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Chapter One

Introduction: Getting Started with C.G. Jung, James Hillman and Literature

This book proposes a relationship between psychology and literature in the work 

of two psychologists devoted to the visionary power of the imagination, C.G. Jung and 

his revisionary successor, James Hillman. Both thinkers belong in the tradition that sees 

the unknown and unknowable part of the psyche, commonly called the unconscious, as 

source of meaning, feeling and value. Both regard literature, and the arts overall, as au-

thentic evidence of an intrinsically creative psyche, or soul. However, they also find lit-

erature problematic to their psychology, even as they adopt explicitly literary resources 

for writing it. The figure of that transgressive god, Dionysus, will prove indigenous to the 

psychology-literature conundrum. 

An essential part of the sacrificial act is dismemberment… the Dionysian mystery tradition. 

(Jung 1968, CW13: para. 91) 

In the majority of my cases, the resources of consciousness have been exhausted; the ordinary 

expression for this situation is: “I am stuck”…. the theme of many a fairytale and myth. 

(Jung 1933: 70-1) 

At root of the problem of literature (here defined as imaginative writing in genres 

such as poetry, drama and the novel), and the writing of Jung and Hillman, known re-

spectively as Jungian and Archetypal psychology, is that of two mutually implicated yet 

different academic disciplines. Defined broadly as discrete fields of knowledge inde-

pendently organized, disciplines validating scholarly endeavour proliferated in the later  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nineteenth and throughout the twentieth centuries. New in this era was psychology it-

self, in becoming detached from philosophy and theology. At much the same time there 

emerged a discipline devoted to the study of vernacular literature, which was grown 

from the previous focus in universities on writing in Latin and Greek. 

In the English speaking academic world the new degree in literary texts became 

known as ‘English’, although much later many adopted Literary Studies, or just Litera-

ture, to avoid some of the complications of this designation in a postcolonial era of 

world ‘Englishes’. This book will use the latter two terms for the same reason. The notion 

that political colonialism might affect a particular construction of knowledge, a disci-

pline, was most overtly debated in the later years of the twentieth century. However, 

much earlier colonial struggles were perceptible within universities and scholarly circles 

as the many new disciplines struggled for legitimacy, resources and prestige. 

Calling the competition for status between disciplines colonial is more than a ref-

erence to the common spatial metaphor of knowledge, as ‘fields.’ Colonialism within 

and between disciplines rather points to the union of knowledge and power. Competi-

tions for supremacy among the disciplines for being acknowledged as producing the 

best, most economically or spiritually valuable kinds of knowledge are, at the same 

time, struggles for cultural power. 

For example, if materialist science is regarded as the superior knowledge of a 

particular society, then that not only determines how resources are shared out in the 

university, it also shapes ideas about education and social policy. Ultimately, it supplies 

the vision of reality held by most citizens. Hence the argument that frames this book is 

that the contest and construction of disciplines such as psychology and literature in the 

nineteenth century is part of a greater series of changes in knowledge that deeply af-

fects modern society today. 

One attempt to explore this historical and social intimacy of disciplines and pow-

er has already been mentioned. Postcolonialism is an attempt to diagnose how far 

largely unconsidered assumptions about ethnicity, and the grandiose delusions of the 

most dominant nations, not only drove political strategies, but also the knowledge that 

underpinned them. Alongside the political approach, a further way to address the splin-
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tering of knowledge into disciplines was the idea of interdisciplinarity studies. Here 

more than one discipline is employed at the same time, with the aim of stitching togeth-

er antithetical positions on what something like psychology or literature is supposed to 

be doing, and on what their fundamental assumptions is based. 

A particular problem with the so-called interdisciplinarity approach is that stitch-

ing up the jagged edges of disciplines can too easily become a ‘stitch up’ in which one 

disciplinary vision or methodology simply colonizes another. Such a move, such as 

when a psychology uses literature as raw data, instead of material with capacities and 

histories of its own, actually replicates colonialism rather than resists it. 

While I cannot pretend that this book will entirely avoid such a privileging of one 

discipline over another, it is the aim of Remembering Dionysus to generate a new ap-

proach to the multidisciplinary environment of writing with imagination, and to apply that 

new perspective to the work of Jung and Hillman. For I plan to combine a recent initia-

tive known as ‘transdisciplinarity’, currently being offered mainly from a science per-

spective with the mythical insight of both these psychologists (Nicolescu 2005). Chap-

ter 2 will consider the transdisciplinary in conjunction with Hillman’s dissection of Jung’s 

motif of the dismembered Dionysus; a god reborn from parts. 

So Remembering Dionysus is devoted to investigating the literary in the writing 

of Jung and Hillman in the context of the disunited disciplines of their own respective 

psychology and literary studies. If the body of knowledge has been torn apart, how 

fares this ancient god in a twenty-first century all too familiar with a dismembering vio-

lence? 

The rest of this chapter will outline how literature and psychology came to be dif-

ferent disciplinary approaches to the imagination as a way of knowing. But, first of all, I 

will introduce the work of Jung and Hillman for their building of a psychology dedicated 

to the innate creativity of the psyche. 

Getting Started with C.G. Jung
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Given that the unconscious is the unknown, uncontrollable part of the psyche, 

Jung believed that it had a profound effect on what we know and how we know. 

Nobody drew the conclusion that if the subject of knowledge, the psyche, were in fact a veiled 

form of existence not immediately accessible to consciousness, then all our knowledge must be 

incomplete, and moreover to a degree that we cannot determine. 

(Jung 1960, CW8: para. 358) 

Since we cannot know what our limited consciousness is missing, then what we 

claim to perceive about the universe can only be partial. Mystery is not only part of our 

being, it is also part of our knowing. Taking seriously such a proposition, Jung further 

argued that his psychology had to be seen as a hypothesis or model rather than a pre-

tense to have found the ultimate and fixed truth (ibid.: para. 381). His ideas were a 

pragmatic way of working with mental properties, rather than the way to unquestionable 

knowledge. Crucially, imagination and creativity are prime tools for psychic investiga-

tion. 

One of Jung’s most foundational hypotheses was that human beings possess, 

probably by inheritance, common psychic capacities for generating images. These ca-

pacities he called ‘archetypes’, and they could only be known by their manifestation as 

archetypal images. These images would also be influenced in content and form by an 

individual’s history and culture. Images here mean any psychic inscription in con-

sciousness such as dreams, emotions, exciting unbidden thoughts, bodily sensations 

etc. Archetypal images are the matter of innate psychic creativity. They are how the 

psyche makes experience out of archetypal shaping energy meeting the world. 

