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-

~.of myth as._ an upcrﬂtional-dcfinition-df th? ordering

1nto WpCLlflL Ldtexorlos which dCllmlt 5pheres of

_ Abstract
n, . ’ ¢ *

The' purppse o.f this thesis is to cxplore the’ concept

-

principles of culture. Trad1t1onal uscs of the term

.

myth are reviewed as well as those of contcmporary def-
‘6

initions whi'ch indicaté a broader appreciation in modern .

scholastic ciréles of myth.as' a dynamic element of culture.

.
*

In order to "operationalize" myth, ‘consideration 1s” < -

“given °to a spectrum of its component parts as wcll -as

. .
.

to the basic ps)chologl -al and intellecfual concerns of

man cxprqssod in mythopocic forms. The hf;toritui;
immcediate and futurc-oriented themos of_&he{mythfc
v}sion arc considered as ohaﬁnels of action tﬁ;oqgh which ¢
the will is expressed. LT

Myth is the most highly symbo{ic expression of

human ontological'conccrnsi As such iY 1s the embodi-

ment of a1l extant human knowledge and of - potcntxal

perceived by a given society. Myth develops as the

-

ontological extensidn of individual Being as it strives

“to realize hoth,tﬁe nced for expression of the unity .

of thé cosmos as wcLl as of thé dlverblflLdtlon of man.

From this procesq Lrows all human knowledge. When

this knowledge boLomes rystallg.ed and systematlzed

iv



. . e

|

as ecxp ;ssed through such social institutions as

.

churchos.and politica] parties. Social action thhln

“Suck SpCQlffL cultural institutions strives to aghtcye

the ”&ood soc1ety" as deflned in that aspect of myth

hehavisur it constitutes human ideologies and dogmas .

which h)potweslzeb new xntellectual and social modalxtles,

and it is this aspect of myth Wthh gives vent to the

human ;111 as it drives the forces of social change.
In¥1v1dual struggling within the social framework
_constitutes.dhe process of sclf aff1rmat1on -- theﬂo
growing tb understand whaf it means to be humaﬁ. in
short, %hdjgbét fundamental force‘in cﬁltdré“is the
optimism‘for libqraiibn in the mythic vision of the
""good society" gréatea tn the consciousness of indiv-
- . i

iduals for translatién‘intouconcreteﬁfealﬁty through

" the usec-of socdgl,mcchanisms. - : -
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- "CHAPTER 1 ° n e,

I§T1l()DU(I'l‘ TON

» -

. N ) .
. FvCr ginca mvth has bccn conceived as @& Latcbory of
hum man enterpriz c, it has been cndowrd with more moanxn;s -

. . -~

'fhan any other human Lonstruct.\ It hu% hcgn takcn to

mean storigs about gods , pseudo sCience, prnmntni% super-

,stitiqn, Lulture’hxstory 1nglud1ng the orxglns of tribes

N ~

andqnations, anw 1n LOnTcmporary bontcxt it has ecven been

uscd to feseribe polLt|¢ﬂl ldOOlOLle with an lmpllth

prejorative connotatioh. Ihere'hus also been a prrsistent
conviction in4contemporary scholarship which holds that .

the "primitive'” mind alone is mythopocic, hence diftering
-1 — .
qualitasively ' from the mind of "civilized" man. Myth in
- . ".- ., \. . .
this aontext Jis reduced to a "rudimentary form of thought™

°

replct with connotations of "primeval stupidity",

"However, attitudes toward the form of thought-cxpressed

3

-in myth are changing-in scholdstic circles. There is now a

clear indication that the long held conviction of the .

"ratignnlist" purédigm of North American'éociéty - - ghat

3

logic and applied science are able to ahswer all questions

-GOnfronting man -- 1s being called into doubt. Serious

-Lonxxdc ation is bexng given to a search for a paradlgm



for the categorization of human knowledge ‘which transcends

. v ‘ . .-
°

the strictuzys; not of "science' as a discipline, hut of

"stientific rationalism" as a philosophy of tifp which
Lt . - * . ] .o . ' ‘ .
'bas played a major rote ,in the development af modern

new ofdering ©

western culture. In the scarch for a
principte for socigty, we are jU§t.bccoming awarc-qt the-
fact that scientific- rationalism is -in itself part of a

L)

mythic paradigm. This rcalization comes with the histor-

‘ichl“prpccss of demythologizatidn des¢ribed, by Paul

©

- Preciscly because we are living™ and thinking
. after the separation of myth-and histery the
demythization [sic)] of our history can become

o . the other sidé of an understanding of myth .as
myth, antd the conquest for the first €time in
= . the history of culture, of the wmythlical dimen-

ston. That is wRy we hever speak ‘here of the-
demvithization but. strictly -of demythologization,
it 'being well understood that what is lost is .
the false logos of the myth, such as we find
cxpressed, for example, .in the ctiological -
tunction of myths. . But when we lose .the myth™ .
* as immediate lopos, we rediscgover i4 as myth,
Only at the.price and by the roundabout way of
Lhilosophical exeyesis and understanding, can’
’* the myth!create a new peripeteia of thcelogos
{Ricocur 1967: 162v9. - ' ) B

The {mplications of.conromporafy man .having intel[ettdall}‘
distinguishoﬁ‘hetwceﬁ myth aﬁd histary as'categoricg of
ﬁuman khowlcdge are piofouﬁd. Trudktionaily man Has only-
distinguishéd betwdén‘ﬁis own ”truth”‘ahd the methé" of
others.  This was cvident in the'Europcan Rehdiséénce when

s



« _ ;. ST
philtosophers- gazed upon the mythic visionﬁ of golden cras
fong past as models for creating a pew European sétiety. .
dhe Renatssance atgltudc has pcrsnstcd nnto }hls century

v " . ° -
wi(h visionartes looking to the l(shrxcgtnon of ant1~ ; ~

- - .

quardian myths.u.n unlvcrsal panucca which will Lurc all

médern ills and leadro the ultimate .‘:nlvation of 'mankind

this manner was: expo?ndod hy Phlep Rth as hu cchoed tho

uords of Lrnst Cassirer: B

.
N

.ol Thgagomantig 1h110>0phcrs and pocts in
Germany were the flr\t to cmbrace myth W1th
Japture identifying it with veality in the
same way as the identiticed poctry wlthﬁtruth;

f.rom thon‘on “"they saw all things in a_new .
) shape. They could nQgt return to the gommon
, world - the world of profunum vu gus”.- The

cultism of myth is_patently a 'levul of
romantic longings dnd_dttltudc: (Rahv 1949: 6)"

Implicit in this vicw is the concept of the past as normal

and” the present as Qhﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂl’ an intellectual attitude which

inheres whether ont lbgks to the.past for a mytrhic vision

of hope or-the rcstifution‘of a fading tradition in his-
. .

-torical contekt. ‘Yet ‘in >p1te of‘the af&xnxty betwcen d.

mythig vision of the past and tradxtxon much of “the 1nfat-

LS

UﬁtiOQ with myth hn;g;}F”NCd ?rom its apparent opposlthon

to histofy. The pc‘ cived antlnomy botwcen myth and history

arises from the awareness of the timeless qualxty of myth
g . .
1nhcrent bCLJU\C it merges the past and’ present wxfh ‘visions

e

_M™ihyv 1949.-4). The Tesult: of 1nfntuation'wi;h ﬁytﬁ‘in .

~

o



’ . - . : . .

eof ‘future goals, Thc'giqpnratv temporal concerns cexhibitpd

. ——

- . . 3 . . L ‘. y - i A
In mythology and in history as isolated conceptual c¢on-
’ . .
structs  arises in part from the god-centered or "immortal®
aspect of mythid entitics and the/man-centemgd or "mortal™

aspect Lnuhistory. Viewed from this perspecctive,

. ' The mythic. is the po'ur.éppoqifo‘of whilt we '

* mcan by the historixval, which stands. for process,

incxorable change, incegsant permdtation and

inngvation. Nyth is reassuring in its stability,

- whereas history is that powerhouse of change
whigh destrovs custom and tradition-ia préducing
the future -- the future that at the present,

with the fading away of the optimism of progress,

we #av have learned to associate with -the dangeT
and\penace of the unknown. “In our time the
movement of history has beensso rapid that the
nmind lofgs for nothing o much as something per-
manent tossteady ity Hence what' the craze for

.

myth represents most of all is the fear of .history

- -(Rahv 1949: -7}, ) -

. .

But thg i1mportance of history in respect to myth cannqt

b ' * ¢ * "'. . o L
bre dismissed so lightly because the scarch for stability

in the revival of old mytWic modalities. while trying to
. - - . .
discount one!s awn history amounts to nothing morev than

n‘”nula ot mytho]ogYT.u'Iﬁ es§6nce'thoré is never a wvalid
choiyc'hothvcn'ufmorjhund nnd'irrcty;oVubJe ﬁast and a
dvnamic, irresistible fqturc (Mumford 1970: 159). - Im-this
vciﬁ, Lcwi; ﬂumfo}d arguced that'any_phirosophy of "human
h}Storyhmh§g_tnkc info nccéunt tﬁat the §cléctivé pro;e#s
in nature has reached its {most extreme ekprcssion in’mah.

Henceamy mechanical or indtitutional form of organikzing

» -

~

ra

.

V
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Y : o V .\ o ."' .'
human,activity which'“trles to limit the possibilitibs pf -
: . - : v .
continuéd trial, selection, omvrgONLc gnd tlﬂn~&cndcnte v

R ; Ny ‘.

within the context of u'L\o\cd and: compjetody upnfccd LA
System can serve nnl) fo ar(ost Humun cfltural v\olutlons f

e
And hnwtnrv Lan rcuch no lcxson« in a aongt) whlch strives

to ollmlnntc or dcny hlstory f}umﬂlts hts1L prcml%es

.

(Nunfdrd 1970: r59) i Hlstoryn zhen. as a atcgory of

human know}cdgc concerned witﬁ OVCnts pa;t cannqt be *

ignored 10: it vtnnds us_un.nﬂvucupuh4o standard aghinst .
- L4 . - . . K .

which the propribty of (uturv'choiLQ§ must bé assessed .
e * - T
Lf srepetition in erroi®is to he miaimi-cd: In this maunner

myth remains an intepral part of livfhg history or «ulture
\ : . - .
process,
A C ‘ : N
-While human thought may turn to the pusbu himan L.

. .. . . . » :
action 1s ecaught nrrovocublv in tho..forward” flow of
. ° 3

lincar time; khich is to Mdy,vhhllC thc pdst may Ke, ¢xam-

ined for lessomns modcls in the search tor's(rafcgics

. '3 /~" ° . . ‘~J
for Tuture action, the motivating fnctor behind the 1nte4icct—
ual activity is the expression of thc‘humdn "wxll” through

.

time., In this tlow,-the 1nndtc LFCdthltx dnd self ~criticism -

~ 1
of man drives him to. attain’ for hlmself what he congexves to
be a better sociocultural S)stcm w1th1n whlgh he ean &xper- .

: / g T
ichce humanne&s. Mis mythic Visions_pnovide alternative

*sociocultural strategices, for human existence. . The most-



obvious examples of this aspect of myth arec cmbodied in
. - - ) - - - - -
"Utopian'"literature and the doctrines of revitalization

movements. Myth in this role takes on a. liberating

-

function. ~Yet iman cannot leap from the conceptual Hbdund-

»

aries of his extant world into a state of absolute
"freedom" -- 4 state in which néthing is categéri%cd.
Man's most outstanding ahd undenlable éhuractcristic 1s
'hjé ability to symbolize, and’%}% language i%s the most:
fundamental %ymbolit system‘iﬁrbugh tﬁe Qéé of which he

categories his pérceived world. Through his language
< - .
man creates his'wgilg/ a process expl?incd by Paulo .

Freire: - * .

. The word is more than just an instrumemt
which makes dialogue possible; accordingly, we
must secek its const®utive clements., Wirthin
the word we #nd twordimensions, retlection and
“action, in such radica interaction that if one
is sacrificed -- even ™ hart --'the other
immediately suffersmx"xﬁuﬁé 1s no true word that
Is.not at the same- ¥lme” a praxis. Thus to speak
a true word is to transform the world. [To]
exist humanly, is to name the world, .to change
~1t. Once named, the wowldggn its turn recappears
to the namers as a probhkem and requires of them
a new namfng. Men are,not built 'in silence, but
in word,2’in work, in action-reflection (Freire
1970: 17-18).

British ndyeligt Willﬁﬁm Golding expressed the same view

in the words of Pincher Martin, a flosnderer in a sea of
1

«

chaos: . ) ’ '

I am busy surviving./ T am netting down this rock

with names and taming it. Somc people would be

ro—

incapable of understanding the importance of that.



) N,

- What is given a name is given a seal, a chain.

If this rock tries to adapt me to its ways I

will refuse and adapt it to mine. I will impose

my routine on it, my geography. [.will tie it _
o : down with mames. If it triecs to annihilate. pee: o -
()‘ —_ crmsWitgmpptopting-paper, thén T will' speak in here

¢ ’ where my words: resoind and- significant ‘sounds
assurc me of my own identity (Golding 1965: °

86-8“. ’

' By virtue of the fact that humanness is defined, in part.
. . < o .
at lecast by man's ¢ssential’symbodization, it is not even

conceivable to scek "freedom'" incterms of a leap into an

abyss totally devoid of form constituted by ifitelleetual
. ' e . L \,’

categorics. An attempt to’ find "freedom'" in such a fashxonf:

¥

would be an attempt to achicve the ultimate expression of v

nihilism. Therefore, man and the society of which he is
invariably a part can seek liberation only in the form of

- ) - ¢ - “ - o - -
new categories which provide novel perspectives or d{sposi- .

tions which in concert create the ordering principles which

govern all his social dnd cultural activities. History

.
contains the record of past orders. Every day life is -
thf expericnce of existing orders. Dreams of the "ideal

societ&” contain the incipient ideas for creating future
order. Myth is the composite order, replete witﬁ all the
cont}adiction of humdn-éxistcncb.

Myth eg}isioned in this way represents both the static
and the dynamfc in human culture. It is both traditional and

conservative 1in aspect as well as visionary and evocative.

It contains a cumulative record of past achievements as well



. : . '
as an imperative to call up from the depths of the
”unkpowing knowiﬁgnoss” a potential for the future. This
aspcct of myth is analogous fé Ludwig Wittgenste?n's
concept of Jﬁgpth‘grdmmar” which contuin; the Lasic
propositions of meaning which rchdcr languuge.comﬁrchcn-
sible. In its frugmcnfcd form myth is roducéd'po spdcif}c
categories of,hchqviour in a vdriety of ideologies and

- )

dogmas -- political, religious, artistic and phiibsophical.
From the ordcring princip1c§bof myth the institutions of

Ly i . M .

the society gvolvq to m%intain or achicve the méaﬂing af

the mfth. Tﬁis aspect of ﬁyth 1s similar QO-Wfttgénstefn's
”suy(agc gramma}” which déals!specificqliy with rultes of
perception and hehaviéuf (Wittgenstein 1953: 7-8). The
institu&ionalized;'hehuyioral modaliticSAthehsclvcs have ’\
been subjected to extensive;s{udy within the soeiql'scicncés
and the humanities. Religion,:peli%ics, art,'philosophf;
science, and so on, cach constigutes a legitimate Qrea

for empirical study to investigate human behaviour. Even.

“the i'niorrelationshibs between the categories have Vn

analysed, as illustrated in the following diagram:



Philosophy

Mythology-itself has also been studied but its scope
. 3

has been severely limited to only one or two of its

integral aspects as illustrated on the next page:



Stories of Storiecs about
"Culture Horoes “"gods" :

‘Explanations for the Explanations for
. Dream World - ‘Natural

Phepomena

p

?

Culture History

&
What has not been subjected to adequate s'tudy is the well-

Spring of the mythic ordcring&?rinciplcs themselves, and
. - 4
subsequently the most radical substratum of the myth-forming

process which expresses itself in culture process in reference
. ) LI

to the sub-systems of a culture. A diagramatic illustration

of the model proposed in this thesis appears as follows:

-
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The purposec of this thesxs 15 to explore the role
af myth in cultul!'&rocess as outllned in the preceding
diagram and thhln the context of phxlosophmcal anthro-

pology. It will attempt to answer the questlon "What

- o

is ﬁAD?“ not from the tradltaonal Kantlan polnt ofimlew
but réthc 1r m the precise pcrspectlve of K;erkegaard
who apkcd "Wh t does 1t 9335 to be man?" erkegaard'

— question can only be answcrcd w1th1n the context of the
process of §ymbollzarlon which in itself prOV1des-the'
basis of human meanidg' Myth is the most hlghly symbollc

‘system of éll for it is the conceptual superstructure
of society. Broad}y defined, it is°that gg%egory of )
human knowledge which encompasses both the pqrceived'
reality and the perceived potential of ahy given culture.
In an attempt to cmphasize its all-pervading but -
nebulous quality, Eric Dardel wrote:

Our 'truth' of the moment is often onlty a myth,
that doeg not know it is one . ... . We make'
myths every day without knowing it. The myth
making function is a universal and fundamental
phenomena {sic] of whose emotional motivation
~20§.m1nd is ldargely unconscious (Sebeok 197%
Dérdél s notiondof myth expressed here«?iverges sharply
from fhe traditional defihjtions disted in this chapter.’
In order to investigate myth in the‘expansive terms

suggested by Dardel and the final diagram of this chapter,

Chaptere Two will begin with a review of the works -of

° -



- ~ B
e S
Emilc Durkheim, focussing attention, oh'his treatment.of*

?

relx;xon as an ordering system- for social actxvities..

.
? =N

Hxs work is of partxcular xmpbrtance to a study of’ myth

inasmuch as it trcats the rclatlonShlp whlch obta1n§”

A

betweecn emplrxcal sensc. data on one hand and the categor~

ical structurc of knowlcdge on the othcr. Whereas

-

Dquh01m S . theory ereated relaglon as the supercategoryA -
UHdor whlch all othcr ﬁoglogultural functxons were sub-
‘sumed thlS thesxs shall posxt myth as the supcrcategory RN

and rcIiglon as a hlghly symbollzcd sub system withln the .

LY

. mythxe panadlgm..'ffkl ,;3 B T I ]

0y . (3

Thapter Threc shal1 treat the problem of dcfxnlng\orl

describing myth in such a. way as to 1ncorporate all. thc
essentlal qualities domanded by . Dardel's expan51ve coneept:

of myth. and w1th respcgt to Durkh01m s exp11c1t concern -
LI’.

' for the unteIlectual superstructure Qf society. Chapter

Four‘will'cxamine the role of myth thué defined-ln tfrms

of culture process and in Chapter Five the def1n1t10n
and role. of myth w111 be unpackcd 1n such. a way’ as to

operationalize the concept for use sin’ field ‘research. :

.. >



CHAPTLR I1

MYTH AS A E€ONCEPT IN, THI TRADITION OF" FHF
; ANTHROPOLOGY OF RELIGION

THis.chapter will ciplore thq‘manne? in which,myth,
philosophy and religioa have hcon'treﬁtod within the
field of- anthropOIOgy under the rubric of the anthro-
'pology of rcllglon The, dctermlnatlon of the role of
rclxglon in the culture of man was a problem endemic to
“the work of }hc carliest professional soc{al anthropoli
ogists. This concern s&emmed mainly from the influence
.ofSthe, Carteslﬂn tradltlon in which these men were v
tralned‘ Implicit in Dcscarfes' fdndaméntal.premisq, :
"I think, }hereforéyl am", i% the.conqcpt'oﬁxbuman |
" thoughit as the primary condition gf h;man being. Rel-
igion as one of tﬁe mo;t highly symbolic systems of
human thought thus constituted a ma)or focus for studles
.concetfned .with the nature of man,. T .
Rcllglon wae the prlmary goncern of the wrxtxngs
" of Sir Edward T)lor, who becamc the first professor of
Antbropolbgy at Oxford Unrvcr%1ty The question "Where

did man get r011g10n7" f1rst became meanlngfhl durlng the

Age of prloratroh when European -schblars first became

14
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aware of a broad range q!‘rel\\gious divers';ity, in-a
A
LY ¢ . ) . - ‘
rapidly expanding world. Pgior to this age, uropean .

