.[201 Other F texts further put in question any
interpretation which generally considers bodily emis=zicns as
unclean. For example, in the Mazirite vow the hair of &
Nazir;te is cut and is used in & sacrificial 'rite {Mum.
6:18). This practice would be unlikely were hair, separated
from the "whole container”, considered urclean. With regards
to the loss of hair in the "leprosy laws" there is also o
connection between lost hair and uncleanness thev. 153-14).
Hair removed from the body is rnowhere described as uwnclean.
In #amining D's laws concerning fecal material it was
argued that the focus is not first and foremoét on ths un-
cleanness of excrement but rather on nakedness. In neither D
nor F is excrement explicitly described as unclean. Further,
were it actually considered unclean would it not have been

.,

avoided in € instructions concerning burnt offerings?L213]

Spittle, too, is nowhere explicitly stated to be un-—
clean. In Leviticus 15:8 it is not the gpittle which makes
unclean but the contact with the man who has a "discharge .

To be spit on did not bring unclearness but was equated with
shams. [22

Throughout the (0ld Testament there is liftle support
for the view that body emissions, excluding those from the
sexual organs, were considersd unclean. Tears were not con-—-
cidersed unclean but were freguently regardsd very posi-
tively.[23 On one occasion they are even described a=  on

JECR N See p. 40.

21. BSee Lev. 4:1l; B:l17: 16:27; Num. 19:5Ff.
ZZ. See Num. 221143 Deut. 25:%; 1 Sam. Z1:17: Job IOz i

=&, S0 b.
£i. ©See FPs. S46:8:; Isa. I8:5.



the altar {(Mal. 2:13). According to MD's theory, milk, having
transgressed the body of the mother, should also be consid-—

ered uwunclean. Yet one finds no text in Scripture which might
support this contention. Further, nowhere in the 0ld Testa-—
mernt is sweat clearly considered unclearn. In Ezekiel 44:18
one finds the prohibition against putting on any limem tur-—
bans around the priest’'s head, or arcund his loins, which
might cause him to sweat. The sweat here is not described as
wrnclean. The concern that the priest not sweat may well be
that it does not reflect the high task of his calliing. The
altar and temple duties are not to be seen as laborious. &
similar Hebrew word for sweat ¢ Vf:) is used here as in
Genesis 3:19 ( f7g?). In no way is the responsibility of the
priest to be considered egqual to the burden of hard work
imposed on Adam and humankind.

It was noted above that according to MD body discharge
relates directly to various practices in = society. Het
socioclogical perspective with regard to body discharge is
particularly evident in her essay "Couvade and Menstruation”.
Here she mentions four different ways in which this uncléan—
ness upholds the male/female balance in tribal soccisties. 2473
The wide range of soccial ramificatiorns attached to this loss
of body fluids reflects MD'g approach, where discharge and

sociclogical functicons are directly related toc cne arnother.

24, Essay found in Implicit Meanings, pp. &1-54, {1 To
asgert male supericrity. (Z) To assert separate male and
female social spheres. (I) To attack a rival wifs. (4) To lay

:“
claim to a sp

m

cial relationship.
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This wvery sociological interpretive approach also has
problems with regard to its understanding of F's vision of
Israel. In Furity and Danger MD rnotes that Israsl was VEFY

concerned with its boundaries:

The Israslites were always in their history a hard—
7

pressed minority. In their beliefs all the bodily
issues were polluting, blood, pus, excreta, semen,
sto. The threatened boundaries of their body

politic would be well mirrored in their care for

the integrity, unity and purity of the physical

body.[235
At aﬁother occocasion  she writes: "the Israslites chericsh
their boundaries and want nothing better tham to keep them
strong and high."[246] Although this may be true from a theo-
logical point of view, it does not appear to be so from a
cultwral, social point of view. MD, with her socioclogical
perspective, appears to overstate the cultural orF ethric
element. Were this to be the case P would have undoubtedly
advanced a comprehensive set of "food laws" which would have
highlighted a&and clearly identified Israel ‘= cultural and
ethnic heritagé. F, however, is not concerred with that
which brings "ethnic identity” or promotes & particular cul-
tural way of life. Rather, F advances the meat 1aws inm an
effort to make a clear statment affirming divine order and
life itself. Through them F seeks to encouwrage  Israsl to
identify with God and uphold His precepts.

According to MD, all of F's apparent corcerns cver body

25, Furity and Danger, p. 124.

26, "Self-Evident,” in Implicit Meanings, p. I04. When
making & different point MD concedes that defecticons and
infiltrations are familiar toc Israsl and that "its boundaries
are never stromg encugh” (p. I0T) . In this way she at times
shifts her position, inconsistently arguing her point.
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issues and ssrual restraints are directly related to F's
desire that Israel be separated from the other nations. She

insists that: "To eupect of them [Israell to stop preaching a

stern sexual morality, vigilant control of bodily boundaries,
and & corresponding religious cult would hbe asking them +*g
give up the political struggle.'"[27] Here again, one sees an
interpretation which is primarily focused on sociclogical
concerns, [28]

This dominant socioclogical perspective fails to appre—
ciate the fact that P's views are first theological, and that
they need not have reflected the pDéition of the larger
Israslite community. Further, P is not interested in promot—
ing any exclusive ethnic group. One might argue, on the
contrary, that F frequently advances instructions which will

facilitate the practice of ihcorgorating the so—called ‘"so-—

Jowrner".[29] According to M all God's precepts are directed

27. Matural Symbols, p. 8Z2.
28. Douglas has al=o attempted to make some sociclogical
cbservations of Indian culture based on her views about body
issues. In response to this particular azpect of her work
William McCormack writes: "It seems really unfortunate <for
the ultimate sensibility of this book, that though Dr. Doug-
las has herself worked in a ‘highly polluticn—conscious cul-—
ture in the Congo,’ she must depend on others’' observaticns
cf.- the world’'s most systematically pocllution—consciocus  cul-
ture, that of caste Indis, about which she makes some gquite
Jarringly naive statements" (a review of Furity and Danger in
JSER 61(19267), p. 314).

