INTRODUCTION

In the Theaetetus, Socrates recounts the following ancedote about
Thales. the first of the Greek philosophers:

- a witty and attractive seevant-girl is said 1o have mocked Thales for
falling into a well while he was obscrving the stars and gazing upwards;
declaring that he was eager 1o know the things in the sky, but that what
wis behind him and just by his feer escaped his notice (174a)

Socrates goes on to say that a philosopher should always expect such
mockery because philosophy pursues essential and universal knowl-
edge atthe expense of immediate things and will always seem foolish o
people pursuing the ways of the world. That anecdote may be the first
cxample of the "absent-minded intellectual” theme which has become
quite familiar. Philosophy has traditionally defended that kind of ab-
sent-mindedness as a necessary by-product of its own mindfulness of
abstract knowledge. One should not expect a philosopher to be com-

pletely immersed in ey crvd'_nh*_t_(;_u__vuu s; the very nature of intellecrual
reflection requires a kind of de l.nclmwm from. ur su»pc NSION Of, Tmie.
diate engagement. S TR

But there may be a degree of wisdom hidden in the servant-girl's
mockery—not simply with respect 10 bow a philosopher engages the
world but more importantly with respect to what philosophy has pro
duced. or how philosophy has understood the world. Since the
practice of philosophy involves a detached analysis of fundamental is-
sucs behind the everyday commerce of life, questions can arise
regarding problems of “distance.” not simply the distance between in-
tellectuals and people absorbed in everyday passions and practices. but
also a problematic distance from lived experience reflected in philo-
sophical systems themselves. In other words, one might ask whether the
first type of distance can create an absent-mindedness not simply in phi-
losophers as human beings but in the results of philosophy too, to the
point where it falls into error abour the world.

These questions have been the mark of what can loosely be called ex-
istential philosophy, which has walked a tightrope of ambiguity by
pursuing philosophical inquiry while at the same time engaging in a
critique of traditional philosophy, by calling abstract reason back to the
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“lived world™ and away from certain tendencies thar have held philoso-
phy at a distorting distance. Metaphysical and theological svstems. and
rationalist. empiricist, and posiavist philosophies, all exhibit a kind of
remoreness from evervday life because of certain eraditional standards
of truth. Those standards indicate that truth requires some kind of
“correction” or resolution of immediate lived experience, affective
concerns, passiotmate engagerment, and emotional responses o the
world. Such areas are judged to be a Kind of chaos, confusion, or contin-
gency, an obstacle o be overcome in the path toward truth. or at most
they are deemed “subjective” occasions outside the realm of "objective”
truth,

Existential philosophy has actempted wo liberate thought from a kind
of abstract. objective imperialism and from far 1oo exclusive interpreta-
tions of truth. It aims to give thought to the concrete situations and
challenges that claim human existence and that are not susceptible to
rational or abstract formulas—matters of life and death. success and
failure. limits and uncertaintics, and the struggle to find meaning ina
world that can block human aspirations.” Traditional philosophy has ex-
hibited various strains of rational, empirical, and scientific assumptions
and methods cver since its inception in ancient Greece. Abstract reason
and scientific thinking are certainly important, but they tend to pass
over other important forms of experience and understanding.

Fricdrich Nictzsche and Martin Heidegger stand as the most pro-
found and penctrating figures in existential thought, for at least two
reasons. First, rather than simply rebeling againse traditional philoso-
phy or indulging in some kind of reactionary romanticism, they
pursucd an internal critique of philosophy to show how and why it de-
veloped an alienated stance and consequently ran astray in secking
answers to fundamental questions. Secondly, both Nictzsche and
Hewdegger recognized that such a eritique demanded a bistorical analy-
sis. If philosophy itself is problematic, then a return to its historical
emergence in Greek culture would offer the most telling clues about its
nature and its relation to other forms of culture external to philosophy.
Both thinkers saw in Greek culture a rich atmosphere in which philaso-
phy could be properly analvzed in terms of its own character and
whatever important elements it may have laid aside.

In effect this amounts to saving that there were (and are) certain im-
pnr:.mt elements of culture which tradnumnl plnlomph\ h.ld
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seen in the contest berween philosophy and myth, beginning around

the si xMﬂtUQ&hMMMm
rchgmua forms of understunding. Both Ni e and Heidegper recog

mized n Grcck poctry and myth many important features whigh could
be defended against philosophical criticism and which consequently
would prepare a countercriticism of philosophy.

