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INTRODUCTION

THE NINETEENTH CENTURY saw in primitive religions two peculiari-
ties which separated them as a block from the great religions of
the world. One was that they were inspired by fear, the other
that they were inextricably confused with defilement and
hygiene. Almost any missionary’s or traveller’s account of a
primitive religion talks about the fear, terror or dread in which
its adherents live. The source is traced to beliefs in horrible
disasters which overtake those who inadvertently cross some for-
bidden line or develop some impure condition. And as fear
inhibits reason it can be held accountable for other peculiarities
in primitive thought, notably the idea of defilement. As Ricoeur
sums it up:

‘La souillure elle-méme est a peine une
representation et celle-ci est noyée dans une
peur spécifique qui bouche la réflexion; avec

la souillure nous entrons au régne de la Terreur.

(p- 31)

But anthropologists who have ventured further into these primi-
tive cultures find little trace of fear. Evans-Pritchard’s study of
witchcraft was made among the people who struck him »m.nro
most happy and carefree of the Sudan, the Azande. Hﬂo feelings
of an Azande man, on finding that he has been. bewitched, are
not terror, but hearty indignation as one of us might feel on
finding himself the victim of embezzlement. )
The Nuer, a deeply religious people, as the same authority
points out, regard their God as a familiar friend. Audrey
Richards, witnessing the girls’ initiation rites of the Bemba,
1



Introduction

noted the casual, relaxed attitude of the performers. And so the
tale goes on. The anthropologist sets out expecting to see rituals
performed with reverence, so say the least. He finds himself in
the role of the agnostic sightseer in St. Peter’s, shocked at the
disrespectful clatter of the adults and the children playing
Roman shovehalfpenny on the floor stones. So primitive religious
fear, together with the idea that it blocks the functioning of the
mind, seems to be a false trail for understanding these religions.

Hygiene, by contrast, turns out to be an excellent route, so
long as we -can follow it with some self-knowledge. As we know
it, dirt is essentially disorder, There is no such thing as absolute
dirt: it exists in the eye of the beholder. It we shun dirt, it is not
%nw:mo of craven fear, still less dread or holy terror. Nor do our
ideas about disease account for the range of our behaviour in
cleaning or avoiding dirt. Dirt offends against order. Eliminat-
ing it is not a negative movement, but a positive effort to
organise the environment.

I am personally rather tolerant of disorder. But I always
remember how unrelaxed I felt in a particular bathroom which
was kept spotlessly clean in so far as the removal of grime and
grease was concerned. It had been installed in an old house in
a space created by the simple expedient of setting a door at
ecach end of a corridor between two staircases. The decor
remained unchanged: the engraved portrait of Vinogradoff, the
books, the gardening tools, the row of gumboots. It all made
good sense as the scene of a back corridor, but as a bathroom—
the impression destroyed repose. I, who rarely feel the need to
impose an idea on external reality, at least began to understand
the activities of more sensitive friends. In chasing dirt, in paper-
ing, decorating, tidying we are not governed by anxiety to
escape disease, but are positively re-ordering our environment,
making it conform to an idea. There is nothing fearful or un-
reasoning in our dirt-avoidance: it is a creative movement, an
attempt to relate form to function, to make unity of experience.
If this is so with our separating, tidying and purifying, we should
interpret primitive purification and prophylaxis in the same
light. _

In this book I have tried to show that rituals of purity and
impurity create unity in experience. So far from being aberra-
tions from the central project of religion, they are positive con-
tributions to atonement. By their means, symbolic patterns are
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worked out and publicly displayed. Within Hromm patterns dis-
parate elements are related and disparate experience is given
meaning.

