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UPOTREBA ARHETIPSKIH STRUKTURA U PROZI DZEJMSA DZOJSA
Rezime

Predmet ove disertacije je istrazivanje upotrebe arhetipskih struktura u knjizevnom opusu
DzZejmsa Dzojsa, koje se prvenstveno zasniva na njegovim proznim delima, a to su: Dablinci
(1914), Portret umetnika u mladosti (1916), Uliks (1922) i Fineganovo bdenje (1939). Osnovni
pristup gradi izvrSen je sa stanovista jungovske i arhetipske kritike, kao i Jungovog koncepta
kolektivno nesvesnog koji se sastoji od arhetipova i simbola. Autori koji koriste ovu kritiku i
predloske pronadene u mitoloskom korpusu uvrstavaju se po potrebi kako bi podrzali relevantne
argumente. Ispituju¢i Dzojsova dela na osnovu uzastopne upotrebe (jungovskih) arhetipova
moze se posti¢i bolje razumevanje samih tekstova. Kao teorijska osnova za upotrebu jungovskih
arhetipova u DZojsovoj prozi, razmatraju se i1 prilagodavaju uc¢enja razli¢itih knjizevnih teorija u
meri u kojoj je to relevantno za predmet istrazivanja. U odredenoj fazi, teorijski aspekt
disertacije se blago oslanja na poststrukturalisti¢ku kritiku, naro¢ito na teoriju intertekstualnosti i
na polje semiotike i semiologije.

Teorijsko-metodoloski okvir uspostavlja se pregledom glavnih pitanja arhetipske kritike
kako bi se stvorile smernice za primenu jungovskih arhetipova i Jungovog koncepta kolektivno
nesvesnog u prakti¢noj analizi. Prepoznaju¢i da umetnicka dela sadrze arhetipske strukture koje
prevazilaze individualno nesvesno, Jung je primenu teorije nesvesnog preneo izvan podrucja
psihologije, $to je neminovno izvrsilo znacajan uticaj na knjiZzevnu analizu, jer Jung postavlja
okvir univerzalnosti prema kome su sva umetnicka ostvarenja jedinstvena, ali istovremno sadrze
obrasce koje mozemo pronaci i u drugim delima.

Arhetip (Jung, 1919) se definiSe kao skrivena predstava ukorenjena u kolektivno
nesvesnom koje upravlja ljudskom psihom ili predstavlja njen proizvod; arhetipovi, kao
nadindividualne strukture, opiru se racionalnoj analizi. Nortrop Fraj (Anatomija kritike) takode
zagovara slican odnos prema arhetipskoj strukturi, gde on uporedno istrazuje umetnicka dela i
knjizevnost kako bi dokazao univerzalnu istovetnost ljudskog uma. Frajev arhetip je povratna
slika koja omogucava povezivanje dva knjizevna dela, a zahvaljuju¢i tome 1 integraciju
knjizevnog iskustva.

U disertaciji se uspostavljaju analogije izmedu razprezentativnih delova Dzojsovog
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arhetipskih struktura. HronoloSkim redosledom uvode se poglavlja posvecena ispitivanju
pojedinac¢nih dela. Pojedini likovi i motivi pojavljuju se u vise dela, te studija tezi da uspostavi
analogije medu arhetipskim sturukturama razli¢itih dela, dodatno osvetljavaju¢i Dzojsovu
istrajnost u prikazivanju univerzalnih motiva koji predstavljaju okvir njegove naracije.

Analiza se zasniva na dve polazne pretpostavke.

1. Upotreba jungovskih arhetipova u Dzojsovoj prozi ima funkciju da oznaci tipi¢ne
paradigmatske zaplete, likove, teme 1 druge elemente knjizevnog teksta koji predstavljaju osnovu
za razumevanje i usvajanje narativa. U tom smislu, u DZosovoj prozi, arhetipki su, likovi junaka,
varalice, autsajdera, neverne Zene; uzorna iskustva, poput paralize, detinjstva (nevinost/naivnost,
odrastanje), materenistva (velika majka, plodnost, seksualnost), o¢instva (autoritet, mudi starac);
medusobno povezani motivi vode i zemlje, smrti i ponovnog radanja, putovanja; coniunctio i
coincidencia oppositorum predstavljaju organizacionu strukturu pomocu koje opozicioni
arhetipovi funkcioni$u u dualitetu i ujedinjuju se u totalitet.

2. Prema DzZozefu Kembelu, postoji univerzalna pri¢a o junakovom putovanju koja se
zasniva na jungovskim arhetipovima i koja je izvorno inspirisana Dzojsovim konceptom
monomita. Dzojsovi romani, posebno Uliks, mogu se interpretirati u okviru ovog arhetipskog
obrasca. Prolaze¢i kroz Kembelove etape (odlazak, inicijacija i povratak), junak ispisuje pun
krug ne bi li dosao do otkrovenja i samospoznaje. Sa Jungovog stanovista, ova arhetipska
struktura (transformacijski proces) predstavlja osnovu mitova 0 promenama i narodnih pri¢a, $to
je podloga za dalje istrazivanje razvoja (individuacije i transformacije) knjizevnog lika.

Nakon uspostavljanja temeljnog knjizevno-kritickog pregleda i sakupljanja
najreprezentativnijin delova Dzojsovog knjizevnog korpusa, rezultati analize na osnovu
postavljenih hipoteza pokazuju korelaciju izmedu arhetipskih struktura i DZojsovog proznog
stvaralastva kojim se potvrduje prisustvo osnovnih jungovskih arhetipova, situacionih
arhetipova, arhetipskih likova i simbola. Osim toga, usavrsavajuci upotrebu arhetipskih struktura
koje sadrze trajne motive ljudske psihe, a koji se manifestuju i u knjizevnoj formi, Dzojs
postavlja i reSava problem individuacije i transformacije li¢nosti, §to je jedan od osnovnih
postupaka koji objedinjuje njegovo stvaralastvo.

Kao krajnji ishod, ovaj doktorat predstavlja analiti¢ki 1 kriticki pregled DzZojsove proze

kao mnos$tvo arhetipskih struktura koje moraju biti ras¢lanjene kako bi razmatrani knjiZevni



korpus bio jasniji. Na taj na¢in, DZojsova proza je bolje shvacena u okviru jungovske i
arhetipske kritike kao vodi¢a kroz labirint njegovih dela.

Tekst je podeljen na sedam osnovnih poglavlja.

Prvo i uvodno poglavlje pruza kratak pregled Dzojsovih knjizevnih nastojanja, nakon
Cega se sugeriSe prisustvo arhetipova U Svima njima, §to zahteva detaljnu studiju kako bi se
dobila $to jasnija predstava o njihovoj upotrebi.

Drugo poglavlje predstavlja teorijsko-metodolosku osnovu, a zapoc€inje konstatacijom da
¢itanje Dzojsa predstavlja oksimoron kako za ¢itaoca tako i za ozbiljnog proucavaoca. Kao jedno
od reSenja za doli¢no razumevanje DzZojsovskih tekstova, predlaze se jungovska i arhetipska
kritika ¢ija primena rasvetljava osnovne arhetipske figure, likove, iskustva i motive. Centralni
deo poglavlja fokusira se na “prirodu arhetipa”, onako kako ga njegov “tvorac” Jung objasnjava i
kao $to ga u knjizevnosti prepoznaje Nortrop Fraj. Na jungovsku kritiku nadovezuje se i kritika
njegovih studenata, saradnika i istomis$ljenika poput Jolande Jakobi, Mari-Luiz fon Franc,
Edvarda Edingera, Eriha Nojmana i drugih. Potom se predlaze mythos kao metodologija koja se
predstavlja i suprotstavlja logos-u (Armstrong i Kembel). Zakljuéni deo upucuje da arhetipska
kritika moze da obezbedi bolji pristup DZojsovoj prozi kao “klju¢” za potpunije razumevanje
njene sustine.

Treée poglavlje fokusira se na Dablince koji su predstavljeni kroz paralizu, gnomon i
simoniju, zajedno formirajuci trijumvirat koji upravlja osnovnim motivima prica. Kao kroz
prizmu, kroz njih isplivava arhetip jungovske senke. Utvrdeno je da je sveobuhvatni motiv ovih
prica prikazan kroz arhetip senke kao nemoguénost i najmanje promene. Likovi su spreceni da
postignu bilo kakvu sposobnost inicijacije i transformacije. I8¢itava se upecatljivo nedovrsena
individuacija likova, kao i ostali arhetipovi i njihovi povezani simboli¢ki aspekti (otac, majka,
crkva, Irska, izgnanstvo, prozor). Od posebnog interesa za ovo poglavlje su sledece price:
“Sestre”, “Arabija”, “Evelin”, “Bolan slucaj” i “Mrtvi”, ukljucujuci i delove drugih prica na koje
se istrazivanje oslanja po potrebi.

Cetvrto poglavlje razmatra Portret umetnika u mladosti i estetiku koja se odnosi na ovaj
roman, kao i zaSto je ona vazna za upotrebu epifanije. Teorijski koncept epifanije kao
“arhetipskog iskustva” (Beja) razumeva se i kao polazna tacka estetike koju mladi umetnik
nastoji da razvije (Nun). Analiza prati glavnog lika, Stivena Dedalusa, (kroz etape: delimi¢no

odvajanje i individuaciju) i sveobuhvatnu promenu li¢nosti koja izranja kroz epifaniju. Junak-



umetnik, Stiven, se sagledava prema ovom teorijskom okviru, kao i sve njegove persone
(maske). Najvaznije epifanije su izdvojene i detaljno objasnjene. Pored toga, kompleks
oca/majke, inflacija ega, anima i animus su prikazani kao “kljuc¢ne tacke” u sukobu pomocu
kojih junak dolazi do pomirenja sa svojom senkom. Prikazuje se i greh kao motiv spasenja, $to
dovodi do zakljucka da je maska odbacena u korist prihvatanja sopstva. Ipak, ovo izlaze junaka
opasnosti od arhetipskog “pada” ukoliko ono $to je nau¢eno ne bude uspeo da primeni.

Interpretacija romana Uliks izvrSena je u petom poglavlju u okviru arhetipskog obrasca
junakovo putovanje koji predlaze Kembel i oslanja se na koncept monomita ukazujuci na
¢injenicu da svi mitovi strukturalno podjednako ucestvuju i dele istu formaciju, $to ne mora biti
sluaj sa svim narativima. Stoga, putovanja Odiseja, Hamleta, Leopolda Bluma i Stivena
Dedalusa sadrze istu sveobuhvatnu strukturu. Poglavlje je podeljeno u nekoliko sekcija koje na
odgovaraju¢i nacin korespondiraju sa arhetipskim konceptom junakovog putovanja. “Odlazak”
proucava prva dva poglavlja Uliksa, “Telemah” i “Nestor”, kao odvajanje junaka od starog sveta
Sto vodi ka otudenosti i Zudnji za celovito$¢u i povezano§c¢u Sa novim svetom. Zatim, inicijacija
zapocinje u poglavlju “Protej”. Kona¢no, ep “Nostos”, ili povratak kuéi, najbolje is¢itavamo kroz
poglavlje “Itaka” kao reintegraciju sopstva. Nakon ispitivanja Stivenovog lika, paznja se
preusmerava na proucavanje Leopolda Bluma, njegovog lika kao antipoda Stivenovom. Blumova
transformacija zapocCinje u poglavlju “Had”. Analiza se zavrSava ispitivanjem poglavlja
“Penelope”, gde se Citaocu predstavlja tumacenje monologa Moli Blum kroz Kristevinu teoriju
oznacavanja (semiotika i1 simbolika), istovremeno prikazujuéi harmonizaciju prethodnih
deSavanja i transformacije likova kroz njihova uzorna putovanja.

Sesto poglavlje zaokruzuje analizu DZojsovog knjiZzevnog korpusa gde je &itaocu
predstavljen koncept upotrebe arhetipskih struktura koje sluze kao organizacioni princip
Fineganovog bdenja. Cikli¢ni mit upotrijebljen je kao osnova za Citanje na koju se i sam Dzojs
oslanja (Viko). Na nju se nadovezuje i kriticki okvir u kojem se roman sagledava kao
ponavljajuca struktura koja prica i prepri¢ava slicno desavanje (Elijade) koriste¢i se uvek istim
likovima, ¢ija se imena doduSe menjaju, ali su u sustini referento polje njihovog dvojnog
porekla. Osnovni motiv jeste cikli¢no stvaranje sveta i pad ¢ovecanstva koji su predstavljeni kao
opozicioni arhetipovi (coniunctio) koji se spajaju da bi formirali coincidencia oppositorum.
Odgovarajuc¢i arhetipski motivi oslanjaju se na uzorne likove. U sustini, roman predstavlja pricu

koja se sastoji od stalne dekompozicije i rekompozicije.



Zakljuéno, sedmo poglavlje nudi pregled osnovnih rezultata do kojih se analizom doslo i
pruza sintezu DZojsovog stvaralastva, stila pisanja ali i mogucnosti autobiografskog Citanja iz
reprezentativnih dela. Pretpostavlja se, posSto su arhetipovi osnova Dzojsove fikcije, da su
biografske ¢injenice posluzile samo kao polazna tacka ugradivanja, i da nikako ne predstavljaju
jedini izvor za narativne postupke. Konacna analiza ukazuje da su upravo arhetipovi ti Koji
predstavljaju osnov za razumevanje DzZojsovih dela kao opsti obrazac u stvaranju njegovog
proznog izraza, a nikako mikro-specifi¢nosti. Stoga, dalje istrazivanje ponovo predlaze detaljnije

arhetipsko citanje.
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THE USE OF ARCHETYPAL STRUCTURES IN JAMES JOYCE’S FICTION

Summary

The subject of this dissertation is the exploration of the use of archetypal structures in
Joyce’s literary oeuvre, primarily based on Joyce’s prose works, namely Dubliners (1914), A
Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (1916), Ulysses (1922), and Finnegans Wake (1939). The
main approach to these works is undertaken from the standpoint of Jungian and archetypal
criticism, as well as of Jung’s concept of the collective unconscious consisting of the base form
of archetypes and symbols. Other corresponding authors using this criticism and theories on
patterns that can be found in mythology are also incorporated when needed to support relevant
arguments. By interpreting Joyce’s works on the basis of their repeatedly used (Jungian)
archetypes, a clearer understanding of the texts may be better attained. As a theoretical
background for defining Jungian archetypes located in Joyce’s fiction, the use of various literary
theories is also reviewed and adapted to the extent that is relevant to the subject of the research.
The theoretical aspect of the dissertation also slightly relies on post-structuralist criticism at one
stage, especially the theory of intertextuality, and the field of semiotics and semiology.

