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Foreword

This monograph was written during the Autumn of 1979 at
the request of the Istituto dell’Enciclopedia Italiana for inclu-
sion in Volume V (pages 813-27) of the Enciclopedia del
Novecento, published in 1981, where it can be read in the
Italian translation of Bianca Garufi. Her assiduous attention
helped these condensed formulations find their final
expression.

Though I feel ambivalent about these sorts of abbrevia-
tions, it seemed to me that since it was out in translation why
not in the original. For this first publication in English, I
have made scarcely any revisions, neither bringing the
literature up-to-date (other than a few insertions), nor
enumerating the directions archetypal psychology has taken
in various hands since 1979, nor reporting on lectures, con-
ferences, meetings. Developments move so quickly that the
fantasy of ‘keeping-up-to-date’ is misplaced. Rather, this
essay serves merely to locate archetypal psychology as a topic
of thought presented in the style of an encyclopedia of the
twentieth century.

To supplement this monograph with its own full bibliogra-
phy, there is appended a complete checklist of my writings,
including translations and unpublished papers, which
replaces and extends the one concluding in 1975 that was
available in Loose Ends.

[ am extremely grateful to Robert Scott Dupree for his
masterful work with the checklist, to Susan Dupree who ex-
pertly and caringly composed the text, and to Mary Helen
Gray for supervising the editing and production of the entire

work. She made this book.

Dallas, October 1982 J. H.












1  Sources of Archetypal Psychology

Archetypal psychology, first named as such by Hillman
(1970b), had from its beginning the intention of moving
beyond clinical inquiry within the consulting room of psy-
chotherapy by situating itself within the culture of Western
imagination. It is a psychology deliberately affiliated with the
arts, culture, and the history of ideas, arising as they do from
the imagination. The term “archetypal,” in contrast to
“analytical” which is the usual appellation for Jung’s psychol-
ogy, was preferred not only because it reflected “the deep-
ened theory of Jung’s later work which attempts to solve
psychological problems beyond scientific models” (Hillman
1970b); it was preferred more importantly because “arche-
typal” belongs to all culture, all forms of human activity, and
not only to professional practitioners of modern therapeu-
tics. By traditional definition, archetypes are the primary
forms that govern the psyche. But they cannot be contained
only by the psyche, since they manifest as well in physical,
social, linguistic, aesthetic, and spiritual modes. Thus, arche-
typal psychology’s first links are with culture and imagina-
tion rather than with medical and empirical psychologies,
which tend to confine psychology to the positivistic manifes-
tations of the nineteenth-century condition of the soul.



2 Sources of Archetypal Psychology

Archetypal psychology can be seen as a cultural movement
part of whose task is the re-visioning of psychology, psycho-
pathology, and psychotherapy in terms of the Western
cultural imagination.

In an early review of the field and an examination of its
main thrusts, Goldenberg (1975) regards archetypal psychol-
ogy as a “third generation” derivative of the Jungian school
in which Jung is recognized as the source but not as the doc-
trine. Two themes of its directions which she singles out—the
emphasis upon psychopathology and the radical relativiza-
tion and desubstantiation of the ego—will be discussed
below.

It is without doubt that the first immediate father of arche-
typal psychology is Carl Gustav Jung, the Swiss psychologist
(1875-1961). Hillman, Lopez-Pedraza, Berry, Kugler, M. Stein,
Guggenbuhl, Garufi, Grinnell, and many others of the
authors referred to below were trained as Jungian analysts.
(However, a significant number of other authors mentioned
—e.g., Miller, Casey, Durand, Watkins, Sardello—did not
receive this specific Jungian formation and contribute to ar-
chetypal psychology from phenomenology, literature,
poetry, philosophy, religious studies, etc.) From Jung comes
the idea that the basic and universal structures of the psyche,
the formal patterns of its relational modes, are archetypal
patterns. These are like psychic organs, congenitally given
with the psyche itself (yet not necessarily genetically inher-
ited), even if somewhat modified by historical and geograph-
ical factors. These patterns or archai appear in the arts,
religions, dreams, and social customs of all peoples, and they
manifest spontaneously in mental disorders. For Jung, they
are anthropological and cultural, and also spiritual in that
they transcend the empirical world of time and place and, in
fact, are in themselves not phenomenal. Archetypal psychol-
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ogy, in distinction to Jungian, considers the archetypal to be
always phenomenal (Avens 1980), thus avoiding the Kantian
idealism implied in Jung (de Voogd 1977).

The primary, and irreducible, language of these archetypal
patterns is the metaphorical discourse of myths. These can
therefore be understood as the most fundamental patterns of
human existence. To study human nature at its most basic
level, one must turn to culture (mythology, religion, art,
architecture, epic, drama, ritual) where these patterns are
portrayed. The full implication of this move away from bio-
chemical, socio-historical, and personal-behavioristic bases
for human nature and toward the imaginative has been artic-
ulated by Hillman as “the poetic basis of mind” (q.v.). Sup-
port for the archetypal and psychological significance of
myth, besides the work of Jung, comes from Ernst Cassirer,
Karl Kerényi, Erich Neumann, Heinrich Zimmer, Gilbert
Durand, Joseph Campbell, and David Miller.

The second immediate father of archetypal psychology is
Henry Corbin (1903-1978), the French scholar, philosopher,
and mystic, principally known for his interpretation of
[slamic thought. From Corbin (1971-73) comes the idea that
the mundus archetypalis ("alam al-mithal) is also the mundus im-
aginalis. It is a distinct field of imaginal realities requiring
methods and perceptual faculties different from the spiritual
world beyond it or the empirical world of usual sense percep-
tion and naive formulation. The mundus imaginalis offers an
ontological mode of locating the archetypes of the psyche, as
the fundamental structures of the imagination or as fun-
damentally imaginative phenomena that are transcendent to
the world of sense in their value if not their appearance.
Their value lies in their theophanic nature and in their vir-
tuality or potentiality which is always ontologically more
than actuality and its limits. (As phenomena they must ap-
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pear, though this appearance is to the imagination or in the
imagination.) The mundus imaginalis provides for archetypes
a valuative and cosmic grounding, when this is needed, dif-
ferent from such bases as: biological instinct, eternal forms,
numbers, linguistic and social transmission, biochemical
reactions, genetic coding, etc.

