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Abstract:  

This dissertation explores how Carl Jung’s psychology emerged out of a deeper modern crisis of the self. Instead of 

treating Jung’s ideas as a finished system from the beginning, it shows how his thought developed in response to a 

growing awareness that the human mind is not fully transparent, unified, or under conscious control. The project 

places Jung within the intellectual world of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, where philosophy, 

psychiatry, experimental psychology, and psychical research were all confronting the problem of hidden mental life. 

The study follows Jung’s development from the breakdown of older ideas of inner unity, through his clinical and 

experimental work at Burghölzli, to his discovery of the complex as a relatively autonomous psychic formation. It 

then traces how these early findings gradually pushed him beyond a merely personal psychology toward a broader 

understanding of dreams, fantasy, symbol, and the deeper structures of the psyche. In this account, Jung’s later 

interest in myth and symbolic life is not a break from his scientific beginnings, but an extension of the same 

underlying problem. 

The central argument is that Jung’s psychology can best be understood as a historical response to the crisis of the 

modern subject. His work attempts to explain why the psyche appears divided, productive, and often resistant to 

conscious mastery, while also showing how symbolic life becomes essential for psychic order and transformation. 

By reconstructing this movement, the dissertation offers a clear account of how Jung’s psychology took shape and 

why its central ideas arose when they did. 
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The History of Depth Psychology 

Chapter 1. Crisis of the Subject 

The Weakening of Inherited Unity 

Jung’s psychology did not arise in an intellectual world still secure in the old image of man. It became possible only 

after a long weakening of inherited unity had already taken place. What had once been presupposed with 

comparative confidence—that the human being formed a legible whole, that consciousness stood in sufficient 

relation to truth, that reason could gather the self into intelligible order, and that metaphysical reality guaranteed the 

coherence of the world—had, by the nineteenth century, become increasingly difficult to sustain. The problem to 

which Jung would later give psychological form was therefore older than Jung himself. Before it appeared in clinic, 

experiment, dream, or symbol, it had already emerged as a civilizational disturbance in the structure of subjectivity. 

The older metaphysical picture had not simply offered doctrines about God, world, and soul. It had offered a 

grammar of coherence. The subject was intelligible because reality itself was intelligible. Inner life, however 

conflict-ridden, could still be measured against some larger order in which division did not possess final authority. 

To speak of the self in such a world was not yet to speak of an opaque interior depth fundamentally withdrawn from 

rational self-possession. Division could be acknowledged, temptation could be acknowledged, suffering could be 

acknowledged, but these did not yet require a theory of psyche as an autonomous and internally multiple field. The 

soul might be sinful, tempted, fallen, or wounded; it was not yet, in the modern sense, a problem of hidden agencies, 

subterranean motivations, dissociated strata, and symbolic productions whose meaning escaped the conscious 

subject. 

What changed in the long nineteenth century was not merely that old doctrines were criticized. More decisive was 

that the very conditions of unity became unstable. The subject no longer seemed transparent to itself. Consciousness 

no longer appeared self-grounding. The relation between reason and life became strained, then broken. The inherited 

confidence that the true, the good, and the real belonged to one coherent order weakened under philosophical 

critique, scientific expansion, historical consciousness, and the growing experience that human beings were moved 

by forces not exhausted by deliberation. Once this happened, inwardness changed its character. It ceased to be 

simply the interior chamber of a morally accountable person and became instead an obscure field whose depths 

could not be read directly from consciousness. 

This transformation did not occur in one place only. It took shape across philosophy, religious crisis, psychiatry, 

literary modernity, and the emerging sciences of mind. In one register, the dissolution appeared as a metaphysical 

event: the weakening of confidence in a world whose structure guaranteed meaning. In another, it appeared as a 

crisis in knowledge: consciousness could no longer assume that what it knew of itself was either complete or 

privileged. In another, it emerged clinically: the person exhibited division, automatism, compulsion, fixed ideas, 

somnambulic strata, secondary personalities, and symbolic productions that seemed to exceed voluntary control. 

These are not yet Jung’s conclusions. They are the atmosphere that made Jung thinkable. 

Friedrich Nietzsche stands near the center of this transformation not because he invented psychic division, but 

because he gave unsurpassed expression to the collapse of inherited moral and metaphysical unities. In him, the self 

no longer appears as a stable bearer of rational continuity, but as something produced, interpreted, disciplined, and 

torn by forces beneath the level of conscious justification. Genealogy destroys the innocence of self-explanation. 

What consciousness says about itself is no longer accepted as final truth; it becomes symptom, surface, after-the-fact 

rationalization, the polished expression of deeper conflicts and valuations. The subject is thereby displaced from the 
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center it once claimed. It still speaks, judges, remembers, wills—but it does so under suspicion. The human being 

becomes an interpretation before becoming a certainty. Once this suspicion is introduced with sufficient force, the 

modern subject can no longer be treated as self-identical in the old way. 

Yet Nietzsche alone does not explain the atmosphere out of which Jung emerged. Along another line, late idealist 

and post-idealist thought had already begun to fracture the smooth sovereignty of consciousness by suggesting that 

the ground of life was deeper, darker, and older than reflective thought. In F.W.J. Schelling, consciousness no longer 

rests on a purely luminous foundation. Being contains ground, potency, striving, and a pre-rational depth that cannot 

be reduced to the clarity of concept. However different this is from later psychology, it matters because it helps mark 

the end of the assumption that what is most real is identical with what is most consciously present. The ground 

precedes the transparency of the subject. What later becomes psychological depth is not yet psychology here, but the 

metaphysical prestige of daylight consciousness has already been broken. 

Eduard von Hartmann radicalizes this further by giving the unconscious not merely a negative or privative role but 

an expansive explanatory significance. Whatever the limitations of his synthesis, the importance of his work lies in 

the widening of what must be counted as operative in psychic and cultural life. Consciousness becomes a surface 

phenomenon relative to processes and principles not contained within its own field. The unconscious is no longer 

merely what has not yet come to awareness; it becomes a structurally indispensable term for explaining action, 

illusion, desire, development, and culture. With Hartmann, one can see the concept beginning to migrate from a 

local explanatory supplement toward a broad horizon within which the conscious subject is decentered. Even where 

his formulations remain metaphysical rather than clinical, the older human image is weakened again. What man is 

cannot be read directly from what he knows himself to be. 

The same weakening appears with particular force once the question passes from philosophy into the emerging 

sciences of dissociation and automatisms. Pierre Janet is decisive because he shows, with empirical severity, that 

unity can no longer be presupposed as the normal and transparent form of psychic life. Psychological life exhibits 

splits, fixed ideas, partial systems, autonomous functions, and actions no longer governed by the center 

consciousness once claimed to be. Here the crisis of unity receives a form that is no longer only speculative. It is 

observed, described, and organized within a new field of investigation. The person does not merely suffer conflict in 

the moral or religious sense; the person may be psychologically disaggregated. Experience can separate into levels. 

Memory, perception, action, and ideation can proceed outside the sovereignty of the reflective ego. The self is no 

longer a given whole but a precarious organization. 

Theodore Flournoy, in a different register, helps intensify the same problem. His investigations show that psychic 

productions may organize themselves with astonishing complexity without requiring supernatural explanation and 

without being reducible to conscious invention. Narratives, personae, linguistic effects, symbolic formations, and 

secondary systems can arise from subliminal or submerged regions that complicate any simple account of 

authorship. The subject becomes strange to itself not only in pathology but in production. The psyche is increasingly 

encountered as something that does not merely contain thoughts but generates formations. Once that possibility is 

granted, interior life can no longer be understood as a passive repository of impressions awaiting rational ordering. It 

becomes productive, obscure, and formative. 

By the time Jung enters this field, then, the decisive event has already occurred. The psyche has become a problem 

because the unity of the subject can no longer be assumed. What earlier centuries could distribute among theology, 

metaphysics, moral struggle, and spiritual anthropology now presses toward a new language. The issue is not only 

that human beings have hidden thoughts. It is that the center itself is unstable; that consciousness is not master in its 

own house; that psychic life may possess its own organization, its own temporality, and its own modes of 

manifestation; and that what appears in symptom, fantasy, automatism, dream, or vision may not be adequately 

explained by conscious intention or by straightforward biography. The emergence of depth is therefore inseparable 

from the weakening of inherited unity. 



4 
 

This is the threshold on which Jung stands. He does not begin by inventing psychic depth ex nihilo, nor by 

introducing myth into an otherwise sober science. He inherits a fractured modern world in which the old guarantees 

of coherence have been diminished, while philosophical suspicion, metaphysical darkening, and empirical studies of 

dissociation have made visible the limits of self-transparency. The question is no longer whether the subject is 

unified in principle and occasionally troubled in fact. The question is whether division, opacity, and interior 

multiplicity belong to the truth of modern psychic life itself. Jung’s early work becomes intelligible only within this 

crisis. His psychology will attempt neither a return to the old metaphysical unity nor a surrender to mere 

fragmentation. But before either effort can be understood, the weakening of inherited unity has to be seen as the 

condition that made such an effort necessary. 

 

Interiorization and the Crisis of Self-Transparency 

If the weakening of inherited unity describes the broader historical condition within which Jung becomes possible, 

the next step is more specific. The crisis does not remain only at the level of metaphysical dislocation. It enters the 

subject itself. Modernity increasingly discovers that inwardness is not the same as transparency, and that the turn 

inward does not secure self-knowledge so much as deepen the enigma of the self. Once this occurs, the interior life 

of the subject ceases to function as a reliable refuge of certainty. It becomes instead the site where division, opacity, 

and hidden formation are most acutely encountered. 

The older spiritual and philosophical traditions had long recognized interior life. Conscience, temptation, 

recollection, conversion, prayer, and introspection all presupposed an inward dimension irreducible to external 

action. But in the modern situation interiorization changes its structure. It is no longer simply the deepening of self-

presence. It becomes the discovery that what is inward exceeds what the subject can render present to itself. The self 

turns inward and does not find a transparent chamber of reflection, but a region marked by latency, conflict, 

interruption, and obscure productivity. The result is decisive. Interiority ceases to guarantee unity and begins instead 

to expose its breakdown. 

Nietzsche gives this transformation one of its sharpest formulations by treating conscious explanation with sustained 

suspicion. The subject’s avowed motives, moral self-descriptions, and rational justifications are no longer granted 

final authority. What consciousness says is re-read as surface, as retrospective organization, as the belated language 

through which deeper valuations and drives present themselves in acceptable form. In this way the interior is not 

abolished; it is radicalized. One must go inward, but what one finds there is not a simple self identical with its own 

declarations. The modern subject is inwardly deepened only at the cost of becoming inwardly uncertain. Self-

consciousness is thus accompanied by self-misrecognition. 

This is one of the crucial nineteenth-century thresholds for Jung. For once interiority no longer guarantees self-

transparency, psychology cannot be built on the model of a conscious subject merely reporting on itself. The psyche 

becomes a problem precisely because inner life is no longer exhausted by introspection. What appears in 

consciousness may be derivative, symptomatic, defensive, or secondary. Beneath reflective awareness there are 

formations, pressures, and configurations that do not wait upon the ego’s permission in order to exist. The interior 

field acquires relative autonomy. 

Schelling’s significance within this history lies partly in the way he loosens the identification of truth with what is 

consciously illuminated. The ground of existence is not reducible to reflective clarity. There is in being a depth that 

precedes the ordered disclosure of consciousness and cannot be dissolved into it. However distant this remains from 

empirical psychology, its importance for the crisis of self-transparency is considerable. It helps authorize a picture in 

which what is most fundamental is not what is most clearly given to consciousness. The subject is no longer the 

luminous center from which depth can be surveyed without remainder. It emerges from a deeper ground that it does 

not master. 
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Hartmann extends this pressure by giving the unconscious an enlarged explanatory role. In his work, consciousness 

is no longer the sufficient theater of meaning or causality. Processes essential to life, thought, development, and 

purposiveness cannot be confined to what the subject knows itself to be doing. Whatever one makes of the 

metaphysical scale of his argument, its historical importance is unmistakable: the human being is now construed in 

relation to operative factors that are both inward and non-transparent. This is a major shift. The hidden is no longer 

simply accidental ignorance. It becomes structurally constitutive. The self does not merely fail to know everything 

about itself; rather, what it is depends in part on agencies and processes not available in direct self-presence. 

The movement into clinical and experimental psychology makes this even more concrete. Pierre Janet’s work is 

particularly important because it shows that inward division is not only a philosophical suspicion but an observable 

psychological fact. Fixed ideas, automatisms, dissociated states, and secondary organizations of experience indicate 

that the subject cannot be assumed to coincide with the totality of psychic functioning. There are strata of mental life 

that continue to act, organize, and produce effects outside the governance of ordinary awareness. The crisis of self-

transparency now appears not simply as a theme of philosophy but as an evidential problem for psychology itself. 

The self’s inwardness is real, but its access to itself is partial and unstable. 

What emerges here is a decisive inversion. The more seriously inwardness is taken, the less plausible it becomes to 

identify the psyche with reflective self-consciousness. Interiorization no longer confirms the sovereignty of the 

subject; it destabilizes it. The inner world becomes thicker, more stratified, more productive, and less immediately 

legible. Dreams, automatisms, somnambulic productions, emotional irruptions, symbolic substitutions, and divided 

states all suggest that inward life is not merely the quiet possession of a self-present subject. It is an active field in 

which other processes are at work. 

Flournoy contributes to this shift in a particularly revealing way because he shows that the obscure interior is not 

only a zone of deficit or disorder but also of production. Subliminal formations can generate narratives, scenes, 

identities, languages, and dramatic structures that exceed the subject’s ordinary conscious repertoire. Even where 

supernatural interpretation is refused, the psyche appears capable of symbolic and imaginal composition beneath the 

threshold of waking control. This matters greatly for the transition toward Jung. The problem is no longer simply 

that hidden causes disturb conscious order. The problem is that the inner life seems able to create. Interiority 

contains not just repression or fragmentation, but formative activity. 

At this point the modern subject has become inwardly problematic in a new sense. To turn inward is not to recover a 

secure center, but to enter a domain where the distinction between self and not-self, agency and passivity, memory 

and invention, report and construction, becomes unstable. Self-knowledge can no longer be equated with the 

statements consciousness makes about itself. The individual is interiorly deepened and simultaneously estranged. 

This estrangement is not a marginal pathology added onto an otherwise transparent human structure. It increasingly 

appears as constitutive of modern psychic life. 

Jung’s early position becomes intelligible only against this background. His psychology will not begin from the 

assumption that consciousness is either false in every respect or dispensable. But neither will it be able to rest in the 

older confidence that inward reflection gives sufficient access to psychic reality. The question pressing upon him is 

already prepared by the nineteenth century: how is one to think a psyche that is inward, intimate, formative, and yet 

not transparent to the subject who lives it? That question marks the real threshold of depth psychology. Before 

complex, symbol, or archetype can be meaningfully developed, interiority itself must have become opaque. The 

crisis of self-transparency is therefore not secondary to Jung’s project. It is one of its preconditions. 

 

Nietzsche and the Genealogy of the Divided Subject 

If the nineteenth century weakens inherited unity and if interiorization no longer guarantees self-transparency, 

Nietzsche gives that crisis one of its most penetrating and explosive formulations. His importance for the emergence 
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of Jung’s problem does not lie in any direct anticipation of analytical psychology as a system. It lies rather in the 

destruction of the moral and metaphysical innocence with which consciousness had long understood itself. In 

Nietzsche, the subject can no longer assume that what it says of itself is what it is. Self-interpretation becomes 

suspect. Motive, judgment, conscience, ascetic ideal, even truthfulness itself are drawn into genealogy. The result is 

not merely critique of particular doctrines. The result is a transformed image of the human being: inwardly stratified, 

historically produced, driven by forces not exhausted by reflective awareness, and incapable of simple self-

coincidence. 

This is why Nietzsche matters so centrally to the crisis that makes Jung possible. He does not simply announce 

fragmentation in a literary manner. He methodically undermines the prestige of conscious explanation. What men 

take themselves to mean, what they claim as their moral intention, what they elevate as reasoned conviction, must 

now be read symptomatically. Surface declarations are no longer sovereign. They become effects, masks, defensive 

formations, retrospective rationalizations, cultural codings of deeper valuations and conflicts. Consciousness still 

speaks, but it can no longer command belief by the mere fact of speaking. Once this step is taken, the modern 

subject is internally displaced. It remains the bearer of experience, but no longer the final tribunal of its own 

meaning. 

Genealogy is decisive here because it replaces self-evidence with derivation. Moral consciousness is no longer 

treated as transparent revelation of truth but as something with a history, and therefore with conditions, interests, 

reversals, and hidden aims. The noble and the base, guilt and debt, conscience and cruelty, self-denial and sanctity: 

all these are now open to reinterpretation as outcomes of struggle rather than as timeless givens. This does not yet 

yield a psychology in Jung’s sense, but it profoundly alters the terrain upon which psychology must work. Once 

consciousness is no longer original but derivative, once avowal is no longer final but symptomatic, the psyche can 

no longer be understood as a field exhausted by introspection and declared motive. 

Nietzsche’s account of bad conscience is especially important because it shows how inwardness itself can be 

historically produced through conflict and inhibition. Interiority is not simply there from the start as a serene space 

of reflection. It is formed under pressure. Instincts turned back upon themselves, aggression denied external 

discharge, valuation internalized as self-surveillance: these produce a human being whose inwardness is inseparable 

from division. The interior is thus not a peaceful chamber but a battlefield. A split opens within the subject not as an 

accidental pathology but as a constitutive feature of a certain historical formation of man. The self becomes deep 

because it becomes strained against itself. 

Here one begins to see why Nietzsche belongs to the prehistory of depth psychology even where he remains distant 

from its later vocabulary. He helps destroy the assumption that psychic life is fundamentally unified and only 

secondarily disturbed. Instead, division appears intrinsic to the human condition under modern historical pressures. 

The subject is not a centered rational presence with occasional irrational episodes; it is a site of tension among 

forces, valuations, memories, interpretations, bodily inheritances, and ideal demands. Consciousness does not stand 

above these as neutral observer. It is itself implicated, partial, interested, and belated. 

Nietzsche’s suspicion of consciousness is not a rejection of thought as such, but of the vanity that supposes thought 

transparently masters life. He repeatedly places conscious life in relation to more fundamental processes—instinct, 

affect, rank-ordering, incorporation, interpretation, physiological disposition. This move is crucial. It means that 

what appears as idea or principle may have roots elsewhere than where consciousness locates them. Thought is not 

abolished, but dethroned. It becomes one expression of a deeper economy. Once that reversal is made, the human 

being can no longer be explained from the top down, beginning with declared belief and explicit intention. One must 

read downward, backward, and beneath. 

That gesture toward depth is not yet Jung’s, because Nietzsche does not build a clinical theory of complexes, 

symbols, or archetypal forms. Yet his destructive work helps create the conceptual situation in which such 

developments become possible. He renders psychologically naive any view that accepts conscious motive at face 
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value. He also renders morally naive any account of the self that imagines it as immediately present to itself. The 

subject becomes an interpretation layered over forces that exceed its own self-description. Even where Nietzsche 

remains anti-systematic, aphoristic, and polemical, the pressure he exerts is lasting: modern man cannot be thought 

without interior division. 

At the same time, Nietzsche intensifies rather than resolves the crisis. He strips away consoling unities more 

powerfully than he reconstructs them. This too matters for Jung’s emergence. By the end of the nineteenth century, 

one no longer stands in a world where inherited metaphysical order secures psychic coherence, but neither does one 

yet possess an adequate psychological form for thinking the depths opened by that collapse. Nietzsche names the 

illness, dramatizes the fracture, and genealogically discredits the old masks. But he does not provide a stable science 

of the newly problematic inward life. He belongs, therefore, to the atmosphere of necessity rather than to the final 

conceptual solution. 

For Jung, this is decisive. A psychology that arises after Nietzsche cannot simply restore the old substantial soul, nor 

can it trust the ego’s report as if nothing had happened. It must take seriously the possibility that consciousness is 

partial, that motive is layered, that inwardness is conflictual, and that what appears morally or rationally on the 

surface may conceal deeper configurations of psychic life. Nietzsche does not give Jung his doctrine, but he helps 

make Jung’s problem unavoidable. He is one of the great agents in the disintegration of self-transparency and thus 

one of the principal figures in the historical genesis of the psyche as a problem. 

This is why Nietzsche belongs in here, not as an isolated precursor to be admired for his brilliance, but as a 

structural moment in the crisis of the subject. He marks a threshold at which the old human image can no longer be 

preserved without bad faith. Once genealogy has done its work, the subject is no longer self-grounding, no longer 

morally innocent, no longer transparent to itself. It is inwardly historical, conflictual, and unstable. The way is 

thereby opened for the next movement: the attempt to think depth not only polemically or diagnostically, but 

ontologically and psychologically. That is the pressure that leads from Nietzsche toward Schelling’s dark ground, 

Hartmann’s expansion of the unconscious, and eventually toward the empirical and symbolic formations with which 

Jung will begin. 

 

Schelling, Nature, and the Dark Ground of Consciousness 

If Nietzsche helps shatter the moral and rational innocence of the modern subject, Schelling helps expose a deeper 

metaphysical instability beneath consciousness itself. His importance for the emergence of Jung’s problem is not 

that he offers a psychology in any modern clinical sense. He does not. Rather, he helps make it possible to think that 

consciousness rests upon a ground it does not generate, does not fully know, and cannot wholly master. That is 

decisive for the crisis of the subject. For once such a thought has entered the history of modern thought with 

sufficient force, the self can no longer be treated as a purely luminous center of rational self-possession. The ground 

of subjectivity becomes darker than the subject. 

This matters because one of the governing illusions of modern self-understanding had been the quiet identification 

of being with intelligibility and intelligibility with conscious presence. Even where conflict was admitted, it was still 

often assumed that what was highest in man belonged to what was most clearly present to reflective awareness. 

Schelling loosens this identification. Reality is no longer exhausted by what can be rendered transparent to 

consciousness. Nature is not merely inert externality awaiting rational conceptualization; nor is consciousness a self-

grounding light detached from what precedes it. There is in being a more originary movement, a potencing and 

striving, a depth prior to the ordered form in which consciousness appears. 

In this sense Schelling belongs to the prehistory of depth not because he describes complexes, symbols, or 

dissociative states, but because he denies consciousness ultimate ontological priority. The subject does not stand at 

the beginning. It emerges. And what it emerges from is not itself transparent. The significance of this for the 
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nineteenth-century crisis of the subject is immense. The human being can no longer be securely imagined as first 

and foremost a rational observer whose essence coincides with self-presence. There is a before of consciousness, a 

beneath of consciousness, and this anteriority is not merely chronological but structural. 

This is where the language of ground becomes so important. In Schelling, the ground is not identical with manifest 

order, and yet without it no manifest order would arise. Conscious form presupposes a more primordial basis that 

cannot simply be equated with the clarity of concept. The implication is profound: what supports consciousness is 

not reducible to consciousness. To say this is not yet to posit the unconscious in a later psychological sense, but it 

does mark one of the essential philosophical conditions for the later enlargement of psychic life beyond the 

reflective ego. If the human subject stands upon a ground darker than its own self-presence, then opacity is not 

merely accidental ignorance. It belongs to the structure of existence itself. 

Nature accordingly takes on a new meaning. It is not simply the external other of spirit, nor merely the object over 

against which consciousness secures its self-certainty. Nature becomes formative, dynamic, internally productive. Its 

processes are not foreign to consciousness in the absolute sense, because consciousness itself arises from a deeper 

continuity with them. This weakens another old opposition on which inherited unity depended: the rigid separation 

of rational subject and external world. For if the subject grows from a more originary living ground, then reason is 

not a detached sovereign surveying a dead mechanism. It is a late and precarious form within a broader movement 

of life. 

That shift matters for Jung because one of the lasting problems of analytical psychology will be how to think 

psychic life without reducing it either to conscious intentionality or to crude mechanism. Schelling does not solve 

that problem in psychological form, but he makes it imaginable by breaking the monopoly of reflective 

consciousness over what counts as real. What is deepest is not necessarily what is clearest. What is most 

foundational may be least available to direct inspection. This inversion of the hierarchy of light and depth would 

echo through later accounts of mind, spirit, nature, and inward life. 

Schelling is especially important here because he does not present the dark ground simply as defect or privation. It is 

productive. It is the condition of emergence. Conscious order depends upon something more obscure than itself. 

This is a crucial difference. For the nineteenth century does not merely discover that man is ignorant of himself. It 

begins to suspect that obscurity is positively generative. Depth does not merely conceal; it produces. Without this 

shift, the later movement from hidden cause to symbolic formation would be much harder to think. One would have 

repression, perhaps, or limitation, but not an interior field whose own productivity presses toward expression. 

At the same time, Schelling’s importance must be kept proportionate. He is not to be turned into a secret proto-

Jungian, nor should this part become a detached excursion into German idealism. The task is narrower and more 

exact. Schelling helps show that by the nineteenth century the crisis of the subject is not only moral, historical, or 

clinical. It is also ontological. Consciousness cannot be treated as fully self-grounding because the very structure of 

being from which it arises contains a depth irreducible to conscious form. Once that is granted, the modern project 

of self-transparency has already been compromised at a fundamental level. 

This also helps explain why the language of inwardness becomes more troubled in the modern period. If 

consciousness emerges from a deeper ground, then introspection cannot simply recover the source of psychic life by 

turning its gaze inward. The source is not merely hidden content waiting to be lit up. It is a more originary depth 

whose relation to conscious form is dynamic, mediated, and incomplete. The subject can therefore neither wholly 

know itself nor wholly found itself. Interiority becomes more charged, but less transparent. Its darkness is not just 

lack of illumination; it belongs to the genesis of the self. 

For the architecture of this section, Schelling therefore serves a precise function. Nietzsche had shown that the 

subject’s moral and interpretive self-understanding is unstable, historically produced, and susceptible to genealogical 

suspicion. Schelling now deepens the crisis by showing that the very being of consciousness rests upon a prior 
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ground that thought cannot fully absorb. The divided subject is not merely a moral or cultural accident. Division and 

opacity are linked to the conditions under which consciousness itself comes forth. The old confidence that the self is 

most itself when fully present to itself becomes harder to sustain. 

This is one of the reasons Jung’s later psychology cannot begin from a simple model of the ego as psychic center. 

Whatever vocabulary he eventually develops, the larger pressure has already been prepared: the subject is secondary 

relative to a deeper field. The psyche will increasingly have to be thought not as what consciousness contains, but as 

that larger living matrix from which consciousness differentiates itself and to which it remains bound. Schelling 

does not provide Jung’s doctrine, but he helps prepare the metaphysical atmosphere in which such a doctrine no 

longer appears arbitrary. 

The next section, on Hartmann, can now take up this pressure in a more explicit form. For where Schelling 

destabilizes the sovereignty of consciousness by way of ground, nature, and emergence, Hartmann expands the 

explanatory authority of the unconscious itself. The movement is therefore from ontological darkening toward a 

more explicit conceptual widening of what lies beneath conscious life. That is the crucial bridge to the nineteenth-

century forms of proto-psychological depth that will eventually culminate, in a different register, in Jung. 

 

Hartmann and the Metaphysical Expansion of the Unconscious 

If Schelling helps loosen the sovereignty of consciousness by placing it upon a darker and more originary ground, 

Hartmann carries that pressure into a more explicit conceptual form by expanding the scope and authority of the 

unconscious itself. His importance for the emergence of Jung’s problem lies not in providing a direct precursor to 

analytical psychology, nor in supplying a clinically precise doctrine of psychic life, but in helping to normalize the 

idea that consciousness is neither primary nor sufficient for the explanation of human existence. In Hartmann, the 

unconscious ceases to be merely a marginal notion attached to isolated failures of awareness. It becomes a principle 

with broad explanatory reach. That shift is one of the decisive stages in the nineteenth-century crisis of the subject. 

