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PREFACE

Tue following discourse was for the most part
delivered in the form of lectures at the London School
of Economics and Political Science during the spring
of 1931. It is based on my books The Origin and
Development of the Moral Ideas, The History of Human
Marriage, Ritual and Beliefs in Morocco, Marriage
Ceremonties in Morocco, and Wit and Wisdom in Morocco,
which contain references to the statements quoted from
other writers and the data derived from my own field
work in Morocco. The latter have in a considerable
measure had a suggestive influence upon my views,
especially on topics relating to curses and blessings,
magic, and the notions of holiness and ritual uncleanness.

E. W.

Villa Tusculum, outside Tangier,
20th March, 1932.
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1
RELIGION AND MAGIC

IN these lectures I shall deal with the influence that
carly religious and magical beliefs and practices have
exerted upon social relationships and institutions. Of
course, I do not propose to discuss this extensive
subject in its entirety, but must restrict myself merely
to certain aspects of it. First of all, however, I have
to make clear what I mean by religion and magic,
because these terms have been used in different senses
by different writers, and there has been much con-
troversy as to the proper use of them. In my definitions
I shall try so far as possible to follow the common
usage ; this is always the safest thing to do when
science incorporates household words into its ter-
minology. But as the popular use of terms is often
vague, it may be necessary for scientific purposes to
give them a more definite meaning.

In expounding my own views on the subject I find it
most convenient to begin with an examination of the
views of others. As starting-point I shall choose Sir
James Frazer’s chapter on * Magic and Religion” in
The Magic Art, although his ideas are so well known
that I almost owe an apology for repeating them. By
religion Frazer understands ““ a propitiation or concilia-
tion of powers superior to man which are believed to

direct and control the course of nature and of human
B I
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life.” 'Thus defined it * consists of two elements, a
theoretical and a practical, namely, a belief in powers
higher than man, and an attempt to propitiate or please
them.” It is not necessary, however, that religious
practice should always take the form of a ritual : its
aim is to please the deity, and if the deity is one who
delights in charity and mercy and purity more than in
oblations of blood, the chanting of hymns, and the
fumes of incense, his worshippers will best please him
by being pure and merciful and charitable towards men.
Magic, on the other hand, deals with “ impersonal
forces,” and aims at control or constraint, not concilia-
tion. It is true that it often seeks to affect spirits, who
are personal agents of the kind assumed by religion, as
well as men or inanimate objects ; but whenever it does
so in its proper form, it constrains or coerces instead of
conciliating or propitiating them, as religion would do.
For magic assumes that all personal beings, whether
human or divine, are in the last resort *“ subject to those
impersonal forces which control all things,” to “ the
operation of immutable laws acting mechanically.”

I think that Frazer has well brought out the difference
between religion and magic. The religious practice is
essentially an appeal to, or worship of, spiritual beings,
the magical practice is essentially coercion. The
religious attitude is in its nature respectful and humble,
the magical attitude is domineering and self-assertive.
At the root of the difference between religion and
magic there is thus a difference in the mental state of
the persons who practise them. So far as religion is
concerned, this agrees well with the notion so forcibly
expressed by Schleiermacher, that the religious feeling
is in its essence a feeling of dependence ; whereas the
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word magician invariably suggests the idea of a person
who claims to possess power and to know how to wield
it in the magic art. In order to achieve his aim he may
make use of spirits, but then he coerces them to submit
to his will; if he tried to gain their assistance by
propitiating them, his attitude would be religious, not
magical. 'The magical force acts mechanically, and it
may be inherent not only in personal beings, but also in
animals and plants and all sorts of inanimate things.
'This view of magic finds support in medizval concep-
tions of it. It is truc that the theologians mostly
attributed the success of magic to demons, who were
enticed by men to work marvels ; but the demons were
able to do so largely through their superior knowledge
of the forces of nature. And besides the marvels
worked by spirits, there were others which were
produced without their aid, simply by the wonderful
occult virtues inhcrent in certain objects of nature. To
marvels wrought in this manner William of Auvergne
applied the term ‘‘ natural magic.” Albertus Magnus
likewise associated magic with natural forces and the
stars, as well as with demons ; and Thomas Aquinas,
though strongly upholding the opinion that magic is
due to demons, gives us a glimpse of a different concep-
tion of it, according to which magicians were able by
personal qualifications, by subtle use of occult natural
properties, by rites and ceremonies, and by the art of
astrology, either to work wonders directly and immedi-
ately or to coerce demons to work wonders for them.
While I thus substantially agree with Frazer in his
distinction between religion and magic, I think he has,
in his theoretical discussion of the relation between
them, overlooked what they have in common. He
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calls magic ‘‘ the bastard sister of science.” Both
magic and science, he says, assume that *“ the succession
of events is perfectly regular and certain, being deter-
mined by immutable laws, the operation of which can
be foreseen and calculated precisely”’; but unlike
science, magic misunderstands the nature of the par-
ticular laws which govern that sequence. It is nothing
but a mistaken application of the very simplest and
most elementary processes of the mind, namely, the
association of ideas by virtue of resemblance and of
contiguity. That such associations play an exceedingly
important part in magic has been abundantly proved,
but all magic can certainly not be said to be a mistaken
application of them or be reduced to what Frazer calls
“ sympathetic magic.” His two branches of it, homce-
pathic magic and contagious magic, cannot even be
regarded as co-ordinate subdivisions of magic. The
former consists in an act which is supposed to produce
an cffect resembling its cause : to pour out water, for
instance, will in certain circumstances produce rain.
What Frazer calls contagious magic, again, proceeds on
the notion that things which have once been conjoined
must remain so ever afterwards : there is still a mystic
connection between a person’s nail-parings or extracted
teeth, which once formed parts of his body. But the
notion that there is such a connection cannot be called
magic at all, if by magic is understood action and not a
mere idea: something must be done with the nail-
parings or the extracted teeth in order thereby to
influence in a magical manner the persons to whom
they belonged.

On the other hand, there is one characteristic common
to all magical practices and the magical forces applied in
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them, which, curiously enough, has found no place in
Frazer’s general theory, although he, of course, is
cognisant of it. Nothing is more prominent in popular
notions concerning magic, as well as in the descriptions
of it given by medi=val writers, than its marvellousness,
mysteriousness, occultness, uncanniness. Professor
Malinowski observes, in his book Argonauts of the
Western Pacific, that the effects of magic, though con-
stantly witnessed, and though considered as a funda-
mental fact, “are regarded as something distinctly
different from the effects of other human activities. . . .
The effects of magic are something superadded to all
the other cffects produced by human effort and by
natural qualities. . . . Magic represents, so to speak, a
different sort of reality—° supernatural * or ‘super-
normal.’” There is always some mystery in it.
Frazer himself writes, in a footnote, that he regards a
supposed mysterious force * as supplying, so to say, the
physical basis both of magic and of taboo, while the
logical basis of them both is furnished by a misapplica-
tion of the laws of the association of ideas.” Itisthe
character of mystery that makes magic akin to religion.