Therefore, comprehending the relation between myth and philoso-
phy would be essential for a proper understanding of intellectual
history and the nature of phitosophy. In cxploring this hisworical rela-
tionship my analysis assumes that myth in a general sense can be
understood in the fight of an existential critigue of traditional philoso-
phy. If existential thought has called philosophy 1o tsk for abandoning
or misinterpreting certain important elements of culture. then perlups
prephilosophical cubture (myth) can be understood as having pre-
sented those clements in an authentic manner. If something like
rationalism or positivism can be called into question, then perhaps the
cultural forms which Greek reason and science tried to displace can be
defended in view of the questionable character of traditional philoso-

phs In othcr words wlm is said llm._ﬂllw,phiimgpm

G e
One question in this study involves the extent to which Greek myth

can be understood as a prephilosophical “mirror™ of existential
thought, and thus the extent w which the history of thought displays a
cerain symmetry, in that a modern critique of traditional philosophy
may stem from preconceptual, mythical sotl and thereby may involve an
ccho of something ancient. Accordingly, | am undertaking an analysis of
myth which is animated by many of the assumptions of cxistential
thought. Since | believe that the existential critique of traditional phi-
losophy has merit and tells us something true, [ aim to analyze myth in
teems of its truth and its legitimate role in culture.

Of course we thus abandon a commeon meaning of the term “myth.”
namely, something false or fictional. That meaning is in fact a historical
conscquence of philosophy’s response 10 myth and is not indicative of
its original meaning. We need o understand the ways in which myth isa
form of truth. Therefore (e feader must ignore the conventional mean:
mg ‘of the werm .md hear the word in a new way. We will also engage the
I.?I_m_ ._E" v, Mw.h hkmm should not mnnmg a drmgwgw
mcanlngora sense of rascnse of Imckwardncﬂe. Ratlwr the term should be taken to
mean pﬂm.ll " that is to sa)' somrlhingorigmﬂ and ess¢ mm—mﬁ:

T A i . AR




4 INTRODUCTION

light. Indeed, 1 have not said anything new here. Much work has beer
done in analyzing primitive experience and mythical culture in a seri
ous and positive way, but I hope that my overview of Greek culture can
add to this work by extending its scope, clarifying the important issues,
and drawing out certain implications that may have been missed or
underdeveloped.

In order to set the stage foran analysis of myth, I want Wr

themes from Heidegger’s thought, each of which represents a radica
challenge to traditional phifosophical assumptions and which will be
mirrored in certain ways in Greek mythical imagery. The first is the no-

tion of being-in-the-world

mythical and the primitive will have to be understood in a positive

‘Being-in-the-world. In Being and Time,? Heidegger prepares his re
flections on Being with an existential analysis of “world.” The starting
point of this analysis is the rejection of traditional ontologies which
ground the being of the world in objective characteristics independent
of human involvement. For Heidegger, Being is first given as meaning.
disclosed in existential sntuauons and moods. World is characterized as
bung -in- the world a unified conf:gumtlon meant to cxprf:ss the corrt'

disclosed as objects merely present before us, but in the light of our ex
istential involvement, our concern for the %mm
unified term for th?ﬁoﬁfnent is “care,” which itself emerges out of
the primal mood of angst, or the concrete awareness of the possibility of
death and nonbeing. The existential tension of life and death, being and
nonbeing, and the subsequent conccms and projects into which we are
ﬁfﬁ_:;t to withstand this tension of finitude constitute what is meant by
world