The significance of this move becomes clearer when set against the older image of man. So long as consciousness 

retained unquestioned priority, the hidden could appear only as deficiency: what had not yet become known, what 

had been overlooked, what remained obscure only accidentally. Hartmann alters that relation. The unconscious is no 

longer simply the not-yet-conscious. It becomes structurally constitutive. Human life, willing, thought, cultural 

formation, and purposive activity must now be understood in relation to processes that do not present themselves 

transparently to reflective awareness. The hidden is therefore not external to the subject’s truth. It belongs to it. 

That is why Hartmann eventually matters for Jung. He gives philosophical articulation to a growing suspicion 

already present in multiple nineteenth-century domains: that consciousness is a late, partial, and unreliable surface. 

Whatever the speculative excesses of his system, the historical importance of his work lies in the breadth with which 

he expands the explanatory burden carried by the unconscious. What man consciously knows of himself no longer 

exhausts what he is, nor what moves him, nor what forms his world. Consciousness is displaced from center to 

derivative appearance. The result is not simply a larger field of hidden causes, but a transformed anthropology. The 

human being becomes intelligible only in relation to agencies not fully present to itself. 

This development intensifies the crisis of self-transparency already visible in Nietzsche and Schelling. Nietzsche had 

shown that moral self-description is suspect, that consciousness often speaks in the language of justification rather 

than origin. Schelling had shown that consciousness rests upon a deeper ground it does not command. Hartmann 

now converts these pressures into a more generalized conceptual horizon: the unconscious is not merely a poetic 

intuition, nor only a metaphysical background, but an indispensable explanatory reality. Whether one accepts his 

broader synthesis or not, one can see in it the widening of a cultural threshold. The subject can no longer be thought 

from consciousness alone. 
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A further consequence follows. Once the unconscious is treated as positive rather than privative, depth itself 

acquires a new dignity. The obscure is no longer merely what reason has failed to illuminate. It may be the very site 

from which purposive formation emerges. Hartmann’s unconscious does not only conceal; it operates. It thinks in a 

sense prior to thought, wills beneath explicit willing, orders beneath representation. Here one can see why the 

nineteenth century becomes so fertile for later depth psychology. The inner life is no longer construed simply as a 

passive chamber of recollection and reflection. It becomes active, formative, and productive beneath the threshold of 

awareness. 

This is crucial for understanding why Jung’s later development could not have arisen in the older anthropological 

framework. The discovery of complexes, symbolic formations, dream structures, and autonomous psychic processes 

presupposes a world in which consciousness has already lost its monopoly on psychic reality. Hartmann is one of the 

major agents in that transition. He makes it increasingly plausible that the psyche is not reducible to what the ego 

says, intends, or understands. That does not yet yield empirical psychology. But it prepares the intellectual 

legitimacy of a deeper field whose operations may exceed conscious control. 

At the same time, Hartmann’s position marks a limit as well as an advance. Because his unconscious remains largely 

philosophical and metaphysical in scale, it does not yet provide the concrete psychological articulation that later 

clinicians and investigators would seek. It widens the field, but from above. It tells us that consciousness is 

insufficient, but it does not yet show, with empirical exactness, how psychic life fragments, compensates, organizes, 

or symbolically produces itself in individual experience. For that, the argument must move toward Janet and 

Flournoy, where the crisis of the subject appears not only as speculative principle but as observable psychological 

fact. 

Even so, Hartmann’s contribution should not be minimized. He helps break the habit of treating consciousness as the 

final court of explanation. He also helps dislodge the moral prejudice that what is hidden is necessarily inferior to 

what is clear. In doing so, he gives conceptual standing to the idea that interior depth may be positive, organized, 

and efficacious. This matters immensely for the later transition from unconscious cause to symbolic life. If depth can 

act, organize, and produce, then the psyche may be more than a repository of forgotten impressions. It may possess 

formative power. 

For the moment, Hartmann therefore performs a precise mediating role. Schelling had darkened the ontological 

ground of consciousness; Hartmann broadens that darkening into a more explicit doctrine of unconscious efficacy. 

The movement is from metaphysical destabilization to conceptual enlargement. Consciousness is not abolished, but 

relativized. The human being becomes inwardly deeper than self-awareness can directly register. The subject is no 

longer only divided by history or morality; it is constituted in relation to a hidden dimension that may be more 

fundamental than its own reflective surface. 

This is one of the last major steps before the argument must turn from philosophical expansion to empirical fracture. 

For once the unconscious has gained explanatory prestige, the question becomes unavoidable: how does such hidden 

life appear in actual psychological existence? How does it manifest in symptom, automatism, divided states, 

secondary personalities, subliminal productions, or symbolic formations? Hartmann cannot answer that fully. But he 

helps make the question unavoidable. Janet and Flournoy will then carry the problem into observation, experiment, 

and case material, where the crisis of the subject will assume an unmistakably psychological form. 

 

Janet and the Experimental Fracturing of Personality 

With Janet the crisis of the subject passes from philosophical pressure into disciplined psychological observation. 

What had appeared in Nietzsche as suspicion of conscious self-interpretation, in Schelling as the darkened ground of 

consciousness, and in Hartmann as the enlarged explanatory role of the unconscious, now takes on a more concrete 

and empirical form. Janet’s importance for the emergence of Jung’s problem lies precisely here. He shows that the 
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weakening of unity is not only a speculative or cultural event. It is observable in the actual structure of psychic life. 

Personality may divide. Consciousness may narrow. Functions may detach themselves from the apparent center of 

the person and continue in relative autonomy. The self is no longer a given whole but a precarious and variable 

organization. 

This is the decisive threshold at which inward opacity becomes psychologically evidential. Janet’s investigations 

into hysteria, automatisms, fixed ideas, somnambulism, and dissociated states reveal that the human being cannot be 

adequately described through the model of a single, continuous, self-transparent consciousness. One discovers 

instead a stratified mental life in which memories, impulses, gestures, perceptions, and even organized systems of 

experience may persist outside ordinary awareness. These are not merely hidden contents waiting passively to be 

recollected. They may act. They may intrude. They may organize behavior without the sanction of the reflective ego. 

In this sense Janet gives experimental and clinical form to the very crisis that philosophy had been preparing. 

His language of psychological automatism is especially important because it marks a break with the older image of 

the self as a unified rational agent occasionally interrupted by pathological accident. Automatism suggests that 

psychic processes can proceed according to their own momentum beneath or beside conscious control. The subject 

does not simply lose track of what it has itself willed; rather, there are formations within psychic life that are not 

reducible to explicit willing in the first place. Action may occur without full self-possession. Experience may 

continue without full central registration. Memory may persist in disconnected systems. The result is a powerful 

destabilization of the older human image. Consciousness no longer appears as sovereign center but as one function 

among others, vulnerable to narrowing, fragmentation, and displacement. 

Janet’s notion of fixed ideas intensifies this further. A fixed idea is not merely a thought that someone happens to 

have very strongly. It behaves more like an encapsulated system, preserving affective charge and operative force 

while escaping integration into the normal continuity of consciousness. Here one comes very near to one of the 

decisive preconditions for Jung’s later work. For what matters is not only that hidden material exists, but that it 

possesses a relative autonomy. It can persist, act, and organize around itself. Janet does not formulate this in Jung’s 

later vocabulary of the complex, but the structural pressure is unmistakable. Psychic life contains formations that are 

not simply transparent to the ego and not simply dissolved by rational recognition. 

This is why Janet belongs so centrally at this point in our description. He shows that the psyche becomes a problem 

not only because metaphysical unity has weakened, nor only because moral self-transparency has been called into 

question, but because the person can now be observed as inwardly multiple in a rigorous psychological setting. 

Division is no longer an abstract possibility. It becomes a clinical fact. The subject may fail to coincide with itself. 

Consciousness may be only a partial registration of a larger field. The individual may harbor organized strata of 

experience inaccessible to ordinary self-knowledge yet efficacious in thought, behavior, and symptom. 

At the same time, Janet remains indispensable because he preserves the discipline of observation. He does not 

romanticize fragmentation. Nor does he convert every division into metaphysical mystery. The detached systems he 

describes emerge through concrete investigation of pathological and borderline states. This keeps the argument 

anchored. Before Jung could move toward a broader symbolic and eventually archetypal theory of psyche, the 

modern subject first had to be fractured in the clinic. Janet is one of the chief figures in that fracturing. He helps 

establish the legitimacy of treating the psyche as more extensive than conscious intention without yet collapsing into 

vague speculation. 

There is, however, an important limit in Janet as well, and this limit is crucial for the movement of your section. 

Janet demonstrates dissociation, automatism, and the fragmentation of personality with extraordinary power, but his 

framework tends toward deficit. The divided psyche appears largely in terms of weakening, disaggregation, 

diminished synthesis, or lowered psychological tension. This is immensely important, but it does not yet account for 

the fuller productivity of psychic life that later becomes decisive for Jung. Janet makes visible the rupture of the 
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subject; he does not yet fully unfold the symbolic fecundity that may arise from beyond the ego’s control. He gives 

us fracture more than formative depth. 

That distinction matters because it marks the next transition. Once the unity of personality has been experimentally 

compromised, one must ask not only how psychic life breaks apart, but how it also organizes, dramatizes, and 

produces. The hidden layers of the psyche are not only deficits, residues, or pathological detachments. They may 

also be generative. This is where Flournoy becomes so important. In him, one sees subliminal life not merely as a 

realm of dysfunction but as a source of narrative, imaginal, and symbolic production. Janet prepares the ground by 

establishing that consciousness is not the whole. Flournoy widens that ground by showing that what lies beyond 

ordinary consciousness may create. 

For Jung, Janet’s significance is therefore both foundational and insufficient. Foundational, because Jung could not 

have formulated the relative autonomy of psychic formations without a world already transformed by the study of 

dissociation and automatism. Insufficient, because Jung’s later path will require more than an account of breakdown. 

It will require a psychology capable of thinking the organized, meaningful, and eventually symbolic manifestations 

of a psyche not reducible to conscious self-report. Janet gives the crisis of the subject its clinical severity. He shows 

that inward multiplicity is real, that unity cannot be assumed, and that the ego is not identical with the whole person. 

But the larger theory still remains to be won. 

This makes Janet one of the essential thresholds in the emergence of Jung’s psychology. He stands at the point where 

philosophical darkening becomes psychological demonstration. What had earlier appeared as critique of self-

transparency now becomes observable division of function and personality. The subject is no longer only suspicious 

to itself; it is structurally incomplete. Consciousness is no longer the measure of psychic totality. With Janet, the 

problem of psyche acquires empirical seriousness. And once that happens, the way is opened for the next 

development: the recognition that what lies beyond the conscious center may not only disturb and divide, but also 

imagine, narrate, and symbolically form. That is the step Flournoy will help make possible. 

 

Flournoy and the Problem of Subliminal Production 

If Janet gives the crisis of the subject its clinical severity by demonstrating division, automatism, and dissociated 

functioning, Flournoy widens the problem by showing that what lies beyond ordinary consciousness may not only 

disturb and fragment but also produce. This marks an important turn in the historical sequence leading toward Jung. 

For the psyche now appears not merely as a weakened field of broken synthesis, but as a hidden region capable of 

elaboration, dramatization, narration, and symbolic formation. The subject is not simply less unified than it thought. 

It is also less singular in its authorship. Psychic life may generate forms whose source cannot be straightforwardly 

identified with deliberate intention. 

This is why Flournoy occupies such an important place. His significance lies not in any direct anticipation of 

Jungian doctrine, nor in the literal acceptance of the phenomena he describes, but in the conceptual pressure his 

investigations produce. In From India to the Planet Mars, subliminal life emerges as something capable of 

organization. Secondary personae, imaginative worlds, linguistic productions, dramatic continuities, and symbolic 

narratives arise with a coherence that exceeds casual fabrication. Even when one refuses spiritualist explanations, 

one is left with a serious problem: how is one to understand a psyche that can generate such formations below or 

beside the threshold of ordinary waking authorship? 

This question marks a decisive shift from the language of deficit to the language of production. Janet had shown that 

psychological life can split, narrow, and disaggregate; Flournoy shows that it can also compose. The subliminal is 

not merely a reservoir of detached fragments or fixed idées. It may function as an active matrix of images, stories, 

identities, and symbolic substitutions. This does not yet yield Jung’s mature conception of symbolic life, but it 
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brings the argument markedly closer to it. For the hidden psyche is no longer only what interrupts consciousness. It 

becomes what imaginatively forms beneath consciousness. 

That development matters profoundly for the crisis of the subject. The old model of selfhood assumed that 

authorship and awareness largely coincide: I know what I think because I am the one who thinks it; I can account for 

what I say because I am its conscious source. Flournoy destabilizes this assumption. One may be the bearer of 

psychic productions without being their transparent author. Images may arise with internal necessity. Narratives may 

unfold with striking coherence. Alternate identities or worlds may appear not as random debris but as formations 

with their own logic. The subject thereby loses another privilege. It no longer possesses unquestioned sovereignty 

even over the meaning-bearing products of its own interior life. 

This is one of the most important thresholds for understanding why Jung’s later movement toward symbol was 

historically possible. A symbolic psychology cannot emerge merely from the recognition that consciousness is 

limited. It also requires evidence or at least compelling indication that what lies beyond consciousness is actively 

formative. Flournoy helps provide that indication. The subliminal does not merely store. It configures. It does not 

merely conceal. It stages. It does not merely retain forgotten impressions. It transforms them into imaginal 

sequences, dramatic personifications, and quasi-autonomous productions. This is not yet the symbolic order in 

Jung’s later sense, but it is a crucial precondition for it. 

At the same time, Flournoy’s importance should be handled with discipline. He must not become the center of a 

digression into occultism or psychical research for its own sake. His place in the architecture is exact. He stands at 

the point where the fragmentation of personality begins to reveal a positive imaginal productivity. The issue is not 

whether all extraordinary phenomena are to be accepted on their own terms. The issue is that their investigation 

forces psychology to confront a psyche more inventive, dramatic, and internally differentiated than a simple model 

of conscious rational subjectivity can contain. In this respect Flournoy belongs to the emergence of psyche as a 

problem even where the contents of that psyche are unstable, theatrical, or uncertain. 

Flournoy is also important because he holds open a middle path between credulity and reductionism. He neither 

accepts marvelous productions naively as supernatural fact nor dismisses them as empty fraud. Instead, he asks what 

sort of hidden psychic life might generate them. This is historically significant. For once this style of questioning is 

admitted, the psyche becomes an explanatory field of unprecedented reach. Visionary or unusual phenomena no 

longer need be divided simply between truth and error, miracle and deception. They may be approached as 

manifestations of subliminal production. That move expands the domain of psychology while at the same time 

complicating the boundary between pathology, imagination, religion, and symbolic creation. 

The proximity to Jung now becomes more visible. Jung’s early path will be shaped by precisely this pressure: 

psychic life appears neither wholly rational nor merely defective; neither fully conscious nor merely chaotic; neither 

simply biographical nor adequately reducible to deliberate invention. The psyche seems capable of autonomous 

organization and imaginal production. Flournoy does not solve this problem for Jung, but he helps define it. He 

shows that beyond the fractured subject there may lie not only disorder but a strange capacity for form. 

Janet establishes the fact of psychic division with clinical rigor. Flournoy then shows that divided or subliminal 

psychic life may possess its own inner productivity. The historical sequence is essential. One first has to lose 

confidence in the unity of the subject. Then one has to discover that what exceeds that subject may also create. Only 

after both steps have occurred can the bridge to Jung’s early work be properly made. The psyche becomes a problem 

not merely because consciousness is incomplete, but because what lies beyond it seems capable of organized 

manifestation. 
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Jung’s Bridge: Occult Phenomena and the Emergence of Psychic Depth 

By the time Jung writes On the Psychology and Pathology of So-Called Occult Phenomena, the historical elements 

traced through the earlier subsections have already converged into a charged intellectual field. The inherited unity of 

the subject has weakened. Interiority no longer guarantees self-transparency. Nietzsche has subjected conscious self-

explanation to genealogical suspicion. Schelling and Hartmann have helped displace consciousness from ontological 

and explanatory primacy. Janet has shown the fracture of personality in clinical and experimental form. Flournoy 

has revealed that subliminal life may not only divide but also produce. Jung’s early dissertation stands at the 

crossing point of these pressures. It is not yet the mature doctrine of symbol, archetype, or individuation. But it is 

already more than a merely local psychiatric case study. It is one of the first places where Jung encounters psychic 

life as autonomous, layered, dramatic, and not reducible either to rational self-report or to simple biographical 

explanation. 

It belongs to the threshold between historical crisis and empirical psychology. On the one hand, Jung is still moving 

within the late nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century world of dissociation studies, somnambulism, 

automatisms, and the investigation of extraordinary states. On the other hand, something in his handling of the 

material already presses beyond a merely deficit-based or reductionist model. He does not simply record 

disturbance. He encounters a psyche that organizes itself in figures, sequences, voices, dramatic roles, and quasi-

symbolic formations. The subject is no longer a centered conscious self suffering interruptions from outside. The 

psyche appears as a field with its own internal productivity. 

This is the decisive importance of the dissertation for your architecture. The problem of occult phenomena is not 

fundamentally the problem of whether unusual manifestations are supernatural. Jung’s deeper interest is 

psychological. What sort of psychic reality is disclosed when ordinary waking consciousness is displaced and a 

different order of production appears? The question matters because it transforms extraordinary material into 

evidence for a broader conception of psyche. The issue is not credulity. The issue is that beneath ordinary self-

consciousness there seems to be an autonomous life capable of speech, fantasy, dramatization, and affective 

organization. This is precisely the pressure that earlier figures had prepared without fully integrating into Jung’s later 

line of development. 

Jung’s relation to this material is therefore historically revealing. He stands close enough to Janet and Flournoy to 

inherit their questions about dissociation, automatism, and subliminal formation, yet he also begins to diverge from a 

purely deficit-centered frame. The hidden psyche does not appear merely as disaggregation. It appears as a source of 

imaginal and dramatic coherence. That does not yet mean Jung possesses a fully developed theory of symbolic life. 

But it does mean that the psyche is beginning to show itself to him as something more than a damaged mechanism. 

It behaves like a depth field with its own tendencies toward manifestation. 

In this respect the dissertation is one of the earliest places where Jung’s later direction is latent. He is not yet 

speaking in the language of archetypal structure, but he is already confronting a psychic life that exceeds conscious 

authorship and simple personal causality. The phenomena under examination present him with a domain in which 

identity becomes unstable, agency becomes difficult to localize, and meaning-bearing formations emerge from 

beyond the ego’s ordinary range. This is crucial. The psyche is no longer merely what consciousness contains. It 

begins to appear as what consciousness is contained within, interrupted by, and partially dependent upon. 

The text also matters because it preserves the scientific and diagnostic seriousness without which Jung’s later 

development would easily be misread. He does not begin with mystical proclamation. He begins inside the 

atmosphere of psychiatry, observation, and case interpretation. The route toward a broader psychology of depth runs 

through disciplined confrontation with phenomena that strain the limits of existing explanation. This is exactly why 

Part B must follow Part A with Burghölzli and the experimental work. Jung’s later reputation can create the illusion 

that he started from symbol or myth. In fact, he starts by wrestling with concrete cases in which the psyche refuses 

simplification. 
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At the same time, the dissertation reveals an unresolved tension that will shape the whole subsequent movement of 

this section. The phenomena can still be approached in terms of pathology, dissociation, and lowered mental 

synthesis. Yet they also seem to point toward an imaginal surplus that a purely pathological account does not fully 

exhaust. Something is appearing that is not adequately described as mere breakdown. There is a formative excess in 

the material. Voices, scenes, personifications, and dramatic patterns indicate that the psyche is not only fractured but 

expressive. This is one of the deepest reasons the book must move from complex toward symbol only gradually. 

Already here the problem is visible in embryonic form: how can one think psychic phenomena that are at once 

symptomatic and meaningful, pathological and productive, disruptive and formative? 

This is where Jung’s early work begins to differentiate itself. He does not yet fully resolve the tension, but he 

inhabits it with unusual seriousness. Rather than dismissing the imaginal dimension as empty residue, he allows the 

material to press upon the boundaries of the prevailing explanatory frame. The result is not yet a new doctrine, but 

an altered sensitivity to the structure of psychic life. The psyche begins to emerge as a domain of relative autonomy, 

affective intensity, dramatic figuration, and hidden organization. In retrospect one can see how much is already 

present: the weakening of ego-centrality, the suspicion of rational self-sufficiency, the appearance of semi-

autonomous formations, and the growing sense that psychic life may require a language broader than simple 

causality. 

It gathers the philosophical crisis, the clinical fracturing of personality, and the problem of subliminal production 

into a specifically Jungian threshold. Jung does not yet offer the conceptual language by which he will later re-

describe these pressures. But he has entered the field in which such language becomes necessary. The self is no 

longer unified, transparent, or sovereign. Psychic life is no longer exhausted by conscious report. Hidden formations 

are no longer merely absent contents but active and dramatic agencies. The stage is therefore set for the next 

movement: Burghölzli, experiment, association, and the emergence of the complex.  
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Chapter 2 - Burghölzli, Experiment, Complex 

Burghölzli and the New Psychiatric Atmosphere 

Jung’s early psychology did not begin as speculative metaphysics, nor as a retrospective symbolism already in 

possession of its mature concepts. It began within an institution: a psychiatric clinic shaped by discipline, 

observation, diagnosis, comparison, and the pressure to make mental phenomena scientifically legible. Burghölzli 

matters not only because Jung worked there, but because it gave his thinking a form. It placed him at the intersection 

of late nineteenth-century psychiatry, experimental psychology, psychodynamic interpretation, and the emerging 

conviction that apparently irrational mental events might possess structure. 

Under Bleuler, Burghölzli represented a decisive shift away from a purely descriptive psychiatry satisfied merely to 

classify syndromes from their outward appearance. Its atmosphere did not reject somatic investigation, but it refused 

to reduce the patient to it. The crucial principle was that psychiatry required psychology if it was to understand 

rather than merely catalogue. In that sense, the institution belonged to a broader transformation in European 

psychiatry: the movement from external symptom-description toward the interpretation of meaning, affect, 

association, and inner process. What made Burghölzli distinctive was not simply doctrinal openness to Freud or to 

the language of psychic conflict. It was the attempt to make inner disturbance investigable in a disciplined and, as 

far as possible, experimentally controlled way. 

This point is essential because Jung is too often read backward from his later symbolic writings, as though the early 

clinic were merely the embryonic stage of a thinker whose real concerns were always myth, religion, and archetype. 

But the documentary record of the early work shows something more exacting. The early Jung is preoccupied with 

measurable deviations, reproducible tests, reaction times, failures of memory, bodily correlates of emotional 

disturbance, and the evidential value of seemingly minor anomalies in speech and response. Burghölzli did not 

encourage him to abandon rigor for speculation. It compelled him to discover that rigor itself, if pressed far enough, 

led beyond the fiction of a fully transparent ego. 

That setting also explains why the association experiment became so central. In another intellectual environment, 

unusual utterances or affective disturbances might have remained anecdotal, morally interpreted, or loosely 

pathologized. At Burghölzli they became data. The decisive step was not simply to notice that patients hesitated, 

forgot, displaced, or reacted emotionally to certain words. It was to treat such disturbances as lawful, patterned, and 

diagnostically meaningful. The experiment therefore stood at a precise historical threshold. It belonged to the 

laboratory, yet it opened directly into the clinic. It promised quantification, but what it repeatedly disclosed was not 

mechanical regularity alone. It revealed interference, hidden affect, internal obstruction, and the persistence of 

emotionally charged constellations that behaved as though they possessed a relative independence from conscious 

intention. 

In this respect Burghölzli gave Jung more than employment or professional formation. It gave him the practical 

means to convert the nineteenth-century crisis of self-transparency into psychological procedure. The divided 

subject of modern philosophy and the dissociated personality of clinical observation were no longer only themes of 

speculation. They could now be probed through timed reactions, reproduction failures, bodily changes, and recurring 
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patterns of disturbance. The old assumption that the subject knows what he thinks and intends what he says began to 

fail under controlled conditions. A gap opened between response and intention, between declared consciousness and 

operative affect. That gap is the birthplace of the complex. 

The importance of Bleuler here cannot be overstated, though it should not be overstated in the wrong way. 

Burghölzli was not simply a Freudian outpost, nor merely a Zurich annex to psychoanalysis. Its significance lay in 

its methodological breadth. Bleuler’s psychiatry was open to psychological interpretation without surrendering to 

doctrinal simplification. This mattered greatly for Jung. It allowed him to work in a setting where the patient’s inner 

life could be investigated without being reduced in advance to one explanatory key. The result was not yet Jungian 

psychology in the later sense. It was a stricter and more precarious undertaking: the attempt to determine whether 

disturbances of association, memory, reaction, and symptom-formation could reveal hidden organizations of psychic 

life. 

The complex was not first a theory. It was an inference forced by repeated observations. The clinic provided the 

pathological material; the experiment provided the comparative form; the interpretive atmosphere made it possible 

to treat disturbance as meaningful rather than accidental. Out of that conjunction emerged Jung’s first major 

discovery: that behind slips, delays, substitutions, and failures there stood emotionally toned nuclei of experience 

that could not be assimilated to the fiction of a unitary and transparent self. 

The next step, then, is not yet to define the complex in its fullest sense, but to show how experiment itself became 

the bridge between psychiatry and psychic depth. Burghölzli made possible a psychology in which feeling could 

register as disturbance, disturbance could be tracked as pattern, and pattern could disclose an inner organization 

more powerful than conscious intention. The association experiment was the instrument through which this became 

visible. 

The institutional importance of Burghölzli lies in the fact that it did not leave psychic disturbance at the level of 

impression. It demanded procedure. The next section must therefore turn from setting to method, showing how the 

association experiment allowed Jung to transform diffuse psychological suspicion into disciplined evidence. 

 

Experiment as Method, Not Ornament 

What Burghölzli provided Jung was not simply a clinic in which psychological interpretation could occur. It 

provided a setting in which interpretation had to submit itself to procedure. That difference is decisive. The 

association experiment mattered because it transformed psychological suspicion into something disciplined, 

repeatable, and comparatively measurable. At the very point where nineteenth-century thought had already 

weakened confidence in the transparent subject, Jung’s early work sought a method that could register this opacity 

without surrendering itself to pure speculation. In that sense, experiment was not an embellishment added to ideas 

already formed. It was the means by which the instability of the conscious subject was forced into evidence. 

This is why the association experiment must not be described as a merely technical prelude to Jung’s later thinking. 

Its real importance lies in the kind of evidence it made possible. A subject was not asked for a considered reflection, 

a developed narrative, or a philosophical account of his inner life. He was asked for an immediate reaction to a 

stimulus word. The compression of the response situation mattered. It reduced the space in which self-presentation 

could organize itself and made disturbance visible at the level of latency, blockage, repetition, failure, displacement, 

or bizarre deviation. The point was not only what the subject said, but how he said it, how long it took, what 

happened to the next response, whether reproduction later failed, and whether bodily correlates confirmed affective 

excitation. In this way the experiment displaced the older image of the subject as a self-identical speaker of his own 

meanings and replaced it with a more fractured picture in which affect intervened before reflective mastery could 

reassert itself. 
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The methodological seriousness of this procedure becomes clearer when set beside the broader psychiatric 

atmosphere from which it emerged. Burghölzli stood at some distance from an older psychiatry satisfied with 

symptom-description alone. Bleuler’s orientation pressed toward psychological intelligibility without abandoning 

clinical discipline. What matters here is not to overstate Burghölzli as though it had already become a fully 

psychodynamic clinic in the later sense, but to recognize that its atmosphere made it possible to investigate mental 

disturbance as organized, meaningful, and psychologically conditioned rather than as mere noise. 