Men distinguish between phenomena that they are
familiar with and consequently ascribe to “ natural ”
causes, and other phenomena that seem to them
unfamiliar and mysterious and are therefore looked
upon as ‘‘ supernatural ” or are supposed to spring
from ‘supernatural” causes. We meet with this
distinction among savages as well as civilised races. It
may be that in the mind of a savage the natural and the
supernatural often overlap, that no definite line can be
drawn between the phenomena which he refers to one
class and those which he refers to the other; but he
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certainly sees a difference between events of everyday
occurrence or ordinary objects of nature and other
events or objects which fill him with a feeling of wonder
or mysterious awe. This is testified by language.
Words like the Algonkin manitou, the Dakota wakan
or wakanda, the Melanesian mana, the Fijian kalou, the
Maori atua, the Malagasy ndriamanitra, the Masai ngai,
are uscd to denote a mysterious force or something
wonderful or divine. And the testimony of language is
corroborated by facts relating to the nature of those
objects which are most commonly worshipped. A
great cataract, a difficult and dangerous ford in a river,
a spring bubbling up from the ground, a volcano, a high
mountain, an isolated rock, a curious or unusually large
tree, intoxicants and stimulants, animals of an unusual
size or appearance, persons suffering from some
abnormality, such as albinoism or madness—all are
looked upon by savages with superstitious regard or
are propitiated with offerings.

That the objects of religious worship, as well as the
forces applied in magic, are fundamentally more or less
mysterious, awe-inspiring, supernatural, seems to me
to be a well-established fact, although it has been
disputed. Durkheim asserts that the idea of the
mysterious has a place in a small number of advanced
religions only, and cannot thereforc be regarded as a
characteristic of the religious phenomena without
excluding from the definition most of the facts which
should be defined. But I think that the fceling of
mystery and the germ of a distinction between the
natural and the supernatural are found even in the lower
animal world. The horse fears the whip, but it does
not make him shy; on the other hand, he may shy
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when he sees an umbrella opened before him or a paper
moving on the ground. The whip is well known to the
horse, whereas the moving paper or the umbrella is
strange, uncanny, let us say ‘ supernatural.” Dogs
and cats are alarmed by an unusual noise or appearance,
and remain uneasy till they have by examination
satisfied themselves of the naturc of its cause. Even a
lion is scared by an unexpected sound or the sight of an
unfamiliar object ; and we are told of a tiger who stood
trembling and roaring in a paroxysm of fear when a
mouse tied by a string to a stick had been inscrted into
its cage.

In full agrecment with his general theory of magic,
Frazer speaks of the ‘ radical conflict of principle
between magic and religion.” He admits that there are
instances of a ‘‘ fusion or confusion of magic with
religion,” but this is, in his opinion, due rather to
accident than to any organic affinity between them.
He maintains that mankind first passed through an
initial stage in which magic cxisted, but no religion
(which I look upon as a doubtful proposition), and that
religion arose in a later stage, when it was found that
magic was ineffective, and people in consequence gave
up their coercive attitude towards spiritual beings and
began to propitiate them humbly by prayer and sacrifice,
in order to get what they wanted. But he also speaks of
an intermediate stage, in which religion, having arisen,
co-operated and was to some extent confused with magic,
since the functions of priest and sorcerer were often
combined. To serve his purpose man wooed the
goodwill of gods and spirits by prayer and sacrifice,
while at the same time he had recourse to ceremonies
and forms of words which he hoped would of themselves
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bring about the desired result without the help of god
or devil; he uttered prayers and incantations almost
in the same breath, knowing or recking little of the
theoretical inconsistency of his behaviour, so long as,
by hook or crook, he contrived to get what he desired.
As a matter of fact, however, the relationship between
magic and religion is much more intimate. Owing to
the element of mystery which is found in both, magical
forces may be personified as spirits or gods or be trans-
formed into divine attributes or lead to divine injunc-
tions ; of this I shall give many instances in my course
of lectures. It will, indeed, be one of my chief objects
to show how profoundly magical beliefs and practices
have influenced religion and the notions of gods. You
will find how readily curses and blessings, supposed to
be effective on account of the impersonal magic force
that is ascribed to the words themselves, develop into
appeals or prayers to gods; but on the other hand
prayers may also become magical spells which are
believed to constrain the gods to whom they are
addressed. This appears from the words of many
formulas that are used as magical incantations. Assyrian
incantations are often dressed in the robe of supplication,
and end with the formula, ‘“ Do so and so, and I shall
gladden thine heart and worship thee in humility.”
Vedic texts which were not originally meant as charms
became so afterwards. Incantations are comparatively
rare in the Rig-Veda, and seem even to be looked upon
as objectionable, but towards the end of the Vedic
period the reign of Brahman, the magical power of
prayer, elevated to the supreme god in the Indian
pantheon, began to dawn. The prayer is imbued with
supernatural energy owing to the holiness of the being
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to whom it is addressed, and its constraining force may
then be directed even against the god himself. So also
a sacrifice, which is originally a gift to a supernatural
being, may become endowed with magic force in con-
sequence of its contact or communion with the being
to whom it is offered, and may be used as a means of
compelling him to yield to the wishes of the sacrificer.
We meet with this idea in Zoroastrianism, in many of
the Vedic hymns, and especially in Brahmanism. In
Morocco every shrine, or grave of a saint, of any
importance is frequently visited by persons who desire
to invoke him with a view to being cured of some
illness, or being blessed with children, or getting a
suitable husband or wife, or deriving some other benefit
from him. To secure his assistance the visitor casts ‘ar
upon the saint ; and the ‘d@r implies the transference of
a conditional curse, that is, if the person on whom it is
put does not grant the request he is cursed. The ‘a@r
may be cast on the saint in various ways, and a particu-
larly efficacious method of doing it is by offering a
sacrifice to him. This sacrifice is accompanied by a
promise to reward the saint with another one if he docs
what he is asked to do; but the sacrifice offered in
fulfilment of such a promise is theoretically quite
distinct from that offered as ‘dr, being a genuine gift. It
is not always, however, easy to deccide whether an
animal sacrifice is meant as ‘@ or as a gift, in other
words, whether it is a magical means of compulsion or a
religious act of worship ; in fact, it may be both at once.
So also it may be difficult or impossible in certain cases
to distinguish between misfortunes attributed to jnin
(jinn)—spirits who seem to have been invented to
explain strange and mysterious phenomena suggesting
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a volitional cause—and those attributed to an impersonal
force of evil ; and the reason for this is that the feeling
of uncanniness is at the bottom of the belief in both
kinds of supernatural influcnces.