All humans possess the same archetypes as inner creative drives. Jung called 

this common inheritance the ‘collective unconscious.’ Within the person, the archetypes 

of the collective unconscious possess a goal-oriented or teleological impulse towards 

wholeness and meaning. This indicates that the psyche is in a constant creative 

process of seeking balance through ever greater connections between archetypal gen-

erators and a person’s actual archetypal image-made life. 
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Jung named as ‘individuation’ this continual weaving, severing and relating be-

tween the conscious part of the mind, or ego, and the unconscious realm of arche-

types. Jungian psychotherapy is supposed to facilitate individuation by liberating the 

self-healing teleological direction of the psyche towards ever greater meaning, feeling 

and value. He was ambivalent about whether individuation required the assistance of 

psychotherapy, while suggesting that modern conditions rendered the practice invalu-

able. 

What does characterize individuation for everyone, and by extension culture it-

self, are common themes of resistance, ‘stuckness’, in conflict, love and sexuality, 

meaning and aging. The ‘shadow’ was what Jung called those negative forces that trap 

the blithe ego, including what we deny in ourselves on moral or hypocritical grounds. To 

counter ‘stuckness’, individuation operates is by means of compensation. The uncon-

scious manifests what the ego is strenuously denying. Hence, the shadow can be ex-

treme evil or extreme good. It can perversely implant divine faith in the soul of the athe-

ist, or the terror of meaningless annihilation in a person full of life’s joys. The shadow is 

‘other’ to who we think we are. It typically forms a stark version of what Jung liked to see 

as the psyche’s tendency to work by opposites. 

Yet another version of opposites is that of gender. On the one hand, Jung took an 

essentialist view of gender by being sure that a male body denoted a masculine ego, 

and vice versa. On the other hand, such essentialism is also entirely untenable in Jun-

gian psychology. For individuation means that the collective unconscious dimension of 

archetypes is more essential to being than the ego’s culture-colored preferences. And 

the psyche individuates by integrating what is ‘other’ to the ego. Often what is other is 

the other gender. 

Archetypes are androgynous, equally able to manifest feminine, masculine, and 

even transgender forms. They are not limited to a society’s stereotypical notions of 

gender propriety because they are not limited at all. As archetypal images, archetypes 

are immanent in being contingent, historically and bodily influenced, and never abso-

lutely defined, because of the core mystery of the psyche. Archetypes (and through 
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them archetypal images) have a transcendent pole of limitless creative possibility. They 

may also have existence beyond the human psyche, as we will see later. 

Meanwhile, Jung liked to try to stabilize his notion of gender by offering an un-

conscious feminine archetype in a man that he called the ‘anima’, and a complimentary 

masculine figure in a woman he named the ‘animus.’ Yet individuation means that these 

opposites are not stable; they must be integrated. For Jung, fidelity to his organic and 

creative idea of the psyche means that gender is fluid, partially culturally constructed, 

and not restricted to heterosexual presuppositions. Whatever Jung personally pre-

ferred, many genders and various sexualities are possible in his intrinsically creative 

psyche. 

Another archetypal figuration important to Jung’s work he named the self, which 

he tended to describe as the goal of individuation. This self is far from the ego-domi-

nated ‘separate’ identity assumed by the word ‘self’ in English. Rather, the self has a 

dual sense of being the archetype of organization within the psyche, and the potential, 

expansive totality of it. The self is the mythical centre, or heart of being provided by the 

dynamic, even divine archetypes. Archetypes are divine to Jung because they are limit-

lessly creative. They create us; they take the lead in making meaning and being out of 

the awkward material of conscious embodiment. 

The self suggests that wholeness and oneness of being can be made or found 

when the contingent and cultural ego becomes a satellite to this unknown divinity. It is 

not surprising that Jung in a Christian or post-Christian society saw the self as an image 

of God, or even suggested that it was the actuality of God within humans. The self is 

where monotheism, here the belief in one God making a world separate from himself, 

finds a home in Jung’s psychology. 

One result of this implicit adherence to monotheism in the importance of the self, 

whether as ordering archetype or wholeness as the goal of being, is a foundational du-

alism in his work. Jung is here heir to a long tradition of dividing up experience into 

dual, or often opposite, qualities. Older than Ancient Greek philosophy, dualism intensi-

fied in the emphasis on rational faculties in Western modernity. So, just as we habitually 

divide time into night and day, we distinguish ‘good’ by defining it in relation to ‘evil’, 
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and experience into ‘inside-psyche’ versus ‘outside-world’. Psyche is considered a 

property of ‘inside’, although Jung was among other theorists of the unconscious to no-

tice that it could be projected unwittingly, without conscious knowing, onto things or 

other people ‘outside’. 

Nevertheless, dualism is far from the inevitable response to human attempts to 

know the cosmos. Mythical alternatives to dualism will be considered in Chapter 2. 

Here it is worth noting that in two key and related areas, Jung moved to a more holistic 

position of seeing psyche, body, matter, spirit and cosmos as vitally interconnected. 

These areas were alchemy and synchronicity. 

Alchemy is more than its popular reputation as the practice of transforming 

cheap lead into valuable gold. It is believed to originate in prehistoric attempts to quick-

ly ‘ripen’ metals found in the womb of Mother Earth, but by the time of the European 

Renaissance it was a non-dualistic practice seeking to unite the emerging science of 

chemistry with religious, artistic and philosophical realms. Alchemists labored in an in-

teractive field that conjoined body, spirit and matter. The gold they sought was both ma-

terial and divine. Everything united in the symbol that was produced in the reading and 

writing of their enigmatic texts and in mystical laboratory rituals. 

To Jung, his discovery of Renaissance alchemy books was a key moment in find-

ing historical validation for his psychology. Initially, he decided that the alchemists were 

so intimately and somatically involved with their experiments because they had un-

knowingly projected their individuating psyches onto the chemicals. Changes within (in 

the psyche) were being conducted by facilitating changes without (in the laboratory). 

However, Jung later came to credit something closer to alchemy’s original holistic vi-

sion, with his development of the theory of synchronicity. 

Synchronicity is another approach to those so-called ‘coincidences’ when an 

apparently psychic event is linked to a material one in a meaningful way. There is no 

rational, material causal explanation. For example, a dream may accurately predict an 

event, or show something happening at a distance too great for the ordinary senses of 

the dreamer to perceive. To Jung this indicated an additional factor to conventional sci-

entific ideas of cause and effect. He called such phenomena oriented towards meaning 
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synchronicity, in order to show that relations of space and time were involved. A partic-

ularly suggestive aspect of his examination of synchronicity was to see it as a kind of 

creativity between psyche and matter, or, acts of creation in time (Jung 1960, CW8: 

para. 965). 