'man.had no recason for\nbndcripg tHe o?igdn of religion:

‘the answer had heen sclf ‘evident -- religio

came from

the Christian god who had bequeathed it to Adam in the

‘Gardeq_of Eden. But the accurate descriptigns of. racial

variation mixed with the fantastic tales o alt-human’

monsters carried home to Europe by the. car W
raised the question as’to whqxhbu:o n th'm
"semi-human" creatures could algo he tr
Christian god, and hence whether or not they would have
"sduls". The answer to the lﬂttcr question was often

ncgative and this opened the way for ‘the horrendous

inhumanities ]nflicted upon other racial groups by -

European man in ensuing Lcnturles. ,
. .
Gcologists further cxdccrbated thc growing rcllgxous

chigma by arguinyg that their studies indicated an anti-

quity for both the earth and its human inhabitants which
grecatly exceeded the temporal constrlction of the Blbllcal-
Account of man s origin. At the same time, paleontolo-
'gists were unearfh{ng evidence whiﬁh indfcated }hat.bne
form of life flowed f;om or merged w1th other 11fe ‘forms

rather than hav1ng distinct morphologlcal parameters as

suggested in the’ B1b11cal account of creation. . The final
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blow to traditional Chrlstian perspectives came with the

publuatlon of Charles: Darwin's On The Orlgm of jﬂ‘

in 1859. The European intellect was finally forced to .

grapple with the idea that man wag not a ipecial and

immutable .creation of God and that man's.tcmporal‘exigtedce

extended back through hundreds of mxllennxa of slow devcl-

opment from a "lower form" of life. By this point'-

history, the qucstlon of an orxgln for relxglon apart

from the (hrxstxan god had benome a major 1ntellegtual

issue, and it was to thxs qucstxon that the wrxtlngl of

T'x'iuor and other ear by socCial anthropologlsts were addressed
BCLdUbe he was 1ook1ng for the orxgln of reLxglous

phenomena, Tvlor had to mcet one eﬂaentxal Criterion:

he had to LhOOSC as a basal poxnt for the zngeptxon of'

rcllg1ous scntxments and hchav10ur in q’p an event-or

construct in the 1ntqllectual‘evolqtlon of man which

would he\ddvdjd'of‘;ny prior religiodus significance.

After careful dciiberation, Tylor reduced his choice toh

twoapossible’pointé df.orfgin; first, to man's concern

VQith ihagds of his own.dream world, andvsecond, to man's

rcfdéction.ubdn his niche in {He:natural'environmeﬁt.

Tylor fiﬁally decidéd upon the former as the most basic

point of orxgxn for rellgxous phenomcna, treating the

latter as a later development in human conecxousness



-
(Tylar 1958: 11). Tylor's entifc thesis was hased on

the assumption that man's éénscidus'consideration of .
fhis dream worid would logeeTTY lead him to a belicf in a
rcalm of.supvr-humgn spirit ontities. .Tylor called this
belief animidm. The empirical chdencc'whicB-undcrlay'
Tylor!q thcory came from hts work 1n Mcxnco and Cuba

whcrc he was stud)ln& thc geographicil dxstrlbutlon of
mythlg motifs. He was at once strULk by tho slmxlarlty

of mythic LOHfl&uldtlon\ tn all thc regions he studied,

and ultlmatcly kOHLludCd that the mpgt central und’unvary¥
nng;tcaturg of all rc}xgious phcnomcn;-was a beliéf in
snirit hcings (9-11). | ; |

rvlor postuldtcd that the evolution from the - dream

1tscl( to a belief in spirit hcxngsvlnvolved three basic
steps.  The firSt step invblvéd\thc formation of a dual-’
scelf voncept -- that is, thc.forﬁatiOn of a conéeption'
of the human-being as ;ohposqd of-boih a physical body
“and :~non-physicél Qoul "Tylor argued that this 1dea

wou ld dcvclop from an awarg¢ness of dream activity involv-
ing both the 11v1nq dreamer nnd his agquaxntances and
relatxvcs some of whom the waklng drcamor would know to
be dead. In addition to this, all dream entitics are

capahle of performing-feMporal'and spatial feﬁts impossible

’
.

for the waking individual, and observation which would
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introduce the idea of the ",supernn.tur.'ll" {nto human
cghsciousﬁcss. And”finalty,.frOm an awdrenéss of his )
_own jnvulycmént in the JctiQity of the drecam while ché .
bhysLugl hody had remained prope, the dreamey wéLid have
to assume the ¢x{sténcc of a part of the ﬁclf‘cnpnhle‘bf
’novcmontvoutsi:dc of and i‘ndcpéndcnt' from the physical
body. From this bxpvficn?c, Tylor postulated, came the
idcﬁ of "soul". Thus Tylbr‘s first step in the dcvolop—
ment of religious phenomena did meet the criterion he had
carlicer cstuhfished, in that it did not rely upon any
p}ior religious 1n§£itutidn. What Tylor's first step
did not Cxplicntg'was how the soul, as a part of the
human entity, became disgociated from the physical entity
at decath to become a totally free spirit such as that
pf~d§ad relatives encountered in the drtgm state, nor dié
"1t establish how that spirit became the object of a cult
or religious institution (Durkheim 1915: 60).

In his attempt to answer the ohjc;tions raised to
his theory, Tylor argued that the "primitive'" man in whom
réligious experience tirst dawned had the mentality of a
young'child. Tylor held that, like the infant, carly man
could not distinguish between the animate and the inanimate
worlds; so he would havc(nttribpted soulsg€o ail animate

and 1inanimate creatures and objects alike. The souis of

o

-



men Qould thus remain dirvectly involved with the activ-
ities of man and the souls of ofher othc}s iane crcutu}qs

in nature with their own particular cutities. By this
process, a philosophy of self would become cxpundéd to

a philosophy of the world. Apd when the spirit came to

be conceived of as a unit diﬂtinc; from the physical -
world the object of cult would thus be defined.

Still, it was obvious from Tylor's own study of
my;hology that man was just as ®oncerned with his rela-
tionsﬁip to naturc as he kys to his own spirit aspect;
50, it hecage necessary for Tylo( to take one tinal step “ ~
in order to explain diow a cult 6( nature, developed around -
the sbirits of man and nature alike, came tb,domﬁthe the
more constricted existential concern with'tho "afterlife"
of tho-sclf. The answer to this problem was simpl; puf
by Tylor whem he noted that man was more meediatcly
dependent for physical survival upon nature than he was
upon the wandering doubles of his ancestors. Man could
have only itdeal and imaginary relationships with thc dead, i
but he depended in a very ‘direct und:tungiblc way upon
natural phenomena in his bhysicul environment. And.because
he necdcd the co-operation of nature in order to survive,

he came to implore the assistancscceof the spirits of nafure

with offerings and prayers, and thus the religton of

»

A
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'.pfimordial man became complete with the institution of
a cult of nature. Yet even with these clarifications

L]

e O hi's theory, Tylor's animism did not gain lasting
. o e [
v@ac‘cep;tané'evin anthropological circles. One of his most

incisqu,andvcohvincing critics was Emile Durkheim. ,
Fn the works of Emile Durkheim which followed those
of Tyldr.ahdlqther carly anthropologists, the treatment

of religion tobk a dtstinct turn toward the social or

institutional aspect of the phenomena. In his intro-

duction to The Elementary Forms of the -Religious Life, first

published 1in leS, Durkheim immediately took Tylor to

task over the importance the latter‘placed_on the dream
world in his theory of animism. Durkheim argued against

a primary role fo? dreaming in the development of relig-
lous constructs because he saw nothing behind éhese images
cxcept "the nightmares of primitive minds". He held that

Tylor's thesis reduced religion to nothing but a dream
. 7
without any foundation in cvery day reality, and concluded

t?at Y Sl e
- . . it is an essential postulate of sociology
that a human institution cannot rest upon an
error and a lie, without which it could not exist.
If it were not founded in the nature of things,
it would have encountered in the facts a resist-
ance over which it gould never have triumphed
(Durkheim 1915: 2, 69). .
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It is therefore necessary, dccording to Durkhéim, éd find
'a concrete recality, and historical and ethnologlcal :
&
obser\dtlon alone Lanvrey0d1 ‘that to us' (Durkheim 1915 4).
Hhcn looklng for- a concrete realxty upon which to
base a thcory of rglxgxon, Durkhcxm .lyke fvlor turned
to’ C\amplos of ”loucr societies", ~However, Durkhelm d1d
S0 not becau>c of a belief 13 an%/qualitatlvely different,
pIC‘lO&lLdl mcntallt) postulated ta be resldent there,
but rather, because in the lower societics phere was
}imited.dcvolopmcnt.o‘ iﬁdividuality, smaller péramete;s
for the social group, and a homogenelty "nQx rrnal circum-
stances not to bhe found in "higher societ s% Burkhe im
argucd that if the "social facts" themselves were simpler,
1t would follow.thgt the reclations between ‘them would.also
ﬁo more simple dnd hence more apparen€ (Durkheim 1915:‘5, 7).
'Durkhgim thén took his greatest diver gence from Tylor.
by denying the validity of a scarch for the origin of
religious behaviour in tﬂe sense of origin as ”first-éaUséﬁ.

.

He prcfefrcd to conceive of foligious origins. as.being
basced upon "ever-present' causes. His qé::;:; with the
issuc of origins as formulated by Tylor stemmed largely.
from his dcsire>to work within. the positi?ist framework of
the burgeoning social sciences, and he jus;ified his own

approach to.religious origins in this way: v
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The <tudy we are undertaklng is therefore a
way of taking @p again, but under new
conditigns, t} old pxoblcm of. the orxgln

5) rclxgion. To be sure, 1f by origin we
arc to understsnd the very first begimning,

the question has nothing scientific about
. it (Durkheim 1915: 8). A

e,

" This statement reflects Durkheim"s, theorctical &nd -
methodologigal'commitment to the positivism of Auguste
Compte which fecOgni:od the vqlidity-of only the pos-
itive:facts and observable phenomena with the ohject?vc
rciat;ons of these and the laws which detefmine them.
This position demands the abandonﬁent of all inquiry
into first.causcs or ultimate origins. However, the
influpnge dfvfhc cvolutionary tradit{on.is also eYident
in.Durkﬁéim'SnrOjcction of the search - for a first cause.
With reference ao this peint he had-concluded {Hat thecre
was. no momenr at which r01151on had begun to 0x1bt‘and
hencc the >cargh for such a moment uould be futile.
Religion, like every'other human institution would have
developed o%ef_tihc and in relation to other burgeoning
institutidns. ‘

In pursuing, his criticism-of'Tylor's treatment of
o&igins.Du;kheim'turncd once more to the issue of a
primitive mentality, this time aréuiqg that the devclop-

. .
ment of cultural configurations cannot rcst.upon mono -
liphi€ally engraved motifs in-the psychological cdnstitu-

tion of man, but must depend, in part at least, upon

“t
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historical social factors. Ile was -awarc, however, that
"in the analysis®of social phenomena a strict classical
empiricism was too limited, since human experience treats

two realities: perception and conception. Empiricism

s applicable to percéption only, and while our percep-
‘ons .may be accepted as fact, our.conceptions may not.,

Thus the concrete and the conceptual represent two dis™

parate aspects of human knowledge.

Under these conditions forcing®reason back
upon experience causes it to disappear, for

it is,equivalent to reducing the universality
and ®ity which characterizes it to pure
ce, to an illusion which may be useful

qullyyg*but-which corresponds to nothing
ity;“conscqucntly it is denying all
‘c reality to the logical 1life, whose
’ ion and organi:zation is the function_of
, the conceptual categories. Classical empiric-
= . ism results in irrationalism . . w, (Durkheim
1915: 13, 14). . . : -

For the apriorists or rationalis;é,.Durkheim‘had morc

fcspoct, for while they Qere concerned with ”6bjective
~redlity”, they»djd not reduce conceptual ca;egér{es to
Empfy, chhal qrtif{cosf In fact; they-tneatea human know-
lcdge és a unified whple,'beiiev;ng_that_”thc'world has  a
logichL aspe;t which the ;eason‘cxpresses exccllently'".

But wﬁile'Durkheim dgreed 'ifh thé rationalists' basic
premtise, he rcjectedvthe reasoning -which underlay it, for

, . : .. . ( .. .
It was ''necessary ‘for them to give the mind a certain- power

of transcending experience and of adding to that which is
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'giveh to it directly". In other words, his objection is

B

not with the premise itself, but-?ather with the fact
that the rationalists prov1de nexther explanation nor
Justlfxcatlon for it. To state' that such a relatlonshlp

bthcén the concrete world ang conceptua} catcgories,that

\

man imposcs upon it is inherent in human .intellect is to
o ) -

Durkheim a retreat into tautological rcasoning. For him

-

- o

see ternnln relations in ’things whlch an exam1natlon of
thc thxngs in thomselves cannot reveal. If cxperience
itself is ﬁot sutficient cértdin.condftioh§‘which are :<
cxtcrior and prihr to it must be _presupposed. Thé pro-

llfcratlon of Lultural varlat1ons is 1nd1cat1ve of the

fatt that these conditions ‘are mutable, real1zed at’ any

glven t tme only . -in a manner that is de51rab1e Q‘pkhc1m

1915: 14, 15). Rcason, as an 1nd1v1dual exper!cnce,_d

Lnnnot e(plaln such vaxlatlon for in tts most rad1cal form

it is panrspec;c§ and 1mmutab1e. But if the cohcréte;~
social situation is injected into the problem as a,point

°

of-origin for variation,; a new attltude becomes p0551b1e.

.
v

And 1t is from thls position that Durkhelm embarked in

-
-

The flementarv Forms aof the Rel;g;ous bxfe.

'Ia the main LOFPUS Qf hlS worg Durkhelm reldated the’

cxxstentlal condltlon of man to the: soc1al cond1t10n. j

— . o

1t was necessary to demonStrate how it 'is that we can 4



There are two beings in him: an individual -
being which has 1ts foundation in the organism
and the circle of whose . activity is therefore
R strictly limited, and a social being which
T - represcnts the highest reality in "the intellect-
ual and moral order that weé can know by observ- -
ation -- I mean society. In so far as he belongs
to society,, the individual transcends himself,
both when he thinks and when he acts (Durkheim
. 1915: 16 - 17). =~ ‘ T .

- -

-

Mosf.schplars have empﬁasiigd Durkheim's qonéern‘with R
socibty‘;o'fﬁérpoint of excluding:the role. of fhe inﬂividual;
but as the above statement clearly indicéteé, Durkheim'him~l"'
self was well aware of th?.iﬁtellectUalﬂactivity of ﬁﬁg o
"individﬁéfmbeing ég~an impoftant-facet~of human devclqﬁmeht.
His statement also answers the objcction raised tq,the“
rﬁtionali%ts*?ncglcct in ekplaihing";he relationship between
social fact§_9nd;int011jgent action éﬁd~at;the same'time
strips tﬁc‘religibds bonsidé;ation of a sbirit or god

world inhciegfﬁin~Tylo§'s thesis from tﬂe study of religion.
For Durkheim the.gods are sbcf&l,_(not radical, psycholog-
ical convéntions);_createq by man in_sdciety.and.pensisting
with " man in a fééLprocgz relationship. The situation of
man»ié no longer énvisiéned exclugivelﬁ in terms of man

- dying without H@s god or gods, but one in which the gods,

too, wauld die without }he socially -organized support of
man.* Society itself has thus been cast as the prime mover
‘or the "ever-prcsent" cause. ‘In this formulation a dia-

lectic relafionship pérsists'in which the individual struggles
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to promote self interest without incurring the disapproval
r - - A

ef ggciety,‘fer man is ultimately aware of his dependence
upon and inextricable commltment to the soc1etal conven- '’
tlons and knows that to abandon them woyld ra’ult in an

end to "being human'". This p031txon does not deny social
revolt as a very real possibility’, but merely postulates
socxety as an 1ne1uctab1e referent in’ the study of man.

In short, *"it is the very authorlty of society, trans-
ferring 1tse1f to a certain manner of thought whlch is .

the indispensible cond1t1on of ‘all. common action" (Durkhelm‘

1915 17).

0
Y

Durkheim thus formulated a'soeiological'theory of
kﬁbwledge in wh1ch bOClCtY itself was viewed as a part
of nature, the most reflned expre551on of which ;s to
be found in the human'context. Slnce the basic tenets
and practices of social behaviour are universally per-'
meated with rellglous overtones, both overt and covert

“Durkheim chose, to focus' on the religious aspects of soc1ety,

for although religious poncerns tend to coalesce 1nto'in-

-stitutional form in societies, the ‘basic social ideas

addressed ’'still remain at the fbundation of human intélli-
gence" (Durkheim 1915: 18, Zb)ﬂ Viewed - in this way, rea-
son is seen to respond to soc1a1 real1ty in man's attempt.

. to create an ever better human society. This position
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was based on Durkhelm s conv1ct10n that, "reliéidus .
conccptlons have as their obJect befeore cverythlng else, '
to express .and éxplain,.not that whlch is abnormal in
;Hings; but on the contrary, that whlch-ls constant and
re.g_ular" (Durkhexm 1915; ZD SR C .
' By treatxng re11g10n as the expre551on of the normal,
-Durkhé\\;‘lrnsed the ‘issue of the use of the terms "norn'f
and "value'" in the social sciences.. ‘In a“ strictly
.DurthLmlan sense; norms are the functlon &t ch1ally
differentiated behaviours. ot roles, whereas'values are '
shared by all membe;s of ;he‘lhrgest.reference‘grbup --
theatotal sdcial system. Normsjara sﬁeg?fic, va{des are
general, The value system thus consists of the set of
pormative'judgménts cqﬁcerning role spfciéliiations and
behaviours categorized both cdncep;ually and practicglly
to facilitate the achievement of the '""good, society"
defined by the cpmmoﬁ vaiues, Society, as conceiVed by,
Durkheim, therefore includes the ideoldgical ég ﬁell‘as
the materiél' thaz is to say, the soc1al system provides
a conceptual framework for action. Durkheim thus acknow- ,°
ledged that we can study social forces only through their

cxternal manifestations, but warned that the Tesearchgr

must not fall 1into the foible of assumlng that the <o -
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In his early works Durkheim himself had held that the

“observable social realities were in fact reflections

of tesearch data was but one major shift in anthropological

of the complex social forces driving them; but in later -
- R \

‘works he concluded that the miterial express.ions are

not' accurate reflections. of the dynamics: of culture.