The theoretical-methodological framework itself is established by reviewing the main
issues of archetypal criticism to create guidelines of Jungian archetypes and Jung’s concept of
the collective unconscious to be employed in practical analysis. Through the recognition that
works of art contain archetypal structures that surpass the individual unconscious, Jung was able
to transfer the theory of the unconscious to application beyond the field of psychology. Such
archetypal theories have inevitably had a significant impact on literary analysis, since Jung lays a
framework of universality by which all works of art may be simultaneously compared as unique
yet inherent to all. Archetype (Jung, 1919) is defined as a hidden role rooted in the collective
unconscious that governs the human psyche or is produced from it. Archetypes, as supra-
individual structures, defy rational analysis. Northrop Frye (Anatomy of Criticism) also discusses
a similar relationship to archetypal structure, in which he comparatively researches works of art
and literature as to prove a universal semblance of the human mind. Frye’s archetype is the
reflective image that allows the interconnection of two literary works, according to which the

integration of the literary experience arises.



Analogies through selective excerpts of Joyce’s literary corpus are utilized in this
dissertation in order to determine the relationship between them and their classification of found
archetypal structures. A chapter dedicated to each work is reviewed chronologically. Certain
characters and motifs appear in more than one work; hence, the study seeks to establish an
interrelationship between the archetypal structures of various works, thus additionally
illuminating Joyce’s persistence in presenting universal motifs that form the framework of his
narrative style.

The analysis itself is based on two initial hypotheses:

1. The use of Jungian archetypes in Joyce’s work bears the function of marking typical
paradigmatic plots, characters, themes, motifs, and other elements of literary texts, which
structure the core understanding of narratives and comprehending them. Therefore, archetypal
structures that occur in Joyce’s fiction include: archetypal characters of the hero, trickster,
outsider, unfaithful wife; exemplary experiences, such as paralysis, childhood
(innocence/naivety, growing up), motherhood (great mother, fertility, sexuality), fatherhood
(authority, the wise old man); featuring mutually connected motifs of water and earth, death and
rebirth, journey; the coniunctio and coincidencia oppositorum are the organizational structure
by which oppositional archetypes function in their duality and unite into a totality.

2. According to Joseph Campbell, there is a universally shared structure of the hero’s
journey, based on Jungian archetypes and originally inspired by Joyce’s concept of the
monomyth. Joyce’s narratives, especially Ulysses, can be interpreted in the context of this
archetypal pattern of the hero’s journey. Passing through the stages Campbell lays out
(departure, initiation, and return) the hero forms a full circle in order to achieve revelation and
self-realization. From a Jungian point of view, this archetypal structure (process of
transformation) is the foundation of corresponding transformational myths and folk-tales, which
is the basis for further research of the developmental process (individuation and transformation)
of the literary character.

Having established a thorough literary-critical review on the subject of the dissertation
and collating the most representative parts of James Joyce’s literary corpus, the results of
analyses, based on the aforementioned hypotheses, show a correlation between archetypal
structure and Joyce’s prose corpus confirming the literary parallel of basic Jungian archetypes,

situational archetypes, archetypal characters, and symbols. Furthermore, perfecting the use of



archetypal structures which contains permanent motifs of the human psyche as manifested in
literary form, Joyce sets out and solves the problem of individuation and personality
transformation. This is one of the fundamental processes that combine his work into a unitive
whole.

This doctorate ultimately presents an analytical and critical review of Joyce’s prose as a
multitude of archetypal structures that must be disassembled for Joyce’s works to be more
clearly read; therefore, Joyce’s prose is better understood in terms of Jungian and archetypal
criticism as a guide to the maze of his works.

The text is divided into seven chapters.

The first and introductory chapter provides a brief background of Joyce’s literary
endeavors, thereafter suggesting that a thread of archetype exists throughout all of them which
deserves a detailed study as to gain a clear picture of them and their use.

The second is a theoretical background and methodology opening with an argument that
the reading of Joyce is an oxymoron for the reader and a Joycean scholar alike. As one of the
solutions to properly reading Joyce, Jungian and archetypal criticism are both suggested, whose
application illuminates basic archetypal figures, characters, experiences and motifs. The central
part of the chapter focuses on the “nature of the archetype” as its “coiner” Jung explains it to be
and as Northrop Frye recognizes it in literature. Jungian criticism is supplemented by that of his
students, associates, and sympathizers, such as Jolanda Jacobi, Marie-Louise von Franz, Edward
Edinger, Erich Neumann, among others. Afterward mythos is proposed as a methodology, as
explained and contrasted to the logos (Armstrong and Campbell). The final section asserts that
archetypal criticism may function to better access Joyce’s prose as a “key” to more fully
understanding its essence.

The third chapter focuses on Dubliners as presented through paralysis, gnomon, and
simony which form a triumvirate governing the motifs of the stories. Using them as a prism, the
Jungian archetype of the shadow emanates. It is found that the overarching motif of these stories,
as shown through the shadow, is the inability for even remote change. The protagonists are
prevented from achieving any possibility of initiation and transformation. A strikingly
incomplete individuation of characters are presented as well as other archetypes and their related

symbolic aspects (father, mother, church, Ireland, exile, window). This chapter analyzes the



stories of “The Sisters”, “Araby”, “Eveline”, “A Painful Case” and “The Dead”, including
sections of others as needed.

The fourth chapter revolves around A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man and opens by
detailing the concepts of aesthetics pertinent to the work and why it is important for the use of
epiphany. Its theoretical concept as the “archetypal experience” (Beja) is underscored as a
starting point of the aesthetics which the young artist strives to develop (Noon). The analysis of
the text proper follows the development of the protagonist, Stephen Dedalus, (through stages:
partial separation and individuation) according to his overall character arc that emerges through
epiphany. The hero-artist is interpreted according to this theoretical framework, as well as all his
personae (masks). The most important epiphanies are identified and thoroughly reviewed.
Moreover, the father/mother complexes, ego inflation, the anima and animus are all shown as
being focal points by which the hero comes to an intimating of his shadow in conflict. The sin as
the motif of salvation is elucidated on, leading to the conclusion that the mask is rejected in favor
of accepting the true self. Yet, this results in the danger of an archetypal “fall” if that which has
been learned does not come to its fruition.

The fifth chapter analyzes Ulysses through the archetypal concept of Campbell’s hero’s
journey, which suggests and theorizes heavily on the concept of a monomyth that points to the
fact that all mythologies must share and take part within its structure and need not be the same in
all narratives. For this reason, the voyages of Odysseus, Hamlet, Leopold Bloom and Stephen
Dedalus all contain the same overarching structure. The chapter is divided into sections
according to the hero’s journey. The departure makes up the first two chapters of Ulysses,
“Telemachus” and “Nestor”, as the separation of the hero from the old world resulting in
alienation and yearning for wholeness and connectedness to a new one. The journey itself
initiates in the “Proteus” chapter. Finally, the epic “Nostos” or return home is read most closely
employing the “Ithaca” chapter as a means of reintegration of the self. After examining Stephen,
the main focus is transferred to Leopold Bloom as his own protagonist and Stephen’s
counterpart. Bloom’s transformation initiates in the “Hades” chapter. The analysis concludes
with an examination of the “Penclope” chapter, where the reader is presented with an
interpretation of Molly Bloom’s soliloquy according to the semiotics and semiology of Julia
Kristeva, as manifesting a harmonization between the events that unfolded and that which has

transformed the protagonists through their respective journeys.



The sixth chapter rounding out the analysis of Joyce’s literary corpus presents the reader
with a process of employing archetypes to serve as the organizing principal behind Finnegans
Wake. Cyclic myth as a prism of reading is employed on Joyce’s own referencing (Vico). On this
foundation, a framework is developed in which it is suggested that the work itself is a repetitive
structure in which a similar story is told and retold (Eliade) utilizing the same characters, whose
names change but are in fact reference points to their duality in origin. The general motif is a
cyclic creation of the world and fall of mankind, represented through the oppositional archetypes
of coniunctio which merge to form a coincidencia oppositorum. Corresponding archetypal motifs
also stand for respective characters. In essence, the story is of a whole decomposing and
recomposing again.

The concluding seventh chapter offers a short review of the general conclusions arrived
at, as well as offers a synthesis of Joyce’s literary corpus, writing style, and the possibility of an
autobiographical reading from his works. It is surmised that since archetypes are the groundwork
of his fiction, his biographical facts are merely incorporated and not the origin of the narratives
themselves. The final analysis suggests that the key to understanding Joyce’s works are the
archetypes they are structured around and not the micro-specifics. Further research of detailed

archetypal readings is therefore also suggested.
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INTRODUCTION: DIVING DOWN THE WELL OF JOYCE

1. Introduction: Diving Down the Well of Joyce

That the work of an Irishman has had central importance in the prose of modern literary
writing perhaps is not the most outlandish statement to make — Becket, Wilde, Swift, Yeats,
Shaw, to name but a few of the literary giants originating from that Emerald Isle. However,
Joyce stands out even among his peers. Like his Irish literary equals, he wrote in English, aware
of its imposition on his supposedly native Celtic tongue, and like those same contemporaries, he
not only mastered English, but invented it anew. This should come as no surprise as Joyce was a
skilled acquaintance of close to fifteen languages; he was a lover of the spoken and written
language alike, a cataloger of names, a craftsman of rhetorical effects, jester of parodies,
enumeration, and word play. It is never straightforward if his personal history is laid out,
commonly experiencing the trouble of a famous actor who is associated with the mask of the
character they take on, but it is assuredly clear that the history and experience of his nation
shines throughout his work. Joyce was the Irish expatriate of the ante-World War | order of
Europe, outsider to his own home, but never leaving it, carrying with him from city to city in
Europe and constantly returning to it in his writing.

Yet, these are not features unique to Joyce and Joyce alone. It was his distinct and
perplexing style of writing that has made its imprint on English literature; his employment of
stream of consciousness, inner monologue and soliloquy, as well as use of epiphany in his works,
have all been puzzled over in depth, by Joyce’s followers and academics alike. The mark of a
true artist, Joyce compiled his texts on the micro and macro level with painstaking care to imbibe
individual words and sentences with characteristic allusions and symbolism from which passages
were made into interlaid units that were knitted together to reach a desired sum of all parts. What
is more, Joyce, as a storyteller, carefully painted his literary depiction of Dublin and its
characters through use of archetypal structures to place them in a novel light.

Suffering near poverty and financial dependency for much of his life, James Joyce once
described himself as “a man of small virtue, inclined to extravagance and alcoholism” (Ellmann,

JJ 6)! to none other than leading psychoanalyst of his time, Carl Gustav Jung. Despite his

! To cite references in this paper, the MLA standard according to the eighth edition of the MLA manual are used
(MLA Handbook. New York: The Modern Language Association of America, 2016).
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misgivings about himself, his life took different turns form stage to stage. Born on the 2" of
February, 1882, in the Dublin suburb of Rathgar, the first stage of his life was his youth, the most
significant part of which was his education, concluding in his studies of modern languages at the
Jesuits college of Clogowes and Belvedere and at the University College of Dublin. The second
stage began with a self-imposed exile, leaving Ireland with the love of his life — Nora Barnacle.
Each subsequent stage may be represented through the progress of the publication of his major
literary works: releasing Dubliners at 32 and A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man at 34
demonstrated the most conservative literary style of his life; Ulysses at 40 is when he first
branched out into the experimental stream of consciousness; and Finnegans Wake at 57 in which
he broke from all his previous work to create an entirely new form of language and writing.

In spite of the fact that it pales in comparison with its expanse and proliferation against
even his contemporaries, Joyce’s oeuvre has certainly earned its place as a focal point of study in
modern literature. His posthumous celebrity as a writer is not simply due to the quality of the
work and its impact on the literary world, but also stems from the simple fact that as his writing
progresses, it grows increasingly complex, abstruse, and downright murky for the reader to
navigate through. Dubliners is perhaps the most accessible work while Finnegans Wake is only
read by the most ambitious literary lover. Yet even the former, his collection of short stories, is
dense, and while it is perfectly comprehensible even by an inexperienced reader, there are layers
upon layers that pose a challenge. Therein lies the rub: if there is any thread that runs through his
works, it is that Joyce himself admitted to them being written and designed as to be “difficult to
read”, since his ultimate goal was to create his works using the most varied references and
hidden meanings possible in order for them to be discussed for many years hence (see Ellmann,
JJ 521).

While A Portrait is also a novel that has its own depth requiring more than a brief
examination of the surface text, Joyce’s Ulysses and Finnegans Wake have frequently been
associated by the common and studious reader alike as being “inaccessible” and elusive in their
understanding. These two latter novels represent a clear divide between the early stage of his
writings and its mature culmination in which the style took a lucid precedence in the writing.
However, they are not dissimilar to those two works of his early career. If there is anything true

that may be asserted of Joyce’s works, in general, it is that their value lies always within a deeper
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reading and cannot come to the surface after the first reading alone. Instead, analysis to spot the
usage of symbolism to express the idea inherent to the text requires multiple evaluations.

The mere fact that Joyce is read and studied extensively in spite of the difficulty of the
texts begs the question as to why this should be the case. However, the answer stems from the
same origin of the question’s asking: difficult texts that compel the reader are richer since they
require examination to be understood, thereby gaining insight and understanding that is
rewarded. To this aim, the main principles of this dissertation are to investigate and provide a
clearer perspective of Joyce’s fiction along terms that illuminate it from start to finish.

What is difficult for the researcher of Joyce’s work is that a writer such as he resists and
excludes every possibility of unambiguous classification of style. It is of no assistance that one
cannot truly cross-compare one of his works with another as a basis of textual form. Joyce
“experimented” with all forms of writing, never repeating one when he had ultimately
accomplished it. His early lyrical endeavors were fruitful in giving birth to Chamber Music
(1907), Joyce’s first collection of poems, as well as Pomes Penyeach (1927) and other poetry
(“Gas from the Burner” and “Eccer Puer”), but he never returned to poetry per se. Instead, Joyce
followed a collection of short stories Dubliners (1914) after which he essentially abandoned the
individual short story. Then came his first novel, the re-adapted Stephen Hero, a seminal, but
mostly autobiographical comparative “bildungsroman” — A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man
(1916). As a late modernist work of acclaim, he never returned to the genre. Exiles (1918) was
his one and only play, unfitting the profundity of his Irish contemporaries and has never been
widely performed. His second novel, Ulysses (1922), presented in the form of an adapted full
epic over the course of a day was not returned to, but its instances of style of pure parody and
stream on conscious were taken up again in an extreme form in his infamous Finnegans Wake
(1939). As is evident, Joyce was an author who always set out to accomplish a new aspiration,
something that would propel his work and genius one step further. Each one of these works grew
on Joyce’s literary skill in the lyrical and incorporated more use of symbolism as the texts
progressed. As Ellmann puts it, “his work began in the merest lyric and ended in the vastest
encyclopedia” (JJ 4).

