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[bookmark: _Hlk27428798]This essay critically compares and contrasts two secondary sources that deal with Mircea Eliade and Emile Durkheim’s views of sacred space. The two papers chosen are, first: ‘The elementary Forms of Religious Life: Discursive Monument, Symbolic Feast’, Publications of the Canadian Journal of Sociology, vol.32 no.4,2014, pp.473-522 by Ronjon Paul Datta and Tara Hope Milbrandt. Second: ‘Eliade, Phenomenology, and the Sacred’, Publications of Cambridge University Press, vol.36 no. 2 ,2000, pp.177-194 by Randall Studstill. Some of the themes targeted in both Durkheim and Eliade’s books are about Religion, sacredness and symbolism. However, both theorists have different views about these three themes that reflect an understanding of the nature of sacred space. 

To identify a sacred space, one must understand ‘the sacred’ itself. Starting with the perception of the ‘Sacred’ according to Durkheim and Eliade, they both understand the distinction of the sacred from the profane. Eliade states that “The sacred always manifests itself as a reality of a wholly different order from "natural" realities.” [footnoteRef:1] As Eliade , Durkheim also speaks of the distinction of  the“ the sacred”,[footnoteRef:2] he mentions “All known religious beliefs, whether simple or complex, present one common characteristic : they presuppose a classification of all the things, real and ideal, of which men think, into two classes or opposed groups, generally designated by the words profane and sacred… this division of the world into two domains, the one containing all that is sacred, and the other all that is profane, is the distinctive trait of religious thought; the beliefs , myths, dogmas and legends are either representations or systems of representations which express the nature of sacred things, the virtues and powers which are attributed to them, or their relations with each other and with profane things”.[footnoteRef:3] However, both perceive that the distinction of ‘the sacred’ erupts in different ways, For Eliade sees that ‘the sacred’ exists independent of the human mind, and the human mind will recognize or sense it, he calls this ‘a heirophany.’[footnoteRef:4] And so, he states that “To designate the act of manifestation of the sacred, we have proposed the term heirophany. It is a fitting term, because it does not imply anything further; it expresses no more than is implicit in its etymological content, i.e., that something sacred shows itself to us.”[footnoteRef:5] In contrast, Durkheim claims that the sacred emerges due to the need of social life and social order, and the experience of a social group of people which leads to one of his most important analysis which is collective consciousness. The Translator of the ‘Elementary forms of Religious life’ expresses how sacredness was gained by a place or an object according to durkheim by stating that, “Nonphysical reality is available to the individual mind only as it participates in mind both inside and outside itself. And because sacredness originates as it does, it is inherently impermanent and so must be added to the object again and again, just as it was originally; by collective human doing”.[footnoteRef:6] This distinction of the sacred reflects on how it could play a role into making a space to be considered as ‘sacred’, for Eliade the ‘sacred space’ could be recognized by the people in the form of heirophany, as for Durkheim sacred space will be made sacred due to the humans’ minds or collective consciousness.  [1:  Eliade, p. 10]  [2:  Milbrandt and Datta, p. 481]  [3:  Durkheim, 52 ]  [4:  Studstill, p. 178]  [5:  Eliade, p. 11]  [6:  Fields Karen, p. xliv ] 


Moreover, both theorists have also had different perceptions of religion and its origin. Similarly, both do place ‘the sacred’ at the heart of religion, but they perceive it in different ways. For durkheim, to understand religion, one must understand what the sacred is and its distinction. And so he explains that by stating, “A religion is a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden—beliefs and practices which unite into a single moral community called a Church, all those who adhere to them”.[footnoteRef:7] He also takes a more sociological approach where he refers to religion as one among several major social institutions in complex societies, like the family for example. Unlike Durkheim, Eliade views religion and its relation to the sacred independent from the human mind.[footnoteRef:8] “It could be said that the history of religions-from the most primitive to the most highly developed-is constituted by a great number of hierophanies, by manifestations of sacred realities”[footnoteRef:9] However, according to Studstill he sees that Eliade is interested in discovering the structures of consciousness that constitute religious experience and that the fundamental structure he identifies is the relation between the believer and the sacred.[footnoteRef:10]This contrast in opinions about religion is merely about how it was erupted and viewed, both do state that its main trigger is ‘the sacred’, which will reflect on religious spaces for being identified as sacred. [7:  Durkheim, 62 ]  [8:  Milbrandt and Datta, p. 475]  [9:  Eliade, p.11]  [10:  Studstill, p. 181] 


