AEiehal FuEAAT 4, 2013, pp. 83—-104

T gslze) 4Hol2g HAlN B 2w
N ECRERE

| =071
I 2 2|Z|=9 AZlo|=E
1. 4F&l(symbol)nt AHRIA| A (symbolism)
2. A&l (symbol), f\._li(myth) AMSEE (mythology),

a=4M(the second naiveté)
I, Z=Liet A0[A9] Alsto|sh
1. 2™ X[E=Q} 0 =
2. ZMES g M3 =2 ZEMEE dolls M5t

v, L7

"Symbol gives rise to thought" -Paul Ricoeur-

"It is the perception of incongruity that gives rise to thought" -Jonathan
7. Smith-

EE WHES S 7RG wEbd e Al B 259S A
Fot7| e A, Sl e AdEd AR Aoke AR AFE Aok
= A7 284S AY B7HE Adgolnz O AAEA EAVE HA= ¥
o a2y AR Aok i Eo R Qs AgE o] itk AMdE XS R
& A5, e ARe WHES ddgtetal | oyt Aol e W]
AetA] o2 AFdd7A 2 S2 Adshs §-8 Weta vk wEb S

* Graduate Theological Union
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oW WHES YT wel] 2 WHEo] 7L A HeHH dA QIztols]
Bt A 16l olsldtal A et 9l

Zugt v 2~(Jonathan Z. Smith)®] o] &¢] %]E]O}Eﬂ o] o] Fws A W
ol Al FFe 7Avhe AMS FAT AR BA &% ot 2Hx
© 19 g% &5 x7lde Aot oS Al nlEHow W)
ol =gt 2t 19709 W F9F, 53] “Map is not Territory(1978)" ©]
T2 TudFdA =eus EYA(incongruity)oll Wk 2o 7] %xg ApAlvE
o Filo]g, B8 AsolEL WANAT. o] RN 2u|27 ol 5o el
A A dEs gt BY A (incongruity)?] MES AT wo, “AlnE o
o7l AL EYAY <ot} (It is the perception of incongruity which

gives rise to thought)"#8te &S AFEALE 2 Ae o] £4o] Hex & g
F Z(Paul Ricoeur)d] Fetol A4, wiAwt & A& “dAS AlnE doiiyg
(Symbol gives rise to thought)”¢] & tjgtz @3l RE sfguyrt 18
o] 2zH|xe] e 2n|xo 22 Ato]o] FAMI P EI zolE =YWl
ot Ao Zpo] 2O M2 EABNA QA EOEY AF F& EAY E
A AAE ongith. 2u2v) JEA O AAF EAEL stoluA A
alof A o] AJ7Hd (temporality) ¥ & 7Hd(spatiality)®] #o], 721 B A4
25 deolHlAdl EARoltaL olop7]d = Slvh ZpjAE o] AolE UH
T Aolo 71 2% FaolEs THAZT fEE o] EAEY 279 YHE
A oA 2m| 29 o225 AMEE F Tt 9l

oA e WA Y2 Aol EE ThEfetAl AFEHA, gI 27t Az
3t Qe EAES AP Aol agla o] EAE| V)zEA AHATF AA
gt Alstol &9 A @AE Av Rzt g

9]
o

A
Z

25| =2 Fallible Man|Aq oFe] FAlo] tie @4ak4 Ao] Q1zke] BAo|

) ololl #ete] zmjzo] Ao Fek thge dAES H/FE #EstE Jacob Neusner,
"The oeuvre of Jonathan Z Smith," Review Of Rabbinic Judaism 8, (January 1, 2005):
pp.315-328; Robert A. Segal, "Classification and comparison in the study of
religion: the work of Jonathan Z. Smith." Journal Of The American Academy Of
Religion 73, no. 4 (December 1, 2005): pp.1175-1188.
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{ A9 EA