There may perhaps be some rcason to believe that the
affinity between magic and religion has found expression
in the word religion itself. It has been conjectured that
the Latin religio is related to religare, which means “ to
tie.” The relationship between these words has been
supposcd to imply that in religion man was tied by his
god. But the connection between them—if there is
any connection—seems to allow of another and more
natural interpretation, namely, that it was not the man
who was tied by the god, but the god who was tied by
the man. This interpretation was suggested to me by
certain ideas and practices which I found in Morocco.
The Moors are in the habit of tying rags to objects
belonging to a saintly place, or of knotting the leaves of
a palmetto growing there, as “@r upon the saint; and,
as already said, the ‘ar implies the transference of a con-
ditional curse. The rite is accompanied with a petition,
and in performing it the petitioner may declare that he
is now tying the saint and is not going to release him,
or to open the knot, until the saint has helped him.
This is what we should call magic, but the Romans
might in ancient days have called it religio. They were
much more addicted to magic than to true religion ;
they wanted to compel the gods rather than to be com-
pelled by them. Their religio was perhaps akin to the
Greek xardSeopos, which meant not only an ordinary
tie, but also a magic tie or knot or a bewitching thereby.
Plato speaks of persons who by incantations and magic
ties persuaded the gods, as they said, to execute their
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will. ‘That religio, however, from having originally a
magical significance, came to be used in the sense which
we attribute to the term ‘ religion,” is not difficult to
explain. Men make use of magic not only in relation
to their fellow-men, but also in relation to their gods.
Magical and religious elements are often inseparably
intermingled in the cult; and, as we have secn, the
magical means of constraining a god may be externally
very similar to the chief forms of religious worship,
prayer and sacrifice.

That religion and magic have something in common
has also been recognised by Durkheim, in spite of his
cxpress denial of an intrinsic connection between the
feeling of mystery, or the belief in the supernatural, and
the religious phenomena. 'The objects of both are said
by him to bclong to a special world of phenomena
called Je sacré, and there must after all be a very close
affinity between the sacré and that which other writers
have styled “ the supernatural,” considering that these
terms are applied to the very same classes of phenomena.
With regard to that which distinguishes magic from
religion, the difference between Durkheim’s and my
own views seems to be more essential : like Robertson
Smith, as also Hubert and Mauss in their outline of a
general theory of magic, Durkheim maintains that
religion is social in its aims and magic antisocial, or at
any ratc non-social. A very similar opinion has been
cxpressed by Dr. Marett. “ Magic,” he says, “ I take
to include all bad ways, and religion all good ways, of
dealing with the supernormal—bad and good, of course,
not as we happen to judge them, but as the society
concerned judges them. Sometimes . . . the people
themselves hardly know where to draw the line between
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the two; and, in that case, the anthropologist cannot
well do it for them. But every primitive society thinks
witchcraft bad. Witchcraft consists in leaguing one-
self with supernormal powers of evil in order to effect
selfish and antisocial ends. Withcraft, then, is genuine
magic—black magic, of the devil’s colour. On the
other hand, every primitive society also distinguishes
certain salutary ways of dealing with supernormal
powers. All these ways taken together constitute
religion.”

The question at issue, however, is not how to define
witchcraft or black magic, which, of course, always
means something bad. Besides black magic there is
also white magic, which implics that there is both good
and bad magic. This was recognised even by medizval
theologians. William of Auvergne, whose works present
a verydetailed pictureof the magic and superstitionof his
time—the earlier half of the thirteenth century—sees no
harm whatever in  natural magic,” unless it is employed
for evil ends; he observes that the workers of it are
called magi, because they do great things (magna agentes),
whereas others, who work magic by the aid of demons,
are to be regarded as evil-doers. Albertus Magnus
defends the Magi of the gospel story and tries to
exculpate them from the practice of those particular
evil, superstitious, and diabolical occult arts which
Isidore and others had included in their definitions of
magic.  They were not devoted to any of these arts,”
he says, ‘ but only to magic as it has been described ;
and this is praiseworthy.” He was himself a believer in
occult forces and marvels in nature, showed a leaning to
theoccultsciences,and was called, even by his panegyrists,
magnus in magia and in magicis expertus. In the Liber
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aggregationis, a very popular treatise on magic which
has been ascribed to Albertus but is of dubious authen-
ticity, it is said that magical science (scientia magicalis)
is not evil, since by knowledge of it evil can be avoided
and good attained.

Nor does the definition according to which magic
includes all bad ways and religion all good ways of
dealing with the supernormal, seem to me at all
suitable for the purpose of scientific classification. It
implies, for example, that a prayer to a god for the
destruction of an enemy must be classified as religion
if it is offered in a cause which is considered just by the
community, but as magic if it is disapproved of. When
a man makes a girl drink a love-potion in order to gain
her favour, it is religion if their union is desirable from
the society’s point of view, but if he gives the same
drink to another man’s wife it is magic. The best part
of what has been hitherto called imitative or homeeo-
pathic magic no longer remains magic at all ; if water
is poured out for the purposc of producing rain it is
homeeopathic magic only in case rain is not wanted by
the community, but if it is done during a drought it is
religion. Thus the very same practices are qualified
as religious or magical according as they have social or
antisocial ends. 'The acceptance of such a view would
overthrow well-established and useful terms and
deprive us of the comprehensive, convenient, and in
every respect appropriate attribute ‘‘ magical ” for all
sorts of supposed impersonal occult or supernatural
forces.

My own views as regards the proper use of the terms
magic and religion may be thus summed up. Religion
is a belief in and a regardful attitude towards a super-
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natural being, on whom man feels himself dependent,
and to whose will he makes an appeal in his worship ; I
say “ regardful,” since, for example, we hardly call it
religion when a person flogs his fetish to make it sub-
missive. In magic, on the other hand, man utilises
supernatural energy without making any such appeal at
all. In religion he attempts to influence supernatural
agents by natural means, such as prayers, offerings,
abstinences, and so forth; in magic he attempts to
influence either natural or supernatural objects or
persons by supernatural means, which act mechanically.
But I hasten to add, and desire to emphasise, that this
definition of religion is not the complete definition.

It has only reference to religion in the abstract, not to
the various religions. In the popular sense of the word,
which certainly must be respected, a religion may
include many practices which are what I have called
magical. In the ancient religions of the East magic and
religion are indissolubly mixed up together. According
to Mohammedan orthodoxy the Arabic words of the
Koran work miracles. Christian baptism effects the
forgiveness of sins, because by the water, as a medium
of the Holy Ghost, ‘ the stains of sins are washed
away ”’; and the Eucharist has been described as the
‘“ medicine of immortality,” because it is a bodily self-
communication of Christ and the body of Christ is
cternal. It would be absurd to say that such beliefs
and practices have not belonged to the Christian
religion because they are magical. Although the
magical and the strictly religious attitudes differ from
each other, they are not irrcconcilable, and may there-
fore very well form parts of one and the same religion ;
there is no such thing as @ magic being opposed to a
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religion. By a religion is generally understood a
system of beliefs and rules of behaviour which have
reference to, or are considered to be prescribed by, one
or several supernatural beings whom the believers call
their god or gods—that is, supernatural beings who are
the objects of a regular cult and between whom and
their worshippers there are established and permanent
relationships. If itis admitted that the word * religion ”
may be thus legitimately used in two different senses, an
abstract and a concrete, I think there is little ground
left for further controversy on the subject. After all,
sociologists may more profitably occupy their time than
by continuous quarrelling about the mecaning of terms.