This idea of society demands 'both a functional and a

structural analysis in erder to integrate the conceptually

a1>parate parts into thQ lqrger unity, and defines ‘the

basic goal;ofvanthrOpology to be the determination of
relationships which obtain between ideas and social :

morphology 'as thef interact in the proceés of becoming
(Durkheim 1915: xxvii - xxix), . |

Barely one year before the publication of The Elementary

Forms of the Religious Life, Bronislaw Melinowski begaﬁ his

first field work. In 1915, he afrived in the Trobriand
Islands where he was to collect the data for hlS research
One of Mal1nowsk1 S prlmary contributions to anthropology

was the manner in whlch he collected data Rather than

.mere brief visits to a certaln'locale or the use of library

materials, he oitched his tent in the middle of his adopted

‘village and personally watched the everyAday activities of

"its inhabitants (Glick 1973: 184). The personal acquisition

°

methodology heralded by Malinowski and his contemporaries.
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The }nfellectual climate of thé'fime was steeped in the .
growing émpirical tréditidh which led rescarchers to focus
their attentions upon the fgim‘of social institutions as“
- opposed to thcir'conteht The analyses which devcloped out .
of thclr act1v1t1es thereforo have been. more Lonccrned thh
behaV1our than with Jntellectual pursu1ts in the social
.units {hey studied. For Malinowski and hps collquues
Durkheim's problem had bécome a premise: that is to say,
1n>tcad of trylng to determine .how the dj sparate parts of
bOLlct) gnew 1nto a functlonxng unlty, they assumed that
they did form a functiohal unity which wasQFfen to be
described and subjected to empirigal analysis. Paradox-
icatly, it ~was Durkheim's own concern with the "normative"
quality of society which led researchers awa& from the
dyngmié aspects of culture. process which were thé Fundaméntal
cohicern of Durkheim himself.  Within the parameters of»the
. émpiricgl tradition analyses were synchrohic in time and
functional . in terms'of how a culture maintained itseif -%
-a perspective which resulted in a study of the static
rather than the dynamic. _

Tﬁe study of the anfﬁropo}ogy of feligion sufferéa
from yet another factor during';he working years of
Malinowski in that reliéion itself in the western wode

had lost its importance as a focus for research. Now

-
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comfortahly settled into the idea that man had cVOIVed
bxologxually from other 11fe forms, western scholars were
content to assume that’lntellegtual evolution had followed
the same route. Viewed from this perépective relaglon

fell 1nfo dlsrepute as a a "pseudo science'" aimed at \>> .

answering the same questions then being probed by the

.ttue or "hardW sciences. There could be little interest

in pursuing a dying artifact of man's intellectual infancy.
In fact, Malipowsk%rhimself,'one.of the major contributors
to the’anthropologonf religion, personally dealt the field
a serious blow when he .ulherxzed religion by :tatlng in
his earliest writings thét the heart of all religious
belief and practice lic§:in man's inability to face his

own individual extinction in death. The belief in splrlts

in this tontext ﬂh nothing more than the expr0551on of

human désire to continue to partfCipate in human affairs

beyond the time of physical death (Glick 1973 185). In
short, for MalanWSkl the purpose of religion was to deny
death. He thus turned'from the study‘of'neligion in general
to thét of magic, describing how magic functioned as a

pre- sc1ent1f1g means of manipulating the environment.

After Malxnowskl s blatant regression into the Tylor-*

. 1an framework, there were very few significant stud1es in

-

the anthropology of myth or religion, per se. The works
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of Alfréd Radcliffe-Brown'énd E. E. Evans-Pritcharq stand
¢ t as exceptions to a Qeneral nadir in the anthropology

of'refigfon. Yet Malinowski himself came to a realizétion

in his 1afer years that myth and* religion had a more
"‘import?nt fudctron in society than hig earlier works had
ndmittcd.‘ Malinowski's intellectual reversal was set .
forth in "Myth in Primi;ive Psychglogy", Qublished in 1954,
In this'bfiéf article. he coﬁcluded that primitive culturee——
myth fulfillqd an indispensable function inasmuch as it \
cxprésgcd, énhanced and coaiffed belief. In this manner
it served to safeguard and enhance ﬁqrality Qnd provide
practical rules for the guidance of man. Viewed from
thisApcrspcctive‘myth.bccomég a vital ingredient of human
civilization -- a hard~worked active'force.' It is there-
fore neither an idle 1ntef1ectua1 exﬁlanation nor an
artistic imagery, but "a pragmatic cHartEr of primitive
faith and moral wisdom”v(HalinOWSki 1954: '101). And by
the time of his death his_;iews had shifted even further
toward an expansive and important function for Both myth
and re{igion,.as Annemarie de Waal Haléfijt noted in her

book, Religion and Culture: An Introduction to Anthropplqu

of Religion. Referring to a posthumously.bublished article

3

by Malinowski, she commented that all allusions to "primitive"

faith and culture are Qﬁittcd, and that the general tone of

.



the article indicates that Malinowski had extended his
views to include hLl forms of myth and religion (de ‘Waal

Malefijt 1968: 179). ‘The posthumous 5rticle published
‘ \
in 1962 came at a time when anihropo]ogists were turning

their attention once more to the dynamics of culture in

a

4 new paradigmatic model based on Hegelian dialectics.

Under the rubric of the dialectical model attention once

1

again turned to the problematic aspects of the inter-
relatedness of sociocultural phenomena and the role of.

religion within these relationships. And it is fitting
[ 4 .
that at thjis ¥ime scholars ary returping to.the first

-

major work done in this areca: to the work of Emile
Durkheim. ~

Talcott Parsons in his essay "Durkheim on Religion

Revisited: Another Look at The E}émentarx Forms of the

Religious Life', discussed the nced for a careful re-
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cevaluation of Durkheim's contribution to the social sciences.

According to Parsons, the wisdom of hindsight which con-
tempofary scholars wa possess dllows them £o understand -
Durkheim's work as less of an epistemological cxercise
in the sociology of knowledge and ethnography of a
"primitive" pcoélgs and as more of a‘study in human
evolution -- "not mérely of human socicties in the

analytical sense, but of the human condition generally".



More specifically, Durkheimg's study of religion can no
longer be viewed as a mere sociological exercise but

rather as a study "of the place of religion in human

< .
action generally". In short, Durkheimdls work points

‘away from the study of religion as a social sub-system
constituting a meu;ingful unit in itself towards a more
comprehens{vc consideration of religion as it persists
and develops within cultural and personality éystems in

generad ., It is evidenf therefore, in Parson's estima-

tion, that Durkheim was not primarily concerned with the

origins of human knowledge as such, but rather in the

§

origins of the categories of understanding into which -
knowledge is classitied. Commenting on this aspect _of
Durkheim's work, Parsons wrote:

What [ take to be his basic theorem ig@ that

human society and the cultural framework of

the human condition, including knowledge,

have evolved concomitantly from a common
-basis and, in relatively advanced stages

of sociocultural development, have come to

be differentiated from each other. This

conception of a common origin is very differ-

ent indeed from a one-way conception of

determinism, namely, that of socliety as an

independently existing entity,- determining

the nature ot the organization of knowledge.

This of course, has been the common sense

of what might be called the vulgar sociology

of knowledge, of which Durkheim most definitely

Was not a proponent (Parsons 1973: 157 - 158).

This pewrspective places Durkheim squarely in the Kantian

tradjtion with its emphasis on the duality which obtains

o
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betyeen empirical sense data on the one hand and the

categorical structure of knowledge on the othér, for as

Parsons noted, in the concluifon of The Eleméntary Forms

of the Religious Life, Durkheim cited Kant's conviction

that cogniéivc knowledge and moral judgment are linked
inasmuch as they both treat universality of reference.
And as he further noted, this notion is fundamental to

Durkheim's thesis with its concern for the duality of

the universal and the particular, of the cognitive and ™~
the moral references (Parsons 1973: 158). Durkheim
specifically discussed this issue when he denied the
existence of a true antinomy between science on the
onc hand and morals and religion on the other. He
continued: . .
Kant understood this very well, and therefore
he made the speculative reason and the
practical reason two different aspects of
the same faculty. According to him, what
makes their unity is the fact that the two
are directef towvards the universal (Durkheim
1915: 445),
l. Durkheim continued in this statement to clarify the
naturce of the duality as follows: '"Rational thinking is

thinking d€cording to the laws which are imposed upon all
reasonable beings; acting ‘morally is conducting one's
self according to those maxims which can be extended with-
out contradiction to all wills. In other words, science
and morals imply that the individual is capable of raising
himself above his own peculiar point of view and of living
an  impersonal life. In fact, it cannot he doubted that
this 1s a trait common to all the higher forms 6&f thought
and action"(Durkheim 1915: 445).
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It is with the distinctions drawn between pure

and prattical reason and betwecn-ideal society and ¢

-’
>
wbtxal reality that the notfbn of the sacrcd/prqfane

.

dlchotomy becomes meaningful for the rcscarcﬁbr in the

social sciences -- sacred having a mordl reference and

profane a strictly cognitive or cmpirical reference in
=]
which the profane strives to unite with ¢ universal

‘réd in the rcalization of the "good societ

it would be the dialectic tension which obtains betwe

the sacred and the profane categorics which would driée
society. In Durkheim's treatment of ‘the ”Ofigins” of
rcligion he envisioned an cvolutionary process in the
carliest stages of which?all socioculédral functions were
subsumed into a more unified system which only later
became categorically difforchtlatcd into other sub-systems
such as politics, cconomics, religiom and law. Therefore,
the task now before anthropologists is the testing of the
validity of the social categories in the moral frame of
refercence to ascertain the extent to which the disparately
conycivcd secular uactivities of society are directed at
the common goal of ac ing the culturally defined vision
of the '"good society'", not as a monolithic vision, but as
a visrbn {n flux. This would Tinvolve not'only an examina-

tion of how the vision affects concrete changes in the
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social rcalfty}of a society, b&t.also how persisting
social realities can influence the visioﬁ itgélf in

an ongoing dialectic process emerging out of this "ever-
preSeht" cause. It was to this very process that .

Durkheim made reference in the conclusion of The Elementary .

IForms of the Religious Life when he wrote: '"Really and

-

truly human thought is nqt a primLLﬁve fact; it is the

product of history; it is the ‘ideal limit towards which

- WT arc constantly upproaching; but which in all probab-

1lity we shall never succeed 'in reaching’” (Durkheim 1915:

445) ..
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CHAPTER 111 . -

MYTH{ A CULTURE CONCEPT

Before one ¢an proceed with a discussion of rel-

igious behayiour in terms of a culturally held ideal

of thé‘"good‘society”, one must formulatcaa more specific
;qnalytic framéwork for defining that ‘idea. On0 possiB1e
construct. which Has éhis potentiai -5 and which is
pfesentcd in this chapter as the total body of extant
human knéwledgq ¥n any given culture -- is that of "myth&.
Thé purppse of thjs chapter, then, is to analyze the
\ﬁgncopt of myth as it relates to that part af the diag}am

K]

on page 11 labelled "Mythic Superstructureﬂ.

Myth,as a concept, is extremely pr;blcmatic in that
it.has been imhued with a plenitude of connotations and a
multitude of definitions. In popul ay context, for
example, ﬁyth has tradﬁ?f:aglly_meant "stories about gods"
LCumphcll'lQ?O;‘49). -Howev;r, as stated in tHe prececding
chapter, ©¢ven religious phenomena qpnnpt'bc tied primarily
to conccﬁts of gods or spirits since theylmust ultimately
have a social referent. This is not to suggdst as Durkheim

did, that religion can be trcated exclusively as a social =

<
phenomenon which ignores the intellectual component of the

37 : oo
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dispafatc individhals oE‘a society; rather, réljhious .
v .

-

cpncepts are related to the social m111eu 1n whichothey

are accepted as expressions of spec1f1c PCdlltleS.

- Y B
Lewxs Mumford has argucd that a strict ndherénce to’

o

traditional rcl1g10us notions about "gods” could: scrve Ye

only" to obbgurc the more basic nature of both myth and

. -
rellgion, which is to explain or meaguronthq human e -

oxpcficn;eé from which they sprang in tbe‘first‘pllCe.' -

*To this qxteht, he maintained that myth wmust be Wewed,

Y . .
primarily as a structuring principle or set of ordering

. T
.

cutegofies tor society ‘and that the introductien of ° 1 o

¢

""gods'" into religious phenomena represents a later and
hence -secondary development -- an embellishment which
- - * - . . ° o

may add to myth)withpuf Chang}hg its-fundamgnthl function-

(Mumford 1966 : SO).“.In Mumford's terms deification

s ,
represents the reduction of cxperience into Lompxchens1ve,

categorized units, which, as a rcsult of ‘the- actlve- ‘
nature of the expeficntial world which pquuces ;th LS
endowed. with aﬁ cmotﬁve of.gcncrét}vc po&cr of its‘owﬁ;
The creation of gods in this manner do s not reflect .

as some philosophers have suggested, a regression in man's

[y

evolutionary development, but rather a growing creativity °

in organizing the results of an expanding! awareness and

comprchension of cosmic order. In this manner the-gods

0 - . » . E ® 3“8 .
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4serve as objectificattons of the perceived universe.

As such, gods are s?mbobic expressions of the finite.
'.Irnst Cassxrer also qxplorcd the, developmental

blgnlflcance of "godsw lnqmythOIOgy The deification

proceq>, aCLOIdlng td‘Ca351rer, bcgan w1th man finding

« a novel princ1ple.of d1fferent4at10n in hlS own ex1st—

.ence and in hjs social 1life thCh then hecame r)stalllzed
-

L]

. or defined i the shape of a ”goa" And, the novel

prxncxples did hot >pr1ng from abstract thought but
from mdn.s,york Increasanly complex d1vxslons of |
labour themséives introduced new cras.of religious

xﬁqught (Cassirer 1944: 127). This .process was' also

an alienating factor for man in that he was both given
R

a narrower personal spheré of significance and denied

a more direct experience of cosmic unity through the

~pediuting“god which constituted a social object. -In his
trcatment of the importance of the diwisign of labour in
.both mf%hic and religious terms, Mumford noted thaflprior

. »
to the rise of civilization, the gods of vegctatidh and
animal fcréility-had dominated human culture. These
gods were thémsolves subject to human weaknesseﬁ; suffer-
ipg,rmisfdrtunc and death. Under the doﬁination of these
gods, ;ocicty had been relatively homogenous. The implipa;

tions of this for man‘as an individual were noted by
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boséph Campbell, who stated that among the early food
collecting hunters, foragers and f1shers who adhered -

to the gods of vegetat\pn and animal fert111ty, the
social units were- néxther very large nor conplex. The
only lelSlOnS of labour were in terms of‘sex and age
with each individual pretty much in cgehtrol of .the entire
cultural hcfitage.. The major iﬁplicéiion of this limited .
divdsibn of .1abour rests ;n thé fact that "evéry adult |
in such a context éould -- in terms of at least the local
. cultural model -- becomc a total human belng" (Campbell
1972: 62 - 63). Then c1v1lxzat10n5'developed,1n which

a king or king-priest dominated all faceps of social 1life.
The king was_ascsocially isolated frém h%s subjects as
the cosmic gods were ffom the gods of the field. fhe
king, baéked'by the-ascendent power of the cosmic, gods,
was able to LOHtTOl the mass social moblllzat1on of his
5ubjcgt population (Humford 1966 167 - 169). Whereas
the gods of vegetat1on and animal fertlllty had served

to Create a un1£y1ng focus based on common consensus,
theAcosmlg gods and the qew socral‘opder which they
represented became tools for fhefcalculgted”manipulgt;on
o} the-subject population. Under'tbeséfcbngitioné;,np

invidivual could.hope,.in culturatl terms, to become a

N



"total human being".1

It must not be inferred from the. preceeding argu- .
ment, -however, thpt the gods are symbolic expressions
of the structure of man's experiential social world and

no more, as Durkheim had postulated, for they also

function in the intellectual development of man. By

giving sﬁépe and form to his experience in the structure
of deities, man wﬁ} able to externalize his experience$
and subsequently gain the;pSYChiC distance necessar& for
reflection uponvthcm GRead;1954: 150). Gods themseclves,
ihcrefore, represent categorics or sub-sets of.human
expérience. Using the insights gained into his own psythe
from this process, man then was able to gain more con; ,
scious control of his own destiny. fhis was an importént
aspect of man's de&élopmén;, for as Mumford has noted,

raw human creativity in itself is ""amoral'", which is to

"say, it may manifest itself in both beneficial and

1. Explainidg the implications of a highly complex div-
ision of labour, Campbell wrote: ''With the rise and develop-
ment in the ancient and Near East of comparatively' we}l-to-do,
settled communities supported by grain agriculture and stock-
breeding, life became much more complex; and with the gradual
increase of such communities both in number and in size,
highly specialized departments of knowledge became increased".
<Cities then grew in which .no one could possibly hope to
become a total human being. Each was but a part man"
(Campbell 1972: 63). ' . ‘
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destructive ways. The cultural order crystallized and
cxbréSsea in the mythic superstructure was vital fo
controlling the crecative potential in that if came fo
serve as a contalner .in the sen:e that it provided para-
meters for human activity (Mumford 1966: 41, 50).

Loncepts of deity and related beliefs conucrnlng Ege
nature of man and his relat1on>h1p with his cosmos are
telcological responses to the perceived world. As such,
théy'are no 1055 "real" than man's sensory experiencés_of“
the concrete world or thosc‘of his more ephemeral dream
worldl ~Durkheim noted this'tnngjblc, empirical aspect
of religious cxpérience when he observed that the_mdn'
who.hus communicated with his god is not merely a man
.who has Seeﬂ new truths, but -a man who is stronger
(Durkheim 1915: 416). The strength gained from communion
with his god'tan~be.used either to endure the triais of
existenée or to conquer thch. In tHis'manner the ﬁuman
will'is supported in its struggle with the hqhulous
problems %f morality and happlnéss Thé hum%n will thus.
strives to achieves thlough living praxis, the drcams aﬁd
v{sions of the "good society".

The '"naturalists'" constitute .a sghool of mythologlsts
who sought to cope with the problem of the role of '"gods"

in mythology by eliminating them altbgcther.~ Whereas the
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"delsts" had vicwed myths as "StOPle about gods” ‘the
naturallsts” came to view myth as '"pre-scientific .
explanatxons for natural events" An extreme statcment
of this posxtxon was made by Edlth Hamllton in her
book " Mzthologx when she wrote that "myth has- nothlng to
do with relxglon It is an explanatlon of something in
nature, how for 1nstanee any and everythlng in the |
universe came into exxstence” (Hamilton,1942:'l;).- In.
the naturallst" school, myth TS reduced to a cofpos of
p11m1t1v0 >uper>t1t10n ‘"In addition, "religion", as used
by Hamilton, refers to only the institutional aﬁbect of
the phenomenon: which reflects only a limited portion.of
man's '"religiousness". The concept of religior must
include the human_’ropensity for f'oe_l.in“g, intuition,
and concern for the basic existentiql qQuestions of 1ife
including the individual will te live:and the social~wi11
to communicate and undertake action w1th other individuals.
Religion thereby constltutcs one of the social sub- :ystemg
through which man seceks to solve problems personally
within the larger conceptual paxameters of the society to
which he helongs.' This ' suggests a broader scope of
influence and meanlng for the larger mythic superstructure

than most definitions allow for. The need for a more

cxpansive definition of myth was aknowledged 'by Malinowski
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)“1 one of hl a articles "Myth in Primitive Psych-

ology",.thc purpose of which was to dcmonstrate the

profound 1nf1uence of myth in the everyday act1v1ties

of the Melancsian societies he had studied: He
specifically set out his objectives:

The thC\lb of the present work is that an
intimate connection exists between the work,
the mythos, the sacred tales of a tribe, on
the one hand »- and their ritual acts, their
moral deeds, their social’ organization, and
cven their practxcal agt1v1t1es on the ‘
other (Malinowski 1954: 96).