But more important than the ontological placing of arche-
typal realities is the double move of Corbin: (a) that the fun-
damental nature of the archetype is accessible to imagination
first and first presents itself as image, so that (b) the entire
procedure of archetypal psychology as a method is imagi-
native. Its exposition must be rhetorical and poetic, its
reasoning not logical, and its therapeutic aim neither social
adaptation nor personalistic individualizing but rather a
work in service of restoration of the patient to imaginal
realities. The aim of therapy (q.v.) is the development of a
sense of soul, the middle ground of psychic realities, and the
method of therapy is the cultivation of imagination.

In extending the tradition of Jung and Corbin forward, ar-
chetypal psychology has had to go back to their predecessors,
particularly the Neoplatonic tradition via Vico and the
Renaissance (Ficino), through Proclus and Plotinus, to Plato
(Phaedo, Phaedrus, Meno, Symposium, Timaeus), and most an-
ciently to Heraclitus. (Corbin’s works on Avicenna, Ibn’
Arabi, and Sohrawardi belong also in this tradition as does
the work of Kathleen Raine on William Blake [1758-1835]
and on Thomas Taylor, the English translator of the main
writings of Plato and the Neoplatonists.)

The elaboration of this tradition by Hillman in Eranos lec-
tures and in articles (1973a), by Miller in seminars at
Syracuse University, by Lopez-Pedraza at the University
of Caracas, and by Moore’s (1982) and Boer’s (1980) work
on Ficino gives a different cast to archetypal psychology
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when compared with Jung’s. There the background is more
strongly German (Nietzsche, Schopenhauer, Carus, von
Hartmann, Kant, Goethe, Eckhart, and B6hme), Christian,
psychiatric, and Eastern. Archetypal psychology situates
itself more comfortably south (q.v.) of the Alps.
Especially—this Neoplatonic tradition is thoroughly
Western even if it is not empirical in method, rationalist in
conception, or otherworldly spiritual in appeal. This tradi-
tion holds to the notion of soul as a first principle, placing
this soul as a tertium between the perspectives of body (mat-
ter, nature, empirics) and of mind (spirit, logic, idea). Soul as
tertium, the perspective between others and from which
others may be viewed, has been described as Hermetic con-
sciousness (Lopez-Pedraza 1977), as ‘‘esse in anima’’ (Jung
[1921] CW 6, §66, 77), as the position of the mundus imaginalis
by Corbin, and by Neoplatonic writers on the intermediaries
or figures of the metaxy. Body, soul, spirit: this tripartite an-
thropology further separates archetypal psychology from the
usual Western dualistic division, whose history goes back
before Descartes to at least the ninth century (869: Eighth
General Council at Constantinople), occurring also in the
mediaeval ascension of Averroes’s Aristotelianism over
Avicenna’s Platonism. Consequences of this dualistic divi-
sion are still being felt in that the psyche has become in-
distinguishable from bodily life, on the one hand, or from the
life of the spirit on the other. In the dualistic tradition,
psyche never had its own logos. There could be no true psy-
chology. A first methodologically consistent attempt to
articulate one in a philosophical style belongs also within the
perimeters of archetypal psychology (Christou 1963).
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2 Image and Soul:
The Poetic Basis of Mind

The datum with which archetypal psychology begins is the
image. The image was identified with the psyche by Jung
(“image is psyche”—CW 13, §75), a maxim which archetypal
psychology has elaborated to mean that the soul is con-
stituted of images, that the soul is primarily an imagining
activity most natively and paradigmatically presented by the
dream. For it is in the dream that the dreamer himself per-
forms as one image among others and where it can legiti-
mately be shown that the dreamer is in the image rather than
the image in the dreamer.

The source of images—dream-images, fantasy-images,
poetic-images—is the self-generative activity of the soul itself.
In archetypal psychology the word “image,” therefore, does
not refer to an after-image, the result of sensations and
perceptions; nor does ‘“image” mean a mental construct that
represents in symbolic form certain ideas and feelings which
it expresses. In fact, the image has no referent beyond itself,
neither proprioceptive, external, nor semantic: “images don'’t
stand for anything” (Hillman 1978a). They are the psyche
itself in its imaginative visibility; as primary datum, image is
irreducible. (The relation of image and “structure” has been
discussed by Berry 1974 and by Kugler 1979b.)

Visibility, however, need not mean that an image must be
visually seen. It does not have to have hallucinatory proper-
ties which confuse the act of perceiving images with imagin-
ing them. Nor do images have to be heard as in a poetic
passage. Such notions of “visibility” tend to literalize images
as distinct events presented to the senses. Hence Casey
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(1974), in his path-breaking essay “Toward an Archetypal
Imagination,” states that an image is not what one sees but
the way in which one sees. An image is given by the imagin-
ing perspective and can only be perceived by an act of
imagining.

The autochthonous quality of images as independent
(Watkins 1981, pp. 124f.) of the subjective imagination which
does the perceiving takes Casey’s idea one step further. First,
one believes images are hallucinations (things seen); then one
recognizes them as acts of subjective imagining; but then,
third, comes the awareness that images are independent of
subjectivity and even of the imagination itself as a mental ac-
tivity. Images come and go (as in dreams) at their own will,
with their own rhythm, within their own fields of relations,
undetermined by personal psychodynamics. In fact, images
are the fundamentals which make the movements of psycho-
dynamics possible. They claim reality, that is, authority, ob-
jectivity, and certainty. In this third recognition, the mind is
in the imagination rather than the imagination in the mind.
The noetic and the imaginal no longer oppose each other
(Hillman 19814, b). “Yet this is still ‘psychology’ although no
longer science; it is psychology in the wider meaning of the
word, a psychological activity of creative nature, in which
creative fantasy is given prior place” (Jung, CW 6, §84).