Nabokov, notorious in his own right for his stylistic complexity and rich overtones,
commented that “a great writer is always a great enchanter” (6) equating the author’s ability to

lure the reader in with the distinct power of his writing. However, much like finding secrets to a
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hidden knowledge, when examining an author’s work, “we come to exciting part when we try to
grasp the individual magic of his genius and to study the style, the imagery, the pattern of his
novels or poems” (Nabokov 6). The long-term objective of this dissertation is to establish the
pattern Joyce used in his writing from its inception to its culmination as to better understand the
troublesome yet enjoyable nature of his works.

Joyce was not a writer of fantasy. Following the nature of the times he lived, he wrote
only in a period of late realism which delved into the everyday life of the individual as to
inscribe it with literary merit and value, not merely trying to make it grandiose, but to claim that
it was worth examination because the stories of a life were valuable for introspection. Joyce,
however, eclipsed Henry James or Thomas Hardy or the other literary giants prior to him. He
wrote in such a manner that he boiled down the experience in the reality of life to magnify the
mundane
eness and profanity of experience into profundity. He transmogrified the profane into the literary;
for Joyce “what was the ordinary is extraordinary” (Ellmann, JJ 5) and vice versa. This is exactly
where Joyce’s creativity lies, but leads to another of Joyce’s paradoxes, since “no one knew what
the commonplace reality was until Joyce had written” (Ellmann, JJ 5), being confronted by it
may also lead to hyper-sense of surrealism which does not assist the reading itself where the
commonplace subject is elevated to a means of literary heroism without outright explanation as
to why.

What is needed then is a system by which Joyce’s literature can be interpreted as to better
determine the essence of the works. As concerns the pattern that may be found in the writing,
one may see that, as Ellmann suggests, Joyce “joined what others has held separate: the point of
view that life is unspeakable and to be exposed, and the point of view that is infallible and to be
distilled” (JJ 5). However, as this dissertation shall now delve into, the spirits Joyce distilled
from them were motifs, archetypes, and symbols which he relied upon stylistically to craft his
work, to speak to the reader, and to underscore the individual elements throughout his narratives
as to render them both expressively fantastic but based in a reality relatable to the common man.
Jung, when speaking of the collective unconscious as it relates to psychology and literature
stated that “the raw material of this kind of creation is derived from the contents of man’s
consciousness, from his eternal repeated joys and sorrows, but clarified and transfigured by the

poet” (89; vol. 15). As shall be demonstrated now, in detail, Joyce draws upon the common
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experiences of reality to create stories relatable to the reader based upon the archetype and motifs
that may be associated within certain constructs that allow for the reader to understand fully the

consequence of the writing despite its apparent complexity.
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2. Understanding the Text through Jungian Archetypes as Applied to Literary

Criticism

2.1. A Difficult but Pleasurable Read

In the canon of Western literature, specifically focusing on the modern, the works of
James Joyce stand out as epitomes: read, devoured, and poured over by the semi-academic and
the literati alike. Their continued relevance and popularity has stayed with them, nearly a century
on from their original publication. Of ready visible support, much can be said of Bloomsday, the
16™ of June, which has Dublin see many foreign visitors, not all of whom are even native
speakers of English, travel across the city to re-enact the meandering of a seemingly
unremarkable day of a handful of characters from Joyce’s Ulysses. Or the statues of Joyce
dotting Europe (Pola, Trieste, Zurich, Paris, Dublin) which are a further testament to the pull the
writer has had on popular literary opinion by those who have read his works and those who have
not.

This is no small accomplishment as Joyce is not an easy read, Ulysses is no book for
sheer entertainment and even his more accessible work of Dubliners can be lost without the
reader’s reflection and attention. Inasmuch as Joyce has been studied, his works are also highly
annotated, offering insight often into every sentence and debating what certain utterances
actually mean or relate to. The challenge of translating his works into foreign languages also
remains a conundrum for many, leaving the translator in an awkward position to explain
everything in footnotes. In short, it is hardly debatable that Joyce is a difficult author to approach
let alone decipher in his literary merit. The plethora and depth to which the reader must explore
further into Joyce’s oeuvre is a daunting task. Any given work by Joyce, though some more than
others, is a web tangled in allusions, motifs, uncommon symbols, intertextuality, remarkable
vocabulary and compounded narration. It would seem oxymoronic then that Joyce would be
considered such a master of literature as his works may prove inaccessible to the “inexperienced
reader” and yet, they remain readable and enjoyable.

This very conundrum of Joyce stems from the fact that the nature of his works includes

the essential use of the archetype and archetypal motif as literary means in which associations
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actively employed by Joyce synthetically establish a text that may be read both for the reader’s
pleasure and serious academic reflection. As a result, Joyce’s work may and can be readily seen
through a prism of correlating literary archetypes and motifs that many if not most stories share.
This work will argue that the interpretation of Joyce’s works should rest on their
archetypal associations as they are presented in the text as to create an intertextual and congruent
whole. The paper does not aim to catalog instances in Joyce’s works, but to explore select
archetypes that are of continual reappearance in the corpus of the texts and to compare them with
archetypical forms and structure to which the text alludes or implies. In order to do so, it will
employ the application of literary archetypes as established along Jungian associative grounds as

a theoretical framework from which to launch.

2.2. Looming over the Text

A question that receives its due consideration is that of “How can a text be understood?”’
or even “How is it to be read?” Such an inquisition need not be limited alone to the serious
literary undertaking, but rather to the most frivolous work of a pulp magazine as well — it is all
encompassing to the literary world. Moreover, while it is unobjectionable to claim that one
object of a fictional work is to entertain the reader, there is still much to be discussed as concerns
how it does so, or rather, how a text is able to be understood in the way in which it presents itself
in its reading.

Approaching any text is comparable to deconstructing a tapestry in which the strands of
many varied hues come together to be interwoven into a whole, and, when disassembled, are no
longer the once proud adornment that had hung on a wall in moments of received admiration, but
that of a tattered mess lying on the floor. Much the same can be said for the deconstruction or
literary analysis of a text, whose congruent whole is made up of uniquely disparate parts or
strands that freely flow through the work in which their interrelation comes to converge to
assemble the work into a totality that functions in concert with itself. Individually, any sentence,
any character, any word taken at random is incomprehensible without its supporting structure of
the work itself. A text by essence is, “multiple writings, drawn from many cultures and entering
into mutual relations of dialogue, parody, contestation” (Barthes 148). A text, in short, does not

stand alone, nor may it, as it is de facto reflective from the text’s inter-existence with the reader.
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This is an important point to bear in mind, because, at heart, it raises the question of how are we
able to interpret or to understand the text as it is read.

If the text, in and of itself, is indeed to be interpreted as from the manner in which it is
understood as read, its “unity lies not in its origin but in its destination” (Barthes 148), i.e. the
reader who is “someone who holds together in a single field all the traces by which the written
text is constituted” (Barthes 148). A fundamental issue arises from accepting the lack of an
externally assigned meaning inherent to the text, which is that even when the variance of an
individual interpretation will ultimately assign the “meaning” of a text, a multitude of forms
stemming from interpretation therein come forth. Yet, when a text is confronted, read, consumed,
interpreted, there would not seem to be a limitless number of interpretations at which to be
arrived. Though boundless they may be, interpretations are inherently finite in their number.
Consequent to this same supposition, literary analysis, although liberated by intertextual
constructs, may also be equally narrowly defined as such when provided for upon the basis of the
reading of a text.

This specific issue of the interpretation of a text is further exacerbated as the text of
which is consulted in its jouissance is not able to be read alone. Not merely does the reader bring
their individual experience to the text, but the text per se consults an inherent interconnection
between textual readings; i.e., the text exists as a participatory body in the wider expanse of
literature, as well as that of the human condition. The text and the reader actively contribute to
the reading of itself. The text, therefore, is nothing but complex. “The reader is the space on
which all the quotations that make up a writing are inscribed without any of them being lost”
(Barthes 148).

The text in its analysis is that of the ephemeral object, existing in essence and form but
never concurrently both in totality at the same time. The text is of the written word, but without
its reading, does not exist. Yet, upon its reading, the text comes alive. To wit, the literary text
bears value reincarnated upon every reading, which complicates factors of literary analysis as
being objective rather than subjective in the investigation into a text by default is to bear a
reflection into the reading of it.

To wit, the realm of “fiction” as artistic expression is taken as a given to not be real or
accorded to what “truth” is as the “truth” of reality or the “real world”- yet, “truth” can be found

inside fiction, more so than upon examination of reality, as has supposedly been attributed to
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Camus, “the fiction is the lie through which we tell the truth”.2 The reader of a fictional work is
aware that the work is imagined, not real, the creation of an artistic endeavor of another’s mind.
Yet the reader sees “truth” or takes something which is considered “truth” from the work in its
consumption. One of the oldest ancient literary theories of truth is the correspondence theory of
truth. 3 According to this theory, the truth is defined as the correspondence of language (words,
statement, and ideas) and reality. It is certainly not truth “that surrounds us”, a truth that we
cannot understand the basic meaning of these words. It is much more, and it occupies theorists to
this day. “To say of what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to say of what
is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true” (Aristotle 1011b25). A number of
corresponding parts also emerge in truth as a sense of coherence, in which the integral yet still
incoherent parts, though they may not nor need be directly identical, still share within the given
and established order, resulting in a truth taken from the whole as passed down onto its
constituent components.

Of course, this theory of correspondence can only apply if also attached to the theory of
coherence, as if one body of mutually understood work is not in alignment with others, and there
is no general coherence applied to the overall works in which there is reference, then no truth
may come of it, due to the fact that nothing may also correspond, given a chaotic and random
nature underlying all reference.

The problem of addressing truth in fiction using correspondence theory is that reference
must be placed on the external, something which originates outside of the literary work itself, an
external factor upon which a basis can be given for reference and hence, truth. Yet, this is
limiting as it would deny the originality of the author and their intention, as well as limit the
scope in which interpretation may arise, as it can only be confined to “the other”, without only
using the simplicity of one literary corpus to find self-reference, meaning, and truth. Consensus
theory, on the other hand, seeks no outside external source as the only means of “discovering”
truth; instead, it takes truth as a given for that which is expressed as being descriptive in truth,

and therefore normative, meaning that a body of work can be analyzed on its own merits in terms

2 This is likely a misattribution as there is no actual source inside Camus’ literary corpus or his letters, but, for the
purpose of the argument, the statement stands alone as it is.

3 The correspondence theory of truth was first formulated by Aristotle in his Metaphysics. He was arguing that the
truth of a statement, an opinion, or judgment can be determined only and if only that truth corresponds, i.e., relates
to reality. For more on literary theories of truth, especially The Correspondence theory of Truth see, Zalta, Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
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of what “truth” it portrays to the reader, without need for a correspondence to an external work
and without the burden of needing to be in perfect coherence with these other(s).

Edinger posits an important question and provides a valid answer: “Meaning is found in
subjectivity. But who values subjectivity?” ... the truth is that human meaning is being sought
where it does not exist — in externals, in objectivity” (108).

In vain it would be to take any strictly individual section, any singular scene from a novel
or short story, a stanza from an epic, or one mere line of dialogue from a play, to derive sheer
“meaning” lying beneath those many lines that flow together and as one. Yet, when approaching
a work in its literary merit, one must be reduced at times to examining its individual parts;
inasmuch as a text is an assemblage of the varied and multuous, not a uniform, monotonous
object, its analysis is multi-layered from the macro to the micro.

Therefore, despite these multiform areas of interpretation, the “truth” of a text remains
definable. To avoid the intertextual discussion of the modern, postmodern, and even
contemporary age of both academic and popular literary analysis, the text as analyzed must be
given a key, a code through which its nature may emerge, and substantial, definable points
throughout the text may be understood in its analysis, as well as signs within its reading; i.e., a
framework must exist as applicable to the text so that the truth may emerge through systematic
investigation.

Given the nature of the text and its examination upon its reading, the key to which its
door shall be opened is that of the Jungian archetype in its application to the literary and its

analysis, as is the subject hereafter discussed within this paper.

2.3. The Nature of the Archetype

Archetypes, as Jung coined them in terms of codifying the essence of his
psychoanalytical theory, were key to understanding and making sense of the world of human
thought, giving form to the nonsensical randomness that can befall the mind. In determining a
pattern of their seeming repetition, Jung established the concept of the archetype as the eternal
form of which thought and the psyche (in its various manifestations) would appear to return to.
This has not been lost on literary analysis either, wherein the seemingly archetypal nature of the

text and of storytelling have been assigned a place within literary analysis as well, specifically
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one that allows for the text to participate in a form greater to it and which has been traditionally
both analyzed and criticized structurally as such in comparative terms. Modern comparative
literary analysis, whether it be aware of it or not, owes much to the Jungian theory of archetypes,
as it allows for a systematic set of given parameters, as defined elsewhere in their psychological
terms, (not the aim of this work), to be applied to both form and analysis of the text as it is
related. “Critic will apply ... perspectives as the mythological and psychological only as far as
they enhance the experience of the art form, and only as far as the structure and potential
meaning of the work consistently support such approaches” (Guerin et al. 219). Indeed, though
the application of Jungian theory as concerns literary analysis (i.e., focusing on literary
archetypes and motifs, as accords the broader pattern into which the fall) is a step removed from
the standard use of Jungian theory in its original purposes for psychological examination, it is not
removed from accordance with the literary. Undeniably, the application of Jungian theory to the
literary is not a controversial means towards analysis.

Of substance for the further exploration of the archetype as it is to be applied in its
literary use is the collective unconscious, the content of which is “made up essentially of
archetypes” (Jung 42; vol. 9, pt. 1). While the archetype is to be understood as being a pre-
existent phenomenon from which the remainder unfolds and from which the collective
unconscious both consolidates into and stems, “an indispensable correlate of the idea of the
collective unconscious”, (Jung 42; vol. 9, pt. 1) the collective unconsciousness itself is the total
aggregate of the archetype before it is given a definite form in use. In one sense, the archetype
and the collective unconscious are mutable as the latter is made up of the predetermined
materialization of the former; i.e., the collective unconscious is merely the form of the archetype
without actualized form thereof. More to the point, the collective unconscious is inherent and
“does not develop individually ... It consists of pre existent forms, the archetypes, which can
only become conscious secondarily and which give definite form to certain psychic contents
(Jung 42; vol. 9, pt. 1). To reiterate, as to be entirely clear, the archetype and the collective
unconscious both exist a priori to the form by which the archetype occurs in its manifestation.
The collective unconscious is primary but the archetype, as a variant of the same, secondary, as it
is the overarching but more tangible form that gives the collective unconscious coherent shape.