Janet forms an important background for understanding why such a method was needed. His work had already 

insisted that psychological pathology could not be reduced to simple conscious willing. He described hysteria as 

involving a retraction of the field of personal consciousness and a dissociation or emancipation of systems of ideas 

and functions that normally belong to personality. He also showed, through clinical and quasi-experimental 

demonstrations, that functions apparently lost to consciousness could persist and operate outside the subject’s 

acknowledged awareness. In that context, Jung’s experiment appears as a new instrument for a problem already 

historically prepared: if personality is not unitary, and if ideas can act outside deliberate control, then one requires a 

method capable of detecting indirect organization. The association test answered this requirement. It did not simply 

confirm Janet. It translated a broadly clinical psychology of division into a sharper procedural form. 

The experimental setup is therefore best understood as a method of indirect access. It does not claim that the hidden 

content presents itself transparently. On the contrary, it assumes that what matters will appear in deformation. A 

prolonged reaction time, for example, is not yet an interpretation in itself. But it indicates hesitation, affective 

interference, or obstruction at precisely the point where the subject was expected to answer immediately. The 

significance of the method lies in this indirectness. It does not seek a confession. It seeks a pattern of deviation. The 

psyche is forced to betray itself not through introspective clarity but through disturbance. 

That point also explains why the association experiment belongs equally to laboratory and clinic. From the 

laboratory side, it borrows timing, repetition, comparison, and the aspiration to regularity. From the clinic side, 

however, the meaning of the deviation cannot be grasped statistically alone. A long reaction is not merely a number. 

It becomes significant because it points toward an emotionally charged nexus in the subject’s life. Thus the 

experiment occupies an unstable but fertile middle ground: quantitative enough to discipline impressionism, 

qualitative enough to preserve psychological meaning. 

This unstable middle ground is precisely why the method was so fruitful. Had Jung remained on the side of pure 

description, he might have observed striking symptomatic phenomena without a reliable way to infer organization 

from them. Had he remained on the side of pure measurement, he might have recorded variation without 

understanding its psychic significance. The association experiment joined these two moments. It let the clinician see 

that emotional life could leave determinate traces in performance. The crucial discovery was not merely that 

emotion influences thought. That had long been known in a general way. The discovery was that emotionally toned 

groupings of ideas produce recurrent, recognizable disturbances under controlled conditions. The experiment 

thereby gave form to what would become the theory of the complex. 

The method’s expansion into reproduction tests and psychophysical corroboration reinforced this movement. Jung 

did not stop at immediate verbal response. He asked subjects later to reproduce their previous answers, and the 

failures of reproduction themselves proved revealing. Nor was verbal behavior the only index. His use of 

psychophysical registration aimed to show that feeling-tone was not a merely speculative construct but something 

that could register objectively in bodily change. This matters not because it settles every methodological problem, 

but because it reveals the direction of the work. Jung was not trying to escape science for symbolism. He was trying 

to widen empirical psychology so that it could register affective depth. 

In that respect, experiment at Burghölzli served a double polemical function. Against merely descriptive psychiatry, 

it argued that psychic disturbance has inner organization and must be read psychologically. Against merely 

interpretive or anecdotal psychology, it argued that such organization leaves repeatable signs and can be approached 
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methodically. The association experiment thus becomes one of the earliest places where Jung’s mature trajectory is 

already visible in germ, though not yet in doctrine. The psyche is no longer equivalent to what consciousness can 

report about itself, yet neither is it surrendered to metaphysical mystery. It is approached through lawful disturbance. 

This is why experiment in Jung’s early work must be seen not as ornament but as threshold. It is the threshold 

between a psychology of conscious report and a psychology of indirect evidence; between a medicine of description 

and a psychiatry of inner organization; between the ideal of self-transparent subjectivity and the discovery that 

thought, speech, memory, and response are traversed by affective formations not immediately under the control of 

the ego. Burghölzli gave Jung the institutional conditions for that discovery, but the association method gave it 

evidential form. Only once that form is established can the complex emerge as more than metaphor. 

The next section must therefore move from method to result. If experiment is the means by which hidden affect 

becomes visible, then the next task is to show how repeated disturbances were interpreted as more than isolated 

anomalies. The argument must now turn to the association test itself and to the discovery that delay, error, repetition, 

and memory failure converge around emotionally charged nuclei of experience. 

 

The Association Test and the Measurement of Disturbance 

The association test gave Jung what the general atmosphere of fin-de-siècle psychology could not provide by itself: 

a disciplined way of making psychic interference visible. If the crisis of the subject had already shown that 

consciousness could no longer be treated as fully transparent to itself, the association experiment supplied a 

procedure by which that opacity could be registered in real time. Its importance lay not in theoretical novelty alone, 

but in evidential form. A subject was confronted with a stimulus word and required to respond immediately. Under 

those conditions, the mind could not easily sustain the fiction of composure, unity, and self-command. Something 

else appeared instead: delay, substitution, banality, repetition, omission, awkward reaction, or later failure of recall. 

What had been a philosophical suspicion or a clinical impression became experimentally observable. 

The power of the test lay in its simplicity. Jung did not ask first for narratives of suffering or for elaborate 

introspective accounts. He asked for the first response to a word. The procedure compressed the interval between 

stimulus and reply and thereby exposed the vulnerable threshold at which affect could intrude. The decisive issue 

was not merely the content of the answer, though content mattered. It was the pattern of disturbance surrounding it. 

A reaction that took too long, a peculiar verbal shift, a perseveration into the next answer, an inability to reproduce 

the original response, or a visible change in the subject’s comportment could all indicate that the stimulus had 

touched an emotionally charged formation. The experiment therefore functioned as a method for detecting not just 

ideas, but interference. 

This is why the association test belongs to the history of psychology at a deeper level than a simple laboratory 

technique. It transformed the understanding of mental evidence. Prior to this, one might say that a patient was 

conflicted, dissociated, absent, hysterical, suggestible, or emotionally burdened. The experiment did not abolish such 

language, but it made it sharper. It allowed Jung to treat disturbance as patterned rather than incidental. The 

individual did not merely answer differently because of fatigue, carelessness, or chance. Reactions clustered. Critical 

words produced comparable signs. What seemed at first like accidental irregularity began to disclose lawful 

recurrence. The subject’s own speech became the site at which hidden affect registered itself against conscious 

intention. 

The test also gave Jung a bridge between normal and pathological material. He did not work only with psychiatric 

patients. He studied normal subjects in large numbers in order to establish baselines, compare types of response, and 

observe what occurred when attention was distracted or strained. This point matters greatly. The association 

experiment did not simply isolate pathology as a strange exception. It demonstrated continuity between ordinary 
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psychic life and its disturbed forms. The same mechanisms of affective interference could be found in both, though 

under different degrees of intensity and organization. The pathological case showed in aggravated form what 

ordinary consciousness already concealed: that thought is never purely logical sequence, but is continually shaped 

by feeling-toned constellations operating beneath or beside deliberate intention. 

Here the test converged with a broader lineage represented by Janet, though without collapsing into it. Janet had 

shown that hysteria and related conditions involve contraction of the field of consciousness, dissociation of 

functions, and the persistence of psychological operations outside the official domain of the personal self. Jung’s 

association work translated that broad conception into a more exact instrument. Rather than infer hidden 

organization solely from spectacular symptoms or large clinical formations, he could trace it through small ruptures 

in performance. The lowered threshold of attention, the dissociated function, the automatic continuation of an inner 

tendency: all these now acquired a micro-physiology of speech and delay. The test did not replace clinical 

interpretation. It refined it. 

This refinement was especially important because the association experiment was never merely about verbal 

ingenuity or semantic play. Its true subject was affect. Jung’s early research repeatedly shows that the 

psychologically decisive reactions are those bound to feeling-tone. A stimulus word becomes critical not because it 

is linguistically difficult, but because it touches a nexus of emotionally charged material. The disturbance may 

appear as hesitation, as displacement into an oblique response, as a lapse in later reproduction, or as a contamination 

of adjacent reactions. But the underlying principle is the same: a hidden center of significance has been struck. The 

test measures disturbance only because psychic life is not evenly distributed. Certain zones bear more weight than 

others. Certain words are indifferent, others are loaded. The experiment reveals this unequal burden. 

The reproduction phase deepened the method considerably. It was not enough to record the first reactions. Jung 

wanted to know whether the subject could later reproduce what had been said. This second step made the evidential 

structure more powerful. Failures of memory did not appear randomly. They gathered around the same critical zones 

marked earlier by delay and other anomalies. The subject forgot, altered, or distorted precisely those reactions that 

had already shown signs of affective pressure. The experiment therefore gained a second layer of confirmation. 

Disturbance was not exhausted in the first response. It persisted into memory. What had interfered once continued to 

exert force afterward. The psyche disclosed not a momentary accident but an organized tendency. 

At this point the association test became more than an observational tool. It became a model of psychic structure. 

For if certain words consistently produced delay, if certain reaction types returned with predictable irregularity, and 

if later recall broke down at the same points, then one had to infer some relatively stable organization behind the 

phenomena. The disturbances were not isolated defects in attention. They pointed toward nodal formations around 

which emotionally charged ideas were grouped. The experiment thus began to measure not just response, but inner 

arrangement. It indicated that psychic life was organized around centers that could disturb consciousness without 

belonging wholly to its command. 

That was the decisive step toward the complex. The association test did not yet provide the full doctrine, but it gave 

the empirical ground from which the doctrine could arise. The crucial discovery was that hidden affect is not vague 

atmosphere. It is structured. It acts. It leaves traces. It organizes errors, delays, substitutions, and lapses into 

recurrent patterns. This is the point at which Burghölzli’s experimental discipline proved indispensable. Without 

procedure, one might have intuited that psychic life exceeds conscious intention. With the association test, Jung 

could begin to show how it does so. 

The test also altered the status of symptom. Disturbance was no longer confined to dramatic breakdown, 

hallucination, or hysterical attack. It could appear in an ordinary reaction word, in a hesitation of seconds, in a 

forgotten reply, in an oddly banal association where a more immediate answer might have been expected. The 

method taught Jung to read minor anomalies as indicators of deeper organization. In that sense it prepared the later 
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enlargement of psychology by training attention on indirect evidence. The psyche did not present itself only in 

explicit declarations. It betrayed itself in deviation. 

This is why measurement mattered. Reaction time was not everything, but it was not trivial. The stopwatch 

introduced a formal discipline that prevented the experiment from dissolving into impressionism. Yet the real 

significance of reaction time was psychological, not merely numerical. A delay mattered because it marked 

interference. A quick answer did not necessarily indicate freedom, nor did a slow answer automatically prove 

conflict. What mattered was the pattern, the grouping, the recurrence, and the relation to other signs. Jung’s early 

work is strongest precisely where it holds these elements together: timing, content, reproduction, and contextual 

interpretation. The experiment measures disturbance by assembling these signs into a coherent evidential field. 

In this respect the association test belongs to the threshold between psychiatry and what would later become depth 

psychology. It remains empirical in aspiration, modest in its procedure, and close to observable behavior. Yet what it 

observes is already more than behavior in the narrow sense. It observes the failure of the ego’s smooth functioning 

under pressure from emotionally charged inner configurations. It reveals that psychic reality is not exhausted by 

what the subject knows or intends. The subject responds, but not alone. Something in him answers with him, delays 

him, deflects him, or robs him of the capacity to reproduce what he has just done. 

The methodological achievement of the association test, then, was not that it solved the problem of the psyche. It 

was that it gave that problem a concrete form. It made disturbance measurable without reducing it to mechanism. It 

made affect visible without treating it as mere sentiment. It gave empirical contour to the suspicion that personality 

is not unitary. And by doing so, it prepared the ground for Jung’s next discovery: that the recurrent disturbances 

measured in the experiment are best understood as expressions of emotionally toned groupings that behave with a 

relative autonomy inside psychic life. 

Once the experiment has shown that reaction, delay, and failed reproduction cluster around particular affective 

zones, the argument can pass to the question of what exactly those zones are. The next step is therefore Feeling-

Tone, Delay, and the Discovery of Resistance. 

 

Feeling-Tone, Delay, and the Discovery of Resistance 

The association experiment became psychologically decisive at the point where Jung recognized that delay was not 

merely a quantitative irregularity. A pause in response could of course arise from many causes: distraction, fatigue, 

uncertainty, verbal difficulty, or simple chance. But under repeated conditions, and especially when accompanied by 

other signs, delay began to reveal something more determinate. It marked the point at which a stimulus word had 

touched material charged with feeling. The importance of the pause lay not in duration alone, but in what the pause 

signified: interference. Consciousness did not move freely across the field of associations. It encountered pressure, 

inhibition, diversion, and obstruction. At such points the experiment ceased to be a neutral measurement of verbal 

reaction and became an instrument for detecting resistance. 

This is where feeling-tone enters the center of Jung’s early psychology. The association test did not show merely that 

subjects had memories, opinions, or private meanings attached to words. It showed that certain constellations of 

experience possessed emotional intensity sufficient to alter response. A word was not critical simply because it 

referred to something known. It was critical because it touched something affectively active. Feeling-tone gave the 

experiment its depth. Without it, the irregularities would remain accidental or superficial. With it, they began to 

disclose an inner organization. Words linked to humiliation, conflict, grief, desire, fear, family tension, guilt, or 

unresolved attachment acquired a different weight from indifferent terms. The response slowed, shifted, disguised 

itself, or contaminated what followed. The psyche signaled, through the smallest disturbance, that not all contents 

stand on the same level. 
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Jung’s decisive move was to treat these disturbances as lawful indicators rather than as noise. Delay alone did not 

prove resistance. But delay joined to substitution, perseveration, failure of reproduction, odd banality, laughter, 

mishearing, or bodily agitation pointed toward an organized affective nucleus. The experiment therefore required 

interpretation, but not arbitrary interpretation. It assembled a cluster of signs around a single point of disturbance. 

What emerged was not a hidden content simply waiting to be named, but a pattern of obstruction indicating that the 

subject’s relation to the content was charged, unstable, and partially inaccessible to voluntary control. Resistance, in 

this setting, did not yet mean a doctrinally fixed psychoanalytic mechanism. It meant the observable fact that the 

psyche does not yield itself without deformation when certain regions are approached. 

This marked a profound shift in the understanding of mental life. The older ideal of the subject assumed that 

consciousness could, in principle, say what it meant and know why it said it. Even where pathological states were 

admitted, they were often imagined as deficits, confusions, or losses supervening upon an otherwise unified self. 

Jung’s experimental work suggested something more unsettling. Disturbance did not belong only to extreme states. 

It appeared in ordinary subjects and in ordinary procedures. It arose at the threshold of speech itself. The subject 

answered, but the answer was not sovereign. A hesitation, an evasion, a too-ready commonplace, a failure to recall a 

just-given response—these indicated that psychic life was traversed by centers of affective gravity not identical with 

conscious intention. Resistance thus became a structural clue, not merely a clinical obstacle. 

The importance of feeling-tone here cannot be overstated. It is the element that transforms the experiment from a 

study of verbal association into a psychology of inner conflict. The subject does not resist because the word is 

difficult in itself. He resists because the word touches a region where life has thickened, where experience has 

become emotionally condensed, where incompatible tendencies coexist, or where memory cannot be approached 

without cost. Feeling-tone is therefore not an added emotional coloring laid over otherwise neutral ideas. It is what 

gives those ideas their power to disturb. The association test revealed that an idea may behave quite differently 

depending on the charge bound to it. A word linked to a vital conflict is not merely represented; it is defended 

against, deflected, or masked. 

That realization gave Jung a more exact language for phenomena that clinical observation had already intimated. 

Janet had described contractions of consciousness, disaggregated functions, and the persistence of mental operations 

outside the field of the personal self. Jung’s experiment showed how those broader facts could register minute by 

minute in response behavior. It allowed dissociation to be read not only in spectacular automatisms or dramatic 

hysterical phenomena, but in the subtle hesitations and distortions of ordinary speech. Resistance could thus be 

approached in reduced form, before it declared itself in full symptom. The laboratory and the clinic converged. What 

the clinic saw on a large scale, the experiment detected in miniature. 

The relation between feeling-tone and delay also helped distinguish mere association from psychologically 

significant association. Not every connection was important. The mind is capable of countless verbal links, many of 

them trivial. What mattered to Jung was the disproportion. Certain words produced a response that was not simply 

linked but burdened. The response arrived too slowly, or too quickly in a suspiciously flat form, or carried into the 

next word an unresolved residue. The test therefore taught a new mode of attention: not merely to what is said, but 

to the pressure with which it is said, the cost at which it is produced, and the aftereffects it leaves behind. Delay 

became meaningful because it appeared within a broader economy of psychic expenditure. 

At this point the experiment began to disclose that resistance is not only negative. It is not merely the refusal of 

access. It is also evidence of organization. There would be nothing to resist if the psyche were a loose aggregate of 

impressions. Resistance implies structure. It implies that some grouping of contents possesses coherence enough, 

and affect enough, to oppose direct entry. The obstacle is therefore also a signpost. What hinders investigation 

simultaneously indicates where the real psychological issue lies. In this respect Jung’s experimental work already 

anticipates a larger principle that will remain central to his later thought: the psyche reveals itself most clearly where 

consciousness is interrupted. The interruption is not accidental to the discovery. It is the discovery. 
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The importance of reproduction failures further confirmed this. If a subject not only hesitated at a particular word 

but later failed to reproduce the response accurately, the disturbance could no longer be treated as momentary 

distraction. Something had intervened both at the moment of reply and afterward in memory. Resistance extended 

beyond the first pause. It altered retention, recall, and the relation of the subject to his own prior act. The psyche did 

not simply stumble and recover. It continued to work around the critical point. This continuity of interference made 

it increasingly difficult to regard the experiment as a mere catalog of isolated anomalies. It pointed instead toward 

enduring affective formations. 

What Jung was approaching, then, was not yet a complete theory of the complex, but the conditions under which 

such a theory becomes unavoidable. Feeling-tone explains why some ideas acquire disproportionate force. Delay 

shows that this force interrupts the immediate functioning of consciousness. Resistance demonstrates that the 

interruption is organized rather than accidental. Together they imply that the mind is not governed entirely by the 

deliberate ego. There are centers of affective life that shape reaction without first presenting themselves to reflective 

awareness. The association experiment becomes psychologically fertile precisely because it catches these centers in 

action. 

This is also the moment when the relation between symptom and evidence begins to change. A dramatic symptom is 

no longer required in order to infer conflict or hidden organization. The smallest hesitation may suffice, provided it 

recurs within a coherent pattern. Jung’s psychology begins here to widen the field of meaningful signs. Disturbance 

is democratized, so to speak. It is no longer confined to the conspicuously ill. It belongs to ordinary psychic life, 

though pathology may intensify or rigidify it. The crisis of self-transparency established in Part A now enters the 

laboratory in measurable form. Consciousness proves to be locally obstructed, affectively burdened, and only 

partially master of its own responses. 

That is why feeling-tone occupies such an important transitional place in the emergence of Jung’s psychology. It 

preserves the empirical seriousness of the early work while opening toward a deeper conception of psychic structure. 

One is still dealing with measurable reactions, not yet with symbols or archetypes. Yet already the experiment has 

shown that the psyche is not a flat field of representations. It is arranged around charged nuclei, and these nuclei 

distort response, memory, and verbal continuity. Resistance is therefore the empirical face of inner division. Through 

it Jung begins to perceive that the hidden life of the psyche is not merely a storehouse of forgotten contents but an 

active ordering force. 

 

From Disturbance to Complex 

The decisive move in Jung’s early psychology occurs when recurrent disturbances cease to be treated as isolated 

irregularities and begin to be understood as expressions of an underlying structure. Delay, substitution, failure of 

reproduction, perseveration, awkward banality, emotional leakage, and the contamination of one response by another 

are important only so long as they remain signs. They become theoretically significant when Jung asks what sort of 

psychic formation could produce them with such consistency. The answer is not yet archetype, not yet symbol in the 

later sense, and not yet a full doctrine of the unconscious. It is the complex. The complex names the fact that psychic 

life is organized around emotionally charged groupings that possess enough coherence to interrupt, deflect, and 

burden the operations of conscious intention. 

This step matters because it changes the level of explanation. Up to a certain point, one can describe the association 

experiment in purely procedural terms. A subject hesitates. A reply is odd. A later reproduction fails. A stimulus 

word seems to have produced affective interference. But a sequence of signs does not yet amount to a psychology. 

What Jung recognized was that the signs cluster because something clusters in the psyche itself. The disturbances 

are not random breaks in mental continuity. They are produced by organized constellations of ideas, memories, 
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affects, and tendencies gathered around a nucleus of emotional significance. The complex is the name for that 

gathered and relatively unified cluster. 

The importance of the concept lies partly in its restraint. Jung did not need, at this stage, to invoke a vast 

metaphysical unconscious or a symbolic universe already furnished with collective forms. He needed only to 

recognize that experience does not lie in consciousness as a neutral aggregate. Some contents bind together under 

the pressure of affect and acquire a disproportionate power over reaction. The complex is therefore both narrower 

and more empirical than later Jungian readers sometimes assume. It is not first a grand philosophical principle. It is 

an inference drawn from repeated experimental and clinical observations. The subject behaves as though certain 

regions of psychic life were more densely organized, more energetically charged, and less available to voluntary 

command than others. The experiment made this visible; the concept of the complex gave it intelligible form. 

This is also why the transition from disturbance to complex marks a turning point in the understanding of psychic 

autonomy. Before this step, autonomy appears only negatively. It is inferred from interference, from the fact that 

consciousness does not govern its own responses smoothly. Once the complex is posited, autonomy becomes more 

concrete. A complex is not merely something the ego has; it is something that, under certain conditions, behaves. It 

delays, intrudes, colors, blocks, or redirects. It acts within psychic life with a relative independence. This does not 

mean that it is a second person or a mystical entity. It means that the psyche cannot be adequately described as a 

single and homogeneous field under the command of a unified self. The complex reveals a plurality of centers 

within the life of the subject. 

That plurality had already been prepared by the wider nineteenth-century crisis traced in Part A. Nietzsche had 

shown that consciousness cannot be assumed transparent to itself. Schelling had darkened the ground of subjectivity. 

Hartmann had expanded the domain of the unconscious beyond mere negation. Janet had demonstrated the 

fragmentation and disaggregation of personality under clinical conditions. Flournoy had brought subliminal 

production into disciplined view. What Jung now added was a concept that translated these broader pressures into a 

psychology at once more exact and more workable. The complex neither dissolved the subject into philosophical 

abstraction nor reduced disturbance to mere pathology. It showed how psychic division could be studied as 

structured, local, and experimentally inferable. 

This is one reason the complex became so fertile. It linked the normal and the pathological without erasing their 

difference. In ordinary life, one sees moments of disproportionate reaction, irrational sensitivity, inexplicable 

forgetfulness, compulsive return, slips of speech, emotional outbursts, or repetitive patterns of attachment and 

aversion. In pathology, these same processes may become intensified, rigidified, or detached from ordinary adaptive 

control. The concept of the complex made it possible to think both ranges together. What differs is degree, intensity, 

and integration, not the fundamental existence of emotionally toned psychic groupings. The psyche is not unitary in 

health and fragmented only in disease. It is always internally differentiated. Illness reveals in magnified form what 

ordinary life already contains. 

Here the language of feeling-tone remains indispensable. The complex is not simply a conceptual bundle. Its unity is 

affective before it is logical. What binds together the memories, images, tendencies, and associations belonging to a 

complex is not abstract classification but emotional charge. This is why a seemingly minor word can trigger such 

disproportionate disturbance. The word touches not one isolated memory but a whole affective constellation. A 

family term, a sexual hint, a social wound, a religious anxiety, or a professional humiliation may awaken an entire 

cluster of linked material. The response then appears excessive only if one assumes the isolated word is the true 

object. In fact, the object is the constellation behind it. The complex explains why psychic response is often larger 

than the immediate occasion. 

The concept also changed the interpretation of resistance. Resistance is no longer only a barrier encountered in 

experiment or analysis. It becomes evidence that a complex is present and active. What resists is not simply the 

conscious will’s reluctance to speak. It is the internal organization of a feeling-toned cluster defending its form, or at 
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least preserving its pressure, against direct entry. The subject hesitates not because nothing is there, but because too 

much is there in concentrated form. Resistance, in this sense, is one of the empirical signatures of the complex. It 

indicates that a psychic grouping has enough coherence to obstruct the ego’s attempt at smooth passage. 

At the same time, Jung’s early formulation avoids a reduction of the complex to hidden content waiting merely to be 

uncovered. A complex is not only a buried memory or a forgotten event. It is an active configuration. It acquires a 

sort of dynamic life because the affects bound to it are not inert. They press outward into association, symptom, 

relation, fantasy, and recollection. This is why the concept proved so useful beyond the experimental setting in 

which it first took shape. Once one recognizes the complex as a dynamic psychic grouping, one can begin to 

interpret a broad range of phenomena through it: neurotic symptoms, irrational reactions, slips, mood storms, fixed 

ideas, dissociative tendencies, and the peculiar disproportion that so often marks human conduct. The association 

experiment was therefore not the end of the matter but the scene of first disclosure. 

This is also the point at which Jung begins to differ more sharply from a psychology that would remain merely 

causal in a narrow biographical sense. The complex certainly has roots in experience. It is not a free-floating 

abstraction detached from life history. Yet the organized behavior of the complex suggests that biography alone is 

not enough to explain psychic structure. What matters is not only what happened, but how experience became 

affectively condensed, how certain contents grouped together, and how that grouping acquired relative independence 

within the psyche. The complex is already more than a simple memory-trace. It is a living formation in which 

experience has been psychically reorganized. This prepares, though it does not yet complete, the later movement 

beyond a merely personal psychology. 

That preparation is crucial. If Jung had stopped with the concept of the complex as a personal affective cluster, his 

psychology might have remained a sophisticated clinical theory of emotionally charged memory systems. But the 

very success of the concept begins to press beyond itself. Once psychic life is understood as organized around 

relatively autonomous centers, the question naturally follows whether all such centers can be explained by personal 

history alone. The complex is the first clear form in which psychic autonomy appears within Jung’s work. It is the 

bridge between observable disturbance and the later widening of the theory of psyche. 

For that reason, the emergence of the complex should not be treated as a minor technical episode before the “real” 

Jung begins. It is one of the great founding concepts of his psychology because it preserves both rigor and depth. It 

is rooted in experiment, confirmed by clinical observation, and conceptually rich enough to destabilize the fiction of 

the unified ego. It shows that psychic life is structured, affective, conflictual, and only partially available to 

reflective mastery. The subject does not simply think. He is thought through by configurations he does not fully 

command. He does not simply remember. He is held by organized regions of memory and feeling that alter his 

conduct before he knows what they are. With the complex, Jung gives this situation its first durable psychological 

name. 

 

Complex and the Problem of Psychic Autonomy 

With the concept of the complex, Jung’s early psychology reached a threshold from which the problem of psychic 

autonomy could no longer be avoided. Up to this point, the experiment had shown disturbance, delay, failed 

reproduction, contamination of responses, and the recurrent influence of feeling-toned material. But once these 

disturbances were gathered under the concept of the complex, the implications widened considerably. The question 

was no longer only how consciousness is interrupted. It became how something within the psyche can acquire 

enough organization, coherence, and energy to behave with relative independence from conscious intention. The 

complex is important not simply because it explains irregular reactions. It is important because it reveals that the 

psyche contains centers of activity not identical with the ego. 
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This is the moment at which Jung’s work begins to exceed both a narrow experimental psychology and a merely 

descriptive psychiatry. If a complex were only a passive cluster of associated memories, then it would remain an 

explanatory convenience. But Jung’s observations pushed toward a stronger claim. Complexes act. They intrude 

upon speech, disturb recollection, bias perception, alter mood, seize attention, and shape conduct disproportionately 

to the apparent stimulus. They are not substances or miniature selves, yet neither are they inert. They exhibit a kind 

of functional independence. This relative independence is what Jung means, in germ, by psychic autonomy. The 

psyche is not governed as a single centralized kingdom. It contains provinces with their own tensions, histories, and 

powers of interference. 

