ered the sacrificial rituals of their NON-JEWISN NEIZNDULY, arsus x sy 2o =70
eaders almost certainly would have had some kind of involvement with sacrificial

cactice. Thus, before turning to my focus on Philo’s ideas about sacrifice, it will be
{ 4 } elpful to discuss ancient Jewish sacrifice more generally, and its relationship with
non-Jewish sacrifice.

Gacrifice was something Jews and non-Jews in the ancient Mediterranean world

Jewish Sacrifice

ITS NATURE AND FUNCTION (ACCORDING TO PHILO) wets ” . . . . .
; sometimes human) bodies, along with vegetal materials, liquids such as oil and
william K. Gilders

had in common. Jewish sacrifice fit its larger cultural world, in which most cults
ere sacrificial-—that is, they involved the ritualized processing of animal (and

wine, and incense, in relation to supernatural forces, usually “gods.” For most
adherents of & Hellenistic cult, and particularly for those who participated in the
Greek and Roman sacrificial cults, Jewish sacrifice would have been recognizably
the same ritual phenomenon as their own. They would have been able to place
ewish practices into the same ritual category as their own. The same would have

In its Second Temple era (ca. 520 BCE-70 CE), Judaism was a religion of sacrifice. heen (rue, reciprocally, for Jews. Jewish and Greco-Roman sacrificial practices were

As such, it was not in the least out-of-place in the ancient Mediterranean world,
where most national cults, in one form or another, were centere&d/on«sacriﬁce. A
study of ancient Jewish sacrifice must locate the practice within its larger cultural Notable points of commonality were application of blood to an altar, the burning
f select body portions in an altar fire as an offering to the deity or deities, and the
cooking and consumption of parts of the animals by the sacrificers.”
Thus, when Jewish writers (including Philo) produced texts in Greek, they
Many readers will recognize that the chapter’s title evokes the classic essay by employed the same word, thysia, for Jewish sacrifice as was used for Greco-Roman
Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss, Sacrifice: Its Nature and Function, which sought, . sacrifice. MoOTCOVET, those Greek-language texts that seem to assume that non-Jews
through a detailed comparative discussion of Jewish and Vedic sacrifice, to eluci- will be part of their readership may explain the distinctive elements of Jewish sac-
date the nature and function of sacrifice as a cultural practice.’" My goal is more rifice, but they give no indication that sacrifice itself requires explanation. They
‘ also assume many of the basic ideas about sacrifice that non-Jewish readers would
have assumed. For example, the pseudepigraphic author of the Letter of Aristeas
quotes a letter from the Jewish high priest in Jerusalem, stating that he had offered
sacrifices for the Ptolemaic king and his family (§45). evoking a common practice in
this cultural context—sacrifice as a means of secking blessing and benefit for rulers.

ndeed very similar in basic form. They involved the slaughter of animal victims
at designated cult places and the manipulation of their bodies in various ways.

context. Therefore, this chapter is oriented toward understanding Jewish sacrifice as
a practice that made sense in its historical-cultural context and considering the ways
in which ancient Jewish texts about sacrifice reflected and engaged that context.

modest—to elucidate what Jewish sacrifice meant to some ancient Jews and to
explore their understanding of its nature and function. As an exercise in what I will
term “literary ethnography,” 1 will relate to literate-specialist producers of ancient
Jewish texts—to use Stanley Stowers’ taxonomy from chapter 1 in this volume—as
cultural informants, seeking to make sense of what those informants tell me.
As a specific example, 1 focus on the writings of the Hellenistic Jewish scholar
Philo of Alexandria (ca. 20 BCE-ca. 50 CE). Unique amongst ancient Jewish writers
on sacrifice, Philo offers what can be termed an explicit theory of sacrifice (more
correctly, to use Philo’s own Greek term, a theory of thysia). 1 will discuss Philo’s
theory of sacrifice as a system of symbolic actions in relation to its historical-
cultural context. I will then place Philo’s ancient Jewish thinking about sacrifice into
dialogue with modern ritual theory, engaging with debates about the “meaning” of
sacrifice as a type of ritual activity. In doing so, I will locate Philo within the history :

Philo’s Theory of Sacrifice

Philo is unique amongst ancient Jewish writers on sacrifice in giving focused atten-
ion to elucidating the meaning of sacrificial ritual in conceptual terms. Indeed, he
not only seeks to explain what is signified by the various distinct sacrificial complexes
and the ritual actions that compose them, he also offers general observations about
of the interpretation of sacrifice. ’ the origin and meaning of sacrifice as a religious practice. Philo offers an explicit

Philo wrote in Greek in a context—the cosmopolitan city of Alexandria in
Egypt—in which sacrifice was a living reality. While he and many of his Alexandrian
Jewish readers might, conceivably, never have seen, let alone participated directly.