279. The Hebrew term N2dis consistently used to describe the
"sojourner". It is frequently rendered "stranger" or "resi-
dent foreigner". De VYaux has noted that "the A is essenti-
ally & foreigrner who lives more or less permaneﬁtly in  the
midst of ancther community where he is accepted and snjoys

certain rights" {(Ancient Israel, VYol. i, p. 74). It was
usually personal misfortune (famine, war, etc.) which creatsd
the 12 who, as a result, sought out refuge with 2 foreign
pecple [see M.H. Fope, "Froselytes,"” IDR, VYol. T (Nashwville:
Abingdon, 162, p. 9211. Thus in the 0ld Testament the

sojouwrner 1is often mentioned together with the pocr  or  the
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to both the native and the socjourner.[30] The socjourrmer ic
also given the opportunity to participate in the cult by
giving an offeringl?1i] and is, along with the native, eux-

tended forgivenness.[3IZ] The sojourner and the poor ars to be

-

given food to eatlIZ] and the refuge cities are also to be a
haven for both the native and sojourner.[34]

In ne way does F attempt to alienate itself from the
g0 journer 73) or, for that matter, from the outsider or

"alien” ( ). Even the priest’s daughter is not prohibited

-+

from marrying the T) [ (Lev. 22:132). fccording to F foreig-
-

ners could even function as servarnts of the priest (Mum.

31:25:31, 42-47).L035

widow and orphan. Israelites were to help the s rremember—
ing that they too, had once been "sojourners" or "strangers"
in Egypt (Exod. 22: 21-22). With a similar background the
Isrraelite was to empathize with the "stranger" and "love him
as yvoursel++" {(Lev. 19:34).

In many ways the sojowner {(72) can be considered &
part of Israel. Yet F clearly speaks of both "the native"
e d) and the 7Q (see Lev. 18:246; 19:34). P does not,
haweiéF,T distinguish between them to the sams degrze as does
D, who advances different laws for the rative over against
the N Qi{see p. 202). Yet in F the %, although not ﬂ'lﬁﬁ{],
shares in many of the same privileges and responsibilities of
arn  Israelite. With regard to F’'s treatment of the ron-
Israelite Wolff observes that the command to love ore's
neighbor (Lev. 17:17f) "had no parallel among Israel 's neigh-
bors" {Anthropology of the 0ld Tesatment, g 188). Although

"meighbor"” is usually interpreted as "fellcow Israslite” [eee
H.F. Beck, "Meighbor,” IDE, VYol. 3 (Mashville: Abingdon,
17620, p. 341, Wolff suggests that "even here it already
includes, in a postscript, the non—-Israslite, who lives as &
protected citizen of Israel” (Anthropology of the 0ld Testa—

ment, p. 188).

30, Lev. 17:15; 18:26
Zl. Lev. 17:8-13: 22:
T2, NMum. 1&6:26.

2032y Mum. F:1d4; 15:29,

18~19: Mum. 15:14—16.

3T, Lewv. 19310y 23:22.
S Mum. F5:15.
9. Ferhaps Isaiah 66:18-21 icf. also Z6:1-B), where there

appears to be a willingness to accept even toreigners to
serve as priests, 1is a similar development as that found in

e
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Ultimately, it was F's desire that the Israslite might
love the person in yowr midest "as voursel " and that this

person might, inm fact, become "to you as the native among

you' {lewv. 12:3245 . In F’'s MNoahic covenant account God makes

r

an everlasting covenant with "zll flesh upen the earth"” (Gen.
F:l16). In the Abrahamic covernarnt F anmounces that Abrabam

"shall be a father of a multitude of nations" (Gen. 17:4). F

here is likely aware of J's contenticn that "Abraham shall
become a great nation, and all the nations of the garth shall
bless themselves by him" (Gen. 18:18). Deutero—~Isaiah appears
to carry this thought forward whern he describecs Israel as =&
"witness" for the nations.[346] Israesl was to be a "light to
the natiocns, that my salvation may reach to the =snd of the
garth" (Isa. 4%9:8). "All the ... earth” was to turn to God
and be saved (lIza. 45:22). Examing these passages Johnn Bright
writes:

God intends to rule over the whole earth, and
foreigners are invited to accept that rule (45:22-
233 479:46). And  although Jews do not lose their
place of pre-eminence, the worship of foreigners
will be equally acceptable.[37]

With referernce to the term NA M.H.  Fope has argued
that in time there was a gradual change in its'meaming from
resident foreigrner or immigrant to convert.[383 He suggests

that this shift may well have begun around the exilic periocd
F. Granted, Ezekiel (44:7-9) bitterly protests agsinst this
admission of foreigners into the priesthood. Here, however,
among other reasons, Ezekiel will have been echocing the
concern  of F that only those of Aarcnic descent could  func-
tion as priests.

Zh. Von Rad, Qld Testament Theology, VYol. 2, p. 24%. See
Isa. 4Z:10; 44:8; 55:4,

———

7. The Eingdom of God (Mashville: Abingdon, 1923), p. 145.

8. "Froselyte,” p. 921.
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when there was an increasing focus on the cult rather than
the "nation". The triumph of a mornotheistic beliet during the
exilic period tended to transform Yahwism from a nationalis-—

tic to a universalistic religion.[39] Thus one finds Deutero-—

1]

Isaiah proclaiming, "And the glory of the Lord shall b
revealed, and all flesh shall see it together”" {(Isa. 40:5) .

Following this theme Tritc—-Isaiah stat

1]

5, "amnd they [all
nationsl shall come and see my glory’ (Isa. &6:18). This same
vision, although less "evangelistic", is found alsoc in F. =y
too, looks forward to that day when "&ll the earth will be
filled with the glory of the the Lord" {Mum. 14:21). This
picture of F's view of Israel and the world stands in sharp
contrast to MD’'s view of Israel as a very exclusive, politi-
cally threatened mincority. Socioclogically this may be true
but it does not appear to be the case from F'c theologically
oriented vantage-point.