Corbin (1958) attributes this recognition to the awakened
heart as locus of imagining, a locus also familiar in the
Western tradition from Michelangelo’s immagine del cuor.
This interdependence of heart and image intimately ties the
very basis of archetypal psychology with the phenomena of
love (q.v. eros). Corbin’s theory of creative imagination of
the heart further implies for psychology that, when it bases
itself in the image, it must at the same time recognize that
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imagination is not merely a human faculty but is an activity
of soul to which the human imagination bears witness. It is
not we who imagine but we who are imagined.

When “image” is thus transposed from a human represen-
tation of its conditions to a sui generis activity of soul in in-
dependent presentation of its bare nature, all empirical
studies on imagination, dream, fantasy, and the creative pro-
cess in artists, as well as methods of réve dirigé, will contribute
little to a psychology of the image if they start with the em-
pirics of imagining rather than with the phenomenon of the
image—which is not a product of imagining. Empirical ap-
proaches of analyzing and guiding images strive to gain con-
trol over them. Archetypal psychology distinguishes itself
radically from these methods of image control as has been
cogently argued by Watkins (1976, 1981). Casey’s turning of
the notion of image from something seen to a way of seeing (a
seeing of the heart—Corbin) offers archetypal psychology’s
solution to an old dilemma between true (vera) imagination
(Paracelsus) and false, or fancy (Coleridge). For archetypal
psychology, the distinction depends upon the way in which
the image is responded to and worked. The criteria it uses,
therefore, refer to response: metaphorical and imaginative as
being a better response than fanciful or literal and this
because, where the former response is “fecund” (Langer), fur-
thering the deepening and elaboration of the image, the lat-
ter responses dissipate or program the image into more naive,
shallow, or fixedly dogmatic significance.

For archetypal psychology, images are neither good nor
bad, true nor false, demonic nor angelic (Hillman 1977a),
though an image always implicates “a precisely qualified con-
text, mood and scene” (as Hillman [1977b] has on one occa-
sion defined the image). Thus they do invite judgment as a
further precision of the image, judgment arising from the im-
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age itself as an effect of the image’s own presentation of a
claim for response. To suspend judgment, therefore, is to fall
into the objectivist fantasy. Judgments are inherent to the
image (as a work of art brings with it the standards by which
it can be measured or a text brings with it the hermeneutics
by which it can be interpreted). Archetypal psychology
examines the judgments about the image imagistically,
regarding them as its further specifications and as
psychological statements not to be taken literally from a
spiritual (g.v.), purely noetic, vantage point detached from
the context of the image judged.

The emphasis upon response has led archetypal psychology
to use the analogy of the craftsman when discussing moral
judgments. How well has the image worked; does the image
release and refine further imagining? Does the response “stick
to the image” (Lopez-Pedraza) as the task at hand, rather
than associate or amplify into non-imagistic symbolisms, per-
sonal opinions, and interpretations?! Such are the questions
asked by archetypal psychology.

“Stick to the image” (cf. Jung, CW 16, §320) has become a
golden rule of archetypal psychology’s method, and this
because the image is the primary psychological datum.
Though the image always implies more than it presents, “the
depth of the image—its limitless ambiguities . . . can only be
partly grasped as implications. So to expand upon the dream
image is also to narrow it—a further reason we wish never to
stray too far from the source” (Berry 1974, p. 98).

It must be noted that the “source” is complex: archetypal
psychology is complex at the beginning, since the image is a
self-limiting multiple relationship of meanings, moods,
historical events, qualitative details, and expressive possibil-
ities. As its referent is imaginal, it always retains a virtuality
beyond its actuality (Corbin 1977, p. 167). An image always



10 Image and Soul: The Poetic Basis of Mind

seems more profound (archetypal), more powerful
(potential), and more beautiful (theophanic) than the com-
prehension of it, hence the feeling, while recording a dream,
of seeing through a glass darkly. Hence, too, the driving
necessity in the arts, for they provide complicated disciplines
that can actualize the complex virtuality of the image.

This polysemous complexity bespeaks a polytheistic (g.v.)
psychology of personifications analogous with Jung’s theory
of complexes as the multiple consciousness at the base of
psychic life (CW 8, §388ff.). By starting with a complex datum,
the image, archetypal psychology is saved from accounting
for psychic life in simplistic terms of elementary mechanisms,
primordialities of origins, or numerically limited basic struc-
tures. Reductionism is defeated from the start because the
mind is poetic to begin with, and consciousness is not a later,
secondary elaboration upon a primitive base but is given
with that base in each image.

The “poetic basis of mind” was a thesis Hillman (1975a,
p. xi) first set forth in his 1972 Terry Lectures at Yale Univer-
sity and which states that archetypal psychology “starts
neither in the physiclogy of the brain, the structure of
language, the organization of society, nor the analysis of
behavior, but in processes of imagination.” The inherent
relation between psychology and the cultural imagination is
necessitated by the nature of mind. The most fecund ap-
proach to the study of mind is thus through its-highest imagi-
national responses (Hough 1973; Giegerich 1982; Berry 1982)

where the images are most fully released and elaborated.
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3 Archetypal Image

Archetypal psychology axiomatically assumes imagistic
universals, comparable to the universali fantastici of Vico (S.N.
II, 1,1:381), that is, mythical figures that provide the poetic
characteristics of human thought, feeling, and action, as well
as the physiognomic intelligibility of the qualitative worlds of
natural phenomena. By means of the archetypal image, nat-
ural phenomena present faces that speak to the imagining
soul rather than only conceal hidden laws and probabilities
and manifest their objectification.

