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ABSTRACT 

A DEVELOPMENTAL HYPOTHESIS BASED ON JUNG'S FOUR 
PSYCHOLOGICAL FUNCTIONS: THE GENESIS MODEL 



by 

GERRY ANNE LENHART 

 

 

 

   This research attempts to establish the possibility of a developmental process that 
begins in the womb, based on the four psychological functions of intuition, 
sensation, feeling, and thinking as described by Carl G. Jung. Primary questions 
are the following: Do the four psychological functions occur in the individual 
human psyche in a given order? If an order exists, what would it be? What are the 
implications inherent in the possibility that an order can be said to exist? 
Mythology, religion, and various archetypes are utilized and interpreted to establish 
the hypothesis that an order exists, with intuition being the first psychological 
function in the human psyche occurring in the womb, followed by the functions of 
sensation, feeling, and thinking, which appear, in this order, at birth. Aspects of the 
transcendent function, or the union of opposites as described by Jung, are 
considered essential to the developmental process. The transcendent function is 
assumed to be linked to the four functions from the beginning of life. All four 
functions and their possible relationships to each other are discussed, but a special 
emphasis is placed on the function of intuition as the first (and last) psychological 
function and as the basis of the soul complex. The function of sensation is seen as 
the basis of the ego complex. This initial ordering of the functions, intuition as the 
beginning of consciousness in the unconscious, sensation as the beginning of 
consciousness in the ego-complex, is seen as universal, just as the myths which 
illustrate this process are universal in their distribution and in their application 
regardless of the local type emphases of particular cultures and the individual type 
preferences of the individuals in those cultures. To support this theory, myths that 
describe the interactions of these two archetypes leading to the coniunctio, as an 
expression of the Self, will be discussed. It is also postulated that the experience of 
being in the womb can be interpreted as the foundation for the paradise mythology 
of Genesis. Genesis can be seen as a metaphor for the womb experience and the 
Fall can be seen as a metaphor for the experience of birth. The motif of returning to 
the womb, or returning to Paradise, describes the experience of returning to the 
psychological state first experienced in the womb. Intuition leads to the original 
state of oneness, with this important difference: The ego or ego consciousness is 



aware of its awareness, whereas in the original womb experience, it was not. It is 
suggested that this research contributes to the literature of Jungian developmental 
psychology by linking elemental processes with the existing concepts of Carl Jung 
and those of the child analyst Michael Fordham. A connection can also be seen to 
exist with the work of Jean Piaget concerning the genesis of structures. 
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Passage indeed O soul to primal thought,  
Not lands and seas alone, thy own clear freshness,  
The young maturity of brood and bloom,  
To realms of budding Bibles.  

O soul, repressless, I with thee and thou with me,  
Thy circumnavigation of the world begin,  
Of man, the voyage of his mind's return,  
To reason's early paradise,  
Back, back to wisdom's birth, to innocent intuitions,  
Again with fair creation. 

Walt Whitman  
Leaves of Grass  
Passage to India, verse 7  
1981, p. 383 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

 



Jung and the Four Psychological Functions  

 

   In Psychological Types Jung (1971/1921) describes four basic psychic functions 
that are capable of becoming conscious: intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking: 

Under sensation I include all perceptions by means of the sense organs; by 
thinking, I mean the function of intellectual cognition and the forming of logical 
conclusions; feeling is a function of subjective evaluation; intuition I take as 
perception by way of the unconscious, or perception of unconscious events. (p. 
518)  

   Jung goes on to explain that, in his experience, there are only four basic 
functions, a fact that seems to be self-evident if one inquires into the possibilities. 
These psychic functions are the methods employed by humans to acquire 
knowledge of themselves and the surrounding world; cognition is not restricted to 
one function, and each function provides its own kind of knowledge.  

   Of equal importance in Jung's typology are the attitude types of introversion and 
extraversion, which he (1971/1921) describes as  

distinguished by their attitude to the object. The introvert's attitude is an abstracting 
one . . . he is always intent on withdrawing libido from the object, as though he had 
to prevent the object from gaining power over him. The extravert, on the contrary, 
has a positive relation to the object. He affirms its importance to such an extent that 
his subjective attitude is constantly related to and oriented by the object. (p. 330)  

   These brief explications of his major topics, namely, the eight variations of 
personality and the attitude types of introversion and extraversion, are later 
described as having this purpose:  

To provide a critical psychology which will make a methodical investigation and 
presentation of the empirical material possible. First, and foremost, it is a critical 
tool for the research worker, who needs definite points of view and guidelines if he 
is to reduce the chaotic profusion of individual experiences to any kind of order. 
(1971/1921, p. 555) 

   Jung (1971/1921) said of his typology, "It is not a physiognomy and not an 
anthropological system, but a critical psychology dealing with the organization and 
delimitation of psychic processes that can be shown to be typical" (p. xv). Here 
Jung makes it clear that he was not concerned with the origins of the psychological 



functions, but used them as a tool in organizing empirical material. It was Jung's 
purpose to describe individual types of the human personality, to explain and 
explore individual differences of cognition and various methods of expression in 
the personality by using the psychic functions of intuition, sensation, feeling, and 
thinking, along with the attitudinal types of introversion and extraversion.  

   Jung (1971/1921) states: "Since every man, as a relatively stable being possesses 
all the basic psychological functions, it would be a psychological necessity with a 
view to perfect adaptation that he should also employ them in equal measure" (p. 
19). Here Jung confirms the possibility of all four functions working in equal 
measure in the psyche of one person. Throughout his writing, he describes what 
happens when one function is superior and conscious and another function is 
inferior and unconscious. When one conscious position is extreme, the position of 
the other extreme will exist in the unconscious, causing a neurosis or a 
maladaptation to consciousness.  

   The interplay of conscious and unconscious opposites, as well as opposites in 
general, is prevalent in Jung's thinking and in his writing, and appears to be the 
foundation for his theory of opposites or the transcendent function. He 
(1971/1921) describes this as follows: 

The "function" being here understood not as a basic function but as a complex 
function made up of other functions, and "transcendent" not as denoting a 
metaphysical quality but merely the fact that this function facilitates a transition 
from one state to another. The raw material shaped by thesis and antithesis, and in 
the shaping of which the opposites are united, is the living symbol. (p. 480) 

   This definition describes the importance that Jung gave to the symbol as a means 
for uniting the opposites, and also describes the complex relationship of the symbol 
with the four psychological functions.  

   An expanded individual consciousness was not seen as important only to the 
person who obtains the limits of personal potential, but equally important to the 
society to which he belongs. Jung (1953/1943) makes this clear when he says that 
"development of individuality is simultaneously a development of society. 
Suppression of individuality through the predominance of collective ideals and 
organizations is a moral defeat for society" (p. 303).  

   Fordham (1972) writes:  



The subtitle of the first English translation of Psychological types reads or The 
psychology of individuation, an addition to the first Swiss edition and not added to 
later ones in German; it is omitted from the recent edition in the Collected works. 
The addition is curious because there is no mention of individuation in the text 
until its definition at the end of the book. (p. 112) 

   This is literally true, but not quite reflective of the spirit of the text, which I 
understand as significantly related to the individuation process. Meier (1986), 
however, appears to share my conviction concerning typology: 

Jung's most important contribution to psychology was the discovery and practice of 
the process of individuation. In spite of the supremacy of this concept, its origins in 
terms of chronology are far from being as clear as they should be, and in this 
respect not even Jung's memoirs yield the needed biographical information.  
But before I give you the prehistory, history and an account of the survival of the 
concept of individuation, I shall ask you to remember: Individuation begins and 
ends with typology. (emphasis Meier's, p. 242) 

   I completely agree with Meier that individuation begins and ends with typology 
and that individuation was Jung's most important contribution to psychology. I 
would describe Jung's monumental work on psychological types as an attempt to 
take apart the human psyche and describe how the parts work. All of this work 
appears to revolve around the process of individuation, and the most important 
concept for achieving this end is the transcendent function, which is the symbol 
that unites the opposites.  

   Jung (1971/1921) describes and links his work on psychological functions with 
the concept of individuation in an important way:  

The concept of individuation plays a large role in our psychology. In general, it is 
the process by which individual beings are formed and differentiated; in particular, 
it is the development of the psychological individual as a being distinct from the 
general, collective psychology. Individuation, therefore, is a process of 
differentiation having for its goal the development of the individual personality. (p. 
448) 

   The above definition succinctly describes Jung's purpose in attempting to provide 
a theoretical model of psychological types or functions. Individuation appears to 
me to be the primary goal of this work and Jung's multitudinous insights are, as he 
described them, "critical tools" for further research.  



 
 

 
 
 
 

Despite all the psychology we think we possess today, the psyche is still infinitely 
more obscure to us than the visible surface of the body. The psyche is still a 
foreign, almost unexplored country of which we have only indirect knowledge; it is 
mediated by conscious functions that are subject to almost endless possibilities of 
deception.  

(Jung, 1933, pp. 74-75) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
The Genesis Model 

 
   Since individuation was a major reason for Jung's differentiation and explication 
of the four functions and the attitudinal types of introversion and extraversion, and 
since Jung did not describe a model of how these functions would look in the 
beginning psyche of one individual, such a model would contribute to psychology's 
understanding of the individuation process, especially concerning aspects 
associated with the beginning of human life, which is seen here as beginning in the 
womb rather than at birth.  

   The emphasis in this research is primarily concerned with the four psychological 
functions as psychic energy that contains opposites. These first appear in 
undifferentiated form, and eventually become differentiated. Jung calls this the 
process of differentiation. Implicit in this model is the idea that the human 
experience of being in the womb and human birth are described metaphorically in 
the cosmological myth of Genesis. This is not simply to reduce the myth and the 



archetypes to psychic energy, but to suggest that the first or literal level of the 
Genesis myth, which could be called the divine level, describes a second level, 
which is the psychological level. It is also to suggest that contained within these 
first two levels is a third level that is a synthesis of the first two levels, which can 
be seen as the biological or physical nature of humanity. Finally, it is to suggest 
that a fourth level exists, where differences that can readily be seen can also be 
dissolved and where all levels can be seen as identical (See Figures 9, 10, 11, and 
12). The four levels of the cosmological myth can be seen as occurring in the 
reverse order of the functions as they appear in the human child. The Divine Child 
level is the synthesis of the depth or instinctual level, personified by the Father 
God archetype.  
 

 
 
 



 

 
Figure 9: The Cosmological Myth of Genesis--Level One  
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Figure 10: The Psychological Level--Level Two 
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The Biological Level--Level Three 
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The Union of Instinct and Archetype--Level Four  
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   Joseph Campbell (1990a) says that "mythology is psychology, misread as 
cosmology, history, and biography" (p. 33). While I agree with the important 
statement that mythology contains psychology, I would suggest that the misreading 
only occurs when the literal level is taken as an absolute, ignoring the other levels 
of interpretation as erroneous. I would also suggest that the reverse is possible: 
Mythology is not only psychology misread; it contains cosmology, history, and 
biography, as well as other subject matter, within its parameters expressed in layers 
that can be identified. To interpret the myth as only psychology is to make the same 
error as interpreting it as having no meaning beyond the literal. It appears 
necessary to identify the multifarious levels of meaning that converge to express a 
single meaning.  

   Joseph Campbell (1990d) describes the metaphor in myth as "twofold in its 
connotation, first it is psychological and second it is universal and it is connotative 
of both at the same time." I would suggest that this is true of the Genesis myth, 
which is metaphysical, psychological and physical and is connotative of all three at 
the same time. In addition, when all three levels are seen, a fourth level is created 
that contains the first three levels.  

   Developmental psychology appears to be mainly concerned with the second or 
psychological level, and the third or biological level, and this is the beginning 
focus of this research. The myth of creation and the myth of Paradise in Genesis 
will be discussed later in detail, with the suggestion that the first two chapters in 
Genesis are a metaphor for both the psychological and the biological levels.  

   Questions of this research concerning developmental psychology are the 
following:  

       a. If psychological functions exist, is there an implicit order in the 
development of the four functions in the individual human psyche?  

   Related questions are:  

       b. What is the order?  

       c. If an order exists, at what point in human development does each function 
appear?  

       d. What is the relationship of the irrational functions of intuition and sensation 
to one another and why are they opposed?  



       e. What is the relationship of the rational functions of feeling and thinking to 
one another and why are they opposed?  

       f. Which function or functions address(es) the soul complex?  

       g. How are all functions related to the ego complex?  

       h. How do the four functions work together to produce psychological 
wholeness?  

       i. How are they related to the transcendent function?  

       j. If an order to the psychological functions does exist, what would the 
implications inherent in this order suggest?  

   It is the objective of this research to postulate the following hypothesis: There is 
an implicit order in the development of the four psychological functions, as 
described by Carl Jung. The order in which they occur in individual human 
development is the following: intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking.  

   This model can be best viewed as a spiral or circular image. In the essay "Father: 
Saturn and Senex" (included in A Blue Fire, 1991) Hillman describes quite well the 
idea that I wish to pursue, namely, that two kinds of consciousness exist after birth 
and continue throughout life. Hillman (1991), in a description of creation myths, 
discusses a process that is quite similar to the model that I propose. He states: 

The need for a "second beginning" is often put in creation myths. The first start is 
wiped out, and the world begins again, after the flood. Gods and heroes have a 
second birth (Osiris, Dionysus) or two tales are told of their origin, and mystical 
man is born. Psychology has taken this ontological image about two levels of being 
and two structures of consciousness and laid it out in terms of progressive time: 
first half and second half of life. But these "halves" are less biological or 
psychological fact as they are a mythical description of the two levels on which we 
live. Some men live from a "twice-born" state early in their youth; others go 
through a midlife crisis moving from one to another; others may repeatedly live 
now one, now the other in alternations. First half and second half pertain to kinds 
of consciousness, not to periods. (emphasis Hillman's, p. 214) 

   Jung maintained that one type of consciousness (soul) was put aside for the 
development of the other (ego) and later (midlife) needed to be resumed, 
facilitating the individuation process. I agree with Hillman that two "levels of 
being and two structures of consciousness" can be lived simultaneously by many 



people. However, one type of consciousness can be forsaken for the growth of the 
other, which is Jung's usual description. It is, of course, the later type that one 
might find in therapy or analysis; sometimes it is not the reclaiming of soul that is 
necessary, but a higher development of ego consciousness. The psyche could be 
said to be out of balance in either case. Jung was not necessarily wrong in his 
concept of "progressive time"; what he perhaps failed to realize was the important 
interplay between these two types of consciousness from the beginning of life.  

   Despite these differences, I think Hillman's statement concerning two kinds of 
consciousness is important and applicable to the model that I propose. The two 
types of consciousness that he describes are what I would call two major 
archetypes: soul and ego. I believe that the unity of soul and ego is what Jung 
called the Self. Cosmological myths are particularly well suited to describe the 
relationship between these complexes because they purport to describe the 
beginning of life and the universe.  

   Jung (1971/1921) says that "the four functions therefore form, when arranged 
diagrammatically, a cross with a rational axis at right angles to an irrational axis" 
(p. 554). I have used various diagrams to describe the process of individuation. 
One model employs the cross (at right angles) symbolism; others include the circle 
or mandala symbol (see Figures 11 and 13). I have also used numerous diagrams to 
describe the splitting and uniting of opposites, utilizing the wheel or cross diagram, 
or both, with the functions not at right angles, but in clock formation, indicating the 
symbolism of movement and time. The symbol of a circle, divided into four equal 
parts, with the irrational functions on the right of the page, the rational functions on 
the left, and intuition at the top right side, as the beginning place, adequately 
depicts this wheel or clock model (see Figures 2 and 3).  

   I have also indicated a beginning place, which was a possibility not addressed by 
Jung. It is suggested that the beginning place occurs in the psychological function 
of intuition. But intuition is also the ending place that is represented in 
mythological literature as the return to Paradise. In psychology, this has often been 
described as the desire to return to the womb, the mother, or the feminine.  

   A developmental model that begins not only at birth, but with conception and the 
experience of the child in the womb, can be constructed that reflects and extends 
the psychological concepts of Carl Jung, based on his theories of the four 
psychological functions and on his theory of the transcendent function. This model 



would include not only the beginning of ego development, but the development of 
the soul complex and its origin in human consciousness.  

   Jung did not construct a developmental model defining the origins of human 
consciousness. A model that defines and reflects his concepts in a developmental 
theory that begins with the beginning of life would contribute to the understanding 
of the Self. There is presently no developmental psychology that provides a model 
based on Jung's description of psychological functions that begin in the womb. The 
Jungian analyst Michael Fordham does discuss issues relating to the child in the 
womb, and early ego development. His model uses Jungian concepts that describe 
the process of individuation in childhood. A review of Fordham's work comprises 
Chapter 3 of this research.  

   Chapter 2 discusses other models, including Piaget (1947/1950, 1928/1964, 
1964/1967, and 1966/1969, Piaget and Inhelder), Neumann (1949/1954, 
1952/1965, 1966, 1973/1976), Wickes (1988), as well as more recent research 
concerning early development in cognitive behavior. Research that is specifically 
concerned with the development of the fetus in the womb (Piontelli, 1988, 1992) 
will also be discussed, including Kay's (1984) research concerning the child in 
utero.  

   Chapter 4, "First Prelude to Genesis," will be an interpretation and comparison of 
the Divine Child archetype and the myth of the Fallen Angel, Lucifer. Both 
archetypes will be compared with the ancient Sumerian symbolism of "Twin 
Serpent Gods," and "Twin Lion-birds," as well as the fourfold structure of the 
Sumerian creation myth. I will also discuss Moses as the Divine Child archetype, 
author of Genesis and Hero archetype. The Hero represents the human child who 
has been divided in his superconsciousness by the act of birth and knowledge of 
the opposites of consciousness and unconsciousness or the Self divided into the 
soul and ego complexes. All archetypes will be compared with Jung's four 
psychological functions.  

   Chapter 5, "The Four Archangels: Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel," will be 
interpreted and compared with Jung's four psychological functions. The 
Archangels are seen as personifications of psychic energy that is neutral or 
undifferentiated. Neutral energy is described as a coniunctio that occurs within 
each function, leading back to a state of undifferentiation and the Self. The 
Archangels are described in the literature as the beings closest to God, making 



them likely candidates for representations of the four functions in an idealized state 
of unity.  

   Chapter 6, "The Myth of Genesis as a Metaphor for the Divine Child, the 
Psychological Child and the Biological Child: Mythological Origins of 
Consciousness," will interpret and discuss the archetypes and symbols in the first 
two chapters of Genesis. The archetypes and symbols in Genesis will be compared 
with various divergent mythologies that may express a similar meaning. The myth 
will be seen as containing four layers of meaning: (1.) The Divine Child, (2.) The 
Psychological Child, (3.) The Biological Child, and (4.) The synthesis of the three 
levels (see Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12). The four major archetypes in Genesis, the 
Father God, the Serpent, Eve and Adam, are seen as personifications of the four 
psychological functions in their introverted form: intuition, sensation, feeling, and 
thinking.  

   Chapter 7 will contain concluding remarks concerning the research topic. 
 

   Campbell (1973) states the following: 

The lapse of superconsciousness into the state of unconsciousness is precisely the 
meaning of the Biblical image of the Fall. The constriction of consciousness, to 
which we owe the fact that we see not the source of the universal power but only 
the phenomenal forms reflected from that power, turns superconsciousness into 
unconsciousness and, at the same instant and by the same token, creates the world. 
Redemption consists in the return to superconsciousness and therewith the 
dissolution of the world. This is the great theme and formula of the cosmogonic 
cycle, the mythical image of the world's coming to manifestation and subsequent 
return into the nonmanifest condition. (emphasis mine, p. 259)  

   I will return to this important quotation by Campbell throughout this work and in 
detail in the chapter on the Genesis myth. Here it suffices to state the following: 
The Genesis model that I propose assumes that a superconsciousness in the same 
sense that Campbell describes and which I equate with the unity of soul, spirit, and 
body (Self) begins in the womb and is associated with the psychological function 
of intuition. It also assumes an ego/body consciousness that begins at birth, when 
the functions of sensation and feeling become conscious in that order, negating 
intuition to a separate, unconscious (soul) function, while thinking begins on an 
unconscious (soul) level. I suggest that this is the split of the original unity of the 
Self and what is often called the split in human consciousness. It is my belief that 



this is so not only in persons who become sensation types in the course of their 
psychological development, but also in the so-called intuitive types. In other 
words, I feel this initial ordering of functions-- intuition as the beginning of 
consciousness in the unconscious, and sensation as the beginning of consciousness 
in the ego-complex--is universal, just as the myths which illustrate this process are 
universal in their distribution and in their application regardless of the local type 
emphases of particular cultures and the individual type preferences of the 
individuals in those cultures.  

   I am defining soul consciousness as closely related, but not identical, to the Self 
archetype or any archetype that represents God. Since the soul archetype contains 
everything in the beginning, it is seen as a symbolic reflection of the Self, or the 
first differentiation of the functions that flow out of the Self. When the functions 
become differentiated, intuition can be seen as the function that represents the soul 
complex, (at the moment of birth) and any time thereafter when conscious 
sensation predominates. This is because it then becomes the other side of the 
sensation function or unconscious sensation, which is a mirror image of conscious 
intuition. Both are connected to the body, intuition as unconscious body perception 
and sensation as conscious body sensation. This is why, as Jung described, the two 
functions do not work at the same time, although it might be more accurate to say 
that they are working together at all times; the absence of one is essential for the 
presence of the other. In other words, unconsciousness is a primary necessity for 
the presence of ego consciousness. The differentiation of the first two functions 
establishes the ego complex and consciousness and at the same time, the soul 
complex and unconsciousness. One is a mirror image of the other. It is the pouring 
out of what appears to be a division of the undifferentiated Self that creates two 
kinds of consciousness, that of soul and that of ego, leaving the Self unaltered, 
constant, as the core of being and the source for both modes of consciousness.  

   The Self is present in the child in the womb, existing as what Jung called the 
objective psyche, which in mythology is often called Paradise. The Self archetype 
includes God, mother, father and child, and all things in the universe existing as 
one. Intuition is seen as the psychological function that contains the four functions 
in undifferentiated form. Intuition is because the functions of sensation, feeling and 
thinking are unconscious, undifferentiated, psychic potentials. In other words, 
intuition is sensation, feeling, and thinking that are unconscious, and these three 
merged functions are the soul complex, which contains consciousness and 
unconsciousness in undifferentiated form. This concept appears to be comparable 



with the idea of the Holy Trinity or any three-in-one symbolism and therefore 
difficult to grasp in a logical or rational manner. It is possible that any "truth" 
contained in what appears to be irrational can only be known by experience. Jung 
(1971/1921) said the following concerning the subject of rationality:  

What is rationally correct is too narrow a concept to grasp life in its totality and 
give it permanent expression. The divine birth is an event altogether outside the 
bounds of rationality. Psychologically, it proclaims the fact that a new symbol, a 
new expression of life at its most intense, is being created. Every Epimethean man, 
and everything Epimethean in man, prove incapable of comprehending this event. 
(p. 189) 

   Difficult as a rational explication may appear to be, I do not believe it is entirely 
impossible. It may be that in the past mythology and religion have been the 
primary expressions for psychological contents that have always been there. 
Giving them psychological names, however, does not change the nature of the 
contents, but may allow us to gain additional insight into human nature. If the 
psychological process was self-evident and clear from the beginning, what would 
be the need for mythology or religion to express such things by symbols or by 
metaphor?  

   It appears to me that the emergence at birth of the three functions, beginning with 
sensation, which is the opposite of intuition, then the feeling function, followed by 
the thinking function, creates ego consciousness. Birth can also be seen as the 
cause of the so-called split in human consciousness, because at this point 
consciousness and the unconscious become divided, whereas previously they were 
undifferentiated and differentiated in the function of intuition.  

   Intuition is the psychological function that can be seen and compared with the 
archetype of the Father God in the cosmological myth of Genesis. It can also be 
seen and compared with a biological level of interpretation, where chaos represents 
the womb or body of the mother (see Figure 11). On the second and psychological 
level, the Father God can be seen as the psychological function of intuition, which 
"divides" into the four psychological functions or psychic energy (see Figure 10). 
At this point, these three forms of "chaos" or God can be seen as one and the same; 
each produces the archetype of "child" which on the fourth level is an archetype of 
the new Self or consciousness that is not divided from the unconscious, but 
contains both in equal measure (see Figure 12).  



   Campbell (1979) talks about the biological level and psychic energy in the 
following way: 

Certain imprints impressed upon the nervous system in the plastic period between 
birth and maturity are the source of many of the most widely known images of 
myth. Necessarily the same for all mankind, they have been variously organized in 
the differing traditions, but everywhere function as potent energy releasers and 
directors. (emphasis mine, p. 61) 

   I would add to this statement that these imprints begin in the womb, where 
experience is not lost, but remembered by the body. In the womb, where the three 
unconscious functions are merged and exist as one function, intuition, or the soul 
complex, is dominated by darkness or unconsciousness, yet the opposites are 
united in a single psychological function. Consciousness is also present and 
merged with unconsciousness. This image is the theme, so prevalent in mythology 
and religion, of three that exist as one, or the fourth, which turns into one. This 
concept, so difficult to put into language, has repeatedly been described by art and 
images in every culture, because the experience, as Campbell tells us, is 
necessarily the same for all mankind. It is because this experience is universal that 
comparisons can be made, identifying seemingly divergent myths with one another 
as different expressions of the same occurrences. The ability to see similarities in 
the symbols, rather than differences, was, I think, one of Joseph Campbell's 
greatest contributions to mythology.  

   Another image to describe this might be the two principles of Yin and Yang, 
where nothing exists but Yin or darkness, which, nevertheless, contains a speck of 
Yang, its opposite. At birth, there is a dramatic change, which occurs as the process 
of enantiodromia, which Jung (1971/1921) describes as 

   the emergence of the unconscious opposite in the course of time. This 
characteristic phenomenon practically always occurs when an extreme, one-sided 
tendency dominates conscious life; in time an equally powerful counterposition is 
built up, which first inhibits the conscious performance and subsequently breaks 
through the conscious control. (p. 426) 

   Here it is necessary to see Jung's description of enantiodromia in reverse, as 
psychic energy that is operating from the beginning of life, insuring growth in the 
womb. It is not that the opposites do not exist, but that they exist in a merged state 
where there is no ego consciousness to perceive them, and the consciousness that 
does exist, soul consciousness, has no awareness of the opposites. The image is 



similar to the Chinese symbol of Yin or darkness that contains a seed or spark of its 
opposite, which could be described as a small light. A small light, however, is 
different from total darkness or unconsciousness, and this is an important 
distinction, because it signifies life, movement, and possible change from one state 
to the next. Other metaphors in mythology used to describe this state are twilight, 
moonlight, dusk, dawn, in-between, and middle. Hillman (1991) describes the soul 
much in the same way: 

We have lost the third, middle position which earlier in our tradition, and in others 
too, was the place of soul: a world of imagination, passion, fantasy, reflection, that 
is neither physical and material on the one hand, nor spiritual and abstract on the 
other, yet bound to them both. (p. 121) 

   This adequately describes the soul complex, which I would associate with the 
psychological function of intuition. If a way of knowing is present from the 
beginning of life and gives birth to imagination, passion, and especially fantasy, 
what psychological function could describe this consciousness better than 
intuition?  

   Assuming that intuition is conscious in the womb, while the other three functions 
are unconscious, it is not difficult to see that the situation is reversed at birth. As 
the functions of sensation, feeling, and thinking become conscious, intuition 
becomes, as Jung (1971/1921) says, "the function that mediates perceptions in an 
unconscious way" (p. 453). Intuition becomes the fourth function, and conscious 
sensation necessarily delegates intuition to an unconscious position. The intensity 
of conscious sensation assures that intuition will remain unconscious, because 
these two functions are opposites and do not work at the same time.  

   There is some ambiguity in Jung's description of intuition. He names intuition as 
a primary conscious function, yet he describes it as the function that mediates 
perceptions in an unconscious way. This confusion can be dispelled if one sees 
intuition as the function that contains both consciousness and unconsciousness. 
Intuition is not total unconsciousness and it is not total ego consciousness; it 
appears to be connected to both. Soul consciousness would better describe the 
middle position that I am attempting to define. In this sense, the soul draws from 
the Self, and later, after birth gives to the ego. It is the mediating function, the 
bridge that unites inner and outer worlds. In this manner, the human child is born 
into the world of opposites; the function of intuition exists along with the function 
of sensation, and they are mutually opposed. Jung (1971/1921) says that "For me 



sensation and intuition represent a pair of opposites, or two mutually compensating 
functions, like thinking and feeling" (p. 463). This was correct, for the simple 
reason that intuition is unconscious sense perceptions that stay in the unconscious 
and exist at the same time that conscious sensations are manifested. Sensation 
creates the first split of intuition, which, nevertheless, remains the same function 
that it was before the split in the form of soul consciousness. One function divides 
into four functions, one of which stays the same, intuition.  

   Perhaps an analogy with modern physics can be made to clarify some of the 
above assertions. Shiarella (1992) describes electrons, protons and neutrons in the 
following way:  

Still another amazing phenomenon comes to light at this level of observation. With 
disbelief we watch as two supposedly solid material particles collide head-on at 
high speed, and instead of bouncing off of one another or breaking into smaller 
pieces, they somehow become transformed into four different particles, none of 
which is smaller than the two which collided. As if this were not enough of a 
puzzlement, we then see two of the newly created particles leap together and 
merge, causing one of the recently annihilated particles to become reborn. (This is 
comparable to watching a red crystal ball crash into a blue one, and instead of 
shattering or rebounding, they both simply vanish, leaving in their places four new 
crystal balls of the same size, none of which is either red or blue; then, as these 
"spheres from out of nowhere" roll away from the scene of the accident, two of 
them suddenly come together and flow into one another, transforming themselves 
into the red crystal ball once more!) The inescapable conclusion seems to be that 
subatomic particles are both destructible and indestructible at the very same time. 
(emphasis author's, p. 75) 

   This description of subatomic particles does not appear to be vastly different 
from what I am attempting to describe as psychological or psychic energy. The 
cells contained in the human brain are also matter that is very much in motion. The 
two particles that collide, or the red and blue crystal balls, can be seen as the soul 
complex (the merged functions), and the ego complex (the separation of the 
functions), which also collide and subsequently divide. As they do so, they leave in 
their wake the four psychological functions, which can be compared with the four 
different particles.  

   At birth, the "four" can be seen to return to "two" as the functions of sensation 
and feeling become conscious, leaving the functions of intuition and thinking in the 



unconscious and creating the split in human consciousness. The split (which is the 
beginning of the conscious ego and the beginning of the personal unconscious), is 
then rectified by a return to the Self, created by the satisfaction of the infant's ego 
desires, which are met by love. (Fordham, whose work will be discussed in detail 
in Chapter 3, refers to this as "reintegration.") Shiarella's description sounds like 
the dance of consciousness, which is in constant flux from the beginning of life. I 
do not think it would be far-fetched to describe psychic energy that is conscious 
and unconscious at the same time in the same manner: both destructible and 
indestructible at the very same time.  

   In Psychological Types, Jung (1971/1921) describes two kinds of thinking: 
"Active thinking, accordingly, would correspond to my concept of directed 
thinking. Passive thinking was inadequately described in my previous work as 
'fantasy thinking.' Today I would call it intuitive thinking" (emphasis Jung's, p. 
481).  

   In Symbols of Transformation (1956/1912), the earlier work that Jung refers to, 
Jung describes what he calls "two kinds of thinking" in the following way: 

Whereas directed thinking is an altogether conscious phenomenon, the same 
cannot be said of fantasy-thinking [what he later called intuitive thinking]. Much of 
it belongs to the conscious sphere, but at least as much goes on in the half-shadow, 
or entirely in the unconscious, and can therefore be inferred only indirectly. 
Through fantasy-thinking, [what he later called intuitive thinking] directed thinking 
is brought into contact with the oldest layers of the human mind, long buried 
beneath the threshold of consciousness. (p. 29) 

   In the above quote, Jung describes the intuitive function, which he first called 
"fantasy" and which he later maintained gave him "so much difficulty" (Evans, 
1976, p. 100). He also describes quite well the idea that intuition is half conscious 
and half unconscious and the function that brings directed thinking into contact 
with the "oldest layers of the human mind." From all these descriptions, it is not 
difficult to see that this function, which I am equating with the soul complex, can 
be imagined to be operating in the human child before and after birth, and it is also 
not hard to imagine that the function of intuition would develop first in the "oldest 
layers of the human mind."  

   In a footnote of Symbols of Transformation (1956/1912, p. 29), Jung states that 
Schelling regards the preconscious as the creative source, just as Fichte regards the 
preconscious region as the birthplace of important dreams. They both appear to be 



using the word "preconscious" in the same way Jung uses the word "fantasy," 
which he later changed to "intuition." What Jung did not state or appear to 
apprehend was that what he called two kinds of thinking could also be called two 
kinds of consciousness, one of which is linked to the ego, that is, active thinking, 
and the other linked to the soul, that is, passive thinking or what Jung calls intuitive 
thinking, by which he meant the undirected, irrational function of intuition.  

   Jung (1971/1921) also makes a distinction between active and passive fantasy: 

Active fantasies are the product of intuition, i.e., they are evoked by an attitude 
directed to the perception of unconscious contents, as a result of which the libido 
immediately invests all the elements emerging from the unconscious and, by 
association with parallel material, brings them into clear focus in visual form. 
(emphasis Jung's, p. 428) 

   Active fantasy, then, can be seen to be the result of passive thinking or intuition, 
and if it is a definite sum of libido that cannot appear in consciousness in any other 
way than in the form of an image (Jung, 1971/1921, p. 433), we might conclude 
that the image or mental representation starts at birth. If 12 to 21 day old infants 
can imitate adult facial expressions and gestures, which Meltzoff and Moore 
(discussed in Jackson and Jackson, 1979) conceive as "made possible by some 
kind of 'abstract representations' of the adult movements that are no longer going 
on at the time of imitation" (p. 104), it is conceivable that the infant can innately 
create images at birth. What Jung describes as taking place in the psyche can just 
as readily be the infant psyche; it is not likely that the process is radically different 
from that of the adult.  

   Again, Jung (1971/1921) describes active fantasy, the product of intuition, in the 
following way: 

Whereas passive fantasy not infrequently bears a morbid stamp or at least shows 
some trace of abnormality, active fantasy is one of the highest forms of psychic 
activity. For here the conscious and the unconscious personality of the subject flow 
together into a common product in which both are united. Such a fantasy can be 
the highest expression of the unity of a man's individuality, and it may even create 
that individuality by giving perfect expression to its unity. (emphasis Jung's, p. 
428) 

   When both ego and soul consciousness flow together, as Jung describes, the 
infant, in the same way as the adult, is returned to a state of unity or the Self that 



was first experienced in the womb and is now experienced in the world. The infant 
who has had this experience may retain the memory as a fantasy, and when a new 
ego need arises, hopes or expects the same experience to be repeated. In other 
words, the unconscious archetype may be "filled in" or given content by the 
sensations and the feelings of the infant. The image may exist in the personal 
unconscious of the infant long before it is expressed by language.  

   If the average child is born with the use of two kinds of consciousness, soul and 
ego, I would also assume that what is often referred to as the split in human 
consciousness can be identified by this concept. In other words, no human being, 
Plato, Descartes or anyone else, created by his philosophy the split in human 
consciousness. It is a condition of human experience created by the very fact of 
being born; it is phenomenological experience. The act of birth creates two states 
of consciousness, one which has been called consciousness and the other 
unconsciousness. This is the split in what Campbell (1973, p. 259) refers to as 
"superconsciousness." What I am calling consciousness is ego-related, whereas that 
which is often called unconsciousness is soul-related. Soul unconsciousness, 
however, also contains a type of consciousness. If we concede that these two states 
of consciousness begin at birth, an idea that the cosmological myths appear to 
describe and support, it is not difficult to see that the psychological experience 
contained within a myth could happen at age 1, 50, or 100. Oedipus is an archetype 
born when the child is born and every child is born an orphan. He leaves the 
maternal womb (Paradise), where father, mother, and child exist as one. According 
to the myth, the child is always killing the father to marry the mother. Whenever 
there is a return to soul consciousness, ego or the father dies. Ego consciousness is 
also child consciousness, the child who senses, feels, and thinks he is separate; soul 
consciousness is child consciousness that perceives itself to be one with the mother 
and father. Whenever an ego experience predominates, the mother is killed by the 
child, who demands to be separate. Psychological experience does not depend 
upon a chronological age.  

   Samuels (1987) states:  

Jung has identified a split in human nature; one part wants to grow outward and 
onward and the other wants to return to origins for strengthening. One part seeks to 
assimilate new experiences "out there," the other searches for a new and 
regenerative meeting with elemental psychological forces. This split is the essential 
premise of any concept of Life and Death instincts. Though the Death instinct finds 



external manifestation in aggression and destructiveness, we have seen that its true 
object is to reduce the known world to a preconceived state that, from the 
standpoint of psychology, would be inorganic. This is why man's unconscious 
seeking for regression is also dangerous. (p. 149) 

   Certainly the split in human nature can be seen in terms of the life and death 
instinct, but I would not agree that this would be "inorganic from the standpoint of 
psychology," for to do so would imply that no psychology at all exists in the womb 
or in the symbolic return to Paradise. The desire for death is often symbolic for a 
death of ego consciousness to return to soul consciousness, which may strengthen 
the conscious attitude. There is no desire for life that does not include a desire for 
death, for we die even as we live.  

   If we equate the life instinct with ego consciousness and the death instinct with 
the unconsciousness, the split that Samuels describes can be seen as the splitting of 
the opposites out of their original unity and a regression as an attempt to restore 
that unity. Soul consciousness is the reconciling third consciousness that stands in 
the middle and is connected to both. Soul consciousness is the life and death 
instincts that are still undifferentiated and exist as one instinct. Thus, it is identical 
to the function of intuition, and the reason intuition is the primal instinct. Soul is 
the archetype, intuition is the instinct.  

   The "preconceived state" that Samuels suggests is "inorganic from a 
psychological view" is nothing of the kind, because psychological experience 
would exist in the primal experience of being in the womb in the form of the 
intuitive function. If the instinct contains the archetype, the soul would also exist in 
the infant's psyche and could be called psychological. Thus, the origin of the soul 
would be at conception, when the basic instinct of intuitive matter responds to 
matter and life begins. To be inorganic would imply that there is no organizational 
process in the experience of the soul complex, in or out of the womb.  

   The return to the mother might be a return to the participation mystique of 
infancy, but not the exact experience of the infant in utero. In this case, the 
mother's state of psychological being might induce "hell" rather than "heaven," for 
a state of despair might be shared with the infant. The flow of the ego to soul and 
back to ego is a natural and essential part of the child's life, not unlike what 
Fordham describes as integration and deintegration. It is not returning to the soul 
that creates havoc in the adult or the child, but the inability to arrive there safely 
and return safely. One way back to soul is through love and another is through fear, 



which is a perception that "oneness" is missing. In the first reintegration, the 
mother returns the child to unity by an act of love, by meeting the child's ego 
demands. If needs are not met on a regular basis, the original unity cannot be 
experienced in the world, which appears to be essential if relationship is to be a 
positive experience. The result is a state of limbo for the ego, which fears moving 
in either direction. This is pathology: Whether in an adult or an infant, the 
experience is the same. Both long for an experience of the original unity and seek 
it first in a relationship that will match the inner archetype. Ego is then reinforced 
by the experience, and consciousness is expanded. 
 
 

 
 

The Waking 
 

I wake to sleep, and take my waking slow.  
I feel my fate in what I cannot fear. 
I learn by going where I have to go. 

We think by feeling. What is there to know?  
I hear my being dance from ear to ear. 
I wake to sleep, and take my waking slow. 

Of those so close beside me, which are you? 
God bless the Ground! I shall walk softly there, 
And learn by going where I have to go. 

Light takes the Tree; but who can tell us how? 
The lowly worm climbs up a winding stair; 
I wake to sleep, and take my waking slow. 

Great Nature has another thing to do 
To you and me; so take the lively air, 
And, lovely, learn by going where to go. 

This shaking keeps me steady. I should know. 
What falls away is always. And is near. 



I wake to sleep, and take my waking slow  
I learn by going where I have to go. 

(Theodore Roethke, 1975, p. 1133) 
 

 
 

The Irrational Functions of Intuition and Sensation  
The Genesis Model 

 
   Here I would like to postulate several concepts that Jung did not explicitly 
address. One concerns the irrational functions of intuition and sensation. According 
to Jung (1971/1921), these are opposed, but complementary to one another; 
intuition and sensation do not work together at the same time. Jung (1971/1921) 
defines both functions in the following way:  

I regard sensation as conscious, and intuition as unconscious, perception. For me 
sensation and intuition represent a pair of opposites, or two mutually compensating 
functions, like thinking and feeling. Thinking and feeling as independent functions 
are developed, both ontogenetically and phylogenetically, from sensation (and 
equally, of course from intuition as the necessary counterpart of sensation). (p. 
463) 

   I agree with this statement, but propose that the reason is that intuition and 
sensation are two sides of the same coin. Jung describes how they are opposite, but 
does not describe how they are connected. Nor does he suggest how thinking and 
feeling might develop, both ontogenetically and phylogenetically, from sensation 
and intuition.  

   Intuition is unconscious sensation, and sensation is body sensation that becomes 
conscious and, in doing so, allows for the first conscious perceptions. In the above 
statement, Jung suggests the premise that I propose by calling intuition 
unconscious perception--this is exactly what I mean when I say that intuition is 
unconscious sensation. It is the body that perceives, whether conscious or 
unconscious; if intuition is unconscious perception, it is also unconscious body 
sensation. I do not think that the function of intuition, so long associated with the 
gods and the spiritual, originates from a source that is outside of the human body, 



even though it often appears to come from out of the blue like lightning, which 
"has always been associated with intuition and inspiration" (Fontana, 1994, p. 16). 
Intuition that occurs in this manner was defined by Jung (1971/1921) as "passive 
fantasy" (p. 428): 

Active fantasies are the product of intuition, i.e., they are evoked by an attitude 
directed to the perception of unconscious contents, as a result of which the libido 
immediately invest all the elements emerging from the unconscious and, by 
association with parallel material, brings them into clear focus in visual form. 
Passive fantasies appear in visual form at the outset, neither preceded nor 
accompanied by intuitive expectation, the attitude of the subject being wholly 
passive. (emphasis Jung's, p. 428)  

   Here Jung appears to making a distinction between intuitions that occur 
spontaneously and those that are gained by a conscious involvement in the process, 
and this is an important distinction. It is here that some of the confusion concerning 
his description of conscious and unconscious intuition may be understood. Jung 
(1971/1921) defines attitude as "a readiness of the psyche to act or react in a 
certain way" (p. 414). Active fantasy is always connected to a conscious attitude, 
whereas passive fantasy is mainly an irruption of an unconscious content. This is 
what Jung means, perhaps, by his definition of intuition as a conscious function, 
although at the same time he often states that intuition comes "via the 
unconscious," and is "unconscious perception." He goes on to say:  

Active fantasies, on the other hand, owe their existence not so much to this 
unconscious process [he refers to passive fantasy] as to a conscious propensity to 
assimilate hints or fragments of lightly-toned unconscious complexes and, by 
associating them with parallel elements, to elaborate them in clearly visual form. It 
is not necessarily a question of a dissociated psychic state, but rather of a positive 
participation of consciousness. (p. 428)  

   Both active and passive fantasy could be described as products of the function of 
intuition, which Jung did not do here. Instead, he calls passive fantasies 
"automatisms," making a distinction between what is conscious and what is 
unconscious (p. 428). He appears to link consciousness with intuition and 
unconsciousness with "passive fantasy" that is always without a conscious attitude.  

   In the following statement Jung (1971/1921) again describes active fantasy, the 
product of intuition, in a way that makes clear the significance he placed on this 
function:  



Whereas passive fantasy not infrequently bears a morbid stamp or at least shows 
some trace of abnormality, active fantasy is one of the highest forms of psychic 
activity. For here the conscious and the unconscious personality of the subject flow 
together into a common product in which both are united. Such a fantasy can be 
the highest expression of the unity of a man's individuality, and it may even create 
that individuality by giving perfect expression to its unity. (p. 428) 

   This is an accurate description of the function of intuition and the contents made 
manifest by that function; the expression of those contents is what I would call art. 
Jung's description and value of the function of intuition reflects my own position; I 
am using the word intuition in the exact same way that Jung describes.  

   It must be remembered that I am attempting to describe the intuitive position as it 
applies to the infant, in the womb and at birth. I think that it is the first function 
that becomes the fourth function, which Jung (1954/1946, p. 119) called it, and as 
the fourth, it is identical with the first.  

   Jung (1971/1921) describes intuition in the following way: 

The primary function of intuition is simply to transmit images, or perceptions of 
relations between things, which could not be transmitted by the other functions or 
only in a very roundabout way. These images have the value of specific insights 
which have a decisive influence on action whenever intuition is given priority. In 
this case, psychic adaptation will be grounded almost entirely on intuitions. 
Thinking, feeling, and sensation are then largely repressed, sensation being the one 
most affected, because, as the conscious sense function, it offers the greatest 
obstacle to intuition. Sensation is a hindrance to clear, unbiassed, naive 
perception; its intrusive sensory stimuli direct attention to the physical surface, to 
the very things round and beyond which intuition tries to peer. (emphasis mine, p. 
366) 

   Jung was obviously not describing the infant at birth or in the womb here; 
however, if his description of intuition is applied to the newborn infant and the 
importance of transmitting images in the beginning of life is seen, as well as the 
method or function by which this might occur, it appears reasonable to at least 
question the possibility that the infant may be using the function of intuition and 
the function of sensation in a complementary way shortly after birth. Furthermore, 
there is no reason to believe that the method applied would be significantly 
different in the newborn than the method used by the adult. The way the human 
infant makes an image is thus far basically unknown or certainly not clarified in 



developmental psychology, just as the "nature of intuition is very difficult to grasp" 
(Jung, 1971/1921, p 366). Difficult as it may be, Jung (1954/1946) included the 
function of intuition as essential for a "return" to the Self when he describes 
alchemical symbolism: 

This fourth stage is the anticipation of the lapis. The imaginative activity of the 
fourth function--intuition, without which no realization is complete--is plainly 
evident in this anticipation of a possibility whose fulfilment could never be the 
object of empirical experience at all; already in Greek alchemy it was called "the 
stone that is no stone." Intuition gives outlook and insight; it revels in the garden of 
magical possibilities as if they were real. Nothing is more charged with intuitions 
than the lapis philosophorum. This keystone rounds off the work into an experience 
of the totality of the individual. (emphasis mine, p. 119) 

   Jung makes it clear in this statement that the function of intuition is essential for 
realization of the Self to be complete.  

   There is no reason to believe that the return would not be through the original 
function (intuition or the soul archetype) from which it first developed, and every 
reason, supported by the symbols in mythology, to believe that the "fourth" 
function, which Jung calls "mainly unconscious" and which I see as becoming 
unconscious at birth, is also the fourth that becomes the "first."  

   Jung's description of the repression of the functions of thinking, feeling, and 
sensation, with sensation being the one most affected, is in exact accord with my 
understanding of the function of intuition. In applying this idea to the newborn, 
however, it seems reasonable to assume that there is no need for the infant to 
repress the function of thinking, since that function is probably already 
unconscious. The feeling function would necessarily follow the function of 
intuition or the function of sensation because there would be nothing to judge or 
value that was not first perceived, either consciously or by the unconscious. If 
sensation becomes conscious at birth, intuition would necessarily become 
unconscious, along with thinking, which has never been conscious, and sensation 
and feeling would be the first two functions of ego consciousness in the normal 
human child.  

   In his discussion of the Brahmanic conception of the uniting symbol, Jung 
(1971/1921) states the following:  



The yogi seeks to induce this concentration or accumulation of libido by 
systematically withdrawing attention (libido) both from external objects and from 
interior psychic states, in a word, from the opposites. The elimination of sense-
perception and the blotting out of conscious contents enforce a lowering of 
consciousness (as in hypnosis) and an activation of the contents of the 
unconscious, i.e., the primordial images, which, because of their universality and 
immense antiquity, possess a cosmic and suprahuman character. This accounts for 
all those sun, fire, flame, wind, breath similes that from time immemorial have 
been symbols of the procreative and creative power that moves the world. 
(emphasis mine, p. 202)  

   Here Jung describes what is necessary (and used by many other religious systems 
besides the Brahmanic concept) for what I believe to be the route to the knowledge 
contained within the intuitive function. Note that he describes the elimination of 
sense-perception, (the function of sensation, not the elimination of intuition) which 
he earlier described as the primary "hindrance" to the function of intuition. If sense 
perception is eliminated and conscious contents are "blotted out" to produce an 
activation of the contents of the unconscious, the function used must be intuition. 
This is also what I am describing as the unconsciousness of the three ego functions 
of sensation, feeling, and thinking. When they are unconscious and merged, the 
function of intuition occurs. In mythology, this is usually described as a sacrifice or 
death of the conscious ego.  

   Moustakas (1990), in describing heuristic research, says the following 
concerning the tacit dimension: 

Emphasizing the indispensable nature of the tacit dimension in discovery of 
knowledge Polanyi (1969) asserts that: "while tacit knowledge can be possessed by 
itself, explicit knowledge must rely on being tacitly understood and applied. Hence 
all knowledge is either tacit or rooted in tacit knowledge" (p. 144). (p. 22) 

   What Moustakas and Polanyi are calling the tacit dimension, which would be the 
silent or unknown dimension, would be what I believe Jung would call the 
unconscious position. Moustakas (1990) goes on to say:  

From the tacit dimension, a kind of bridge is formed between the implicit 
knowledge inherent in the tacit and the explicit knowledge which is observable and 
describable. The bridge between the explicit and the tacit is the realm of the 
between, or the intuitive. In intuition, from the subsidiary or observable factors one 
utilizes an internal capacity to make inferences and arrive at a knowledge of 



underlying structures or dynamics. Intuition makes immediate knowledge possible 
without the intervening steps of logic and reasoning. While the tacit is pure 
mystery in its focal nature--ineffable and unspecifiable--in the intuitive process one 
draws on clues; one senses a pattern or underlying condition that enables one to 
imagine and then characterize the reality, state of mind, or condition. In intuition 
we perceive something, observe it, and look and look again from clue to clue until 
we surmise the truth. (p. 23) 

   This appears to me to be an exceptionally clear description (and there are many 
more in this excellent book) of what Jung called conscious intuition, and I believe 
it is comparative with what Jung is attempting to describe (in less clear language) 
on page 428 of Psychological Types. "Every act of achieving integration, unity, or 
wholeness of anything requires intuition" (Moustakas, 1990, p. 23). I certainly 
agree with this statement and think that Jung would also have agreed with 
Moustakas and said almost the same thing in the quote previously stated 
concerning a return to wholeness, "the imaginative activity of the fourth function--
intuition, without which no realization is complete." (Jung, 1954/1946, p. 119).  

   Obviously Jung links active imagination with what he considers to be active 
fantasy, the product of conscious intuition and this requires a degree of conscious 
participation in observing the images that are produced by the unconscious. In this 
way, unity between the conscious and the unconscious would be established, being 
the "highest expression of a man's individuality" (Jung, 1971/1921, p. 428). I am in 
complete agreement with Jung concerning the function of conscious intuition and 
believe that without the capacity to use this function or without the capacity to use 
imagination, nothing new would ever be said or created. It is not enough, except 
perhaps for the individual, to simply have a vision by the function of intuition; the 
vision must be expressed if it is to contribute anything new or significant to the 
world.  

   It is with Jung's definition of the function of intuition that I return to a discussion 
of the possibility of applying these concepts to the infant in the womb and the 
infant at birth, assuming that intuition must be as important in the beginning of life 
as it is in adult life. If intuition is necessary for a return to wholeness, it must be 
involved with the leaving of what was originally whole.  

   There is only one instinct, one golden egg, that contains all four psychological 
functions. At birth, this instinct splits into two psychological functions, intuition 
and sensation, which are the two perceiving functions. With the first conscious 



sensation comes the first perception, and it is negative because it is only half of an 
opposite and because the infant has not yet experienced the other half, which exists 
in the function of unconscious sensation, which is intuition. With the first sensation 
of any kind, the opposite sensation has become unconscious and is registered in the 
function of intuition. This is essential because it allows for sensations to become 
differentiated. Then, the feeling function enters and desire is born. With desire 
comes the first perception of the experience of an opposite that does not contain its 
other half in consciousness. The infant in the womb has not experienced the 
splitting of opposites; pleasure and pain have not been consciously experienced, 
nor have love or hate, knowing or not knowing, or any of the opposites. This idea 
is justified by the assumption that the infant in the womb is without ego 
consciousness and without the ability to discriminate. Instead, he or she has lived 
in a neutral place, where all opposites are merged and exist as one, which is, as 
Jung so often called it, the objective psyche. Campbell (1979) describes this state 
in much the same way: 

The state of the child in the womb is one of bliss, actionless bliss, and this state 
may be compared to the beatitude visualized for paradise. In the womb, the child is 
unaware of the alternation of night and day, or of any of the images of temporality. 
It should not be surprising, therefore, if the metaphors used to represent eternity 
suggest, to those trained in the symbolism of the infantile unconscious, retreat to 
the womb. (emphasis mine, p. 65) 

   Desire, that emotion that can and does fill books and is often the subject of major 
religions, is a quality that belongs to the feeling function. Desire is not the lack of 
anything, but the perception of a lack of something, and the perception is adequate 
in all respects, because the infant has yet to experience the other half of the 
sensation, the opposite that has become unconscious at birth. In order for the infant 
to experience that opposite, the perceived body sensation must be attended to: 
What is experienced as cold must be made warm, light made dark, pain made 
pleasure. This is accomplished by an "other" in the world (thought to be the 
mother, but in reality whoever first satisfies the primary needs of the newborn), 
who removes the negative sensations by introducing the opposite ones, which are 
positive.  

   In other words, conscious sensation introduces the human infant to the 
experience of opposites, and the feeling function must also become conscious to 
make a value judgment concerning the positive or negative sensation.  



   With the experience of having its needs met, the infant has experienced the 
opposites, merged in the womb, with this difference: They have been experienced 
in succession or in time and space, and separately in the world. They have been 
experienced by relationship. Regardie (1970) quotes the alchemists when he says 
that the "white space" is the "Catholic Magnesia and Sperm of the world out of 
which all natural things are generated" (p. 166). This white space can be compared 
with relationship between subject and object, which separates and unites conscious 
and unconscious perceptions. The white space is the Divine male Child. I shall 
return to this topic with more discussion of the rational functions of thinking and 
feeling in the following pages, but I would first like to continue with a discussion 
of the irrational functions, the functions of perception.  

   What we know of an object through sense perception comes from focused 
awareness; if we listen intently, for example, we no longer see the object with our 
eyes, even though our eyes are open. The more focused we are with one of our 
senses, the more the other sense perceptions recede. They do not, however, 
disappear, but are recorded as unconscious information. One can experience all 
five senses and become acutely aware of sense perceptions, in which case, that 
which does not include the object recedes into the unconscious. Another example 
would be that when there is a global view, with no focus on a particular object, 
intuition records this in a diffuse and holistic way. This is a simplification of the 
process, but what is important is the idea that we are always perceiving on two 
levels and in two ways, and the first way is limited compared with the second way, 
which duly reports or perceives what is going on, whether we will it or not. In 
other words, the body is always in relationship to the surrounding world, as well as 
the inner world, and those "messages from the gods" depend on our ability to turn 
down or turn off our conscious perceptions based on sensation, and sometimes 
feeling and thinking. When feeling, thinking, and sensation shift into neutral, we 
respond with instincts that are supplied by the intuitive function. One could liken 
this to a stove with four burners, supplied by a tank of gas that is distributed in four 
equal ways. If we turn down the flame on the functions of sensation, feeling, and 
thinking, the flame that is intuition will be using all the fuel and will burn with an 
oversized flame.  

   This concept is extremely important to the hypothesis that I am suggesting. It 
assumes that the process of knowing begins as a biological factor, existing in the 
cell, the fetus, or the prenatal infant's body on an unconscious level. The cell is 
living matter that is organized and contains a form of consciousness. Intuition does 



not come from outside our own bodies and is not something disconnected from the 
human body. I would suggest that intuitive knowing is the basic instinct that 
contains all other instincts because it is the first to contain psychological 
knowledge. The instinct to life is also the instinct to death because these are 
opposites that are dependent upon one another. When one is in the intuitive 
function psychologically or what I would call soul consciousness, the ego is absent 
or partly absent, and this can be described as a state of death. When ego is present, 
the "I" that knows itself to be alive and separate describes conscious life, but this is 
a state of death for soul consciousness. Ultimately, these two states of being, which 
appear as opposites, can be seen from a middle, united position, and maintained in 
consciousness. This is the purpose, as I understand it, of what Jung called the 
transcendent function or the union of opposites. The union of soul and ego returns 
one to the Self, where there is no relationship, because both archetypes exist as one 
united psyche represented in the myths as the Divine Child. Jung (1958/1952), says 
that "the self is the whole man, whose symbols are the divine child and its 
synonyms" (p. 106). Thus, the Divine Child archetype is the prevalent symbol of 
psychological wholeness and the Self.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

In addition to inherent duality of Universe 
There is also and always 
An inherent threefoldedness and fourfoldedness 
Of initial consciousness 
And of all experience. 
For in addition to (1) action, (2) reaction, 
(3) resultant, 
There is always (4) the a priori environment, 
Within which the event occurs, 
i.e., the at-first-nothingness around us  
Of the child graduated from the womb, 



Within which seeming nothingness (fourthness)  
The inherently threefold 
Local event took place. 
 

R. Buckminster Fuller, Intuition, 1972, p. 14 
 
 
 

 
 
 

The Rational Functions of Feeling and Thinking  
 

 

   The rational functions of feeling and thinking are also two sides of the same coin: 
Thinking contains unconscious feeling and feeling contains unconscious thinking. 
There can be no thought that does not having feeling attached to it either 
consciously or unconsciously. Likewise, there is never a feeling that does not 
suggest at least a potential thought that can be expressed. In the womb, both are 
unconscious; at birth, sensation becomes conscious, along with feeling. Feeling is 
contiguous with sensation and dependent upon it. The seed or the beginning of 
thought is (conscious) sensation and with the first (conscious) sensation comes the 
first feeling (value judgment), which may produce the first symbol in the form of a 
primordial image, the precursor of thought. Because the feeling function is 
eminently conscious, the thinking function is equally unconscious and contains the 
archetype in form only, as Jung so often pointed out, but the form is given content 
by the experience of body sensations and the feeling function, which gives value to 
the experience. The feeling function, which is rational and conscious, gives content 
and meaning and helps to create the image.  

