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INTRODUCTION: AN ARCHETYPAL LIFE


“Each life has its ‘feel’ to it, the way its time courses, which turns a case history into a soul history, a chain of events into a patterned rhythm. A biography is the exposition of feeling running through time, the feeling of a person and a period.”

—James Hillman, Jung’s Typology.1



This is the second volume of a biography about an American sage most have never heard of. Thomas Moore (author of the bestseller Care of the Soul and two dozen more books) unabashedly called him, “the greatest thinker who ever lived: more important than Aristotle, Plato, Heidegger, and Blake.”2 In the pantheon of Freud and Jung, Moore places Hillman at the very top. At the very least, according to the poet Robert Bly, he is, “The most lively and original psychologist we have had in America since William James.”3

James Hillman, who died in 2011 at the age of eighty-five, didn’t provide us self-help directives to change our lives—so that we might get more of what we think we need. In his twenty-five published books and his lectures around the world, he laid out no step-by-step action plan for curing one’s neuroses. While the mindset of his field focused on statistics, outcome measures, and evidence-based practices, Hillman went renegade—examining the exceptional, the abnormal, the pathologizing tendency of the psyche. Instead of privileging the Western ego, he set about returning psychology to Soul. This is not a return to Soul in the dogmatic sense, but the return of psychology to its mythic and historical roots, revivifying the gods and goddesses of Mount Olympus and forgotten Renaissance philosophers like Vico and Ficino. Hillman provided no answers, but reopened paths to mystery, while calling us to collective action in the world.

Framed along the wall in James Hillman’s rural Connecticut home were his guiding ancestral ghosts—the Hungarian freedom fighter, the radical reform rabbi, the astute Boardwalk hotelier—“a wealth of guardians,” as he put it. They peered down upon the bed in a guest room, perhaps similar to the hotel where he’d been born in 1926, to two very different parents: a mother enamored with the world of class, the rich and famous, and a father drawn to the common man, friend to cops and firemen.

Atlantic City was the ideal place to have grown up. The Boardwalk teemed with fantasy figures—flagpole sitters and “High Diving Horses” and “Deep Sea Net Hauls.” His family’s 400-room establishment hosted odd characters and an “underground” of workers with nicknames like Pete the Plumber. An electric, eclectic world fired the imagination of the tall bright boy who also recognized the sham within the show, the hypocrisy and shadow and false importance. This same boy would spend much time alone, studying maps of the world in his room.

James Hillman came of age, joined the Navy, and took care of blind veterans returning from the Second World War—losing his innocence. Becoming a news correspondent based in postwar Germany, he witnessed the beginning of the United Nations. While enrolled at the Sorbonne in Paris, he came upon an adventurous Swedish beauty in a jazz club, then contracted tuberculosis and spent several meditative months recovering in a Swiss sanitarium. He went on to Trinity College in Dublin and helped start a magazine called Envoy. After traveling first across Africa, he lived with Kate Kempe in Kashmir for almost two years working on a novel, then experienced a “breakdown” at their wedding and ended up seeking analysis at the Jung Institute in Zürich.

There, Hillman encountered depth psychology. Despite being a young man of relative privilege, he had already begun to learn that periods of suffering are soul-making experiences. While getting to know Carl Jung during the last decade of his life, Hillman not only graduated from the Jung Institute, he gained a Ph.D. in philosophy from the University of Zürich. At only thirty-three, he was appointed the Institute’s first Director of Studies and in 1960 published his first book—his doctoral thesis on Emotion.

By the next year, he and Kate would have their fourth and final child, and he would deliver his first public lectures. Hillman’s distance from traditional Jungians eventually became more acute, expressed in his second book, Suicide and the Soul, where he transgressed the taboo of questioning suicide prevention. He was soon invited to join a group of pathbreaking intellectuals from many disciplines who came together for annual conferences at Eranos.

After writing a seminal essay on “Betrayal,” Hillman’s life became enveloped in it—he had an affair with a patient who happened to be a minister’s wife. This is after Hillman learned that his own wife had an affair with C. A. Meier, who had been her analyst as well as his. With Meier leading a hypocritical campaign against him, Hillman ended up being forced out as the Institute’s Director of Studies. That was where volume one of this biography ended: Hillman adrift, uncertain of what would come next—“way out on a branch,” as he put it, “[I] like it there very much.”

We pick up the story here, as Hillman approaches mid-life, when a young woman from Ohio named Patricia Berry enrolled at the Jung Institute. She became his student, his analysand, eventually his lover and colleague, and then in 1976, his second wife. In Zürich their destinies merged with a flamboyant Cuban, Rafael López-Pedraza. During a trip to London taken together, they gave birth to what came to be called archetypal psychology.

Hillman and his compatriots linked this effort toward expanding Jung’s analytical psychology to culture and the imagination, moving psychology away from the dominant scientific/medical model and its focus on the treatment of the isolated individual. Hillman took over a Jungian journal, Spring, and began to host passionate discussions in Zürich’s bohemian quarter. In both, the archetypalists explored images in literature, myth, alchemy and art, honoring these as living realities. At the annual Eranos conferences in southern Switzerland, bringing together pathfinders across many disciplines, Hillman made mythology and alchemy relevant to our times.

Chosen to deliver the prestigious annual Terry Lectures at Yale, Hillman turned these talks into a pioneering book called Re-Visioning Psychology—nominated in 1975 for a Pulitzer Prize. By now divorced, Hillman returned to America after living primarily in Europe for thirty years. To the surprise of many, he and Pat Berry settled in Dallas, Texas—where he became a professor at a Catholic university and then helped found an Institute of Humanities and Culture. In the nouveau riche capital of the U.S., Hillman refined his ideas on the anima mundi, the “soul of the world”—taking up how to re-vision city planning.

Equally surprising was his subsequent move to rural Connecticut, where he settled into an old farmhouse with a chicken coop out back. From there, Hillman ventured out as a teacher in the mythopoetic men’s movement—into the backwoods of Minnesota and California—where deep talk about fathers and sons and male-female relationships offered a new kind of group therapy, a cultural therapy.

Along the way Hillman’s discoveries and insights came to encompass dance, theater, art, architecture, all within what he called a “poetic basis of mind.” Depth psychology merged with deep ecology, and the importance of the animal kingdom. While drawing upon classical European thought, Hillman was thoroughly American in his restlessness, his pioneering spirit, and his martial energy. American too were his affection for multiple cultures, his pushing of limits, his frontier consciousness, and his perpetual need to be young, undefined, and continually self-renewing and self-transcending. He was equally American in his lack of piety toward conventional institutions and established traditions. He relished the challenge of breaking boundaries, confronting the unknown, scouting out new horizons. His eclectic group of friends ranged from poets to magicians, barbers to bartenders. His books in translation lined reader’s shelves in Italy and Japan, where his lectures drew thousands. Yet he disdained having followers and repudiated being cast as the founder of a “school” of archetypal psychology.

The extremes of his life seemed to reflect a pattern set in childhood—in the contrast between the teeming fantasyland of the summer Boardwalk and the empty and forlorn beaches of the Atlantic City winter. At college, during the day he took classes on “mental and moral science” at Dublin’s Trinity College and at night reveled with the likes of Brendan Behan at McDaid’s Pub. After analytical training, he moved from the introverted realm of Zürich’s Jung Institute to the ultra-extraversion of Dallas, Texas. After settling in Connecticut, you could find him commiserating with men in the North Woods or holding court with the eclectic scholars at Eranos.

As Thomas Moore also said about James Hillman: “No one pushed the imagination into the world and actual life to the extent that [he] did and with such immediate relevance.” He possessed a “genius for taking any theme and shedding serious, fresh light on it.”4

Come along then as we follow the Hillman roller-coaster from Europe to America and back again, accompanying his excursions into the depths and mythic caves of human imagining.

NOTES

1. “Each life has its ‘feel’ to it . . . .’: Lectures on Jung’s Typology: The Inferior Function by Marie-Louis von Franz” and “The feeling Function” by James Hillman, Spring Publications, Zürich, 1971.

2. Moore: “The greatest thinker who ever lived . . . .”: “Remembering James Hillman: An Enterview with Thomas Moore,” by Rob Henderson, 48 Quadrant XXXXII, 2012, p. 56 (available online).

3. Bly: “the most lively and original . . . .” Back cover comment for James Hillman’s book, Kinds of Power, Currency Doubleday, 1995.

4. Moore: “No one pushed the imagination . . . .”: “Remembering James Hillman . . . .”, p. 56.





CHRONOLOGY

(through Volume I)

1895: Grandfather Joel Hillman acquires his first hotel in Atlantic City.

1923: Grandfather, renowned reform Rabbi Joseph Krauskopf, dies in Philadelphia.

April 12, 1926: James Hillman is born in an Atlantic City hotel room.

Summer 1936: Hillman takes a cross-country auto trip with his brother and other students.

September 1939–February 1943: Hillman attends high school in Atlantic City.

Summer 1942: Hillman travels to Mexico City to study Spanish, begins chronicling his life in letters to his family.

February 1943–June 1944: Hillman attends Georgetown University in Washington, D.C., works part-time as a newsroom copy boy for a CBS radio station.

June 1944: Hillman joins the Navy.

Summer 1945: Hillman’s introduction to the therapeutic, tending to blind veterans of World War Two, as part of the Navy Hospital Corps.

June 1946: Hillman accompanies his parents to Europe, becomes correspondent for American Forces Network in occupied Germany.

Early 1947: Hillman enrolls at the Sorbonne in Paris on the GI Bill.

Spring 1947: Hillman meets Kate Kempe at Paris club, falls madly in love. Hillman spends time with philosopher George Santayana.

November 1948: Hillman enrolls at Trinity College, Dublin. Becomes friends with future novelist J. P. Donleavy. Suffering from tuberculosis, spends several months at sanitarium in Switzerland.

1949: Hillman becomes associate editor for Envoy magazine, Dublin.

December 1950: Hillman graduates from Trinity College with MA in philosophy.

1951: Hillman travels with Kate and his friend Doug Wilson to Africa.

Summer 1951: Hillman and Kate go to Kashmir and settle there, where he begins work on a novel.

Summer 1952: Hillman meets Gopi Krishna in Kashmir. Hillman has “big dream” in the Himalayas that will send him into analysis eventually.

Fall 1952: Hillman marries Kate in Stockholm.

Spring 1953: Hillman and Kate enroll at the C. G. Jung Institute in Zürich.

1955: The Hillmans’ first child, Julia, is born.

April 1956: Daughter Carola is born.

1959: Hillman graduates Summa cum laude from the University of Zürich and receives Analyst’s Diploma from the Jung Institute.

1959—1969: Hillman serves as the first Director of Studies at Zürich’s Jung Institute.

1960: Hillman’s first book, Emotion, is published. A third daughter, Susanne, is born.

January 1961: A son, Laurence, is born.

June 1961: Jung dies.

Fall 1963: Hillman goes on lecture tour in America with Adolf Guggenbühl-Craig.

October 1964: Hillman gives new paper on “Betrayal” in London.

1965: Hillman’s second book, Suicide and the Soul, is published.

Mid-1960s: Hillman learns that Kate has been having an affair with C. A. Meier, the analyst for both of them. Hillman’s own affair with a married patient is subsequently exposed publicly, and Meier sides with the woman’s husband in a court case against Hillman.

1966: Hillman is invited to be among the lecturers at the prestigious Eranos conference on Lago Maggiore, presenting “On Psychological Creativity.”

1967: Hillman’s third book, InSearch: Psychology and Religion, is published.

Fall 1968: Hillman accepts an invitation to teach at the University of Chicago, bringing his family along.

Early 1969: Hillman is forced to resign as Director of Studies at the Jung Institute.

March 1969: Hillman visits the Warburg Institute in London, and conceives archetypal psychology.
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MEETING PAT BERRY


“Anima as relationship means that configuration which mediates between personal and collective, between actualities and beyond, between the individual conscious horizon and the primordial realm of the imaginal, its images, ideas, figures, and emotions . . . So, relationship governed by anima will show unstable paradoxes of longing and trepidation, involvement and skittishness, faith and doubt, and an intense sense of personal significance owing to the importance of the imaginal soul at large . . . such relationship reflects her as bridge to everything that is unknown.”

—James Hillman, Anima.1



March 1966: When Patricia Berry arrived in Zürich, she had just turned twenty-three. A recent graduate of Ohio State University, she had plans to enroll at the Jung Institute with the vague notion of becoming a therapist. At that time anyone could attend who wanted, but nobody as young as Pat had ever applied. As a requirement for registration, she needed to be interviewed by the Institute’s Director of Studies, James Hillman.

A year earlier, a boyfriend had given Pat a tape recording of a lecture recently delivered to a Ministers’ Seminar at a Columbus, Ohio church, by an American psychologist named Hillman who Pat had never heard of.2 She listened to it while alone in her room—in the house she shared with some other students. She found the voice “raspy, too far up in the head . . . discordant, strangulated as though perhaps his collar is too tight. [Yet] his elocution, certainly a continent away from anything heard in Ohio, is eloquent, elegant.”3 His was “the first voice I heard talking about [C. G.] Jung,”4 whose writings she had recently discovered. The talk excited her.

