Having found Eliade to be a good source on myth, history of human thought and religion I purchased more of his books- Shamanism, Patterns in Comparative Religion and The Myth of The Eternal Return which he refers to as his best work. In Eternal Return he goes back over the idea that human beings in their actions, rituals and ceremonies try to reactivate (recreate) the original creation, the time of purity and power. This is bound up with the idea of the center, the place where the gods descended and made contact with people. Again, this idea of getting close to the gods.
He develops in more detail the human impulse to mimic or reproduce the divine ideal or archetype. He notes that human rituals are imitations of divine models and in this they seek legitimization. Now there are various ways of viewing this impulse to replicate the divine and I don’t dismiss it lightly. It has too much historical prominence and I would rather try to understand it as perhaps something more complex. On the surface it appears to be an unhealthy dependence on some outside validating authority. Or could it include the desire to express a greater inspiring reality, to be the image of the invisible, to be like your heavenly Father. Especially, in the endeavor to be human and to love. In this people believe they accomplish the reason for their existence.
In Eternal Return Eliade develops extensively this endeavor of the archaic mind to follow the mythical prototypes of all human activities. These prototypes are actions of the gods that have been revealed to people in order that they might endlessly replicate the same. For instance, says Eliade, human justice is an idea founded on the concept of law as having a celestial and transcendent model in cosmic norms.

Where I get concerned about the unhealthy dependency on outside validating authority is in the fact that the primitive mind (and I see this mentality everywhere still today) considers an “object or an act real only insofar as it imitates or repeats an archetype”. This was very common in Evangelicalism. Everything which does not follow the archetype is not real, it is meaningless. In Evangelicalism this was embodied in trying to live and do as Jesus did. We were taught to ask in every situation: What would Jesus do?

As Eliade notes, primitive man sees himself as real only to the extent that he ceases to be himself. Only when he imitates and repeats the gestures of another does he see himself as real, as truly himself (when he ceases to be himself in trying to replicate the actions of another). All other activity and time aside from the mythical ideal is considered profane, without meaning.

Where Eliade makes this interesting is where he moves on to relate this to archaic man’s endless effort to find a way to tolerate real history. “The man of archaic cultures tolerates history with difficulty and attempts periodically to abolish it”. Here we engage the ancient tradition of mythologizing the ancestors, abolishing their real history and transforming them into the heavenly or mythical archetype. To try to make them approach the mythical model as closely as possible. This it was believed would revivify or re-actualize the heroic original patterns.
The Jewish people did this in their endeavor to tolerate their own history, their military defeats and political humiliations. They interpreted contemporary events by means of ancient hero-making myths such as the final slaying of a dragon enemy through a King-Messiah. Eliade says it is the elite who reinterpret contemporary history in terms of a myth in order to make that history conform to the divine model of heroism. It works both ways. People make heroes of their own ancestors but demonize their opponents. Hence, the Jews transformed the Gentile kings into dragons. They were unable to tolerate historical reality and so consoled themselves by taking refuge in myth and wishful thinking. 

Eliade provides many historical examples of this transformation of history into myth from a wide variety of cultures. Endlessly, people have mythologized their ancestors in terms of mythical norms, abolishing the real biography for a tale in accordance with the mythical norms.

In contrast to the archaic mind, Breech argues that Jesus sought to recover the awareness of real people in real history with all the unpleasantness and uniqueness of such individual history and he argued that this is where we find the superabundant power that we call God. In the endeavor to mythologize people we end up losing the distinguishing features of their lives for the indistinguishable norms of myth.

The mythical patterns are all the same. “They all resemble one another in the fact of their miraculous birth…at least one parent is divine… these heroes undertake a journey to heaven or descend to hell”. Need I make any direct linkages here? Mythical heroes also fight with monsters or with enemy brothers (Cain and Abel).

As Eliade notes, the historicity of ancestors does not long resist the corrosive action of mythicization. Apparently, the recollection of real events or real personalities does not survive more than two or three centuries. “Popular memory finds difficulty in retaining individual events and real figures..”. The archaic mind tends to recall people in terms of categories instead of events, archetypes instead of historical personages. And here I am reminded of Dozier (Why We Hate) noting the human tendency to generalize people in terms of categories and to dismiss their human uniqueness and individuality (once again Breech would argue that this is where the superabundant power of the kingdom of God is revealed).

By mythologizing ancestors, historical persons are assimilated to mythical models and what is called ‘historical truth’ in these mythologies “almost never has to do with definite persons and events, but with institutions, customs, landscapes… such historical truths are not concerned with  personalities or events but with traditional forms of social and political life”.

Then this striking comment: “the memory of historical events is modified, after two or three centuries, in such a way that it can enter into the mold of the archaic mentality, which cannot accept what is individual and preserves only what is exemplary”. The ordinariness and mundaneness of real life and people is intolerable to this mythical escapism. Does this distaste of the real, of real people and real life possibly stem from millennia of being taught to view transcendence (the kingdom of God) in terms of the special, instead of in terms of ordinary life? 