A psychological universal must be considered psychologi-
cally. An archetypal image is psychologically ‘universal’
because its effect amplifies and de-personalizes. Even if the
notion of image (q.v.) regards each image as an individual-
ized, unique event, as “that image there and no other,” such
an image is universal because it resonates with collective,
trans-empirical importance. Thus, archetypal psychology
uses ‘universal’ as an adjective, declaring a substantive per-
during value which ontology states as a hypostasis. And, the
universals problem for psychology is not whether they exist,
where, and how they participate in particulars, but rather
whether a personal individual event can be recognized as
bearing essential and collective importance. Psychologically,
the universals problem is presented by the soul itself whose
perspective is harmoniously both the narrow particularity of
felt experience and the universality of archetypally human
experience. In Neoplatonic thought, soul could be spoken of
as both my soul and world soul, and what was true of one
was true of both. Thus, the universality of an archetypal
image means also that the response to the image implies more
than personal consequences, raising the soul itself beyond its
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egocentric confines (q.v. soul-making) and broadening the
events of nature from discrete atomic particulars to aesthetic
signatures bearing information for soul.

Because archetypal psychology gives priority to particular
pattern over literal particle—and considers that particular
events are always themselves imagistic and therefore
ensouled—imagination too is assumed to be primordially pat-
terned into typical themes, motifs, regions, genres, syn-
dromes. These kinds of patterns inform all psychic life.
Gilbert Durand (1960, 1979)—following upon the lines
opened by Bachelard—and Durand’s centre de recherche sur
l'imaginaire at Chambery have been charting the inherent
organization of the imaginary as the basis of cultural anthro-
pology and sociology, even as the basis of psychological
meaning in all consciousness. Durand’s papers published in
the Eranos Yearbooks since 1964 present a range of archetypal
cultural analysis.

Archetypal psychology has pressed beyond the collection
of objective data and the correlation of images as verbal or
visual symbols. If archetypal images are the fundamentals of
fantasy, they are the means by which the world is imagined,
and therefore they are the modes by which all knowledge, all
experiences whatsoever become possible. “Every psychic pro-
cess is an image and an ‘imagining’, otherwise no conscious-
ness could exist. ..” (CW 11, §889). An archetypal image
operates like the original meaning of idea (from Greek eidos
and eidolon): not only ‘that which’ one sees but also that ‘by
means of which’ one sees. The demonstration of archetypal
images is therefore as much in the act of seeing as in the ob-
ject seen, since the archetypal image appears in consciousness
itself as the governing fantasy by means of which conscious-
ness is possible to begin with. Gathering of data does less to
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demonstrate objectively the existence of archetypes than it
does to demonstrate the fantasy of “objective data.”

Furthermore, unlike Jung, who radically distinguishes be-
tween noumenal archetype per se and phenomenal arche-
typal image, archetypal psychology rigorously refuses even to
speculate about a non-presented archetype per se. Its concern
is with the phenomenon: the archetypal image. This leads to
the next step: “. . . any image can be considered archetypal.
The word ‘archetypal’ . . . rather than pointing at something
archetypal points to something, and this is value. . . . by ar-
chetypal psychology we mean a psychology of value. And
our appellative move is aimed to restore psychology to its
widest, richest and deepest volume so that it would resonate
with soul [g.v.] in its descriptions as unfathomable, multiple,
prior, generative, and necessary. As all images can gain this
archetypal sense, so all psychology can be arche-
typal. . . .‘Archetypal’ here refers to a move one makes
rather than to a thing that is” (Hillman 1977b, pp. 82-83).

Here, archetypal psychology ‘sees through’ itself as strictly
a psychology of archetypes, a mere analysis of structures of
being (Gods in their myths), and, by emphasizing the valua-
tive function of the adjective ‘archetypal,’ restores to images
their primordial place as that which gives psychic value to
the world. Any image termed ‘archetypal’ is immediately
valued as universal, trans-historical, basically profound,
generative, highly intentional, and necessary.

Since ‘archetypal’ connotes both intentional force (Jung’s
“instinct”) and the mythical' field of personifications
(Hillman’s “Gods”), an archetypal image is animated like an
animal (one of Hillman’s frequent metaphors for images) and
like a person whom one loves, fears, delights in, is inhibited
by, and so forth. As intentional force and person, such an
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image presents a claim—moral, erotic, intellectual, aes-
thetic—and demands a response. It is an “affecting presence”
(Armstrong 1971) offering an affective relationship. It seems
to bear prior knowledge (coded information) and an instinc-
tive direction for a destiny, as if prophetic, prognostic. Im-
ages in “dreams mean well for us, back us up and urge us on,
understand us more deeply than we understand ourselves,
expand our sensuousness and spirit, continually make up
new things to give us—and this feeling of being loved by the
images . . . call it imaginal love” (Hillman 1979a, p. 196).
This message-bearing experience of the image—and the feel-
ing of blessing that an image can bring—recalls the Neopla-
tonic sense of images as daimones and angels (message-
bearers). “Perhaps—who knows?—these eternal images are
what men mean by fate” (CW 7, §183).

Although an archetypal image presents itself as impacted
with meaning, this is not given simply as revelation. It must
be made through “image work” and “dream work” (Hillman
1977b, 1979a). The modes of this work may be concrete and
physical as in art, movement, play, and occupational thera-
pies; but more importantly (because less fixedly symbolic),
this work is done by “sticking to the image” as a psycholog-
ical penetration of what is actually presented including the
stance of consciousness that is attempting the hermeneutic.
Image work is not legitimately such unless the implicit in-
volvement of a subjective perspective is admitted from the
start, for it too is part of the image and in its fantasy.