Pollution ideas work in the life of society at two levels, one
largely instrumental, one expressive. At .Hro first level, the Bo_..o
obvious one, we find people trying to influence one another’s
behaviour. Beliefs reinforce social pressures: all the powers of
the universe are called in to guarantee an old Ewn.m dying %wmr.
a mother’s dignity, the rights of the weak w.:&.:..:onﬂ:. Political
power is usually held vnonwaocaw and primitive rulers are no
exception. So we find their legitimate pretensions v»nrom by
beliefs in extraordinary powers emanating from their persons,
from the insignia of their office or from words they can utter.
Similarly the ideal order of society is mc.waom by dangers which
threaten transgressors. These m»:mon.vo:nmm are as B.:nw Hr_.o.wnm
which one man uses to coerce another as m»:.mo_.m which he him-
self fears to incur by his own lapses m_.o:m :mrﬂoocmsomm. They
are a strong language of mutual oxroﬁw:os. At this level nr.o
laws of nature are dragged in to sanction Hrm moral n.omo“ this
kind of disease is caused by adultery, Hrwﬂ. by incest; this meteor-
ological disaster is the effect of vo.:ﬂmnw_ disloyalty, nr»,n the effect
of impiety. The whole universe is rwnsommnm to men’s_attempts
to force one another into good citizenship. .Hrdcm we find that
cértain moral values i es defined
by beliels in dangerous contagion, as when the m_wann or S:n.w ‘
of an adulterer is held to bring illness to his neighbours or his
children. .

It is not difficult to see how pollution beliefs can be used in a
dialogue of claims ard counter-claims to status. But as .in
examine pollution beliefs we find that the _m_sm of nosmwmam whic
are thought dangerous also carry a mv..avo:n load. This is w_ﬁmo_.m
interesting level at which pollution ideas _.o_wn.n to social ife.
believe that some pollutions are used as analogies for oxvnnww._smm
a general view of the social order. For example, there are belie M
that each scx is a danger to the other through contact M:
sexual fluids. According to other beliefs only one sex 1s ~n= Mwﬂ.
gered by contact with the other, usually males from females, o
sometimes the reverse. Such patterns of mS.Ew_ mwﬁmnn can
seen to express symmetry or hierarchy. It is _Evnwcm—v_nmwwﬂﬂﬂm
pret them as expressing something about the »Q:»_m:“. »Q.m o
the sexes. I suggest that many ideas about sexual dang
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better interpreted as symbols of the relation between parts of
society, as mirroring designs of hierarchy or symmetry which
apply in the larger social system. What goes for sex pollution
also goes for bodily pollution. The two sexes can serve as a model
for the collaboration and distinctiveness of social units. So also
can the processes of ingestion portray political absorption. Some-
times bodily orifices seem to represent points of entry or exit to
social units, or bodily perfection can symbolise an ideal theocracy.

Each primitive culture is a universe to itself. Following Franz
Steiner’s advice in Taboo, I start interpreting rules of unclean-
ness by placing them in the full context of the range of dangers
possible in any given universe. Everything that can happen to
a man in the way of disaster should be catalogued according to
the active principles involved in the universe of his particular
culture. Sometimes words trigger off cataclysms, sometimes acts,
sometimes physical conditions. Some dangers are great and
others small. We cannot start to compare primitive religions until
we know the range of powers and dangers they recognise. Primi-
tive society is an energised structure in the centre of its universe.
Powers shoot out from its strong points, powers to prosper and
dangerous powers to retaliate against attack. But the society
does not exist in a neutral, uncharged vacuum. It is subject to
external pressures; that which is not with it, part of it and sub-
ject to its laws, is potentially against it. In describing these
pressures on boundaries and margins I admit to having made
society sound more systematic than it really is. But just such an
expressive over-systematising is necessary for interpreting the
beliefs in question. For I believe that ideas about separating,
purifying, demarcating and punishing transgressions have as
their main function to impose system on an inherently untidy
experience. It is only by-exaggerating the differences between
within and without, above and below, male and female, with
and against, that a semblang rdei-is-created. In this sense
I am not afraid of the charge of having made the social struc-
ture seem over-rigid.