In the late volume of his Collected Works on alchemy, Mysterium Coniunctionis, 

Jung speculated that synchronicity referred to what the alchemists sensed in the vision 

of matter, spirit and psyche as inextricably co-creating (Jung 1970, CW14: paras. 

759-70). For synchronicity, distinctions of inside and outside no longer apply. Con-

sciousness itself is caught up in a web of connections, as the deep psyche has a ‘psy-

choid’ quality. By this Jung meant both a hypothetical point where psyche and matter 

meet, and the mind/body connection, where archetypes meet soma as bodily instincts 

enter psychic realization. The psychoid unconscious makes possible a notion of 

alchemy largely as the alchemists envisaged it: generating an interactive field in which 

archetypes are organizing energies that span soul, body and world (ibid.: 787-8). 

Another way of exploring the potential of Jungian archetypes is condensed in 

Jung’s memorable line: ‘the Gods have become diseases’ (Jung 1967, CW13: para. 

54). Again, a historical viewpoint gives depth to Jung’s naming of archetypes as those 

overwhelming psychic powers that in one age might be called Aphrodite or Saturn, and 

in another, irresistible passion or a crippling depression. Archetypes are gods, in that 

they do not die because the archetypal unconscious is collective; it is reborn, or re-an-

imated in every human (and in a synchronicity pervading the cosmos). They are gods 

and goddesses in that they create us. Moreover, they create through us, using individ-

ual human existence to incarnate their different qualities of being in the world. 

Hence, archetypes are story-generating, deathless, and endlessly creating via 

their images. They are gods seeking to live out their particular genre of stories, known, 

of course, as myths. In Jungian psychology, myth has a specific function as the narra-

tive form of the archetype, or a god prominent at any particular moment of individua-

tion. Put another way, myths fashion relations between consciousness and the ar-

chetypal collective unconscious. Myths are not what the ego chooses, but rather how 

the individuating psyche generates a story of being in a dialogue between the ego of 

 9



S. Rowland

 

consciousness and the greater divine powers of archetypes. For the individual person, 

myths are the stories of our fate. 

Lastly, in introducing Jung is his undervalued definition of the symbol, which will 

become very important to the matter of this book. Later chapters will argue that Jungian 

symbols are Dionysian fragments with the potential to re-embody psyche and knowl-

edge. In essence, symbols are images or psychic expressions that lead to psychic 

depths and mysteries. Jung often discussed symbols in words that revealed them as 

conveying a non-rational dimension of psychic reality. For symbols are images that 

point to something not yet fully known, or not knowable in any other way (Jung 1921, 

CW6: para. 819). 

Jung called symbols ‘living’ when they manifest something not accessible to consciousness ex-

cept by means of this pregnant expression (ibid.: 816). Symbols are also remarkably pervasive. 

Since every scientific theory contains an hypothesis, and is therefore an anticipatory description 

of something still essentially unknown, it is a symbol. Furthermore every psychological expres-

sion is a symbol if we assume that it states or signifies something more and other than itself 

which eludes our present knowledge. (ibid.: 817) 

Here, Jung suggests that science is largely, or at least largely directed to, sym-

bolic writing. Furthermore, psychology, by association a science, is also symbolic. Cru-

cial to this multidisciplinary treatment of symbols is Jung’s recognition that they are 

fragile in the face of conscious attitude. The same image in words or in a dream item 

can be considered symbolically as an attempt to express the relatively unknown, or it 

could be regarded as a mere vehicle of a straightforward, known and conscious mean-

ing. A rose in a poem can be a symbol of divine and sensual ecstasy, or it can be what 

Jung termed a ‘sign’, an image without a symbol’s mystery, perhaps showing the lack of 

imagination in a poet using a cliché (Jung 1966, CW15: 105). 

When discussing symbols at length, Jung is explicit that a symbol for its very life 

depends upon the attitude of the observer (Jung 1921, CW6: Para. 818). However, 

when discussing symbols in the context of literature, his sense of disciplinary bound-

aries takes symbols in a new direction as we will see in the next section. 
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Getting Started with Jung and Literature

Two essays outline Jung’s attitude to literature and extend to art in general, as he 

remarks in ‘On the Relation of Analytical Psychology to Poetry,’ and maintains in ‘Psy-

chology and Literature’ (Jung 1966, CW15.: paras. 97, 133). In the earlier piece he 

makes a fundamental statement about disciplines and why there cannot be one superi-

or way of knowing and being. 

The fact that artistic, scientific and religious propensities still slumber peacefully together in the 

small child… all of this does nothing to prove the existence of a unifying principle which alone 

would justify a reduction of one to the other. (ibid.: para. 99) 

Jung says here that the psyche has no single root cause, no ‘unifying principle’ 

that would bestow upon psychology the role of the most foundational explanation of 

human beings. If psychology discovered a unifying principle then it could be used to 

reduce artistic production to the fulfillment of psychic drives. Jung explicitly denies any 

such possibility for his psychology. Art can never be wholly explained, or explained 

away, by psychology. Rather, Jung insists, aesthetics, or the investigation of artistic 

beauty, will have a role quite apart from anything that psychology might contribute 

(ibid.: para. 97). 

Of course, the psyche itself is the maker and consumer of art and literature. For 

that reason, the psyche’s sufferings or pathology may be deeply involved in making art 

(ibid.: para. 100). Yet to claim that art can be reduced to infantile sexual repression, for 

instance, is false to what art is (ibid.: para. 103). Here Jung is implying an ontological 

(being and reality) difference between psychology and literature: that the latter has 

meaning and existence beyond that bestowed by the psychic peculiarities of its author. 

A work such as Plato’s Republic has a claim upon the world quite apart from its ability 

to supply evidence of its author’s mental condition: ‘a work of art is not a disease’ (ibid.: 

para. 107). It is not ‘transmitted or derived’ as if it were a straightforward cause or result 
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of the human psyche (ibid.: para. 108). Art requires creativity or the making of some-

thing new in its organization (ibid.). 

Creativity in this essay is described as ‘a force of nature’ (ibid.: para. 115). It is a 

power that Jung refuses to speculate upon, by calling creativity a secret of nature (ibid.: 

para. 120). Yet this mysterious ability to bring the ‘new’ into being is sometimes sub-

dued to an artist’s conscious will, and sometimes is not so controllable (ibid.: para. 

109). Some art stems from careful crafting by the artist, so that creation is identical to 

deliberate design (ibid.). On the other hand, for some works, a mysterious natural cre-

ativity completely overwhelms any ego intentions. Here the work of art is alien; e.g., 

largely autonomous of conscious will (ibid.: para. 110). 

