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. The first requisite in a systematic study of the religions of the lower races, is to lay
2 down a rudimentary definition of religion. By requiring in this definition the belief in
:asupreme deity or of judgment after death, the adoration of idols or the practice of
: sacrifice, or other partially-diffused doctrines or rites, no doubt many tribes may be
excluded from the category of religious. But such narrow definition has the fault of
. identifying religion rather with particular developments than with the deeper motive
which underlies them, Tt seems best to fall back at once on this essential source, and
simply to claim, as a minimum definition of Religion, the belief in Spiritual Beings. If
this standard be applied to the descriptions of low races as to religion, the following
“tesults will appear. It cannot be positively asserted that every existing tribe recog-
_ nizes the belief in spiritual beings, for the native condition of a considerable number
is obscure in this respect, and from the rapid change or extinction they are under-
going, may ever remain so. It would be yet more unwarranted to set down every
tribe mentioned in history, or known to us by the discovery of antiquarian relics, as
necessarily having passed the defined minimum of religion. Greater still would be
the unwisdom of declaring such a rudimentary belief natural or instinctive in all
human tribes of all times; for no evidence justifies the opinion that man, known to be
capable of so vast an intellectual development, cannot have emerged from a non-
religious condition, previous to that religious condition in which he happens at
present to come with sufficient clearness within our range of knowledge. It is
desirable, however, to take our basis of enquiry in observation rather than from
. speculation. Here, so far as I can judge from the immense mass of accessible
evidence, we have to admit that the belief in spiritual beings appears among all
low races with whom we have attained to thoroughly intimate acquaintance;
whereas the assertion of absence of such belief must apply either to ancient tribes,
or to more or less imperfectly described modern ones. The exact bearing of this state
of things on the problem of the origin of religion may be thus briefly stated. Were it
distinctly proved that non-religious savages exist or have existed, these might be at
least plausibly claimed as representatives of the condition of Man before he arrived
at the religious state of culture. It is not desirable, however, that this argument
should be put forward, for the asserted existence of the non-religious tribes in
question rests...on evidence often mistaken and never conclusive. The argument
for the natural evolution of religious ideas among mankind is not invalidared by the
rejection of an ally too weak at present to give effectual help. Non-religious tribes
may not exist in our day, but the fact bears no more decisively on the development of
religion, than the impossibility of finding a modern English village without scissors
or books or lucifer-matches bears on the fact that there was a time when no such
things existed in the land.

I propose here, under the name of Animism, to investigate the deep-lying doctrine
of Spiritual Beings, which embodies the very essence of Spiritualistic as opposed to
Materialistic philosophy. Animism is not a new technical term, though now seldom
used. From its special relation to the doctrine of the soul, it will be seen to have a
peculiar appropriateness to the view here taken of the mode in which theological
ideas have been developed among mankind. The word Spiritualism, though it may
be, and sometimes is, used in a general sense, has this obvious defect to us, that it has
become the designation of a particular modern sect, who indeed hold ‘extreme
spiritualistic views, but cannot be taken as typical representatives of these views in

i
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the world at large. The sense of Spiritualism in its wider Jacceptation, the general
belief in spiritual beings, is here given to Animism.

Animism characterizes tribes very low in the scale of humanity, and thence
ascends, deeply modified in its transmission, but from fifst to last preserving an
unbroken continuity, into the midst of high modern culture: Doctrines adverse to it,
so largely held by individuals or schools, are usually due not to early lowness of
civilization, but to later changes in the intellectual course; to divergence from, or
rejection of, ancestral faiths;-and such newer developments do not affect the present
enquiry as to the fundamental religious condition of mankind. Animism is, in fact,
the groundwork of the Philosophy of Religion, from that of savages up to that of
civilized men. And although it may at first sight seem to afford but a bare and
meagre definition of a minimum of religion, it will be found practically sufficient; for
where the root is, the branches will generally be produced. It is habitually found that
the theory of Animism divides into two great dogmas, foij'ming parts of one con-
sistent doctrine; first, concerning souls of individual creatures, capable of continued
existence after the death or destruction of the body; second, lconcerning other spirits,
upward to the rank of powerful deities. Spiritnal beings are held to affect or control
the events of the material world, and man’s life here and hereafter; and it being
considered that they hold intercourse with men, and receive pleasure or displeasure
from human actions, the belief in their existence leads naturally, and it might almost
be said inevitably, sooner or later to active reverence and; propitiation. Thus Ani-
mism in its full development, includes the belief in souls and in a future state, in
controlling deities and subordinate spirits, these doctrines practically resulting in
some kind of active worship. ’