“theory” of sacrifice as a system of symbolic actions. This theory is set out in con-
siderable detail in Philo’s work On the Special Laws, his apologia for and elucida-
tion of Jewish cultural practices based on biblical legislation.’



Fundamental to Philo’s theory is his conviction that the practice of sacrifi
stems from and meets a basic human desire, an aspiration to relationship with the
Divine, a dual aspiration to seek positive blessing and to compensate for failures of
virtue that might inhibit the relationship. At the beginning of his discussion of the
Jewish temple (Spec. Laws 1.66), Philo asserts that the whole universe is truly God’s
temple (tepdv), with heaven as the sanctuary (vedds) and the angels as priests. There
is, however, also a temple made with hands (xetporunTov),

5Xp1icitly. However, his view 1s strongly 1mp11c.1t N 1S EIADOTALS PLESCHtaLIvL w1 i
meaning of the sacrificial acts. For Philo, it is the agalogwa? charactelj (.>f huma.n
and animal bodies that makes sacrifice the appropriate vehicle of religious a.spl-
ations, since an animal can be used as a symbolic surrogate.for. a human being,
and the various rites can function to represent a human aspiration for complete
devotion to Deity. . A .

To understand this view of sacrifice, we must engage with Philo’s l?asw conc§p-
tion of the symbolic nature of ritual elements and a.ctions.. Acc.ordmg to Philo,
symbols are vehicles of mystical realities, since “words in their p?alﬁ sense areA sym—
bols of things latent and obscure” (Spec. Laws 1.200). Symbolic m.terpretat‘l(-)n i8
crucial for Philo; material objects and actions in ritual all refer to a higher, spxrltu'al
reality. In this sense we can speak of Philo’s “spiritualization” of the cultAFhat its
material, “external” aspects refer to inner and spiritual realities.® Ij“or Phllo,‘the
meaning of sacrifice (indeed, of all ritual activity) is conceptual. Actions are glven
to be interpreted in symbolic terms and contemplated. The elements of ‘sacnﬁce,
especially the parts of the animal, symbolize inner dispositions of the sacrificer: the

for it was right [€3ec yap] that no check should be given to the forwardness
[opp), or “effort,” “impulse,” “eager desire”] of those who pay their tribute to
piety and desire by means of sacrifices either to give thanks for the blessings
that befall them or to ask for pardon and forgiveness for their sins. (1.67)
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Philo’s characterization of the motivation for sacrifice here is strongly positive,
as is his characterization of the temple and its cult. Sacrifice exists to meet a fun-
damental human need and aspiration. Philo develops this point when he begins hig
discussion of the distinct types of sacrifices set out by Moses and insists that these
various sacrifices perfectly meet the fundamental aspirations of human beings: mind, soul, will. . .
Philo’s approach to sacrifice is premised on the relationship between al?imals
and humans: animal bodies stand for human inner realities. Thus, the offering of
animals represents human devotion to God, and to be valid it must come from
and enhance this motivation. A few examples will suffice to illustrate this appljoaf:h
to sacrifice. First, there is Philo’s discussion of the need to inspect the SaCTIﬁClE.ll
animal for blemishes. According to Philo, the careful examination of the animal is

really about the inner disposition of the sacrificer:

For if anyone cares to examine closely the motives [Tas airias] which led men
of the carliest times to resort to sacrifices as a medium of prayer and
thanksgiving, he will find that two hold highest place. One is the rendering of
honor to God for the sake of Him only and with no other motive, a thing
both necessary and excellent. The other is the signal benefit which the
worshipper receives, and this is twofold, on the one side directed to obtaining
a share in blessings, on the other to release from evils. (1.195)

The examination is carried out with this excessive minuteness in consideration
not of the victims offered but of the innocence of those who offer them. For
it would teach them through symbols [dd ovuSdAwy] that when they
approach the altar to offer either prayers or thanks they must come with no
infirmity or ailment or evil affection in the soul [77 Yroy7], but must endeavor
to have it sanctified and free throughout from defilement, that God when He
beholds it may not turn His face from the sight. (Spec. Laws 1.167y