In this essay on poetry, Jung persists with a plant metaphor for the nature of 

those artworks arising apart from the consciousness of the artist (ibid.: paras. 108-120). 

Such an approach emphasizes both the independence of the art from the artist, and 

hence his personal psychology is barely relevant, and also that the meaning of this on-

tologically separate entity is far from straightforward. Insofar as art originates from na-

ture’s mystery of creativity, it cannot be corralled or tamed by an ego’s speculations in 

its own interests. Indeed, here Jung makes another foundational statement about know-

ing, being and rationality. 

We have to break down life and events, which are self-contained processes, into meanings, im-

ages, concepts, well knowing that in doing so we are getting further away from the living mys-

tery…But for the purposes of cognitive understanding we must detach ourselves from the cre-

ative process and look at it from the outside... In this way we meet the demands of science. 

(ibid.: para. 121) 

Science is here Jung’s psychology that demands that the living mystery of the 

psyche be broken down in order to secure suitable meanings, images and concepts, in 

providing ideas that will prove universally applicable. After all, Jung does not find a uni-

fying principle in the psyche that would enable him to assert conceptual unifying prin-

ciples as epistemologically complete, or forms of knowing that cannot be undermined 

by anything more fundamental. Rather, the psyche has to be torn apart to make it rea-
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sonable. I will take up this sense of Dionysus dismembered in the following chapter. For 

now, it is important to emphasize that art has its own purchase on this living mystery, 

which only emphasizes that it cannot be reductively defined by Jung’s psychology. 

Art has its own being and may, because of originating in the living mystery, resist 

conscious meaning (para. 121). On the other hand, Jung incarnates the mystery in art 

in symbols, and then suggests that less aesthetically successful literary works will have 

more of them (ibid.: para. 119). Art lacking symbols is more able to offer a sense of 

completed purpose that is aesthetically satisfying (ibid.). As we remember, symbols 

denote a meaning that cannot be represented in any other way, while being incomplete 

to conscious rationality. Jung here overtly contrasts symbols with signs, which are un-

complicated images indicating the causal effect of symptoms. Symbols, in distinction, 

incorporate nature’s creativity. 

Late in his poetry essay, Jung offers a description of artistic creativity starting in 

its unconscious generating of an archetypal image, which is then worked into the mat-

ter of art (ibid.: para. 130). At this point, the collective nature of unconscious archetypes 

also has a collective social function. Art that draws upon collective depths educates 

society by supplying that which it lacks (ibid.). Here the art that does summon symbols 

into being is of the ‘backstreets and alleys’, in that it brings to the foreground what has 

been forgotten, ignored, repressed or undiscovered in the world (ibid.: para. 131). 

To Jung, who prefers a self-balancing notion of the psyche, such a dynamic so-

cial role for art represents a similar mechanism in the collective culture (ibid.). Much of 

the basic approaches of his essay occur again in the later chapter, ‘Psychology and 

Literature’. Prominent among these are the notions that psychology and art are not to 

be falsely used to explain each other, the development of the distinction between signs 

and symbols into two categories of literature, the limitation of the personal in art, and 

that some art arises from compensatory drives in the culture. For the latter, collective 

art, society behaves like an individual psyche (ibid.: para. 153). 

Of particular interest to this book is the latter essay’s greater insistence on the 

feminine quality of the creative process and the language used to explore the visionary, 

or more symbolic literary works. However, first noticeable is Jung’s need to propel him-
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self outside a discipline which has become a ‘thickly walled specialist fortress,’ (p. 85). 

A scholarly discipline could either be a potential prison or secure defensive apparatus. 

Such a position of disciplinary anxiety is challenged when it seems that psychology 

and aesthetics need each other’s help, rather than negating each other’s approach 

(ibid.: para. 135). 

Jung demonstrates this intriguing multidisciplinary lens by showing that, while 

the literary critic may be astounded by the subtle psychology of some sophisticated 

novels, the psychologist ought rather to prefer something more naïve, less consciously 

textured. Here we get a division of literature into two categories: ‘psychological’, denot-

ing where the author has deliberately carved a convincing sense of human complexity, 

and ‘visionary’, where the collective unconscious has pushed aside the hapless au-

thor’s ego (para. 139). 

Sublime, pregnant with meaning yet chilling the blood… timeless depths: glamourous, daemon-

ic, and grotesque, it bursts asunder our human standards of value and aesthetic form, a terrify-

ing tangle of eternal chaos… (ibid.: para. 141) 

The tone here is very different from the poetry essay, in which symbols emerged 

to surprise writers and regulate society. Here, visionary literature in the symbolic mode 

seems little concerned with balance or restoration, or supplying the deep roots of a cul-

ture with what it most lacks. Rather, the visionary is a far more monstrous pregnancy, 

capable of dismembering the values and artistic form in some Dionysian frenzy (see 

Chapter 6 for more on the dismembering of meaning). Notable here is the sense of the 

eruption of the inhuman, perhaps emphasized by the essay’s more explicit endorse-

ment of myth as the true language of visionary art (ibid.: para. 151). Dragons become 

runaway trains, eagles become divine Zeus, aircraft and the Earth Mother, ‘a stout lady 

selling vegetables’ (ibid.: para. 152). 

In the latter myth is a trace of the feminine quality Jung ascribes to creativity, with 

not only repeated references to pregnancy but also to art stemming from the domain of 

‘the Mothers’ (ibid.: para. 153). I will suggest in Chapter 2 of this book a connection be-
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tween the vegetation god, Dionysus, and visions of an Earth Mother. Now it is worth 

noticing how Dionysian visionary art dismembers psychic and social integrity. 

Ultimately, visionary works are to the collective what a dream is to the individual 

(ibid.: para. 161). A dream, insists Jung, is not to be explained, nor explained away. Its 

motifs are ambiguous (ibid.). Jung ends ‘Psychology and Literature’ equally ambigu-

ously, poised between the calming notion of cultural compensation in symbolic art and 

the terrifying vision that the same works are the channel for the abyss that threatens to 

overwhelm our consciousness (ibid.: para. 141). 

Yet visionary art does have the power to make or create the artist’s being, just as 

daemonic Faust remade its author, Goethe (ibid.: para. 159). So could art in its com-

pensatory form have a similar creative function in the sinews of a whole society? Psy-

chology and Literature is not explicit about such a possibility, nor does it clarify how his-

torical changes might shift a work from one category to another. A work may be psy-

chological in one era and visionary in another, or vice versa. As a result, I have argued 

before that ‘psychological’ and ‘visionary’ could be used as contrasting ways of read-

ing, rather than as absolute and unchanging categories (Rowland 2010). 