One great element of religion, that moral element which afmong the higher nations
forms its most vital part, is indeed little represented in the religion of the lower races.
It is not that these races have no moral sense or no moral standard, for both are
strongly marked among them, if not in formal precept, at least in that traditional
consensus of society which we call public opinion, according to which certain
actions are held to be good or bad, right or wrong. It is that the conjunction of
ethics and Animistic philosophy, so intimate and powerfil in the higher culture,
seems scarcely yet to have begun in the lower. I propose here hardly to touch upon
the purely moral aspects of religion, but rather to study the animism of the world so
far as it constitutes, as unquestionably it does constitute, an ancient and world-wide
philosophy, of which belief is the theory and worship is the practice.

Endeavouring to shape the materials for an enquiry hitherto strangely under-
valued and neglected, it will now be my task to bring as clearly as may be into
view the fundamental animism of the lower races, and in some slight and broken

.outline to trace its course into higher regions of civilization. Here let me state once

for all two principal conditions under which the present research is carried on. First,
as to the religious doctrines and practices examined, these ate treated as belonging to
theological systems devised by human reason, without supernatural aid or revela-
tion; in other words, as being developments of Natural Religion. Second, as to the
connexion between similar ideas and rites in the religions of the savage and
the civilized world. While dwelling at some length on doctrines and ceremonies of
the lower races, and sometimes particularizing for special reasons the related doc-
trines and ceremonies of the higher nations, it has not seemed my proper task to
work out in detail the problems thus suggested among the philosophies and creeds of
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hristendom. Such applications, extending farthest from the direct scope of a worlk
iprimitive culture, are briefly stated in general terms, or touched in slight allusion,
taken for granted without remark. Educated readers possess the information
quired to work out their general bearing on theology, while more technical
scussion is left to philosophers and theologians specially occupied with such
uments.

he first branch of the subject to be considered is the doctrine of human and other
ouls, an examination of which will occupy the rest of the present chapter. What the
doctrine of the soul is among the lower races, may be explained in stating the
iimistic theory of its development. It seems as though thinking men, as yet at a
level of culture, were deeply impressed by two groups of biological problems. In
rst place, what is it that makes the difference between a living body and a dead
orie; what causes waking, sleep, trance, disease, death? In the second place, what are
those human shapes which appear in dreams and visions? Looking at these two
groups of phenomena, the ancient savage philosophers probably made their first step
by:the obvious inference that every man has two things belonging to him, namely, a
life and a phantom. These two are evidently in close connexion with the body, the
feras enabling it to feel and think and act, the phantom as being its image or second
self; both, also, are perceived to be things separable from the body, the life as able to
go-away and leave it insensible or dead, the phantom as appearing to people at a
distance from it.
The second step would seem also easy for savages to make, seeing how extremely
lifficult civilized men have found it to unmake. It is merely to combine the life and
he phantom. As both belong to the body, why should they not also belong to one
nother, and be manifestations of one and the same soul? Let them then be con-
sidered as united, and the result is that well-known conception which may be
‘described as an apparitional-soul, a ghost-soul. This, at any rate, corresponds with
‘the actual conception of the personal soul or spirit among the lower races, which
thay be defined as follows: It is a thin unsubstantial human image, in its nature a sort
of vapour, film, or shadow; the cause of life and thought in the individual it
animates; independently possessing the personal consciousness and volition of its
corporeal owner, past or present; capable of leaving the body far behind, to flash
swiftly from place to place; mostly impalpable and invisible, yet also manifesting
physical power, and especially appearing to men waking or asleep as a phantasm
separate from the body of which it bears the likeness; continuing to exist and appear
to men after the death of that body; able to enter into, possess, aid act in the bodies
of-other men, of animals, and even of things. Though this definition is by no means
of universal application, it has sufficient generality to be taken as a standard,
modified by more or less divergence among any particular people.
i Far from these world-wide opinions being arbitrary or conventional products, it is
seldom even justifiable to consider their uniformity among distant races as proving
communication of any sort. They are doctrines answering in the most forcible way
to the plain evidence of men’s senses, as interpreted by a fairly consistent and
rational primitive philosophy. So well, indeed, does primitive animism account for
the facts of nature, that it has held its place into the higher levels of education.
Though classic and medizeval philosophy modified it much, and modern philosophy
has handled it yet more unsparingly, it has so far retained the traces of its original
character, that heirlooms of primitive ages may be claimed in the existing psychology
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of the civilized world. Out of the vast mass of evidence, collected among the most
various and distant races of mankind, typical details may now be selected to display
the earlier theory of the soul, the relation of the parts of this theory, and the manner
in which these parts have been abandoned, modified, or kept up, along the course of
culture.