Significant to this interrelation is the permutability between the collective unconscious and
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archetype that allows for them to influence the analysis of one another as they are imbricating
factors of their wholeness and modeled instances.

More to the point is that the collective unconsciousness, as fundamental to the make-up
of the human psyche as according to Jung, is “present always and everywhere” (Jung 42; vol. 9,
pt. 1). As the bedrock from which all endeavors of human thought come into their fruition, the
archetype is as ubiquitous then as the collective unconscious is far reaching in its expanse. The
collective unconscious is the pillar in Jung’s approach to the problem of human psychology with
equivocal archetype being keys to deciphering its veiled code behind the unconscious becoming
conscious in human psychosis.

The collective unconscious to the archetype and vice versa is delineated by the same
argumentation of its binary nature wherein a duality of forms is asserted, one in which the
predetermining nature of the spirit of an object both dictates its edifice and consequence. The
object thereof transmutes back from its germination into a more clearly realized definition of
itself shedding light upon both in the process.

Albeit, this definition of the archetype as it is formed out of the so-coined collective
unconscious may appear to be at best happenstance as antecedent and consequent as defining one
another, and thereby open to whatever may so be the interpretation of the argument or author, the
archetype is in fact “neither a speculative nor a philosophical but an empirical matter” (Jung 44;
vol. 9, pt. 1). The boundaries of definition in application are limited to the dual nature of the
archetype as is found in jointly and correlated expressed phenomena as related to a duality
between it and the underlying collective unconscious. The interpolation of the archetype may not
over extend these limits to which its incidence occurs in reality.

Figuratively, the archetype and the collective unconscious are a dyad, but the archetype
being the more perceptible of the two to immediate comprehension. Jung expounded that the
consciousness of the individual or the more immediate consciousness “is of a thoroughly
personal nature” (42; vol. 9, pt. 1) meaning that the archetype is of a unique substance in its
actuality, one that takes on its own form as distinct from that of the total collective. Nonetheless,
beyond the scope of the more direct form lies “a second psychic system of a collective, universal,
and impersonal nature which is identical in all individuals” (Jung 42; vol. 9, pt. 1). This pairing

can further be utilized to the description of the substance of the archetype as means of analysis,
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wherein the personal surface reflects merely an iota of the depth of meaning to which it
symbolizes and signifies below the unconscious that is waiting to be uncovered.

The duality of significance being thus defined, Jung’s assertion that the collective
unconsciousness is the associated and aggregated thoughts of the individual as encompassing all
into a common concern that reflects all human thought, the “collective unconscious” or
archetype need not be singularly applied autochthonously to its own field of psychological
discourse. Imperative in the concept of the two is their underlying duality of which the evident is
subject to the substrate form of the non-evident. Jung finds, as is the nature of the analysis, that
the sub-form of the archetype as it lurks within the collective unconscious to be that which adds
the given meaning to the archetype, or, as he so aptly stated, “there is something that is behind,
beneath, beyond, or as yet unseen on the surface to what is at hand and which is not yet clear”
(42; vol. 9, pt. 1). Therein, the actual psychological nature of the collective unconscious need not
concern literary archetype as it falls outside the bounds of necessitating an inherently mutual
common ground in which the sheer nature of the archetypes as a whole are subject to the nature
of human consciousness. Instead, the literary interest of the archetype falls within the realm of
associated comparative literature in which the mutual correlation of repeated narratives can be
interpolated to arrive at mutual parallels that are the literary archetype. It is of interest to the
expanse of a cultural, literary whole to which the archetype of the written word is to be analyzed,
and not the wider aspect of the human unconscious.

The concept of the collective unconscious is of import in the application of the archetype
to the literary as it portends that there exists something to which archetypes may relate and from
which they emerge, while still maintaining that they are not wholly the same. Therein,
archetypes inasmuch as they are to be implicit in the forthcoming work in their direct applied
usage in literary terms which are to be first defined by the Jungian concept of a structured pre-
existence giving rise to forms of incidence. Archetypes do emerge in their actual usage,
especially within the literary world, but simply relate to the archetype and do not actually define
what the archetype is itself, much the same as Jung’s theory of the collective unconscious does.
Moreover, this limited but essential view of the archetype is to also provide a finality and to
encompass their broad expanse by which means of pure literary analysis would otherwise prove

infeasible to conduct or insatiable to prove in evidence.
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In like manner, the archetype in its literary usage is that which acts in accordance with
indirect elucidation of the typical form to which its instance in use takes hold, becoming a
specimen of its species as it were. The archetype speaks in broad strokes which often lie beyond
the bounds of a strictly logical argument in which their actual item portends to an underlying
form that surpasses it. The archetype can be understood weakly only through a direct means of
comparison when its form is the only object analyzed; instead, it is the use of the archetype in its
symbolized form that speaks to its nature and allows for the work to be analyzed not only among
its own archetypes but, when overlapping with others, allows for a cross sectional, multi-textual
analysis as well, or as Frye advocates, “[P]oetry can only be made out of other poems; novels out
of other novels” (Anatomy of Criticism 47).

Support of such an expression of archetype wherein it flows naturally from a shared
foundation may be also derived from Jung’s interlinked concept of individuation. As Jung would
have it, the identity of the individual ego is formed upon the process of association with the
individual interpretation of the archetype as collective unconscious in which the individual’s
interpretation and understanding acts as one further step removed from its base and one more
instance of an actual utilization stemming from the overall collective use of archetypes into its
own individualized being. In a more substantive and videlicet nature, archetypes may be absolute
forms of an ideal, but the individuation of them in the conspicuous nature by which they come
forth is the actual language by which they can be first grasped and discussed further.

In Jungian individuation, as concerns the psyche, the ego reflects upon its own
experience as compared to the collective unconscious. By doing so a process of creating an
individual nature attached to the original occurs. It is through this exact interaction by which the
individual becomes differentiated from the whole that is greater and more dynamic to it.
Individuation makes the intangible, tangible, as it were. Individuation, Jung remarks, in the
particular; it is “the development of the psychological individual as a differentiated being from
the general, collective psychology” (561; vol. 6). Along Jungian lines, it would therefore appear
that the archetype is both framed from and is manifested by itself, but the exemplar of
categorically individual archetypes are individuated from the whole to take on their own
characteristics, unique to themselves, but still not violating the authenticity of their origins.
“Individuation, therefore, is a process of differentiation, having for its goal the development of

individual personality” (Jung 561; vol. 6). In terms of further analysis, the individuation of the
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archetype may be the final consequent of its end, the manifestation complete of an ideal form
encompassing three layers of increasing tangible embodiment.

Based on this course, by which the collective unconscious is converted into the corporeal
idea, it could interpreted that the intent of the individualized form of the archetype is to be
inherently original and not plagiarized from the source, while still deriving meaning from its
origins and partaking in the same form of its germination. In this sense of the archetype, its
enduring reappearance is not one that grows repetitive but is one that assuringly has its own
shape that is by nature original though not necessarily novel. Yet, such an argument is a fallacy
that confirms a negative upon itself. Being novel does not necessitate the value of “new” rather
of originality, which the archetype receives in its manifestation. What is crucial is that no one
instance may be the same as the other, yet all speak individually and in unison. Still, as an equal
effect of the same, every instance of the archetype found in use can be seen to be both relating to
other instances while partaking in the domain of the archetype and adding to in its own path of
individuation and differentiation, thereby creating a rich field in which to explore not only
human psychology, as it aims, but all of the humanities.

The literary archetype emerges in existence from its generative ideal, offering the
impetus of creation to the form of which the archetype is established as item, that is, a pattern
written that is actual and palpable in its literary nature in the text. The idea itself is the originator
to which the final form is applied, and while the form in which it is given birth defines the
archetype to what it is, the actual written use of the archetype in its nature remains beyond the
reach of its mere use. In short, the archetype is predefined, and archetypal literary criticism may
be forced to evaluate archetype based of the temporality of the paragon, as it is only the physical
that can be tempered. It is actually the relationship of the two that is of interest to literary
criticism as it evokes a synthetic understanding.

In the purest literary sense, archetypes as applied throughout a text are manifold. They
are not only the archetypes as embodied within the text in their innate forms as they take hold to
specific narrative instance, but also the individual representations of shared relations that
correspond to one another throughout all works of literature, as well as correspond to the
interrelation of cultural traits which are necessary to understanding them (i.e., any cultural value
that may be assigned to a given symbol). Such nature is due to the fact that as a general form

lacking a specificity of detail but pertaining to a broad arcing pattern, the archetype remains
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unique in its own conception while being adaptable to an independent context, hence emerging
in a countless number of instances but always of the singular form from which it is derived.
“Archetypes are not determined as regards their content, but only as regards their form and then
only to a very limited degree” (Jung 79; vol. 9, pt. 1). As has already been noted above, in its
essence, the archetype is a top down defined agent, not one that is bottom up. It transcends
content as “the invisible presence of the crystal lattice in a saturated solution” (Jung 149; vol.
11), which allows for content to flow freely through it to create a form of the archetype but not
the archetype itself. It is but the mold to which it adheres and is shaped, merely providing “a
possibility of representation which is given a priori” (Jung 79; vol. 9, pt. 1). Consequently, as a
result of its fluid form and molding, the form of the archetype is free to transform itself and be
applied in a transcendent nature, “the representations themselves [of the archetype] are not
inherited, only the forms” (Jung 79; vol. 9, pt. 1). Archetype, in substance, is the ideal model by
which its existence is tangibly perceived through what it gives creation to.

Much like the platonic conception of the ideal form, Jacobi has expressed a relationship
between the ideal and the temporal, noting that, “the ‘Idea’ appears within the categories of
space and time in the realm of creation ... in the form of an ‘eidolon’, then this eidolon, like the
‘perceptible archetype’, combines a timeless factor (idea) and a temporal — material factor (mode
of manifestation)” (Complex/Archetype/Symbol 50). Such then is also the concept of the literary
archetype: a literary form existent in the text that corresponds to the inherent structure of the
literary as well as the coherent nature of the text as compared to its experience. Or, perhaps more
aptly, the archetype is a living force, giving rise to a multitude of its own creation; as Karen
Armstrong has alluded, it is “a philosophical version of the ancient myth of the divine
archetypes, of which mundane things are the merest shadow” (39).

While the archetype is then the essential form that emerges out of the seemingly random
cacophony of the free association to its genitive nature, the base condition of its core aspects
always result in a similar pattern that can be comprehended when seized upon, en force. Pattern
here is the key word that explains the use of archetype in its totality for analysis, as though a loss
of recognition would seem to be inevitable when compiling a sheer compendium of all literary
experience, but, when the volume of it is examined, the consequential does arise in its
recognition. In such manner has Jung remarked as for dreams, as even though the inherent

randomness of the dream world may be daunting to find, the logical within “dreams can
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eventually be reduced to certain basic patterns” (Man and His Symbols 26-7). In like manner can
the accidental of the literary be assigned its own meaning in like analysis wherein the patterns
given to the literary compass of humanity’s literary corpus appear.

The archetype as it is expressed into a textual or individualized use equal in that the main
archetype in theory is but the assembled shadows of all those that are germane to it, arriving at
its own tangible distinctions through formulation in its instances. In this respect, the individual
item of the archetype is of more character, but its amalgamation in the main form is the overtly
complex in the accumulation by which it pertains in broad archetypal strokes. Much as “the
psychological individual is characterized by its peculiar, and in certain respect, unique
psychology. The peculiar character of the individual psyche appears less in its elements than in
its complex formation” (Jung 560; vol. 6). Yet, the authenticity thereof in the archetype is when
it appears contextually in its manifestation as it individuates itself from the main generalized
form, as guaranteed by the nature of the archetype to be individualized in the goal of self-
extrication wherein the psychological character of an individual “is to come over closer to the
realization that his own personal, unique individuality is identical with the eternal archetypal
individual” (Edinger 157). Therefore, both the ideal concept of the archetype and the form into
which it is molded act as a duet, underscoring one another, as do the two tone harmonies of a
musical performance by the same name.

Commenting to further this concept of inherent duality, Jacobi delves deeper and
relegates the question of the archetype in use from the viewpoint of the conscious and
unconscious to the corresponding double nature of the archetype: “the individuation process
represents a dialectical interaction between the contents of the unconscious and of
consciousness” (Jacobi, Complex/Archetype/Symbol 115). As has been thus noted that the
archetype is a specimen that may be taken as a symbol of the whole to which it pertains, the
individuation process further codifies a system in which the archetype may function as a symbol
to its own substance as it is represented in a given form. The archetype seen in use acts as but a
token of its pretense, the background of which deserves further analysis as it is but an object
carrying the content, but not the meaning. Archetypes as seen in their representation serve as
symbols that “provide the necessary bridges, linking and reconciling between the two ‘sides’”
(Jacobi, Complex/Archetype/Symbol 115). This duality of the archetype to its ideal and

individualized substantive forms make it of extreme value when it is utilized for analytical
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purposes as the dialectal nature permits the issuance of analysis to be conducted on the basis of
both the final object as phenomena and its origination as ideal, as well as incorporating the
duality of the two to synthesize them as one.

As now established, archetypes are herein taken as demonstrative categorical units from
which essential evidence of signified meaning can be also equally derived. Archetypes are
applicable in their form to an external idea that emerges independently in form (as in a text) and
can act as an outside source of which corresponding forms may be extracted and analyzed. They
function as defining symbols to which a text may emerge and the reader may be guided in their
reading. Moreover, as according to their use in literary analysis, they offer substantial grounding
from which pertinent and actual interpretation may be properly concluded and not merely
guessed upon.

A counter-argument which must now be raised to the use of archetype in literary analysis
may be that archetype by classification is one that does not seek to specifically categorize
according to criteria that delineate exacting models from which subspecies might even be
determined. It is fair to note that the archetype may be considered too broad a skeleton upon
which the flesh of argument may form thereby not lending itself to the narrow definition needed
to confirm the posit of a hypothesis or, even, thesis. While there is substance to this claim, it
assumes that strictive criteria need be the singular option for analysis. Indeed, while this may be
true in the sciences where experimentation allows for quantifiability, the humanities are not so
easily numbered and, due to their mutable and clouded nature, lend themselves to an open
analysis, based upon a system of open substantial classification. As such, the archetype need not
be directly exclusive but inclusive to incorporate the total encompassing structure of its

authority.