MD has stated that "the power in the universe i ulti-
mately .hitched to society”[40]1 and that it is through
society’'s beliefs in the omnisciernce and cmnipotence of some
great power that people are erganized, turbulent youth
controlled, etc. ,[41] From this perspéctive she guite under-—
standably concludes that "pollution rules do rot correspond
closely toc moral rules."[47] Although this may be true of the

Lele in the Congo she has, with this interpretation of F,

gravely misunderstood its great moral emphasis. In chapter
=7. Ibid., p. 923

40.  Furity and Dapger, p. 113

4l.  Ibid., p. 1.
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fowr 1t was argued that for F there is no clear distinction

between uncleanness ard sin.[43] It is F's decire that all of

life, even the most mundane activity, be a reminder of God
and the sphere of the holy. The covenant God made with
Israel at Binai declares Israsl to be a holy nation, one

which is separated for God's purpose, holiness. Israel iz not
to separate itself from the natiocrs in the spacial or in the
ethnic sense. Rather, it is to live in harmony  with the

’

stranger in it’'s midst. In all of life Israel is tc imitate
God and seek to reflect His holirness. Israel is to separate
itself only from that which does not reflect God's order and
in this way be His holy people. To that end F portrays =ll of
life as deeply moral.

It is at this stage where the clash betweern theclogy
and MD's sociclogy becomes most intense. Whereas the dis-
cipline which MD represents sesks to focus upon those sccial
elements and forces which give rise to particular religious
perspectives and theclogical formulations, the theclaogical
enterprise sesks to discover that ingight and that revelation
which gives rise to a particularly oriented society. Here one
has two approaches which move in ocpposite directicons. MD
appears to assume that the cl/uncl laws arise cut of dominant
social corncerns and fails to appreciate fully their theolao—
gical, priestly context. This belief that the theological
concerns of F represent the dominanmt concerns of the larger
society can rnot be assumed. F's views may not hav repre-—

sented the dominant corcerns of the larger community but the

- ~

e See pp. 1Z21-122. .
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quest of the Aarcnic priests to speak theologically about
God, His created order and His ulitimate intent for the whole
world. MD, indebted to her discipline, appears to foocus too
much on the possible sociology of Israel, rather thamn the
theology of F.

There can be little doubt that social reeds give rise
to certain means through which the needs are met. But in the
case of F's use of cl/uncl it is wltimatly F's understanding
of God, first, and the predicament of the exilic community,
second, which shaped the laws in the manner they are now

kes

iy

found in the canon. With the cl/uncl regulations F
certain demands on the people, the larger majority of whom ro
doubt will nrot always have appreciated fully the profound

theology behind the laws.

NS LS
Yo

1

In her treatment of the cl/uncl laws MD appears to h
overstated matters with regard to Israel ‘= views concerning
body discharge. With her sociclogical perspective she has
also underemphasized the theclogical intentions of F and the
moral dimension of the laws. Further, it is doubtful that her
concepts of wholeness and completenecss play as significant =z
role in determining that which is Foly as she suggests.

The strengths of MD's work, however, tar sxcesd its
weaknesses., Modifying her basic csocioclogical presuppositicon,
that pollution rules grow out of the need to organize  and
order one’'s world, one can argue that for F, the pollution
rules arise out of its particular understanding of divine
order in the universe. MD i to be commended for insisting

that all the laws be understood in light of Israsl’'s cosmolo-
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gical considerations, With her broad symbolic system Figh—
lighting God’'s holiness MDD attempts to take intoc acecount
everything from F's creation story to its understanding of
Israel ‘s predicament in the exilic periocd. She has attempted
to show how the various cl/uncl laws furction together to
give meaning to this broad context.

In her work the social forces behind the cl/uncl  regu-—
lations receive much attention, often at the expense of the
cultic and theological dimension behind the 1aws. Here the
work of Meusner and Feldman provides & helpful counterbal-
ance. It will be evaluated next.

Afs  a historian JIN seeks to discover the different ways
in which the cl/uncl concepts have been interpreted in  the
various biblical texts. Along with F's particular use of the
concepts JM  suggests four different meanings assigned to
cl/uncl in the non-priestly writings. [44] According to JN the
concepts have evolved through time, and he attempts to  un—
cover their various meanings at the different zstages in time.

The most significant cormtribution JN has made to the
cl/uncl discussion is his insistence that these concepts in F

relate directly to the cult. Mo other biblical scurce use

[t

them as much as F or connects them as closely toc the cult  as

does F. JM, in Method and Meaning, later modifies his orrigi—

nal positien and follows the views of MD who argues that the
temple is not the only locus of cleanmess. [45]

44. Bes p. 46b.



IM's focus on F's intention for using the cl/umcl laws
is commendable. Thisg, together with his original insistence
that the temple functiocned as a focal point, has more poten—
tial than JN is aware of. Ultimately JIMN concedes toco much to
MR, and it will be argued below that, only as the work of
both authors stands together, can one adequately appreciate
F's intent for and use of cl/uncl thinking. JM's po=sition
gains strength when approaching the concepts in light of F's
larger theclogy.

AFs in the case of MD, it is precisely at the point of
JM's  strengths that one can find weakrnesses. JM  accuratsly
observes that cl/uncl are significant concepts to F. The
temple, too, is singled out for special attemtion. Yet JMN
falters when he presents an unjustifiably disparaging picture
of F's intentions for the cl/uncl regulatiors and their rela-
tion to the temple. To a degree it is true that the cl/uncl
concepts are part of F's "propaganda" or "ideology". This
perspective must be accompanied, however, by amn understanding
and appreciation of F’'s attempt to present a priestly para-
digm which Israel is to model.