What gives the complex this quasi-independent force is the conjunction of affect and organization. A mere isolated 

memory does not produce such effects. Nor does a passing emotion by itself. The complex emerges where affect has 

gathered a set of experiences, images, and associations into a dense configuration. Once formed, such a 

configuration does not simply wait to be remembered. It presses outward. It influences apperception. It predisposes 

reaction. It draws later experiences into its orbit. This is why the complex can appear to operate autonomously. The 

ego does not create each of its effects afresh. Rather, it encounters a pre-formed center of psychic tendency already 

at work within it. 

That insight transformed the meaning of psychological conflict. Conflict could no longer be understood solely as a 

conscious struggle between competing thoughts or motives available to introspection. The deeper difficulty is that 

the ego is not the sole seat of initiative. One may intend calm and respond with irritation, intend clarity and fall into 

confusion, intend neutrality and encounter disproportionate emotional charge. Such moments are not merely failures 

of discipline. They show that another arrangement of psychic forces has asserted itself. The complex is therefore one 

of the first concepts by which Jung renders internal conflict structurally intelligible. The subject is not simply 

divided between what he knows and what he does not know. He is traversed by organized agencies of reaction that 

exceed the reach of immediate self-possession. 

Here the relation to psychiatry becomes especially important. Burghölzli was not interested only in ordinary lapses 

or the subtleties of verbal response. It was a psychiatric clinic confronting severe disturbances of thought, affect, and 

conduct. The concept of psychic autonomy therefore mattered because it offered a bridge between apparently minor 

experimental irregularities and larger clinical disorders. If small disturbances in normal subjects already showed the 

action of relatively independent complexes, then pathological states could be approached not as incomprehensible 

chaos but as intensified, rigidified, or disintegrated forms of the same fundamental fact: that psychic life is not 

unitary. The clinic and the experiment converged around this recognition. 

This convergence also helps explain why Jung became so interested in dementia praecox and related disorders. In 

such cases, the disaggregation of psychic life appears in amplified and often terrifying form. Thought fragments, 

affect becomes inappropriate or withdrawn, associations loosen, and the patient seems to inhabit a psychic field no 

longer ordered by consensual reality in the ordinary way. Jung’s early contribution was not to solve these disorders, 

but to insist that they remain psychologically intelligible at least in part. The idea of the complex helped him resist 

the temptation to treat severe mental disturbance as mere neurological wreckage or meaningless deterioration. Even 

where the clinical picture was grave, he searched for pattern, for affective nuclei, for psychic logic under altered 

conditions. The concept of autonomy made that search possible. 

This was a risky move, and an important one. It did not mean romanticizing madness or claiming that all psychosis 

is immediately transparent to interpretation. It meant refusing to give up the psychological point of view. If 

complexes can act with relative independence in ordinary life, then the severe patient may show not the absence of 

psychic structure but the breakdown of its usual integration. What appears alien or bizarre may still be organized 

around emotionally charged centers. The problem is no longer whether psychic activity persists, but how it is 

arranged, how it has become disconnected from ordinary ego-coordination, and what forms its autonomy has taken. 

In this sense, the problem of psychic autonomy is inseparable from the emergence of a serious depth psychology. 
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The complex also altered the status of the ego itself. The ego could no longer be treated as the unquestioned center 

and measure of the whole psyche. It remained indispensable as the seat of consciousness, deliberation, and 

adaptation. But it was no longer sovereign. Jung’s early work begins to place the ego inside a larger and more 

unstable psychic field. The ego encounters contents it has not chosen, affects it cannot simply dismiss, and reaction 

patterns that reveal prior organization. To speak of psychic autonomy, then, is also to relativize the ego. This does 

not abolish personal responsibility or conscious agency, but it does deny that agency is simple, transparent, or 

complete. The ego becomes one center among others, though a specially important one. 

This shift is one of the deepest consequences of the association research. At first glance, the experiment appears 

modest: word lists, reaction times, reproduction tests, and verbal anomalies. But conceptually it leads to a 

transformed anthropology.  

Human inwardness can no longer be described as a single reflective interior under the command of one self-identical 

subject. It must be described as a field of tensions, nodes, and differentiated centers of affective organization. The 

complex is the first major empirical concept through which that field becomes visible. Psychic autonomy is the 

broader principle disclosed by it. 

That principle also explains why Jung’s psychology could not remain content with a purely mechanistic causality. 

Mechanical explanation can describe sequence, stimulus, and response, but it struggles to account for why certain 

psychic contents gather force, organize experience, and behave with relative independence across time. The complex 

is not merely caused once and then passively carried forward. It persists as a center of active relevance. It selects, 

interprets, and disturbs. In that sense, psychic autonomy marks a transition away from the image of the mind as a 

linear chain of causes and toward the image of the psyche as an internally differentiated totality. This transition is 

still early, still experimentally grounded, and still far from mature archetypal theory. But the pressure toward a 

widened model of psychic life is already unmistakable. 

This is also why the complex cannot remain merely a topic within abnormal psychology. Once recognized, it 

changes the understanding of everyday life. Ordinary misunderstandings, emotional storms, irrational attachments, 

compulsive repetitions, and sudden lapses of judgment all begin to appear in a different light. They are no longer 

explained solely by character weakness, moral failure, or accidental mood. They may be understood as moments in 

which a complex has gained ascendency. The problem of psychic autonomy therefore belongs not only to the clinic 

but to the structure of personality as such. This widened relevance helps explain why Jung’s early discovery did not 

remain confined to the laboratory. It demanded a broader psychology. 

Psychic autonomy here should not yet be inflated into a complete doctrine of symbols, mythic structures, or the 

collective unconscious. The point at this stage is narrower and more rigorous. Jung’s early experimental and clinical 

work established that the psyche contains relatively autonomous formations whose activity can be inferred from 

disturbance, measured indirectly, and observed in both normal and pathological life. That is already a major 

conceptual achievement. It is enough to destabilize the fiction of self-transparency and enough to prepare the next 

step in the argument. 

For once the problem of psychic autonomy has been established, a further question becomes unavoidable. If the 

psyche contains centers of relative independence, and if these cannot always be reduced to simple biography or 

conscious intention, then what happens when this insight is extended beyond the immediate experimental frame? At 

what point does the empirical discovery of the complex begin to press toward a broader theory of psychic life?The 

association experiment discloses disturbance. The concept of the complex gives it structure. The problem of psychic 

autonomy shows why this structure cannot be contained within the older image of a unified subject. 
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Dementia Praecox and the Extension of the Complex Theory 

The concept of the complex acquired a new significance when Jung began to test its explanatory reach against the 

severe disorders encountered at Burghölzli, above all dementia praecox. Up to this point, the complex had emerged 

from the association experiment as a way of naming emotionally charged constellations that disturb response, 

memory, and conscious continuity. But the clinic forced a harder question. Could a concept formed through 

relatively controlled observation of disturbances in normal and neurotic subjects illuminate the fragmented and often 

opaque psychic world of the psychotic patient? Jung’s answer was cautious but ambitious. He did not claim that the 

complex explains everything in dementia praecox. He did claim that the disorder could not be understood adequately 

if one abandoned the psychological point of view. The extension of complex theory into psychosis marks one of the 

most daring moments in his early work. 

What made the move possible was the continuity Jung perceived between ordinary complex disturbance and the 

pathological disaggregation visible in severe illness. In the association experiment, the complex had already shown 

itself as a relatively autonomous center capable of interrupting the ego’s intended course. In dementia praecox, that 

interruption appears on a far more radical scale. Thought no longer follows consensual sequence. Affect becomes 

withdrawn, flattened, displaced, or strangely inappropriate. Speech may break into fragments, peculiar symbolic 

substitutions, or private systems of connection. The patient no longer seems merely burdened by conflict; he seems 

inhabited by forms of inner activity that no longer submit to the organizing discipline of ordinary consciousness. Yet 

precisely here Jung refused to conclude that psychic meaning had disappeared. He treated the extreme case as a 

magnification of a principle already revealed experimentally: psychic life can organize itself beyond the ego’s 

command. 

This did not mean that dementia praecox could be reduced to complexes in any simple fashion. Jung’s importance 

lies partly in the fact that he resisted such simplification. The complex was not a universal key that solved psychosis 

at once. Rather, it provided a bridge. It allowed him to approach apparently chaotic productions—bizarre 

associations, delusional formations, symbolic substitutions, affective oddities—not as meaningless debris but as 

signs of a psyche still organized, however disastrously, around emotionally charged centers. The extension of the 

complex theory therefore changed the question being asked. Instead of asking only what lesion or deterioration 

underlay the illness, Jung also asked what psychic groupings, conflicts, or affective nuclei had become loosened 

from ordinary integration and now dominated the field. 

That shift was decisive because dementia praecox presented psychiatry with one of its greatest temptations: to 

surrender interpretation altogether. Faced with severe disorganization, clinicians could easily conclude that 

psychological meaning had no further relevance. Burghölzli itself stood at the intersection of competing tendencies. 

On one side stood the pressure toward somatic and classificatory psychiatry; on the other, the demand to preserve 

psychological intelligibility. Jung’s work belongs to the latter effort. He did not deny organic factors or the gravity of 

psychotic collapse. But he argued, in effect, that the presence of grave disorder does not abolish psychic structure. It 

changes its form. The patient’s productions may be dislocated, condensed, displaced, or inaccessible to ordinary 

conversation, but they are not thereby empty. Complex theory was one of the first means by which Jung tried to 

justify this claim. 

The extension of the theory also sharpened the notion of psychic autonomy. In ordinary association experiments, 

autonomy had appeared as delay, interference, or failed reproduction. In dementia praecox, autonomy becomes more 

dramatic and more disturbing. Certain psychic contents seem to dominate the person from within. Whole sectors of 

thought and feeling detach themselves from shared reality. Images, anxieties, symbolic substitutions, and affective 

fixations no longer appear as local disturbances within an otherwise stable ego. They seem to overrun the field. The 

psyche ceases to look like a unitary subject with occasional interruptions and begins to resemble a battlefield of 

disaggregated centers. Jung’s early psychology could not remain at the level of the minor experiment once 
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confronted with such cases. It had to ask whether the same basic principle of relative autonomy, first seen in the 

complex, might also illuminate these larger psychic catastrophes. 

This is why dementia praecox matters so much in the development of Jung’s thought. It forced him to enlarge the 

significance of the complex without prematurely dissolving it into later doctrine. The complex could no longer be 

understood merely as a troublesome pocket of personal feeling. It had to be considered as part of a larger theory of 

psychic organization and disorganization. In psychosis, one sees what happens when the ego’s ordinary integrating 

function is radically weakened or displaced. The result is not simple blankness. It is often a strange excess of 

production: peculiar language, fixed symbolic systems, affective intensifications, and uncanny coherence within 

apparent incoherence. This excess suggested to Jung that severe illness might reveal, in a distorted and catastrophic 

form, truths about psychic structure that ordinary consciousness normally conceals. 

At the same time, the extension of complex theory into dementia praecox exposed its limits, and these limits were 

productive. If the complex explains a great deal, it does not explain everything. There remains something in 

psychotic production that exceeds straightforward reduction to personal experience. The patient may produce 

symbolic material, myth-like patterns, or cosmic elaborations that seem disproportionate to any immediately 

identifiable biographical cause.  

The encounter with psychosis widened the horizon of Jung’s early psychology by showing that the psyche can 

generate forms not easily contained within simple personal causality. In this sense, dementia praecox becomes one 

of the routes by which the theory of the complex begins to strain against its own original boundaries. 

This strain is crucial for the architecture of the book. The complex remains an empirical and clinically grounded 

discovery. Yet once applied to severe psychiatric material, it begins to disclose a more unsettling picture of the 

psyche. The subject is not merely divided by hidden emotional clusters; he may be overtaken by autonomous 

processes whose productions exceed the scale of ordinary personal narrative. Jung’s later enlargements should not 

be imported too early here, but the pressure toward them must be felt. Dementia praecox functions as one of the 

decisive sites where the early experimental discoveries cease to look merely local or technical and begin to point 

toward a more comprehensive rethinking of psyche. 

The extension of the complex theory also clarified the relation between experiment and clinic. The association test 

had shown the formal signs of interference. Dementia praecox showed what interference can become when no 

longer contained within normal psychic economy. The laboratory made visible the structure of disturbance in 

reduced and measurable form; the clinic displayed that structure under conditions of radical disorganization. 

Together they formed a continuum of evidence. The experiment would have remained too narrow without the clinic; 

the clinic would have remained too opaque without the experiment. Jung’s achievement at Burghölzli was to hold 

these two domains together long enough for the concept of psychic autonomy to become intellectually unavoidable. 

Seen from this angle, dementia praecox is not a detour in the story of Jung’s development. It is one of the principal 

proving grounds of his early psychology. It forced him to ask whether meaning survives where ordinary personality 

falters, whether severe disturbance can still be read as organized, and whether the psyche contains layers or centers 

of activity that no longer answer to the ego’s wish for unity. The answer he gave was not final, but it was 

transformative. The psychotic patient was no longer merely a failed person or a damaged brain. He became, however 

precariously, a witness to the fact that the psyche is more extensive, more internally differentiated, and more 

autonomous than the old model of self-transparent subjectivity had allowed. 
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Chapter 3 - Pressure Beyond Personal Psychology 

The Autonomy of the Complex Beyond Biography 

The association experiment showed that consciousness is not master in its own house. The study of dementia 

praecox showed, more radically still, that psychic life can organize itself in forms that rival or displace the ego. But 

these findings generate a further pressure that cannot be answered within the limits of experiment alone. Once the 

complex is granted a relative autonomy, one must ask what kind of thing it is. Is it only a buried fragment of 

personal history, capable of being reduced without remainder to an earlier event, trauma, or affective conflict? Or 

does the empirical material itself begin to suggest that psychic formations possess a structure, recurrence, and power 

of production that exceed simple biographical explanation? 

The question is no longer whether psychic autonomy exists. That has already been established. The question is 

whether the autonomy disclosed in experiment and clinic can be adequately understood through a merely personal 

psychology. Jung’s early work increasingly suggests that it cannot. The personal history of the patient remains 

indispensable, but it ceases to be sufficient. The complex does not behave like a passive deposit of memory waiting 

to be uncovered and dissolved. It behaves more like an active center of organization. It disturbs associations, alters 

attention, displaces memory, generates symptomatic substitutions, and appears in dreams under transformed and 

often indirect imagery. It does not simply preserve the past. It works upon the present. More than that, it gives shape 

to psychic production. 

That distinction is decisive. A strictly reductive psychology can explain the complex only by tracing it backward. It 

asks what prior cause gave rise to the disturbance and assumes that once the historical origin is identified, the 

phenomenon is conceptually exhausted. Jung’s own findings, however, continually pushed against this closure. In 

the association studies, the complex was not just a hidden cause inferred behind symptoms. It was observable in its 

effects as an active power: it interrupted reaction, organized error, induced forgetting, and imposed its own logic on 

verbal and affective response. In the dream studies and in the analysis of symptoms, the same pattern appeared again 

in another register. The complex did not merely repeat a past injury in mechanical form. It translated itself. It 

disguised itself. It reappeared through imagery, fantasy, contrast, displacement, and symbolic substitution. The 

psyche was not only concealing something. It was producing something. 
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Once that productive character becomes visible, biography alone no longer suffices as an explanatory frame. The life 

history of the subject may tell us why a particular complex has acquired affective charge, why one theme rather than 

another has become critical, or why a given conflict constellates around sexuality, humiliation, power, guilt, or loss. 

But biography does not by itself explain the forms in which the complex appears. It does not fully explain why 

certain psychic materials return with such tenacity, why they organize themselves in imaginal patterns, or why they 

seem to possess an intelligence of deformation and recurrence. The more closely Jung attended to dreams, 

automatisms, somnambulistic productions, and psychotic elaborations, the less plausible it became that psychic life 

could be understood as a storehouse of personal residues only. The psyche behaved like a field of formation. 

That is why the early concept of the feeling-toned complex is so important. The phrase itself signals that one is not 

dealing with an inert memory but with a cluster of representations bound together by affect and capable of 

autonomous activity. Affect is not an accidental accompaniment. It is the very force that gives the complex its 

cohesion and effectiveness. Because of this, the complex is able to draw heterogeneous elements into its orbit. It can 

gather memories, fantasies, verbal associations, bodily reactions, anticipations, and symbolic images into a 

provisional unity. This is already more than a theory of repression in the narrow sense. It is a theory of psychic 

organization under the pressure of affect. Such organization cannot be adequately described as merely historical, 

because it is active whenever and wherever the complex constellates. It belongs not only to what happened, but to 

the present mode in which the psyche is structuring experience. 

At this point the distinction between personal explanation and personal reduction becomes essential. Jung never 

ceased to treat the personal life of the patient as psychologically significant. He did not leap from the existence of 

complexes to a denial of lived history. What changed was the sufficiency of biography as the final explanatory court. 

In many cases the immediate personal context can clarify the content of a disturbance, but it cannot wholly account 

for the form, persistence, and productivity of the disturbance. The psyche does not simply preserve impressions; it 

elaborates them. It does not merely record injury; it builds around injury. And in building, it often exceeds what the 

conscious personality knows or intends. 

This is visible already in the transitional position occupied by Jung’s dissertation on so-called occult phenomena. 

However youthful and provisional some of its formulations remain, the work is crucial because it stands between the 

nineteenth-century fascination with hidden strata of mind and Jung’s later clinical psychology. The mediumistic 

productions he analyzes are not treated as supernatural revelations, but neither are they dismissed as meaningless 

fraud or trivial error. They are approached as psychic productions with their own inner coherence, dissociative basis, 

and imaginal fertility. Here too the personal history of the subject matters, yet the productions themselves begin to 

exceed simple personal accounting. They display dramatization, personification, autonomous sequencing, and an 

almost theatrical capacity for generating material beyond deliberate manufacture. One can already see the problem 

that will later widen in clinical form: the psyche is not only reactive but generative. 

The same pressure appears in Jung’s reflections on dream life. A dream may indeed be connected to a personal 

conflict, but the dream does not simply restate that conflict in plain prose. It renders it through image, displacement, 

condensation, reversal, and scene. The dream is not just evidence for a prior cause; it is a mode of psychic 

formulation. This means that the explanatory task cannot end with causal reconstruction. One must also ask why the 

psyche chooses this image, this pattern, this symbolic arrangement, this dramatic sequence. The more seriously one 

takes the form of psychic products, the more inadequate a purely retrospective account becomes. A psychology 

restricted to origins can explain why something has been repressed. It cannot yet explain why the repressed returns 

as image, fantasy, symptom, or world. 

The task here is not to introduce archetypal theory prematurely, nor to smuggle mature Jungian language backward 

into the early work. It is to show, patiently and concretely, why the evidence already available to Jung made a purely 

personal psychology increasingly untenable. The complex, once discovered, refused confinement. It crossed from 

experiment into dream, from dream into symptom, from symptom into dissociation, and from dissociation into 
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psychosis. At each stage it behaved less like a buried fact and more like an organizing agency. At each stage 

biography remained necessary but ceased to be enough. 

What emerges, then, is not yet a doctrine of the transpersonal, but a crisis within personalism itself. The empirical 

discoveries of Burghölzli opened a field that the existing explanatory language could not fully contain. Once the 

psyche is shown to produce forms, to recur through patterns, and to maintain autonomous centers of affective 

organization, psychology must begin to ask larger questions. Why do certain structures reappear across different 

contents? Why does psychic life manifest an irreducible tendency toward image and dramatization? Why do 

symptoms and fantasies seem to point beyond mere mechanism toward some more complex mode of formation? 

These are the questions that now press forward. They do not yet yield a finished answer. But they make clear why 

the argument can no longer remain at the level of personal causality alone. 

If the complex exceeds biography not simply by existing independently but by producing patterned expressions in 

dream, symptom, and fantasy, then the issue is no longer only what the psyche hides. It is what the psyche does with 

what it hides. That movement leads directly to dream, symptom, and the return of form. 

 

Dream, Symptom, and the Return of Form 

It does not become visible only in reaction times, failures of recollection, or experimental irregularities. It becomes 

visible in form. The psyche does not merely register disturbance; it gives disturbance shape. Once that is seen, 

dream and symptom can no longer be treated as secondary curiosities appended to the real business of causal 

explanation. They become privileged sites in which psychic life shows how it works. 

This marks a decisive shift in emphasis. A reductive psychology asks what hidden event lies behind the symptom. A 

more adequate depth psychology must also ask why the symptom takes the shape it does, why the dream returns in 

image rather than proposition, why conflict reappears in dramatized, displaced, condensed, or personified form. 

Jung’s early work increasingly pressed toward this question because the empirical material would not remain content 

with the language of simple causation. The complex did not only obstruct. It configured. It did not merely delay or 

distort associations in the laboratory. It also emerged in fantasies, dreams, automatisms, and symptomatic formations 

whose patterning demanded interpretation at the level of structure as well as origin. 

This is where dream becomes indispensable. In Jung’s early understanding, dreams are not simply night residue, nor 

are they adequately grasped as coded messages whose meaning lies wholly elsewhere. They are expressions of 

psychic situations in image. Even when they can be traced to a personal conflict, they do not present that conflict 

directly. They render it through analogy, substitution, contrast, condensation, and scene. The significance of this is 

considerable. The dream does not simply conceal content from consciousness. It reformulates content in a mode 

proper to psychic life itself. To attend seriously to dreams, therefore, is already to move beyond a psychology 

confined to factual recollection. One is compelled to confront the psyche’s own formative activity. 

That same pressure appears in Jung’s handling of symptoms. A symptom is not only a malfunction. It is also a 

formation. It does not simply indicate that something has gone wrong; it is one of the ways in which the psyche 

attempts to manage, express, displace, or reorganize what cannot be borne in direct form. Here Jung stands close 

enough to the broader psychodynamic tradition to treat symptoms as meaningful, but far enough from any narrowly 

reductive framework to resist collapsing meaning into a single backward explanation. The symptom has a history, 

but it also has a present structure. It arranges conduct, feeling, attention, bodily response, and fantasy into a pattern. 

It behaves less like a passive scar than like an active compromise. In this sense, symptom belongs to the same family 

of phenomena as dream: both are shaped returns of something that consciousness cannot fully master. 

The association experiments had already prepared this insight. They showed that the complex intrudes not randomly 

but with characteristic regularities. Certain words constellate delay. Certain themes provoke error. Certain affective 
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clusters induce forgetting, substitute responses, bodily disturbance, and aftereffects. Yet once this experimental 

evidence is set beside dream and symptom, the matter becomes clearer. The complex is not only a hidden cause 

inferred from disruption. It is a center of organization capable of generating patterned expressions across different 

registers of psychic life. A dream can gather around the same affective nucleus that produces a symptomatic 

inhibition. An apparently trivial bodily habit, a recurring image, and a sequence of verbal failures may all belong to 

the same constellation. What returns is not merely content. What returns is a form of organization. 

That point is strengthened by Jung’s early dissertation on so-called occult phenomena. Whatever one makes of its 

youthful terminology, the work is already occupied by the problem of psychic production in dramatized form. The 

mediumistic personality he studies does not simply exhibit dissociation as a blank division. Dissociation there 

becomes fertile. It generates personae, scenes, voices, narratives, and idealized figures. The secondary personality is 

not merely a detached piece of memory. It is shaped, stylized, and purposive in presentation. It is in this context that 

Jung’s bridge to Flournoy becomes especially important. Flournoy’s analyses of Hélène Smith had already shown 

how subliminal material could elaborate itself into romances, languages, identities, and visionary sequences that 

were neither sheer fraud nor supernatural revelation. Jung’s dissertation stands precisely at this juncture: it treats 

such productions as psychologically intelligible formations whose meaning lies not only in what past impressions 

they may derive from, but also in the way the psyche recomposes them. 

This is one of the reasons the language of return matters so much here. What returns in dream, symptom, and 

automatism is never simply the same thing in unchanged form. Return is also transformation. The repressed or 

dissociated element does not come back as a bare duplicate of an earlier experience. It returns altered by psychic 

work. It is displaced into image, split into figures, staged as scene, translated into bodily disturbance, or embedded 

in fantasy. That is why the problem of form cannot be reduced to a decorative surface added to more fundamental 

causes. Form is the mode in which psychic life manifests itself when direct continuity with consciousness has failed. 

To ignore form is therefore to ignore the psyche’s own language. 

Janet had already provided one indispensable background for this development by showing that fixed ideas and 

automatisms can organize behavior outside the field of ordinary consciousness. But Jung’s movement is not simply a 

repetition of Janet. Janet’s dissociation remains crucial as a clinical and descriptive framework, yet Jung is 

increasingly driven toward a more dynamic and productive conception. The split-off element is not only detached; it 

is active. It not only escapes control; it generates derivatives. It appears in dream images, symptomatic substitutions, 

and quasi-autonomous sequences of thought and behavior. In that respect, the transition from Janet to Jung is also a 

transition from fragmentation alone to formation under fragmentation. The psyche is fractured, but fracture does not 

produce mere absence. It produces reorganized expression. 

Flournoy intensifies this pressure further. In his work, subliminal reverie does not simply preserve forgotten 

impressions. It elaborates them. Memory is reworked by imagination. Hidden material becomes narrative. 

Cryptomnesia becomes cosmology. What matters for the present argument is not whether one accepts every 

explanatory detail in Flournoy, but that the psyche here appears as continuously active below the threshold of 

waking consciousness. Dream, reverie, mediumistic production, and fantasy are not discrete anomalies. They are 

variations of a more general formative process. This is precisely the kind of evidence that makes a purely personal 

and retrospective psychology increasingly insufficient. Personal history may explain why this medium rather than 

another dreams of India, Mars, royalty, or saintliness. But it does not exhaust the fact that the psyche has reworked 

available material into patterned symbolic production. 

Jung’s early reflections on dreams move in the same direction. Dreams disclose the complex not because they 

present it transparently, but because they give it imaginal form. That is why dream analysis cannot be reduced to the 

extraction of a hidden proposition. The dream does not merely stand for something else. It enacts a psychic situation. 

It stages tension. It arranges relation. It places figures into conflict, distance, inversion, or alliance. Even where the 
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personal basis of the dream remains obvious, its mode of expression points beyond simple restatement. Dream is not 

the mirror of biography. It is biography transformed by the conditions of psychic representation. 

At this stage in the argument, it would be premature to name these recurring forms archetypal in any developed 

sense. The task of this section is not to introduce mature doctrine ahead of its time. It is to show why Jung was 

increasingly forced to recognize that dream and symptom cannot be understood solely as effects of personal 

causality. They reveal a psyche that shapes, dramatizes, and organizes. They indicate that the return of the repressed 

or dissociated is never merely mechanical. It is imaginal. It is formal. And because it is formal, the explanatory 

burden begins to shift. One must ask not only what antecedent event gave rise to the disturbance, but what law of 

formation governs its recurrence. 

This is the deeper importance of dream and symptom for the architecture of the book. They mark the point where the 

empirical discovery of the complex begins to force a theoretical widening. The psyche has already been shown to 

contain relatively autonomous centers of affective organization. Dream and symptom now show that these centers 

do not remain hidden in static form. They become visible through patterned productions. The problem is no longer 

only one of hidden content. It is one of recurring configuration. Once the psyche is seen to return to certain forms of 

image, dramatization, personification, and symbolic substitution, the path opens toward the next question: whether 

reductive causality is itself an inadequate model for understanding psychic life. 

If dream and symptom show that the psyche not only remembers but forms, then explanation can no longer be 

satisfied with tracing present phenomena back to past occasions alone. It must ask whether psychic life also 

possesses an intrinsic tendency toward pattern, organization, and purposive expression. That is the issue to which the 

argument must now turn. 

