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consecrated. You shall also anoint Aaron and his sons, consecrating
them to serve me as priests.” No-one outside the priestly family was
permitted to enter the sanctuary, and only the high priest was permitted
to enter the Holy of Holies — the godesh hagodashim.

() When the high priest, Aaron, approached the holy place (taberna-
cle) with an offering for sacrifice, he wore holy garments, which sepa-
rated him from other members of the congregation, and also indicated
his increased purity - he bathed in holy water from the wash-basin be-
fore donning the holy garments; they were distinct from the clothing
normally worn by the high priest.*' The headdress worn by the priest
was decorated with a “frontlet of pure gold,” engraved with a seal in-
scription “Holy to the Lord.”*?

The priestly family were dressed in their holy garments and holy oil
was sprinkled seven times upon the altar, oil was poured on the High
Priest’s head — vayim’shach oto I'qod’sho — “and you shall anoint him to
consecrate him.”

(k) The temple in Jerusalem, like the temporary tabernacle in the
wilderness, was a holy place, housing an even holier place, the godesh
haqodashim, also called the d'vir.*® God himself sanctified this holy tem-
ple, in the same way as he sanctified the sabbath day, setting it apart
from the other days of the week, merely by the enunciation of his
own, supremely authoritative, words. When the ark containing the two
tablets of the ten commandments were placed in the d'vir,

“... the priests came out of the sanctuary — for the cloud had filled the
House of the Lord and the priests were not able to remain and perform the
service because of the cloud, for the Presence of the Lord filled the House of
the Lord - then Solomon declared: The Lord has chosen to abide in a thick
cloud: I have now built for you a stately House, a place where You may dwell
forever.” (I Kings 8:10)

God has chosen above all things, to make Himself gadosh — the ineffable,
invisible, omnipotent, immortal deity — and it is clear that most things
which are gadosh are set apart simply because He has chosen them to be
so, such as the seventh day (a time), or they are directly associated with
I1im, like the arca of earth surrounding the burning bush (a place). The
vessels in the sanctuary become gadosh, however, because they have been

' The high priest wore cight holy garments, four of linen, four of gold. Breeches,
shirt, belt and turban were of linen, while the coat had golden bells amongst its orna-
ments; the breastplate and apron were woven from seven different threads including
gold; the headplate was made of gold. On the Day of Atonement, only the four linen
garments were worn,

2 Exodus 28:36ff

Y I Kings 8.6.
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anointed with sacred oils, as arc the priests during their lengthy ordina-
tion ceremony — people and objects are rendered “sanctificd” by contact
with a sacred substance.

(ii) tameh

The condition of being tameh indicates the “separateness” and isolation
inherent in ritual pollution, but without any implicit undertone of ga-
dosh. The explicit nature of tameh is devoid of godly attributes and
contrasts strongly with ideas of gadosh because it deals with bodily func-
tions, sickness and death. Examples of things that are considered to be
tameh are essentially facets of life that are unavoidable; yet purification
is required if the correct and acceptable social modus vivendi is to be
perpetuated in holiness.4* Durkheim wrote: “the rhythm which the reli-
gious life follows only expresses the rhythm of the social life and results
from it.” % The universal and mundane facts of human existence may be
said to spring from the actions of the bodies of men and women as they
reproduce the society in which they live.

A woman after childbirth is tameh — after giving birth to a son, she is
impure for seven days (niddah) and thirty-three days of blood purifica-
tion (d’'mei tahara); after giving birth to a daughter, she is impure for
fourteen days and sixty-six days of blood purification.¢ Genital dis-
charge from a male likewise generates ritual pollution.4” Seven days
must pass, before the man washes his clothes, bathes his body in fresh
water and is then clean. He also takes sin-offerings and burnt offerings
to the priest.*® Before receiving the Ten Commandments from God on
Mount Sinai, the people were sanctified by Moses. They also washed
their clothing and were forbidden to have sexual intercourse. Leviticus
15:19 deals with the menstruant.* If a woman has an abnormal bleeding
it generates the same polluting state as a man’s genital discharge, to-
gether with the prohibitions attached to it.%°

Tzara'at has been translated as “leprosy” but it covers various types
of skin lesions and the condition is highly polluting. Touching a person
who has tzara’at causes impurity. A white fabric could also be tameh

* For the ceremonial purity of the camp to be assured, three classes of unclean
persons were excluded from the community: Numbers 5:1: “remove from the camp
anyone with an cruption or a discharge and anyone defiled by a corpse.”