If archetypes are communicable symbols ... we should expect to find ... a group
of universal symbols. I do not mean by this phrase that there is any archetypal
code book which has been memorized by all human societies without exception. |
mean that some symbols are images of things common to all men, and therefore
have a communicable power which is potentially unlimited. (Frye, Anatomy of
Criticism 118)
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The archetype, as in evidence of use, retains unique qualities available to its own
specification and classification. Much as the archetype as referenced bears but generalities, its
exemplification in the process of its individuation is that which provides substance to its analysis
and which allows it to act as a functional cross section from which further accord in its analysis
may follow due to the fact that it may be classified as belonging to a trilateral structure of an
ideal (main) archetype, archetype as individualized (manifested) in its usage, and, as shall here
be discussed, the archetype as symbolic in line with situational settings as a system of interaction
within a self and associated framework encompassing other instances of individualized
archetypes.

The multiple nature of the archetype as applied to literary analysis is a harmonization of
both the archetype as it appears on the page in its individualized form of a substantial nature, as
well of a comparison to its main form existent as a form exterior to it, meaning that any given
archetype need not be limited to the framework of its own narrative but may draw on others to
buttress its literary merit (at least, where evidence proves applicable). To illustrate, when a
narrative is examined, it can be more often than not that the mere allusion of one word or even
the events of a narrative as a whole, a motif, are spoken of in terms of what else they may mean
and to what may be found relevant to them. Frequently, the observant reader finds themselves
comparing what the archetype is when it appears in the text to that which is relatable, on the
personal experience of the reader, to the story proper, or to another narrative which the reader
has consumed or is familiar with. In this regard, here archetype obeys many different varying
literary functions of comprehension and inclusion within a sphere of the literary context. Yet, it
also may be re-engineered in that the archetype can be removed and analyzed on its own merits
to access the essential in the narrative itself.

In literary terms, the archetype as used in practice also serves to bring the reader through
a journey in which their own interpretation of the archetypical experience within the text is
further individualized to the reader’s experience and, through which, the textual becomes more
readily apparent. This is to say that when a reader engages a narrative, the storytelling
mechanism of the narrative takes hold and archetypes act as actuators along the way which elicit
the reader to translate them as according to their pre-established nature based on the already
known experience of the reader as related to personal and literary experience. This itself is a

semi-uniform approach that acts both universally and individually along the same lines as the act
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of individuation within the collective unconscious (read: assemblage of archetypes) does in
which the reader adds yet another layer of discourse to the archetype as its internalization
becomes associated with other literary bodies that may be brought along together with it.

The text, through such an interlinking device as is the pertinence of the archetype, is set
free in analysis by being both a part of the whole and its own unique being. Indeed, Frye goes so
far as to state that to learn of one text, at least in the modern sense of the word, one must
associate it with another, lest the nature to which it shares in the whole literary experience be lost

in its entirety:

If we do not accept these archetypal or conventional elements in the imagery that
links one poem with another, it is impossible to get any systematic mental training
out of the reading of literature alone. But if we add to our desire to know literature
a desire to know how we know it, we shall find that expanding images into
conventional archetypes of literature is a process that takes place unconsciously in

all our reading. (Anatomy of Criticism 100)

Be it as it may that Frye distinguishes the consumption of the narrative as an unconscious
act as it is associated with a wider wealth of literary resource, it is through the archetype that the
interconnection and the essence of the archetype to the importance of the meaning of the work,
particularly in its associations for analysis, which shines through in his statement of the
archetype.

Furthermore, though logically evident without much need to elaborate, the same
relationship of reader to text to archetype functions in a converse manner to the author to text to
archetype dynamic of which the spark of creation takes form from the artifice of archetype and,
yet, is transformed or individuated in concert with archetype and through the application of its
literary nature as compared to its individual identity against other works corresponding to it.

Here then are the bases upon which the archetype as means to analysis stand. Archetypes
themselves are the skeletal means by which narrative elements are given birth to and allow the
literary creation to take tangible shape as it comes forth. They are the essence of what is
manifested within the text, its purest ideal so to speak, in individuated natures as collate to those

of another in regards to the fact that while they share in the same foundation they do not in the
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same conclusion. The archetype, by definition, is a freestanding form from which the identity is
derived of a given instance of its use. While the actual usage of the archetype may relate to the
encompassing form to which it correlates, which need not be singular in nature when compared
against the many, the case of archetypes is that of multiple repeated instances of usage retaining
the character of a singular pattern to which the general term can be assigned as belonging to this,
that, or such defined archetype. Jung himself defines archetypes as the “factors and motifs that
arrange the psychic elements into certain images ... but in such a way that they can be
recognized only from the effects they produce. They exist precociously, and presumably they
form the structural dominants of the psyche in general” (149; vol. 11). On a literary basis,
archetypes stand in the same fashion as being the accumulated association of multiple instances
within the breadth of the cultural heritage of literature, or to put it more precisely as Frye has
defined, “a symbol, usually an image, which recurs often enough in literature to be recognizable
as an element of one’s literary experience as a whole” (Anatomy of Criticism 365). Though Frye
emphasizes the literary, Jung specified the same for the archetype as being “the primordial image
.. a figure ... that constantly recurs in the course of history and appears wherever creative
fantasy is freely expressed” (81; vol. 15). What is key is that the archetype is the primary
element in the act of creation to which the instance of it may be drawn to on a conclusionary
basis from the artifice of its singular origin, which, though manifold, incessantly is of “one” but
yet of not “one”.

This dual nature established, it must be stressed that while the archetype may be relegated
to but a single function of analysis in comparative literature in which the many may be folded
into the one, this is not its sole purpose. The many instances of the actual item from which the
archetype emerges in artistic quality are but germane to the respective archetype itself and are
not conclusively determined in their final outcomes by the archetype proper. Archetype serves as
a gathering point of classification that sheds illumination on the item of its own creation, but
does not define its essence inasmuch as that of the archetype neither defines its own
individuation, but, rather, “categorizes” it as a species of one literary element. On these grounds,
archetype is thereby a participatory phenomenon that can be utilized as a framework for analysis
and interpretation. Frye even goes so far as to state that this form allows further insight into all
aesthetic mediums and any incorporated tangential aspects thereof. For the written word, as

example, he was of the opinion that the linguistic qualities of speech were but one aspect while
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in the consideration of the literary wherein “its words form rhythms which approach a musical
sequence of sounds at one of its boundaries and form patterns which approach the hieroglyphic
or pictorial image at the other” (Frye, “The Archetypes of Literature” 508). Frye here intonates
that the interposition of both the cadence of speech and its melody with the text combine to
create a higher degree of correspondence that enriches the meaning and interpretation. While
Frye is merely incorporating yet another (necessary) layer into a total textual interpretation
through associated morphology as well as the reminiscence of speech for the reader or
participant of a text in order to draw on relevant associations from a linguistic standing, the
dissected nature of the text in which relevance is supplied to extra-textual features is what is here
important. Typical areas pertinent to the text, though not necessarily evident, are as important for
the ends to analysis as are the direct features provided, such as the morphological nature of
speech or even the associative qualities of the mind in the process of analyzing the text. It could
therefore be soundly argued that, when this logic is pursued to its subsequent end, it would also
allow for the association of anything relevant to bear upon the archetype in its application as it
creates a whole. As Frye again purports in support of this assertion, he states that “we may call
the rhythm of literature the narrative, and the pattern, the simultaneous mental grasp of the verbal
structure, the meaning or significance. We hear or listen to a narrative, but when we grasp a
writer’s total pattern we ‘see’ what he means” (“The Archetypes of Literature” 508). It can
therein be understood what taking the totality of a text into account to achieve insight in its
analysis may pertain. This itself would necessitate that the archetype is but the bare bones upon
which further ornamentation lie, but not disclude its core function.

Frye goes on to argue that for these reasons in which textual interpretation is capable of
utilizing aspects intrinsic to but otherwise may be considered on the periphery of textuality that
experimental writing offers keen discernment into the what the nature of the text can be and what
is imperative to textual analysis through the active usage of such independent but innate
elements.* Literary analysis as based upon archetype should be no exception to the inclusion of
contributing external factors to it in which the association of all archetypal forms relevant to the

text may bear upon a given example when utilized by the author.

4 “The attempts to get as near to these boundaries as possible form the main body of what is called experimental
writing” (Frye, “The Archetypes of Literature” 508).
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The archetype, as it were, does not stand on its own, rather it falls into associative
clusters, which also exist as complex variables, wherein “often a large number of specific learned
associations ... are communicable because a large number of people in a given culture happen to
be familiar with them” (Frye, Anatomy of Criticism 102). This would suggest that archetype as
category follows an innate associative process that is reliant upon the symbolic existent within
the tacitly agreed upon semiology of a group. To wit, as opposed to merely an “idea” or “sign” of
the conception of an object per se, the archetype bears a distinct greater advantage in use of
being productive and fluid agents; their sheer nature allowing for a plurality of their
manifestation in form as “over against the clarity of the Idea, the archetype has the advantage of
dynamism” (Jacobi Complex/Archetype/Symbol 50). Yet, if then the kernel of the idea can be
represented as perceptible through its own tangible distinction, the archetype must be a
panopticon of its own making in which even smallest detail, though symbols, are relatable to an
ever more encompassing totality.

Bearing this associative aspect of the symbol in context in mind, while Jungian
archetypes inherently stem from Jung’s defined collective unconscious, they are assigned
meaning post facto; yet, for the literary, the meaning is not instantly recognized as ipso facto
from a preconceived theoretical standpoint without an analysis of the text inherent, rather, as
concerns the nature of the text as it aligns with others, the archetype emerges. More precisely,
the literary archetype, even when based upon Jungian discourse of the pre-established archetype
which is form fitting, correlates with the symbolization from the text and not a priori construct in
toto. Extrapolating specifically upon this point and designating the literary archetype’s
distinction as “a symbol which connects one poem [literary work] with another” (Frye, Anatomy
of Criticism 99) and as a consequence “helps to unify and integrate our literary experience” (99).
Frye goes on to stress that since archetypes are in essence symbols that aim to communicate
levels of semiotic meaning within their context, “archetypal criticism is primarily concerned with
literature ... as a mode of communication. By the study of conventions and genres, it attempts to
fit [literary work] poems into the body of poetry [literary works] as a whole” (Frye, Anatomy of
Criticism 99). Therefore, archetypes within their literary analysis naturally pertain to and self-
categorize into bodies divergent and disparately hinged on the relative truth of their propositions

related to one another in the literary encompass of their symbolic and semiotic meaning, and are
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not naturally predetermined in the form into which they will take but rather associate themselves
freely.

Still, while archetypes speak of the common origin of the vacillating forms they take, it is
odd that the archetype itself is not a language or a symbolic form of a meta-language through
which an object may receive direct interpretation even when it stems from the object of its own
creation; i.e., the archetype is a way to discuss the placement and interpolation of symbols, but
they may not be a system of symbols themselves which, taken together, may convey a language
of sorts. To clarify further, the designation of belonging to an archetype is not enough to analyze
a text, but only to recognize a paradigm. The archetype is external to itself, able only to act as the
base parameter from which the remainder issues forth. The forms in which archetypes emerge or
are displayed are the manner in which the interpretation of the archetype may be conducted, as
well as the only means of their true analysis since they are a closed, self-referential group of
experience. Furthermore, the forms of which all archetypes in a given sample, such as in a novel,
are found are also only defined as belonging to a particular archetype when defined in their
mutual-correlation that play out in the text as the archetypes are realized, forming a language of
signs and symbols upon which an analysis of them may occur. The actual language upon which a
literary archetype can be analyzed then is therefore merely the symbols they pertain to in their
formation within the text and not as archetype alone. Jung himself specifically guards against
archetype used for direct interpretation. He insists that the form in which the archetype is shown
be taken into due account as well and stresses that archetypes are but “the psychic residua of
innumerable experiences of the same type. ... the mythological figures are themselves products
of creative fantasy and still have to be translated into conceptual language” (Jung 81; vol. 15).
Such a language only can emerge in its actualization, not its theorization. Archetypes, in this
regard, are “only the beginnings of such a language” (Jung 81; vol. 15). Archetype acts through
its appearance to allow the reader to interpret the text and for a basis of its interpretation to even
exist.

In order to maintain the coherency demanded by strict analysis, a system must be
examined through its own reflection into an oculus according to which its many disparate actors
may come together and be formed into an understanding of congruency. To wit, the method by
which the particular language of the archetype may be differentiated from the random white

noise of the text is when its forms solidify and cohere as a firm but unique unit of
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correspondence. Whether a singular usage of a word or a construct of many pages or passages,
its form signifies more than itself, i.e., when it can be read or understood as that of something
else beyond its own presentation, the form itself functions as symbol pertaining to the archetype.
To put it differently, as Jung has stated, “a word or an image is symbolic when it implies
something more than its obvious an immediate meaning” (Man and His Symbols 17). As with
individuation and the duality of archetype in form of its essence and substance, the symbol as
systematic to its origins is but another duality enumerated in the use of archetype.

The interpretation of the archetype as symbol as given may dwell on two distinct layers:
1) the direct symbol, and 2) its associated but underlying significance, either its internal
associated nature within its own semiotics or externally significant as correlated within the
overlying expanse of the archetype to other instances outside but akin to the symbology
established. Implicit there within the symbol lies also the correspondent whole upon which it
derives meaning by being an integral part of two halves (though corresponding to more than a
mere duality) of which, in unity, create an assigned meaning that is regarded as the symbolic
nature of representation inherent thereof to the symbol, which, as a result, is to be regarded as an
interdependent complementary aggregate that only comes to the point of its “meaning” when
viewed congruently, as much as a puzzle comes to be seen as a picture when all pieces are
accounted for and assembled as one. Edinger points out specifically the etymology of the word
‘symbol’ to justify this same nature, commenting that it is, in its essence, derived from the
Ancient Greek, ‘that which has been thrown together’ (130).°> A step can be taken further to
accentuate the need of the symbol, as well that of the archetype to which it portends, for the
assemblage of its associated elements only demonstrate a whole greater than the parts when in
sum, as one segment without congruence to another signifies nothing, archetypes may be found
only when symbol will relate directly to them as well. Nothing is to be found in vacuo. Resorting
again to etymological discourse, Edinger also notes that a symbol was “originally a tally

referring to the missing piece of an object which, when restored to, or thrown together with, its

5> “The word symbol derives from the Greek word symbolon which combines two rootwords, sym, meaning together
or with, and bolon, meaning that which has been thrown together” (Edinger 130).
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partner recreated the original whole object” (130). This itself bespeaks of the meaning created
upon the wealth of symbols as amassed, particularly in the process of the narrative and its
literary criticism, of analyzing such symbols to reach into the text and draw out the essence upon
which it alludes or displays as symbols are natural in reference to one another. Ultimately, these
individual sections may be seen to revolve around archetype as the ultimate echelon and the
understructure which supports them, to which they all refer when comprehended as one. “The
symbol leads us to the missing part of the whole man. It relates our original totality” (Edinger
130). As this relates to how symbols are able to function within the framework of archetype,
symbols are but one more manifested correspondence to the archetype as it takes form and which
can be related back to the archetype, but function as the most atomic units thereof.