 

The Limits of Reductive Causality 

By the time Jung had traced the complex from the association experiment into dream, symptom, dissociation, and 

psychosis, the explanatory model inherited from a narrower causal psychology had begun to show its limits. 

Reductive causality remained indispensable up to a point. No serious psychology could dispense with the question 

of antecedents, precipitating experiences, affective injuries, or formative conflicts. Jung did not reject that level of 

explanation. What became increasingly clear, however, was that causal reconstruction alone could not account for 

the full character of psychic phenomena. It could explain why certain contents were charged, why certain conflicts 

became pathogenic, or why certain memories retained exceptional power. It could not fully explain why psychic life 

organized those materials as it did, why they returned in patterned forms, or why they seemed to possess an inner 

logic irreducible to mere backward reference. 

This tension became sharper precisely because Jung’s early empirical work had been so disciplined. The association 

experiment did not lead him away from science into speculation; it led him into a difficulty internal to the empirical 

findings themselves. If a stimulus word constellates delay, substitution, bodily disturbance, and memory failure, one 

can indeed infer a hidden affective cause. But once one sees the same nucleus appearing across dreams, symptoms, 

fantasies, and psychotic productions, the phenomenon becomes harder to exhaust through causal language alone. 

The complex is not merely a buried determinant. It behaves as though it were an organizing center. It gathers 

material, selects paths of expression, and imposes a characteristic mode of recurrence. Causality can tell us where 

the charge may have come from; it says much less about the lawfulness of the form in which that charge returns. 

That difficulty appears with special force in the contrast between explanation by source and explanation by 

structure. A reductive account is satisfied when it discovers the originating event or personal conflict behind a 

symptom. Yet the symptom is not identical with its source. It is a transformed formation. Likewise, a dream may be 

traced to a wish, fear, humiliation, or unresolved conflict, but the dream itself does not simply repeat the originating 

situation. It stages it, displaces it, condenses it, dramatizes it, or reverses it. The same is true of mediumistic and 
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dissociative productions. Hidden elements of memory may indeed furnish their material, but the psyche does more 

than preserve these fragments. It recomposes them. It forms them into scenes, personae, narratives, and substitute 

worlds. The farther one follows this line, the less plausible it becomes that explanation can stop at efficient cause 

alone. 

Janet had already shown that fixed ideas and psychological automatisms could continue outside the field of ordinary 

consciousness and organize behavior with a tenacity that eludes voluntary control. This was indispensable for Jung, 

because it shattered the naive assumption that consciousness and personality coincide without remainder. But Janet’s 

explanatory framework still tended toward deficit and dissociation as its governing categories. What Jung 

increasingly encountered was a more unsettling possibility: split-off psychic contents do not merely persist; they 

generate. They not only interrupt the ego but produce derivatives that possess coherence, sequence, and imaginal 

form. Once this is granted, psychology must account not only for subtraction from consciousness but also for 

production beneath or beyond it. Reductive causality alone is poorly equipped for that task because it explains 

genesis more readily than configuration. 

Flournoy’s work pressed the issue further. The productions he studied could often be shown to draw upon forgotten 

impressions, latent memories, submerged wishes, and cultural residues available to the subject. But this did not 

make the productions psychologically trivial. On the contrary, the extraordinary point was that the psyche had 

elaborated these materials into complex imaginative unities. It had produced romances, cosmologies, identities, and 

languages with an energy that far exceeded passive memory. Here one sees clearly the limit of reduction. To say that 

a subliminal production can be traced back to prior impressions is not yet to explain why those impressions were 

reorganized into that particular visionary order. Causal ancestry is not the same thing as formal intelligibility. 

Jung’s dissertation on so-called occult phenomena occupies a pivotal place at exactly this juncture. The phenomena 

he examined could not be accepted as supernatural, but neither could they be dismissed as accidental disorder. They 

demanded psychological interpretation because they displayed continuity, thematic unity, symbolic tendency, and 

quasi-dramatic invention. The psyche seemed able to generate secondary personalities and imaginal sequences that 

were not simply mechanical by-products of disaggregation. This did not yet amount to a mature symbolic theory, but 

it did expose the insufficiency of a psychology satisfied with origins alone. A purely reductive account might 

identify the conditions that made dissociation possible. It would still leave unanswered the question of why 

dissociation becomes so productive and why it takes on structured imaginal forms. 

The work on dementia praecox sharpened the problem still further. If psychotic production were mere ruin, then 

causal explanation might remain comparatively straightforward: one would move from lesion, degeneration, or toxic 

process to symptom. But Jung found again and again that psychotic material was not simply empty wreckage. It 

showed construction. Delusion, fantasy, persecutory sequence, exalted identity, and catastrophic world-ordering 

appeared not as isolated fragments but as organized productions. However disordered their relation to common 

reality, they still bore the marks of psychic activity. This made a narrowly reductive psychology increasingly 

unstable. One could not explain such formations adequately by pointing only to their precipitating conditions. One 

had also to ask what kind of psyche continues working under these conditions and according to what principles of 

formation it works. 

At this point the language of mechanism begins to fail. Mechanism can account for transfer, excitation, inhibition, 

and breakdown, but it has much less to say about image, dramatization, symbolic substitution, and recurrent formal 

pattern. Yet these latter characteristics are precisely what the empirical material kept presenting. Jung therefore 

found himself forced into a position that is transitional but decisive. He could not abandon causal inquiry, because 

the psyche is historical and conflict-laden. But neither could he rest content with reduction, because the psyche is 

also formative. Its products are not exhausted by the chain of conditions that preceded them. They present 

themselves as organized wholes requiring interpretation at a different level. 
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This is the deeper meaning of the phrase “beyond personal psychology.” The point is not that the personal suddenly 

becomes irrelevant. The point is that the personal cannot carry the whole explanatory burden once psychic 

production shows its autonomy, recurrence, and formal richness. Biography still matters. Conflict still matters. 

Childhood, trauma, humiliation, desire, and repression still matter. But the empirical evidence now shows that 

psychic life does something with these materials that cannot be understood as mere aftereffect. It shapes them into 

patterns that demand another kind of attention. The explanatory horizon therefore widens, not because Jung chooses 

doctrine over evidence, but because the evidence itself begins to outrun the available doctrine. 

On one side lies the temptation of reduction, which explains away form in the name of cause. On the other lies the 

temptation of premature inflation, which would leap too quickly from recurrent forms to a fully developed 

transpersonal doctrine. The proper movement here is narrower and more exact. One must first show that reductive 

causality becomes insufficient on empirical grounds. Dream, symptom, mediumistic production, and psychotic 

elaboration all point toward a psyche that not only suffers and remembers but also forms. Only once that pressure 

has been fully established can the argument responsibly move toward larger questions of recurrence, pattern, and 

teleology. 

If reductive explanation cannot wholly account for the formal and recurrent character of the material, then the issue 

becomes how to think production itself: how the psyche generates images, sequences, dramatizations, and symbolic 

configurations that exceed simple biography without yet requiring us to impose a finished archetypal theory. That is 

the problem opened most clearly by the occult phenomena dissertation and by the broader evidence of subliminal 

life. 

 

Occult Phenomena and the Problem of Psychic Production 

Jung’s dissertation on so-called occult phenomena occupies a uniquely important position in the architecture of this 

argument because it stands precisely at the threshold where nineteenth-century investigations of dissociation, 

somnambulism, mediumship, and subliminal life begin to pass over into a more recognizably Jungian psychology. It 

is still an early work, still marked by the language and classificatory uncertainties of fin-de-siècle psychopathology, 

and still close to the experimental and clinical atmosphere out of which it emerged. Yet for that very reason it is 

indispensable. It shows Jung before the later doctrinal vocabulary, confronting material that already forces him to 

reckon with a psyche that is not merely reactive, not merely mnemonic, and not merely reducible to conscious 

intention. What appears in the dissertation is a psyche that produces. 

That point matters because the category of occult phenomena can mislead. If the work is read superficially, it 

appears to concern the fringes of psychical research, spiritualistic séances, unusual trance states, and the 

questionable borderlands between pathology and superstition. But what gives the text its enduring value is not any 

commitment to supernatural explanation. On the contrary, Jung’s significance here lies in his refusal of both easy 

belief and easy dismissal. He treats the phenomena neither as proofs of a hidden metaphysical world nor as nonsense 

to be waved away by ridicule. He treats them as psychological facts. Once this methodological decision is made, the 

real problem becomes visible. The question is not whether spirits are objectively present. It is how the psyche comes 

to generate secondary personalities, visions, dramatic sequences, autonomous utterances, and symbolic narratives 

that exceed the conscious knowledge and declared intention of the subject. 

In that respect, the dissertation belongs in direct continuity with Janet and Flournoy. Janet had already shown that 

psychological life could disaggregate into relatively independent systems of sensation, memory, action, and 

consciousness. Fixed ideas, automatisms, alternating states, and divided memory demonstrated that the unity of the 

person could no longer be taken for granted. Flournoy, in turn, had shown that subliminal life could become 

astonishingly productive, elaborating latent materials into romances, personae, visions, glossolalia, and 

cosmological cycles. Jung’s dissertation enters this field as both inheritance and modification. It adopts the problem 
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of dissociation, but it presses more insistently on production. The subject under examination does not merely lose 

continuity with waking consciousness. She produces scenes, personalities, utterances, and affective worlds that 

display their own coherence. The split-off psyche is not silent. It is inventive. 

This is exactly why the text is so important for Part C. The argument at this stage is trying to show why the 

empirical discoveries of Burghölzli begin to exceed a merely personal psychology. The dissertation provides one of 

the earliest places where that pressure is already visible. The material cannot be understood through conscious fraud 

alone, nor through ordinary recollection, nor through simple pathology in the sense of meaningless breakdown. It 

exhibits organization. It displays continuity across states. It carries its own memory systems, dramatic 

personifications, and imaginal structures. To say that such productions arise from dissociation is not yet to explain 

them. Dissociation names the condition of division; it does not by itself account for the forms that emerge within 

and through that division. What Jung is forced to confront is that psychic disaggregation may become the condition 

for a new kind of synthesis, a secondary synthesis no longer governed by the waking ego. 

That is the real problem of psychic production. Once a split in consciousness is acknowledged, one might still 

assume that what emerges beneath the threshold will be fragmentary, chaotic, and inert. But the evidence repeatedly 

suggests otherwise. The hidden or split-off material arranges itself. It draws together impressions, memories, 

fantasies, and affects into a provisional but often strikingly coherent order. The resulting productions may be bizarre, 

exaggerated, romanticized, or pathological, but they are not formless. They exhibit what one might call a 

spontaneous dramaturgy of the psyche. Figures appear, roles are distributed, scenes unfold, sequences recur, and 

emotionally charged themes assume imaginal body. This is why the transition beyond reductive causality becomes 

unavoidable. However important origin remains, origin alone cannot explain the emergence of this formal order. 

Jung’s attention to cryptomnesia is especially significant here. The concept allows him to reject crude supernatural 

interpretations without abolishing the mystery of psychic production itself. A memory image may return without 

being recognized as memory; it may arise detached from the usual marks that would connect it to the ordinary ego-

complex. In such cases the psyche presents borrowed or forgotten material as though it were new, immediate, or 

autonomous. This is already more than a technical point about memory. It reveals a basic feature of psychic life: 

contents may re-enter consciousness in transformed relation to the self. They are no longer simply owned by the 

waking subject. They appear from elsewhere within the psyche, as if produced by another agency. Yet even 

cryptomnesia does not exhaust the problem, because the crucial question remains why certain forgotten or weakly 

linked materials are taken up and recomposed into larger narrative or symbolic formations. 

Flournoy had already recognized something similar in Hélène Smith. The medium’s productions did not need to be 

treated as evidence of spirits or miraculous worlds in order to be psychologically extraordinary. Their significance 

lay precisely in the subliminal elaboration of available material into complex cycles of identity and vision. Jung’s 

dissertation inherits this lesson and radicalizes it by placing it in direct relation to the problem of personality. The 

psyche does not simply store impressions and discharge them. It can constellate around them, dramatize them, and 

weave them into alternate organizations of selfhood. This makes the dissertation a bridge text in the strongest sense. 

It belongs to the late nineteenth-century world of somnambulism, spiritism, hysteria, and subliminal memory, but it 

also points toward the later recognition that the psyche consists not merely of contents but of relatively autonomous 

configurations capable of taking on the force of personality. 

At the same time, the work remains close enough to the clinical atmosphere of its period to preserve an important 

caution. Jung has not yet fully escaped the language of hysteria, degeneration, and psychopathic inferiority. Nor has 

he yet formulated the wider symbolic horizon that would later allow him to interpret recurring psychic forms in 

transpersonal terms. This incompleteness is not a weakness for the present argument; it is an advantage. It shows 

that the pressure toward a larger psychology does not arise from later speculation imposed backward onto the early 

material. It arises from the early material itself. Even before archetype becomes an available category, Jung is 
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already forced by the evidence to acknowledge that the psyche produces organized imaginal realities that cannot be 

explained simply by conscious purpose or by direct recollection of personal experience. 

That is why this dissertation matters more than many later summaries. It preserves the moment when psychology is 

still wrestling with the problem in its most concrete and unstable form. The question is not yet what doctrine should 

replace the older one. The question is what kind of psyche is disclosed when automatic writing, trance speech, 

secondary personalities, dreamlike visions, and altered memory systems are treated as meaningful productions rather 

than curiosities or frauds. Jung’s answer is not yet complete, but its direction is unmistakable. The psyche is deeper 

than conscious intention, more divided than classical subjectivity allowed, and more productive than a simple model 

of repression can explain. 

This insight also clarifies why occult phenomena belong in a serious historical reconstruction of Jung’s 

development. They are not an embarrassing prelude to be passed over quickly in favor of later theoretical 

respectability. They reveal the precise zone in which the old boundaries of psychology were breaking down. The 

occult here is not important as a metaphysical claim. It is important as a symptom of the insufficiency of an older 

rational psychology. The strange productions associated with trance, automatism, and mediumship forced 

psychologists to confront mental activity that was structured, affectively charged, and often symbolically suggestive, 

yet not consciously authored in any straightforward way. In this sense, occult phenomena mark one of the historical 

sites at which the modern problem of psyche became unavoidable. 

For Jung personally, the dissertation therefore performs a bridging function of the highest importance. It gathers 

together the major strands that we have been tracing: the weakening of inherited unity, the loss of self-transparency, 

the fragmentation of consciousness, the emergence of subliminal life, and the possibility that hidden psychic 

processes possess their own organization. At the same time, it anticipates the later Burghölzli discoveries by 

showing that what lies outside the ego is not merely absent from consciousness but active beyond it. The association 

experiment would later give this activity an empirical and repeatable form in the discovery of the complex. But the 

dissertation already shows the same basic pressure in a more imaginal and dramatic register. The psyche is not only 

fractured. It is formative under fracture. 

Occult phenomena reveal that the problem of psyche cannot be contained within a narrow model of personal 

causality. Personal history remains relevant; forgotten impressions, emotional tensions, and dissociative conditions 

all matter. But the psyche does not merely preserve these materials. It reworks them. It produces from them. It 

arranges them into scenes, voices, figures, and secondary identities whose significance lies as much in their form as 

in their origin. Once that has been seen, the path opens toward the next and still more difficult question: whether 

such productions are merely idiosyncratic or whether recurrence, pattern, and a kind of psychological purposiveness 

begin to appear across them. That is the threshold at which the argument must now arrive. 

 

Psychosis, Fantasy, and the Persistence of Meaning 

The extension of complex theory into dementia praecox made one conclusion increasingly difficult to avoid. Psychic 

disintegration did not result in mere emptiness. However fractured the personality became, however severe the 

disturbance of association, the psychotic process continued to produce formations. This is the crucial point. If 

psychosis were only deficit, only ruin, only the breakdown of mental mechanism, then the psychological 

significance of its productions would be slight. But Jung, like Bleuler in a different register, repeatedly encountered 

something more disquieting and more fertile: even where the ego had lost its governing power, fantasy did not cease. 

It persisted. More than that, it organized. 

This persistence of fantasy under conditions of psychic breakdown is one of the most decisive pressures carrying the 

argument beyond a merely personal psychology. A strictly reductive account can still say that hallucinations, 

delusions, and bizarre associations arise from prior emotional injury, conflict, or constitutional weakness. It may 
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even say, with some justice, that the psychotic world is built out of the remnants of personal life. But such an 

account remains incomplete. It explains why psychic life has been destabilized; it does not fully explain why 

destabilization takes the form of world-production. The psychotic person does not simply lose reality. He generates 

substitute realities. Thought may become fragmented, but out of fragmentation there nevertheless emerge sequences, 

figures, persecutions, revelations, systems, voices, and symbolic condensations. The very fact of this production 

demands interpretation. 

Jung’s writings on psychogenesis and on the importance of the unconscious in psychopathology move directly 

toward this difficulty. They suggest that psychosis cannot be understood solely from the side of deterioration. One 

must also understand it from the side of psychic compensation and autonomous formation. Conscious adaptation 

becomes one-sided, rigid, or impossible; then unconscious material breaks through in abnormal form and begins to 

occupy the place once held by shared reality. In this situation, hallucination and delusion are not simply errors. They 

are attempts of the psyche to constitute a world when the prior order has collapsed. This does not make them 

healthy, nor does it romanticize psychosis. It means only that pathology is not the opposite of meaning. It is meaning 

under altered and often catastrophic conditions. 

This is why Jung’s formulations from the Burghölzli period matter so much. He does not treat schizophrenia as 

though it were psychologically unintelligible. On the contrary, he insists that it has a psychology of its own. The 

healthy person lives with the ego as the subject of experience, but the schizophrenic no longer possesses this unity. 

The ego becomes one subject among others, and the personality breaks into a plurality of autonomous complexes. 

Yet this plurality is not random in the trivial sense. Once the unity of the ego is weakened, those complexes do not 

remain inert fragments. They acquire voice, perspective, and force. They may appear as persecutors, saviors, judges, 

commentators, beloved figures, or systems of cosmic significance. What is lost is not psychic activity but psychic 

centralization. 

Bleuler’s work sharpens the same point from another side. His descriptions of schizophrenic autism, loosening of 

associations, fantasy, and altered relation to reality do not amount to a simple dismissal of psychotic productions as 

noise. They suggest instead that the patient withdraws from consensual reality into an inwardly governed domain in 

which fantasy, affect, and dissociated thought acquire predominance. The psychotic world is therefore not merely a 

shattered copy of external life. It is a reorganization according to another principle. It may be incoherent from the 

standpoint of ordinary logic, but it is rarely without affective determination. Certain wishes, fears, wounds, and inner 

tendencies rule there with an absoluteness they could not attain in ordinary waking adaptation. That is why the 

content of psychosis so often appears bizarre and yet strangely insistent. Its logic is not the logic of reality-testing, 

but neither is it pure accident. 

Here the analogy with dream becomes immensely important, though it must be handled with care. Jung would later 

say quite explicitly that schizophrenic ideation often resembles dream material in its abruptness, grotesqueness, 

fragmentariness, and imaginal density. Even in the early period, the comparison is already implicit. Dreams and 

psychotic productions alike reveal a mode of psychic functioning in which image, displacement, condensation, 

symbolic substitution, and dramatic scene replace ordinary discursive thought. The comparison does not erase the 

profound difference between dreaming and psychosis. But it does make one thing clear: where ordinary rational 

continuity is broken, the psyche does not fall silent. It continues to speak in forms that are imaginal before they are 

conceptual. It stages rather than explains. It presents rather than argues. 

Flournoy’s investigations make this transitional zone especially visible. His importance for Jung lies not in offering 

a doctrine to be adopted wholesale, but in demonstrating with remarkable precision that subliminal life is capable of 

sustained imaginative production. In mediumistic and somnambulistic states, latent material may erupt into 

consciousness not as raw residue but as personified sequences, romances, languages, scenes, and secondary 

personalities. What returns is not merely memory but memory transformed by imaginative elaboration. This is 

exactly the point at which the psychology of fantasy becomes indispensable. The psyche is not only a repository of 
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forgotten content. It is a workshop of recombination. It can reshape fragments of life into compelling configurations 

that acquire the force of worlds. 

Flournoy, the subliminal may still appear as dreamlike romance or trance-production. In schizophrenia, the same 

formative tendency appears under far more destructive conditions. Yet the continuity is still instructive. In both cases 

the psyche demonstrates a power of production that exceeds conscious authorship. In both cases the resulting 

formations cannot be understood simply as deliberate inventions. In both cases meaning persists even where 

ordinary self-command is weakened or absent. The psyche continues to organize itself and to present its conflicts, 

compensations, and desires in shaped form. If this is true, then the old explanatory model becomes too narrow. 

Biography may still explain much of the affective charge, but it cannot alone explain the persistence of form. 

That persistence is the real center of the present subsection. Even when reality is psychically replaced, the 

replacement is not arbitrary. There are recurrent tendencies toward personification, symbolic condensation, 

persecutory structure, exalted compensation, cosmic explanation, and dramatic staging. The patient does not merely 

have disconnected contents. He often inhabits a story, even if it is a broken one; or a system, even if it is unstable; or 

an imaginal order, even if it is terrifying. This does not yet justify a mature theory of archetype. But it does justify 

the stronger claim that psychic life cannot be adequately understood as a chain of efficient causes only. It has 

formative habits. It returns to patterns. It organizes around images. And when ordinary adaptation collapses, these 

tendencies become easier to see precisely because they are no longer held within the discipline of consensual 

consciousness. 

This is why psychosis belongs centrally, not peripherally, to the transition beyond personal psychology. It reveals 

with brutal clarity that the psyche contains powers of organization that survive the weakening of the ego and that 

continue to generate meaning under pathological conditions. That meaning is fractured, distorted, and often hostile 

to adaptation, but it is still meaning. The clinician who treats psychosis as mere debris will miss the evidence that 

mattered most to Jung: the fact that psychic life remains productive even in disintegration. Once this is granted, the 

next step of the argument becomes unavoidable. If fantasy persists in patterned and not merely accidental ways, then 

one must ask whether recurrence itself has a psychological significance. Why do certain forms return? Why do 

certain imaginal structures reappear across dream, symptom, subliminal production, and psychosis? At that point, 

the problem is no longer only fantasy. It is pattern. 

 

Toward Recurrence, Pattern, and Psychological Teleology 

By this point in the argument, the empirical pressure has become unmistakable. The complex has already been 

shown to possess a relative autonomy. Dream, symptom, automatism, and psychotic production have shown that 

psychic life not only remembers and suffers but also forms. The remaining question is how to think the recurrence of 

these formations. Why do certain patterns return with such insistence? Why do similar structures appear across 

different kinds of material, different states of consciousness, and different levels of pathology? And why does 

psychic life so often seem to organize itself not merely according to what has happened, but according to what is 

trying to come into form? 

This is the point at which the argument must approach teleology with care. It would be easy either to avoid the issue 

altogether or to introduce it too grandly. Both moves would be mistakes. If one avoids it altogether, one remains 

imprisoned within a purely retrospective psychology in which every present formation is explained only by what lies 

behind it. If one introduces it too quickly, one risks importing a mature Jungian doctrine before the evidence has 

earned it. The proper movement here is narrower. The question is not yet whether the psyche possesses a fully 

developed purposive order in the later sense. The question is whether the empirical material already forces 

psychology to acknowledge that psychic phenomena cannot be understood by backward reference alone. 



41 
 

The pressure toward such an acknowledgment arises from recurrence itself. A symptom may indeed be traced to an 

earlier conflict, but once it becomes clear that the symptom also organizes present life, shapes conduct, and arranges 

affective relations, explanation must widen. A dream may be connected to a buried wound or wish, yet the dream 

does more than repeat that buried content. It stages a situation. It places the dreamer in relation to an image, a figure, 

a danger, a task, or an unresolved tension. Likewise, psychotic fantasy does not merely preserve injury in disordered 

form. It often constructs a world in which the injury, compensation, fear, or longing has assumed a governing 

position. In all such cases, psychic life appears not only as the aftermath of past events but as an active ordering of 

the present. 

This is where recurrence becomes more than repetition. Mere repetition would imply that the psyche simply 

reproduces what has already been impressed upon it. But much of the material Jung encountered does not behave 

this way. The returning formation is usually altered, elaborated, displaced, dramatized, or intensified. It is the same, 

but not the same. The affective nucleus may persist, yet it reappears through varying images, substitute situations, 

symbolic constellations, and reorganized narratives. Such recurrence suggests that the psyche does not merely 

preserve content but works upon it. It returns to certain problems because those problems have not yet been 

psychically resolved, but in returning to them it seeks expression through new arrangements. The form of return is 

therefore as important as the fact of return. 

At this stage, the language of pattern becomes indispensable. One begins to notice that psychic life tends to move 

through recurrent modes of dramatization: conflict becomes scene, hidden tension becomes personification, divided 

feeling becomes dialogue or opposition, wounded self-regard becomes exalted compensation, helplessness becomes 

persecution, and inner division becomes split agency. These are not yet archetypes in any developed theoretical 

sense. But neither are they random. They suggest that the psyche has ways of organizing experience that exceed the 

singular event from which a given disturbance may have first arisen. The more frequently such modes recur across 

dream, symptom, dissociation, and psychosis, the harder it becomes to regard them as accidental. 

This is one of the crucial transitions in Jung’s development. A psychology founded only on efficient causation asks 

what prior event produced the present condition. A widening psychology begins also to ask what form the psyche is 

attempting to produce through the condition. The word “attempting” must be handled cautiously, since one does not 

want to anthropomorphize the psyche or imply that every symptom is a wise message in disguise. Yet the evidence 

increasingly suggests that psychic formations do have direction. They move toward presentation. They move toward 

image. They move toward enactment. Even pathological formations are not simply inert remnants; they are efforts of 

psychic organization under strained or damaged conditions. 

This is where the comparison with dream becomes especially illuminating. A dream does not merely explain the 

past; it presents a present psychic situation in imaginal terms. It may reveal a conflict the dreamer does not 

consciously grasp, a danger the ego has minimized, a compensatory counterposition to one-sided consciousness, or 

an unresolved tension pressing toward acknowledgment. The same logic, under more disordered conditions, can be 

seen in fantasy and psychosis. The psyche produces not only because it is pushed from behind by buried causes, but 

because something unresolved presses toward shape. This is the minimal and historically appropriate sense in which 

teleology begins to appear. Not as a finished doctrine of destiny, but as the recognition that psychic life often 

behaves as though it were oriented toward expression, compensation, and configuration. 

Janet and Flournoy help clarify this transition precisely because neither can be reduced to simple mechanists, even if 

their vocabularies remain different from Jung’s later one. Janet’s work shows that hidden systems of thought and 

feeling continue to act outside conscious intention and may organize behavior in persistent ways. Flournoy shows 

that subliminal material does not merely survive; it elaborates itself into sequences of increasing complexity. Both 

contribute to the pressure against a psychology of passive residue. But Jung’s distinct step is to see in these recurring 

productions the beginning of a larger problem: the psyche may not only contain split-off material; it may possess 

characteristic ways of forming that material into meaningful patterns. 
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The work on psychosis makes this pressure still more difficult to ignore. In severe disturbance, where the ego’s 

mastery is weakened, the psyche’s own modes of patterning become more visible precisely because they are less 

inhibited by ordinary adaptation. Delusional systems, grandiose identities, persecutory worlds, revelatory structures, 

and imaginal personifications all testify that psychic life continues to organize itself even when reality-testing is 

compromised. This does not prove that the psyche is healthy or benevolent. It proves something more basic and 

more important for the argument: the psyche is formative under conditions where a purely causal or mechanical 

psychology expected only collapse. In that sense, psychosis becomes not only a pathology but a revelation of 

underlying psychological tendencies ordinarily obscured. 