The world therefore cannot be grounded in objective explanations
because it is first disclosed in a nonobjective, existential context of rela
tions stemming from primal care as a consequence of finitude. But this
does not mean that the world is then grounded in “subjective” states
The notion of an isolated or interiorized subject would preclude real in
volvement, and subjectivistic accounts would not suit the ways in
which the world claims us. For Heidegger our sense of self is disclosed
only in and out of a world-situation. And when we care for and about the
world, this is not an “internal” state separate from the world. We dwell
in care and are in-the-world. One way of putting this is that the move-
meat from angst to world-involvement is not a subjective “decision
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The finitude of Being.  Care for the world is rooted in angst, which
Heidegger explicates in terms of being-toward-death. Human awareness
of death in the midst ol life, of nonexistence in the mulst Lof existence. | is
that which allows the meaning ¢ of the world and of Being to show Vitself.
Angst reveals the Nothing, which, however, is not the same as sheer
nothingness or the opposite of Being. Being and Nothing belong togeth-
er. As the visibility of the moon is inseparable from the dark sky, the
Being of beings is inseparable from the Nothing. Only out of the Noth-
ing can it be shown that beings are (i.c., are not nothing). What follows
from the Being-Nothing correlation is that human existence and Being
itself are essentally finite in nature, because aca fundamental level be-
ings are understood as beings only in relation to a negative limit. So the
Being of beings is not itself a positive condition, but rather a process of
emergence from nonbeing w being, For Heidegger ivis this inscparable
correlation of pegative and positive, absence and presence, that so
strains our object-oriented langoage and makes the issue ol Being so
clusive

/Unconcealmentand truth.  Inconnection: with Being as the process

of emergence, Heidegger (il‘stlﬂhlllsllt‘\ hcm :-vn t);tjgl\qr;_uulh and pri-

mordial truth, or representational and prr:svnummal truth.* In
representational truth, a statement must correspond 10 a state of affairs.
The statement “Atree stands in the field™ is true if in fact the teee is in the
ficld. All well and good. But Heidegger argues that before this corre-
spondence takes eftect, “something™ must first be presented. come o
be. or show iwself as a phenomenon. Indeed, a good deal must first
show itsclf—the meaning of tree and field; their relation: the context of
relations and meanings into which tree and field fit; statements: the re-
latedness of statements and states of affairs; a criterion of empirical
verification: and primarily the meaning of Being itself. So before repre-
sentational correspondence. before the operation of empirical
verification, a primal presentation shows itself, Presentational truth re-
fers to this primal showing or emergence, which Heidegger calls
unconcealment, based on an etvmological interpretation of the Greek
word for truth, aletheia (literally, unhiddenness).® Such primordial
truth is prior to what is disclosed by naming the prrocess of disclosure it
self, emergence out of concealment, That process as such cannot be
disclosed, since any disclosure presupposes the process. The only thing
prior to unconcealment is not some other condition or state of affairs.
but, as the word suggests, concealment. Here something “negative”
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shows a priority, which more than anything else is emblematic of
Heidegger’s challenge to traditional philosophy. When pursuing an “or
igin” at a fundamental level, thinking must acknowledge a mystery

»Granting. Although human existence is the entry point for the in-
quiry into Being, for Heidegger nothing in human nature can serve as z
foundation for Being, any more than any other designation can. Ever
human self-discovery implies the prior process of unconcealment. Ir
his later thought, Heidegger gives maximum focus to the extra-human
features of Being. The process of disclosure is not something that comes
“from” human thinking but rather “to” human thinking, as an arrival
which Heidegger often expresses as a granting or agiving Being itself i
the process of arrival which simply “gives.” Heidegger eventually sub
ordinated even the term Being to the “it gives” which grants Being
(playing on the German es gibt Sein).

In the beginning of Western thinking, Being is thought, but not the “I1
gives” as such. The latter withdraws in favor of the gift which It gives
That gift is thought and conceptualized from then on exclusively as
Being with regard to beings.”

Now the early correlation of Being and Nothing is described as a process
of emergence involving a simultaneous arrival and withdrawal. But ir
addition, the language of giving or granting adds to the image of arriva
all the attendant existential meanings that gather around a gift—
significance, appropriateness, receptiveness, wonderment, gratitude,
care
There are some significant implications of Heidegger’s thinking for
our analysis. By refusing to trace Being to some fixed or describable
“ground,” Heidegger renounces the “foundational” character of west
ern philosophy. Any proposed foundation of beings will have already
been given in a prior process of unconcealment, which itself cannot be
“founded.” So no “explanation” of the world can claim to be fundamen
tal, if explanation means a repreSﬁmaangl _rgducuon_@ some state of
affairs What is fundamental is the process of unconceal;n%lm
Since the process of unconcealment itself has priority, however, then no
one state of affairs or product of unconcealment can stand as a “meas-
ure” for something which shows itself in a different way. What is showr
in_the world are phenomena such as numbers, emotions, empirical
facts 1dcas ‘material states, moral values art formms
myths, and scientific explanations. An attemptmn certair
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basic phenomena in terms of others (i.e., reduce one to some other)
would violate the priority of unconcealment. In other words,
Heidegger’'s analysis permits the coexistence of different forms of
uniconcealment. different forms of truth—a kind of pluralism. Since
primordial truth does not involve a standing ground or standard by
which various forms of understanding can be “measured,” then those
forms are permitted a kind of internal autonomy and protection from
external judgment.