But in another sense I do not wish to suggest that the primi-
tive cultures in which these ideas of contagion flourish are rigid,
hide-bound and stagnant. No one knows how old are the ideas
of purity and impurity in any non-literate culture: to members
they must seem timeless and unchanging. But there is every
reason to believe that they are sensitive to change. The same
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mav.:_mn to impose order which cl:mm mrnB into wxﬁno:nn can
be supposed to be continually modifying or enriching them.
This is a very important point. For when I argue that Hvo re-
action to dirt is continuous with other reactions to ambiguity
or anomaly, I am not reviving the nineteenth century rv.moﬁrnmmm
of fear in another guise. Ideas about contagion can certainly #.uo
traced to reaction to anomaly. But they are more Hrms Hro.a._m.
quiet of a laboratory rat who suddenly m:am one of his familiar
exits from the maze is blocked. And they are more than the
discomfiture of the aquarium stickleback faced with an anoma-
lous member of his species. The initial recognition of anomaly
leads to anxicty and from there to suppression or m%ommp:nmw.wo
far, so good. But we must look for a more energetic organising
principle to do justice to the elaborate cosmologies which pol-
lution symbols reveal. .

The native of any culture naturally Hrmzrm.Om V_Bm.n_m as
receiving passively his ideas of power and a.wsmnn in the universe,
discounting any minor modifications he himself may 7m<o.no9-
tributed. In the same way we think of ourselves as 1wm.m_.<w€
receiving our native language and discount our nnmwos.m::_:%
for shifts it undergoes in our life time. The m:&.:owo_om_mﬁ falls
into the same trap if he thinks of a culture he is mEav::m as a
long established pattern of values. In this sense I oavrm:nmzw
deny that a proliferation of ideas wv.ocn purity w.:& contagion
implies « rigid mental outlook or rigid social institutions. The
contrary may be true. o .

It may seem that in a culture which is richly .Oq.mus_mna @w
ideas of contagion and purification the 5&595._ is in the grip
of iron-hard categories of thought which are heavily mwmnmcwqmmna
by rules of avoidance and by 1::.5730:8. It may seem im-
possible for such a person to shake his own thought free of the
protected habit-grooves of his culture. How can .rn turn nwc:a
upon his own thought-process and 8:83@58. its limitations?
And yet if he cannot do this, how can his religion be compared
with the great religions of the world?

The more we know about primitive religions the more clearly
it appears that in their symbolic structures there is scope for
meditation on the great mysteries of religion and philosophy.
Reflection on dirt involves reflection on the nn_mao:. of order to
disorder, being to non-being, form to formlessness, __m.n to aowz.g.
Whercever ideas of dirt are highly structured their analysis
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discloses a play upon such profound themes. This is why
an understanding of rules of purity is a sound entry to com-
parative religion. The Pauline antithesis of blood and water,
nature and grace, freedom and recessity, or the Old Testament
idea of Godhead can be illuminated by Polynesian or Central
African treatment of closely related themes.

Ritual Uncleanness

OUR IDEA OF DIRT i§ no:%oc:m& of two things, care for hygiene
and respect for conventions. The rules of hygiene change, of
course, with changes in our state of knowledge. As for the con-
ventional side of dirt-avoidance, these rules can be set aside for
the sake of friendship. Hardy's farm labourers commended the
shepherd who refused a clean mug for his cider as a ‘nice un-
particular man’:

« “A clane cup for the shepherd,” said the maltster command-
ingly.

““No—not at all,” said Gabriel, in a reproving tone of consider-
ateness. “I never fuss about dirt in its pure state and when I
know what sort it is. . .. I wouldn’t think of giving such
trouble to neighbours in washing up when there’s so much
work to be done in the world already.””’

In a more exalted spirit, St. Catherine of Sienna, when she felt
revulsion from the wounds she was tending, is said to have
bitterly reproached herself. Sound hygiene was incompatible
with charity, so she deliberately drank off a bowl of pus.