This is a rich theoretical statement about sacrifice, which merits close consider-
ation. Philo refers in general terms to human motivations for sacrifice, apparently
treating the creation of this practice as inherent to human nature at its best. He
makes a claim about the antiquity of sacrifice as a basic human religious act, and
he identifies what led to the performance of the act—namely, that the motivation
is God-directed. Sacrifice was created to serve as a medium of prayer and thanks-
giving through which two goals could be achieved: rendering honor ro God and

secking benefits from God. In short, the sacrificial animal symbolizes the soul (o). Likewise, the blood

of the animal offered as a whole burnt offering refers to the mind, the intelligence,
the faculty of thought (Sudvowa) of the sacrificer:

Of particular note is that Philo does not treat sacrifice as a uniquely Jewish
activity. He attributes it to humankind as a whole. What distinguishes Jewish from
non-Jewish sacrifice, according to Philo, is the former’s perfection: it serves per-
fectly the goal for which sacrifice was created. It is not surprising that Philo treats
sacrifice this way, since it was the religious norm in his cultural world. Philo’s goal
is to establish the worth of the specifically Jewish version of this religious norm.
As Jutta Leonhardt puts it in her detailed study of Philo’s view of Jewish ritual,
“Philo’s Judaism is the ultimate Hellenistic cult.”’

The blood is poured in a circle round the altar because the circle is the most
perfect of figures, and in order that no part should be left destitute of the vital
oblation [fruyucis omovdis]. For the blood may truly be called a libation czf
the life-principle [suxis]. So, then, he teaches symbolically [ovpBoAwkds ovv
dvadiddored] that the mind [Sudvota), whole and complete, should as it moves
with measured tread passing circle-wise through every phase of word and

Why is sacrifice, rather than some other practice, such a positive and fundamen- ' w
intention and deed, show its willingness to do God’s service. (Spec. Laws 1.205)

tal expression of human religious aspirations? Philo does not answer this question



us, to the extent that sacrifice is performed with that motive m mm.a”w.uu wat
mtentionality~-—Certainly it would be effective, apart ferm any exegesis of 1t's sym-
olic elements. Furthermore, as 1 have suggested, Philo seems to take the identi-
feation between sacrificer and sacrificial animal as inherent to safzr1ﬁce. Th.us, I
would suggest that he regarded some level of the identification of this foundational
ymbOlic key as available to all rightly disposed sacrificers—not on.ly to those who
were of Philo’s enlightened status. Still, it appears that Philo believed that most
iled to grasp the full symbolic meaning of their activity, and 1t is clear that he

The blood manipulation, for Philo, is a symbol that evokes devotion of one
highest faculties to God. The blood of the animal, identified with its Buxi (soul),
is a symbolic referent of the human mind. As F. H. Colson puts it, for Philo “the
Jux7 in its lower sense . . . is an apposite symbol of the higher ux7, ‘the mind,”s
This passage also makes it clear that Philo sees ritual symbols as conveying con.
cepts; they are pedagogical in character. :

Philo exemplifies the fact that sacrifice is always interpreted within a larger
worldview and religious framework. Its meaning as religious practice is determined Jewsfa : ¥, and atl
by the value-system into which one places and “reads” it. For Philo, sacrifice is 3 _eaw seriouns potential danger in this failure, to judge from his critique of sacrificial

practice inspired by incorrect motives.” ‘ ‘
A fact that is clear about Philo’s approach to sacrifice is that he does not tregt it
fundamentally as cuisine. He has very little to say about food-related symbghsm,
eserving such comments for nonblood offerings; in fact, he distinguishes. amr?lals
from food gifts (see, €.8., Spec. Laws 1.179). This should come as no surprise, glv.en
his emphasis on the symbolic identification of the sacrificer with t.he sa.crlﬁmal
. apimal: it would have been problematic to equate the aspiration to unmon with God

in terms of either human or divine preparation and consumption of food. Rzitther,
k Philo keeps his focus on the ways in which sacrificial acts can be “read” symbohc;%lly
as referring to the soul’s relationship to God. The fact that Philo avoids speaking
of sacrifice in terms of cuisine highlights the distinctiveness of different approaches
_ to sacrifice even within a common cultural environment, and it should caution us