In our age, science is said to present the facts The term “fact” has a
meaningful use except when tending toward a metaphysical reduction,
when “fact” tends to connote a fixed truth by which other forms of dis-
closure can be measured rather than that which 1s shown in accordance
with the criteria and methodological assumptions of science. Within
contemporary philosophy of science, many writers have argued that
facts are theory-laden, that the way the world is shown is not indepen-
dent of the method of approach. If there is no free-standing or purely
objective reference point for scientific facts, then it is nothing wild to
argue for the “incommensurability” of scientific and nonscientific
forms of disclosure. Assumptions of uniformity, predictability, and ob-
jective verification cannot themselves be justified scientifically since
they are the conditions for such justification. And if there is another
form of disclosure for which these assumptions are inappropriate (e.g.,
myth), then as long as it is not pretending to be a scientific explanation.
it cannot be judged “untrue” by science without begging the question
of scientific requirements.

From a Heideggerian standpoint, how the objects of science come to
be (i.e., become unconcealed) as scientific objects is a metascientific
question Ifscientific reason cannot be its own object, then the positiv-
istic tendency to view “science” as the proper account of “the world” is
an argument with a smuggled premise. The full meaning of the world

cannot and should not be an object for scti_e’rﬁe_gﬂlg:_sgﬂmusﬂ.ﬂmu.
not be objectified a5 an ultimate € i ccording to
Heidegger there always remams a Ercob]eguvc meaning of the world
which precedes, and makes Qosmble le, objectivity.

That which precedes objectivity at the most fundamental level 1s the
primal process of unconcealment The priority of unconcealment lim-
its the authority of any particular product of unconcealment. And, in
general, the world as such cannot be explained, si since 1t runs up against
an ultlmate limit omccalment For Heldegger it 15 somethin like

belng “toward-death that | permits the unconcealmcnt of the world to

e
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the world ag.lmst the Imckground uf that negative Imm (,fmscq ucnj_ly
human existence exhibits an essential “transcendence” of the world (of
entitics, facts) which allows by contrast the disclosure of the world.
In the light of this analysis. we can begin to approach the signifi-
(anue ul myth as (hkun;.,mqhed from objective cxp[.m.iuum Myths are
meant to express. among other things, the limit of the world: the wo world
as -,mf_—(' reation stories speak o the element of transcendence” !mm
mg lhc world. 1 unconcealment itself (i.e., how the wor “orld First comes to
be). The num:b]cu:wu character of mythic al :nmgt: Y is no tl s no threat to its
truth, since the issue at hand is essentially mmuh;cuwe No nb}mm e
reference within the world (¢.g., mauter, causal relations) can ¢ver ac-
count for the world as such, since any such reference already
presupposes the unconcealment of the world. A central point which
will require elucidation in the ensuing chapters is as follows. A myth is
not meant 1o he an explanatmn but rather a prfst'ummm of somcrhmg

tain 1rrcdu¢::hle limits o Obj(.‘CIi\'l: e'{planauml will constitute lhc
truth of mythical disclosure. Of course, myths are often taken by some

to be a kind of explanation or establishment ofﬂfacm as in lht.‘ case of re-
ligious fundamentalism: but such a view po:n-i n?;lunh rum___]_.tg:umr
sC u:nnht: criticism, it also undcrmmrs the very mt-.mmg of mythasa
cultural phenomenon. -

Science, 1o, is susceptible to its own brand of fundamentalism, but
we must question the positivistic overpromotion of science and demao-
tion of nonscientifie:nonobjective thinking. Even scientists should
wince when 4 ‘Tug.,h priest’ like Carl ‘sdga declares on television: “Sci-
ence is Jppluum'cwlhmg Swithritwe vanquish the impossible.”
Although science is in principle incompatible with dogmatism. there is
a tendency toward a methodological dogmatism. Scicence is not a repor-
torial account of “the facts.™ Facts are defined by scientific methods.
But there are clements of the world that are unavailable to or resist sci-
cntific methods or rational explanations. In addition to the issue of
primal unconcealment, I would include the phenomenon of culture.