Simply to consider the cl/uncl laws as "priestly propa-—
ganda"” which 1is primarily concerned with brimging about
cultic acceptability for the Israslite ig, however, +to mis-
understand F's uwltimate intent. To observe that F  remains
"strikingly reticent about what lies behind the specific
rules of uncleanness,” and simply to suggest that "behind all

of them the primary ideclogical motif is cultic purity,"L46]
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does little justice to F. ~Although no explicit FEISONS  may
have been advanced by F this does not mean that no profound
rationale, beyond "cultic acceptability", exists. JM, at one
cccasion, notes that even though the purity laws are not
mentioned in certain sources this doss not mean that the laws
did not exist. Sometimes they are takern for granted, and he
recognizes  that "we cannot suppocse people always discuss
matters of most importance toc them."[471 So alsc should JN
have carried out more sericusly én waminmation of the éor—

cepts in P rather than dismissing them as "priestly propa-—

JM, in protest against F and in light of what he regards
&s more positive uses of cl/uncl in other biblical scurces,
writes:

50 we must not be taken in by the viewpoint of the

priestly writers in the Hebrew Scriptures. Their

claim that purity was primarily & cultic concern is

utterly false. Uncleanness served as a metaphor for

sexual misdeed, idolatry, or unethical behavior.[48]
fccording  to JIN purity was never solely a cultic matter in
the other biblical scurces, even though he believes it was so
in F {(according to his earlier positicn). This negative gpic-—

twre painted by JN, of F, can be replaced with one which more

adequately understands F’'s intentions and appreciztss R’

it

approach. This can be dorme using JM's findings.
In his study of cl/uncl JIN sees the concepts  evolving

from narrow ritualistic concepts to more glevated, s=thical

ones:
47 . "The Idea of Furity in Ancient Judaism," JAAR 4T{(1975),
pE. 17-18.

48. Ibid., po. 24.
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The two really important changes in the interpreta-—

tion of purity cceocur in Alexandrian Judaism on the

orne side, and in rabbiniclsicl Judaism on the

other. In both instances purity and impuwrity are

interpreted entirely outside of the cultic setting.

They serve as metaphors and allegories in  which

both  the impurity and the thing to which impurity

is compared have nothing whatever to do with +the

Temple.[4%]
He continues and rniotes that:

It is a curicus irony that in changing the focus of

purity from the cult to the home and strest,

Fharisaic and Rabbinic Judaism returned to the view

of purity probably characteristic of Israslite

religion before the promulgation of the Friestly

Code.[30]
Rather than perceive here a failure of F  thic devel opment
would seem more appropriate as a vindication of F's ultimate
intent, namely, that F sought to extend the realm of purity
and holiness into every area of life. Fris totally misunder-—
stood when one, as JN does, regards F's cOnCerns as zolely
tfocused on the temple.

dN  has argued that this much broader view of purity

which evolved, "seems to me decisive testimony against the
priestly view that purity ever was primarily a cultic con—
cern."L{311 Guite on the contrary, -one might argue. One should
comsider this as decisive testimony in favor of F who likely

toock  the concespts of cl/uncl, which were perhaps earlier

s {is

il

-5

elegated largely to the priests and the cultic cirecl

this why one finds so little of cl/uncl in D7y, and placed

these laws in the mouth of God, directed to all Israel. All
Israel was to be a holy nation. Holiness was not  to  be
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limited to the priesthoocd.

dM’s understanding of the temple alsc rmesds refinement.
First of all it should be noted that F never makss mention of
the "temple". # only speaks of the tabernacle. Earlier it
was argued that the tabernacle was used since it represented
that which lies at the heart of Israel ‘s faith, & belief in
the presence of God among His chosen holy people. Swayed by
the criticisms of MD, however, JMN revises his earlier posil—
£iun, that the temple was at ths center of the cl/uncl laws,
and concedes thét it "ie not the only locus of cleanness or
sanctification;”ESE poccording to JN, Especially_at & later
date, "it is rmow the sect ... or the people as a wholes ....
The Temple, now secondary, is made itself to signify the
godly community, which is analogically generative, thersfore
primary."[S3

MD seeks to diminish the role of the temple when in her
critigue of JN she writes: "The temple is a building of stone
and wood, scmetimes destroyed and cometimes rebuilt."L{54]1 She
prefers to see the temple, altar, and Gtencsils squated with
the home, table and kitchen uternsils.[551 It is true that the
temple is & buiiding (but ro mere building). Further, this
extention of the sacred into the mundare is correct, as has
been discussed above.[S54] Mevertheless, there continuss to be

a distinction between the two. When F refers to the taberna—

J2. Method and Meaning, p. 127.

53l Ibid.

54. "Critigue and Commentary," p. 140,
SS. Ibid.

365. Ses pp. 126-130,
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cle, it identifies that which most fully represents the eIy
presence of God. Therefore, the "tabernacle” can rot bBe
considered as secondary in F's scheme of things since every-—
thing is interpreted in light of God's presence there. Im F
the tabernacle becomes & type of standard through which all
of life is viewed: life being lived in the presence of God.
MD  writes that "the holiness of the Temple is a focal
point of the purity rules of the hiblical legacy."[371 Fol-
lowing JM’'s original claims it would appear correct to argus

that it is the focal point since it represents the presence

jrt

of God and His covermant with His people. Whemn she statess that
"the symbolism of the Temple doss not come to rest uporn &
building,”"[381 MD is correct. She is only partially correct
when she continues, however, and states that “"the templs
itgelf =signifies their godly community."[591 For F the taber-—
nacle first and foremost represented God's presence with His
people. As His covenant people, Israel was to respond to its
God by being a holy community, living obediently according to
His statutes and thus, in & measure, reflecting His holiness.

In P the tabernaclé-most fully symbolically represented

holiness since it was here where God, through His KEIbod,

chapter four, is important to remember when making an apprai-
sal of the role of the temple, or hetter, the taberrnacle, in

FP's larger theclogy. It was in the holy of holies, that most

1]

Foly spatial sphere of sxistence on garth, where God was

J. "Critigue and Commentary,” p. 141, Emphasis mine.
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believed to be potentially present. The temple éruunds arid

the temple city appear to be further spheres of decreasing

degrees of holiness. This is alsoc true of the regulations in

the recently published Temple Scroll from the caves of Gumran

at the Dead Sea.L[b60] Milgrom riotes that laws of impurities,
are arranged according to the following sequence:

Temple, Temple city, other cities, and the land.