Frye, with an eye on the cultural, has classified the latter as being between those
archetypes which are naturally associated and those which have inherent cultural value, in which
one symbol lends itself to something more existent outside of its sole symbolic nature. For
instance, as according to Frye’s example, “as an archetype, green may symbolize hope or
vegetable nature or a go sign in traffic or Irish patriotism as easily as jealousy” (Anatomy of
Criticism 102). Here then can be seen what is meant by a language of symbols within a context,
but what is of more import is that the symbol itself can maintain its own standard definition or
role within a given symbolic construct that is separate but takes on an additional associated
meaning when coupled to another symbol, creating that which is new and as equally
comprehended as an archetypal association. In plainer English, symbols together add up to create
their own meaning which may not be at hand without their coupling. Frye, for instance,
specifically cites that “the word green as a verbal sign always refers to a certain color” (Anatomy
of Criticism 102), read: green itself is not an archetype in its standard definition but when the
symbol receives an assigned counterpart in its pre-existent/established association can come to
form or fit an archetype in the text that may address further concerns than merely the initial
symbols involved.

To illustrate this point further, as is within direct scope of this examination, the colors of
orange, white, and green per se are mere hues that stand as semiotic signs of color, but, when
combined and in association with already pre-established symbols, they associate to yet another
sign — perhaps an object. Such phenomena is to be found in Joyce’s short story “Two Gallants” —
the ginger beer and peas on a white plate ordered by one of the main characters becomes the Irish
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flag through association of the story, itself heavy in undertones of Irish society and aimed at an
Irish audience who would clearly interpret it, with a textual eye, as relating to a flag of the same
tri-colors.® This symbol in unison, however, is not a metaphor as it clearly represents another to
those involved, if it were to act as one object in similarity to or in relation to speak of another.
What lies beyond the symbol of the flag itself is still open to debate, but the association can
clearly be made. It could be surmised that the pattern of the flag in its green, white, and orange
tri-color banner is evident in the story only based upon the fact that it is merely a narrative
dealing with the Irish provincial capital of its times, yet the reader need not see nor pay direct
attention to the fact; it is but one enriching detail among many. It is apparent upon closer
inspection, even in its tangential nature, as it is established upon such foundations, and may lead
as one unit to other such archetypes as the nurturing mother or the overbearing mother.
Moreover, the story in context may act as a total metaphor mirroring that of another, not just as
symbol, but even so far as allegory that speaks on a basis of archetype.

It should be noted that the consumption of the text as it is read necessitates recognition of
such symbols and, as this paper portends, to illuminate them further. The concept thereof of
Jungian archetypes as applied to literature serve “to make the symbolic process conscious”
(Edinger 113) of those symbols that are passively understood (i.e., unconsciously) but not
actively comprehended (consciously). Yet, “to become conscious of symbols we first need to
know how a symbol behaves when it is unconscious” (Edinger 113). In other words, an
understanding (which has thus been laid out) of how the symbol is actualized in its use is
essential to such understanding archetypes.

In this same vein of literary analysis, the result of symbols such as is found in the above
example of the Irish flag, necessitates a clear and active reading of it to emerge, as well as a
conscious association for it to come to light. In the same manner, despite their living and
dynamic form in which they are to be found and to spawn into new forms, archetypes do not

prove by default to be evident from first glance without an active openness to their view. Indeed,

6 “Bring me a plate of peas,” he said, “and a bottle of ginger beer” (D 35, emphasis added).
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much as when symbols function to the aim of their constituent parts to the whole, a guaranteed
view as to their intended meaning is not a foregone guarantee. Metaphor, in contrast, when
recognized in the reading, is non-interpretive when based on the symbols directed to it as it
speaks directly to the reader based upon the given symbols. Lakoff and Johnson underscore that
“two parts of each metaphor are linked only via an experimental basis and that is only by means
of these experimental bases that the metaphor can serve the purpose of understanding” (20)
which is to imply that symbols in their congruency can lead to the understanding of their implied
object (albeit as a metaphor) which is outside the realm of symbol and is of mere direct analysis
and interpretation.

Archetype, in its symbolic aspects, may also prove problematic to recognize without a
trained eye or view to its existence since the two parts may seem inevident. Edinger is of the
mind that “symbols have valid and legitimate effects only when they serve to change our psychic
state or conscious attitude” (11). Consciousness of the unconscious association clearly comes
here into play, much as Jung notes in this relation of the active seen archetype that “whether a
thing is a symbol or not depends chiefly upon the attitude of the consciousness considering it”
(603; vol.6). Moreover, Jacobi also stresses that it would be perfectly natural for the non-
receptive mind to detect no archetypical imagery or association, since “it is perfectly possible
that for one man the same fact or object represents a symbol and for another only a sign”
(Complex/Archetype/Symbol 83). To this same regard, in short, the interaction of archetype as
symbol can only be recognized if the participant has the foundational clarity and conscious view
as to its recognition. The archetype as in its application to the literary requires this exacting
approach in which its symbolical view sheds further light upon its existence of the text as to
enrich it.

Matters as to unlocking the symbolic within the evident ambiguity to the archetype are
further complicated by the elemental foundations of the symbol as necessity being an indirect
means to its object. Signs receive a direct, non-implied meaning, establishing them as functional
units that can be drawn upon as an immediate means of analysis. Yet symbols, in order to imply
their significance towards their subject matter, are coordinated through their implication, and are,
therefore, non-substantive singular units that can always remain open and non-apparent. Edigner
has commented on the need of the symbol to take on such an inconspicuous nature to allow it to

fulfil its function, stating that “an unconscious symbol is lived but not perceived” (113). As
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concerns archetype as related to symbol, it is through multiple uses of symbol of which the
archetype is arrived at and is yet still inconclusive in all forms of evidence as to its final end.
Edinger makes this assertion in which the dynamic nature of the archetype allows it to take form,
but it does so unconsciously by being channeled into the patterns which it may flow, but still
remain elusive. Edinger specifically underscores the fact that “the dynamism of the unconscious
symbol is experienced only as a wish or an urgency toward some external action” (113), meaning
that in the literary the unconscious desire of itself takes its own form in the archetypal
presentation, but “the image behind the urgency is not seen” (113). Lakoff and Johnson are of the
same opinion, but only for metaphor, claiming that they “have entailments through which they
highlight and make coherent certain aspects of our experience. A given metaphor may be the
only way to highlight and coherently organize exactly those aspects of our experience” (156).
The conclusion is that archetype, as existent outside of its own usage is always presented in
symbolic form; yet, when compiled in specific or designated use in its reading, the recognition of
it allows for singular uses as signs to be interpreted.

The archetype as a collective unit received from a synergy of complimentary symbols is
addressed by Edinger, who is of the opinion that archetypes are a natural extension of the need of
man for “a world of symbol and sign” (109). Yet it is pertinent to further discuss the notion as
relates to the function of literary archetypes that, as Edinger also makes clear, “both signs and
symbols are necessary but they should not be confused with one another” (109). The import of
symbols and signs to the associative process of understanding, as well as the means by which the
sign may be understood through the use of its symbols, is not to be erroneously confused as
synonymous in their nature as each are particular to their own essence. While a sign acts as “a
token of meaning that stands for a known entity” (Edinger 109), as a concrete manifestation of
another that is known and from which it receives its essence as an entity that corresponds, a
symbol does not share this relative nature of one entity to another, but rather, “is an image or
representation which points to something essentially unknown, a mystery” (Edinger 109). To
clarify, the sign is that which is understood as that which refers to another. The sign by such fact
is known but the symbol is non-inherent in knowing or understanding what it pertains to. Edinger
admits by this definition that “language is a system of signs, not symbols” (109) as language
itself always refers to an agreed upon series of set meanings, albeit complex and not entirely

complicit in having a direct and finite meaning. In essence, “a sign communicates abstract,
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objective meaning” (109). Yet, as concerns the function of the literary archetype, they are
therefore majority relegated to the symbol, as, has been noted elsewhere above, their meaning is
not delineated according to a strict sign. What is more, they are subjective, stemming from
individual circumstance, as they do not specifically denote any single given meaning as the sign,
but are explored within their meaning as the archetype is explored itself in its context, in its
dynamic symbolic form.

Jung supports the multi-significance of the archetype as symbol, designating the use of
symbols as a means of conveyance upon the archetype to be the actual signifier between the two,
not the erstwhile associative concept of the Freudian direct sign wherein one image or instance is
supposedly defined and intended to be the correspondent. Jung states that “those conscious
contents, which give us a clue, as it were, to the unconscious background are incorrectly called
symbols by Freud. They are not true symbols, however, since according to his theory they have
merely the role of signs or symptoms of the subliminal processes” (70; vol. 15).

The symbol cannot be held as symbol unto itself, merely the symbols partakes or shares
in the teleiosis of which it represents. It is but of one instance in which the entirety is understood
through an indirect means that merely directs but is not immediate. To clarify, Jung goes on to
explain that the true symbol, as it is to be understood, is in complete disagreement with the direct
correspondence, and “should be understood as an expression of an intuitive idea that cannot yet
be formulated in any other or better way” (70; vol. 15).

Here, the correlative structure of the archetype to the symbol is better understood as
being limited though tangible, as Jung strives to describe in his example of Plato who “puts the
whole problem of the theory of knowledge in his parable of the cave” (70; vol. 15) or of Christ
who “expresses the idea of the Kingdom of Heaven in parables” (70; vol. 15). As has been
discussed in minutiae thus far, the sign and symbol are different in that the symbols more opaque
nature disallows a direct language to be used in conveyance, yet the symbol still is that which
allows for meaning to be illuminated, but in an incidental manner that is contingent upon the
whole for a totality to be comprehended. In short, “true symbols ... attempt to express something
for which no verbal concept yet exists” (Jung 70; vol. 15). Archetype then is but a final symbol
in that it is the accumulation of complementary elements in unison that perhaps have neither
clear nor strict formalization to them but are of a coherent unit and may express an idea that is

ultimately as loosely definable as it is mutable in its instance. As Jung notes in Man and His
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Symbols, this exact intangibility of the symbol vis-a-vis archetype appears foremost in dreams,
where “it appears not as a rational thought but as a symbolic image” (23) by which its
interpretation or analysis reverts to that of the archetype of its origins, symbolizing both the
instance of individualization and the archetype itself.

The symbol and archetype are therefore both dynamic in that they “convey living,
subjective meaning” (Edinger 109) and “bear a subjective dynamism” (109). For this reason
archetype and symbol can be equally regarded as “a living, organic entity” (Edinger 109). To
wit, archetypes and symbols both pertain to comparative truth theory as they relate the essence of
one to another as being equivocal. Signs bear no such nature as they carry the understanding they
demonstrate within themselves and are not left open to further interpretation. “We can thus say a
sign is dead, but a symbol is alive” (Edinger 109). Unlike a sign, the archetype acting as a
symbol extends beyond the mere initial instance of it per se. Similarly, hidden in a multi-layered
fashion from direct interpretation, to be dependent upon its subjective interjection amongst its

context, is the archetype as it stands to be interpreted in literary cause.

2.4. Mythos as Methodology

While archetype may be relegated to but a single function of analysis in comparative
literature in which the many may be folded into the one, this is not the true purpose of the
archetype. The many instances of the actual item from which the archetype emerges in artistic
quality are but germane to the respective archetype itself and are not conclusively determined in
their final outcomes by the archetype proper. They serve as a gathering point of classification
that sheds illumination on the item of their creation, but do not strictly define the essence or
substance of one or the former. Archetype has hereby been shown to be a participatory
phenomenon that can be utilized as a framework for analysis and interpretation. In support of this
assertion, Frye goes so far as to state that this form allows further insight into all aesthetic
mediums. For the written word, he was of the opinion that the linguistic qualities of speech were
but one aspect while in the consideration of the literary wherein words, rhythms, and sequences
of sounds form patterns at one boundary, which “approach the hieroglyphic or pictorial image at
the other” (Frye, “The Archetypes of Literature” 508) in which the other total sense of the usage
of words as one emerges. It is the intersection between these two of finding the usage of the
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words and their ultimate interrelated imagery that forms as a series of symbols that the meaning
of the narrative lays. Frye goes on to state that “the attempts to get as near to these boundaries as
possible form the main body of what is called experimental writing” (“The Archetypes of
Literature” 508). Stemming from this axis which Frye asserts, it can be readily seen how the
archetype as form lends itself to a comprehensive analysis of the text, as it supplies the axioms
from which the analysis may proceed in relation to literature as a whole, encompassing both the
form of which it takes and the words/forms chosen to do so. When grasping the two in toto, Frye
maintains that “we hear or listen to a narrative, but when we grasp a writer’s total pattern we
‘see’ what he means” (“The Archetypes of Literature” 508). In like approach, archetype is to be
used within this paper as the means and method by which the literary is to be examined as
according to mythos understanding.

Though the function of how the archetype may be detected in symbols has been thus
elucidated, but the reasoning of how it is to be calculated has only been lightly touched upon thus
far. On these same terms of the presentation of the ultimately inexpressible, a clarification of the
logic to which the archetype may be defined also needs extrapolating. The antecedent to the logic
gate of its implication or consequent to what an archetype is and therefore what it must mean in
its literary context, at least as concerns the literary truth of its relation, is not one that is meant to
be understood as mutually exclusive units of which if P therefore Q, or if X isY, and Y is Z, then
Z must be X.

Instead, it naturally follows that the dynamic nature of the archetype equally demands
that preference be given to its understanding and interpretation to a more dynamic logic that
neither is exclusive nor inclusive of a total logic gate, but one that tries to include a correlative
response that aims to incorporate entire logical units and not singular instances to reach a
conclusion, one in which P relates to Q, thereby both can be established as being P~Q, but not R,
since T =>P.

