


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































MYTH AND SOCIETY

more or less closely with others, and the versions that are found
to vary at different times tum out to be new renderings, more or
less extensive as the case may be, ofthe structures that lie beneath
the very systems that are the object ofa structural study.

The second is less familiar. Myth is not only characterized by
its polysemy and by the interlocking ofits many different codes.
In the unfolding ofits narrative and the selection ofthe seman-
tic Felds it uses, it brings into play shifts, slides, tensions, and
oscillations between the very terms. that are distingui'shed or
opposed in its categorical Famework; it is as if, while being mutu-
ally exclusive these terms at the same time in some way imply
one another. Thus myth brings into operation a form oflogic that
we may describe, in contrast to the logic of non-contradiction
ofthe philosophers, as a logic of the ambiguous, the equivocal, a
logic of polarity. How is one to formulate, even formalize, the
balancing operations that can tum one term into its contrary while
yet, from other points of view, keeping the two far apart? Ulti-
mately, the mythologist has to admit to a certain inadequacy as
he is forced to tum to the linguists, logicians, and mathemati-
cians in the hope that they may provide him with the tool that
he lacks, namely the structural model of another kind of logiC:
not the binary logic ofyes or no but a logiC different Fom that
of the logos. ‘
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Greek social life and the hold that the category of commodities had on their
minds. It may be useful to quote some texts: “But the production of commodi-
ties does not become the normal, dominant type of production until capitalist
production serves as its basis” (Capital, Vol. 2, p. 30); “In the ancient Asiatic
and other ancient modes of production, we find that the conversion of prod-
ucts into commodities. .. holds a subordinate place which, however, increases
in importance as the primitive communities approach ever nearer and nearer
to their dissolution” (Capital, Vol. 1, p. 83); “Had we gone further, and enquired
under what circumstances all, or even the majority of products take the form
of commodities, we should have found that this can only happen with produc-
tion of a very specific kind, capitalist production” (Capital, Vol. 1, p. 166); “It
is only from this moment (the capitalist period) that the produce of labour uni-
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the inequality of men and of their natural labour powers. The secret of the expres-
sion of value, name]y that all kinds of labour are equal and equivalent because,
and in so far as, they are human labour in general, cannot be deciphered until
the notion of human equality has already acquired the fixity of a popular preju-
dice. This, however, is possible only in a society in which the great mass of the
produce of labour takes the form of commodities, in which, consequently, the

dominant relation between man and man is that of owners of commodities. The
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society. Not only is the labor power of the slave not a commodity, but the prod-

 uct of his labor may not be either if, for example, it is directly corsumed by

his owner. For the product to become a commodlty, the owner must decide to
sell it in the market. But, even in thls case, the labor of the slave, not being a
commodity, does not assume the abstract form of a geneml rule It is not an overa]]

equivalent” in the context of the circulation of commodities as a whole: It is a V

particular “service” rendered by the slave to his owner. To borrow Marx s own

_terms in Capital: “Here the partxcular and natural form oflabour and not, as in .
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a society based ‘on the production o fcommodities, its general abstract forl:n, 1s
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tered throughout the country, whereas in advanced bourgeois countries they
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strives after, by seeking to save his money from circulation, is attained by the
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tal, Vol. 1, p 151).

26. “...and although at certain stages of productlon the commodity owner
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. For his part, the prisoner never failed to-pay his ransom and remained forever
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“Mariage de tyrar.ls."vin Hommage d Lucien Febvre (Paris, 1954), pp. 52-3 =
Anthropologie dela Gréce antique, pp. 358-9.
39. L.Gernet, op. cit. pp. 344-59,
40. Apollodorus, Bibl., 111, 7, 5-6. Gernet writes: “We know of at least one
hero, Alcmaeon, who was certainly bigamously married.” '
41. Xenophon, Polity of the Lacedaemoriians, 1, 7-8; Plutarch, Life of Lycurgus,
15, 13. . . R . .
42. Even though, as P Vidal-Naquet rightly notes, “*Economie’ et société
" dans la Gréce anicienne: I'oeuvre de Moses 1. Finley,” Archives européennes d_e

sociologie, V1, 1965, p. 119, the expression is.supported by the authority of Aris-

totle, Politics, 11, 1268 b 40, “in the past fhe Greeks. .. used to buy their wives

“Trom each other [rdc ywairea céavoivro nap dMian)”
43, “Marriagg,‘S‘a]e a»nd Gift inj»t_hev queric World,” in Revue- internatio-
. nale des droits de I’ Antiquité, 3rd series, 11, 1955, pp. 167-94.