Image work requires both aesthetic culture and a back-
ground in myths and symbols for appreciation of the univer-
salities of images. This work also requires a series of tactical
moves (Hillman and Berry 1977), frequently linguistic and
phonetic (Sardello et al. 1978; Severson 1978; Kugler 1979b)
and etymological (Lockhart 1978, 1980; Kugelmann), and
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also grammatical and syntactical experimentation (Ritsema
1976; Hillman 1978a). Other tactical moves concerning emo-
tion, texture, repetitions, reversals, and restatements have
been described by Berry (1974).

The primary intention of this verbal work with images is
the “recovery of soul in speech” (Sardello 1978a) which at the
same time reveals the erotic and aesthetic aspect of images—
that they captivate, charm, persuade, have a rhetorical effect
on soul beyond their symbolic content. Image-work restores
the original poetic sense to images, freeing them from serving
a narrational context, having to tell a story with its linear, se-
quential, and causal implications that foster first-person
reports of the egocentric actions and intentions of a per-
sonalistic subject. The distinction between image and narra-
tive (Berry 1974; Miller 1976a) is fundamental to the distinc-
tion in imaginative style between archetypal polytheistic
(g.v.) psychology and traditional psychologies that are ego-
centered, epic narrations (q.v. therapy).

Three further developments in theory of archetypal images
are worth attention. Paul Kugler’s work (1978, 1979a)
elaborates an acoustic theory of images as structures of invar-
iant meaning apart from linguistic, etymological, semantic,
and syntactical meaning. Boer and Peter Kugler (1977) have
correlated archetypal images with the theory of perception of
J. J. Gibson, asserting that archetypal images are afforded
directly by the environment (and are not subjective), so that
“archetypal psychology is mythical realism.” Casey (1979)
sets forth the idea that imagination is so closely related with
time, both psychologically and ontologically, that actual
image-work not only takes time into soul or makes temporal
events soul events but also makes time in soul.
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4  Soul

The primary metaphor of psychology must be soul. Psychol-
ogy (logos of psyche) etymologically means: reason or speech
or intelligible account of soul. It is psychology’s job to find
logos for psyche, to provide soul with an adequate account of
itself. Psyche as the anima mundi, the Neoplatonic soul of the
world, is already there with the world itself, so that a second
task of psychology is to hear psyche speaking through all
things of the world, thereby recovering the world as a place
of soul (g.v. soul-making).

In its own speaking about the soul, archetypal psychology
maintains an elusive obliqueness (Romanyshyn 1978-79).
This continual carefulness not to substantiate soul follows
this maxim: “By soul I mean, first of all, a perspective rather
than a substance, a viewpoint toward things rather than a
thing itself”” (Hillman 1975a, p. x). In a long examination of
“soul,” Hillman (1964) concludes: “The soul is a deliberately
ambiguous concept resisting all definition in the same man-
ner as do all ultimate symbols which provide the root met-
aphors for the systems of human thought.” In this same
passage, a circumscription of the term states: “We are not
able to use the word in an unambiguous way, even though
we take it to refer to that unknown human factor which
makes meaning possible, which turns events into experi-
ences, and which is communicated in love.” In 1967a, a
fourth aspect was added: the soul has a religious concern.
And in 1975a (p. x), three further qualifications were ad-
joined: “First, ‘soul’ refers to the deepening of events into ex-
periences; second, the significance soul makes possible,
whether in love or religious concern, derives from its special
relation with death. And third, by ‘soul’ [ mean the imagina-
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tive possibility in our natures, the experiencing through
reflective speculation, dream, image, and fantasy—that mode
which recognizes all realities as primarily symbolic or
metaphorical.”

The literalizing and ontologizing dangers attendant upon
the elevation of soul to first principle are met by a certain
subversive tone in archetypal psychology that speaks of soul
events in imagistic, ironic, and even humorous ways
(Hillman and Berry 1977). Common to many writers, though
different in each—Guggenbiihl-Craig, Miller, Ziegler, Lopez-
Pedraza, Giegerich, Sardello—is this dark and mordant style.
Psyche is kept close to its shadows. There is a continual at-
tempt to break the vessels even as they are being formed.

The term “soul” is also used freely without defining specific
usages and senses in order to keep present its full connotative
power. And it is used interchangeably with the Greek psyché,
the Greek mythic figure, Psyche (Apuleius’s tale of Amor and
Psyche), the Germanic Seele, and the Latin anima. Here,
‘anima’ in the more specific Jungian description as a per-
sonified figure and function of the imagination (E. Jung 1957;
Hillman 1973c, 1974b) bestows rich imagery, pathologies,
and feeling qualities to what otherwise might become only a
philosophical concept.

The human being is set within the field of soul; soul is the
metaphor that includes the human. “Dasein as esse in anima
infinitely surpasses man” (Avens 1982a, p. 185). Even if
human life is only one manifestation of the psyche, a human
life is always a psychological life—which is how archetypal
psychology reads the Aristotelian notion of soul as life and
the Christian doctrine of the soul as immortal, i.e., beyond
the confines of individual limitation. A humanistic or per-
sonalistic psychology will always fail the full perspective of
soul that extends beyond human, personal behavior. This
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move which places man within psyche (rather than psyche
within man) revisions all human activity whatsoever as psy-
chological. Every piece of human behavior, whatever its
manifest and literal content, is always also a psychological
statement.