That lecture would become the basis for Hillman’s third book, InSearch: Psychology and Religion. The part that Pat remembered best focused on the anima, “those female images and impulses who pass through the corridors of our psyche—often silent, often neglected, sometimes cheapened, and certainly misunderstood,” Hillman said. He elaborated that, as a man gets older, the weight he feels on the heart is the anima state. “This is the time when he is most vulnerable for the love-affair which may or may not solve something . . . reorienting his usual habitual masculine point of view in terms of all the feminine values of life.” [In the typescript of his talk, the italicized phrase was underlined for emphasis.] The feminine emotions “which depress and weaken us . . . peel off our crust, they soften our heart, they sap our right arm, in favor of the left where we are awkward and unable to manage.”5

Pat had never thought of herself in anima terms before, but as Hillman spoke of various types of women, she thought that his description of “a cool distant Nordic type sounds a little like me.”6 A few weeks later, Pat’s boyfriend followed up by giving her Hillman’s latest book, Suicide and the Soul—published the year before. She could barely understand it. In a talk of her own, almost thirty years later, she said: “This isn’t English as I’ve been taught, all the inverted syntax, the strange elliptical turns, arch and over-wrought I think, schizoid too. He seems to say that death is a possibility. You can die if you want, for the sake of your soul. Soul? Whatever soul is, he seems to be saying it can be more important than life.”7

Although what Hillman expressed about the soul’s connection to death eluded her, Pat had already found herself confronting mortality. Tall and athletic, she’d held a summer job as a camp counselor, taking teenagers on canoe outings. In the wilderness of upper Michigan, along a dangerous portion of a river filled with rapids and waterfalls, one of the girls ignored Pat’s warnings and fell overboard. She became pinned under a log. Pat tried to wrestle the fifteen-year-old free, but couldn’t. The girl drowned.

Pat blamed herself. “I took it as my narcissism, my heroic identification that caused her death,” she remembered. “I just collapsed.”8 She returned to the university but found herself unable to finish papers. For a time, she dropped out. At one point, Pat even cut her wrist and was briefly hospitalized. In the course of a year, the drowning tragedy pushed Pat into therapy. Psychology, she found, captivated her. When she returned to Ohio State, she became a straight-A student.

Early in 1966, Pat read a third piece by James Hillman, a pamphlet titled Betrayal. Pat recalled: “In it, he tells a story in which a father encourages a child to jump, to fling himself from the top of the stairs, the father promising to catch him. The boy jumps, and the father lets him fall. That’s betrayal. And knowing that this may happen, that’s trust.”9 The essential truth about trust and betrayal, Hillman went on to say, is that they contain each other. For her, “this was real psychology. No promises, disaster as a given.”10

Pat was ambivalent about proceeding to graduate school in clinical psychology, with its heavy emphasis on statistics. She resonated with Jung; his posthumously-published autobiography Memories, Dreams, Reflections was captivating many young Americans at the time. In the meantime, Pat wound up spending a couple of evenings with Dr. Otis Maxfield, the Minister at Columbus’ First Community Church. He had brought Hillman over from Switzerland to give the tape-recorded lecture that first intrigued her. Maxfield himself had taken some instruction at Zürich’s Jung Institute. But there were no Jungian analysts in Ohio to work with, and Pat wasn’t interested in Freudian psychoanalysis. So the minister suggested she travel to Europe. She could enroll in courses at the Institute and do the requisite therapy over there.

Pat initially discussed going abroad with the boyfriend who turned her on to Hillman—only to discover that he’d been sleeping with another girl. Here was the trust and betrayal . . . disaster as a given, that Hillman had described. She went instead with a girlfriend who wanted to explore Europe. Arriving in Zürich, Pat cancelled her first scheduled meeting with the Institute’s Director of Studies after meeting a ski instructor. She took off with him, only to “get caught in a blizzard in the Alps, a blinding one. Somewhat shaken, and chastened, I return to the gray and dismal lowlands of Zürich and make another appointment.”11

Pat first encountered Hillman in his ground floor office that had once been Jung’s “retreat room” at the Institute—inside a tall Gothic, ivy-covered building of gray sandstone at Gemeindestrasse 27. Hillman was almost forty, wearing a tweed Irish-style suit, Pat remembered. She had long hair, “in Sixties style to conceal as much of myself as possible; what wasn’t concealed, I covered with a dark raincoat down to my ankles.”12

One of the purposes of the interview was to hear her story, and Pat “imagined that, since I was entering the realm of depth psychology . . . I should start by showing the damaged goods. So I opened up and bared what I thought of as my soul with a certain earnestness.”13 She may have spoken of never knowing her real father, and of being raised by a single mother who had Pat walking to nursery school by the age of two. Eventually, her mother remarried a gentleman named Berry and started a new family—Pat’s two half-siblings were eight and ten years younger—and she’d grown up middle-class in Middletown, Ohio. But she kept her distance from others, “extremely self-sufficient for good and for ill.” By her last year of high school, while elected president of the student council, Pat had “a completely secret life. I smoked, hung out with bad kids, was a rebel. Underneath, I felt lost. I didn’t like dishonesty or sanctimoniousness. That quality connected me with Jim [Hillman] later, I think.”14

Yet in general she found Hillman to be “a rather unsympathetic listener . . . polite, but obviously unimpressed.” She arrived in Zürich with only three hundred dollars and, after she informed Hillman of this, immediately he “turned to practicalities. How did I think I was going to live in Zürich with no money? No possibilities for a job—it was illegal for a foreigner to work in Zürich—and no ability to speak the language. He told me I was crazy.”15

Pat indeed felt she was “so screwed up [that] I needed the deepest analysis possible.” So at the end of the interview, after Pat told him she was “interested in existential psychology” (the broadly humanistic approach that her Ohio therapist had practiced), Hillman suggested she go into Jungian analysis—not with himself, but with Hilda Binswanger. Hilda was the daughter of Ludwig Binswanger, who had been a renowned colleague of Jung’s and considered the founder of existential psychology. She was also an older woman and a distant relation of Hillman’s. And yes, Hillman told Pat, she could go ahead and enroll in classes at the Institute.

“A MASTER AT ANIMATING THE UNSEEN”

The Zürich atmosphere Pat Berry dove into seemed light years away from mid-1960s America. Formality reigned. Pat observed that women on the streets mostly wore dresses and anyone in pants received stares from passersby. Women’s liberation was still a few years away in the U.S., but in the patriarchal culture of Zürich, women couldn’t even vote (a referendum in 1971 would finally allow this). You didn’t flush the toilet after 9 p.m. You didn’t run your vacuum cleaner or wash your car on Sundays. Pat recalled getting “in trouble for all of those things, at one time or another, so I learned the rules.”

What was it about Zürich and psychology? Adolf Guggenbühl-Craig, a close friend of Hillman’s, and among the city’s most prominent figures in Jungian psychology, once explained it this way: “England or France can be in this world by just being strong, militarily and otherwise. Small nations like Switzerland cannot dominate; they are always kind of molested and abused. So the only way they can survive is by being psychologically smart. There is a certain atmosphere of trying to figure out, what the hell does that other guy want? This is why the Swiss culture is gifted for psychology.”16

Hilda Binswanger agreed to be Pat’s analyst, and because Pat had so little money, Hilda charged her a mere ten francs (about two dollars) for the hour. But Pat found herself bored to tears. She recalled: “The truth was, I wasn’t ready for Binswanger yet. I needed more spark, more challenge, more action.”17 Pat did take Hillman’s emphasis on practicality as “a kind of challenge” and ended up living in a woman’s basement room in exchange for cleaning the house. She spent her first months “eating a kind of mush paste . . . made by mixing water and Birchermüesli in a cup. It was a grim Les Miserables existence—grimmer yet because the classes at the Institute were so disappointing.”18

Jung had died five years before, and most of the classes were taught by his now-elderly female followers—“worshipful people telling stories” rather than the serious academic studies of the great man’s work that Pat had anticipated: “I didn’t understand the place at all.”19 She recalled striding into the “miniscule library” at the Institute, lighting a cigarette, and saying to herself, “My God, at Ohio State at least we have libraries!” This seemed more like a church—and her personal “childhood experience of organized religion was that it was a breeding ground for hypocrisy.”20 She noted, though, that “just as I said that [about the library], I burned a huge blister in the palm of my hand.”21

Pat soon fell into a depression, wondering what she was doing there. But she felt that she’d burned all her bridges. She did find one scintillating lecturer in Marie-Louise von Franz, on the archetypal symbolism in fairy tales. Pat recalled: “She would sit up there on the lecture platform with her legs splayed, her dirty fingernails, and hold forth with such passion and sparkle—it was truly exciting. She was the psyche.”22

As Pat considered her second semester, Hillman was offering a class on “The Feeling Function” (which became part of a book co-authored with Marie-Louise von Franz, Jung’s Typology). Pat enrolled, and found this to be “a whole other world . . . It was obvious from the start that feeling per se was not Hillman’s strong suit,”23 because he described feeling not as “a heartfelt emotion, but a coolly discriminating judging impersonal function. Watch out for people with feeling, he seemed to say, they’re slick and they’ll get you. Which is what I’d always suspected anyway. This man warmed my heart.” For Pat, Hillman’s words were not “clouded with the quasi-mystical tones and esoteric jargon of the other Institute classes,” but “clear, intelligent, and original”24—containing both critical and scholarly levels “as well as an incredible symbolic sense.”

The next class Pat took of Hillman’s focused on animal images in dreams. It became apparent to her that his own instinctual energies were “a little odd.” She remembered him “demonstrating baboon behavior to the class by jumping up and down, turning round and rubbing his behind in a way that was maybe not lewd but at least unusual.”25 “He was just so alive,” Pat reflected, “and I could suddenly make sense of things. I understood his language and respected his way.”26

After that second semester of classes ended, Pat asked Hillman if she could go into analysis with him. Hillman had been practicing since 1959, seeing several people a day and sometimes half-a-dozen on Saturdays. He had a second-story office with an anteroom, actually “a former servants room with an old iron and tile stove,”27 overlooking a small courtyard at Zeltweg 16. Pat remembered: “To get to his office you went in through the back door of this very old building and climbed some very old steps, up four-and-a-half flights. Which was half a flight past Jim’s office. There you sat on the landing, in a narrow wooden chair, and waited. The point was not to get comfortable. There were no magazines or anything like that.”28

Upon finishing with one patient, he’d emerge from below, look up, and signal that your time was at hand. Hillman had other ways of prepping his patients, which aimed at ensuring they were emptied out and awake, ready to reveal and hear the unexpected. According to Pat, “First of all the time, it wasn’t like the customary fifty-minute hour when you always begin on the hour or half-hour. You went to analysis with him at ten till, or twenty past, or twenty-five past. He had strange ways of deconstructing time . . . And it was also more of a platonic conversation, not always set in a particular room. Some people might have their analysis walking along the street. If Jim wanted a break, he’d take you to Beitner’s coffee shop next door. As he ate his strudel, you’d tell him your dreams and do your analysis. Right there in the crowded restaurant! . . . If however he wasn’t hungry, which was extremely rare . . . or if he had eaten with his patient before, which is more likely, then you had your analysis in his office.”29

In his office, she and Hillman sat across from one another, perched bolt upright “on what were surely the most uncomfortable chairs ever invented.” The chairs came from a junk giveaway furniture place, the Swiss version of the Goodwill called the Brockenhaus. Hillman’s private joke, which Pat never learned about until much later, was that the patient’s chair had a seat that lifted up and contained a potty underneath.