Whether they are rigorously observed or violated, there is
nothing in our rules of cleanness to suggest any connection
between dirt and sacredness. Therefore it is only mystifying to
learn that primitives make little difference between sacredness
and uncleanness.

For us sacred things and places are to be wnoﬂnnao& from
defilement. Holiness and impurity are at opposite poles. We
would as soon confound hunger with fullness or m_nnwmdm with
waking. Yet it is supposed to be a mark of primitive religion to
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when someone of another caste is entertained he is normally
seated separately. A Havik in a condition of grave impurity
should be fed outside the house, and he is expected himself to
remove the leaf-platc he fed from. No one else can touch it
without being decfiled. The only person who is not defiled by
touch and by eating from the leaf of another is the wife who
thus, as we have said, expresses her personal relation to her
husband. And so the rules multiply. They discriminate in ever
finer and finer divisions, prescribing ritual behaviour concerning
menstruation, childbirth and death. All bodily emissions, even
blood or pus from a wound, are sources of impurity. Water, not
paper must be used for washing after defaecating, and this is
done only with the left hand, while food may be eaten only
with the right hand. To step on animal faeces causes impurity.
Contact with leather causes impurity. If leather sandals are worn
they should not be touched with the hands, and should be re-
moved and the feet be washed before a temple or house is
entered.

Precise regulations give the kinds of indirect contact which
may carry pollution. A Havik, working with his untouchable
servant in his garden, may become severely defiled by touching
a rope or bamboo at the same time as the servant. It is the simul-
taneous contact with the bamboo or rope which defiles. A Havik
cannot receive fruit or money directly from an Untouchable.
But some objects stay impure and can be conductors of impurity
even after contact. Pollution lingers in cotton cloth, metal cook-
ing vessels, cooked food. Luckily for collaboration between the
castes, ground does not act as a conductor. But straw which
covers it does.

‘A Brahmin should not be in the same part of his cattle shed
as his Untouchable servant, for fear that they may both step
on places connected through overlapping straws on the floor.
Even though a Havik and an Untouchable simultaneously
bathe in the village pond, the Havik is able to attain a state of
Mad;i (purity) because the water goes to the ground, and the
ground does not transmit impurity.’ (p- 173)

The more deeply we go into this and similar rules, the more
obvious it becomes that we are studying symbolic systems. Is
this then really the difference between ritual pollution and our
ideas of dirt: Are our ideas hygienic where theirs are symbolic?
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Not a bit of it: I am going to argue that our ideas of dirt also
express symbolic systems and that the difference between pollu-
tion behaviour in one part of the world and another is only a
matter of detail.

Before we start to think about ritual pollution we must go
down in sack-cloth and ashes and scrupulously re-examine our
own ideas of dirt. Dividing them into their parts, we should
distinguish any elements which we know to be the result of our
recent history.

There are two notable differences between our contemporary
European ideas of defilement and those, say, of primitive cul-
tures. One is that dirt avoidance for us is a matter of hygiene
or aesthetics and is not related to our religion. I shall say more
about the specialisation of ideas wbich separates our notions
of dirt from religion in Chapter 5 (Primitive Worlds). The
second difference is that our idea of dirt is dominated by the
knowledge of pathogenic organisms. The bacterial transmission
of disease was a great nineteenth-century discovery. It produced
the most radical revolution in the history of medicine. So much
has it transformed our lives that it is difficult to think of dirt
except in the context of wmﬁromn:mn:% Yet obviously our ideas
of dirt are not so recent. We must be able to make the effort
to think back beyond the last 100 years and to analyse the bases
of dirt-avoidance, before it was transformed by bacteriology;
for example, before spitting deftly into a spittoon was counted
unhygienic. .