To read in a psychological way means to pay attention to the conscious artistry 

and to the debate between collective consciousness and individual expression in the 

work. Reading in the visionary mode is to open up to the work’s Dionysian powers to 

rend apart and re-member the psyche and its collective environs. Such an embrace of 

a particular divine perspective is the perfect vantage point to begin with Jung’s revi-

sioning successor, James Hillman. 

Getting Started with James Hillman

Archetypal theorist Glen Slater stresses three aspects of James Hillman’s ‘Ar-

chetypal Psychology’, in comparison to that of its ‘first immediate father’, C.G. Jung 

(Slater 2012, Hillman 2004: 14). These three approaches are Hillman’s development of 

a perspectival emphasis, or polytheism, moving from individuation to ‘soul-making’, and 

the use of ‘archetypal’ for images. By the latter Hillman refused to speculate about 
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whether images relate to some prior entity called an archetype. Images are archetypal; 

the unrepresentable archetype as such is not needed. 

First of all, Slater points out that Hillman’s distinctive Archetypal Psychology grew 

out of conversations he had with other Jungian analysts in Zurich during the 1960s and 

‘70s, principally Patricia Berry and Rafael López-Pedraza. By 1985, Andrew Samuels, in 

his seminal book, Jung and the Post-Jungians, was able to identify three post-Jungian 

schools of significant distinctness. Archetypal Psychology was one of them, alongside 

the Classical, or close-to-Jung analysts of Zurich, and the neo-Freudian Developmental 

School based in London (Samuels 1985). 

Significantly, Hillman’s work sought to deepen some aspects of Jung’s intellectu-

al context and down play others. So Hillman prioritized Jung’s ambivalent relation to the 

humanities (of which more below), and eschewed a rhetoric of science that might be 

seen as marginalizing the foundational importance that both men gave to the imagina-

tion. Hillman chose to emphasize a heritage of Ancient Greek philosophy deriving from 

Heraclitus and its Neoplatonic heirs in the Renaissance. Above all, Hillman’s Archetypal 

Psychology pivots away from Jung’s attempt to reconfigure Christian and monotheistic 

structures to a polytheism that he based on the Greek gods and goddesses. 

Such a psychology is perspectival in that it refuses a central or fixed epistemo-

logical position from which to know. Epistemology refers to the ways in which we know 

and the ways we justify that knowing. To Hillman, Jung’s psyche of archetypes and ar-

chetypal images is still biased towards an essentially Christian epistemology because 

of the central role of the monotheistically functioning Self. Moreover, he saw the prime 

attention paid to the ego in individuation as a dangerous legacy of a hero myth, mean-

ing that it is a vestige of a time when heroic warrior egos were necessary for survival. In 

a Nuclear Age, the building of a psyche predicated upon winning battles at any cost 

can be disastrous. 

Polytheistic psychology means that archetypal forces in the psyche are best 

termed as multiple goddesses and gods, because they ‘see’ the world in many diverse 

styles. Hillman’s myriad archetypes are divine because they create who we are, and 

also destroy who we are. The gods are not devoted to human success, or to the narrow 
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ambitions of a single human life. Nor can they be corralled, tamed, or tempted to adapt 

comfortably to our egos. 

Rather, the goddesses and gods are immortal (existing in all human psyches) 

and demand their being through us. They bestow types of consciousness, according to 

who they are: Aphroditic, Hermetic, Apollonian, Dionysian, etc. So our knowing and be-

ing are rightly the result of competing, loving, quarreling gods; there is no neutral or ex-

traneous vision. 

These gods are the structuring factors of the human imagination. We know them 

by the mythical patterns they provide through human products and institutions. It fol-

lows that Archetypal Psychology erodes the distinction between inside and outside in 

psychology because the gods have no such regard for this human framework. The 

psyche is everywhere in what Hillman termed, after Jung, the anima mundi, or soul of 

the world. The world is ensouled because divine beings reach out to its matter and an-

imate it. Or, as Hillman says of anima mundi, it is ‘that particular soul-spark, that seminal 

image, which offers itself through each thing in its visible form’ (Hillman 1982: 101). 

As a result, Hillman shifts from the ego-self centrality of Jungian ‘individuation’ to 

what he calls ‘soul-making,’ preferring the term ‘soul’ to ‘psyche’. Whereas individuation 

is directed towards a goal of ever greater union with a monotheistic self, soul-making 

has no such expectation of linear progression towards a desired endpoint of whole-

ness. Rather, soul-making welcomes the ‘falling apart’, the dismemberment that is the 

sign of a god or goddess entering into being and knowing. 

Indeed, in a major work examined in Chapter 7 of this book, Re-Visioning Psy-

chology (1975), Hillman argued for four pillars of Archetypal Psychology as: Personify-

ing, Pathologizing or Falling Apart, Psychologizing or Seeing Through, and Dehumaniz-

ing. ‘Soul-making’, he wrote, requires life-long attention to the overwhelming and dehu-

manizing creative and destructive power of the gods. It does not bolster the heroic ego, 

nor necessarily make us whole. 

Finally, Slater shows that it is possible to understand the profound difference be-

tween Jung and Hillman in the shifting ground between archetypes and the archetypal. 

Both psychologists adhere to the archetypal as fundamental to being and knowing, or 
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as Slater states, the ‘core insight that archetypes structure experience from the ground 

up’ (Slater 2012: 31). Indeed, archetypes (for Jung), or goddesses and gods (for Hill-

man), is all the ground we have to stand on in the process of making meaning. 

However, for Jung, his psychology was potentially (if not actually) reconcilable 

with medical and scientific modes of knowing, because archetypes were posited as in-

born and inherited. They are there in the human creature. By being energized in daily 

life, archetypes create with its matter the archetypal images that are part transcendent 

structuring (archetype) and part immanent being (the historical matter gained by em-

bodiment). 

For Jung, archetypes produce archetypal images that form our conscious expe-

rience and are recorded in our cultural products. For Hillman, being true to the gods 

means seeing the soul (his preferred word) as archetypal, neither requiring nor restrict-

ed by any form of prior being that could possibly threaten the polytheistic un-harmony. 

Jung’s preference for medical, scientific, or biological dimensions to his psychology is 

far too dominated by the heritage of Judeo-Christian monotheism. 

One legacy of Christianity is the emphasis on dualism, which in scientific and 

medical modes enacts a separation of matter and psyche, as the human mind is seen 

as inherently separate from the world. Devoted to detonating dualism as fundamental 

structuring in favor of polytheism and anima mundi, Hillman’s soul is perspectival and 

archetypal. Archetypal Psychology does not regard soul as emanating from a bodily 

incarnation of archetypes, which for Jung deal with the dualist mind-body split by hav-

ing poles of body and instinct in a continuum with spirit. 