Over Hillman’s desk in fine golden frames were three pictures “of Chinese mythological horse-like animals with whiskers that twirled around into the air, and bits of mane that twirled this way and that, and then these eyes—bright brilliant crazy mythic eyes”30—fantastical creatures “full of energy and danger,” which Pat came to feel “embodied so much of the spirit of what working with him was like.” 31

Her once-a-week analysis with Hillman occurred “much to the dismay” of Hilda Binswanger, a member of the Institute’s governing Curatorium, “who didn’t think this was a good idea at all.” But one thing was immediately clear to Pat: unlike Binswanger, Hillman wasn’t going to put her to sleep. “If it was challenge I was looking for, he gave it. In the first session he told me the problem was that I was stupid. I’d been called a lot of things in my life, but not usually that I was stupid, usually too much in my head.”32

“At the very beginning stage, I kept trying to think the way I had in Ohio, in terms of normal psychology . . . where you tell all your bleeding heart stories.”33 But Hillman was “a master at animating the unseen . . . the psychic reality and power of one’s images. In so doing, he brought the psyche as imagination to life in a way that I’ve never seen anybody else do. It was the passion of a fantast. His eyes would glitter, and I as an eager analysand would catch it and be running off to find books or looking up things in books he’d given me with a transferential fervor. He was an unusual analyst, a great one in a way. He certainly possessed a fire in the mind that others in my experience—and I’ve certainly had a lot of analysis and therapy—did not possess. He wasn’t kindly, or even very related. But he was passionate.”34

“He could bring dreams alive. He didn’t put every part of the dream together into a structure (‘this is because of this’) so the whole dream made sense. Hillman would skim through the dream and he’d pick out this and that. He’d get an essence. He didn’t try to explain all of the dream because that would put him into an explanation mode. That wasn’t what he did. He touched the parts that had fire in them. It was astonishing to me that he didn’t care about encompassing the entire dream, wrapping it up (as my other analysts had). He didn’t explain it terms of types, ego-Self, or in any such ways. It taught me what psychological reality is all about. He made life meaningful, the things he did with my dreams put everything on a whole other level.”35

One dream Pat recalled bringing to Hillman was “of a bug, a beetle, on my foot. I was horrified, but he said, oh, that’s a scarab—the animal that pushes the dung and the Egyptians believed also pushes the sun along its course in the sky. So having that sense that there was something bigger than me, even connected with ancient Egypt but that had meaning for me right now—walking with this beetle on my foot, there was a direction, a stepping along into the future. That was the biggest gift in the world!”36

Hillman was himself going through a considerable self-examination over his role as a therapist. May 30, 1967 (during the same period Pat was seeing him), he wrote a letter to his friend Marvin Spiegelman—who’d been a student at the Institute alongside Hillman and then become a Jungian analyst in America: “During March I saw 17 different people in analysis. It was too much. I cut down. Now I see about 10–12 different people, some frequently and regularly and some every now and then . . . I am amazed how much more intense the hours used to be, and how half-assed they seem now. Yet, curiously people seem to find what I do and say has more weight if less brilliance.”37

Hillman may have cryptically hinted at his impression of Pat at the time—although he does not name her specifically—in another letter written in the spring of 1967 to a different close friend in Jungian practice in America. “[T]he anima made a turn inward,” Hillman wrote. “She is sort of a student type and leaves behind the outer involvements which [are] anyway departing for other reasons.”38

“A HUGE TRANSFERENCE”

Among the Institute’s students, Pat “met so many people who were afraid of Jim. Because he had no manners whatsoever in the classroom! Well, people’s emotional [nature] was not where he was tuned in. He was interested in the ideas.”39 Audrey Haas, a student at the Institute in the mid-1950s—who also later went into analysis with Hillman—tells this story: “I remember a time when Jim was in the corridor—maybe he’d been lecturing—but I went up to him and was telling him about some problems that young friends of mine were having. And he just wheeled on me and said: ‘I’m not interested in all these young people! It’s the old ones I care about! The ones with no hope!’ I turned and walked away. He was still screaming at me. He would do that. One time I saw him up at the swimming pool, the Dolder, which we all went to in the summer. I went brightly over and said, ‘Hi, Jim.’ He sort of said ‘Hi’ back and turned away. At our next analysis, he said, ‘What makes you think that I want to see you and I’m so thrilled when you come along.’”40

Liliane Frey, who taught at the Institute and had once been Hillman’s analyst, used to warn Pat about him. “She said he hadn’t been properly analyzed and he hadn’t developed his male energy. ‘What about his mother complex, his anima stuff?’ With Frey, that was something to be careful of. And, you know, he was dangerous. And he was also incredible.”

To survive in Zürich, Pat took one job after another as an au pair. She started with a Swiss family, but was then hired to watch the four children of Thayer and Anita Greene, who were studying at the Institute and eventually became analysts. Pat was even flown to the States during the summer with their family. Her final experience as a live-in au pair was for Joan Buresch, at the time a single mother. Buresch was the daughter of former CIA director Allen Dulles, who had gotten to know Jung while in Switzerland during the Second World War. Her mother had seen Jolande Jacobi for therapy, and in 1964, Buresch herself decided to train at the Institute to become a Jungian analyst.

Buresch attended some of Hillman’s lectures. And it was this daughter of America’s secret-keeper, Pat remembered, who one night told her about Hillman’s affair with a female patient in her twenties, whose clergyman husband had found out about and exposed to the Jung Institute’s hierarchy. This had taken place late in 1965, a few months before Pat arrived in Zürich. The situation had become a full-blown scandal within the Jungian world in Zürich, a subject explored in depth in Volume I of this biography.

At her next therapy session with Hillman, Pat decided to tell him what she’d learned from Buresch about the scandal. “He called me up that same evening and asked me to meet him for a beer in town,” Pat remembered, “which I thought was very strange, but I did. And he said, ‘Now I don’t think you really told me what you meant to say, about what you thought of that affair.’ And I said, ‘Oh no, I did.’ I think he’d expected me to say, ‘I’m angry about it,’ or ‘How could you my analyst do that?’ But that wasn’t what I felt at all. I mean, really I just wanted to tell him that I knew about it. So we sat and drank beer and ate food. After that, I don’t think we talked about it again, in the analysis.”

Pat was by now experiencing what she later recalled as “a huge transference” with Hillman. She was starting to fall in love with him. Sometime during her first year in analysis with him, she had what she later described as a major individuation dream—the process of integrating the unconscious with consciousness on the path toward wholeness, or what Jung called self-actualization. “I was at Bellevue Platz with a crowd of people and there was a unicorn, and I put the tips of my fingers against the velvety [part] of the unicorn. That was numinous. The unicorn took me through the crowd by keeping my fingers on it.”41 Pat elaborated later that the skin on the unicorn that her fingers were touching “was unmistakably the delicate skin on the head of a penis. It is a bit embarrassing, but it did occur during my work with Jim and did have to do with my being in love with him psychologically and eventually physically.”42

If Hillman felt similarly at that time, it went unspoken. He remained concerned about Pat having so little money. At one point, she “did get some sort of job in the mountains and Jim thought it was crazy for me to leave the Institute, a real waste of time.” So he paid her to come by his office periodically and help him with filing papers. Hillman also hired Pat to come to his home up on the hill by the Zürich zoo and teach sports to his four children. That is where she met his wife Kate. Pat would go there once a week, take the two youngest (Susanne and Laurence) for jaunts in the woods and “run them around the yard.” For a time, she even stayed at the Hillman’s house after she fell and hurt her back in their yard. The relationship between Kate and Pat took a downturn when Pat sent flowers to thank her hosts, but only addressed them to Jim.

Then, finally, Pat landed a position at the American High School, an English-speaking school for U.S. families temporarily living in Zürich. This came about after Hillman organized a baseball team at the Institute, which included Pat, and they played a game against the high school’s teachers. Afterward, the principal, John Mattern, approached Pat and asked if she’d like a job. She would teach English to the boys and sports to the girls.

Pat continued to take classes at the Jung Institute. At that time, you paid only for individual classes, unlike at an American university where you signed up for a semester: “You pretty much just did what you wanted, attended if and when you wanted.” She recalled Hillman inviting guest lecturers. He would customarily go to their talks, but often fall asleep in a corner.

During her first semester, one night she attended a student party at the magnificent home of Jungian analysts Heinrich and Linda Fierz-David overlooking Zürich Lake. “On the walls, and even the ceilings, were alchemical and symbolic images, painted all over the place,” Pat remembered. “We looked at all this for a while, it was mind-boggling. Then someone . . . put on American music and we began to dance.” Suddenly, “a man from across the room started mimicking my movements, gave them back to me with such depth and decisiveness that I was transfixed.” He was “a short, bull-shaped Cuban in his forties,” and he soon introduced himself. They talked; he was brilliant. That night, Pat dreamt that the man “had sired a huge group of children, of all sizes and ages.”43

This was, it turned out, Hillman’s close friend Rafael López-Pedraza. He had come to Zürich in 1963 from London—where he’d been in Jungian analysis—carrying a letter from his therapist recommending him to Hillman. On his second day in Zürich, López started analysis with Hillman, and continued going three days a week. As time went on, Hillman would remember, “We had many, many discussions about lofty things. Rafael had endlessly inspiring insights, often incomprehensible but remarkable twists. Also, his way of living was so shadowy. He’d left Cuba when the revolution happened [during Fidel Castro’s takeover in 1959]. No one knew what he did before he came here, whether he was a drug runner or supposed to have worked for a pharmaceutical company, who knows what.”44 As Pat put it, “Rafael was a huge natural force. And Jim saw Rafael’s genius.”

Despite their age difference, Pat and López quickly became friends: “I think because Rafael liked to talk a lot and needed somebody to listen to him, and for me because he was not like the Institute. I wanted to learn from him. And I couldn’t often grasp what he was saying, so I had to learn to listen, to not know, to have a sense that there was something pulling me beyond my own concepts, my own understanding, and just live with it.”45

Much of what she learned, Pat reflected later, came “as a maenad under his [López’s] direction . . . Our knowledge and experience and levels of culture were radically disparate. He became for me a kind of teacher or guru that I hung out with, practically lived with.” López would hold small meetings in an empty room at the Institute and “from him in that time, I learned how to think upside down.”46 Pat would also later call his teaching “water for the soul.”47

Attending the Institute at the same time as Pat was Valerie Donleavy, whom Hillman had known since he attended Trinity College in Dublin (1948–50). Valerie was married to J. P. Donleavy, Hillman’s longtime close friend and by now a world-renowned novelist—author of The Ginger Man. (See Volume I for the Hillman-Donleavy relationship.) Valerie’s mother, a fervent Jungian, had lived part-time in Zürich during the 1950s. Valerie decided to leave Ireland after she and J. P. separated and sign up for classes at the Jung Institute. There, although she and her husband would not formally divorce until 1969, she fell in love with López-Pedraza.

Valerie was tall, willowy, and beautiful, her long black hair often tied up in a bow. Not long after the party by the lake where Pat encountered López, she and Valerie met and became instant friends. While Pat was young and described herself as “naïve,” Valerie “was a sort of older woman with much more experience and embodied in the world,” Pat recalled. At the close of her workday at the American High School, Pat was “most often with Valerie or Rafael or both of them. Though I was eating now, I still didn’t have a bath or even hot water for that matter, so I bathed in Rafael or Valerie’s bathroom. They had adjoining rooms in an apartment building in the Niederdorf, which is Zürich’s red-light district. Jim would sometimes come by and, since I was part of the group, I got to know him socially as well.”48

The personal connection grew between Hillman and Pat. “When we were still having a flirtation, he was explaining to me how to do a chart,” she recalled. Hillman had studied astrology in the 1950s with Jung’s daughter, Greta Baumann. Hillman’s wife Kate had four planets in the zodiacal sign of Sagittarius, including her Sun sign. Pat was born under the sign of Capricorn, but had Sagittarius rising or Ascendant. Hillman himself had no planets in Sagittarius. “So they fill a gap in my horoscope,” he believed, “either a complement to the Aries fire [Hillman’s Sun and Moon were closely aligned in Aries] or to my Ascendant opposite [from Sagittarius], in Gemini.”49

1968 became a tumultuous year. In France and in Germany, university students rioted. In the States, Martin Luther King and Robert Kennedy were assassinated and, while the Vietnam War raged on, in August the Democratic Convention in Chicago erupted in violence. That same month, Soviet tanks rolled into Czechoslovakia to quell rising dissidence there.

That year, Hillman moved part-time to an Italian-speaking region of Switzerland called the Tessin, located several hours’ drive south of Zürich in the small town of Ascona. It was one of several stunningly beautiful places that Hillman often found himself blessed to work. The house looked out upon beautiful Lake Maggiore, amid a panoramic vista of glaciered alps commingled with palm trees. “One spends a lot of time fixing ovens and brickets [sic] and ashes, and there are 30 steep steps, outside, to the kitchen two floors below,” Hillman described in a letter to his mother.

The property belonged to the Eranos Foundation, which Jung had pioneered in the 1930s. Hillman went there in 1968 to prepare his summer lecture for the annual gathering of multidisciplinary scholars at Eranos. His previous year’s talk, titled The Language of Psychology and the Speech of the Soul, had been a major success. He had taken up the theme of sexuality and the psyche’s craving “to submit in some form, in any form, to Eros—Eros at any price—in order to disengage itself from the imperious materialist inflation of the nineteenth century’s insistence that the psyche belongs only to the mind.”50 The “Sexual Revolution” of the 1960s was in full bloom as well.

Talking to Pat over the phone from the Tessin, Hillman suddenly found a scorpion in his shoe; he didn’t say what he did with it. When he returned to Zürich, he took Pat and a friend of hers out to dinner after a public event. Pat believed Hillman might be making a play for her friend. She felt shocked, enraged, even physically ill. Later that night, she called and told him so. Hillman took her out the next afternoon for a steak and a glass of red wine. They ended up in his office, where they lay together—nothing beyond that—on the analytical couch. There followed, she would recall, “wild phone calls, tentative meetings, terror over what this might all mean.”51 They went to dinner again at a restaurant called Mövenpick, the German word for “seagull peck.” That night, two years after their first meeting, they became intimate. It was early fall. Pat planned to stop seeing Hillman for analysis.