If we can abstract pathogenicity and hygiene from our notion
of dirt, we are left with the old definition of dirt as matter out
of place. This is a very suggestive approach. It implies two con-
ditions: a set of ordered relations and a contravention of that
order. Dirt then, is never a unique, isolated event. Where nrnmn
is dirt there is system. Dirt is the by-product of a systematic
ordering and classification of matter, in so far as oan.::m in-
volves rejecting inappropriate elements. This Enw.Om 92. takes
us straight into the feld of symbolism and promises a link-up
with more obviously symbolic systems of purity. )

We can recognise in our own notions of dirt that we are using
a kind of omnibus compendium which includes all the nn_nnnnm
elements of ordered systems. It is a relative idea. Shoes are .:on
dirty in themselves, but it is dirty to place them on the a::.:m.
table; food is not dirty in itsclf, but it is dirty to leave cooking
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utensils in the bedroom, or food bespattered on clothing; simi-
larly, bathroom equipment in the drawing room; clothing lying
on chairs; out-door things in-doors; upstairs things downstairs;
under-clothing appearing where over-clothing should be, and so
on. In short, our pollution behaviour is the reaction which con-
demns any object or idea likely to confuse or contradict
cherished classifications.

We should now force ourselves to focus on dirt. Defined in
this way it appears as a residual category, rejected from our
normal scheme of classifications. In trying to focus on it we run
against our strongest mental habit. For it seems that whatever
we perceive is organised into patterns for which we, the per-
ceivers, are largely responsible. Perceiving i not a matter of
passively allowing an organ—say of sight or hearing—to receive
a ready-made impression from without, like a palette receiving
a spot of paint. Recognising and remembering are not matters
of stirring up old images of past impressions. It is generally
agreed that all our impressions are schematically determined
from the start. As perceivers we select from all the stimuli fall-
ing on our senses only those which interest us, and our interests
are governed by a pattern-making tendency, sometimes called
schema (see Bartlett, 1932). In a chaos of shifting impressions,
each of us constructs a stable world in which objects have recog-
nisable wrmvnm, are located in anm:r. and have permanence. In
perceiving we are building, taking some cues and rejecting
others. The most acceptable cues are those which fit most easily
into the pattern that is being built up. Ambiguous ones tend to
be treated as if they harmonised with the rest of the pattern.
Discordant ones tend to be rejected. If they are accepted the
structure of assumptions has to be modified. As learning pro-
ceeds objects are named. Their names then affect the way they
are perceived next time: once labelled they are more speedily
slotted into the pigeon-holes in future.

As time goes on and experiences pile up, we make a greater
and greater investment in our system of labels. So a conservative
bias is built in. It gives us confidence. At any time we may have
to modify our structure of assumptions to accommodate new
experience, but the more consistent experience is with the past,
the more confidence we can have in our assumptions. Uncom-
fortable facts which refuse to be fitted in, we find ourselves
ignoring or distorting so that they do not disturb these estab-
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lished assumptions. By and large anything we take note of is
van.mn_nnﬂna and Onmm_:mwom in the very act of vnnnnminm. We
share with other animals a kind of filtering mechanism which
at first only lets in sensations we know how to use.

But what about the other ones? What about the possible ex-
vnlnsnnm which do not pass the filter? Is it possible to force
attention into less habitual tracks? Can we even examine the
filtering mechanism itself?

We can certainly force ourselves to observe things which our
schematising tendencies have caused us to miss. It always gives
a jar to find our first facile observation at fault. Even to gaze
steadily at distorting apparatus makes some people feel physic-
ally sick, as if their own balance was attacked. Mrs. Abercrombie
put a group of medical students through a course of experiments
designed to show them the high degree of selection we use in
the simplest observations. ‘But you can’t have all the world a
jelly,” one protested. ‘It is as though my world has been cracked
open,’ said another. Others reacted in a more strongly hostile
way (p. 131).