To understand the popular conceptions of the human soul or spirit, it is instructive
to notice the words which have been found suitable to express it. The ghost or
phantasm seen by the dreamer or the visionary is an unsubstantial form, like a
shadow or reflexion, and thus the familiar term of the shade comes in to express the
soul. Thus the Tasmanian word for the shadow is also! that for the spirit; the
Algonquins describe a man’s soul as otabchuk, “his shadow;” the Quiché language
uses natub for “shadow, soul;” the Arawak ueja means “shadow, soul, image;”
the Abipones made the one word lodkal serve for “shadow, soul, echo, image.”
The Zulus not only use the word tunzi for “shadow, spirit, ghost,” but they consider
that at death the shadow of a man will in some way depart from the corpse, to
become an ancestral spirit. The Basutos not only call the spirit remaining after death
the seriti or “shadow,” but they think that if 2 man walks on the river bank, a
crocodile may seize his shadow in the water and draw him in; while in Old Calabar
there is found the same identification of the spirit with the ukpon or “shadow,” for a
man to lose which is fatal. There are thus found among the/lower races not only the
types of those familiar classic terms, the skia and wmbra, but also what seems the
fundamental thought of the stories of shadowless men still current in the folklore of
Europe, and familiar to modern readers in Chamisso’s tale of Peter Schlemihl. Thus
the dead in Purgatory knew that Dante was alive when they saw that, unlike theirs,
his figure cast a shadow on the ground.

Other attributes are taken into the notion of soul or spirit, with especial regard to its
being the cause of life. Thus the Caribs, connecting the pulses with spiritual beings,
and especially considering that in the heart dwells man’s chief soul, destined to a
future heavenly life, could reasonably use the one word iouanni for “soul, life, heart.”
The Tongans supposed the soul to exist throughout the whole extension of the body,
but particularly in the heart. On one occasion, the natives were declaring to a
European that a man buried months ago was nevertheless still alive. “And one,
endeavouring to make me understand what he meant, took hold of my hand, and
squeezing it, said, “This will die, but the life that is within you will never die;” with his
other hand pointing to my heart.” So the Basutos say of a dead man that his heart is
gone out, and of one recovering from sickness that his heart is coming back. This
corresponds to the familiar Old World view of the heart as the prime mover in life,
thought, and passion. The connexion of soul and blood,ffafmiliar to the Karens and

_Papuas, appears prominently in Jewish and Arabic philosophy. To educated moderns
the idea of the Macusi Indians of Guiana may seem quaint, that although the body will
decay, “the man in our eyes” will not die, but wander about. Yet the association of
personal animation with the pupil of the eye is familiar to European folklore, which
not unreasonably discerned a sign of bewitchment or approaching death in the
disappearance of the image, pupil, or baby, from the dim eyieballs of the sick man.