St
& TAHOE o AAjd g AT HIe o o] A A
& RIAER EAE Afole A el 9l FEAS A7k o rt=" sl A
(Martin Heidegger)*® @EAE Eéﬂﬁ ARAD EARS AT A
8 QRS AT ARl gA =Y s 540ty fote] A,
ol AAH FH dAeS “Existence and Hermeneutics”$} “Structure and

Hermeneutics” ol A Z| A4 Q1 A& Zhols 4= 9},

—
0>"

F4 (symbol) 3} A3 A Al (symbolism)

L
A9 EJ‘& gzl L toltt, I EE Fallible Manol X $33d =
AAS 4 AS(fallibility)el tah AA2 ol #AeAel whAda Fofel
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H

o
Ay oA 2BID ALeE 2

A
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T8 X o2 oJuell A o] A2 el
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A= B A Alske dojolrt, 17k 13
| A (pure reflection) .25 A<

b Ae gk dhta 28

5 wesel £47
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hedl Qi oo Agom 47
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) olo] 33le]= David Pallauer, "The Symbol Gave Rise to Thought," The Philosophy
of Paul Ricoeur, ed. Lewis Edwin Hahn, Chicago: Open Court, 1995, pp. 99-116<
Fzxstet,

3) Paul Ricoeur, The Symbolism of Evil, trans. Emerson Buchanan, Boston: Beacon
Press, 1969, p. 347.



= Astolgts A B7HssAY 9n|
7b ik whebd EA, ol AbaLe] 7137t He A, Aol FEhe] o] H
= A4e dAdidlel A 5% 4%, =, “AdS(hierophanies)ol] e dEF
(forgetfulness), A9 7150 gt Awz, Axelgod &3 e Azt A
Aol digk AE"o0l 7]Qlgttt. ojel gk Wzt FAtel whA gle dAdiAEd Al

Fge) A% T 4R AN 439 HNS Be 2 Hzee Th A
e A5 ok 43 Hdte] g Hadgs iR dslu
Ad, 21 A5 98 AL ol dske Aok o

“Existence and Hermeneutics oA 2|3 Foro] A4, 01]/\1-4 SAA A
& daetHA, AR S ‘AR ol TRE}F—, AL on| 7} 1H Aol AL, F-at
Aolar, HlFAQ oAk R WA on|o] SRt FotEE= E ThE 94“]% A
Alete oW omle] 7O AoJgtth A T, S olvdrH £ tF
ouje] & oJsfgitt. o] thF oue] FxoA FLI HE wEe] ¥

r\r

o

EA3 Aslo| A ZEditlE Holth, EASE AFslo] §lo] o] thEojun|e FxE=
ol V5 e s ReTh oAl 2al, 4o olFdule] Tr: 3¢ 54T
Aol el lofdmt fojulsith olgld ojvldN, P I A
(interpretation) 7t 491 #@4 ool Arh. A 2E AN L WU o
oA EARQ g a5t T gule] FHE oY FIES =yt
ol EAshe Abel Al now Aejd. of Ao Eelukol dAe] W

4) Ibid,, p. 348.
5) Ibid, p. 349.

6) Paul Ricoeur, “Existence and Hermeneutics,” The Conflict of Interpretations: Essays
in Hermeneutics, ed. Don lhde, Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1974, p.
12.

7) Ibid, p. 13.
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) Y RO e XOOR o 8B W Jo 'XO 4 X o
T %o B, KW o W R o X or =<0 o) g R =
x AEWA@,Amgeﬂﬂ%ﬂ%A@wHaﬁ@
% o w2 ] A~ RO~ B O = S
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BET W Do L =T 2T T o Mo W
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fr(metaphor), H](analogy),

o

R

, &, A8k myth),

g arg](allegory), 18]l 2] fr(simile)
12) Ricoeur, “Existence and Hermeneutics,” p. 13.

9) Ricoeur, The Symbolism of Evil, pp. 10-14
13) Ibid, pp. 13-14.