Once this is seen, the movement toward a broader theory of psyche becomes necessary, even if it is not yet 

complete. The larger theory is not introduced because Jung has tired of empiricism, nor because he wishes to 

exchange science for metaphysics. It begins to press because the empirical findings themselves have exposed the 

insufficiency of the narrower framework. A merely personal psychology can explain much, but not enough. It can 

describe the affective roots of a complex, but not fully the recurring forms through which that complex returns. It 

can reconstruct causes, but not adequately account for the patterned productions that emerge from those causes. It 

can point backward with great skill, but it cannot yet interpret the presenting movement of psychic life. 

The argument is still not at archetypal doctrine, and it should not yet be. But it has arrived at the point where 

recurrence, pattern, and a minimal sense of psychological purposiveness can no longer be excluded without violence 

to the evidence. The psyche does not simply react. It returns. It configures. It dramatizes. It pushes latent conflict 

into imaginal form. And in doing so, it begins to suggest that the life of the psyche cannot be understood solely as a 

chain of personal causes, but must also be understood as a field of structured and recurrent formation. 

 

Transition Toward a Larger Theory of Psyche 

Part C has now brought the argument to its necessary threshold. The complex was first disclosed within the 

disciplined setting of experiment as a disturbance of association, affect, and conscious control. It then appeared in a 

stronger and more troubling form in dementia praecox, where psychic disintegration revealed that the hidden 

formations of the psyche could rival or displace the ego itself. From there the evidence widened further. Dream and 

symptom showed that psychic life does not merely conceal but also shape. Occult phenomena showed that 

dissociation can become productive, generating scenes, figures, voices, and secondary organizations of personality. 

Psychosis showed, with brutal clarity, that even where conscious unity fails, fantasy persists and meaning does not 

simply vanish. Recurrence and pattern then forced the final pressure: psychic life cannot be understood solely as the 

backward effect of personal causes. 

It has not yet introduced a mature archetypal doctrine, nor should it. Its function has been narrower and more exact. 

It has shown why the empirical findings themselves begin to exceed the explanatory capacities of a merely personal 

psychology. Biography remains indispensable, but it is no longer sufficient. Personal history can explain much of the 

charge, conflict, and vulnerability of psychic life. It cannot fully explain the recurrence of form, the persistence of 

imaginal pattern, the productivity of dissociation, or the way psychic material returns not merely as content but as 

configuration. At every decisive point, the evidence has compelled a widening of the frame. 

That widening is the true transition now required. The problem is no longer whether the psyche contains hidden 

contents. It is whether the psyche possesses forms of organization irreducible to conscious intention and not 

exhaustively explained by personal reminiscence. The question is no longer only what earlier event produced a 

present symptom. It is what kind of psychic order is revealed when dreams, fantasies, symptoms, automatisms, and 

psychotic productions all display recurrent structures of image, dramatization, compensation, and symbolic 

substitution. Once that question is asked seriously, psychology is already moving beyond its earlier limits. 
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This is why the next step cannot remain within the horizons of Burghölzli alone. Burghölzli supplied the 

indispensable empirical and psychiatric discipline. It showed that Jung’s psychology began in observation, 

experiment, and clinical confrontation rather than in speculative metaphysics. But the very rigor of that beginning 

generated problems that the original framework could not finally contain. The psyche had shown itself too divided 

for classical self-transparency, too productive for simple reduction, and too patterned for a merely mechanical 

causality. A larger theory had begun to press not because Jung wished to abandon evidence, but because evidence 

had already unsettled the inherited categories. 

The significance of this transition should be stated carefully. The movement beyond personal psychology is not a 

rejection of the personal. It is an inclusion of the personal within a broader conception of psychic life. The personal 

remains the immediate theater in which conflict is suffered, symptom formed, and adaptation tested. But it no longer 

names the whole field. Behind and within personal biography, one has begun to glimpse recurring modes of psychic 

organization that exceed singular life-history even while taking shape through it. The psyche appears less as a 

storehouse of impressions than as a dynamic field of formation, one in which images, affects, fantasies, and conflicts 

arrange themselves according to patterns that cannot be reduced without remainder to conscious intention or 

remembered experience. 

Once the empirical and clinical evidence has widened the psychological field beyond personal reduction, the 

insufficiency of the Freudian frame becomes sharper and more consequential. What had been a pressure within 

theory will soon become a pressure within Jung’s own life and work. The next movement must show how this 

expanding conception of psyche contributed to the break with Freud, why the inherited explanatory model became 

increasingly restrictive, and why Jung was driven toward confrontation with images rather than remaining within the 

limits of reductive analysis. The issue is no longer simply the discovery of the complex. It is the fate of a psychology 

once the psyche has shown itself deeper, more autonomous, and more imaginal than the existing theory can 

comfortably allow. 

So far we have carried the argument from empirical discovery to conceptual pressure. We have shown why the 

evidence from experiment, dream, symptom, occult phenomena, and psychosis makes a larger theory of psyche 

necessary before that theory is fully named. What follows must now be the rupture through which that necessity 

becomes existential as well as conceptual. 
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Chapter 4 - Break with Freud, Descent, Confrontation 

The Limits of the Freudian Frame 

Jung’s break with Freud did not begin in resentment, rivalry, or wounded allegiance. It began in the growing 

recognition that the explanatory structure Freud had built, powerful as it was, could not finally contain the range of 

psychic phenomena Jung was encountering. Freud had given him an instrument of extraordinary force. He had 

shown that consciousness was not master in its own house, that symptoms could be meaningful, that dreams were 

not accidental debris, and that psychic life must be approached through conflict, disguise, displacement, and hidden 

intention. For Jung, this was not a minor correction within psychiatry but one of the decisive intellectual events of 

the age. Yet the very success of psychoanalysis made its limits more visible. The more seriously Jung took Freud’s 

discovery of the unconscious, the less able he became to accept the boundaries Freud placed around it. 

At the center of the difficulty stood Freud’s tendency toward reduction. His method had achieved its sharpest results 

by tracing apparently elevated, obscure, or symbolic material back to infantile desire, repression, and disguised 

wish. This procedure was illuminating so long as the material in question could in fact be exhausted by such 

reconstruction. Jung had learned much from it in the clinic, especially in relation to neurosis, repression, and the 

hidden continuity between symptom and personal history. But he gradually found that the method, once elevated 

into a universal key, began to flatten the very material it claimed to explain. It could uncover origins, but not always 

significance. It could identify antecedents, but not always form. It could show what a symbol came from, yet fail to 

say why this image, rather than another, had seized the psyche with such force. 

This difficulty emerged first not at the level of doctrine but at the level of experience. Jung’s clinical and 

experimental work had already shown him that psychic formations possessed a degree of autonomy that was not 

adequately described by conscious intention or simple recollection. A complex was not merely an idea one happened 

to have; it behaved more like a knot of energy, affect, and image that could interrupt volition, distort association, and 

organize perception from below. Freud’s theory had certainly made such hidden determinants thinkable. But the 

question pressing on Jung was whether all such formations could be derived from one dominant explanatory 

grammar. If every symbolic product was read primarily as the disguised expression of repressed sexuality, then the 

diversity of psychic life seemed to narrow into a single family drama. What had presented itself empirically as 

multiplicity threatened to be forced back into theoretical monotony. 

The issue was especially acute in relation to symbolism. Jung did not deny that symbols could conceal, displace, or 

compromise forbidden wishes. In many cases they clearly did. But he came to think that this was only one function 

among others, and not always the most decisive. Symbols often appeared to do more than mask. They organized 

psychic transition. They mediated conflict. They gave shape to states the ego could not yet conceptually grasp. They 

carried a surplus not reducible to disguise. Freud’s interpretive style tended to treat this surplus as residue, ornament, 

or secondary elaboration. Jung increasingly suspected that it was central. The image did not merely cover something 

more basic; sometimes it was the event itself, the actual mode in which psychic transformation first became visible. 

This was why mythic and religious material became such a testing ground. Freud’s framework remained strongest 

when working upon material that could plausibly be referred back to personal childhood history and familial 

prohibition. But as Jung’s inquiries widened, he encountered images, motifs, and symbolic patterns that seemed to 

exceed the personal sphere without therefore becoming meaningless. Incest, for example, could not always be read 

only as literal infantile desire. In mythic and religious traditions it appeared as a figure of return, enclosure, origin, 

fusion, or the longing to re-enter an undivided condition. To insist on the sexual reading alone was, in Jung’s view, 

not bold realism but interpretive contraction. Freud’s strength had been to strip away pious illusion. His weakness, 

from Jung’s standpoint, was that the stripping away threatened to become automatic, such that every height was 

treated as disguise for depth of one particular kind. 
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This is why the conflict cannot be understood as a simple disagreement over one concept. The problem was 

structural. Freud’s psychology, for all its revolutionary power, remained governed by a suspicion toward the 

symbolic that made it difficult for symbol to possess any irreducible dignity. Religion, myth, ritual, and vision could 

be analyzed, but only at the cost of being translated into something more primary than themselves. Jung increasingly 

came to feel that such translation, though often necessary, became falsifying when universalized. It was one thing to 

say that symbols are linked to instinct. It was another to say that they are nothing but instinct in disguise. The first 

position opened a difficult psychology of mediation. The second threatened to abolish the symbolic level altogether. 

The tension sharpened around dreams. Jung had once defended a more strictly Freudian view of dream 

interpretation, but his later experience made such confidence impossible. Dreams did not always present themselves 

as wish-fulfillments in masked form. Some appeared anticipatory, compensatory, diagnostic, or mythopoetic. Some 

presented images that bore no convincing relation to repressed wishes unless one imposed such a relation by force. 

Others displayed an objectivity that startled the dreamer precisely because it did not seem fabricated by personal 

desire. Jung did not deny disguise in dreams; he denied that disguise exhausted their nature. If the dream could 

speak in more than one register, then the interpretive rule that sought a single underlying template had to be 

loosened. 

There was also a broader intellectual issue. Freud had forged psychoanalysis in a polemical atmosphere, under 

constant pressure to defend its scientific legitimacy. Under those conditions, theoretical concentration carried 

strategic value. To insist on sexuality, repression, and infantile foundations was to protect the discovery of the 

unconscious from moralizing dilution and philosophical vagueness. Jung understood this. But what had served as 

strategic severity began, in his eyes, to harden into dogma. The theory no longer functioned simply as an instrument 

for discovering what the psyche was doing; it increasingly dictated in advance what the psyche must be doing. Once 

that point was reached, method ceased to be exploratory and became legislative. 

Jung’s dissatisfaction therefore concerned both content and attitude. He was less troubled by Freud’s emphasis on 

sexuality as such than by the theoretical finality with which it was installed. Sexuality was undeniably fundamental, 

but was it sovereign? Could psychic energy assume forms not adequately captured by sexual explanation? Could 

regression mean not only retreat to infantile fixation but also descent into more archaic and impersonal layers of 

symbolic life? Could religion be more than sublimation, and symbol more than disguise? These questions were not 

marginal amendments. Each one loosened a supporting beam in the Freudian structure. 

What makes this moment historically important is that Jung’s divergence arose from fidelity to the problem, not 

flight from it. He did not abandon Freud because he wished to restore metaphysics, sentimentality, or spiritual 

consolation. On the contrary, he had been driven by clinical, comparative, and inward evidence to suspect that the 

psyche was even less manageable than Freud had shown. If psychoanalysis had shattered the rationalist image of 

man, Jung now found that it had not shattered it enough. Beneath personal memory there seemed to lie deeper 

patterns; beneath symptom, image; beneath repression, form; beneath biography, a more obscure and impersonal 

activity of psyche. Freud had opened the descent, but he had also marked out its permissible limits. Jung was 

arriving at the point where those limits themselves had become the obstacle. 

For that reason, the Freudian frame did not simply become intellectually insufficient; it became experientially 

untenable. Jung could no longer make the phenomena fit without remainder, and the remainder was exactly what 

mattered most. The symbolic life of the psyche was pressing beyond a psychology of disclosure into a psychology of 

formation. What demanded explanation was no longer only why forbidden wishes returned, but why psychic life 

produced images of such depth, recurrence, and structural power. Once that question took precedence, the inherited 

framework began to fail from within. The break had not yet fully occurred, but its necessity was already present. The 

theory that had first made the unconscious speak was becoming too narrow for what that speech was now saying. 
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Libido, Regression, and the Expansion of Psychic Energy 

The decisive dispute between Freud and Jung did not concern a word. It concerned the range of psyche itself. Once 

Jung ceased to identify libido exclusively with sexuality, the whole architecture of psychoanalytic explanation began 

to shift. What had appeared within Freud’s system as a privileged and nearly universal key now became, for Jung, a 

particular expression of a more general psychic energy. The disagreement was therefore not a refinement internal to 

psychoanalysis but a struggle over first principles. It asked whether the psyche was to be understood primarily 

through the causal tracing of symptoms back to repressed sexual origins, or whether psychic life had to be grasped 

as a dynamic process of transformation, displacement, symbolic formation, and directedness toward ends not 

exhausted by infantile history. 

Freud’s great strength had been to restore force to psychic life. He had shown that symptoms do not merely happen 

but are energized, compelled, and bound to affective intensities that consciousness neither masters nor fully knows. 

Jung never abandoned this discovery. What he rejected was the theoretical narrowing by which one specific 

instinctive domain came to dominate the interpretation of all psychic movement. Sexuality remained fundamental, 

but no longer sovereign. Libido, in Jung’s expanding usage, came to name not a single drive but the energetic 

condition of psychic becoming as such. The consequence of this shift was immense. Once libido became general 

psychic energy, regression itself could no longer be interpreted only as a backward slide into infantile fixation. It 

might also indicate a movement into deeper layers of the psyche, a withdrawal from failed adaptation, or the 

activation of symbolic material necessary for transformation. 

This is why the question of regression became so explosive. In a stricter Freudian framework, regression points 

backward. It is the return of an earlier stage, the reanimation of unresolved desire, the reassertion of infantile 

dependence under the pressure of present conflict. Jung did not deny this. But he came to think that such an account 

described only one aspect of a larger process. Regression could indeed be pathological; it could also be purposive in 

a sense deeper than intention. When conscious adaptation failed, psychic energy did not simply collapse into debris. 

It withdrew, constellated other contents, and produced images, fantasies, and symbolic formations whose 

significance could not be understood if they were treated merely as residues of repression. What looked like 

backward movement from the standpoint of conscious progress could also be the psyche’s attempt to restore 

balance, recover neglected functions, and generate a new relation between ego and unconscious. 

Here the difference between the two men becomes particularly sharp. Freud’s method was strongest where 

interpretation could move from manifest formation to latent cause with relative clarity. Jung increasingly 

encountered cases in which this movement, though illuminating up to a point, did not suffice. The image did not 

dissolve once reduced. Mythic material, incest motifs, sacrificial patterns, heroic descent, death-and-rebirth 

sequences, and visionary figures retained a density that exceeded explanatory reduction. If they were interpreted 

only as disguised wish-material, something essential was lost. Jung’s enlargement of libido was his attempt to 

preserve that surplus without abandoning psychological rigor. Symbolic formations were still psychic, still 

energized, still linked to instinct and conflict; but they were no longer intelligible only as masks. They could also be 

expressions of transformation, indications of psychic transition, and emergent forms of meaning. 

This helps explain why the publication of Psychology of the Unconscious was experienced by Jung not as a mild 

doctrinal divergence but as the necessary articulation of a break already prepared in the work itself. The 

reinterpretation of incest is exemplary. Freud read it primarily through the drama of literal familial desire and 

prohibition. Jung came to see that, although this level could not simply be denied, incest symbolism in myth and 

religion bore a wider significance. It spoke of return to origins, fusion, rebirth, enclosure, and the dangerous longing 

for undifferentiated unity. In other words, it named not only desire for the parent but a deeper psychic movement 

whose language was symbolic before it was biographical. This was precisely what Freud could not accept, because it 

threatened the reductionist power on which the coherence of his theory depended. 
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The conflict over libido therefore carried with it a second conflict over method. Freud’s mode of explanation was 

primarily retrospective. It worked by uncovering antecedents, exposing concealment, and tracing present formations 

back to prior causes. Jung’s developing position did not reject retrospection, but it insisted that psychic process also 

has direction. Energy moves, shifts, withdraws, accumulates, and reappears in altered form. Regression is not simply 

return; it may be the precondition of a new progression. The psyche does not only remember; it also forms. It does 

not only conceal; it also produces. The symbolic image is therefore not merely a disguise to be penetrated, but a 

psychic event in its own right. 

This is the point at which Jung’s later vocabulary is often read backward too quickly, as though archetype and 

individuation were already fully in place. They are not. What is present at this stage is pressure rather than 

completion. Jung is discovering that psychic energy cannot be thought adequately within a one-level model of 

instinct and symptom. He is finding, through theory and through personal crisis, that withdrawal of libido from the 

outer world can issue in imaginal production of extraordinary force. That discovery is still unstable. It has not yet 

become a settled doctrine. But it already renders the Freudian frame insufficient, because the frame cannot 

adequately account for the productivity of psychic regression except by treating it as disguised repetition. 

The widening of libido thus marks a decisive threshold. It is the conceptual form taken by a larger experiential truth: 

that psychic life is more extensive, more symbolic, and more internally purposive than Freud’s model allowed. Once 

that threshold is crossed, the break becomes unavoidable. For if libido is general psychic energy rather than 

sexuality alone, then regression may lead not only backward into the infantile but inward into the imaginal. And 

once that possibility is admitted, the psyche can no longer be interpreted solely through personal history. It must also 

be followed into the autonomous movement of its images. Our argument therefore moves from theoretical dispute 

toward lived descent. The revision of libido is not a detached abstraction. It is the conceptual opening through which 

Jung will be compelled to pass into confrontation with the unconscious itself. 

 

Religion, Symbol, and the Failure of Reduction 

The conflict between Freud and Jung sharpened most decisively at the point where symbolic material could no 

longer be treated as nothing but disguise. Freud’s method had gained its extraordinary force by showing that dreams, 

symptoms, fantasies, and cultural forms could be traced back to repression, infantile conflict, and disguised wish. 

Jung did not repudiate that discovery. What he increasingly doubted was its sufficiency. The more he confronted 

mythic, religious, and visionary material, the less able he became to believe that interpretation had done its work 

once it had exposed an instinctual substrate. Reduction could reveal antecedents, but it could not always account for 

form, intensity, or psychic necessity. 

This did not mean a retreat from criticism into piety. It meant, rather, a stricter psychological demand. Religious 

images could indeed mask unresolved desire. They could indeed be bound to instinct, conflict, and repression. But 

their meaning was not exhausted by such derivation. Once symbolic material arose with an inner density that 

exceeded personal biography, reductive explanation began to seem less like penetration than flattening. It could tell 

one what a symbol came from; it could not adequately explain what the symbol was doing. 

This pressure is already visible in Jung’s transitional writings on libido and symbolism. There he is not yet in 

possession of the later architecture of analytical psychology, but he is clearly moving beyond a merely reductive 

account. Symbolic formations remain linked to instinct, energy, and psychic conflict, yet they are no longer treated 

as mere masks to be dissolved as soon as their hidden source is identified. The symbol begins to appear as a process 

rather than a cover: a form through which psychic energy is redirected, transformed, and rendered visible. 

That shift became especially important in relation to religious motifs. Rebirth, sacrifice, mother symbolism, and 

related mythic figures could always be reduced downward into infantile situations, bodily wishes, or unresolved 
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family attachments. Jung did not deny that such readings often disclosed something real. But he increasingly saw 

that religious traditions had elaborated these motifs into forms of psychic transformation. Rebirth was not only 

regression to an earlier state; it was also an image of psychic renewal. Sacrifice was not only renunciation under 

prohibition; it was also the symbolic death of an exhausted attitude. Reduction could explain these things 

retrospectively, but it could not finally explain why the psyche produced them in precisely these forms. 

At this point the issue between Freud and Jung became methodologically irreconcilable. For Freud, interpretation 

attained its greatest rigor in unmasking. For Jung, unmasking remained necessary but could no longer suffice. The 

symbolic image had to be taken seriously as image. It possessed formal specificity, affective charge, and often a 

peculiar autonomy that could not be dismissed as ornament, disguise, or secondary elaboration. When interpretation 

reduced without residue, it abolished the very level at which religion and symbol operate. 

Jung’s developing criticism of reduction is especially sharp because it is not abstract. The reductive procedure can 

disclose hidden causes, but it often leaves the peculiar choice of the symbol unexplained. It can identify the 

instinctual basis of a dream, yet fail to account for why the psyche has selected this figure rather than another. It can 

trace an image backward into biography, yet neglect the fact that the dream or fantasy is also a subjective event 

belonging to the total condition of the dreamer. This is already more than a technical amendment. It is the beginning 

of another psychology. Symbolic form matters because the psyche does not produce one image rather than another 

by accident. 

The same issue appears on a larger scale once Jung’s own imaginal life intensifies. Visionary material does not 

present itself as a puzzle to be solved merely by translation into simpler terms. It imposes itself as event, 

confrontation, and ordeal. Its importance lies precisely here: Jung did not treat such visions as disposable residues. 

He treated them as psychically real and as bearing upon the crisis of the individual and the age. That decision would 

have been impossible within a framework that regarded visionary material as merely regressive disguise. The 

imaginal image had become too structured, too autonomous, and too demanding to be explained away. 

This does not mean that Jung abandoned reduction altogether. On the contrary, reductive interpretation remains 

indispensable wherever symbol-formation is inflated, unsuitable, or still bound to unresolved instinctual material. 

But it could no longer be the whole of method. Human life does not remain permanently at the level of dismantling. 

Once analysis has broken down an inadequate formation into its natural elements, another task appears: the symbolic 

reconfiguration of psychic life. Reduction can clear the ground; it cannot by itself build the bridge. 

That is why religion and symbol became the decisive battleground between Freud and Jung. The question was never 

simply whether religious images were true. It was whether they were psychologically formative. Freud’s method 

revealed what such images may defend against. Jung increasingly asked what they may also accomplish. The first 

question is critical. The second is developmental. Without the first, one risks illusion. Without the second, one 

remains trapped in negation. 

In this sense the failure of reduction was not an incidental disagreement but a turning point. It marked the moment 

when interpretation could no longer consist solely in tracing things backward to origin. The symbol insisted on 

being read as process, relation, and transformation. Once that insistence was granted, the Freudian frame could no 

longer contain the full range of the phenomena Jung was encountering. The path now led toward rupture, because a 

psychology that grants formative force to symbol is already moving beyond a psychology organized primarily by 

demystification. 

 

The Break with Freud as Conceptual Rupture 

The break with Freud should not be narrated as the collapse of a friendship that later acquired theoretical 

justification. That sequence reverses the real movement. Personal estrangement, institutional conflict, and mutual 
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disappointment undoubtedly mattered, but they mattered because a deeper divergence had already made continued 

unity impossible. By the time the separation became visible, the underlying disagreement concerned the structure of 

psyche itself, the meaning of symbol, the interpretation of regression, the scope of libido, and the task of 

psychology. The rupture was therefore not an accident appended to theory. It was the consequence of theory having 

reached a point at which coexistence could no longer be sustained without falsification. 

Freud had given Jung more than a set of doctrines. He had offered a model of psychological seriousness adequate to 

the crisis of modern consciousness. He had shattered the vanity of rational self-possession, uncovered the conflictual 

life of desire, and shown that psychic phenomena obeyed laws of transformation rather than the will of the ego. For 

Jung, this was an immense liberation. It made possible a psychology no longer confined to surface explanation or 

moral description. Yet precisely because Jung had taken Freud so seriously, he could not indefinitely remain within a 

frame that now seemed to him increasingly restrictive. The more deeply he followed the implications of psychic 

autonomy, the less he could accept a system that continued to subordinate symbol to disguise, religion to 

sublimation, and regression to infantilism alone. 

This is why the dispute over libido was only the most visible sign of a broader incompatibility. Once Jung ceased to 

identify psychic energy solely with sexuality, the entire architecture of explanation began to shift. Psychic 

movement could no longer be read only as return to earlier fixation. It could also indicate withdrawal, redirection, 

compensation, symbolic reorganization, and the emergence of forms not reducible to personal causality. Freud saw 

in this widening a dangerous loss of rigor, a slide toward obscurity and speculative inflation. Jung saw in Freud’s 

resistance an increasingly dogmatic reduction of psychic life to one privileged key. Neither man misrecognized the 

gravity of the issue. They were no longer disputing an accessory concept. They were contending over what 

psychology would be permitted to see. 

At this point the historical importance of the break becomes clear. If Jung had merely wanted independence, he 

could have achieved it through tactical distance while remaining within the broad Freudian world. But what was 

now pressing on him could not be contained by partial revision. Too much had changed. Symbolic material was 

proving more formative than Freud’s model allowed. Dreams were showing more than wish-disguise. Religious and 

mythic patterns were pressing beyond personal biography. Psychic experience was disclosing levels of organization 

that did not submit easily to the causal grammar of repression and return. The more Jung tried to preserve these 

phenomena, the more the Freudian framework appeared not simply incomplete but actively prohibitive. 

That is why the break must be understood as conceptual rupture before it is treated as institutional event. An 

institution can often survive disagreement so long as the basic terms remain shared. Here they did not. Freud’s 

psychology was committed above all to demystification through causal reduction. Jung was moving toward a 

psychology in which reduction remained necessary but no longer sufficient, and in which symbolic construction 

would eventually become equally indispensable. Freud sought the hidden cause beneath the image. Jung 

increasingly sought both cause and purpose, both derivation and form, both origin and the new configuration toward 

which the psyche might be moving. Such differences do not remain peacefully adjacent. They force a division 

because each method begins to judge the other as a betrayal of psychology’s proper task. 

The existential dimension of the rupture follows from this conceptual depth. Jung was not changing schools in the 

ordinary sense. He was losing the framework within which his previous psychological identity had become 

intelligible. To separate from Freud was not only to resign from an alliance; it was to pass out of an already 

constituted order without yet possessing another. That is why the period must not be flattened into intellectual 

biography. The crisis was lived as disorientation because what had been surrendered was not merely affiliation but 

orientation itself. The older explanatory authority had become unusable, while the new one had not yet been formed. 

Jung stood between systems, and the space between them was not neutral. It was inwardly dangerous. 

This danger is essential to the logic of Part D. The break did not simply clear room for a new theory. It opened a 

void in which theory itself could no longer proceed securely by inherited method. Once Freud’s frame had ceased to 
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hold, Jung could not simply replace it with an abstract alternative already waiting in reserve. He had to endure a 

period in which the psyche would disclose itself more directly, less protected by established doctrine, and under 

conditions that threatened both scientific legitimacy and personal equilibrium. The rupture therefore has to be read 

as preparation for descent. It was because the old interpretive order failed that the image acquired unprecedented 

force. What could no longer be resolved conceptually returned imaginally. 

This also explains why the break should not be narrated as victory. It was not the triumphant emancipation of an 

original thinker throwing off an overbearing master. It was a compelled severance whose necessity was matched by 

its cost. Jung lost an intellectual alliance, a professional center of gravity, and a recognized language of legitimacy. 

More importantly, he lost the protection of a system that, however restrictive, had still offered explanatory closure. 

Beyond that closure lay uncertainty, and beyond uncertainty lay confrontation with material that could not be 

mastered by critical distance alone. The break was therefore both liberation and exposure. It freed Jung from a frame 

he could no longer inhabit, but it also deprived him of the defenses that frame had provided. 

The relation between rupture and necessity is clearest when one sees that Jung did not move directly from Freud to 

doctrine. He moved from Freud to crisis. Only later would conceptual reorganization emerge. In the immediate 

aftermath, what appears is not a finished psychology but an unstable passage in which images, fantasies, voices, 

figures, and symbolic sequences begin to assume an authority that cannot be dismissed as mere residue. This is 

precisely why the break is not only theoretical. It marks the point at which psychology itself is forced to ask whether 

it will recognize the imaginal as psychologically real or continue to reduce it to derivative status. Freud answered in 

one way. Jung was being driven toward another. 