S Duwrkheim, p. 349.

19 Leviticus 12:4.

4 Leviticus 15:3.

® Leviticus 15:16-18,

Y Ieviticus 15:19.

50 L eviticus 15:25-30.
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with tzara'at, as could a building. If the tzara’at spread, the fabric was to
be burned, and the building was destroyed. Lewis®' has concentrated on
the type of tzara’at which pertains to the skin, associating the affliction
with sin and guilt, but he ignores the fact that clothing or houses af-
fected with fungus or moulds are also infected by rzara’at. In the texts,
and consequently in the social context, neither the body, nor its clothing
nor its dwelling is privileged in this instance.

Any person touching the carcass of an unclean creature was required
to “wash his clothes, and be unclean until the evening.” (Leviticus 11:25)
A wooden vessel or item of clothing, or material of skin or sacking that
had been in contact with the corpse of an unclean creature had to be
washed in water before it was considered clean again. An earthen vessel
had to be destroyed, and all food and drink that had been in contact
with it was unclean. Touching the corpses of eight types of animals (e.g.
mice and lizards) caused impurity.

Purification and Sacrificial Ceremonies

The priests at the sanctuary were the mediators between the state of
tameh and the state of tahor and carried out sacrifices on behalf of the
people. The priests (Kohanim) were of the tribe of Levi, and were holier
than the main body of Levites, having been anointed with holy oil and
sanctified. The Levites were also separated from the other eleven tribes —
they received no inheritance of land in Canaan, but were given certain
rights of property and sustenance. They were the vehicles through which
the blessing of God was given to the people as a whole. The references to
the body in this blessing show the anthropomorphic terms in which the
Israelites viewed their god.*?

Before the services in the sanctuary, the Levites were purified with the
ashes of a red heifer, their body-hair was shaved and then they offered
sacrifices. Purification ceremonies involved the use of (a) fire, and ani-
mal or bird offerings (b) animal blood>? (c) water (d) a mixture of ani-
mal blood and running water (e) living water, that is, fresh running
water such as rainwater, the waters of a stream (mayyim chayyim) or
springwater (migveh mayyim), that is, water that has collected in a nat-

St Lewis, p. 593.

52 Numbers 6:24-26: The Lord bless you and protect you; the Lord make his face to
shine upon you and be gracious 1o you; the Lord lift up his countenance to you and
grant you peace.

Y Smith, (p. 345) asserts that “the significant part of the ccremony does not lie in
the death of the victim, but in the application of its life or life-blood.”
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ural, not artificial, manner’® (f) a mixture of ashes and water (g) oil (h)
flour (cereal, usually wheat or barley) (i) scarlet thread (j) incense.
Durkheim stressed the

“revolution ... Robertson Smith brought about in the traditional theory
of sacrifice. Beforc him sacrifice was regarded as a sort of tribute or homage,
either obligatory or optional, analogous to that which subjects owe to their
princes. Robertson Smith was the first to remark that this classic explana-
tion did not account for two essential characteristics of the rite. In the first
place, it is a repast: its substance is food. Secondly, it is a repast in which the
worshippers who offer it take part, along with the god to whom it is offered.
... From this point of view, sacrifice takes on a wholly new aspect. Its essen-
tial element is no longer the act of renouncement which the word sacrifice
ordinarily expresses; before all, it is an act of alimentary communion,”>

Smith recognised that the communal meal shared between the worship-
per and the god creates a bond of kinship. He went on, however, to
emphasise that the food caten at these meals was transformed ritually,
made sacred. The rituals of the Levites, “preliminary operations, lustra-
tions, unctions, prayers, etc. ... transform the animal to be immolated
into a sacred thing, whose sacredness is subsequently transferred to the
worshipper who eats it.”%6
If commandments were unwittingly flouted,

“through the inadvertence of the community, the whole community shall
present one bull of the herd as a burnt offering ... and one he-goat as a sin
offering. The priest shall make expiation for the whole Israelite community
and they shall be forgiven; for it was an error, and for their error they have
brought their offering.”