subsystem of a larger system of contemplative cultivation and asceticism directed,
always and ultimately, to what he identifies as the higher and truer human faculty,
the soul (ux7) (frequently equated with the intellect or mind, didvoia), “which
we are told was fashioned after the image of the Self-existent [To0 6v7os]. And the
image of God is the Word [Aoyos] through whom the whole universe was framed?
(Spec. Laws 1.81).° The cultivation of the soul, the rational (logical) part of the
human being is, then, the cultivation of that which is Godlike, and the goal of such
cultivation is the bringing of the Godlike part of humankind into communion with
God, its source and model. Thus, according to Philo, sacrifice of an animal (or
any other offerings) represents self-sacrifice, the giving of one’s true being over to.
God: “He, then, who is adorned with these [virtues] may come with boldness to the
sanctuary [7Ov vecw] as his true home . . . there to present himself as victim [itepeiow :
emdeifdpevos atrdv)” (Spec. Laws 1.270)."

In this respect, Philo radically relativizes sacrifice: it is not an end in itself, and
he can urge that a preoccupation with the material facts of sacrifice carries the
danger of missing its real point (Spec. Laws 1.270-72). F urthermore, he can insist
that inward motivation inevitably trumps material offerings, so that a small grain
of incense offered by one whose soul is perfected is far superior to huge numbers of
animals offered by the unworthy. Indeed, because incense smoke is a superior sym-
bol of the nonmaterial soul, it is superior to sacrificial blood (Spec. Laws 1.275).
Nevertheless, Philo’s relativization of sacrifice should not be misunderstood or ex-
aggerated. While he insists that it is not an end in itself, his overall treatment of
sacrifice—the context in which he relativizes it—is vigorously positive."" While only
a means to an end, given the supreme value of the end, this means is of immense
significance for Philo. Furthermore, Philo insists that the symbolic significances of
Jewish practices cannot be separated from the practices themselves, and he criti-
cizes those who argue that one can abandon obedience to Jewish law once one has
grasped the inner, spiritual meanings of the practices.'?

What has remained unclear to me as I have engaged with Philo’s theory on sac-
rifice is whether he believed that the sacrifices “worked” only if their conceptual
significance was recognized. That is, did one need to be able to fully decode the
symbols in order to benefit from the performance of the act? A partial answer to
this question comes through attention to Philo’s basic explanation of the source
and goal of sacrifice. Philo sees sacrifice as a medium of human aspiration for God.

3 4
against applying conclusions drawn from one contiguous culture to another.!

Philo’s Theory and Modern Ritual Theory

Philo’s notion of sacrifice as a primarily symbolic activity has striking echoes in the
dominant discourses about sacrifice found in the works of modern social-cultural
anthropologists. For example, Philo’s insistence that ritual activity works on the
senses to shape attitudes and dispositions (see, €.g., Spec. Laws 1.191, 193, 203)
anticipates Clifford Geertz’s classic definition of religion as “a system of syml?ols
which acts to establish powerful, pervasive, and long-lasting moods and motiva-

tions in men.” "

Most immediately, Philo’s conception that ritual is a vehicle for symbolic com-
munication finds strong echoes in modern anthropological approaches o activity
identified as “ritual.” “Ritual” has frequently been defined so that symbolism is
essential to its identity. Ritual, in this approach, is inherently symbolic activity. As
Talal Asad explains in his critical assessment of the modern anthropological stu(i-ly
of ritual, “Modern anthropologists writing on ritua] tended to see it as the domain
of the symbolic in contrast to the instrumental.”!¢ The dominance of this approach
is exemplified by the definition of ritual that appears in the new (2008) edition of
the International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences: “a patterned, repetitive, and
symbolic enactment of a cultural belief or value.”" Robbie Davis-Floyd, the author
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the definition by explaining that “a belief system is enacted through ritual,” high

lights as a major characteristic of ritual “the symbolic nature of ritual’s messages, to which it is symbols that constitute the significant, the interpreted r.nessage.”27
and asserts that “rituals work through symbols.”** This understanding of ritual ha ather than being interpreted or “decoded,” symbols are often expénenceq and
recently been energetically defended and applied by Jonathan Klawans in his wor fated to emotionally or engaged cognitively to evoke particular attitudes, ideas,
on ancient Israelite and early Jewish sacrifice.”” 4 memories; thus, a ritual symbol may be more like a smell or a sound than like
word. As Sperber emphasizes, “The attribution of sense is an essential aspect of
bolic development in our culture,” but is not a universal phenomenon.28 Sim-
arly, Talal Asad emphasizes the need for attention to the historical conAungency
£ modern approaches to ritual as symbolic activity. Symbolic interpretation hasa