. .44 L. Gernet, “Notes de lexicologie juridique” in Mélanges Boisacq (Brussels,

1937), pp. 396-8; _Ob:ervati{an: sur le mariage en_Gréce (typescript of the discus- .

sion, Institut de Droit romain, University of Paris).

... 45. Herodotus, V1, 126-30; cf. L. Gernet, “Mariages de tyrans,” Anthropologie
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de la Gréce antique, pp. 365-7. _

46. It is in this text of Herodotus that we find for the first time the term
engué with the verbs in active and passive forms: enguan is used of the father
engaging his daughter; enguasthai of the future husband accepting the engage-

"ment. It is significant that Cleisthenes engaged his daughter “according to
Athenian law” by declaring: “éypué naiéa riv dunv Aypapiornv vépoior Adnvaiwv.” It
perhaps suggests that the éyyin was already incluéled in So‘lon’s laws on marriage.
It certainly implies that Agariste is engaged to be married to Megacles so that
she shall go and live with him in Athens as guné enguété and their children will
be Athenian. The fact that it is specifically noted suggests that the case could
have been otherwise, and that when the marriage competition was over the cho-
sen son-in-law might have been installed in the house of his father-in-law (as
were many of Priam’s sons-in-law) or, as in the case of the Argive marriage of
Peisistratos, the sons might have remained, together with their mother, in the
house of their maternal grandfather as citizens of Corinth, not of Athens.

47. Lifa ofTheseus, 13, 4.

48. Cf. L. Gernet, “Mariages de tyrans,” Anthropologie de la Gréce antique,
p.350f.

49. Olympians, V1, 120 and 130.

50. Cf. for example Pindar, Olympians, IX, 95.

51. On the importance of this lineage that provided its daughters as wives,
cf. L. Gernet, “Mariages de tyrans,” Anthropologie de la Gréce antique, pp. 351
and 353.

52. Apollodorus, 1,9, 8and1, 9, 11.

53. ibid. 111, 14, 18.

54. lliad, X1, 221 f;; other instances: Perseis, the daughter of Ocean, gives
birth to Circe and Aietes by Helios (Hesiod, Theogony, 956 f.); Aietes marries the
Oceanid, Iduia, the sister of his mother (ibid. 352-6). Actaeon, son of Aristaeos
and Autonoe, the daughter of Cadmos, desires to-marry Semele, his maternal
aunt (Acousilaos, fr. 33 Jacoby). According to one version, Telephos, whose
mother Auge is a daughter of Laomedon, marries another of the latter’s daughters.

55. Herodotus, XI, 122.

56. Iphigenia at Aulis, 49 f.

57. Apollodorus, I, 7, 9. These mythical facts could be compared w the
text of one of the laws of Charondas, reported by Diodorus Siculus, XVII, 18:
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It allows a woman to leave her husband and cohabit as wife with whomever
she chooses (dnolder rov avépa kai ovvoikelv § dv BovAnra). )

58. Cf. lliad, V1, 190 f.: The king of Lycia, having in vain attempted to bring
about the death of Bellerophon, who has come to his land from faraway Argos,
gives him his daughter, at the same time sharing his royal honors with him and
presenting him with a vast domain in central Lycia. His intention is to “retain”
(cf. line 192: karépuxe) the young man through this marriage. Similarly, when
Alkinous suggests to Odysseus, who has only just landéd on the island, that he
should marry Nausicaa, he does 5o in the hope of seeing his son-in-law settle

down to dwell (cf. yévewv) in Phaeacia, where the king would provide him with

a house and riches (Odyssey, VII, 313-15). _

59. On this double aspect of the v;'oman in marriage; cf. ].-P. Vernant, M)/th.e
et pensée chez les Grecs (4th ed., Paris, 1971), Vol. I, pp. 139-41. .