The terminology of this logic, as well as an explanation of its functions, shall be now
explained as according to terms of mythos instead of a contingent logos reasoning as to impart
the importance of the inclusive comprehensiveness of mythos as the logical means testing by
which fiction may be analyzed.

Mythos as a methodological standard by which analysis may be approached is vital to that

of utilizing the symbols of archetype as a means to literary analysis. Karen Armstrong in her
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study, A Short History of Myth, pined it is to err to maintain that “only logical, rational discourse
brings true understanding” (39). The nature of fiction or the imaginative is removed from the
sheer logic of discourse as it functions along its own lines of reason taking form within the logic
it pertains to within its own systems of logic and reality. The mythos of the narrative as is read
aims to impart a significance in gained understanding that may not be rationally logical or
critically explanative to a pertinent discourse of logos alone, instead it seeks to have the subject
matter understood through the discourse itself as it is unfolded and is understood along non-
purely rational lines, following the comprehension apprehended from the actual experience and
not simply the divorced theory of it. The conclusion arrived at, through mythos, is one that is
reached cumulatively which is examined from parts into the whole and not vice versa. This is not
to argue, however, that the reasoning of logic has no place to grasp an absolute truth, it is simply
secondary as the tool to interpret illustrative means. Armstrong also touches upon this particular

point, claiming that

[t]he Ideas of Love, Beauty, Justice and the Good cannot be intuited or
apprehended through the insights of myth or ritual, but only through the reasoning
powers of the mind. ... From a scientific perspective, these myths are nonsense
and a serious seeker after truth should ‘turn rather to those who reason by means

of demonstration’. (39)

It is the nature of the symbols of the narrative and its inherent archetype that seek to explain
these very innate but intangible concepts through the use of them and by which they should be
accorded analysis as to their nature and form and not their abstraction through isolated units — the
former is analysis through mythos while the latter is through logos.

Active logic that follows lines of reasoning based on signs in equation with one another
to arrive at conclusions that may be tested tautologically is, naturally, easily provable but
inevitably lacking. Signs, as singular units that have defined and limited objective meaning, need
not incorporate themselves with other signs in an interdependent deception of logic; namely,
logos relies on a congruent system of signs that maintain, at the very least, a tacit meaning in
order for its tautological foundations to remain intact. Such a system of logic, though readily

handy when needing to define and evidence one’s direct line of thought or reasoning, is crucial
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in the defensive or persuasive processes and is not totally discluded from this work (after all,
even this espousal is done logically). However, as logos fails to incorporate the outlying and is
not constructed around the associative nature which may establish the symbol, which, as has
been clarified, is of an abstruse and subjective meaning, using logos alone cannot be
methodologically sound in the analysis of archetype “as the mind explores the symbol, it is led to
ideas that lie beyond the grasp of reason” (Jung, Man and his Symbols 20-21). The alternative of
mythos seeks to expand beyond the stringent barriers of logos by accounting for the subjective
and incorporative the elusive meaning of symbols, as to include that which may not be directly
inherent to a sign, but is nonetheless significant. As an archetype is symbolically inclusive and
associatively created, analysis through mythos would therefore be the soundest approach to take
when approaching literature through the prism of archetype. This is not to categorically disclude
the use of logos from its incorporation into analysis as all rational means are founded upon it and
it naturally behooves itself in usage. However, as opposed to mythos, “logos must correspond to
facts; it is essentially practical; it is the mode of thought we use when we want to get something
done” (Armstrong 46). Here the aim is to reveal literary truth, not merely to establish the direct
and unalterable facts of the matter at hand.

As has been explained, the archetype is received in its symbolic context foremost; to be
interpreted post facto to its reading after it has been internally understood. Such a sequence is
counter to that of Logos which may be applied after the fact according to defined logical rules
that may be imposed externally onto the text as to seek out the logic that, though not-necessarily
incorporative of the text itself, still remains logically true. (To put this on other, more precise
words, it is best to consider the difference between mythos as an encompassing logical system
and logos as of a consistent logical system as that of whether it is of the spirit of the text or of the
letter.) The symbolic meaning is inherently a value unto itself and since archetype bears no
predetermined function beyond its usage pro forma and association as such emerges in the text,
archetypes as understood through mythos are natural to understanding the narrative in its totality,
as well as to the unique logic used within.

More to the point, as it is integral in the logic of any system, as it is presented, for its
system to be taken as a given and from which the interpretation of the symbols used to be based
upon, there need be distinct interpolation inside of the signs and symbols that comprise the data

set provided. However, while logos is only reliable in the consistency of itself as a given group
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of signs, mythos is more heavily reliable as a means to logical end that may be paired against the
external.

As the text may be approached firstly from purely logical means, as in logos, confusion
coincides as the symbology of the archetype seems remote or is disavowed in favor of direct
logic of ready tautological proof. The text itself, in such logic, may therefore become a barrier to
its own reading as the reader cannot engage it since the associated aspects of it in symbolic form,
its mythos, is abandoned by the wayside. Armstrong supposes that such interpretation is the
result of the exacting scientific discourse that has arisen in western culture that deactivates such
symbology from understanding in favor of a language consisting solely of signs, tautologies, and
equations. She states that were myth not inherently incorporated into modern Western culture,
“many would lose all sense of what it was” (Armstrong 47). Indeed, in such regard to the lack of
understanding of the mythic, it may often be the complaint of the reader or lay critic of any
narrative that “this just makes no sense”. Such a criticism, though valid in its own right and
certainly applicable on numerous occasion, is flawed in that it only takes the literal system of
signs as is presented within the system and does not seek to explain the narrative either within its
respective wider limits or assign a logical structure which fails to incorporate the actual logic
behind the narrative. Claiming, for instance, that a work of science fiction is not realistic may be
valid when approaching it from the standpoint of how accurate the science of the narrative may
be, but is not a valid criticism against any literary merit the narrative may hold. This is not to
imply or even so much as to suggest that a narrative be found logical on its own merits or even
be given a free pass when held to close scrutiny, rather that the narrative be first judged upon
how it seeks to describe to its reader the story and then after be subject to external logical norms
that are to judge the validity and value of it as a narrative “work™ instead of a logical system.
Whereas logos is best to criticize the system mythos aims to criticize its essence and substance,
the latter thereby being the choice of logic within the methodology of analysis as shall follow in
this work.

From this very supposition of mythos, archetype by its nature should also not be taken
purely by its logical ends alone, rather the archetype’s total correlative and dynamic associations
thereof (i.e., the text as a whole), within its directly corresponding derived context. Such an
opinion Jung has explicitly made clear, underlying the fact that the archetype “has a wider

‘unconscious’ aspect that is never precisely defined or fully explained,” (Man and his Symbols
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20-21) whose vagueness entirely leaves it upon its mercy as it is revealed in its systematic
context, not in the limits of pure and isolated logical means. Moreover, archetype, based upon
the merits of the system in which it is given, also extends and shares in its interrelations with
those similar or same but external to the text as they speak and aim towards similar goals, which
may be regarded as true in a comparative context since their symbolic nature leads to similar
corresponding ends. Owing to the fact that logos is only concerned with a system of congruency
based upon isolated signs, it is at best weak at this process as it can only compare systems and
not similarities. Rahe asserts how for Aristotle logos “makes it possible for him [human being] to
perceive and make clear to others through reasoned discourse the difference between what is
advantageous and what is harmful, between what is just and what is unjust, and between what is
good and what is evil” (Republics Ancient and Modern 21).

Archetype as a means to analysis is liberating as it permits the examination of the text not
merely within its own context in the form in which it is presented, but also in the enriching
addition to the equally important cross-sectional manner that overcomes imposed limited
narrative barriers as well as those which would otherwise restrict a narrative to itself as an
isolated object. Therein, this “logic” of mythos must be applied when analysis is not clearly
delineated within its own boundaries, whether these extend to all human thought, literature, or
simply one instance in their literary usage, is the leveled interpretation undergone hereafter, but
notwithstanding consideration.

Mythos as a logical means to analysis naturally then necessitates archetype as, according
to Jung, it itself is a process that behaves as an “essentially ... mythological figure” (81; vol. 15).
Archetype is free to take on the form of its own naturally cogent manifestation regardless of the
underlying logic one may superimpose upon it externally, by which its logical ends might be
difficult to isolate as well. The archetype is what it is and should be understood as such. It speaks
to the mythos of understanding in allowing for a narrative to be interpreted based upon an
intuitive mode of thought that would be otherwise discarded due to being “neglected in favor of
the more pragmatic, logical spirit of scientific rationality” (Armstrong 47) which is not the aim
of literary analysis per se that should not be claimed to be a natural science, but of one aspect of
the imperfect and hard to quantify humanities. The core concept, as concerns its usage within
this paper is that only through the acceptance of the mutable as stemming from an immutable

source can the self-imposed restraints of logos be transcended and the actual essence of the
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narrative, its archetypes, be recognized in practice as the essential core to which affixes the
narrative’s own individuation of meaning in its differing context; i.c., the narrative’s mythos.

For this very reason of respecting the narrative, the critical nature of what it intends to
convey within its choice of literary usage (word, element, allusion, archetype, and so on) must be
approached holistically and not merely rely upon an individual basis or parts taken separately
into a separate categorization in order for the literary to receive its due discourse. Literary
analysis must be approached by examining corresponding parts within inherent contexts relative
to them. In this sense, it is not so much the one-to-one direct logical conclusion that should be
assumed when examining the archetype, rather how the story functions as a whole pertaining to
its usage which can be put together as a system of symbology, understood on its own terms while
incorporating the literary expanse of others. Here, mythos is understood as logic open to narrative
discourse, not hindered by external logic.

Frye, when examining the reach of archetype in literature, provides myth (in the
traditional sense of the word as the lore either religious or otherwise common to a group) as his
starting point, stating that “we begin our study of archetypes ... with a world of myth, an abstract
or purely literary world of fictional and thematic design” (Anatomy of Criticism 136). He selects
myth in order to directly specify the nature of its literary symbolic association in which the
dynamic associations of archetype may come to the surface as symbolic object and not be
relegated to dismissal in the thematic whole as inter-dispersed units of nonsense. He highlights,
as in the nature of mythos, the archetype emerging to form a logic of its own which is readily
seen in myth.

To illustrate the point that the essence of a narrative is within its symbolic and dynamic
association of its corresponding motif and archetypes of which it is subject to, one need go no
further than comparative religious concepts as to ascertain the importance behind logic of
mythos. When an examination of myth on a global basis is undertaken, many scholars both
ancient and modern have commented on the similitudes affecting the nature of individual mythic
narratives. Herodotus himself, the founder of history for the sake of narrative, claimed that the
Egyptian and Greek Gods were but one, not upon sacrosanct grounds, but stemming from the
natural common foundation upon which their respective verbal narratives were heard and
religious natures observed, to their correlation in their naturally singular correspondence which

he ultimately supposed. In book two of his Histories, Herodotus goes so far as to state that the
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nature of the ancient pantheon of “gods” were one in the same, having common origination, but,

in their worship, coming to manifest themselves in their own disparate manner:

What they [the Egyptians] told me concerning their religion it is not my intention
to repeat, except the names of their deities, which I believe all men know equally.
... The Egyptians ... first brought into use the names of the twelve gods, which
the Greeks adopted from them; and first erected altars, images, and temples to the

gods; and also first engraved upon stone the figures of animals. (n.pag.)

Though not in the actual words, Herodotus here originally accords the mythic
understanding of the archetype as it is formed within specific context to the mythic
understanding as based upon the individual instance of its manifestation, by which it is to be
understood in its total context.

Joseph Campbell, foremost expert on the nature of myth in the modern age and whom we
shall return to later, in his study, The Mask of God, reflects upon the same germ of common
religious background as adapting to individual forces of indigenous cultures — much in the same

individuation of archetype as has been laid out thus far — wherein he states on myth:

[i]n every well-established culture realm to which a new system of thought and
civilization comes, it is received creatively, not inertly. A sensitive, complex
process of selection, adaptation, and development brings the new forms into
contact with their approximate analogues or homologues in the native inheritance,
and in certain instances - notably in Egypt, Crete, the Indus valley, and a little
later, the Far East - prodigious forces of indigenous productivity are released in
native style, but on the level of the new stage. In other words, although its culture
stage at any given period may be shown to have been derived, as an effect of alien
influences, the particular style of each of the great domains can no less surely be

shown to be indigenous. (48)

Only one further step removed from this argumentation allows for the same form of
archetype as to be applied to the literary wherein the specific or “indigenous” nature of the

manifestation itself is that which receives analysis as well as the spirit from which it arises. Yet,
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it is done within the context of its systemic mythos structure, allowing for individual units of
archetype to shine through and systems be compared by tracking similarities in origin and
common meaning of association between symbols in narrative as throughout.

Though not directly addressing these same open concepts of archetype, Karen Armstrong
has offered her own criticism as approaching the meaning and modern interpretation of religious
myth (or narratives of any sort for that matter) through pure logos alone, by which she appeals to
the essence of understanding religion inherently through its essential symbolic means and not its
literal dogmatic nature. Of note is that she contends that one of the reasons as to why religious
myth has both become more controversial and less relevant is that it is approached by purely
logical means which inveigh upon the reader (the participant of the narrative) to appreciate
merely the argument that is substantiated after the fact as given as designated or assigned. This is
not the actual essence or meaning of the text but justification of a logical argument, cited as
proof of such. In the various frameworks of interpretation, logic alone distances the myth from
the reader, hence also distances the mythos or narrative interpretation that is to be had from
reading the text itself, as has been discussed as being through an understanding and connection
of direct access to archetypes.

Armstrong distinguishes between interpretation of logic and that of narrative, specifically
pointing out that when it comes to myth; it “requires either emotional participation or some kind
of ritual mimesis to make any sense at all” (38). A purely logical approach of logos secures
neither. Such an approach of mythos also involves the direct participation of the reader whereas a
mere superficial and logical interpretation of pure reason or logos “tries to establish the truth by
means of careful inquiry in a way that appeals only to the critical intelligence” (Armstrong 38),
thereby, leaving out the import of examining the narrative on a holistic ground of interpretation.