s a “cryptological VIEW O SYHIUUISIL dans i voesss o

The argument that communicative symbolism is an essential element of ritual hag
been challenged in various ways by a number of interpreters of culture. Most not .
rious, and frequently most misunderstood, is Prits Staal’s assertion of the “mea
inglessness of ritual ”? Staal’s argument, generalizing from his work on Vedic ritual,
is that symbolism is not an inherent and primary characteristic of ritual activity and istory.” Philo, it turns out, is part of this history.
that pure performance is the real concern of ritual actors, even when symbolic of In the case of Philo, we certainly are dealing with an exponent of a view that
other interpretations are provided. The problem with this argument, however, is that itual is symbolic activity and that its true value lies in its symbolic quality. We
it rests on a too-sharp dichotomy between thought and action and therefore ignores an, therefore, delve deeply into Philo’s explication of sacrificial ritual an(.i seek
the very real cognitive dimensions of ritual activity.?' A more nuanced approachig o grasp the meanings he, as a cultural informant, attaches to 1t From P‘hﬂo we
offered by Roy Rappaport, whose definition of ritual lacks reference to symbolism ave what Victor Turner identifies as “the level of 'indigenous mterpre.tatlon gOl',
but whose discussion of ritual deals in detail with the symbolic dimensions of titua; riefly, the exegetical meaning).”® It may be that Philo represents a dominant view
activity.2 As Rappaport ably demonstrates, ritual often functions communicatively,

gst a certain type of intellectual elite in Diaspora Judaism.? However, evi-
especially through its symbolic dimensions, but much else is also involved in such dence from other textual corpora, such as the Dead Sea Scrolls, suggests that other
communication, and symbolism is often fraught with tensions and difficulties stem _ Jewish thinkers approached sacrifice with very different interests, particularly intef—
ming from the inherent weaknesses in symbolic communication—as Rappaport. ests in the definition and elaboration of correct practice. A signal example of this
approach is the Qumran Temple Scroll, which has a great deal to say about the
 details of sacrificial performance, but almost nothing to say about the meanings of
_ such performances. Put another way, performance itself scems to be the meaning of
sacrifice for the authors of the Temple Scroil.

With this in view, I would agree with Jonathan Klawans’s programmatic state-
ment about the study of ancient Jewish sacrifice: “A full understanding of the
meanings of sacrifice in the Second Temple period . . . must be based not on an
anthropologically informed reading of the Hebrew Bible but on careful analysis of
symbolic meanings ascribed to sacrifice in ancient Jewish literature such as Jose-
phus and Philo.”3 However, 1 would put forth two significant caveats: First, while
it is indeed problematic to try to understand Second Temple Jewish sacrifice based
on “an anthropologically informed reading of the Hebrew Bible,” it is certainly not
inappropriate to bring anthropological ideas to bear on the data of Second Temple
Judaism to produce “an anthropologically informed reading.” Second, and more
seriously, while 1 have myself given careful attention to the symbolic meanings
Philo attributes to sacrifice, 1 do not believe that we should seek only or primarily
symbolic meanings in ancient Jewish texts. We must also be open to nonsymbolic
approaches to meanin g—for example, to instrumental-effective understanding and
to attitudes toward sacrifice that seem t0 eschew concern for conceptual meaning in
favor of attention to proper practice asan end in itself. Otherwise, we run the risk of
privileging some “native” voices over others and failing to grasp the rich complexity
of ancient conceptions of sacrifice. Philo’s is one compelling ancient Jewish voice

puts it: “the embarrassments of symbolic communication (notably the two vices of :
language, lie and the confusions of Babel).”? In other words, ritual symbols may be
used to communicate falsely, and they may be misinterpreted even when the inten-
tion is to communicate effectively.

In this connection, it is also worth noting that there are problems involved in
defining and characterizing what symbols are and how they relate to their referents.
While there has been discussion of “natural symbols,”* it has come to be widely
understood that “symbols are without specific meanings aside from the conno-
tations assigned to them.”? What this means is that the symbolic meanings that
might be attached to ritual acts within a particular cuitural context can only be
decoded using the cultural lexicon of that context.