   For instance, assuming we have never seen light, if we close our eyes and 
perceive darkness, and then open them and perceive light, light is the object of our 
conscious perception. We may respond that "it is good" without knowing what the 
"it" is, thereby making a value judgment. The "it" is the unnamed object, but 
feeling has made a judgment concerning the "it" before it is named. The "it" can be 



said to exist in the world and in the psyche in the form of a symbol, which may be 
simple and abstract, but still a representation of the object. It may also be subject to 
change, as experience changes. Our feeling--negative, positive, or neutral--helps to 
create the symbol that connects the visual and outer perception of the object to the 
inner, or what Jung (1921/1976a p. 445) called the primordial image or archetype. 
In this manner, the thought, feeling, and sensation would all exist in the original 
experience. The idea is always contained in the experience. The feeling of good, 
bad, or indifferent always has an object of reference and a body that first perceives 
the sensation, either consciously or unconsciously.  

   What is revealed as thought that does not have an equivalent in the concrete 
world or is not arrived at through the physical senses is seen as that which is given 
in the form of intuition or what Jung referred to as "passive thinking." Therefore 
unconscious physical sensations (which I am calling intuition) would precede 
conscious, active, rational thinking. It appears reasonable to think that active 
thinking is preceded by passive thinking, which does not appear from outside 
oneself, but is connected to the body. An example of this would be Einstein's flash 
of intuitive knowledge concerning relativity, which occurred before he could work 
out the details in a rational manner that could be explained by reason and empirical 
means. This would be the realm of the archetypes, or archetypal knowledge that 
Jung claims is not knowable in and of itself, but is the source from which the forms 
and images are created as archetypes. Every abstract and divine thought could be 
conceived as occurring in this manner, and what is seen symbolically as soul, 
which would be the function of intuition, would be connected with the function of 
thinking, which is often seen symbolically as the spirit. But nothing would exist, 
including the most pristine of philosophical or spiritual thought, that was not first 
connected to the body and the soul.  

   If the first sensation creates ego consciousness of one of the opposites and is 
connected to the feeling function, which makes a value judgment concerning a 
second choice of opposites, such as good or bad, it can be said that these two 
conscious functions match the image or archetype that is contained in the thinking 
function, even though the thought may remain in the unconscious. Intuition, which 
contains the unconscious body sensations, and sensation, which contains the 
conscious body sensations, would produce the "whole" of the experience, just as 
the thinking function would contain the image or idea in its completed form. In 
other words, the instinctual functions would be identical with the rational 
functions; archetypes and instincts would be identical at this point.  



   This image would correspond to what Jung (1971/1921) describes as a 
"primordial image or archetype" (p. 442). Although he appears here to be speaking 
of this experience as "a fantasy-image" in the psyche of an adult, there is no reason 
to believe that this idea cannot be applied to a child.  

   Elsewhere, in discussing the child, Jung (1959/1938) says that "we can only 
suppose that his behavior results from patterns of functioning, which I have 
described as images" (p. 78). If it is true that the first conscious sensation produces 
the first conscious feeling, which in turn produces the first primordial image, this is 
more than the potential for thought: It is the beginning of thought. What Jung 
described as "passive thinking" (intuition) would begin in the womb with active 
thinking unconscious; what Jung described as "active thinking" would begin at 
birth with passive thinking (intuition) also present and now unconscious, 
representing the split in human ego consciousness and the unconscious soul. This 
describes the beginning of human conflict as the functions differentiate.  

   Jung (1959/1938) describes the instincts in this way: 

Instincts are not vague and indefinite by nature, but are specifically formed motive 
forces which, long before there is any consciousness, and in spite of any degree of 
consciousness later on, pursue their inherent goals. Consequently they form very 
close analogies to the archetypes, so close, in fact, that there is good reason for 
supposing that the archetypes are the unconscious images of the instincts 
themselves, in other words, that they are patterns of instinctual behaviour. 
(emphasis mine, p. 43) 

   The archetype appears to be contained in the instinct and in the original 
experience of the infant. Sensation and feeling provide the experience, and the 
archetype remains mostly unconscious in the thinking function. But universal 
experience, even if it is unconscious, will be activated by the expression of the 
experience in the form of a myth, such as the creation myth of Genesis, which best 
describes that experience in archetypal terms. In other words, many people 
accepted the myth as true (and still do) because it best describes what is 
unconscious in their own psyche. It matches their own instinctual patterns of 
behavior, experience, and unconscious knowledge of the event. Neumann 
(1949/1954) describes the beginning as 

   the symbolic story of the beginning, which speaks to us from the mythology of 
all ages, is the attempt made by man's childlike, prescientific consciousness to 
master problems and enigmas which are mostly beyond the grasp of even our 



developed modern consciousness. If our consciousness, with epistemological 
resignation, is constrained to regard the question of the beginning as unanswerable 
and therefore unscientific, it may be right; but the psyche, which can neither be 
taught nor led astray by the self-criticism of the conscious mind, always poses this 
question afresh as one that is essential to it. (p. 7)  

   The beginning is equally important for developmental psychology in 
understanding the fundamentals of infancy. 
 
 

 
 

In one creative thought a thousand forgotten nights of love revive, filling it with 
sublimity and exaltation. And those who come together in the night and are 
entwined in rocking delight do an earnest work and gather sweetnesses, gather 
depth and strength for the song of some coming poet, who will arise to speak of 
ecstasies beyond telling. And they call up the future; and though they err and 
embrace blindly, the future comes all the same, a new human being rises up, and on 
the ground of that chance which here seems consummated, awakes the law by 
which a resistant vigorous seed forces its way through to the egg-cell that moves 
open toward it. Do not be bewildered by the surfaces; in the depths all becomes 
law.  

(Rainer Maria Rilke, Letters to a young poet, 1962, pp. 37-38) 
 
 

 
 
 

Aspects of Jung's Four Psychological Functions and their Relationship to One 
Another before and after Birth 
 

 
   I see psychological experience as dependent upon physiological experience and 
created by it. In other words, body sensations that are unconscious in the infant 



supply him or her with the knowledge that becomes the psychological function of 
intuition. Seen from this perspective, the biological would never be separated from 
the psychological; indeed, the psychological would be dependent upon the 
biological, but it would not be in the same way that conscious body sensations give 
specific or isolated knowledge of the object. Psychological knowledge would be 
more global and diffuse, just as the function of intuition usually is, with all body 
sensations participating at the same time. Put another way, sensation that is 
conscious separates, divides, and gives specific information, whereas intuition does 
just the reverse and gives information as a whole.  

   Of the four psychological functions, which are methods of knowing, intuition is 
seen here as the psychological function that develops first. We can reasonably 
conclude that the other three functions do not appear to be operating on a 
conscious level in utero, although intuitive knowledge in the form of instinct does 
appear to be operating. If this is so, is this not the beginning of intelligence when 
knowledge is supplied or given to the organism by the experience?  

   Pearce (1980) appears to be asking a similar question: "At what point does 
intelligence, the interaction between an organism and its environment, begin to 
function" (p. 46)? Surely, if one takes this definition of intelligence as correct, one 
would have to consider the possibility that intelligence begins in the womb because 
the organism is in constant interaction with its environment from the beginning. 
Pearce (1980) suggests this when he states: "Even two brain cells in proximity 
begin some preliminary form of interaction. This may not rate as thought in any 
mature sense, but there is almost surely a form of learning taking place" (p. 47). I 
would agree. This is not active thinking, but what Jung (1971/1921, p. 453) called 
"passive thinking," a name he suggested to clarify the function of intuition.  

   The form of learning taking place is obviously not constructed by the ego, but 
can be connected to soul or God or whatever archetype is chosen to describe the 
Other that provides knowledge or information that is not dependent upon "I" or 
ego. One could say that God, or what Jung called the Self, exists in the human 
body as instinctual behavior that provides experience, behavior that is determined 
by body sensations that are not always conscious. I would question Pearce's use of 
the term "learning," because it cannot be determined that anything has been 
learned by the fetus. It is rather a "knowing" that has been given, not learned, 
especially if this is inherent in the genetic make-up of the fetus.  



   In turning to Jung's description of psychological functions, it is possible to 
examine them one by one to determine the following:  

   a. Does an order exist?  

   b. If so, what is the order?  

   c. If an order exists, at what point in human development does each function 
appear?  

   Jung (1971/1921) describes thinking as "active, concerned with logic, reason and 
abstractions" (p. 481). Thinking falls into the realm of cognitive development and 
what is often called the logos. It appears reasonable to assume that the infant in the 
womb is not involved with active thinking; he or she cannot "name things" and has 
no language. All thought would exist as potential, and negative and positive 
thoughts, or the opposites, would be merged in a state of neutrality which would be 
a description of the opposites contained. This function, by most psychological 
standards, appears to be the last to develop in the human child.  

   The feeling function gives value judgments. It tells us if a thing or object is good 
or bad. It is often related to "Eros" in mythology. An infant in the womb cannot 
give a conscious value judgment, assuming he or she is without a conscious ego. 
He or she does not have knowledge of good or bad and cannot differentiate his or 
her body sensations. The feeling function, then, as Jung describes it, appears to be 
unconscious in the womb, just as the thinking function is unconscious. Both exist 
as potential. In creation myths, such as Adam and Eve in Paradise, this would be 
called innocence. The first couple in Paradise had no knowledge of good or evil. 
The same thing might exist in a fetus in the womb. The sensation in the body 
would exist, but a "bad" sensation would not be experienced any differently than a 
good sensation. Without the ability to make a value judgment and without an ego, 
all sensations would be experienced as the same. The feeling function would also 
exist in a state of neutrality, where opposites are merged or undifferentiated.  

   The third function is sensation. Mothers and scientists, I think, would agree that 
infants in the womb experience sensation. They obviously react to stimuli and 
movement. Their experience of sensation is pure experience because they are not 
conscious of what they are experiencing. They may hear their mother's voice, but 
there is no conscious awareness that they hear. There is no ego (as we know it), and 
like the functions of thinking and feeling, sensation is unconscious. Thinking is 
pure unconscious potential. Feeling is also potential; it is unconscious but 



experienced, and undifferentiated from sensation. Sensation is also unconscious 
and undifferentiated, but very much experienced. I would suggest that this 
unconscious sensation, which is merged with the other functions, is what we call 
intuition. The functions of thinking, feeling, sensation, and intuition are psychic 
energy that is merged, undifferentiated, and unconscious. In this state, they are the 
intuitive function, which has a consciousness of its own. In other words, 
consciousness and unconsciousness are both present, but not separated. They exist 
in a state of "oneness." In the womb, the function of sensation, as well as the 
functions of feeling and thinking, can be seen as being in a neutral state with the 
opposites merged.  

   Seeing them in this way suggests a comparison with the myth of Paradise. The 
infant in the womb would never experience pain or pleasure as we know these 
experiences; one would be the same as the other. This would be a neutral state, a 
state without desire, and a state of being that would embrace the opposites. It 
could, indeed, be called a state of Paradise or what Campbell called "Bliss."  

   In speaking of the birth trauma as an archetype of transformation, Campbell 
(1979) says: 

In the imagery of mythology and religion this birth (or more often rebirth) theme is 
extremely prominent; in fact, every threshold passage--not only this from the 
darkness of the womb to the light of the sun, but also those from childhood to adult 
life and from the light of the world to whatever mystery of darkness may lie 
beyond the portal of death--is comparable to a birth and has been ritually 
represented, practically everywhere, through an imagery of re-entry into the womb. 
This is one of those mythological universals that surely merit interpretation, rather 
from a psychological than from an ethnological point of view. (emphasis mine, p. 
62) 

This "re-entry" into the womb is what I would call a psychological return to the 
function of intuition, whether it is immediately after birth or in any later experience 
of transformation. It is a way of returning to the mother while in the world, rather 
than in the womb, which was the original experience.  

   Intuition is irrational and instinctual, like sensation. It is knowledge or 
information that comes to one with no known cause or reason. It is given. Intuition 
has often been linked to the gods or angels or divine entities in mythological 
literature. Jung (1971/1921) quotes Spinoza as describing intuition as the "highest 
form of Knowledge" (p. 453). I would suggest that it is also the lowest form of 



knowledge (certainly from a scientific view and considered as a basic instinct) and 
that the lowest and highest are two opposites that are reunited in mythological 
literature when the hero "returns to Paradise" or, clinically speaking, the client 
desires or experiences a return to the womb. In this way, intuition can be seen as 
both the highest and the lowest of all the psychological functions, as well as the 
first and the last.  

   Intuition also would contain the opposites, negative and positive merged, and 
exist in a state of neutrality or undifferentiation on the one hand, and as a 
differentiated function, on the other.  

   This function appears to be experienced by the infant in the womb from the 
beginning. From cell to fetus, there is movement toward (growth) or away from 
(decay) the environment, which is the womb. Dennett (1991) describes this 
process, using the word "wired" in the same way I would use the word intuition, in 
the following quote: 

Even more primitive are the withdrawal and approach responses of the simplest 
organisms, and they are tied in the most direct imaginable way to the sources of 
good and ill; they touch them. Then, depending on whether the touched thing is 
bad or good for them, they either recoil or engulf. They do this by simply being 
"wired" so that actual contact with the good or bad feature of the world triggers the 
appropriate squirm. (pp. 177-178)  

   Whether one uses the word "wired" or the word "intuition" makes no difference, 
to be wired means to have the knowledge built in, and both refer to basic instincts. 
(And neither word explains who or what does the wiring or provides the 
information.) Science usually describes instincts, human or animal, as "matter at its 
lowest." Instincts in general are not usually seen as a form of intelligence, even 
though they obviously contain knowledge.  

   Pearce (1980) says that "intelligence is the ability to interact with one's matrix" 
(p. 23). If this is so, the living cell contains intelligence from the beginning, but 
this knowledge would fall under the realm of intuition if viewed as a psychological 
experience. No learning, as we know it, is taking place; the cell or the infant learns 
as Roethke (1975) writes, "by going where I have to go" (p. 1133). It is a given, 
contained within the experience, which in mythology is always linked to God, the 
gods, angels, or the unknown. Pearce calls this an act of intention, but that word 
seems to imply a conscious will, and it is doubtful that this is possible if there is no 
ego to will. The organism responds intuitively to its environment. It knows what to 



do without being told, or rather it is told by its own body sensations, which are 
unconscious, but nevertheless in constant interaction with its environment. It is 
possible that the subject (fetus) is wired by instinct to respond to the object (womb 
or environment) in the best possible way, and that the womb (the body of the 
mother) is also wired to respond to the fetus in the best possible way. A 
relationship takes place from the beginning, one could almost say a silent 
relationship, between the mother's body and the unborn body of the child. 
Instinctual relationship may be considered a lower form of knowledge, but it is still 
knowledge that must precede, and be the foundation for, all knowledge that 
follows.  

   Pearce (1980) describes the first matrix, the infant in utero, as "only a symbiotic 
extension of the mother" (p. 20). This is certainly different from Fordham (1976), 
who sees the infant "as separate from his mother from the beginning" (p.11). I 
would agree with Pearce that the infant is a "symbiotic extension of the mother," 
excluding the word "only." Because he or she is also "separate," as Fordham 
describes, from the beginning his or her experience in the womb is not the identical 
experience of the mother. It would appear more reasonable to argue that both 
Pearce and Fordham are correct: Mother and child exist as one unit, yet they are 
also separate from the beginning.  

   In a rather sardonic vein, Pearce (1980) states: "As everyone 'knows,' this 
psychologically undifferentiated organism lacks consciousness, perception, 
sensation, and all other psychological functions" (p. 46). I understand this 
statement to reflect what Pearce does not believe to be true, and if this is so, I 
agree. I believe that the newborn infant is conscious, perceiving and experiencing 
sensation, and that the infant in utero is also conscious, but in a different way. That 
the experience in utero is different from the experience the infant has after birth 
appears certain; it is just this difference that needs to be explored.  

   The psychological function of intuition appears to be present in the infant in 
utero. It is my assumption that this function is conscious, although perhaps in a 
different and more mysterious way than we usually think of consciousness. I see 
the function of intuition as identical with the soul complex. From this function, all 
of the other functions and archetypes follow. Intuition stays the same: It is intuition 
because the other three functions are merged and unconscious. In other words, it is 
the one function that contains the other three to make the fourth function, which is 
a return to "one."  



   This description is not meant to be mystical although it may appear to be if one 
uses ordinary logic. Reason and Rowan (1989) discuss "the Hegel level" of 
understanding when they describe three levels of consciousness, the Primary level, 
the Social level, and the Realized level: 

At the Primary level, we were at the mercy of symbolic forms, in our unchosen 
dreams and daydreams: at the Realized level we are now able deliberately to use 
images and symbols in creative ways for our research purposes. At the Primary 
level, intuition was an occasional flash of insight, often accurate but quite 
unbiddable; at the Realized level it is our main way of thinking, enabling us 
continually to see the wood as well as the trees. And because we now see the world 
as our world, rather than the world, we can see clearly through our own eyes. 
Being rational, we see at this stage, is doing justice to the whole--to all that is out 
there in the world and to all that is in here, inside ourselves. (emphasis authors, p. 
116) 

   Thus, it may be necessary to use the very function which I am attempting to 
describe to understand the concept of three functions that become one. It is 
probably for this reason that the image of three-in-one (another example is the 
Holy Trinity) has been used in symbolic and seemingly mysterious ways that 
exclude ordinary rational language, but not art, poetry, myth, images, and 
archetypes. Yet, I believe, difficult as it may appear to be, it is not impossible to 
describe with language. What is needed is thinking that goes beyond Aristotelian 
logic (see Reason and Rowan, 1989, p. 114).  

   Sensation introduces consciousness and the child ego, and is always followed by 
the feeling function and the thinking function. When sensation and feeling are 
conscious, the ego complex begins. Thus, two kinds of consciousness can be seen 
to begin at birth, that of soul and that of ego. The opposition appears obvious and I 
would suggest, is psychic energy that is always engaged in coming apart (the 
splitting of the opposites) or coming together (the uniting of the opposites). In 
mythology, this is often described as the hero (ego) in a quest for something that is 
missing or lost (soul).  

   In alchemy, which is not a description of birth in the sense of a creation myth, but 
a description of rebirth or Paradise regained, ego and soul are referred to as Sol and 
Luna, sun and moon, gold and silver, brother and sister, male and female. The four 
functions are the psychological quaternity and can be seen as comparable with that 
mythology. The two that are to be re-united are ego and soul, represented in the 



alchemical literature as male and female. The ego functions of thinking, feeling, 
and sensation are to be married to the soul function of intuition, which contains the 
same three functions as one, merged in unconsciousness and undifferentiation. This 
marriage produces the Self.  

   Jung (1954/1946) says that "the quaternity is one of the most widespread 
archetypes and has also proved to be one of the most useful schemata for 
representing the arrangement of the functions by which the conscious mind takes 
its bearings" (p. 45). Here Jung is referring to the four psychological functions and 
their relationship to the alchemical myth of squaring the circle or obtaining the 
philosopher's stone.  

   Obviously Jung saw a relationship between the four functions and alchemy. What 
never occurred to Jung was that he was only a step away from seeing how closely 
his descriptions of the four functions as psychic energy did exactly fit the process 
that the alchemists described. I have been unable to find a description in any of 
Jung's extensive writing, including Psychological Types, that indicates he had 
conscious knowledge of the three functions of sensation, feeling, and thinking, as 
being the "three that becomes four, which becomes one." Jung (Evans, 1976, p. 
100) said that intuition was a "difficulty" because we do not know ordinarily how it 
works, indicating that he did not equate the psychic energy of the three functions as 
being contained in the function of intuition. I have little doubt that he knew this 
intuitively, but it was never brought to conscious thought, awareness, or 
expression. I do think that he might have eventually understood the possibility of 
how the three functions might be seen symbolically as the one function of 
intuition, because it is the natural outcome of his work on this subject. His 
fascination with the "axiom of Maria" and the Trinity archetype indicates his 
interest in the three-in-one phenomenon.  

   By seeing the three functions of sensation, feeling, and thinking as contained 
within the function of intuition, one can compare the four psychological functions 
with the "axiom of Maria" which Jung referred to so often in his writing. He 
(1954/1946) says that "this progression from the number 4 to 3 to 2 to 1 is the 
'axiom of Maria,' which runs in various forms through the whole of alchemy like a 
leitmotiv" (p. 45). What is three becomes one, which is also the fourth. (See Figure 
19.)  

   If we look at this "progression" backwards, as we would to see it as a symbol for 
birth or the beginning of things (creation), we can see that one refers to the 



undivided Self that exists in the womb, where consciousness and the unconscious 
are united and undifferentiated. Two represents the division of that Self, which 
reflects the soul and ego as still one, but separated from the Self. Three refers to the 
birth of the Divine Child (ego) that becomes the one that is also the fourth.  

   When the movement is away from the center and consciousness is coming into 
play, three and four can be seen as the human child who contains the soul and ego 
in child form, in the functions of sensation and feeling. Sensation and feeling are 
the shadow side of intuition and thinking. Undifferentiated, they are the child soul 
and child ego or archetype of the human child, who is a reflection of the Divine 
Child contained in the center. Four also refers to the fourth function, intuition, 
which becomes unconscious at birth and the function that, as Jung so often said, is 
connected to the unconscious or Self. This axiom is another description of the soul 
archetype and the intuitive function. What is three becomes one, which is also the 
fourth. The three unconscious functions of thinking, feeling, and sensation are 
intuition as one function, and that which becomes the fourth function of the 
quaternity, when seen on a conscious level. The progression is Self or Divine 
Mother (three-in-one), Soul or Divine Father (also three-in-one), the Divine 
Child/human child archetype, the third that also contains all three. These three 
archetypes (three-in-one that becomes the fourth) are the psychic energy that 
moves away from the Self and becomes conscious; they are a reflection of the Self 
made conscious. (See Figures 5, 6, 7, 8.)  

   Jung (1954/1946 talks about the fourth stage, the anticipation of the lapis in the 
following way:  

The imaginative activity of the fourth function--intuition, without which no 
realization is complete--is plainly evident in this anticipation of a possibility whose 
fulfillment could never be the object of empirical experience at all: already in 
Greek alchemy it was called "the stone that is no stone." Intuition gives outlook 
and insight; it revels in the garden of magical possibilities as if they were real. (p. 
119) 

   Here Jung describes the intuitive function as necessary for the final realization of 
the stone or a return to the Self, and states that realization would not be possible 
without this function. Looked at backwards, the same can be said: Realization is 
always contained in the function of intuition. Paradise or the soul state of intuitive 
knowing, which the stone represents, would not be lost if the infant was not born. 
At birth, he acquires all four psychological functions: sensation, feeling, thinking, 



and, finally, intuition by a reintegration with the other three functions, a return to 
soul or the intuitive function, which will be equally divided now. What was one in 
the beginning shatters into three and finally four or the quaternity and represents, 
as Jung (1954/1946 says,  

the pluralistic state of the man who has not yet attained inner unity, hence the state 
of bondage and disunion, of disintegration, and of being torn in different 
directions--an agonizing, unredeemed state which longs for union, reconciliation, 
redemption, healing, and wholeness. (p. 46) 

   Jung calls this the state of the man, but I think one could readily see that it could 
also describe the human infant, crying and demanding to be loved, or the infant in 
the human adult, suffering from the same need.  

   Psychological experience begins in the womb. I think that the first psychological 
function is intuition; the second is sensation, which becomes conscious at birth; the 
third is feeling, which also becomes conscious at birth; and the last is thinking, 
which also becomes activated at birth in the form of the personal unconscious. 
Most developmental theories completely disregard the function of intuition in 
infancy, whereas sensation and feeling are fairly obvious in the newborn and are 
given more consideration, even though they are not considered ego functions. 
Thinking, on the other hand, is usually thought to begin around the age of 2 or 
thereafter. It appears reasonable to me, however, to think that active thinking--
Jung's thinking function in his later writings--is preceded by the qualitatively 
different passive thinking, which Jung later called intuition. Active thinking 
contains the archetype, which had its beginning in passive thinking or intuition, 
which is the basic instinct.  

   The four functions are present in the womb and exist as the unconscious ego 
functions that are the shadow side of the soul, which has a consciousness of its 
own. At birth, this is reversed. The ego functions of sensation and feeling become 
conscious, and intuition and thinking are unconscious. The order that I have given 
previously does exist although the functions are contiguous with one other. This 
process can be seen as occurring in fractions of time, which to the observer may 
seem spontaneous. The process is in motion, however, and continuously repeats, 
which is why it can be seen as circular. In this way, all the functions can be seen to 
begin at birth, even though they had their genesis in the womb, where the soul 
complex contained the ego complex in potential and unconscious, undifferentiated 
form. The Self comes first, then soul, then ego.  



 
 

 
 
 

Life's original event 
And the game of life's 
Order of play 
Are involuntarily 
initiated, 
And inherently subject to modification 
By the a priori mystery, 
Within which consciousness first formulates 
And from which enveloping and permeating mystery 
Consciousness never completely separates, 
But which it often ignores 
Then forgets altogether 
Or deliberately disdains. 
And consciousness begins 
As an awareness of otherness, 
Which otherness-awareness requires time. 
And all statements by consciousness 
Are in the comparative terms 
Of prior observations of consciousness 
("It's warmer, it's quicker, it's bigger 
Than the other or others"). 
Minimal consciousness evokes time, 
As a nonsimultaneous sequence of 
experiences. 
Consciousness dawns 
With the second experience. 
This is why consciousness 
Identified the basic increment of time 
As being a second. 



Not until the second experience 
Did time and consciousness 
Combine as human life. 

Time, relativity and consciousness 
Are always and only coexistent functions 
Of an a Priori Universe, 
Which, beginning with the twoness of secondness, 
Is inherently plural. 

(R. Buckminster Fuller, Intuition, 1972, pp. 11-12)  

 

 
 
 

The Womb Archetype and the Psychology of the Child in the Womb as Metaphors 

 
   Paradise, the womb, and the Divine Child as fruit of the womb all appear to be 
related archetypes significant to the early stages of developmental psychology. If 
"the archetypal form or pattern is inherited but the content is variable, subject to 
environmental and historical changes," (Samuels, 1987, p. 25), I would suggest 
that the cosmological motifs of mythology that depict creation and those that have 
the theme of rebirth reflect humanity's attempt to reconstruct its origins, and quite 
possibly its endings, reflected in myths concerning death. The myths, stories, 
images, concepts, or ideas are art as the reconstruction of the basic experience of 
being or being alive, as well as the experience of death. It is our reconstruction of 
the existing archetypes, and how we arrange the forms and patterns, that create 
new archetypes, expanding our vision of human experience and consciousness.  

   Samuels' (1987) interpretation of Jung concerning the symbolic regression to the 
mother is that it "is for regeneration or rebirth, perhaps before moving on 
developmentally" (p. 167). But what is there in that experience that provides 
regeneration? If regression becomes a psychological experience after birth, could 
regression be less than psychological during the primary experience? If we 
substitute the mother archetype for that of the soul archetype or complex and 
imagine that this takes place as psychological knowledge contained within the 



intuitive function, it is not difficult to see that a longing for mother might simply be 
a desire to return to that middle position where the soul is connected to the Self or 
unconsciousness and also connected to ego consciousness. Seen in this way, 
regression would not really apply, because it is possible that this connection was 
not meant to be destroyed in the first place, and when it is damaged or destroyed, it 
is that rather than the desire, which causes pathology,  

   If the experience of being in the womb and the experience of rebirth or a return 
to the womb is often a central theme in the mythology, literature, and initiation 
rites of many cultures down through history, perhaps we should ask about its 
psychological importance. Is there a psychology of the organism or infant in the 
womb? If so, what is that psychology? Certainly there is an experience in the 
womb, and I think that this can be called a psychological experience, based on 
what we know about the four psychological functions as described by Jung 
(1971/1921) and by investigating when and in what order each function might 
appear in the human infant.  

   Samuels (1987) states that Fordham, a Jungian developmental psychologist, 
"postulates a primary self, existing in a sense before birth, and containing all 
psycho-physiological potentials" (p. 155). I agree with this statement with one 
exception: There is an experience in the womb that does not depend on "potential." 
It already is! From cell, zygote, organism, embryo, to an 8-or 9-month-old fetus, 
there is always potential, but there is also always the experience of the moment. 
Whatever this experience is, and I would assume that it has a significant role to 
play in human development, the nature and contents should be questioned if they 
contain an experience that humans often yearn to recreate. Literature appears to 
contain symbols in abundance that express a desire for the "return to the womb" 
experience.  

   Paradise "symbolizes primordial perfection and the Golden Age; the Cosmic 
Centre, pristine innocence; beatitude; perfect communion between man and God 
and all living things" (Cooper, 1988, p. 126). This description could easily be 
interchanged with the symbol of the womb which Cooper (1988) describes as "the 
feminine principle, the matrix, the Earth Mother . . . the well and all waters and all 
that encloses or contains, such as walls, caskets and cups, are symbols of the 
womb" (p. 122). The womb can be seen as a symbol of Paradise, and Paradise can 
be seen as a symbol representing the womb experience. Womb symbolism is linked 
in a spiritually positive way, as described by Cooper, or a pathological way, as 



described by Guntrip (1989), who says that "womb fantasies and/or the passive 
wish to die represent the extreme schizoid reaction, the ultimate regression, and it 
is the more common, mild characteristics which show the extraordinary prevalence 
of schizoid, i.e., detached or withdrawn, states of mind" (p. 58).  

    In a discussion of schizoid withdrawal and reasons for this action, Guntrip 
(1989) names one reason for the regression to a symbolic womb in the following 
way:  

Since this regressed ego is the basis of the most dangerous and undermining 
psychopathological developments, it is as well to reflect on the fact that it is in 
itself a necessary, reasonable, and healthy reaction to danger. Something is wrong 
primarily not with the infant but with the environment. (p. 75) 

   Guntrip sees the fantasy of regression to the womb as a reaction of the infant or 
adult to its (negative) environment, with dangerous implications, which certainly 
appears to be one possibility. Guntrip apparently overlooks the possibility that the 
infant might be attempting to return himself to the womb position when the 
environment fails to accomplish this for him. This experience might be very 
different when the return is a defense mechanism, rather than a positive experience 
provided for by the mother. In a positive experience, the ego might be 
strengthened, but as a defense mechanism, the ego might not wish to return, 
becoming stuck in a position that becomes pathological because it does not allow 
for the flow of ego to soul and soul to ego.  

   Jung sees the entire experience in a different and more positive light. Jung 
(1959/1938) gives as an example of the process of transformation, the eighteenth 
Sura of the Koran, entitled "The Cave," which is a womb symbol:  

Anyone who gets into that cave, that is to say into the cave which everyone has in 
himself, or into the darkness that lies behind consciousness, will find himself 
involved in an--at first--unconscious process of transformation. (p. 135) 

   Jung (p. 136) goes on to say, "This may result in a momentous change of 
personality in the positive or negative sense," indicating that a womb regression 
may be dangerous, but is also necessary for a process of transformation to occur. If 
we assume that this "womb regression" takes place immediately after birth, in what 
Fordham refers to as reintegration, it is possible to see that this experience is 
natural and what happens in the beginning of life. The infant has by being born lost 
the original state of oneness experienced in the womb and is returned to that state, 



transformed, one might say, by the experience of having his body/ego desires met 
by an "other" in the world. 
 
 

 
 
 

Because the brain's TV prime resource 
Consists of images, 
We may call the total brain activity 
Image-ination. 

All we have ever seen 
Is and always will be 
In the scopes of our brain's TV station. 
All that humanity has ever seen 
And will ever see 
Is his own image-ination; 
Some of it is faithfully reported new, 
Some of it is invented fiction or make believe; 
Some of it is doggedly retained "want to believe." 

(R. Buckminster Fuller, Intuition, 1972, p. 122) 
 
 

 
 
 

Eros, Thanatos, and the Desire for Paradise  
 

 
Psychoanalytic theory, as developed by Freud, is concerned with instincts, mainly 
the sexual instinct (which Freud attributed to Eros) as a primary source for all 
physical and psychic development. Libido is sexual energy, and all other instincts 
flow from this basic force. Miller (1983) says that Freud, "in his final account, 



described two basic instincts, Eros (sex, self-preservation, love, life forces, striving 
toward unity) and the destructive instinct (aggression, undoing connections, the 
death instinct, hate)" (p. 112).  

   Freud apparently was concerned primarily with the irrational function of 
sensation as it applied to sex, and considered it the basic instinct. For Freud, 
everything starts with the body. In a certain sense this may be true, but not in the 
way that Freud described it, which leaves out the possibility of body instincts that 
are connected to the soul. Looking at Eros as an archetype of one kind of love or 
only half of what love is, connected with the ego and the body, and Psyche or the 
soul as the other half of love, love that is not in need or that does not desire, it is 
not difficult to see that love also relates to the death instinct, because it always 
means a death of the ego or a death of desire. Consummated love, whether it be in 
the psyche of one individual expressed as union between two different states of 
being or two different people in the world, always cancels the subject and object, 
two become one. One cannot strive towards life and love without striving towards 
death. If one sees death symbolically, as it is often intended to be seen in 
mythological literature, death represents a desire to leave ego consciousness for a 
return to a non-ego consciousness, which would give the experience of unity to the 
person rather than that of being separate. This was probably one meaning inherent 
in the Greek Eleusinian mysteries. The destruction of the ego allowed a non-ego or 
soul consciousness, which I equate with the function of intuition, to prevail and 
witness the bliss of unity. Life and death are not separate, but contained in one 
another in the form of soul, which embraces both in one and expresses the mystery 
of being and the mystery of nonbeing. Soul looks into the eternal on one side and 
the finite on the other and knows that this moment contains both. Death cannot 
exist without life, and life cannot exist without death. This experience takes away 
the fear of actual, physical death, which would have psychological value in any age 
or society.  

   When Jung (1971/1921) introduced the function of intuition as one of the basic 
four psychological functions, inherent in a healthy or ideal psyche, he assigned an 
importance to that function that has (especially in psychology) often been 
overlooked. That the body experiences sensation appears in the literature as a given 
fact. What, how, where, when, and why are equally significant questions 
concerning intuition as an important psychological function. Jung called intuition 
the function closest to the unconscious and considered it necessary for 
individuation, yet little has been included in developmental psychology literature 



on this function compared with the other three functions. It would seem that 
children, who live close to the unconscious, are excluded from the possibility of 
using this function in a significant way that may contribute to their growth and 
development in ways yet unknown.  

   It may seem strange to speak of psychological development in a fetus or in the 
womb, yet if that experience exists, it is one that all humans share and suggests a 
universal archetype that exists in the psyche of every adult.  

   Hall and Lindzey (1978) state that "Freud believed that the most extreme 
symptom of dependency is the desire to return to the womb" (p. 55). Does this 
statement imply that the independent ego that no longer desires to return to the 
womb or, indeed, to "Paradise" is the psychologically healthy ego? To take 
statements about the desire to return to the womb literally, we might deduce a 
desire for incest, which is how Freud viewed it, but if it is seen symbolically, it 
might be interpreted as a desire for a relationship with the mother where two are 
fused in oneness by the act of mutual love. This could take place in the actual 
blissful experience of the child with his mother after birth or it could describe the 
experience in the womb, where ego and soul were not separated. In either case, the 
desire is for the psychological experience of being "one with" in spirit, soul, mind, 
and body. If after birth the infant never had that blissful experience with his mother 
or a mother substitute, he or she might spend a lifetime looking for the experience 
in the world. If a oneness does exist in the womb, this experience would be 
universally true for all individuals and would explain why a womb fantasy was 
imagined more often than a fantasy of being an infant in a mother's arms. What the 
individual appears to be seeking is the archetypal match that was not provided after 
birth.  

   Pearce (1980) stresses the importance of early relationship when he says: 
"Bonding is a psychological-biological state, a vital physical link that coordinates 
and unifies the entire biological system. Bonding seals a primary knowing that is 
the basis for rational thought" (p. 72). The return of the infant to the state that he 
experienced in the womb or to the experience of being in the soul or intuitive 
function is what "bonding" is about. I agree with Pearce that this "seals a primary 
knowing" that allows for and is the foundation of rational thought. It begins, not 
after a year or two, but at birth. I may be accused of adultomorphism when I state 
that if reintegration to the soul or intuitive function shortly after birth could be put 
into language, the infant might say "I know love." This is knowledge experienced 



by the ego-body of the child. Knowledge of love and love of knowledge are not 
inseparable; they can exist in the first experience of the newborn's life. When they 
do, cognitive development or rational thought takes place at the same time as 
affective development, and they are certainly complementary to one other. 
Knowledge does not require language, any more than love does; what is required is 
the experience. Feeling, as Jung described, is a way of knowing and one of the 
rational functions. Few would deny its existence in the newborn, yet the 
knowledge that it provides appears to be overlooked. That rational thinking 
proceeds from that of rational feeling is the point that Pearce appears to be making, 
and I agree with him.  

   No one is more dependent than the newly born human infant, who seeks a return 
to bliss through relationship, which gives knowledge that "we are one" and 
knowledge that "we are not one," opposites that either are united or shattered by 
the experience with the "other."  

   The experience of soul consciousness depends on the loss or partial loss of the 
ego to love the "other," whereas ego love is always a desire to be loved. These two 
different states of consciousness and two types of love, often conflicting in nature, 
exist in the psyche of one person or in a complex relationship. If the desire to 
return to the womb is such a common experience, it is possible that the reasons are 
more significant than merely dependency needs or, rather, that dependency needs 
are basic and significant for human relationship. If, indeed, mythology is the 
expression of psychological experience, many of Freud's interpretations can be 
seen as limited, for on a depth level, they would represent something very different 
indeed. The desire for Paradise would not only be considered normal, but perhaps 
essential, because this metaphor would describe an ultimate human experience 
designed to produce psychological wholeness. If it begins at birth and is part of a 
psychological process that all humans engage in to some degree, there would be 
nothing pathological about it. The metaphor would simply describe humanity's 
desire to be one with God and the world, and to know it on a conscious level. The 
transcendent function or the symbol that unites these two types of consciousness, 
ego and soul, would be the way and the means to achieve that goal. The experience 
of being separate created by birth and the experience of not being separate created 
by an assimilation of the womb experience would be two opposites experienced in 
the world, and the transcendent function would provide the symbol that unites 
them. I think this takes place in relationship, both within and without, and creates 
that middle place where both experiences exist and both are equally important. If a 



transcendent function exists in the human child, it is reasonable to assume that it 
begins at birth, when opposites as well as the need to reconcile them begin. It is 
creation that destroys oneness. Without creation, there would be no need for a 
transcendent function or a symbol that describes the experience of the opposites 
reunited.  

   Many people still adhere to the view that we are more than ego and more than 
body. A psychological concept of how or why humans cling to a spiritual or soul 
view has not been explored thoroughly, with the possible exception of Jung and 
analytical psychology. Faith and reason appear forever divided. A psychological 
concept, however, that attempts to provide a more total picture of early human 
experience might come closer to objective truth than one that ignores or considers 
pathological human beliefs that refuse to die. That consciousness of some kind, 
which I am describing as intuitive or soul consciousness, may exist in the womb 
does not appear to be the prevalent mainstream world view; however, it appears 
safe to say that research is being done that supports this view and that makes this 
possibility increasingly credible.  
 
 

 
 
 

Our birth is but a sleep and a forgetting;  
The star that rises with us, our life's Star,  
Hath had elsewhere its setting 
And cometh from afar; 
Not in entire forgetfulness, 
And not in utter nakedness, 
But trailing clouds of glory do we come 
From God, who is our home: 
Heaven lies about us in our infancy! 
Shades of the prison-house begin to close  
   Upon the growing Boy, 
But he beholds the light, and whence it flows,  
   He sees it in his joy; 
The Youth, who daily farther from the east  



   Must travel, still is Nature's Priest, 
   And by the vision splendid 
   Is on his way attended; 
At length the Man perceives it die away,  
And fade into the light of common day. 

(From William Wordsworth, "Intimations of Immortality," 1888, p. 355) 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Chapter 2: Review of the Literature  

 

Piaget and Genetic Epistemology 
 

   Jean Piaget was a genetic epistemologist, logician, biologist, philosopher, and 
psychologist, although he is usually described as a psychologist whose 
contributions to the field of developmental psychology are invaluable and 
numerous.  



   Genetic epistemology, which is considered a discipline that Piaget created, is 
basically an experimental philosophy that seeks to answer epistemological 
questions through the developmental study of the child. Elkind (Piaget, 1964/1967) 
in an introduction to Piaget's work says: "The problems [in genetic epistemology] 
are to discover the psychological structures that underlie the formation of concepts 
fundamental to science" (p. v).  

   This sentence reminds us that most of Piaget's work is concerned with the 
development of one particular psychological function, namely, that of thinking 
(although he does discuss the other three functions) whether abstract or concrete, 
and a belief that conceptual thinking was the end and desired goal in a series of 
stages, all designed to complete this process.  

   There is much that I agree with in this statement, even the idea that conceptual 
thinking is the last in this series to develop. The bias that I detect appears to reflect 
not only Piaget, but the rationalization of Western humanity in general toward the 
idea that the psychological function of thinking is superior to the other three 
functions. I see thinking as the accumulation of the experiences of the other three 
functions, given form and content.  

   Epistemology is the branch of philosophy that investigates the origins, methods, 
nature, and limits of human knowledge, and even though Piaget appears to be 
focused upon one aspect, he did not leave the others out entirely. In a sense, I agree 
with Elkind (1964/1967, p. vi) who claims that Piaget was unjustly criticized for 
the book he did not write, rather than the one he did write. Piaget's work contains a 
significant amount of information relevant to the topic of this research, especially 
concerning the early stages of cognition in childhood.  

   Piaget (1947/1950) describes his work in the following way: 

Emphasizing the interaction of the organism and the environment leads to the 
operational theory of intelligence. According to this point of view, intellectual 
operations, whose highest form is found in logic and mathematics, constitute 
genuine actions, being at the same time something produced by the subject and a 
possible experiment on reality. The problem is therefore to understand how 
operations arise out of material action, and what laws of equilibrium govern their 
evolution; operations are thus concerned as grouping themselves of necessity into 
complex systems, comparable to the "configurations" of the Gestalt theory, but 
these, far from being static and given from the start, are mobile and reversible, and 



round themselves off only when the limit of the individual and social genetic 
process that characterizes them is reached. (p. 16)  

   The first of these systems is the newborn child. Miller (1983) states that Piaget 
was primarily concerned with cognition that "occurs in stages as a process rather 
than a state" (p. 37). "A newborn is a bundle of reflexes; wired-in responses that 
are triggered by particular stimuli" (p. 45). Piaget's first stage is the newborn, but 
the process that led up to this point (9 months in the womb) is not discussed, at 
least in Miller's explication of Piaget's work. It is just these reflexes or "wired-in" 
responses (instincts) that I would describe as related to the intuitive function. It 
was only after turning to Piaget's writing directly that I found any reference to the 
function of intuition or a reference to the child in utero.  

   Piaget (1964/1967) places a great deal of importance on the first few years of life 
when he states that "this early mental development nonetheless determines the 
entire course of psychological evolution" (p. 9). This statement makes it 
abundantly clear that Piaget considered these rudimentary elements in cognition 
significant to any later developments in cognition and the latter dependent upon the 
former. Shortly after this statement, he says, "At birth, mental life is limited to the 
exercise of reflex apparatuses, i.e., of hereditarily determined sensory and motor 
coordinations that correspond to instinctual needs, such as nutrition" (p. 9). I agree 
with Piaget's first statement concerning the importance of early mental 
development, but disagree with him concerning the second: I do not think that 
mental life is limited in any way at birth, in most cases. Quite the contrary it begins 
at birth by processes that Piaget adequately describes, but assigns to a later period. 
I will attempt to defend this assertion as I proceed to examine some of Piaget's 
general concepts related to my research topic as well as Jung's comparative ideas 
and current post-Jungians in developmental psychology, mainly Fordham.  

   Piaget and Inhelder (1966/1969, p. 5) do not consider the exact moment when 
sensori-motor intelligence appears as important as the problem of understanding 
the mechanism of this progression. This is because Piaget is more interested in 
structures which, if they hold true for the individual, also hold true for the species 
(1964/1967, p. vi). He is primarily concerned with the identification of the 
structures. Once identified, the successive forms of these structures can be 
compared to arrive at an explication of their genesis (1964/1967, p. vi).  

   For the purposes of this research as well as psychology in general, I would 
consider the exact moment of sensori-motor intelligence extremely important if 



one is attempting to link it to the previous stage of development. Piaget did not 
attempt to do this, although he does mention this possibility, which I will later 
discuss.  

   Understanding the mechanism of the progression of stages, which Piaget thought 
to be the real problem, is equally important for my purposes because I am 
attempting to describe the transition of one stage beginning in the womb to the 
next stage, which is birth, and the differences in psychological functioning in both 
stages. I am attempting to link them with cosmological myths, which I believe to 
be describing this process in symbolic language.  

   Piaget's stages underlie the hypothesis offered in this research. If the four 
psychological functions are the basic methods of acquiring knowledge, which was 
Jung's assertion, it is reasonable to assume that they start in the psyche of each 
individual, either in the same way, which Piaget would state was true for the 
species, or not, which would imply a random acquisition. Einstein said that he 
could not believe that God plays dice with the world; I do not think that this idea is 
less true of the inner world, the human psyche.  

   In attempting to understand the mechanism of this progression of states, Piaget 
and Inhelder (1966/1969) continue to describe their ideas concerning assimilation. 
Piaget rejects the mechanism of association, which he claims many psychologists 
accept, and instead gives his views on assimilation:  

Reality data are treated or modified in such a way as to become incorporated into 
the structure of the subject. Every newly established connection is integrated into 
an existing schematism. According to this view, the organizing activity of the 
subject must be considered just as important as the connections inherent in the 
external stimuli, for the subject becomes aware of these connections only to the 
degree that he can assimilate them by means of his existing structures. 
Associationism conceives the relationship between stimulus and response in a 
unilateral manner: SÆR; whereas the point of view of assimilation presupposes a 
reciprocity S´R; that is to say, the imput, the stimulus, is filtered through a structure 
that consists of the action-schemes (or, at a higher level, the operations of thought), 
which in turn are modified and enriched when the subject's behavioral repertoire is 
accommodated to the demands of reality. The filtering or modification of the input 
is called assimilation; the modification of internal schemes to fit reality is called 
accommodation. (pp. 5-6)  



   It is not difficult to see this as the relationship between mother and child; the 
needs of the infant are satisfied by assimilation. The internal schemes to fit reality 
are matched and accommodated. This description sounds very much like Jung's 
description of archetypes. The infant has a picture or an inner image that matches 
the outer world.  

   I also see the shortcomings and therefore question the validity of the SÆR 
mechanism of association. I consider Piaget's model of assimilation and 
accommodation much more in keeping with the model that I propose, and 
"assimilation" a word that describes the process in some respects better than 
Fordham's description of integration, though they appear to me to be comparable.  

   It becomes apparent that Piaget is describing something quite similar to 
Fordham's idea of integration and the idea that the infant acquires what is needed 
from the object or stimuli. One difference appears to be that the subject in Piaget's 
system is absorbing knowledge from the world or the object into its own self 
without changing the basic structure of subject and object. In Fordham's system, 
the infant is integrating to return to the Self or its original state of wholeness.  

   Piaget's system is always one of reciprocation based on his idea of equilibrium. 
Subject and object are always in a state of relationship to one another. Seen in this 
way, it is the relationship that provides the equilibrium or, in Jungian terms, a 
return to the Self.  

   Both Jung and Piaget (Fordham less so) appear to use the dialectic method for 
their constructions, and it is not difficult to see Jung's idea of a Self as totality or 
Self in balance or harmony as one in a state of equipoise. Equilibrium, which is 
conceived as a steady state much like the Self concept, is an indispensable part of 
Piaget's genetic epistemology system. In speaking of the fundamental interaction 
between internal and external factors, Piaget (1964/1967) states: 

All behavior is an assimilation of reality to prior schemata (schemata which, in 
varying degrees, are due to heredity) and all behavior is at the same time an 
accommodation of these schemata to the actual situation. The result is that 
developmental theory necessarily calls upon the concept of equilibrium, since all 
behavior tends toward assuring an equilibrium between internal and external 
factors or, speaking more generally, between assimilation and accommodation. (p. 
103)  



   The "prior schemata" in the hypothesis that I propose can be seen as the four 
psychological functions, existing undifferentiated and contained in the function of 
intuition, where consciousness and unconsciousness exist as one steady state in the 
prenatal child. Put in Piagetian terms--the infant exists in a state of equilibrium, a 
steady state that does not imply inactivity, as Piaget (1964/1967, p. 151) points out-
-but just the opposite, activity. In other words, the infant in the womb would exist 
in a state of equilibrium, while at the same time be essentially active.  

   Piaget's schemes, which he sees as the precursors of symbols or images and 
innate in the infant, bear a close resemblance to Jung's descriptions of archetypes, 
which are without content, and filled in by the experience of the person. Ryce-
Menuhin (1988) says much the same thing when he discusses Fordham: 

The payoff for Fordham's theory based on Jung's self-as-totality theory is that the 
archetypal interpretative base in the reading of infant behaviour has led to 
definitive areas of agreement between Piaget's longitudinal infant observation and 
Fordham's ego theory; that is, that the infant is matching inner with outer from 
birth. (p. 62)  

   That the infant is matching inner with outer from birth appears certain in the 
ideas of both men, however, Fordham wavered considerably in his ideas 
concerning the appearance of the ego. It is only when Fordham considered the ego 
present at birth that his theory links to that of Piaget's theory in an important way. 
Piaget relates schemes to the body and body functions from the beginning, even 
though he doesn't use the word "ego."  

   Other similarities in Piaget's and Jung's thinking, which also influenced 
Fordham, appear to me to be readily apparent, especially in the method both 
employ and in the conclusions they arrive at concerning schemes, archetypes, and 
equilibrium. In speaking of the difficulty in knowing one's own type, Jung 
(1971/1921) states:  

This subjective clouding of judgment is particularly common because in every 
pronounced type there is a special tendency to compensate the one-sidedness of 
that type, a tendency which is biologically purposive since it strives constantly to 
maintain the psychic equilibrium. (p. 1)  

   Since these words appear on the first page of Psychological Types, the concept of 
equilibrium and compensation for biological purposes appears to be significant in 
Jung's thinking and exceedingly close to ideas later introduced by Piaget. What is 



apparent in both of their beginning observations is the biological model and the 
one of equilibrium, which was also used by Freud and many others attesting to the 
numerous, diverse concepts that come from a theoretical model used in different 
ways.  

   Jung's interpretation of that model, however, led him eventually to his major 
conclusion that the transcendent function was of the utmost importance; the uniting 
of opposites was achieved by a third, unknown, and irrational factor, which was the 
symbol that joined the opposites and restored, even if only temporarily, a state of 
equilibrium. Most of Jung's work and thinking centers on this basic concept--
including his work on alchemy, dreams, and his descriptions of introversion, 
extraversion and the four psychological functions. The problem of opposites or 
"squaring the circle" is the problem of returning to the state of equilibrium or the 
Self; in other words, it is a psychological problem. Since much of Jung's later work 
was centered on the healing of adults, he doesn't comment directly on when the 
symbolic function or what he called the transcendent function comes into 
existence, but he does discuss the inborn, preconscious, and unconscious individual 
structure of the psyche. He (1959/1938) states: 

There is an a priori factor in all human activities, namely the inborn, preconscious 
and unconscious individual structure of the psyche. The preconscious psyche--for 
example, that of a new-born infant--is not an empty vessel into which, under 
favourable conditions, practically anything can be poured. On the contrary, it is a 
tremendously complicated, sharply defined individual entity which appears 
indeterminate to us only because we cannot see it directly. But the moment the first 
visible manifestations of psychic life begin to appear, one would have to be blind 
not to recognize their individual character, that is, the unique personality behind 
them. It is hardly possible to suppose that all these details come into being only at 
the moment in which they appear. (p. 77)  

   I agree with this statement. What appears at birth has been in motion and 
experienced for 9 months in utero. The structures for acquiring knowledge as well 
as the application of the transcendent function, whenever it may appear, all have 
their root and foundation in the individual structure of the infant psyche. With this 
idea in mind, one could easily say that the child who is dominated by his parents' 
psychology or in a state of participation mystique is guided by his own inner 
principles or individuality as well as his environment. This is probably one reason 
Jung did not see a contradiction in his ideas concerning the influence of the parents 



on the unconscious of the child. Some children are individually equipped by their 
own psychology in the beginning to be influenced by their parents unconscious, 
other are less so, which explains how two children with the same parents are often 
very different, without this difference being only the result of the parents' behavior. 
This subject will be discussed later in the work of Frances Wickes.  

   Piaget (1964/1967), like Jung before him, considers the "semiotic function" 
extremely important and states, "It can thus be argued that the source of thought is 
to be sought in the symbolic function" (p. 91). He saw it as emerging in stage 6 of 
the sensori-motor period, which is around the age of 2, and corresponds in time 
with many concepts in psychology concerning the appearance of the developing 
ego. Before the emergence of the symbolic function the infant is operating by the 
function of intuition, which is Piaget's term for perception and movement. But 
intuition or perception and action are not the foundation for thought; thought is 
derived from the symbolic function.  

   The following is Piaget and Inhelder's (1966/1969) conclusion on the symbolic 
function: 

In spite of the astonishing diversity of its manifestations, the semiotic function 
presents a remarkable unity. Whether it is a question of deferred imitation, 
symbolic play, drawing, mental images and image-memories or language, this 
function allows the representative evocation of objects and events not perceived at 
that particular moment. The semiotic function makes thought possible by providing 
it with an unlimited field of application, in contrast to the restricted boundaries of 
sensori-motor action and perception (intuition). Reciprocally, it evolves under the 
guidance of thought, or representative intelligence. Neither imitation nor play nor 
drawing nor image nor language nor even memory (to which we might have 
attributed a capacity for spontaneous reproduction comparable to that of 
perception) can develop or be organized without the constant help of the 
structuration characteristic of intelligence. (p. 91) 

   Here Piaget speaks almost with reverence of the symbolic function; he makes it 
clear that this is a milestone in development and a stage of transition; the baby has 
come to the end of the sensori-motor period and the semiotic function "presents a 
remarkable unity." I cannot help agreeing that this is a remarkable achievement for 
the human child; what I cannot agree with is the idea that these functions all begin 
at the end of the sensori-motor period, as defined by Piaget.  



   This remarkable unity can also be seen as taking place shortly after birth when 
the infant has experienced two things: the loss of unity that occurs with the first 
conscious sensation and the first desire, and the re-establishment of unity when the 
desire is satisfied.  

   Piaget, who often states that feeling should not be divided from thought, appears 
to leave out the possibility that the feeling function contains the thought or the 
knowledge, which may create the image on an unconscious level in the thinking 
function. If conscious feeling is derived from conscious sensation, these are the 
first functions to give knowledge of the separation of the experiencing organism, 
they are also the first functions that unite them or return them to a previous state. 
The opposites are reunited by an apparently invisible third thing called 
relationship. This is the space between subject and object, and it exists on the inner 
level as well as the outer level when there is, as Piaget or Fordham would say, a 
match.  

   The experience of the first relationship may be more significant in the 
formulation of the symbol than previously recognized. If a 1-year-old child draws a 
circle, which is one of the first symbols drawn by children (Drachnik, 1985, p. 11), 
she or he may be expressing a representation that existed in the personal 
unconscious from a much earlier age and it may be a description of experience that 
is only remembered through a simple symbol that expresses a dynamic process.  

   If the archetype, thought, image, representation or concept all exist as potential in 
the unconscious thinking function that is not separated from the first feeling, 
conscious feeling would be more significant than previously described also, 
because it would be connected to the thinking function in an important way from 
the beginning of life.  

   It would be a mistake, I think, to believe that the feeling function does not 
provide an image or representation of the experience that occurs in the relationship. 
It is simply that the image always comes after the experience. The feeling can unite 
the opposites without the conscious thought and, indeed, create the thought or 
image, whether it ever becomes conscious or not. This is why we can identify with 
the contents of a myth, even after rejecting the literal interpretation as 
questionable, and recognize that it still contains a psychological truth.  

   It would appear to me that the age of 2, which Piaget equates with the emergence 
of the symbolic function, is the age of the child when he or she can be observed by 
adults to be using all four functions, but in reality the child has been doing so from 



the beginning, just as the ego comes into play at the first sign of body 
consciousness. New methods of research and clinical observation of infants 
appears to support the idea that the infant uses cognitive functions long before the 
end of the sensori-motor period.  

   Jackson and Jackson (1979, pp. 104-105) discuss research by Jerome Kagan of 
the Harvard Center for Cognitive Studies, who believes that infant cognitive 
activity is apparent around the end of the first year. He bases this on research that 
showed that infants' fixation on masks of the human face diminishes from 2 to 9 
months of age, as if they could be more and more easily assimilated in the infants' 
maturing schemata for faces and so require less and less attention. However, after 
the age of 9 months until 36 months of age, the concentration of infants and 
children on masks increases. Kagan proposes that this shift manifests the 
emergence of a cognitive process in which infants formulate hypotheses to explain 
unfamiliar events.  

   Kagan (quoted in Jackson and Jackson, 1979) also discusses research that 
suggests that the heart rate of infants and adults increases during cognitive activity. 
Jackson and Jackson (1979) say, "If heart rate increases in infants signify an 
increase in cognitive activity, as they do in children and adults, the age of reason 
has taken a quantum leap backward to age one" (p. 106). I agree with this and 
suggest it may be much earlier than the age of one.  

   In more recent research, Wynn (1992) shows that 5-month-old infants are 
capable of simple arithmetic, a feat that I do not think Piaget would include in the 
sensori-motor period. Wynn states: 

Human infants can discriminate between different small numbers of items, and can 
determine numerical equivalence across perceptual modalities. This may indicate 
the possession of true numerical concepts. Alternatively, purely perceptual 
discriminations may underlie these abilities [emphasis mine]. This debate 
addresses the nature of subitization, the ability to quantify small numbers of items 
without conscious counting. Subitization may involve the holistic recognition of 
canonical perceptual patterns that do not reveal ordinal relationships between the 
numbers, or may instead be a iterative or "counting" process that specifies these 
numerical relationships. Here I show that 5-month-old infants can calculate the 
results of simple arithmetical operations on small number of items. This indicates 
that infants possess true numerical concepts, and suggests that humans are innately 
endowed with arithmetical abilities. (p. 749) 



   Research such as this and the previous examples indicates several things, one 
being the importance of what Wynn calls "purely perceptual discriminations" and 
the other the possibility that this kind of holistic recognition by infants may involve 
the function of intuition.  

   Piaget apparently did not regard perception as a source for conceptual 
knowledge. After giving various reasons, which are presented almost as 
mathematical equations in much of his writing on perception, he states that "It 
seems obvious, therefore, that operations, or intelligence in general, do not derive 
from the perceptual systems" (quoted in Piaget and Inhelder, 1966/1969, p. 50).  

