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In this assignment, I will compare and contrast the ideas Émile Durkheim and Mircea Eliade have theorized on what makes a place sacred. Both theorists are considered to have the main ideas on what classifies as a sacred place. I will use other authors to evaluate each theory and conclude on which is thought as the most realistic. Both theorists discuss what makes a place sacred and how individuals interpret the feelings associated. I will discuss the viewpoints of other authors, what points they agree and disagree with for both Eliade and Durkheim. In addition, I will be comparing and assessing the two theorists against each other discussing their differences and similarities. Finally, I will assess which theory I believe to be correct. 
Durkheim’s theory on sanctity, in general and the sanctity of place, relies on the ideas which surround the differences between sacred and profane. Durkheim states anything can gain sanctity; it did not simply exist we must interact with the landscape and designate it sacred.  He states that ‘a rock, a tree, a spring, a stone, a piece of wood, a house, in other words anything at all, can be sacred.’[footnoteRef:1] However, Durkheim continues to compare the difference between sacred and the profane, through discussing the relationship of sanctity to the church. This is because everyone can think something is sacred to them, however for the collective to think a place is sacred, Durkheim theorized that a man of the clergy needed to sanctify it. For then the collective conscious would renew the idea through rituals of the religion, reinforcing ideas of sanctity through the community.  Durkheim’s theory continues to divulge the importance of continuous rituals; sacredness is created and only reinforced through the collective conscious continuing rituals reinforcing sanctity of a space. He states this relationship with the gods is reciprocal. The gods need rituals to show their divinity, without this worship they are powerless, demonstrating the importance of creating continued rituals, ‘while it is true that man depends on his gods, the dependence is mutual. The gods also need man; without offerings and sacrifices, they would die.’[footnoteRef:2] This statement is contradictory to the point in which Eliade makes as he states the power of a place does not rely in continued rituals but is everlasting. [1:  Durkheim, Emile, The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, (Oxford: Oxford Press 2008), p. 36.]  [2:  Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, p. 38.] 

Eliade believed sacredness is not created but experienced then enhanced through rituals. He considered every place labelled as sacred pre-existed, and people have merely experienced its sanctity. These sacred places become separated from the landscape, once a consciousness recognises the heirophany of the place. Eliade continues to speak of how the landscape has ‘an irruption of the sacred that results in detaching a territory from the surrounding cosmic milieu and making it qualitatively different.’[footnoteRef:3] Eliade argues with the concept of an eruption of heirophany, the manifestation of sacredness through experience, by speaking of different instances in which sacredness has been experienced; through dreams, visions or even feelings felt through the consciousness of each individual.[footnoteRef:4] Eliade declares that everyone can experience sacredness, non-religious and religious. They must only be open to the experience. This means that the interpretation of what constitutes as sacred can also differ as someone goes looking for a sign if there isn’t one available.[footnoteRef:5] This viewpoint of everyone having an individual interpretation on what constitutes as sacred through experience is agreed upon by many authors like Studstill. [3:  Eliade, Mircea, The sacred and the Profane: the nature of Religion, (Harcourt: new York, 1968), p. 28.]  [4:  Eliade, The sacred and the Profane, p. 21.]  [5:  Eliade, The sacred and the Profane, p. 27.] 

	Studstill analyses the importance of Eliade’s theory through analysis in his paper. He believed that Eliade’s theory was open to interpretation of what ‘real’ meant for an individual. Studstill states Eliade’s theory, like Otto’s, considers the importance of each individuals experience of sacredness. He believes that each individual has a different interpretation of sacredness through an experience that is linked to a place or object.[footnoteRef:6] Studstill argues the importance of Eliade’s theories; how sacredness is a state of mind and the differences in an individual’s experience; due to the differences in belief, religion and type of experience.  [6:  Randall Studstill, 'Eliade, Phenomenology, and the Sacred', Religious Studies, 36.2 (2000), 177-194. (p. 183).] 