But it is not always an unpleasant experience to confront am-
biguity. Obviously it is more tolerable in some areas than in
others. There is a whole gradient on which laughter, revulsion
and shock belong at different points and intensities. The experi-
ence can be stimulating. The richness of poetry depends on the
use of ambiguity, as Empson has shown. The vomw:&:@ of see-
ing a sculpture equally well as a landscape or as a reclining nude
enriches the work's interest. Ehrenzweig has even argued that we
enjoy works of art because they enable us to go vnrmsm the
explicit structures of our normal experience. Aestheric pleasure
arises from the perceiving of inarticulate forms.

I apologise for using anomaly and ambiguity as if they were
synonymous. Strictly they are not: an anomaly is an element
which does not fit a given set or series; ambiguity is a character
of statements capable of two interpretations. But Rm.nn.mos.os
examples shows that there is very little advantage in m_m:wmc.a?
ing between these two terms in their practical wvv:n.w:os.
Treacle is neither liquid nor solid; it could be said to give an
ambiguous sense-impression. We can also say that :nwn_n is
anomalous in the classification of liquids and solids, being In
neither one nor the other set.

Granted, then, that we are capable of confronting anomaly.
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When something is firmly classed as anomalous the outline of
the set in which it is not a member is clarified. To illustrate this
I quote from Sartre’s essay on stickiness. Viscosity, he says, re-
pels in its own right, as a primary experience. An infant, plung-
ing its hands into a jar of honey, is instantly involved in
contemplating the formal properties of solids and liquids and
the essential relation between the subjective experiencing self
and the experiencd world (1943, p. 696 seq.). The viscous is a
state half-way between solid and liquid. It is like a cross-section
in a process of change. It is unstable, but it does not flow. It is
soft, yielding and compressible. There is no gliding on its sur-
face. Its stickiness is a trap, it clings like a leech; it attacks the
boundary between myself and it. Long columns falling off my
fingers suggest my own substance flowing into the pool of sticki-
ness. Plunging into water gives a different impression. I remain
a solid, but to touch stickiness is to risk diluting myself into
viscosity. Stickiness is clinging, like a too-possessive dog or
mistress. In this way the first contact with stickiness enriches
a child’s experience. He has learnt something about himself and
the properties of matter and the interrelation between self and
other things.

I cannot do justice, in shortening the passage, to the marvel-
lous reflections to which Sartre is provoked by the idea of sticki-
ness as an aberrant fluid or a melting solid. But it makes the
point that we can and do reflect with profit on our main classi-
fications and on experiences which do not exactly fit them. In
general these reflections confirm our confidence in the main
classifications. Sartre argues that melting, clinging viscosity is
judged an ignoble form of existence in its very first manifesta-
tions. So from these earliest tactile adventures we have always
known that life does not conform to our most simple categories.

There are several ways of treating anomalies. Negatively, we
can ignore, just not perceive them, or perceiving we can con-
demn. Positively we can deliberately confront the anomaly and
try to create a new pattern of reality in which it has a place. It
is not impossible for an individual to revise his own personal
scheme of classifications. But no individual lives in isolation and
his scheme will have been partly received from others.

Culture, in the sense of the public, standardised values of a
community, mediates the experience of individuals. It provides
in advance some basic categories, a positive pattern in which
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ideas and values are tidily ordered. And above all, it has
authority, since each is induced to assent because of the assent
of others. But its public character makes its categories more
rigid. A private person may revise his pattern of assumptions
or not. It 1s a vaﬁzn matter. But cultural categories are public
matters. They cannot so easily be subject to revision. Yet they
cannot neglect the challenge of aberrant forms. Any given
system of classification must give rise to anomalies, and any
given culture must confront events which seem to defy its
assumptions. It cannot ignore the anomalies which its scheme
produces, except at risk of forfeiting confidence. This is why,
I suggest, we find in any culture worthy of the name various
provisions for dealing with ambiguous or anomalous events.