   Miller (1983), in discussing Piaget's views on perception, states:  

Perceptual development seems to be a more continuous, quantitative process than 
does cognitive development. Piaget makes a sharp distinction between perception 
and cognition in terms of what each can achieve. The most advanced level of 
perception allows the semi-reversible regulations we saw in the preoperational 
period. Perception can never achieve the reversible operations eventually 
developed by the cognitive structures. It follows, then, that perception can never 
give certainty; it can give only approximations. Perception always remains a 
subsystem of intellectual structures. (p. 67) 

   It appears to me that Piaget, at this point in his thinking, divides perception from 
cognition in an arbitrary way that is reminiscent of the philosophy that stated that 
body and soul are separate and distinct entities and the idea that the so-called 
highest form of knowing, conceptual thinking, is not based on the so-called lower 
methods of knowing, which would be conscious sensation that is known through 
the body, or unconscious sensation or intuition, which is also known through the 
body. Perception and action, connected with body sensation, cannot achieve 
reversibility and this is a reason Piaget often gives for the divorce of perception 
and reason.  

   I agree with Piaget that body sensations can be seen as perceptions and actions 
and that they are intuitions. He is saying very much the same thing that I have 
stated earlier, that sensation and intuition are two sides of the same coin. And 
Piaget went beyond Jung in his definition of what intuition is and where it comes 
from, but not in the value assigned to that particular function, which Jung 
considered essential for all the higher achievements of humans, whether scientific, 
artistic, or psychological. I do not agree that perception and cognition serve two 
different purposes, but that perception is instead the foundation for all future 



cognitive processes, including conceptual thinking. If the perception contains the 
knowing, there is no need for it to be reversible, at least in the beginning; intuition 
may give the concept in its totality before it is ever known rationally, in which 
case, the knowing would be complete, but the expression of what is known would 
necessarily have to be expressed in some form to communicate what is known to 
others. Art and science both serve this purpose quite well.  

   The bias that Piaget appeared to have concerning perception may have 
influenced his thinking in several ways, including his thinking concerning the 
function of intuition and the functions of sensation and especially the feeling 
function. Piaget was looking for the little scientist in every child, but he failed to 
find, indeed, did not appear to be looking for, the little artist, which may have been 
a flaw in his system, for one may necessitate the other.  

   Koestler (1975, pp. 146-147) states something like this when he says that the 
greatest of scientists have a basic trust in the intuitive function, and he gives 
examples that he says could be continued indefinitely, although he cannot think of 
any explicit statement to the contrary by any eminent mathematician or physicist:  

Here, then, is the apparent paradox. A branch of knowledge which operates 
predominantly with abstract symbols, whose entire rationale and credo are 
objectivity, verifiability, logicality, turns out to be dependent on mental processes 
which are subjective, irrational, and verifiable only after the event. (emphasis 
mine, p. 147) 

   This does not seem quite that paradoxical if one thinks of the intuitive function as 
containing what Jung called "passive thinking," which in the expression is brought 
to the level of scientific or conceptual thought which Jung called "active thinking."  

   Piaget talks about intuition, but thus far I have not determined that he ever gives 
it the importance that Koestler mentions, at least not in the making of a concept by 
an adult, whereas Jung thought it was indispensable for the complete realization of 
the Self. This is a large difference in their thinking and I am inclined to believe that 
Jung was correct; he gave all four functions equal value and insisted that all four 
should be developed as far as humanly possible in a conscious way. Overall, I 
believe that Jung's system was the more reasonable one, and that the inclusion of 
the intuitive function as essential for creativity and psychological wholeness was 
an aspect that Piaget missed in his overall theory of knowledge. Epistemology is 
more than the thinking function, and it is perhaps the complex relationship of the 
functions to each other that produces the end results.  



   Jung does not refer to Piaget in his work, which is understandable since Piaget 
was 21 years younger and was only 25 years old when Jung wrote Psychological 
Types, but Piaget (Piaget and Inhelder, 1966/1969) does refer to Jung and symbols 
when he states:  

But, without any proof (lack of concern for verification is even more noticeable in 
the Jungian school than it is in the Freudian schools), he [Jung] argued from the 
universality of these symbols that they are innate and went on from there to the 
theory of hereditary archetypes. Yet one would no doubt find the same universality 
in the laws of the child's play symbolism; and since the child is anterior to the man 
and was so even in prehistoric times, it may be in the ontogenetic approach to the 
formative mechanisms of the semiotic function that the solution to the problem 
will be found. (p. 62) 

   In other words, when psychology discovers the beginning of the symbolic 
function or the beginning of representations in the individual infant, the solution to 
the problem of how symbols are formulated will be found. Jung (1956/1912) said 
something about this in "Two Kinds Of Thinking," a description of directed 
thinking and passive thinking or what he later called intuition, when he stated:  

These considerations tempt us to draw a parallel between the mythological 
thinking of ancient man and the similar thinking found in children, primitives, and 
in dreams. This idea is not at all strange; we know it quite well from comparative 
anatomy and from evolution, which show that the structure and function of the 
human body are the result of a series of embryonic mutations corresponding to 
similar mutations in our racial history. The supposition that there may also be in 
psychology a correspondence between ontogenesis and phylogenesis therefore 
seems justified. If this is so, it would mean that infantile thinking and dream-
thinking are simply a recapitulation of earlier evolutionary stages. (pp. 22- 23)  

   Apparently, Piaget later (1928/1964) had similar thoughts when he said: "The 
day will come when child thought will be placed on the same level in relation to 
adult, normal, and civilized thought, as primitive mentality" (p. 256).  

   At this point, I agree with both Piaget and Jung; it is in the ontogenesis that the 
answer to the relationship between the intuitive function and the thinking function 
and the creation of symbols can be found, and the interpretations of ontological 
and cosmological myths may contain information that has yet to be discovered, 
especially the Western myth of Genesis.  



   It is also possible that child thinking ultimately is no different from adult thinking 
if what is conscious in one is unconscious in the other and vice versa. This would 
mean that the ontogenesis and the phylogenesis are not only comparable, as Jung 
described, but identical. In other words, the beginning contains the end, just as the 
end contains the beginning. In religious mythology this is expresses as a return to 
child consciousness.  

   Before continuing with Piaget's ideas on intuition, however, I would like to look 
at his views on the feeling function or what he referred to as affect. Piaget 
(1964/1967) states:  

There is a close parallel between the development of affectivity and that of the 
intellectual functions, since these are two indissociable aspects of every action. In 
all behavior the motives and energizing dynamisms reveal affectivity, while the 
techniques and adjustment of the means employed constitute the cognitive 
sensorimotor or rational aspect. There is never a purely intellectual action, and 
numerous emotions, interests, values, impressions of harmony, etc., intervene--for 
example, in the solving of a mathematical problem. Likewise, there is never a 
purely affective act, e.g., love presupposes comprehension. Always and 
everywhere, in object-related behavior as well as in interpersonal behavior, both 
elements are involved because the one presupposes the other. (pp. 33-34)  

   Here I am in complete agreement with Piaget; this describes and supports my 
earlier statement that there is not a thought that does not have a conscious or 
unconscious feeling related to it and not a feeling that does not have a conscious or 
unconscious thought attached to it. But which function comes first or do they 
originate at the same time? Piaget does not exactly say, although he implies that the 
functions of feeling and thinking commence simultaneously. But if the child is 
born into time, and feeling and thinking do not work together at the same time, as 
Jung describes, and one function is developed and conscious, while the other is 
unconscious, it would appear more reasonable and perhaps even obvious that the 
feeling function would precede the thinking function, even if the time involved is 
only a fraction of a second or a number of years. It also appears obvious that these 
two functions are contiguous to one another, but can still be described separately 
and be seen to serve two different purposes, at least in expression, if not always in 
content. Feeling can be observed in the behavior of a newborn infant, while 
thought is much more difficult, but not impossible, as recent research has shown. It 
would seem reasonable to me to assume that thinking and feeling appear 



simultaneously, but that feeling is conscious whereas the thought takes place in the 
unconscious.  

   Since Piaget thought that a close parallel existed between the development of 
affectivity and the intellectual functions and that they were indissociable aspects of 
every action, it is difficult to understand how he appears to discount the 
development of the feeling function in the beginning of life. Perhaps he simply was 
more interested in the structures of cognitive development in the child and realized 
the enormous difficulty of the relationship between two distinct, but closely related 
functions, namely, thinking and feeling. Elsewhere (Piaget and Inhelder, 
1966/1969), concerning these two functions, Piaget states: 

As we have seen repeatedly, affectivity constitutes the energetics of behavior 
patterns whose cognitive aspect refers to the structures alone. There is no behavior 
pattern, however intellectual, which does not involve affective factors as motives; 
but, reciprocally, there can be no affective states without the intervention of 
perceptions or comprehensions which constitute their cognitive structure. Behavior 
is therefore of a piece, even if the structures do not explain its energetics and if, 
vice versa, its energetics do not account for its structures. The two aspects, 
affective and cognitive, are at the same time inseparable and irreducible. (p. 158)  

   Translating this into Jungian terms, if we take patterns of behavior to be the 
archetypes that have not become conscious but are identical with the instincts, 
which Jung thought possible, the "perceptions or comprehensions which constitute 
their cognitive structure" would be either conscious sensation or unconscious 
sensation (intuition) or both and the perceiving functions or instinctual functions 
can be seen, as Piaget states, as constituting or creating the archetypes, which are 
only empty forms until they become conscious. In other words, the instincts create 
the archetypes and they are contained each in the other.  

   Here I certainly agree with Piaget, and this statement appears to support one of 
my premises in a meaningful way: If there can be no affective states without the 
intervention of perceptions or comprehensions which constitute their cognitive 
structure, the feeling of love or the knowing of love would provide a perception 
and a comprehension that would be affective and cognitive at the same time. Love 
and knowledge would be interchangeable! Perception or comprehension, known 
through the function of feeling, does not require a conscious image or 
representation when the experience is one of pure feeling. The image may follow, 
but it does not need to become conscious to be effective or known. Indeed, one 



feeling may engender numerous images, all representing the same feeling. The 
symbol itself does not unite the opposites; the symbol only represents an image of 
the experience. It is the experience that unites the opposites, expressed by the 
symbol.  

   If Piaget or, indeed, any other theorist of developmental psychology had seen 
affect as beginning at birth in the form of an infant demanding to be loved, the 
energetics of that particular behavior pattern can be seen as a marvelous example 
of the cognitive structures that underpin them; the human organism would not 
survive without a means to ensure that his needs and his demands be met in the 
world. What could be more reasonable?  

   If feeling starts at the beginning of life, and why dispute the idea that an infant 
feels, how could the intellectual functions start at a later time if they are 
indissociable, as Piaget suggests? That an infant feels and makes value judgments 
from the moment of birth appears so obvious that it has almost been overlooked in 
the field of psychology, but not in major religions of the world, or in mythological 
literature. In some Eastern religions, desire is the cause of all pain and suffering in 
the world, and eliminating desire is the means to end human suffering. In the 
Western myth of Genesis, the desire of Eve is seen as the downfall of humanity and 
it is her desire that causes her expulsion from Eden. In Greek mythology, Eros 
bursts from the golden egg and his name, which means "demanding love," tells us 
he represents love that desires. And the human newborn experiences the same 
thing; he or she is born with desire. The first conscious feeling is desire, which 
comes from the first conscious body sensation that delivers the message that he or 
she is no longer one with the world, but separate and in the world.  

   What appears missing in psychology is the possibility that when this first desire 
is satisfied and the infant is returned to a state where the opposites are united, a 
feeling that corresponds in intensity accompanies the experience. If Eros shatters 
the golden egg and desire is born, Psyche or soul (of the mother) returns the infant 
to a state of no desire, and the accompanying feeling is bliss, pleasure, or joy, all 
names given to the child of Psyche and Eros. This experience, which is probably 
the experience of most human infants, probably happens in the first few hours of 
life. The opposites are first separated by love that demands and then reunited by 
love that does not desire, the double-edged sword of Christ or two kinds of love 
and two types of consciousness.  



   Piaget says that love presupposes comprehension; therefore, to know love is 
knowledge, and knowledge is knowing love. Desire is the perception of a lack of 
something; to be without desire is the perception that nothing is lacking; both are 
knowledge on a feeling level.  

   The feeling function must follow the function of sensation. If, as Jung stated, 
feeling is a rational function the human newborn is a rational creature from the 
beginning and his or her reason begins with the feeling function. The first 
representation is an image contained in the personal unconscious of the thinking 
function and this process is repeated, probably until the thinking function gives 
expression to its contents in a conscious way.  

   Piaget's (1964/1967) stages begin at birth, yet he states that:  

whenever one is dealing with a structure in the psychology of intelligence, its 
genesis can be traced to other more elementary structures which do not constitute 
absolute beginnings themselves but have a prior genesis in even more elementary 
structures, and so on ad infinitum. I say ad infinitum, but the psychologist will stop 
at birth. He will stop at the sensorimotor level, and at this level there is, of course, 
the whole biological problem because the neural structures themselves have their 
genesis, and so it continues. (p. 149) 

   This appeared to be true in the past, the psychologist did stop at birth, but that is 
not always the case today, however, as more psychologists are interested in the 
experience of the infant in utero and the possibilities that the ego may originate 
shortly before or after birth and that some kind of consciousness begins in utero.  

   The first 9 months of life in the womb may be more elementary in structure, but 
certainly would have a structure, according to Piaget's logic. If development occurs 
in a process of stages, it seems important to start at the beginning, which is not 
birth, but the developing fetus in the womb. The hypothesis that I suggest here can 
be seen to be dealing with the genesis of the previous structure, that is, with the 
experience of the child in the womb and the transition from the womb to the world. 
Piaget (1964/1967) says that "every structure has a genesis that emanates from a 
structure and culminates in another structure" (p. 49). If this is so, the myth of 
Genesis can be seen as a description of the structure previous to birth (Paradise) 
and as a description of the loss of Paradise or the Fall, which is birth. It also 
describes the beginning of what is presented in the myths as superconsciousness, 
which is not at birth, but in the womb, in the form of the psychological function of 
intuition.  



   The general hypothesis offered in this research can be seen to link with Piaget's 
theory if one determines that it attempts to describe the genesis of the previous 
structure, the womb experience, in the same way that Piaget starts with the 
description of the structure at birth. If the new structure always contains elements 
of the old structure, as Piaget claims, it seems reasonable to conclude that the 
newborn infant repeats the previous structure at the same time he or she is learning 
a new structure, which would describe integration and deintegration as a process, 
or assimilation and accommodation, to use Piaget's terms. And if every genesis 
refers to a previous genesis, what is psychological in the womb has yet to be 
explored thoroughly.  

   If we conclude that there is a kind of knowledge or a kind of consciousness 
innate in living matter, the biological problem, as Piaget calls it, can be overcome. 
The neural structures appear to arrange themselves in some sort of preconceived 
plan that constitutes an intelligent choice in most cases, whether we understand it 
or not.  

   Most theorists assume that cognition does not begin at birth; so-called "wired-in" 
responses are not considered real knowledge; yet the experience of sensation is 
accompanied by the feeling function and the feeling function gives a value to the 
experience and contains knowledge. Being in the womb is more than a physical 
experience; it also contains psychological experience in the form of intuitive 
knowing. Without this stage, which is an important part of the process, no other 
stage could develop. My thesis states that the infant has consciousness in the womb 
and that this consciousness is based on the functions of unconscious sensation, 
feeling, and thinking, which is the psychological function of intuition. In other 
words, the infant in the womb is in a state (which is also a process because it is in 
constant change) of conscious intuition. The rational functions of thinking and 
feeling exist as potential; the function of sensation is constantly active and totally 
unconscious. Pain and pleasure are not differentiated because the fetus cannot give 
value judgments (feeling function) and cannot name (thinking function) the 
experience.  

   If we concede that the archetype exists in the instinctual behavior of the 
organism, a connection can be made that unites them; in other words, intuition as 
an instinct is not different from the function of thinking, which produces the 
archetype. The archetype exists before, during, and after the instinct.  



   Piaget's description of thought is especially interesting and can be related to 
many of the assumptions I have previously made concerning two types of 
consciousness, the intuitive and ego consciousness; it is also of interest to relate his 
description of thought to Jung's idea's concerning "Two Types of Thinking" 
(1956/1912, p. 7) which I have previously described. Piaget (1964/1967) says:  

Thought is like all behavior. The child does not adapt himself right away to the 
new realities he is discovering and gradually constructing for himself. He must 
start by laboriously incorporating them within himself and into his own activity. 
This egocentric assimilation characterizes the beginnings of thought just as it 
characterized the process of socialization. At every stage during the period from 
two to seven years, one finds all the transitions between two extreme forms of 
thought, but the second form gradually gains precedence over the first. The first of 
these forms is thought by means of pure incorporation or assimilation, in which 
egocentricity excludes all objectivity. The second form is that of thought adapted to 
others and to reality, (intuition) which is a preparation for logical thought. Most 
infantile thinking oscillates between these two extremes. (p. 22) 

   Here Piaget appears to be describing the ego and what I have referred to as soul 
or intuitive consciousness. Egocentricity is certainly the ego in its most extreme 
form and he describes the second form as that of intuition, which he sees as the 
precursor for all later and rational thought. Egocentricity is the first form of 
conscious thought and intuition is the second. My thesis is that intuition is the first 
conscious function in the womb, but at birth the emerging ego comes next, with 
conscious body sensations, conscious feeling or affect, which produces 
unconscious thinking. By a process of assimilation, the infant's ego is returned to 
the earlier state of intuitive functioning. The first reintegration would be returning 
the infant to his or her previous "genesis" to help orient himself or herself to the 
new state, that is, life in the world as opposed to life in the womb. By defining 
egocentricity as the first form of thought and a totally subjective form, it can be 
linked with the first desire or the first need, which contains a thought, were the 
infant able to express it in words. "I desire or I want the object, which is love," 
might express this thought, and such a statement would certainly be subjective and 
egocentric, but not necessarily pejorative.  

   What is the difference in what I propose than in the above statements by Piaget? 
It is in his statement that this process occurs in the years between 2 and 7; 
otherwise there is no difference. What Piaget describes as taking place in the 



sensori-motor functions, I would say takes place at birth; what he describes as 
taking place in the intuitive state, I would also describe as happening at birth or, at 
least one hopes that it does. Piaget states that most infantile thinking oscillates 
between these two extremes, but I think that one could also say that adult thinking 
often does the same thing, especially when the ego complex and the soul complex 
have not been connected in a conscious way.  

   The second form that Piaget calls thought adapted to others and to reality and a 
preparation for logical thought is intuition. I have described intuition as beginning 
in the womb and the ego as beginning at birth, and then returning to the intuitive 
state, which is the same order that Piaget gives, at least after birth. One can see that 
this describes what Jung (1956/1912) called "two kinds of thinking." One is active 
thinking and connected to the ego; one is passive and connected to the soul or 
intuition. It is also not difficult to see in mythology that most stories are describing 
an excess of ego or soul: A character, such as Oedipus, is in a state of egocentricity, 
or an archetype like Psyche, is in a state of excessive soul unconsciousness and 
looking for (Eros) ego development. Usually, the dilemma to be solved is the 
reuniting of these two extreme, infantile positions.  

   Piaget (1964/1967) describes the second form of thought, intuition, in this way: 

At the other extreme there is the form of thought that is the most reality-oriented of 
any to be found in early childhood. This we have called intuitive thought. In a 
sense, it is sensori-motor experience and coordination that can be reconstituted or 
anticipated thanks to the ability to use representation. We shall return to this form 
of thought later because intuition is in some measure the logic of early childhood. 
(p. 24) 

   Since Piaget (1964/1967, glossary) defined intuition as "a form of thought in 
which judgments regarding physical reality are made on the basis of perception 
rather than reason," this definition can still be seen as being applicable to the 
experience of the child in the womb, especially since I am defining intuition as 
unconscious sensation, feeling, and thinking. It is not difficult to imagine that the 
human infant in utero starts life with a psychological function that will continue 
after birth and be the foundation for all future sensing, feeling and thinking in a 
state of consciousness. In this respect, I believe that intuition is more important 
than Piaget thought, as is perception; neither can be divided from conceptual 
thought. The structure of the mental system of the child in utero is different from 
the parts that make it up, simply because the child lives primarily in a state of 



intuition or soul that is only in existence when the other three functions are 
unconscious. The parts that comprise intuition, however, separate and become 
conscious after birth, only to reorganize in unity during states of a lowered ego 
consciousness, such as sleep or mutual love, or a conscious awareness that one is 
not only ego, but also soul and both in equal measure comprise the Self. One could 
call this idea an epigenesis, not only in a biological sense, but in a psychological 
way, because the mental development of the infant in utero is seen to develop from 
the successive differentiation of an originally undifferentiated structure, which I am 
calling the psychological function of intuition. Intuition is the instinct; soul is the 
archetype that expresses the original undifferentiated structure.  

   After stating four major factors in the development of the child, Piaget (Piaget 
and Inhelder, 1966/1969) states:  

It may appear that these four major factors explain only the intellectual and 
cognitive evolution of the child and that the development of affectivity and 
motivation must be considered separate. It may even seem that affective, dynamic 
factors provide the key to all mental development and that in the last analysis it is 
the need to grow, to assert oneself, to love, and to be admired that constitutes the 
motive force of intelligence, as well as of behavior in its totality and in its 
increasing complexity. (emphasis mine, pp. 157-158) 

   This statement confirms Piaget's final analysis concerning the cognitive and 
affective functions. They are not seen as separate entities, but forces meant to 
function in harmony.  

   Perhaps ego consciousness alone and even soul consciousness alone can be seen 
as afflicted infantile states of being, regardless of age, if both are not flowing back 
and forth in a rhythmic process designed to function as the Self.  

   Piaget's last statement appears to be both simple and profound; it echoes the 
words of Emily Dickinson (1960), "That Love is all there is, Is all we know of 
Love; It is enough, the freight should be Proportioned to the groove" (p. 714).  
 
 

 
 
 



Eternal Birth 

 

Therefore, how profitable it is to pursue this potentiality, 
until empty and innocent, 
a man is alone in that darkness of unselfconsciousness,  
tracking and tracing (every clue) and never retracing his steps!  
Thus you may win that (something) which is everything, 
and the more you make yourself like a desert, unconscious of everything, 
the nearer you come to that estate. 

(Meister Eckhart, R. B. Blakney, trans.)  
1941, p. 120. 

 

 
 
 

Erich Neumann and the Primary Relationship 
 

 

Neumann (1973/1976) sees the human child as going through 

an extra-uterine as well as an intra-uterine embryonic phase . . . the human child, 
after the nine months it spends in the womb, requires another year to attain the 
degree of maturity that characterizes the young of most other mammals at birth. (p. 
7)  

   This argument does not say much about human development. One month in the 
life of a mammal could be compared to one year in the life of a human. The 
comparison of the human child to "other mammals at birth," then, does not support 
the idea that the child is in an embryonic stage for the first year of her or his life.  

   The kind of symbiosis that Neumann suggests implies that an infant has no 
individual experience or perceptions, save the one experience with mother. The 
psychological experience of the child before the age of 1 is difficult to discuss from 



this viewpoint because there does not appear to be any psychic experience beyond 
symbiosis.  

   From a classical Jungian perspective, Neumann (1973/1976) theorizes about the 
early, uroboric phase of child development, seeing that early experience as being 
symbolized by the myth of Paradise:  

Because the ego has not yet developed, the relatedness and Eros-character of the 
primal relationship is manifested cosmically and transpersonally and not 
personally. That is why Paradise and Original Home, Round, Ocean or Pond are 
among the symbols of the remote past. Containment in this cosmic world is an 
expression of the embryonic form of pre-ego existence, in which the containing 
mother is manifested in the symbols of an encompassing reality, namely, the 
unitary reality. (p. 15) 

   In the last sentence of this statement, Neumann describes quite beautifully what I 
would call the reintegration or assimilation of the infant, returning him to that 
primal state of unity that existed in the womb but is now experienced in the world. 
But a reintegration or assimilation would not be necessary unless there was first a 
deintegration, and what comes apart is the primal unity that was shattered by the 
experience of birth and ego consciousness, which is also the experience of the 
opposites. Although Neumann sees the infant after birth as in a state of Paradise 
that appears to be a replica of the child in the womb, he never describes the 
important differences between these two experiences or the complex transition that 
takes place as the infant leaves the womb and comes into the world.  

   "What distinguishes the child's experience from the adult's is its unique intensity: 
impressions falling fresh and sudden upon the sensibility are overpowering" 
(Goodenough, 1989, p. 144). The child that Neumann describes appears to have 
endured the profound and intense occurrence of being born without a disturbance 
in his primal unity! Where is the infant psyche when it is not in a state of unity or 
participation mystique with the mother after birth? Neumann does not say. Neither 
does he distinguish between the original, embryonic form of pre-ego existence of 
the prenatal child, and the same experience of the neonate in the world, recreated 
by the mother when she meets the infant's needs, which is always a reproduction of 
the original experience.  

   Neumann sees the primal relationship as nonpersonal, cosmic, and transpersonal 
because he believes the ego to be undeveloped, and it is this belief that appears to 
me to be problematic. An undeveloped ego is not the same as an absent ego, yet he 



often appears to confuse these differences. I think it is the presence of a beginning 
ego that does give the first experience of integration, deintegration, and 
reintegration significance and that includes the personal experience with the 
cosmic and with the transpersonal. What could be more personal than the 
beginning of a conscious relationship that will, as Neumann so adequately 
describes, influence all further relationships?  

   If what was experienced in the womb as unity is reproduced in the world and 
experienced as unity, inner and outer worlds have matched, that is, have been 
experienced as the same. The beginning ego would be experienced as almost 
identical with the soul complex if this is true, but the "oneness" would be in the 
world, and it would certainly depend upon relationship. It is the demanding ego 
(Eros) that needs to be appeased, thereby returning the infant to the original state of 
unity.  

   I agree with Neumann that the Paradise myth symbolizes the womb experience. I 
would not, however, agree with his idea that the total experience of the child after 
birth is almost identical with the fetus in the womb. This is true when the infant is 
in a state of reintegration, but leaves out the experience of deintegration and the 
possibility that it is the ego that deintegrates. If one sees the birth of the child as the 
first deintegration, in the sense that Fordham (1970, p.103) describes, the 
"wholeness" of the womb experience has been shattered by the experience of birth. 
Fordham (1970) states:  

Accepting then--the primary psychosomatic unity of infants, the model which I 
began to formulate in 1947 has now been developed as follows; The primary or 
original self of the infant is radically disrupted by birth in which the psyche-soma 
is flooded by stimuli which give rise to prototypic anxiety. Following this, a steady 
state re-establishes itself and the first clear sequence of disturbance followed by 
resting or steady states has been completed. The sequence repeats again and again 
during maturation and the motive forces behind them are called deintegrative and 
integrative. (p. 103)  

   Fordham later says that this process can be observed at birth. The primary self 
deintegrates, that is, it comes apart from its original integration or state of 
wholeness. This coming apart is not acknowledged by Neumann as a shattering of 
the original unity. Fordham diverges here from Neumann (1973/1976), who sees 
the infant in the post-uterine phase of existence in the following way: 



In unitary reality, the child lives in a total participation mystique, a psychic 
mother-fluid in which everything is still in suspension and from which the 
opposites, ego and Self, subject and object, individual and world have yet to be 
crystallized. (p. 15) 

   But how would this unity be possible after birth, when the infant experiences the 
opposites in the form of body sensations that tell her that she is hot or cold, hungry 
or filled, loved or ignored? It simply cannot be true that an infant does not 
experience the opposites in conscious functions, namely, sensation and feeling, and 
that when these functions are conscious, intuition and thinking are equally 
unconscious because they do not work consciously at the same time, as Jung 
described in Psychological Types. All the functions are working; half appear to be 
working on a conscious level and the other half appear to be working on an 
unconscious level.  

   If an infant is born in an extremely hot room, he or she would experience the 
conscious body sensation of being hot and the opposite experience of being cold 
would not be conscious, but it would certainly be a potential experience in the 
unconscious. And one could have unconscious intuitive knowledge of what cold 
body sensations (the opposite of what one is experiencing) are like even if one has 
never experienced them consciously. I think it quite possible that all the functions, 
in a healthy infant, even thinking, if it is considered an unconscious function, begin 
to work immediately after birth. The problem is that this is difficult to observe, but 
apparently not impossible, since research shows that infants are capable of 
mathematical calculations shortly after birth. They must be using some kind of 
thinking, and intuition appears to me to be the more likely function. Stern (1985) 
describes what might be the function of intuition: 

Infants thus appear to have an innate general capacity, which can be called amodal 
perception, to take information received in one sensory modality and somehow 
translate it into another sensory modality. We do not know how they accomplish 
this task. The information is probably not experienced as belonging to any one 
particular sensory mode. More likely it transcends mode or channel and exists in 
some unknown supra-modal form. It is not, then, a simple issue of a direct 
translation across modalities. Rather, it involves an encoding into a still mysterious 
amodal representation, which can then be recognized in any of the sensory modes. 
(emphasis Stern's, p. 51) 



   Obviously, the division of the functions into four makes them very broad 
categories. Perhaps the unknown aspects (which are many) of the function of 
intuition contributes to the difficulty of understanding its purpose in early 
development. At any rate, the "unknown supra-modal form" that Stern describes 
appears to me to be a description of the psychological function of intuition. What is 
not registered in the conscious body sensations may be experienced and registered 
in unconscious body sensations (intuition), creating a "whole" experience that 
would be different (one would now be two) from the primary unity experience in 
the womb. It would, however, give the infant immediate access to two modes of 
being or two forms of consciousness, intuitive knowing or what Jung called 
unconscious perception and sensate knowing or what Jung called conscious 
perception (1971/1921, p. 463). This would explain how the baby appears to know 
(Stern, 1985, p. 51) so many things innately or without learning them. Conscious 
and unconscious interaction would be present from the beginning to the end of life 
and the end would be a natural return to the beginning.  

   Neumann's description sounds more like what Fordham calls reintegration. 
Because he does not allow for the flowing experience of ego to soul, or soul to ego, 
his description appears static and denies the possibility of infant consciousness.  

   Psychologically speaking, Paradise, or what Neumann calls "dual union," is 
"lost" at birth and "found" when the first deintegration flows back into 
reintegration, when the infant experiences the opposites eventually, that is, in 
succession rather than merged together as they previously were experienced. In 
mythology, this would be the transition from eternity to time. The cycle is then 
repeated, as Fordham (1970) suggests, "over and over" (p. 103).  

   Neumann (1973/1976) describes a similar process when he says that "whereas 
dual union is guaranteed by nature in the uterine embryonic phase, it emerges after 
birth as the first need of the mammal and especially of the human child" (p. 17). I 
would certainly agree that a duplicate of the original experience is the essential and 
first need of the human child, but Neumann apparently does not see the 
contradiction in his logic, because if the postnatal infant exists in a total state of 
participation mystique or unity, how can it have a need? To be needy is certainly 
not Paradisical; rather, it is more akin to being human than divine, and expresses 
that something is perceived as lacking by the body (sensations) or by the emotions 
(feeling) of the infant, or both. If there were no ego consciousness attached to these 
two functions, what purpose would they serve?  



 

 
 

Neumann, the Circle (Mandala), the Uroboros, and the Self-Ego Axis 
 

 

   Perhaps no one before or since Erich Neumann has described the symbol of the 
uroboros with the same elegance, luminosity, and depth. Neumann uses this 
symbol as a representative of creation mythology, relying on other specific and 
varied myths to describe what he calls stages in the evolution of consciousness. 
Neumann (1949/1954) describes the uroboros in the following:  

 

Although absolute rest is something static and eternal, unchanging and therefore 
without history, it is at the same time the place of origin and the germ cell of 
creativity. Living the cycle of its own life, it is the circular snake, the primal dragon 
of the beginning that bites its own tail, the self-begetting "uroboros." 

    This is the ancient Egyptian symbol of which it is said: It slays, weds, and 
impregnates itself. It is man and woman, begetting and conceiving, devouring and 
giving birth, active and passive, above and below, at once.  

   As the Heavenly Serpent, the uroboros was known in ancient Babylon; in later 
times, in the same area, it was often depicted by the Mandaeans; its origin is 
ascribed by Macrobius to the Phoenicians. It is the archetype of the All One, 
appearing as Leviathan and as Aion, as Oceanus and also as the Primal Being that 
says; "I am Alpha and Omega." As the Kneph of antiquity it is the Primal Snake, 
the "most ancient deity of the prehistoric world. (p. 10)  

   Undoubtedly, Neumann has picked an important primary archetype to describe 
the fundamental experiences described in cosmological mythology. I see the 
Serpent as an archetype that is perhaps the most significant animal in most major 
and many minor mythologies, when seen as a representation of a deity, with or 
without the symbolism of the circle.  

 
 



 
 
 
 

 
Figure 13: Self Ego Axis  
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   Neumann sees both the womb experience and the experience of the infant after 
birth, as phases that can be symbolized by the image of the uroboros, a symbol he 
equates to the experience of Paradise. Neumann (1973/1976) describes what he 
calls the pre-ego phase of existence (after birth) as, "Best symbolized by the 
'uroboros,' the circular snake, touching its tail with its mouth and so 'eating' it, is 
characteristic of the oppositionless unity of this psychic reality" (p. 10). He 
(1973/1976) also describes this as "characteristic of the uterine embryonic 
situation, which is largely, though not fully, preserved after birth" (p. 10). Here I 
would agree that this is a good symbol to describe the child in the womb, because 
it can symbolize unity and the opposites undifferentiated and merged. What is 
missing in Neumann's explication is the expansion of the sentence "not fully 
preserved after birth," and this difficulty appears to be because of the lack of an 
ego in the newborn infant; Neumann cannot explain the state of deintegration 
because he does not acknowledge that there is an ego to deintegrate. Since we are 
never told of the experience of the infant when he or she is not in dual-union with 
the mother, or the possibility of any other relatedness during the first year, we 
would have to assume that the infant could not distinguish between his mother and 
father, or anyone else. This does not seem likely.  

   From the Genesis model that I propose, the symbol of the uroboros can also be 
seen as an image of two kinds of consciousness: When the dragon or serpent eats 
its own flesh, one can see that the subject and object are made of the same 
substance and what appears to be opposites are united and one in substance. Ego 
consciousness and soul consciousness, which appear to be opposite, are two 
(extreme) sides that make up the whole.  

   In The Golden Bough, Frazer (1981) discusses the symbolism of the sacrifice and 
eating of the flesh of the gods: 

Thus we have the strange spectacle of a god sacrificed to himself on the ground 
that he is his own enemy. And as the god is supposed to partake of the victim 
offered to him, it follows that, when the victim is the god's old self, the god eats of 
his own flesh. Hence the goat-god Dionysus is represented as eating raw goat's 
blood; and the bull-god Dionysus is called "eater of bulls." On the analogy of these 
instances we may conjecture that wherever a god is described as the eater of a 



particular animal, the animal in question was originally nothing but the god 
himself. (p. 328)  

   This idea can also be seen in Christianity, where a "Father God" sacrifices his 
"Son" or "Child" for the love of humanity; the uroboros image is reenacted when 
the old God destroys the new God, who is also Himself.  

   Sometimes, Frazer tells us, a human child was the sacrifice that represented the 
god; whether child or animal, the god is partaking of his own flesh. Frazer never 
mentions this symbolism as similar to the Catholic mass (he was mainly describing 
"pagan" rites) which it certainly appears to be. I suggest that the symbolism 
represents psychological knowledge and experience that can be interpreted in the 
same way, whether the myth is from the alchemists in the form of the uroboros, or 
Greek in the description of the god Dionysus who devours himself, or Christian, 
where one eats the Body of Christ. In Christianity, the same idea holds true; at the 
last supper, which was the first communion, Christ shares the bread and the wine 
with his disciples, and says that they are his blood and his body, sacrificed for all 
humanity. The "old" God has sacrificed his son or child and the faithful are to 
participate by eating the sacrifice.  

   The eating of the flesh or the child or animal part of the god can be seen as the 
sacrifice of the ego or ego consciousness (the first birth) in order to gain soul 
consciousness (the second birth or rebirth); it is the ego that appears to be the 
enemy of the soul. Put in terms of psychic energy, the intuitive function or the 
instinctive function that contains the united opposites, that is., life and death 
united, is only gained when the ego functions, all or in part, are sacrificed. In 
Christianity, Christ did this for the world; faith negates the necessity of each human 
doing the same thing, at least in the death of the body, and so it is done 
symbolically in the partaking of the blood and body of Christ in the mass.  

   The animal or child part of the psyche is the enemy within, the ego who desires, 
the ego who believes itself to be separate from God and the world, the "I" that 
seeks perfection, for to seek is to be without the object. The animal or child is also 
the innocent ego, consciousness that believes itself to be superior, the child who 
knows the opposites, but is innocent of their unity, the Eros of desire who first 
cracked the cosmic egg.  

   The symbol of the uroboros is also related to time; like alpha and omega, it 
signifies the beginning and the end, which are both contained in the eternal "now." 
The uroboros seen thus would not be "sheltering the ego-germ" as Neumann 



(1973/1976, p. 10) describes it, but would represent the ego and its relationship 
with itself. Eating would represent the last stage, that of reunion, which would not 
describe the child in utero, but better describe the newborn in the process of 
becoming reintegrated.  

   Neumann (1973/1976) states: 

Because the early, uroboric phase of child development is characterized by a 
minimum of discomfort and tension, and a maximum of well-being and security, as 
well as by the unity of I and thou, Self and world, it is known to myth as 
paradisiacal. (p. 14)  

   This description is one that appears ideal; we might wish all children to have this 
experience in the first year of life, but it does not seem likely that one can apply 
this condition to all children after birth, for many of them do not have this 
"maximum of well-being." Even the child who has a "good-enough" mother cannot 
be provided with the constant state of bliss that Neumann proposes. Every time the 
baby wakes hungry and crying, Paradise is lost.  

   In the womb, if the fetus has no ego consciousness, and the functions of active 
thinking, feeling, and sensation exist as unconscious and undifferentiated potential 
merged in the psychological state of intuition, one could compare this state with 
Paradise. If good or bad sensations can be experienced but not differentiated 
because there is no ego to make a value judgment, pain and pleasure would not 
exist or, rather, they would exist as the same experience. Neumann 
(1949/1954)describes this in part when he states: 

This autarchy holds absolute sway in the womb, where unconscious existence is 
combined with absence of suffering. Everything is supplied of its own accord; 
there is not need of the slightest exertion, not even an instinctive reaction, let alone 
a regulating ego consciousness. One's own being and the surrounding world--in 
this case, the mother's body--exist in a participation mystique, never more to be 
attained in any environmental relationship. (p. 33) 

   Undifferentiated existence is not, however, identical with unconscious existence, 
and the word undifferentiated implies that consciousness and unconsciousness 
exist side by side or merged. In addition, it is difficult to imagine that a fetus has 
no instinctive reactions in the womb when all of its movements appear to be 
motivated by instinctual knowledge.  



   There would, in the womb, exist a state closer to the description of Paradise than 
the infant after birth, who would be more likely to experience both consciousness 
and the unconscious, which would necessarily occur simultaneously. When he 
experiences the object of his desire, he returns to the unity and Paradisical 
experience that Neumann describes; when he experiences needs not yet met (in 
other words, when he is crying)--and this is certainly a common experience of 
babies--he has lost Paradise.  

   Neumann's description of the appearance and development of the ego appear to 
reflect the mainstream world view of his time and time past; more recent research, 
although not always in agreement, generally asserts that the ego begins much 
earlier than Freud, Jung, and Neumann thought possible.  

   Neumann (1973/1976) believes that "any discussion from the standpoint of 
analytical psychology of the development of the personality--and especially of the 
child personality--must start from the assumption that the unconscious comes first 
and that consciousness follows" (p. 9). This appears to be a reasonable statement 
from a Jungian standpoint and a commonly held view, but I would disagree for the 
following reason: If intuition, defined as energy that contains all the other 
functions, is the first psychological function to appear in a human, it would 
necessarily exist in the unconscious, along with what Neumann calls its directing 
center, the Self. It would, in fact, be identical with the Self. But in that sea of 
unconsciousness, everything would have to exist and that would include a spark of 
consciousness. It is this spark that I am calling conscious intuition and unconscious 
sensation. It is the merging of the four functions in unconsciousness that creates 
one function that is the opposite, that is, consciousness that is not differentiated 
from what is unconscious.  

   The child in utero, then, could be seen as being contained in opposites that are 
not divided, which is a description of the Self. Ego and soul comprise the Self and 
they exist as one. If this is so, consciousness does not follow unconsciousness, as 
Neumann believes, but both become differentiated at the same time--at birth. The 
psyche of the neonate would be conscious and unconscious, as it was in the womb, 
but different because it is now separated into two forms of consciousness that have 
become differentiated. Thus, the soul complex and the ego complex could be seen 
to be born at the same time. Unconsciousness would not precede consciousness, as 
Neumann describes, in the womb or in the first experience of the newborn. The 
first experience of the infant, consciousness of one side of the opposites would 



create the personal unconscious, which would necessarily be a repository for the 
other side of the opposites that cannot be held in consciousness at the same time by 
the neonate. In other words, the infant would no longer experience hot and cold, 
good or bad, or any of the opposites as the same experience.  

   If we assume that the fetus exists in a state of consciousness and a state of 
unconsciousness, then birth would be the same experience, only reversed; ego 
consciousness would be equally present with soul consciousness, which is usually 
described as unconsciousness. The intuitive function becomes unconscious at birth 
because the opposites are experienced by the function of conscious sensation, 
which does not work at the same time because they are opposite to one another. 
Thus, the personal unconscious comes into being at birth when the functions of 
conscious sensation and conscious feeling begin. The function of intuition becomes 
one of the four psychological functions and is unconscious, and the thinking 
function, which is opposed to the feeling function, is also unconscious.  

   Jung (1971/1921) said the following concerning psychic energy:  

Identification with one particular function at once produces a tension of opposites. 
The more compulsive the one-sidedness, and the more untamed the libido which 
streams off to one side, the more daemonic it becomes. When a man is carried 
away by his uncontrolled, undomesticated libido, he speaks of daemonic 
possession or of magical influences. In this sense manas and vac are indeed mighty 
demons, since they work mightily upon men. All things that produced powerful 
effects were once regarded as gods or demons. Thus, among the Gnostics, the mind 
was personified as the serpent-like Nous, and speech as Logos. (emphasis Jung's, p. 
207) 

   It must be remembered that I am attempting to describe psychic energy as it 
begins at birth. I am often discussing what might occur in split seconds and 
minutes, but this is the experience of the infant in time. I do not think it 
unreasonable to assume that a newborn infant might have an identification with the 
function of sensation as he enters the world and becomes conscious of the 
opposites or that it might be one-sided in the first few moments of life. I can image 
birth as a profound experience, if nothing else and creation myths appear to be an 
expression of that experience. According to von Franz (1972), 

Creation myths are of a different class from other myths--hero myths, or fairy tales 
for instance--for when they are told there is always a certain solemnity that gives 
them a central importance; they convey a mood which implies that what is said 



will concern the basic things of existence, something more than is contained in 
other myths. Therefore, one may say that as far as the feeling and emotional mood 
which accompanies them is concerned, creation myths are the deepest and most 
important of all myths. (emphasis mine, p. 5) 

   The experience of human birth may be important enough to parallel the "deepest 
and most important of all myths," as von Franz describes. And Jung (1971/1921) 
was also correct that 

the idea of a creative world-principle is a projected perception of the living essence 
in man himself. In order to avoid all vitalistic misunderstandings, one would do 
well to regard this essence in the abstract, as simply energy. On the other hand, the 
hypostatizing of the energy concept after the fashion of modern physicists must be 
rigorously rejected. The concept of energy implies that of polarity, since a current 
of energy necessarily presupposes two different states, or poles, without which 
there can be no current. Every energic phenomenon (and there is no phenomenon 
that is not energic) consists of pairs of opposites: beginning and end, above and 
below, hot and cold, earlier and later, cause and effect, etc. The inseparability of the 
energy concept from that of polarity also applies to the concept of libido. Hence 
libido symbols, whether mythological or speculative in origin, either present 
themselves directly as opposites or can be broken down into opposites. (p. 202) 

   It is not essential for one function to be up when the other is down. They can 
both be present at the same time. "In these cases there is also no question of a 
differentiated type, but merely of relatively undeveloped thinking and feeling" 
(Jung, 1971/1921, p. 406). If we speak of the differentiation of one function to its 
fullest capacity, however, we must speak of the subordination of the opposing 
function if it has remained more or less unconscious. If a process for the 
differentiation of the functions exists, there is no reason to believe that it might not 
start at birth and function in the same way it does in later life, and this would 
certainly be an involvement with the polar opposites.  

   All four functions can be seen to begin at birth; the two that are conscious are 
sensation and feeling, and the two that are unconscious are thinking and intuition. 
Sensation necessarily delegates intuition to the unconscious, but it remains the 
bridge to consciousness. Only later, after the first experiences of the newborn, can 
consciousness be said to be divided from the unconscious because there would be 
no unconsciousness without a conscious attitude at the same time. In other words, 
consciousness is necessary not only as a way of communication, but also as a 



method that allows for division and separation of the opposites that would 
otherwise exist undifferentiated, which was their status in the womb or the 
collective unconscious or the Self (see Figures 2, and 3). For these reasons, I would 
not agree with Neumann that the unconscious comes first, followed by 
consciousness. Consciousness disrupts the collective unconscious or the Self and 
creates consciousness and unconsciousness simultaneously.  

   Soul consciousness needs to be differentiated from the Self. This is a distinction 
that Jung himself makes when he describes the soul archetype as being the bridge 
to the Self. Symbolically speaking, it is the marriage of the soul with the ego that 
leads to the birth of the Divine Child, archetype of the Self. But this marriage 
describes a return to the original Self, a reintegration, whereas what I have just 
described is the division of the original Self or a deintegration into psychological 
functions or energy that can be identified separately.  

   We cannot assume, however, with Neumann and possibly Jung before him, that 
soul consciousness is always given up for ego consciousness. (This may be true in 
infancy at the moment of birth, but thereafter they work or malfunction together.) It 
may happen that the reverse is just as possible; Psyche or soul needs Eros or ego 
consciousness in the same way that Eros or the ego needs Psyche or soul 
consciousness. In the psyche, both are transformed in the relationship and the 
marriage. It is possibly a mistake to assume that these two archetypes are not active 
and related from the beginning of life because they represent psychological 
experience that exists from the beginning and continues throughout life. In other 
words, the split in human consciousness, which produces two kinds of 
consciousness, attempts to heal itself in every phenomenological experience where 
it feels divided. Attempt is an apt word because sometimes there is a marriage of 
the two types of consciousness and sometimes there is not. In this case, the attempt 
continues. This process is what Fordham describes as integration and deintegration.  

   The primary difficulty contained in Neumann's description of the child in the 
primal relationship appears to be a one-sidedness that allows only for the soul 
consciousness of the child for 1 year, an exceedingly long period, where the child 
appears in a rather static limbo awaiting its second birth, the birth of 
consciousness. But if we consider that this oneness originates in the womb and is 
disturbed by the act of birth, where one becomes two, it is ego consciousness that 
returns to soul consciousness that is the second birth because this is a return to the 
original unity. Birth creates two forms of consciousness; re-birth returns ego and 



soul to the Self or a state of oneness. This implies we are born again into the world 
at birth when and if we are met with unconditional love from other in the 
beginning, symbolized by the archetypes of the Divine Virgin and Divine Child. 
This second birth experience can happen at any age, but it begins at birth. It is also 
"the eternal return" which Eliade (1991) describes as 

the death of the individual and the death of humanity are alike necessary for their 
regeneration. Any form whatever, by the mere fact that it exists as such and 
endures, necessarily loses vigor and becomes worn; to recover vigor, it must be 
reabsorbed into the formless if only for an instant; it must be restored to the 
primordial unity from which it issued; in other words, it must return to "chaos" (on 
the cosmic plane) to "orgy" (on the social plane), to "darkness" (for seed), to 
"water" (baptism on the human plane, Atlantis on the plane of history, and so on). 
(p. 88) 

   It is the needy ego, the individual ego, that is the "form" that Eliade describes, 
and it is the same ego that is "reabsorbed into the formless if only for an instant" 
and restored to the primordial unity from which it issued. It is this instant that 
enables the ego to change and the repetition of the act that allows for growth in 
individual development. Beebe (1987) describes this process when he states of 
Jung:  

In the quest for consciousness, he saw, in Symbols of Transformation, the reaching 
back toward the mother--not as Freud had imagined it--as the reawakening of the 
enormous infantile longing for the first love of one's life--but rather as an initiation 
drama in which the hero goes back into the mother's womb to wrest back from her-
-something precious she's hoarding under her self and that precious thing is 
consciousness. (lecture, tape 1)  

   Thus, obtaining the "precious thing" of consciousness may always necessitate a 
return to the mother/soul archetype to create anything new.  

   In speaking of Neumann and Fordham and their respective theories, Samuels 
(1987) states: 

It is possible to say that each theory is half of a whole. Viewed together, Fordham's 
and Neumann's models enable us to speak of a "Jungian" approach to early 
development with important differences of opinion expressing themselves in the 
Schools. (p. 160) 



   With respect particularly to the early beginnings of human development, this 
appears to be true; Neumann's ideas on the first year of life make it relatively easy 
to dismiss what actually occurs besides symbiosis with the mother. Fordham, on 
the other hand, takes on the more difficult job of attempting to describe what 
happens to the infant shortly after birth. Neumann's description of the child appears 
to revolve around the soul (undifferentiation and unconsciousness) function, 
whereas Fordham is concerned with the child as a separate person, which is 
primarily a description of the ego complex. Fordham, however, attempts to unite 
these two states of consciousness and describe how they work together shortly 
after birth. Obviously, Neumann cannot do this because of his original premise that 
a child is not psychologically born until the age of 1 year.  

   Besides the uroboros as the first stage, Neumann names the archetypes of the 
Great Mother, the World Parents, the Hero, and Osiris, among others. I will focus 
primarily on Neumann's descriptions of the beginning of life. Many of the 
archetypes and symbols that Neumann uses can be seen immediately before and 
after birth, if they are presented as archetypal energy related to the four functions. 
If this is so, consciousness would not occur in stages as depicted by Neumann, but 
the archetypes would describe primary experiences that take many shapes and 
forms, depending upon the culture and creature who experiences and describes 
them. The hero, for instance, can be imagined as being present and representing the 
early ego/body experiences as well as any life experience, at any age, that requires 
that particular psychological energy. The separation of the world parents by the 
hero can just as easily represent the newborn infant who has split or destroyed his 
own original unity (contained in the World Parents). Consciousness (Divine Father 
archetype) and unconsciousness (Divine Mother archetype) can be seen as the 
undifferentiated Self (Divine Child archetype), who by being born into the world 
of opposites, separates the World Parents, who represent the first opposites.  

   Neumann (1949/1954) combines two primary symbols in his explication of the 
evolution of consciousness, the circle or mandala and the uroboros, or the serpent 
who bites his tail, creating the magic circle. Neumann describes the circle:  

One symbol of original perfection is the circle. Allied to it are the sphere, the egg, 
and the rotundum--the "round" of alchemy. It is Plato's round that was there in the 
beginning: Therefore the demiurge made the world in the shape of a sphere, giving 
it that figure which of all is the most perfect and the most equal to itself.  



Circle, sphere, and round are all aspects of the Self-contained, which is without 
beginning and end; in its preworldly perfection it is prior to any process, eternal, 
for in its roundness there is no before and no after, no time; and there is no above 
and no below, no space. All this can only come with the coming of light, of 
consciousness, which is not yet present; now all is under sway of the unmanifest 
godhead, whose symbol is therefore the circle.  

The round is the egg, the philosophical World Egg, the nucleus of the beginning, 
and the germ from which, as humanity teaches everywhere, the world arises. It is 
also the perfect state in which the opposites are united--the perfect beginning 
because the opposites have not yet flown apart and the world had not yet begun, 
the perfect end because in it the opposites have come together again in a synthesis 
and the world is once more at rest. (p. 8)  

   If no light or consciousness were present, how could unity that contains the 
opposites of darkness and light be possible? Neumann's description appears to 
equate the circle, and therefore the Self, with a sort of total unconsciousness rather 
than undifferentiated energy, and this is an important distinction. Consciousness 
and the ego emerge from the Self, leaving the Self as the opposing factor, which is 
unconsciousness. The Self, in other words, divides into the ego and Self or 
consciousness and unconsciousness. Neumann calls this the separation of the world 
parents and equates it with the principle of opposites (1949/1954, p. 102). Heaven 
and earth, among other symbols, represent the original parents.  

   This idea appears to be the basis for the ego-self axis that is traditionally 
described in analytical psychology (see Figure 13). Edinger (1974), who later 
amplifies Neumann's concept, states the following: 

Neumann, on the basis of mythological and ethnographical material, has depicted 
symbolically the original psychic state prior to the birth of ego consciousness as 
the uroboros, using the circular image of the tail-eater to represent the primordial 
Self, the original mandala-state of totality out of which the individual ego is born. 
(p. 4) 

   I find Neumann's description and Edinger's adherence to that description of the 
circle or the Self as a symbol of perfection and wholeness, problematic. 
Undifferentiation is not the same thing as unconsciousness, yet the Self is scribed 
as the unconscious. If the Self contains the All, it necessarily contains both 
consciousness and unconsciousness in their undifferentiated form; one form would 
not outweigh the other. Can one assume that consciousness depletes itself totally, 



leaving the Self in a total state of unconsciousness? Apparently Edinger (1974) is 
aware of what appears to be a logical discrepancy in this idea when he later states: 

According to these diagrams [see Figure 13 for diagram of Edinger's Self-ego 
axis], and to the method of this presentation, it would seem as though ego and Self 
became two separate entities, the ego being the smaller lump and the Self the larger 
lump of the totality. This difficulty is inherent in the subject matter. If we speak 
rationally, we must inevitably make a distinction between ego and Self which 
contradicts our definition of Self. The fact is, the conception of the Self is a 
paradox. It is simultaneously the center and the circumference of the circle of 
totality. Considering ego and Self as two separate entities is merely a necessary 
rational device for discussing these things. (p. 6)  

   I agree that there is "difficulty inherent in the subject matter." I also believe, 
however, that the paradox can be seen in a different way. According to the ego-self 
model, the Self, as a symbol of totality, could just as easily be seen as 
consciousness (usually symbolized as the masculine principle) which would 
reverse the whole idea, suggesting that unconsciousness (usually symbolized as the 
feminine principle) is the ego and flows out from consciousness, which would be 
the Self. This is an interesting idea, though I doubt that Neumann would have 
adhered to it, even though Jung (1959/1938) said: 

The conflict between the two dimensions of consciousness is simply an expression 
of the polaristic structure of the psyche, which like any other energic system is 
dependent on the tension of opposites. That is also why there are no general 
psychological propositions which could not just as well be reversed; indeed, their 
reversibility proves their validity. (p. 269) 

   The reverse of the ego-self axis reveals an attitude close to Eastern psychology, 
where ordinary ego consciousness is the illusion and Self consciousness the goal. It 
is possible that this reversibility gives a certain amount of validity to both positions 
or at least shows a connection between opposed archetypal constructions. The 
word "consciousness" as Edinger (1984, p. 35) tells us, means "to know, to be 
cognizant of." Edinger also explains the etymology of the word, with the 
conclusion that consciousness means "knowing with" or "seeing with an other" (p. 
36.) I think that most therapists would agree, however, that there can be an 
"unconscious knowing" (dreams and the information contained in art are examples) 
which appears to be a contradiction in terms. If we translate this as "knowing with 
not knowing," we can say that we know without knowing that we know. This level 



of knowing appears to be rooted in the body. Stern (1985) describes something 
similar when he asks about infants: 

It must be asked, what kind of a sense of self might exist in a preverbal infant? By 
"sense" I mean simple (non-self-reflexive) awareness. We are speaking at the level 
of direct experience, not concept. By "of self" I mean an invariant pattern of 
awareness that arises only on the occasion of the infant's actions or mental 
processes. An invariant pattern of awareness is a form of organization. It is the 
organizing subjective experience of whatever it is that will later be verbally 
referenced as the "self." This organizing subjective experience is the preverbal, 
existential counterpart of the objectifiable, self-reflective, verbalizable self. (p. 7) 

   What Stern is calling sense or non-self-reflexive awareness I would describe as 
body awareness and the beginning of ego and consciousness that is rooted in the 
body. There is a subjective (introverted) "I" (body) that knows by direct experience 
which is "the preverbal, existential counterpart of the objectifiable, self-reflective, 
verbalizable self." I think that it may even be possible that this organizing 
subjective experience precedes and determines the form and content (the 
archetype) that registers in the psyche/body /memory of the infant, as an 
unconscious thought.  

   Concerning Eastern philosophy, Jung (1959/1938) states: 

There are dreams and visions of such an impressive character that some people 
refuse to admit that they could have originated in an unconscious psyche. They 
prefer to assume that such phenomena derive from a sort of "superconsciousness." 
Such people make a distinction between a quasi-physiological or instinctive 
unconscious and a psychic sphere or layer "above" consciousness, which they style 
the "superconscious." As a matter of fact, this psyche, which in Indian philosophy 
is called the "higher" consciousness, corresponds to what we in the West call the 
"unconscious." Certain dreams, visions, and mystical experiences do, however, 
suggest the existence of a consciousness in the unconscious. But, if we assume a 
consciousness in the unconscious, we are at once faced with the difficulty that no 
consciousness can exist without a subject, that is, an ego to which the contents are 
related. Consciousness needs a centre, an ego to which something is conscious. We 
know of no other kind of consciousness, nor can we imagine a consciousness 
without an ego. There can be no consciousness when there is no one to say "I am 
conscious." (pp. 282-283)  



   Here I disagree with Jung. Whenever there is a conscious thought, feeling, 
sensation or intuition, the opposite is present in the unconscious and they "exist" 
side by side. What is not present in the unconscious is the full fledged, reflecting 
ego and it is this very lack that gives unconsciousness its own peculiar form. If the 
Self is seen as unconsciousness and at the same time "a transpersonal center of 
latent consciousness and obscure intentionality" that is "at first a defeat for the 
ego" but leads to "light born from darkness" (Edinger, 1986b, p. 9) and an 
encounter with the Self, why not call it superconsciousness? The "light born from 
darkness" is not necessarily the identical light of ordinary ego consciousness. If it 
were the same, why would a journey through the unconscious or the defeat of the 
ego be necessary in the first place? If the Self is the place of wholeness and unity, 
the light that it sheds is on what was unconscious and conscious at the same time, 
showing the unity of opposites.  

   Perhaps this position can only be maintained in ordinary ego consciousness by 
paradox. It seems to me that what ego consciousness can know is that the "not 
knowing" of unconsciousness, the soul, the entering into the darkness, the "death" 
or sacrifice of ego consciousness is the route that leads back to the Self. Here ego 
and soul, light and darkness, consciousness and unconsciousness exist as one, in a 
state of undifferentiation that is a reproduction of the original experience. 
Consciousness and unconsciousness are two extremes of one spectrum that 
converge and at the midpoint where they cross is the energy of superconsciousness, 
represented in many myths as the Divine Child.  