The rupture, then, is best understood as the necessary severing of two incompatible futures for psychology. One 

future remained primarily interpretive in the reductive sense, committed to unveiling, backward tracing, and the 

demystification of psychic products through instinctual causality. The other would move toward a more difficult 

balance in which reduction and construction, analysis and symbol, causality and form, all had to be held together 

without premature simplification. Jung did not yet possess this second psychology in completed form. But he had 

already crossed too many thresholds to return. The break with Freud became unavoidable because the phenomena 

themselves had forced him beyond the limits of the Freudian frame. 

 

Descent into Images 

Once the break with Freud is understood as conceptual rupture rather than merely biographical fracture, the next 

movement of Jung’s development becomes easier to grasp. He does not proceed immediately into a new conceptual 

stability. He descends instead into a region where theory can no longer lead with confidence and where the psyche 

presents itself less as an object of interpretation than as a field of encounter. This is the decisive significance of the 

turn to images. The failure of the older frame did not leave behind an empty interval awaiting abstract 

reconstruction. It opened directly onto imaginal experience. What could no longer be adequately contained by 

inherited concepts began to appear in figures, scenes, dialogues, symbolic sequences, and visionary intensities that 

demanded not only explanation but endurance. 

This descent must not be confused with a romantic surrender to fantasy. That misunderstanding trivializes the danger 

of the period and falsifies the method that slowly emerged from it. Jung’s movement into images was not an 

aesthetic pastime, nor was it a cultivated mysticism undertaken after the fact to dignify a personal crisis. It was 

compelled by the recognition that the psyche, once followed beyond the limits of reductive explanation, does not 

first yield a doctrine. It yields images. Those images are not passive decorations laid upon prior meaning. They are 

the immediate forms in which psychic reality begins to organize itself when the authority of conscious interpretation 

weakens. The image comes first, and thought must struggle afterward to catch up. 
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That sequence matters. The imaginal does not arrive as a supplement to an already secured psychology. It arrives at 

the moment when secure psychology has broken down. Jung’s earlier work had already prepared the possibility that 

psychic life might be relatively autonomous, internally divided, and productive beyond conscious intention. But in 

the period following the break with Freud, this possibility ceased to be merely clinical or theoretical. It became 

existential. The psyche no longer appeared only in patients, dreams, experiments, or comparative materials. It 

became the medium through which Jung himself had to pass. That fact gives the entire descent its peculiar force. He 

was no longer only studying the instability of the subject. He was undergoing it. 

In this respect, the descent into images is inseparable from the loss of external explanatory shelter. Freud’s frame 

had offered not only limitations but protections. It allowed one to interpret psychic productions from a position of 

critical distance, tracing them back to prior causes and reducing their mystery to intelligible determinants. Once that 

frame failed, the image could no longer be mastered so quickly by translation. It stood before Jung with a kind of 

objective insistence. Figures emerged not as arbitrary fabrications of will, but as presences within psychic 

experience, carrying affective charge, symbolic density, and a disturbing degree of autonomy. The more he attended 

to them, the less plausible it became to dismiss them as trivial fantasy in the ordinary sense. 

This is why the language of descent is more exact than the language of imagination alone. To imagine can suggest 

free invention, discretionary play, or subjective embellishment. Descent suggests something more perilous and less 

voluntary. It implies movement downward or inward into a region not fully governed by the ego’s preferences. What 

Jung encountered there was not merely the capacity to make images, but the necessity of meeting images that 

arrived with claims of their own. The psyche was not asking to be ornamented. It was demanding confrontation. The 

imaginal became the place where unresolved theoretical tensions returned in transformed form: no longer as 

arguments about libido or reduction, but as inner figures, dramatic scenes, sacrificial motifs, dead voices, archaic 

presences, and sequences of symbolic action. 

The biographical fact of Jung’s inner crisis matters only because it exposes a new psychological terrain. What is 

decisive is not that he had visions, fantasies, and dialogues, but that these experiences forced a revaluation of what 

counts as psychic reality. The descent into images makes visible the inadequacy of a psychology that treats fantasy 

as merely derivative or decorative. Here fantasy becomes the very mode in which the psyche discloses its structure, 

conflict, and demand. The image is no longer secondary. It is primary evidence. Not evidence in the positivist sense 

of an external datum, but evidence of how psychic life organizes itself when conscious mastery recedes. 

There is, however, a danger in saying this too simply. To recognize the image as primary is not to grant every image 

immediate truth. Jung’s descent is marked throughout by uncertainty, dread, ambiguity, and the constant possibility 

of inflation or dissolution. The image is authoritative not because it is self-interpreting, but because it cannot be 

ignored without loss. One must enter relation with it, but one must not simply submit to it. The task is therefore 

neither repression nor surrender. It is sustained encounter. This intermediate position is crucial, because it 

distinguishes Jung’s descent from both psychiatric collapse and religious consolation. He is neither dismissing the 

image as pathological noise nor accepting it as revelation in any naïve sense. He is holding himself before it long 

enough for another kind of psychology to begin forming. 

The emergence of dialogues and dramatic figures is especially important here. In imaginal descent, the psyche does 

not merely produce isolated pictures. It stages encounters. This staging reveals something essential: psychic life is 

inherently relational and internally plural. The self is not simply one thing speaking to itself in a disguised voice. It 

is confronted by agencies, perspectives, tonalities, and positions that behave with a stubborn otherness. Jung had 

already glimpsed such plurality in dissociation, mediumistic performance, and the autonomy of complexes. But here 

plurality becomes immediate and inwardly lived. The psyche appears not as a static container of contents but as a 

dramatic field. The image is therefore rarely inert. It acts, addresses, accuses, seduces, resists, or instructs. Through 

such action the imaginal becomes psychologically decisive. 
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This descent also alters the temporal logic of psychic understanding. Earlier explanatory models tended to privilege 

the backward tracing of symptoms to origins. Imaginal sequences, by contrast, often unfold as processes. They 

move. They transform. They return in altered form. They carry the psyche not only back into buried material but 

forward into configurations not yet realized.  

That is why descent into images cannot be grasped solely as regression. Though it unquestionably involves a 

movement away from ordinary adaptation and toward deeper layers of psychic life, it also contains a prospective 

dimension. The image is not only residue. It is formation. It may preserve archaic material, but it also reorders it. In 

this sense the imaginal is transitional: it mediates between what has broken down and what has not yet taken shape. 

The relation between descent and method thus begins already to appear, though only in embryo. Jung does not yet 

possess the later formulations by which he will attempt to conceptualize this process. But the basic insight is 

emerging with unmistakable force: if the psyche is followed deeply enough, its truth is first given imaginally rather 

than discursively. Psychology must therefore learn how to attend to images without reducing them prematurely and 

without surrendering critical consciousness altogether. The descent becomes the apprenticeship for that discipline. It 

teaches, through ordeal, that the image is neither a mere symptom to be decoded nor a metaphysical object to be 

worshipped. It is the medium in which psychic process becomes experientially visible. 

 

Confrontation and the Reality of the Imaginal 

If descent into images names the movement by which Jung entered the imaginal field, confrontation names the more 

exact psychological fact that followed: the image would not remain a spectacle. It demanded response. This is the 

decisive advance in Part D. The psyche no longer appears merely as a source of strange productions, nor even 

simply as a depth from which autonomous figures arise. It appears as something with which one must enter into 

relation. The image becomes psychologically decisive not because it is picturesque, obscure, or symbolically 

suggestive, but because it confronts the ego with a reality it cannot master by distance alone. 

That point must be stated carefully. To call the imaginal real is not to collapse psychological reality into material 

fact, nor is it to affirm without qualification the literal existence of every figure that appears in inner experience. 

Jung’s importance lies precisely in refusing that false alternative. The image is not real because it corresponds 

straightforwardly to an external object. It is real because it acts. It affects, reorganizes, interrupts, compels, threatens, 

seduces, and transforms. It possesses consequences. The criterion of reality here is neither metaphysical proof nor 

empirical externality in the narrow sense, but psychic efficacy. What confronts the subject in image may not be real 

in the manner of a stone or a body, yet it is not therefore unreal in the trivial sense. It belongs to that order of 

experience whose effects are undeniable precisely because they alter the structure of psychic life. 

This is why confrontation marks a more radical threshold than descent alone. One may descend and still imagine 

that images are only temporary expressions, private fantasies, or symbolic ornaments awaiting interpretation. 

Confrontation begins when such interpretations no longer suffice to neutralize what appears. The image resists 

dismissal. It returns. It deepens. It develops its own inner logic. It places the subject under demand. Jung’s 

experience increasingly forced him into this position. The imaginal figures were not content to be observed. They 

behaved as if they carried an autonomy that required recognition. This was not merely a matter of vividness. It was a 

matter of relation. The psyche had become dialogical, dramatic, and exacting. 

The significance of dialogue here cannot be overstated. In confrontation, the image does not simply mean 

something; it says something. It answers back. It contests the ego’s standpoint. It reveals perspectives that 

consciousness has not chosen and cannot wholly assimilate. This is one of the great shifts away from a psychology 

governed primarily by reductive explanation. If the image can answer, then it is not merely a coded remnant of prior 

causality. It is functioning as a living factor within the present tense of the psyche. Jung is thus compelled to 
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recognize that inner life contains centers of initiative that cannot be reduced to the already conscious personality. 

The psyche is not only layered; it is internally plural and active. 

This does not mean that confrontation is easy or redemptive. On the contrary, its first form is often destabilizing. The 

ego encounters figures and sequences that exceed its conceptual command, and this encounter threatens either 

inflation or collapse. Inflation occurs when one identifies with the image, mistaking psychic figure for achieved 

truth or personal grandeur. Collapse occurs when the ego loses its mediating position altogether and is overwhelmed 

by the force of what appears. Confrontation is therefore dangerous because it requires the impossible-seeming task 

of holding relation without fusion and distance without dismissal. One must neither explain the image away nor 

surrender to it as final revelation. The entire future of Jung’s method depends on this tension. 

Here the reality of the imaginal becomes inseparable from psychological discipline. If images are unreal in the weak 

sense, then no discipline is needed; one can either indulge them or ignore them. If they are simply literal truths, then 

discipline gives way to obedience. Jung is driven toward a third position. The image is psychically real and therefore 

must be engaged, but its reality is symbolic, dramatic, and relational rather than crudely literal. This is why 

confrontation becomes the training ground for a new psychology. It teaches that psychic facts cannot be arranged 

along the old binary of objective reality versus mere fantasy. There exists a middle domain in which image, affect, 

form, and transformation have genuine efficacy without being reducible either to external fact or to arbitrary 

invention. 

This middle domain is crucial for understanding why Jung could no longer remain within the Freudian frame. A 

reductive psychology can treat images as distorted derivatives of something more primary, but it struggles to account 

for the way they behave once encountered in their own terms. In confrontation, the image is not merely the surface 

behind which meaning hides. It is the scene in which psychic meaning happens. The ego is changed not after the 

image is decoded, but through the process of meeting it, enduring it, and responding to it. The image therefore 

belongs not to ornament but to event. It is an occurrence in the life of the psyche, and its reality lies in that 

occurrence. 

The imaginal also becomes real through conflict. Jung’s inner encounters are not composed solely of harmonious 

revelations or compensatory comforts. They expose contradiction, moral danger, humiliation, seduction, violence, 

sacrifice, and the breakdown of simpler self-understandings. This matters because it shows that the imaginal is not 

merely wish-fulfilling fantasy. It often wounds narcissism rather than gratifying it. It forces the subject to meet what 

consciousness would rather not know. In this respect the imaginal retains continuity with Freud’s discovery that the 

ego is not sovereign. But it exceeds Freud insofar as the challenge is no longer expressed only through symptom, 

repression, or disguised wish. It is expressed through figures and dramas that reconfigure the very field within which 

the ego understands itself. 

Another decisive element in confrontation is temporality. The imaginal does not simply present isolated contents for 

inspection. It unfolds in sequences. A figure encountered once may return transformed. A scene may require 

continuation. A conflict may deepen across multiple appearances. This sequential character gives the imaginal a 

narrative and developmental structure that further supports its reality. It behaves less like accidental mental noise 

than like a process with its own inner continuity. The subject is not merely presented with fragments; he is drawn 

into a movement. This movement often feels as though it knows more than the ego at the moment can know. 

Confrontation is therefore also the experience of being taught, though not in any simple didactic sense. The psyche 

reveals itself by stages, and the ego must suffer the interval between appearance and understanding. 

At this point the conceptual consequences begin to sharpen. If imaginal figures possess efficacy, autonomy, 

relational demand, conflictual force, and developmental continuity, then psychology must enlarge its understanding 

of what constitutes a fact. A psychic fact is not limited to a measurable behavior, a consciously reportable idea, or a 

traceable biographical cause. It may also be a figure that appears inwardly and changes the subject through 

encounter. This enlargement is one of Jung’s most far-reaching contributions, but at this stage of the argument it 
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should still be presented in its emergent form. He has not yet fully stabilized the conceptual apparatus that will later 

support this insight. What he has is the experience of psychic reality pressing beyond the limits of existing 

explanation. 

It is the point at which theoretical rupture becomes inwardly irreversible. One can debate libido, symbol, and 

reduction at the level of doctrine. But once the psyche has forced itself upon the subject as imaginal reality, the older 

interpretive economy cannot simply be restored. Too much has happened. The image has become an actor in the 

drama of thought itself. Psychology is no longer free to treat imaginal material as secondary without betraying the 

evidence of experience.  

 

Toward a New Psychological Method 

Once confrontation with the imaginal is granted its full force, the final movement of our argument follows with 

necessity. Jung cannot remain at the level of experience alone. Nor can he simply return to the older interpretive 

procedures that the experience has already rendered inadequate. If images are psychically real, if they possess 

efficacy, autonomy, relational demand, and transformative force, then psychology requires a method capable of 

meeting them without either dissolving them into reductive explanation or surrendering to them as literal revelation. 

The turn toward a new method therefore does not arise from theoretical ambition alone. It is compelled by the 

pressure of the phenomena themselves. 

The break with Freud, the descent into images, and the confrontation with imaginal reality are not merely dramatic 

episodes in Jung’s development. They are the conditions under which a new mode of psychological work becomes 

necessary. Up to this point, the argument has shown the insufficiency of the Freudian frame, the widening of libido, 

the failure of reduction before symbolic material, the rupture with Freud, and the imaginal deepening that followed. 

What remains is to show that these were not simply crises to be narrated. They were experiments in the limits of 

method. They revealed that the psyche cannot be adequately approached if one possesses only the tools of causal 

unmasking. 

Jung’s emerging method begins from a refusal of two symmetrical errors. The first is reductionism: the tendency to 

translate the image at once into something supposedly more real than itself, whether instinct, memory, sexuality, or 

trauma, and thereby to strip it of its formal and transformative significance. The second is inflation: the tendency to 

identify with the image, revere it uncritically, or treat symbolic material as self-validating revelation. Between these 

poles Jung is forced to seek a third way. The psyche must be allowed to speak in its own forms, but those forms 

must also be held in relation to consciousness rather than replacing it. Method, in this sense, becomes the art of 

sustaining symbolic tension. 

That tension is central because the psyche has already shown itself to be neither transparent nor mute. It does not 

simply present contents to a sovereign observer. It addresses, dramatizes, compensates, and reorganizes. A method 

adequate to such a psyche cannot consist merely in extraction of hidden causes. It must also include a disciplined 

receptivity to form, sequence, relation, and transformation. One must ask not only what an image comes from, but 

what it is doing, what position it takes, what conflict it stages, what alteration it demands, and what psychic situation 

it expresses or mediates. This does not abolish analysis; it expands it. Causality remains necessary, but it is no longer 

sufficient. 

The importance of this shift can hardly be overstated. Classical explanation seeks to move behind the image. Jung’s 

emerging method increasingly seeks also to remain with it. To remain with the image is not passivity. It is an 

interpretive discipline that resists premature closure. Instead of translating immediately, one allows the image to 

unfold its own logic, to reveal its relations, to deepen through repetition or sequence, and to enter a living exchange 

with consciousness. Such a procedure requires patience, containment, and symbolic tact. It acknowledges that 

psychic truth may first appear not as proposition but as figure, drama, or process. 
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This is where the outlines of active engagement begin to appear, even before the later formulations are fully 

stabilized. The ego must neither dominate nor disappear. It must participate. It must answer the image without 

pretending to invent it. It must enter the scene without collapsing the distinction between itself and what confronts it. 

This participatory stance is one of Jung’s major methodological innovations. The psyche is not approached as a dead 

object but as a living field of relation. The subject is changed by the very act of inquiry, because inquiry itself 

becomes part of the psychic event. A purely detached psychology cannot adequately register this, but an unbounded 

participation cannot survive it. Method therefore becomes a disciplined reciprocity. 

At the same time, this new method entails a revised conception of interpretation. Interpretation can no longer mean 

only explanation by decomposition. It must also mean amplification, contextualization, and constructive 

understanding. An image may need to be placed in relation to mythic patterns, symbolic traditions, dream sequences, 

affective states, or compensatory structures within the whole personality. Its significance may lie not in a single 

hidden referent but in the network of relations through which it becomes intelligible. What changes here is not only 

the content of interpretation but its aim. The aim is no longer merely to expose disguise. It is to facilitate a more 

adequate relation between ego and psyche. 

This emerging method also carries an ethical dimension. Once the image is recognized as real in effect, one can no 

longer treat psychic life as raw material for explanatory mastery. The psyche demands responsibility. One must 

answer what appears without either sentimentalizing it or reducing it to debris. This requires courage, because 

symbolic material often discloses what consciousness most resists: inferiority, contradiction, dependence, 

aggression, sacrifice, mortality, and spiritual emptiness. A method worthy of the psyche must therefore be capable of 

enduring discomfort without retreating either into moral reassurance or into skeptical superiority. It must be exacting 

because the material itself is exacting. 

For that reason the new method is inseparable from a transformed image of the psyche. The psyche is no longer 

conceived primarily as a storehouse of repressed contents awaiting causal interpretation. It appears instead as a 

dynamic and partially autonomous process that produces symbolic forms in order to regulate, compensate, 

challenge, and reorganize conscious life. This does not mean that repression disappears, nor that personal history 

ceases to matter. It means rather that the psyche exceeds these categories. Method must expand because the object of 

inquiry has expanded. One is no longer dealing only with hidden causes behind the ego, but with formative 

processes that confront the ego and seek new configurations of relation. 

At the end of the previous section, however, this method must still remain in provisional form. It is being earned, not 

yet fully codified. That is important architecturally. It should end at the threshold where a new psychology has 

become necessary but not yet fully articulated. The reader must feel that the method emerges from ordeal rather than 

from theoretical convenience. Jung has not invented a new procedure because novelty appealed to him. He has been 

forced into it by the inadequacy of existing categories before the reality of imaginal experience. 

Once psychology has been compelled to remain with the image, to treat it as a meaningful and transformative event 

rather than as mere disguise, the question of symbol can finally come to the forefront in its proper place. Symbol 

will then appear not as decorative language or retrospective doctrine, but as the conceptual form demanded by the 

prior movement of the argument. The transition from complex to symbol can only become intelligible after the break 

with Freud, the descent into images, the confrontation with imaginal reality, and the emergence of a method 

adequate to such reality. 
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Chapter 5 - From Complex to Symbol 

The Limits of the Complex 

In the clinical and experimental setting, the complex named something indispensable: a nucleus of affect, 

association, memory, and disturbance capable of interrupting the fiction of a unified and transparent subject. It 

showed that psychic life could not be reduced to conscious intention. It gave empirical body to the fact that the 

psyche contains formations that behave with a relative independence from the ego. In that sense, the complex was 

not merely one discovery among others. It was the first rigorous psychological form in which modern interior 

division became experimentally visible. Yet that very rigor imposed a limit. The complex could describe 

disturbance, conflict, displacement, obsession, inhibition, and intrusion, but it could not finally account for the full 

positive form in which psyche presents itself when it is not merely breaking down consciousness but attempting to 

reorganize it. 

That limit had already been implicit in the early work. Jung’s account of the feeling-toned complex showed that 

psychic life is not governed by detached ideas but by affective constellations that seize attention, inhibit association, 

and reorganize the field of consciousness around themselves. The complex is not an inert content stored somewhere 

behind awareness. It acts. It interrupts, displaces, and imposes its own patterning force on thought and conduct. 

Even at this stage, then, psyche is already more dynamic than a merely mechanistic model of mental contents would 

suggest. The complex behaves less like a passive memory trace than like a partial personality or autonomous center 

of psychic initiative. The early experimental language therefore strains against its own restraint. What is being 

observed is not merely a defective conscious process, but an organized interior agency with its own tendency toward 

manifestation. 

But once this autonomy is recognized, a further question becomes unavoidable. If the complex is only a disturbance, 

why does psychic life so often express itself not merely in breaks, symptoms, and interference effects, but in images, 

motifs, patterns, and organizing figures that cannot be explained as random debris? Already in the earlier writings 

the psyche does more than conceal or distort. It produces. It composes dream-images, symbolic substitutions, verbal 

analogies, and affective condensations that exceed the language of simple malfunction. In this respect the complex 

concept is double-edged. It allows Jung to move beyond naive ego-psychology, but it also leads him toward 

materials that no longer remain intelligible if interpreted only as pathogenic knots in personal biography. The more 

faithfully one follows the evidence, the less adequate a purely reductive account becomes. 

This is why the concept of the complex cannot serve as the terminus of Jung’s psychology. It remains indispensable, 

but it cannot remain sovereign. The complex names psychic autonomy under the aspect of conflict. It belongs to a 

phase of thought in which the psyche appears primarily as interruption, symptom, resistance, and pathological or 

quasi-pathological deviation from conscious order.  

Such a phase was necessary. Without it, Jung could never have broken with the older assumption that consciousness 

is master in its own house. Yet the complex, taken alone, leaves the psyche under a predominantly negative 

determination. It tells us how psychic contents wound adaptation, distort intention, and disturb coherence. It does 

not yet tell us how psychic life may present meanings that are not exhausted by their causal derivation. 
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That problem sharpens when one moves from experimental irregularity to the larger productions of the unconscious. 

A reaction-time disturbance can be explained by affective inhibition. A slip, forgetting, or perseveration can be 

connected to a repressed nexus of feeling. But dreams, fantasies, visionary sequences, and recurrent symbolic motifs 

cannot always be adequately read as disguised fragments of personal causality. Even where a personal occasion is 

present, the resulting image often exceeds it in scale, depth, and form. The unconscious does not merely point 

backward to a hidden cause; it also presents configurations whose significance lies in what they are doing within the 

total psychic economy.  

The older explanatory model remains partly true, but not wholly true. To say that a dream-image or fantasy-figure is 

caused by a complex does not yet explain why it takes this shape rather than another, why it gathers affect around 

itself in this particular way, or why it often appears to carry a directive, compensatory, or transformative function. 

This is one of the decisive moves in Jung’s development. The psyche comes to be understood not only as the site 

where complexes disrupt consciousness, but as a field in which unconscious contents seek form. That shift is already 

latent in the movement from psychopathology to a broader psychology of symbolic life. The widening is not first 

doctrinal. It is methodological. The psyche itself compels a broader psychology because its productions cannot be 

contained within the categories that first disclosed its autonomy. 

The same pressure governs the movement toward symbol in the later work. Jung does not begin from an abstract 

metaphysics of symbols. He begins from the repeated observation that men and women in analysis produce images 

resembling motifs from mythology, religion, folklore, and alchemy, and that these images arrive not as decorative 

fantasies but as bearers of psychic energy and new life. Symbol is therefore not introduced as an interpretive 

embellishment added from outside. It emerges because the products of the psyche display a formative and vivifying 

power that the language of complex alone cannot adequately name. 

Here the distinction between complex and symbol begins to come into focus. A complex is affectively charged and 

relatively autonomous, but it is still most clearly grasped under the sign of entanglement. A symbol, by contrast, is 

not merely a knot of psychic fixation. It is a living formation in which conflict, energy, image, and possibility are 

held together in a way that can transform the psychic situation rather than merely reveal its blockage. This does not 

mean that symbol abolishes complex. On the contrary, the symbolic often emerges from the same psychic depths in 

which complexes are constellated. But the appearance of symbol marks a different level of intelligibility. The psyche 

is no longer understood solely through what binds and obstructs it, but through what figures, mediates, and 

potentially reorganizes it. 

The necessity of this shift can also be stated negatively. If Jung had remained at the level of complex-theory alone, 

his psychology would have remained a powerful but restricted account of psychic conflict. It would have explained 

how affects organize disturbance, how unconscious contents interfere with conscious performance, and how 

dissociated formations acquire relative independence. But it would have lacked a sufficient account of the purposive, 

compensatory, and form-giving activities of the psyche. It would have known the psyche chiefly where it wounds 

adaptation, not where it generates a new order. The transition to symbol is therefore not an abandonment of the 

empirical foundations laid in the Burghölzli years. It is the continuation of those foundations under the pressure of 

phenomena that the earlier vocabulary can register but not fully comprehend. 

The complex remains the indispensable threshold concept of Jung’s early psychology because it first made psychic 

autonomy experimentally thinkable. Yet once the psyche is granted that autonomy, its productions can no longer be 

reduced to mere symptom residues or personal causal traces. The same interior life that appears first as interference 

and conflict comes increasingly to appear as image, pattern, compensation, and transformation. The conceptual 

name for that further level is symbol. The rest of this section must therefore show how Jung distinguishes symbol 

from sign and symptom, why symbol has a transformative rather than merely referential function, and how the 

emergence of symbolic form culminates in a wider conception of psyche than complex-theory alone could sustain. 
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Symbol Beyond Sign and Symptom 

If the first task of now is to show why the complex cannot remain the final category of Jung’s psychology, the 

second is to define more exactly what replaces its sovereignty. That replacement is not immediate, and it is not 

casual. It requires Jung to distinguish symbol from neighboring terms that might appear similar but are in fact 

conceptually different. Above all, symbol must be separated from sign and symptom. Without that distinction, the 

whole movement of this final part would collapse back into the reductive frameworks from which Jung had been 

trying to free psychological understanding. 

A sign points to something already known. Its function is referential. It stands for a determinate content that can in 

principle be stated otherwise and more directly. A symptom also refers, but in a different register. It indicates an 

underlying conflict, inhibition, repression, or disorder. It is read backward. Its meaning lies not in itself but in what 

produced it. The symptom is therefore essentially derivative. It does not possess its own full dignity. It is evidence, 

trace, or compromise formation. Even where it is psychologically important, its significance is exhausted by causal 

explanation. One interprets it in order to get behind it. 

For Jung, symbol cannot be understood in either of those ways. It is not merely a disguised sign for something 

already available to consciousness, nor is it only the symptomatic disguise of a hidden cause. It does not simply 

point elsewhere, and it is not exhausted by what analysis can reduce it to. A genuine symbol appears precisely where 

the psyche expresses something that cannot yet be rendered in fully conceptual or rational form. In that sense, the 

symbol does not veil a meaning that is already finished; it presents a meaning in the act of becoming. It is the form 

taken by an as-yet unmastered content. That is why symbol belongs neither to simple representation nor to simple 

pathology. It is the psyche’s mode of shaping what consciousness does not yet know how to think. 

This distinction matters because the earlier clinical models, necessary as they were, tended to privilege backward 

explanation. A dream image could be treated as a derivative of repression. A fantasy could be traced to an infantile 

source. A recurrent motif could be understood as the return of an unresolved emotional nexus. Jung never wholly 

abandons causal inquiry, nor does he deny that many psychic productions have exactly this character. But he 

increasingly insists that such readings are insufficient in cases where the image possesses a surplus of form and 

force. The psyche often produces figures whose significance is not exhausted by antecedent cause. They cannot be 

explained simply as masks for something more basic, because they are themselves the event in which psychic life 

becomes visible. 