II

POLITICAL AND MORAL INFLUENCE OF
EARLY RELIGION

AccoRDING to Durkheim and his school, religion is,
and has always been, a social phenomenon : there is
nothing that may be called private religion. It has, for
example, been said by a writer of this school that Jesus
had no religion until he had a small community of
disciples round him. This is to restrict the use of
the word * religion ™ to its concrete sense of a religious
institution, an established system of faith and worship ;
but such a restriction is certainly opposed to the
common usage of the word and leads to obvious
absurdities. On the other hand, the communal character
which religion has a tendency to assume is by no means
a new discovery of sociologists : it is recognised when-
ever we speak of a people’s religion, or the religion of a
certain community.

Religious communities are found among primitive
peoples wherever there are groups of men who have
common religious beliefs and a common cult. In the
first place, however, their social units are established by
people’s habit of living together as a local group or by
marriage or the notion of a common descent. These
different modes of organisation often coincide. The
family is a social unit made up of persons who are either

married or related by blood, and at the same time in
16
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normal cases live together. The tribe is a social unit,
though often a very incoherent one, consisting of
persons who inhabit the same district and also, at least
in many cases, regard themselves as descendants of some
common ancestor. 'The clan, which is essentially a body
of kindred having a common name, may likewise on the
whole coincide with the population of a certain territory,
.with the members of one or more hordes or villages.
This is the case where the husband takes his wife to
his own community and descent is reckoned through
the father, or where he goes to live in his wife’s com-
munity and descent is reckoned through the mother.
But frequently the matrilineal system of descent is
combined with the custom of the husband taking his
wife to his own home, and this, in connection with the
rule of clan-exogamy, occasions a great discrepancy
between the horde and the clan. The local group is
then by no means a group of clansmen : the children
live in their father’s community, but belong to their
mother’s clan, while the next generation of children
within the community must belong to another clan.
Among savages a religious community generally
coincides with a community of some other kind ; and
when this is the case it is of course impossible to
distinguish exactly the social influence of the common
religion from that exercised by marriage, local proximity,
or a common descent. It seems, however, that the
importance of the religious bond and especially, in
tribes that have totemism,! the totem bond, has been

1 Totemism is an intimate mystic relation which is supposed to
exist between a group of people on the one side and a species of
natural, or sometimes artificial, objects on the other side, which
objects are called the totems of the human group. Sir James
Frazer, our chief authority on totemism, observes that it is a mistake

c
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exaggerated by many anthropologists. 'Thus it has been
said that the totem bond is stronger than the bond of
blood or family in the modern sense. ‘ Hence in
totem tribes every local group, being necessarily com-
posed (owing to exogamy) of members of at least two
totem clans, is liable to be dissolved at any moment into
its totem elements by the outbreak of a blood feud, in
which husband and wife must always (if the feud is
between their clans) be arrayed on opposite sides, and
in which the children will be arrayed against cither their
father or their mother, according as descent is traced
through the mother, or through the father.” Butin
the cases which are quoted in support of this statement
the totemic group is identical with the clan ; hence it is
impossible to decide whether the strength of the tie
which unites its members is due to the totem relation-
ship or to the common descent. And the same may be
said in nearly every case where we find totemism, all
the members of a clan having the same totem.

But among the Arunta and some other Central
Australian tribes described by Spencer and Gillen we
have a unique opportunity to study the social influence
of totemism apart from that of clanship; for among
them the division into totems is, as an exception to an
almost universal rule, independent of the clan system.
The whole district of a tribc may be mapped out into
a large number of areas of various sizes, each of which
centres in one or more spots where, in the dim past,
certain mythical ancestors are said to have originated or

to speak of a totem as a god and to say that it is an object of worship,
and that totemism therefore cannot be called a religion. At the same
time it is a relation of a more or less mystic character and is connected
with stringent taboos.



POLITICAL INFLUENCE OF EARLY RELIGION 19

camped during their wanderings, and where their
spirits are still supposed to remain, associated with
sacred stones, which the ancestors used to carry with
them. From these spirits have sprung, and still
continue to spring, actual men and women, the members
of the various totems being their reincarnations. At
the spots where they remained, the ancestral spirits
cnter the bodies of women, and in consequence a child
must belong to the totem of the spot at which the
mother believes that it was conceived. A result of
this is that no one totem is confined to the members of
a particular clan or sub-clan, and that though most
members of a given horde or local group belong to the
same totemic group, there is no absolute coincidence
between these two kinds of organisation. How, then,
does the fact that two persons belong to the same totem
influence their social relations? This is, from a
theoretical point of view, an important question, to
which Spencer and Gillen give the following answer :—
“ In these tribes there is no such thing as the members
of one totem being bound together in such a way that
they must combinc to fight on bchalf of a member of
the totem to which they belong. . . . The men to
assist a particular man in a quarrel are those of his
locality, and not of necessity those of the same totem as
himself, indeed the latter consideration does not enter
into account and in this as in other matters we see the
strong development of what we have called the  local
influence.” . . . It is only indeed during the per-
formance of certain ceremonies that the existence of a
mutual relationship, consequent upon the possession of
a common totemic name, stands out at all prominently.
In fact, it is perfectly easy to spend a considerable time
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amongst the Arunta tribe without even being aware that
each individual has a totemic name.”

When we pass from the savage and barbarous races
of men to peoples of a higher culture, as they first appear
to us in the light of history, we meet among them social
units similar in kind to those prevalent at lower
stages of civilisation : the family, clan, village, tribe.
But progress in civilisation is up to a certain point
connected with social expansion. Among savages the
largest permanent social unit is generally the tribe, and
even the tribal bond is often very loose, if not entirely
wanting. Civilisation only thrives in states. We may
assume that all those ancient empires which arose in
the Old World—like Egypt, China, Babylon and
Assur—and in the New World, as ancient Mexico and
Peru, were formed by an association, either voluntary or
forcible, of different tribes ; this was the case with those
states with whose origin and early growth we are some-
what better acquainted—the Hebrew nation, the Vedic
people, the Greek and Italian states. In Greece and
Italy the states grew out of forts which had been built
on elevated places to serve as common strongholds or
places of refuge in case of war. Secveral tribes united
so as to be better able to resist dangerous enemies, and
in time one of the fortified towns gained supremacy over
all others in the neighbourhood, as Athens did in
Attica and Alba Longa in Latium. In historical times
attempts were made to carry this process further by
joining several of the small states under the rule of one.
In this Sparta and Athens failed, whereas the efforts of
Rome met with unequalled success.

Like its smaller units, the archaic state was not only
a political but at the same time a religious community.
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Over and above all separate cults there was in it one
religion common to all its citizens. In ancient Mexico
and Peru it was the religion of the dominant people, the
worship of the god of war or of the sun; and the
sovereigns themselves were regarded as incarnations or
children of this god. In other cases the state religion
arose by a fusion of different cults. The gods of the
communities which united into a state not only con-
tinued to receive the worship of their old believers, but
were elevated to the rank of national deities, and formed
together a heavenly commonwealth to which the
earthly commonwealth jointly paid its homage. In
this way, it seems, thc Roman, Egyptian, Assyrian,
and Babylonian pantheons were recruited ; while the
Greeks went a step further and, even in prehistoric
times, constructed a Pan-Hellenic Olympus.