If every statement has psychological content, then every
statement may be scrutinized for its psychological signifi-
cance, for what it means to soul. Speech about soul itself—
what it is, its body relations, its origins and development,
what it consists in, how it functions—are psychology’s con-
cern only because these are the enduring ways the soul gives
accounts of itself in conceptual form. They belong to its ‘soul-
making’ (g.v.), its ongoing fantasy activity, and these ac-
counts called ‘psychology’ ought to be taken fictionally
rather than only as positivistic answers about the nature of
the soul. The soul can be an object of study only when it is
also recognized as the subject studying itself by means of the
fictions and metaphors of objectivity. This scrutiny of state-
ments for their psychic implications is a strategical principle
of archetypal psychology, providing its tactical method called
“psychologizing, or seeing through” (Hillman 1975a, pp.
113-64). The method puts into practice the notion of the un-
conscious: whatever is stated contains an unconsciousness
within the statement. ‘Unconscious’ takes on the meaning of
implication and supposition (Berry 1974), that is, what is folded
in or held beneath. Statements from any field whatsoever
thus become psychological, or revelations of psyche, when
their literalism is subverted to allow their suppositions to ap-
pear. The strategy implies that psychology cannot be limited
to being one field among others since psyche itself permeates
all fields and things of the world.
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Anima and Rhetoric

By speaking of soul as a primary metaphor, rather than
defining soul substantively and attempting to derive its onto-
logical status from empirical demonstration or theological
(metaphysical) argument, archetypal psychology recognizes
that psychic reality is inextricably involved with rhetoric. The
perspective of soul is inseparable from the manner of speak-
ing of soul, a manner which evokes soul, brings it to life, and
persuades us into a psychological perspective. In its concern
with rhetoric, archetypal psychology has relied on literary
and poetic devices to expound its vision, all the while work-
ing at “seeing through” the mechanistic and personalistic
metaphors employed by other psychology so as to recover
soul from those literalisms. The polemical foray into others’
preserves is necessary to the rhetorical mode.

Soul and Myth

The primary rhetoric of archetypal psychology is myth.
Here, the path had already been pioneered by Freud, Jung,
and Cassirer (Avens 1980), and, of course, by a tradition of
mythical thinking going back through the Romantics and
Vico to Plato. This move toward mythical accounts as a
psychological language locates psychology in the cultural
imagination. Secondly, these myths are themselves met-
aphors (or, as Vico said “metaphor . . . is a myth [fabula] in
brief” [S.N. 11, II, 2]), so that by relying on myths as its primary
rhetoric, archetypal psychology grounds itself in a fantasy
that cannot be taken historically, physically, literally. Even if
the recollection of mythology is perhaps the single most
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characteristic move shared by all “archetypalists,” the myths
themselves are understood as metaphors—never as transcen-
dental metaphysics whose categories are divine figures. As
Hillman (1979a) says: “Myths do not ground, they open.”
The role of myth in archetypal psychology is not to provide
an exhaustive catalogue of possible behaviors or to circum-
scribe the forms of transpersonal energies (in the Neoplatonic
sense), but rather to open the questions of life to transper-
sonal and culturally imaginative reflection. We may thereby
see our ordinary lives embedded in and ennobled by the
dramatic and world-creative life of mythical figures (Bedford
1981). The study of mythology allows events to be recognized
against their mythical background. More important, how-
ever, is that the study of mythology enables one to perceive
and experience the life of the soul mythically.

5  Soul, Metaphor and Fantasy

The philosophical problem “how to define soul” or how to
state a “logos of soul” (Christou 1963) must be viewed in the
first place as a psychological phenomenon, one that arises
from the soul’s own desire for self-knowledge which can best
be satisfied in terms of its own constitution: images. Thus the
logos of soul, i.e., a true speaking of it, will be in an imagistic
style, an account or “recit” (Corbin 1979, pp. 43f.) that is
through and through metaphorical.

The statement above that “the primary metaphor of psy-
chology must be soul” attempts two things: (a) to state the
soul’s nature in its own language (metaphor) and (b) to recog-
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nize that all statements in psychology about soul are met-
aphors. In this way, soul-as-metaphor leads beyond the prob-
lem of “how to define soul” and encourages an account of the
soul toward imagining itself rather than defining itself. Here,
metaphor serves a psychological function: it becomes an in-
strument of soul-making (g.v.) rather than a mere “figure of
speech,” because it transposes the soul’s questioning about its
nature to a mythopoesis of actual imagining, an ongoing
psychological creation (Berry 1982).

Soul-as-metaphor also describes how the soul acts. It per-
forms as does a metaphor, transposing meaning and releasing
interior, buried significance. Whatever is heard with the ear
of soul reverberates with under- and overtones (Moore 1978).
The perspective darkens with a deeper light. But this meta-
phorical perspective also kills: it brings about the death of
naive realism, naturalism, and literal understanding. The
relation of soul to death—a theme running all through arche-
typal psychology—is thus a function of the psyche’s meta-
phorical activity. The metaphorical mode does not speak in
declarative statements or explain in clear contrasts. It
delivers all things to their shadows. So, its perspective defeats
any heroic attempt to gain a firm grip on phenomena; in-
stead, the metaphorical mode of soul is “elusive, allusive, illu-
sive” (Romanyshyn 1977), undermining the very definition
of consciousness as intentionality and its history as
development.

Human awareness fails in its comprehension not because of
original sin or personal neurosis or because of the obstinacy
of the objective world to which it is supposedly opposed.
Human awareness fails, according to a psychology based on
soul, because the soul’s metaphorical nature has a suicidal
necessity (Hillman 1964), an underworld affiliation (Hillman
1979a), a “morbism” (Ziegler 1980), a destiny—different from
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dayworld claims—which makes the psyche fundamentally
unable to submit to the hubris of an egocentric notion of sub-
jectivity as achievement (Leistung), defined as cognition, co-
nation, intention, perception, and so forth.