60. For an interpretation of this myth, cf. G. Dumézil, Les iroisfonctions
dans quelques traditioﬁs grecques, eventail de Phistoire vivante ( Hommage d Lucien

~Febvre); 11, 1954, pp.-25-32, reprinted in Mythe et epopée, I,'pp:.580-6.:To the:::..:
evidence presented by 'G. Dumézil one may add the article b>y‘ Collouthos,
Lenlévement d’Héléne, which bothin form and in substance brings new eyidence
to support his thesis. )

61. Euripides, Iphigenia bt Aulis, 1300 f. Mme Elena Cassin drew our atten-
tion to this difference between Athena and Aphrodite on the one hand and Hera
on the other, and fully realized its importance in respect of the relation between
marital status and sovereignty‘.

~62. Cf. WK. Lacey, “Homeric £6va and Penelope’s Kpioc,” Journal of Hellenic
Studies, 1966, pp. 55-65.

63. Odyssey, I, 27778.

64. ibid. 11, 53.

65. ibid. 11, 114-15 and 195-7.

66.- ibid. 11,132; cf. XX, 343-4.

67. ibid. 11, 223 £.; cf. XVI, 73.

68. "ibid. XX, 341. ’

69. ibid. XVI, 387-92.and XX, 334.

" 770.-ibid. 11, 335-6; VI, 384-6; cf.also-XVII, 80. -
"71. Ina z-:lulteEfferent sqéihl and historical c'or.l“téx{, this link between the

woman and her house also appéai”s extremely clearly in the difference the Gortyn

273




MYTH AND SOCIETY
V' N .
1

) .-

Law establishes between two cases: “If the slave goes to the ‘free woman and
marries her, their children will be free, but if the free woman goes to the slave
and marries him, their children will be slaves” (inscr. Cret. IV, 72, col. VI, 56;
col. VIIF). :

72. Odyssey, XXI, 115-16.

NoTe TO CHAPTER IV

1. These two parallel studies were first produced by ]. Gernet and J.-P
Vernant in November 1963 and published in the Bulletin de I'Association Guillaume
Budé, Paris, 1964, 3, pp. 308-25. We should like to express our warmest thanks

to Jacques Gernet for having allowed us to include the text of his comments

on China.

NoTE TO CHAPTER V
1. An earlier version of this text appeared in La naissance des dieux, Editions
Rationalistes, Paris, 1966, pp. 55-78.

NoTES TO CHAPTER VI
1. This text has already appeared in L’Année sociologique, 1953-1954, Paris,
pp- 331-52. ; '
2. L. Moulinier, Le puret 'impur dans|a pensée et | a sensibilité des Grecs jusqu'a
la fin du IVe siécle avant J.-C., Paris, Klinéksieck. 1952.
3. ibid., p. 28. ’ .
. He writes (p. 26): “Homer’s heroes are devoted to hygiene.”
Hesiod, Works, 724-60; Moulinier, pp. 33-7.
. Aeschylus, Eumc;nides. 238-9; cf. Moulinier, p. 183.
. Antiphon, Choreutes; cf. Moulinier, p. 192.
. Antiphon, Herodes, 82-3.
9. Eugen Fehrle, Die kullische Keuschheit im Altertum, 1910.
10. Moulinier, p. 2§6.

_11. Are they, in effect, really so positivist and simple even for us? Why are

[ B e Y

grease and cosmetics on the face of a woman not regarded as uncleanliness?
12. Odyssey, XXII, 439 and 480. On the religious meanings of the term kakon
and its derivatives, cf. L. Gernet, Recherches sur le développement de la pensée

juridique et morale en Gréce, pp. 241-2 and 245.
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13. lliad, X X1V, 480 ff.; Moulinier, p. 31 ff.
14. lliad, XIX, 267.

15. Moulinier, pp. 34, 64-70, 162-4.

16. ibid. 163 and note 13. ° : .