   Jung (1959/1938) goes on to state the following:  

One hopes to control the unconscious, but the past masters in the art of self-
control, the yogis, attain perfection in samadhi, a state of ecstasy, which so far as 
we know is equivalent to a state of unconsciousness. It makes no difference 
whether they call our unconscious a "universal consciousness"; the fact remains 
that in their case the unconscious has swallowed up ego-consciousness. They do 
not realize that a "universal consciousness" is a contradiction in terms, since 
exclusion, selection, and discrimination are the root and essence of everything that 
lays claim to the name "consciousness." "Universal consciousness" is logically 
identical with "unconsciousness." (p. 287) 

   I do not believe samadhi (enlightenment) is equivalent to only the state of 
unconsciousness. Jung does not appear to make a distinction here between the soul 
and the Self and samadhi is more akin to an experience of the Self, which would 



contain both consciousness and unconsciousness. This is why it is called "universal 
consciousness" or "superconsciousness." This appears to be the same problem that 
Neumann has when he divides the Self into consciousness and unconsciousness 
and then arbitrarily assigns the ego to consciousness and the Self to 
unconsciousness. There is no reason to believe that the Self is identical with a state 
of total unconsciousness. Certainly the ego is "swallowed," as Jung describes it by 
unconsciousness, but this is the necessary process by which the soul can be 
experienced and the reason that mystics (Eastern or Western) attempt to rid 
themselves of ego. When the ego is withdrawn or lowered, one sees and "knows" 
with soul consciousness (knowing with not knowing), which "gives birth" to the 
Divine Child or what Jung called the Self.  

   Thus, when Jung says that there can be no consciousness when there is no one to 
say "I am conscious," he appears to be describing only the function of conceptual 
thinking and not the possibility of direct experience or what Stern above describes 
as "simple (non-self-reflexive) awareness." Jung, in his early struggle to define 
intuition and distinguish it from active, conceptual thinking, called it "passive 
thinking." Both terms, it seems to me, describe a state of being or type of energy 
where consciousness and unconsciousness exist without division.  

   I have refrained throughout this work from using Jung's description of the 
archetypes of anima and animus, using instead the word "soul" or "spirit" to 
include either the masculine or feminine. This is primarily because I believe that 
what can be defined as masculine in a woman, or feminine in a man, other than an 
archetypal reference, is a subjective value judgment subject to change depending 
upon the culture or individual who describes it. Obviously, there are physiological 
differences between male and female (and sometimes between male and male or 
female and female). I do not believe that this distinction can be made in the realm 
of psychology, other than the superficial differences described in pop psychology, 
which are mostly based on mythological symbols and archetypes that are taken as 
literal truths and projected onto real people, usually to the detriment of the female. 
Neither do I believe there is a male ego and a female ego, nor a female spirit and 
male soul.  

   I do not think that "it can be established at once as a basic law: even in woman, 
consciousness has a masculine character" (Neumann, 1949/1954, p. 42). A 
masculine character is the archetypal description of consciousness, not present in 
all mythology as an absolute and not to be confused with a living female. At times, 



Neumann insists he is describing archetypes that are present in both sexes; at other 
times, he makes no distinction whatever and appears to confuse the archetype with 
the living male or female. Neumann also asserts that: "man experiences the 
masculine structure of his conscious as peculiarly his own, and the feminine 
unconscious as something alien to him, whereas woman feels at home in her 
unconscious and out of her element in consciousness" (1949/1954, p. 125). That is 
Neumann's perception; it certainly is not my perception or my experience. I 
perceive this as a blatant sexist statement, the undercurrent of which permeates a 
great deal of Neumann's interpretations of mythology, as well as his description of 
what he calls feminine psychology. Sexism (in the work of Neumann or Jung, who 
is also guilty of it at times) is not the topic of this work. However, it appears 
necessary to state that I can feel "at home" (or the reverse) in my unconscious, but 
no less "at home" (or the reverse) in the state of consciousness. I value 
consciousness. I do not, however, value one state of being more than the other, 
which I think Jung and Neumann often do. If we call ego consciousness "male" 
and unconsciousness "female" and insist this is more than a symbolic use 
(Neumann, 1949/1954, p. 42), that it applies to living men and women, and then 
choose consciousness as the supreme value, we are simply reinforcing the sexism 
and prejudices of the historical past that insist upon the superiority of the male and 
the inferiority of the female.  

   I consider consciousness and unconsciousness to be mutually valuable and 
mutually dependent upon one another. What some women and some men may 
value more or less is ego consciousness (associated symbolically with the male) or 
soul consciousness (associated symbolically with the female). The individual 
human psyche appears to contain and need both positions in equal measure.  

   I think that the soul archetype is more than the unconscious side of the masculine 
sex or what Jung called "anima" and that the spirit or animus archetype is more 
than the unconscious masculine side of the feminine sex. This is not to say that 
these terms cannot be used or applied, or that they sometimes fit. I am simply 
choosing not to use them in this work. I see ego, soul, and Self as archetypes that 
represent psychic energy; psychic energy does not have gender, only people have 
gender. Newborn infants, in my experience and to my knowledge, do not appear to 
display a pull toward consciousness or the unconscious, based upon their 
anatomical differences.  



   Much of modern developmental research does not appear to support Neumann's 
ideas concerning the newborn infant and ego consciousness. Stern (1985), for 
instance, assumes that a sense of the self exists long before self-awareness and 
language:  

   If we assume that some preverbal senses of the self start to form at birth (if not 
before), while others require the maturation of later-appearing capacities before 
they can emerge, then we are freed from the partially semantic task of choosing 
criteria to decide, a priori, when a sense of self really begins. (p. 6) 

   Additional recent research from the field of neurobiology may have significant 
applications in developmental psychology. This research can also be seen as a 
meaning of the ancient uroboros archetype, in a completely different way than 
previously described by Neumann. I think it could be named "The Uroboros 
Update."  

   University of California at Berkeley neurobiologist, Dr. Walter J. Freeman 
(1995), has just published his book, Societies of Brains, the results of which appear 
to address some of the issues that von Franz (1972, p. 42) discusses in her book 
Creation Myths, concerning the requirement of additional investigation of physical 
and psychic interaction. Dr. Freeman states:  

I was tracing the path taken by neural activity that accompanied and followed a 
sensory stimulus in brains of rabbits. I traced it from the sensory receptors into the 
cerebral cortex and there found that the activity vanished, just like the rabbit down 
the rabbit hole in "Alice in Wonderland." What appeared in place of the stimulus-
evoked activity was a new pattern of cortical activity that was created by the rabbit 
brain. My students and I first noticed this anomaly in the olfactory system 
(Freeman and Schneider 1982), and in looking elsewhere we found it in the visual, 
auditory, and somatic cortices, too (Freeman and Barrie 1994; Barrie, Freeman and 
Lenhart (Mark) 1994). In all the systems the traces of stimuli seemed to be 
replaced by constructions of neural activity, which lacked invariance with respect 
to the stimuli that triggered them. The conclusion seemed compelling. The only 
knowledge that the rabbit could have of the world outside itself was what it had 
made in its own brain. (1995, p. 2) 

   This appears to support (from a scientific and experimental perspective--data 
based on observed facts) von Franz's definition (and Jung's) concerning objective 
reality. Von Franz (1972) correctly states that  



the only reality we can talk about, or with which we are really concerned, is the 
image of reality in our field of consciousness. The spontaneous argument of the 
extravert, who is by temperament terribly object bound, will be to say: "yes, but 
there is a reality, only we cannot talk about it." There we can only say that if he 
likes to assume it, he may, but it is a sheer subjective assumption. (p.11) 

   An "objective reality" seems unconvincing, unless it is seen as the collective 
view of the majority, which usually "rules," but it is not necessarily objective truth. 
Another possibility is that the only objective reality is the reflective view of all 
possible subjective realities.  

   Von Franz's statement appears to me to be in keeping with Jung's (1971/1921) 
statement: "Human reason, accordingly, is nothing other than the expression of 
man's adaptability to average occurrences, which have gradually become deposited 
in firmly established complexes of ideas that constitute our objective values" (pp. 
458-459).  

   Both of these statements are in keeping with one of the major premises in this 
research, namely, that the child, called human and/or divine, subjectively creates 
(or co-creates with God, if seen in that way) the universe or creates her or his 
reality.  

   Freeman's research data also appear to support what I have been describing from 
an entirely different approach (using the psychological functions as described by 
Jung), namely, that the human child creates her/his world. Freeman (1995) 
continues:  

Phenomenology will take a bath in these data, which suggest that a form of 
epistemological solipsism isolates brains from the world. This is not metaphysical 
solipsism (Maturana and Varela 1992), according to which everything that exists is 
the projection of a brain. That would lead to the absurd conclusion that all of us are 
the fantasy of a dreaming rabbit. The less extreme view is that all knowledge 
originates within brains of individuals. Each mind begins within itself to construct 
its world view and comes later to the realization that other minds must exist, so 
that "the initial position of every mind must be solipsistic" (Rollins, 1967). (p. 2)  

   Freeman is right to say that "phenomenology will take a bath in these data" or 
that phenomenology should do so! The "initial position of every mind must be 
solipsistic," including that of the infant at birth. I came to separate but similar 
conclusions in various ways, one from tracing information in the mythology and 



attempting to connect it with Jung's terminology and the psychological functions. I 
have from the beginning of my research suggested that ego consciousness has its 
beginnings in the function of conscious and subjective (introverted) body 
sensations. The first "object" is the infant's (subject) own body. The move toward 
the object in the world (extraversion) is the move toward the created (by the infant) 
image of the object, which is always subjective, even though, as von Franz (1972, 
p. 11) described, the temperament of the "object bound extravert" would like to 
believe otherwise. It could be that modern empirical neuroscience (for example, 
Dr. Freeman's research) has succeeded in demonstrating ideas that Jung previously 
described.  

   Freeman (1995) states: 

From my analysis of EEG patterns, I speculate that consciousness reflects 
operations by which the entire knowledge store in an intentional structure is 
brought instantly into play each moment of the waking life of an animal, putting 
into immediate service all that an animal has learned in order to solve its problems, 
without the need for look-up tables and random access memory systems. (p. 136) 

   Could this description possibly apply to the newborn, who might be doing 
something quite similar? It is possible. Is it possible that this describes what 
Neumann (1966) attributed to 

matriarchal consciousness--in which the totality experience of the self outweighs 
that of the ego--is dominant in the psychology of woman and of the creative man, 
or at least has special importance for them. But this form of consciousness--which 
strongly emphasizes the unconscious processes and gives less significance to ego-
centered patriarchal consciousness--is likewise characteristic of childhood 
development. (p. 86) 

   What Neumann refers to as "matriarchal consciousness" (and he here identifies 
two types of consciousness) is what I am suggesting is the result of the intuitive 
function. The substance that von Franz compares with matter is what I perceive to 
be just that--matter--or the living body of the human infant (from cell to fetus to 
newborn) who first experiences life by the mysterious instinct of conscious, 
subjective intuition, which, like a god, provides knowledge and direction to the 
living organism.  

   This function, however, would not only belong to what Neumann describes as 
"matriarchal consciousness," but would be the primary method for obtaining any 



new knowledge at any age. It is not that this type of consciousness gives less 
significance to ego-centered patriarchal consciousness, but that it would be the 
very foundation for ego consciousness, which I see as only symbolically related to 
patriarchal consciousness. The psyche of the beasts and the children along with 
women, pagans and men would create consciousness in the same way.  

   "There is no objective world independent of the observer" (Chopra, 1993, p. 11). 
We are the uroboros that bites its own tail, for we must eat (sacrifice, destroy, kill) 
the conscious ego and the old image we have created (may love and cling to) 
before we are given a view of the other images we have also created in the 
darkness of unknowing. We create both. We are the eater and we are that which is 
eaten. We are the creator and the destroyer, the subject and the object. The 
uroboros archetype, therefore describes exactly that--we are the beginning and the 
end. Our perceptions, whether conscious (sensation) or unconscious (intuition) are 
what is known of the object.  

   Dr. Freeman (1995) asks the question: "How can knowledge be based on the 
experience of each individual separately, through the sensory systems that form the 
windows of minds onto the world"? (p. 3). Perhaps if it were not so, there would be 
no need whatsoever for human relationship. He goes on to ask: 

Above all, how do they [brains] communicate with other brains? This problem is 
not translating or mapping knowledge from one brain onto another. It is the prior 
establishment of mutual understanding through shared actions, during which brains 
create the channels, codes, agreement and protocols that precede that reciprocal 
mappings of information in dialogues. (p. 3) 

   It appears essential to first understand the concept that we create, from our 
experience, our bodies and our brains, what we call knowledge. If all knowledge is 
self-referential, to whom would I refer, other than another person to inquire what 
her or his brain has created and share the similarities or differences in our 
individual experiences?  

   R. Buckminster Fuller (1972) put it thus: "All we have ever seen is and always 
will be in the scopes of our brain's TV station. All that humanity has ever seen and 
will ever see is his own image-ination" (p. 122). If that is so, then the uroboros 
archetype is describing more than the original experience of undifferentiated 
containment in the womb of the mother. It is also describing the experience of any 
age, the end as well as the beginning. It is describing the eternal now. The "prize" 
to be had, is consciousness that the ego (Serpent) is none other than the Serpent tail 



he eats, which is also the ego in its primary form, the soul or what I would call the 
absence of ordinary ego consciousness.  

   It is not my purpose to deny the numerous important insights of Jung, Neumann, 
Edinger, or others, generated by the ego-self axis, but simply to say that other 
views are possible. Exploring the development of the four psychological functions 
as they might occur in infancy is a different approach and difficult to compare with 
previous concepts. It is like opening a previously locked door to get to the same 
room. I will describe what I believe to be an important door that has thus far never 
been entirely opened.  
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   Samuels (1987) states that Jung "contradicts himself" when asking if the child is 
an extension of the psychology of the parents or can be recognized as an individual 
in his or her own right. Samuels sees this as a weakness in Jung and "Jung at his 
most ambivalent" (pp. 139, 140). He goes on to assert that a strength can be found 
in this weakness insofar as the child must relate to the real parents and the parents 
must accept the child's individuality.  

   Jung apparently embraced both positions in this seeming dichotomy; however, 
failing to choose one position over the other does not mean that Jung is what 
Samuels calls "ambivalent and weak," if we conclude that the child as an extension 
of his parents and the child as an individual can be equally operative. This appears 
to be Jung's conclusion by the year 1931, when he wrote his introduction to 
Wickes' book, The Inner World of Childhood. Jung (Wickes, 1988) states that "it 
would be a very grave omission for parents and educators to ignore psychic 
causality, just as it would be a fatal mistake to attribute all the blame to this factor 
alone. In every case both factors have a part to play, without the one excluding the 
other" (p. xx).  



   Later Jung (Wickes, 1988) repeats his position, which takes into account both 
sides of this controversy: 

The psychology of "identity," which precedes ego-consciousness, indicates what 
the child is by virtue of his parents. But what he is as an individuality distinct from 
his parents can hardly be explained by the causal relationship to the parents. We 
ought rather to say that it is not so much the parents as their ancestors--the 
grandparents and great-grandparents--who are the true progenitors, and that these 
explain the individuality of the children far more than the immediate and, so to 
speak, accidental parents. In the same way the true psychic individuality of the 
child is something new in respect of the parents and cannot be derived from their 
psyche. It is a combination of collective factors which are only potentially present 
in the parental psyche, and are sometimes wholly invisible. (p. xxii) 

   These statements make it clear that Jung did not choose identity with the parents 
over individuality, but thought that both were combined in one complex and human 
psyche. What Jung refers to as the pre-ego consciousness of the child soul, I am in 
this research calling soul consciousness; what is seen as individuality, I would refer 
to as the beginning of ego consciousness. There is no reason to believe that Jung 
neglected the importance of either type of consciousness. It is soul consciousness 
that connects ego consciousness to the Self, the archetype for wholeness that 
includes individuality. What Jung apparently did not conclude was the possibility 
that the unconscious soul has its own form of consciousness.  

   Frances Wickes, along with Erich Neumann, represents the classical school of 
Jungian thought, and one emphasis in her work appears to be primarily concerned 
with the state of participation mystique, where the unconsciousness of parent and 
child are merged. Wickes (1988) explains that "a compendium of child psychology 
would present both sides of the picture; here we deal with only one: the inner side" 
(p. 35). By this statement I understand that Wickes is talking primarily of what I 
would describe as soul consciousness. But it is difficult to imagine that she, or 
anyone, can present only one side of the picture, to do so would deny the 
relationship of the inner world with that of the outward world, which I think is 
constant from the beginning.  

   In a statement concerned with beginnings, Wickes (1988) states:  

From the time of its conception the child is moving toward the attainment of an 
individual life. As in the womb his body is being prepared for an individual and 
separate existence, so during the necessary identifications of infancy his psyche is 



being prepared for separate and individual life. At each tiny step forward he is 
beset by two great currents which from his birth to his death he must meet 
whenever he is confronted with a new situation: the surge toward the new, and the 
pull backward toward the safety of the old. (p. 78) 

   I believe this statement contains a subtle truth that neither Wickes nor Jung 
followed to its logical conclusion. The "two great currents" that appear to be 
opposed begin at birth and end with death and can be seen as two forms of 
consciousness. But this idea negates the possibility that an infant only lives in a 
state of participation mystique, because if that were the case there would not be 
two great currents that begin at birth. What is present besides identity with the 
mother, which is identity with the All if the mother is in soul, is individuality, 
which must be seen as related to ego consciousness. In other words, soul 
consciousness always contains the ego, just as birth divides soul from ego and 
causes two kinds of consciousness, one of soul and one of ego.  

   If participation mystique is an unconscious identity of subject with object, it 
would be almost identical with the original state of oneness where differences are 
undifferentiated and the infant in or out of the womb is in an integrated state of 
being. But the experience would be different in both cases. If, for instance, in the 
first deintegration of the infant, the functions of feeling and sensation are conscious 
and desire is experienced, the opposite sensations and feelings would exist in the 
thinking and intuitive functions, which would be unconscious. In other words, after 
birth, a conscious attitude of need would always be experienced at the same time as 
the unconscious attitude, where there is no need, but this experience would have to 
be unconscious.  

   Participation mystique should not be confused with soul consciousness, they are 
related but not identical. Participation mystique describes a state of unconscious 
identity that may be with the human mother or an object, but if the mother is not in 
soul herself, she will not return the infant to his or her original state of oneness or 
soul consciousness; the infant may feel what she feels, but if that is sorrow, sorrow 
is what the infant will feel. Ideally, the mother who loves her child and who is in 
soul consciousness herself will return the child to an assimilation of the original 
experience, but participation mystique will always be a duplicate of that 
experience. In that way, the inner world becomes identical with the outer world or 
the soul and the ego are reunited.  



   Like Neumann and the mainstream thinkers of the time in which she wrote, 
Wickes (1988), appears to underestimate the appearance of the ego in time and 
considers the infant until birth to be "part of the mother" (p. 36). At birth, the child 
becomes a separate physical entity, but the psychic cord still remains, thus paving 
the way for psychic identity, which is a normal condition of early childhood, but 
considered pathological when the unconscious of the parent intrudes upon the 
unconscious of the child.  

   Although Wickes and Jung stressed the importance of the parents unconscious 
and how it might affect the child, it should be remembered that this was not the 
mainstream thought of the day. In many ways, Jung's ideas of the unconscious 
influences of parents on their children paved the way for ideas existent today in 
family therapy. Often when the parent or parents' relationship is treated or altered, 
the child is relieved of his particular neurosis. That this is possible does not negate 
the possibility that a child might suffer from psychic experiences that do not 
belong to the parents, but are caused by the child's individual constitution. Both 
experiences can exist at the same time, and probably often do. 

   Wickes (1988) describes Jung's interpretation of the Oedipus complex:  

Jung conceived of the problem symbolically. To him the desire of the child for the 
mother is the expression of the longing to remain a child, that is, to remain 
unconscious of himself and of the demands of adult life. Because the mother 
protects and guards the child, taking upon herself the responsibility for his well-
being, she represents to him the happy irresponsible state before the awakening of 
consciousness and individual responsibility--the Garden of Eden. (p. 29) 

   But it is possible to take Oedipus even more symbolically than Jung does and see 
him as representing ego consciousness that desires to return to the state of bliss 
where all things are given or soul consciousness that was experienced in the womb. 
If the human mother successfully assimilates this experience for the infant, he will 
be in soul and in the world. The desire for a return to mother is the desire to return 
to the oneness that was experienced in the womb and to experience this in the 
world. This is soul consciousness and ego consciousness, no longer divided. The 
ego is strengthened by having a soul experience, which I believe is Jung's 
interpretation of a return to mother. What Jung did not recognize, perhaps, is the 
possibility that this process is present and continuous in early childhood and 
describes the developing ego.  

   Wickes (1988) states: 



Psychologically, man seeks to return to the mother for a renewal of life, a rebirth 
into a higher attitude. He explores the unconscious, not that he may remain in a 
state of infantile unconsciousness, but that he may understand the forces that lie 
within himself and from contact with them may obtain a new way of life, a 
spiritual rebirth. (p. 30) 

   Here it appears obvious that Wickes and Jung are referring to the mother as the 
unconscious; to return to the mother is to go into the unconscious, but what is 
there, in that experience, that brings "spiritual rebirth"? Perhaps it is the knowledge 
of connectedness; what appears to be severed by ego consciousness is seen as 
united in soul consciousness. This cycle or flow of the ego to soul and back again 
appears to be what is essential in the construction of a healthy ego, and a 
possibility that Wickes did not consider in her work concerning early childhood.  

   Wickes (1988) makes use of Jung's typology in her work with children, 
apparently with his approval, since he does not contradict her statements 
concerning psychological functions. Of especial interest are her observations 
concerning the functions of sensation and intuition. Concerning intuition, Wickes 
says: 

To the rationally minded the mental processes of the intuitive appear to work 
backward. His conclusions are reached before his premises. This is not because the 
steps which connect the two have been omitted but because those steps are taken 
by the unconscious. (p. 149) 

   This is a suitable description of the intuitive function. What I would add is that it 
is the unconsciousness of sensation, feeling, and thinking, which are merged and 
exist as one, that creates the function of intuition. Intuition is the one that contains 
all four functions. If this is the case, the premise that Wickes describes is contained 
in the intuitive function along with the conclusion.  

   Wickes (1988) describes identification as "another form of infantile adaptation. 
Identification is an unconscious process in which the attitudes of another are taken 
over as if they were one's own" (p. 31). Jung also (1971/1921) speaks of projection 
as the result of "archaic identity of subject and object" and active projection as "an 
essential component of the act of empathy" (p. 457). He describes (1971/1921) 
introjection as "an indrawing of the object into the subjective sphere of interest, 
while projection is an expulsion of subjective contents into the object" (p. 452).  



   Neither Wickes nor Jung describes the more positive aspects of these terms in 
relationship to the early aspects of the mother-infant bond. Identity, projection, and 
introjection are all essential ingredients of the first contact between mother and 
child. The mother knows her child by identity. She actively projects herself onto 
the baby, she imagines, often with his or her help, what her child needs. By 
empathy she brings the object, the infant, into intimate relationship with the 
subject, herself. She introjects the infant; she takes the infant into herself. Jung 
(1971/1921) defines introjection as "an assimilation of object to subject," and 
projection is "a dissimulation of object from subject through the expulsion of a 
subjective content into the object" (p. 452). The mother projects herself onto the 
object, the infant, when she says "I think you need this or that." She introjects or 
assimilates the infant when she is in empathy, when she imagines what she might 
need if she were the infant or how she might feel if she were in the infant's place.  

   Jung (1971/1921, p. 452) mentions how these terms are related to the 
transference phenomena. That they are equally active in infancy, especially by the 
mother, is seldom, if ever, mentioned. Yet it is this very important process, the 
ability of the human mother or primary caretaker to identify with her child by 
means of projection and introjection, that allows the child to become human; he or 
she learns by experience how to project, introject, and identify with other human 
beings. What has been "done unto him" so to speak, the child learns to "do unto 
others."  

   Just as the mother identifies by projection and introjection, so also does the infant 
in the opposite way. He or she does so with the ego and the body, in the form of 
physical sensations. The infant desires a previous state of existence, characterized 
by being one with the mother, and it is the body sensations, the instinct to suck and 
take nourishment, that will assist the child in returning to this state of being. The 
infant sees, touches, tastes, smells, and hears the milk, the breast, and the body of 
the mother. The child "introjects" the mother in an almost literal way, taking her or 
part of her back into the self. The infant is communicating or attempting to 
communicate with the mother from the very beginning; the nuances of the infant's 
attempts at language are in the body and the expressions of the body, which the 
mother interprets by projection, introjection, and identity.  

   If we look at the mother and child as a pair of opposites, we can see the newborn 
child as the best representative of ego consciousness or desire and the human 
mother as the best representative of soul consciousness without desire. The mother 



would be in a state of conscious extraversion, where all energy would be directed 
toward the child and her own ego would be unconscious. This can be seen as a 
state of identification. Just as the mother is in a conscious extraverted state, the 
opposite would be true for the human infant, who would be in a state of conscious 
introversion, where the ego energy is flowing backwards toward the subject or the 
Self. In the infant, extraverted energy would be unconscious. In this way, the 
mother contains the infant in her unconscious, just as the infant contains the 
mother in his or her unconscious. This would be a positive view of beginning 
consciousness, however, rather than the pejorative view Eve represents. This 
positive view is often symbolized by the ancient archetype of Virgin Mother and 
her Divine Child. Her child is divine because he or she exists as her unconscious 
ego. (See Figures 14, and 15.)  

   This experience, then, is not new to the human race; it has been recorded in 
various myths down through time. The virgin birth symbol connects the Jewish 
religion to Christianity, but the experience does not need to be years apart; 
whenever soul love sacrifices its own ego for the sake of other or the ego in need, 
which is ego love, a "virgin" birth has occurred. The experience is eternal even 
when it takes place in time. It is because the ego of the mother is unconscious that 
it is also divine. Put in other terms, the momentary death of the ego creates soul or 
soul consciousness.  

   In many cases, the mother may not be in soul consciousness, but this is the match 
that is essential for her to return the infant to that state of bliss, where two exist as 
one. In returning the infant to original bliss, his or her ego is reinforced by the 
experience.  

   It would be a mistake, however, to assume that the human mother is only and 
always in soul consciousness; she has ego consciousness and uses it from the 
beginning with her ability to choose how to approach her infant--that is, she 
chooses which form of consciousness she will use. The main point here is the idea 
that both mother and child use identity, projection, and introjection in the 
beginning of the mother/child relationship (the first transference), and this is 
seldom mentioned by Wickes or Jung.  

   Wickes (1988) writes: 

The child, like the primitive, is primarily a creature of sensation and intuition. 
Thought and feeling develop slowly. (I do not speak here of the first instinctive 
emotions but of feeling as a judging function.) Through sensation he comes into 



contact with the outer world of objects; through intuition he becomes aware of the 
inner forces at work in himself and in those about him. In his own inner world lie 
embryonic the fantasy-building powers of the collective unconscious. (p. 38) 

   Certainly the child is primarily a creature of sensation and intuition; however, I 
would not agree that "thought and feeling develop slowly." Sensation is the instinct 
that creates feeling, and the infant makes feeling judgments from the beginning. 
The infant cries when he or she does not like something or is in need of something 
and it is quite possible that the infant's psyche produces a symbol of the "what" or 
the desired object, with the first sensation and the first feeling, which is registered 
in the unconscious thinking function. If sensation and feeling are conscious, which 
I do not doubt, the experience would create the symbol, which would lie dormant 
in the thinking function. The idea might exist in the infant's mind, a reflection of 
the experience, and repetition of the experience would eventually evolve into a 
conscious thought or a rudimentary one in the form of a symbol that represents the 
experience.  

   Why should we assume that "the first instinctive emotions" are not really 
emotions as we know them to be, as Wickes suggests? If an adult could not speak 
and was injured with painful body sensations, and instead started to cry, we would 
not assume that this was only an instinctual reaction to painful stimuli and that 
crying was not a real value judgment. We would be more accurate in thinking that 
crying was the adult's only means of communication, expressing feeling, which 
would also be a value judgment, of discomfort. The bias that Wickes appears to 
have is that babies don't express genuine feeling or that somehow instinctual 
feeling is not real or not a value judgment. But if the instinct contains the archetype 
and the archetype represents the instinct, instinctual feeling is certainly genuine.  

   Later, Wickes (1988) correctly goes on to explain that "sensation is the first 
means of contact with the outside world. It is the basic material from which 
thought and feeling are molded. In children as well as in primitives we find 
sensation and intuition strongly dominant" (p. 151).  

   Sensation is the function that introduces ego consciousness; intuition is the 
function that connects the infant to soul consciousness. Both of these functions are 
indeed "strongly dominant" from the beginning. But both functions are the "basic 
material" from which thought and feeling are molded; intuition is connected to the 
inner world of soul consciousness and sensation is connected to the outer world of 
ego consciousness. Here Wickes, influenced by Jung, places sensation where it 



belongs as one of the dominant psychological functions in the human child, along 
with intuition. What she did not grasp is the possibility that intuition is unconscious 
sensation that also contains unconscious feeling and thinking, and that conscious 
sensation is like an "on" switch that separates and differentiates the four functions 
and brings them to consciousness. Her words echo those of Jung (1971/1921) who 
explained that 

like sensation, intuition is a characteristic of infantile and primitive psychology. It 
counterbalances the powerful sense impressions of the child and the primitive by 
mediating perceptions of mythological images, the precursors of ideas. It stands in 
a compensatory relationship to sensation and like it, is the matrix out of which 
thinking and feeling develop as rational functions. (my emphasis, p. 454) 

   Wickes also discounted the feeling function as one that makes value judgments 
from the beginning of life and is just as dominant and important as intuition and 
sensation in childhood.  

   It is the complexity of how the four functions work together as psychic energy 
that needs to be questioned and explored further. Wickes sometimes attempts to 
answer these questions, but often leaves them dangling. Speaking of the child 
Wickes (1988) states that "he has influences both from without and from within 
which at an early period brings his sensations and intuitions under the influence of 
reason and of feeling judgment. These latter functions, however, develop more 
slowly" (p. 152). Perhaps it appears "more slowly" to us simply because we cannot 
see what is taking place, and because the process may be more structured than we 
have previously imagined it to be; the healthy infant may be wired in his ability to 
use all four psychological functions from the beginning of life.  
 

 
 
 



 

 
Figure 14: Jung's Attitudinal Types of Introversion and Extraversion  
Von Franz and Hillman (1979, p. 1) Jung's Typology 

Von Franz & Hillman (1979) give the following definition of extraversion and 
introversion: In the extravert the conscious libido habitually flows towards the 
object, but there is an unconscious secret counter-action back towards the subject. 
In the case of the introvert, the opposite occurs: he feels as if an overwhelming 
object wants constantly to affect him, from which he has continually to retire; 
everything is falling upon him, he is constantly overwhelmed by impressions, but 

https://web.archive.org/web/20010708073652/http:/sulcus.berkeley.edu/FLM/SH/MDL/GAL/pics/fig14.gif


he is unaware that he is secretly borrowing psychic energy from and lending it to 
the object through his unconscious extraversion (p.1). 
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Figure 15: The First Transference - The "Match" of Soul with Ego and Ego with 
Soul  

The First Transference 

The "Match" of Soul with Ego and Ego with Soul 

Extraversion 

Mother Love or Soul Love 

Extraversion of Mother's ego embraces the object, in this case, the child. The 
Mother's ego goes into the unconscious. Without ego consciousness, Mother is in 
"Soul Love." She contains the "child," that is, her own ego in the unconscious and 
her ego is identical with the child's conscious ego. In other words, Mother and 
Child are One. The image or archetype that represents this experience is the Virgin 
Mother and Divine Child, an ancient archetype that was prevalent before 
Christianity. The Virgin Mary replaced Eve as an archetype for Divine Love, that 
is, Love that is from Soul, not ego. She "crushed the serpents head," that is, she 
destroyed the negative sensation of desire and replaced it with no desire or Soul.  

Introversion of the Child's Conscious Ego 

Ego Love or Desire 

Here, the reverse is true. The child's conscious ego desires and fears the object, 
moves away from object toward itself, while unconscious and extraverted energy 
moves toward the object or mother. Mother (Soul Love) is contained in the child's 
unconscious. When ego Love is satisfied by the object, that is, the Soul Love of the 
mother, the child is returned to "Paradise," which is now a place in the world, 
rather than in the womb. This is the "match" that occurs between mother and child 
and the first experience of the "transference." This is "primary Love" or Love that 
is desire seen in its positive aspect, rather than its negative aspect, which is 
represented in the myths as Eve and in psychology as "narcissistic." The human 
child can be seen as both human and divine; psychology is only beginning to 
describe the divine aspects of ego. 

 

 
 
 



 

 
Figure 16: Mother and Child - Squaring the circle  
 

 
 
 

Fourth Elegy 
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Who shows a child 
     as he really is? 
          Who sets him among the stars 
and puts the measure of distance 
     in his hand? 
          Who makes the child's death 
out of gray bread 
     that gets hard 
          who leaves it there 
in his round mouth 
     like the core 
          of a lovely apple? 
Murderers aren't hard 
     to comprehend. 
          But this: 
to contain death 
     the whole of death 
          even before life has begun 
to contain it so gently 
     and not to be angry-- 
          this is indescribable. 
 

(Rainer Maria Rilke, Duino Elegies,  
1978, p. 48) 

 

 
 
 



 
Figure 17: Mandala of a three year old  
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Frances G. Wickes, David L. Kay and Foetal Psychology 

 

   David Kay is a physician who practices general medicine; he is also a Jungian 
analyst. According to Kay (1984), "the greatest opportunity for linking medical and 
analytical concepts, lies in the area of mother/infant observation and interaction" 
(p. 317). Kay gives a case history concerning a mother and her 6-week old infant 
(she was not in therapy or analysis) who would not eat and who screamed and 
vomited with painful attacks of colic. After frequent and apparently unnecessary 
visits, Dr. Kay finally told Mrs. J. that nothing was wrong with her child and that it 
was she who felt ill and troubled inside. She then collapsed and began to cry in an 
uncontrolled and hysterical manner.  

   Mrs. J. then began to relate her own experiences in childhood, which included 
the divorce of her parents and the loss of her mother and brother when she went to 
live with her father. After years of intense depression, the patient's mother 
committed suicide, 4 years before the birth of the patient's baby. She felt that she 
had never had a mother and, according to Kay, had repressed any positive early 
experiences. Kay (1984) states that the "birth of her baby daughter at this point in 
her life confronted her directly with the intense pain of her maternal deprivation" 
(p. 319).  

   Mrs. J. appeared to be terrified of the experience of motherhood and resented her 
husband because the infant seemed to relate to him in a much more positive way. 
Near the end of this session, both Dr. Kay and his patient noticed that something 
had changed; the baby was looking directly into her mother's eyes for the first time 
and seemed totally relaxed. Dr. Kay describes how deeply his patient was affected 
by the baby's response to her and how they appeared then as "lovers who are 
sharing feelings of mutual adoration." It was his feeling that Mrs. J.'s intense 
negative feelings had been sensed by her baby, who had been too frightened to 
look at her and had consequently lost contact with the person she most needed. 
"her case had so profound an effect on me that it initiated an investigative 
psychological journey on my part whose aim was to achieve a deeper 
understanding of the nature of neonatal and prenatal psychic life" (Kay, 1984, p. 
317).  



   After this incident, Kay considered how and when communication between the 
two of them first became established, and the possibility that it might have started 
before 6 (extra-uterine) weeks. He began to question other issues that might affect 
the fetus by a loss of contact due to deprivation of external stimuli or other reasons, 
and possible interventions that might provide comfort to the fetus who might have 
a "less than good enough environment."  

   The foetus is undoubtedly sensitive to pain and (while still free enough to move 
around) will repeatedly and purposefully seek to avoid sustained pressure from a 
microphone or a knuckle on a prominence, by moving around and trying to find a 
new position of comfort. (Kay, 1984, p. 323)  

   Along with avoiding painful stimuli, Kay goes on to describe other fairly well-
known facts concerning the fetus in the womb: The fetus prefers sweet to bitter 
substances, thumb-sucking occurs in the womb, and the fetus is capable of visual, 
auditory, and tactile perceptions. His descriptions, which I have only described in 
part, all suggest that the infant is active and responsive to his first environment, the 
womb. His major conclusion at this point is that "a facilitating environment for 
infantile development is best provided by contact with external stimuli which are 
familiar and rooted in early experience. My paper proposes that the statement 
should be enlarged to include early foetal experiences" (Kay, 1984, p. 323).  

   I have included this brief summary of Kay's case study and several of his 
reflections concerning the child in utero to compare my hypothesis concerning 
issues he raises about the unborn child, as well as about the child after birth. Kay's 
explication of his patient and her infant is quite convincing. The infant was 
obviously responding to the mother's anxiety, which was having a negative effect 
upon their relationship. There is nothing revolutionary about this; it has long been 
known, if not by scientists, then by caretakers of children, that infants are affected 
by their mother's state of mind and her feelings. I think that this can be explained 
by what Jung called participation mystique, and this is a very good example for 
describing this experience as one that neither returns the infant to a state of oceanic 
bliss or oneness nor reinforces her ego. Because of the block or what Kay refers to 
as a loss of contact, the baby does not experience a oneness with her mother that 
provides her with unconditional love. To be one with her mother is a painful 
experience, and she expresses this discontent in her crying, refusal to eat, and not 
looking at her mother.  



   The very fact that she responds to her father in a different way shows that she is 
also in participation mystique with him. Because he does not have a secret agenda, 
so to speak, but provides her with unconditional love, she responds in a positive 
manner. He is the one providing soul (unconditional) love in this case, which 
proves that soul and ego are not gender-specific, but two different ways to respond, 
which, in the best of circumstances, both parents are capable of providing. When 
some of the mother's anger, doubts, and frustrations, all ego defenses, have been 
expressed in the presence of another, something different happens; the baby looks 
at her mother and smiles. Without the block in her mother, she responds to a 
mother who obviously has good intentions toward her child. The infant is still in 
participation mystique, but what she feels now are the feelings of her mother with 
the block removed. Perhaps it is just as easy to say that the child mirrors its mother, 
just as much as the mother mirrors for the child. Participation mystique is a 
double-edged sword that allows for the shared experience, whether of heaven or of 
hell.  

   Does the child begin to communicate, as Kay suggests, with her mother while in 
the womb? I do not see how one could argue that the baby does not communicate, 
if one takes all the actions, reactions, and movements of the fetus as a form of 
communication. The fetus responds to the mother's body. How the mother feels and 
what she eats all affect her body, which in turn affects the infant. This might appear 
to be a very basic form of communication, but it is body-to-body, and information 
is being exchanged. Concerning this, Kay (1984) states: 

The single-celled amoeba cannot see or hear, but it is sensitive to touch. Its reflex-
arc primitive nervous system permits it to move by altering its shape and forming a 
pseudopodium. When this meets an obstruction it withdraws and changes direction. 
As the human foetus has, by comparison, achieved an infinitely more complex 
state of development, it is not unreasonable to ascribe to it some dimly perceived 
and rudimentary form of consciousness in utero. (emphasis mine, p. 323) 

   Kay's description of a single-cell amoeba appears similar to my earlier 
suggestion that the cell or fetus moves toward the object or moves away from the 
object, and knows, almost by osmosis, one could say, which direction to take. Here 
I would also repeat that this appears to be the lowest form of instinctual life, 
whether in a cell or in a human being. But it is just this instinct that I am calling the 
intuitive function, and the first psychological function to develop in humans. 
Perhaps, the word "develop" is not adequate, because the egg and the sperm might 



also contain this knowledge in their solo journey toward each other and what 
develops is the body of the fetus, not the instinct.  

   But within the basic instinct of intuition lies the fallow contents of sensation, 
feeling, and thinking. This is the "stone that is not a stone," as the alchemists 
referred to it; three are contained in the fourth, which is also the "one" symbolized 
by the stone. What I am suggesting is that the thinking function, which is the 
function that produces the archetype and often equated to the Spirit, is contained in 
the instinct, as are the other two functions. Instinct and archetype have never been 
separated. Jung (1959/1938) describes instincts and archetypes:  

The instincts are not vague and indefinite by nature, but are specifically formed 
motive forces which, long before there is any consciousness, and in spite of any 
degree of consciousness later on, pursue their inherent goals. Consequently they 
form very close analogies to the archetypes, so close, in fact, that there is good 
reason for supposing that the archetypes are the unconscious images of the 
instincts themselves, in other words, that they are patterns of instinctual behaviour. 
(emphasis mine, pp. 43- 44) 

   Here Jung constructively links instinct to archetype. Although he named intuition 
as one of the basic psychological, irrational, and instinctive functions, he did not 
describe intuition as originating in the infant in utero, as I believe it does.  

   Kay's suggestion that it is not unreasonable to ascribe to the fetus some dimly 
perceived and rudimentary form of consciousness in utero parallels my idea of the 
instinctual function of intuition as being the primal form of consciousness. If 
intuition is unconscious perception as Jung (1971/1921, p. 463) suggests, it seems 
likely that it is the function that would be conscious in the womb, where sensation 
and intuition are undifferentiated, containing both consciousness and 
unconsciousness. Kay does not state what kind of consciousness he believes this to 
be, but what he describes is what I am calling intuitive, non-ego consciousness or 
soul consciousness. To live in this state of consciousness constitutes a 
(psychological) return to the Garden of Eden or state of original innocence, where 
conscious sensing, feeling, and thinking would not be necessary because it would 
be provided without effort, just as it was in the womb.  

   Whether or not this is the actual case regarding the infant in the womb, 
mythology often assumes that this is so and the myth of Genesis represents that 
position. If mythology contains a psychological truth, perhaps an archetype so 
universally significant contains a truth about the actual experience of the infant in 



the womb. One would certainly like for this to be the case because it would mean 
that the infant in utero does not suffer, regardless of what the experience might be. 
To experience the opposites but not experience the pain or conflict of the splitting 
of opposites would be a neutral and undifferentiated state, and this could certainly 
be described as Paradise.  

   Kay (1984) goes on to describe and agree with the research of Dr. Thomas Verny, 
who wrote The Secret Life of the Unborn Child. He states:  

The unborn child is an aware, reacting human being who from the sixth month 
onwards (and perhaps even earlier) leads an active emotional life. Not only can he 
see, hear, experience, taste, and on a primitive level even learn in utero, he can also 
feel--not with an adult's sophistication, but feel none the less. (p. 324)  

   It is possible that he "feels" with a child ego that is different from an adult ego 
and unconscious, as sensation, feeling, and thinking are unconscious. Kay and 
Verny are correct in recognizing that the infant in utero is leading an active 
emotional life, that is, acting and reacting in an emotional manner, but neither Kay 
nor Verny appear to consider whether this behavior is conscious or unconscious or 
both. Recent research supports many of these findings, but there is really nothing 
new in this idea, except perhaps to the scientist; many pregnant women and 
experienced mothers have long believed that their feelings affect their unborn child 
and that the unborn child experiences what they feel.  

   If we return to Jung's description of the conscious feeling function as one that 
makes value judgments, that is, evaluates by feeling if the object perceived is 
something good or bad, we cannot assume the infant in utero is capable of this, 
since consciousness, as we define it, needs an ego to perceive. If, however, we 
concede that the infant feels but that this feeling and the value judgment made is 
unconscious on the infant's part, then it appears possible. Unconsciousness, 
however, doesn't mean that feeling is not present, which we know quite well from 
adult life, it means that feeling lives, as Jung suggests, an autonomous life, when it 
is not connected to conscious awareness. The feeling function is in operation, but it 
is unconscious, as are the functions of sensation and thinking. It is the 
unconsciousness (or repression in an adult) of these three functions that allows the 
fantasy image, the product of the intuitive function, to break through and this may 
be the function that Kay describes as that which "dimly perceives."  

   Jung (1971/1921) calls intuition the function that "mediates perceptions in an 
unconscious way" (p. 453). This is what the unborn child is doing while in the 



womb, but a child is no more consciously aware of what he or she is feeling than 
the adult who is not aware of an unconscious feeling. This is a rudimentary form of 
consciousness, as Kay describes it, because it is the first psychological function 
that is conscious. I consider this soul consciousness and a way of knowing that is 
not dependent on the ego; if fact, it is dependent upon there not being an ego, at 
least in the beginning or in utero. This consciousness can best be described as a 
middle position that is connected to both consciousness and unconsciousness, it 
contains both but is neither.  

   Kay (1984, p. 326) goes on to focus on the importance of tactile sensory contact. 
He says that the fetus and neonate cannot defend themselves when deprived of 
their freedom to touch and conceptualize the boundaries of their environment, as 
adults do, by drawing upon their life's experience to fill the psychic void. He says 
that "I consider that the ability and freedom to use one's tactile sensory system by 
touching is vital to both human development and to the maintenance of psychic 
health" (p. 326). Tactile sensory contact is vitally important, but the fetus has been 
doing that all along; body sensations, which appear to be unconscious if there is no 
ego present, have been the means for communication with the mother from the 
beginning. The mother's body has, in ideal cases, provided the fetus with the 
necessary stimulus and environment and the baby has responded to the mother in 
the same way with his body. If no words were ever uttered by the mother, this 
would still be true; one could call this a communication of silence. Kay describes 
this interpsychic communication: "as the developmental processes proceed, 
interpsychic communication probably does occur, and it is important to remember 
that this link can (as in the postnatal state) be two-way" (p. 331).  

   I am not sure that the unborn child needs to defend itself because he or she is not 
deprived of tactile sensory contact in the womb; he or she is always "touching" 
itself, the wall of the maternal womb, or the umbilical cord. The fetus is always 
being touched by the amniotic fluids that surround him or her. The neonate might 
have the experience of sensory deprivation, because after birth this is not ensured, 
but the experience of being in the womb appears to guarantee adequate tactile 
sensory contact, if there is nothing wrong with the infant's body. Kay correctly 
concludes that if the mother's feeling can affect her body, negative feelings, such as 
not wanting the child, might adversely affect the mother's body, which in turn 
would affect the fetus as he or she responds to the mother's body.  



   I question that a psychic void exists in the fetus; if fetal "knowing" is derived 
from the function of intuition, which I am defining as unconscious sense 
perceptions and unconscious thinking and feeling, there would not be a psychic 
void, the fetus would always be acting or reacting to the object or be in a neutral 
state, such as sleep. It is possible to see the infant as experiencing everything that 
happens in utero on two levels, one unconscious and the other relating to body 
consciousness that tells the fetus how to act and react intuitively.  

   Kay makes the excellent observation that the umbilical cord or the placenta 
might be the first transitional object of the child in utero. The cord would represent 
what is "me" and that which is "not me." He says, "the holding of one's own 
umbilical cord can be seen as the precursor of the transitional object, which is also 
held" (pp. 327-328). Other symbols that might represent the umbilical cord will be 
discussed later in this paper, specifically in the creation myth of Genesis, where the 
twin trees, the tree of Life and the tree of Knowledge, (which also is death and the 
loss of innocence), exist side by side. The tree of Life might represent the umbilical 
cord, which provides all things with no effort by the infant; it might also represent 
the tree of Knowledge, for when it is severed, when the infant is born, knowledge 
of the opposites comes into being.  

   The cord, like the symbol of twin (same but different) trees, is (1) "me" and (2) 
"other." It is also (3) "not me" and (4) "not other." It is the archetype. The tree 
symbol or archetype can be seen as representing an object that is specific, concrete, 
and composed of substance, the umbilical cord. I would suggest that the infant in 
the womb knows all four of the above positions intuitively; after birth, he or she 
will come to know them also by the psychological functions of conscious 
sensation, conscious feeling, conscious thinking, and conscious intuition. One can 
substitute any archetype for what I am attempting to describe; mother, for instance, 
could be seen as "me" and "other" and "not me" and "not other." The same would 
be true in therapy; with the withdrawal of the projection onto the therapist and the 
withdrawal of the introjection on one's self, the archetype can be seen, which is 
"you" and "me" and "not me" and "not you." In other words, ideally, four points of 
view will be conscious and perceived; and as Jung (1971/1921) states, all will 
function "in an equal manner" (p. 21). Perception would be expanded to encompass 
all four possibilities, which would include the archetype and its concrete 
manifestation in the world.  

   Returning to Kay, (1984) he states: 



In studying the world of sub-atomic particles, it has become apparent that there are 
no clear-cut boundaries between one particle and another. Instead, there exists a 
rapid and continuous interchange of matter, which destroys the illusion of "solid 
bodies" and moves towards a concept of universal wholeness. Ironically, this shift 
helps to bring modern science more into line with certain eastern religions, whose 
origins lie in antiquity. The foetal/maternal unit and the processes operating therein 
could probably be studied from that modified viewpoint. It seems reasonable and 
appropriate to accept that there exists a continuum of psychic activity from 
conception to death and that parturition is a significant incident along the pathway 
rather than a firm boundary. Furthermore, it is probably valid to speculate that 
there exists both intrapsychic and interpsychic activity during the prenatal months. 
(emphasis mine, p. 330) 

Psychic life can be seen more readily if we consider that the psychological function 
of intuition is basic or primary and has its beginning in the womb. It continues 
after birth and throughout life, either consciously or unconsciously, and is also the 
function necessary for a "return to Paradise" experience that is represented in 
mythology. Intuition, as the function of the soul archetype symbolizes a 
psychological experience of wholeness, and is a reflection of what Jung refers to as 
the Self.  
 
 

 
 
 

Alessandra Piontelli and Observations of the Child in Utero 

Phantasies about birth or about being back inside the womb are often acted out 
with great clarity and with striking concreteness in the play of many young 
children. These phantasies can at times take on a more defensive quality and in the 
latter the womb is principally seen nostalgically as an ideal place into which one 
can retreat safely in moments of distress or pain. (Piontelli, 1988, p. 74) 

   Piontelli describes her analysis of a 2 year old psychotic girl who had an 
exceedingly difficult birth, born with the umbilical cord around her neck. After 
birth, one of her many peculiar obsessions was wearing a heavy chain knotted 
around her neck, or the cord of a curtain, which she also would wind around her 



neck. Piontelli relates this behavior, and many other strange behaviors of this child, 
to her original experience in the womb and her near fatal experience at birth. Her 
inability to live in the world and relate to those around her, and her constant 
regressions and attempts to get back inside the womb, appear to be an attempt to 
alleviate the pain of being a separate person in the world. For the first month of her 
life she was kept in the hospital where she underwent intravenous feedings, was 
kept in an oxygen tent, and was subjected to three lumbar punctures. Piontelli 
(1988) states that "even the most organically-minded doctors found no apparent or 
obvious organic cause" (p. 75).  

   With this type of history, along with the fact that she was not adequately 
mothered for that month and that her eventual relationship with her mother was not 
ideal, it does not seem inconceivable that this child would want to return to a place 
without pain. If there is no mother or primary caretaker to help a child duplicate 
the womb experience while in the world by meeting her needs, there would be no 
reason for a child to stay in the world, and a regression would serve the purpose of 
not needing a mother in the world. If the fantasy of the womb experience is 
universal and is seen as a method for eliminating pain, it seems likely that the 
explication given previously, which is that pain and pleasure in the womb are 
experienced as neutral, because there is no ego to make a value judgment, would 
be justified. Who would choose ego consciousness if the primary sensation was 
pain? A retreat to a state of being where pain was obliterated could be called an act 
of instinctual and intuitive intelligence by the child. Nature intends a "match" in 
the world, but if it does not exist, alternatives that assist in survival appear to be 
reasonable. If it were ego consciousness that existed in the womb and the infant 
experienced pain, why would a regression be necessary; what biological or 
psychological purpose could it possibly serve? 

   When does psychological life begin? In later and more detailed research, 
Piontelli (1992) states:  

One of the most intense debates within the psychoanalytical movement centres on 
the psychological birth of the human infant; its capacity to live mentally and 
emotionally in the outside world once out of the narrow boundaries of the womb. 
On the one hand are the analysts who consider that the infant is not 
psychologically born for at least the first few months of its post-natal life and 
regard it as an ego-less creature still living inside a kind of post-natal womb. On 
the other hand are those analysts who consider mental life to be operative from 



birth, and for most of them the actual event of birth is regarded as the turning-point 
that sets mental functioning in motion. Only with the meeting of other human 
beings after birth do they consider that the infant begins to feel and think. Very 
little mention can be found in psychoanalytical literature of the possibility of 
mental life, ego functioning, and awareness in the fetus and of the possible 
bearings of this previous stage, fetal life, not only on the future development of the 
individual, but also on the mental functioning of the baby. (pp. 18-19)  

   One could also add that there is very little mention of the possibility of mental 
life in the fetus, not only in psychoanalytical literature, but also in analytical 
psychology and indeed any other psychology. In the world of mythological 
literature, however, the womb and Paradise appear to be related symbols, 
expressing something psychological and universal in human experience.  

   Dr. Piontelli used ultrasonic scans to observe the fetus in the womb, and she then 
observed each child's development from birth to the age of 4 years. The major 
conclusion of her research is that "there is a remarkable continuity of behavior 
before and after birth and many small children show signs after birth of being 
influenced by experiences they had before birth" (1992, p. 23). She continues: 

Recent research has proved all human senses to be "operative" at least by some 
time during the second trimester of pregnancy (Chamberlain, l983, her reference) 
and therefore by that time the fetus responds to tactile, pressory, kinaesthetic, 
thermic, vestibular, gustatory, and painful stimuli. (p. 34)  

   The question to be asked is whether or not those sensory functions are conscious, 
unconscious, or both. Providing that it is the unconscious sensory experience 
(intuition) of the fetus that gives it the information of how to act and react toward 
its environment and that this happens because the functions of active thinking, 
feeling and sensation are unconscious potential, one could surmise that conscious 
intuition is the first psychological function. If this is so, the fetus could be said to 
"think" in the womb, only the thinking would be passive or what Jung called 
intuition. This would be soul consciousness, and unconscious sensory experiences 
of the body would be the original source of "knowledge" in the human infant.  

   Piontelli, like other psychoanalytic theorists who discuss ego splitting after birth, 
questions whether there is ego functioning in the womb, but the fetus does not need 
an "I" to act or react. This action in the womb could better be described as a soul 
reaction. This idea connects it to matter in a fundamental way and mother, or 
matter reacting to matter. Mother and child both appear "wired" to communicate 



with each other. The soul complex would be different from the ego complex from 
the beginning, insofar as the choices made are not from an ego viewpoint, but 
given by unconscious body sensations. Piontelli (1992) continues:  

As my experience developed, I was more and more struck by the individuality of 
movement of each fetus and by their preferred postures and reactions. I could no 
longer regard the fetuses I was watching as non-persons, as each of them seemed 
already to be an individual with its own personality, preferences, and reactions. (p. 
9) 

   If intuition is seen as unconscious body sensations that react to the environment 
of the womb, the question is whether there is some form of consciousness inherent 
in the fetus, as he or she acts and reacts. Piontelli (1992) concludes her results with 
a question: "In view of my findings that characteristic individual behaviors develop 
well before birth, can one assume that some rudimentary self-awareness is present 
before birth?" (emphasis mine, p. 238). I would answer yes to this question, but the 
self-awareness would not be the ego, as Dr. Piontelli suggests; it would be intuitive 
consciousness that contains the unconscious ego.  

   Piontelli's research conclusions indicate that what was once considered only 
basic instincts may contain something that is psychological. Certainly she has 
paved the way for further research by directly observing the fetus using ultrasound 
scans and by simply asking, "When does psychological life begin?" 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 



 
Chapter 3: Michael Fordham 

 
 
Michael Fordham and Jungian Developmental Psychology 
 

   Michael Fordham is considered a pioneer in Jungian developmental psychology, 
not only because he extended Jung's concept of individuation to include children, 
but because many of his concepts are based on actual clinical experience with 
children.  

   Both the primary question that is being asked in this research (whether an order 
to Jung's psychological functions can be determined) and the hypothesis that a 
circular order does exist with the psychological function of intuition being first are 
more compatible with the work of Fordham than with the work of most other 
theorists. They are also more easily linked to Fordham's concepts of the child as an 
individual from the beginning, although Fordham exaggerated the possibility that 
the infant is totally separate from the mother from the beginning. Fordham does 
not give a structural concept of the experience of the fetus in the womb, except in 
his description of the primary Self, but he does often refer to the inherent 
possibilities; furthermore, he proved that Jung's concepts can be used to expand 
upon knowledge pertaining to child analysis, not only the archetype of the child, 
but the actual child.  

   The hypothesis offered here presupposes many of Fordham's ideas concerning 
integration and deintegration. Also, by starting at the beginning, it completes a 
theory of developmental processes using basic Jungian concepts of psychological 
functions, as well as integrating the ideas of Michael Fordham.  

   Fordham had an excellent grasp of Jung's theory of individuation, and he was 
familiar with Jung's book on Psychological Types, which he helped to edit, but he 
apparently did not always make the link between all four functions as they pertain 
to individuation. Fordham begins with a construct of the Self that includes the ego 
and a description of the ego flowing out of the Self; what appears missing in his 
construct is the soul archetype, which necessarily needs to be differentiated from 
the Self or the ego and which is, I think, directly concerned with the psychological 
function of intuition. Intuition is the basic instinct; the Self, the soul and the ego 



are the archetypes that are contained in the basic instinct. This assertion can be 
supported by a depth interpretation of the cosmological mythology, about which 
Fordham says very little.  

   There is also, not surprisingly, very little in Fordham's writing concerning the 
psychological function of intuition or its importance in the psyche of the child.  

 
Fordham on the Child in the Womb 
 

   Fordham asked many questions concerning the child in utero and after parturition 
because many of his theories rested on the concept that a child was an individual 
from the beginning and not just an extension of the mother. Just where to place the 
emerging ego is also a question related to the child in utero, and Fordham 
fluctuated in his opinion concerning this difficult but important aspect of his 
theoretical construct. In 1970, he says: 

Since the time that the self concept was originated, much more has been 
discovered about ego fragments and there can be no doubt that quite a firmly 
established ego structure is in being by two years of age; therefore the concept of 
the self may not be so necessary or central. The new data have indeed suggested an 
alternative theory of the ego, just because its organisation begins much earlier than 
was believed. (p. 100)  

   By 1976, Fordham appears to have accepted the idea that the ego is present much 
earlier than he had previously conceived. In 1951, Freud, Jung, and other 
psychologists thought the ego to "be in place by the age of 5 or 6," which Fordham 
began to doubt. By 1970, Fordham thinks the ego is firmly established by the age 
of 2 years, but by 1976, Fordham accepts that the ego or parts of it are present at 
birth and that the importance of when the ego begins is crucial to child psychology:  

The time at which the ego is formed is important for the study of child psychology. 
The discovery of its early appearance has compelled a substantial revision in much 
of our thinking and understanding of infants; it has had repercussions on our 
orientation toward the structure and organization of the infantile psyche; it has 
compelled a revision of views about the possibilities of infant and child 
management and therapy. But, in spite of all this, the necessary modifications are 
congruent with the main body of Jung's thesis, which was so much ahead of its 
time. (p. 37)  



   By placing the ego as emerging at birth with the soul complex also present at 
birth, many of Jung's descriptions of the soul archetype can be seen to apply to 
early childhood. The intuitive function, which is often placed willy-nilly, or worse 
yet, totally ignored as an important psychological function, can be seen to 
commence and work in relationship with the other three functions from the 
beginning, which is in the womb.  