Nobody will deny that the common religion added
strength to the State, but it seems that its national
importance has often been overrated. On the one
hand, the political fusion between different communities
took place before the religious fusion and was obviously
the cause of it; on the other hand, the mere tie of a
common religion has never proved sufficient to bind
together neighbouring tribes or peoples so as to form
one nation. 'The Greek states had both the same religion
and the same language, but nevertheless remained
distinct states. Professor Seeley’s assertion that *“ in the
East to this day nationality and religion are almost
convertible terms,” is very far from the truth. The
orientalist Wallin, who had exceptional opportunities to
study the feelings of different Mohammedan nation-
alities, observes that ““every Oriental people has a
certain national aversion to every other, and even the
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inhabitants of one province to those of another. The
Turk does not readily tolerate the Arab, nor the Persian,
and these feel similarly towards the Turk; the Arab
does not get on well with the Persian, nor the Persian
with the Arab ; the Syrian does not like the Egyptian,
whom he calls inhuman, and the latter does not willingly
associate with the Syrian, whom he calls simple-minded
and stupid ; and the son of the desert condemns both.”
It sometimes seems as if the national spirit of a people
rather influenced its religion than was influenced by it.
Patriotism has cven succeeded in nationalising the
greatest enemy of national distinctions, Christianity, and
has well-nigh revived the old notion of a national god,
whose chicf business is to look after his own people and,
especially, to fight its battles.

No empire on earth could form a less coherent
political unit than the old empire of Morocco. The
majority of the tribes of which it was composcd were
practically independent of the Sultan, so much so that
when he travelled from one of his capitals, Fez, to the
other, Marrakesh, he had to make a long circuit in order
to avoid the Berber tribes inhabiting the vast district
lying between his capitals. Nevertheless, all the Sultan’s
subjects and nominal subjects had not only the same
religion, but regarded him as their religious head, as
God’s vicegerent on earth. Even the most independent
Berber tribes included him in their prayers, asking God
to bestow on him his blessings. The holiness of the
Sultan was considered to be most essential for the
welfare of the whole country. When it was strong and
unpolluted, the people lived in happiness and comfort,
the crops were abundant, the fishing along the coasts
was excellent, the women gave birth to healthy and
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virtuous children. But in spite of this the tribes would
have furiously resisted any attempt of the Sultan to
exercise political authority over them.

Like the political influence of religion as a means of
tying together the members of the same social unit, so
also the moral influence of religion has often been
greatly exaggerated. I can find no solid foundation for
the statements that * the historical beginning of all
morality is to be found in religion *’ (Pfleiderer) ; that
even in the earliest period of human history “ religion
and morality are necessary correlates of each other ”
(Caird) ; that * all moral commandments originally have
the character of religious commandments ”’ (Wundt) ;
that in ancient society * all morality—as morality was
then understood—was consecrated and enforced by
religious motives and sanctions ” (Robertson Smith) ;
that the clan-god was the guardian of the tribal morality
(Jevons). It seems to me to be a fact beyond dispute
that the moral consciousness has originated in emotions
entirely different from that feeling of uncanniness and
mystery which first led to the belief in supernatural
beings.

The old saying that religion was born of fear seems
to hold true, in spite of rccent assertions to the contrary.
It appears that in all quarters of the savage world
fear predominates as the initial element in the religious
sentiment, that people are more inclined to ascribe evil
than good to the influence of supernatural beings,and that
their sacrifices or other acts of worship more frequently
have in view to avert misfortunes than to procure
positive benefits. Of the gods of many uncivilised
peoples we are directly told that they are of a
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malicious nature and mostly intent on doing harm to
mankind.

On the other hand, adoration of supernatural beings
who are considered at least occasionally beneficent is
also very prevalent in the savage world. We may
suppose that even at an early stage of culture man was
sometimes impressed by a fortunate event which he
ascribed to the influence of a friendly spirit, and that
he was anxious to keep on amicable terms with the
benefactor. It should also be noticed that the belief
in guardian or tutelary spirits of tribes, clans, villages,
families, or individuals is extremely widespread. These
spirits may bc exacting cnough—they are often greatly
feared by their own worshippers, and sometimes
described as distinctly malignant by nature ; but their
general function is nevertheless to afford assistance to
the persons or persons with whom they are associated,
on condition that they are properly attended to. We
have to remember that the goodness of many savage gods
only consists in their readiness to help those who please
them by offerings or adoration.

It seems that most gods of uncivilised peoples are
thoroughly selfish beings who care about nothing else
than what concerns their own personal interests—that
they are utterly indifferent to men’s behaviour towards
their fellow-men, neither disapproving -of vice or
punishing the wicked, nor approving of virtue or
rewarding the good. That this is the case with gods
who are of a malicious nature follows from the fact
that altruistic feelings are an essential source of moral
emotions ; but even a friendly supernatural being is by
no means ipso facto a guardian of men’s conduct
towards one another. In Morocco the patron saint of
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a town, village, or tribe is not in the least concerned
about any kind of behaviour which has not immediate
reference to himself.

We are told by competent observers that the super-
natural beings of savage belief frequently show the
utmost disregard to all questions of worldly morality.
According to Spencer and Gillen, the Central Australian
natives, though they assume the existence of both
friendly and mischievous spirits, * have not the vaguest
idea of a personal individual other than an actual living
member of the tribe who approves or disapproves of
their conduct, so far as anything like what we call
morality is concerned.” The Society Islanders main-
tained that ““ the only crimes that were visited by the
displcasure of their deities were the neglect of some rite
or ceremony.” Of various tribes on the West African
Gold and Slave Coasts Major Ellis writes :—* Religion,
at the stage of growth in which we find it among
these . . . groups of tribes, has no connection with
morals, or the relations of men to one another. It
consists solely of ceremonial worship, and the gods are
only offended when some rite or ceremony has been
neglected or omitted. . . . Murder, theft, and all
offcnces against the person or against property, are
matters in which the gods have no immediate concern,
and in which they take no interest, except in the case
when, bribed by a valuable offering, they take up the
quarrel in the interests of some faithful worshipper.”
The Indians of Guiana, according to Sir Everard Im
Thurn, observe an admirable code of morality, which
exists side by side with a simple animistic form of
religion, but the two have absolutely no connection with
one another. With reference to the Tarahumare of
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Mexico, Lumholtz states that the only wrong towards
the gods of which an Indian may consider himself
guilty is that he does not dance enough. “ For this
offence he asks pardon. Whatever bad thoughts or
actions toward man he may have on his conscience are
settled between himself and the person offended.” * In
the primitive Indian’s conception of a god,” says
Parkman, “ the idea of moral good has no part. His
deity does not dispense justice for this world or the
next.”