Hillman’s polytheistic, soul-making Archetypal Psychology therefore differs from 

that of Jung in its epistemology, or way of creating knowledge. The consequence of the 

relationship between of psychology and literature from an Archetypal, as opposed to a 

Jungian, approach is intriguing. Thus, this book will look at Hillman on literature through 

an exploration of his great work, Re-Visioning Psychology. For now, we need to explore 

another divide in the Dionysian and fragmented body of Academia: how did the disci-

plines of literature and psychology become so estranged? 
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Historical Disciplinary Framing (1) Literature

Psychology and literature as academic disciplines emerged from social, educa-

tional and cultural revolutions in the nineteenth century. Indeed, prior to the upheavals 

of Civil War in America and the expansion of education especially the United States 

and Britain, power over knowing in Western universities polarized between the various 

natural sciences and philology, the study of language in written forms. Philology then 

combined its successor disciplines of literature, history and linguistics, in focusing on 

the reliability of historical sources, language variations and their interpretation. 

In social terms, the educational role of preparing a male elite for political and cul-

tural power was channeled into the long lived discipline of Classics, a philological study 

of surviving Greek and Roman texts studied only in their original Greek and Latin. Stu-

dents absorbed the ‘values’ of their civilization by tracing their founding origins in a 

specific ancient world. Classics secured for gentlemen their society’s transmission of 

taste, aesthetics and cultural values, while the more vocationally oriented degrees in 

Theology were deemed to preserve ethical and spiritual values. 

This situation had to change. The democratic and technological challenges of 

the second half of the nineteenth century could not be met by such an elitist curriculum. 

After the Civil war, America saw the rise of a ‘field coverage’ model in higher learning 

which soon produced specialist departments in universities. These were perfectly able 

to defend their field and fight for intellectual territory (Graff 2007: viii). 

During the later nineteenth century, a progressive movement developed that 

demanded education be extended beyond the upper classes, and that learning should 

be oriented to what was socially useful. Within this drive there was considerable ambi-

guity about whether the aim was social change or preservation of the status quo. Typi-

cally, agreement was possible that studying dead languages was frivolity, compared to 

the utility of the sciences (Wilson 2002: 65). 

An immediate result of the influence of the progressives was the rejection of 

philology’s stress on historical documents, in favor of adopting the empirical methods of 

the natural sciences for the same intellectual fields. The Social Sciences were born of 
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this triumph of empiricism, the notion that all knowledge is derived from actual experi-

ence, and positivism, the standpoint that reality is intrinsically independent of con-

sciousness (Saban 2014: 35). If reality is ontologically separate from the psyche, ‘out 

there,’ rather than caught up with our perceptions, then it can be studied objectively as 

quite apart from human desires, feelings and motivations, whether known or unknown. 

As an example of the new epistemological and cultural capital of the Social Sci-

ences, in the 1930s there were efforts at converting history to quantitive methods (Wil-

son 2002: 75). Literature, a discipline devoted to imaginative works in the vernacular, 

has a complex relationship to the rise of progressive Social Sciences. On the one hand, 

it proclaimed a progressive emphasis in the curriculum of the communication of human 

experience, rather than abstract ideas deemed less socially useful. On the other hand, 

it was devised as a discipline to replace Classics as the vehicle for molding aesthetic 

taste, promulgating great ‘truths’, and communicating imaginative realities (ibid.: 67). 

The triumph over Classics was to be short lived. Literature or English depart-

ments immediately began to lose ground to the scientific-oriented Social Sciences. 

Learning needed to show that it connected to something real in positivistic terms; and 

as a result, could be offered as pragmatic in a maturing industrial society. No wonder 

that eminent literary critic John Crowe Ransom felt compelled to proclaim, in The 

World’s Body (1938), that the arts are real, and reveal as much ‘fidelity to the phenome-

nal world as history has’ (Ransom 132 quoted in Wilson: 76). 

While Britain had different emphases in the call for a socially useful Higher Edu-

cation, it was similarly faced with opening universities to an expanded population of 

middle class men, and that new creature on campuses, women. There was more than 

one starchy old school professor who thought that literature in English was a suitable 

compromise for such innately inferior students. As elsewhere, English was handed the 

torch previously carried by Classics of saving the nation in a time of religion’s declining 

influence. In fact, George Gordon, an early Professor of English Literature, insisted that 

with the decline of the Church’s moral authority, only the study of vernacular literature 

could delight, instruct, save souls and mend society (ibid.: 76). 
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With such a charge, combined with the encroachments of empirical Social Sci-

ences, perhaps it was inevitable that a theory of literature emerged to justify the study 

of literature as criticism and imagination, rather than the tradition of philological and his-

torical attention to authenticating texts. For history had split off, and was flirting with, 

empiricism via quantitive methods, while language studies were evolving into modern 

linguistics. Given that English had taken on the socially coded justification as the 

guardian of aesthetics and values, it badly needed an epistemology to fend off charges 

that it lacked the properties of positivism and empiricism. Literature badly needed to 

find a field of study, and a way for criticism, that empowers the notion that it was open 

to a more concrete grasp of reality. 

To answer such anxieties, English generated modern literary theory that would 

continue to seek, to this day, an ontology and epistemology, a way of being and know-

ing, for Literature. Its early most influential manifestation is known as New Criticism, 

which, this book will argue, possesses an unconscious relationship to Jungian psychol-

ogy. Before looking at this no longer new critical theory, I want to turn to the fate of psy-

chology as it broke free from nineteenth century philosophy to find itself struggling with 

the demands of the nascent Social Sciences. 

Jungian Psychology and its Framing as a (Social) Science

Jung and the Question of Science (2014) edited by Raya A. Jones, brings to-

gether Jungian scholars to explore the issues around Jung’s repeated use of the word 

‘science’ to describe his approach to the psyche. Jones points out that historical and 

linguistic pressures shape contemporary understanding of Jung’s adherence to the 

term. Efforts to carve out a ‘field’ for the new psychology in the nineteenth century were 

themselves affected by philosophy and, less immediately, theology, as precursors. Wil-

helm Wundt founded the first laboratory for psychology in Leipzig in 1879, at a time 

when spiritualism and the paranormal threatened to usurp the ground of the new disci-

pline (Jones 2014: 53). 
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Moreover, Jones argues that the philosophical legacy of empiricism from British 

philosophers of earlier centuries subtly influences the status of the natural sciences as 

paramount forms of knowing (ibid.: 50). Another crucial presence in early psychology, 

philosopher William James, brother of the novelist, Henry James, unequivocally stated 

that associating the new field with natural sciences could not bestow stability and onto-

logical security. For, if psychology was to proceed scientifically, by experiments, its abil-

ity to track the myriad facets of a mobile psyche offered real difficulties in providing 

knowledge. 