The basic principle is that the wilderness camp is

equivalent to the Temple city and hence, the laws

of the former apply to the latter. Other cities

must also be pure, but not holy, that is, their

purity is not of the same degree as the Temple

city.[&13

In Yigael Yadin’'s study of the Temple Scroll he notes that,
"the Essenes also championed the imposition of the- priestly
rules for the Temple and the priesthood upon the city of
Jerusalem and all of Israel."[&62]1 It was argued above that F
presents  its readers with a priestly paradigm which it
desires all of Israsl to model. As the priest lived a1l of
life ever conscious of God's presence and inm the context of
the cult, so also were the people now to live.

In oppositicn to MD it is argued here that this evidence
from the Temple Scroll also appears to suggest that the
holiness of the tabernacle should be considered a ol mary
focal point. This emphasis of the Temple Scroll is = probable
development of a trend already there esarlier in F and its
purity laws. Although it is true {(to a degree) that ‘"the
temple itself signifies their godly community",[&33  tha
standard of holiness, through which P sees 11 of life, 1is

6. Jacohb Milgrom, "The Temple Scroll,” Bf 4101978, p.111.
61. Ibid., p. 114,

62, ibid., p. 120. Emphasis mine.

63. See p. 229,

231



the place where the holy God most fully reveals Himself.

As there are spheres of heliness, with the holy of
holies symbolizing the most holy center, sc also are there
temporal spheres of holiress. The sabbath, the day of atone—
mant {(Lewv. 16} and other religious periods or festivals, for
example, are days set aside for the worship of God and  ars
thus considered holy. In erxamining F's theclogy it was noted
that the period of creation, and that of the Sinai eMperience
are also sigrnificant periods when God created the world and
His people respectively. As God's holiness ie exemplified
througﬁ His creation of the universe ard Israel’'s holiness
declared at Sinai, these important events are to impact the
Israslite continually. Ultimately, it is F's desire that the
theme of holiness would extend into every temporal and spa-
tial sphere of the Israslite so that in =11 of life, thes
Israslite might be reminded of God's holiness. Thus élthough
F'e focus is on Israsl, God's holy people, it is rnot primairy
as MD suggests. F's primary and most intense focus iz  on
God, the ramificaticons of His holiness and His eslection of
Ierael. The tabernacle and cult most fully symbolizre God's
Foly preéence and His will for His people.

Contrary to MD, F's views rneed not mave been the "domi-
nant position of Israslite society"” {(although F wndouistedly
sought to address dominant concerns).l[éd4] Fs purity laws did
not arise out of a desire to maintain the social order ernvi—
saged by the larger group {(as MD suggests), but its writings

and concerns  are first theologically (not scocioclogically

54, Sse p. Z18-222.



based, seeking to re-establish God's will for His peEople and
the world. The fact that F's concern’s were rnot restricted

to the cult is evident in the success of later Judsism  irm
using these concepts outside of the cult. Yet for F  the
tabernacle, symbolically representing the place where (God's
ggg@g descends from time to time, ia a significant symbol
through which all of life is viewed. &8s Israsl sought after
holiness, so God would bless His people. Thus it was Lotk
Holiness and blessing, both of which are dependent upon God's
presence {(i.e., the "tabernacle"), which were primary con-
cerns of F as it used the cl/uncl regulations.

MD  has argued that the body plays = large part in  the
symbelic system which highlights "holiness". There can ke
little doubt that the body did function symbolically. She
overstates the matter, however. Of greater symbolic value is
the tabernacle, that which represents the presence of God,
since all the cl/uncl laws relate directly to it. Yet,
although the tabernacle was the symbol of heliness, par
excellence, so alsoc was the larger society amd the individual
to reflect God's holiness. From this perespective bhoth the
views of MD and the esarlier views of JMN {although modifiesd
above!) are important.

C. EMAMUEL FELDMAN: & CRITIGUE AND COMMENTARY

0f the three scholars critically examined in  this
chapter EF ‘s work is most recent. He is aware of the wonbk of
both ™MD and JN. In chapter three it was noted that al though

11

i

EF  is appreciative of MD’'s symbol system which connscts

the cl/umcl regulations to holiness (wholeness, completensss

Lo Turviliecrdl
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and perfection), he concsiders death to be a more appropriate
overriding theme in F's use of the concepts. Im EF one finds

a thoroughly theoclogical approach to cl/uncl. fpoccording to

.

him, the Israelite understanding of =& living God, in whom
life itself is most fully embodied, relates directly to the
cl/7uncl regulations.

Although EF's emphasis on God as the "Living One" con—
stitutes a real strength, especially in light of the fact
that +this theme had not significantly entered the cl/uncl
discussion, the concept of death by itself is too narrow to
explain adequately all the cl/uncl laws.  Further, ﬁd&ath” is
not always applied in the most convincing manner. S50, al-
though he may be correct in suggesting that death was an
important issue in & particular law, his approach and &I gu-—
ment is not always persuasive. This will bé shown below.

Befcocre proceeding to evaluate the way in which EF  has
worked through the various cl/uncl laws a brief critigue is
necessary regarding his view of death inllsrael, over against
its neighbors. He has argued that Israel granted no "mytho—
logical power to death ... since there is only cne God", and
that there #isted "no mythoposic fantasies, ritﬁals o
efforts to maintain a link with the dead.”[é&31 It is plain

that earlier in Israel ‘s history this is not the case.lod]

63, See p. 34. Cf., however, M. Fope, "The Cult of the Dezad
at Ugarit,” in Ugarit and Retrospect: S0 Years of Ugarit and
Ugaritic, Ed. Gorden D. Young {(Wirnona Laks: Eizernbrauns,
1281).