The act of breathing, so characteristic of the higher animals during life, and
coinciding so closely with life in its departure, has been repeatedly and naturally
identified with the life or soul itself. Laura Bridgman showed in her instructive way
the analogy between the effects of restricted sense and restfricted civilization, when
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fg:day she made the gesture of taking something away from her mouth: “I
amed,” she explained in words, “that God took away my breath to heaven.” It
hus that West Australians used one word waug for “breath, spirit, soul;” that in
etela language of California, piuts means “life, breath, soul;” that certain
nlanders reckoned two souls to man, namely his shadow and his breath; “that
alays say the soul of the dying man escapes through his nostrils, and in Java
he.same word 7iawa for “breath, life, soul.” How the notions of life, heart,
ath; and phantom unite in the one conception of a soul or spirit, and at the same
how loose and vague such ideas are among barbaric races, is well brought into
n the answers to a religious inquest held in 1528 among the natives of
gua..“When they die, there comes out of their mouth something that resem-
a:person, and is called julio [Aztec yuli = to live]. This being goes to the place
the man and woman are. It is like a person, but does not die, and the body
ins here.” Question. “Do those who go up on high keep the same body, the
me: face, and the same limbs, as here below?” Answer. “Noj there is only the
Question. “But since they tear out their hearts [i.e. when a captive was
ficed], what happens then?” Answer. “It is not precisely the heart, but that in
which makes them live, and that quits the body when they die.” Or, as stated in
ther interrogatory, “It is not their heart that goes up above, but what makes them
ve, that is to say, the breath that issues from their mouth and is called julio.”

1e conception of the soul as breath may be followed up through Semitic and
n-etymology, and thus into the main streams of the philosophy of the world.
chrew shows nephesh, “breath,” passing into all the meanings of “life, soul, mind,
mal,” while ruach and neshamab make the like transition from “breath” to
it”; and to these the Arabic nefs and rub correspond. The:same is the history
sanskrit diman and prana, of Greek psyché and prewma, of Latin animus, anima,
idtus. So Slavonic duch has developed the meaning of “breath” into that of soul or
rit; and the dialects of the Gypsies have this word dizk with the meanings of
eath, spirit, ghost,” whether these pariahs brought the word from India as part of
sir inheritance of Aryan speech, or whether they adopted it in their migration
oss Slavonic lands. German geist and English ghost, too, may possibly have the
e original sense of breath. And if any should think such expressions due to mere
ietaphor, they may judge the strength of the implied connexion between breath and
spirit by cases of most unequivocal significance. Among the Seminoles of Florida,
then a woman died in childbirth, the infant was held over her face to receive her
arting spirit, and thus acquire strength and knowledge for its future use. These
ndians could have well understood why at the death-bed of an ancient Roman, the
riearest kinsman leant over to inhale the last breath of the departing (et excipies hanc
Animam ore pio). Their state of mind is kept up to this day among Tyrolese peasants,
who can still fancy a good man’s soul to issue from his mouth at death like a little
white cloud.