When, then, we talk of ‘psychology as a natural science’ we must not assume that means a sort 

of psychology that stands at last on solid ground. It means just the reverse; it means a psychol-

ogy particularly fragile and into which the waters of metaphysical criticism leak at every joint… 

[We have] not a single law in the sense that physics shows us laws… This is no science, it is 

only the hope of science… (James 1983 [1892]: 468) 

Perhaps then, Jung’s affinity for the word science is more rhetorical than ontolog-

ical? Perhaps too he saw that the psyche of modernity split between objective and sub-

jective knowing might be resolved through a psychology that insisted on the psyche’s 

propensity for imagination, dream and depth? 

Both Joe Cambray and Roderick Main have argued that one aim of Jung’s entire 

project is to produce a science of wholeness that can span the spectrum of human 

knowing, including material science and religion (Cambray 2014, Main 2004). It is the 

proposal of this book that not only is the Jungian project devoted to reconciling forms of 

knowing typically defined as masculine or feminine, but that it also offers us in the twen-

ty first century a chance for enlivening our scholarship by re-aligning the disciplines 

through re-membering the dismembered body of Dionysus. This argument will be de-

veloped in Chapter 2. 

Meanwhile, it is worth considering further Jung’s worldview in his use of science 

to describe his psychology. As Mark Saban, in Jung and the Question of Science, 

shows, Jung certainly did not sympathize with the materialism and positivism of the 

science of his age. He did not agree with this science’s underlying assumption of mat-
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ter stripped from spirit and knowing as possible without considering the role of the 

knowing psyche (Saban 2014: 35). Also important in Saban’s research is that the Ger-

man word translated into English as ‘science’ encompasses disciplines such as history, 

anthropology and mythology, which are foreign to the British empiricist flavor of the 

term. 

Furthermore, he demonstrates that Jung’s insistence on the ineradicable per-

sonal equation in knowing belongs to a rich tradition of largely German Romanticism 

which includes Goethe (Saban 2014: 42). Knowing cannot be regarded as split off from 

being in a psychological as well as cultural and embodied sense. Jung’s so-called sci-

ence is not going to be about the investigation of phenomena regarded as intrinsically 

separate from the human psyche. 

What Jung does insist on, scientifically, Saban says, is that preconceptions, 

principles or ‘theories’ should not pre-structure and hence predetermine psychological 

knowing. Here Jung is a phenomenological empiricist, in that he tries to grasp what the 

psyche produces and does so quite apart from preconceived ideas, including his own 

(Saban: 41-3). As Jung put it: 

A psychology that wants to be scientific can no longer afford to base itself on so-called philo-

sophical premises such as materialism or rationalism. …[I]t can only proceed phenomenologi-

cally and abandon preconceived opinions. (Jung 1949, CW18: para. 1249) 

To the extent that psychology is frequently placed as a Social Science, part of 

Jung’s argument is won in the sense that historical and cultural factors in the psyche 

are acknowledged in the discipline. On one hand, it is not merely a matter of deducing 

universal laws as was presumed appropriate for the natural sciences. On the other 

hand, Leslie Gardner, in Speculations on Jung’s Dream of Science, notes how Jung’s 

own writing invites further knowing, thereby pushing his work towards the humanities, 

with their emphasis on qualitative, not quantitive modes of research. It also takes Jung 

into science as rhetoric, and, I would suggest, literature. 
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To back up: quantitive research uses statistics or mathematics to gauge results 

according to frequency. Something is deemed scientifically true by means of quantitive 

methods if it happens most of the time; anomalies are screened out. By contrast, quali-

tative approaches consider aspects of knowing not amenable to the study of large 

groups, such as the intricacies of human behaviour. A qualitative researcher may em-

ploy such personal approaches as individual in-depth interviews in which trust between 

interviewer and subject is key to obtaining data. She might also use imaginative and 

artistic modes to re-present her findings, because only such language can enact inti-

mate and evocative conclusions. 

While today the social sciences endorse both research paradigms, its individual 

disciplines do not agree on their validity. In this perspective, Jung was a phenomeno-

logical empiricist in the qualitative mode, not surprising given his assessment of the 

importance of the unconscious. Incorporating into knowing the effects of the unknown 

psyche is most conducive a qualitative approach, if it allows the parts of the psyche in-

dependent of the ego to manifest. What Gardner also points out is that Jung’s writing is 

a device to open the reader to more apprehension of the world. 

The rhetorical or poetical faculty of science is its capacity to notice those anomalies – those 

‘puzzles’ of science – and to frame them in a way that simultaneously initiates fruitful inquiry. 

(Gardner 2014: 79) 

Science proceeds by noticing when things do not fit. A hypothesis does not work 

for all occasions. Scientific writing is rhetoric, an art of persuasion, in noticing and 

causing others to notice what is not fully congruent with current hypotheses. Jung was 

entirely this kind of rhetorical writer of science. 

The empirical reality summed up under the concept of the anima forms an extremely dramatic 

content of the unconscious. It is possible to describe this content in rational, scientific language, 

but in this way one entirely fails to express its living character. Therefore, in describing the living 

processes of the psyche, I deliberately and consciously give preference to a dramatic, mytho-

logical way of thinking and speaking, because this is not only more expressive but also more 
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exact than an abstract scientific terminology, which is wont to toy with the notion that its theoretic 

formulations may one fine day be resolved into algebraic equations. (Jung 1951, CW 9ii: para. 

25) 

Jung uses dramatic and mythological expressions because they are more exact 

than scientific concepts. These have to claim a universal validity, and so miss the par-

ticularity of the living mystery of the psyche’s being and knowing. While Jung wanted 

the kind of qualitative science that embraced actual psychic phenomena in all its par-

ticularity first, before the imposition of a philosophical or metaphysical theory of reality, 

he arguably produces a social science that also has roots in the humanities and their 

arts. Given such epistemological struggles and their larger context of the contested 

ground of natural and social sciences, it is time to return to how Literature, or English, 

tried to shore up its insecure beginnings as an avatar of Classics. 

Literary Studies Getting Started: The New Criticism

Perhaps not surprisingly, New Criticism begins in America and Britain with a par-

tial endorsement of positivism and empiricism in objectivity and, a vigorous attempt to 

carve out an independent ontology or being for literature. The result, as demanded by 

its exponents, was to entirely sever this newly autonomous entity called Literature from 

its heritage as ‘fine writing’ in whatever domain. No longer would valued writing of the 

law, religion, history or even science count as literature for disciplinary purposes. Prior 

to nineteenth century disciplinary reconfigurations, philology took care of scrutinizing  

texts (of a far wider variety than just the imaginative or fictional) for authenticity, while 

stalwart Classics took care of the values of taste and civilization for its future rules. 