Thus, that sense of weakness (Lopez-Pedraza 1977, 1982),
inferiority (Hillman 1977c¢), mortification (Berry 1973), mas-
ochism (Cowan 1979), darkness (Winquist 1981), and failure
(Hillman 1972b) is inherent to the mode of metaphor itself
which defeats conscious understanding as a control over phe-
nomena. Metaphor, as the soul’s mode of logos, ultimately
results in that abandonment to the given which approxi-
mates mysticism (Avens 1980).

The metaphorical transposition—this ‘death-dealing’ move
that at the same time re-awakens consciousness to a sense of
soul—is at the heart of archetypal psychology’s mission,
its world intention. As Freud and Jung both attempted to
discover the fundamental ‘mistake’ in Western culture so as
to resolve the misery of man trapped in the decline of the
West, so archetypal psychology specifies this mistake as loss
of soul which it further identifies with loss of images and the
imaginal sense. The result has been an intensification of
subjectivity (Durand 1975), showing both in the self-enclosed
egocentricity and the hyperactivism, or life-fanaticism, of
Western (rather, Northern g.v.) consciousness which has lost
its relation with death and the underworld.

That re-imagining and re-animating of the cultural psyche
to which archetypal psychology aspires necessitates
pathologizing (q.v.), for only this weakening or “falling
apart” (Hillman 1975a) breaks through self-enclosed subjec-
tivity and restores it to its depth in soul, allowing soul to re-
appear again in the world of things.

The re-animation of things by means of metaphor was
already indicated by Vico (S.N. 1I, I, 2) who wrote that
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“metaphor . . . gives sense and passion to insensate things.”
As the metaphorical perspective gives new animation to soul,
so too it re-vitalizes areas that had been assumed not en-
souled and not psychological: the events of the body and
medicine, the ecological world, the man-made phenomena of
architecture and transportation, education, food, bureau-
cratic language and systems. These have all been examined as
metaphorical images and have become subject to intense psy-
chological revision by Sardello and his students first at the
University of Dallas and subsequently at The Dallas Institute
of Humanities and Culture. The metaphorical perspective
which revisions worldly phenomena as images can find
“sense and passion” where the Cartesian mind sees the mere
extension of de-souled insensate objects. In this way, the
poetic basis of mind (g.v.) takes psychology out of the con-
fines of laboratory and consulting room, and even beyond
the personal subjectivity of the human person, into a psy-
chology of things as objectifications of images with interior-
ity, things as the display of fantasy.

For archetypal psychology, “fantasy” and “reality” change
places and values. First, they are no longer opposed. Second,
fantasy is never merely mentally subjective but is always
being enacted and embodied (Hillman 1972a, pp. xxxix—xl).
Third, whatever is physically or literally ‘real’ is always also a
fantasy image. Thus the world of so-called hard factual real-
ity is always also the display of a specifically shaped fantasy,
as if to say, along with Wallace Stevens, the American philos-
opher-poet of imagination on whom archetypal psychology
often draws, there is always “a poem at the heart of things.”
Jung stated the same idea (CW 6, §78): “The psyche creates
reality everyday. The only expression I can say for this activ-
ity is fantasy.” And he takes the word “fantasy” “from poetic
usage” (CW 6, §743).
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The latest explorations of archetypal psychology—some
published in Spring 1979-82—have been in the direction of
poetics, aesthetics, and literary criticism. This is less the in-
fluence of contemporary psychoanalytic concerns with lan-
guage than it is the re-appraisal of psychology itself as an ac-
tivity of poesis and the fact that fantasy is the archetypal
activity of the psyche.

6  Soul and Spirit

If imagining is the native activity of the anima mundi, then
fantasy is always going on and is not subject to a phenom-
enological epoché (Husserl: setting aside or bracketing out in
order to move directly to the event itself). Moreover, if fan-
tasy is always going on, then epoché is itself a fantasy: of
isolating, of objectification, and of a consciousness that can
be truly addressed by phenomena as they are. Archetypal
psychology maintains, however, that we can never be purely
phenomenal or truly objective. One is never beyond the sub-
jectivism given with the soul’s native dominants of fantasy
structures. These dominate subjective perspectives and
organize them into ‘stances,’ so that the only objectivity that
could be approximated results from the subjective eye turned
in on itself, regarding its own regard, examining its own
perspective for the archetypal subjects (q.v. personifying)
who are at this moment governing our way of being in the
world among phenomena. Psychology as an objective science
is forever impossible once one has recognized that objectivity
is itself a poetic genre (similar to “writer-as-mirror” in French
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naturalism), a mode that constructs the world so that things
appear as sheer things (not faces, not animated, not with in-
teriority), subject to will, separate from each other, mute,
without sense or passion.

One position is particularly obdurate in yielding to the fan-
tasy that fantasy is always going on, and that is the stance of
spirit. It appears as scientific objectivity, as metaphysics, and
as theology. And where archetypal psychology has attacked
these approaches, it is part of a wider strategy to distinguish
the methods and rhetoric of soul from those of spirit, so that
soul is not forced to forfeit its style to fulfill the obligations re-
quired by a spiritual perspective, whether philosophical,
scientific, or religious. For psychology to be possible at all it
must keep the distinction between soul and spirit (Hillman
1976; 1975a, pp. 67-70; 1977a).

At times the spirit position with its rhetoric of order,
number, knowledge, permanency, and self-defensive logic
has been discussed as “senex” and Saturnian (Vitale 1973;
Hillman 1975d); at other times, because of its rhetoric of
clarity and detached observation, it has been discussed as
Apollonic (Hillman 1972c); on other occasions, because of
the rhetoric of unity, ultimacy, identity, it has been termed
“monotheistic”’; and in yet other contexts, “heroic” and also
“puer” (1967b).

While recognizing that the spirit perspective must place
itself above (as the soul places itself as inferior) and speak in
transcendent, ultimate, and pure terms, archetypal psychol-
ogy conceives its task to be one of imagining the spirit
language of “truth,” “faith,” “law,” and the like as a rhetoric
of spirit, even if spirit is obliged by this same rhetoric to take
its stance truthfully and faithfully, i.e., literally.