Ma}inowski’s view echoes once more.Kant's concern that

a study,of'mythology must treat both. the homogeneity of
the sacred, valuc-oriented sphere of referchce as well
as the specification of the profane, secular sphere as

it rclates back to the sacred. This is a problem which
Cassirer also addressed when he wrote .that "there is ng
ontological difference between the two perspectives, but
rather, both are aspects of a 'two-fold interest in
human reason'' (Cassirer 1946: 7). And, he maintained,
this twofold interest must account for both the empirical
and rational as well as the emotional or intuitive and
lrrational aspccts of man (Cassirer 1946: 12). For
Cassirer this interest was to be found in its most radigal
form in myth and thus he concluded that "in myth man .

a

begins to lcarn a new and strange art: the art of
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expressing, that means of organizing, his most deeply
rooted instincts, his hopes and feurs" (Cassirer 1946:

48) . According to thisndefinitién,.myth»is not only an

expression of man's basic nétu?%.as perceiyed by a given
society but it is'also an imperative to 9cti6n. Myth,
in'reiatidn.to culture or society, b;,this definition
becomes the a}l-perﬁasive supcerstructure of society,
embodying both the sécred and prdfanc, for each Sccqur
acfion is tempered by the Qalucs of the sacred and can
be mea;uﬁed in te;m£ of vdluc judgments only by revert-
* U

ing immodiutelyngb the value sphere. In this manner,
whilq tf two spheres may be con;eptuaIIX isolatéd, in
‘dctual practice they are in <a state of_constant inter-

action through the living process of man's activities

in society.
Cassirer cogently summarized hix theory rn another

a Philosophy

work, An Essay on Man: An Introduction t

of Human Culture:

Man's outstanding characteristic, his dis-
tinguishing mark, is not his me taphysical or
physical nature -- but his work. It is this
work, it is the system of human activities,
which defines and determinces the circle of
"humani ty!', Language, myth, religion, art,
science, history are the constituénts, the
various sectors of this gircle. 'A philosophy
of man'" therefore must be a philosophy which
would givo'us-insight into the fundamental
structure of cach of these human activities,
and which at the same time wowld enable us to
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understand them as an organic whole. [.Langu-
ageé, art, myth, rcligion are not 1solated,
random creations. They are held together by
a common bend. But this bond is not a
vinculum substantiale . . . it is rather a
vinculum funCtionale. It is the basic
function of speech, of myth, ot art, of
religion that we must attempt to trace back
to a common origin (Cassirer 1944: 93).

ld

Inj the scarch for the common origin of human
activities which have become coﬁceptually discrete, it
must not be assumed that we are necessarily looking for
a simple construct. Martin Heidegger was aware of a
tendency for scholars to proceed upon this premise when
he cautioned that the basic crror'lays in thc/bclief
that history is a progrcssion from the weak and ¢ lumsy
toward the strong and efficacious. According to
Heidegger, "the beginning is the uncannicst and mightiest',
and what follows in history is the shallowness and
Jdiffusion of specialization and fragmentation (Mehta 1971:
134). The loss of mightiness expressed by Heidegger
reters to the continuing specialization of ﬁyths during
the rise and persistence of various forms of civiliza-
tion. The specialization of myths is analogous to the
change experienced by individuafs in the burgeoning of
civilizations as described- by Campbell. (ivilizations
with their redefinition of the rSLes of man into niches

of ever decreasing scope for the 1!yividuals became
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themseclves more specialized. The primary divisions of
major cultural diversions were succinctly described by

Joseph Campbell in Myths to Live By when he pointed out

that Westerners take for granted their ideas concerning
the rights of self-hood of the individual without
recalizing that for the man from the Orient or the
pgimitive man these conccpts‘havc no méaniné. In.fact,
mo;t of the western beliefs concerning the nature of
the individual are repugnant to the iheals, aims and
orders of lite of “most of the peoples of this carth.

And vet as Campbell cgpiasized, the western perspective

s a "truly great thing'" and constitutes one
revelatidn of a " Iy human spiritual ideal, true
to the highest po ity of our speeies" (Campbell

[973: ol). Thus Campbell expressed his conviction that

the myth-forming .process is the most fundamental basis

man has for fo}mulating and communicating his humannéss.
Ernsf Cassirer in The ﬂxiﬁ of the State followed

in turn the development of ever more spocialiﬁwestern,

/
or more particularly Furopean, «uiltural development

. » .
through an analysis of the mythic superstructure upon
which cach was based, analysing how each subsequent age

homed in one increasingly specific fadets of the mythic

corpus to play out each aspect in ggfuter detail. While

P

D
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this resulted in a gain in the form of development in
one specific cultural area, a concomitant loss was
sufferced in the overall scope of potential experience.
To i1llustrate the growing specializu;ion of myth hand
in hand with the growth of specialization in human
nsqcioty, onc can consider the uquuitous myths of
creation. These reggresent the most fundamental state -
ments about the nature of man and form the basis upon
which various traditions build.' . R

One of the most succingt analyses of the Adamic
nyth, in tox‘ms@ defininggman, is gi‘vcn bly Jane Roberts
in The Nature of Personal "'Rc;llity, for cxampAle. Roberts
interprets the serpent as the symbol of the deepest
knowledge within creaturchood which contains within
ttxclf the impetus to rise above or bevond itsclt. LEve,
the female aspect, represents the intuitive clement of
the race which initiates all activity aimed at so{f—
tr:msccn‘ﬁlcncc. Adam, as representative of the active,

. .
conscious ecgo, could act only atfter the intuitive possi-

-

-

bility had been presented to him. By accepting that which
N §
the intuitive offered, the ego was able to achicve. a new
vem

birth as "rational'" man replete with necessary ulio@ation
expericenced by "choosing' consciously to act rather than

relying exclusively upon the organismic instincts to

o

v

“.
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direct behaviour. Roberts then summarized the importance
of the conclusion of the Adamic myth by stating that
"the tree of knowledge did indeed offer its fruits --
and 'good and bad' -- because this was the first time

] .
there were any kinds of choices available, and fpcc willf
(Roberts 1974% 269 - 270). In the formation of this
partigNar myth, mﬁn defined hiﬁsclf for the firgk time
as a ratjonal being unique in a cosmos of inétinct}ve
¢reatures. The creation myth as discussed by Roberts
i1s that espousced generally by members of the western
tradition ﬂS‘OppOSCd to that of the castern tradition
]
in khich man, riather than being distinct from god, is
viewed as a part of or om:nution from god -- a concept
now gaitning more popularity in the western world as
well,

N\
In the creation myths of the eastern tradition,

H,god, or more specifically, the All That [s, was in a

gtate of non-being. This is to be interpreted not as

a ;tutc)gf nothingness but as a statc‘in which probab-
1lities and possfhilitics are kno;n or anticipated but
uro.blockqd from cxprcssion much in the way that an
artist is blocked from realizing his art if he is without

the paints and canvas to give it concrete form. Because

the All That Is was unuhic to give expression to its

.

-



conscious perceptions it was dn a siété of agony in

whick the powérs of creativity were known but the means
hydwhich to produce them were not known. As. the agony
grew it becpgfic gtrong cnough to become its own impetus

so that the All That Is initiated within itself the {

means to gé. ~The All That Is thus initiated a means to

— ———— ——

“actualize its dreams through the creation of a physical

vorlds populated by discrete individua&s through whom
there. could be a cosmic multiplication of consciousness
. g .

that c¢ould not bt achieved witHin theanon-physical and
singular unity of the All That iELitSCIF. Fragmeh)é’—
of rho‘ﬁik That Is were thus released and embodied in
wiﬂdividaul consc{ousnosscs which undertook to give form
to the myriad prohuhilitiC; which‘con$titutc man's
inoiuctihlc creative explosiveness (Roberts 19?0: 3%0
O . - .

243).

”Thié creation myth not"only provides for a Jdetinition
of the basic nutufc of man but also Clegyly indicates that

.
the ”purposc“ of man's life is to differentiate and cexpand
: s
oxpericnté. Eoré"primitive" mhn,.as_ChmpbcIl explained,
the diffcréntiat}on &u;lminimal; being bascd an divisions’
of sex and age o%iy. Within these small bands or tfibes

inl u_r}it wys <M basix _model for organizing

. Life was, under thgse conditions, fégulated by
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rules of kinship through which matters of dcsccnt and .
erldane were controlled. ASvcit1c§ and natxonS'developcd
with their increcasing SpCLlJll”dtlon aqd depéhdencé upon
dlercte segments of soc1ety grew, a more complck set of-
orderlng prxncxples was cvolved Klngb and hurcaucrat1g
forms of government suppldntcd ‘the - <1mplcr prxnuzples of
the fdmllial unlt

R

Both rcnd'

!
N tie

f the creatlon my th are’ 1mportant

Fd A

to a study pf t] 16 onfoloklua} groundlng of myth “The
Adam19 myth is of particular 1mpqrtance to a worldﬁin

which the theory'bf'physical_c olutiomis acceﬁted, for
here wc'huvc the most fundamentX1 statement of ﬁan‘s

being as 1t first became dl\tlnLt “from that of other i
.mxmals Reason ratheér than irstinct became domlnant_ ‘
hxth tho concomitant crcatiohvof choice. Choice in turn
implics rcsponsihility for cansequence, and the possibility
of hoth appropriufc\cho?ce and innahropriaté choice xntro-
duces the con&opt 6( guilt. . The Adam1g myth, with its |

R

-tundamcntal ‘definition of the basic naturc of man, Lonstxtutcs
;n part an 1ntcrpreta{1v9 dcv1ce to enable man to evaluate
his choiccs. It is because of this aspect of myth that
the guilt here,. rcfcrrcd to is not 'what might be called
lltlflLdl guile” wh1ch reflects ‘upon events past bqt‘

rather "natural guilt” which reflects upon evcnts future;

-Ow,s'l °.

3
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that is, a guilt or remigglfance of.inappropriateness

of actions in the past Which“acts;as a. precautidnary C

'_mcasure or reminder bcfore,an event .in the future (Robért;
! 3
1970: 178)0 It 15 for this reason that history is a )
- s
vital anstltuent of the mythic superstructure, for it

 represcnts the colleatlve natural guxlt of whole social'.
%

unlts. thb'phenomenon is’ therefore not xdentxcnl to
the 1ns¢rumental condltlonxng of anlmals, for it 1nvolmes
valuo JuLgmcnts on, the part of. an 1nd1v1dua1 conscxous-
ncss which says either ""Do thxs again for it was goqqr
or Do not do this again for it was not good". .Hence
as mun movcd fo}w:;d from hxs pllmdl awareness of hxm-
self as. dlstxnct from other creatures by virtue of his
‘rcason, he accumuiaéZd a corpus of . knowlcdgc concerning
the dppropxlatcnq%s ox 1ndppxopr;ﬁtcne>> of Lcrtaln .
actions -- knowled&c which in turn also became appended
to or in®edded 1ﬁ the mythxc v1>1g§ of man. o

rhc castern Icndxtxon of the Lreat1on myth wﬁ'fh @

dcals WIth the fragmentation and subsequent materializ-

ation of the A1l That Is similarly envisions in myth1§
terms the exploration of possible fcsponses and'a learn- -
ing process ‘as to what is good or ideal. As these

experiences became incorporated ‘into mythalogy they created

~a background of action replete with a value system. This
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value system, however, is traditionélly.viéwed as
syﬁohymous with ﬁ~m°tgl system. This is not an accept;
able interpregénion,'for the yalues_thcﬁéclves as rendered
in the mithic corpus are monolifhic. wRather, mpfality

is a part of the 1nteract1ve proccss which. obtalns betwecn
" the mythic 1deal and the existential reallty, between
"individual thought and being in a social context. .It

is in the 1nterst1ce of value and action that further

«

)udgmcnt occurs. ™~
Myth may cven be didactic enough to ill }irate
;hc ndtu'b of the conscquences to be anticipated if'
certain paths of action are pursued. The results as
given mayfbe ovqfﬁly desirable or undesirable to sur-
vival, 6ut the question as to whether they are moral
depends dpon the interpretation of an action in a social
'Con;ékt._ This point is perhaps best illustrated by

Claude Levi-Strauss in his hnalysis af the Oedipus myth

as outlined in Structural Anthropology. He begins his
r— - r 3 -

analysis by breaking down the myth into its constitugnt
mythemes as outlined in .the chart on page 54 of this thesis.
A1l the mythemes . in eagh column exhibit one commoh fcature.
In ihc»fifst‘column all entries describe events in which
“ the tmportance of blood felationships are overcmphasized

and overrated. Because these relationships are more intimate

.
o

“
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THE;”YTH OF OEDIPUS,

.Cadmos seeks.
his sister
Europa, rav-
ished by Zeus

Ocdipus
marries
mother,
Jocasta

his

Antigone
buries her
brother,
Polynices,
despite
prohibition

T his father

Tpc'Sph}toi
k11l one
-another

-

'Oedipus kills

lLaios

Eteocles kills
his brother,
Rolynices

!

|.tadmos "kills

the. dragon

Oedipus kills

the Sphinx

1

Labdacos
‘(Laios' fa-
.| ther) = tanme

(?) ‘

L[4
Laios
(Oedipus’
father)
left-sided (7

foot

Ocdipus’
swollen-

(?)

|

(From Levi-Strauss 1967: 120).
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than they shoﬁld he they repchent violat!ons,of the

principle of differentiation in the spiritdal ontelogy

of man as a social being. The sccond column is the

inversion of ‘the first or the underrating of blood

rclationships. . Because the relationships of this column

~are not as intimate as they should he, they represent

violations of’the‘unity principle. This opposition

presents us with one of the most enigmatic qualities'of

man as a social Bcing; namely, ‘that he strives at -one

and the same time to differenti%ite and eéxpand experience - .

whiIe'he gt?ives to rcalize the oneness of humanity.  The
message of the Ocdipus myth lies in its illustratioﬁ of
the need to respond in social action in such a way as to
rcalize both the need for-human divcrsification and unity
while neglecting neither. The third cglpmn of Levi-Strauss'
analysis coﬁtaiqgﬂgq}gniai concerning the slaying of \ '

monsters. The-sféirth column consists of the names of the

. - i ' ) . » - ) °
mythic actors which share the common linguistic feature

of lameness in their meanings. The. final column relates

to difficulties in walking straight and standing upright.

< The third and fourth_columné are of particular interest in °

relation to man's sabicﬁt development as Levi-Strauss has

Mdicated:

&
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Column three refers to monsters. The dragon .
is a chthonian being which has to be killed
in order that mankind be born from the Earth;
the Sphinx is a monster unwilling to permit
men to live. That last unit reproduces the
~first one, which has to: do with the auto-
chthonous origin of mankind. Since the
monsters arce overcome by men, we may thus
say that the common feature of the third

r coolumn is the denial of the autochthonous
origin of ‘man- (Levi-Strauss 1067: 211).

Thellast th‘columns therefore treat the mythic isguc of
the basic nature of man. Thé éonteﬁts of these two columns
.link in én intcréstiqg fashion with those of the first two
columns. Once more ‘the paradox of man seeking to attailn
both diycréity and oncness is evidenced ‘in the structure of

- the myth. . Not'oniy dgestedipus slay the monsters wh}éh
rcpréscnt the instinctive, animal ancestry of man -- he
also kiils his father. Juxtaposed to this cxtreme illus-
t;afiqn,of man's aticmpt_to deny or eslape the nature of
“his own origins is‘fhe-image of Oedipus marrying his own
mother as a Symhoiic cxprcésion of his desire to ;gturﬁﬁ
to the uﬁity of the _one from whom he came.

The last.itcm of the firss column alsé warrants
specific coﬁmcnt since it treaté fhe problem of contra-
diction-whiéh often arises;when a social action cannot.’
escape é Qonflict_betwcen th @}spar;te values. Antigone, .
'by tradifibh, mus t bury her brother, but she is aléo under ‘

prohibition from doing so. The myth itself contains no
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solutioh to her'moral dilemma, it'merély presents: an
111uxtration for conﬁxderatIOn. Ultimately, the individ-
ual can only weigh thc values, make the moral decision,
and prcpare to face the social consequences.

' Myth thus containms two critical attributes: first
a'defiﬁition of the nature of man in its mest radical
form 55 perceived by a'chture, and sccond, a v?iue
sy<tem created from the LOHSLLOUSHCSb of responsibility
in the cxerc1se of free will in sOanl action. In the
proqess of acting out - the .myth and the growth of
experience, certain aspects of‘the.myth may come to demand
spcciallattcntion. thn“deVClopmepts in such areas as
tcchnoldgy>requirc the rcorg;niiatibn of social structure -
and action, it may be necessary °to rc-c;aluuto an extant
dofinition'of man which contradicts the demands placed
upon_him. This in turn geflécts upon the values which
may then also demand rgyamping zith far-rcaching impli;an
tions in decision-making and hence in the sphere of
morality. This whole]prqcess 1us has the bifold result
of narrdwing the.scope of potdntial developmcntal paths-’
{n favour of‘an éxpansion of gxperience along one path

and a subﬁoqucnt reworkxng of at least some facets of the

myth itself. In turn, the anSwers to man's most radical

i questions about himself'will be altered in relation to

)
[ -
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shifts in the myth which defines both man and his values.
Myth thus conceived Is an ull-pcrvasiyp aspect of
culture to such an ecxtent that it cannot often be
.conceptually isolated by-those who adhere to it. This
quality was otcd by Eric Dardel wher he wrote that
every period declares its truth in terms of myth:

Our 'truth' of the moment js often omly a -

myth that does rot know'it.is one, and as

1. Jourdain put it, we make myths cvery

day without knowing it. The myth-making

function is 4 universal and fundamental

phenomenon of whose cmotional motivation

the mind is largely uncbnscious (Seheok

1972: 20). '

[] .
But however unconscious the myth may be, it is neverthe-
less acted eut by man in society through language, qﬁt, .
philosophy, veligion, and so on. Therefore, it is-
necessary to turn our attention to society and its var-.
ious sub-systems in order to understand the nature of
the mythic dynamic which drives man -~ a consideration
that must account not only for the relationships which
inhere between the cong¢eptual categoriecs themselves® but
also the. formative principles involved in the intellectual
modality from which they ecmerge.