17. Moulinier writes: “The Selli must be very strange people not to wash
their feet” (p. 28). Anothér ritual obligation for the Selli is to sleep lying on the
bare ground (Sophocles, Trachiniae, 1166), a rule that is neither more nor less
strange than the first. It would seem that the two rules reflect the same sym-
bolism. It is true that if one accepts that “the defilement is the dirt itself,” one

cannot help but find a religious injunction to keep one’s feet dirty “very strange.”

18. Even if, as has been demanstrated, Hestia, incertain-aspects; is-particu=—— — .
larly related to sexual life. '

19. Moulinier (pp. 260;70) bases his remarks upon a number of question-
able points made by Rohde. L. Gernet, however, points out very clearly that the

”,

daimones “do not have individual personae”; “a daipev is conceived as an imper-

sonal divine being”; “the Keres or Erinyes.(associated.with the dajov, Od., 11, .
_ 134-5) are not so much individual ‘spirits’ but rather manifestations of this diyine.
being, particularly when it is seen as unpropitioué." Recherches, pp. 316 and 317.

20. L. Gernet, Recherchés, p-317. '

21. ibid., p. 321. )

22. P. Chantraine and O. Masson: “Sur quelques termes d u vocabulaire reli-
gieux des Grecs: la valeur du mot dyoc et de ses dérivés,” Sprachgeschichte und
Wortbedeutung, Festscﬁrift Albert Debrunner, 1954

23. Cf. Moulinier, p. 16. ;

24. Chantraine and Masson, op. cit., and Moulinier, p. 250 ff.

25. Persae, 628. ‘

26. Moulinier, p.. 272 .

27. ibid.

28. Cf. L. Gémet. Le Génie grec, p. 230.

'NOTE TO CHAPTER VII |
1. This text was originally published as the Introduction to Marcel Deti-
.72 enne’s T he Gardens of Adonis: Spices in' Greek Mythology. Translated by ]. Lloyd.
Hassock"s;'1977." T o e o
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'NOTE TO CHAPTER VIII
1. This study has appeared in Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica, Univer-
‘ sity of Urbino. !
NoTES TO CHAPTER X

1. This study could not have been written without Marcel Detienne’s
researches on the history, or prehistory, of a science of myth. I have drawn exten-
sively upon his findings, benefited from my discussions with him and made use
of two of his as yet unpublished articles. I should like to take this opportunity
to thank him fqr all the help he has given me.

In a slightly different form this text is due to appear in the Italian and English
editions of the Encyclopaedia of the Twentieth Century, Instituto della Enciclopedia
Italiana, Roma, as an article entitled “Myth.”

2. Cf. A. Parry, “Thucydldes use of abstract language,” Language as Actmn,
Yale French Studies, 1970, 45, pp. 3-20.

3. Cf. E. Benveniste, “Catégories de pensee et de langue,” Les Etudes Philoso-
phiques, 1958, 4, pp. 419-29.

. 4. Cf. B. Gentili and G. Cerri, “Strutture comunicative del discorso storico
nel pensiero storiografico dei Greci,” If Verri, 2, 1973, pp. 53-78. . .

5. Thucydides, II, 22, 4. For a commentary on this text, cf. B. Gentiliand -
G. Gerri, lLc. » :

6. Polybius, II, 56, 7-12.

7. Pindar, Olympians, 1, 59.

8. ibid., 82.

9. A. Jolles, Einfache Formen. Legende, Sage, Mythe, Rétsel, Spruch, Kasus,
Memorabile, Mérchen, Witz, Tibingen, 1930; translated into French by A.M. Buguet
under the title: Formes simples, Paris, 1972.

10. On all these points, cf. M. Detienne, “Mythes grecs et analyse struc-
turale,” soon to appear in Quaderni Urbinati.

11. H. Frankel, Dichtung und Philosophie de:fruhen Gnechentums, Munich,

"1962.

12. P. Walcot, “The Composition of the Works and Days,” Revue des Etudes
grees, 1961, pp. 4-7; H. Schwabl, Hesiods Theogonie. Eine unitarische Analyse,
Vienna, 1966.