A certain limit to explanation becomes evident when we consider
the cultural aspects of human cexistence. By culture I mean those fea-
tures which seem to distinguish us from other animals and express our
human nature: art. religion, morality, technology. abstract thinking,
language. [ would suggest that the meaning of culture is incommensura-
ble with something like empirical facts. In making this point. I am
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sustaining a Heldeggerian outlook. 1am not referring to cultural institu-
tons. specific beliefs, or products of culture, but rather to the
bac kgmund munmg of cultumi phmomcm Rclng:on and Ehilmoghv

tions about its ungm or nature. r\l‘l t goes beyond a brute encounter with

thmgs Lo create new images “new images of lll__,gg_dur-lﬁu_mgcs ] n:furmat:on
or modification of unatte nded human behayior, Technology transf

e
phﬁlca'f n.nuro And abstr:iu tinnkmg, one mnatqucm ¢ of wht_(,t;_js

The pmm 1o bc madc here aims behind the pﬂ)dl.!(‘l‘- uf such phe-
nomena to lhc way in whu h the world is rug.lp.cd therein. Itis evident

hruu: g:w.-n the ﬁlmply tlwrc .| (r-.;.m(cudcm.cul cmp:ru,.ll ddt.t Ax

cordingly, |l‘quc-uonm& crcmng _'c\'.lluaung and other such ¢ ultur.li
phmumcm nW ranscendence of empirical objective data, then
;tccoummg fof the presence of culture by means of such data (r L. ;u’.a

q)cu.:l organization of material, environmental, or hl(’!()ku..lf states )

P L

----- IERSIRE. 2.

makes N SCNSC, More L.cncr.llly spcak ng, culture cannot be accounted
for since “gsving_.m account” is a (.uhural phcmmuuun llw wey cul
wre dnchr-c-.xhc wurld (.md nul ju.sl the pmdm ts oh.ulturt_; B “mol bc

“hu.h animates much cultural acuivity, is cwenudlly mcxplic.:blc
There is something peculiar about the question "Why do we ask ques-
tons?” The query presupposes and cannot over capture the phenome-
nON in question. SCience runs up against similar circularities. Science as
such is a cultural phenomenon which transcends the brute given. See-
ing the world as an empirical set requiring experimental verification
cannot itself be derived from empirical facts or experiments.

So. with respect o “entities,” “facts.” and “explanations.” the phe-
nomenon nf culure displays a qu.ahmwtj and incxplu..lblc 'lcap '111a(

difference lwtwt'cn thc phystu of sound and music, with rct&pccr 1o cul-
ture there is a differential leap shown in the world; and mythical words
such as mu! > ‘spml and gml are meant o e.tpress that (llfftfl.ﬂt(.‘

SIS

{ Rch;,u)m (}hlu.limh m cvoluti(m should not lw zakcn as an .1lacrn.uwc

N




L b

10 : INTRODUCTION

explanation or as a refutation of biological links with other animals but
rather as an expression of the extrabiological aspects of a cultural
animal.)

" Myth can be seen as presenting a form of truth. So, just as much as we
should resist the rejection of mythical and other nonobjective forms of
disclosure, we should also resist the imperial “toleration” of these
forms (as mere “edification,” for example). We will see that rationality
a&wl_yﬁwccuw, and that myth is not merely “sub-
jective.” Although neither side can claim excluswc possessnon of truth,
both _d:sclose im portant elcments of the world Truth is nQt alwaﬁ
cxplanatlon Explanatlon is one way of comprehendmg things (tracing
one thmg to another thing, from a lesser known to a greater known).
Truth as unconcealment allows a pluralistic embrace of various aspects
of the world which are shown but which resist reduction to other
things. Even prior to an explanatory reduction, the elements to be ex-
plained have to be unconcealed, and the notion of the reduction itself
has to be unconcealed.