Durkheim was clearly influenced by this idea; piacular rites had a “sti-
mulating power over the affective state of the group and individuals”
and neglect in performing such acts caused severe retribution, “anger
... acutely felt by all.”5?

Numbers (31:19 ff) describes the purification of warriors after battle.
Purification was required after touching the slain, and garments of skin
and wool and implements of wood were to be purified.

“This is the ritual law that the Lord has enjoined upon Moses: Gold and
silver, copper, iron, tin, and lead — any article that can withstand firc -- these
you shall pass through fire and they shall be clean, except that they must be
cleansed with water of lustration, or sprinkling (me’ niddah); and anything

M Leviticus 11:36: a fountain or a cistern (ie spring or well) whercin is a gathering of
water - migvch mayyim - shall be clean.

55 Durkheim, p. 336.

36 Durkheim, p. 337.

57 Lukes, p. 471,
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that cannot withstand fire you must pass through water. On the seventh day

you shall wash your clothes and be clean, and after that you may enter the
camp.”

To purify a metzora - a person with tzara'at (biblical leprosy) — the priest
would perform a rite after the blemished person had been banished from
the camp for a week in solitary confinement. The rite involved two birds
of the same species, a red thread, a cedar twig and hyssop and water.

On the Day of Atonement, a similar ceremony took place, using two
goats — one for the Lord and one for Azazel. The latter was pushed over
a cliff - the first “scapegoat” — to atone for communal sins, while the
former was sacrificed as a sin-offering and its blood sprinkled in the
qodesh hagodashim.

Although most sacrifices utilized bulls, rams, lambs and goats — male
creatures — the sacrifice of a cow was used specifically for purification of
highly polluting states. Contact with a corpse was the primary source of
tum’ah — pollution; a priest was not permitted to touch a corpse, unless
it was that of his wife, parent, child, brother or unmarried sister. How-
ever even the high priest was permitted to touch an unidentified Jewish
corpse — it had to be buried, simply because of the prohibition on delay
when dealing with any corpse, even that of a wrong-doer.’®

Purification to remove corpse-impurity was thus a most important
rite, given the ubiquitous presence of corpses in everyday life and parti-
cularly during the period of war and violence described in these texts.
The ceremony using the ashes of the red heifer was to purify those who
had come into contact with a corpse, either directly on the field of battle,
or merely by being present in the enclosed area of death when it took
place in the home; even contact with a bone of a corpse caused ritual

impurity. The parah adumah - red heifer — was an unusual animal; she
had no blemish and her hide was absolutely red.

Water was used for purification in the states of uncleanness not asso-
ciated with bloodshed or slaughter; blood was used for atonement or
protection. The skin, blood, flesh and dung of the red heifer were burnt,
and the ashes mixed with running water (mayyim hayyim - living waters)
to serve as the purifying medium for corpse-pollution. The burnt blood
of the heifer acted against the impurity caused by contact with “blood,”
the dominant symbol of life and death, inasmuch as blood must never
be caten, and the term “blood guilt” was used in cases of death by
murder. The red of the heifer symbolised sin and the significance of
fire in the burning ceremony became combined with the purifying action

8 Deuteronomy 21:22.
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of water in the mixture of ashes and water, providing a double efficacy in
the purification rite; a symbolic combination of fire and water was mar-
shalled against the contagion of contact with death.