On the other hand, there are also instances in which
savage gods are said to punish the transgression of rules
relating to worldly morality. Occasionally, as will be
shown later on, such gods are represented as avengers
of some special kind of wrongdoing, such as murder,
theft, lack of hospitality, or lying. Of certain negro
tribes we are told that * when a man is about to commit
a crime, or do that which his conscience tells him he
ought not to do, he lays aside his fetish, and covers up
his deity, that he may not be privy to the deed.” The
Ainu of Japan are heard to say, “ We could not go
contrary to the customs of our ancestors without
bringing down upon us the wrath of the gods.” Of
various savages we arc told that they believe in the
existence of a supreme being who is a moral lawgiver or
judge. This belief may be traced to several different
sources. When not a ““loan-god ” of foreign cxtraction,
he may be a mythical ancestor or headman; or a
deification of the sky or some large and remote object
of nature, like the sun; or a personification or per-
sonified cause of the mysteries or forces of nature. In
various cases we have reason to suppose that even
though the notion of a supreme being is fundamentally
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of native origin, foreign conceptions have been engrafted
upon it ; and to these belongs in particular the idea of
a heavenly judge who in after-life punishes the wicked
and rewards the good. Yet we are not entitled to
assume that the idea of moral retribution as a function
of the great god has in every case been adopted from a
higher culture. A mythical ancestor or headman may
of his own accord approve of virtue and disapprove of
vice. Moreover, as we shall see, justice readily becomes
the attribute of a god who is habitually appealed to in
curses, oaths, or ordeals ; and that the supreme being
of savagcs, notably African savages, is thus invoked is
in some cases directly stated by our authorities.

When we pass from the gods of the simpler peoples
to more civilised gods we notice a marked difference.
Among peoples of a higher culture the gods are on the
whole benevolent to man when duly propitiated. They
resent by preference offences committed against them-
selves personally ; but in many cases they at the same
time avenge social wrongs of various kinds, act as
superintendents of human justice, and are even looked
upon as the originators and sustainers of the whole
moral order of the world. The gods have thus
experienced a gradual change for the better; until at
last they arc described as ideals of moral perfection,
even though, when more closely scrutinised, their
goodness and notions of justice arc found to differ
materially from what is deemed good and just in the
case of men.

Growing reflection has a tendency to attribute more
amiable qualities to the gods. 'The rcligious conscious-
ness of men becomes less exclusively occupied with the
hurts they suffer, and comes more and more to reflect
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upon the benefits they enjoy. The activity of a god
which displays itself in a certain phenomenon, or group
of phenomena, appears to them on some occasions as a
source of evil, but on other occasions as a source of
good ; hence the god is regarded as partly malevolent,
partly benevolent, but in all circumstances as a being
who must not be neglected. Moreover, a god who is by
nature harmless or good may by proper worship be
induced to assist man in his struggle against evil spirits.
The protective function of nature gods becomes par-
ticularly important when the god is humanised also
with regard to his shape, and consequently more or less
dissociated from the natural phenomenon in which he
originally manifested himself—when, for example, a
powerful sun-god has devcloped from the idea of the
sun itself as a supernatural phenomcnon. Nothing,
indeed, seems to have contributed more towards the
improvement of nature gods than the expansion of their
sphere of activity. When supernatural beings can
exert their power in the various departments of life,
men naturally choose for their gods those among them
who with great power combine the greatest benevolence.

Men have selected their gods according to their
usefulness. 'We have many instances of such “ super-
natural selection.” Among the Maori of New Zealand
‘ a mere trifle, or natural casuality, will induce a native
(or a whole tribe) to change his Atua.” 'The negro,
when disappointed in some of his speculations, or over-
taken by some sad calamity, throws away his fetish and
selects a new one. When hard pressed, the Samoyed,
after he has invoked his own deities in vain, addresses
himself to the Russian god, promising to become his
worshipper if he relieves him from distress ; and in most
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cases he is said to be faithful to his promise, though he
may still try to keep on good terms with his former gods
by occasionally offering them a sacrifice in secret.
North American Indians attribute all their good or bad
luck to their Manitou, and ¢ if the Manitou has not been
favourable to them, they quit him without any ceremony,
and takeanother.” Among many of the ancient Indians
of Central America there was a regular and systematic
selection of gods. Father Blas Valera says that their
gods had annual rotations and were changed each year
in accordance with the superstitions of the people.
“ The old gods were forsaken as infamous, or because
theyhad been of no use,and other gods and demons were
elected. . . . Sons, when they inherited, either accepted
or repudiated the gods of their fathers, for they were
not allowed to hold their pre-eminence against the will
of the heir. Old men worshipped other greater deities,
but they likewise dethroned them, and set up others in
their places when the year was over, or the age of the
world, as the Indians had it. Such were the gods which
all the nations of Mexico, Chiapa, and Guatemala
worshipped, as well as those of Vera Paz, and many
other Indians. They thought that the gods selected by
themselves were the greatest and most powerful of all
the gods.” These are crude instances of a process
which in some form or other must have been an im-
portant motive force in religious evolution by making the
gods better suited to meet the wants of their believers.

Men not only select as their gods such supernatural
beings as may be most useful to them in the struggle for
life, but also magnify their good qualities in worshippu}g
them. Praise and exaggerating eulogy are common in
the mouth of a devout worshipper. In ancient Egypt
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the god of each petty state was within it said to be the
ruler of the gods, the creator of the world, and the giver
of all good things. So also in Chaldea the god of a
town was addressed by its inhabitants with the most
exalted epithets, as the master or king of all the gods.
The Vedic poets were engrossed in the praise of the
particular deity they happened to be invoking, exag-
gerating his attributes to the point of inconsistency.
“ Every virtue, every excellence,” says Hume, “ must
be ascribed to the divinity, and no exaggeration will be
deemed sufficient to reach those perfections with which
he is endowed.” But though the tendency of the
worshipper to extol his god beyond all measure is
largely due to the idea that the god is fond of praise, it
may also be rooted in a sincere will to believe or in
genuine admiration. That nations of a higher culture,
especially, have a strong faith in the power and benevo-
lence of their gods is easy to understand when we
consider that these are exactly the peoples who have
been most successful in their national endeavours. The
Greeks attributed their victory over the Persians to the
assistance of Zeus, the Romans maintained that the
grandeur of their city was the work of the gods whom
they had propitiated by sacrifices.

The benevolence of a god, however, docs not imply
that he acts as a moral judge. A friendly god is not
generally supposed to bestow his favours gratuitously ;
it is hardly probable, then, that he should meddle with
matters of social morality out of sheer kindliness and of
his own accord. But by an invocation he may be
induced to reward virtue and punish vice. We shall
see what a vast influence this fact has exerted upon the
relation between morality and religion.



III
RESPECT FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY—CHARITY

THE retributive activity of many gods is closely con-
nected with the curses and blessings of men. The
belief in the efficacy of a curse or blessing is in the first
place rooted in the close association between a wish,
more particularly a spoken wish, and the idea of its
fulfilment. The wish is looked upon in the light of
energy which may be transferred to the person or
object concerned and then becomes a fact. In order to
add efficacy to this process, he who pronounces the
curse or blessing frequently gives it the form of an
appeal to a god ; and if this is regularly done in connec-
tion with some particular kind of behaviour, the idea
may grow up that the god punishes or rewards it even
independently of any human invocation. In Morocco
the very patron saint of a village is expressly said not to
care about the conduct of its inhabitants outside the
precinct of his sanctuary; yet I found that some
particular saints not only resent theft committed at their
own shrines, but also punish robbers who merely pass
by, either preventing them from proceeding further
until they are caught, or making it impossible for them
to sell the stolen object, so that they are found out at
last. 'The reason for their hostility to an offence which
does not concern them personally obviously lies in the
fact that those saints have so often been appealed to
31
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in oaths taken by persons suspected of theft that they
have at last come to be looked upon as permanent
enemies of thieves and guardians of property. At Fez
there are certain saints who are said to be so much
opposed to wrongdoers that they do not even suffer them
to live in the neighbourhood of their shrines, and those
saints are exactly those by whom it is considered most
dangerous to swear ; hence we may assume that they
have acquired their remarkable moral sensitiveness by
being such severe avengers of perjury. Moreover,
powerful curses may be personified as supernatural
beings ; or the magic energy inherent in a curse or a
blessing may become an attribute of the chief god,
owing to his tendency to attract supernatural forces that
are in harmony with his general nature. Various
departments of social morality have thus been placed
under the supervision of gods. To these belongs the
right of property.