	In contrast, Thorley and Gunn believe Durkheim’s theory is more applicable to what constitutes and creates something as sacred. They discuss location of churches, in relation to why they chose to settle there, stating the site was chosen so churches were in close proximity to society.[footnoteRef:7] By selecting the location of a sacred place rather than settling on a pre-existed place, Thorley and Gunn have reiterated Durkheim’s theory on how society play a part in the creation of a sacred place. In addition, they continue to prove a pre-existing sacred place can become de-sanctified, through forgetting or repurposing certain buildings.[footnoteRef:8] Demonstrating Durkheim’s theory of needing to continue rituals to preserve a place’s sanctity. If rituals, legends or purpose has been lost, the sacred place has been deconsecrated. Thorley and Gunn theorize that rituals in which are practiced influence the consciousness of others. These rituals allow for new people to gain a sense of heirophany, empowering the site further, creating a widespread influence of an agreed statement of a place as sacred.[footnoteRef:9] This influence, from myths and legends, can increase the power of a place, bringing a piece of land from nothing to a renowned agreed upon sacred place. This agreement from the population shows an agreement from the collective to consciously agree and believe in the sanctity of the land, a continuation of Durkheim’s theory. These ideas oppose Eliade’s since his idea of sanctity does not diminish with time or grow though peoples thought, the sacred place must be experienced. In addition to Thorley and Gunn’s points complementing Durkheim’s ideas, they relate these ideas to those presented by Otto. When experiencing a sacred place, you either feel a sense of awe/wonder or fear, this experience on each consciousness was thought to inspire a sense of the sacred.[footnoteRef:10] These ideas relate to Eliade’s theory of experiencing sacredness rather than creating it, allowing it to be further interpreted by others’ experience. Overall, Thorley and Gunn share the same ideas of Durkheim but recognizes the importance of Eliade’s theory.  [7:  Thorley, Anthony and Celia Gunn, Sacred Sites: An Overview, Abridged version edn, (London: The Gia Foundation, 2008), p. 9.]  [8:  Thorley, Sacred Sites, p. 9.]  [9:  Ibid. p. 7.]  [10:  Ibid. p. 7.] 

Otto’s most notable idea, as discussed earlier, explains without these emotions there cannot be a link to the sacred. This experience an individual has is essential to the discovery and creation of a sacred place, this links to Eliade’s ideas of how you must first experience natural sanctity before it can be labelled as one, ‘the emotion of a creature, abased and overwhelmed by its own nothingness in contrast to that which is supreme above all creatures.’[footnoteRef:11] However, in addition to Otto showing the need to have a hierophantic experience to define a place as sacred, Otto discusses the importance of using rituals to enhance experience and continue rituals to continue the sanctity of a place. Otto describes some rituals through verse creating ‘a magic formula, almost a conjuration, especially when they are heard intoned in the peculiar sacred sing-song in which such lines are commonly recited.’[footnoteRef:12] These ideas of rituals have been interpreted by other authors, such as Thorley and Gunn, Lane. Overall, Otto discusses positives from both theories, a necessity to include both when deciding what makes a place sacred.  [11:  Otto, Rudolf and John Harvey, The Idea of the Holy, (USA: Martino Publishing, 2010), p.10.]  [12:  Otto, The Idea of the Holy, p.199-200.] 

Ingold believed could be a fourth dimension, made up of time, of the land. This thought contributed to the idea sacredness could be built upon, combining both Durkheim and Eliade. To consider what makes a place sacred, Ingold discusses the importance the community labelling land as space or place, through assigning meaning to a space it changes to a place. This discussion is important as it shows the landscape has no boundaries, until we assign meaning through experience, ‘we can move from place to place without crossing any boundary, since the vista that constitutes the identity of a place changes even as we move’.[footnoteRef:13] This identity change could be through an experience of heirophany, in which is recognized by both Durkheim and Eliade. However, it is apparent that Ingold agrees with Durkheim’s theory of rituals. Ingold discusses the importance of realising the value of the landscape through its purpose, designating places as sacred based on its use. He argues that ‘these divisions- ‘indispensable guidelines’ for the temporal ordering of events – come from society, corresponding to the ‘periodical recurrence of rites, feasts, and public ceremonies’ (ibid.).’[footnoteRef:14] In discussing the use of the land, a Durkheimian way to observing the landscape and its continued need of rituals to make a place sacred. Ingold discusses the importance of interaction with the land through ‘taskscape’.[footnoteRef:15] This description is used to describe the communities agreed perception of the land and what is considered sacred. Taskscape is a continuation of Durkheim’s thought on the necessity of rituals, otherwise the sanctity of the land is lost, contradicting Eliade’s thoughts on continued existence of sacredness through renewed experience. Overall, Ingold supports Durkheim’s theory, however Ingold does not completely reject the ideas of Eliade; but uses his ideas in a combination with Durkheim on the creation of some sacred places, showing the importance in both theories. [13:  Ingold, Tim, 'The Temporality of the Landscape', World Archaeology, 25 (1993), 152-174, (p. 159.)]  [14:  Ingold, 'The Temporality of the Landscape’, (p. 159.)]  [15:  Ibid. p. 158.] 