Durkheim reflected on

“how the energy and force of expansion which they (that is, ‘good’ and
‘evil’) have in common do not enable us to understand how, in spite of the
conflict which divides them, they may be transformed into one another or
substituted for each other in their respective functions, and how the pure
may contaminate while the impure sometimes serves to sanctify.”>

Durkheim’s explanation of substitution in sacrifice is exemplified in the
case of the red heifer: “... we cannot doubt that the expiatory victim was
charged with the impurity of the sin.”% Even though the animal itself
was {'mimah (unblemished), the clean person who carried out the rite of
burning the heifer together with cedarwood, hyssop and scarlet thread
then became unclean, as was the priest who participated in the cere-
mony. They were both required to wash and remained unclean until
the evening. Another clean man (tahor) then had to remove the ashes
to a clean place, whereupon he, too, became rameh, had to wash himself
and his clothes and was unclean until the evening. The ashes were then
mixed with running water in a bowl, and used in the powerful cleansing
rite of pollution from a corpse.

It therefore becomes apparent that because God himself is set apart,
qadosh, the people who follow his ways are also gadosh; opposed to the
sacred is the “common” as well as the impure. Ritual impurity can be
removed by priestly intervention, but that which is innately tameh, such
as the corpse of an unclean animal, cannot be purified; the person who
has come into contact with the rameh can, however, be purified. The
contagion of the tameh spreads by touch, just as the holiness of the
sacred anointing oil renders that which it touches gadosh.

Impurity and Sin

There is a complex but marked contrast betwecen being impure and
being a sinner, one that is often misconstrued by commentators in the
Christian tradition. States of purity and impurity and the condition of
being “set apart” are distinct from ideas of sin and atonement. Although
the offerings for purification after ritual impurity may be “sin” offerings,

° Durkheim, p.412.
0 Durkheim, p. 412,
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states of ritual impurity are linked with social, not physical death. Those
actions which are seen as potentially destructive of the fabric of society,
like murder, incest and adultery, are sins linked to death.

Lewis®! has pointed out that sin offerings are required for

“inadvertent sins, not wilful sin; rebelliously or presumptuously to break
commandments would merit death. The ‘sins’ which require the sin-offering
are inadvertent transgressions and include the conditions of ritual impurity.
Sin in this sense includes defilement and uncleanness. It is the action or the
state which matters, not intention. The laws and rules are like taboos. Sin
and uncleanness are conflated.”

The fact is that actual, physical death results from certain acts, whereas
a temporary, social “death” is the result of a skin-eruption, a non-semi-
nal discharge and corpse contamination. Being excluded from the camp
for seven or fourteen days is not the same as being stoned to death. But
Lewis quotes Deuteronomy 30°* (regarding worship of other gods and
exile — the connection is clear in the passage) in the context of leprosy,
not idol worship.®* Douglas relates leprosy with idol worship and
death.®® Again, Lewis states

“Leviticus does not judge the leper morally, but it defines him as one of
the category of persons and things which are ritually impure. As Brody
(1974: 111--12) points out, although there is no explicit moral condemnation
of the man found to be leprous, the terms for moral valuation are all there in
the text. Leviticus does not deny that leprosy is a punishment for sin; it
simply ignores the idea.”®

I disagree with Brody — I do not think that “the terms for moral valua-
tion” are “all there in the text.” The whole point about states of ritual
impurity like having sexual intercourse and being unclean, or menstru-
ating and being unclean, or having fzara’at, is that there is no moral
condemnation. Lewis writes that “Ideas of pollution and sin both touch
leprosy and time has tangled them all up,” but he himself has tangled up
some of the ideas. He quotes Leviticus 18 —

S Iewis, p. 606.

2 Deuteronomy 30:15,16: See, 1 sct before you this day life and prosperity, death
and adversity. For I command you this day, to love the Lord your God, to walk in His
ways, and to keep His commandments, His laws, and His rules, that you may thrive and
increase, and that the Lord your God may bless you in the land that you are about to
enter and possess.

Y Lewis, p. 602.

8 Douglas 1993, p. 212: Miriam's story affords a glimpse of theological reflections
on life and death. Leprosy in the Bible is equated with idolatry, and idolatry is cquated
with decath; herc is Miriam, suspended miserably between living and dying, her flcsh
half-consumed.

5 Lewis, p. 598.
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“Defile not ye yourselves in any of these things; for in all these the nations
are defiled, which [ cast out before you. And the land was defiled, ther.efore
did 1 visit the iniquity thercof upon it, and the land vomited out her inha-
bitants.”