The traditional concept of myth does not have ‘a
broad enough scope to be\B§eful in cultural studies. Al-
T

though it does contain "stories.about gods'" and "pre-

scientific explanations for natural phenomena'" as well
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as a TOLOFd of Lultural hlstory, myth is much morc than T

;ny‘one of thesc dxpect ulone. It is a basic definition
of the nature of man as conceived of hy a-glven sogxéty as
well as a realm of values and norms with whl‘C‘h to’g.eavs.ure r
human experience Qithin'that society. As suth, myth rec—;

ognizes the radical contr.ndutlon in man which de@ds

the 5at1sfagt10n of hls need both for a realization of
~the expansion and dxvcrsnfication of human experience and
for union with the ‘oncness of histcésmos{ The mythic
superstructure provides thc'gencral framework for social
action thréugp which the individual can hope to achieéve
his own existential Significancc or "meaning" of life.
With the rise of civili:ation_myths themselves have

. . ‘ o
become more speciaglized and man has cateporized the various
aspects of.his mythic Qﬁéions intonspccific spheres of«
coacern, Both the ObJCCtlflLJtIDn of the mythxc vision
rcprcs%ntod in the~structure of gods and in the disparate
suh«systcms‘of socicty guch as religion and politics
represent the cTystdﬂizati&hs of the mythic visipn into
foci for social,actio;; but before the_felevaqce of *the
myth thus catcgorf%cd carl be éonsidgred we mu;t'examihegthe
myth-forminé pfbce;s itself as it eman;tes ftom tﬁé very

being of man. - .
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MYTH AND CULTURE PROCES Y

[

ry s,

In this chapter we \hlll”anC\tlgdtC‘:hC creative
aspect of myth, which-is dual in naturce. Myth cmbodics
the vision of a future "good society'; put it is also
the expression.of the ontobpgiculvdvvolépmcnt of the
individual within socicty. The direction this activity
takes within the larger societal contlxt is indicated
in the diagram on page 11 by the limes which lcad from
the individual members of society to the mythic Jsuper-
structur?. "It is this aspect of myth, the actual myth-
forming process, which is most in need of explication;
<o the focus of this chapter is on the question of the
manner in which the basic mythic constructs come into
being in the consciousnesses of individuals and how these
constructs relate to the categories of the socié;lsub-*

\iﬁﬁ
T

systems through which man strives to rcdllhc hlspv;sxtn‘.

of the "good society", : “‘f ~ ":‘ -%QQ

. ¥ "-(‘
"Truth" as perceived by a given 1u1turc 1§ yfkpny\’

‘u

P &
Jmous with its vision of the "good so :eé,y‘.', 'md "&plt

process 1s in effect the search for truthd Gotthold
— ﬁ

Lessing emphasizedsthe importance of the e Ch_forutruth“,

60 =
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itselt as carly as 1778 in Fine Puplik, a treatise
quoted at lgnuth by Freidrich Nietzsche:

"Not the trn_n‘th in whosce possession any man
i~, or thinks he is, but the honests_cffort
e has made to find wut the twuath, iy what
constitutes the worth of a man. For it is
not through the possession hut through the
inquiry after truth that his powers expand,
and i this alone consists his every grow-
ing perfection.  Possession miaked calm, lazy,
proud” (Nictzsche 1967, 95),

S

To explicate this notion, Nictzsche used the mythic

construcg of the Apal lontan/Dionysian dichotomy. Djonysus

.

was the god from whose dismembered parts the Olympian gods "»

. . v . . .
spranyg and from whose tears sprang man. And in his exist-
- L]
cehcee as a dismenbered god, Dionysus possessed the nature
~ -\ oy
of both a cruel, barbarous demon and a gentle ruler. I'hus
through the tracmentation of the vod came individuation
L]
or multiplicity, This process occurs in civilization in
. . . . . . . - s
the torm of tnereasingly complex divisions ef labour and =
individual specializations.
a ry
. h L3 )
move awdy trom the unity 04 the perfect wvhole or 't ruth':

In thie manner ci\'ilit_'.xtions

and toward greater fragmentation. The hope of reunion
into the one pertfect whole -- the vision of the perfect
tdeal -- remains contingent upon the rebirth ot replete

Dionvsus, This view is analogous to that of the ecastern
. . C .
Philosophy of Buddhism which holds as its ideal the retdrn
N i )
of the individual to the All That Is. Npeetzsche described

4 -



this hope when he wrote:
This view of things alrgady provides us
with all the clements of a profound “and
pessimistic view of the world, togethe?
with the mystery doctrine of tragedy: the
fundamental Knowledge of the oncness of
cverything existent, the conception of
individuatiaon as the primal causc of evil,
and of art as the joyous hope that the spell
of individuation may be broken in augury of
a restored oneness (Nietzsche 1967: 73 - 75).

Yet the Dionvsian, as it exists in individuateyd form,

©

continucs to erupt and bubble forth as the creative

aspect which defies reduction to the unified wﬁolc. The
Dionysian aspect therctore represents process or hecoming
as expressed in dance and ritual.

& . .

The Apollonian half of the dichotomy represents the
restraint of the Dionysian, the "cultural container" to
which Mumford referred (Mumford 19606 : 41, 50). The
container is constituted by society with its ynrious.sub-
systems such as politics and religion which impose order
upon the Dionysian chaos. As mechanisms for the return to
the uni(ici whole, they represent the ggijhétic -- the
"being' towards which the indefatigible process of beccoming,
the Dionysian urge, mils t be hent,

The mythic puiudigm usced by Nietzsche, then, can
be viewed in terms of the age-old opposition hetwéen
"Berng (static essence) and choming (dynami ¢ cxi%;encé)

)
t' it in traditional philosophy, and especially in t%e
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existential philosophy of the nincteenth and twenticeth
” . .

.

centuries, have been the fundamental constructs for meta-

More and more in®

physical or ecpistemological attij
the twenticth century, followi example of Nietzsche,
QPC phllosophlcdl framBwork has been grounded in myth.
Witness in pdrtxgular the hrltlngs of Jedn- au{ Sartrc

and Albert Camus who, like Nietzsche, turned to Greek
mythology for archetypal illustrations of contemporary
-situutions, to show the ways in which contemporary issucs
and man's way of coping with them in a societal framework
are invxtficuhly bound up iﬁ'constantly revitalized mythic
[HlttClWlS;

The distinction between essence and "exis stence has
been belaboured by modern philosophers to the point of
cultism, Until'vcry recently, for oxumplé, no self- .-
respecting British philosopher would adjure the nccusétiqn
that he was an existentialist; indeed Richard lare took

preat pains to deny that his proposal to bridge the gap

between "is" and "ought" was extstential (Plant 1972 92fn.),
and existentialism was for decades toutpd as diametrically
opposed to logical positivism, which assumed the pre-

cminent essence of things (Sartre 1957: 14 - 15). Yet the
essentialism/existentialism debate is an important one

for any consideration of contemporary thought if only
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. e
be¢ Jusc cach pOsltlgn-ls in 1‘5%1( a mythxg Lonstruct - -
a way of explaining different obgprved rcalltLCs.
The totality of knowledge abﬁmt redlity “as Conceived
¥ |

by a given socicty is embodied in its culture and the
origin of that knowledge js a critical anthropological
issue. And it is this issuc which ncccssitutcs a4 pursuit

of the implications of the Csscntlallst/CXA tentialist

debate, Sartre made a major contribution by placing phc
origin of all cultural knowledge in man himsclf.whcn-hc
argued that the "atheistic existentialism' of which he
was®a proponent, holds that‘if thcré s no god‘fo define,
then man must define himself) In short, man, in cxist-
cnce, detfines his own essence ASartre 1957: 19). Sartre,
therefore, maintains that the ”stqrting point" for
cxistcnt?mlism is "pure suhj@ctivity, the fﬂ)jﬁﬁjﬂg_i
Think" (Surt;c 1957 9) . But the fact is that in CartceSjan
:ontcmplntion one can QQL be sure of the primacy of ‘
thoupght (géuito) or even of beinyg (9}5&).‘ The dcputé
ot rhc philosephers: has been mxsﬁ‘cv.d: the polarities

-’ - - _

of tllOln,ht and the human situation should not have FKeen

Being" as opposcd to "Becoming'", or "Fsscnge' as
8 , g

opposed to "Existence, for cach s a part of the other

’

't ts impossible to conceive of an cssence without an .

'oxistcncc,.ns Sartre suggests; but it is just as impossible
. .
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to conceive of an cxistonce without its having definj-

T

tion -- an esscnce.
There is, however, a uynifying factor that jics

both between and beyond both cssence and existence,
- »

underlying and transcending :hég with. farsreaching

implications for the study of culture process -- a

: v .
process which-is @ effect the essential cxistence of

man. this pre-csscnti@l”?prc—cxistcntial concept [
-
Ve

shall gull simp}y, "extension”,  lixtension alone, in
space and time, prececds.both existence and cssence, and
it does so in-wuys that nreitotally explicable within
oS

the Cartesian/Sartrean phildsdphicul frame of réfercnce.
Is>n0t thought itsclf & form éf cxthsion? Does it not
cxtend Phoways other than ero-timg? -indccd the cnﬁacigy
o extend oneself is the primary characteristic capability
of man: In his véry "being" he extends, in the pfoccss
ot ”hvcoming”>hc'cxtpnds in space and time;-fp} change
itsell is a fgrm of extension., Extcns{pn is_prcéisc&y
the me¢eting plice of consciousness (Sartre's pour~§gis(;“
and tho being of a physical,”modsuruhlc'thing (gp_:gglf,~
Sartre 1956: ixv tf). The conccpt‘of oxtonsionisﬁ !
transcends the plane of both essence and:gxistcﬁtelgs”.
they have hccndcommdnly hnde?stood<in‘philosophibul terms.

.n . .

Thus formulated, oxtensd isr opens the door to. understanding
o ”~

>
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dlmenelons hitheypto expllcabhe _only in terms of meta-

phy>1 al, psychological, religious or mxthxc realltxcs.

hvcrywhqre we look, in everything we do, we are forced

« to recognize, even in simple mental-exeycise, the .

impinging nature of extcnsions and projections both

-« Outward and into the larger universe, and inwards to

the centre of being. . And sureiy herein lies . the funda-

mcntulcingrcdicné of myth. We-delight in moasufing the
"voids of the cxtcrn#l yniverse in terms of the distance
/ ‘ . .
between ohjchS'wimhbn that universe -- of stars and
glld&&(s fo; cexample; and we mcusurc'the voids of ghe
'
'chtzéon fho&protons,.hcutrONS amgd electrons -- .in terms
of rolete thiéés thdT we ;ec and conceive of -as measur-

able entities. These voids thcmsolvcs are immcnﬁurable;

-

but we can still refer to them as extending lnwards bcyond

éhv postulated center of hclng, the 1nf1n1t1\slmul ‘or

wards hcyopd the immeasurable huundarics of Lnflnlty.-

We cannot ¢onccive of thc infinite void as being, ncxthcr

*

can it be LOHLCthdll ed as an essence, for we can ne ve%

L g

conceive of thc infinite 1n terms of ecither trddltxonal

concept.  The only-thing we know dcfinltcly ahout infinity

‘s that it gfténgﬁ. Furthermore, 'all knowlcdge consists

B

o8t accumulated experience of human cxtension, and extension

i mxarQGSSml universe -- the infinitudes that cxist inwardly
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‘ AY +
-- the \caruh in Lessing's terms -- is the human process
, — . .

which provndes that knowlcdge.
‘The honccpt of cxtension also helps one comprehend
the*Significance of the ﬂpolldniah and Dionysian prin-

prlcs in Lulturc, as outlined by Nietzsche in The erth
i..
“of Tragedz The esecnce in the Platonxc ‘scnse” represents

the stasis of the ideal, whereas the existence represents
the matrix or ground which strives to become. The becon-
ing itself, howcver, occurs in the interstice bectween

essence and existence in the process of being ‘extending

itsolf,‘through cultur®l mechanisms toward the attainment
of the aesthetic ideul.‘ ft is also in the process of
extending that morality cnters the plcture as the judgment
“of the cfticacy of thcﬁprocess in meeting its goal, The

' goJ1 or essence, in turn, is thc-mxthic'toward which the
onuysrag, “ritually active principle, must aspire.
l(tonsqonxsm (as opposod to existentialism or essential-

1sm) prov1dcs a sdtlsdeIOI\ framework for a 'dlSL?bSIOH of
.Umyth hcgausé lt onaempa»~e> no; only. thc LOHkatb of physlgal
;txm; and knaCe hut alsq >0Llo pbthOlO&lLdl 1ntcrxelat10nsh1ps
Llthe, nozlon -of Zﬁiﬁ cx;endlng ou;ugxdq té }cldt ‘to others).

-

f'he notioh ot extending.. tp Lnlxnlrudc of valug, or rcaching

-

. - .
out to tho tho Tulnlmatc LOHLCFH” as Paul Tillich puts it, °
% an 1mport4nt ﬂdjunct to Ehc possibilities of T

- ”~ . N : - :
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extensionism, In Tillich's view, God is conceived to.
be the ultimate, infinite éxténsion of man jnward, rather

"than :a nebulous extcernal ‘being qpm&gpffrom man. Similarly,
Ala ’tzs, w}iting of eéstern'rcrigious tra&i;ions;
‘es.f;gd a view which em})ha‘size__s the egension of divinity -
f;gnwéz; inner dépths of human being. Watts prcfera the .
eastern éqncopt'of man Emunating from a god to the western
image‘of man crawlﬁng around under the §urve;11anéc of a-
ﬁemotc god,‘qnd thelpfimary reason for his commitment to
:thc;castcrn tradition is that "ijt inclhdps all the noblé
' and wonder ful posEiBiI{tics of tragedy, limitation a?d
difforentiutioq_wdthout, however, alfowing them to overwhelm
~the Gitimatc and basic unity“ (Watts 1973: 211 -~ 212).
Accu%ding to the Indian worldview supported b} Watts, the
ﬁnivcr;o extends outward from the Ccnfcf of being, wherein
resides thé Divine. All cxper{chC-guincd from such .

cxtension is then, "in all human chltures, organikzed into

‘jatogories which constitute the social sub-systems,

. ~ \
1. Paul Tillich considers "God" if the following terms:
"The name of this infinite “ahd inexhaustible depth and
ground of all being is God. That depth is what the word
God means. And if that word has not much meahing for you,

. translate it, and speak .ot the depths of your life, of the
.soucrce of your being, of your ultimate concern, of what you
take seriously without any reservation , . . For if you
know that God means depth), you know much abeut him. You
canno® them call yourself an atheist or unbeliever. For
you camitgsr think or say: - Life has no depth! Life. is
shallow. Being. i £ is supface only., If you'could say .
this in complete s@gousness, you would be an atheist; :
otherwise you arct.get. He who knows about depth knows
wod (Tillich 1962~ 63 - 64).; . . .
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C} Of all the possi‘@ Categoriocs. of ?xpcriencb, recligion,
art and philosophy stand out as thosec most inextricably

mixed into the symbélic;oydering pPrinciple or cultural para- .
digm; As sufh, thegc répresent a restatement of the

ﬁgcfinition'of the basic naturc of man, the embodiment of o

b

specific cultural ideals springing from a given mythic ,
;— -,

ality. Thus thp phxlosophy or culture myth of a *
socicty evcntuail&?%egomcs trdnslated into cognitive and
behavxordl modes,.in its rell&lod;, artlbtlt, phllosoph1cal
and cven polltltdl belicfs and rituals, In examining the
mythic meaning‘embodiced in the various social systems,
the dcfinitio; of "god" usecd by g:hleillich 1s useful
~inasmuch as it movés us away from the anfhropomorphized
nods of the predominant contemporary western religions
“toward a more universally applicable "ultimate concern',

The "ultimate ccncérn” of man thus incorporatéé within

it a basic defxnitlon of the nature of man-as a part of
.fhe'wholo mythic structure. But mythic yorlds do not

spring full-blown into the lives of men.. They are,

*as cextensions of hAﬂself, his own Creation. .And because
they embody a totality unparalleled by any.other creda-

tion, myths, more than any other c¢recation he undertakes,

tax his imagination and creative powers to their limits.



imagination, and imagination in particular functions
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Myth develops through extension from cxpcrienéc and’ |
through play. Play here refers to the free manipul{s}dn
of either concrete material or thought, bf both, Play'i&
both a mirror for a given reality or cultural paradigm
which provides infdrmafion abput thgf reality upon which
man can commentvof attémpt to institute chapge or trans-
formation. As such, play is a form df expeximcntafion;

It is both a testing of the novel and a reviewing of the
. ) L)

°
°

-
old. It is both constructive and criticdal. It is not —

serious in one sense because we are not immediately com-
. Y e \

miitpd to the creations of play, yet it is scrious to the
extent that it I¥s to one or several of the crcations to

which we must become committed cventually as we strive

to rcalize our potential extension. In this sense we

are constantly creating 4 ghew cultural reality in an
ongoing process, rather than in-a single "act of ‘creation",

and the amorphous, symbolic mythic structure rcpresents

‘both the realized rcality and the iqtal potcntial. Viewed

from this angle, history -- man's extension through tjgg‘
- - i§ the working out ‘of the myth, and accumulative ekpeff
icnéc of histoTy‘is limited onlf by the mythic reality
which structures all acts of extéﬁsion.‘ The confines of

the myth appear as symbolic constructs whii transcend the
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munaane. It was to these amorphous symbols thaf Cassxrer
alluded when he noted that we do not live exulusxvcly din’
our gommonplage reallty of. physlcal thxngs or wholly thh-
in an 1nd1v1dual sphere, but-also partly in a, realm of
plasélg, musical and poctical forms which extends beyond
both the physxcal and peychologica[ spheres into a symbolic
sphere of real unlvcrsallty (C3551r01 1944: 145).

In the contcmporgry western world, man Has become
Committed to.the concept. of one single Teality. But as
carly as 1941, Benjamin Lee Whorf, in his Language, Mind
and Reality, spoke of a ”&ulturc of con}ciousnesi” which
would 'lead western man out Jf his narrow perspective of
recality to a realization.of h%s potcnfial. Using the
tcrminOIOgy.oT thc‘philosophics of India and of modern
Theosophy, he spoke of the two great levels on the plane
of Manas (the planc of the mind, of psychic being, of"
total_symbolic-ﬁrbcosscS), the Nama/Rupa level ("the
realm of name and form"), and the Arupa level. The former
is the level éf vocabulary and shape segmentation, and is

not self-sufficient, but dependent upon the latter, the

Arupa level, "the level at which its combinatory scheme

appears'". Arupa (formlessness) "is a realm of patterns
that can be actualized in space and time in the materials

of lower planes, but are themselves indifferent to space
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and time" (Whorf 19%4: 253), The pafterns that appear
-ﬁrc.hot like lexical or formal meanings but Qre like
units, gf meaning which appear in clusters of ééntences.
Meaning, to Whorf, lies ‘in the larger patterns, not in .
the indivfdual ygma/RUpa components of those patterns. \‘b
&;’Hs‘precisely.thosé larger, non-formal and non-
'lingui§tic, patterns which, in his view have universality.
[t is equally this ArUpa‘patfcrning level which may, via
the “culture of consciousness", cventually be contacted
dircct}y by those wthe consciousness has .been suff;c—
Jently expanded (Whorf 1944: 253 - 254). When the
potcntial‘is realized, the extension préccss may once

more carry us toward new experiences.