While the New Critics did not entirely invent the category of Literature, they certainly in-

sisted on its difference from other kinds of writing and, for the wider university con-

stituency of the twentieth century, insisted that it was the destiny of imaginative fiction to 

preserve humane values. 
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Above all, English was to be a wholly separate discipline, dismembered from 

historicizing philology and outmoded Classics. And yet what made English into a sub-

ject that must exist apart from disciplines such as History is its absorption via New Crit-

icism into positivism. The New Critics emphasized that a literary work has its being en-

tirely separate from consciousness, whether that of the author or the reader. The author 

has no say in the critical meaning of literature, nor should anything personal from the 

critic be a factor. 

To substantiate this position of rigorous objectivity, W. K. Wimsatt and Cleanth 

Brooks initiated the influential ‘intentional fallacy’ and ‘affective fallacy’ to utterly forbid 

contamination by the psyche of the literary qualities of a text (Wimsatt & Beardsley: 

1954). To consider what the author may have intended is to be as false to literature as it 

is to consider the reader’s own affect or feelings. Chapter 5 will consider these notions 

for their affinity with Jung’s theory of active imagination. 

Even more in line with the scientific paradigm of positivist empiricism is I.A. 

Richards’ claim to divide writing into science, as statement of facts, opposed by poetry, 

as a pseudo statement to be properly examined with rigorous objectivity (Richards 

1923). Both descriptions of language assume an ontology, or being in words, that exists 

as separate from the mind. Literature becomes a distinct body requiring professional 

academic attention. It also becomes immune from quantitive research methods, by be-

ing granted guardianship of aesthetic values. That these values are incarnated in words 

on the page, and not in the psyche, writing or reading them secures English from being 

contaminated by the social sciences new recruit: psychology. 

As Wilson puts it: 

[In its] insistence on the specificity of literary language, New Criticism provided strong institu-

tional protection against the social sciences, ensuring the need for at least a minimum of spe-

cialists competent in the aesthetic realm. The implicit ontology in professional discourse – the 

idea that the existence of a profession of literary study requires the definite object, “literature” – 

dates from the rise of New Criticism. (Wilson 2002: 77) 
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A new discipline, however in debt to scientific positivism and the elite educating 

role of the Classics, needs a new methodology to enact its unique perspective on being 

and knowing. Named by Richards as ‘practical criticism,’ and later known as ‘close 

reading,’ this newly minted hermeneutics stressed the most careful scrutiny of words on 

the page, while stripping out any possible context that might daringly claim to be a co-

text capable of affecting interpretation. 

Forbidden contexts include, of course, emotions, feelings, personal associations, 

anything known of the author or time of writing, and word etymologies. The poem, play, 

novel etc. is an organic, autonomous entity (Eagleton 1983: 29). It is capable of a 

wholeness and balance not to be disturbed by human inadequacy, historical contin-

gency, or cultural differences. 

On the one hand, nothing can be more dismissive of psychology than New Criti-

cism’s ideology of empirical objectivity: the words of this text are empirical data wholly 

severed from contaminating consciousness. On the other hand, Jung may have found 

something not entirely alien in this notion of something supremely of the imagination 

becoming some-thing, a Being possessing objectivity. 

In later chapters I will explore the uncanny dance, oblivious to Jung and the New 

Critics themselves that brings Jungian Depth Psychology, New Criticism, and later de-

velopments in close reading, into the same orbit. For now, I want to end with Jung’s 

work as a counter-tendency to the splitting of learning into ever more scholarly disci-

plines. 

Jung In/As Science and Literature

In insisting on unconsciousness as integral to knowing, Jung did not eschew ob-

jectivity and science, as has been already shown. As Joe Cambray puts it, referring to 

Jung’s The Red Book (2009), and explored later in Remembering Dionysus: 
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My suggestion is that in The Red Book Jung is in fact attempting to engage his own psychologi-

cal nature in a manner consistent with the way the German Romantic scientists sought to en-

gage objective reality with their subjective responses. (Cambray 2014: 22) 

Definitely not a positivist, Jung’s work refuses the reductionism within positivism’s 

ideal of absolute objectivity. Positivism is reductive because it has to omit any so-called 

irrelevancies of an experimenter’s subjectivity, or historical conditions (Saban 2014: 35). 

Hence, Jung's rhetoric of the objective psyche is not an ontological separate realm 

(Saban: 41). Rather, it is an attempt to formulate a dialogical notion of apprehension 

through a relationship of subjective or ego-associated impulses with objective or non-

ego associated powers. 

Jung’s way of knowing is primarily through the image, or the manifestation of 

psyche sufficient to suggest possible meaning. When the image manifests as symbol it 

stands for being beyond the full possibility of conscious knowing or expressing. Here 

we are back to Jung’s writing as rhetorical science, a rhetoric that is science, in open-

ing up the possibility of more knowing via its symbolic (Jung would say also mythical) 

mode. 

Given the symbol as materialized imagination, such an entity is inevitably literary 

and creative. Moreover, Jung explicitly recognizes that hermeneutics, the art of inter-

preting texts, may be a science in the looser, older, European sense, but it is also a sci-

ence by provoking exploration and discovery. Such work unites individual subjectivity 

with objective collectivity, whether the collective is of the unknown psyche or of human 

disciplinary knowledge. 

The essential character of hermeneutics, a science which was widely practiced in former times, 

consists in making successive additions of other analogies to the analogy given in the symbol: 

in the first place of subjective analogies found by the analyst in the course or erudite research… 

in which certain ‘lines’ of psychological development stand out as possibilities that are at once 

individual and collective. There is no science on earth by which these lines could be proved 

‘right’. Their validity is proved by their intense value for life. (Jung 1916, CW7: par. 495, quoted 

by Dawson 2014: 168) 
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In espousing ‘intense value for life’, Jung is talking the language of New Criti-

cism’s molding of a distinct category of literature in order to secure values that, for 

them, would be lost in such psychological connectivity. One purpose of this book is to 

show that Jungian psychology can contribute to a revised close reading that offers 

more life than its legacy in literary studies currently suggests. And the god of the dis-

ease of the too absolute division in academia to serve our need for more life in our 

learning is the god of dismemberment (for Jung), Dionysus. His role as the gendering 

and potential healing of the academy will be the subject of the next chapter. 
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