They had only been together for two weeks; nobody knew except Valerie and Rafael. But Hillman was soon to take a leave-of-absence from the Jung Institute and take his family across the Atlantic to the University of Chicago for several months—to teach a seminar positing an alchemical basis for depth psychology. “We had a final meal in a very nice restaurant, Kronenhalle,” Pat remembered. (This was where Hillman always dined, alone, after the birth of each of his children). “Then he was at my house in the Niederdorf, and just sort of jauntily went off. All my abandonment stuff from childhood rose up. I went down to the street with him and, as Jim was getting into the cab, he didn’t duck down. He hit his head on the door. He made a joke of it. And I thought: ‘Serves him right.’”

She also recalled: “As we were first getting together, I had dreamt a dream in which a woman stood in a field poised, slanted forward, with her head forward against a man’s head, who with his tongue in her mouth pushed her backwards, making of her a plow that opened the earth.”52

Asked many years later about the shift from being in analysis to having a relationship with Hillman, Pat responded: “It was wonderful! I have no sense that it shouldn’t have happened . . . What was difficult was the fact that he was married. That was awful and I felt terrible about it. But for me it was a natural shift from one state of being to another. I think I knew in my soul that I was going to learn a lot more from him that way.”53

LETTERS FROM CHICAGO

In autumn 1968, along with Kate and their four children, Hillman took up residence as a visiting professor at the University of Chicago, where he would find the seminar students “a broody lot [with] their minds overblown (pot and ideas).” In a letter postmarked October 21, 1968, addressed to Miss Patricia Berry at 29 Spiegelgasse in Zürich, Hillman began by describing a dream in which they phoned each other simultaneously, “synchronistically communicating.” In the dream, Pat had indicated that his “anima mood” was not what she wanted. This, Hillman said, confirmed something inside him, although he felt “seriously disoriented” in Chicago, as though “in a backwater, biding time.” He appreciated that she’d also told him in a letter about a dream (“a boy writing about a snake”) and that he too “had one important dream of writing.” This led him to “believe we have a connection here,” and he urged Pat to pursue it further. “You may write me all you can, all you dare,” he replied. Hillman closed with a handwritten postscript also referencing a snake, about a young woman who lived next door in Chicago and had a pet python: “We all held it yesterday. Wow.”

In Hillman’s absence, Pat was teaching English at Zürich’s American High School. Apparently responding to something she’d said about how difficult she found the job, he elaborated in a handwritten letter postmarked the same day: “Sorry school is as it is. If you would write & publish, you could say ‘Fuck-you-all’ to the parents & they could say nothing back. Find your love for English & for the kids & never mind the parents.” He himself was “trying, today, to do what I came for—write a new book (rewrite senex-puer). So today I begin to work on the puer rewrite chapter. I hate college atmosphere . . . How do you find the Senex chapter? Indicate your suggestions!! if any.”

Handwritten and postmarked October 28, 1968: “I am shocked by your importance. At times I feel—against all my will—that you are the one who now carries a too-large piece of my future.” This statement could be interpreted in different ways. He’d been going through difficult times with Kate for some time, certainly since he discovered her affair with C. A. Meier. He often chafed at family responsibilities that interfered with his work. Did Pat offer Hillman a way out against his will? While Hillman remained her teacher—and convinced of her potential—did he intuit that Pat was to become a “too-large” partner in his future work?

Hillman saved some of Pat’s letters to him from that period, and at some point returned them to her. Her first response that has survived is handwritten—dated, Sunday, November 3.

“Dear Jim . . . I felt for the first time a communication via mail with you. Connected me to myself and the love, so that I could finally begin psychic work within it. The problem before (and which always threatens me) is the thread of unreality. Then I find myself bombarded with stimuli & unable to cope. Now I have at least a starting point . . .

“In the past I’ve been so hung up, caught in people & relationship—extraversion, partying, talking (which I love so much)—I was a part of each of them, lost in all of them in the name of soul, comradeship, humanity . . . Now I have a scent which I must follow—and develop until it permeates all through me—Alone, keep it, love it, submit, live it . . .

“Please give care to yourself too—the anima who continually betrays you to the world, can’t hold, feels guilty or whatever . . .

“Been doing a lot of writing (speaking of limitations)—desperately important to me! Still not enough, never enough time—need rites of entry & departure—keep that fuckin’ snake out of my hair . . . Love Pat.”

In another letter, typewritten (November 5), Pat reports hearing voices and sets forth a long dialogue between “Voice” and “I,” in what Jung had described as an “active imagination.” The Voice suggested she move beyond “the animus and being notably Capricornian. You should know better, using that tone of voice, pretending to be talking to an Aries” [Hillman’s birth sign]. Pat (“I”) wondered: “So maybe I’m not really talking to him,” and the Voice concurred, asking her to “give the feminine a chance too, she feels a bit left out.” At first, Pat (“I”) dismissed this as “her problem. She would only eat it, swallow it, betray it, ride the breeze of it, whiff away on it; least resistance would be the way. I want lead!”


Voice: You are all in the head.

I: I know that I wear myself out that way, besides I never win.

Voice: It’s all so heavy, heavy!

I: Oh, I know, if only I could float up just once rather than fighting to the top every time.

Voice: But you like to fight, don’t you?

I: I really do—left over from a street gang animus somewhere, not very sophisticated.

I: Have we reached any agreement?

Voice: Of course not.

I: But I hold the typewriter.

Voice: Today you do, tomorrow perhaps we’ll switch places.

I: I don’t mind—just so we get to fight.

Voice: I might make you speechless, you know.

I: Yes, you do do that, you bastard.

Voice: Well, at least you’ll get a rest.

I: That’s the first nice thing you’ve said.



Pat’s psychological dialogue with her unconscious moved Hillman powerfully. In his response (postmarked November 18, 1968), he called her letter “superb,” adding:

“I begin to get your originality, not that I haven’t felt it, but now it’s getting to come over as a distinct personality, a style, of influences mixed in your special way of opposites, (the culture and the rawness, the hick and the subtlety, the complexities and the naivties [sic], and your own use of language. I feel you as a person distinct from my images and memories of you. Great this.”

Describing the revising of his work on “Senex and Puer,” he concludes: “Yes the historical part of my paper was first rate. You have no idea what it is to REWRITE psychiatric history to see it all anew afresh different from all the texts, and to prove your point of view in the welter of all the details of history, and to face the doubts that experts will find you wrong. I did all that this past year in the midst of all else.”

In her next responses, Pat tells of needing some help to cope with the difficulties of being in relationship with a married man, and of having begun to see a woman Jungian analyst. Ironically, her choice was Pit Pope, once a student at the Institute with Hillman and who with her husband used to play tennis with James and Kate. Hillman was nonetheless “delighted you took the step,” and Pat protected their relationship by lying that her affair was with a married man in Germany named Jason. Pat went on:

“[Pope] seems to have accepted my squeemishness [sic] about details. I explain that I’m terrified that anyone should ever happen to meet Jason; it’s my craziness and part of the insecurity I feel concerning the whole thing. She says that is understandable (under her breath: with my mother problem, that is) and pushes me not at all. I rather enjoy the eccentricity of all this . . . I have admitted that the situation is doomed in reality and she caught on strongly at this point. So we move from there.”

After the teaching term ended at the University of Chicago in mid-December, Hillman made plans to head with his family to a dude ranch in Arizona for Christmas. “Watch rattlesnakes & sunstroke,” Pat had concluded one of her letters. First, Hillman flew to Florida to meet his friend Adolf Guggenbühl-Craig, just arrived from Zürich to give a few days of joint lectures with him. Guggenbühl brought news. “When you come back to Zürich, I think you will no longer be director of studies,” he told Hillman. “What happened while you were away is that you’ve been eased out.”54 The president of the Jung Institute had finally bowed to the pressure of the furor still swirling over Hillman’s affair with a patient several years before.

In his last letter to Pat from the road (December 16), Hillman didn’t mention what he’d learned about his fate from Guggenbühl. He said only that he was flying west for “3 days of all-day seminars at U. So. Cal. It is not amusing, since I’m often very ‘off,’ split, manic/or depressed.” He also spoke briefly of “2 whopping dreams, (I have few) and you were a MAJOR figure. You were either my daughter or the mother of my 2 younger children. At end of dream we both had trouble with our shoes. We must talk of all this . . .

“You cannot guess how much I look forward to returning to Zürich, and seeing you . . . Things have happened to me, but I don’t know at all what they are. It’s sure not up front.”

In her final letter to him from that period, Pat wrote: “I keep having browsing fantasies for you—to spend leisurely days, weeks, months just browsing through a large library—following delightful little snips and waiting, just keeping an eye out for the larger things to come when and if they will.”

James Hillman returned to Zürich, to the house on the hill by the zoo with his wife and four children, to submit his forced resignation to the Jung Institute, with “no practice, no teaching, no work”55 in sight, and to another relationship that almost no one knew about. Pat Berry’s “browsing fantasies” would soon prove to be prescient.
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BEGINNINGS OF ARCHETYPAL PSYCHOLOGY


“When you read the presocratics read them not just in terms of philosophy, but also as fragments that say something about the psyche, about human life, for example Herakleitos is a favorite of mine . . . these old guys were mad and great.”

—James Hillman, in a letter to his nephew Roger Sternfeld, mid-1960s.




“There is nothing permanent except change.”

—Herakleitos, 535–475 B.C.



Toward the end of 1968, shortly before Hillman finished his three months of teaching in the U.S., Valerie Donleavy wrote to him from Zürich. She and Rafael López-Pedraza were just back from a trip to London, and she had a dream that Rafael asked her to write about Hillman, “as he felt it might cheer you.”

Valerie’s recollection of the dream went like this: “In a large wooden room were most of the Jungian people. The classics and you, Rafael and Guggenbühl and others. There was a lot of discussion etc. Then all the classics filed out and while they were doing so, I went over and sat by Rafael. Then you, Guggenbühl, Rafael and I and probably a few others set out on a long journey through a dense forest of spruce and firs. It was a virgin forest. I pointed out a river which was flowing down a ravine over rocks. The water was a deep translucent green . . . I felt a sort of relief after it.”1

A dense virgin forest with a deep translucent green river . . . This was around the same time as Pat’s letter urging Hillman toward “keeping an eye out for the larger things to come when and if they will.” Both women knew that Hillman was going through a rough time (“Dear Jim you really have sounded miserable and desolate,” Valerie had written him). So describing their dreams and fantasies might be viewed as attempts to make him feel better. Or, perhaps, they presaged something that would soon emerge from one of the most uncertain times in Hillman’s life.

Hillman’s return to Zürich brought the denouement of his long battle to preserve his reputation and job at the Jung Institute. The previous April of 1968, a Swiss court had ruled that Hillman had misused “in an ‘extreme,’ ‘stubborn’ and persistent way a ‘pronounced relationship of trust’ toward his younger and married patient” and thus “greatly injured” the woman’s American minister husband, whose demand to the Institute’s governing Curatorium for Hillman’s dismissal was “not without reason.”2 Hillman had to pay the man a fine, although less than half of what the husband had demanded. Pressured by several of the Institute’s patrons in Zürich’s Office of Education, he might not only be ousted by the Institute, he could also be ordered by the police to leave the country entirely.

The situation wasn’t just disheartening to Hillman. Glin Bennet, whose father had been close to Jung and was a friend of Hillman’s from his Trinity College days, wrote him: “It seems to me tragic and against all but their meanest self-interest that anyone should want you to leave after all you have accomplished. And tragic that this seat of wisdom should be swayed by such pettiness. If the great man [Jung] were still with us, this would never have happened, but a broad view of life seems to have passed with him and the least desirable aspect of Swiss parochialism prevailed.”3

Hillman himself “felt very relieved to be out, but the transition time is extremely hard for Kate and for me. Everything is ‘up in the air again.’ One reconsiders the whole life pattern and questions what to do how to do it etc.” He was writing daily but “it is not easy, for I am FULL OF DOUBT.”4

In the book Inter Views (1980), Hillman spoke of his simultaneous decision to also cease therapeutic practice. “I thought nothing I had done from ’55 to ’69 was authentic, that everything I did I had learnt. It was like an illness, a physical illness, and when anybody mentioned patients, my whole body moved away from it . . . I didn’t want anything to do with analysis.”5

Images from past sessions with patients would resurface and nauseate him. “I realized what oppression doing therapy had been, what a burden, how much guilt was involved, how I was carrying people, how I was trying to make them well, how I was . . . oh, my goodness!”6 All Hillman says about the personal context in Inter Views is that this “took place at the same time as my first marriage was untying,” but clearly his reaction had to do with the scandal surrounding his affair with the minister’s wife—as well as the burgeoning relationship with another former analysand.