The distinction between soul and spirit further guards
against psychological therapy becoming confused with
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spiritual disciplines—whether Eastern or Western—and gives
yet another reason for archetypal psychology to eschew bor-
rowings from meditative techniques and/or operant condi-
tioning, both of which conceptualize psychic events in
spiritual terms.

7/  Soul-Making

The underlying aspiration of its work archetypal psychology
has called “soul-making,” taking the phrase from the poets
William Blake and, particularly, John Keats: “Call the world
if you please, ‘The vale of Soul-making.’ Then you will find
out the use of the world. . . . ” For all its emphasis upon the
individualized soul, archetypal psychology sets this soul, and
its making, squarely in the midst of the world. And, it does
not seek a way out of or beyond the world toward redemp-
tion or mystical transcendence, because “The way through
the world is more difficult to find than the way beyond it”
(Wallace Stevens, “Reply to Papini”). The curative or salva-
tional vision of archetypal psychology focuses upon the soul
in the world which is also the soul of the world (anima
mundi). The idea of soul-making by taking any world event as
also a place of soul insists that even this Neoplatonic and ‘ar-
cane’ psychology is nonetheless embedded in the “vale” and
its engagement therein. The artificial tension between soul
and world, private and public, interior and exterior thus
disappears when the soul as anima mundi, and its making, is
located in the world.

More specifically, the act of soul-making is imagining, since
images are the psyche, its stuff, and its perspective. Crafting
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images—such as discussed below in regard to therapy (q.v.)—
is thus an equivalent of soul-making. This crafting can take
place in the concrete modes of the artisan, a work of the
hands, and with the morality of the hands. And, it can take
place in sophisticated elaborations of reflection, religion, re-
lationships, social action, so long as these activities are imag-
ined from the perspective of soul, soul as uppermost concern.

In other words, only when imagination is recognized as an
engagement at the borders of the human and a work in rela-
tion with mythic dominants can this articulation of images
be considered a psycho-poesis (Miller 1976b) or soul-making.
Its intention is the realization of the images—for they are the
psyche—and not merely of the human subject. As Corbin
has said: “It is their individuation, not ours,” suggesting that
soul-making can be most succinctly defined as the individua-
tion of imaginal reality.

Soul-making is also described as imaging, that is, seeing or
hearing by means of an imagining which sees through an
event to its image. Imaging means releasing events from their
literal understanding into a mythical appreciation. Soul-
making, in this sense, is equated with de-literalizing—that
psychological attitude which suspiciously disallows the naive
and given level of events in order to search out their
shadowy, metaphorical significances for soul.

So the question of soul-making is “what does this event,
this thing, this moment move in my soul? What does it mean
to my death?” The question of death enters because it is in
regard to death that the perspective of soul is distinguished
most starkly from the perspective of natural life.

Soul-making does imply a metaphysical fantasy, and the
implied metaphysics of archetypal psychology are best found
in The Dream and the Underworld (Hillman 1979a) which
elaborates the relations between psyche and death. There the
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dream is taken as the paradigm of the psyche—where the
psyche presents itself encompassing the ego and engaged in
its own work (dream-work). From the dream, one may
assume that the psyche is fundamentally concerned with its
imaginings and only secondarily concerned with subjective
experiences in the dayworld which the dream transforms
into images, i.e., into soul. The dream is thus making soul
each night. Images become the means of translating life-
events into soul, and this work, aided by the conscious
elaboration of imagination, builds an imaginal vessel, or
“ship of death” (a phrase taken from D. H. Lawrence), that is
similar to the subtle body, or ochema of the Neoplatonists (cf.
Avens 1982b). The question of the soul’s immortality is not
directly answered by a metaphysical statement. Rather, the
very nature of the soul in the dream—or at least the perspec-
tive of soul toward the dream—shows its inattention to and
disregard for mortal experience as such, even for physical
death itself, receiving into its purview only those faces and
events from the mortal world that bear upon the opus of its
destiny.

8  Depth and the Vertical Direction

Since its beginning in Freud’s study of the deep layers of the
mind—pre-, sub-, or un-conscious—the field of “depth psy-
chology” (so named at the turn of the century by the Zirich
psychiatrist Eugen Bleuler) has always been directed down-
ward, whether toward buried memories of childhood or
toward archaic mythologems. Archetypal psychology has
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taken this depth metaphor equally seriously—though less
literally. It has carried the metaphor of depth of soul back in
history to Heraclitus (Diels-Kranz, Frag. 45: bathun) and
then to Augustine’s thesaurus or memoria (Confessions X).
Moreover, it has reverted Freud’s own move into depth, the
descent into the dream as described in his Traumdeutung, to
the mythologies of the Underworld, Hades, Persephone, Dio-
nysus—and to Christian theologies of descent (Miller
1981b)—exploring the fundamental relation of the psyche
with the realm of the dead which is also the realm of images
or eidola (Hillman 1979a).

Because of the vertical direction of depth psychology, it is
obliged to be concerned with depression and with the reduc-
tion of phenomena to their ‘deadly’ essence, their patholo-
gized (g.v.) extremity (Berry 1973), where we experience them
as both materially destructive and negative and yet as the
ground of support (Berry 1978b).

The literalization of downwardness in depth psychology
has resulted in a narrowness of meaning: introverted inward-
ness within the person, into the “abyss” and “secret
chamber” of the personal self (Augustine). What then of the
relationship with others, with the horizontal world?

For archetypal psychology, the vertical direction refers to
interiority as a capacity within all things. All things have an
archetypal significance and are available to psychological
penetration, and this interiority is manifested by the physiog-
nomic character of the things of the horizontal world. Depth
is therefore not literally hidden, deep down, inside. Rather,
th