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that established government should not be dis- 
turbed in the interests of an unreasonable 
desire for self government on the part of a 
national minority. 

All this gives a sense of superficiality. Take 
two examples from the same page. When 
considering the effect of migration on popula- 
tion, Dr Newman informs us that ‘until the 
advent of interplanetary migration it cannot 
be a factor from the global point of view’. 
Assuming he can’t be saying migration is never 
international, is he telling us that population 
studies are at present confined to the earth? 
Or is he lightening the text with a space age 
joke? Two paragraphs along he tells us that 
the chief cause of declining population is 
moral decay-‘practices such as homosexuality, 
artificial birth control, divorce and infidelity, 
and all sorts of selfish habits which cause 
avoidance of marriage or the birth of children’. 

Some of this is just prejudice. In the chapter 
on the sociology of the family we learn that 
the American Womens Liberation movement is 
‘suspect of tendencies in the direction of les- 
bianism’. (No evidence given-so there’s a bit 

of innuendo if you like.) The woman’s posi- 
tion is basically in the home. Man is more 
fitted for leadership. She is ‘more often than 
not unequal in powers of management. He is 
stronger, less emotional, more rational. Hence 
the wife, within reason, should be subject to 
the husband‘. 

There is no point in multiplying instances. 
Dr Newman is sometimes shrewd enough and 
it is not only conservatives who tell you what 
to think or rely mainly on assertion-and any 
analysis is from a particular point of view and 
generally contains some moralising. Occasian- 
ally here there’s the interest of a specifically 
Irish problem being considered-bilingualism 
in Ireland for instance. And in what oiher 
sociology book could you read that ‘the wife 
is Queen in the truly Christian home’. 

Still in the end one can only hope that the 
students who listened to these lectures were as 
irritated as this particular sociology student 
who read them, and that they were driven by 
their irritation to read some of the sociology 
Dr Newman’s schoolbook so inadequately re- 
fen  to. 4NTHONY ARCHER, O.P. 

THE THEORY OF MYTH, edited by Adrian Cunningham. Sheed & Ward. f4.75. 
WHEN THE GOLDEN BOUGH BREAKS. by Peter Munz. Routledge & Kegan Paul. €2.25. 
Christian theologians and exegetes, as Adrian 
Cunningham points out in the introduction to 
this set of six papers on the theory of myth, 
have been slow to make use of the resources 
and findings of the current debate on the sub- 
ject. This collection is the first in a series from 
the semi-annual colloquia organised by the 
Department of Religious Studies, University of 
Lancaster. The two most immediately impres- 
sive papers are the devastating exposure of 
Mircea Eliade by Ivan Strenski and the equally 
penetrating attack upon Claude Lhi-Strauss by 
Caroline Hubbard. When the giants in the fidd 
are so ruthlessly and plausibly cut down to 
size the outsider might well decide to put off 
getting involved until the smoke has cleared 
from the arena. Only the trouble is that the 
theologian is not really an outsider here. One 
of the main tributaries in the current debate is 
the study of stories (Vladimir Propp is the 
precursor), and if the Christian theologian is 
understandably wary of being ca tegor id  
simply as a student of myth he cannot deny 
that his principal object d study is a story. 
That theologians are beginning to remember 
this, and perhaps to ask themselves questions 
about the consequences of it, comes out in a 
recent issue of Concilium (May, 1973). 

In the Lancaster collection Tim Moore pro- 
vides a brief introductory survey of the state 
of play in the analysis of narrative and outlines 

how the ‘science of stories’ might develop as a 
relatively independent discipline. He mentions 
‘the stimulating and magisterial work now be- 
ing done in the infancy of sthis new discipline’ 
and refers to the Mythologiques of Lhi -  
Strauss, but it is obvious that we have a set of 
stories much nearer home than these remote 
and exctic American Indian myths-indeed we 
have lmore than one set of stories-and the 
time is surely coming when we must begin to 
practise some analysis upon our own familiar 
myths. As far as Christian literature is con- 
cerned, perhaps the way will be led by Le 
recit tvangelique by Claude Chabrol and Louis 
Marin, in the press a t  the time of writing. It 
promises to give rise to questions d theory in 
the field of biblical exegesis as well as in that 
of semiotics (which, drawing more upon de 
Saussurc than upon Propp, and inspired by 
the researches .of Roland Barthes. A. J. 
Greimas and Tzvetan Todorov, has already 
produced a fair crop of theological work in 
France). 