First, by settling for one or other interpretation, ambiguity is
often reduced. For example, when a monstrous birth occurs, the
defining lines between humans and animals may be threatened.
If a monstrous birth can be labelled an event of a peculiar kind
the categories can be restored. So the Nuer treat monstrous
births as baby hippopotamuses, accidentally born to humans
and, with this labelling, the appropriate action is clear. They
gently lay them in the river where they belong (Evans-Pritchard,
1956, p- 84).

Second, the existence of anomaly can be physically controlled.
Thus in some West African tribes the rule that twins should
be killed at birth eliminates a social anomaly, if it is held that
two humans could not be born from the same womb at the same
time. Or take night-crowing cocks. If their necks are promptly
wrung, they do not live to contradict the definition of a cock
as a bird that crows at dawn.

Third, a rule of avoiding anomalous things affirms and
strengthens the definitions to which they do not conform. So
where Leviticus abhors crawling things, we should see the
abomination as the negative side of the partern of things
approved.

Fourth, anomalous events may be labelled dangerous. Ad-
mittedly individuals sometimes feel anxiety confronted with
anomaly. But it would be a mistake to treat institutions as if
they evolved in the same way as a person’s spontaneous reactions.
Such public beliefs are more likely to be produced in the course
of reducing dissonance between individual and mnsn.;_ inter-
pretations. Following the work of Festinger it is obvious that

39



Purity and Danger

a person when he finds his own convictions at variance with
those of friends, either wavers or tries to convince the friends of
their error. Attributing danger is one way of putting a subject
above dispute. It also helps to enforce conformity, as we shall
show below in a chapter on morals (Chapter 8).

Fifth, ambiguous symbols can be used in ritual for the same
ends as they are used in poetry and mythology, to enrich mean-
ing or to call attention to other levels of existence. We shall see
in the last chapter how ritual, by using symbols of anomaly, can
incorporate evil and death along with life and goodness, into a
single, grand, unifying pattern.

To conclude, if uncleanness is matter out of place, we must
approach it through order. Uncleanness or dirt is that which
must not be included if a pattern is to be maintained. To recog-
nise this is the first step towards insight into pollution. It in-
volves us in no clear-cut distinction between sacred and secular.
The same principle applies throughout. Furthermore, it involves
no special distinction between primitives and moderns: we are
all subject to the same rules. But in the primitive culture the
rule of patterning works with greater force and more total
comprehensiveness. With the moderns it applies to disjointed,
separate areas of existence.
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3
The Abominations of Leviticus

DEFILEMENT is never an isolated event. It cannot occur except
in view of a systematic ordering of ideas. Hence any piecemeal
interpretation of the pollution rules of another culture is bound
to fail. For the only way in which pollution ideas make sense is
in reference to a total structure of thought whose key-stone,
boundaries, margins and internal lines are held in relation by
rituals of separation.

To illustrate this I take a hoary old puzzle from biblical
scholarship, the abominations of Leviticus, and particularly the
dietary rules. Why should the camel, the hare and the rock
badger be unclean? Why should some locusts, but not all, be un-
clean? Why should the frog be clean and the mouse and the hippo-
potamus unclean? What have chameleons, moles and crocodiles
got in common that they should be listed together (Levi. xi, 27)?

To help follow the argument I first quote the relevant versions
of Leviticus and Deuteronomy using the text of the New Revised
Standard Translation.

Deut. xiv in two, and chews the cud,
3. You shall not eat any abom- among the animals you may
inable things. 4. These are the eat. 7. Yet of those that chew
animals you may eat: the ox, the cud or have the hoof cloven
the sheep, the goat, 5. the hart, you shall not eat these: The
the gazelle, the roe-buck, the camel, the hare and the rock
wild goat, the ibex, the ante- badger, because they chew the
lope and the mountain-sheep. cud but do not part the hoof,
6. Every animal that parts the  are unclean for you. 8. And the
hoof and has the hoof cloven swine, because it parts the hoof
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