   Concerning the child in the womb, Fordham (1976) says, "recently there have 
been serious attempts to investigate this difficult topic and, while there is not yet a 
psychology of intrauterine life, there is now a growing consensus that there are 
organized perceptual ego-functions at birth" (p. 46).  

   Here Fordham accepts the view that the ego or at least some organized perceptual 
ego-functions are present at birth, an idea that slightly alters some of his original 
ideas concerning the infant. Fordham's views on consciousness and when the ego 
begins vary considerably and obviously changed over the years. In l970, he states: 

Just when consciousness of any kind begins can only be inferred, because the study 
of intra-uterine life is manifestly difficult, but, enough is now known about the 
foetus to state confidently that he experiences some kind of rudimentary 
consciousness. Rapid as development may be after birth, in the first weeks of life 
there is every reason to suppose that perception is vague and transitory. 
Consequently the ego can play only a small part in the infant's existence, which is 
best understood in terms of patterned archetypal drives. Soon, however, ego 
fragments can be noted; they are closely related from the beginning to the drives 
and their unconscious fantasy representations. (p. 93)  

   Here I suggest that what Fordham is calling "vague and transitory perception" is 
what Jung would have called "unconscious perception" or intuition (Jung, 
1971/1921, p. 463); the unconscious fantasy representations are created by the 
intuitive function, which sees into the Self and returns with a symbol that not only 
expresses the ego, but strengthens and reinforces the ego complex. By this method, 
Self, soul, and ego archetypes can be seen to be organized and working together 
from the beginning, and the soul archetype, which I equate with the intuitive 
function, can be seen to be the mediator, as Jung described, not only in later life, 
but from the beginning.  

   Fordham never seems to expand upon his statement that a rudimentary 
consciousness might exist in the womb or what kind of consciousness it might be; 
from this statement, however, he obviously did not believe it to be ego 



consciousness, which he says only plays a small part in the infant's existence. A 
"rudimentary consciousness," however, implies several things; either the ego is 
present in the fetus or another kind of consciousness is present. I would suggest 
that this consciousness is not ego, as many of the writers who consider some kind 
of consciousness present think, but comes from the absence of the ego and is the 
soul complex or intuitive consciousness. Other adjectives that could be used to 
describe this consciousness are: basic, elementary, fundamental, initial, original, 
and primary. What is present in the womb is passive thinking (intuition) rather than 
active thinking, and Jung makes the necessary distinction in his description of the 
two functions. It seems almost obvious that passive thinking would precede active 
thinking and be the foundation upon which all future active thinking rests. What 
Jung called passive thinking or intuition, however, consists of more than 
unconscious thinking; it also contains unconscious feeling and unconscious 
sensation. In other words, these three major psychological functions exist as one 
undifferentiated function, which is intuition.  

   By 1976, Fordham is even more empathetic with the idea that an infant has 
conscious (ego) experiences and that the fetus may have "perceptual experience," 
even if it is vague. He states: 

It would, I think, be very daring to assume that an infant is not capable of any 
conscious experience and there is some indirect evidence in favour of there being 
ego-consciousness in very early situations. Right from the start, i.e., after birth, and 
indeed while still in utero, the infant (or foetus) reacts to stimuli. That the 
responses involve reflexes and neural discharges of an organized kind is certain 
and it would be much more logical, since reflexes involve afferent stimuli, to 
assume that at least some of them are accompanied by perceptual experience, 
however vague. (pp. 45-46)  

   Again, Fordham uses the word "vague," which is closely related to words chosen 
by other writers to describe this state, such as dim, faint, or blurred, but he does not 
attribute these vague perceptual experiences either to the ego complex or to the 
soul complex; indeed, he does not comment on the nature of what he is describing 
as consciousness in the womb. I think that what he describes quite well can be seen 
as intuitive consciousness or soul consciousness, which exists simply because there 
is no ego consciousness present.  

   Fordham (1976) calls instinctual behavior a release-manifestation that is laid 
down within the organism before birth by the innate release-mechanism. He 



compares this to the baby gull who first feeds because of the red color, which is a 
sign-stimulus. The behavior of the infant is considered to be caused by the same 
sign-stimulus. Fordham states: 

When a baby starts to feed at the breast it is likely that there is a sign-stimulus that 
starts him feeding. It would not be a breast, or a nipple as such. I emphasize this 
because it would seem that the sort of consciousness that an infant has is most 
unlike anything we know of, but it is not necessarily hazy but remarkably precise. 
(p. 173)  

   If the sign-stimulus is not the breast, nipple, or the body of the mother, the human 
infant appears to be somewhat different from the baby gull, who is stimulated by a 
red color on its mother's beak. Fordham does not specify what this stimulus might 
be in the human infant, but he does attribute this activity to consciousness that is 
remarkably precise and different from anything we know. Here I would conclude 
that the infant "knows" by the consciousness of soul, that is, by the psychological 
function of intuition, which informs the ego that it is in a state of need or a state of 
desire, which is manifested in the body by the sucking behavior of the infant. Thus, 
the infant draws on the Self from the soul position and expresses what is needed 
through the ego; unconsciousness and consciousness are connected by the soul 
position. Jung (1971/1921) describes this process in the following way:  

The soul never loses its intermediate position. It must therefore be regarded as a 
function of relation between the subject and the inaccessible depths of the 
unconscious. The determining force (God) operating from these depths is reflected 
by the soul, that is, it creates symbols and images, and is itself only an image. By 
means of these images the soul conveys the forces of the unconscious to 
consciousness; it is both receiver and transmitter, an organ for perceiving 
unconscious contents. What it perceives are symbols. But symbols are shaped 
energies, determining ideas whose affective power is just as great as their spiritual 
value. (pp. 250-251)  

   Here Jung was not necessarily commenting on the soul as an aspect of infancy, 
but his description can be seen as one that describes that period just as adequately 
as any other age in life, especially if we assume that the infant starts life with two 
kinds of consciousness, one of soul and one of ego. Life appears to be the journey 
towards reconnecting these opposites in the most possible conscious way, not only 
year to year, but also moment to moment.  



   Fordham (1976, pp. 42-43) gives his views on the previously accepted concept of 
the infant as "psychically part of his mother." Here, he disagrees with the 
mainstream view and suggests that the baby influences the mother just as much as 
she influences the baby. He goes on to state: 

The idea that the infant is psychically part of his mother is implicitly combined 
with another one: the infant is said to be unconscious. In current usage the term 
unconscious is ambiguous: it refers on the one hand to a negative state in which 
perceptual functions are not giving rise to conscious awareness and on the other to 
a more or less organized and partly inherited system of structures referred to as 
unconscious archetypes. (p. 45)  

   Here Fordham has identified a part of the problem due to terminology; whether 
in the womb or after birth, the term "unconscious" is ambiguous; if the more or less 
organized and partly inherited system of structures referred to as unconscious 
archetypes are active and functioning in the fetus or the infant, they could better be 
described as part-conscious and part-unconscious; this would be a middle position 
and one that I would call soul consciousness or intuitive consciousness. The infant 
could be said to have an unconscious, in which the primary Self exists; and a soul 
consciousness that contains the major archetypes, including both consciousness 
and unconsciousness; and ego consciousness, which is always connected to the 
body in the beginning. Here it is not difficult to see the soul position as that which 
can be compared to a twilight state; it is not all dark or all light, but contains both 
to produce a different state of consciousness, which describes the intuitive function 
quite well. "Through a glass darkly" could be said to be describing the function of 
intuition as the way we first see.  

   Jung (1971/1921) describes the soul complex in this way: 

Looked at historically, the soul, that many-faceted and much-interpreted concept, 
refers to a psychological content that must possess a certain measure of autonomy 
within the limits of consciousness . . . . It must be a content in which spontaneity is 
inherent, and hence also partial unconsciousness, as with every autonomous 
complex. (p. 247)  

   This is a good description of the child in the womb, and the child at birth, who 
has his original state of unity shattered by birth into two types of consciousness 
that appear split or divided; one is soul consciousness and one is ego 
consciousness. In the womb, these two existed as the Self archetype and the soul 
archetype that reflects the Self.  



   It is possible that Fordham carried his idea of the child, especially the unborn 
child, being separate from the mother to the extreme, possibly to refute Neumann's 
insistence that they exist as a symbiotic pair in utero and a year after birth and 
possibly to allow him to formulate ideas that were not conceivable by using the 
concepts that Neumann proposed.  

   Fordham's arguments concerning the infant in the womb are sometimes hazy and 
often rather ineffective. He maintains (1976) that an infant has boundaries in the 
womb that "may very well be thought of as present at conception" (p. 11). Before 
this, he claims that we can ask how these boundaries are formed, but it is not 
possible to answer that question. He then goes on to say: 

There is a common fantasy that, during pregnancy, a mother and her baby live in a 
special state of intimate fusion disrupted at birth. The true state of affairs is 
different for, although a mother provides a stable aquatic environment and feeds 
her baby through the umbilical cord, the growth of a foetus is determined in all 
other respects by its genetic constitution. (p. 11)  

   Fordham is wrong concerning "all other respects," because the baby responds to 
other conditions in the womb besides the very important one of nourishment. The 
womb is the baby's environment, and he or she constantly responds by being in 
relationship with its surroundings. What about the possible effects of the mother's 
emotional life on the fetus? In addition, the baby has inherited the genes of both 
parents. A particular baby has the genetic make-up of specific parents and does not 
acquire a random genetic system. The parents, genetically speaking, live in the 
child. Pregnancy can be seen as a "special state of intimate fusion," and it is 
certainly disrupted at birth; there is nothing fantastic about this assessment. The 
infant's body is connected to the mother's body via the umbilical cord; it is also 
contained within her body surrounded by the womb. It is difficult to conceive of a 
more intimate relationship. Furthermore, the physical as well as the mental 
condition of the mother may affect the fetus; a mother who uses crack cocaine or 
various drugs may produce an addicted, lethargic, or psychically damaged child; a 
mother who has the HIV virus may give birth to a child with AIDS. These 
conditions have nothing to do with the genetic constitution of the child, but they 
certainly have an influence upon his or her body and ability to respond had they 
not been present.  

   Kay (1984) cites research that was concerned extensively with stress, depression, 
and the effect of the mother's negative or positive emotions on the unborn child, 



and concludes with the statement: "What seemed to matter most of all was what 
the mother felt about her unborn child" (p. 326). If the mother wanted and loved 
her unborn child, the child appeared to be protected by a "shield of protection 
against adversity" (p. 326).  

   Fordham's statements concerning the separate state of the infant in the womb 
appear simplistic because they don't consider many aspects of the child in the 
womb that might be affected by the mother. A more reasonable view might be that 
the infant in utero has a separate Self and separate soul that is always acting and 
reacting to the mother or the mother's womb, which is its environment. They are 
separate bodies, but always connected by the umbilical cord, which is a connection 
that cannot be ignored; without that connection the infant would not survive. The 
state of unity or fusion that the fetus experiences may be because of the three 
psychological functions of thinking, feeling and sensation being unconscious and 
merged in the function of intuition, which allows the fetus to respond to stimuli 
from within or without in the best possible way. The genetic inheritance would be 
present in the intuitive function, making the child an individual from the start, but 
he or she would always be an individual in relationship to his or her surroundings, 
practice, one might say, for life after birth, which is the same, with the exception 
that the ego comes into play and ego consciousness usually takes the lead, whereas 
soul consciousness becomes or is called "unconscious." For these reasons, I would 
consider both Neumann and Fordham to be correct if taken together; the unborn 
child is separate, but also lives in what Neumann called "primal unity." In the 
womb, these opposites are united. 

 
Fordham on Cosmogonic Myths and the Womb as Paradise 
 

   Fordham did not comment on the cosmogonic myth of Genesis, although he does 
correctly state that the closest parallel to the deintegration concept lies in cosmic 
creation myths. I would add that perhaps the most important cosmogonic myth in 
our Western culture is the creation of Adam and Eve, who lived initially with God 
in the garden of Paradise. Paradise and the enclosed garden are symbols that are 
equivalent to the cosmic egg described by the Greeks, and both can be seen as 
symbols of the womb.  

   Fordham (1957) describes the Greek myth of Eros who sprang from the cosmic 
egg: 



The most probable source of parallels to the deintegration concept lies in cosmic 
creation myths, and indeed they are to be found amongst our Western cosmogonic 
myths, the Greek ones showing the essential features most clearly. In the Orphic 
cult we find the cosmic egg as "the symbol of what gives birth to all things and in 
itself contains all things" and the Clemintine Homilies say: "Orpheus likened 
Chaos to an egg in which was the commingling of the primeval elements." From 
the cosmic egg springs Eros, he "revealed and brought to light everything that had 
previously lain hidden in the golden egg." (p. 118)  

   Indeed, if we take Eros to represent the first deintegration or the first "coming 
apart" of the Self, it is not difficult to see that he can be compared with the 
emergence of ego and the first body sensations or the psychological function of 
conscious sensation and the psychological function of feeling, because the 
sensation produces the first desire, and the image created is the desired object, 
which is a product of the thinking function, conscious or unconscious. Eros, which 
means "demanding love," (Jung and Kerenyi, 1949, p. 53) can be seen as the ego 
of the newborn child who demands to be loved. At this point he represents only 
half of the feeling function or half of love, the desiring half. The other half remains 
in the unconscious. Freud called this primary narcissism, which has pejorative 
connotations similar to those placed upon Eve, who was cast from Eden when she 
first experienced desire. A more positive view would be one that called this 
primary love, which is the body ego or child ego, and its demand for survival, 
which appears to be a reasonable attitude for the infant to possess. Feeling is, as 
Jung pointed out, a rational function.  

   Eros does contain the contents of the cosmic egg; the cosmic egg can be seen as a 
symbol of the Self that contains all four, undifferentiated, unconscious 
psychological functions. The cosmic egg contains everything, including soul and 
soul love, and when it bursts (when the child is born), Eros comes forth and all the 
functions that were merged begin as conscious functions connected to the ego and 
unconscious functions connected to the soul. Love is the double-edged sword that 
severs and unites and can be seen as the Divine Child and the human child. (Most 
Divine Children in mythology are portrayed as having a double nature, for 
example, Hermes.)  

   The integration of the ego takes place when its demands are met with soul love 
from the mother or other and it returns to that psychological place where there is 
nothing to want or desire. The experience of the other half of feeling or love that 



was left in the unconscious replaces the ego needs of the infant and he has 
experienced the opposites in time. This is a return to the womb experience that 
allows the infant to match inner world with the outward world, ensuring a sense of 
wholeness. Metaphorically speaking, the child is returned to the cosmic egg or the 
Self by a process of assimilation. This process is continuous in the beginning of 
life and essential for the child-body-ego to develop adequately. The early mother 
and child relationship can be seen as one of soul (mother) to ego (child); the return 
to the mother at any age is a desire to return to soul consciousness, which has been 
damaged or blocked for whatever reason.  

   Kaplan (1978) expresses much the same thing: "all later human love and 
dialogue is a striving to reconcile our longings to restore the lost bliss of oneness 
with our equally intense need for separateness and individual selfhood" (p. 27). In 
early infancy, this is a natural process; Eros or the ego must be expressed, satisfied 
and, by satisfaction, be lost, in order to be returned to soul, which strengthens the 
ego that next expresses itself in consciousness. It appears as a peculiar quirk of fate 
that the old ego consciousness must die before a new ego consciousness can be 
expressed--or put another way, consciousness is only enlarged by the loss of 
consciousness. This is true in adult life, but it is no less true in infancy, where the 
process first began. Two kinds of consciousness that appear split or divided must 
be reconciled in the human psyche, which is what so many of the myths appear to 
describe. Jung (1959/1938) describes this when he says: 

The conflict between the two dimensions of consciousness is simply an expression 
of the polaristic structure of the psyche, which like any other energetic system is 
dependent on the tension of opposites. That is also why there are no general 
psychological propositions which could not just as well be reversed; indeed, their 
reversibility proves their validity. (p. 269)  

   Fordham apparently did not agree with Jung on the interpretation of the myths 
describing a desire to return to the mother, and although he saw the Eros myth of 
the cosmic egg as a parallel to describe the deintegration process, he does not 
appear to equate Eros with ego (even though Eros is always portrayed as a child, 
youth, or young god), which is necessary to link his concepts with what the myth is 
describing. The Self deintegrates or comes apart to create the soul complex and the 
ego complex but the Self remains the same. Put another way, the Self is the soul 
and ego merged. When it splits or divides, it becomes soul and ego that have 
become differentiated and conscious.  



   Gayley (1939) describes the Orpheus version of the Greek cosmological myth as, 
"assuming the form of a huge world egg, [which] flew, by reason of its rapid 
rotation, into halves. Of these, one was Heaven, the other Earth. From the center of 
the egg proceeded Eros (Love) and other wondrous beings" (p. 3). Heaven and 
earth can be seen as another form of the Divine Syzygy or opposites that become 
soul (Mother) and ego (Father). Eros, as the Divine Child, proceeds from the 
center. Here he represents the adult ego and soul merged, or the functions of 
intuition and thinking merged. In the coming apart of Heaven and Earth or the Self, 
he represents the beginning of consciousness in the functions of sensation and 
feeling in the human child. These are the "child" functions; sensation is the child 
soul and feeling is the child ego. As a symbol of the Self, Eros contains them all, 
and they flow out of him (deintegrate) or back to him (reintegrate.)  

   Ryce-Menuhin (1988) describes Fordham's hypothesis:  

Fordham's deintegration hypothesis proposes a spontaneous division of the self. 
Indirect evidence may be gathered from various sources. Jung believed that a new 
concept has certainly been reflected in ancient myths, and this can amplify the 
concept of deintegration. The cosmic creation myths may be a source of ideas 
parallel to the deintegration theory. In the Orphic cult in Greece we find the cosmic 
egg as "the symbol of what gives birth to all things and in itself contains all 
things." (Plutarch, quoted in Harrison, 1908). (p. 57)  

   It is not the Self that spontaneously divides to become Self and ego, as Fordham 
apparently thinks and Ryce-Menuhin suggests, but the Self that divides to become 
the soul complex and the ego complex. If the Self is what Jung described as God or 
totality, it would not be subject to division; indeed, it would be the core aspect of 
life impervious to division or change of any kind. Jung (1971/1921) described the 
soul as "the organ of perception, the soul, apprehends the contents of the 
unconscious, and, as the creative function, gives birth to its dynamis in the form of 
a symbol" (p. 251). What would the organ of perception be if it is not one or both 
of the irrational functions of sensation or intuition, which Jung referred to as the 
perceiving functions? If it is the soul that perceives, it appears to me that the 
psychological function that it perceives with must be intuition. (It is the body that 
perceives by the function of sensation.) If this is so, it would be the irrational 
functions of sensation and intuition undifferentiated (the soul complex and the ego 
complex combined) that would create the symbol. It could also be seen as 
conscious and unconscious perception working together in the psyche. Conscious 



sensation would be the ego function and unconscious intuition would be the soul 
function. If all opposites meet in the middle and I think that they do, sensation and 
intuition probably work together (ideally speaking) in the human psyche in a way 
that has yet to be explored. And if they are, as I later suggest in more detail, mirror 
images of one another, it would be both instinctual and irrational functions that 
create the archetypes or fill in the empty forms. The irrational functions would both 
contain each of the other three functions in unconscious form or, put another way, 
each irrational function would contain the other three functions in unconscious 
form (see Figure 22). This would also be a description of the instinct that contains 
the archetype and will later become the archetype. Intuition and sensation appear to 
be the psychological functions that are personified in mythology as the twin 
Serpents (Sumerian) or the twin fishes Lucifer and Christ (Christian) which will be 
discussed in detail in Chapter's 4, 5 and 6 of this work.  

   It is the leap from the Self archetype to the ego archetype, leaving out the soul 
archetype that caused Fordham difficulty with his hypothesis; it is probably the 
soul that is the organ of conscious perception and the cosmic egg is a symbol for 
the Self that contains the ego and the soul within itself. One could say that it 
contains the contents of the Self as a reflection of the soul and ego merged; the 
soul, ego, or the reflection comes apart or deintegrates, but the Self does not. The 
cosmic egg symbolizes the four functions in undifferentiated form. Intuition is the 
first function out of the cosmic egg (symbolized as mother or earth or soul) and 
still contains all the other functions within itself. These are the ego functions of 
sensation, feeling and thinking. The soul is a reflection of the Self and identical 
with the Self, but has also become something separate (the spontaneous division 
that is also a state of transition) and can be identified as the soul archetype which is 
identical with the instinct of intuition. Her child is the function of sensation or the 
child soul that has not yet become fully conscious. At birth and the experience of 
the opposites, sensation (soul) and feeling (ego) become conscious ego functions 
and intuition (soul) goes into the personal unconscious. The thinking function or 
what Jung called active thinking is either not yet conscious or possibly contains the 
thought as an unconscious image that was experienced in the rational function of 
feeling and experienced before that in the irrational function of sensation.  

   As Ryce-Menuhin and Fordham attest, the cosmic creation myths are an 
excellent source for parallel ideas of the deintegration theory; what is missing in 
some of Fordham's concepts is a better description of what happens before birth, a 
more precise definition of the beginning ego and the role the soul archetype plays 



in the process of individuation in childhood, based on Jung's excellent description 
of that archetype as a mediator between the Self and the ego.  

   Fordham (1982) did not comment specifically on the cosmological myth of 
Genesis, but he did have definite ideas concerning the womb experience as one 
related to or describing a state of Paradise. He states: 

Take the idea of Paradise being in the womb, well, if you study what goes on in the 
womb and quite a lots been done--it's not particularly Paradisical, it's, what it is, or 
if it is, Paradise is a very noisy place, indeed. The beating of the aorta in the mother 
is a constant sort, like an old fashion steam train going on all the time. Then you 
[presumably the child] get cramps, can't get sorted out--have to kick--turn yourself 
upside down by peculiar spiral movements. External noises can be quite intrusive, 
too. You can't say you would like to call that Paradise, a place like that; it's not 
likely anyone will. (recorded lecture)  

   In this unlikely research, I am making exactly that proposal; I am looking at the 
myth of Paradise as a metaphor that describes the womb experience and the 
experience of the child at birth. This is not a new idea; Heinberg (1989) gives the 
following example:  

The idea of interpreting the Paradise myth as an analogy for the mother-infant 
relationship did not originate with Feud or Jung, however. Indeed, its roots go at 
least as far back as the Gnostics of the first century. Simon Magus, whose views 
are preserved (no doubt in distorted form) in Saint Hippolytus's Refutation of All 
Heresies, taught that the Garden of Eden was not a geographical place, but a 
metaphor for the womb; "If God forms man in his mother's womb--that is, in 
Paradise--then let the womb be Paradise and the after-birth Eden, a river flowing 
forth from Eden, for the purpose of irrigating Paradise. This river is the navel." (p. 
194)  

   The world navel is a symbol for Paradise, as Eliade (1991) tells us. "Paradise, 
where Adam was created from clay, is, of course, situated at the center of the 
cosmos. Paradise was the navel of the earth and according to a Syrian tradition, 
was established on a mountain higher than all other" (p. 16). In biological terms it 
is not difficult to see this mountain as the pregnant body of the mother and her 
navel as the center of the world, the connection between Heaven and Earth. It is 
also not difficult to see the umbilical cord as the container for the river (water of 
life) that flows into Paradise or the womb, thereby nourishing it. Biologically, one 
can also compare the act of physical love and female orgasm (water of life) to the 



river flowing out of Paradise, leaving behind the egg that will generate new life at 
conception.  

   Fordham did not make a connection with the myth of Genesis as a metaphor for 
the experience of being in the womb or birth. His rejection for the experience of 
the unborn child being in a Paradisical state, however, appears to me to be 
extremely subjective and therefore not a very convincing one. The beating of the 
mother's heart or noise in the womb means very little; it implies that the infant 
prefers silence, indeed, that the infant has a preference, which is probably not the 
case at all.  

   If there is no ego (as we know it) present in the womb and no knowledge of the 
opposites, the infant is not able to make a value judgment concerning his or her 
own body sensations, such as the one Fordham is making. (Fordham appears to be 
identifying with the conscious sensate and conscious feeling and conscious 
thinking experience of the infant in the womb, from an adult, conscious, ego 
position, which certainly does not sound like Paradise. But what would an intuitive 
description sound like?) The infant may act and react to stimuli, but does not 
appear to be using the functions of active, conscious thinking, conscious feeling or 
conscious sensation, as defined by Jung. The one psychological function that 
appears to be possibly present and possibly conscious is intuition; the infant moves 
toward and away from the object or stimulus by what appears to be an in-born 
instinct, and intuition appears to fit the description more than any other 
psychological function, especially if we consider the possibility that it contains 
some form of consciousness. The infant appears to know what to do and when to 
do it, in most cases, intuitively. (The infant in the womb is alive and it is my 
assumption that the state of being alive contains some form of consciousness, even 
if we have not yet been able to define what it is.) If there is no ego present, the 
experience of the body sensations of the infant might be such that what is pain is 
experienced no differently than what is pleasurable. The experience of 
differentiating opposites would not be present. If this is the case, one might readily 
define such a state as Paradisical.  

   Birth, which can be seen as the beginning of the ego, represented in the Genesis 
myth as the "Fall," would create the second kind of consciousness, ego, which 
would exist as a conflict with soul consciousness from the beginning. The soul 
contains all the psychological functions merged; the ego separates all the functions 
as consciousness comes into being. Thus, the opposites are born and in conflict, 



represented in the myths as the hero and his search for Paradise or what was lost by 
consciousness. An interpretation of the myth of Genesis will be discussed later in 
this research in detail, where I suggest that the four major archetypes of the myth, 
God, (intuition) the snake, (sensation) Eve (feeling) and Adam, (thinking) all 
represent psychological functions and psychic energy that can be seen as a 
description of the infant in the womb and the experience of birth and a description 
of psychological processes that can occur at any age. The creation myth of Eros 
can be seen as comparable to the creation myth of Genesis; in both myths Chaos 
comes first, then Heaven and Earth in the Genesis myth, and Earth and Heaven in 
the Greek myth. Chaos is the Self, Earth is the soul, and Heaven is the Ego. But the 
child ego is the shadow of Heaven and Earth or the unconscious side of the 
"Divine" functions of intuition and thinking. Paradise is identical with Eros or 
Love, and both are symbols that unite the opposites.  

   Because I think the functions of unconscious thinking, unconscious feeling, and 
unconscious sensation are merged and, by the merger, create the function of 
intuition, I consider this to be the first conscious psychological function present in 
the human psyche and the psychological experience that is desired by the 
symbolism of a "return to Paradise" motif in mythology. One cannot return literally 
to the womb, but one can return to the psychological experience that one had in the 
womb and do so on a conscious level, which the idea of rebirth symbolizes. This is 
the message of the myths, especially the religious myths that promise a "new 
Heaven and new Earth" or a "New Jerusalem." This experience, I would suggest, 
also takes place in the beginning of life, if the infant is fortunate, every time the 
child is returned to an assimilation of the original state of what I would call soul 
consciousness. After birth, Paradise is to be found and recreated in relationship, by 
loving and being loved.  

   Fordham (1982) concludes: "All this longing for the mother, which Jung talks 
about--I'm afraid it's not so" (recorded lecture). Jung (1959/1938) is more 
convincing on this point: 

Symbols of the mother in a figurative sense appear in things representing the goal 
of our longing for redemption, such as Paradise, the Kingdom of God, the 
Heavenly Jerusalem. The archetype is often associated with things and places 
standing for fertility and fruitfulness; the cornucopia, a ploughed field, a garden. It 
can be attached to a rock, a cave, a tree, a spring, a deep well, or to various vessels 
such as the baptismal font, or to vessel-shaped flowers like the rose or the lotus. 



Because of the protection it implies, the magic circle or mandala can be a form of 
mother archetype. Hollow objects such as ovens and cooking vessels are associated 
with the mother archetype, and, of course, the uterus, yoni, and anything of a like 
shape. (p. 81)  

   The longing for the mother can be seen as a desire to return to the original 
experience of unity and wholeness or a desire to return to the psychological state of 
soul consciousness, which observes the Self and the ego simultaneously.  

   Even though Fordham (1976) rejected the idea of the womb experience being 
symbolized by the myth of Paradise, he gives an excellent description of a state of 
complete integration in the beginning:  

A symmetrical theory of the relation between the first and the second half of life 
can be envisaged: assuming that complete integration, based on realization of the 
self, is the final aim of individuation, it becomes possible that there is also a state 
of complete integration in the beginning. It is not realized, nor realizable, at all 
because there is no ego distinct from the self to perceive it. When the original 
integrate exists must be left open; it may, however, be conveniently located before 
birth, which disrupts it--hence the persistent idea of birth as the earliest source of 
anxiety. (p. 16)  

   Here Fordham apparently contradicts himself when he says that the original 
integrate must be left open because he goes on to say that it may be conveniently 
located before birth, which disrupts it. I do not think that the original integrate 
must be left open, but does exist before birth, which is in the womb. Birth would 
certainly be a disruption of that original state of unity and the first deintegration. 
Fordham says that there is no ego distinct from the Self to perceive that state of 
harmony, and it is therefore not realizable or realized, yet one has to question the 
purpose of such a state; if it is not realizable in any way, how can we imagine that 
it ever existed? I would agree that there is no ego (as we know it) present to 
perceive, but ego consciousness is not the only kind of consciousness possible. The 
experience of the Self is perceived by soul consciousness, which also contains 
memory, and depends on the absence of the conscious ego. If the Self, indeed, is 
the archetype that contains everything within itself, that would have to include 
some form of consciousness. It would also have to include a psychological 
function, which is the human means to knowledge, and that function would 
necessarily be the function of intuition.  



   The absence of the ego as a means of obtaining spiritual knowledge or 
transformation is documented in numerous accounts of religious or mystical 
literature. Jung (1971/1921) describes this process as: 

The yogi seeks to induce this concentration or accumulation of libido by 
systematically withdrawing attention (libido) both from external objects and from 
interior psychic states, in a word, from the opposites. The elimination of sense-
perception and the blotting out of conscious contents enforce a lowering of 
consciousness (as in hypnosis) and an activation of the contents of the 
unconscious, i.e., the primordial images, which, because of their universality and 
immense antiquity, possess a cosmic and suprahuman character. (emphasis mine, p. 
202)  

   The infant in the womb, however, does not need to eliminate conscious sense 
impressions; he already exists in the state that the yogi is attempting to return; he 
exists in a psychological state of being where opposites are united, thus the many 
references to returning to the state of infancy for union with God.  

   Fordham states that his theory of integrates and deintegrates can best be 
compared with the cosmic creation myths, but he only mentions the myth of Eros 
and the cosmic egg; it is regrettable that he did not link his theory with the myth of 
Genesis or the idea of Paradise in the womb, because by doing so his theory could 
be seen from the beginning of life and connected to the very important Western 
cosmic myth of Genesis. In addition, the link or comparison between the Greek 
cosmological myth of Eros and the Jewish and Christian myth of Genesis can be 
more readily seen. Fordham was correct when he said that cosmic myths could be 
compared with deintegration, but he failed to see a connection between integration 
and the Paradise myth of Genesis. If, as Piaget previously stated, every Genesis has 
its roots in a previous Genesis, integration can readily be seen as a Paradisical state 
of being that begins in the womb, and can only be recaptured after birth by a 
reintegration to the previous condition. 

 
Archetypes, the Unconscious, and Mandalas 
 

   Concerning the unconscious, Fordham (1957) states: 

It will be assumed that the unconscious, whose organs are the archetypes, is 
formed before birth. Since the archetypes are bound up with the functioning of the 



central nervous system it must presumably be there by the time the brain is formed. 
(p. 105)  

   This concept can be extended to assume that consciousness and unconsciousness 
both exist, as living potential, in the body or in the cell from the beginning or even 
before the brain is formed. If the brain did not exist as potential in the beginning 
organism, how could it come into being? The point I believe Fordham to be 
making is that the archetypes exist in the unconscious before birth and exist in a 
state of unity. Fordham (1957) continues:  

In 1951 I put forward some tentative formulations starting from the assumption 
that the self is the original archetype of infancy and further that the emergence of 
the ego was closely related to it. I based this upon the observation that children 
produced pictures of mandalas, and further that when they did so a process of 
integration occurred in which the ego was clearly strengthened. I went on to show 
that very small children, even those of one year old, connected the circle with the 
word I or me and that here also their behavior showed an integration comparable to 
that observed in older children. From this I concluded that the circle represented 
the self in union with the ego. These observations ran counter to what I thought 
was an established concept: that the ego was not formed till much later. (pp. 112-
113)  

   Fordham (1957) goes on to say that he compared his observations with the work 
of A. Gessel (The First Five Years of Life), who found that children of 18 months 
used the word "I" with some regularity, inferring that it must have appeared for the 
first time even earlier still (p. 113).  

   Fordham (1957) compares his views with those of Winnicott, who postulates a 
primary unintegrated state in infancy (p. 114), which would be in direct opposition 
to Fordham's description of a primary integrated state out of which the ego 
emerges. In discussing Winnicott's concept of a "continuity of being," Fordham 
(1957) says, "the notion of a 'continuity of being' in a single psyche-soma implies a 
condition of wholeness, but where Winnicott speaks of the psyche-soma and 
environment then the self has already been divided up even if the fit be perfect" 
(pp. 114-115).  

   This is an excellent observation by Fordham; if the ego flows out of the original 
Self, yet the Self remains intact, obviously there are two states of being at this 
point: one of non-ego or what I would call the soul and one of ego. Why would it 
not be possible to assume that each "bit of consciousness" can coexist with what is 



unconscious or preconscious or undifferentiated by the infant? This would imply a 
continuity of being in which the infant would acquire consciousness, but it would 
still flow out of the unconscious.  

   My research supports that of Winnicott; at birth the self of the infant is divided; 
two kinds of consciousness come into being, one of soul and one of ego. Fordham 
is also correct if he means that the infant is, right after birth, in a state of primary 
wholeness or a state that could be called the Self because it includes both states of 
consciousness. If he means the infant is born with a Self that is not in conflict and 
in a state of unity, however, he is only half right. Fordham defines the primal Self 
as an integrate, a steady state, that must deintegrate, and one that contains 
opposites within itself; when the self deintegrates it will divide into opposites that 
are psycho-physiological in nature (l976, p. 12). It is unclear in Fordham's many 
descriptions, as well as in other explications of his work, whether Fordham's 
primal Self, described as a steady state or integrate, is the state of the infant at birth 
and shortly thereafter or if it is a condition present only in the womb. It would 
appear that he thought the Self existed in the womb and was also present at birth 
and shortly thereafter.  

   Fordham (1979) says: 

The unity of the infant expresses his individuality and it is attractive to think that it 
could provide the motivation for individuation as follows, just because the primary 
wholeness can never be achieved again once individuation has taken place, there is 
a drive to regain what is impossible. It can, however, be approximated to in sleep, 
in blissful experience; later on it can be represented in omnipotent, wishful, ideal 
and holistic imagery. But in all these the original condition can only be sought and 
when self representations are developed as a creative imaginative act, individuation 
is facilitated. (p. 27)  

   This kind of unity can only be described as that which occurs in the womb, and it 
is not difficult to see that it is symbolically represented as Paradise or the Golden 
Age in mythology. In the myth of Genesis, the gates of Paradise are guarded by 
cherubim with flaming swords, meaning that one cannot reenter by that route; one 
cannot go back into the womb, but must find a new Paradise, one that will be 
obtained through relationship, love, and (usually) the mother. The "drive to regain 
what is impossible" can be seen as the infant's desire to return to that blissful state 
that can, according to Fordham, never be re-gained, only approximated in sleep or 
in blissful experience. Elsewhere, the investigator (Lenhart, 1990a) has described 



something very similar to Fordham's description of returning to the original unity 
through relationship with the mother: 

The relationship with mother or primary caretaker, will consist of two different, but 
related aspects thereafter, nonego (or soul) to nonego, and ego to ego. The mother, 
in her acts of care-taking, loving and full-filling the child's basic needs, which are 
also ego demands, will assimilate the original experience of unity, primal unity that 
existed in the womb and was shattered by the act of birth. When the ego, or "I" that 
is separate has these basic needs given on a regular basis, he experiences an 
assimilation of the unity in the womb, which is now in the world, with another 
person (mother) and it is the experience that he is having as subject and object that 
allows him to know himself as both subject and object. His subjective ego 
demands are fulfilled by the object (mother). This assimilation is of the greatest 
importance, because each time mother and child re-enact a state of "unity" the ego 
or "I that am separate," I that demand: food, warmth, comfort, love, relinquishes 
itself in the process of accepting those needs. Ego that is satisfied returns to a 
nonego state, the state of unity, at least temporarily, until a new need arises. 
(emphasis author's, p. 7)  

   This description is very much in keeping with Fordham's idea of the infant 
attempting to return to a state of primary wholeness; I have called it an assimilation 
of the original experience, for the same reasons Fordham gives.  

 
More on Mandala Symbolism 
 

   The mandala played an important role in the formations of Fordham's early 
hypothesis of childhood individuation. His reference is often to Jung's description 
of mandalas and the significant role they can play in the process of individuation. 
Fordham (1957) states: 

The contents of a fully developed mandala are variable but in every case they are 
arranged about a centre. The space between the centre and the circumference is 
divided up in various ways. The most frequent and stable number of the divisions 
is four, or a multiple of four, and Jung has put forward the view, elaborated in 
many of his works but above all in Psychological Types, that these represent the 
fourfold structure of the psyche. (p. 132)  



   If the mandala represents the fourfold structure of the psyche, all the 
psychological functions would be present, but in the child many aspects of the 
functions would still be unconscious. Those images put in the mandala might 
represent aspects that have been seen by the soul complex and made conscious, 
which is described by the pictures that the child draws and puts into the circle.  

   Fordham (1957) gives a description of a 1-year-old child who scribbles on the 
wall of the nursery and began to make circles. After doing this for some time, the 
child says the word, "I," and the circles stop. Fordham continues:  

   Far from contradicting our interpretation, Jung's observations that the circle 
represents an archetypal nonego confirm it, even though his researches are on 
individuation in which the separation is essential and this research is based upon 
the concept that the separation has not yet occurred. This inversion is a logical 
consequence, as we have seen, from Jung's theories. (p. 134)  

   Fordham is right in saying that the mandala represents the Self or totality of the 
child. If separation had not yet occurred, however, why would the child make 
mandalas as protective devices in the first place? Jung (1959/1955) said of 
mandalas, "their object is the self in contra-distinction to the ego, which is only the 
point of reference for consciousness, whereas the self comprises the totality of the 
psyche altogether, i.e., conscious and unconscious" (emphasis author's, p. 5). If this 
is the case, the mandala would represent an already present ego that expresses its 
connection to the Self. Fordham (1957, p. 135) quotes Jung, who states that the 
circle is a protection against the "perils of the soul," but it is conceivable that this is 
a natural occurrence in infancy and early childhood, and is necessary for the filling 
out of the ego rather than from an always inherent danger. It is possible that the 
archetype of the circle may be present at birth or shortly thereafter and represents 
the soul position, where the four psychological functions existed as one in the form 
of intuition in the womb and later or after birth when the infant has experienced a 
return to that state via the mother, by having needs met. A return to the soul 
position would allow a view of the Self, which would be expressed by the ego. If 
the soul is the archetype that the adult returns to, as Jung describes, to return to the 
Self, then the reverse would be true in childhood: The soul would flow firstly out 
of the Self. It would be a reflection of the Self, but not the Self in its totality, which 
would not be needed. The progression would be away from the Self, via the soul, 
towards ego consciousness. The ego would regress in that case for two different 
reasons; when it is threatened (fear, which is ego love), and when it is loved by 



"other." In both cases, the purpose would be the same--the strengthening and 
protection of the ego.  

   Fordham here (1957) gives a case of a 2-1/2-year-old girl who he invited to sit on 
his lap and draw. He describes her first scribbles as "aggressive" and concludes that  

her apparent acquiescence had been under secret protest; it was only when the 
circle appeared, however, that her ego could express itself in action. It seemed to 
represent the statement that my power had become neutralized and that there was 
now a magical boundary between herself and me which made her position safe; no 
aggression from me was now possible. (p. 135)  

   He continues: 

   Jung states that the circle is a protection against the "perils of the soul" thereby 
relating it to psychical functions rather than to real persons. This contradiction is, 
however, more apparent than real, for the child must have seen me as a danger--I 
would not have pressed her to scribble had she not acquiesced. The danger was due 
to a projection of the "soul," in this case the father imago. If I had been more active 
the projection would not have been withdrawn, therefore in cases where the 
environment is dangerous or hostile the projection becomes indissoluble because it 
is "true" and strong indissoluble defenses are set up against it. (1957, p. 135) 

   Fordham concludes:  

These observations and reflections point to the circle as representing a delimiting 
or protective magic used to ward off real or imagined dangers from without or 
from within, or a danger inherent in the condition itself, a condition which provides 
the circumstances out of which the ego can come into being. (1957, p. 137)  

   I would suggest that Fordham's description is accurate. By making the circle, the 
little girl returned to an earlier state where the father imago was contained in the 
primal unity of the soul complex: father, mother, and child as one. I do not think, 
however, that the making of the mandala is necessarily always a protective or 
defensive device by the child, but can be seen as an attempt to communicate and 
express psychic experience in the form of symbols and images, which probably are 
formed long before the formation of language. Jung (1959/1938) describes 
something like this when he says: 

Wholeness is never comprised within the compass of the conscious mind--it 
includes the indefinite and indefinable extent of the unconscious as well. 



Wholeness, empirically speaking, is therefore of immeasurable extent, older and 
younger than consciousness and enfolding it in time and space. This is no 
speculation, but an immediate psychic experience. Not only is the conscious 
process continually accompanied, it is often guided, helped, or interrupted, by 
unconscious happenings. The child had a psychic life before it had consciousness. 
(p. 178)  

   Therefore, I would conclude that early attempts to make mandalas, such as those 
by the 1-year-old girl or the 2-year-old child that Fordham describes, are or can be 
protective devices, but they can also be more than that. They are possibly an early 
attempt by the child to express the psychic life that is becoming conscious. Ego, 
which I consider to be present at birth, is certainly present at the age of 1 or 2 
years. The making of the mandala is the ego complex that returns to the soul 
complex and draws from the Self, then returns to give expression to that 
experience via the ego. Jung (1959/1955) had this to say concerning the mandala: 

The "squaring of the circle" is one of the many archetypal motifs which form the 
basic patterns of our dreams and fantasies. But it is distinguished by the fact that it 
is one of the most important of them from the functional point of view. Indeed, it 
could even be called the archetype of wholeness. (p. 4)  

   The young child, however, does not appear to be attempting to "square the circle" 
as the adult might be doing, but instead trying to give expression to the circle itself 
and its contents, which would denote a developmental difference in the making of 
mandalas and suggest that the early attempts to make mandalas have a different 
purpose than those made by the adult. The squaring of the circle may well be the 
incorporation and consciousness of all four psychological functions, which would 
be the work of a lifetime and what Jung called individuation. The individuation of 
children would necessarily be different and the reverse of adults. Children would 
have first to empty, so to speak, the contents of the circle, which I would take to 
represent the soul or Self, and make thinking, feeling, sensation, and intuition, 
conscious and differentiated, before they could begin to "square the circle." But, 
they would be individual from the start, because that circle or that soul would 
contain all the contents of their own unconscious psychological functions. Most of 
childhood would, in fact, be devoted to this task, which is probably why Jung 
thought that this was a time for ego development rather than soul.  



   Fordham's work on the mandalas of children is important because it helped to 
establish his idea that individuation, although different, begins in childhood. 
 

 
Primary Narcissism or Primary Love? 
 

   Fordham (1979) states that he derived his ideas on primary unity and 
individuation from Freud's "ingenious derivation of the ego ideal from primary 
narcissism": 

   The idea that I found especially interesting was that since the earlier state of 
primary narcissism could not be regained--but continues to be desirable--it leads to 
the construction of an ideal which refers to but does not repeat the original 
condition. Individuation, though conceived as a process, is also thought of as an 
ideal state that can never be reached. (p. 27)  

   I would have to take "primary narcissism" to be the original state of the infant at 
birth, which is what I would call primary or ego love. This is the first state of 
desire experienced by the child. But the child does not long to get back to a state of 
ego love, indeed, it is just the opposite: What he desires is to return to a state of 
soul, where ego is still connected to the Self. But the experience of unity does not 
necessitate a narcissistic state, only at birth is this possible, when the desire to 
return to that state becomes apparent. The infant or even the adult, who desires to 
experience this state of unity, does not wish at this point to be individual; he or she 
wishes to be reunited with "other"; he perceives that "other" in the world (the 
mother), will return him to that state of unity. I see primary narcissism as the ego's 
demand via the body to be returned to that original state of unity, and when this has 
been accomplished by the unconditional love of the mother, the infant is returned 
to that experience.  

   Balint (1992) describes this in a similar way when he says, "the aim of all human 
striving is to establish--or, probably, re-establish--an all-embracing harmony with 
one's environment, to be able to love in peace" (p. 65). The striving of the adult to 
return to that state of unity could be seen as a desire to return to the moments in 
infancy when the child had that experience (which is how Jung described this 
desire), but it could also be seen as a striving to return to the original experience, 



especially in those cases where the child lacked the necessary reassimilation of the 
primal experience.  

   Fordham (1979) goes on to ask this question:  

But is there a persistent period in the life of an infant that can be called primary 
narcissism? The idea that states of satisfaction, of unity, fusion or bliss have their 
root in a natural "stage" in the early life of an infant is very persistent. The idea that 
there is a stage in infancy when there is no conflict because there is no ego and the 
mother's provision is so good that there is no conflict and the infant is always 
satisfied, is elaborated by Neumann as the "primal relationship." (p. 27)  

   I do not believe there is such a stage either, except for the infant in utero; after 
birth, there is a recreation of the womb experience, which comes and goes for the 
most part, and appears necessary for the development of the ego. The experience of 
the ego being returned to soul and back to ego appears to be a cycle necessary in 
infancy, childhood, and possibly throughout adult life. A stage is reached that 
embraces both positions and the opposites are united, which is possibly the method 
nature intended for healthy psychological functioning; when it does not occur, 
neurosis and pathology become apparent. If the soul is the archetype that connects 
the conscious to the unconscious, the "system" does not come into being at 
random, but probably is fully in place from the beginning of life. The 
psychological function that the soul archetype represents is intuition. The idea of a 
primary state of unity persists, as Fordham states, because it is a universal 
experience that all humans share. The only possible explanation for this experience 
is the unity of the infant in the womb, and very small children who have not had 
this assimilated often enough in infancy can be seen as attempting to get back 
there, that is, to recreate the experience, any way possible.  

   Neumann (1973/1976) considered this primal relationship as one before birth as 
well as after birth. I think it is better described as the infant in the womb; after 
birth, the infant is brought back to that blissful experience by being loved and by 
having his needs met by the mother or primary caretaker. It is just this experience 
that reinforces the ego and leads it to believe that one can be separate, but still 
united, through the act of love.  

   Fordham (1957) continues: 

It is held that the development of the conscious in the child violates the original 
condition of wholeness to which more mature persons attempt to return when 



confronted with insurmountable difficulties. Thus the retrospective tendency met 
with in analysis is considered as an attempt to re-establish the primal condition of 
wholeness termed the original self. (115)  

   The return to wholeness, however, would mean first a return to soul 
consciousness. If the soul is the bridge or the guide that leads to the Self, then it 
follows that the archetype of the soul would first flow out of the Self, and that this 
would precede ego consciousness and be necessary as a link between the Self and 
the ego. But Fordham appears to see the ego flowing out of the Self with no 
thought to the soul archetype, even though he later speaks of a progression of 
archetypal images where the Self is followed by the mana personalities.  

   The point I am trying to make is that the infant would need to return first to the 
soul archetype before the Self is reached, and it is just this archetype that gives a 
sense of unity as it was originally experienced. It is from the soul position that the 
Self is seen. The experience cannot always be described. It is, as Jung states, 
unknowable in its entirety because it depends on the uniqueness of each individual 
soul's experience. But it is just this experience that finds expression in art, 
especially for children, and later language and every form of creative expression 
that human beings are capable of achieving, whether in the arts, science, 
mythology, or religion. The soul observes the Self and returns to give form and 
content to that experience via art, science, and literature from the position of the 
ego. (This is a description of the adult; the infant creates symbols that assist him in 
making sense of his experience; a concept probably contains thousands of 
perceptions, conscious and unconscious, that are arranged and rearranged in the 
psyche to form a picture that becomes archetypal.) Thus, the soul looks both ways. 
It sees into the depths of the Self or the collective unconscious, and it returns to 
record what it has seen by means that are always ego-related. This is the middle 
position, the "bridge," that connects Self to ego and the archetype that Fordham 
appears to skip over in his description of the Self. Jung (1959/1938) described this 
bridge as: "the unity of our psychic nature lies in the middle, just as the living unity 
of the waterfall appears in the dynamic connection between above and below" (p. 
269).  

   Fordham (1976) states some of the views of Balint, a psychoanalyst, on primary 
narcissism. "In the place of primary narcissism he substitutes primary love" (p. 52). 
Object-cathexis, Balint maintains, is very intense, but there are no definable 
objects, only a vague or nebulous experience of them which slowly comes to clear 



definition. (This is an excellent description of the intuitive function.) Fordham 
suggests that Balint supports the idea that object-cathexis before birth is possible: 

It does not, however, seem plausible to suppose that there is anything like the 
global object-cathexis before birth that Balint proposes. After birth there is good 
evidence for object-cathexis during waking periods, but only reactions to noise, 
thumb-sucking, swallowing amniotic fluid, etc., suggest anything like cathexis of 
the environment during embryonic existence. (p. 52)  

   Balint's description of an intense object-cathexis that has no definable objects 
describes the essence of experience that is intuitive. Balint (1992) describes this as 
a "harmonious interpenetrating mix-up" (p. 66).  

   Piontelli (1992) also might support Balint. She saw many variations of fetus 
activity in the womb. If one assumes that the global (it is interesting that Balint 
uses the word global because this word is often used to describe the function of 
intuition) object-cathexis is unconscious, that is, the feeling function is 
unconscious because there is no ego to perceive the feeling, one can also assume 
that the feeling or the object-cathexis is known intuitively. If intuition is conscious 
in the womb, and is the only conscious function, Balint and Piontelli are right--
with this difference, that what is conscious is not the adult ego, as they are inclined 
to believe, but the soul complex represented in the psychological function of 
intuition.  

   Balint's (1992) views, which are not discussed at length, support the work of 
more recent psychoanalysts, such as Piontelli (1992) who questions the possibility 
of mental life, ego functioning, and awareness in the fetus, and David Kay (1984), 
a Jungian analyst, who writes of foetal psychology and the possibility of a 
"rudimentary form of consciousness in utero." Using the model that I propose, one 
can see that these functions all exist in the form of what is usually called 
unconsciousness. Thinking, feeling, and sensation are merged, and from the 
merger, the psychological function of intuition is in operation. It is just this 
function that is conscious. I would question whether this state of consciousness is 
as faint or dim as some writers describe. It might be that this description is our 
view looking in from the outside and to be in the actual experience of the intuitive 
function, is less than "dim"; it is a "knowing" that often contains certainty beyond 
doubt and what Jung called "numinosity."  



   Balint (1992) describes this effectively as "primary love," rather than primary 
narcissism. After rejecting Balint's idea of a global object-cathexis before birth, 
Fordham (1976), states:  

Nevertheless the idea of the infant's first cathexis being active "loving" and seeking 
satisfactions, rather than his having to be seduced out of his primary narcissism, is 
in line with conclusions arrived at from infant observation and experimental data 
on early modes of perception. (p. 52)  

   Both Balint and Fordham recognize that the first cathexis (at birth) is love, and 
active is a just description. Balint (1992, p. 69) gives an example of what he calls 
primary love. The Japanese have a very simple, everyday word, amaeru, which 
means "to wish or to expect to be loved." Balint claims that we have no equivalent 
simple word like this in the West, only long psychological phrases that describe 
something similar.  

   I believe that we do have such a word, although the significance has been largely 
ignored, and a simple one, the word Eros. What Balint is calling primary love is 
described in the myth of Eros. The name Eros means "demanding love," and from 
birth the human child demands to be loved by having its needs met. Eros and the 
Japanese word amaeru appear to have very close meanings. It is possible that 
unconditional love is the goal behind every object that the infant seeks and 
demands. When the "I want" has been obtained, such as food, warmth, or comfort, 
the infant experiences the state of "I have"; in other words, desire has been met and 
the infant is returned, if only momentarily, to a state of "oneness." If one sees the 
infant as being in a state of Eros, but defining this state as the ego that is in need, it 
is not difficult to say that the human child is "born loving," even if this loving is 
ego centered.  

   If love is the second or indeed, the real, object of all desire and has been 
supplied, Eros can be said to be closely related to death. For when the object is no 
longer desired, the ego or Eros has "died." Thus, the striving toward life and love 
would also be the striving toward "death," and the dual instincts of love and death 
could be seen to coexist from the beginning. But death of the ego that puts the 
infant back in the state of original oneness can simply mean that he or she is 
satisfied, he no longer desires, and this can be seen as a state of the soul or the soul 
complex. What is usually referred to as the death complex can be seen as the soul 
complex, for they have the same meaning symbolically. The child does not have to 
"fall back asleep" as Fordham suggests to be in this state; indeed, it is the infant 



who has been fed, cleaned, or cared for, and who does not want anything, but is 
awake, who is capable of play. Ego and soul are merged in one psyche, and joy is 
the natural outcome.  

   The child who seldom has his or her needs satisfactorily met is continuously in 
Eros or ego love; he or she is always hungry with a hunger that is seldom satisfied, 
for there might have been food provided without the real object yearned for by the 
infant, that of love. If the ego is injured, the soul is also injured and both are 
separated, just as Psyche and Eros were separated, as the myth describes. It is their 
reconciliation and unity that symbolizes the birth of a girl-child named Joy, and she 
is born in heaven as an immortal, because these two "opposites" or two kinds of 
consciousness, or two kinds of love, Eros or ego love, or Psyche or soul love, are 
united and give birth to Joy. Psychologically speaking, Eros or ego love is the 
conscious function of sensation, feeling, and thinking; Psyche or soul love is 
equivalent to the function of intuition, which Jung (quoted in Evans, 1976, p. 100) 
refers to as "perception by ways or means of the unconscious." Shortly thereafter, 
Jung says, "you cannot tell why or how, but we have a lot of subliminal 
perceptions, sense perceptions, and from these we probably draw a great many of 
our intuitions" (my emphasis, p. 102). This sentence indicates to me that Jung saw 
a connection between body sensations and the function of intuition. In many 
myths, these two states of being are often described as opposites at war: the hero 
and the dragon, the two brothers at war, and good and evil.  

   The soul can be seen as one who does not desire and love that does not want 
because there is nothing it does not have. It exists in the original state of oneness 
where thinking, feeling, and sensation are merged and unconscious, described in 
mythology as Paradise. This is a description of the two types of consciousness or 
two types of love that appear to be opposites in the human psyche. This topic will 
be discussed later in this research in more depth, in the interpretation of the Greek 
myth of Eros and Psyche, which is a myth that describes a psychological process 
that I would contend begins at birth and continues throughout life.  
 

 
The Self, Ego, and Individuation 
 

   When Fordham deviated from the idea that the infant was primarily a part of his 
mother, which was the attitude of Neumann and other analytical psychologists 



before him, he postulated the possibility of what he was to call the primary child 
self. Fordham (1988) states: 

While the nature of the self, according to Jung, was not all that clear, its action was 
usually thought of as essentially integrative. The mandala, for instance, tended to 
appear when the psyche was disorganised in one way or another. Thus the self 
seemed to introduce an organising process that centralised the personality. It could 
be defined as a totality, a system that combined in itself both the conscious and 
unconscious structures and processes. It followed that descriptions of the self 
involving the idea of its being an archetype are inappropriate, and I found it better 
to think of the self as beyond archetypes and the ego. In its original state the self 
was thus before consciousness, in the way analytical psychologists conceive it, and 
so before the psyche becomes structured into conscious and unconscious elements. 
(pp. 24-25)  

   Here Fordham again appears to be describing two different archetypes, that of the 
Self and that of soul, without differentiating between the two. He appears to 
disagree with himself in the same paragraph, for at first he says that the Self 
contains conscious and unconscious elements, then he states that the Self exists 
before consciousness. But before consciousness there was unconsciousness, which 
still does not define what the Self is. It seems more appropriate to stay with the 
description of the Self as that which contains everything or that which contains all 
the opposites including the soul and the ego. The soul can better be described as 
that archetype that contains three other archetypes merged into one, and one that 
does contain both consciousness and unconsciousness because intuitive 
consciousness is born out of the other three unconscious functions.  

   From these conclusions Fordham (1979) began to formulate the idea that an 
infant is separate from his mother, not only after birth, but also while in utero, and 
is an individual from the beginning:  

Applying the idea of integration means that an infant began from a state of unity--a 
primary unity of the self. This conception leads on to seeing a number of quite 
obvious facts in a way that had not been possible before because an infant was 
conceived, among Jungians, to be in all essential respects a part of his mother. The 
hypothesis of a primary self leads in quite a different direction: the foetus can be 
seen as essentially separate from his mother and so also can the new-born child. 
This being so, then coming into relation with his mother becomes an achievement 



worked out gradually as maturation progresses. It begins with behaviour which 
involves deintegration out of his primary integrated state. (p. 2) 

   This primary unity, however, is a psychological unity, where the four functions 
exist in a state of oneness, but this state is also a state of oneness with the 
environment, which is the mother's womb and her body, as well as the world. One 
cannot say that the infant is in a state of oneness that excludes the mother or the 
world, which is apparently what Fordham is attempting to do. To be "one with" 
must include the inner world, that is, the psyche of the infant in utero, as well as 
the outer world, which is the mother. Fordham apparently had difficulty with 
seeing these two opposites as united in the womb, which they must certainly be, if 
a primary unity is to be described in any way. His description appears to only 
describe the infant in a state of unity with itself.  