#:1t will be shown that men, in their composite and confused notions of the soul,
have brought into connexion a list of manifestations of life and: thought even more
multifarious than this. But also, seeking to avoid such perplexity of combination,
they have sometimes endeavored to define and classify more closely, especially by
the theory that man has a combination of several kinds of spirit, soul, or image, to
which different functions belong. Already in the barbaric world such classification
has been invented or adopted. Thus the Fijians distinguished between a man’s “dark
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spir%t” or shadow, which goes to Hades, and his “light Spili‘it” or reflexion in water or
a mirror, which stays near where he dies. The Malagasy éay that the saina or mind
vanishes at death, the aina or life becomes mere air, but the matoatoa or ghost hovers
round th.e tomb. In North America, the duality of the soul is a strongly markéd
Algonquin belief; one soul goes out and sees dreams while the other remains behind;
at degth one of the two abides with the body, and for this the survivors leavé
offerings of food, while the other departs to the land of the dead, A division into
three. spuls is also known, and the Dakotas say that man has four souls, one
remaining with the corpse, one staying in the village, one going in the air, anéi one
to the land of spirits. The Karens distinguish between ' the “la” or “ke’lah ? th
personal life-phantom, and the “thah,” the responsible moral soul. More o,r le .
.under Hindu influence, the Khonds have a fourfold division as follow.s- the first sosi
is that capable of beatification or restoration to Boora thé‘éood Deity-.the secondlils
attachec} to a Khond tribe on earth and is reborn generati&n after genel,'ation so that
at.tl}e blr'th of each child the priest asks who has returned;z the third goes out>to ho?d
spiritual intercourse, leaving the body in a languid state, and it is this soul which can
pass for a time into a tiger, and transmigrates for punishniént after death; the fourth
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Havmg thus surveyed at large the theory of spirits or sou'}ls of objects, it remains to
point out Wh.at, to general students, may seem the most important ’consideration
b_elp}lglng to it, namely, its close relation to one of the most influential doctrines of
civilized ph110§ophy, The savage thinker, though occupying himself so much with the
phenomena of life, sleep, disease, and death, seems to have taken for granted, as
matter of course, the ordinary operations of his own mind. It hardly occu;red t(,) hi §
to think about the machinery of thinking. Metaphysics is a ?study which first assumle];
clegr shape at a comparatively high level of intellectual culture. The meta hysical
philosophy of thought taught in our modern European lecture-rooms is hisfor)ilmll
traced back to the speculative psychology of classic Greece.% Now one doctrine Wl;icl}ll
the.re comes into view is especially associated with the name of Democritus. the
philosopher of Abdera, in the fifth century Bc. When Democritus pro oundec,{ th
great problem of metaphysics, “How do we perceive external things?”p— thus mal:
ing, as Lewes says, an era in the history of philosophy - he f)ut forth, in answer to the
question, a theory of thought. He explained the fact of periception i)y declaring that
thn'lgs.I are always throwing off images (el8wha) of thémselves, which irrilgagei
;:{Cr:ixvzzflg to themselves the surrounding air, enter a recipient soul, and are thu;
Now, sgpposing Democritus to have been really the (‘)riginator of this famed
theory of ideas, how far is he to be considered its inventor? Writers on the histor
gf philosophy are accustomed to treat the doctrine as actuallly made by the philoso 11)’
ical school which taught it. Yet the evidence here brought forward shovL\)/s it topbl—
really‘ the savage doctrine of object-souls, turned to a new. purpose as a method ff:
explaining the phenomena of thought. Nor is the corresﬂondenee a mere coincoi—
dence, for at this point of junction between classic religion and classic philosoph
the traces of historical continuity may be still discerned. To §ay that Dem(I))critus 5/ :
an ancient Greek is to say that from his childhood he had looked on at the funcrzi
seremonies of his country, beholding the funeral sacrifices of garments and jewels
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id:money and food and drink, rites which his mother and his nurse could tell him
ere-performed in order that the phantasmal images of these objects might pass into

ossession of forms shadowy like themselves, the souls of dead men. Thus
mocritus, seeking a solution of his great problem of the nature of thought,
nd it by simply decanting into his metaphysics a surviving doctrine of primitive
age animism. This thought of the phantoms or souls of things, if simply modified
form a philosophical theory of perception, would then and there become his
seteirie of Ideas. Nor does even this fully represent the closeness of union which
onnects the savage doctrine of flitting object-souls with the Epicurean philosophy.
cretius actually makes the theory of film-like images of things (simulacra, mem-
nz) account both for the apparitions which come to men in dreams, and the
ages which impress their minds in thinking. So unbroken is the continuity of
ilosophic speculation from savage to cultured thought. Such ‘are the debts which
ivilized philosophy owes to primitive animism.

The doctrine of ideas, thus developed in the classic world, has, indeed, by no
heans held its course thenceforth unchanged through metaphysics, but has under-
ne transition somewhat like that of the doctrine of the soul itself. Ideas, fined
swi to the abstract forms or species of material objects, and applied to other than
isible qualities, have at last come merely to denote subjects of thought. Yet to this
ay.the old theory has not utterly died out, and the retention of the significant term
idea” (18a, visible form) is accompanied by a similar retention of original mean-
ng. It is still one of the tasks of the metaphysician to display and refute the old
notion of ideas as being real images, and to replace it by more abstract conceptions.