This relates directly to Jung’s recognition of the archetype seeing that he also qualified
immediate access through participation done symbolically as an interpretive based understanding
of the individual of the outside whole as according to the archetype, by means of which a free
avenue to the essence of the object is to be achieved. If anything else, Jung was adamant that the
archetype is but a form through which essence is to emerge and be more readily apparent
through an abstract understanding of the primordial images affecting the human psyche, in each
of which “there is a little piece of human psychology and human fate, a remnant of the joys and

sorrows that have been repeated countless times in our ancestral history, and on the average
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follow ever the same course” (81; vol. 15). Appealing to the nature of a thing instead of coherent
signature systems, archetype may be said to offer a ready path through its symbolization, as has
thus been discussed — in particular to its relation with natural, human association that lies outside
the realm of mere logic.

In their literary application, archetypes are also of benefit to addressing the base logic of
human epistemic insight, inherent to comprehension based upon human psychological reasoning.
Approaching the text through the lens of mythos permits a layer beyond the mere quantifiably
logical to emerge. The mythic or the implicit narrative structures arrived at through archetype
engage the participant of the narrative on a level that speaks to the reader’s intuition, not their
logic alone.

Archetypes stand behind the mythical (fictional) aspect of the narrative that may be lost
upon a reader engaged on a purely logical account of the words set out to him or her by engaging
the patterns and forms inherent to the function of the narrative by which the reader, at its core,
comprehends its substantive form. Jung tried to justify this assertion by noting that “the moment
when this mythological situation reappears is always characterized by a peculiar emotional
intensity [i.e., in the reader]; it is as though chords in us were struck that had never rescinded
before, or as though forces whose existence we never suspected were unloosed” (81; vol. 15). It
is from this same basis that the concepts of monomyth emerge in regards to the fact that this
mythos of logic can approach the participant of the story in only the manner of which the human
psyche is represented through myth and narrative, unable to diverge from its forms. As
Armstrong has noted, when commenting on the singular nature of the use of storytelling in
human societies, “there is nothing new in the godless mythologies of contemporary novels,
which grapple with many of the same intractable and elusive problems of the human condition as
the ancient myths” (53). It is clear then that mythos, though its own species of semi-undefinable
logic, is sensible and limited by its own means, as can be seen by the nature of narrative it must
obey and that any violation of the mythic inspires credulence from the part of the reader or
viewer.

Archetypes in literary analysis therefore serve a further function as allowing for an
extension of analysis, a separate language used to unravel and decode narrative structures. This is
not to suggest, however, that the modern novel aims to replace myth, it is but myth in modern

form, or that even the myths of old are the basis for all narratives henceforth — these are all
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arguments not in the purview of this exploration — rather that a concept of mythos relying on the
symbol of archetypes may seek to better act as a language of interpretation itself when exploring
narrative forms. Given its nature of appealing to archetypes that stand as a reference point both
within and outside the text, the interpretative language of mythos should also permit a more
comprehensive overview of collective archetypes that incorporates literary allusion through
direct and indirect means. Archetype, by the nature multi-formed from manifold works, is shared
across the cornucopia of literature and can be but another element in the amelioration of novel
forms of literary analysis to the seemingly illogicality of narratives through its usage of
references that may be extant to the text itself but known to the reader. The literary narrative
therein as seen through the spectrum of applied literary analysis follows the archetype as it
appears and manifests from within the narrative as symbols but not being excluded from distinct
symbology of which the text may allude to from without as a total system of a language of
symbols that encompasses an inward and outward stance as understood through the
methodological view of mythos.

It might be surmised that narratives that incorporate mythic aspects are challenging to the
modern mindset due to the fact that we are still weaned on axioms of logic that fail to
comprehend the particular or uniqueness of the fictive as it establishes a story which seeks to
explain and illustrate, rather than be a floridly descriptive tautology seeking to prove. After all,
as Armstrong has noted when reflecting on the culture of the last several centuries, “by the end
of the nineteenth century, the severance of logos and mythos seemed complete” (50). However,
the disengagement of fiction as being everything except a fictionalized story to entertain is true
only in some popular attitudes and Armstrong takes a strong stance against story for merely the
sake of its narrative when she states that “[W]e must disabuse ourselves of the nineteenth-
century fallacy that myth is false or that it represents an inferior mode of thought” (51). Indeed,
the narrative is itself its own logical structure that belongs to archetypal motif upon which its
own meaning is to be found through reflective analysis. Just as Jung encapsulates the nature of
human storytelling into myth making through archetypes, Armstrong underscores the fact that
humans “are myth-making creatures” (51) by which archetype comes to be manifest as a merely
the method through which the expression of narrative as a paradigm is born in deed and in

product.
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Archetype as pertains to modern literature has grown in prominence, particularly within
the last century. This has arisen from an overt attempt to superimpose a richness associated in the
archetype found in traditional myth (or at the very least, in the theories thereof) onto the modern
predisposed logical world. The use of overlay of one narrative or the allusion to archetypal
structures is well established. Armstrong claims that modern novelists and poets have tried to
better incorporate mythos as a way to counteract an overextension of logic within the modern age
“to explore the modern dilemma. We need think only of James Joyce’s Ulysses, published in the
same year as The Waste Land, in which the experience of Joyce’s contemporary protagonists
corresponds to episodes in Homer’s Odyssey” (53). Perhaps this is but another reason why the
archetype heavy world of not only Joycean literature but the entire post-modern spectrum has
proven a challenge to literary analysis and to the reader, as it could be readily seen as a
provocative attempt to harmonize the mythos of the text(s) through the distinct interpolation in
the archetypes they share. It may not seem even apparent at first glance that this is the vantage
point one should take upon examination of such works, laden in the difficulty of multiple
allusions. Yet, it would be even more of a challenge to approach them purely on logical grounds
through the mere quantifiable abstraction of the utilized words or their instance in use.

As the unigue purview of archetype into literary analysis has been established, it can now
be hereafter regarded that it is upon the prerogative of the literary analyst to make the unseen
seen, to bring to light that which is otherwise obscured and to draw from it, as if from a very
deep well, the symbols that lead to coherent and correspondent conclusions as to arrive at the
tenets of literary truth found within the examined work as according to the macro framework of
narrative archetype as a means to direct literary analysis.

The objective now is to best demonstrate how Jungian archetype functions in practice
through the deconstruction of a text rich in example of its utilization, thereby noting how a
narrative can be read in multivariate form that delves from the direct meaning of its language of
symbols into an indirect form of its associated semiological meaning. Such analysis through the
use of archetype and as according to a methodology outlined of mythos, significantly contributes
to the reading and analysis of the text.
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2.5. Archetypes as Literary Criticism

It behooves us to reiterate now that archetype is not an exclusionary device used in
analysis to relegate the entirety of literature into a compendium assigned by chapter as according
to archetype category which is to thereby render further analysis to literature as invalid if falling
outside these terms, rather it an associative structure in which to add to the discourse of literary
merit that is sought, one in which complex works may be better overcome in their analyses, as to
disentangle the core elements and bring them to better light.

The use of archetypical characters, settings, themes and other elements of a text in a form
of “collectives representations”, gives to a literary work a universal acceptance, since the reader
is one who identifies these repetitive patterns in his or her own social, historical and cultural
framework. By employing common archetypal ideas, whether in the writing or analysis of a
single literary work, the writer/reader (literary critic) can relate to these situations and characters
as they are drawn from the experiences of the world. Therefore, the story is already told and the
conclusion may already be derived in a number of instances. The hero slays the dragon and is
corrupted by the power of its blood. The witch is burdened in the oven and the children are
saved. Against all odds, the group returns home. The young hero overcomes all obstacles to
emerge as an adult. Whatever the plot or motif may be, the story is somehow familiar. Through
the exploration of the use of Jungian archetype, which itself is defined by the universal human
experience (i.e., the collective unconscious), this shall be brought better to light.

Starting from the basic assumption that every literary work grows out from the pre-
structured archetype, this manner of a literary method called archetypal criticism, also considers
that archetypes define the form and function of one work. In this view, the whole literature relies
on a certain number of elementary performances, characters and other conventional elements
which are constantly repeated throughout literary history, and for which it is assumed that they
stand for essential mythical aspects of human experience. To clarify this complexity, a work may
call itself its own at all times, where it maintains its unique form as being qua itself, but may
never be delivered as purely original, as having been derived externally to that which has created
it. This is also a basis upon which Jungian archetypes analyze a text, particularly Joyce.

It has thus been established that the archetype is to be examined as a dual key through
whose use the narrative is to be analyzed and clarified. As has also been stated in the
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introduction, the works of James Joyce are to be subject to the analytical means which have thus
been laid out in their theory. It is now then important to establish the reason as to why Joyce is
an apt selection among literary figure whose use of archetypes’ deserves analysis, which will be
enlightened particularly through the discussion of his works in the following chapters.

7 “Not long after Parnell’s death ... the nine-year-old James Joyce, feeling as angry as his father, wrote a poem
denouncing Healy under the title ‘Et Tu, Healy’. ... [tJhe poem, in equating Healy and Brutus, was Joyce’s first use
of an antique prototype for a modern instance, Parnell being Caesar here” (Ellmann, JJ 33).

44



DUBLINERS: A BOOK OF DESPAIR THROUGH THE PORTRAYAL OF
PARALYSIS, GNOMON, AND SIMONY

3. Dubliners: A Book of Despair through the Portrayal of Paralysis, Gnomon,

and Simony

3.1. The Reader Comprehends

In their reading, the stories that comprise the work of Dubliners are salient in their lack of
traditional narrative structures. Commonly, it may be expected from a narrative that a
protagonist, generally likeable to the reader, undergoes trials and tribulations that lead to the
transformation of the protagonist in spite of the machinations of the antagonist or antagonisms,
culminating in a revelatory conclusion. Dubliners has no such structure and is, instead, replaced
with a series of events and protagonists who seem to either give into their antagonisms or even
fail to see them. Yet, the stories do include conclusions that are demonstrative, even poignant, as
concerns the plot to which the protagonists undergo, but it is only to the reader who is
participatory to the effect and not presented forthwith in the text themselves. Such a role in the
text the reader must have. He or she must read the text as the outsider looking into a window
which reveals the actual conclusion. If not actively and closely read, the meaning of the gnomic
revelation will be lost since it occurs outside of the page, only within the reader’s understanding
of the text. The reader is the one who knows what the standard, “dime-store” ending should be,
but which is not presented. The reader may also project the actions not taken by the protagonist
which do not lead to these same conclusions but follow the protagonists as shadows.

Margot Norris, in her study Suspicious Readings of James Joyce’s Dubliners, is of this

very same opinion stating how

[i]t is as important to attend to everything that is outside the narration — outside it
in a determinate sense — and to treat these extra-narrational elements as expressive
and, therefore, as silent discourse that supplement, interrogate, and frequently,
dispute the narration. ... Sometimes the silent discourse is no more than the
pressure of a rhetoric that invites us to consider its obverse, to wonder if the story

couldn’t be otherwise, or at least be told in another way. (9)
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It could be argued then that Joyce is not merely inviting the reader to read between the lines but
insisting on attending to that which is left unsaid but is also apparent in its direct omission.
The purpose of the texts, however, is forthwith upon examination: examinations in

paralysis.

3.1.1. A Paralytic Text

The stories of Dubliners return specifically to an exact archetypal motif from which the
plots of their individual narratives share though do not necessarily match one for one.
Separately, they may be seen as the individuation of the same motif in its repeated form, to the
extent of which these stories all are case studies of a certain dislocation that overtakes their
characters as one complete narrative following the motif of paralysis. Interspersed within these
stories are differing archetypal events that explore, again, individuated instances of the paralysis
as they affect them. Moreover, the paralysis motif is borne out through a series of archetypal
figures, which may themselves be repeated in varying manner and method from story to story.
Further to the point, the paralysis is not spelled out entirely to the reader, but it is left to the
reader’s own devices as to come to, which is hereto labeled, in Joyce’s own usage, as the
gnomon.

However, in spite of this firm foundation of paralysis and despite the machinations of the
literati who have brushed aside Dubliners as merely being best explained by the term, the aim
should not be to simply analyze Dubliners through paralysis alone, rather as this term is to be
understood in its context from the text(s), as it is not enough to state that the stories are only
examinations of “paralysis” in and of themselves. They are of a particular view of the “paralysis”
of the character, in defined circumstances of plot and setting, i.e., stories, that delve into the
torpor of the differing manners that such “paralysis” befalls them, but doing so as to not take
away or directly criticize but to offer a picture encompassing a whole. This archetype of the
paralyzed character or the motif of the character undergoing a state of supposed or so-termed
paralysis is, to reiterate, the gnomon by which all points intersect to achieve their whole, both
individually and as a collected work.

A priori is that at the opening of “The Sisters”, the first story to make up the collection,
Joyce cites paralysis specifically as a word behooving the importance of reflection, not merely
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from the death of the character of the priest, who had succumbed to a type of paralysis and is the
subject of the story proper, but as a word that the unnamed narrator cites as one in an order of
increasing perplexity: “Every night as I gazed up at the window I said softly to myself the word
paralysis. It had always sounded strangely in my ears, like the word gnomon in the Euclid and
the word simony in the Catechism” (D 1).

The manner in which paralysis comes to be unveiled within the story is anything but
accidental — it is singled out throughout as warranting special attention. Paralysis as to the
observation of the death of the priest, whose passing had just occurred, becomes also
commentary and receives its own separate attention as a unique section unto itself — clearly
intentional by the author as distinct in narrative significance. As the narrator is one that examines
the events retrospectively, through the supposed eyes of a child but in the voice of an adult, the
narrative is divided between two distinct sections: one which details the main narrator’s
reflection on the events and the other a detailed conversation between the narrator’s aunt and the
caretaker (boy’s aunt). The first section, or introduction of term, highlights the notion of
paralysis through its further definition, while the second lends insight into the actual death of the
priest, offering more detail without resolution (this latter part being the gnomon) as to what
paralysis actually is in terms of Dubliners.

It should here be noted in further evidence of its import that Joyce had originally not
included the interlude in the original version of the story. This was later added when a
compendium was assembled of all stories together as to be published as one collection.
According to Florence Walzl’s 1973 James Joyce Quarterly essay, where she examines Joyce’s
draft of the first story of Dubliners — “The Sisters”, the words paralysis, gnomon and simony
were later additions. They were presumably added to serve as an opening and prelude to the
collection of his short stories.® To wit, due to their later inclusion, it may be easily surmised that
these words were specifically added as an intro to assemble the narratives into one overlying
structure that would account for each individually as part of the whole. They are cited as not
clues, but guide words to which the rest of the stories are to be understood, in which they will

have their own instances of all three (paralysis, gnomon and simony).

8 Walzl concludes how “[E]xaminatin of the final versions indicates that ‘The Sisters’ had been gradually rede