   Fordham writes extensively of the relationship of the Self and the ego and their 
relationship in the process of individuation, but there is little mention of the soul 
archetype or the soul complex, even though Jung (1964, p. 185) describes the soul 
as the mediator that returns the ego to the Self. In "Individuation and Ego 
Development," Fordham (1958) states that various analytical psychologists "all 
agree, following Jung, that in individuation the ego gives way to the self, which 
becomes a 'new centre of the personality'" (p. 59). Fordham then goes on to ask: 

But what of infants and children, who must inevitably be given some status on the 
thesis that the process is innate? In their case the ego develops away from the self, 
for the wholeness of the self is dangerous to them for reasons the exact inverse of 
those found in adults. (p. 59)  

   The point that Fordham appears to be making is that the reverse is true in 
infancy; the ego flows out of the primary Self, a reasonable view except for one 
point, the archetype of soul, the mediator between the Self and the ego is not 
included in this premise, yet Fordham does include the possibility of this archetype 
being included. If we reverse this situation, which seems necessary, it can be said 
that infants and children innately complete the process by having the soul flow out 
of the Self and the ego flow out of the soul. The Self is not dangerous to the child, 
unless he or she never manages to leave it by the soul, but this is not possible if one 
sees that the child in utero is contained in soul, which is a reflection of the Self. 
What is dangerous for the infant is the possibility that he or she will not be 
returned to the soul complex after birth when the ego has come into being. The ego 
does not, as Fordham state, develop away from the Self; it returns to soul, where it 



can see the Self and then return to its ego position. The progression is circular and 
experienced in the moment to moment life of the infant, as well as day to day and 
year to year. To be stuck in any archetype and not having the flow of psychic 
movement is dangerous, not only for the child, but also for the adult.  

   In speaking of the archetypes in childhood Fordham, (1957) states:  

There is an obvious conclusion to be drawn from the regular progression of 
archetypal images in individuation: in childhood one would expect them to appear 
in the reverse order to that found in individuation, i.e., instead of the progression, 
shadow, animus, or anima, mana personalities, self, we should find the self first 
followed by the mana personalities, animus or anima and lastly the shadow. Search 
for such a progression in children is beginning to bear fruit, but the problem is 
difficult in infancy because the lack of ego makes the recording of images 
impossible and we have to rely on behaviour alone to confirm or disprove our 
hypothesis. (p. 117)  

   Here I assume that the example Fordham gives of a 1-year-old child who 
scribbles a picture and says "I" is a progression that bears fruit, for it appears to be 
empirical evidence that the ego is formed at a much earlier age than what was 
previously accepted by psychologists.  

   The difficulties that Fordham mentions do not appear to be insurmountable, 
however, and a hypothetical model can be construed that gives information on the 
process. In the model that I propose, the archetypes do appear in reverse order, if 
one begins in the womb instead of at birth. The Self is the center, containing all, 
and by all I mean unity, oneness, and the usual metaphorical definition of that 
word; in addition, I would state that this all contains the four psychological 
functions, merged and undifferentiated. Out of the Self comes God or the "mana 
personalities" as Fordham refers to them, animus and anima (or soul and spirit) and 
finally the shadow or that which is still unconscious or the child/animal archetype. 
These three exist as one and in the Genesis myth are symbolized by the Golden 
Age of Paradise. From a psychological view, they can be seen as the functions of 
thinking, feeling, and sensation, which are unconscious and therefore merged and 
existing as one function, intuition. Thus, the first psychological function that flows 
out of the Self (intuition) is knowledge that we are one with God, in other words, 
in Paradise. This is the state, or at least it appears to be what the myth is telling us, 
of the child in the womb; active thinking, feeling, and sensation, all exist in the 
unconscious and merged, producing that often-called "dim" state of perception 



called intuition. I am aware of the difficulty in proving such an abstract concept as 
being a possibility in the womb, but would suggest that this idea can be supported 
by numerous myths, not just the Judaic or Christian myth, but mythologies from 
around the world. Campbell (1988c) said, "When your eyes are closed to 
distracting phenomena, you're in your intuition, and you may come in touch with 
the morphology, the basic form of things" (p. 202).  

   Intuition can be seen as the first psychological function that contains 
consciousness, or one might call this state "pre-conscious," to distinguish it from 
what is unconscious or what is conscious. I dislike the term preconscious because 
it implies before consciousness; however, I would argue that it is a type of 
consciousness that must be distinguished from ego consciousness. Non-ego or soul 
consciousness is a better description. Fordham (1957) says, "In using the term 
preconscious Jung means to designate a state of consciousness in which the ego is 
very weak and the images representing unconscious vitality are highly charged 
with libido, i.e., are numinous" (emphasis Fordham's, pp. 107-108). This would fit 
my description; sometimes the ego is weak, sometimes the ego is absent altogether. 
The contents would certainly, as Jung described them, be numinous. The important 
point is to recognize that it is a state that contains knowing and a knowing that 
great religious leaders, mystics, and philosophers often consider the highest way of 
knowing. Thus, what appears to be lowest could also be seen as highest; what we 
had in the beginning and did not know we had (Paradise, innocence) would be the 
state (Paradise) to which we desire to return, symbolized by the myths of rebirth, 
and a second birth. This state, however, would necessarily be different, for it would 
contain ego consciousness (knowledge) of our original innocence, which was a 
knowing or a consciousness that existed without the ego. In the first state, we 
would know without knowing that we know; in the second state, we would know 
that we know. There would be no tension of the opposites because they would be 
united if a return to Paradise or what I would call a return to the intuitive function 
or soul consciousness has been achieved.  

   Ryce-Menuhin (1988) appears to be describing something very similar to the 
idea of intuition as a way of knowing when he writes: 

In my view there is a fourth knowing, or a consciousness in which knowing is not 
known or transformed to cognitive knowing. If behaviour does not become an 
object of another behaviour by the same actor it is less than conscious or 
unconscious, but one can none the less speak of it as a knowing, or at least as a 



ground of knowing. This fourth level, a ground of knowing or being, is not a higher 
level of cognitive judgment but may relate to a ground of self-experience that 
intuitively includes unconscious and conscious self-integrates in its psychological 
resonance. Both Jung and Fordham have clinically elaborated a possible psychotic 
core of experiential influence of the self, thought of not only empirically but 
experientially as "beyond experience," that is, in the totality-of-self.  

   My theory of a fourth level of knowing that is not dual or cognitive clarifies the 
sense that every experience is a partial experience of mind's total nature and 
activity, or totality-of-self. (p. 169)  

   This is an excellent description of the function of intuition; it is not dual or 
cognitive, but contains the other three modes of knowing within itself in 
unconsciousness that is also conscious in the form of intuitive knowing. In other 
words, as Ryce-Menuhin states, it contains both consciousness and 
unconsciousness. What Ryce-Menuhin, a Jungian analyst in developmental 
psychology, describes as "my theory of a fourth level of knowing" is not, however, 
something new that he has suddenly discovered; Jung gave the function of intuition 
an equal billing when he included it in the four basic psychological functions, a 
fact that Ryce-Menuhin and Fordham before him tend to overlook. Part of the 
problem is understanding the function of intuition, about which Jung (quoted in 
Evans, l976) said, "and intuition--there is a difficulty because you don't know 
ordinarily how intuition works" (p. 100). It works automatically when the ego 
withdraws, in whole or part, from conscious sensation, feeling or thinking. It works 
in small, everyday ways like knowing in advance who is calling when the phone 
rings; it works in larger ways, like Einstein's theory of relativity, which he first saw 
in an "intuitive flash," or in the way that Bucke (1948) described when he referred 
to cosmic consciousness: 

The philosophy of the birth of cosmic consciousness in the individual is very 
similar to that of the birth of self consciousness. The mind becomes overcrowded 
(as it were) with concepts and these are constantly becoming larger, more 
numerous and more and more complex; someday (the conditions being all 
favorable) the fusion, or what might be called the chemical union, of several of 
them and of certain moral elements takes place; the result is an intuition and the 
establishment of the intuitional mind, or, in other words, cosmic consciousness. 
(emphasis mine, p. 18) 



   The self-consciousness that Bucke refers to is what we would call ego 
consciousness. He saw a similarity in their "birth" although he did not entertain the 
idea that they might originate simultaneously (or appear to do so) and operate in 
rhythm from the beginning, mainly because he saw intuition as an acquired 
function that evolved in the race in the same way that he thought simple 
consciousness and self consciousness evolved. Simple consciousness can be 
equated with the ego function of sensation and self consciousness can be equated 
with the ego function of thinking. The feeling function or what Bucke referred to 
as the moral nature was the most important function for the development of cosmic 
consciousness. Bucke is correct in believing that it is feeling that returns the infant 
to the soul or intuitive consciousness. This is probably also often true in the case of 
an adult. If the feeling is conscious and intense, the thought exists equally powerful 
in the unconscious. In that case, both functions would be working at the same time, 
one conscious and one unconscious. The reverse would be equally true. If the 
thought is conscious and the feeling intense but unconscious, the result would be 
the same. In other words, either function might return an adult to an intuitive state 
in the way that Bucke describes. But in the infant, it is the feeling function because 
active thinking is unconscious in the very beginning.  

   There is little doubt that Bucke saw cosmic consciousness as the result of the 
intuitive function. Throughout his work he attempts to show what it is and how it is 
acquired. Bucke describes Walt Whitman, his idol and close friend as referring to 
cosmic consciousness as "my soul." Yet, it does not seem likely that one's soul 
would be the product of evolution; what would appear more likely is the possibility 
that the evolution would be in consciousness itself. This would imply soul 
consciousness, the archetype that represents the instinct of intuition, which is in the 
psyche from the beginning. Cosmic consciousness is another name for the Self 
archetype.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

Everything that the human race has done and thought is concerned with the 
satisfaction of deeply felt needs and the assuagement of pain. One has to keep this 



constantly in mind if one wishes to understand spiritual movements and their 
development. Feeling and desire are the motive forces behind all human endeavor 
and human creation, in however exalted a guise the latter may present itself to us.  

(Albert Einstein, The World as I see it,  
1979, p. 24) 
 

 

 
 
 

Fordham, Jung, and the Genesis Hypothesis 
 

 

   At this point, I would like to briefly recapitulate my hypothesis, which is based 
on Jung's four psychological functions and show how I think these concepts can be 
linked to Fordham's theory of deintegrates, mainly concerning the unborn child.  

   My hypothesis assumes that from the beginning of life at conception and during 
the approximately 9 months in the womb, the unborn human child contains within 
itself the potential for all the psychological functions which are present and 
individual from the beginning. Since thinking, feeling, and sensation all appear to 
be unconscious and undifferentiated, I am also making the assumption that they 
exist as one psychological function, intuition, which is necessarily conscious in the 
womb and can be called the soul complex. At birth, there is a major change and by 
the process of enantiodromia (Jung, 1971/1921, p. 426) the extreme position of 
intuitive or soul consciousness, which prevailed in the womb, is changed to one of 
consciousness, where the ego, especially the ego that is connected and related to 
the body, begins to function and uses from the beginning the functions of sensing, 
feeling, and thinking. The soul complex or intuitive function recedes and has much 
the same position that the other three functions had in the womb. It is usually 
called unconscious, although it also contains consciousness. The soul is the middle 
position and the complex to which the ego, which has just begun, returns, and from 
that position is connected to the undifferentiated Self and the conscious ego. The 
newborn child now lives in a state where consciousness and unconsciousness are 



present, and at the moment of birth they are equally present and begin to function 
together. With ego and body consciousness present in the form of conscious 
sensation and conscious feeling, the functions of intuition and thinking form the 
personal unconscious. Intuition becomes the fourth function to appear at birth, 
which makes it identical with the first function that appeared in the womb (see 
Figures 2, and 3). The intuitive function or soul complex is not entirely 
unconscious, but different, as Hillman previously stated, from ego consciousness.  

   Ryce-Menuhin (1988) states the following: "Fordham argues that the 
development of consciousness in the child violates an original condition of 
wholeness and postulates, theoretically, a primary integrated state at birth" (p. 55). 
Fordham never states for certain when he thought consciousness actually started 
and his views appear to fluctuate and change over the years. How could the child 
be integrated at birth, if it is consciousness or the ego that disrupts the integrated 
state? If it is not ego that disrupts the Self and creates consciousness, what is it? 
Sometimes Fordham attributes ego consciousness to the infant at birth and 
sometimes he does not, but the point he appeared to be defending was that the 
child is separate and an individual from the beginning. He starts his theory with 
this assumption and states that the infant is in an integrated state at birth.  

   Fordham (1976) states: 

The primal self can be conceived as an integrate, a steady state, but if the dynamic 
systems that we observe later on are to come into existence, it must deintegrate. 
According to current theory of analytical psychology the self combines opposites 
within itself; therefore we may assume that when the self deintegrates it will divide 
into opposites that are psycho-physiological in nature. We may assume, following 
Jung's theory of psychic energy, that the energy bound in the primary self is neutral 
and divides into creative and later loving activities on the one hand, destructive and 
aggressive ones on the other. Each drive follows a partly predetermined pattern and 
is directed towards objects. (p. 12)  

   Certainly the energy bound in the Self appears to be neutral, as Fordham claims, 
and divides into opposites that are psychophysiological in nature, but the division 
is not one of loving activities on the one hand and destructive and aggressive ones 
on the other hand, as Fordham describes. This description is too simplistic in 
giving a value judgment of good or bad to what has been created by the division of 
the Self. The word "division" is subject to question, because the Self really does 
not stay divided, it creates the soul and the ego complexes, both of which contain 



new opposites within each complex. The soul complex can be seen as the 
psychological part of the psychophysiological duo, whereas the ego complex can 
be seen as the physiological part of this combination. In his description of the 
deintegration of the Self, Fordham leaves out the soul archetype, a crucial 
omission, because the instinctual psychic energy that it represents is the intuitive 
function that Jung so rightly described as essential to the individuating process.  

   Fordham earlier says that the primary Self is disrupted by birth, which I would 
take to mean that in the womb the Self is whole or unified and separate from the 
mother, and it is birth that disrupts this steady state. This is identical to my theory 
that the child in the womb lives in a state of wholeness that I am equating with the 
psychological function of intuition or the soul complex, because the soul is a 
reflection of the Self. What Fordham calls "prototypic anxiety" (desire) would be 
the first deintegrative. He places it right after birth, which supports my idea that 
ego or ego consciousness creates the loss of soul consciousness. With the first 
experience of the opposites, the soul complex becomes temporarily unconscious.  

   Fordham calls this the "psyche-soma," which is identical to what I would call the 
soul (intuition) and body (ego) consciousness that begins with body sensation that 
is conscious and conscious feeling that makes value judgments). When the 
"psyche-soma" deintegrates, the infant can be seen to be aware (consciously) of 
body sensations and how he or she feels about them; functions that were contained 
in the state of soul or intuitive consciousness have become conscious or 
deintegrated. When these disturbances have been rectified or the needs of the child 
satisfied, he or she returns to an integrated state of unity, as Fordham describes, 
only there will be this difference: The unity then experienced will be in the world, 
not in the womb, as it was in the beginning of life. The child is satisfied and 
probably returns to sleep, which Fordham compares with the original state of the 
Self, but I believe that he equates that state too much with sleep, which is not 
always the case, and he suggests that the state of unity is also disturbed in the 
uterus when the fetus is awake and responding to stimuli from within or without. 
But if the unity is disturbed in the uterus, how could a steady state of integration in 
the womb be possible?  

   Fordham (1970) gives a description of the child in utero: 

Whilst in utero, there is minimal exteroceptive sensory stimulation. Increase in 
knowledge of intra-uterine behaviour reveals, however, that some of the activities 
in which the foetus engages are responses to stimuli such as noise reaching it from 



outside its mother's body. There are also signs of muscular activity, besides arm 
and leg movements; thumb-sucking, swallowing amniotic fluid and breathing 
"exercises" that take place during intra-uterine life. All these show that 
disturbances in the unitary state occur whether they be stimulated by sensory 
stimuli or by spontaneous discharges from within the nervous system. But in spite 
of all these the predominant state of the embryo and foetus is quiescence and 
something very much like sleep. If we take the infant's intra-uterine life as sleeping 
and his emergence into the world as the prototype of waking, the cycle repeats 
throughout life. (p. 111)  

   Fordham hints here that deintegration takes place in the womb, but he does not 
elaborate on this interesting thought. Obviously, he thought of integration as 
occurring primarily in sleep, which is possibly true in early infancy, but not 
entirely, for if that were so, the infant or the adult would have to go to sleep to be 
in soul consciousness. This is certainly not the case, although one may be closer to 
that state of consciousness in one's dreams than in waking life. Dreams, however, 
can become conscious and their content known and expressed. There comes a time 
when the infant does not experience bodily needs and is wide awake, and this 
could be in the first few hours of life. If the infant has been returned to what I have 
previously called an assimilation of the original experience, which Fordham calls 
reintegration, often enough, his or her ego would be made stronger, but ego and 
soul could be seen to be working together. What Fordham calls reintegration, I 
would call returning to soul or intuitive consciousness. What he attributes to 
deintegration, I would call related, in the same way he describes, to ego 
consciousness. But the ego cannot come apart without creating its shadow side, 
which is the soul.  

   I am not distinguishing between bits of ego consciousness, although that is 
certainly legitimate; but I think it becomes easier to see the whole by assuming that 
ego begins at birth in the form of body sensations, and there are many theorists in 
psychology who share this view, although it continues to be debated.  

   The first archetype to become conscious after birth would be the ego archetype, 
which is related to the psychological functions of conscious sensation, feeling, and 
thinking. When the ego is born, so also is the shadow, because what was previously 
conscious in the soul complex disappears into shadow or becomes unconscious; 
when the infant is in the soul complex, it is the ego that is in shadow or 
unconscious. The second archetype to become conscious after birth, and there is 



consciousness even in sleep, is the soul archetype, which returns the infant to the 
psychological function of intuition, which Jung often referred to as the function 
that was closest to the unconscious. It is from the soul archetype that the Self is 
seen and expressed by the ego. This archetype, as Jung describes, is attached to 
consciousness and to the unconscious. It stands in the middle, looking both ways.  

   Fordham (1976) states: 

At one time I suggested that the order in which they (archetypes) appeared in 
maturation was the reverse of that in adults, especially those in later life. Since 
nothing more has developed from this idea, I do not think it can be decided 
whether it be true or false. (p. 29)  

   I have previously quoted Fordham's earlier statement concerning the possibility 
that the archetypes might appear in reverse order (1957, p. 117). I think that he was 
correct in his assessment, although he didn't appear to realize that he was also 
describing the soul archetype when he talked of integrates or integration. He did 
not always believe the ego began at birth and so did not always equate 
deintegration with the emerging ego at birth, although he does, of course, assume 
that the ego eventually deintegrates from the Self.  

   Looked at more broadly, I believe Fordham describes two archetypes, ego and 
soul, without realizing it. Jung describes the progression of the archetypes in 
adulthood one should first approach before reaching the Self: First, the ego, then 
the shadow, then the soul, and finally the Self. The reverse would be true in 
infancy: first, the Self, then the soul, then the shadow, then the ego. The Self and 
the soul archetypes would be present in the womb; at birth, the soul and the ego 
would be present alternately with the shadow because the shadow represents 
whichever archetype is not in consciousness. A multitude of other archetypes could 
come under these headings, such as anima (soul) and animus (spirit) or numerous 
other opposites like the "Divine Syzygy," but the point is that they can be seen, as 
Fordham described, in reverse order. Out of the Self flows the soul, followed by 
the shadow and the ego, archetypes that probably appear in quick succession. One 
could also say that two shadows exist, one dark and one white. When the ego is in 
a state of desire or deintegrating, as Fordham would say, what has been 
unconscious becomes conscious, but what remains in the unconscious is what was 
loss. When opposites come into play, they always have a shadow side.  

   Fordham (1988, p. 26) undervalued the concept of fusion with the mother and the 
symbolism inherent in mythology that there is an ideal state equal to Paradise. It is 



the mother or mother substitute, who helps the baby to reintegrate and return to an 
experience that simulates the original experience of unity. To that extent, she could 
certainly be seen as the soul of the infant, who has been manifested in the world, 
and the vehicle that will carry the infant back to a place where she exists as one 
with him in his psyche as he existed as one with her in her body. If the primal child 
Self that Fordham describes is identical with the Self that Jung described, it is a 
Self united with God and the world, which certainly could be seen metaphorically 
as Paradise, a concept that Fordham was never able to accept. Yet, he gives no 
clear definition of his concept of a child-self that is unified. One has to speculate 
on what kind of unity Fordham's definition of Self described; to say that it is not 
knowable is justified, but unity is a symbol that can be imagined and described. 
The child can be seen as an individual from the beginning without destroying the 
idea of its being also part of the mother, because it is always in relationship to the 
mother from conception to birth as well as after birth. Indeed, the personal mother 
will help to create the archetypal experience of the infant, both positive and 
negative. The first deintegration may evoke the negative mother (witch) archetype 
very early in the child's life. Neumann (1973/1976) understood that 

the primal relationship is the foundation of all subsequent dependencies, 
relatedness and relationships. Whereas dual union is guaranteed by nature in the 
uterine embryonic phase, it emerges after birth as the first need of the mammal and 
especially of the human child. (emphasis mine, p. 17)  

   Neumann is saying that there must be an "other" in the world to hold and contain 
the human child and who, by loving the child, leads him or her to a place of 
oneness that subsequently allows the child to be separate. The experience of fusion 
that Fordham (1988, p. 29) says is an idealized fantasy which cannot be maintained 
over long periods, is simply a state of being loved, and the experience does not 
need to be maintained forever: If it is only known and believed, the effect will last 
forever. If fusion is a fantasy, then the idea that "I love" and "I am loved" must also 
be a fantasy, which I doubt. Love always ends in fusion because subject and object 
cancel each other by loving; fusion is just another word for one.  

   The first experience of the infant and mother at birth can also be seen and 
understood by Jung's definitions of introversion and extraversion or psychic energy 
that moves toward or away from the object. (See Figures 14, and 15.) Although 
Fordham discusses transference in older children, there is no mention of it in early 
infancy. It is not likely that transference begins at random.  



   Many of Fordham's interpretations of mythology, which he mostly only briefly 
mentions, seem misguided, especially concerning the myth of Paradise. His 
concepts of integration and deintegration, however, are valuable contributions to 
psychology, especially if one assumes that the first integration is in the womb and 
the first deintegration is at birth. He had difficulty making the leap from the child 
in utero to the child at birth, and his uncertainty was often related to not placing the 
ego at birth. Even so, his contribution to Jungian psychology is invaluable because 
he surmised that children are capable of individuation and analysis, and in a 
pragmatic, intelligent manner, showed how this was possible. He cared about the 
archetype of child, but more than that, he cared about the experience of the actual, 
living child.  

   I have attempted in the previous pages to show how the hypothesis offered in this 
research, based on Jung's concepts of psychological functions, can be linked with 
the concepts of Michael Fordham, and I would like to end this chapter with my 
original question: Does an order of Jung's psychological functions exist? I believe 
that an order does exist and that the first psychological function is intuition, which 
begins in the womb and can also be described as the soul complex, which contains 
the other three functions in unconscious and undifferentiated form. By looking at 
Jung's description of the functions in this manner, it is possible to see aspects of 
mythology, religion, developmental psychology, and Jungian psychology in 
general in a way that connects them and allows one to see that art or the archetype 
is always a reflection of living, psychic experience that is not separate from the 
body, but dependent upon the substance of which we are composed. Body, soul, 
and spirit exist as one in every human individual and the knowing is psychological 
wholeness; the knowing is going home--a return to Paradise.  

   Returning briefly to Jung (1959/1955, p. 4) and his description of the mandala as 
an archetype of wholeness and the importance of the "quaternity of the One," I 
would like to show how the idea of intuition as the first psychological function 
relates to Jung's description of what he considered the most important archetype. 
He states: 

Because of this significance, the "quaternity of the One" is the schema for all 
images of God, as depicted in the visions of Ezekiel, Daniel, and Enoch, and as the 
representation of Horus with his four sons also shows. The latter suggests an 
interesting differentiation, inasmuch as there are occasionally representations in 
which three of the sons have animals' heads and only one a human head, in keeping 



with the Old Testament visions as well as with the emblems of the seraphim which 
were transferred to the evangelists, and--last but not least--with the nature of the 
Gospels themselves: three of which are synoptic and one "Gnostic." Here I must 
add that, ever since the opening of Plato's Timaeus ("One, two, three . . . but where, 
my dear Socrates, is the fourth?") and right up to the Cabiri scene in Faust, the 
motif of four as three and one was the ever-recurring preoccupation of alchemy. 
(emphasis mine, p. 4)  

   What Jung so adequately described as being the most important archetype of 
wholeness, the motif of four as three and one or, the Maria Axiom, (see Figure 19) 
is exactly what I am describing in this research when I say that intuition is the 
function that contains the other three functions plus itself to equal four which is 
one. This idea can be seen as the key to my interpretation of psychic energy 
personified by the archetypes and other symbols of mythology and religion, not 
only of Christianity, but many other divergent cultures. I believe that an 
interpretation of the cosmological mythology will support the theoretical 
hypothesis I have given concerning the infant in the womb and the infant at birth.  

   Jung described the mandala as the most important archetype of wholeness. This 
is probably because it describes the first living experiences of the human child 
from the Paradisical unity in the womb to the first experience of a negative 
opposite in the form of desire, to the experience of a positive opposite of no-desire 
that occurs when ego demands are met and back to a recapitulation of the original 
womb experience. The opposites have been lived and experienced in the world and 
time, whereas in the womb, they were merged and experienced as Paradisical and 
eternal. Time and eternity are expressed in the simple, abstract circle or mandala. 
Its multiple variations express that primary, universal, and important experience. 
(See Figure 18.)  

   All the images that Jung describes above in mythology and religion can be seen 
as psychic and instinctual energy that is expressed by archetypal form. The four 
psychological functions enable us to see first, the separation of this energy; second, 
the relationship between the energy patterns; and third, the synthesis of the energy 
patterns and functions to produce psychological wholeness.  

   I will attempt in the subsequent chapters to support these ideas by interpretations 
of Sumerian cosmology and symbols, the archetype of the Fallen Angel, the Divine 
Child archetype, the Divine Mother archetype, the Divine Father archetype and the 
Hero archetype. I will also interpret the mythology of the four Archangels: 



Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel, the first and second (lost Paradise) creation 
mythology of Genesis, American Indian symbolism, and other related mythological 
references.  

   The mythologies contain the archetypes, the living expressions of all human 
experiences that began as basic instincts derived from a single source, the ineffable 
mystery of the Self.  

 
 

 
 
 



 

 
Figure 18: Circle of Fire  
 

 
 
 

https://web.archive.org/web/20010708073652/http:/sulcus.berkeley.edu/FLM/SH/MDL/GAL/pics/fig18.gif


 

 
Figure 19: The Maria Axim  
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Figure 20: The Cosmic Serpent  
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Figure 21: Golden Trio of the Child  
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Figure 22: Difference of Functions Without Myth  
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Chapter 4: First Prelude to Genesis: Antecedent Archetypes That  

Describe Basic Psychic Energy and the Four Functions 
 
 

 

 

   In Chapter 4, I will briefly identify, compare, and interpret cosmological, 
archetypal images concerning the mythology of ancient Sumer. The first image 
discussed is the fourfold structured myth of the creation gods of ancient Sumer: 
Enki, Enlil, Ki, and An, who can be compared with the Father God, the Serpent, 
Eve, and Adam in Genesis (see Figure 23). Both cosmologies can be seen as 
personifications of the four psychological functions of intuition, sensation, feeling, 
and thinking, in their conscious, introverted form. Nammu, the Sumerian mother 
goddess who precedes the four creating gods (actually three gods and one goddess) 
can be equated with the Void or Chaos (feminine) archetype, which also antecedes 
the creation in Genesis. Nammu, called the Primal Sea, and the Void archetypes 
can both be compared with the archetype of the Self in analytical psychology. I 
suggest that these five significant cosmological archetypes, in each mythology, are 
a metaphorical description of the four psychological functions as they differentiate 
out of the Self, and describe the universal, phenomenological experience of the 
individual child, as consciousness and unconsciousness begin.  



    Another related Sumerian cosmological archetype worthy of note is the art 
image of the Serpent Lord (see Campbell, 1964, p. 10 or Figures 24 and 25 of this 
work). The Serpent Lord image, which contains two twin images, that of twin 
serpents and twin lion-birds, is seen as a variation of the Sumerian cosmogony and 
describes the same process of individuation (see Figure 24). The two sets of twins 
can be seen as the two sets of primal parents in the Sumerian cosmological 
material, both describing the birth of the hero archetype, the sensate ego. The 
Sumerian archetypes are comparable with similar personifications in Genesis, 
which also contain two sets of primal parents: first, as the Divine Void and the 
Divine Father God, and second, as Eve and Adam, our "human" parents. The tragic 
Hero archetype in Genesis is the Serpent, the bringer of light or consciousness and 
the bringer of darkness or unconsciousness. The dual Parents in all three images 
can be seen as personifications of the Self (Void) and Soul function of intuition 
(Father God) archetypes (the Primal Parents) as they give "birth" to the ego 
archetype, in the function of conscious, introverted sensation (tragic hero). The 
second set of parents (Eve and Adam) are the rational functions of conscious 
introverted feeling and thinking.  

    I will also discuss Lucifer, the Fallen Angel archetype, as Hebrew mythology 
that preceded and is related to the myth of Genesis (see Figure 27). I suggest that 
the myth of Lucifer is describing a biological and psychological experience that is 
similar to the Sumerian cosmology that preceded it and that the later Genesis 
symbolism continues the myth. The Fallen Angel archetype can be seen in what I 
have described as level three (see Figure 11), the biological level and creation of 
the human child. Simultaneously it describes the psychological process of the soul 
and ego complexes as the functions of intuition and sensation differentiate (fall) 
from the Self (see Figures 12 and 13).  

    The Divine Child archetype, the surface layer of the story, can be seen in what I 
have described as level one (see Figure 9). Moses, as author of Genesis, and 
representative of the Divine/human Child and Hero archetype, will also be briefly 
discussed.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 23: Sumerian with Genesis - Four Creating Gods  
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Figure 24 Difference of Functions with Serpent Lord  
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Figure 25 Serpent Lord Image  
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Figure 26 Sumerian with Trinity  
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    Campbell (1976) states the following: 

In the iconography of the earliest centers of civilization, the Sumerian cities of 
riverine Mesopotamia, which flourished c. 3500-2000 B. C. and brought into being 
the symbolic order of the hieratic city state, is to be seen the common source of 
both the Oriental and the Occidental mythological visions of the universe. (p. 242)  

    The roots of the Genesis cosmology appear to be intertwined with the ancient 
Sumerian vision of the universe and had their beginning in the same soil. 
Elsewhere, Campbell (1964, pp. 16-17) describes numerous images and archetypes 
of Sumerian origin, antecedent to the archetypes in Genesis by at least several 
thousand years. Campbell suggests that the Creation/Paradise myths in Genesis 
utilize the same archetypes, and many were borrowed from earlier Sumerian 
mythology.  

    "The Hebrew story of creation parallels the Sumerian account of "The Huluppu-
Tree" in many ways" (Wolkstein and Kramer, 1983, p. 144). The twin trees in 
Paradise and the Sumerian Huluppu-tree symbol appear to be describing the same 
psychic experience in a slightly modified form. "For both cultures the tree 
represents the first living thing on earth" (Wolkstein and Kramer, 1983, p. 145). I 
suggest that the tree, in both cultures, symbolizes the human spinal column, which 
forms early in the living fetus and can be seen as "the first living thing on earth." 
(See Figure 44.) Wolkstein and Kramer (1983) state the following:  

The tree also provides for both cultures a configuration of the forces of life and 
death and consciousness and lack of knowledge. It may be that the powers of the 
biblical trees in the center of the Garden of Eden, the Tree of Life and the Tree of 
Knowledge of Good and Evil, are based on the joined powers of the Sumerian 
huluppu-tree. (p. 145)  

Both mythologies, I would add, attempt to describe how conscious and 
unconscious sense perceptions, that is, intuition and sensation, work as separate 
functions that have a common source.  

"One of the great puzzles of biology is the question of how each cell knows what it 
is to become" (Nilsson, 1993, p. 77). I suggest that this "knowledge" has often been 
attributed to God in the mythological literature, symbolizing the instinctual 
function of intuition. Since it is still a great puzzle in modern biology, one can 
understand the difficulty of cultures existing thousands of years ago, attempting to 



answer the same question. Their answer appears contained in the metaphorical 
descriptions of human origin, awaiting a biological interpretation. Although this 
sort of interpretation does not appear as part of the collective consciousness of 
modern society, it does appear in descriptions such as the following by Jordan 
Peterson: 

Tree and serpent, coupled and singly, have an extensive, pervasive, and detailed 
history as symbolic agents. They serve similar functions in a multitude of myths 
describing the loss of paradise, and must therefore serve as apt representatives of 
some process or structure playing a central part in that loss. It appears that this 
structure is the nervous system, as it manifests itself in intrapsychic representation. 
(1995, p. 12)  

The "tree" grows in the human mind and body and is necessarily part of the 
nervous system. The process that it represents symbolically is birth and two forms 
of consciousness, ego and soul, which ends the Paradise of the womb experience.  

    One important distinction that many of the stories appear to have in common is a 
descent or fall-from-grace theme. I interpret this important theme as an attempt of 
the authors to describe the transition from the womb, symbolized by Paradise, to 
the experience of the opposites, as consciousness and unconsciousness are 
differentiated from the Self. The myths appear to be describing a circular process 
that takes place in the human psyche and body, the eternal return of psychic energy 
that is also biological, human experience.  

    Campbell (1976) describes the Sumerian goddess, Nammu: 

Dr. Samuel Kramer has shown through comparative studies of innumerable 
Sumerian tablets in the libraries of Europe, the Near East, and America, that the 
goddess Nammu, whose name is written with the pictograph for "primeval sea," 
was the ultimate "mother," who gave birth to Heaven and Earth, and that these two 
were pictured in the single form of a cosmic mountain, the base of which, hovering 
above the watery abyss, was the bottom of the earth, while its summit was heaven's 
zenith. The lower portion, Earth (Ki), was female, and the upper, Heaven (An), a 
male; so that their nature was again that of the dual primordial being we already 
know. (p. 108)  

    Nammu is the Sumerian Serpent Queen archetype, an older version of the tail-
eating uroboros, but appears to represent the same energy of the undivided Self. 
She divides (while staying herself) into Twin Serpents, who become Enki, her 



Serpent lover and Enlil, her Serpent child. Neumann (1949/1954)describes the 
same division when he says: "The uroboros as a ring-snake, for instance the 
Babylonian Tiamat and Chaos Serpent, or the Leviathan who, as the ocean, "twines 
his girdle of waves about the lands, later divides, or is divided, into two" (p. 49). 
Psychologically speaking, the two that Nammu, as a Self representation divides 
into, become the functions of intuition, her Serpent Lord Enki, and sensation, or 
Enlil, her Serpent Child. Thus, there are three psychological archetypes here, 
Nammu as the Self, Enki as the soul, and Enlil as the nascent ego.  

    Neumann (1949/1954) goes on to describe the urorobos archetype: "when the 
Great Mother assumes human form, the masculine part of the uroboros--the 
snakelike phallus-demon--appears beside her as the residuum of the originally 
bisexual nature of the uroboros" (p. 49). And this is exactly what happens in the 
Sumerian cosmology; after taking the form of Enlil, Nammu takes the form of Ki, 
the Earth goddess, equivalent to Eve in Genesis. Nammu also becomes An, the Sky 
god and mate to Ki. Before Nammu becomes Ki, however, she mates with her 
spouse Enki, the god of the Waters, and together they give birth to Enlil, the god of 
Air. Nammu's Serpent child is the god of Air, Enlil, a Serpent Lord, equivalent to 
the Serpent in Paradise.  

    Thus, Enlil has two sets of primal parents, the first set being Nammu and Enki 
(both symbols of the primal water and birth) and the second set being Ki and An or 
Heaven and Earth. The description of dual parents gives Enlil a special importance 
as a Divine male Child/Hero archetype. Enlil, or the function of conscious 
sensation, is the male child/hero who separates the World Parents. The 
undifferentiated Self, personified as Nammu in Sumerian mythology and the Void 
in Genesis, and the soul, personified as Enki, the Father God of Sumer and the 
Father God of Genesis, are the first primal parents who give birth to the ego, 
personified as Enlil. The second set of parents to Enlil are An and Ki, Heaven and 
Earth, and they are considered the creating gods in Sumerian mythology, while 
their equivalent in Genesis are the fallen Adam and Eve, our first human parents. 
An and Ki, Adam and Eve, are personifications of the conscious, rational, 
introverted functions of thinking and feeling.  

    Consciousness does not rise up like an island from the sea of unconsciousness, 
dividing into the island and the sea or only two that are no longer one. 
Consciousness and unconsciousness arise simultaneously out of the primal sea of 
undifferentiation, which might better be described as twins born from the same 



mother. The Self is the Mother, one twin is (soul) consciousness and the other twin 
is (ego) consciousness. Or, before the soul becomes undifferentiated further, they 
are seen as the son/lover, in the Sumerian mythology and other myths with that 
symbolism. The Self, or Great Mother archetype, remains undifferentiated energy.  

    Nammu, the Self, who was in a state of total undifferentiation, reflects Enki, the 
Father God, who symbolizes nascent consciousness (intuition), showing the 
equilibrium of undifferentiation has been changed or moved. Enki represents the 
ego in its primal form--soul consciousness--which is passive thinking, or the 
function of conscious intuition. Conscious intuition is the function out of which all 
conscious sense perceptions flow and as such, can be identified as unconscious 
body sensations of the human child. In the myths, conscious body sensations are 
seen as the Serpent Lord Enlil, or the Serpent of Genesis. In Genesis, conscious 
sensation is the Serpent, who has as his unconscious and dark side, the Father God, 
who has been "lost" at birth.  

    Enki is represented as Father/Son god, who still contains the all as one in the one 
differentiated function of intuition. This is an important distinction and the same 
energy that is described in the Genesis myth. Out of the primal sea, the void 
archetype in Genesis, comes consciousness and unconsciousness, the god and the 
goddess, still merged but distinguished from Nammu, the void or the Self. The 
Father God of both religions now becomes the container rather than the contained. 
Self and Soul are mirror images of one another.  

    Enki is the Serpent King, mate to Nammu, the Serpent Queen. The snake 
symbolism represents the world of primal instinct. Jung (1956/1912) calls the 
snake "representative of the world of instinct, especially of those vital processes 
which are psychologically the least accessible of all" (p. 396). That is probably 
why the Sumerians and numerous other people repeatedly use the snake as an 
archetype for cosmological material, and why it personifies the Self, the soul or the 
ego in their primal form. As a primal creature that renews itself by shedding its 
skin, which symbolizes rebirth, it is an excellent symbol of transformation. It can 
also be seen as an important archetype that represents the process of individuation 
as the instinctual life energy and the beginning of the four functions. As the initial 
instinct of superconsciousness, we can understand how intuition is represented in 
the mythology as the creating Father God, with sensation as the Child God or 
deceiving serpent, depending on the myth.  



    The Earth Mother Goddess Ki and Earth Mother of all the living, Eve, represent 
the function of feeling, which, "allies itself with every sensation" (Jung, 
1971/1921, p. 434). In this case, sensation would be the Serpent, either Enlil or the 
Serpent of Eden. On a psychological level, the numerous representations of the 
woman and the snake can be seen as representations of the functions of feeling and 
sensation in their conscious and introverted form. The appearance of Ki or Eve can 
be seen as the further differentiation of the functions as they separate from 
Nammu, the Void or the Self and become conscious. Eve becomes conscious 
before Adam in the myth of Genesis and the Serpent is already conscious 
(knowing) when he offers Eve the infamous apple. Eve, Ki, or the feminine 
principle (not any living woman) represent feeling as the first conscious, 
introverted rational function (in the human child) that is closely associated with the 
irrational function (in the human child) of conscious, introverted sensation or the 
snake.  

    Nammu, superconsciousness or the Self, mates with the Father God, Enki 
(intuition), who is her spouse and son. Enki represents the first instinctual 
movement of life and the first form of consciousness, previously contained in the 
primal sea of undifferentiation (Self), which is not the same as total 
unconsciousness. In the human child, this would be the irrational and instinctual 
function of intuition that contains primal consciousness.  

    Nammu and Enki, both archetypes of the primal waters, can be seen as 
personifications of the same primal energy that is described in Genesis as the 
separation of the primal waters. Nammu is the receptive water of the feminine and 
Enki is the creative water of the masculine, the human sperm that is symbolized by 
the serpent. The serpent who is "water," who connects with the living water, is in 
the water of the womb. Both describe psychologically the first differentiation of 
the functions as intuition separates from the Self. And both describe the biological 
conception and separation of the human child. It is necessary to understand my 
interpretation of the mythology, to see the human cell and body as containing an 
awareness of its own. "Our bodies are composed of energy and information" 
(Chopra, 1993, p. 14).  

    Enki is the Father god, god of the Water, the god of Earth, and the god of 
Heaven, where he was one with Nammu. He is the Nammu's Serpent Lord and the 
god of Wisdom. Enki, after being awakened by Nammu and at her instruction, 
creates humanity out of clay (Campbell, 1976, p. 108). This is comparable with the 



symbolism of the Father God of Genesis, who creates Adam from the slime of the 
earth.  

    Wolkstein and Kramer (1983) describe Sumerian deities: 

The leading deities of this pantheon were the four creating gods controlling the 
four major components of the universe: the Sky God An; the Earth Goddess Ki, 
whose name was changed in the course of time to Ninhursag, Queen of the 
Mountain; the Air God Enlil, who gradually became the leader of the pantheon; 
and the Water God Enki, who also came to be designated the God of Wisdom. (p. 
123)  

    Out of Nammu or the Self, the four creating gods of Sumer are born: Enki, Enlil, 
Ki and An, which is the same fourfold pattern of Genesis and the archetypes of 
Father God, the Serpent, Eve, and Adam. "In practically all cultures, the division of 
the world into four, and the opposition of day and night, play an extremely 
important part" (Neumann, 1993, p. 108). This is what happens in the Sumerian 
mythology, as the four creating gods, what I consider to be the four functions in a 
state of conscious introversion, evoke the opposite positions that are unconscious. 
Light has been born and with it the unconscious or darkness, is also "born." In 
psychological terms, this darkness is the unconscious, extraverted side of the four 
functions.  

    Of the four creating deities and as the spouse of Nammu, Enki appears to be the 
most important creating Sumerian male god and can be equated with the creating 
Father God in Genesis. Both archetypes can be seen to personify the psychic 
energy of the function of intuition and subjective or introverted intuition as the first 
movement of creation. Like Nammu, as the primal sea, Enki is the god of water, 
symbolizing the undifferentiated functions that exist as one in a primal state. Enki 
can be seen as the soul mate of Nammu, who represents the Self. Like a twin, the 
image used by the Sumerians when they describe the Serpent twins, he is a mirror 
image, the same yet different and this difference defines the beginning of the 
differentiation of the functions as they flow out of the Self.  

    Heaven and Earth are the second set of parents to Enlil. In the Sumerian 
cosmology, they are Ki, the Earth goddess, and An, the god of Heaven. These two 
gods represent the further differentiation of the Self as the rational functions of 
feeling and thinking begin. Conscious thinking (Heaven) has unconscious feeling 
(Earth) as its mate. In other words, when thinking is conscious, feeling is 
unconscious, and when feeling is conscious, thinking is unconscious. Each reflects 



the other and both personify the conscious and the unconscious that has been 
divided, what Neumann (1949/1954) calls the "World Parents" (p. 103). In the 
Genesis myth, this energy is personified by Adam (thinking) and Eve (feeling), the 
first parents of humanity.  

    Nammu and Enki and Ki and An are the dual parents. The Divine Child that they 
all give birth to is unmistakably Enlil, the god of air, who separates both sets of 
parents, causing the ego and consciousness, as well as the soul and 
unconsciousness, to begin. This would describe the function of conscious sensation 
(Enlil) as it awakens in the human child. This is represented as Enlil, who is asleep 
(unconscious) when Nammu awakens him. He is Enlil while asleep, still contained 
in the primal parents, and Enki when he awakens (becomes conscious), thus the 
Serpent Lord or mate of Nammu when awake and her child/son or Enlil when 
asleep. Enki, as intuition, is Nammu's spouse and Enlil or sensation is Nammu's 
child. Finally, Enki becomes Enlil, the son that separates the first parents (the Self). 
This is the function of conscious, introverted sensation. Neumann (1949/1954) 
describes the separation of the World Parents using Egyptian mythology; the 
meaning appears the same: 

Space only came into being when, as the Egyptian myth puts it, the god of the air, 
Shu, parted the sky from the earth by stepping between them. Only then, as a result 
of his light-creating and space-creating intervention, was there heaven above and 
earth below, back and front, left and right-in other words, only then was space 
organized with reference to an ego. (p. 108)  

    Shu appears to be the same archetypal energy that Enlil represents, and both 
gods of air can be compared with the Serpent in Genesis, who appears to have been 
sleeping or absent until Eve's scene at the tree.  

    Campbell (1976) compares Enlil with the Greek Kronos archetype: "An begot 
the air-god Enlil, who separated Earth and Heaven, tore them apart just as, in the 
well-known Classical myth of Hesiod, Gaia (Earth) and Uranos (Heaven) were 
separated by their son Kronos (Saturn)" (p. 108). A numerous pantheon was born 
in the Greek myth, just as the Sumerian pantheon comes into being with Enlil. The 
pantheon can be seen as symbolizing the numerous and powerful conscious sense 
perceptions of the human child. Enlil or Kronos (conscious sensation) will lead the 
group.  

    An inversion can be seen at this point. In the Sumerian religion, Enlil is seen as a 
beneficial, divine creating son/child/god. He is twin Serpent to Enki, the Father 



God, the same but different, which describes the process of differentiation and the 
transformation that takes place as one function becomes two functions. In the 
Hebrew religion that followed, the same energy is seen as opprobrious, as the 
Serpent in the Garden who deceives humanity and causes the loss of Paradise. The 
inversion of the Hebrew mythology, however, occurs again in Christianity, where 
Enlil has his counterpart in the Christ archetype. Like Enlil, who is twin Serpent to 
the Father God and the spouse/lover of Nammu, Christ announces that he is the 
Son and one with the Father God. The Virgin Mary is Mother to the Son and 
Mother to the Father God, since they are one, in the same way that Nammu is 
Mother to Enki and at the same time Mother to Enlil.  

    Neumann (1949/1954) describes the transition of Mother and Child as twin 
Serpents who later become the Madonna and the Christ Child, as something that 
develops over time. He states: 

The fully human end-figure, the human Madonna with the human child, has her 
forerunner in figures of the human mother with her companion snake in the form 
of a child or a phallus, as well as in figures of the human child with the big snake. 
(p. 49)  

    What appears to have changed, from the Sumerians, to the Hebrews, to the 
Christians, was the perception of psychic energy or the function of conscious, 
introverted sensation as positive or negative. Genesis describes the loss of oneness 
with God, life as now separate from God, while Sumerian and Christian mythology 
describe the creative potential of energy that is like God or a Child of God or equal 
as a creating God. This is a description of the differentiation of energy from two 
perspectives, two opposite views that can be seen as having a common source on a 
depth level.  

    The symbolism of the feminine principle, energy that flows out of Nammu, 
becomes the Earth goddess Ki, Queen of the Mountain. As an Earth Mother 
archetype, Ki can be compared with Eve and both represent the differentiated 
function of feeling, specifically introverted feeling (desire) that has become 
conscious, leaving its opposite of "no desire" in the unconscious. This is the 
creative energy of the introverted (subjective) feeling function.  

    The sky god An is also a Father archetype and can be compared with Adam in 
Genesis. Both represent the function of introverted, conscious thinking. An and 
Enki are the two "father" archetypes in Sumer; Adam and The Father God of 
Genesis are the two "fathers" in Genesis. Adam is the first human father; God is the 



Heavenly Father. Rational, conscious, introverted thinking is the first function to 
give birth or create; irrational, introverted, conscious intuition is the first function 
to stir in the body of the human child as primal instinct. God is the instinct that 
creates the archetype (Adam) in His image.  

    With the birth of consciousness in each of the rational functions, 
unconsciousness is also born, separating Heaven and Earth or creating the 
functions of feeling and thinking. These two opposites are portrayed in the 
Sumerian myth as the Lion-birds. Thinking and feeling and their alternating 
rhythms of consciousness and unconsciousness are one twin Lion-bird. The 
functions of feeling and thinking are opposites that in this symbol are joined as one 
powerful animal. In the Sumerian mythology, they are An and Ki or Heaven and 
Earth, separate archetypes when apart and mates when joined, which describes 
consciousness and unconsciousness in the thinking and feeling functions in the 
same way.  

    Sensation and intuition, with the same oscillating rhythm, are the irrational 
functions that compose the other twin Lion-bird. Enki and Enlil, or intuition and 
sensation, like the Father God and the Serpent in Genesis, have been separated but 
are still joined in the image of one robust animal who contains both consciousness 
and unconsciousness and the power of both. The Lion-birds are personified as 
puissant, fabulous creatures whose primary task appears to be guarding and 
protecting the twin serpents and the open doors that lead back to Paradise or the 
Self. The guard/protector symbolism may describe the necessity of maintaining 
both the irrational and the rational functions in a balanced state. At the same time, 
they depict the process of differentiation out of the Self.  

    The Serpent Twin image (see Figures 24 and 25) describes what I believe to be 
the same archetypal pattern contained in the cosmological image of the four 
creating gods of Sumer. Campbell (1964) describes the ancient image of the 
Serpent Lord: 

There is in the Louvre a carved green steatite vase, inscribed c. 2025 B.C. by King 
Gudea of Lagash, dedicated to a late Sumerian manifestation of this consort of the 
goddess, under his title Ningizzida, "Lord of the Tree of Truth." Two copulating 
vipers, entwined along a staff in the manner of the caduceus of the Greek god of 
mystic knowledge and rebirth, Hermes, are displayed through a pair of opening 
doors, drawn back by two winged dragons of a type known as the lion-bird. (p. 9)  



    The winged dragons or lion-birds, which are equivalent to cherubs or angels (see 
Campbell, 1964, p. 12), link this image to the much later archetype of Lucifer, the 
favorite angel of God, who is transformed into the rejected child or angel and is 
seen as a serpent. Both images of serpent and angel appear in the later Paradise 
myth, the Serpent as the deceiver of Adam and Eve and the Lion-birds as the 
angels or cherubim who guard the entrance to Paradise with flaming swords. The 
same sword symbolism is present in the Sumerian image and possibly has a similar 
meaning. The open doors are the entrance back to Self, Void or Nammu. The 
copulating vipers are Nammu and her Serpent Lord, Enki or what Jung called the 
Divine Syzygy. Symbolized by an act of sexual love, they return to the original 
oneness, or if seen as coming out of the Self, which would be the case at birth, they 
are the first splitting of the Serpent Lord or primal energy into two, namely, the 
king and his queen or the ego and soul.  

    The Queen Serpent Nammu, represents the undifferentiated Self, who contains 
the Serpent Lord and their child as one. The King Serpent represents the 
psychological function of conscious intuition, a reflection of the Self as an image 
of the soul. Thus, the Twin Serpents can be seen as the Self and the soul, followed 
by the soul and the ego or the two irrational functions of intuition and sensation, 
who now become the Serpent Twins. While in a state of unconscious sensation, 
Nammu's son/lover is Enlil. When unconscious sensation becomes conscious, it 
becomes Enki, the spouse of Nammu. The Self, the Void in Genesis, or the goddess 
Nammu, is always in contact with either the spouse, Enki or intuition or the 
child/son, Enlil or sensation. In this way, Nammu or the Self is spouse and mother 
simultaneously, which is often depicted in this mythology. Ego and soul have not 
yet been differentiated until Enlil is born, which represents the separation of the 
soul (intuition) and the ego (sensation) and the beginning of two separate functions 
in the human child.  

    The bird/angel, the winged aspect of the lion-birds, represents the divine or that 
aspect of the creature closest to the Serpent King, God, Heaven, Spirit or the 
masculine principle. The body of the lion represents one of the most powerful 
animals on earth, often described as monarch of the jungle. The lion appears to 
represent the instinctual but royal nature of humanity, symbolized by being 
associated with the sun and the color gold, both symbols of the divine or the 
spiritual. The lion half of the Lion-bird archetype represents the feminine principle, 
being associated with Earth rather than Sky, just as the bird/angel is associated with 
Heaven. The dragon, lion, or serpent that has wings similar to the Greek caduceus 



appears to be describing the divinity of consciousness and unconsciousness that are 
differentiated but united in a new form as a powerful creature.  

    The twin serpents of intuition and sensation stand alone as separate functions, as 
Jung described, and appear as opposites of one another. All extreme opposites 
necessarily depend on one another and are connected to one another; the 
psychological functions of sensation and intuition, as well as feeling and thinking, 
are no exception. Each of the irrational functions has a three -in-one motif that is 
the exact opposite of the other. I have previously described this as the 
unconsciousness of the functions of sensation, feeling, and thinking, while intuition 
is conscious. Sensation is the reverse, with feeling, thinking, and intuition 
unconscious (see Figures 22 and 24).  

    As the first function of consciousness after birth, according to my hypothesis, 
sensation can be seen to stand alone. Intuition is unconscious like the two rational 
functions of feeling and thinking. I have previously stated the rationale for this 
description: From birth, feeling is the second function to become conscious 
because there is nothing to judge before body sensations are experienced. Thinking 
is the third function to become conscious, and intuition is the fourth function to 
become conscious after birth, which suggests a return to the first function of 
intuition, experienced in the womb. This is the theme of Maria's axiom, which 
states that one becomes two, two becomes three, three becomes four, and the fourth 
is a return to the first.  

    In the newborn, but not necessarily later, conscious feeling would necessarily 
have thinking and intuition as unconscious, but sensation would be conscious and 
the object of all value judgment. Chopra (1993) appears to be describing the same 
thing: "Because there are no absolute qualities in the material world, it is false to 
say that there even is an independent world 'out there.' The world is a reflection of 
the sensory apparatus that registers it" (p. 11).  

    Even though conscious feeling later "extends to every content of consciousness" 
(Jung, 1971/1921, p. 434), in the first round of consciousness in the ego functions, 
feeling would have no object of consciousness except for its own conscious, 
perceived body sensations. Conscious feeling would be contiguous with conscious 
sensation, and it might be said that conscious feeling thereafter could be defined as 
always containing conscious sensation even when it is seen as an independent 
function. Feeling is, as Jung (1971/1921) described, "allied with every sensation" 
(p. 434). Thus, the human infant would have one conscious rational function 



(feeling) and one conscious irrational function (sensation), whereas one rational 
function (thinking) and one irrational function (intuition) would remain 
unconscious. (I am describing the unfolding of the functions in the first moments of 
life, as I believe the myth does.)  

    Jung (1971/1921), described the Syzygy archetype:  

    It is a psychological fact that as soon as we touch on these identifications we 
enter the realm of the syzygies, the paired opposites, where the One is never 
separated from the Other, its antithesis. It is a field of personal experience which 
leads directly to the experience of individuation, the attainment of the self. A vast 
number of symbols for this process could be mustered from the medieval literature 
of the West and even more from the storehouses of Oriental wisdom, but in this 
matter words and ideas count for little. Indeed, they may become dangerous 
bypaths and false trails. In this still very obscure field of in full force psychological 
experience, where we are in direct contact, so to speak, with the archetype, its 
psychic power is felt in full force. This realm is so entirely one of immediate 
experience that it cannot be captured by any formula, but can only be hinted at to 
one who already knows. (p. 106)  

    Thus, the Divine Syzygy archetype of the Serpent Lord image can be seen as a 
moment frozen in time, either the Syzygy that is born out of the Self or the Syzygy 
before a return to the Self. The latter is what Jung describes as leading directly to 
the experience of individualization and the attainment of the Self.  

    Sensation can be seen as negative and described as the Fallen Angel or Devil 
Serpent, or positive and described as the Divine Child, depending on the 
interpretation of the experience. In the old Sumerian myths when the consort of the 
goddess dies, the death describes a fall from grace and a transformation, birth as 
the death of oneness followed by a rebirth. If sensation is seen as positive, the myth 
describes the goddess and her Divine Child or the Virgin and Christ archetypes, 
which represent a return to Paradise motif by the reintegration of the infant back to 
its original state of oneness or the psychological function of intuition. Thus, the 
Divine Child, the psychological child and the biological child can be seen as 
identical experiences that occur simultaneously (see Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12).  

    It is the conscious thought, for example, the god or the old thought that stands 
alone without its opposite, that dies, and this is necessary for a new thought to be 
born or created. When this sacrifice is made (often with pain and suffering as well 
as with unconditional love and joy), the goddess or the divine child or the father 



god, for they are all one and the same in intuition, gives a new thought or a new 
image. It is given or experienced as given by the function of conscious intuition 
because no effort is required after the sacrifice of the ego has been made.  

    I suggest that the numerous mythologies and religions that attempt to describe 
this process by symbolic images and simple stories were describing, among other 
things, the making of an image and the process of imagination in the human 
psyche, as Jung was in his description of active fantasy as the product of the 
function of conscious intuition. That function so often referred to as the fourth is 
also the first, the alpha and omega of psychic energy.  

    Radhakrishnan (1988) describes intuition beautifully:  

When the rational mind is silenced, the intuitive mode produces an extraordinary 
awareness; the environment is experienced in a direct way without the filter of 
conceptual thinking. In the words of Chuang Tzu, "The still mind of the sage is a 
mirror of heaven and earth --the glass of all things." The experience of oneness 
with the surrounding environment is the main characteristic of this meditative 
state. It is a state of consciousness where every form of fragmentation has ceased, 
fading away into undifferentiated unity. (p. 40)  

    Creativity is often described as the ability to see as a child. There is every reason 
to believe that the human body and brain of the child are working much earlier and 
in most cases, in a more structured and organized manner than previously 
described in psychology. I believe that the process begins when life begins and is 
the same for an infant as it is for an adult, were we able to observe it directly. How 
and why a new symbol is given remains a mystery and a question to be asked. It 
may be that the new message given, like the message of an angel, comes from the 
depths of the Self, like a divine child waiting to be born. It may even be that this is 
the information stored in the genetic structure and human instincts of the body of 
the human child. If intuition is unconscious body sensation, which I believe it to 
be, the body would help construct the first image given to the human mind, and it 
would not be separate from the soul.  

    The motif of the twin vipers or the Serpent's Bride that Campbell says originated 
in 2025 B.C. is an ancient image (see Campbell, 1964, pp. 9-10, Figure 1) that 
appears to be related to the much later image of an angel falling out of Heaven into 
Hell or the fall of Adam and Eve from Paradise to the earthly realm of human 
struggle. Lucifer will be discussed next, as another image of conscious, introverted 
sensation that falls out of Heaven (see Figure 27).  



 
 

 
 
 

The Fall of the Divine Child/Angel, Lucifer: The Serpent Archetype and the Four 
Psychological Functions 

 

    The monotheistic religions of Judaism, Zoroastrianism, Christianity, and Islam 
share a common belief in angels and demons. Most of the information concerning 
this archetype comes, as Godwin (1990) describes, "from outside the orthodox 
scriptures and canons of the four religions that believe in the existence of angels" 
(p. 9). Godwin (1990) says that "the term angel derives from a Greek translation of 
the original Hebrew Mal'akh, which originally meant the shadow side of God, but 
later came to mean messenger (p. 7). Both terms, Thompson (1991) also tells us, 
"refer to a function or status rather than an essence" (p.148).  