This is taken out of context. Lewis links it with “why must the leper be
kept outside the camp,” but in Leviticus, the particular verse quoted
comes directly after the verses about “uncovering nakedness” — that is,
incest with mother, father, son, daughter, etc. — or marrying two sisters,
or having sex with a menstruant, or adultery, bestiality, and male homo-
sexual acts. He has conflated leprosy with the “iniquity” of adultery and
incest.

In sum, Lewis% and Douglas®’ place great emphasis on the life-death
dichotomy in analysing ritual pollution and ritual purity. This appears
to me to be an assumption which is deeply influenced by post-biblical
ideas of salvation and afterlife. Lewis conflates life with good and death
with evil;%8 but life is not tahor, nor is death tameh. The Pentateuch
reverberates with the effects of the continuous movement between way-
wardness and faith, of people who are both obedient and disobedient to
the word of God, and who move between states of ritual impurity and
ritual purity. The leper calls out “unclean, unclean” — tameh, tameh, not
“death, death;” he is unclean “as long as the plague (or affliction) is on
him.” Miriam was struck with skin eruption not for idolatry, but be-
cause of her slander against Moses regarding his Midianite wife. “Le-
pers” could be rehabilitated and purified, corpses must be dealt with and
buried swiftly. It is contact with a corpse that causes impurity; the living
person with a genital discharge is fameh; the menstruating woman is
tameh. Eilberg-Schwartz® suggests “that the priestly rules governing
bodily emissions constitute a subsystem of a larger set of prohibitions
that express a distinction between life and dcath. ... However, there are
some anomalies that stubbornly resist this symbolic interpretation;” and
Lewis does argue that “A spiritual afterlife is no issue in the Cove-

86 Lewis, p. 593: There was ... a contrast between pricst and leper, a contrast of type
and anti-type, the opposition between holy and unclean. The principle at stake was the
value set on life as against death.

p. 601: The underlying religious theme ... is the contrast between death and life; death
is polluting, life is the great good. Pricst and nazirite contrast with leper; priest and
nazirite have to do with holy things; the leper is tainted as if by death.

7 Douglas 1993, p. 158: ... put lepers outside the camp (and) ... anybody contami-
nated by corpse contact. This is the Lord's first taboo. His worshippers must have
nothing to do with dcath, nor with dead bodies

8 Lewis, p. 602.

 Eilberg-Schwartz, p. 185.
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nant.” ’® If there are overtones of dread of death, these surely refer to
social death, as in being “cut off” without heirs, but not spiritual death.

My interpretation, therefore, would be that ritual purity, ritual pollu-
tion, sacrifice and holiness are so much a part of everyday events in the
world created by the ancient Hebrews, that their God’s interest in these
states reflects his interest in daily personal behaviour. Although God is
“set apart,” he invests enough of this characteristic of himself into the
significance of daily personal and communal actions and offerings; thus,
by obeying the laws and being rahor, provision is made for being gadosh.

It can therefore be said that Ancient Judaism hinges on notions of
things that are “set apart” and sacred, as opposed to things which are
“common” or “profane,” in addition to things that are “pure” as op-
posed to those which are “impure.” These concepts, so central in Dur-
kheim’s theory of religion, fit Judaism well, and probably derive from it.

Bibliography

Brody, S N, 1974. The Disease of the Soul. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
(Cited in Lewis 1987)

Cooper, Samuel, 1987. “The Laws of Mixture: An Anthropological Study in
Halakhah” in Harvey E Goldberg (ed.): Judaism Viewed from Within and
Jrom Without. New York: SUNY Press.

Douglas, Mary, (1966) 1989. Purity and Danger: An Analysis of the Concepts
of Pollution and Taboo. London, New York: Routledge, Ark Paperbacks.

Douglas, Mary, 1993, In the Wilderness: The Doctrine of Defilement in the
Book of Numbers. Sheffield: JSOT Press.

Durkheim, Emile, (1915) 1971. The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life.
(Transl. J W Swain) London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.