The secret affair between Hillman and Berry resumed as soon as he returned to Zürich, primarily in the room where she was staying—a relationship she later reflected was tempestuous “in the beginning, because I was the other woman, and I don’t know anybody who knows how to live that [easily]. So during that time, we fought.”7

In later life, Hillman reflected that, even before encountering Pat, he’d been “torn between two families, split apart. Kate couldn’t get tied into my work, so we had the traditional problem of the woman taking care of the children and the house while the man goes out to do his work. Which didn’t make Kate happy at all; it wasn’t her nature to be a housewife. But she didn’t have her own work and she couldn’t really work with me. So she was in a trap and couldn’t find her way out. If she had, things might have been very different. At least my children sometimes think so. I went with the ‘other family,’ the writing. That’s what ended the marriage, in a deeper sense.”8

It was an attitude shared by most men with families in the patriarchal world of that era, that it wasn’t part of their job to understand the broader interests of their wives. Pat Berry, as a working colleague, provided reinforcement in that sense. Kate was not such a collaborator. And why should she have been? In his elder years, Hillman would recall that Kate was in fact an extremely creative person in her own right, but he hadn’t valued it. His own psychological development vis-à-vis women would require decades to unfold.

As a younger man, his “other family” of writing disclosed his infidelity to Jungian orthodoxy. Hillman described this in a letter written in the spring of 1969, to a man who’d sent him two letters about defining the ego: “I think Jung for all his getting away from the protestant extraverted ego of will and reason, still has the old ego implied in his introverted techniques: responsibility, active imagination, and all the things the ego does in connection with the unconscious. The very notion of developing oneself is hung up with old ego ideals . . . Look, the whole bag has to be re-worked; all of it.”9

TWO FRIENDS

Re-working “the whole bag” of analytical psychology was initially very much a joint venture between Hillman and his two friends of vastly different temperaments: Rafael López-Pedraza and Adolf Guggenbühl-Craig. López, as noted earlier, had arrived in Zürich in 1963 and immediately entered three-days-a-week analysis with Hillman—upon recommendation of his London therapist Irene Claremont de Castillejo. (López remained fond of quoting Castillejo’s dictum: “Emotion always has its roots in the unconscious and manifests itself in the body.”) López later reflected: “Hillman was in his best shape at the time, he possessed a very special openness and feeling for psychotherapy.”10

López had quickly decided to become a Jungian analyst himself, although much at the Zürich Institute was new to him. While taking courses in religious studies, mythology, psychopathology, and Jungian theory, he “learned remarkable notions in anthropology.” He studied with the old guard—learning Jolande Jacobi’s systems for deciphering patients’ paintings and from Marie-Louise von Franz’s seminars “that the psyche has what I call a ‘fairy tale level’ . . . easily noticed in anyone” (and, after someone has lived for a while in a fairy tale psychology, it is followed by its opposite, which is tragedy). He read Greek mythology in Karl Kerényi’s books, and a paper about the instincts by Jung that he found “fundamental.” In all these ways, he seemed to be following Hillman’s earlier path of study.

However, after completing his internship with Hillman’s distant cousin Ludwig Binswanger, López started working at the Klinik am Zürichberg soon after it opened, and was put in charge of the painting workshop with “very sick patients.” His means of relating were unusual, including Sunday walks in the hills where “some patients threatened to jump off a cliff,” weekly dances that proved “a great therapeutic experience,” and “a couple of times I even went out to a night club with a group of patients.” Therapy was constant; even the Klinik’s cook participated.11

Pat later wrote about López’s unique therapeutic approach in an essay titled Echo’s Passion: “He’d take people out of hospitals who had been there most of their lives and teach them how to live alone and keep house for themselves. He’d instruct them in shopping at the market, washing dishes, ironing . . . The trick is that for him these mundane chores were full of echo. If someone had been ironing, he’d say, ‘Aha, you’re ironing? Ironing, hum-uh, ironing!’ Echo was there in the word, in the activity. He didn’t interpret—‘Your ironing is like flattening out your mother’ or ‘Your ironing is because you were never allowed to iron as a child.’ Rather, he preserved the echo in the word and thus in the activity.”12 Pat said elsewhere, only partly tongue-in-cheek: “It was Rafael who taught me that the way to get well was to take on patients, and let them carry the madness for you.”13

Fellow Jungian analyst Robbie Bosnak, remembered an episode that occurred after López had completed analytical training: “The best Rafael story I remember was when one of his patients called him and said she was going to kill herself. He said, ‘Send me a postcard,’ and hung up on her. She got so enraged that she came to the next session.”14

López put it like this in a 2003 interview with Axel Capriles: “I understand the psychic world as being based on the emotions, which are irrational. Emotion has its origins in the classical Greek world: pathos/pathology. If psychotherapy does not touch emotional levels, it does not touch what is deeply paralyzed and ill, hence there is no transformation.” It seemed to López that Jung “did not value the whole catalogue of emotions contained in the irrational world.” Thus did Jungian psychology become, he believed, “stuck in concepts.” By contrast, a study of archetypes focused on symbols and images. “I think our interest was to conceive a psychology focused essentially in the here and now where the life of feeling and emotion is.”15

The “our” refers to his relationship with Hillman, who recalled in our interviews: “By the time ’69 arrived, I had awakened from some psychological idealizations—the sort of thing that anybody who’s in a cult wakes up to at some point. It isn’t that [the Jungian world] was a cult, it’s that the cult mentality affects people who are in such spiritualized groups, who have certain spiritual ambitions like wider consciousness or individuation or whatever. Rafael was extremely important in that regard. López was a shadowy figure in a Swiss world—though he wouldn’t be as much so in the Latin world. He was an auto-didact, he taught himself. On the one hand, he was very orthodox. He believed in asylums, in proper psychiatry. He believed in taking Jung’s ideas and working them in his way. He was not revolutionary, never offended the establishment, he was very cautious. He just did it differently. For example, anytime anybody said anything about the church or religion, he said ‘I have nothing to do with that.’ He had a kind of psychic street smarts.”16

By 1966, Hillman had begun writing letters to Marvin Spiegelman and Robert Stein, his Jewish-American friends from student days at the Institute, revealing the influence that López was having on him. : “The older generation for all their virtues fail somewhere in their emotional reactions. As López says, we must stop talking of the puer problem and begin to speak of the senex problem—that is now the problem in our group.”

This letter, written the same month that Pat Berry arrived in Zürich, went on: “The younger students are beginning to wake up, very slowly of course, that there is such a thing as a ‘new analysis.’ López coined this term.”17

That same year, Hillman wrote that the people he sees in Zürich “are all outsiders,” with López topping the list. And since “López . . . has neither money nor permit,” the Jungians attack him as “the weakest one.”18 Hillman wrote to Rudolf Ritsema, organizer of the prestigious Eranos conferences, introducing López as “a valuable person,” and conveying that López wished to attend at least part of the next one but might need some financial help.19

In May 1967, he wrote: “Yes, the old Zürich of our 1950s is dead, but there is a new Zürich forming for the 1970s; it’s happening very fast too and in many directions. López is a key figure in it all.”20

He added in another letter: “López and I have done much talking about the Fool . . . just the foolishness makes us human, real psychologists (understanders of the psyche) and on the edge.” That edge, Hillman added, was where true insights come from.

López wrote to Hillman about a dream he had (December 13, 1968): “I had the insight that I was a street dog, that that was my actual nature.”

According to Pat Berry, Hillman would “shelter somebody who was odd in a way that caught Jim’s fancy . . . [whom] he would then protect, or help, in the world. Rafael wouldn’t have been an analyst if it weren’t for Jim—because he saw Rafael’s genius.” She herself found López “a huge natural force. And even more dangerous than Jim by far!” Pat would elaborate on the danger in her talk at a Notre Dame festival honoring Hillman in 1992: “Rafael had a breadth of cultural and historical knowing that was remarkable, in that it seemed not to reside in his head but in his very being. He had body, as he called it. And actually this man’s head was kind of short and his neck was short, and so his head was very connected to his body.” By the time Pat showed up at the Institute, “he had gathered a bit of a following, so I wasn’t the only maenad on the scene. Other young women had come to Zürich and had become patients of his, which I never was, thank God. So now there were four or five of us who gathered round Rafael to soak up whatever it was we seemed to be needing and absorbing from him. You know, nowadays psychotherapy would call these complexly personal interconnections incestuous, or at the very least dual relationships. But in those days, that was how you did [it].”21

Every Monday, López had lunch with Hillman’s closest friend in Zürich, Adolf Guggenbühl-Craig. Over the course of his life, Guggenbühl would have an enormous influence on the development of Jungian psychology in Zürich and around the world. In addition to his work as a psychotherapist and a teacher/training analyst at the Jung Institute, he would serve as president of its governing Curatorium for more than a decade, and as president of both the Swiss Society of Analytical Psychology and the International Association of Analytical Psychology. An independent spirit fascinated by the paradoxes of human existence, his five books (like Hillman’s work) turned conventional wisdom upside-down in exploring subjects such as the psychopath, the shadow side of the healer, and the tradition of marriage.

Guggenbühl was three years older than Hillman. The men had become friends in 1959—soon after Hillman was named the Institute’s director of studies. “I wasn’t very much involved in the Institute,” Guggenbühl recalled, “but practically every week we had meetings over lunch and talked about the challenges and opinions and happenings.”22 In 1963, they toured the United States together for five weeks, giving a series of joint lectures. The next year, Guggenbühl was instrumental in pushing Hillman to publish Suicide and the Soul (Guggenbühl’s younger brother had killed himself).

Guggenbühl called his relationship with Hillman “a soul connection”: “When I think I have an insight, he understands it before I say it. And that’s a tremendous relief in a relationship. I don’t have to go on with endless explanations of what I mean. We all have that with very few people. Jim would say, that’s a gift of the gods.” Guggenbühl was fascinated by the way Hillman “could play with mythology. He could use it for his work, or for his [own] development.” Guggenbühl also “admired very much his ability to formulate, his language mastery. He’s a tremendous writer. And that’s even a bit of a danger, because he’s such a good writer that maybe he might lose a bit of the struggle. I don’t have that at all. I am not jealous of that, I just admire it.” He did challenge Hillman’s adherence to “orthodox Jungianism” at the time, and believed that his influence helped Hillman break free from it. “For me, he is archetypally [the] younger brother,” Guggenbühl said.23

Hillman described both Guggenbühl and López as “somehow older brothers to me. They each, from very different points of view, were very gifted psychologists in the sense of ‘seeing through,’ the way I used that term in Revisioning Psychology. Rafael was gifted in thought, Adolf was gifted in feeling. Rafael was very much an outsider; Adolf was a complete insider. The three of us would often go off to someplace for a weekend to bathe in the hot waters and talk.”24

López remembered sometimes calling Hillman three or four times a day “to exchange impressions about the ideas we were working on.”25 In letters to Hillman when he was teaching in Chicago, López made a number of references to his weekly lunch dates with Guggenbühl.26 “A lot of connection and recognition,” López wrote in one (October 22, 1968). He and Guggenbühl had “talked about J. C. and Psych. and about old and new. My feeling is that ‘new’ things are coming along having their own pervading effect from underneath and will be seen more in the open in due time. But I know very well that if we push on anything like signing a manifesto the whole movement will die, losing its body aspect by way of offering a ‘new’ point of view that rejects the ‘old’: ‘New’ things are coming along and we only need to take care of ourselves.”

November 20, 1968, López wrote: “The other day I also told Adolf that, if we can knead patiently the material of new little things probably we can bake good bread in due time. Avoiding hastiness that kills those little things and can kill us too . . . Adolf and I need each other’s level of Psyche and shadow.”

After having coffee with Guggenbühl the day before heading off to Spain for a rest (December 13, 1968), López reflected: “I began to realize for the first time something very dangerous, that probably what I say in relation to Psychology could be important, more dangerous than was the idea that probably my ideas have a revolutionary tint. If it is so I have to be very careful. I know by instinct how to survive a revolution (outer) not to be devour[ed] by the revolution archetype” [a reference to having left Castro’s Cuba].

López held a unique view of the contemporary world situation, which he expressed in a letter to Hillman (December 1, 1968): “Thanks to the Gods we are living in decline and analysis provides us with the right instrument in the right time. I myself accept decline as the condition of our times and the need of my soul. Otherwise I’d be in Cuba dressed with a militia uniform and having the fantasy of changing the world.” He continued, “It came to me the other day that St. Paul is at the back of L.S.D. and the fantasy of the sudden change by a sudden revelation . . . [which was] never deep in terms of internalization.”

Guggenbühl remembered López once saying: “I will take care of the inertia.” That word could never be applied to Rafael himself. “People at the Institute are upset because my name is at [sic: on] the program,” López wrote Hillman—after hearing this from Guggenbühl. Hillman said: “He was always protected by Adolf and me, because we had power in the system, but he was—not a drag but a blemish, because he was sort of underworldly.”