Two directions in thought emerge from the philosoph-
ical apprehension of :he underlying, yet overridingly
important, pattorﬁLng-concept in:roduccd by Whorf. First,
1t serves to indicatcnthat the further man goes in the -
SCgmcntntion.und catecgorization of his universe, and the
morec sophisticated and "logical" his reality becomes, the
further away he draws from what could be calded "the
ground of his heing?{ The obverse of this is thg implici- -
tion that our usual model of social .cvolution -- from
savage hunrer/gathcrer to urban sophisticate -- may very

wcll be totally false. This 1s the point Heidegger
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attempted to make. in his comments about the beginning
of-human‘culturc bciﬁg the strongest aﬁ%‘higﬁticst (Mehta
1971: 155). The second dircction suggested by Whorf's
pattcrﬁing concept licslin the re-awakening of the under-
Standing of the spiritual nature of man, It is unfo}tun-
.ate, at this point, that Heidegger'§ use of the word |
"geist cannot he adequgtely translated inta English. To
use the word "shirit" as a gloss adds some unfortunate,
i{ not often consciously pérceived, connotations. When.
Heidegger lises the term, he means not a combination of,
but rather a fusion of mind and psyche, and he includes
in tﬁisAmhn's abilities to perceceive, to symbolize, t6
create, to feel, and to actuali-ze potential. Rejecting
th'e validity of the concept of "spirit as utilitarian

intelligence', he stated cmphatically:

’ Spirit.is neither empty cleverness nor the
irresponsible play of the wit, nor the bound-
less work of dismemberment carried on by the
practical intelligence; much less is it world-

S reason; no, spirit is a fundamentul, knowing
resolve toward the essence of being (Mehta .
1971: 49),

.Geist, to Heidegger, is '"the sustaining, dominating‘pfin~
ciple, the first and last, not merely an indispensible
third factor" -- "not a tool in the service of others'",
Geist, is in short that most fundamental quality of man
— s . .
which extends. The "world-creating impulse" of the spirit

o ,

15 destroyved by philosophies and theories which limit the

"
<" .
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arcas of valid inquiry into causes, which makc-m&n’conmg N
. ‘ “ ‘ ™ . PO
form to onec, narrow, standardized "reality", which ] A
degrades poetry, art, religion and politics alike, for #\‘/A ‘
L]
it hampers their true extension, as compclling{y crcag&Vc,
. "
- . . . : L X
original expericnces to be acquired in acts of self- N

affirmation (Heidegger's Da-sein, "Being-there").

e

-

[t would be helpful at this point if Heidegger's

Geiste could be translated loosely as "myth" cven though

"myth" itself is fraught with similar ambiguitics. In
. A
fact it may be preciscly falsification of the concept

of Geist in its translation as "spirit'" rather than as
]
"myvth" which has led to the historic and current mis-—

conceptions -- especially in the bnglish-speaking world --
reparding the nature of art., [ "spirit” is a tool of

the intelligence rather than the mythiﬁxcssoncc in which

tt Is based, then art becomes nothing more than a mechanism

by which we uphold and validate our very narrow reality.

.

It becomes a wall around that rcality rather than a door-
way into another -- or many others, as many others as there

dare sceparate cultural myths. As Don Juan points out to
ey
Castanceda on several occasions, we sustain and constantly

re-create our world through our internal dialogue; art is

the artist's internal dialogue with himself, that is, with

the mythic constructs of his Being, made visible and



-

.

75
- &

concrete. And this "world", the world of tonal in «
»

—~————

Don Juan's tob"s is more th“\ just“the spheres of the
[ ) N

Nama and Rupa, of symbols and shapes, but includes all
those abstract concepts that delincate the areas of

tBe possible within, our remlity; "the tona}l makes the
worid beccause it witnesses and assesses {t accﬁrding

to tonal rules”™ (Castaneda 1974: 124’- 125). Inother
words, the tonal makes up the rules by which it apprehends
the world. ’ .

But in Don Juan's cosmology, the tonal is only half
of an essentially inseparable, true pair: the other half
J4s Mhe nagual, which®, by his dcfini.ti()n 1s simply that
'MhiCh,liys beyvond the tonal, "there, where powcr'hovcrs”
(ﬁusfﬂﬁéhu 1974 172).  For the individual the tonal is
tdnite, beginning ﬁt birth and ending at dcath} it is
“the realized extension of being. The nagual, on the
oather hand, has no ;uch‘\imits. [t 1s not experience
or ﬂnthi&ion or consciousness, vet it aceounts for

D> s -

creativity. _In fact, says Don Juan, "the navual.is the

AV
only part of us ‘that can create”(Castaneda 1974 141).

This would scem to echo Heidegger's concept of Geist as
the essence in which being is based: it appears to be
.

a so-called primitive perception of a truth that so-called

civilized philosophy took many life-times to arrive at,

L4



‘style, and those of oun‘cxpcrxvnacs thdt axc'congrucnt

and yct which°stu{cs the concept of potential hcing\--

oF~C\tcnx10n hC)ond our dialogue-created rcallty --

'morc clearly and preciscely than western phinsophy has

been able to do. o

Untxl fairly rg;bntly (during the last thirty years.
or so) onlv rarcly did such a concept as that of a
thought-created reality. crop up at all in western thou&ht
and rhon it was usuallv cither peripheral te the concept
(llko Jung's LOllCL"l\C UHLOHSLKOUS") or.dxs&uxscd as.
poctry, fan(nsy or way put” theoloygy (as in chdcnborg_
i::nism). Onee pl\ot.ll paper though, first bublished in
1945, nof only pointed out the ecssential unrcality of
commonly agreed-upon rcuiity, but more imborfangiy, spoke
of "finite provinces of mca;iﬁﬁfypon which we may hﬁstow_

-

the accent of reality". Schut:, in this very brief

“but superbly lucid paper, suggested that "it is the

PA
.

meaning of our experiences and not the ontological.
structure of the objects which constitutcs reality”
(Schutz 1945: -288). FEach f1nl€c province of mecaning has
~ .
its own specific (and internally consistent) cognitive

“with this style ‘then in turn validate fox us the reality

L

of this province of meaning. v

«
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Schut: continucd that the rather circular process

. 3 . . . K . B \"J
in which cognitive styvle and congruent cxperience

<

are

cach both cause and effect for the other, has trapped

3
man not in a groove, but a rut - 50 dcop‘u rut that

it takes a \uhstnntnal shock to 1ift him out. Once he

has been shocked out of it though, it soon becomes apparent

to him that, as David Young suggcst'

deyreos of tllusion, there are mu ipl
realities, all of which may je illusor
Judged from some ‘(hypotheticdl) ov 4
ontological stance (popularly knowi¥ as

*

T e

Instcad of one roality sucroundod by vainng

L 3]
(b

ML

point of view), I'f all humanly constructed

realirtics are cqually i} h:sor), it is
truc that no reality is more illusory
nnothor (Young 1975: 9, unpublishcd pu

In briet, aceording to Younyg, ”axt o(fcws “an out
vantage [)Olllt from m}11LP1 the 1ng11\ idual L.ln FL[]
\nd thUs cvnluato cveryday reality" (Young 1975

Axt Is thus one mochanxsm for extension. Whth ex

also

than

per).

side

cct upon
9).

hibits

-

glcutl) 1hc JC!I(Lt well as generative nat
; ﬁr —é%jﬁ: b_if,_~__

nf\fbnslon Xnd .1§?t level, as play with thou
torm, such cxtension iw possible onn if one ful
to maintain his vvfﬁyduy reality as a permanent

Cstuhf}shcd "home base'" with only occasional for
alternative realities for the” purpose of gaining

Or novel perspectives on one's "home! recality,.

ure (gf ’

ght and
ly intends
and firmly

ays into
diffe;ew
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» On the’othcr hand, art, rather than being a tool.

used for the acquisition of perspective, can

[fort into a totally new mythic

realit

y, for

. S b B
only provide the new insight necessary and/o

be a pass-
it can not

r the shock

ta power the creation of newly perceived reality, but’

by giving substantive form to 1(, gan sustain yhut new

'rcalL*y as a lepitimate hcliof

systoem

This

lb h()t to

suggest a perManent flight xntb fantasy, but t%o acteal
oF

creation, through cxtcnston of

human

percept

reason, of a functional worldview or mythic

Art represents but one cultpral mechani

«

the.use of which man can CXpOllOﬂ(O a

hclnL thaq his narrow physical,

three

tar wi

-dimens

[ .

ion and
paradigm,

sﬁ through
dbr s&opc of

ional

reality. Why is it then that so ow menmbers of OJLh

.

gencet dtxon get more than a fleeting -

unpcrceivod == glimpse of this

in The Fternal Validity of the

is a result of an individual's

wider

soul,

belict

- in fa
scope?
suggesty

that 't

cﬁ, oftcn
/Jang§hohbrts,
»

s that this

he physical

reality he¢ perccives is the only valid ong; so it never

occurs to that individual to look for

other
not that Knc

divorced from thesorother streams of LqHSLIO

realitices. Furthermore, it is

possible

‘cssentially
uNogs in

¢

any radical ,sensc; but rather that hxs focus of attention

/

/

closes him off from them. The point,ﬁs that onc is i;yy
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limited to the rcality one knows ifvoné"hoLieves that

ihat‘rcality‘is the only valid ene (Reéberts 1972: 108 -
. e " .
© 109). Thus Roberts is cautioning that by unquestioning
! . . R

adherence to any system man can deny his own extefsion
L 2 .

ot t

and continued growth. And in denying continuing extcen-

sion man relinquishes the search into the nature of his

L} - a
v

own Being,

- L]

Roberts also suggests, by implication, that artists,
or’morc'goncrully vreative individuals who focus their
attentiow on developments in any other cultural sub-

System such as religion or politics, are persons who,
“ . ’ '} » :
L o T : .. . A .
ot being themselves more awwre of their own multidmensional
. . B . - » -
. .
concrcto.cxprossxon to, their per-

contront others with the possibility

inner self, car

: ptions and i
//”:t{:ﬁﬁTing" “a
-

in Rober®'s view

» . . - s . ’ye
w multidimensionality of being.  Thus

. . .:hu'uﬁwvnivc work involves you in a cooperative
process’ in which you leart to dip into'thsse
. other streams of consciousrtess, and come “up
with a perception that has far morc dimensions
than ond arising from the one narrow, usual
stream of consciousness that you know. Great
. creativity % then multidimensional for this
reason. Its origin is not from one reality,
but from many, and it ‘is tinged with the multj-
plicity of that origin (Roherts 1972: 109)..

thus the peirception ot multidimensional or transmythic .-

reality on the part of the author, “the politician, the
. I
theologian,  the scientist, the philosopher or the artist,

translated into law, litcratuch or the plastic arts will
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..’»‘-copﬂe,: the nced for "x ranauendenge". led. him to develop
K A

L

’ . . N . . .

provide the hcnrcr Oor viewer with suffiuxent clTues to

create the shock that opé’? the way ‘to a new ‘reality. °

Only if. the Viewer 1s,so deeply immersed in this reality
e .

that he ignores or discounts thoec Clues that are in-

Lompatlble with his cveryday cxpctlcnuc '5111 the opportunity

for eoxtension remain gloscd to him,
Roberts:' conccp:'of the inncr, multxd1mcnsxonal sclf

. . ,\
is formulated, in a- slx5htly dxfferent Way. by Robert

_Axsagxolx, a DS)LhOIO&l\t relatively lxttle-anown until

recent, years. His invostigat-ior.x.nto‘ what appc.lred to
\ _ .
him to bc another "basic psyghologxual need”" for many . -~ P

.

a modcl“f the v‘pmﬁn pcrsonulxty xn which he posxti" Y

1t;anspcrsonal gplfﬂ!l;clf at thc core of the total pd’son-.

C
:llnty. The trdnspcrs(')%nl self ’nalogous to Roberts!

‘inner sclya -+ s the pers;q‘l >6§f the as its ..
Fountcrpuqk in the human pcrsonality This bcfsoné1‘self - -
is cxbrcsfcd-xn thc will, and through the will acts on . . .
the otho/ psvcholoxxcal fungtlons (o 8. _intuition, scngal | i:
tion\ dwéirc thousht etL ). But according to Asaagzoli )

many pcbplo s@em to have voluntarlly submlttcd to a

xplxlfutl lohotom)" inasmuch as Phey repress the sublime
and gdmplbtcly don) the trunspersondl aclf (on\equently,
PN pboplc "kndw" th01r own hxghér consciousness. One .

[
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. fa\tor whigh has gontnbuted to this denml is the o

adopti ion of the po"pul.n" I‘rcud),an Rsyc‘ho.lo&ical stanc

\.;

which promotus\a degrndcd sclf- image hy adVangxng the < v

u!va that all rchgmus or bpxrltual 1mpnl.xe:s‘ 'a,ré L ’ ~\
suhlxmﬁtlons of crude sexual mstmtts.A'What th-xs >

Y . R
position ignores is the frct thatwmany of the worch'

most creative. peop!!:. throu&,hout hbman hxstory have _

reported e'(pcrlcl;t'c of a tran\personul nature. 'Bespﬂ:o

the fact that, n‘\ his view, splntual "no N
less ‘real, basic’or fundamental t human

R ) . B .

drives, §ey 'afc too ofrten.sublima Y o f man's

: PR ®

< . fca*f cqpmitment

ience of the trans

axly sm rect exper-

“.clf is rare and unjionaswith

it i'S‘vox‘y rare", peoplc do have. a knowlcdge .

4

of it which is medig through the Qupcuonsuousness,

' > 'mtneqs the works of creative genluscq such as Plato,
I)Jntc anc?l instein, . | Another means to access to the .
superpersonal is prnycr o mc* ion (chn 1974 105)
The tr.msper‘aonal sclf of . Assoggeli’s Inodei is analogous
to ar ] Rogcrs' tonupt“f "sub)ectiVe" thought and

reilcttlon Hc posits at the base of all human creativity

. m .u Wm of pre: conccpru..il thought whlcl\ night be Lall}d\)
)

Yo
. & y

s

unknown knowxngncsa" \R:x type “of thought aLLox‘ding

to Ro;.,crs involves the fo matlon of "inner hypotheses" Y 4

\\ . ke
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which are testcd through rdfcrence to. the xnward flow
ol experiencingrin our suﬁjecttva interaction’ with both
[igptornal and external owents. . This type aﬁ;}gowihg s o A,f
.funQnmental to cveryday living for. it is agaiﬂ&; this,

e 7,
and’ not aga)nst the qgternal situation, whxch we check

‘h!}

shatpcn nnd further &1Ifcwentiate thg\conccptual hypoth
0
cscs we torm rhxs form of knpwing Vhich is a deeplx e

!

Sl “‘ }ﬂrgc ly 18“°"¢d t°dﬁ)' Blﬂmse 5!
.:fY t° PUbllCIY valxdated know-‘A TN
de80;=y0t ig ss.trom this foxm of ‘knowing that we nfOrm

.

and d1ffcrcnt1dtc our con:cxoua symholxzations and con-'

a

chtlon\". This ;xpc of knowin «becn xgnored in,

‘éb; partn't lcast becausc of jns g!rarent opposxtxon to the

. h\pothe4k* hrlhly valued by‘ihe investxgator bccauae

emplxludl ossonce of modern scicntxfgc roscarcﬁ but as

Ro;crs notcs i cvqp the moﬁt ;*gorous hLlanc has its

l‘hdes L
)ectxve

orxbxn xﬁlihxs mode of knowxng" : Thus he

"Scncngo.always has 1ts bcginnxhg as xﬁﬁcr

it makos pdttcrnod sense out: of his experxenc1ng (Rogers .

1970 4). o | ' S ST

KL i
In this chapter we have seen that .a new paradigm .
for myth in 1ts creative agyect is dcvelopxng, a paradign

"h‘is places at thc core of man's total being an 1nner,

transcendxnc or transpﬁrsonal self whxch exists in a truly
. e ’ -

. . ,
. ¢ . - .
® L
. . . s
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mult&diﬁenéionat cdnte y nd pipvidcs the motiécfgéwer

[ ]
for ull hxs c.reative in lses w’hich are h\ turn rcalJ.zed
throug,h the mnsvan of his Bcing mto Lreative forms.

Thus it can be. seen that the "thspxmtxon" for both

"ﬂza

. artwtic and rcligxogs expressiw* frovn ‘thc same

,sourd‘ which" b.cnuse of its very: uul*tﬂ*mensxonal nature,
can 1mbue Janguage, ar\ and retxgion w;th the gapagxty for

‘opcning the wry to ‘t linst tho£ r?ﬁnceQ aml porhaps s
.the forn}ticn of new and ve ferent mythic supar-

,.,-.mrﬁrcs for Cultural realxties o e

e



CHAPTER Vv
. o ‘.
YMYTH" AS AN_OPERATIONAL-CONSTRUCT

Chapters Two through Four have deadt with the
various aspects of myth as they. relate to human onto-
. logical development in- the creation of ordering prin-
ciplcs for sociofy which‘porsiSt in'ﬂu:'wwhic super-
str g’uxq as man's fundamental ‘referent ﬁn his struggle
: ‘iﬁianly, rn this chapter we snjll endeavor
thﬁsh "An opo(atlonal framewcrk within which "1

T ™ 5 nytb cdn, be synthesgzed in order to create
¢ "i PRE . - o
» X tﬁpd&qtlca f:amework for the 1nvest15at10n of the

e
'hnps bctWeen mythlc and sogial Latcgorxes

a“‘xw sot¢ial bchthour which strives to functxon
|€§!thqsc oatcgorlcs 111ustrated in the ‘diagram on
,.i_ﬁ _,‘*‘a‘e 11 as phllosophy, vcl1g10n, po;jgpgs, art. and

: .‘»v)
N .1#.,sgxonce. (This list hy no means exhausts a the

- - s
. . .t .

50;141 Laq’gor1eq )
»a' ) N 1he contept of socxal mcchan1sms as a means to
‘ =4cﬁhcvtﬁg thewpnd ‘goals. of the "ultimatc concern", ér
. ~ine Fauf T!l%xth's terms the process oﬁ-transfor
“'_the potentaai into the actual (Txllxch 1952: 93] c‘ﬁ

be Operatxonallzed in terms of the Sophlstlcated theqry.

84 4
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of magickl formulated by Alecister Crowl He began

his book, Magick in Thsgrz and Practice,

following Postulate: "Magick is the Sclence and Art

ith the

of causing Change to occur in conformity'witﬂghjll"
(Crowley [uﬁdatcdi: xii). "Will“. as used hére by
‘sf wley.{gh&tes back to will as conceived by Nietzsche ‘:‘
0 his:éﬁﬁéﬁp; of the "will to power". This use of

" the term "willf was cogently explained gy Paul Tillich

tiyzgz Coﬁragg To Be when he wrote that Neitzsché’§
wiffvfo power was neither will in the.psychplogical
“sensc nor power in the sociological sense; but rather
tho selt-affirmation of 1ife as lifc.which includes the
drive for self-prescrvation and growth. Conceived of in
this fashiorf) will does not strive for something ite does
not h#ve, that is for some obj066 outside iEself, but

;\wills itself in lhe Jouble seﬁse of preserving apq ti2ns_
ccnding: In this sense, will té power is<*the self- ‘
affirmation of the will as ultimafc realigy‘(Tiilich 1962:
36).

The‘will thus .defined acts in accordance with the

second Postulate put forth by Crowley: "Any required

——

1.Crowley uscs the spclling "magic® to distinguish
actions aimed at serious transformation or metamorpMosis
as opposed to whe slecight-of-hand "magic" of the stage

magician performed for ecntertainment and illusion only,
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Change may be cffected b}sapplicgtion ofhthc proper kind

and degree pf Force in the proper‘hnnncr through the

proper medium to the proper Qpieff"(Croéﬁey [q.datod]: xiii).
Crowley's programme for willd‘?ﬁgtidn as set out in his
sccond postulate contains the four major aspects of social

[ T
action which must be accounted for in a study of cu¥ture

process. Fh(st} his "desired change” represents the iQeél
toward which social #Qtion strives. Second, '"the proper
kind and degree of force" refers to.récogniaed pgtter.’n.tq,
of action which tould be thouﬁpplicntiop of scientif{c
princ{plps to alfer technology or the‘knstitution of a

politital platform to achicvé social reform, for cxample.