The transcendence shown in culture and certain inexplicable ele-
ments of thought usher in the phenomenon of myth Mythical notions
such as “divine origin” present this inexplicable rranscendence and ex-
press its phenomenological meaning. At such a point, neither science
nor any other form of disclosure can do any better than myth, except
perhaps by renouncing mythical imagery and simply acknowledging a
limit to explanation. But that is not inconsistent with the phenom-
enological meaning of myth, and mythical or poetical formulations
might still be possible, even desirable, since they can express some-
thing that the mere renunciation of explanation would miss, namely the
existential meaning of certain inexplicable matters (i ¢., the claim they
make on our lives). Moreover, the atmosphere of extrahuman (e.g., di
vine) imagery in myths can express the sense that such matters and
meanings are not just our constructions.

In the end I want to say that certain fundamental aspects of culture
and forms of understanding, science included, exhibit irreducible, un-
justifiable, and yet indispensable notions, which, though perhaps
different from traditional mythical presentations. nevertheless share
the underlying existential meaning and unverifiability of myths. At this
point I anticipate certain later conclusions First we must examine
mythical disclosure and elucidate 1ts complex meaning and structure.

Our historical study cannot go back in time to engage the actual ex-
periences that generated the cultural forms we will be analyzing. For
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the most part we can only engage the linguistic documents that have
survived, but that is not a limitation so long as we attend o the impor-
tance of language as a cultural phenomenon. At this point | am
borrowing one final Heideggerian assumption, namely the phenom-
enological priority of language ® For Heidegger, the disclosure of the
Mﬁ%\ mﬁ)m%Wv through language. Disclosure unnm

be reduced o lﬁc “human mind or 1o things in the world, _since “mind”

and Ehmg are lmgul-sm. events. (un-u:qmmh \\hm wckmg the “cs-

&iﬁlﬂ%l “hu. h it would scem odd 1o spmk
[‘hc phcm:mcnnlui.,ical pnorm ol I.m}..u.q.,c has mgnl!u.mt conse-

tlmm_v then a sense lnrhngumi: pluml:-.m wnllfolhm since img.u.tgc
mirrors and in fact execures the process of unconcealment (by not
being traccable 1o “entities™ ). The coexistence of differemt hinguistic
prcﬁcntalinm s in primiplc pmu‘c!cd so that mwhical ;md scientific

notltm ut snul l..&lﬂ hc Seenas fnrm of !ﬁ n_:_\uage' dixt'lming_q_!g_mcnts
of human experience that physical language cannot. This need not
mican that 4 soul is an “entity” separate from the “body.” Reiffcation on
both ends, as opposed to phenomenological unconcealment, accounts
for philosophical dilemmas like the mind-body problem (How arc they
joined? “Where” is the mind?). Reification. or the insistence that realiny
be grounded in “entities” or “objects,” rather than the disclosure of dif-
ferent meanings through language, causes such problems.

Morcover, language differences are not simply “different ways of
ldlkmg hut different ways in which the world is disclosed. Ha marerial-
ist savs ih.u an ulm is rt.‘allv a brain state or th;u !‘l'lt"i'll.ll I.mgu.qg,c is
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the “ideas” in this book into brain-state language (e.g., a description of
my neural firings), such a translation would render the book meaning
less. Brain surgery and intellectual discussions demand different
linguistic contexts suitable for each, which are mutually untrans
latable. In the same way | am ‘suggesting a coexistence of mythical and
rational language. There isa deep meaning in mythical language which

€Xpresses what (,annot be expressed in ranonal or scnent;f_lm____guigc If

have argued, facts are not the end of the matter, then mW
fits certain matters wcll Such matters include, among other things, ex-
1§§mnggpltl&lhe ilved world and primal origins.

We aim to engage the often contentious relationship between myth
and philosophy by returning to the Greek periods in Wl‘liCh that rela
which preceded the advent t of pl ph;]osophy Only then can we properly
understand the differences between myth and philosophy, the nature of
their contest, and the relative status of each. Moreover, if language is the
key to meaning, we must listen to the language of a mythical age to gath.
er its meaning as opposcd to interpretations through postmythical
t’éFrBTEEﬂ(Tg‘V We Wil try to Tet myth show itself through its language.
Obviously we have to interpret (we cannot simply recount the myths as
such), but we must attempt to be faithful by at least screening out
extramythical assumptions. Accordingly, we aim to show the autonomy
and meaningfulness of a mythical age on its own terms, thereby under
mining the prevalence of certain “progressive” interpretations of
ancient history (i.c., the view that mythical culture was backward or

even prerational).

The historian of an epoch must therefore not regard it as a preparation
for what is to come. How an epoch influenced the future, and how i
was constituted and understood itself, are very different things ?