Something that is common for Durkheim and Eliade is their analysis of totems and symbols as essential elements of religion since they connect directly to sacredness. For example, Durkheim argues that early religion is totemic in nature and that it is achieved when a group of people through collective consciousness identify a certain totem and rise from it to create rituals that are based on this identification.[footnoteRef:11] “From the analysis to which we have been giving our attention, it is evident that it expresses and symbolizes two different sorts of things. In the first place, it is the outward and visible form from what we have called the totemic principle or god. But it is also the symbol of the determined society called the clan. It is its flag; it is the sign by which each clan distinguishes itself from others”.[footnoteRef:12] This idea also applies on personal individuals’ perceptions of totems, where durkheim gives examples of north American and Indian tribes of personally sustaining relations with some determined objects and totems. [footnoteRef:13] As for Eliade, he investigates the moon not as being sacred, but as being a symbol of the sacred, and when in contact of the phenomena of the moon that reflects certain powers as fertility, or regeneration this will create a heirophany in which the person will sense, and that is how it connects to religion.[footnoteRef:14] “The sacred reality of the moon was recognized either immediately, in the lunar hierophany itself, or in the forms created by that hierophany over the course of thousands of years-that is in the representations to which it had given birth: personifications, symbols or myths.”[footnoteRef:15] Similar to Durkheim, Eliade also talks about the sacred with respect to the individual, he gives examples of a man’s birthplace as of being a symbol of a private holy place. [footnoteRef:16] Hence, sacred space for both durkheim and Eliade can be determined by totems or symbols and that can also apply for a group of people or individuals, the only difference they present is the recognition of this sacred space, where Durkheim sees it as constructed, while Eliade thinks that it is initially a sacred object or event that is recognized by the people by a heirophany. “‘The sacred’ is a cover-term for that category of ‘objects’ constituted in the mind of the believer as both ‘ultimately real’ and as distinct from the profane world.”[footnoteRef:17] [11:  Durkheim, 221]  [12:  Durkheim, 221]  [13:  Durkheim, 172]  [14:  Eliade. 158]  [15:  Eliade, p. 158]  [16:  Eliade, p.11]  [17:  Studstill, p.181] 

In conclusion, it shows that Durkheim dealt with his theories in a more sociological way rather than phenomenological as Eliade.[footnoteRef:18] For durkheim focuses on the distinction of the sacred according to society and how do people deal with it, which lead him to the idea of collective consciousness. Hence, according to Durkheim, sacred place is a human construct. As for Eliade, he focuses on the sacred as an independent feature that is added to society by the recognition of the people through heirophanies, which shows that sacred place or object is independent from the human mind. However, an idea that is common in both theorists is the importance of the role of the human mind when dealing with ‘the sacred’, whether it was to create the sacred through groups or individual thoughts, or by the recognition of the sacred through heirophanies. Studstill explains this idea about Eliade, that ‘the sacred’ that is manifested as religion, is in the mind due to the nature of the object and its experience.[footnoteRef:19] He explains this phrase by stating that “This mind may relate itself to something it considers real and transcendent, but we are still ‘in the mind’, this relation to ‘other’ being an issue of how the mind constitutes the objects of its experience.[footnoteRef:20]  [18:  Studstill, p.177]  [19:  Studstill, p.182]  [20:  Studstill, p.182] 
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