=Y. See 1 Sam. 28:8—-173 Z KFings 21:&, ard Isa. 8:17.
Mecromancy was practiced in Israsl and was first forbidden by

wiritten law 1imnn Deut. 18:12-11  and Lewv. 19:31;  20:6,27.
Earlier in Israel s history there no doubht was also the
belief that there existesd many gods. Sese verses 1ike Judg.
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Were EF to have stated that Fo writing in the exilic pericd
or later, argues that there ics ornly one living God [67]1 and
that F seeks to demythologize the powsrs of death, hg would
have differentiated more critically between F and popul ar
Yahwistic religion, thus avoiding the pitfall of idealizing
"Israel ‘s" heliefs. This, however, does rot significantly
detract from hisvthesis which will be examined rmext.

EF begins with & study of corpse defilement. His whole

um’ ah is

premise is that the primary element in  all t
death.L681 He repeatedly asserts that corpse detilement is
the most intense form of uncleanness. a9 In an  effort to
make his point regarding the primary role of death in
uncleanness, he does, however, make some glaring overstate-—

ments. His assertion that touching any human corpse brings

about "the longest possible period of defilement"[701 is
incorrect since both "leprosy’ and severe ‘discharge’ dis-
orders have am indefinite period of unclearnness. In these

Cases uncleanness lasts until one is healed plus seven days.
After childbirth the mother is unclean tor forty to eighty
days. Further, intercourse with a menstruant also makes un~-
clean for seven davys. A1l these periocds of wncleanness, some

of which are longer than the pericd of uncleanness from

11:24 which clearly presuppcose that Chemosh was the god of
the Moabites, just as Yahweh was Israel ‘s god. See also Exod.
153:11: "Who is like you Yahweh, among the gods?"

67. The fact that monotheism could be more explicit in F is
evidenced in the explicitly monotheistic statements made by
Deuterc~Isaiah (#4032 18-203 44:9-20:  46:6-7) who is approxi-
mately contemporanecus to F.

68. Biblical and Fost-Eiblical Defilement, pp. T4-37.



corpse defilement, do not support his view of the orimacy of
death.

fccording to EF "whenever any constituent elemsnt of
human life is lost,"[711 be it a limb, body fluids, etc.,
there one finds uncleanness. This rationale, however,
accounts adequately for only some of the cl/uncl regulations.
He convincingly argues that the loss of seminal emission

("the seed of life") and menstruation {("life forc="), i

Lit

related to death. Yet his conterntion that childbirth brings
uncleanness because it represents the end ("losg') of the
mother 's role of life-producing, lifg—nurturing, and life—
sustaining is totally unconvincing. 721 Guite on  the con-
trary, the sense of lifg-nurturing, etc., is probably only
heightened after the child is born. Further, it is Dnlﬁ with
the “loés” on behalf of the womb, that life can really begin
(or  continue). It is highly unlikely that cne could show
that these views of EF were actually held by the Israslites.
The concept of death is alsc too narrow to desl with
‘leprosy . EF follows earlier scholars here, who point  to
Mumbers 12:12 where death is closely related to lep—
resy . L7231 Mowhere in the primary texts dealing with the
"leprosey’ laws is death mentioned, however. & further problem

in EF’'s handling of ‘leprosy’ is that no attempt is made to

4]

treat ‘leprosy’ in inorganic materials. His corcept of death

is clearly inadeguate here.

71. Ikid., p. 35.
72. Ibid., p. I7.
73. Bee p. Z7.
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laws. His treatment of these laws seen guite remote from his
handling of the octher cl/uncl regulaticns. His meat laws

section represents & considerable departure from his earlisr

work. Here, suddenly, certain meats are considered unclean in

it

the ‘'"pristine, metaphorical meaning of ‘something desacr
lized,”’ e they are desacralized, undivineg, sacrally un-—
+it."[74]1 No other rationale is given sxcept that, refraining
trom these foods "Israel becomes gadosgh  just as God is

gadosh."L731 This conclusion is no conclusion  at all! EF
could have pointed to the carnivorous practices of many of
the animals mentioned and connected them to lis concept of
death. He appears toc have missed this point altogether.

Although EF ultimately fails to use the concept of
death to its fullest potential in his treatment of the cl/
uricl  laws, he does, nevertheless, succeed in demonstrating
that there exists a significant connection betweern the no-—
tion of death and uncleanness. The concept of de=ath, that
which 1= opposite to God, is a key factor in the cl/uncl
regulations. In the final chapter we will returmn to the
important theme of death (also & form of disorder), and its
relationship to F'e cl/uncl laws.

A Ffirst reading of EF 's book may give the reader the
distinct impression that he has failed to make his point. Yet
Mig point is a good ome and upon further reflection orme socon
begins to appreciate the added dimension which EF, with his
theological perspective, brings to the cl/urmcl discussion.

74. Biblical and Fost-RBiblical RDefilement, p. S1.



Douglas, MNeusner and Feldman all make =a sigrniticant
contribution to the cl/uncl discussion. Douglas correctly
leads the way by suggesting that an appropriate +theme be
advanced that accounts for all the cl/uncl regulations. Her
idea of holiness represents  the key to her seymbolic
system.[761 lWhere MD significantly underrates the importance
of the cult, choosing rather to focus primarily on the =ocio—
logical needs which may have given rise to the particular
regulations, Meusner’'s initial insistence on the primacy of
"the temple” in F can be used in part as a corrective. Final-
ly, EF correctly draws attention to the important comnection
betwesn death and uncleanness, which went virtually unnctics
in the work of MD and JN.

With this critique it becomes apparent that sach of the
themes advanced by MD, JN and EF is important. No ratioconale
tor F's cl/uncl regulations is adequate without relating to
its views concerning holiness, "the temple" and death. It is
the contention of this study that "divine order", which

incorporates the strengths of all three scholars, camn best

i

function &s the theme which most adegquately accounts for F°
cl/uncl  regulations. This will be argued in the corncluding

chapter.