Theft is not only punished by men, but is often
supposed to be avenged by supernatural powers. On
the West Coast of Africa fetishes are inaugurated to
detect and punish certain kinds of theft, and persons
who are cognisant of such crimes and do not give
information about them are also liable to be punished
by the fetish. The Bechuanas, in South Africa, speak
of an unknown being, vaguely called by the name of
Lord and Master of things (Mongalinto), who punishes
theft. One of them said :—“ When it thunders, every
one trembles ; if there are several together, one asks
the other with uneasiness, Is there any one amongst us
who devours the wealth of others? All then spit on
the ground, saying, We do not devour the wealth of
others. If a thunderbolt strikes and kills one of them,
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no one complains, no one weeps; instead of being
gricved, all unite in saying that the Lord is delighted
(that is to say, he has done right) with killing that man.”
In Greece Zeus «iforos was a guardian of the family
property; and according to a Roman tradition the
domestic god repulsed the robber and kept off the
enemy. The removing of landmarks has frequently
been regarded as sacrilegious. It was strictly pro-
hibited by the religious law of the Hebrews. In Greece
boundaries were protected by Zeus dpios. Plato says
in his Laws :—“ Let no one shift the boundary line
cither of a fellow-citizen who is a neighbour, or, if he
dwells at the extremity of the land, of any stranger who
is conterminous with him. . . . Every one should be
more willing to move the largest rock which is not a
landmark, than the least stone which is the sworn mark
of friendship and hatred between neighbours; for
Zeus, the god of kindred, is the witness of the citizen,
and Zeus, the god of strangers, of the stranger, and
when aroused terrible are the wars which they stir up.
He who obeys the law will never know the fatal con-
sequences of disobedience, but he who despises the
law shall be liable to a double penalty, the first coming
from the gods, and the second from the law.” 'The
Romans worshipped Terminus or Jupiter Terminalis
as the god of boundaries.

This religious sanction given to ownership is un-
doubtedly connected with curses pronounced by men.
Cursing is a frequent method of punishing criminals
who cannot be reached in any other way. In the Book
of Judges we read of Micah’s mother, who had uttered
a curse with reference to the money stolen from her,

though afterwards, when her son had confessed his
D
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guilt, she hastened to render it ineffective by a blessing.
In early Arabia the owner of stolen property had
recourse to cursing in order to recover what he had lost.
In Samoa ‘‘ the party from whom anything had been
stolen, if he knew not the thief, would seek satisfaction
in sitting down and deliberately cursing him.” The
Kamchadals ‘‘ think they can punish an undiscovered
theft by burning the sinews of the stone-buck in a
publick meeting with great ceremonies of conjuration,
believing that as these sinews are contracted by the
fire so the thief will have all his limbs contracted.” A
very common mode of detecting the perpetrator of a
theft is to compel the suspected individual to make
oath, that is, to pronounce a conditional curse upon
himself.

Cursing is resorted to not only for the purpose of
punishing thieves or compelling them to restore what
they have stolen, but also as a means of preventing theft.
In the South Sea Islands it is a common practice to
protect property by making it taboo, and the tabooing of
an object is, as Codrington puts it, *‘ a prohibition with a
curse expressed or implied.” The curse is then in
many cases deposited in some article which is attached
to the thing or place it is intended to protect. The
mark of taboo sometimes consists of a cocoa-nut leaf
plaited in a particular way, sometimes of a wooden image
of a man or a carved post stuck in the ground, sometimes
of a bunch of human hair or a piece of an old mat, and
so forth. In Samoa there were various forms of taboo
which formed a powerful check on stealing, especially
from plantations and fruit-trees, and each was known
by a special name indicating the sort of curse which
the owner wished would fall on the thief. Among the
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Washambala, in East Africa, the owner of a field some-
times puts a stick wound round with a banana leaf on
the road to it, believing that anybody who without
permission enters the field “ will be subject to the
curse of this charm.” The Wadshagga, in the same
part of Africa, protect a doorless hut against burglars by
placing a banana leaf over the threshold, and any
maliciously inclined person who dares to step over it is
supposed to fall ill or die. Of the Barotse (Upper
Zambesi) we are told that *“ when they do not want
a thing touched they spit on straws and stick them
all about the object.” Jacob of Edessa speaks of a
Syrian priest who wrote a curse and hung it on a tree,
that nobody might eat the fruit. In the early days of
Islam a masterful man reserved water for his own use
by hanging pieces of fringe of his red blanket on a tree
beside it, or by throwing them into the pool; and in
modern Palestine nobody dares to touch the piles of
stones which are placed on the boundaries of landed
property. The old inhabitants of Cumand on the
Caribbean Sea used to mark off their plantations by a
single cotton thread, in the belief that anybody tamper-
ing with these boundary marks would speedily die. A
similar ideaseems still to prevail among the Indiansof the
Amazon. Among the Juris a traveller noticed that in
places where the hedge surrounding a field was broken,
it was replaced by a cotton string ; and when Brazilian
Indians leave their huts they often wind a piece of the
same material round the latch of the door. Sometimes
they also hang baskets, rags, or flaps of bark on their
landmarks. In these and various other instances it is
not expressly stated that the taboo mark embodies a
curse, but their similarity to cases in which it does so
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is striking enough to preclude much doubt about its
real meaning.

So far I have only spoken of curses either pronounced
or embodied in property marks, not about appeals to
any god; but we are frequently expressly told that
spirits or gods are invoked in curses referring to theft.
On the Gold Coast, ‘“ when the owner of land sees that
someone has been making a clearing on his land, he cuts
the young innerbranches of the palm trecand hangs them
about the place where the trespass has been committed.
As he hangs each leaf he says something to the following
effect : ‘ The person who did this and did not make it
known to me before he did it, if he comes here to do any
other thing, may fetish Katawere (or Tanor or Fofie or
other fetish) kill him and all his family.’” In Samoa,
in the case of a theft, the suspected persons had to swear
before the chiefs, each one invoking the village god to
send swift destruction if he had committed the crime ;
and if all had sworn and the culprit was still undis-
covered, the chiefs solemnly made a similar invocation
on behalf of the thief. In ancient Greece it was a
custom to dedicate a lost article to a deity, with a curse
for those who kept it. On the landmarks of the ancient
Babylonians, generally consisting of stone pillars in the
form of a phallus, imprecations were inscribed with
appeals to various deities. One of these boundary
stones contains the following curse directed against the
violator of its sacredness :—* Upon this man may the
great gods Anu, Bél, Ea, and Nusku, look wrathfully,
uproot his foundation, and destroy his offspring ”; and
similar invocations are then made to many other gods.