t.is a striking instance that Dugald Stewart can cite from thé works of Sir Isaac
‘Newton the following distinct recognition of “sensible species:” “Is not the sensor-
um‘of animals, the place where the sentient substance is present; and to which the
ensible species of things are brought, through the nerves and brain, that there they
may be perceived by the mind present in that place?” Again, Dr. Reid states the
original theory of ideas, while declaring that he conceives it

to have no solid foundation, though it has been adopted very generally by philosoph-

rs.... This notion of our perceiving external objects, not immediately, but in certain
_images or species of them conveyed by the senses, seems to be the most ancient
. philosophical hypothesis we have on the subject of perception, and to have, with
7'smalI variations, retained its authority to this day.

- Granted that Dr. Reid exaggerated the extent to which metaphysicians have kept up
he notion of ideas as real images of things, few will deny that it does linger much in
odern minds, and that people who talk of ideas do often, in some hazy metaphor-
- ical way, think of sensible images. One of the shrewdest things ever said about either
- ideas or ghosts was Bishop Berkeley’s retort upon Halley, who bantered him about
his idealism. The bishop claimed the mathematician as an idealist also, his ultimate
: 1:;tios being ghosts of departed quantities, appearing when the terms that produced
them vanished. :
" It remains to sum up in few words the doctrine of souls, in the various phases it
has assumed from first to last among mankind. In the attempt to trace its main
course through the successive grades of man’s intellectual history, the evidence seems
to accotd best with a theory of its development, somewhat to the following effect. At
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the lowest levels of culture of which we have clear knowledge, the notion of a ghost-
soul animating man while in the body, and appearing in dream and vision out of the
body, is found deeply ingrained. There is no reason to think that this belief was
leacnt by savage tribes from contact with higher races, nor that it is a relic of higher
culture from which the savage tribes have degenerated; for] what is here treated as
the primitive animistic doctrine is thoroughly at home among savages, who appear
to hold it on the very evidence of their senses, interpreted on the biological principle
which seems to them most reasonable. We may now and then hear the savage
doctrines and practices concerning souls claimed as relics of a high religious culture
pervading the primeval race of man. They are said to be traces of remote ancestral
religion, kept up in scanty and perverted memory by tribes degraded from a nobler
state. It is easy to see that such an explanation of some tew facts, sundered from
heir connexion with the general array, may seem plausible to certain minds. But
1 large view of the subject can hardly leave such argument in possession. The
wimism of savages stands for and by itself; it explains its own origin. The animism
>f civilized men, while more appropriate to advanced knowledge, is in great
neasure only explicable as a developed product of the older and ruder system. It
s the doctrines and rites of the lower races which are, according to their philosophy,
cesults of point-blank natural evidence and acts of straightforward practical
urpose. It is the doctrines and rites of the higher races which show survival of
he old in the midst of the new, modification of the old to l?ring it into conformity

vith the new, abandonment of the old because it is no longer compatible with the
rew.

Let us see at a glance in what general relation the doctriné of souls among savage
ribes stands to the doctrine of souls among barbaric and cultured nations, Among
aces within the limits of savagery, the general doctrine of souls is found worked out
vith remarkable breadth and consistency. The souls of arimals are recognized by a
iatural extension from the theory of human souls; the souls of trees and plants
ollow in some vague partial way; and the souls of inanimate objects expand the
eneral category to its extremest boundary. Thenceforth, as we explore human
hought onward from savage into barbarian and civilized life, we find a state of
heory more conformed to positive science, but in itself less complete and consistent.
‘ar on into civilization, men still act as though in some half-meant way they believed
15souls or ghosts of objects, while nevertheless their knowledge of physical science is
eyond so crude a philosophy. As to the doctrine of souls of plants, fragmentary
vidence of the history of its breaking down in Asia has reached us.