10) ibid, p. 14.
11) Ibid.
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8) Ibid, pp. 13-14.
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16) Ibid, p. 18.

15) Ibid, p. 17.
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TEHS Ayt Al AL T TFAAQ REEY A4S FElA ARA
ofo] 7PHS HIZ|aL Apolrt AlFaL FAd Agoz yobd 4 gl 4SS 49
© FEA] A I EE olgd MES A sMstelgta Fa2r
A A sjMste] deror Fasjof & HHo R ol gt 1A T3
2oA do] W3 old= Y QIEFEH WA o2 YolriA e wA
A o] H]¥(a corrective critique)?] AL AHT} 19

olgdA wl#e] HASE AX ML HFTHoZ EAEY d9E& Frd o
WAAR HRHEY AHES FHE ul, dIF2ZER Aol 2l EAY 4o
E WAz, WA AA B4 A0 A 549 aarsHarchaeology of the

subjec)oleh HE 5 gl EAlel Hol® HolFTh) of W FAE EAFe 2
Qo EAFAZY §(desire)olghz AHAL AT AA A
Aol smste] meluolt A3 Au A A A9g el
o2y e AA ANTAN Aok shtel JEOZA BAS olATS 53
A AR O BAZ delrit, 4e Fa GO vt #42 Fal Ao}
© Qe FA ofn] oz vopke EAY PR ol UL WA,
oluf Aoz AN T ke EAFE Helst EAH] AF e (effordol ke
AL AR, EEAY Aok FAle was) FA BAEL WAY
Wl 7 HAE SelA S AFFOEM TAH Aobt B2 o] FA
austs} FAS BHR] dojFt 4L dd=t EARHA ARA

T

¢

(ontological horizon)o|gtx FEt},
FTuANTT A R = Aagge AY chlA FAE
oMt 2d) FudANs 53|, dejotde] FuANTS Fuy °]7P94 39,

, dole gHE 50}04 GE= 1$ Zi% f*o}oi AAR %_— WA - /lffﬂﬂﬂr

oo > oY o
ol
Q,

Interpretations: Essays in Hermeneutics, ed. Don Ihde, Evanston: Northwestern

University Press, 1974, pp. 148-150.

18) Ibid, p. 149.

19) Ricoeur, “Existence and Hermeneutics,” p. 18.

20) Ibid, p. 21.

21) Ibid, p. 22.

22)
)

23

Ibid.
Ibid.
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Aol AQe Wi Heh Tetel 44, whATelA Pzt ole@ AL *
Ao Azt ool £l ol Atk ALE AAHFEE Sol Fhehn THT

T} 24)

Of

dslzel 44 ekl Asugel A% AN EAEHA T2, F A
(temporality)®] Wolee oA, @sze] 4 AU “gFol 7L
peQod s B us FAL 449 A ol Aae EA
2olE WAk GFATE orleln. Anjsel of of EARY ALLL B
o Asdee A8 £ AEAS E o FAHR Ay A 34, A

3f, Alshe Abold B, aEa F WA w4 TS dvE davt

%2
=

’37d (symbol), A1&Hmyth), 218F=(mythology), 12|31 F+ WA &

2.
A (the second naiveté)

foko] A4, oA A=+ 2stE “olobr| o] FEHZ A v 2 W
w2 AAbe} 2t w2 AlFtaE AROEAG)SHA Xdle AleitellA RddE
BAETDZ Aot} AP Teko] Ay AT A At st g4 o]
I g FES oty e o] AT ofo] Alste] digk MubAl
s B 2 FES FFE 5 S gEolt.