One of the toughest theoretical problems is, 
of course, the relevance of questions of truth 
and falsehood to myth and story. as John 
Creed points out at the end of his study of 
the uscs of ancient Greek mythology in the 
emerging ‘science of stories’. Another compli- 
cation is the relationship between myth and 
ideology, as Adrian Cunningham brings out in 
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Eric Pyle applies her approach tentatively to 
Christian symbolism and suggests how the 
original symbolism might be related to the 
Jewish situation at the time. As he says, there 
is no need to assume either that the social 
conditions ‘cause’ the symbolism or that the 
‘truth’ could only be appreciated in those 
particular conditions. Tentative,and questioning 
as the approach remains, it surely indicates 
how study of myth could be freshly related to 
study of the social situation, thus providing a 
proper historical dimension, while also being 
connected to the human body, the one un- 
doubted trans-cultural datum which we have. 
But as Adrian Cunningham says in his intro- 
duction, we should be back again at  the basic 
questions of meaning and interpretation and 
raising again the problem of the possible 
trans-historical significance of myths. 

The first third or so of Peter Munz’s book 
is given over to an exposition of Lkvi-Strauss 
on myth and the main point made is the 
familiar enough one that the structuralist ap- 
proach is vitiated by neglect of the historicity 
of myths. The corrective is to be found in ‘typo- 
logical interpretation’, by which Munz means 
that since every symbol is the conclusion of a 
whole series of increasingly less specific syrn- 
bols it can be stripped down until the most 
ancient stratum is reached. This ‘phenomenon 
of historical seriality’ seems to have no more 
substance than Eliade’s non-temporal time, and 
a certain amount of talk about the spire-tree- 
phallus series really does not achieve very 
much. (‘If one looks at  the phallus in cold 
blood, the substitution of the cathedral spire 
is an attempt to disguise something’, page 90.) 
As the author says in the preface the book 
‘stems from the concern to keep our lines of 
communication with the centre clear and un- 
tarnished’, it is a desire to ‘defend ancient 
springs’. By comparison with the studies in the 
Lancaster collection it becomes obvious that 
we are still in the Eliade era here (not that 
Eliade is ever mentioned). It is difficult for a 
theologian to take the book very seriously 
when he finds the author asserting, on page 2, 
that Bultmann believes that ‘the whole of 
Christian mythology was an ancient, groping 
attempt to express the truths put forward by 
Martin Heideggef-of whom it is said, by 
way of explanation presumably, that he is ‘a 
German philosopher who, to boot, eventually 
joined the Nazi movement’. To boot or not to 
boot, it little boots but surely that is not the 
archaic meaning of the word (OE bdr; of Ger- 
man busse, making good, expiation). It is by 
such trivia that one’s contidence in Professor 
Munz is sapped. 

PEROWS KeRR, O.P. 

the essay which concludes the Lancaster col- 
lection. What account is to ‘be given, for in- 
stance, of the social effects in nineteenth- 
century England of the doctrine of sin and 
labour contained in the Genesis story of the 
Garden of Men?  (There is a persistent at- 
tempt in this essay to confuse the reader about 
the gender 06 the word esprit.) 

The heart of the collection, however, is the 
slaughter of the two giants and the cautious 
admission of Mary Douglas as a feasible al- 
ternative. Eliade’s field is, of course, the history 
of religions rather than the study of myths as 
such, but Ivan Strenski k surely correct in 
saying that Eliade’s concept of myth pervades 
his work and has also gained much wider cur- 
rency through the popularity of some of his 
books. A great deal of his material is admitted 
to be valuable (‘in praotice his work is often 
useful and interesting’); it is his methodological 
prescriptions for the study of religion which 
Strenski regards as so disastrous. In a nutshell 
the problem is that for Eliade every myth 
turns out to be only one more transcription of 
a non-historical and trans-cultural universal 
‘ontophany’ in the existence of which we have 
no reason to believe. The notion that the nar- 
ration of myth transposes people to the non- 
temporal time of the Origin has really very 
little to commend it as a general theory, and 
a great deal to to be said against it in detail- 
starting with the crude dualistic ontology which 
it assumes. Again, as far as Ltvi-Strauss is 
concerned, there is no denying that his formal 
technique for the study and classification of 
stories has transformed the field and inaugur- 
ated the new discipline. As Edmund Leach has 
observed, 1,kvi-Strauss on Myth is like Freud 
on Dreams; nothing can ever be the same 
again. But there is something askew with the 
Lkvi-Straussian conceptual framework, as 
Caroline Hubbard convincingly demonstrates. 
The logical categories of the human mind- 
la pens& sauvage-turn out to be really de- 
rived from the categories ob nature and we are 
led back to another anti-historical and univer- 
salistic theory of myth comparable in this 
respect to Eliade‘s, though in this case a 
‘sentimentalised materialism’ (Adrian Cunning- 
ham’s phrase) rather than a post-Jungian on- 
tologism. 

Finally, and more hopefully Eric Pyle con- 
tributes a study of Mary Douglas’s book 
Natural Symbols (1970). Many symbols are 
natural in that they arise from the human 
body, itself taken as the symbol of the body 
politic and of the cosmos. Every human group 
exhibits a drive to harmonise the symbolism 
with the social system. It appears that for 
Mary Douglas the relationship is dialectical. 
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