    The four psychological functions can be seen in the same way, as messengers or 
angels of the human psyche or brain. The premise that I have previously presented, 
namely, that intuition is the first function to develop and begins in the womb as the 
undifferentiation of all four functions, can be applied to the myth of the Fallen 
Angel (see Figure 27). This is comparable to the archaic Sumerian myths that came 
before, as well as the Genesis myth, which came later.  

    Schneiderman (1988), discussing Augustine's views concerning angels, states: 

As soon as God gave up speaking directly to mortals and intervening in his person, 
it was necessary to have a company of angels to pass between him and his 
creatures. According to Augustine, among others, God never spoke directly to the 
patriarchs of the Old Testament; so whenever it is said that God spoke this means 
that angels spoke. He adds that in the New Testament it is not the angels who 
speak, but the Lord himself through his Word. (pp. 31-32)  

    The Serpent and Angel archetypes are both significant symbols in the Judaic-
Christian religions; most of the important messages in the Old Testament come 
from God through the voice of an angel. Although Augustine thought it was the 
Lord himself speaking in the New Testament, angels are never far away on 



important occasions and appear to be the consequential method of communication 
between God and humanity.  

    The myth of Lucifer and the Paradise myth in Genesis both appear to be 
variations of the same theme; both describe the transition of one state of being 
(Heaven in the first, Paradise in the second) to another state (loss of Heaven and 
loss of Paradise) by the symbol of a Fall (which represents a physical and 
psychological birth) from grace that separates first Lucifer, then Adam, Eve and the 
Serpent from God. Psychologically, both myths also appear to be describing the 
transition from the psychological function of intuition (Heaven, Paradise or being 
in the womb) to that of the function of sensation and ego consciousness (birth). 
Thus, they describe the biological or physical birth of the child and the 
psychological birth of the child simultaneously. This is in addition to the first level 
of the myth, in which the Lucifer as Divine Child myth is simply the loss of 
oneness with God after birth, while the Genesis myth, with Adam and Eve as the 
divine children, says the same thing but takes the story further.  

    If the functions of intuition and sensation are mirror images or the reverse of one 
another (as are the functions of feeling and thinking), they would not function at 
the same time, although the transition from one to the other could occur 
expeditiously by human standards of time. To differentiate or become separate, it 
would be necessary for one function to become unconscious while the opposite 
function occurs in consciousness. This would be the beginning of not only 
consciousness, but also unconsciousness.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 27: Lucifer  

 

 
 

    The human child can be seen as being one in his or her individuality, while 
possessing two forms of consciousness, that of ego consciousness or the ability of 
the four functions to operate (apparently) independently of one another and that of 
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soul consciousness or the ability of the four functions to operate as one 
undifferentiated function. This translates psychologically as consciousness and 
unconsciousness in Jungian terminology. The marriage of these two forms of 
consciousness can be seen as giving birth to what Campbell (1973, p. 259) 
describes as superconsciousness, a third position that would represent a return to 
one or the Self. The human child would thus be more than androgynous in nature, 
he or she would be tripartite or three-in-one: biological (body), psychological 
(soul), and spiritual (spirit). He or she could be said to possess consciousness, 
unconsciousness, and superconsciousness, the third being the result (child symbol) 
of the first two that are joined.  

    In Judaic lore, Lucifer was the Bringer of Light (light being a primary symbol 
for consciousness), and he was also the Serpent of Darkness, symbolizing the 
unconscious. Peterson (1995) describes Lucifer:  

Lucifer, literally "bringer of light"--a higher deity, in the Gnostic tradition, than the 
unconscious creative demi-urge--tempts man towards knowledge, and produces a 
traumatic but potentially redemptive expansion of conscious power. The serpent, 
for the medieval alchemists, was the arcane substance that transformed itself inside 
the tree, and which therefore served as its life. The snake is regulator of conscious 
intensity, in Kundalina Yoga, a creature of the spine, a storehouse of intrapsychic 
energy, whose activation leads to ecstasy and enlightenment. The snake is the most 
archaic and transpersonal centers of the central nervous system--phylogenetically 
ancient as the reptile--in whose recesses lurk tremendous excitatory power. The 
deep structures of the brainstem perform activities upon which maintenance of 
consciousness absolutely depends. (p. 15)  

    Lucifer can be seen as a personification of the human nervous system, which 
brings not only light, but darkness as well. He can also be seen as the bringer of 
consciousness, comparable with the Serpent in the Garden of Eden, with whom he 
is later associated. If, however, consciousness is seen as the loss of 
superconsciousness, light without darkness would be an opposite that lacked its 
other half, thus, consciousness can be seen in the pejorative way that Genesis 
describes. Light or consciousness and darkness or unconsciousness that has 
become divided would destroy Paradise.  

    As the favorite angel, the Divine Child, Lucifer was one with God and lived in 
that middle place where consciousness and unconsciousness are not separated, but 
exist as one. For this reason, I equate Lucifer in his Divine Child aspect with the 



psychological function of intuition, which I understand to be all the functions 
existing as one undifferentiated function. When he falls from Heaven, Lucifer 
becomes the fallen angel turned Serpent, or the function of conscious sensation. 
The archetype or image representing this function is always subject to change, but 
it will always be an archetype representing the Divine Father, the Divine Mother, 
or the Divine Child, either as a person, animal, plant or stone, such as the 
philosopher's stone.  

    The image of the Serpent as a deity is prevalent in cultures and religions 
throughout the ancient world, as is the association of the serpent with the body. 
Neumann (1949/1954) describes the body scheme in the following way: 

The body scheme, as the archetype of the original man in whose image the world 
was created, is the basic symbol in all systems where parts of the world are co-
ordinated with regions of the body. Not God alone, but the whole world is created 
in man's image. The relation of the world and the gods to the body scheme is the 
earliest concretistic form of the "anthropocentric world picture," with man standing 
in the middle or "at the heart" of the world. It derives from one's own body 
sensations, which are charged with mana and are commonly misunderstood as 
narcissistic. (emphasis mine, p. 25)  

    Mythology often appears to be describing body sensations when it speaks of 
serpents, as well as describing the human spine, which can be symbolized as the 
tree or twin trees or the serpent or twin serpents. The serpent image connected with 
the spine has its best-known representation in the Indian Kundalini mythology. 
Chetwynd (1982) describes body symbolism that is related to the serpent as 
"connected with the spinal column, which joins the physical nature (the genitals) to 
the spiritual nature (the head)" (p. 65).  

    Because the Serpent archetype has been symbolized repeatedly in multiple and 
diverse religions as a god that creates humanity, or a devil who deceives humanity, 
I believe it can be seen as a symbol for either of the irrational functions. It is with 
the perceiving functions, followed by the rational functions, that the human child 
creates and sometimes destroys the world. If, as Freeman (1995) describes, "all 
knowledge originates within brains of individuals" (p. 2), the only thing known is 
what we ourselves create.  

    The human spine delivers the message of sensation, whether conscious or 
unconscious. Those that come to consciousness can be seen as Lucifer after the 



fall, while those that remain unconscious can be seen as the Divine Child 
archetype, that is, unconscious sensation or intuition, still contained in God.  

    It was Lucifer, angel turned serpent (or our human, animal nature, that is, the 
instinctual function of conscious introverted sensation), who offered the apple 
(consciousness) to Eve, which psychologically speaking, would mean that the 
function of sensation offers or introduces consciousness to the function of feeling, 
personified as the innocent Eve, who is still contained in God as undifferentiated 
energy.  

    It is the subjective body experience of the human child that provides an object 
(of self-reference if the emphasis is placed on the subject (introversion) rather than 
the external object (extraversion), which would mean that the subject and object 
are not yet separated--the object is also the subject) on which a judgment of good 
or bad can be made. Eve does not use her feeling, she is the archetype that 
represents feeling in the human child. In the very first experiences of the human 
newborn, which is the topic explored here and what I believe to be an underlying 
theme of the cosmological material, sensation could not possibly follow feeling. 
Feeling that is undifferentiated is feeling that is still, like Eve, in a state of 
innocence. There must be an object of reference before a value judgment can be 
made and the only object present in the beginning is the body of the infant as it 
experiences body sensations stimulated by his or her experience of opposites in the 
world. After the first experience, and with many repetitions of sensuous or feeling 
experiences in the child or adult, feeling could follow sensation. How the 
mythology might appear to be describing that experience is another topic. The 
objective of this research, however, is the beginning experience of the infant 
(before and immediately after birth). I am not concerned with inferior or superior 
functions in any way. I do not believe that consciousness is superior to 
unconsciousness or the reverse. If anything is superior it would be the state of 
superconsciousness, which would describe a balanced Self.  

    Western mythology usually assigns the masculine principle to consciousness and 
the feminine principle to unconsciousness. The subjective value judgment that 
states that consciousness is superior to unconsciousness has often been erroneously 
used and applied to living women, rather than the archetype and used against them 
in the most derogatory way. Not being able to see the archetypes as possible 
representations of psychic energy inherent in most human psyches, male and 
female, leads to a concrete, literal, and fundamental interpretation of the myth that 



has been used (especially in the Judaic-Christian religion) to subjugate and control 
women. That is not the fault of the myth but the shortcoming of those who interpret 
any literature in a rigid, simplistic, and concrete way, ignoring the implications of 
metaphor.  

    It appears logical to me to assume that a pure phenomenological experience of 
the body can and does exist that is free of a value judgment, but the reverse does 
not appear to be logically true. No value judgment can be made that does not refer 
to an object of some kind. In addition, if sensation is an irrational and instinctual 
function, it would necessarily precede feeling as a rational function, and as Jung 
(1971/1921) stated, be "the matrix out of which thinking and feeling develop as 
rational functions" (p. 454).  

    Conscious sensation seeks to divide and separate, giving specific knowledge of 
the object as perceived by the subject. It appears reasonable to me to assume that a 
function that gives a picture of the whole would precede a function that gives 
specific isolated information and that sensation would be the function that flows 
out of intuition, and not the other way around.  

    Intuition may provide what is perceived as catastrophic and evil information; the 
function itself, however, has always been identified with a Divine God or Goddess 
or a variation of the Divine Child archetype, such as the angel. Because intuition 
appears to me to be the function that contains all the other functions, the Father 
God archetype in the Judaic-Christian religion appears to be the closest description 
of this energy. One function contains them all, just as one Father God contains 
everyone in Paradise. This, from my perspective, supports the premise that 
Paradise is in the womb, where all functions are contained in potential form, 
including the ego, which is first represented by the sleeping or absent Serpent.  

    The function of sensation, unlike intuition, has not been associated with the 
divine, but just the reverse. Body knowledge, carnal knowledge has its best 
representative in the idea of sin and separation from God. This is my rationale for 
defining the Father God as an archetype for the function of conscious, introverted 
intuition and the Serpent as an archetype for the function of conscious introverted 
sensation. It is also my rationale for seeing the first function present in the fetus as 
the intuitive one and the second function present as that of sensation, which begins 
at birth and like Lucifer, brings consciousness, and at the same time, darkness or 
unconsciousness. He then becomes the angel or Prince of darkness. From my 
reading of the myth, this describes the split, which is not in consciousness, really, 



but in the superconsciousness or Self that preceded it. We can know little or 
nothing without a return to that state, which may necessitate first a return to the 
function of intuition. If it is the first function to flow out of the Self, the ego 
complex merged with what I am calling the soul complex, would precede the ego 
and ordinary ego consciousness. It would be the splitting of the merged ego/soul 
that creates them as separate functions and separate complexes, the soul being 
attached to the function of intuition and the unconscious, and the ego being 
attached to the function of sensation and consciousness.  

    The image of the woman or goddess and the serpent together is described in 
numerous mythologies other than the Judaic-Christian one, and they are all 
probably attempting to describe psychic energy and the relationship of the two 
functions of conscious, introverted sensation and conscious, introverted feeling. 
(See Johnson, 1988 for numerous descriptions and images of the relationship of the 
goddess and the serpent.)  

    The first cry of the newborn is negative feeling that judges (bad) when he or she 
perceives, by conscious body sensation, a lack of something, namely, the loss of 
the merged opposites, when conscious sensation is first experienced. This is 
knowledge (known by and through the body) of the opposites of good and evil and 
produces the first value judgment, which is followed by the first emotion (love that 
desires, that is, ego love) of the human child, the only animal on earth capable of 
shedding tears, a physical manifestation of the body functions of sensation and 
feeling. This is personified in the Genesis myth as the Serpent and Eve or in the 
myth of the Fallen Angel, simply as the Serpent or the function of conscious, 
introverted sensation, with the earth representing the mother or the feminine. The 
value judgment of the feeling function is pure phenomenological experience 
brought on by the first phenomenological experience of the sensations experienced 
in the body. Feeling is not identical with affect, as Jung (1971/1921) described 
when he said: 

Feeling, therefore, is an entirely subjective process, which may be in every respect 
independent of external stimuli, though it allies itself with every sensation. Even an 
"indifferent" sensation possesses a feeling-tone, namely that of indifference, which 
again expresses some sort of valuation. (emphasis Jung's, p. 434)  

    Feeling that "allies itself with every sensation" is describing body sensation and 
what Jung did not say is that this is possibly because the body sensation precedes 
every possible feeling, which in turn would precede every possible affect. Without 



a perception of the sensation there would be nothing to judge or value and without 
the value judgment it could not turn into an affect. Jung (1971/1921) describes this 
when he goes on to say: 

When the intensity of feeling increases, it turns into an affect, i.e., a feeling-state 
accompanied by marked physical innervations. Feeling is distinguished from affect 
by the fact that it produces no perceptible physical innervations, i.e., neither more 
nor less than an ordinary thinking process. (emphasis Jung's, p. 434)  

    In this short description, Jung distinguishes the difference between the feeling 
function and affect or human emotion and suggests that they are separate aspects of 
psychic energy, but aspects that are closely related, because it is the intensity of the 
value judgment given by the feeling function that creates or, as Jung puts it, turns 
into affect or human emotion. Obviously affect can be brought on by any of the 
functions in ordinary life. However, at birth or shortly thereafter, feeling will turn 
into an affect based only on conscious body sensations or perception of the body 
experience. If intuition and thinking are unconscious, as I believe them to be, they 
will not be evaluated; the conscious evaluation will be concerning the conscious 
sensate experience. Sensation will flow out of intuition and proceed to conscious 
feeling, which will register as an unconscious thought in the thinking function.  

    I think that Jung's description of feeling is adequate in every respect and can be 
applied to the infant at birth, which the mythology is describing in another, more 
pictorial manner, using the images and archetypes as personifications of minute 
psychic energy that is difficult, but not impossible, to describe by other means. 
Lucifer, as the Serpent/Devil archetype and one of the important archetypes in 
Judaic-Christian mythology, appears to me to be the personification of the psychic 
energy contained in the function of conscious introverted sensation. If that is so, 
his importance as an archetype may be important to developmental psychology that 
attempts to see archetypes and mythology as instinctual patterns of energy that 
represent psychological experience.  

    Godwin (1990) describes Lucifer, the Fallen Angel archetype, as the "Morning 
Star" (see Figure 33) archetype:  

Lucifer's other title is "The Morning Star," the star which heralds the rising sun, 
and we discover that this story is a borrowing from the even earlier legend of 
Shaher. This Canaanite deity of the Dawn was born out of the womb or "Pit" of the 
great Mother Goddess. Shaher, like Lucifer, was The Morning Star who was the 
last light to proudly defy the rising sun. He attempted to storm the solar throne of 



light, but was cast down from heaven for his impudence. This ancient epic was 
recorded seven centuries before Christ in a Canaanite scripture. Five centuries later 
a Hebrew scribe copied it almost verbatim, but borrowed the word to put into the 
mouth of the prophet Isaiah. (emphasis mine, p. 91)  

    Lucifer's image obviously did not begin with Hebrew mythology, but had its 
roots in other ancient, primitive religions. Serpent gods were prevalent in these 
cultures without the pejorative connotations of the Genesis myth. Campbell (1964) 
tells us: "In Eve's scene at the tree, nothing is said to indicate that the serpent who 
appeared and spoke to her was a deity in his own right, who had been revered in 
the Levant for at least seven thousand years before the composition of the Book of 
Genesis" (emphasis mine, p. 9).  

    That the archetypes and, particularly, the archetype of the Serpent Lord, which 
was the probable prototype for Lucifer and the Serpent in Genesis, are repeated in 
numerous mythologies down through the centuries, indicates that they are 
universal and that they represent psychological and physical experience. 
Cosmological myths or any myth of beginnings, such as Lucifer, contain a 
description of primal individual experience, the microcosm contained within an 
apparent description of the macrocosm, mirror reflections of one another and 
identical. It is for this reason that the cosmological myths can be seen as an attempt 
to describe not only the creation of the world, but the creation of the human child, 
as she or he creates the world. They are, therefore, relevant to developmental 
psychology, which thus far has only hinted at this connection.  

    The myth of Lucifer as the Fallen Angel may not be described in the orthodox 
scriptures, yet the influence of this myth upon those religions that describe angels 
cannot be underestimated. This is particularly true of Christianity, because without 
the Fall of both Lucifer and mankind, there would be no need for the redemption 
by Christ. If this is so, a psychological interpretation of the myth of angels, and 
especially the myth of the fallen angel as a prototype of fallen man, appears 
relevant.  
 
 
 

 
 
 



Moses as Divine and Human Child: The Hero Archetype, Confidant of Angels 

 
    The motif of the fallen angel and the motif of fallen humanity both appear to be 
related to the abandoned child/hero archetype, who usually is a divine or magical 
child, and like Lucifer or Adam and Eve, has lost his original parents or original 
home. The purpose of his journey is to find what was lost, what Campbell calls 
"his ultimate god." Campbell (1973) describes the hero thus: 

The two--the hero and his ultimate god, the seeker and the found--are thus 
understood as the outside and inside of a single, self-mirrored mystery, which is 
identical with the mystery of the manifest world. The great deed of the supreme 
hero is to come to the knowledge of this unity in multiplicity and then to make it 
known. (p. 40)  

    Moses is an archetype of the hero, expressing the dual nature of man (see Figure 
29). Moses, as Divine Child and confidant of angels describes in Genesis how the 
human child creates or co-creates the world with God. Moses, as archetype for the 
human child, tells the world that he was once one with God, is now separated and 
must make his way back to the Promised Land, a symbol describing the Self. This 
describes the universal human attempt to reconcile the opposites of consciousness 
and unconsciousness, or soul and ego.  

    The child lifted from the water represents the first separation of the four 
functions from the primal Self of undifferentiation. This is the first mother 
(parents) of Moses, contained in the Self and the soul. This is also another version 
of the separation of the primal waters, the Self personified as the primal mother 
and intuition personified as the primal father. From the separation of the Self to the 
soul or intuitive function describes the first instinctual movement of life and 
twilight consciousness or the beginning male God. The undifferentiated functions 
are contained in one function, intuition, which is the first light or form of 
consciousness (the instinctual and unconscious body sensations of the human 
child). Unconsciousness and undifferentiation that tips the scales on the side of 
consciousness represents the Father God, who is now the container, while the Self 
that remains (the equilibrium has been altered) is usually personified as 
unconscious undifferentiation or the Mother. In this way the primal parents have 
been separated by the Son, the Divine Child of intuition, who represents both 
parents but is a male child, showing himself to be a replica, a beginning aspect of 
the Father God or consciousness. The loss of both parents (the Orphan archetype) 



represents the transition from: first, the Mother (Self that contains All) to the 
Father (Soul that contains All) and finally to the experience of birth and the 
function of conscious sensation (the tragic and heroic ego). Consciousness and 
unconsciousness, the original parents, have been separated entirely, becoming the 
ego and the soul divided, with the Divine Child as the middle or connecting 
symbol, which can be called superconsciousness. The Divine Child's duty, as 
Campbell tells us, is to restore the unity in multiplicity that he once knew, by a 
return to the Mother, which is a return to the soul or Self, both being a state of 
undifferentiation. The soul (intuition) will come first, the first function to become 
conscious and the one necessary for a return trip.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 28: Moses from Water  
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Figure 29: Hero Archetype  

 

 
 

    Angels often appear to those who see or hear them, as something entirely other 
than their own psyche or as a gift from God. Intuitive knowledge that appears to 
come from outside oneself or which is not based on ordinary logic can appear as an 
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angel, especially if this is in the belief system of the individual. This knowledge is 
then experienced by the feeling function and expressed by the thinking function in 
the form of an archetype that describes the experience of the received message. 
This is a similar view to that of Princeton psychologist Julian Jaynes, described by 
Springer and Deutsch (1981) concerning early Homo Sapiens: 

They heard voices inside their heads and called them gods. These gods told them 
what to do and how to act. Their minds were divided into two parts--an executive 
part called "god" and a follower part called "man." When writing and more 
complex human activity started weakening the authority of the auditory 
hallucinations, the "bicameral mind" slowly broke down. The voices of the gods 
fell silent, and what we call consciousness was born. (p. 193)  

    Whether gods or angels, the message appears to come from the intuitive function 
and is then expressed by the thinking function or active thinking, both of which 
could be described as the "executive part called god." The "follower part called 
man" would correlate with the functions of sensation and feeling. Consciousness is 
ego consciousness, however, and does not come about without its opposite, 
unconsciousness, which can be seen as the silent goddess. I find it difficult to 
imagine, however, that early man did not have body consciousness in much the 
same way that modern man does, and it is possible that he had thoughts that he did 
not attribute to the gods. Certain otherwise unexplainable thoughts could be 
supposed to come from something other than from himself, which describes 
intuitive knowledge in many cases.  

    Identifying the human and psychological method of functioning does not refute 
the existence of God in any way, which the above quote might imply; what these 
ideas support is that God can only be known directly by individual human 
experience, which is a ancient idea.  

    The Divine Child archetype or the Angel archetype fits the psychological 
function of intuition quite well since the message of intuition often appears as 
something given with no effort extended by the receiver. Jung's description of an 
attitude of conscious expectation would necessitate an already existing thought that 
a god or an angel would respond to the expected message.  

    The impact of this can appear as a simple knowing, such as knowing who is on 
the other end of the ringing telephone, or as a Divine revelation, such as the ten 
commandments that Yahweh gave to Moses. Moses obviously expected God to 
reply and had an attitude of conscious expectation as he was given the message. 



This is how Jung described active fantasy as the product of conscious intuition. 
God or an angel of God gave the Word, but it was Moses (as Divine Child) who 
expressed that word by writing it on a stone and delivering the message to his 
people. In this sense, Moses was God's messenger. He is also reputedly the author 
of Genesis and several other books of the Old Testament, therefore, his archetypal 
influence upon the course of the Western world cannot be overestimated. Moses is 
the Divine Child and the story, the archetype that Moses gave to the world, is also 
the Divine Child. He personifies the human child, who creates his or her own 
reality, a reality based on the experience of the past, on what appears to be the 
known objective world, coupled with what is unknown, the message of God or 
angels from the inner world of the soul or Self. This describes the ego/body that is 
conscious, the soul, which appears unconscious, and the dynamics of human 
struggle to reconcile the opposites. The tragic Hero archetype, the ego/body that 
experiences the known world as separate from the subjective soul, overcomes the 
Dragon, which in the end is nothing more than himself, the innocent ego.  

    Every creation depends first on a destruction: Time cannot exist without a 
concept of eternity: The word is born out of silence. What is visible was first 
invisible. The feminine principle was associated with the dark and shadow side of 
God, later personified as Eve, the Mother of all the living. It is the Divine Child, as 
a symbol of the middle, that connects these two opposites and represents them as 
two aspects, one masculine and one feminine, of one undivided God in the form of 
the Divine Child God.  

    At this level, the Divine Child is Moses, Christ, Hermes, Mercury, Eros, or any 
archetype that represents a Divine Child, and psychologically, that part of every 
individual that is divine. The Divine Child also becomes the messenger, the angel 
of God or the Son of God, an idea similar to Thompson's (1991) description of 
angels. He says that "the idea of angels as gods, sons of gods, servants, ministers, 
watchers, holy men, appears throughout the ancient civilized world" (p. 148). The 
angel closest to God appears to be energy that is neutral and undifferentiated, 
energy that contains the opposites existing as one with God.  

    Angels and demons are another splitting of the opposites, like the knowledge of 
good and evil, or the splitting of the Self (the unconscious body, soul or intuition) 
and body (the conscious ego) or an archetype that contains both in one, like an 
Archangel or a Divine Child. The hierarchy of angels described in Judaism and 
later in Christianity appears to replace the hierarchy of the Greek and Roman gods, 



who had only a few winged messengers, the most important ones being Hermes 
and Eros. When the multiple gods in Greek mythology became one God in 
Judaism, Christianity and Islam, angels flourished much in the same way as the old 
gods of Rome and Greece. Hermes, the Greek messenger of the gods, known for 
his double nature can be seen as the same energy as Lucifer and the Archangel 
Michael, or later Lucifer and Christ, a splitting of the archetype that would shape 
and define Judaism and Christianity.  

    Hermes, as a Divine Child, represented a god of wholeness, and was associated 
with the number four, as Kerenyi (1990) shows us when he says that "the fourth 
day of the month was sacred not only to Hermes but also to Aphrodite, who is 
closely connected to him in other ways as well" (pp. 21-22). As an angel archetype, 
Hermes represents an angel of what would later be called the highest order; as a 
Divine Child archetype, he appears close to all the Greek gods and chosen to 
deliver their messages. Both Hermes and Eros can be seen as angel archetypes, and 
both are archetypes of the Divine Child. Both can also be seen as having a double 
nature or, put in another way, both possess two kinds of consciousness, soul and 
ego. In Judaism, the Divine Child/Tragic Hero is Moses.  

    Moses appears in Judaism as the first important personification of the Divine 
Child archetype, who is also human and of humble birth, indicating his dual nature. 
Thus, Moses can be seen as an example of the child on all three levels, the Divine, 
the psychological, and the biological.  

    Campbell (1964) says that "The name Moses itself is Egyptian. It is the normal 
word for 'child' and occurs among the names, for example, of the pharaohs of 
Dynasty XVIII" (p. 128). Moses also means to draw out (mashah), and it was his 
new mother, the Egyptian princess, who drew him out of the water and named him 
Moses, or Child taken from the water. Thus, it is the child archetype that leads the 
Jewish people out of Egypt and bondage, an idea that was to be continued in 
Christianity with the words of Christ. "Amen, I say unto you: whosoever shall not 
receive the kingdom of God as a child, shall not enter into it" (Luke 18:16).  

    Moses, who leads the people out of Egypt, does not enter the Promised Land and 
is only allowed to view it from the top of a mountain before he dies. The Divine 
Child gets a quick glance at the perfect place, but is denied entrance because of the 
sins of the earth child (his human nature) and then dies. This, I believe, describes 
his personification as the Divine Child of the introverted thinking function, which 
must "die" before a new thought can be born.  



    His successor is Josue (Joshua), which is the same name as Jesus in Hebrew, and 
both mean saviour. It seems rather curious that Moses, who was the greatest 
prophet thus far and who labored so intensely for Yahweh should be denied the 
final victory of going into the Promised Land. As a Tragic Hero archetype that 
represents the ego, I believe the myth is describing the necessity of the withdrawal 
(a symbolic death) of the human ego nature, in order to return to God or the Self.  

    This transition, from Moses as the old leader, to Josue (Joshua) as the new 
leader, is important for several reasons. It can be seen as a crossroads symbol, a 
place where opposites converge, as the old (Moses or ego) gives way to the new 
(Josue or saviour), and at the very point of convergence, they become identical. 
The death of Moses symbolizes the death of the Earth or human Child (ego) and 
can be compared with the death of Christ, who is also a Divine Child (ego as Hero) 
archetype. And Josue, who succeeds Moses, has the same name as Christ, Jesus or 
saviour. It is by death that the Divine Child enters into the Promised Land and 
becomes the saviour, which was the same experience of the crucified Christ many 
years later.  

    Psychologically, this can be seen as the death of the ego and the differentiated 
ego functions, which return the human child to the state of original oneness or to 
the state of the undifferentiated functions of sensation, feeling, thinking, or 
intuition, the instinct that becomes archetype of Divine Child. Mystical experience 
described in all major religions appear to support this idea. The ego and ego 
consciousness, both reflections of the Father God, who says "I AM," reflect the 
worship of consciousness, which necessarily negates the opposite position or 
worship of the Goddess, who is now represented as the golden calf, another child 
symbol, this time connected to animals (instincts) and the feminine, as the cow was 
sacred to the Egyptians. The thinking function, as the end product of all the ego 
functions, was hailed as the one true God and associated with Adam and the 
masculine, while the feeling function, associated with Eve, desire, the feminine, 
and her close relationship with the serpent or the function of conscious sensation, 
were oppressed. The Word was the only true image, and all other images, seen to 
be worshipped as though they were gods, were to be forsaken. Thus, the archetype 
itself, especially as the written word, became a Divine Child. It told a story that 
necessarily contained the opposites and what was accepted as "true" negated the 
opposite position to "false." The conscious position negated the opposite position 
to the unconscious. The Goddess or the unconscious was destined to return, 
however, contained in the Divine Child archetype (her lover and her son), who 



expresses both principles, masculine and feminine, in one archetype. With the 
death of the ego in the conscious thinking function, the unconscious position can 
be seen, uniting the opposites by the Divine Child archetype.  

    Campbell (1964), put it thus concerning the Earth Mother: 

Mother Nature, Mother Eve, Mother Mistress-of-the-World is there to be dealt with 
all the time, and the more sternly she is cut down, the more frightening will her 
Gorgoneum be. This may cause her matricidal son to achieve a lot of extremely 
spectacular escape work, and he may end by becoming master of the surface of the 
earth; but, oh, my! what a Sheol he will know--and yet not know--within, where 
his paradise should have been! (p. 153)  

    This describes the hero unwilling to make the sacrifice or "die," that is, return to 
the mother, soul, or undifferentiated state.  

    Moses has a dual nature, and the Divine aspect of that nature will appear as 
something outside himself in the form of an angel sent by God. God's angel 
appeared to Moses in a flame of fire, and many divine revelations in the Old and 
New Testaments are dreams or visions accompanied by an angel.  

    It would seem that Yahweh gave the Word to a child archetype, who was to 
become the spokesperson for the Father God and the deliverer of God's message to 
His people. The myth of Moses appears to be telling us that the child, which his 
name suggests, creates the Word and the world. The psychological functions that 
Moses represents most are first, intuition (Divine Child), and second, sensation 
(human child and Tragic Hero or ego). That which he received and expressed 
through the conscious, subjective ego thinking function, with the suppression of 
feeling, was attributed to the Divine Father God.  

    The Word, written on stone by God and given to Moses, represents the archetype 
itself, the manifestation of all instinctual experience given form by language and 
the thinking function. The first level of the story, indeed, the total myth itself is the 
Divine Child; it expresses the experience of its teller not only in the spoken word, 
but by the written word, a feat that no other animal on earth can duplicate. As a 
metaphor, the written word has the power to describe two or more seemingly 
unrelated topics that can on a deeper level be seen as the expression of one 
meaning. Fact and fiction, two opposites that appear divided, can be seen as having 
a single source, united by the archetype of the Divine Child.  



    "And there arose no more a prophet in Israel like unto Moses, whom the Lord 
knew face to face" (Deuteronomy 34: 10). As the greatest prophet in Israel, Moses 
as a Divine Child archetype, saw God face to face. I will conclude this chapter with 
the following idea: It is the child, like Moses, human and divine, who sees God 
(known by and through the body) and is co-creator of the universe, recording his or 
her experience, creating the archetype that was first an instinct.  

    This takes place in the psychological and instinctual function of intuition, where 
mother, father, and child archetypes exist as one and the function of thinking, 
which seeks to express that oneness by the archetype. Active thinking is the fruit of 
passive thinking. Sensation and feeling are the root and tree that bears them both, 
the living experience that finds a voice in the archetype, records and gives form to 
history, literature, religion, art, and science.  
 
 

 
 
 

If a world-wide consciousness could arise that all division and all antagonism are 
due to the splitting of opposites in the psyche, then one would really know where 
to attack. 

(Jung, C. (1957). The undiscovered self, p. 113)  

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 

Chapter 5: Second Prelude to Genesis:  

The Four Archangels of Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel as  
Personifications of Neutral or Undifferentiated Psychic Energy 
 

 

 

   In Chapter 5 I will analyze and interpret the symbolism of the four Archangels: 
Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel, as personifications of neutral psychic energy 
that leads back to a state of undifferentiation (see Figure 30). This would describe a 
return to Paradise theme or a return to the Self. As psychic energy that flows out of 
the Self in the beginning of life, however, I see the Archangels as comparable with 
the archetypes of God (Michael), the Serpent (Uriel), Eve (Raphael) and Adam 
(Gabriel), while one with God in the Garden of Eden. God and Michael represent 
the psychological function of undifferentiated intuition; the Serpent and Uriel 
represent the function of undifferentiated sensation; Eve and Raphael represent the 
function of undifferentiated feeling; and Adam and Gabriel represent the function 
of undifferentiated thinking.  

   That they have been created as archetypes of a supreme archetype (out of the 
center, void, or Self) introduces the theme of the twin archetype (same but 
different) and the theme of the Angel archetype (most like God). It also introduces 
the theme of the Divine Child because each archetype, whether a divine or human 
personification or a psychic function, is still one with the creator or innocent and 
perfect. Creation necessitates separation, however, implying that this can be seen 
as a description of the earliest psychological differentiation of the Self. The four 
functions, as an archetypal structure of the human soul and body have begun, on 
earth and in Heaven, in the womb of the human mother, symbolized by Paradise.  

   I suggest that the theme of neutral and undifferentiated energy is important 
because it is a description of the union of opposites as a representation of the 



process of individuation as a continuous spiral cycle in the beginning of life, and 
ever present thereafter. I also suggest that the German mystic, Meister Eckhart, and 
the California philosopher, Franklin Merrell-Wolff, are often describing the same 
energy in different words, which I will analyze before a discussion of the 
symbolism present in each Archangel.  
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Figure 30: Four Archangels  

 

 
 

 
Figure 31: Four Apos  
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Figure 32: Eight Energy Patterns  
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Figure 33: The Morning Star  
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Disinterest and the High Indifference: Two Concepts Describing Neutral or 
Undifferentiated Psychic Energy 

 
   Meister Eckhart (Blakney, 1941), long before Jung introduced the same idea into 
psychology, said the following:  

The whole scattered world of lower things is gathered up to oneness when the soul 
climbs up to that life in which there are no opposites. Entering the life of reason, 
opposites are forgotten, but where this light does not fall, things fall away to death 
and destruction. (my emphasis, p. 173)  

   Eckhart apparently equated reason, which I would describe as equivalent to the 
thinking function, as the primary route to all higher knowledge, and many of his 
descriptions appear to be describing the split between the two sides of the thinking 
function, although earlier he describes the eternal birth or birth that takes place in 
the soul in the following words:  

Thus it is true that, if you are to experience this noble birth, you must depart from 
all crowds and go back to the starting point, the core (of the soul) out of which you 
came. The crowds are the agents of the soul and their activities; memory, 
understanding, and will, in all their diversifications. You must leave them all; sense 
perception, imagination, and all that you discover in self or intend to do. After that, 
you may experience this birth--but otherwise not--believe me! (p. 118)  

   Here Eckhart makes it clear that the departure is one of the ego and all ego 
functions and a return to the core of the soul or what I would call the archetype for 
the psychological function of intuition, which is also the core "out of which you 
came," if the procession is first Self, then soul, and finally, ego. Obviously there 
can be a coniunctio within each of the functions of thinking, feeling, or sensation, 
and if this happens in one function, it affects the other functions profoundly. 
Eckhart appears to have experienced the union of opposites in the thinking 
function or at least he thought so; what he thought was logical and reasonable 
language has usually been interpreted as mysticism.  

   The California philosopher Franklin Merrell-Wolff (1976) describes the 
possibility of what he calls "realization" from two functions, thought and feeling, 
when he says: 

For my own part, I have always found that cognition, when highly purified, could 
fly higher than feeling. It is perfectly true that Transcendental Knowledge is 



beyond thought, but, at the same time, it is equally beyond feeling and sensation. 
None of these three can be more than accessory instruments, and all of them are 
left behind at the final Transition. (p. 68)  

   As a philosopher, Merrell-Wolff also appeared to understand a return to the Self 
from the thinking function, which he describes as his own preferred method or, in 
Jungian terms, his superior function.  

   Merrell-Wolff (1976, p. 172) names the four psychological functions in his 
philosophy. He calls what I have referred to as ego consciousness the subject-
object consciousness that has three modes: sensation, affection, and cognition. If 
one reads Merrell-Wolff's descriptions of his terms, it is not difficult to recognize 
these modes as the psychological functions of sensation, feeling, and thinking, as 
described by Jung, and even though Merrell-Wolff was familiar with Jung's work 
(he thought Jung was the "greatest Western psychologist" (1973, p. 78), it is not 
difficult to imagine that his concepts came about from his own reflection on the 
possibilities.  

   What is of particular interest in his definitions of the three modes of ordinary 
consciousness and his definition of superconsciousness, which he equates with 
cosmic consciousness, Christ consciousness, and so forth, is that his idea of 
superconsciousness appears to be identical with the function of intuition. He names 
it "the symbol of the fourth dimension" (1976, p. 172). Thus, Merrell-Wolff 
appears to be describing two primary forms of consciousness that appear to be 
identical with what I have been referring to as the psychological function of 
intuition or the soul complex and the ego complex, which is composed of the three 
functions of sensation, feeling, and thinking, or what Merrell-Wolff calls the 
"subject-object consciousness."  

   Part of the problem in describing any experience has to do with language--which 
is often inadequate for the task. The word "indifference" seems to imply negative 
connotations that do not apply. In describing the reconciliation of opposites, 
Merrell-Wolff (1976, p. 313; 1973, p. 88) refers to indifference as the state of high 
indifference, attempting to rescue it from our usual understanding of ordinary 
indifference. Meister Eckhart (Blakney, 1941), calls it disinterest, explaining that, 
"pure disinterest is neither this nor that, it is empty nothingness" (p. 88). Meister 
Eckhart puts disinterest above love: "Experience must always be an experience of 
something, but disinterest comes so close to zero that nothing but God is rarefied 
enough to get into it, to enter the disinterested heart" (p. 83). Eckhart was correct 



for the simple reason that love, coming from two sides of the feeling function, 
cancels itself when united; when two become one, even love does not exist or is all 
that does exist. Nothing and everything become two opposites with the same 
meaning.  

   Merrell-Wolff's high indifference seems to me to be a pure objectivity where we 
simply observe the is-ness of things. I have used the word "neutral" (neither this 
nor that) in the same way that I understand Merrell-Wolff to use the phrase "high 
indifference" or Meister Eckhart to use "disinterest." The personification of psychic 
energy that is neutral finds one of its best representations in the Angel archetype, 
simply because angels are described as being the closest to God. They are also 
usually represented as being neutral in their sexuality (only the corrupted ones lust 
after the daughters of man), which probably symbolizes the merging of psychic 
energy contained within each psychological function or the energy of separate and 
seemingly opposing functions that have been reconciled.  

   When Eckhart speaks of a disinterested heart, however, he is not speaking of the 
thinking function, but the feeling function, which has suspended all value 
judgments and is in a neutral place. This implies a reconciliation between the two 
halves of the feeling function and a heart that is not divided, that is as pure, one 
might say, as the heart of an angel. It is even possible that thinking or reason, the 
exalted type that Merrell-Wolff and Eckhart describe, might require the suspension 
of value judgment or feeling to operate at optimal levels. Feeling would, therefore, 
not be absent, but raised to its highest level in undivided love. There is no thought 
that does not have feeling, in one of its forms, as the basis for the later expressed 
thought. If this is so, the importance of the feeling function has not been given due 
credit in the field of psychology as the possible ground for all cognitive thinking.  

   Merrell-Wolff (1973) describes the relationship between the feeling and thinking 
functions in the following way:  

In their depths, feeling and thought spring from the same root. This root, in its own 
nature as unmanifested, has a character that appears to the relative consciousness 
as both devoid of feeling and without conceptual form. But when realized, it has 
the value of fulfilled feeling and completed thought. Consciousness no longer feels 
a reaching out for an unattained completeness. With this, both thought and feeling 
lose their differentiated and therefore, identifiable particularity. But when the root 
is projected into the actualizing consciousness, it loses some measure of its purity, 



since to actualize is to particularize, even though on the most abstract level of 
expression. (pp. 177-178)  

   This appears to be an excellent description of the making of an abstract symbol. 
Even though Merrell-Wolff is not attempting to describe beginning consciousness, 
I believe the process is no different for a newborn than it is for an adult.  

   Returning to the functions, angels can be seen to represent aspects of all the 
diverse and complex psychological functions, but the mightiest angels are those 
who represent psychic energy that is neutral. Neutrality is the synthesis of the 
negative and the positive positions or the opposites. It is the third position that 
leads to the fourth or the state of undifferentiation. Since the state of 
undifferentiation represents Paradise, any archetype that presumes to be God-like, 
but not identical with God, might represent neutral or undifferentiated energy.  

   One of the best representations of neutral, undifferentiated energy, outside of the 
Divine Child archetype, can be found in the symbolism of the four Archangels, 
Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel. Michael represents the function of intuition; 
Uriel represents the function of sensation, although his position varies 
considerably, according to the myth; Raphael represents the function of feeling; 
and Gabriel represents the function of thinking (see Figure 30). 
 
 

 
 
 

The Archangel Michael as Archetype for the Psychological Function of Neutral or 
Undifferentiated Intuition 

 
   Michael is the first Archangel and a member of the first choir, the Seraphim, and 
appears to be the most important angel in all the Hebrew/Christian mythological 
literature, excluding the Fallen Angel, Lucifer. "The archetype of all Jewish angels, 
the Archangel Michael, is guardian and lifesaver through all of the Rabbinic 
literature" (Margolies, 1994, p. 260). Moolenburgh (1992) says: "The first is 
Michael, the one whom Daniel called 'the great prince,' who 'standeth for the 
children of thy people' (Daniel 12, verse 1)" (p. 88). Michael's name means "Looks 
like God" or "Who is as God," indicating his significance as the first Archangel.  



   "In mystic and occult writings, Michael has often been equated with the Holy 
Ghost, the Logos, God, Metatron" (Davidson, 1971, p. 194). He also holds the keys 
to the kingdom of Heaven, which I would interpret psychologically as a return to 
the function of intuition before experiencing the Self, that is, Heaven. Michael, as 
the benevolent angel of death, leads back to the "eternal Light" (Davidson, 1971, p. 
194), which I understand as the light of superconsciousness or the light of intuition, 
not the light of ordinary ego consciousness. What dies is ego consciousness that is 
replaced by undifferentiated intuition or soul consciousness. Thinking, feeling, and 
sensation must die, that is, become unconscious, before intuition, symbolized as 
the key, can open the door to Heaven or psychologically speaking, the Self.  

   Michael appears to be one of the earliest archetypes to be a "copy" of what is 
later, in Genesis, called the Father God. Cooper (1984) says of Michael: 

The fight between the Archangel Michael and the dragon is older than Christianity, 
which, as in so many other instances, adapted pagan myth to fit its teaching. St. 
Michael is the ancient Sun God who overcomes the dragon or serpent of darkness. 
(p. 50)  

   Like the Father God in Genesis or the ancient Sun God, Michael, as the first and 
most important Archangel, can be seen as a personification for the psychological 
function of intuition or undifferentiated psychic energy. This energy "kills" the 
serpent of darkness or the psychological function of conscious sensation. Intuition 
as superconsciousness would be the state of consciousness and unconsciousness 
united or undifferentiated and is personified as a god or replica of a god. What 
superconsciousness kills is the darkness of consciousness and unconsciousness that 
are divided. The battle of Michael and the dragon can be seen as a battle between 
the soul and the ego or the battle between the two psychological functions of 
intuition and sensation, which do not work at the same time, in the psyche of one 
individual. The archetypes portray universal experience.  

   Michael is associated with the planet Mercury, the smallest planet in the solar 
system and the planet closest to the sun. The symbol of the morning star (Venus, 
Christ, David) appears related, as both the morning star and Mercury are described 
as the closest to the sun, which in mythology often represents God. And Michael, 
as described above, was considered in early pagan myth, to be the Sun God. He 
also seems to have many of the attributes of the Roman god Mercury or the Greek 
god Hermes, both of whom are the winged messengers (angels) for the gods.  



   In the realm of the four directions, Michael rules the East (Burnham, 1990). East 
represents the place of beginnings, as in the dawn of a new day, the dawn of 
humanity, or the dawn of individual human birth. In every mythology that produces 
symbols related to the four directions, the East is related to the function of intuition 
and intuitive knowledge. If the womb is Paradise and the center, East of Eden is the 
leaving of Eden, and the psychological function of intuition, a reflection of the 
center, as Michael is a reflection (Looks like God) of God. If we think of intuition 
as sensing, feeling, and thinking on an unconscious and undifferentiated level 
where we move toward or away from the object according to what is necessary 
(without the necessity of a conscious ego), this makes sense. It also seems 
reasonable to assume that this would be our first method of knowing and the 
source from which all knowing originally came and continues to come, like 
Michael, in the form of a serpent that sheds its skin and is continuously re-born.  

   As an archetype associated with the East and a symbol of the one of the four 
directions, Michael can also be compared with the East wind that Andersen (1974) 
describes in the Fairy tale, "The Garden of Eden." The East wind, personified as 
the fourth son and the mother's "favorite" carries the prince (that is, the ego), back 
to Paradise (p. 137). In this myth, mother nature puts her sons in a bag if they do 
not behave and they are reduced to silence (p. 133). This symbolizing by Andersen 
can be seen as another example of silencing the ego functions of sensation, feeling, 
and thinking, while intuition (the East wind) speaks. The direction of East, whether 
personified by the Archangel Michael or the East wind as described by Andersen, 
appears to represent the psychological function of intuition.  

   Of the Seraphim, Godwin (1990) says: "popularly known as the fiery, flying 
serpents of lightning, who roar like lions when aroused, the Seraphim are more 
identified with the serpent or dragon than any other angelic order" (p. 25). Michael 
is also identified with the lion. Jung (1958/1952) says that "Origen elicits from the 
diagram of Celsus that Michael, the first angel of the Creator, has 'the shape of a 
lion'" (p. 75). This may connote the importance of being first (King of the jungle) 
and the power of animal instincts, which to date cannot be explained rationally.  

   This sounds very much like the much older Sumerian archetype of the Serpent 
Lord, which contains lion-birds and serpents. Michael appears to be the first 
"Serpent Fire of Love." The lion head is also associated with the deity of Aion, or 
Time, an archetypal image that is winged (angel symbol) and enclosed in the coils 
of a serpent (see cover of Soul and Body, Meier, 1986.) The image of Aion (2nd-



3rd century A.D.) is a variation of the Serpent Lord archetype, which preceded it 
by at least several thousand years. As an archetype associated with the serpent, the 
lion, the first Archangel and himself considered a former deity, Michael can be 
seen as a variation of the Aion archetype. Actually, it would be the other way 
around, because Michael obviously preceded the Aion archetype by several 
thousand years. Being first denotes the end of eternity and the beginning of time, 
linking Aion and Michael, to creation mythology. As the Serpent of Lightning, 
"always associated with intuition and inspiration" (Fontana, 1994, p. 116), Michael 
roars like a lion, indicating the power of unconscious body perceptions, provided 
by an unknown "god."  

   Michael, as Prince, is also a Divine Child archetype, like his Greek equivalent 
Hermes, and he can be seen as neutral energy in the function of intuition, with the 
positive aspect being the Father God and the negative aspect being the Mother 
God. In other words, Michael represents the same psychic energy that Christ 
represents, and both can be compared with Lucifer, who represents the same 
energy before his infamous Fall.  

   As Prince of the heavenly hosts and commander-in-chief of the celestial army, 
Michael appears to be the most suitable Archangel to represent the first (and last or 
fourth) psychological function of the human infant, intuition. The celestial army 
that he leads is the energy of all the other functions, including himself, that have 
not been split or differentiated. Michael, as passive thinking or intuition, can be 
readily seen as human instinct; Gabriel, the Archangel that vies with him in fame 
and importance in angelology, can readily be seen as active thinking, the end 
product of the instinct or the archetype. Michael can be compared with the Father 
God in Genesis (intuition), just as Gabriel can be compared with Adam (thinking). 
If we consider the importance from this viewpoint, Michael would, indeed, be the 
first and most important Archangel for the simple reason that instinct precedes 
archetype and is necessary for the creation of an archetype. All ideas that are 
derived from the archetype are passive before they become active. Michael is the 
angel closest to God because both archetypes are a description of the first 
differentiation of psychic energy that flows out of the Self, where all functions 
exist as one.  
 
 

 



 
 

The Archangel Uriel as Archetype for the Psychological Function of Neutral or 
Undifferentiated Sensation 

 
   Uriel is Michael's twin serpent, just as intuition is twin to sensation and the 
Father God in Genesis is twin to the Serpent in the Garden of Eden. The lion-bird 
symbol describes the two functions that have been separated and reunited or in a 
certain sense, turned inside-out. Michael is the head of the eagle or bird; Uriel is 
the body or the torso of the lion. Michael is the champion of the soul (intuition), 
and Uriel is the ruler or champion (sensation) of the ego and beginning ego 
consciousness. The lion-bird represents the two opposed functions that are united 
and working as one animal, a combination of divine angel and human animal, a 
heaven and earth merged symbol. In this respect, the lion-bird is a personification 
of the energy of the god/man/child, later known as Christ, or simply put in the 
Hebrew religion, a man or child of god.  

   As the patron saint of the Hebrews, Michael (intuition) leads Israel (sensation) in 
the form of Jacob, who is renamed Israel after his wrestling match with the angel 
Uriel. Leading the children of God out of bondage (bondage being synonymous 
with the experience of the opposites) will take them through the experience of all 
the opposites until they return to the state of unity and become free. In other words, 
the experience of the opposites at birth throws one into Hell (earth) when the unity 
of Paradise has been lost. Michael, however, will restore the original experience, 
which is what happens in the psyche when the ego is lost and there is a return to 
soul or the function of intuition. The cry of Israel to "let my children go" is a plea 
for unity in each function, represented by the child archetype, who symbolizes the 
unity of opposites. The twelve tribes of Israel can be seen as the positive, neutral, 
and negative energy in each of the four functions, considering Israel as the birth of 
consciousness.  

   "Uriel," Godwin (1990) tells us, means "Fire of God" (or Light of God); "he 
presides over Tartarus (or Hell) being both a Seraphim and a Cherubim" (p. 52). 
This can be translated as conscious sensation (Uriel) that is identical with 
unconscious sensation or intuition (the fire of God). Unconscious sensation or 
intuition is the fire of God. Fire symbolizes transformation and Uriel can be seen as 
the fire or light of God, which is consciousness and unconsciousness merged. He is 



not, like Lucifer after the Fall, a symbol of introverted, conscious sensation; neither 
is he, like Christ, a symbol of extraverted unconscious sensation that has yet to be 
experienced. He represents the neutral energy in the function of sensation, when 
both sides of the function are united to make a whole.  

   On the compass points, Uriel "rules South" (Burnham, 1990, p. 164), which 
connects him to the sun (son of God, Christ or consciousness) in his positive 
aspect. As the angel presiding over Hell, which I would describe as his negative 
aspect, he appears also to be closely related to the Prince of Darkness. He "rules" 
over the unconscious side of the sensate function. In this manner, Uriel represents 
both sides of the sensation function that are united, neutral, and undifferentiated. 
Uriel, as the neutral energy contained in the function of sensation, can be defined 
as the uniting middle symbol within that function, with Lucifer on one side as 
negative energy and Christ on the other side as positive energy. When a conjunctio 
within the function takes place, the middle or third archetype, Uriel, flows into a 
state of undifferentiation (the celebrated fourth position) that is equivalent to the 
Father God or being one with the Father God. Each Archangel, described as the 
closest angel (image) to God, yet different from God, is describing each 
psychological function in its ideal form, that is, when the opposites of 
consciousness and unconsciousness have been united in superconsciousness or the 
Self.  

   As Archangels go, Uriel is usually considered the fourth and the least in 
importance of that quaternity; he is often tacked onto the end as an afterthought in 
many descriptions and occupies a position that appears to be interchangeable with 
many other angels. This is also a good description of the psychological function of 
sensation and its relationship to the body. The loss of superconsciousness renders 
the split of consciousness and unconscious negative, thus introverted sensation 
would necessarily be seen as negative, which is reflected in all cosmological 
mythology that describes a loss of Paradise. The myths, however, also appear to be 
describing how sensation is related to and connected with the function of intuition 
and the Father God. One function is no better or higher than the other if one sees 
that they determine and reflect each other, like the twin Serpents in earlier 
mythology.  

   Uriel is, Godwin (1990) also tells us, "the first recorded instance of an angel 
becoming a man" (p. 52). The man he became in the myth was Jacob (sensation), 
who tricked his father into giving him the blessing rather than his twin brother, 



Esau (intuition). Jacob and his older twin Esau can be seen as later archetypes that 
also represent the split in superconsciousness or human personifications of the two 
irrational functions. I see Jacob as sensation because he is the younger twin, who 
defeats his brother in the same way sensation, as the first function after birth 
defeats intuition, which is the first function in the womb. One can see all the 
experiences between the two brothers as the inner or psychic dialog between the 
opposing functions of sensation and intuition, and conscious and unconscious 
energy in the function of sensation, which is the same dichotomy that occurs in the 
Lucifer/Christ archetypes. Both myths describe the war between the psychic 
energy in the opposing functions or in the one function of sensation within one 
individual. This is recorded in Genesis, when the Lord replies to Rebekah, who 
inquires why the war in her womb:  

And the LORD said unto her, Two nations are in thy womb, and two manner of 
people shall be separated from thy bowels; and the one people shall be stronger 
than the other people; and the elder shall serve the younger. (Genesis 25: 23)  

   Intuition is the elder function that serves sensation. In psychological terms, this 
describes what happens in the human psyche; the function of intuition or the elder 
people will serve the function of sensation or the younger people. Isaac or the 
Father (thinking) favors Esau (intuition), and Rebekah or the Mother (feeling) 
favors Jacob (sensation). Here the conscious thought can be seen as 
counterbalanced by the unconscious feeling function, which in the end wins the 
contest. The fate of Israel is determined by a woman named Rebekah.  

   The man (represented by Jacob) that the Archangel Uriel becomes is also the 
human child who first experiences negative sensation at birth when consciousness 
and unconsciousness become divided, like the twins of Rebekah's womb, Jacob 
and Esau. The younger twin winning out over the older twin is the function of 
introverted, conscious sensation (Jacob). Jacob tricks the blind, dying father, Isaac 
(the function of conscious thinking that no longer sees clearly) into giving the 
blessing before he dies, (becomes unconscious). This can be seen as the old, dying 
thought that inadvertently blesses the function of conscious sensation, which will 
bring the new thought. The function of intuition is Esau or Edom, the red-headed, 
hairy, first-born who earlier sold his birthright for a bowl of stew. His birthright 
represents the position of intuition as the first function of the human child, while in 
the womb, a function which is sold or exchanged for food (the function of 
conscious sensation at birth). If one follows the complete story, which is not 



possible here, one can view Jacob's experiences and years of work and toil for 
Leah and Rachel to be a description of what happens in his attempts to reconcile 
the divided feeling function, represented by Leah (introverted feeling) and Rachel 
(extraverted feeling), yet another set of twins.  

   Graves and Patai (1989) describe the reconciliation of Jacob and Esau: "the 
Genesis account consistently favours Esau at Jacob's expense; not only by modern 
ethical standards, but by those of ancient Palestine" (p. 233). Favoring Esau over 
Jacob is homogeneous with favoring the Divine Child over the human child 
(intuition over sensation), but Jacob, as Israel incarnate, represents ego 
consciousness and consciousness not only of the Hebrews as a social group, but of 
the human child. Thus Uriel is the first Archangel to become a man in the form of 
the Jacob archetype or the function of sensation.  

   The chosen race can be seen as the children or the children of God, or the neutral 
energy in each function that is reunited, extending that apparently elitist archetypal 
thought into its more universal meaning. In other words, the Chosen Ones of Israel 
can apply to the inner children in the psyche (the functions that have been reunited) 
or the outer children (the children of the world).  

   Sexton (1993) equates Jacob and Israel with the missing feminine and the soul 
archetype. I am more inclined to think that Esau represents the soul and Jacob the 
body and ego body consciousness, which negates the soul (the function of 
intuition) to the unconscious. If Esau represents the function of intuition, the soul is 
not absent, but identical with the spirit and the body as unconscious feeling. 
Intuition is soul, spirit and body united. In this particular myth, consciousness has 
acquired a higher status than it previously enjoyed in Genesis, when birth was the 
loss of God and Paradise. Jacob represents a positive interpretation of the function 
of sensation symbolized by his wrestling with an angel of God and God giving his 
blessing. The reunited twins represent body and soul which are reunited, after the 
fight and separation of the functions.  

   The twin brothers and twin sisters are other personifications of the twin serpents 
of psychic energy. The theme of twins or older and younger brothers or sisters is 
repeated over and over in many myths, starting with Cain and Abel, a more 
negative version of Esau and Jacob. In this myth, Cain is an archetype similar to 
Satan or the snake, (the first-born conscious sensation) that kills his younger 
brother (that is, conscious intuition), represented as Abel, the brother associated 
with animals or the more primitive (first in the womb) function, like the hairy or 



primitive Esau. Esau and Abel were both keepers of animals, symbolizing their 
primitive aspects of energy (conscious intuition) that precedes ego consciousness.  

   The warring brothers describe the battle of psychic energy between the two 
functions, first one wins, then the other, describing the cycles of psychic energy. 
Neither Cain nor Abel continues the genealogical myth, but Seth, the third child 
(youngest child is usually the hero in mythology) of Adam and Eve, propagates the 
race. Seth, as the youngest child, represents the unity between the functions of 
sensation and intuition or neutral energy, whereas the Esau/Jacob myth describes a 
reconciliation between the two functions, neither of which is seen in its pejorative 
extreme, although the preference appears to be for Esau, just as Michael is the 
preferred Archangel, and both represent the psychological function of intuition 
which is preferred over conscious sensation.  

   Uriel, who becomes Jacob, known to be the "sharpest eyed angel of all" 
(Godwin, 1990, p. 53) reconciles the opposites in the function of sensation and 
represents a union of opposites or a neutral state within that function. Sensation 
that sees sharply would be an apt description for a neutral place that sees equally 
well from both sides of that particular function. One can say that the angel Uriel 
becomes a man or one can say that the man Jacob becomes an angel or God/man. 
In either case, the function of sensation and consciousness has been elevated from 
its previous lower status symbolized by Jacob finally being blessed by God.  