In our own day and country, the notion of souls of beasts is to be seen dying out.
simism, indeed, seems to be drawing in its outposts, and cancentrating itself on its
tst and main position, the doctrine of the human soul. This doctrine has undergone
gtreme modification in the course of culture. It has outlived/the almost total loss of
ne great argument attached to it — the objective reality of apparitional souls or
hosts seen in dreams and visions. The soul has given up its étl}ereal substance, and
ecome an immaterial entity, “the shadow of a shade.” Its theory is becoming
:parated from the investigations of biology and mental science, which now discuss
1e phenomena of life and thought, the senses and the intellect, the emotions and the
ill, on a groundwork of pure experience. There has arisen an intellectual product
hose very existence is of the deepest significance, a “psychology” which has no
mger anything to do with “soul.” The soul’s place in modern thought is in the

RELIGION IN PRIMITIVE CULTURE 31

metaphysics of religion, and its esp;cilal cf)ffice tﬁre is that of furnishing an intellec-
i celigious doctrine of the future lite. o o
tuzéluscllcl{z;;) tﬁleeallft:illitions which have differenced the fundamental 'fl-ll.lllllst.lg beheif'T
its course through successive periods of the world’s gulmre. Y;t it is evi Tl']t t;at (;
notwithstanding all this profound change, the conception of the human sou 181)'a1 °
its most essential nature, continuous from the phll.osiowphy of. the sgvag{;ef .tnn t<le
to that of the modern professor of theology. .Its defuytmn has; rf?{l]allli(. E{(')n'ld 101
first that of an animating, separable, surviving entity, Fhe vehi¢le of indivi uaf
personal existence. The theory of the soul is one prmcxpal part (if a sygtellltlcl)e
religious philosophy which unites, i1.1 an unbrok.en' line of mcin'ta.l me?'t?]n,h.we
savage fetish-worshipper and the c1v111zed Cln:xstnan. The jl\l/lslo'I;S thx e (for
separated the great religions of the world into intolerant an : 11'0‘St1 e sclc.s e of
the most part superficial in comparison with the deepest of all religious schisms, the

1

which divides Animism from Materialism. ;
" ‘I;]astly, a few words of explanation may be offered as t]? ‘the topltcsn:réglctlg
this survey has included and excluded. To those who h‘avel eendacclzqs cl) ed 1o
find theological subjects dealt with on a dogl.natlc,. emotional, an et ncgl, .cdin ‘
than an ethnographic scheme, the present investigation may sccm lmls Za . g;
because one-sided. This one-sided treatment, however,A has been ad _oplte w1]
full consideration. Thus, though the doctrines here examined bear nqtl 01? ?’l(;ll t ;T
development but the actual truth of religious systems,ll have..flelt nlexi her ra )reieﬁce
willing to enter into this great argument fully and samsfchtou ¥, whi eTxlale ¢
has shown that to dispose of such questions by an occasmnal. dlictatoga phrase 1d
one of the most serious of errors. The scientific value of desq1pt10ns of savage fffn
barbarous religions, drawn up by travellers and especially ‘ by ?nssflollllfl(;llets,
is often lowered by their controversial tone, and by the affec.tatmn of infa 1_11 ity
with which their relation to the absolutely true is s.ett_led. Thereis somethn}g' p;u ‘](’ttle
in the simplicity with which a narrow studept will ]pdge the d~olct1c11nes of a 0106111;;;
religion by their antagonism or conformity to his own ortho OXC{’.Oll'l,lp '
where utter difference of opinion exists among the most learned and enlightenec
sc%%itﬁtematization of the lower religio.ns, th.e reduction .of their multlfarlouf
details to the few and simple ideas of primitive philosophy which forn.l th(? COll]lTl(l)l.
groundwork of them all, appeared to me an urgently needed contrlbut-xon ?(; t](:
science of religion. This work I have carried out to the utmost of m.y p.OVV)C'l, anc lCZ\l
now only leave the result in the hands of other students, whose province it is to dea
with such evidence in wider schemes of argument. e beer
Again, the intellectual rather than the emotional §1(.{e of re.hgl.o‘n. 1&13‘4'1613 ei(?l-
kept in view. Even in the life of the rudest savage, Fellgxous bel}ef 1.5 asso\uate vs{ (t
intense emotion, with awful reverence, with agonizing terror, 'VVItl'l rapt ecstasy vlv 11u
sense and thought utterly transcend the common level (?f daily life. How much lt) it
more in faiths where not only does the believer experience such enthus%ésm, u
where his utmost feelings of love and hope, of justice and mercy, of fOl?FllL.lde an
tenderness and self-sacrificing devotion, of uputterable misery anc! dazzlnl'ng llafmﬂ
ness, twine and clasp round the fabric of reh'glon‘ Lénguage', dropping at L1i1le§ L?l]l
such words as soul and spirit their mere phllosoghxc meaning, can use them in o
conformity with this tendency of the religious mind, as phrases to convey a mystr
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sense of transcendent emotion. Yet of all this religion, the religion of vision and of
passion, little indeed has been said in these pages, and-even that little rather in
incidental touches than with purpose. Those to whom religion means above all
things religious feeling, may say of my argument that I have written soullessly of
the soul, and unspiritually of spiritual things. ‘