When I asked Guggenbühl about López in one of our interviews (2005), he reflected: “He was very much inclined to destroy himself. He did strange things; he was always coming into the foreground, where he should have been discreet and hidden. He was very exuberant and open. He had a very deep, loud voice. You never knew what he was going to say. He always could take a completely unexpected twist. That’s why he was so stimulating. Many people thought he was mentally deranged, but he wasn’t at all. He couldn’t say things so that the other person really understood it, [so] he was talking in some way to himself . . . always very unexpected, very fruitful things. But if you are not willing to listen, or to interpret them positively, then you would be taken aback.”27

Later in life, Hillman said Guggenbühl and López represented two different parts of himself—the family man and professional psychiatrist who fit into society (Adolf), and the “wild shadow figure Cuban” (Rafael), with Hillman the self-described “renegade” in the middle. During their always intense conversations, “that split manifested in three friends challenging each other—mostly López and me shouting . . . Being in association with Rafael opened my eyes to many things. I lost some of my naivete.” Like Guggenbühl, López had supported Hillman all through the turmoil of the scandal-plagued late 1960s—and not just supported, but helped him see through “the way everybody manipulated; underneath it, the power plays and hiding of truth. As Pat put it, ‘You survived a terrible corruption there.’”

Soon after, Pat became part of “the almost daily conversations over wine and dinner or lunch, two or three or four of us, or Jim with Adolf Guggenbühl and then reporting the discussion back to us, or Rafael; among us all, the discussions got reported and we were excited in sort of fantasizing this evolving thought. For me it was fascinating to learn the twists and turns, to witness the leaps to the unexpected, which leaps really were Jim’s specialty from the beginning . . . Rafael always started with the unexpected and then just barreled it through. Jim generally started with . . . a lot of scholarly layout and then he finds a place where he sort of turns on something, turns it upside down, and then he’s off and leaping. This was all very heady, very exciting stuff, to a by now . . . 25-year-old.”28

THE COMING OF SPRING

Looking back at the time, Hillman said: “It’s an insult to Pat to see her simply as a student of mine—because she was far more than that, she was a very bright collaborator.”29 The collaboration bloomed soon after his forty-third birthday in 1969. That was when a letter came to Hillman from a wealthy woman in New York. Jane Pratt, whose husband was descended from one of the original owners of Standard Oil, had long been a patron of Jungian efforts. She provided the backing for Spring in 1941, initially an annual mimeographed journal for members of the Analytical Psychology Club of New York and later a forum for scholarly pieces by Jung and his followers (the 1965 issue had included Hillman’s essay, Betrayal). Pratt also served as Spring’s primary editor since the beginning, along with occasionally publishing small books under its auspices.

“Jane Pratt was very literary, and supported the translation of Jung’s work into English,” Hillman recalled. “She and I had talked all through the ‘60s, when she would come to Zürich to look for essays and articles by Jung that hadn’t been published before. She was a whole generation older, and we liked each other very much; we had a natural connection.”30

An overlapping connection existed. J. P. Donleavy, Hillman’s friend from Trinity College, lived with his wife at the time, Valerie, in the Connecticut lodge house on the property of “Jeep” and Jane Pratt in the 1950s—when Donleavy was writing The Ginger Man. This apparently came about through Valerie’s mother, also a Jung acolyte.

Later, Jane Pratt aided Hillman in establishing the Aion Foundation, a tax-exempt organization “for the purpose of supporting Jungian activities of all sorts.” She’d recently under-written costs to create an Archive for Research in Archetypal Symbolism at New York’s Jung Foundation. By 1969, she was tired of running Spring, which had just gone from mimeographed to a printed journal-style format. According to Hillman, she wrote “saying she wanted to give it up, and would I like to be the editor? For the first couple of years, she would supply the money. That got me very excited—an opportunity to have a whole new vehicle for the thoughts that were just coming up at the same time.”31

Publishing ventures had been a theme for Hillman since childhood, when he started a weekly hand-written magazine called Pulse on his own little printing press. While at Trinity College, he’d been among the founding writers and editors of an Irish periodical called Envoy. Now, for the previous three years, since delivering his first lecture at Eranos in 1966 (“On Psychological Creativity,” which returned him to Plato and to myth in the form of Eros and Psyche), Hillman had been moving simultaneously in two directions: deepening his knowledge of classical images and myths (“Senex and Puer,” at Eranos 1967) and critic of the medical history of his field (“On Psychological Language,” as it was called in The Myth of Analysis, at Eranos 1968). He had also begun a study of alchemy with lectures at the Jung Institute and the University of Chicago, again working toward a new approach to therapeutic practice. By Spring 1969, he’d started on an essay about the Greek god Dionysus, while López steeped himself in Kerényi’s studies of mythology that had previously influenced Hillman.

Hillman and López were in the midst of conversations about “the differences between the symbolic view of the Jungians and the imagistic view of images (as in poets).”32 López recalled: “I had already read many of the works on the history of culture written by the scholars of the Warburg Institute; I also studied art from the viewpoint of iconology, an approach to history from within the complexities of its relation to art.”33

For the past decade, Spring had used images of gods and goddesses on the majority of its covers, and these intrigued Hillman greatly. He was interested in finding more of these, appropriate for Spring or books that it might publish. While attending the Eranos gatherings, he’d heard about London’s Warburg Institute, once the private library of Aby Warburg, an art historian from a wealthy family of Jewish bankers in Hamburg, Germany. Warburg’s primary interest was the Renaissance period. What, Warburg wondered, had the Medici circle in Florence found so compelling about antiquity, when its pagan symbols suddenly reappeared with renewed vitality in fifteenth-century Italy? In a curious connection to both Hillman and López, Warburg had spent several years at Ludwig Binswanger’s Swiss clinic during the early 1920s—hospitalized for symptoms of schizophrenia.

Following Warburg’s death in 1929, his vast collection of texts and images had been moved to London after Hitler came to power in Germany. By the end of the sixties, the Warburg Institute was drawing scholars from around the world, who were immersing themselves in how European thought, literature, art, and institutions harkened back to the ancient world. Hillman was aware that the Warburg also housed a portion of Eranos’s collection of some 7,000 photographs of Jungian archetypes, “images of the gods of Egypt, symbols like crosses, images of certain animals and trees”34—from Tree of Life to Hermes Trismegistus, the Great Mother, and many more.

So a visit to London was planned. It seems fitting that John Layard was the man to whom Hillman first wrote about the upcoming trip, which would change the shape of post-Jungian psychology. In our interviews, Hillman described Layard as “a real ancestor,” and included him in a list of his mentors (along with Jung, mythological scholar Kerényi, philosopher George Santayana, poet Patrick Kavanagh, and Father Gerry Yates of Georgetown University).35

Layard, thirty years Hillman’s senior, was from an upper-class British family (son of the essayist George Somes Layard), a fellow at the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland, and a psychologist. While Layard married and fathered two children, in 1920s Berlin he was part of the expatriate gay community where he mentored the poet W. H. Auden and novelist Christopher Isherwood. Layard also suffered from depression. After miraculously surviving a suicide attempt—he shot himself in the mouth—he ended up in analysis with Jung. He’d already documented the language and myths of the indigenous inhabitants of the New Hebrides islands (today called Vanuatu) in a classic work, Stone Men of Malekula. As one of the first ethnologists to use methods of “participant observation,” Layard recognized aspects of Jung’s theory of transference. This fueled a desire to become an analyst. After working with several—including C. A. Meier—Layard started his own practice. His book of dream-analysis (The Lady and the Hare) was considered unique in the field.

Hillman couldn’t recall how he first met Layard when he was a student at the Jung Institute. “John was one of the few people who gave me intellectual recognition and support very early. He was a peculiar genius, highly educated, aristocratic, and brilliant. A real rebel, too, with his own agenda. He was very annoyed with the narrowness of the analytical approach, partly because he was bisexual and Jung had never accepted [that in] him. John was a handsome man, tall with white hair. He liked me very much, and I think he probably had designs on my body, but he did stay in our house on a few occasions in a little guest room out back. His birthday was the same day as Kate’s.”36

In a letter to Layard (early 1969), Hillman wrote: “I believe that the Jungian thing is in great crisis, as I am . . . mine is a long one, with much depression, a sense of limitation . . . well, maybe something new will come later on out of it.” 37

Hillman followed up in March with: “I am surviving, and the changes wrought internally and in feeling, lifestyle and the like are good and deep. So on the main score, no worry. What goes on at the Institute and Jungian field as a whole . . . well that’s another sadder matter. It’s a time of restriction, but I am writing every day . . . The whole thing has been very hard on [Kate], and on Adolf who is now quite alone at the Institute and on Rafael.”

Hillman added that he planned to definitely be in England in the spring and would try to come see Layard there. He hoped to be in London on March 20, and “I expect to come back to England to use libraries for maybe two weeks during the first half of April while Kate is in the mountains with children . . . I might come alone, I might come with López, maybe he will have a friend with him.”

INSIDE THE WARBURG

The stated reason for the trip was that Hillman had been invited to London take part in a two-day symposium by the Centre for Spiritual & Psychological Studies, focusing on the scientific approach to the study of religious experience alongside such British luminaries as Professor Sir Alister Hardy and Francis Huxley. (In a letter, Hillman wrote he was “to give a paper at a highstyled queer academic setting clublike thing.”)38 Hillman prefaced his talk on “the psychological approach” by saying: “When I told a friend of mine in Zürich what I was coming to London for—and he comes from one of those Caribbean cultures mentioned by Francis Huxley—he said ‘Ah these English, they still want to take photographs of ghosts.’”39 The “friend of mine” seemed to be a reference to López, and Hillman’s own journey here was very much about “photographs of ghosts.”

Neither Hillman nor López were alone when they arrived in London late that March. López was accompanied by Valerie Donleavy, with whom he’d been together for a while but still referred to her (rather cryptically in letters to Hillman, as if afraid someone else might read them) as “Mrs. Donleavy,” a “candidate” at the Jung Institute among twenty-two new students, “reading books, etc. . . . She sends you her love.”

Hillman had brought along Pat Berry. “So it was a cheating escapade at the same time,” he later said. “And Valerie left her children in the care of Kate, so she could get away. The whole thing . . . had a very dark shadow in it . . . I remember going to Fortnum and Mason’s to have tea, and who’s in the tea room but Mike Donleavy, her former husband!”40 (J. P. Donleavy remained Hillman’s close friend. The affair between Valerie and Rafael “didn’t seem to bother him at all,”41 Hillman remembered—even though they were not yet officially divorced.)

The two couples would stay in London for ten days, in a hotel not far from the Warburg, whose five-story brick building occupied a full city block at Woburn Square. Pat, however, became quite sick for a couple of those days, “apparently from a bad bit of crab in a salad—the only thing the others had not eaten as well,” she recalled. “Perhaps at that moment I carried the pathology of the revolution that was gurgling underneath?”42

Both Hillman and López were working at the time on themes related to the Greek god of wine and religious ecstasy Dionysus (renamed Bacchus by the Romans). Hillman wrote to Kate of their visit to the British Museum: “The first day here I went with Rafael to look at the Greek gods and heroes . . . It is not yet all opened, but I had very powerful experiences and I am more and more sure that I have got my new direction even if it now will occupy me for the next years . . . Mythology and Psychology and my own ‘psychopathy’ all go together.”

Hillman had always loved working in libraries. In Zürich, he would do research in the stacks of the huge Zentralbibliothek in the center of “Old Town.” Pat remembered: “He talked about his ‘hawk,’ that there was some magical thing that would happen, where he’d open a couple of books and boom!, what he wanted was right there. He was amazed by this, because it was otherwise a very slow process to actually look up things in the card catalogue.”43

On another afternoon in London, Hillman went alone to the Warburg Library. The Warburg constituted “a giant vault of psychic archaeology,” he would recall. A New Yorker article later described how, amid four floors of steel shelves overlooked by fluorescent lights, were “signs pointing toward ‘Magic Mirrors’ and ‘Amulets’ and ‘The Evil Eye.’ Long shelves of original medieval astrology, huge texts on modern astronomy . . . the books are available to be thumbed through at will.”44

Hillman really had no idea what he wanted to look for, but perhaps, he said in one of our interviews, “a ‘dig’ would reveal a buried tradition on which psychology and psychotherapy could build a different approach from the medical-scientific and its terminology.”45 The gods and goddesses of antiquity were all catalogued and, as Hillman pulled out the large drawers and perused the images of Aphrodite and Apollo, Hestia and Hermes, he felt something mysterious happening inside him. It didn’t occur all at once, as some overwhelming visionary experience, rather the dawning realization that “there was a trove of occult knowledge buried here.”46

There were associated texts to peruse, by contemporary scholars like Edgar Wind and P. O. Kristeller, as well as earlier authors. Hillman was aware of Plotinus, the preeminent Roman philosopher of late antiquity, “but all these Neo-platonist ideas and philosophers I really knew nothing about.” Among the obscure writers from the Renaissance era was Marsilio Ficino—“a loveless, humpbacked, melancholy teacher and translator who lived in Florence,”47 Hillman would later write. As chief translator in the court of Cosimo di Medici, Ficino revived interest in Plato, Plotinus, and other Neo-platonists. Ficino’s villa was modeled on Plato’s Academy; here the Renaissance scholar conducted rituals singing ancient Orphic hymns to the accompaniment of his lyre. He also brought to light the Corpus Hermeticum, the ancient works of the Egyptian sage Hermes Trismegistus.