"The prop}r manncer through the pfoper‘médium" wh?%h"

constitutes Crowley's third peint contajips both practical

-and ethical connotations for cultur -- the cast-
~7 M "

.. . . '
ing of a baltlow as opposegq;o the sctting ofs a, bomb as v:

an approach to political process, for cxaﬁple. And

-~ -
~ o L o T

finally; the choice of a "proper object" for creating a

desired change is analogous to the determination of the

appropriate aspect or sub-system of culture to be shbjected"-

to cpange. Thus; every act, if it is an intentional act,

-

is a "magickal" act. The act of magick itself represents

‘practical action or cxtension toward the mythic which

embodies all the aspects of Crowle}'s second postulate for

o

e



it defines goals, mcans, values and the categories of o
objects or concepts for cﬁange. The mythic groundiné
which contains all these aspects is, as discussed in ®
the, last chgptcr, the ground from which Bcingvitsclf

extends.  As such it consists of the accumulated cxper-

ience of extension coupled with visions -- extensions |
4

"of yet unrealized possibilities. This formulation is
| -~

implicit in Crowley's Theorem 14:

Man is capable of being, and using, anything
which 'he perceives,, for everything that he
perceives is in a certain sense a part of
his being. He may thus subjugate the whole
Universe of which he is conscious to his
individual Will (Crowley [undatSQl xvii).

The true "magician" is however, a solitary practi-
tioner analogous to Kiprkegaard's "Single One", the one’
who stands apart frame the mass in the process of extending

‘e

his own being.: Marein Buber in his book, Between Man &

Man, disagssod the’natgte of the "Single Onc“;as conceived
by Kicerkegaard. Buber'notqd,thatvfor Kierkegaard the
"crowd"” rcpresc?3cd "untruth” while the “Single One"
represented "fruth" and that no one was.srevénted from

becoming a "Single One* except he who chose to exclude

himself by'wahting to be '"crowd". 1In this sense the "Single .

One" represents the catggory of "spirit" in genéral and -

of spiritual awakening and revival in barticular. In these

terms spirit is as sharply opposed to politigs as possible



(Buber 1947: 81).. To cspouse a stance which prgmotes

. . . . \J
» the role of the individual so vociferously would uppea}'

to be counter-productive to theories, such as Durkheim's > ® -

which posit society as the primary referent for being.

Buber was aware that Kierhegaard's own writing contain
?

this contradiction or paradox and used the foLlowingl‘_
quotations to illustrate the point:

"lle who communicates it [the truth] is on}
. a Single Once.  And then its commun tion
again only for the Single One; for s
of life, "the Single One , 1s the Very t
Not thar the Single One exists and not that
he should exist is described as the truth,
. but "this view of lite', which is hence dlbO
simpdy identificd with him [sic]. To ‘be the
Single Oné™1s the communication of the truth,
that is, the human truth. "The crowd" says

h'.

. . Kierkegaard, "produces positions of advantage .
.. in human life', which "overlook in time and
. : the world the cternal truth -- the Single
. Onc’ (Buber 1947: 68). .
¢
However, a careful reading of both kxexkogaard and Burkheim
«
xndxgatox that the LOntIddlLClOﬂ between the 1nd1v1dual
“ .. -?

v: .., dnd aogxety as grounds of becing 'is more apparcnt thdn‘stal

In fact, what klOFkC&ddld‘lb >ay1ng when he wrltCs that:

‘the crowd or society produces positions of ad¥antage is

" that the socially crystallized'aSpects of the myth expressed -

in the various sub systcems of socxety GCrCsenT the stasis

* *
--that conscrvative quallty of man which’ secks'to malntaln
U4
[}
. the status quo and re>1st-changg. This usngct.pg sgc1al
’ systems rclates to Keen's cohcern, expres<ged in his er
y S ’ P&y
" L o ' ' ' i '.- w oA .
r’»-"{ . ‘s) - ' '\A,(.":Q'L}ﬁ'- Q.‘ s R
e .. . - - ! PONE SN , .




el

L) ty
. . .
( ' 89 .
- . ' d
- " .
on Assuglgli, hat while man strives to develop and (
ve

difterentiate vxpvricncv-mo also -fears the unknown, that
- . . T e N

which has4hot becen cxperie ch. Mythically, the same
!Hﬁ

propensity in nan was il trated through Oedipus. He
N .
L4

sought to ¢xtend by destroying and denying his own history; he

then.marricd his own mother thideby returning to his own

P ‘ . . o
ortgins or that which was known already. Jhus, the
- :

categorized knpwledge contained in the $dcial sub-systems ‘

defines aghicved extension which is but a possible sub- .
sct of possible extension. The .role of the "Single One'"
is to utilize the dionysiag urge to extend by exploring

hevonds the uchiovcd'intq the potential extension of the

o
.

broader mvthic matrix. ' C e
. . 3

' The key to the problem of the roles of the individual

‘ A . .

un&'sociéty lies in the fact that extension heyond the

realdzed into thu"pofcntial does not occur in” a vacuum:
socicty remains the ctérnul referent, the "cvcr-prcsent
Y cause' to thch the extension o% the‘individdal being
"reacts'. The paramcters within which one can extend are
“therefore ndg.;ru1y infinite, for the range of extension
is confined between the pcrimetcrs of the concrete reality
and the porceived potential s noted by Crowle? (Crowley

fundated]: xvii). Durkhecim was aware of this limitation

on the individual being when he wrote that the existence
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of individual calts implicd nothing which contradicted

the sociological interpretation of rfelivion because
. N r

cults consistdd only in individualized torms o
. .

t the

¢

colloective t'()x‘g\\'. "Theretore," he concluded, "even
when religion scems to be entirely within the individual
conscience, 1t is still in society that 1t finds the
Living sonrce trom which it is nourishied” (Durkheim 1915:

125). \ ’
In turn the individoated or Jdionvsiac extensions
1 .

of the individual provide the dvnamics tfor culture

PrOC e, Lioextension assimilates new oeapericnces in

the dronysian scarch, alfternative modes of action enter

-~
the "calua!l container” of socicty.  The true catalvst
. . . . .
which nstrgates culture process is, as Kierkevaard
noted, communication. Metaphorically speaking, communici-

tron as a catalvst transtorms the new perceptions from a

state of cultural suspension into a state of solution,
theveby assimilating those perceptions into the pround of

hetng 1tselt, [his reaction in cultural terms was described
L4

. N4 . . - .
by Buber in o terms of political transtormations:

Rivht order i< dircection and form in the pol-
1tical realm., But these two concepts must not
be allowed to petrify.  They have their truth
onlyv trom the conception of the homogencous
dvnamic of order which is the real principle of
the political. The true Ristory of a common-
wealth must be understood as its striving to
reach the order suited to it.  This striving
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this wrestling for the realization ot true
order -- wrestling between ideas, plans, out-
lines of true order that are L() difterent,
but also a wrestling that is simultaneously
comnon to” them all, not known, not to be
capressed -- constitutes the political struc-
ture's dvnamic order., An order is gained and
established again and again as a result
(Buber 1937: 99), :

Without the purvevors of perceived potentials to .

teed conceptual possibalities into the socictal cauldron
there would be no cultuve process.  Such a state of
stavnation is o reached, theoreticilly, when the denial of

A}
Cxtensron results an® a perception of "the potential and .

the realied as synonvimous.  When this occurs, a state of

absolute "Collectiviasm exists which marks the beginning
. . . 1 . ye ..
ot paralysais in the human carch for truth. there 1i's,

. - .
theretore, a need. for people who have not been collectivized
and ot truth which is not politicized if man is to continuc
to develop ontolovically (Buber 1947: 107). Those people
vapable ot achiceving this are those possessed of an urge
to ~carch or extend beyond the realized to the potential

tn the creative wronth of being to he cxpressed 1in social

contigurations, This must not be taken to mean that each
S

new svmbolic construct created will be accepted by the
‘_' R . o’

total vomnunity if at all. In ftact, there is ‘rarely a

community whith is able to express what it considers te be

vight or wrong tn a given situatien in a unified and .



nnambiguous way, A community usually consists of more

Y
or less visible pgroups, which all vield various dnter-
' .
pretations of destiny and which are utterly "ditferent
yvet all claim absolute authenticity.,  FPach declares to

o what is best .('01' the community and (.‘.'lCh cltaims the
unreéserved _com_plicit,v‘of the individual in the name of
that community (Buber 1947 90) . Implicit in this view
of commanity 1s the fact that culture process does not
Sodcur ult}{«)l\/t he copnizance of a socicty's members.,

Chorce 1s demanded and choice is a conscious activity,

)] M .
tnrthermére, because there are alternative paglierns to
. - AN

choose from there is also tmplicit a "strupgle" among

‘the praponents of various interest groups to promote
their own :1pprouL‘h to developmént. “Fhe concerns of the
various "interest groups'" which are ereated ;n‘oum‘l differ-
ent. symholic ordering systems derived from extension intp
the realm ot the potential, are all aimed at achieving

the "good socicty™, but their actions must be tempered hy

r»c‘,\*pémsihility, for as Buber stutc;d:‘-"History 1s not a
scquence ot comlucsrs. of ])"th'\:md actians of power bhut
the context of the responsibilities of power in time"

( Bubher 1.94": ""’).'Iiliw responsible act_could be ‘dc’t'iucd in
terms of Crowley's postulate; tAh(lt 1s, an gct which

applies the appropriate force in a proper manner through

-—
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the proper nmedium to the 'preoper end (Crowley [undated]:

xit). And the "proper medium s a socji catpgory, be
. 3 . .
1toa political pgrty, a religious institution or an

interest . group created to bring pressure to bear upon a

pplitigal party or church. All sociat tatcyories of

bchaviour as modes of action are thus aimed at tht crea-

tion ot the "good society", a continuing process which
depends upon the communication of visions extracted from
the mythic potential. And in order to understand the

nature ot the reltationship between the "vision'" of the
"pood society"™ and "social action'" dirccted toward its

achievement, the articulating factor, communication must
L]

be \'()nsidcrcd. : T E -

Rollo May, in his book Power and Innocence: A

- —— — —_—

Scarch-for the Sources of Violence, explored the import -
» R

ance of communication in society: :
Language arisces from an underlying web of
potentiFality for understanding, an cmpathetic
Tt between people, a shared structure, 4
capyicity to identify with another. This poten-
ttality for understanding is much more than
mere words: it implics a state of we-ness, a
bond that potentially unites pcople; the proto-
tvpe for which are the facts of.gestation in
the mother's womb and then the process of birth.
From this dialectical bond with others, into
and out of which we c¢an moeve, therce has cvolved
in profound and complex ways over the centuries
the capacity for language. . The individual is
both bound to others and independent from them
at the same time. Out of this double nature
-~ of man arce born the symhols and myths which




- . .

are the Rasis of Janguage and scrve as a .
bridye over the chasm between human beings
to e~tablish the bond again (May 1972: 67).

Communication of the collective vision for socicty is
theretore vital it the myth is to remain viable, for.

when the bond between hugan beings is destroyed to such
‘ ) o
an e¢xtent that communication,stops aggression and violence

sccur., - Aggression and violence are the outcome of commun-

v

rcation breakdown not only because the unifying prihciples

- . -~ .
of 4 socicty can nd longer bhe communicated, but also
, .
bBecause loss of communication strikes at the groundyof

.

individual being s well., The manner in which this ogcurs
becomes sevident it we onee mbre consider, as Roldlo May

Jid, that the Nictzschian will to power is "neithes® 'will!

nor 'power' in the compctitivc sense of the modern day,
3 .
biit rather self-actuatization' (MMay 1972: 20). And

power and the sense of signiticance which comes from self-

actualization arc intertwined: "One is5 the objective

~ o N S i

form and the other the subjective form ot the.same exper-

ifence' (May 1972: 35). <ommunication, in turrn, is power.
' ~

eyl ° - w - . . . . N . ’
lherefore’y, if communication is blocked, power is lost,

sa point expounded by Harry Stack Sullivan who argued that
N e —— L . .

the feeling of power in the sense of having influence ip

interpersonal relationships with sifhificnnt others is

crucial for the maintainance of sclf-esteem ‘and the

*
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continued g>rwth of being (May 1972: 36). Traditioaally
the communicﬁtion.involvcd in self-affirmition takes

place within the confines of the "community', simply .
-
defined by May as .a group in which fréde conversation
L .

can take place. ”Commun}ty isﬁwhcro [-can share my inner-
most thoughts, %ring ohp the depths of my own feelings,
and kndw thdy:will be understood'" (May 1972: 247). Thus
hoing‘is both cxperienced and cxpressed through commun-

. . £ . . -
tcation. . But when an age is in the throes of a major
[] N ’

transition of ordering principles or "mythic vision"
< »

langdwage is the first thing to disintegrate, When lang-
‘ . < ]
uiage breaks down the language itself is subject to

suspicion with the concomitant result of personal and
- ¢ .
interpersonal impoverishment. When this happens pcople

sufter the despair of noi beihg able to distinguish for

themselves what they feel and are. And underlying the

loss of identity is the loss of cogency of symbols and

<
myths upon which both language and identity are based N\
(May 1972: 66).
- . . .
In his book, The Myth of the State, FErnst Cassirer
' . .v’\. ) -
explored the role of language in the maintenance of |
the mythic sy@ctftructurc or ordering principles of
society. In his consideration he took into actount the

fact that political myths depend upon a specific use of
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language, and described his perceptions,  He noted that

the development of human speech fulfils two entirely

different functions in the history of ,civilization. He
LY

called thésestwo functions the “"semantic" and the

"magical', and asserted that if cither function ware

missing there could be no human specech.,  However, the .

«

magical quality of the word does tend to dominate in

primitive socicties, In this case the word is used,

5 v

yhot to describe things or the relationships between things,

but rather, to produce effects and to change the course

- ' o . L . «:
ol nature, his point was of particular ‘interest to

Cassirer because he could sce the tendency for the magical,

predominance of the wédrd to recur in the modern world.
In the rhetoric of modern political myths the magical
£

facet of the word has come to dominate the semantic. In

.

his own rcadings, Cassirer found® that the transformation
had been so radical that if he were to read a book published

after 1935 in the German language, he c¢ould no longer under-

stand that language. This has occurred not only from the’

coining of new words®but dlso from a profound.chanﬂc in the
meaning ot many old words. The change of méahing occurred’
because "those words which formerly were usced in a descrip-
tive, logical, or semantic sense arce how uééd.as magic
words that are dcst}ncd to proguce certain effdcts and to

' -

v
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.

stir up certain cmotions" (Cassirer 194%— 281 - 282).

Ordinarily, we think of words as being charged with

meaning, but when the:magical quality dominatcs the

words arc charged with feeling and violcnt’passion;
Myth, thercefore, as communicated through the artifices

o ’

ol Megnan speeg Js not only a didactic #€ppeal to hu-'
rd

man rcason bu¥Talso an-appeal to deep-scated emotiong

Thus ‘'the frustrations pent up from a blocFRag

.

communicatidn in one direction can crupt throug
.channels it these 'become open to the individual. While
- .

In oextreme cases, as May indicates, the cruption may be
1 .
in terms of oyert violence', it can also be sublimated

into the language or "jargonese'" Qf the social sub-
. .
systems. The violent quality of the language of

millennarian movements illustrates this poigt. The
N . s

creation in such movements «of a sct of new ciptegories
* -

-

tn which their adherents can rclate within the context

.

of A re¢ligious community provides achannel for the
cxpression of disillusionment with the larger sociectal

myth with its replete store of values and€ behaviour °

.

patterns. . In ceffect, ecach such organization represents

+* the creation of a "sub-myth'", for eq;&_is a direct
. . «\‘

e &
"reaction' to the totality of vItwes and activities’ of
the larger society. This phenomenon is reminiscent of
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Schuet' provinces of meaning with cach mythic subsct rep-
resenting one possible system for categorizing the various’

components of culture.

o .
Ruc basic problem of mcaningful rclationships between

mythic components and Social relationships was cxplored

©

by Harvey Cox and T. George Harris in hxstcrz, Magic and

.

. - o
Miracle: Religion in a Post-Aquarian Age. Their discus-

ston concermed the generation of or oxtension towatrd o new

myth in the form of a4 new system of categories in the search
14 L]

for meaning. The basic content of their dialogue revolves

around the growth of interest in *irrational”™ svstems such

s u;rrology. When Yarris asked Cox what he thought o[,{hcn

scarch for interpuman rclhfionships basced on compatible

codiac sipns, Cox replied that he thought it %cprcsen(pq the

rejection of social categories which had become both rigid

and outdated. Because the astrological symbols are’géncrar

purpose they can be used to develop a range of rclationships.

(3N The fopdlowing constitutes the core of the conversation:
"Do you knog@ vhat pcople are saying when they ask you your
.sign?  They are saying | want to ’CJHiE to you, to be inti-,
mate with.vou in this kooky, intercsting, groovy way -- a way

that. is going to bhlow the man: of thosc goddlmch—thlon—

alists. “%o eople who have organized our sOLlCtV have
i

de¥ined us Jdnto cateyorics that we can't lxvc Tn.  So along
comes this absolutcly welrd group of 1tcgorncs unrclated
to sovial status or anything elsec. [t's such an intricate

and general-purpose set of symbols you can usé it to build
whatever,relationship vou want (Heenan 1973: 15).
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The nebulous, all-purposce sct of vategortes to which Cox

<

refers is ‘reminiscoent of Whorf's Arupa in the sense that
I

its lack of dcf'initiqn gives it the quality of formless-

ness o and indifference to time and space.  The adoption of

.
-

such a non-formal set of categorices is also what Whort
- . . ) : . -
cxpected to sce at the beginning of a period of renewed

spiritual frowth in the western world -- his cnvisioned
culture of consciousness'. (Whort 1944 : 253 - 254y

In other terms, the interest in non-spocificocutqg-
ories, cspecially as they represent a reaction against
too highly spccific.cutcgorics, indicates a rcﬁcWCd“burst
of Ccreativity from the Dionysian principle long latent
in the hiéhly hurcqucrnti:od countries of Nofth America.
I'n fuct,‘thcjtight, hurcuucratié‘socifty we have uchievgd
wias won at the cxhcnsc &f repressing the Dionysian aspect
of man. .In short, our production- and“efticiency-oriented
socicety 1unn0r gccommodate the abSurd, the inspiring, the
unc}nny, rhg awesome, the f?rrifying, or the ecstatic -
propensities of man. Whenever the¥ érupt‘thcy are
Imnediately suppressed ;Lthcr by force or by some brand-
name therapy. Tht mythic vision of the western world as
It relates to the basic nature of man has tric& to QCfine

these latter qualitices out of man altogether. Our defini-

tion of man is such that, as Cox suggested, '"Having
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svstematically stunted the Dionysian side of the whole

human, we assume that man is naturally just a reliable
Yy ) ’

2

planc-catching Apollonian” (Heenan 1973%: 18).
- .