Curses in connection with landmarks have also been
personified and elevated to the rank of a divinity, such
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as the Roman god Terminus, or been transformed into
an attribute of the chief god. This explains the origin
of conceptions such as Zeus é&pos and Jupiter
Terminalis, as well the extreme severity with which
Yahvch trecated the removal of landmarks. In these
and yet other cases there are obvious indications of a
connection between the god and a curse. Apart from
other evidence to be found in Semitic antiquities, there
is the anathema of Deuteronomy, ‘“ Cursed be he that
removeth his neighbour’s landmark.” That the bound-
ary stones dedicated to Zeus Spos were originally
charged with imprecations appcars from a passage in
Plato’s Laws, already quoted, as also from inscriptions
made on them. The Etruscans cursed anyonc who
should touch or displace a boundary mark :—Such a
person shall be condemned by the gods; his house
shall disappear; his race shall be extinguished; his
limbs shall be covered with ulcers and waste away ; his
land shall no longer produce fruits ; hail, rust, and the
fires of the dog-star shall destroy his harvests. Con-
sidering the important part played by blood as a con-
ductor of imprecations, it is not improbable that the
Roman ceremony of letting the blood of a sacrificial
animal flow into the hole where the landmark was to
be placed was intended to give efficacy to a curse. In
some parts of England a custom of annually * beating
the bounds " of a parish has survived up to the present
time, accompanied with religious services, in which a
clergyman invokes curses on him who should transgress
the bounds of his neighbours, and blessings on him who
should regard the landmarks. This custom has been
practised during the last years in the centre of London.
It was described in The Témes in the following words :—
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“ Twenty-four years had passed since last the rector
and substantial men of the parish made a common
perambulation of the boundaries, and in the intervening
period many houses have been pulled down to make way
for modern buildings. The changes have caused the
disappearance of a considerable number of the boundary
plates, but twenty-five anchors were located by the
procession and duly beaten. Before the procession set
out a brief service was held in the church, when the
Rector . . . read comminatory sentences applicable to
those who remove landmarks of their neighbours. It is
to be feared that the offence has been rather common in
recent years, for more than forty boundary anchors have
been destroyed or taken away from their former places
since the last official perambulation. The procession
was headed by the surveyor. Behind him walked
choir-boys wearing purple cassocks and white surplices
and a small anchor suspended from a collar of blue
ribbon. Then came three churchwardens, who carried
the maces of the church; behind them the Rector,
parishioners, and school children. The choir-boys
carried long stripped twigs with which they whipped
the bounds. A first halt was made outside Messrs.
Child’s Bank, where a metal landmark is sunk in the
pavement of the Strand. The boys beat the plate with
youthful enthusiasm. . . . The beaters were deter-
mined to carry through their duties thoroughly, and as
the parish boundary is supposed to go to the centre
of the river, Rector, choir-boys, and churchwardens
embarked in boats at the Temple steps and were rowed
out to mid-stream, where the twigs were applied to the
surface of the water. From the river the boundary line
passes through the Hotel Cecil, which was made the
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next place of call. A few minutes later the procession
reached the Lyceum Theatre and trod a part of the
stage, which is in the parish. The enclosing stages of
the tour were by way of Drury Lane, Kingsway,
Lincoln’s Inn, and the Law Courts. One or two land-
marks were beaten by boys leaning out of the office
windows.”

Among pecoples of culture charity has often been
strenuously enjoined by their religion. The sacred
law-books of India are full of prescriptions imposing
almsgiving as a duty. It confers merit on the giver, it
frees him from guilt, it destroys sin; * for whatever
purpose a man bestows any gift, for that purpose he
receives in his next birth with due honour its reward.”
On the other hand, he who cooks for himself alone eats
nothing but sin. Of the ancient Persians Thucydides
said that they preferred giving to receiving. To be
charitable towards the poor of their own faith was among
them a religious duty of the first order. Zoroaster thus
addressed Vishtaspa: “ Let no thought of Angra
Mainyu (the evil spirit) ever infect thee, so that thou
shouldst indulge in evil lusts, make derision and
idolatry, and shut to the poor the door of thy house.”
The holy Sraosha is the protector of the poor. In the
Shéyast it is said that the clothing of the soul in the
next world is formed out of almsgiving.

Charity was urgently insisted upon by the religious
law of the Hebrews. “ Thou shalt open thine hand
wide unto thy brother, to thy poor, and to thy needy,
in thy land ; ” * for this thing the Lord thy God shall
bless thee in all thy works, and in all that thou puttest
thine hand unto,” Even “ if thine enemy be hungry,
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give him bread to eat; and if he be thirsty, give him
water to drink: .. . the Lord shall reward thce.”
Especially in the Old Testament Apocrypha and in the
Rabbinical literature almsgiving assumed an excessive
prominence—so much so that the word which in the
older writings means “ righteousness ” in general, came
to be used for almsgiving in particular. ¢ Shut up
alms in thy storehouses and it shall deliver thee from
all affliction.” “ As water will quench a flaming fire,
so alms maketh an atonement for sins.” “ For alms
doth deliver from death, and shall purge away all sin.
Those that exercise alms and rightcousness shall be
filled with life.” The charitable man is rewarded with
the birth of male issue. Almsgiving is equal in value to
all other commandments. He who averts his eyes from
charity commits a sin equal to idolatry. To such an
extreme was almsgiving carried on by the Jews, that
some Rabbis at length decreed that no man should give
above a fifth part of his goods in charity.

Almsgiving, prayer, and fasting were the three
cardinal disciplines that the synagogue transmitted to
the Christian Church and the Mohammedan mosque.
According to Islam the duty next in importance to
prayer is that of giving alms. The Prophet repeatedly
announces that the path which leads to God is the
helping of the orphans and the relieving of the poor.
“ Ye cannot attain to righteousness until ye expend in
alms of what ye love.” ‘ Those who expend their
wealth by night and day, secretly and openly, they shall
have their hire with their Lord.” It is said that
“ prayer carries us half-way to God, fasting brings us
to the door of His palace, and alms procure us admis-
sion.” Certain alms, called Zakit, are prescribed by
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law : it is an indispensable duty for every Mohammedan
of full age to bestow in charity about one-fortieth of all
such property as has been a year in his possession,
provided that he has sufficient for his subsistence and
has an income equivalent to about five pounds per
annum. Other charitable gifts arc voluntary, and
confer merit upon the giver.

By Christianity charity of the religious type which we
find in the East was introduced into Europe. We
have certainly no reason to blame the ancient Greeks
and Romans for neglecting their poor. Among them
slavery in a great measure replaced paupcrism; and
what slavery did for the very poor, thc Roman system
of clientage did for those of a somewhat higher rank.
Moreover, the relief of the indigent was an important
function of the State. At Athens the Arcopagus
provided public works for the poor. At Rome gratui-
tous distribution of corn was the rule fo