For Ficino, soul was “the centre of nature . . . the bond and juncture of the universe”; everything was “known via the soul, i.e. transmitted through psychic images, which is our first reality.”48 According to Hillman, Ficino offered “an incentive to plumb the depths of one’s own soul so that the whole world may become clearer in the inner light”49—a way of seeing that had deeply influenced Michelangelo. Ficino’s work spread through Renaissance Europe, then went underground with the advent of Rationalism and the Enlightenment. Now it spoke to Hillman from across the centuries as though he’d found an ancestral “soul brother.”

In the Warburg, Hillman had the overwhelming feeling that “something was beginning and something was over.”50 “All these new thoughts about Western psychology came pouring into my head, and I was writing little notes to myself on everything I could find, thoughts about the Gods, about polytheism, about images, the Renaissance, I wanted to find out who were Ficino, and Gemisto Pletho. I suddenly saw a foundation. Other things were no longer interesting—I remember walking into the Asian section of the Warburg Library and walking out of it saying, that’s finished. I can close that off. What a relief.”51

“Looking back,” he reflected in 2007, “much of what I had been floundering around with in this lecture or that seminar were pieces that the Warburg pulled together into a single tradition—and that is what I was searching for: a tradition prior to Jung and Freud which could found the work and which was a tradition in which soul was the central trope.”52

Hillman and López took their lady friends to other London museums and to the theater. Pat later reflected: “Jim used to get diarrhea whenever he went into a bookstore . . . I used to faint whenever I heard a siren. Rafael and Valery, suffice to say that among us we amply represented most pathologies. And so pathologizing became one of our banners.”53

The two men also went to a library dedicated to the history of medicine, founded by Sir Henry Wellcome. There they spent some time talking with other visiting scholars. “We never knew how all those things from the Warburg Institute and the Wellcome Library entered our psyche,” López said in 2003.54

By the end of their stay, the impact of the trip was clear. Pat remembered: “Over a meal in a rather fancy English pub, some-one—Rafael I think—made the first moves toward what would come to be archetypal psychology. Rafael was on about how the problem in psychology, and western thought in general, was monotheism. This notion caught fire and we went on all afternoon, drinking wine, trashing monotheism, and intuiting how things might be different in a more pagan polytheistic world.”55 Later, Pat elaborated: “Where I grew up in Ohio, polytheism was pagan and bad. Rafael reversed it all—meaning the gods are coming from many different directions, and multiple perspectives on anything are okay!”56

Hillman remembered the same event as “a late lunch, sitting in a booth drinking some beer, when I said something about polytheism versus monotheism. And López exclaimed, ‘Now you’ve got it! Now you see it! That’s it!’ That is the way he would say things, with a grunt or something. He had already seen the power of the church and its domination of Western thinking. I didn’t see it the same way; I saw it as the power of monotheism. And from that came the essay in Spring, ‘Psychology: Polytheistic or Monotheistic?’ Which is really a crucial beginning. Out of the Warburg.”57

Both Hillman and López conceded their debt to Jung. He had created analytical psychology, a new approach with its pioneering concepts of the complex, the introvert and the extravert, self and shadow, the collective unconscious shared by everyone (including the timeless archetypes). He had focused upon exploring the psyche through dreams, mythology, art, philosophy, and religion. He had delved deeply into the esoteric realms of alchemy, astrology, physics, and the Eastern texts. As the phrase goes, Jung broke the mold, taking the depth psychology that Freud initiated to a deeper level and wider horizon.

Hillman and López believed, like Jung, that psychotherapy needed to reach down to the emotional, irrational, and historical levels of existence. Yet while Jung paid homage to the pagan past, and often referenced the Greek myths, the key tenet of his psychology was self-knowledge gained through progressive life-stages of individuation. Unity and integration were viewed as an advancement from the multiplicity and diversity once exemplified by Zeus and all his offspring. As López later pointed out, Jung had fainted in Zürich’s Hauptbahnhof just as he was about to board a train to Rome—and never in his life would he try again to go there. Jung’s psyche, it seemed, would not allow him to “go south” into the classic conflict which Rome symbolized: ancient polytheism versus Catholic monotheism. Jung’s brilliance and accomplishments, didn’t preclude him from having limitations.

Many and different gods—in contrast to one—offer a variety of ways to look at someone’s psychic condition. Hillman described what this means: “Depression, say, may be led into meaning on the model of Christ and his suffering and resurrection; it may through Saturn gain the depth of melancholy and inspiration, or through Apollo serve to release the blackbird of prophetic insight. From the perspective of Demeter depression may yield awareness of the Mother-Daughter mystery, or, through Dionysos, we may find depression a refuge from the excessive demands of the ruling will.”

A polytheistic psychology “obliges consciousness to circulate among a field of powers. Each God has his due as each complex deserves its respect in its own right.” Rather than progressing through hierarchical, unifying stages of development, the “non-growth, non-upward, non-ordered components of the psyche” are given their say. Every phenomenon of the psyche—every symptom, complex, or fantasy has an archetypal background—a god it pays homage. “Better and worse,” can no longer apply to the psyche’s expressions, when the basis for such judgments in theological morality and monotheism are left behind.58

On that memorable afternoon in the London pub, López is said to have exclaimed: “Restore the pagan gods and goddesses to their psychological domain!”

Pat felt excitement building inside her, as if López was Dionysus and Hillman was Apollo. None of them could specify what had happened. Not yet. It would be some months before archetypal psychology was given a formal name. All they knew then—as López and Donleavy left for the Bourgogne in southern France, and Hillman and Berry went to visit the Greek ruins at Paestum in Italy—was that a turning point had been reached in the way they approached the psychological.

“What started at Warburg in 1969,” Hillman wrote in 2009, “became organized in the syllabus at the Univ[ersity] of Dallas for graduate students, ten years later, 1979, with the topics and expanded reading list of my seminar ‘Psychological tradition.’”59 It also developed into the four Terry Lectures Hillman delivered at Yale (1972), and culminated in his Pulitzer Prize-nominated 1975 work, Re-Visioning Psychology.

Archetypal psychology, that which “can give sacred differentiation to our psychic turmoil,”60 had been born.
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ACUTE TRIANGLE: THE EMERGENCE OF DIONYSUS


“The monogamous view of marriage corresponds with the monotheistic view of God . . . if my thesis is correct, the more we rigidly insist upon unity the more will diversity constellate . . . The situation that then occurs is called a triangle . . . Until then, the marriage conjunction has served as a defensive or transformative mandala, keeping out all others, providing a set of habits, a delusional or transformative system in which the force of love could be contained. The third releases love from this psychic structure.”

—James Hillman, “Schism,” 1971, in Loose Ends.1



Along the coast of southern Italy, in the Campania region some twenty-five miles south of Salerno, the ancient town of Paestum (originally settled by Greek colonists in the sixth century BCE) possessed three well-preserved Doric temples. Unlike crowded Pompeii, Paestum was off the beaten path and often devoid of tourists. After viewing the images at the Warburg, and absorbing what happened in the London pub, it was an appropriate place for Hillman and Pat Berry to take their first private journey together.

She recounted: “This trip was important, in that it gave us a geography from which to further our imaginings of the polytheistic world. We saw a structure said to be the marriage chambers of Zeus and Hera, which was a square little building partly hidden underground. Marriage was an archetype I hadn’t had much to do with, from the inside anyway, and Hera—whom I saw as a guardian of the status quo—was perfectly terrifying to me. I had identified as an outsider, an Artemis perhaps, which with Jim’s Apollo made of us a fitting though sometimes warring brother-sister pair. Hera to my mind threatened the purity of this brother-sister bond. Social rules and codes, responsibilities, the establishment, bringing things into the world, all that seemed a crushing weight to me. But sooner or later we would have to enter the world more publicly, build things, take on responsibilities, and bear offspring of a sort.”2

Hillman first publicly referenced this geography some twenty-five years after the trip, in two talks he gave on “Hera, Goddess of Marriage,” where he said: “In Paestum you can see a low covered shrine, with a huge heavy slab of roof on it, and there Zeus and Hera are underground in the dark making love and have been forever and forever and ever after. Eternally coupled and at the same time he’s out the window. Why does it occur to the important, successful man to be philanderer or a womanizer . . . ? We have to connect the sexual, generative powers with his imaginative powers because out of the Zeusian imagination came such a variety of other forms. He was chief among the gods because he could imagine the nature of Dionysus and imagine the nature of Apollo and of Hermes and of Athene . . . The imagination must go out, must follow its dangerous dream.”3

In Hillman’s psyche, might Hera be equated to his wife Kate, at the same time that he identifies with Zeus’ following the “dangerous dream” embodied in the imagination? Perhaps it wasn’t an accident he took Pat Berry to Paestum? Yet, polytheistically, she must also be drawn into Hera’s domain. In one of our interviews, Pat reflected: “I’d never respected Hera. I was a self-made woman. But Hera was important, to be able to take care of things, because this was a role I was going to take on. I’d never ironed sheets and I was actually ironing sheets for Jim. Linen sheets, because that’s what he liked. I thought, that’s what Hera does. That’s what my mother would have done, too. Still, the Paestum trip was very romantic, just the two of us—and a lot of mosquitoes in the room that we had to squash all over the walls.”4

One night at Paestum, amid so many mythological reverberations, Kate called Hillman from Zürich. The call lasted a while; she was clearly upset about something. While Pat lay on the bed listening, she remembered Hillman giving “this long amplification of a dream Kate had—about having ants all over her. His voice was very serious, but he didn’t say too much afterward. Just that, ‘She had a dream.’”5 The subject did not come up again.

Not long after returning to Zürich that April of 1969, Hillman took Kate to London for five days. They “had a very good time with each other, slow and quiet,”6 he wrote in a letter to his friend Bob Stein, and went on to muse: “About marriage: I have given 20 years to it. I do not want to have on my tombstone, here lies a man who successfully was married. That’s no goal for me. I am tired of ‘doing’ what’s right, householder. For me, there is just one intense hideous struggle to keep the spirit and keep alive as a man, which goes by way of softening, but marriage has so much matriarchy in it that its softening only produces littleboy in me . . . But it’s moving man, it’s moving . . . and the fantasy moves out and the guilts move to new places.”

Was the fantasy moving out into mythological formulations? While in London with Kate, Hillman wrote to Pat: “Found two small private scholar institutes where one can sit & read & think. But [a] dream says Dionysos is the way to cure. So I’m perplexed.”

In the Greek pantheon, Dionysus is customarily said to have been the son of Zeus, and the only deity with a mortal parent, Semele—daughter of a king of Thebes (Cadmus). Zeus visited her secretly on many occasions. She was a maiden often tricked by divinity, including Hera, who discovered the affair when Semele became pregnant. Hera planted doubt in the younger woman’s mind as to her lover’s divine origin. When Semele demanded Zeus offer her proof, the god reluctantly released a thunderbolt that consumed her. Zeus then rescued the fetal Dionysus from her body, sewing him into his thigh. When Dionysus entered the world a few months later, he was called “the twice-born.” When he came of age, he would rescue Semele from Hades and she would preside over Dionysian festivals.

Dionysus stirred the pot wherever he went. He presided over the grape harvest, winemaking and wine; the god of ritual madness and fertility, religious ecstasy and theater. Dionysus and his drum presided over the Athenian dramas. Attending the theater was not a leisure activity. It was a civic action, involving not only the arts, but politics and religion. Ultimately, Dionysus would be torn apart by the Titans—dismembered before eventually being put back together. The underlying archetypal message? Those who do not respect Dionysus may expect to be ripped apart by him. Or, perhaps, the dismemberment is inevitable.

Hillman’s first recognition of the Dionysian occurred while a student at the Jung Institute in the mid-1950s. “What grabbed me was [Elvis] Presley. I went to a movie of his in Zürich, with the Spiegelmans, and I said afterward: ‘This is Dionysus, this is fantastic. Look at this movement, look at his soft face and all!”7

In 2008, Hillman would reflect that Dionysus had been a primary focus of his published books, from the first to the last. “The Dionysian is already there, if not named, in the 1960 book, Emotion; in the sublime horrifying attraction of the Underworld in Suicide and the Soul (1964); Dream and the Underworld (Dionysus, Hades, Pluto); the Eranos Lecture (1969) where he is the concluding final movement; and . . . in A Terrible Love of War” [2005].8

So perhaps, indeed, Dionysus was “the way to cure,” as Hillman had written in 1969. Soon after that, Hillman dove into reading everything he could about the Greek god. He collected all the books on Dionysus written in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, even in Italian and French. “It was a hunger coming out of my own psyche,”9 he said later.

He’d been invited to give a fourth lecture at Eranos. The ten-day long annual conference had been held since 1930 along beautiful Lago Maggiore at the southernmost edge of Italian-speaking Switzerland, facing the Italian Alps. Jung had given fourteen lectures here and helped plan the programs, which brought together philosophers, theologians, anthropologists, mythologists, ethnologists, and more—in a kind of modern-day Platonic symposium. The word “eranos” derived from the ancient Greek, meaning a “picnic” or “spiritual feast” where guests presented a gift in the form of song or poem or improvised speech. Each speaker gave formal two-hour lectures in the mornings and late afternoons, around a specific archetypal theme. These often explored the relevance of myth and symbolism to history and modern culture.