That point is central to Jung’s mature conception of symbol. The symbol is alive because it mediates between what 

is already conscious and what presses toward consciousness without yet being fully assimilable. It belongs to a 

threshold. It is not arbitrary ornament, not decorative mythological residue, and not a code whose key the analyst 

privately possesses. Rather, it is a formation in which psychic oppositions are held together in an imaginal unity that 

exceeds conceptual simplification. This is why Jung repeatedly resists both rationalist dismissal and reductive 

interpretation. Where a sign can be translated and a symptom decoded, a symbol must be dwelt with, amplified, and 

allowed to work. Its mode of intelligibility is not exhausted by paraphrase. 

This is also why symbolic interpretation differs fundamentally from allegory. In allegory, the relation between image 

and meaning is basically fixed. One thing stands for another according to a stable equivalence. The image is 

subordinate to the concept. In symbol, by contrast, the image is not merely an illustrative vehicle. It carries psychic 

life in a way the concept cannot replace. To translate a genuine symbol fully into conceptual language is already to 

diminish it, because its power lies partly in the fact that it joins levels of experience that discursive thought tends to 

separate. Affect, image, intuition, and latent meaning are gathered together in symbolic form. The symbol therefore 

preserves a tension that analysis must not prematurely dissolve. 

This helps explain why Jung turns so insistently to dream-images, religious motifs, mythic figures, and alchemical 

patterns. He is not retreating from psychology into cultural ornament. He is following forms in which the psyche 
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shows its tendency to produce meaning under conditions where direct conceptual mastery fails. The symbolic image 

is psychologically serious because it is not merely subjective fantasy in the trivial sense. It is a structured event 

within the life of the psyche. It condenses conflict, but it also orders conflict. It carries affect, but it also gives affect 

shape. It belongs to the same psychic reality that first appeared experimentally in the complex, but it reveals that 

reality under a different aspect: not only as disturbance, but as articulation. 

Once this is seen, symptom itself must be re-situated. Jung does not deny symptoms. He does not imagine that all 

psychic productions are symbols in the richer sense. Many are defensive, repetitive, regressive, or merely 

pathological. But the decisive question becomes whether a given formation closes psychic life down or opens it 

toward a fuller relation between conscious and unconscious. A symptom encloses. It binds energy into repetition, 

compulsion, inhibition, or suffering. A symbol, though it may arise from conflict, has the capacity to release or 

redirect energy by giving the conflict a form in which it can be borne and transformed. The difference is not that one 

is painful and the other pleasant. Symbols may be disturbing, overwhelming, even terrifying. The difference lies in 

function. The symptom imprisons psychic energy in a fixed pattern. The symbol becomes the possible carrier of a 

new pattern. 

This does not mean that the symbol is transparent or inherently benign. Jung’s symbolic world is not sentimental. A 

symbol may bear enormous ambivalence. It may carry dread, conflict, contradiction, or destructive force. But even 

here it differs from symptom in that it presents the conflict in a way that can be engaged rather than merely suffered. 

Symbolic form creates a relation. It gives consciousness something to confront, contemplate, and work with. That is 

one reason Jung’s approach to dreams and fantasies differs so sharply from any method that seeks only latent 

content hidden behind manifest disguise. For him the image matters in its own right. Its particularity is not 

incidental. The psyche has chosen this form, and the form belongs to the meaning. 

The distinction also clarifies Jung’s refusal to reduce symbols to signs of sexuality, power, trauma, or instinct alone. 

Such reductions may sometimes capture one strand of meaning, but they miss the peculiar dignity of symbolic 

production. The symbol does not deny instinctual life; it gives instinctual and psychic life a shape in which they 

become more than raw impulse. Nor does it deny biography; it gathers biographical material into patterns that can 

exceed the merely personal. In this sense, symbol is neither anti-causal nor anti-historical. It is what appears when 

causal and historical explanations, though valid, cease to be sufficient. 

The concept of symbol therefore names a decisive broadening of psychological method. One no longer asks only, 

what caused this formation, or what disguised wish does it conceal? One also asks, what relation of opposites is 

being figured here? What psychic situation is trying to become visible? What new ordering principle is struggling 

toward form? Such questions would be illegitimate in a strictly reductive psychology, but they become necessary 

once the psyche has shown itself capable of purposive and form-bearing activity. Symbol is not a metaphysical 

luxury added to the clinical record. It is the conceptual response demanded by the phenomena when those 

phenomena are followed beyond the limits of symptom-analysis. 

For that reason the movement beyond sign and symptom is not terminological refinement. It is a reorientation of the 

entire psychological field. In sign, meaning is already known. In symptom, meaning lies behind the appearance and 

is recovered by reduction. In symbol, meaning is emerging through appearance and cannot be possessed apart from 

it. That is why the symbol is at once more elusive and more generative than either sign or symptom. It does not 

merely indicate; it discloses. It does not merely conceal cause; it shapes possibility. And because it shapes 

possibility, it becomes the crucial concept for understanding how Jung moves from the psychology of conflict 

toward a psychology of transformation. 

The next step follows directly from this. If symbol is neither sign nor symptom, then its importance cannot lie in 

reference alone. Its real significance must lie in what it does. That is the task of the next subsection: to show that the 

symbol is not merely meaningful but operative, not merely expressive but transformative, and that its power lies 

precisely in its capacity to mediate psychic oppositions and release new configurations of energy. 
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The Symbol as Transformative Formation 

Once symbol has been distinguished from sign and symptom, a further claim becomes possible and necessary. The 

symbol is not important merely because it means something difficult to say directly. Its deeper importance lies in the 

fact that it does something. It is operative. It alters the psychic situation in which it appears. This is the decisive 

advance beyond a merely interpretive psychology. If the symptom belongs primarily to diagnosis, the symbol 

belongs to transformation. 

This point must be stated with care. To say that the symbol is transformative is not to indulge in vague spiritual 

language, nor to attribute magical efficacy to images as such. Jung’s claim is more exact. A genuine symbol emerges 

where psychic life has reached a tension that cannot be resolved by conscious willing alone. Opposed tendencies 

confront one another without successful mediation. Consciousness is divided, blocked, one-sided, or exhausted. 

Under such conditions, the psyche may produce an image that does not simply reflect the conflict but gives it a form 

in which a new relation becomes possible. The symbol is therefore transformative not because it abolishes 

opposition, but because it mediates it without dissolving its seriousness. It holds together what had previously 

appeared only as contradiction. 

This mediating function is essential. The symbol does not stand on one side of the conflict as the representative of 

consciousness against the unconscious, or of instinct against culture, or of desire against inhibition. Nor does it 

merely split the difference between opposites in the manner of compromise. It presents a third thing, but this third 

thing is not a neutral midpoint. It is a new configuration. It arises from tension yet exceeds the alternatives that first 

generated it. In this sense the symbol is neither simple reconciliation nor simple synthesis. It is the psychic event in 

which a previously sterile opposition becomes dynamically fruitful. 

That is why Jung so often associates symbolic emergence with moments of crisis. The symbol does not usually 

appear when psychic life is smooth, settled, and adequately articulated by existing forms. It appears when conscious 

attitudes have become insufficient and when the psyche is forced to generate a new expression. This gives symbol a 

fundamentally historical and developmental significance within the individual life. It is not decorative surplus. It 

marks a threshold at which an older ordering principle can no longer contain experience. The symbol arises because 

the psyche requires a new form equal to a new situation. 

Such a conception sharply distinguishes Jung from any view that treats images as secondary coverings for already 

completed processes. In a reductive account, the real work has occurred elsewhere, and the image merely disguises 

or announces it. In Jung’s account, the image itself belongs to the work. The symbol is not an after-effect but a 

medium of transformation. It gives psychic energy a shape through which that energy may be redirected. This is why 

Jung repeatedly insists that symbols are not dead representations but living formations. A dead symbol is one whose 

energy has been spent and whose meaning has become fixed. A living symbol still carries an excess that thought has 

not mastered. It continues to work because it still participates in the life of the conflict from which it emerged. 

The language of energy here is not incidental. From early on Jung’s psychology had been concerned with affective 

charge, psychic intensity, and the way constellated material reorganizes attention and conduct. The complex was one 

major way of naming such concentration of psychic force. But where the complex often reveals energy in the mode 

of blockage or compulsion, the symbol reveals the possibility that energy may be transformed rather than merely 

discharged or repressed. Symbolic formation does not eliminate intensity. It converts intensity into form. That 

conversion is psychologically decisive because form alone can make a conflict bearable, intelligible, and capable of 

development. 

Here one can see more clearly why Jung’s thought moves toward dreams, fantasies, mythic images, and later 

alchemical material without ceasing to be psychological. These are not exotic illustrations appended to theory. They 

are privileged sites of symbolic labor. In them the psyche displays its tendency to shape conflict into figures that 
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consciousness can encounter. The encounter matters. Once conflict appears only as suffering, repetition, or 

interference, consciousness remains largely its victim. Once conflict appears symbolically, consciousness may enter 

into relation with it. Such relation does not guarantee mastery, but it makes reflection, response, and transformation 

possible. 

This relational dimension helps explain the importance Jung assigns to symbolic work in analysis. The task is not 

simply to decode an image and move past it. Nor is it to admire psychic productions aesthetically. The task is to 

allow the symbol to disclose the structure of a psychic situation while also permitting it to exert its reorganizing 

power. This requires a mode of attention different from explanation alone. One must remain with the image long 

enough for its tensions, associations, and implications to unfold. Premature reduction is dangerous precisely because 

it aborts the work the symbol may yet perform. If one insists too quickly on translating the image into a known 

cause, one restores the old order at the expense of the new possibility struggling to emerge. 

The symbol is therefore transformative because it creates a passage. It neither abandons the conflict to blind 

enactment nor resolves it by conceptual fiat. It provides a mediating form through which consciousness and the 

unconscious may enter a more adequate relation. The importance of this cannot be overstated. Earlier parts of the 

book have shown that modern consciousness can no longer be understood as unified, self-transparent, and sovereign. 

The discovery of the complex destroyed that illusion empirically. The confrontation with imaginal reality deepened 

the crisis existentially. But without symbol, these discoveries would remain largely negative. They would tell us that 

the psyche is divided and autonomous, yet not how division might become development. Symbol is what makes that 

further step thinkable. 

At this point the connection to the broader architecture of Jung’s psychology becomes unmistakable. Transformation 

does not mean the cancellation of psychic conflict. Jung does not imagine a purified state beyond tension. Rather, 

psychic development requires the capacity to endure opposition without collapsing into one-sidedness. The symbol 

assists this endurance by giving opposition a representable and workable form. In this respect, it is intimately related 

to compensation. The unconscious does not merely negate conscious attitude; it often answers it with images that 

expose its limits and suggest a broader order. Symbolic formation is one of the chief ways such compensation 

becomes visible. 

This also clarifies why Jung’s use of symbolic material is often teleological without being simply doctrinaire. The 

symbol appears to point beyond the immediate conflict, not because the psyche is mechanically pursuing a 

prewritten end, but because symbolic form carries a tendency toward fuller articulation. It opens a future. The 

meaning of the symbol is therefore not exhausted by origin. One must ask not only where it comes from, but where 

it leads. That forward-bearing dimension is among the most decisive features distinguishing symbol from symptom. 

Symptoms repeat the unresolved past in constricting form. Symbols may also arise from the unresolved past, but 

they can reconfigure it toward a different psychic future. 

For that reason the symbol is inseparable from risk. No symbolic emergence guarantees development. Symbols can 

be misunderstood, inflated, literalized, or appropriated by the ego in ways that destroy their mediating function. An 

image can become an idol, a slogan, or a private myth of self-aggrandizement. Jung is acutely aware of this danger. 

Precisely because symbolic material carries energy, it can fascinate and overwhelm. The transformative function of 

the symbol therefore depends on a disciplined relation to it. One must neither dismiss it reductively nor surrender to 

it blindly. The proper stance is interpretive, participatory, and critical at once. 

That balance marks one of Jung’s enduring contributions. He refuses both the disenchantment that empties images of 

reality and the credulity that takes them literally. The symbol is real in its effects, not because it corresponds 

straightforwardly to an external object, but because it changes the psychic economy. It acts upon consciousness. It 

reorganizes feeling, perception, and orientation. In that sense its truth is pragmatic in the richest psychological sense: 

it is known by the transformation it makes possible. 
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The transition from complex to symbol now appears in fuller light. The complex first revealed that psychic life 

possesses autonomous centers of affective organization that disturb the sovereignty of consciousness. But if Jung 

had stopped there, the psyche would remain primarily a scene of interference. The symbol shows something more: 

that autonomy is not only disintegrative but potentially formative. The unconscious does not merely produce 

disturbances; it produces figures through which a new psychic order may become imaginable. Symbol is therefore 

the concept through which psychic autonomy becomes developmentally intelligible. 

This is the point at which the final subsection must move further. If the symbol is genuinely transformative, then it 

cannot remain merely one function among others. It begins to imply a new center of psychic organization, one no 

longer reducible to the ego and not fully capturable by the language of complexes alone. The question that now 

presses is what larger totality these symbolic formations serve or disclose. That question leads directly to the next 

stage: the emergence of the self as a symbolic problem. 

 

The Emergence of the Self as Symbolic Problem 

Once the symbol has been understood as transformative formation, a further consequence follows that Jung cannot 

avoid. Symbolic life does not merely enrich experience with striking images or provide local mediation for isolated 

conflicts. It begins to imply a more comprehensive principle of psychic order. If symbols repeatedly arise at 

moments of division, compensation, and transition, and if they do so with a tendency toward wholeness, balance, 

and reconfiguration, then one must ask what larger totality these formations presuppose. At this point the question of 

the self enters Jung’s psychology. It does not enter as a ready-made doctrine imported from outside the clinical 

record. It emerges as a problem generated by symbolic phenomena themselves. 

This must be stated carefully, because the word self easily invites misunderstanding. In ordinary usage it can mean 

little more than the person, the personality, or the inward sense of “me.” But Jung’s use is more exact and more 

difficult. The self is not the ego enlarged, nor is it the conscious personality viewed in idealized form. It names the 

totality of the psyche, conscious and unconscious together, insofar as that totality can be experienced or inferred 

through its manifestations. Yet because such totality can never be grasped directly in full, the self appears only 

symbolically. It is never simply given as an object among other objects. It can only show itself in figures, patterns, 

images, and experiences of ordering that exceed the ego’s self-representation. 

This is why the self becomes a symbolic problem rather than a metaphysical thesis. Jung does not first deduce a 

supreme psychic principle and then assign symbols to illustrate it. Rather, he is driven toward the idea of the self 

because symbolic material again and again exhibits a tendency toward wholeness that cannot be reduced either to 

conscious intention or to personal memory alone. The psyche produces images of circles, quaternities, children, 

divine figures, stones, vessels, trees, and especially mandalas. These do not all mean the same thing in a rigid 

allegorical sense, yet they cluster around a common function. They point toward a center that is not merely the ego, 

toward an order that includes opposition rather than excluding it, and toward a totality that consciousness can neither 

invent nor fully command. 

The complex had already shown that the psyche is not identical with conscious selfhood. The symbol then showed 

that psychic autonomy is not merely disruptive but formative. Now the self names the larger horizon within which 

such formative processes become intelligible. Without some such concept, symbolic emergence would remain 

fragmentary. One could describe individual images and their local effects, but one could not adequately account for 

their repeated tendency toward centering, balancing, and totalizing form. The self therefore arises as the implied 

term of symbolic transformation. It is what symbols serve, disclose, and partially enact. 

Jung’s treatment of mandala symbolism is especially important here because it shows with unusual clarity how 

symbolic forms can express psychic totality without requiring prior doctrinal instruction. The mandala appears as a 

circle, square, quaternity, or radial ordering figure that arises spontaneously in dreams, fantasies, drawings, and 
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visionary states. Jung does not treat such images as decorative accidents. He understands them as efforts of the 

psyche to create or restore order under conditions of psychic disorientation. The mandala is therefore not merely an 

image of harmony. It is an event of ordering. It appears where inner chaos, division, or threat has made centering 

necessary. In that sense it does not simply represent the self; it is one of the psyche’s principal ways of producing an 

experience of relation to the self. 

That point matters because it keeps the argument psychological. The self is not an abstract philosophical totality 

hovering above experience. It is encountered through symbolic configurations that alter the relation between ego and 

unconscious. Jung repeatedly emphasizes that such symbols often arise spontaneously and without the dreamer’s 

conscious knowledge of their historical analogues. This is one of the reasons he takes them so seriously. Their 

recurrence suggests that symbolic wholeness is not merely borrowed from culture as ready-made decoration. Culture 

preserves and elaborates such forms, but the psyche also generates them anew. The self is therefore not an imported 

mythological idea. It is the name Jung gives to the ordering principle whose traces appear wherever symbolic life 

pushes beyond the ego’s one-sidedness. 

At the same time, Jung remains careful not to convert the self into an object of simple knowledge. The self 

transcends direct cognition because it includes the unconscious, and the unconscious cannot be surveyed in its total 

extent. The self is therefore a limiting concept as much as an experiential one. It becomes clearer through its 

manifestations, but it never ceases to exceed them. This is why symbolic language remains indispensable. The self 

cannot be stated once and for all in conceptual terms because its very nature surpasses what consciousness can fully 

contain. Symbols are not temporary substitutes for a future exact definition. They are the proper medium of 

approach to something whose fullness remains irreducible. 

This is also why Jung’s language around the self often becomes explicitly paradoxical. The self is both center and 

totality. It is inwardly most intimate and yet exceeds the individual ego. It appears as the principle of individuation 

and yet bears transpersonal, collective, and even cosmic analogies. These paradoxes are not rhetorical excess. They 

arise because the self belongs precisely to that dimension in which psychic opposites seek relation without being 

collapsed into simplicity. If the symbol mediates opposites, the self is the wider pattern of wholeness toward which 

such mediation tends. It includes shadow as well as light, masculine as well as feminine, spirit as well as instinct, 

conscious orientation as well as unconscious depth. For that reason the self cannot appear except in symbolic forms 

adequate to complexity. 

One of the most important consequences of this conception is that individuation can no longer be understood as the 

strengthening of the ego alone. If the ego were the final center, transformation would amount merely to improved 

adaptation, greater coherence, or more effective self-management. Jung’s later psychology moves beyond that 

horizon. Individuation becomes the process by which the ego enters a more adequate relation to the self. This 

relation is never simple submission, and it is never total possession. The ego must neither dissolve into the 

unconscious nor claim mastery over the symbolic totality confronting it. Instead it must come to terms with a center 

that relativizes it. The symbolic problem of the self is therefore inseparable from a decentering of modern 

consciousness. 

Yet Jung’s conception also preserves danger, tension, and ambiguity. The self is not simply a benign principle of 

integration. Because it includes what the ego excludes, its emergence can be deeply disturbing. Experiences of 

symbolic totality may be accompanied by inflation, fascination, dread, or the collapse of accustomed boundaries. 

Mandalas may appear as protective circles, but they arise precisely because disorder threatens. Symbols of 

wholeness do not erase shadow; they often constellate it. Jung is especially alert to this fact. The self is not a 

sentimental ideal of inner peace. It is a more difficult and more comprehensive order, one that embraces 

contradiction and therefore exposes consciousness to forces it would prefer to evade. 

For that reason the self remains a symbolic problem rather than a settled possession. It must be approached through 

images, through interpretation, through disciplined relation to psychic productions, and through the long work of 
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distinguishing genuine symbolic emergence from fantasy, inflation, or regression. The problem is not solved once 

the word has been introduced. On the contrary, the introduction of the self marks the point at which psychology 

becomes more exacting. The psyche’s deepest ordering principle can no longer be equated with consciousness, but 

neither can it be hypostatized into metaphysical certainty. It must be tracked through its phenomena. 

The importance of this for Jung’s development can scarcely be overstated. With the emergence of the self, symbol 

acquires its full horizon. Symbols are not merely expressive formations that help manage local conflict. They are 

moments in a larger process through which psychic totality seeks representation. The self is what makes symbolic 

life more than episodic. It gives direction, gravity, and scope to the whole movement from complex to symbol. 

Without it, transformation would remain fragmented. With it, symbolic formations begin to disclose an order of 

psyche not reducible to pathology, biography, or conscious construction. 

Part E has now reached the threshold of its concluding movement. The final task is to gather these developments 

together and show how Jung’s psychology passes from the empirical discovery of autonomous complexes to a 

genuinely symbolic conception of psyche. The question is no longer whether psychic life exceeds conscious control; 

that has long since been established. The question is how that excess is to be understood once it shows itself not only 

as disturbance, but as form, transformation, and ordered totality. That is the task of the concluding subsection: From 

Empirical Autonomy to Symbolic Psyche. 

 

From Empirical Autonomy to Symbolic Psyche 

The movement traced across Section I can now be gathered into its final conceptual form. Jung’s psychology did not 

begin as a doctrine of symbols, still less as a finished metaphysics of archetypes or a generalized theory of spiritual 

wholeness. It began under pressure: the pressure of a modern crisis of subjectivity, the pressure of clinical and 

experimental phenomena that could not be reconciled with the fiction of transparent consciousness, and the pressure 

of psychic productions that increasingly exceeded reductive explanation. The path from complex to symbol was 

therefore not a change of interests or a drift away from science into speculation. It was the consequence of following 

the phenomena far enough that the earlier vocabulary could no longer contain them. 

The decisive early achievement had been the discovery of empirical autonomy within psychic life. The complex 

shattered the assumption that the mind is a unified instrument of conscious intention. It demonstrated that affect-

laden contents possess relative independence, that they interfere with association and conduct, and that the psyche 

cannot be equated with the ego’s self-understanding. This was a crucial break. It made visible, within disciplined 

experimental conditions, the fact that consciousness is not sovereign in its own domain. Yet the concept of 

autonomy, taken by itself, remained incomplete. It described psychic formations as intrusive, conflictual, 

dissociated, and disturbing. It established the fact of division, but not yet the fuller positive form in which divided 

psychic life may seek expression. 

That incompleteness became sharper as Jung encountered symbolic material of increasing density and recurrence. 

Dreams, fantasies, mythic motifs, and visionary figures could not always be explained adequately as residues of 

repression, disguise, or biographical causality. Even where causal explanation remained partly valid, it ceased to be 

sufficient. The image often carried more than its origin. It appeared not merely as the effect of a conflict but as the 

shape taken by a psychic situation striving toward articulation. At this point the language of symptom had to give 

way to the language of symbol. For the psyche was no longer showing itself only as disturbance. It was showing 

itself as form. 

Symbolic psyche names a conception of psychic life in which the unconscious is understood not merely as a 

reservoir of repressed contents or a source of pathological interference, but as an active, form-producing, 

compensatory, and potentially transformative reality. Such a conception does not deny the discoveries of the earlier 

phases. It gathers them into a wider frame. The complex remains real, indispensable, and foundational. Symptom 
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remains real. Conflict remains real. But none of these is allowed to monopolize the meaning of the unconscious. The 

psyche is not only what interrupts conscious order. It is also what generates images through which a broader order 

may begin to appear. 

This change is methodological as much as doctrinal. An empirical psychology of autonomy asks how psychic 

contents act independently of conscious intention. A symbolic psychology asks what forms these contents take, what 

relations they mediate, what compensations they effect, and what larger totalities they imply. The first question 

remains necessary; the second becomes unavoidable. Once the psyche is granted relative independence, its 

productions must be examined not only causally but formally and functionally. Why this image? Why this 

recurrence? Why this tendency toward centering, balancing, quaternity, transformation, or conjunction? Such 

questions do not abandon empiricism; they extend it. They arise because the phenomena themselves are structured 

and purposive enough to demand more than causal reduction. 

That is why Jung’s later symbolic vocabulary should not be misunderstood as a repudiation of his earlier work. The 

move from experimental psychology to symbolic psychology is not a leap from one world into another. It is a 

development immanent to the earlier discoveries. The association experiment disclosed autonomous affective 

groupings. Psychopathology disclosed that psychic formations could acquire a life of their own beyond the control 

of conscious adaptation. The break with Freud and the confrontation with imaginal reality disclosed that psychic life 

presents itself in images that demand relation rather than mere unmasking. The study of symbolic and comparative 

material then disclosed that these images often move toward configurations of totality, compensation, and 

transformation. The later theory is therefore earned by the earlier evidence. Its scale broadens, but its necessity is 

continuous with the original problem. 

This continuity matters because it protects Jung’s development from two opposite misunderstandings. On one side 

lies the view that the later work is simply a departure from science into mythological speculation. On the other lies 

the retrospective temptation to read the whole development as if symbol, archetype, and self had been present in 

fully formed fashion from the start. Both are distortions. The first ignores the evidentiary pressure that compelled 

Jung beyond reductive explanation. The second erases the real labor of conceptual transformation. Section I has 

aimed to preserve that labor. Jung is neither a positivist experimentally refuted by his own later imagination, nor a 

mystic merely disguising doctrine in psychological language. He is a thinker forced by the phenomena to enlarge 

psychology until it could accommodate symbolic life without surrendering seriousness. 

Within this enlarged field, the unconscious itself must be redefined. It is no longer merely the negative underside of 

consciousness, nor merely the sum of forgotten or repressed contents. It becomes a dynamic field of autonomous 

and symbolic production. Its relation to consciousness is antagonistic at times, but not only antagonistic. It 

compensates, corrects, amplifies, and reorients. It presents forms that expose the limits of conscious attitude and at 

the same time intimate possibilities beyond those limits. Symbolic psyche therefore names a relation rather than a 

substance: a relation between conscious and unconscious life in which images become mediating events, not just 

hidden messages. The psyche is symbolic because it comes to presence in forms that are irreducible to direct 

statement and yet are more than arbitrary fantasy. 

The emergence of the self gives this symbolic conception its largest horizon. Once symbolic formations begin to 

cluster around wholeness, centering, and totality, the psyche can no longer be thought as a collection of fragments 

alone. Nor can the ego remain the unquestioned center of psychological explanation. The self becomes necessary as 

the name for the totality toward which symbolic life tends, though that totality can be grasped only through its 

manifestations. Here Jung’s psychology reaches its furthest distance from the modern ideal of self-transparent 

subjectivity. The psyche is no longer a possession of the subject. The subject itself becomes one formation within a 

wider psychic order. Symbolic psyche is the name for that decentered conception. 

Yet this culmination must be stated without triumphalism. The symbolic conception of psyche does not solve the 

modern crisis once and for all. It does not restore the lost unity whose disintegration Part A described, nor does it 
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eliminate conflict, suffering, division, or ambiguity. On the contrary, it deepens the seriousness of psychic life by 

showing that opposition belongs to its structure. Wholeness is not achieved by excluding contradiction but by 

entering into relation with it. Symbolic forms do not abolish fragmentation by force. They mediate it, contain it, and 

sometimes transform it. The psyche remains perilous, unstable, and difficult. But it is no longer thinkable only under 

the sign of defect. 

This is the deeper achievement that Section I has prepared. Jung begins in the modern crisis of subjectivity and 

arrives not at the restoration of a transparent inner unity, but at a symbolic psychology adequate to divided 

consciousness. He does not return to metaphysical simplicity. He constructs a way of thinking psychic life in which 

fragmentation, image, conflict, and totality belong together. The complex had disclosed the fracture of the subject in 

empirical form. Symbol discloses that this fracture is not only pathological but also generative. The self discloses 

that psychic development tends toward an order beyond egoic mastery. Together, these concepts mark the emergence 

of a new psychological vision. 

The movement from complex to symbol is the movement from empirical disturbance to symbolic form, from 

affective interference to transformative image, from divided subjectivity to a psyche understood as dynamic, 

compensatory, and ordered beyond the ego. That movement does not complete Jung’s whole mature psychology, but 

it makes the next stages of that psychology possible. Only once psyche has become symbolic can archetypal theory, 

alchemical amplification, and the later investigations into totality, conjunction, and the opposites be properly 

understood. The conclusion of Section I is therefore also an opening. Jung’s psychology has become more than a 

study of mental contents and their disturbances. It has become a psychology of symbolic life. 
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