76. Doubt was expressed above, however, concerning Douglas”’
contention that +the corncepts of wholeness or completeness
play as large a role as she suggests. The theme of divine
order appears to be a more sigrnificant one.

i
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CHAFTER SEVEN

The cl/uncl regulations found in the Old Testamert have
been variously interpreted in the past. In chapter two, seven
different types of approaches and interpretations were out-—
lined briefly. Major shortcomings inherent in most of these
traditional interpretations are that the regulations  are
frequently treated in piecemeal tashion, without sesking out
& principle which might serve to link together the whole
range of laws, and little attention is given to show how they
might fit into the larger religious tradition within which
they ars found. Even the two most prominent approaches in
the recent past, namely, the tendency to regard the cl/uncl
laws in polemical or medical terms, can no longer be consid-
ered &s viable positions today.

This 1is not to suggest that some of the cl/uncl 1l aws
may not occcasionally have furctioned as a "molemic against
the nations" or have provided some medical advarntages. The
urnclean status of the pig, for example, may well have served
in a polemical fashion. The prohibition against eating its
meat may alsc have averted some possible health risks, The
rationale behind thecse explanations, however, is suggestive
at best and ultimately does not consistently account for  &ll
that is unclean. Further, these approaches +ail to appreciate
fully the theoclogical dimension behind the cl/uncil regul x—

tions. MD, responding to those wishing toc present a scisnti-



fic, raticnal, medical gxplanation for the laws correctly
DbSEFVEE:‘ "Even if some of Moses’ dietary rules were hvgien—
ically beneficial, it is a pity toc treat him as an enlight-—
ened public health administrator, rather than as & spiritual
leader."[1]

In this thesis the writer has sought to take sericusly
the theological dimension of the cl/uncl concepts. Since they
are most frequently used by F, it is F's theology which has
Fecéived major attentiom. MD, JN and EF have all advarced
certain themes through which they interpret the varicus regu-
lations. The themes of holiness, the temple and death,
Mowever , are too limited by themselves. Yet by placing them
in the context of P's Eég@g—theology, and highlighting the
theme of divine order, a more satisfying scheme for FP's
cl/uncl regulations can be presented.

Mircea Eliade, in The Sacred and Frofane, has argued
that in amtiquity, humankind did not regard space amd time as
homogeous. fhe various interruptions in life which & person
experienced suggested that there existed gqualitative differ-
ences 1n space and in time.l[2] Eliade points to the experi-
ence of something "wholly cther”, as described by Rudolf Otto
(The Holy), which gives rise to & higher plane of reality.

With the creation of this rew plane of reality by the
"wholly other", all else outside its sphere 1is considered
profane. Cognizant of this gualitatively different level of
reality, Eliade suggests that:

i a
2. 1bid., B

nd Dsnger, p. Z27.
20,
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The manifestation of the =sacred ontologically
founde the world. In the homogenecus and infinite
Expanse, in which no point of reference is possible
and hence no orientation can  be geztablised, the
hierophanyfZ] reveals an absoclute fived point, a
center.f4]
In F the significant center or point of orientation for all
its theology, including its use of the cl/uncl regulations,
is the presence of God's gggég in the tabernscle. For F  the
potential threat and blessing of God's presence is éf utmost
importance,

A& further observation made by Eliade is that "religlous
man seeks to inhabit a ‘divine world-’, e Cwhere one mayl
live in a pure and holy cosmos, &s it was in the beginring,
when it came fresh from the creator s hands."[51 In the con-
clusicn of his book he writes: "The gods created man and the
world.... By reactualizing sacred Fistory, by imitating the
divinme behavior, man puts and keeps himself close to the gods
— that is, in the real and significant."[&61

F, too, sought to remind the exilic and post-exilic
Israglite community of that which was real and significant.
Reality, for this disenfranchised community, was to rest in
the assuwrance that their God, who had created the world and
Israel itself, continued to be in control of global events.

=3

I was to

Cognizant of their election and His presence, ITsr

ft
il
i

be holy as He is holy {(Lev. 11:45).

3. Eliade uses this term to designate that act or occasion
when the sacred is manifested. The Sacred and the Frofane,

Trans. Willard R. Trask (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
1739, p. 11.
4. Ibid., p. 21.

5. Ibid., p. &5.

bHe ibid., p. Z20Z
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In chapter fow it was argued that F's H§b8d~theology

seeks both to safeguard Israel from the wrath of the holy God

and at the same time to obtain God's blessing. Israsl, at

4

Sinai, had entersd into a covenant relationship with God
(Exod. 19:3-6), received the gift of His presence, and was

now to be a holy and consecrated people. Commenting omn Is-

e

rael's call to holiness in Leviticus 22:73 -3Zy W. Zimmerli
notes that the emphasis iz on being "declared as holy" and
then "being what vyou are!"[7] Chosen and declared holy,
Israel is responsible to emulate holiness. Israsl is summonred

to an imitatio dei.[81 As one attempts to imitate God, how-

ever, one is never considered as having arrived at a state of
holiness, but one is to practice holiness.[91 Yet "holiness®
i an abstract term. How can one practice God’'s holiness?
Eliade, ™MD and cthers have.argued that amy attempt to
understand God and His attributes leads to cosmological con-
templation. In looking carefully at P’'s creation account, and
its understanding of the Moahic, Abrahamic and Sinai cove—

nante, much can be gained concerning F's view of God and Hies

7 . "'Heiligkeit’ nach dem scgenannten Heiligkeitsgesetz," VT
Z001980), p. S03. "Ich, Jahwe, heilige such" {(erklare euch
£l heilig) .... Sei, was du bist!™"

8. Ibid., p. Sil. Zimmerli writes: "Der in Lav. 19:7 T ormu—
lierte Grund-Satz dec H: "Ihr sollt heilig sein, denn ich,
Jahwe, euesr Gott, bin heilig’ konnte ... als fufforderung zu
einer Imitatic Dei verstanden werden: ‘Heilig werdern, wie
Jahwe heilig ist,’ Nachahmung seiner Heiligkeit."