13. Cf. P Walcot, Hesiod and the Near East, Cardiff, 1966.
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4. Cf. M. Detienne, Crise agraire et attitude religieuse chez Hésiode, Bruxelles,
1963. ‘

15. Cf. F. Buffiere, Les mythes d’Homére et la pensée grecque, Paris, 1956;
J. Pépin, Mythe et allégorie. Les origines grecques et les constatations judeochrétiennes,
Paris, 1958. '

16. Cf. B. Bravo, Philologie, histoire, philologie de I'histoire, Warsaw, 1968. )

17. ].-F. Lafitau, Moeurs des sauvages americains comparées aux moeurs des pre- :

miers temps, 4 vols., Paris, 1724; De Brosses, Du culte des dieux fétiches ou paralléle
de I'ancienne religion de PEgypte avec la religion actuelle de la Négritie (no place
indication), 1760.

I8, We are here following M. Detiennie and borrowing fronr his study-enti=
tled: Mythe et language for the references to A. Lang and M. Miiller.

19. A. Lang, La mythologie, Paris, 1880, p. 20.

20.. M. Mailler, Nouvelles legons sur la science du langage, translated into French
by G. Harris and G. Perrot, Paris, 1968, p. 115.

- 21:+A. Lang, op--cit.;p. 63+ s e I

22. L. Preller, Griechische Mythologze, 2 vo]s (4th ed byC Robert, Ber]m,
1894).

23.. A.H. Krappe, Mythologie universelle, Paris, 1930; La genése des mythes,
Paris, 1938. ‘

24. P Decharme, Mythologie de la Gréce antique, Paris, 1884.

"~ 25. A.Kuhn, Mythologische Studien, 1886.

26. op. cit., p. 27.

27. E.B. Tylor, Primitive Culture: Researches into the Development of Mythology,
Philosophy, Religion, Language, Art and Custom, Londbn, 1903. A. Lang, Mythology,
1880; The Making of Religion, London, 1909 (1st ed. 1898).

28. ].G. Frazer, The Golden Bough: A Study in  Magic and Religion, 12 vols “

London, 1911-15.

29.. Cf. 1. Meyerson,.Les, ﬁJnctwn: psychologiques. etles oeuvres, Parls, 1948, p.. 128.

30. O. Gruppe, “Geschichte der klassischen Mythologie und Religions-
geschichte, wihrend des Mittelalters im Abendland und wahrend der Neuzeit,”
in Lexicon der griechi:chen und rémischen Mythologie, by W.H. Roscher, Supplement,
Leipzig, 1921. By the same author, Griechische Mythologie und Religionsgeschichte,
Munich, 1906.

31. C. Roberts, D:egnech:sche Heldenmge, 2 vols., Berlm, 1920-1.
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32. U. von Wilamowitz-Méllendorf, Der Glaube der Hellenen, 2 vols., Bile
and Stuttgart, 1959.

33. M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion, 2 vols., Munich, 1967
(1), 1961 (11).

34. M.P. Nilsson, La religion populaire dans la Greéce ancienne, translated into
French by F. Durif, Paris, 1954, p. 33.

35. E. Will, “Bulletin historique,” in Revue historique, 1967, p. 452.

36. F. Creuzer, Symbolik und Mythologie der alten Vélker, besonders der Griechen,
Vortrégen und Enty/ugfen, 4 vols., Lei_pzig and Darmstadt, 1810-12.

37. E W. ]. Schelling, Introduction a la‘phila:ophie de la mythologie, trans-
Jated into French by S. Jankelevitch, 2 vols., Paris, 1945-6'.
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39. W.F. Otto, Die Gatter Griechenlaqu. Das Bild des Géttlichen im Spiegel
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42. Cf. G.S. Kirk, Myth: Its Meanings and Functions in Ancient and Other Cul-
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43. B. Malinowski, Argonauts of the Western Pacific, New York and London,
1922; Myth in Primitive Psychology, London, 1926.

44. Cf. D. Sperber, “Le Structuralisme en anthropologie” in Qu’est-ce que
le structuralisme?, Paris, 1968, pp. 169-238.

45. Structural Anthropology, translated by C. Jacobson, New York & Lon-
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