	In addition to Ingold combining Eliade and Durkheim to show the importance of landscape, Lane uses both authors to explain how a sacred place is created and experienced. Lane discusses the four axioms of sanctity[footnoteRef:16], these axioms discuss the importance of both authors. The first axiom agrees with Eliade, ‘sacred place is not chosen, it chooses.’[footnoteRef:17] The land already has sacredness, but experience from an individual is needed to assign sacredness. The second axiom discusses the creation of a sacred space through rituals and traditions to assign the land sacredness.[footnoteRef:18]  This axiom demonstrates Durkheim’s ideas with the creation of rituals for the collective consciousness. In the third axiom Lane refers to the work of Otto, which states that someone may find a sacred place through the experience liking further to Eliade.[footnoteRef:19] Without this correct mindset the individual maybe unable to experience and gain a sense of Heirophany. Overall, Lane states that the creation of sacred places, can be through both Eliade’s and Durkheim’s theories, ‘it appears that, from one point of view, that people create place. But it is equally the case, from another point of view, that people create place.’[footnoteRef:20] This idea is a combination of both Eliade and Durkheim. Lane makes sure to use the ideas of both of these authors displaying the merits from both of the authors in creating a sacred place.  [16:  Lane, Belden, Landscapes of the Sacred: Geography and Narrative in American Spirituality, Expanded edition edn (Baltimore and London: The John Hopkins University Press, 2001), p. 19.]  [17:  Lane, Landscapes of the Sacred: Geography and Narrative in American Spirituality, p. 19.(was in italics in the book)]  [18:  Ibid. p. 19.]  [19:  Ibid. p. 29.]  [20:  Ibid. p. 24.] 

Both Eliade’s and Durkheim’s theories have similarities, about the individual’s interpretation enhancing the land’s sacredness. Durkheim states that anyone is able to experience and create sacredness and that the renewal of rituals will aid in more people to experience it. Eliade states that people may stumble upon sacred places and experience it, then renew the sacredness through rituals, similar to Durkheim. However, they cannot create sacredness from nothing. Both Eliade and Durkheim agree that a place, to become more sacred, must instil rituals to renew experiences with others and grow its legend. 
	However, Durkheim implicitly states, if rituals are not continued then the sanctity of a place is lost, as no one remembers the meaning behind the place. Eliade refutes this point, arguing that sanctity does disappear, but is dormant until a new person experiences it. These contrasting ideas continue, as they disagree on who can state designate a place as sacred. Eliade argues anything can be sacred, we merely need to experience it, meaning anyone can state something as sacred. Durkheim disagrees with this point stating anyone can think of a place as sacred to them, but a collective conscious must agree on whether a place is labelled sacred, as ritual is needed to reinforce the idea. 
Both theorists have great points and are very well written, explaining specific terminology, to allow any reader to understand. However, Eliade’s work uses more primary sources over a variety of religions to back up his ideas; making sure to show the relation to his point with the support of secondary resources. When reading the work of Durkheim, he did not use as many primary sources, but relied more on secondary sources. Both theorists made sure to back up any claims as well as they could with secondary and primary sources where possible.
	My analysis of these authors shows both Durkheim and Eliade have strengths and weakness in their theories which is useful when looking for an overall viewpoint on what makes something sacred. Durkheim discusses who can constitute something as sacred and each individual can recreate a sense of sacredness through a continued ritual. This could be something like a sacred forest in which you follow the same path every time or the renewed silence of a church whenever you enter, however I also agree with Eliade on the eruption of sacredness, that someone can feel the sacredness of a place, an overwhelming sense of the other. Reinforcing the idea of Eliade, everyone has an individual idea and belief on what is sacred, as each individual consciousness interprets sacredness differently. Overall, both theorists make great points on what constitutes as sacred; however, I believe the combined theories allow for a better picture of sacredness and how to create a sacred place. 
	In conclusion, there is a decisive difference between the theories presented by Eliade and Durkheim. Both Eliade and Durkheim have similarities and differences, which is discussed with the addition of authors. Every author discussed in this essay agree a place to keep its sanctity must continue the use of rituals and ceremonies to prolong the identity of the place, either from an individual or the collective. The difference in which is disputed, is how a sacred place is created. Both theorist’s theories are well written with primary and secondary sources allowing for a more rounded argument. In this essay I have assessed the importance of both theorists and the authors in which agree with Durkheim and Eliade. Overall, I feel as though each author has seen benefits in both theorists and cannot dismiss one other, and to be able to dismiss a certain theorist, we must be able to understand the true nature of what sacred means. 			
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