Eilberg-Schwartz, Howard, 1990. The Savage in Judaism: An Anthropology
of Israelite Religion and Ancient Judaism. Bloomington & Indianapolis:

Indiana University Press.

Goldberg, Harvey E, 1987. “Reflections on Anthropology and Judaic Stu-
dies” in Harvey E Goldberg (ed.): Judaism Viewed from Within and from
Without. New York: SUNY Press.

Hetz, J H (ed.) (5696:1936), 5745:1985. The Pentateuch and Haftorahs. Lon-
don: Soncino Press.

Jastrow, Marcus, (1903) 1989. A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Tulmud
Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature. New York: The Ju-
daica Press, Inc.

Jones, Robert Alun, 1993. in Stephen J Turner (ed.) : Emile Durkheim: So-
ciologist and Moralist. London: Routledge. (Cited by Mestrovic)

" Lewis, p. 608.

(1998) The Legacy of “Sacred” and “Profance’™ in Ancient Isracel 123

Lewis, Gilbert, 1987. “A Lesson from Leviticus: Leprosy” in: Man 22:4
pp. 593-612.

Lukes, Steven, 1973. Emile Durkheim: His Life and Work — A Historical and
Critical Study. London: Allen Lane The Penguin Press.

Mestrovic, Stjepan G, 1994. The Sociological Review. Vol 42 No 3, August
pp. 29-32. reviewing Stephen J Turner (ed.) : Emile Durkheim: Sociolo-
gist and Moralist. 1993 London: Routledge.

Pickering, W S F, 1984. Durkheim'’s Sociology of Religion: Themes and The-
ories. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Smith, W Robertson, 1894. The Religion of the Semites. London: Adam and
Charles Black. [1972 New York: Schocken Books.]

Tanakh — The Holy Scriptures: The New JPS Translation According to the
Traditional Hebrew Text. 1988. Philadelphia, New York, Jerusalem:
5748 : 1988.

The New English Bible, (1961) 1970. Oxford University Press/Cambridge
University Press.

Webber, Jonathan, 1992. “Modern Jewish Identities: The Ethnographic
Complexities” in: Journal of Jewish Studies. Vol XLII No 2: p. 246.