For the previous three years, despite being twenty years younger than most of the other nine lecturers, Hillman had been invited to address whatever psychological subject he chose. This time, though, he hesitated. Having just been exiled by the Jung Institute, he had reason for caution. He wrote Stein: “It’s like a blow that is a blessing. Not many of us get a chance to really start afresh in midlife . . . I have courage, but worry about the inflation that anything new for me always brings.”

His plan was to “write about the secondary position of woman and how this has been the age old view.”10 In this, Dionysus became a focal point. He would call his lecture “First Adam, then Eve: Fantasies of Female Inferiority in Changing Consciousness”—later changing the title to “On Psychological Femininity.” The lecture would become the third and concluding section of his book The Myth of Analysis, published in 1972. The feminist revolution, referred to by some as “women’s liberation,” was only beginning to manifest at the end of the sixties, and presciently Hillman set out to reveal psychiatry’s misjudgments against women as well as classical studies that denigrated the Dionysian impulse. Hillman came to believe that “our misogynist and Apollonic consciousness has exchanged him [Dionysus] for a diagnosis.”11

“These angers were something very deep,” he said in the book Inter Views (1983). “There was an outrage and, looking back, I think my own spirit, my ram-headed Mars, was finally coming up and out of a long sleep, a kind of long anima-sleep, you know, autoerotic self-concern, symptoms, wanting to be loved, wanting success.”12 In one of our last interviews, Hillman provided a more personal context: “It was tied with Pat and Kate, tied with not knowing what I was going to do, that I felt somehow beat. I think the Eranos paper about feminine inferiority, sinking into the Dionysian lower level, goes [along] with that.”13 At the time, though, as Pat Berry recalled, “he didn’t say that he was wrestling with the problem of Kate and me. I think he just dissociated the whole thing. He was good at that.”14

In May 1969, Hillman wrote to Stein: “I am still going through the violence and madness of my change. I feel both ‘lost’ and ‘found,’ in that from time to time great sense of being connected with the real basic current of what I am to do with myself . . . [O]ther times I am desolate. It’s great . . . I have never been in such a stage of thorough upheaval since I began analysis. It affects all parts of my life, including writing . . . and my ideas in the interrelation of psychology and mythology fill me with joy.”15

THE “SENEX FORCES”

At the same time, Hillman remained under fire from many in the Jungian world for the earlier affair that resulted in his dismissal from the Institute. Laurens van der Post, the author/adventurer and Jung’s close associate whom Hillman had once brought to lecture there, wrote to him about all the personal difficulties: “Whatever the circumstances have been, that makes no difference to the personal regard I have for you . . . [I] hope that you will take this setback as the opportunity which I am certain it is, to fulfill your own greater self.”16

Hillman responded: “[T]he ugliness continues here as a kind of obsession, with the Curatorium under a sort of revengeful attack, not from youth and students as in most other institutions, but from the ‘senex’ forces, who it seems to me want to take all of Jung back into the fold of academic, scientific, medical respectability.”17

Those “senex forces” were marshaled by C. A. Meier’s nine-page diatribe against Hillman that included “long quotes from the lawsuit about my character,”18 which Meier dispatched to all sixty members of the Swiss Society for Analytical Psychology. Hillman chose not to address the hypocrisy—that Meier was known for having affairs with a number of his patients, including Kate (as described in Volume One). Meier wasn’t an isolated case. When Hillman was a student, Thomas Kirsch—future president of the International Association of Analytical Psychology (1989–1995) and author of The Jungians (2001)—was his doubles partner in tennis. Kirsch would recall learning about the situation in 1967 and feeling “extremely sympathetic to Jim, because I knew that most of the [Institute’s] Patrons had been involved in sexual acting out themselves, and they had never been reprimanded or forced to resign any position because of their behavior.”19 The two most vehement of the cabal seeking Hillman’s ouster were Meier and Thomas’s own father James Kirsch, who had been a close associate of Jung’s. While the younger Kirsch thought of Meier as “an excellent analyst, who I saw three times a week,” he added in our interview that “one of the biggest things with my father growing up was his acting out with his female patients; it drove my mother and me crazy. So I found this [situation] absolutely duplicitous.”20

In the midst of this, Pat sent Hillman a letter, leading with a description of a party she’d attended where the guests were making a mockery of his situation. “I wanted desperately to leave but it was a smallish sort of party and my leaving would have been most conspicuous. It was just terrible! I know now why I have stayed so far from the institute. It would have been murder not to. I have always greater awareness of what you have had to take . . .

“There’s no turning back, Jim, we’ve got to forge ahead with everything into the new thing, countryless (so far as I’m concerned) and instituteless. And believe me, they are not going to let it be easy (once they get wind that anything new is cropping up). Even if you get your residence thing, my fear is that the Swiss can find a way to block you from doing any teaching, i.e. seminars connected with the association, etc. We’ve got to make sure everything is legally covered. And I’m sure, unless we can think of a way to cover him, it’s only a question of time before Rafael gets canned. This sounds pessimistic but after my crash with reality last night, I’m convinced my fears are not ill-founded. Those people have God on their side! And that spells b-l-o-o-d.”21

So it went that summer of 1969. With his lecture at Eranos looming, Hillman told Spiegelman that he felt “like a rich pile of lava or shit, trying to get out a narrow controlled uptight faucet” as he read, took notes, and wrote. Simultaneously he was spending more time with his children. And still playing baseball once a week at the American School where Pat taught and participated. Hillman wrote enthusiastically in the same letter: “and last week got the longest hit, a homer, out of the park, me, the oldest man there. (miss the flies though when I stagger around under them, calling ‘mine’ which it turns out to be not).”22

Hillman, in another letter to Pat from Sweden that summer, described riding a bicycle with his eight-year-old son Laurence to pick up the mail. Suddenly, they passed a black viper that curled up “as we sped past. I leapt off, but it was off in the bushes. They are poisonous, I killed one with a board three years ago, and we used to kill one a year, but last three years haven’t seen one.”23 (While it was common to kill snakes at that time, they have since been added to Sweden’s list of endangered animals and are protected by law).

The advent of the serpent is associated with Dionysus in one tradition of the Greek Orphic mystery cult, in which Dionysus was conceived in an incestuous relationship between Zeus (in the guise of a serpent) and his daughter Persephone.

Early in 2011, during one of our interviews, Hillman addressed the question of when Kate first realized what was going on between him and Pat. Hillman recalled: “She knew about that, I guess, in 1970.” It may have been the summer before, perhaps after Kate came across one of Pat’s letters to her husband. Pat remembered: “It must have been right after [Kate’s] return to Zürich that Valerie Donleavy and I went to speak with her privately at their house. I myself was mostly withdrawn and non-communicative during the evening, like a teenager, Vee said.”24

DIONYSUS REINVIGORATED

As late August approached and Eranos drew near, Hillman must have been buoyed by receiving a letter from Rudolf Ritsema, the man responsible for bringing speakers to the symposium, and who had also stood by him through the several years of personal crisis. Ritsema wrote to thank Hillman “for the kind words about the psychic strain of believing and putting love into Eranos. It is quite true. Two things help to recharge the battery: the contact with nature as we have it here in the mountains and some true good friends. Among the latter you are of great value for me. It is the communication with somebody who is engaged in things and in a life-struggle that makes sense. That breaks the feeling of loneliness.”25

Each Eranos conference had a theme, and 1969’s was “Meaning and Transformation of the Image of Humanity.” The lecture roster included Henry Corbin, scholar of Islamic mysticism, on “Le Récit du Nuage Blanc” (The Story of the White Cloud); Gershom Scholem on “Three Types of Jewish Piety,” and Toshihiko Izutsu on “The Structure of Selfhood in Zen-Buddhism.”

Kate Hillman decided not to attend, remaining with the children in Sweden. Pat Berry went to Eranos for the first time. She remembered that Hillman identified her as his secretary. Though most of the lectures were delivered in French or German, she “listened to all of them and watched facial expressions.”26 Later, reflecting back, Hillman would write Pat: “When I see all I thought and wrote during the first half of 1969 I think it is amazing. Big part is yours.”27

Hillman had written that same summer to Marvin Spiegelman: “Above all I am unsure that Aphrodite is the key. Sexual love under her aegis is ‘too much’; she should be propitiated in all sorts of ways, and given her due, but I think sexuality, ritualized, and experienced through other archetypes, with less of the divine, ascending, inspired and passionate (jealousy, witchery, etc.) gives us a better chance. Do you not think that the brotherhood/sisterhood of man may come more through the psychic connection of common visions, through the shared imagination (Blake’s idea) and not through natural love, which as Hegel points out is only a few moments now and again and cannot account for the history of humanity. We cannot be fucking everyone all the time, not even in fantasy, nor even carry that feeling of sexual participation into life. It becomes programmatic, no?”28

Hillman believed that this subject raised “psychological questions of the most profound sort [that] lie waiting to be released from centuries of concretization.”29 He began his Eranos talk by examining the biblical myth where Eve is derived from Adam’s rib, thus making the male “the precondition of the female and the ground of its possibility.”30 The Western scientific tradition, beginning with Aristotle, continued to place woman on a lower plane: “The ovaries are inferior testes; female seed is inferior to male.”31 Hence, woman supposedly “also has less soul and less mind.”32

Pat would recall sitting in the audience “very much impressed with the scientific writings Jim dug out reporting the ovum as seen through a microscope misshapen or inferior compared with sperm. Astonishing how a scientist could see through a microscope what he believed to be true! That point really struck me.”33

Century after century, Hillman went on, right through Freud and woman’s alleged “penis envy” reflecting “her inborn structural inferiority,”34 the same misogynist perspective dominated. Psychoanalysis had begun as treatment for hysteria, “a woman’s disease” that viewed “the woman as preponderant source of ‘case material’ . . . and the transference fantasies as supposed root of psychoanalysis.”35 Hysteric and witch, he added, were always closely associated.

This led Hillman back to Dionysus, who “is mainly a god of women. His cult was mainly a woman’s preserve . . . This figure and his spirit can inform consciousness so that it can at last move away from the line we have been following from Adam and Apollo.”36 While Jung’s analytical perspective tended toward divisions—“conscious from unconscious, cure from neurosis, individuation from collectivity, even eros from psyche . . . Dionysian consciousness proceeds otherwise.”37 One of Dionysus’ names was “The Undivided,” and a child was one of the god’s primary representations.

Hillman continued: “The Gods are not persons who each rule over a different area of human activity,” but “each archetype informs consciousness so that another kind of world shines through.” The gods “require one another” and “call upon one another for help.” He referenced the Renaissance’s Ficino, to whom “it is a mistake to worship one god alone.”38 Thus did Hillman take up the hubris of monotheistic consciousness and psychology, with “the ego as sole center of consciousness.” We needed to move not merely away from the highest gods (whether called Yahweh, Zeus, ego, or self), but toward “an archetypal psychology that would give proper due to many dominants.”39

This marked Hillman’s first public definition of archetypal psychology, and was also a point of intellectual departure with friends like Guggenbühl, who retained the Christian concepts of salvation and redemption. “I was always a bit taken aback by his thoughts about gods,” Guggenbühl said in one of our interviews. “I thought it was psychologically thin. You can pray to God, or if you’re a Christian to Jesus Christ, but you cannot pray to the Gods. How can you relate to Zeus? Or Hera? How can a religious connection exist? That for me was a kind of a barrier. It was very stimulating, useful, and psychologically fruitful but it didn’t touch my heart. This was never my experience of life, so if I would have gone for it, it would have been an escape. So we sometimes had arguments.”40

Hillman, however, after the powerful experience at the Warburg Institute where he studied ancient images of Dionysus, realized the archetypal forces were alive to the extent that “in the psyche . . . in a certain sense God is dead—but not the Gods”41—as he put it at Eranos. To “mad Dionysus is attributed the origin of tragedy . . . indispensable for any depth psychology that would be a cultural humanism.”42 Yet, along with his cult following of maenads, Dionysus is considered inferior: “Psychiatry and classical scholarship rely upon each other’s misogyny.”43 Discussing the childlike nature of Dionysus, Hillman added: “The force of life, like the child, needs nursing. The Dionysian experience transforms women not into raving hysterics and rebels but into nurses. They become nurse of the natural, giving suck to all life.”44

Eventually dismembered by the Titans, Dionysus returned to life and (not unlike Jesus) remained present among his followers. “If Dionysus is the Lord of Souls, he is the soul of nature, its psychic interiority. His ‘dismemberment’ is the fragments of consciousness strewn through all of life.”45

Toward the essay’s close, Hillman took up another theme that he’d been through personally and which would remain a dominant motif of his psychology. “With the return of passivity to consciousness, the inertia of depression and the helplessness of suffering would take on another quality. Depression and suffering would belong to consciousness, be part of its composition, not afflictions coming to it unconsciously, making it unconscious, dragging it away and down, lowering its level. Depression would then no longer be a sign of inferiority or be felt as defeat.”46
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