. y . ) . ..
Me extensions of man aimed at < ranscending the
Y

-
Fimitations of the ration®list world are expressed in
such phenomena as the theagde of Antonin Artaud. The
~highty Wensual aspects of Artaud's, theatre of the cruof
“literally "shocok" ;hc audience into taking cognizance
of the face that there-are experiences of which  they
.:qu- capable bevond the realm of their own sphere of
extension.  One aspect of man' s potential wHich has y
< .
heen denited contemporary North American society is that
of the sensual and festive.  And religion has sufferreds
L=
because the direct experience of festivity and celebra-
tton ‘has been denioed except as it 1s strictly controllcd
tn the secularized and vulgarized tdrm of organtzed sport
. .
such as football and hockey.  The religious sphere used
. . .
to provide an outlet for mdn's festive spirit,.but as Cox
notcd,'”hc are allowed to teel it only through Curc&ul
N

study of the people who first cxperienced it long, long

ago' (Heenan 1973: 21).

e are on the verge of recapturing \bstivity and
vlay as evidenced in the popularity of a new cenre of
play

literature which includes Tolkien's The tHobbit and Carlos
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s tamedats quartet, Ihe Feachingss of Don Juan, A

Séparate {(‘.Illf‘\',‘«’()llrll!“\' to Ixtlian and Tales of lPower,

L]
vhe intatuation with such material indicates a need to
.
caperimegt owith "nonrational' modalities which cextend
Far hevord the Lbhere of the larp®r socicetad myth,
»

Whaitle much of contemporary l'.'lntustlc. literature is not

taken scriously in any scholarly sense, it is serious

to the oxtent. that 1t affords an opportunity to play

v

with novel concepts which cannot be found in the realiczed

extension ot bherny embhodied in society, It thus atfords

AnTopportdnity to expand human consciou ness  aad entertain

novel wavs of catevorising the social cxperience.  When
OCral expgraiments are articulated in pop-art, rock

sibsses oand Beatles' music, they do not represent "passing

Pads" <o much as opportunities for the extension of exper-

. - - -’
renee, Fhe cumalative offect of such experiments can be
~eenoan s the sequenge of vontemporary rock operas.  The

Precur-or to the actual operas was the Beatles! Suyt. Pepper

alhum,  Hai roand 'I'f)lrinlz', the first of the true operas,

o

were hrlled as celebrations -- a fact noted by virtually -
all ot the ¢ritics. What was not as obvious was the
critical aspect of celebration. In his book, The Feast

~
of Tools, Harvey Cox only hinted at this function of
celebrationy while he dwelt at length upon the opportunity

-
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for cxperimemtation and tantasy.  What he did note .

ts that celebhrations are cvents n xv\ich the \()(i.IL

“* \ . - - .
proprrety -- the accepted category of vaeues -‘-\ls “Net

»
on end. Men and women dress Cross-sexualiy and’thosc
) * .
- . [ . .
ot socially low status openly mock those of h’l)'_h status, .
including their political and religious leadery (Cox

» bl
w

1969: 2). ” ,

- . '. )
Hlair epitomizes the critical quality of the Diony -

. .
stan celebration,  The antishero » Claude "Hooper Bukowski

Y

truveles to submerpe him_\‘el.f in a "conmter-culture', -

But his rebellion Is futile and he is ultimately chutfed

. -

ottt to die 1n the Vietnam meat-prinder. His Haroup" iy

shattered and the play very literally ends in despair,

Claude as detfcated because he forsakes the struggdle to
. . 4

emerze trom the crowd, to hecome 1n a Krerkegaardian

. - < :
sense, a "Single Ome', .l(‘\‘us E‘hrl’._\'t Sul)rvrstur explores
the possibilitios ogl' celebration more successfully, per-

Id . ® ~J

L)
haps-hocause 1ts Woro is indced a "Single One'". The hero
SsUhrist -- 1S not the tnsipid, ancemic Christ of traditionatl

Christianity but Christ the Harlequin, Commemting on the

~

ericrgence of this motif, Cox 'nofcq that the figure of

Christ 1< now ubilquitous and almost without (‘xccpt.ion the

frgure is that of Christ as the Harlequin, * Cox_believes

: y - )

v
. .
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this aspect of Christ to be the most valid one sinasmuch
as Christ was "part Yippie and part ruvolﬁtionnry and
part something else'”. e then reminded his reader that
on his day ot carthly triunph Christ rodc'Lgto town on
a jackasssand in carly iconogrnph} was depicted as hav-
ing the hecad of an,ass himscelf. Cox cexplained, in part,-
the contompérury emergence of Christ the Hartequin when
he wrote: "A weak, ¢ven rvidiculous church somehow
pecdliarly at odds with the ruling ussumptédn of its day
can oonce again appreciate the harlequinesque Christ"
(Heenan 1973: 28).  Christ the Harlequin stands out most
o
clearly in a powerful, symbolically inverted scene with
Herod.  Herod amwd—tis haren arc physically attired as
the jesters and act out a ludicrouy ritual dance. Chrkst
. < :
stands gutetly, attired in a plain white robe. The
amidience, identifying with Christ and his transcendental
tdeals, at that moment is immcdiutcly'plnccd in opposition
to the crowd. In spite of the dress apd behaviour of

.- .
HHferod and his troupe, the audience, like Christ, stands

apart from the group represent ing an extant value system,
Christ is still the ”fool‘ -- the "Single One" --
hecause he stands apart from the crowd and dies for his

position.  The image of Christ is important as a symbol

of the incipient cultural transformation in North America
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for he ds, in fact, the man who dares to detfy an exist-
ing mythic vision in order to transcend it and aspire
toward another system with a ditferent set of ordering

- Rl ’ ¥
-t wyeor 2 ~

~(° principles.’ . - .

v

The road to mythic‘rnns{ormution 15, however,
not a4 smooth one. Like Christ, one makes cncemies by
<

19
1solating himsclf both <onceptually and in practice

-from the larger social group. Yet ewven the cnemy plays
an important and constructive role in thé ontélogfcai
cxtension ot the community. AThc distinction between
"friend” and "enemy" is a mechanism for establishing .
the outer perimeters of the comnun1it)'.1, "Lnemy" i§ a
category cendemic to all human communitics bccnuge it is
a part of the detinition of ‘parameters which establish
the "I and "Thou". Whilé this distinction is nsually

concelved of as it relates to the tndividual, in a

.
L4
77777 e >
1. Rfllo May discussed the enemy as follows: [ nced
my cnelyoin omy community. e keeps me alert, vital. I

need his criticism. Strange to sayv, I nced him to posit
myvselt against, Lessing once satd: "I would walk twenty
miles to sce'my worst enemy 14 I could learn anyvthing from
him'. But bevond what we specitically learn from our
cnemties, we need them emotdonally:  our psychic cconomy
cannot pet along-well without them. Persons often remark
that, curiously to them, they feel a singular emptiness
when their enemy ¢hies or is incapacitated. All of which
indicates that our enemy is as necessary tor us as our
friends. Both together are :part of authentic community
(May 1972: 428). : .

7~

a
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conmunity it is more specifically conceived of as "Mine"
3

and "Thine". As a defining category it serves, to denote

: e .
thosc who share a truce communication in their mutual

e i ) . :
agceptance ot one myth-or mythic subset as opposed to

_those who do not. This category, referred to by Carl
Schmitt as "Friend and Foe', is not a normative concept
. ]

» of hcinﬁ-hut rather a concept of an attitude within
a situation (BubetY 1947: 99 . The cnemy therefore has

two impgftnht implicu&ions for tﬁc ﬁtgdy of ¢ulture
’procéss. First iE definc; tgat toward which one does

not scck to extend his being, either as.an individual

or.as a member of society. X

.

The concepts  Iriend and Foe also involve the notion
ot "belict".. The friend is one with whom the individual
‘can communicate about mutual centgerns within a common

- framework for understanding his universe. Within this

context "ideology'" refers to "a more or less institutional-

tzed set of beliefs'" (Rokecach 1960: 35, (hen the institu-

tionalized scet of beliefd becomes entrenched)in -a social

body such as a political party or a church with the I
authority invested: in these organications, they constitute

dogma, the most highly: specitic and concretized expressions

of myth.
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In summary, myth is a set of all symbollic catepories

held in commoft by society or g group within a socicty

which defines a) arcas of required change, b) the kind and

degree df force which is lepgitimate to effect the change,

Q

C)

the channels through wh'ich change is to bhe cffcctcd,vund d)

the sub-category of the social matrix which is to be
subjected to alteration to achieve the change. This rep-

resents for the sotiety.or group the process in which
the will acts as it strives to achievo‘thc mythic vision
th;ough thb chHunismS of the social sub-systems. Any
Act which is an.inten{ionul act may or may not achicve
the desired effect, depending upon whether or nor it
conforms to prescribed, legitimate means for instigating
Qhungo. All intentional acts are acts of extension into
the' realm of potential; all such acts arc aimed at sclf-

actualization. Self-actualization can occur, however,

only if it can be communicated and hence verified within

the context of the social scetting. The recalized extension

of the myth represents the Apollonian aspect of man in

that 1t defines and constrains. The Dionysian aspect of man

v

Is cxpericnced in action which extends beyond the established

into the potential in the form of action which is not
dictated by the extant set of value categories. llowever,

“the Dionysiun must itself be constrained and directed
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toward the recalization of goals as yet not assimilated

within the parameters of the social reality. The suhb- .

svstems of sociecty represent unique categorieg ar a
spthcs of action within‘which the ihd{viduwi and his
community can strive to extend themselves toward the
realization of the '"good society'". When compqting

categories appear (as they do when dispurate political

partics or recligious\institutions appear togcther),\{he

individual must make a choice as_to which one communi-.

cates most fithLVCly with him in his own: personal

scarch for meaning in life and for the ”good soalety"
%
Those groeups which do not roprescnt the interests of
Y
an individual's own developmental goals becgme iso}ated‘

conceptually as cnemy groups.

\ ‘a

The nced to communicate is a human imperative, and
so even when the catcgbrical delimiters have bcen drawn
between opposing groups, the hope of communication is

H )

never lost. For even if one does not wish to extend ngard
another in -the sense of develobing one's own ontological
growth of being.in fhat pafticulﬁg?dircction, one hoécs to
communicate his own a%pirations. Often it transpires under
these circumstances that a consensus or compromise can be
rcached which extends yet another ordcring system over a

larger segment of the population. When communication



108

hetween rival groups ccaséo with cach rcta1n1ng 1ts
own belief system' cmhodxcd in a social 1nst1tut10n
with a rccognizcd sphcrc of nuthority, the belief
system becomes doému. By cxamining the activities of
pcople within sub-groups in gocicty from this pcrspec;
;ivc, it {s_hopzz\?hat one may urr{vé‘at a mgrc orgqnic
and intellectual vision of the phenomenon 6f culture.

'
This chapter has therefore outlined a network of
relatidnships wﬁich follow through from the most.funda-
mental forms of cxtension from the ground of 1nd1vxdual
helng to the systcmatt:atxon of those cxten51one in
social institutions. From this perspective one will be
better able to comprehend the rclationship between man's

intellectual ondcavor> and his ever-changing social

rcality.



"group as well as a ‘Tealm of yet undlffercntlatcd ‘

CHAPTER V1 ..

\ ’
-8 :
CONCLUS 10N .

[

There is a growing intellectual trend towards
. N
accepting both myth and its religious sub-systems as
expressions of thq human condition in general as per-

ceived by .the adhgrent sgcial wunit. Viewed in this

way, myth cmbodies conccpts which define the basic

nature of man and hxs place within the perceived uni-

verse, Myth also involves the culture hlstory,of a
symbolic modalities fYom which new ordcring principles
may hp extrapolated and éystematized into the catcgorics
of human knowledge. ' The process in which this trans-
formation occurs emanates from the ground of fndividual.
being. .

Within each culture thcro are a number of credtxve
and perceptive 1nd1v1duals whb formulate hypothe>es con-
cerning the potcnt}al for cultural deveclopment -- inJiv-
iduals who stand apart as "Single Ones'" in their search
tor "truth". The indights of these individmuls serve as
stimuli to continue the*generél human search for she
"ideal societx”. As activities occur toward the attain-

o

ment of such mythically expressed goals, culture changes

’ 109



@ -

and history is made. "The social institutions in which

the mythic visions become systematized and actecd owt

- ~
[N

constitute the empirical aspect of culture change

o

which anthropologists anulyse} Whag this thesis has
charified is fhnt the social dinstitutions themselves
arc not the most radical forbcs of chuﬁge within society;
rathgr it is the individuatl struggling within the social
framework to achieve self-affirmation, hy’growing to .
understand what it is to be human\\vln short, the most
fundumcntul force in culture is the aptimism of the
mythic vision 8f the "good society' created in“the
conscrousness of individuals for translation into con- A

crete social reality through the use of social mechanisms.

. -

. A
In terms of utilizing this -thesis for field resecarch,

it will be necessary to consider the application of ecach
° ‘ <

of the disparate categoriecs set forth in the diagram on
-page 11. The first catcgory, labelled "Mythic Suppr; ‘
structure" contains both the problematic legacy of
culture history as well as visions for the future. In
order to sct forth the contents of the mythic super-
structure, in‘ccntrél Alberta for example, anc can turn
“to the carly biographical’writings of the first scttlers.
Contained in these works are statements concerning” both

‘that which is to be incorporated in the struggle to extend



meaningfully in the creation of the "good society'.
The ontological QCvclopment can then be traced through
histerical records which contain inforfation concerning
change within the social system stimulased by both
internal demands and external’demands made by those.
groups who constitute the conceptual category of
"enemy',

The analysis of the categorics_fhcmsclves, repre-

sented” in the diagram by the designations "philosophy,

religion, polltlcs, art and sgience" can be examxncd

hy rcfertence to thc hlbtorlLd} development of the

[

orgnnxz«tlons Mhlkh focus concern on any onc of these
Ldtcg;rxc.. Two disparate concerns mUSc,thn be qgn-
sidered. first, 1t will be necessary to examine the
activities of the social gréup's members. towards or
within these sub-systems as they struggle to achieve.
the '""good society'": Remembering that the idcologies’
of cach sub-system represent a spcciﬁlizcd and highly
" \
crystallized sratément of the mythic visien, shifting

and numerical membership can be afalyscd as a mecasure of

the degree to which any one of these social institutions

communicates meaningfully with the constituent population

and conveys a fcasihlé programme for achieving that

population's vision for the future. Strong and active
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.
membership could then be taken a$ an indication that
thé'poﬁulut;on's collective optimism is supportcd by

an institysdon's ideology™or human liberation.

Sevond, the naturce of the intergedatjonships ESEEESR

the various categories represented by social suh~sy%'ems
would be considercd. In examining this sccond realy
~concern, the model outlined by Milton Rokecach in TH

Open and Closed Mind would be useful. His model re

to the nature of obcn and closed systéems
social supcrsystcﬁ.l The open sv;tcm has 't follow;
"qualities: it exhibits minimal rejection of bcljef
systems other than its own, it communicates will with
thosce of other belief systems, it makes relatively little
discrepancy in the degree of differentation between its
own belicfs and those of other belief sys}cms;ﬂand it
does not demand strict adherence to all of }ts concepts
by all of ifs membership. The open system thus exhibits
the qualxtxc> one would expect a bystem to display zf’1t
is tn a hxgh dcbrce of consonance hlth the supersystem.
The open suh—systcms are, therefore, lxkcly to rcprescnt

the desires of the ]drgCSt portion or."majority'" of the

constituent population. And because there is a certain

~

L4

i. For Rokeach's complete model, refer to the appendix
of this thesis contained on pages 117 and 118:

a
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security in numbers, its members perceive a minimal

nced tor clearly defined "enemy" groups. These systems ‘
also indiLato 4 very minimal perceived need for liber- \
“ition from the supersystem with which they are closely
aligned. Closed systems, on the other hand, have a
lhigh degree of rejection of other belief systems, make
clear distinctions between their own beliefs and those

of others, have rigid categories for internal ahd

external belief systems, and demand strict adhcrcncé
- to the internal belief system on the part of its member-
ship. (losed systems, thercfore, tend to be of an

insular nature which indicates their relatively insccyre
yositions I relation to the. more genecrally accepted
supersystem or mythic¢ paradigm. Yet each of these closed
systcms LS a representation of a highly specialized . -
interpretation of at least some aspect of the supermyth.
However, the doérec of rejection of the extant mythic
superstructure is high enough that it appears to be
opposed entirely to it. This is most clearly exhibited

in "that the higﬁly closed systems, such 4s those of

the fundumontullst religions  are future oriénted to such
~an .extent that they sympathize with very few of the extant
values and norms of the supermyth. Their inabiiity to

communicate adequately the nature of their own vision



to a broader corpus of the population is cxhibited in
the violent quality of their “jurgonosc” as one might
n.nt.icipuu; from May's work. ¢ of the most intcrest-
ing aspects of such closed systems lies in their
ihtoption, the point at which they make tﬁcir necd
for "liberation" from the superstructure evident. Often
these individuals "need” to escape from a social system
because t§cy afe unable to share in the pcrcciyed
benefits offered in the supermyth which orders that
society and 6st5hlishos its goals. This “ﬁf‘Ct is
clearly exhibited in a wide range of religivus phenom-
ena fram the Cargo cults of distant societics to thp
rash of fundumcﬁt;list religions in North Amcrica
which.acquirc'most of their membership, from the "socially
disudvantagcd" groups. This also explains the futuristic
quatity of such closed systems: they cannot share
adequately in the current system_the bhenefits of that
system so they aspire to an entirely different type of
system in the future.

By examining such closed systéms one can come
to understand nore clearly the mythic superstructure
of a society, its limitations in answering both the
individual and social problems involved in the extension

of being, and the nature of the myth-forming process
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itself as individuals struggle to create for themselves

a meaning in lite and a society in whidch they can live

humanly in accordance with that meaning,
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APPIENDIX



THE DEFINING CHARACTERISTICS OF OPEN-CLOSED SYSTEMS

o

@. A Belief-Disbelief System Is

Open Closed
vpen

A, to the extent that, with respect to its organization

along bedicdl-disbeliod continuum
s . »

I. the magnitude of rejection 1. the magnitude of rejection

of disbelicef subsystems is of disbelief subsystems is
relatively low at cach point relatively high at each point
along the continuum; along the disbelief continuum;
2. there is communication of 2. there is tsolation of

parts within and between parts within and betwecen

belief and disbelief sysfiems; belief and disbelief systems ;

3. there is relatively little 3, there is relatively great
discrepancy in the degree of discrepancy in the degree of
differentiation between differentiation betwdéen

belief and disbelief systems; belicet and dishelief systems ;

1. there is relatively high 4. there is relatively little

differentiation within the differentiation within the

disbelief system; disbelief system;

B. to the extent that, with respect to the organization
along the central-peripheral dimension,

I. the specific content of 1. the specific content of

primitivonﬁblicfsﬂ?ccntrul primitive beliefs (central

region) is to the effect that region) is to the effect that
the world once lives in, or the the world one lives 1n, or the

sittuation ond is in at a situation one is in at a
particular moment, is a particular moment, is a
friendly one; " threatening one;

2. the formal content of 2. the formal cantent of
beliefs about authority and beliefs about authority and
about pecople who hold to about people who hold to
svstems of authority (inter- systems of authority (inter-,
mediate, region) is to the mediate region) is to the

cffect that authority is not cffect that authority is
absolute and that pcoplg are ab%olute and that people are

4 . 117 " ~



not to be cvaluated (if they
are to be cvaluated at all)
according to their agrcement
or disagreement with such
authority;

3. the structure of belicfs
and disbelicfs perceived to
cmanate from authority (per-
ipheral region) is such that
1ts substructures are in

rclative communication with
cach other; and finally,

C. to the extent that, with

118

-

to be accepted and rejected
according to their agreement
or disagreement with such
~autderity;

o

3. the structurec of beliefs
and disbellefls percecived to
cmanate from authority (per-
ipheral regioff) is such that
1ts substructures are in
relative isolation with
cach otheré and finally,

respect to the timé-pcrspcctive

dimension, there is a
¥

I. relatively broad time
perspective,

1. relatively narrow, future-
or: nted time perspective
k]

———

This chart
1960 : 55-56.

is from Milton Rokeach, The Open and C105a:<!.‘!,
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