7. ibid. "Aber gerade hier fihrt sorgfaltige Erwégung auf
den fundamentalen Unterschied der Heiligkeitstat Jzhwes vom
Heiligkeit-Uben des Menschen." J. Milgrom makes & similar
point regarding Bod’'s call for holiness., "That which man is
not, nor can ever fully be, but which he is commanded to
emulate and approximate, is what the Bible calle ‘holy .
Holiness means imitatioc dei - the life of godliness” ["l.evi-

ticus,"” IDBS (Mashville: Abingdon, 197&), p. 5441,
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created order. It was argued above that according to F, God
gembodies and creates order. From God's divine ordering of
things in FP’'s creation account springs life, harmony, pertec—
tion and ultimately meaning. God's holiness is most  fully
characterized by these acts of God. The cl/uncl laws relate
directly to this divine crdering of things.

For P the cl/uncl regulations appear to express symbo-
lically God's order, and to that extent alsoc His holirness.
In examining the regulations it was argued that the themes of
order and life stand over against disorder and deatih. A1l
those animals which exemplify disorder through their movement
or are considered "meat-eaters" are perceived as uncls=an. &11
animals that are carnivorous or associated with death,
plagues, uninhabited or deserted buildings, ruins or the
wildernéss, and which are not domesticated or controllabls
but swarm about, all of their "kind" do not reflect God's
order and are thus considered unclean. The Israslite, whY)
eating only from those animals considered clean, affirmed the
principles of order and life and at the same time practiced

-

an imitatio dei, consuming only that "kind"” of animal which

was acceptable to God on the altar.

A corpse is also defiling because it stands in  sharp
contrast to the li¥e4giving God. The "holy" Israelite is to
avold contact with that which is desad because this would alsc
bring about & mixing of kinds. That which is idertified with
God can not identify or reflect, through contact or mourning

rites, that which is opposite to God, death.

The loss of life—-fluid (blocd) arnd the potential

LW R
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presence of the spheres of disoraer and death may also have
made the birthing experience a defiling one for the Israelite
mother. Death, especially at the very beginning of lifel(ly,
and the disorder which this event may have created, also
would stand in sharp contrast to God.

In ’"leprosy’, be it in humans or inorganic materials,
it is the uncontrolled spreading, graphically symbolizing un-—
leashed disorder, which appears responsible for creating the
state of uncleanness. The ‘leprosy’ in humans may alsc have
led to premature death but the emphasis appears to be clearly
cn the contrasting theme of order/discrder.

Finally, a disorder in the sexual organ, that part of
the body which is most closely associated with procreation,
also was considered defiling because of its affiliaticn with
death. In the sexual realm, one which is almost as basic as
the food realm, F seeks to affirm order and life.

In summary, then, ocne cam state that the unclean animal ,
the birthing mother, the corpse, the ‘leper’ and the ore with

& 'discharge’ have one thing in common.

Im

il

ach iz npot =a

suitable symbolic recreation of holiness: the nature and

gssence of God. All that stands in contrast toc order and
life, symbolic of God, is unclearn. Where orne finds adumbra-—
tions of disorder or death, there one finds uncleanress. In
short, uncleaness is that which does riot symbolically reflect
God ‘s intended order. Thus the laws function in such a manner
as  to recreated within the Israelite, holiness and a desire

to preserve/recreate divine order.

F =seeks to show that in all of life the prirnciple of

244



Godly order is to guide God's holy pecple. To this end all of
life is seen as living in the presence of God. As God is-
creator of order, life and perfection, Israel is to live
within His order, affirming life and striving to reflect and
reproduce His perfection. Thus to be holy means not only to
affirm divine order in the universe, but alsoc to recognize
one’'s own place in that order and one’'s responsibility to
maintain that divine order.fi10]

Being declared holy, Israsl is not‘to be "mixed" with
anything which in any way reflects that which stands in
contrast to God. By mixing the spheres of the holy and the
profane, not only would one become unclean, but this action
could ultimately threaten the very existence of Israel. In
all of life the Israelite is encouraged to reproduce holiness
symbolically inm his/her life.

It would appear that for F the cl/uncl laws served to
push the sphere of holiness into the far reaches of the
mundarne. To be sure, F was aware of the Dngoing‘tensian and
struggle between the Israslite’'s declared state of holinesss
and the propensity to "mix" in some way the opposing spheres.
Yet, observes von Rad, "F too knows of & final condition of
things where the holiness of Jahweh will attain its goal ,

since ‘'all the earth will be full of the glorv of God’' (Num.

10, Evan M. Zuesse, in "Taboo and Divirmne Order” LJdsAaR
42401974), 482-5041, argues that: "The deeper function of
taboao, in short, is to define the divine life”"(p. 493). He
further cbserves that to accept "taboos is nothing less  than
to affirm order in the universe and one’' s own responsibility
in maintaining that order” i{p. 494). This appears to be true
also for F.



14:21.0111 Yon Rad observes further that this gradual
growth of the sphere of the holy, and the swallowing up of
the secular, will eventually be "so complete that the most
insigrnificant objects in everyday use, the pots in the houses
and the bells on horses’ harness, will be as loly &= the
vessels in the Temple ... ‘in that day’' (Zech. 14:20€.)."C[12]

As the priest serving in the tabernacle lived irn the pre—
sence of the holy God, so Zechariah, along with Fy envisages
the day when the profare is swallowed up by the holy. Or
"that day" God will re-establich his divine order for the
whole of creation. On that day "He will swallow up death for
ever" (Isa. 25:8). God’'s holiness will radiate to the ends of
the earth and all will live within that holiness: divinely
ordered life will be enjoyed by all. Although this was not =
present reality for Israel, F SDught‘tD use the cl/uncl 1aws
in a symbolic way to recreate even now the divine order ,
harmony, perfection, etc., which was originally presernt in

God’'s creation of the world.

11. 0Old Testament Thecglogy, VYol. 1, p. 279.
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