	299085_0000
	299085_0001
	299085_0002
	299085_0003
	299085_0004
	299085_0005
	299085_0006
	299085_0007
	299085_0008
	299085_0009
	299085_0010
	299085_0011
	299085_0012
	299085_0013
	299085_0014
	299085_0015
	299085_0016
	299085_0017
	299085_0018
	299085_0019
	299085_0020
	299085_0021
	299085_0022
	299085_0023
	299085_0024
	299085_0025
	299085_0026
	299085_0027
	299085_0028
	299085_0029
	299085_0030
	299085_0031
	299085_0032
	299085_0033
	299085_0034
	299085_0035
	299085_0036
	299085_0037
	299085_0038
	299085_0039
	299085_0040
	299085_0041
	299085_0042
	299085_0043
	299085_0044
	299085_0045
	299085_0046
	299085_0047
	299085_0048
	299085_0049
	299085_0050
	299085_0051
	299085_0052
	299085_0053
	299085_0054
	299085_0055
	299085_0056
	299085_0057
	299085_0058
	299085_0059
	299085_0060
	299085_0061
	299085_0062
	299085_0063
	299085_0064
	299085_0065
	299085_0066
	299085_0067
	299085_0068
	299085_0069
	299085_0070
	299085_0071
	299085_0072
	299085_0073
	299085_0074
	299085_0075
	299085_0076
	299085_0077
	299085_0078
	299085_0079
	299085_0080
	299085_0081
	299085_0082
	299085_0083
	299085_0084
	299085_0085
	299085_0086
	299085_0087
	299085_0088
	299085_0089
	299085_0090
	299085_0091
	299085_0092
	299085_0093
	299085_0094
	299085_0095
	299085_0096
	299085_0097
	299085_0098
	299085_0099
	299085_0100
	299085_0101
	299085_0102
	299085_0103
	299085_0104
	299085_0105
	299085_0106
	299085_0107
	299085_0108
	299085_0109
	299085_0110
	299085_0111
	299085_0112
	299085_0113
	299085_0114
	299085_0115
	299085_0116
	299085_0117
	299085_0118
	299085_0119
	299085_0120
	299085_0121
	299085_0122
	299085_0123
	299085_0124
	299085_0125
	299085_0126
	299085_0127
	299085_0128
	299085_0129
	299085_0130
	299085_0131
	299085_0132
	299085_0133
	299085_0134
	299085_0135
	299085_0136
	299085_0137
	299085_0138
	299085_0139
	299085_0140
	299085_0141
	299085_0142
	299085_0143
	299085_0144
	299085_0145
	299085_0146
	299085_0147
	299085_0148
	299085_0149
	299085_0150
	299085_0151
	299085_0152
	299085_0153
	299085_0154
	299085_0155
	299085_0156
	299085_0157
	299085_0158
	299085_0159
	299085_0160
	299085_0161
	299085_0162
	299085_0163
	299085_0164
	299085_0165
	299085_0166
	299085_0167
	299085_0168
	299085_0169
	299085_0170
	299085_0171
	299085_0172
	299085_0173
	299085_0174
	299085_0175
	299085_0176
	299085_0177
	299085_0178
	299085_0179
	299085_0180
	299085_0181
	299085_0182
	299085_0183
	299085_0184
	299085_0185
	299085_0186
	299085_0187
	299085_0188
	299085_0189
	299085_0190
	299085_0191
	299085_0192
	299085_0193
	299085_0194
	299085_0195
	299085_0196
	299085_0197
	299085_0198
	299085_0199
	299085_0200
	299085_0201
	299085_0202
	299085_0203
	299085_0204
	299085_0205
	299085_0206
	299085_0207
	299085_0208
	299085_0209
	299085_0210
	299085_0211
	299085_0212
	299085_0213
	299085_0214
	299085_0215
	299085_0216
	299085_0217
	299085_0218
	299085_0219
	299085_0220
	299085_0221
	299085_0222
	299085_0223
	299085_0224
	299085_0225
	299085_0226
	299085_0227
	299085_0228
	299085_0229
	299085_0230
	299085_0231
	299085_0232
	299085_0233
	299085_0234
	299085_0235
	299085_0236
	299085_0237
	299085_0238
	299085_0239
	299085_0240
	299085_0241
	299085_0242
	299085_0243
	299085_0244
	299085_0245
	299085_0246
	299085_0247
	299085_0248
	299085_0249
	299085_0250
	299085_0251
	299085_0252
	299085_0253
	299085_0254
	299085_0255
	299085_0256
	299085_0257
	299085_0258
	299085_0259
	299085_0260
	299085_0261
	299085_0262
	299085_0263
	299085_0264
	299085_0265
	299085_0266
	299085_0267
	299085_0268
	299085_0269
	299085_0270
	299085_0271
	299085_0272
	299085_0273
	299085_0274
	299085_0275
	299085_0276
	299085_0277
	299085_0278
	299085_0279
	299085_0280
	299085_0281
	299085_0282
	299085_0283
	299085_0284
	299085_0285
	299085_0286
	299085_0287
	299085_0288
	299085_0289
	299085_0290
	299085_0291
	299085_0292
	299085_0293
	299085_0294
	299085_0295
	299085_0296
	299085_0297
	299085_0298
	299085_0299
	299085_0300
	299085_0301
	299085_0302
	299085_0303
	299085_0304
	299085_0305
	299085_0306
	299085_0307
	299085_0308
	299085_0309
	299085_0310
	299085_0311
	299085_0312
	299085_0313
	299085_0314
	299085_0315
	299085_0316
	299085_0317
	299085_0318
	299085_0319
	299085_0320
	299085_0321
	299085_0322
	299085_0323
	299085_0324
	299085_0325
	299085_0326
	299085_0327
	299085_0328
	299085_0329
	299085_0330
	299085_0331
	299085_0332
	299085_0333
	299085_0334
	299085_0335
	299085_0336
	299085_0337
	299085_0338
	299085_0339
	299085_0340