Such an outlook will help us understand the movement from myth to
philosophy 70t as a progression from ignorance to truth butas a series
of revo(utions a cultural contest which was and still isan is an exchange be-
twcen cqually meaningful elements. Although we will work through
the hustorical development from myth to philosophy, which demands
our drawing distinctions between them, nevertheless we must guard
aganst a strict separation of myth and philosophy. In other words, we
will discover why it is wrong to say that myth has nothing 1n common
with philosophy or that philosophy has nothing in common with myth
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In order to give the reader adequate preparation for discerning the
points | have mentioned, | will offer 4 two-part overview of the basic
themes of this investigation, themes relating (o the historical treatment
and 1o the issuce of pluralism. After a general discussion of mythical dis-
closurce in the first chapter, the chaprers on Greek myth and philosophy
will develop in detail a number of key themes that will serve 1o shape
the historical analysis.

1. Greek l"l‘l}lh presents the world in terms of existential meaning. It
prrscmnhchml world, wlmhﬁ shown to be finite, wemporal, vari
able, valuc-laden affcctive, and uncertain. The sacred imagery in
m\'lh(‘ m.Tﬂ?-w :lsgt_:usol existence, and the form of disclosure.
mll be seen as a process of mu.unu‘almcnt

2. The path of Fﬁ:—i(mphu Turns wway (rom the sacred imagery of myth
toward empirical and m__c_g_utual modclu ~of thought. This entails

mm fmm lh{. existential hwd wnrlcl toward .lhe.trat:t rcprcsmta(mm

umq.. umwmiu). and ¢ tms-t.mq, .md (ht‘ mind aims for cmplrlcal
and conceprual foundations which peemit i Kind of certainty. Thus
disclosure of the world moves from a process of unconcealment o
wiard a kind of foundationalism. where thought is reduced to a
knowable, fixed form and structure.

3. In all the differem periods of Greek thought, the way in which the
wurld is undcr\umd is inseparable f lmm the w:.g in wh:ch the tmmn

\h.lpt‘ and nature ut the othc

4. In early Greek myth and poetry, the human self is shown to be

noncentralized (NOLAUTOROMOUS but suh;rr. to divine umml: con-
textual (not internalized but imbedded in world situations and
relations 1o other wlvu) rcct‘pm't (not mclf u)maincd or self-
kno\un&hut passive in a Process uf dl‘c(.‘iﬂ\tll‘( from extraconscious
origins). and pluralized (not a uml) but a ulmplcx of dlmncl finc-
tions ). Such a form of selfhood will be seen to mirror Lhc I'om: nf the
world in l'l“'ll'll(,ill dl\(.lu&l.lfl‘

5. The development from a mythical to a philosophical understanding
of the world is matched and made - possible by changing contours of

-aclfhmd lhat Is, in lht diruuun ol a umf:u mdmduawd

here is the duachmcm nl’ lhc .wlf fmm 1m1m-dmw mmersion in the
lived world,
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These historical themes will help reveal another set of themes relat
ed 1o the notion of pluralism, such as the defense of myth against
rational criticism and the subsequent call for a coexistence of different
forms of understanding (¢.g.. myth, art, philosophy, and science). The
historical emergence of philosophy in the context sketched above
might be scen by some as a progressive development from ignorance to
knowledge. from an inadequate to a more adequate picture of the
world. Although the emergence of philosophy and science is impor
tant, assumptions about strict progress and the restriction of truth to
rationality are problematic. The themes that will speak to this question
and shape an argument for pluralism are as follows:

- The eritique of myth on the part of Greek philosophers is rigged. be-
causce it assumes that myth can be corrected by rational methods
when, in fact. the essence of myth is something défferent from the
aims of rationality and science. Mythical disclosure presents an intel-
ligible picture of the lived world and the form of human involvement
with the lived world, wherceas rational models depart, in some sense.
from that context. The kev distinction here is that between existen-
tial form and abstract form, with a certain degree of incommen-
surability berween the two.

