Abstract –

What are the problems with Levi-Strauss’ structuralist reading of the myth of Oedipus? How might one go about producing a more convincing structuralist reading of the myth? 

[bookmark: _GoBack]This paper will examine the issues concerning Levi-Strauss’ structuralist approach to the myth of Oedipus, considering its flaws and argue how better to approach the myth with a more convincing reading and interpretation of the previously mentioned myth. Considering Levi-Strauss’ rather rudimentary approach to the myth of Oedipus, and indeed myths in general, it is notable that although his argument dictates that the structure of a myth can be categorised, there are numerous flaws which he fails to address, for example he completely ignores the fact that mythology was first an oral tradition which brings forwards the possibility that the myth may not be exactly the same as it was first heard. With this in mind, such a consideration can then lead to a new approach against a structuralist’s review and take into account the morality of the myth itself instead of attempting to categorise it through its language. In continuation, this paper will also develop a strong argument as to why myths, focusing on the myth of Oedipus, deserve a more mature analysis of its meaning as opposed to the belief that myth can be broken down into constitutional units based on its language. Such an argument can begin with the fact that although there is a little merit to Levi-Strauss’ structuralist reading, it is more important to analyse the myth itself rather the language, and categorise the themes it portrays to then contrast them against other myths to either find an underlying pattern or a moralistic meaning to them. With this more effective structuralist reading of the myth of Oedipus, it can then be rationalised to presume that Levi-Strauss’ structuralist approach is less than desirable due to its problematic nature.