A3te} Aol FE L& Asle} Ao #HEs B} A AAo|al HEE Auk
THstAel AHEe “Structure and Hermeneutics”(1963)0A] ZrolE 4= it}
YA 2 o] on] o] HES Tole] A, oA B Fuvar F4sk, 4l
847}

A FALE oo sz Al 7HA| o] & WA o AR A, G
27

2 EAT AlF7H &34 %= vbd Agk= 942 AlZHin illo tempore)©]
U Bzt 28 AlFA Aol dnt wElA A3te AR EY EAE FA
ddHEY. =4, iy EA ALY 7|#HEe B A= Alste] #AEAdS

24) Ricoeur, The Symbolism of Evil p. 356.
25) Ibid, p.18.

26) Paul Ricoeur, “Structure and Hermeneutics,” The Conflict of Interpretations: Essays
in Hermeneutics, ed. Don Ihde, Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press,
1974, pp.28-29.
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A Agto|ghil & 5 ot} FI|E Qo] 2222 JA7)E EAE o}4] AAZEEH 2
2REZ & U2 2 $97 2 A7 BE AN 1 B9 sk 1 &4
&3S WA dethe AR S wAsoRt vt L 2T oA ol A
EETH AFEte] AEAR] EE, &, T ?—iéi‘i gk ol 2} A& (existence)©]
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SRS g Aule Aae 44 B d, £ 49d 22 v
A Algtel AdolE whd wof o] AMAS 7|dsta F5E 7|sE 7T § Wl
27) Ibid, p. 28.
28) Ibid, p. 29.
29) Ibid, p. 29.
)

30) Ricoeur, The Symbolism of Evil, p. 356.
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31) Jonathan Z. Smith, "When the Chips Are Down," Relating Religion: Essays in the

Study of Religion, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004, p. 46 Zt5¢ 58l thah
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1. W94 A% (locative map)2}t 214 X % (utopian map)E d

o} A

2| 27) “apole] QlAjo] A7 Eejdoitt’E I 2 £ detE Al
AlgE L “Map is not Territory(1978)"ol St} AnjA= A4le] 4 2444
79l "When the Chips are Down"ol4] "Map is not Territory(1978)"7} dg]o}
do] Fudidehs vldstal dfrstela P9 A A il 2PEE k=
wo|AThaL o]op7|ght}s2) -G AnjAE ol A HEE Aoty
o] gFgo Ry Hojur] A=
a7k deotul A HEoEHFE Blojur] AlFe A3E& "Birth Upside
Down or Right Side Up?(1970)"0]8lt}.33) o] =FoA AnAE H=27F AF
2 A7 wgd AAAS J|EAo® AA AFe A3tE(cosmogonic myths)
of yehd 343 439 MdS Fal Mo EM “AAe E=(chaos)d oW
Tz diste] Fu gapstAel APOoRIEH UL o] =Fo] mpx|ut
Fto A AH| A T3t o] o]of7|gitt,

aeu ol £3E el i e 5o A AAet 2 AM7F AAE Fofshs SHd Ol
g Ae-EA Tell, B3k wFEA ST -o] ARte] FAXIY. FxE MFA 8
1, 89 FHES T FHarlhrs, 2 FEEel AR ORH AR oA
Ak, AMe| Fx58& 24shs A2 FAASL okl & 2 Aeld. o] of
2|74 = A¥H(mesalliance)oll thaato] 17k Aol Adslal AEetes mds ¥
=t AAE 328 FEl Aed 2 S5 ol Sl Aoz WA gar Al el
AAE Z2ddte] Sl Alom Bau, A& (existence) o] HA2 AFd Ao g
o FAERNH D= 0w oA, ... o WA B AN
=, AR (liminality)o] S3elde] & wbole|Hke Hae] £2Ql € %)

ol

2P| 2 o] AR BEE F2A8e] 75E TR VIE ANE T
sh Hloll 7lofshs Aoz B defobdlA]l Al wel otAEe F71 A%

S Qe o BRIA 2vat F2A A5 B Aejohds oS

32) Ibid, p. 17.
33) Ibid, p. 14.