2. The analysis of different forms of sclfhood in the periods of Greek
thought is important for a defensce of pluralism, because once of the
preconditions for a rational critique of myth has been, I think, the as-
sumption of a “timeless” model for human sclfhood (reflective
self-consciousness) against which a mythical world does not make
sense. But rational models of understanding depend upon a particu-
lar conception of selfhood which is not timeless but historical and
situational. The detailed treatment of “world” and “sclf” in the differ-
ent periods of Greek poetry and philosophy is a survey of evidence
for the thesis that self-understanding and world-understanding arc
two sides of the same coin. If this thesis is correct, then a sensitivity
to the historical and “relative” natare of this matter and an apprecia-
tion of the “sense” of a mythical self and world will undermine the
dogmatic reduction of thought to rational models of understanding.

3. Attention to the human self as a factor in the form of the world will re-
veal many nonobjective features in the turn o philosophy. There are

certain psyc h(:logm-ﬂ aspects within the critique of myth. When

Greek phile pecially Plato and Aristotle) eriticized tradi-

1 myt ona ty{,atacermm Tevel thi:
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much a refutation as it was an evaluation, an objection o the lived
world ¢xhibited in myth {its negativity and uncertainty) and a prefer-
ence for order. constancy, and self-control. The connection beétween
the advent of philosophy and certain moral and evaluative concerns
will undermine the idea that the turn from myth to rationality was a
purely “objective”™ matter.

4. Philosophical discoveries and the related contours ol human
selthood will be seen growing ot afmythical disclosure (especially
the changing shape of the self in the periods of epic, lvric, and rragic
poctry). Morcover, we will see thata mythical sense of self and world
dmrx not murel\ d;s.lppear wuh lhc umung nf plnlnsnphv \‘Mhtcal

Socmuus hut to a significant dq,rt.x later as 'm:[l). Th{ hihtorical
relationship berween myth and rationality and the overlap factor will
undermine a complete rejection of myth.

5. The foundationalist tendencies in philosophy will show shortcom-
ings and an inability to escape the sense of uncertainty and
existential meaning expressed in mythical disclosure. Rationality, at
a certain fevel, will be shown to need the kinds of meanings (espe-
cially the%dea of unconcealment and its implicit sense of mystery)
for which myth is an appropriate (perhaps the appropriate) form of
expression.

The importance of this historical study should not be underestimat-
cd. Seeing philosophy diself as a historical phenomenon (which is
something different from the history of philosophy) ., realizing that phil-
osophical assumptions had tw come forth in the midst of nonphi-
Iu«.ophncal Llnnkmg will scrvc twWo purpmcs lnrsl 1he notion that

[)(‘Il{[b on the near- m\'ll‘ncnl 1dca nf an almmrmgl_!_r_l.lt_h A historical
perspective, on thr. u_th_t r hand, would reveal the rt'latum:;h: ﬁ_ﬁctwrrn
philosophy and its nonphilosophical antecedents, That might help
bridge the gap between so-called rational inguiry and so-called
nonrational or prerational disclosure. Secondly, with respect 1o peren-
nial problems in philosophy (e¢.g. . mind and body, freedom. goodness.
and truth). a prerequisite for engaging such matters should be attention
to the historical emergence of philosophy, to how and why these mat-

1ers heca ame pruhlt.-tm Wi may realize that once reason why such

pruhlcms remain pmblcms is the failure to include pre philosophical
mcanmg:. agams.( whmh Greek philosophy rebelled. That rebellion may

T
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not always have been justified. and accordingly, certain clues to the so-
lution of philosophical problems might be at hand.'®

A historical/phenomenological /linguistic appmach to myth and
philose mo”'ﬁs which avoids interpreting m)ﬂi lhmugh pmitmuh!cal de-
velopm mmcs ‘will show the continuing mgmf‘cancc Egpiu martter. That
s 10 say, it speaks to ever-present cultural issues. The notion that myth is
only & historical matrer. that its day has passcd, is, on the onc hand. a
consequence of a philosophical bias concerning thl. “correction” of
myth, and, on lhc other r hand. a distortion of cultural history since the
Greek period, wherein ‘myth afud miorraln) “have continued their rela-
tionship. Historical periods are never really “exchanges” or movements.
entirely “from™ one set of ideas “to™ another. At most, historical periods
reflect different empbases of ever-present elements of disclosure
which continue 1o show themselves in the different periods. The disci-
pline of history tends to veil this fact by creating “ages” with different
attributes (c.g.. the age of religion. the age of reason, the age of science.
and the age of anxict)') I hope I can mm’tnct the reader in the pages o

hy intl