The argument that ritual is not inherently symbolic activity does not amount
to an assertion that ritual actions should never be interpreted symbolically or that
rituals are never devised or performed with symbolic significances in view. Rather, I
would emphasize three distinct but related points: First, symbolism is conventional
rather than natural and obvious. Second, rituals do not only signify symbolically. .
To use the terminology of the semiotician Charles Sanders Peirce, ritual actions :
may signify as “icons,” as “indices,” or as symbols.”® Third, not all cultures, nor all
individuals within cultures, understand their own rituals symbolically. A focus on
Staal’s particular position misses the fact that many critiques of classic symbolic
anthropology have not denied that ritual actions are meaningful; rather, they have
questioned the nature of the meaning, where it comes from, and how it is developed.



explaining sacrifice; it is certainly not the only one. Thus, I would add to my caution 45 “symbolic” activity 1S apPrOACNEU UILEICHUY WILHUL il ULtwisin wisvavas: v

tural groups and that particular informants can have distinctive viewpoints about
meaning. 1o the case of ancient Judaism, we are dealing with a widely dispersed
people, living in different cultural contexts, and drawing on and relating to different
influences. Philo is clearly influenced by Hellenistic philosophical constructions,
and it is not surprising, in my view, to find him treating sacrificial ritual symboli-
cally. Symbolic interpretation of ritual--such as Philo’s—is culturally and histori-
cally contingent rather than universal. In short, and in sum, it must be kept in mind
that not all practitioners of ritual engage in symbolic exegesis of their practice.

about applying conclusions from one contiguous culture to another. We must also
be very cautious about generalizing the ideas of one representative of a culture to
the whole of that culture.

I would emphasize at this juncture that T am not arguing that ancient Jews
(and before them, ancient Israelites) were incapable of symbolic thought. Clearly,
they did think symbolically, as Philo exemplifies. However, the fact that a culture
necessarily includes some forms of symbolic thought does not require that every
cultural action will be symbolic in nature or interpreted symbolically. It is notewor-
thy, I believe, that while we have explicit symbolic activity on the part of Israelite
prophets, with attendant exegesis of these symbolic actions, we do not find corre-
sponding symbolic exegesis in the case of cultic ritual. In short, the fact that some
prophets drew on metaphor and symbolism to communicate their messages does
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not require us to conclude that ritual experts did.*

On a related note, I believe it is important to distinguish the symbolic and
instrumental interpretations of ritual actions offered by native-informants from the
symbolic and functional explanations offered by ethnographic interpreters. One of
the severe problems with modern anthropological approaches to ritual has been
a failure to distinguish clearly between these categories. The result has been that
ethnographers’ symbolic interpretations have too often been presented as if they
represented indigenous meanings. The same problem exists in the study of ancient
Jewish sacrifice. Therefore, in my view, the key issue is not the distinction between
symbolic meaning and social function—indeed, the social function of a ritual may
very well lie in its symbolic signifying—but the distinction between native cate-
gories of interpretation and those of nonnative scholarly interpreters.® Thus, while
we may confidently explore Philo’s indigenous Jewish symbolic interpretation of
sacrifice, we should exercise caution in injecting symbolic interpretations where our
textual witnesses are silent. We should be equally cautious about proposing social-
functional explanations for ritual activity where our witnesses are silent. Such
explanations should be clearly marked as being more or different than what native
informants themselves assert about the efficacy of their ritual activities.

This leads to a final caution concerning the nature of our evidence. At the outset
of this chapter, I referred to literate-specialist producers. It is important to keep in
mind that we are dealing with the textual production—and interpretive activity—of
a minority elite. It really is impossible to know how the majority of Jews in ancient
times related to their ritual activities. A comparison with the case of native infor-
mants in modern ethnography is helpful in this regard. Sperber notes that much
of the detailed information Victor Turner received on the “meaning” of Zambian
Ndembu ritual came from one enthusiastic informant, “marginal in his own society,”
and that this information had an impact on Turner’s overall approach to the infor-
mation he received from other informants.* By way of comparison, Sperber notes
how little “exegetic” explanation he received from informants among the Ethio-
pian Dorze people with whom he worked.* Sperber’s examples indicate that ritual