34) Jonathan Z. Smith, "Birth Upside Down or Right Side Up?," Map is Not Territory:
Studies in the History of Religions, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978, p. 169

35) Ibid,, p. 170.
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3 SAZEEH ZA Aglobd Al Astolsd dfgh
S FAHo=E *0}7] A Ze 32 “The  Wobbling
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P1V0t(1972)" ojth, AH|AE o] F¢ Aol A Aoju|e] A el A ¥
Zhol digk 71241 HAAEH 845S A Fo ol dis| v Ul 7HA
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36) Jonathan Z. Smith, "The Wobbling Pivot," Map is Not Territory: Studies in the
History of Religions, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978, pp. 97-101.

37) Ibid, p. 97.
38) Ibid, p. 98.
39) Ibid, p. 99.
40) Ibid,, p. 100.

)

41) Ibid.
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42) Ibid, p. 101.

)
43) Ibid, p. 103.
44) Ibid, pp. 101-102.
45) Jonathan Z. Smith, "Map is Not Territory," Map is Not Territory: Studies in the

History of Religions, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978, p. 292.
46) Ibid, p. 293.
47) Ibid, p. 309.
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Ibrd., p. 300.

)
)

50) Ibid, p. 303.
) Ibid, p. 304.
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53) Ricoeur, "Structure and Hermeneutics," pp. 45-51.
54) Ibid, p. 47.
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55) Ibid, p. 48.
56) Ibid., p. 50.
57) Smith, “When the Chips Are Down,” p. 32.
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58) Jonathan Z. Smith, "Acknowledgements: Morphology and History, Part 2," Relating
Religion: Essays in the Study of Religion, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2004, p. 99.
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<Abstract>

An Evaluation of Jonathan Z. Smith’s
Theory of Myth: from the Perspective of
Paul Ricoeur’s Hermeneutics of Symbol

Young Won Kim(Graduate Theological Union)

The purpose of this essay is to analyze and evaluate Jonathan Z.
Smith’s theory of myth from the viewpoint of Paul Ricoeur’s hermeneutics
of symbol. Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of symbol describes the process of
recovering the ontological depth of human beings, which the moderns lost
and forgot. The most important step in this process is the stage of
corrective critique. In the corrective critique, a subject finds its own
illusion, which Ricoeur calls the Cartesian ego. The subject which escaped
from this illusion finally sees the structure of his or her own being.
Ricoeur shows a concrete picture of the structure of being through
analyzing Freud's psychoanalysis and Hegel's phenomenology of spirit. The
analysis of Freud’'s psychoanalysis gives the subject the archaeology of
the subject. Hegel's phenomenology of spirit provides the subject with the
teleology of the subject. The dialectic of the archaeology and the
teleology reveals the fact that the Cartesian ego exists within the depth of
being, not vice versa. Eliade’s phenomenology of religion shows us the
dialectic of the sacred and the profane in which the subject realizes its
rootedness in the sacred or in the whole. From the viewpoint of the
hermeneutics of symbol, myth always functions within a specific
symbolism, in which the subject realizes his or her depth of being.

Evaluating Smith’s understanding of myth from the perspective of
Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of symbol, we can find that Smith’'s mythology

excludes the ontological function of myth and makes its intellectual and
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epistemological aspect conspicuous. Beyond the locative world view
emphasizing order and conformity and the utopian world view accentuating
transcendence and turnover, which Smith learned from Eliade, Smith
suggests a new paradigm of his mythology which is based on the
perception of incongruity between idealistic world views and realistic
situations. In this paradigm, myth is basically understood as an intellectual
tool which human beings use to deal with the gap between their own
world views and a newly emerging situation in the middle of a social
upheaval. However, his understanding myth implies an ontological aspect of
myth in the sense that the pieces of myth should go back to the fecundity
of symbols in order to draw new meanings from them, with which they
can properly describe the new situations. In this regard, Smith's
mythology is not only a mythology without ontology but also a mythology

with a lived ontology.

Key Words: Jonathan Z. Smith, Paul Ricoeur, symbol, myth, incongruity