Be it so: I accept the phrase not as needing an apology, but as expressing a plan.
Scientific progress is at times most furthered by working along a distinct intellectual
line, without being tempted to diverge from the main object to what lies beyond, in
however intimate connexion. The anatomist does well to discuss bodily structure
independently of the world of happiness and misery which depends upon it. It would
be thought a mere impertinence for a strategist to preface a dissertation on the
science of war, by an enquiry how far it is lawful for a Christian man to bear
weapons and serve in the wars. My task has been here not to discuss Religion in
all its bearings, but to portray in outline the great doctrine of Animism, as found in
what I conceive to be its earliest stages among the lower races of mankind, and to
show its transmission along the lines of religious thought.|

The almost entire exclusion of ethical questions from this investigation has more
than a mere reason of arrangement. It is due to the very nature of the subject. To
some the statement may seem startling, yet the evidence seems to justify it, that the
relation of morality to religion is one that only belongs in its rudiments, or not at all,
to rudimentary civilization. The comparison of savage and civilized religions bring
into view, by the side of a deep-lying resemblance in theit philosophy, a deep-lying
contrast in their practical action on human life. So far as savage religion can stand as
representing natural religion, the popular idea that the moral government of the
universe is an essential tenet of natural religion simply falls to the ground. Savage
animism is almost devoid of that ethical element which! to the educated modern
mind is the very mainspring of practical religion. Not, as [ have said, that morality is
absent from the life of the lower races. Without a code of morals, the very existence
of the rudest tribe would be impossible; and indeed the moral standards of even
savage races are to no small extent well-defined and praiseworthy. But these ethical
laws stand on their own ground of tradition and public opinion, comparatively
independent of the animistic belief and rites which exist beside them. The lower
animism is not immoral, it is unmoral. For this plain reason, it has seemed desirable
to keep the discussion of animism, as far as might be, separate from that of ethics.
The general problem of the relation of morality to religion is difficult, intricate, and
requiring an immense array of evidence, and may be perhaps more profitably
discussed in connexion with the ethnography of morals. .’,

The essential connexion of theology and morality is a fixed idea in many minds.
But it is one of the lessons of history that subjects may maintain themselves inde-
pendently for ages, till the event of coalescence takes place. In the course of history,
religion has in various ways attached to itself matters small and great outside its
central scheme, such as prohibition of special meats, observance of special days,
regulation of marriage as to kinship, division of society linto castes, ordinance of
social law and civil government. Looking at religion from a political point of view,
as a practical influence on human society, it is clear that among its greatest powers
have been its divine sanction of ethical laws, its theological enforcement of morality,
its teaching of moral government of the universe, its supplanting the “continuance-
doctrine” of a future life by the “retribution-doctrine” supplying moral motive in the
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present. But such alliance belongs almost or wholly to religions above the savage

level, not to the earlier and lower creeds. It wi
fruit of religion belongs t

11 aid us to see how much more the
o ethical influence than to philosophical dogma, if

we consider how the introduction of the moral element separates the religions of

the world, united as they are throughout by one animistic
classes, those lower systems whose best. resplt is to supply
philosophy, and those higher faiths which implant on this
and of holiness, the inspiration of duty and of love.

principle, into two great
a crude childlike natural
the law of righteousness