   Uriel can be compared with Lucifer, who also presides over Hell and is renamed 
Satan. Like Lucifer, Uriel is the "Bringer of light of Knowledge of God to men." 
The names and symbols used to represent the same psychological experience vary 
from myth to myth, but the function of sensation appears to have more 
representations other than Uriel to represent the same energy. This might be due to 
the difficulty in expressing the negative and positive aspects of sensation, which is 
the instinct of beginning ego consciousness and its dark "twin," the unconscious.  

   Neutral energy can be defined as containing negative and positive energy, being 
neither, and it is always a child symbol in this respect (the third position), just as 
Lucifer is the first and favorite child/angel of God, and Christ is later the firstborn 
child of God. In this way, neutral energy can be seen as a type of energy contained 
within each function that leads to the (fourth) undifferentiated energy that exists 
when the functions are not separate; this is the energy that expresses the unity of 
the opposites. The energy exists first in the experience, or one could say the 
experience is the energy and the symbol is only an expression of the original 



experience. There is a trinity within each function that leads to the quaternary, and 
the experience of the opposites united within that particular function can produce a 
vision, an angel, or an idea of unity. Meister Eckhart (Blakney, 1941) says:  

The soul at its highest is formed like God, but an angel gives a closer idea of him. 
That is all an angel is: an idea of God. For this reason the angel was sent to the 
soul, so that the soul might be reformed by it, to be the divine idea by which it was 
first conceived. Knowledge comes through likeness. And so, because the soul may 
know everything, it is never at rest until it comes to the original idea, in which all 
things are one. (p. 141)  

   That an angel is "an idea of God" seems like a pragmatic statement coming from 
a reputed mystic of the middle ages. It shows the value Eckhart placed on the 
Angel archetype as a personification of psychic energy meant to describe God and 
also shows his exaltation of the idea as a divine copy of God.  

   The Archangels Michael and Uriel can be seen as twin angels, both ideal 
reflections of God. They represent the first two irrational psychological functions 
of intuition and sensation that appear in the human child. Intuition is first in the 
womb; sensation is the first function to appear at birth as ego consciousness, 
negating intuition to unconsciousness. Michael looks like God because he 
represents the same neutral psychic energy. Uriel is the fire of God because he 
represents ego consciousness in the world. Intuition (Michael) and sensation 
(Uriel) can be seen as archetypes representing the first unfolding of the functions 
out of the Self and each reflect God in the other, one as soul and one as ego. The 
next ego function flowing out of intuition is the rational function of feeling or 
Raphael. 
 
 

 
 
 

The Archangel Raphael as Archetype for the Psychological Function of Neutral or 
Undifferentiated Feeling 

 
   The third Archangel to be represented as a personification of neutral and 
undifferentiated psychic energy within one function is Raphael. Raphael is 



associated with the direction of West and is the angel of death, like Michael, and 
the angel of love, the two major themes of all great literature. Moolenburgh (1992) 
says the following of Raphael: 

Raphael has his own place in the Temple, and that is on the west side. This is the 
last part of the Temple, the holy of holies, the end of the road. Even as the sun goes 
up in the east and sets in the west, so the voyage of man is depicted symbolically 
as a voyage from east to west. (p. 116)  

   The voyage of man, depicted symbolically as a voyage from east to west, appears 
to be also true in the realm of the psychological functions which appear in time as 
the same circular process, from East to South to West to North, reinforcing Jung's 
archetypal structure of the human psyche and his idea of a fourfold cognitive 
psyche that seems to be more organized than previously assumed.  

   Connolly (1994) tells us that 

Raphael is noted in Jewish and Christian literature as an Archangel and one of the 
throne angels. In Christian belief he is chief of the guardian angels and has the 
special task of protecting the young, the innocent, and pilgrims and other travelers 
(p. 95)  

   Raphael usually is depicted as the third Archangel of importance after Michael 
and Gabriel in Judaism and Christianity.  

   Connolly (1994) goes on the say that "Raphael is the angel of prayer, love, joy, 
light, providence, and, especially, healing" (p. 95). So many of the attributes of the 
Archangels appear to cross over from one to the other, such as light, with which 
they all are associated, that it seems important to focus on the primary attributes 
specific to each angel. With Raphael, that specific attribute has to be healing. 
Raphael's name means "Divine healer" or "God heals." Raphael is also a Seraph 
and "Chief of Guardian Angels" (Burnham, 1990, p. 104).  

   As a Divine Child/Angel archetype or energy that is neutral and undifferentiated 
in the feeling function, Raphael signifies the unity of the two sides of the feeling 
function. The positive and the negative are united in the third, neutral position of 
Raphael, which leads to undifferentiation and the experience of the Self. I see, for 
instance, the equivalent archetypes of Eve and Mary, as representations for the two 
sides of love in the feeling function, ego love and soul love. Subjective, introverted 
feeling and the value judgment it makes is based on the ego and ego consciousness 
(Eve). Objective, extraverted feeling and the value judgment it makes are based on 



soul or soul consciousness, which puts the object first (Mary). (This is a 
description of extreme archetypes, which I consider Eve and Mary to be.) Both 
positions make value judgments. Raphael represents the middle position of 
neutrality (also a value judgment, but different from the other two opposites) that 
leads to undifferentiation and a suspension of all value judgments in the feeling 
function. I see this as an ability that is crucial to healing and essential as a tool of 
the therapist or as an experience for the patient. Raphael can be seen as love in its 
highest form, love as a principle, or an archetypal experience essential before a 
return to the Self. Whatever the problem or goal is, it will not be accomplished 
without an experience of unity in the function of feeling on a conscious or 
unconscious level. I believe that all feeling is thought in an unconscious form and 
this is why it is associated with the feminine principle so often, at least in many of 
our Western myths and religion. Feeling is without form, without image, without 
words in its purest form, and like the excluded Goddess, is silent. The ability to 
love oneself without value judgments (or at least have that experience) is why 
Raphael, as a messenger of God, "heals."  

   Raphael, as Regent of the Sun, is closely associated with the feminine principle. 
A regent is often the female sovereign who rules in the absence of her male 
counterpart or is a prince carrying out the same duties. Raphael is associated with 
the sun, but he is not the sun, a symbol that usually represents God in mythology, 
just as the Archangel Michael is associated with Mercury as the planet closest to 
the sun or archetypal angel closest to God. Thus, the Divine Child archetype and 
the Divine Mother archetype are both played out in the figure of Raphael.  

   Concerning the Seraphim, Godwin (1990) tells us that 

their name actually suggests a blend of the Hebrew term rapha, meaning "healer," 
"Doctor" or "surgeon" and ser, meaning "higher being" or "guardian angel," The 
Serpent or dragon has long been a symbol for the healing arts, being sacred to 
Aesculapius. (emphasis author's, p. 25)  

   As Seraphim and Chief of the Guardian Angels, Raphael is associated with the 
Serpent archetype and can also be seen as a later manifestation of the Queen Lion-
Bird of the Serpent Lord image (synonymous with the Cherubim). Raphael or 
feeling is the first rational function to appear in the human child.  

   If we see the twin lion-birds or serpent/angels as representing a further 
differentiation of consciousness, after the functions of intuition and sensation 
become split, Raphael represents the differentiation of the feeling function that is 



still joined with the function of unconscious thinking. One set of the Lion-Birds or 
Cherubim can be seen as the two functions of intuition and sensation that are 
separated yet joined by the symbol of one animal. This would be Michael and/or 
Uriel, who represent the unity of the irrational functions. On the other side of the 
image, the Lion-Bird or Cherubim would be the two functions of feeling and 
thinking that have become divided yet are still joined, symbolized by one powerful 
animal. This is represented by Raphael and Gabriel. The bird, angel, or top half of 
the animal represents the divine, or that aspect closest to God, heaven, spirit, and 
so forth, or either function of intuition or thinking. The lower half of the animal, 
the body of the lion, represents an animal who is king of the animals on earth, and 
symbolizes the psychological functions of sensation or feeling or the body 
functions. Uriel or sensation turns into Raphael or feeling.  

   Godwin (1990) says of the Cherubim: 

Originally the Cherubim were mighty guardian figures which appeared throughout 
the Near and Middle East. The earliest Sumerian term is six thousand years old. 
This is found in the archaic pictogram of Ka-ri-bu. In this Ka is a head crying out, 
ri is a winged form which also suggests protection while bu is a sharp spear or 
sword like image which is associated with an armed man. Thus the overall portrait 
is that of a winged and armed guardian. (p. 30)  

   Whether Lion-Birds or Cherubim, the archetypal energy appears to be the same, 
signifying an important and universal human experience. Godwin (1990) asks the 
following question: "How such magnificent and awesome beings shrunk to the size 
of tubby little winged babies, fluttering prettily in the corners of Baroque ceilings, 
remains one of the mysteries of existence" (p. 28). I do not think this is quite that 
mysterious if one sees that the Cherubim are representatives of a Divine Child 
archetype. As such, they have the strength and power of both parents united in 
themselves. That is why they can be portrayed as ferocious animals in adult or 
child form. As a Divine Child archetype they represent energy that is neutral and 
equal. The rational and irrational functions are working in harmony, which they 
(hopefully) did as they became differentiated out of the Self and which is essential 
for a return to the Self. The lion-birds also represent the power of the human child 
who, in most cases, begin the process of individuation in a similar manner.  

   Perhaps the most popular and famous myth centered on Raphael is the story of 
Tobias in the Catholic Bible. With the inclusion of the myth of Tobias, Raphael 
becomes the third angel mentioned by name in the Bible; if Lucifer is counted, he 



becomes the fourth angel. (Uriel is not mentioned by name in the Jacob/angel 
myth, but is a supposition from other religious sources. Some say that Jacob 
actually was fighting with God.)  

   Thus, there is a fourfold theme of Archangels throughout the Bible, with the 
primary focus eventually falling on the Fallen Angel, Lucifer, who is the adversary 
of Michael in the realm of angels. Michael, of course, is the archetypal angel 
closest to God and the one who battles and defeats Satan. As psychic energy, this is 
a description of the battle between the function of intuition or soul (Michael) and 
the function of sensation or ego (Satan).  

   Raphael's place here is the reuniting of the two sides of the feeling function in 
order to cure the split in that function and by doing so, also cure the split in the 
thinking function, where one thought without its opposite dominates. This is 
represented in the myth by the elder Tobias, who is blind, that is, cannot see both 
sides of the thought. (Consider how many of the Patriarchs in the old Testament 
became blind.) Raphael cures the blindness of Tobias by putting the gall of the fish 
(a symbol for Christ) on his eyes, which symbolizes forcing him to see the bitter 
and rejected, unconscious thought, which is equal to his negative feeling, 
personified by his wife Anna. By a coniunctio in the feeling function and the 
thinking function, Tobias is cured and the family (the psyche) is restored to health. 
Raphael, as the angel of death, insures the death of the conscious ego, which is 
always an act of love or a sacrifice.  

   If Raphael is the patron saint of medicine (symbolized by the twin serpents of the 
caduceus or intuition and sensation that both contain feeling that is still neutral), he 
is no less important for psychology, which attempts to heal the soul. The curing of 
the feeling function appears essential in maintaining the flow of psychic energy in 
spirit, soul and body so that they continue to act as one undivided Self. The feeling 
function appears to be the function that unites the other two ego functions, 
sensation and thinking, in order for a return to the function of intuition, which 
supplies the gift of wisdom. Undivided love in the feeling function is the double-
edged sword of Raphael or the Cherubim. When this energy is neutral and 
undifferentiated, love and death have the same meaning; they are the twin wings of 
the Archangel Raphael.  
 
 

 



 
 

The Archangel Gabriel as Archetype for the Psychological Function of Neutral or 
Undifferentiated Thinking 

 
   The fourth Archangel personified as neutral psychic energy is Gabriel, who 
represents neutral energy in the thinking function. Gabriel is associated with the 
direction of North, which represents the thinking function in many mythologies 
(see Loomis, 1991, p. 40). Using the symbol of the four directions, East represents 
intuition, South represents the function of sensation, and West represents the 
feeling function.  

   Gabriel's importance is second only to that of Michael in the Hebrew/Christian 
mythology, although in the Islam religion Djibril, who is equivalent to Gabriel, 
holds first place. Djibril or Gabriel appeared to the prophet Mahammad to reveal 
the Koran, and like Mika'il (Michael) is said to have saffron hair, which is a red-
orange color, reminiscent of the red hair of Edom (Esau) in the Jacob myth. Both 
might refer to the red clay that Adam was formed from out of the earth and the 
psychological fact that passive thinking (intuition), comes first in the human 
psyche. Thus, the primary color of red shows up in association with Adam and 
Gabriel (thinking) and Esau and Michael (intuition), all archetypes for the two 
functions of thinking and intuition.  

   As the Archangel who brought the Word of God by the revelation of the Koran, 
the Islam holy book, the power and glory of thought (the thinking function) cannot 
be underestimated, and in its primal and earthly (red) form, all conscious thought 
was first intuitive thought. This is also probably why Michael and Gabriel are the 
only Archangels mentioned by name in the Bible. (The myth including Raphael is 
later excluded from the English version, a parallel perhaps, to the collective 
consciousness of Western society denigrating the feeling function as the thinking 
function escalates in importance.)  

   Burnham (1990) describes Gabriel in the following way: "He is the Angel of 
Revelation. He is majestic, richly attired, and depicted in Christian iconography as 
kneeling before Mary, hands folded on his breast or carrying a scroll, scepter, or 
lily" (p. 104). The scroll connects Gabriel with the Word, language, and especially 
the written word and its importance in Western religion, whether Hebrew or 
Christian. The speaking and the writing of the thoughts of man, given by God or 



through God by an angel, become the consummate expression of archetypal 
experience. The scepter denotes the authority of Gabriel and the thinking function.  

   Gabriel (thinking) kneels before Mary because Mary represents the unconscious 
feeling function, or love without ego. If thinking is the mirror image of feeling, 
given content and form by the expression of an archetype, it will finally reflect the 
unity of the ego and soul in the feeling function, but only after the cherished 
thought, long considered the highest ability of man, has been sacrificed by the 
conscious ego. A new thought can be born to replace the one forfeited. Then we 
have Gabriel, or neutral, undifferentiated energy and a Divine Child archetype, 
who is the Hero of God. The Hero is always the conscious ego, and it knows itself 
to be divine after the sacrifice, when soul and ego are united in one archetype 
expressed as the Self. Gabriel represents neutral and undifferentiated energy that 
has experienced and united both sides of the thinking function.  

   The unity expressed by Uriel as neutral and undifferentiated energy in the 
function of sensation renders a state of innocence to the human child and to the 
function of conscious sensation as the function that introduces humanity into the 
world of ego consciousness. This is expressed in the myth of Jacob after his fight 
and blessing with the angel of God. Thus, Uriel as angel of the South, who would 
oppose Gabriel, as angel of the North or knowledge, can be seen as innocence, 
which may be a principle of the psychological function of sensation, as love is a 
principle in the feeling function, knowledge is a principle in the thinking function, 
and wisdom is the principle of the function of intuition (see Figure 48).  

   The lily symbol appears to connect Gabriel to the moon and the feminine, as 
Chetwynd (1982) describes: 

The water-lily, confused with the ordinary lily is the light of conscious life, the first 
movement of life in the primeval slime. It is the earthly reflection in the water of 
the celestial moon--i.e., the reflection in human nature on earth of that heavenly 
light which is like the original light in the ocean of darkness, that swells with its 
fecundity and gives birth to the daylight sun/son. It is the original Flower of Light 
("Fleur-de-Lis") but in the West this became associated with the ordinary lily. (p. 
245)  

   Just as Raphael or the feeling function is associated with the sun, Gabriel or the 
thinking function is associated with the moon. This appears to imply the 
relationship of the feeling function with the thinking function in both symbolisms, 
if we take the moon as a symbol for the feminine and the sun as a symbol for the 



masculine, which is usually the case in Western mythology. The lily is 
interchangeable with the rose and lotus symbol, and all three images symbolize the 
womb and represent Gabriel's connection, not only with the Virgin Mary, but with 
birth. Jung (1959/1938) calls the rose a 

Western equivalent of the lotus. In India the lotus-flower (padma) is interpreted by 
the Tantrists as the womb. We know this symbol from the numbers pictures of the 
Buddha (and other Indian deities) in the lotus-flower. It corresponds to the "Golden 
Flower" of Chinese alchemy, the rose of the Rosicrucians, and the mystic rose in 
Dante's Paradiso. Rose and lotus are usually arranged in groups of four petals, 
indicating the squaring of the circle or the united opposites. The significance of the 
rose as the maternal womb was nothing strange to our Western mystics. (p. 363)  

   Thus, Gabriel is associated with birth, which probably represents a description of 
not only a biological birth, but a psychological birth, occurring when the two 
rational functions are joined in unity. When this happens, there is a return to the 
function of intuition and the process begins anew. Gabriel, like Adam, is 
representative of the birth or creation of the symbol or archetype. Neutral thinking 
that leads to undifferentiated thinking is equivalent to a return to the Father God; it 
is the function where the experiences of the previous functions are expressed by 
the formed image. Moore (1994) describes this when he says of the Annunciation: 
"It's an archetypal image, it's an image of something that happens eternally to us all 
the time" (p. 206). Gabriel (neutral, undifferentiated thinking) announces to Mary 
(agape love) that she is going to give birth to the Divine Child, which is a return to 
the function of conscious intuition.  

   Moolenburgh (1992) explains that "Gabriel is derived from the word 'gibor' and 
that means power or hero. From this word gibor is derived the word geber, a man. 
Gabriel thus means God's might" (p. 109). As the hero of God, Gabriel can be seen 
as an angel archetype representing the function of conscious and unconscious 
thinking that are united, also represented by Adam before the Fall. This is before 
the thinking function has become split into the two sides of introverted and 
extraverted thinking. Gabriel represents the same neutral and undifferentiated 
energy, the Divine Child/angel of the united thinking function.  

   As the "Hero of God," he is said to be the chief ambassador to humanity, a title 
that appears close to that given to Michael. Gabriel is associated with the moon and 
appears to be comparable with the feminine in a way the other Archangels are not. 
As Godwin (1990) describes, "Gabri-el is unique amongst an otherwise male or 



androgynous host, for it is almost certain that this great Archangel is the only 
female in the higher echelons" (p. 43). To call Gabriel exclusively female might be 
an exaggeration on Godwin's part, because the Archangel is represented as male in 
much of the literature, even though his image in art is often depicted as female. It 
appears more likely that Gabriel, as compared with the other Archangels, is the one 
most often depicted as androgynous.  

   This ambiguity concerning Gabriel's symbolic gender is especially interesting, as 
it connotes several important issues related to neutral and undifferentiated psychic 
energy. One of Gabriel's special attributes appears to be the gift of revelation and 
knowledge, especially as it is connected to the written word, and the other appears 
to be his connection with the feminine or mother archetype and the process of 
birth. It is always Gabriel who revels the knowledge of pregnancy to the women of 
the Old Testament and to the Virgin Mary in the New Testament. This knowledge 
is therefore connected to language and the word or logos and knowledge of the 
Divine Child. Perhaps this is why Mary is often portrayed in paintings as reading a 
book or having a book on her lap before the Archangel Gabriel appears to her. 
Moolenburgh (1992) tells us that "there is an old story which tells us of how 
Gabriel fetches the soul out of Paradise and instructs it for nine months while the 
body in which the soul is to live is growing in the mother's body" (p. 110).  

   Other versions of this myth say that Gabriel instructs the soul and right before 
birth, another angel comes and pats the mouth of the child, causing everything 
learned in the womb to be forgotten at birth. This delightful story represents 
Gabriel as neutral and undifferentiated energy in the thinking function, which is 
identical with the unconscious thinking function contained within the function of 
conscious intuition. The thinking function, which produces an isolated thought (the 
end of the process resulting in the archetype), is sacrificed for knowledge of the 
opposing unconscious thought, which brings forth a unity of the opposites or 
Gabriel in the form of neutral energy. This describes a loss of ego in the thinking 
function. In the beginning, however, in the womb, this cycle has not begun. The 
child is learning by one function only, which appears to be intuition. The neutral 
and undifferentiated aspect of that function, that is, Gabriel, is forgotten when 
opposites are introduced at birth.  

   The child in the womb is thinking all along, by the process or the instinct of 
intuition. Goldman (1993) says: "Intuition is not just a mysterious sixth sense. It is 
sense. Our intuition is our nature communication with our greater soul" (recorded 



lecture). This communication begins in the womb where the soul is instructed by 
the function of intuition and the invariably protesting soul that is removed from 
Paradise is the newborn child, as he or she experiences the opposites.  

   Gabriel is the hero of God because he represents psychic energy in the thinking 
function that is neutral and undifferentiated. He gives up his divinity, becomes a 
hero, for the sake of the divine birth, a new image, archetype or idea.  

   In summarizing the myth of the four Archangels as a description of neutral, 
undifferentiated psychic energy, I would suggest the following: The meaning of the 
myth of Archangels describes ideal human experience that is close to an idea of 
God. The image of the four Archangels surrounding the throne of God represents 
the four psychological functions of intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking in 
their neutral and undifferentiated form, which is close to the experience of Paradise 
or the image of being one with God. One can call them four major and different 
images of God. Michael, as first instinct (intuition or soul) looks just like God. 
(Spirit, Soul and Body are One.) Uriel, as the second instinct (sensation), is the fire 
of God and beginning ego consciousness. Raphael (feeling), as an image of the 
divine healing God, is love. Gabriel (thinking), as the hero of God, is the archetype 
that is continuously born, dies and is reborn as the Divine Child.  

   The same energy will later be modified (the opposites bring sin and a split 
consciousness into the world) and expressed in the human, earthly form of the four 
great Evangelists: Matthew (Michael), Mark (Uriel), Luke (the great physician or 
Raphael), and John (Gabriel) who wrote the book of Revelation, all messengers of 
the Divine Child, Christ. (See Figures 30 and 31 for a comparison.)  

 

 
 



 
Figure 34: Michealangelo's "Creation of Adam"  
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Chapter 6: The Myth of Genesis as a Metaphor for the Divine Child, the 
Psychological Child, and the Biological Child:  
Mythological Origins of Consciousness and Jung's Four Psychological Functions  
 

 

 

   In Chapter 6 I will analyze, interpret, and compare symbols and archetypes from 
the two Judaic-Christian cosmological myths of Genesis, with the four 
psychological functions of intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking, as described 
by Carl Jung. The Genesis mythology can be seen as a description of the child 
from four levels: the mythological level of the Divine Child, the psychological 
level of the child, the biological level of the physical child, and a synthesis of the 
first three levels, showing their connection at the depth level as a mythological 
expression of universal human origins (see Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12).  

   Genesis is seen as a metaphor describing simultaneously the physical and 
psychological birth of the human child. Genesis describes the origins of 
psychological development, including the split in what I am calling the 
superconsciousness of the Self, creating the opposites of consciousness and 
unconsciousness. A divided Self is seen to begin at birth in the conscious functions 
of introverted sensation and feeling and the unconscious functions of intuition and 
thinking.  

   The four primary archetypes in Genesis are described as personifications of the 
psychic energy in each of the four functions. The function of intuition is 
represented by the archetype of the creating Father God; the function of sensation 
is represented by the archetype of the Serpent; the function of feeling is 



represented by the archetype of Eve; the function of thinking is represented by the 
archetype of Adam.  

   Genesis is seen as a description of the psychological functions in a state of 
undifferentiation (Self) as the process of differentiation and individuation begins. 
Paradise is a metaphor for the undifferentiated experience of the infant Self in 
utero, as intuition becomes differentiated. The Fall of Adam, Eve, and the Serpent 
is seen as a double metaphor describing physical and psychological birth 
simultaneously, symbolized by the loss of Paradise. The myth describes the 
beginning of the conscious body/ego and unconscious body/soul in the human 
child, as the four psychological functions continue to differentiate from the primal 
Self, creating at birth the separated ego and soul complexes (see Figures 35, 36, 
and 37).  

   Intuition is the first function to appear in the human child and begins in the 
womb (symbolized by Paradise), followed by sensation, which appears at birth (the 
loss of Paradise), followed by the rational functions of feeling and thinking. I will 
compare these archetypes with divergent mythological archetypes and symbols, 
suggesting that they contain similar patterns of psychic energy, and that they 
describe universal patterns of human experience.  

   The cosmological myth of Genesis is a description of two major and universal 
experiences in the life of every human child, the experience of life in the womb 
(Paradise) and the experience of the profound transformation from the womb to the 
world, symbolized as East of Eden and the knowledge of the opposites 
(consciousness and unconsciousness). This is a description of basic psychic energy 
in a state of continuous motion, the first cycle in the spiral dance of the eternal 
return.  

   Conscious intuition as a psychological function that contains the other three 
functions in a state of unconscious, undifferentiated energy, is what I believe to be 
the key that opens the doors of perception, allowing us to see our original 
experience as it was once described in the cosmogony of Western humanity, the 
myth of Genesis.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 35: Adam and Eve in Paradise  
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Figure 36: Differentiation of Functions  
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Figure 37: Personifications  
 

 
 
 

The Mythological Level: Creation of the Divine Child from the First Divine 
Syzygy in Genesis 
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In the beginning God created Heaven and Earth. (Genesis 1: 1)  

   There is no beginning that does not presuppose the presence of an ending, and 
the first sentence of the creation myth in Genesis implies, rather than states 
directly, the opposites of ending and beginning. The ending inferred is the end of 
chaos and the beginning stated is the creation of cosmos or order. Thus, the two 
archetypes of ending and beginning can be said to be the splitting of chaos, the 
archetype in Genesis that contains the All, into the three archetypes of the Great 
Mother Goddess, God, the creating Father, and the Divine Child. These three 
archetypes can be seen as the female and the male principles, or psychologically 
speaking, the Self, Soul, and ego archetypes. In the original chaos, they exist as 
one and become three when chaos ends and cosmos begins, establishing the 
presence of three archetypes that reflect one another, not yet as opposites, but as 
mirror images.  

   Psychologically speaking, chaos or the void can be seen as the feminine 
archetype of the all-containing Great Mother or the Self. The Self archetype 
contains, with everything else, the three or four major archetypes of this 
cosmology, the Divine Father, the Divine Mother, and the Divine Child, existing as 
one in the undifferentiated Self. The Divine Father appears first out of the void, 
Self, or Great Mother archetype, as the creating Father God and represents the 
foremost form of consciousness, which is consciousness and unconsciousness 
united, in the primal function of intuition. With the establishment of the 
anthropomorphic Father God (intuition), time and consciousness have begun, but it 
is a golden time and a superconsciousness, a time of wholeness and perfection, 
symbolizing Paradise and the infant in the womb. It is a physical Paradise because 
pain and pleasure are not separate experiences and it is a psychological Paradise 
because the four functions are still contained, like the creatures of Paradise, in the 
Father God.  

   As a mirror image of the Self from which it departs, intuition contains the (All) 
same three archetypes of Father, Mother, and Child. These are the functions of 
thinking, feeling, and sensation. The unconsciousness and undifferentiation of 
these three functions produces the fourth function, intuition, as a necessary 
compensation or opposite. Still contained within the Father God, the three 
functions of unconscious thinking, feeling, and sensation exist as one function, 
intuition or the Father God. To be in Paradise with the Father God represents the 
first differentiation of the merged functions as the one function of conscious 



intuition, which is the opposite of the other three unconscious functions. Thus, 
consciousness and unconsciousness are still merged but can be seen and identified 
as the four functions existing as one (God).  

   The Father God has been distinguished from the original chaos or void, usually 
defined as an all containing Mother archetype, and these two can be seen as the 
original World Parents, separated by the "Son," who is also the Father God or the 
Divine Child. Abraham (1995) says "the word chaos originally came from the 
Greek word meaning "gap," the creative void that gave rise to Gaia (Mother Earth) 
and Ouranos (Father Heaven), or the gap between them from which sprang all 
else" (p. 67). This "gap" can be seen as the middle or male Divine Child (Eros or 
Enlil) archetype who connects and separates the World Parents. Because he is 
male, he is identified with the Father God and consciousness. Because he is a child 
archetype, he is associated with beginning consciousness. Since they are "one," 
either archetype can be used, and the creating Father God can also be seen as the 
creating male Divine Child archetype. This represents the creative energy of the 
conscious intuitive function (knowledge contained in the body) that is subjective or 
the energy of unconscious sensation. Father and Son or the two functions of 
intuition and sensation are still merged.  

   Although Genesis does not describe the Father God as the son or child of the 
void, as the Sumerian mythology, for instance, describes Enki, the god of Wisdom, 
he can be seen as such since he arose out of the chaos or void or Great Mother. The 
Father and Son as one theme will be introduced later in Christianity, where it 
appears to have the same meaning. When he (as Father and Son merged) arose, 
however, the Great Mother, that is, the feminine energy of the Void, came with him 
in the form of the undifferentiated function of feeling, the mate called Wisdom, 
who was with him from the beginning. Mother, father and child archetypes arose as 
feeling, thinking, and sensation contained in intuition, the Father God, just as Eve 
was first contained in Adam.  

   "God and the soul are essentially the same when regarded as personifications of 
an unconscious content" (Jung, 1971/1921, p. 248). The soul archetype appears as 
mate to the Self archetype, each a mirror reflection or twin to the other, 
establishing the difficult symbolism of sameness and difference simultaneously. 
The Father God or intuition represents a twilight consciousness that is still united 
with the unconscious, a state of being that is different from ordinary consciousness 
alone, just as it is different from total unconsciousness. As a beginning way of 



knowing, it can be defined as "knowing with--not knowing--that you know." 
Intuition can also be distinguished from the Self or Mother/Father archetype of 
undifferentiation because this aspect is different: In the Self archetype knower and 
the object known are identical, subject and object are one. Mythology 
accomplishes the subtle difference of Self and Soul by describing the male, as an 
archetype of light and consciousness, as the first one out of the void of 
undifferentiation. The first light, however, is not ordinary consciousness but the 
superconsciousness that precedes it.  

   Neumann (1949/1954) uses the archetype of the urorobos, the serpent who eats 
its own tail, as a symbol of the Self. This can be seen as a symbol that expresses 
the same energy represented in the void or chaos archetype of Genesis. Neumann 
(1943/1993), however, describes the beginning in a different way: "The time of the 
beginning, before the coming of the opposites, must be understood as the self-
description of that great epoch when there was still no consciousness" (p. 12). 
Unconsciousness, however, is not the same thing as undifferentiation, which I 
understand as a lack of boundaries where all opposites are joined and present. He 
goes on to describe this "no consciousness" state of being as the "round 
"container," that is, the maternal womb, but also as the union of masculine and 
feminine opposites, the World Parents joined in perpetual cohabitation (p. 13).  

   The description of no consciousness would be a state of total unconsciousness, 
and if that is so, Neumann has left out the masculine archetype, that of 
consciousness. If the opposites exist in perpetual cohabitation as the World Parents, 
which I agree is the case, consciousness would be just as present as 
unconsciousness. In fact, you could say there is no difference. Neumann does not 
make this distinction, however, and splits the Self archetype, which can be 
symbolized as the uroboros, the void or the womb, into the World Parents of 
consciousness and unconsciousness, delegating the feminine archetype to the 
unconscious and the masculine archetype to the conscious.  

   The problem is that consciousness thereafter is "masculine" and unconsciousness 
is "feminine," and the great uroboros (Self or void) appears thereafter to be only 
feminine or unconsciousness, whereas ego consciousness is representative of the 
masculine (Neumann, 1949/1993, p. 25). Even though this distinction can be made 
later, the uroboros, void, or Self must be seen as the feminine archetype that 
contains everything else; the Father God must also be seen as one who contains the 
all, in a slightly modified (reversed) form that represents the first form of 



consciousness, intuition, or soul. This is the purpose of the male archetype in the 
original creation myth, whether as Divine Father or Divine Child.  

   Just as readily apparent as the World Parents, is the third archetype, that middle 
space that divides and connects the opposing principles. The personification of this 
energy is symbolized by the child archetype, human, divine, or any symbol that 
represents the opposites (parents) united or separated, such as seed, fruit, or a child 
animal, that is, a lamb, calf, or kid. The Divine Child archetype can be seen as an 
archetype of the Self, the soul, or the ego.  

   There is no mention of the Hero or Divine Child who is still contained in the 
uroboros, or the Child archetype that unites or separates the opposites, until much 
later in Neumann's description. This is probably because the ego consciousness 
that he describes does not begin at birth, although he describes quite well 
consciousness that is related to the body when he says: 

The fact that its organic substrate derives embryologically from the ectoderm 
shows that consciousness was a kind of sense organ; yet it was already 
differentiated in two directions and could perceive images coming from outside as 
well as from inside. (1949/1993, p. 295)  

   I believe the cosmological material is describing this kind of early consciousness, 
today called awareness, in addition to possible later experience.  

   "The fact that the hero has two fathers or two mothers is a central feature in the 
canon of the hero myth" (Neumann, 1949/1993, p. 132). I think this symbolism can 
also be seen much earlier than Neumann surmised and described in terms of 
psychic energy and the four functions. In Chapter 4 I described the Sumerian 
cosmological mythology of Nammu (Self symbol) and the four gods of creation, 
Enki, Enlil, Ki, and An. Enlil (sensation) is the Divine Child or son/hero in that 
mythology with dual parents. Nammu and Enki are the first set of parents, and Ki 
and An are the second. Nammu and Enki can be seen as the Self and the Soul 
(intuition) the first parents who give birth to Enlil or sensation. Ki and An, feeling 
and thinking, or the rational functions, are the second set of World Parents, and 
they represent the archetype that has been created from the primal, instinctual 
energy of the Self, the soul, and the ego. The same energy can be seen in the 
Genesis myth, where the Serpent represents the tragic villain/ego, whose dual 
parents are the Self and intuition and feeling and thinking.  



   I see the Self as unchanging; it is not only the feminine and the unconscious, it 
represents and remains undifferentiated energy. What flows out of it (the Father 
God or masculine archetype) does not deplete or change it to an opposite without 
its other. Consciousness does not flow out of unconsciousness; both consciousness 
and unconsciousness flow out of the undifferentiated Self, which remains an 
archetype of the Divine Mother, Divine Father, or Divine Child. I see this as an 
important difference in my interpretation of the cosmological material.  

   To describe the opposite of the Absolute (the Father God) is to describe 
Nothingness, which in the myth of Genesis is the feminine principle. Nothingness 
converges with Everything at some point, this point being another archetype for the 
Divine Child. The feminine principle can be seen as Mal'akh, the shadow side of 
the Father God, once he has left the original void. The dark or shadow side was 
already there in the beginning as Proverbs 8: 23-31, speaking in the feminine voice 
of Wisdom, says:  

I was set up from eternity, and of old before the earth was made. The depths were 
not as yet, and I was already conceived, neither had the fountains of waters as yet 
sprung out: The mountains with their huge bulk had not as yet been established: 
before the hills I was brought forth; He had not yet made the earth, nor the rivers, 
nor the poles of the world. When he prepared the heavens, I was present: when 
with a certain law and compass he enclosed the depths: When he established the 
sky above, and poised the fountains of waters; When he compassed the sea with its 
bounds, and set a law to the waters that they should not pass their limits: when he 
balanced the foundations of the earth; I was with him forming all things: and was 
delighted every day, playing before him at all times; Playing in the world: and my 
delights were to be with the children of men. (Proverbs 8: 23-31, p. 649)  

   The personification of Wisdom as the Father God's playmate and co-creator of 
the world is the Goddess archetype, who is with God from the beginning. 
Psychologically speaking, she can be seen as the personification of the 
undifferentiated feeling function (the silent Goddess) that exists as one of the four 
undifferentiated functions of intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking. This 
establishes her identity with what I have called the soul archetype or the function 
of intuition. When the Father God flows out of the Self or void, he "takes" the 
Goddess with him as his dark or shadow side, that is, undifferentiated feeling. The 
undifferentiated feeling function can be seen as being personified by the silent, 
absent Goddess archetype in the myth of Genesis, although this same energy can 



also be represented by other archetypes who are male, such as the Archangel 
Raphael, who was discussed in Chapter 5. In either case, the psychic energy being 
personified appears to be identified with the feminine principle of undifferentiated 
feeling, or two kinds of love united, self love and love for other. Being with God 
every moment and helping him to create describes undifferentiated feeling that 
helps to give form and content to the archetype.  

   Wisdom helps her mate, that is, the Father God (differentiated intuitive function), 
create the world. This is a description of the human child as he or she becomes 
conscious and uses the psychological functions to subjectively create the world, 
which is always a creation of the archetypes. Wisdom and her mate, the creating 
Father God, can be seen as the functions of unconscious feeling and thinking, both 
of which comprise the function of conscious intuition, along with the Divine Child 
archetype, unconscious sensation. Thus, the function of conscious intuition can be 
described in mythology as Wisdom, the Father God or the Divine Child. It can also 
be defined as the primary function of superconsciousness personified as spirit, 
soul, and body that are united with God. This is the reason it is so often associated 
with the divine, whether God or angels. I have called it the soul complex because I 
believe it is undifferentiated feeling that connects the other functions to one 
another in a melodious way. Feeling gives meaning to life. The function of 
intuition could also be called spirit, for at this level, there is no difference. More 
surprising, perhaps, is the fact that intuition can also be seen as the unconscious 
body. Intuition is the function where spirit, soul, and body can be seen as a whole.  

   The Wisdom archetype in Genesis represents the function of feeling (conscious 
and unconscious), merged with the other functions in the function of intuition. The 
undifferentiated feeling function is God's playmate. Ego consciousness splits the 
Goddess archetype of Wisdom into a Goddess of Heaven (the Virgin or 
unconscious extraverted feeling) and a goddess of earth (Eve or conscious 
introverted feeling). It also splits the Father God archetype (intuition) into the 
creating Father God (still intuition) and his Divine and later fallen Son, who 
becomes the function of unconscious, extraverted sensation. God, as the 
personification of intuition and his son, the personification of unconscious 
sensation are one that have become divided.  

   In Chapter 4 the origin of the Hebrew word Mal'akh was described as originally 
meaning the shadow side of God and later came to mean messenger. Thus, Wisdom 
is the shadow (unconscious) side of the Father God, can also be seen as a part of 



intuition. When the psychological function of intuition is described as Wisdom, it 
is a description of the Goddess as undifferentiated feeling, identical with the Father 
God and the Divine Child God, the personification of undifferentiated sensation. If 
the Mother Goddess is associated with the unconscious or shadow side of God, the 
Father God archetype is associated with consciousness, the "I Am That I Am" 
delivered to Moses and Mohammed by angels or an angel (God's hero, Gabriel) of 
God.  

   Both males are archetypes of the Divine male Child, and both are given 
instructions connected to words and their expression. They were both to deliver the 
message of God to the people in the form of the written language, one became the 
Old Testament and the other became the Koran. As archetypes of the Divine Child 
both are androgens which Singer (1977) defines as "the One which contains the 
Two; namely, the male (andro-) and the female (gyne)" (p. 6). The androgen is 
neither male or female but one who has a dual nature, like the Divine Child. He is 
always the third person or the middle person of this trio and always a Divine male 
Child archetype in Genesis.  

   To speak or to write the word is to give expression and form to the content and 
implies an act of creation. Shiarella (1992) describes the Vedas in the following 
way: "The world's oldest scripture, the Vedas, contains language strikingly similar 
to that of the Bible: 'In the beginning was the Creator, within whom was the word, 
and the word was the Lord Himself'" (p. 106).  

   In the Vedas, it is the word as Shakti or the feminine principle or side of God that 
creates the world, while Shiva is the ground or void or mate who contains 
everything in potential form as Paramashiva. Male and female archetypes are the 
reverse of Genesis, but appear to be delivering a similar message; that is, it is better 
to stay in the void or Self than it is to be born. If you are born, however, you must 
find your way back to the center or the static essence of Shiva, who contains all.  

   Neumann (1949/1954) says that the original phase of consciousness as a sense 
organ is "marked by the functions of sensation and intuition, i.e., the perceptive 
functions which are the first to appear both in the development of primitives and in 
that of the child" (p. 296). Here, he rightly agrees with Jung (1971/1921, p. 454). 
Which function comes first, however, was never described by Jung or Neumann to 
my knowledge, but the mythology appears to support and describe intuition as the 
first function of Paradise and sensation as the function describing the loss of 
Paradise. Intuition as a container of the other functions is the mythological key that 



apparently reopens the door to Paradise. A few years before his death, in 1957, 
Jung said "you do not know ordinarily how intuition works" (Evans, 1976, p. 100). 
This implies that Jung thought that intuition occurs as phenomenological 
experience that is usually not in one's conscious awareness.  

   Human and Divine is the state of the child and humanity; it is the "and" that 
needs to be explored, as Restak (1980) quotes from Eddington: 

We often think that when we have completed our study of one we know all about 
two, because "two" is "one and one." We forget that we still have to make a study 
of "and." (Eddington, A. The Nature of Physics, Cited in Restak, 1980, p. 35)  

   This is just as true of the inner world as it is in physics, and perhaps, the 
difference is relative. When the inner world and the outer world are experienced as 
one, the "and" disappears and the Divine Child (Self) is born; he or she contains 
both.  

   In the Genesis mythology, it is the male child that is the creative principle, 
representing movement and action and his shadow side is the receptive, invisible 
feminine, the mother archetype, or the earth child (human) or the girl-child, who is 
always identical with the mother because she is always a virgin. This is represented 
in the myths, Christian and numerous others, as the Virgin Mother and her Divine 
male Child.  

   In mythology and fairy tales, it is often the second or youngest daughter that 
saves the family or kingdom, like Psyche in the Psyche and Eros myth or Antigone 
(whose name means in place of the mother) in the Greek myth, the youngest 
daughter and sister to Oedipus. It is the sister in the stories with brother/sister 
themes, like "Brother and Sister" by the Brothers Grimm (1992, p. 42), who is 
responsible for saving her brother by marrying the king and destroying the wicked 
witch. The youngest daughter represents the person who has the least amount of 
ego or consciousness (knowledge) and the epitome of this archetype is symbolized 
by the virgin who is, psychologically speaking, without ego consciousness.  

   At the mythological level, it is the story of Genesis itself and the author of the 
story (Moses) that is the Divine Child because both reflect the contents of the 
collective unconscious of that time and place through the expression of the 
archetype. A description of the contents, however, is subject to change, even 
though the psychic energy is universal experience. Both reflect the ego and ego 
consciousness. What changes is the dress they wear. New words, pictures, and 



symbols spring up from the wells of collective being, giving the emperor new 
clothes one minute and the next minute stripping him bare and crucifying him. 
Describing the experience in terms of psychic energy or the functions has no effect 
on the experience as universal and constant; what it does is to allow that 
experience to be described in a different (psychological) language and link it with 
cosmology. Cosmology attempts to describe the same beginning experience by 
symbols, archetypes and the use of metaphor or art, which often precede a 
"scientific" viewpoint.  

   The first Divine Child is the function of conscious intuition, which contains 
Adam in the form of the undifferentiated thinking function (Adam as the image of 
God or the image that will be created from the instinct or intuition). It also contains 
undifferentiated feeling that will become Eve in Paradise, and last but irrevocably 
so, it contains undifferentiated sensation, the Divine Child archetype, identical with 
the Father God, who will become the Serpent of Genesis. Before the Fall, all exist 
in innocence and knowledge as one.  

   This describes the child in the womb, who first shows life and movement by the 
basic instinct of intuition or unconscious sensation. It is also a description of the 
Divine Syzygy and their Divine Child in the first creation myth of Genesis, as the 
three archetypes change form (the functions differentiate) and become the three 
archetypes of Genesis before the Fall, Adam, Eve, and the Serpent, all reflections 
of the Father God, thus perfect in their first creation. This describes the human 
child in the womb.  

   Edinger (1986a), in a discussion of the first line of the creation myth of Genesis 
states: "The Greek term for prima materia is arche, the same word used in the 
Septuagint to translate reshith, beginning" (p.15). Previous to this he states that the 
Gnostics considered the first four words of Genesis as a divine tetrad, and the 
arche to be the mother of all things. In replacing the words of arche and beginning 
with the word mother, the first sentence can be read in the following way: "In the 
mother God (Divine Child) created the heaven and the earth." God is the archetype 
for the creative principle, usually represented as male, consciousness, 
discrimination, separation, and the establishment of order. This is the male half of 
God, whose name designates it as the male half, leaving the shadow and opposite 
side of these attributes to the feminine principle or still contained in the mother. 
This is the male Divine Child, who is the creator and the created simultaneously. 
"God" is the child and the child is "God." The Divine male child is "taken" from 



the two united opposites of end and beginning or first (arche) and last. He is in the 
mother in the same way Eve is contained in Adam as his bone, a symbol that 
represents the seed or beginning of something. (Feeling is the beginning of 
thought.) Thus, the first sentence can read, "In the Divine Mother, the Divine male 
Child creates Paradise." Paradise is Heaven and Earth that has been named, but not 
separated; it is the Golden Age where Mother, Father, and Child still exist as one. 
The three-in-one theme is present in the beginning of Genesis, although not readily 
apparent and becomes a major aspect of Christianity.  

   In Judaism and Christianity, the division into four as a "primordial cosmogonic 
image" (Edinger, 1986a, p. 15) is particularly important. The "one" God in 
Genesis, present and identical with his creation (Adam, Eve, and the Serpent) in 
Paradise is the theme of three-in-one that is also the fourth, the number of 
wholeness. The psychological parallel to this primordial theme are the four 
undifferentiated functions existing as one in the function of intuition. Both describe 
the child as image of God and God as an archetype of the Divine Child.  
 
 

 
 
 

On Earthly Paradise, Wind and Water  

The water you see here is from no source  
that needs replenishment from cloudy vapors,  
like streams that rise and fall; with constant force  
it leaves a fountain that receives again,  
from God's will, every drop that it pours forth  
to the two streams it sends across this plain.  
On this side, it removes as it flows down  
all memory of sin; on that, it strengthens  
the memory of every good deed done.  
It is called Lethe here, Eunoe there.  
And one must drink first this and then the other  
to feel its powers. No sweetness can compare  
with the savor of these waters. And although  
you may at once, and with no more instruction,  



drink your soul's fill from the eternal flow,  
let me bestow one thing more for good measure.  
Those ancients who made songs to celebrate  
man's Age of Gold, placed probably on Parnassus  
this perfect garden of his first pure state.  
Here mankind lived its innocent first days.  
Here is the eternal spring and every fruit.  
This is the nectar that the poets praise.  

(Alighieri, Dante (Matilda speaking),  
from the Divine comedy, Purgatorio, Canto 28, 1977, pp. 397-398)  

 

 
 
 

The Divine Syzygy of the Spirit and Water in Genesis:  
Archetypes for the Creation of the Divine Child, the Psychological Child, and the 
Biological Child 
 

And the earth was void and empty, and darkness was upon the face of the deep; 
and the spirit of God moved over the waters. (Genesis 1: 2)  

   Concerning the metaphor and Creation myths, Campbell (l988a) states:  

Creation myths, which, when read in their mystical sense might bring to mind the 
idea of a background beyond time out of which the whole temporal world with its 
colorful populations has been derived, when read, instead, historically, only justify 
as supernaturally endowed the moral order of some local culture. The social, as 
opposed to the mystical function of a mythology, is not to open the mind, but to 
enclose it. (p. 22)  

   It is the psychological that I wish to focus on in the myth of Genesis. The 
biological, however, is just as apparent, and both appear to be contained within the 
historic because the narrative and the narrator are the hero or Divine Child. It is 
history because the story always occurs in time, even though the contents are an 
attempt to describe what is, as Campbell describes, beyond time.  



   A literal interpretation serves the purposes of the child mind because it contains 
the contents of the metaphor, the biological and the psychological, in its depths. 
The archetype expresses what is unconscious but contained in the human psyche. If 
this were not so, the myths would fade and die. In reality, however, they only 
change forms and are given new names and become new myths which are then 
accepted as true, like the myth of the big bang, which describes the cosmology in 
the terms of our unendowed with the supernatural, local and hence culture, based 
on science instead of religion. The big bang theory is the archetype, the Divine 
Child of the 20th century; it defines the modern world.  

   In the Genesis mythology, the Spirit of God is the personification of the male 
principle and the fecundating principle in acts of creativity, whether physical, 
emotional or mental. It is symbolized by air, wind, breath, the word, the mind, or 
logos, all symbols associated with the masculine principle in Western mythology. 
"The wind is the fructifying bird known to the primitives, the ancestral spirit that 
blows upon the women, and also upon tortoises and female vultures, and makes 
them fruitful" (Neumann, 1993, p. 22). Spirit is the essence of things, the sum and 
substance of all the parts. Spirit describes the totality, psychologically speaking, all 
of the psychological functions working in harmony to produce a divine thought. 
Spirit is connected to ego consciousness, movement, and action on the one hand 
and soul and unconsciousness on the other. This description can be seen in two 
ways, which appear to be different but have parallel meanings, one psychological 
and one biological.  

   In a biological sense, the Spirit of God moving over the waters can, in a poetic, 
esoteric way, symbolize the act of human sexual love, union, and procreation. The 
physical essence or active principle of the spirit can be defined as the 
spermatozoon contained in the semen of a human male and described in many 
mythologies as a serpent or fish. This can be seen as the manifestation of the spirit 
in its most material and liquid form. If five hundred million sperm (Nilsson, 1993, 
p. 42) are present from the start, the one who "wins" the race cannot be seen with 
the naked eye, but is the result of sensation, that function so often related to sex or 
the serpent, whether negatively or positively.  

   Jung (1958/1952) says that Christ was equated with the symbol of the fish and 
the serpent: 

The serpent is an equivalent of the fish. The consensus of opinion interpreted the 
Redeemer equally as a fish and a serpent; he is a fish because he rose from the 



unknown depths, and a serpent because he came mysteriously out of the darkness. 
Fishes and snakes are favourite symbols for describing psychic happenings or 
experiences that suddenly dart out of the unconscious and have a frightening or 
redeeming effect. That is why they are so often expressed by the motif of helpful 
animals. The comparison of Christ with the serpent is more authentic than that with 
the fish, but, for all that, it was not so popular in primitive Christianity. The 
Gnostics favoured it because it was an old-established symbol for the "good" 
genius loci, the Agathodaimon, and also for their beloved Nous. (p. 186)  

   Thus, the symbols of serpent and fish describe psychic or psychological contents. 
It is also possible that they express a parallel meaning that is biological, and both 
can be present at the same time. In discussing the Gnostic symbols of the Self, 
Jung (1958/1952) speaks of the symbols of magnet and iron and lists three 
different forms of magnetic agents: 

1. The agent is an inanimate and in itself passive substance, water. It is drawn from 
the depths of the well, handled by human hands, and used according to man's 
needs. It signifies the visible doctrine, the aqua doctrinae or the Logos, 
communicated to others by word of mouth and by ritual. 2. The agent is an 
animate, autonomous being, the serpent. It appears spontaneously or comes as a 
surprise; it fascinates; its glance is staring, fixed, unrelated; its blood cold, and it is 
a stranger to man; it crawls over the sleeper, he finds it in a shoe or in his pocket. It 
expresses his fear of everything inhuman and his awe of the sublime, of what is 
beyond human ken. It is the lowest (devil) and the highest (son of God, Logos, 
Nous, Agathodaimon). The snake is not an allegory or metaphor, for its own 
peculiar form is symbolic in itself, and it is essential to note that the "Son" has the 
form of a snake and not the other way round; the snake does not signify the "Son." 
3. The agent is the Logos, a philosophical idea and abstraction of the bodily and 
personal son of God on the one hand, and on the other the dynamic power of 
thought and words. (p. 188)  

   The serpent that is not an allegory or metaphor, an animate, autonomous being; 
that is, it has a living substance of its own, is the human male sperm. The agent that 
is the inanimate and in itself passive substance, water, can be seen as the living 
water of life, brought forth by the act of physical feminine love or female 
ejaculation. This is represented in the symbol of the well as container or vessel 
(symbol for the womb or uterus). The well symbolizes the container for the 
inanimate and in itself passive substance, water. The depths of the well are the 



uterus, which contains and brings forth new life. The aqua doctrinae can be seen in 
two ways: The first is the actual substance of water brought forth in the act of love 
by the living female when she loves without ego or with agape love. The second, 
psychological meaning is that the water is the Logos contained within the feminine 
principle because it contains the ego and consciousness in potential or in 
undifferentiated form. The son that has the form of a snake (and not the other way 
around) is the living male sperm, the lowest (devil) and the highest (son of God, 
Logos, Nous, Agathodaimon).  

   In the alchemical literature (see Figure 1, p. 43 in Jung, 1954/1946) the living 
water is described as the Mercurial Fountain, and it is the first of ten images. Jung 
states:  

This picture goes straight to the heart of alchemical symbolism, for it is an attempt 
to depict the mysterious basis of the opus. It is a quadratic quaternity characterized 
by the four stars in the four corners. These are the four elements. Above, in the 
centre, there is a fifth star which represents the fifth entity, the "One" derived from 
the four, the quinta essentia. The basin below is the vas Hermeticum, where the 
transformation takes place. It contains the mare nostrum, the aqua permanens or 
the "divine water." (emphasis Jung's, pp. 41-42)  

   Here the symbolism can readily be seen to be both physical and psychological. 
The divine water flows from the physical body of the living female and this occurs 
when there is a psychological state of mind described as love that is without ego, 
unconditional love or agape love. When sensation, feeling, and thinking 
(represented by the three pipes) are in a neutral state, that is, without the conscious 
ego, they flow together into the basin, where they are merged or undifferentiated. 
This produces the mare nostrum, the aqua permanens or the divine water. That 
which is physical in the female can never be experienced by the male. It is in the 
psychologically equivalent experience that male can know female and the reverse, 
and the male/female or androgynous nature can be known in one psyche.  

   "Apart from autonomic changes, which do not differ from those of other types of 
arousal, and a decrease in sensitivity to pain that suggests the release of 
endorphins, almost nothing is known of the physiology of orgasm" (Freeman, l995, 
p. 122). This appears to be the case, especially in the physiology of the female, 
although the myth may describe what science has yet to put into words.  

   The living water, that is, the water of female emission, can be seen in many 
symbolic images and is described in fiction and other literature, whereas modern 



psychologists studying human sexuality debate whether such a thing even exists. 
Denney and Quadagno (1988) state the following concerning female ejaculation as 
described in 1950 by Grafenberg: "No proof of this has been established at the time 
of this writing, and the G spot has never been anatomically located at the time of 
surgery or at autopsy" (p. 2). No doubt that is because there is no spot or button on 
the human female anatomy to push; the water produced is a physiological result of 
a psychological state of being. It is a result of agape love that sacrifices ego/self for 
other. This is the living water of mare nostrum, the aqua permanens, or the divine 
water.  

   The empty womb is symbolized by the empty earth. Darkness describes the state 
of the womb before conception or penetration. The earth or the woman before the 
first act of love is a virgin. The version of the description of creation from Genesis 
quoted above uses the language "moved over the waters"; another version (King 
James) uses "moved upon the face of the waters." Over the waters and upon the 
face of the waters both describe the movement of the spirit (sperm or seed) to its 
destination, its journey to the unfertilized egg. Nilsson (1993) says, "Conception is 
more likely if intercourse coincides with ovulation. The mucus of the cervix and 
uterus is then runny and transparent, permitting the sperm to swim upward to the 
ovum with ease" (p. 43). Here the sperm can be compared with the image of two 
creatures connected with water: a fish, often a symbol associated with Christ, and a 
serpent, also associated with Christ and God in many ancient religions, including 
Judaism.  

   Graves and Patai (1989) state: 

The heretical Ophites of the first century A.D. believed that the world had been 
generated by a serpent. The Brazen Serpent made, according to Hebrew tradition, 
by Moses at God's command (Numbers xxi. 8-9) and revered in the Temple 
Sanctuary until the reforming King Hezekiah destroyed it (2 Kings xviii. 4), 
suggests that Yahweh had at one time been identified with a Serpent-god--as Zeus 
was in Orphic art. (p. 32)  

   The transparent water of the cervix and uterus can be seen as the creative 
feminine principle--the water of life that is often symbolized as a fountain--and the 
female promulgation that bubbles forth in the act of love, assisting in the delivery 
of the sperm to its destination. The primal waters usually symbolize the feminine 
principle in some aspect. Westman (1991) equates the water with Eve: 



The name Eve is the personification of the primal water out of which everything 
has its origin, not only present-day scientific theories but also mythologies from 
ever so many cultures. "The mother of all the living" in Genesis 3:20 is also 
mentioned in a different form: "And God said: 'Let the waters bring forth swarms 
of living creatures.' After all, the primal habitat of the human foetus, the "waters" 
of the womb, is an actual life experience. (p. 417)  

   But, water even more primal than that of the first habitat of the human foetus is 
that water that issues forth in the act of physical love, determined by a 
psychological state of mind. This is agape love because it has to do with the 
principle of loving without ego. In this respect, the water symbolizes the feminine 
principle in its most glorified form (the Divine Goddess), and it is identical with 
the Spirit that moves over the waters. The essence or spirit and the divine water are 
both the materialistic manifestations of human love, which is also divine love. The 
divine thought can be seen as conceived in the same way as the divine or human 
child, by an act of love.  

   Psychologically speaking, Eve is mother of all the living because she represents 
(before the Fall) feeling in its undifferentiated form, the mother aspect of the 
original trio of sensation (the child) feeling (the mother), and thinking (the father). 
Water is the symbol that describes this undifferentiation best; it flows together as 
one thing, whether a drop or an ocean. This is Eve before the Fall; after the Fall, 
she represents beginning, conscious, subjective feeling that is ego-oriented. In this 
way, Eve represents the undifferentiated feeling function first, and after the Fall, 
only one half of the feeling function, ego love or desire, which gives birth to all 
living things. The other half, still contained in a state of undifferentiation, will 
become the archetype of the Virgin.  

   The highest form of Spirit is Logos; the lowest form of Spirit is the material 
body. The archetype of Spirit, as sperm, seed, or essence of the male principle, in 
its highest and lowest form, contains everything necessary to create new life, 
providing it finds fertile waters or ground in which this can take place. Like the 
serpent, it changes and sheds its old form to take on a new one, making it an 
excellent symbol for the process of transformation.  

   Arguelles and Arguelles (1977) describe two cosmic principles in the following: 

The play of unborn feminine space and unconditional masculine response 
describes two cosmic principles. The unceasing interpenetration of these principles 
allows communication and meaningful activity to take place. Although the 



unoriginated space of the feminine gives birth, there is no separation between the 
vastness of the unborn and its contents, the masculine. Woven into a cloth that is 
indissoluble, the interplay of feminine and masculine is an expression of the 
dynamics of creativity. Creative acts, as expressions of the masculine, arise from 
the feminine ground of creativity, the empty field, uncarved block, or velvety 
silence that inspires a communicative response. (p. 17)  

   Spirit, air, or breath can be seen as the masculine principle of the Father God; the 
primal waters can be seen as the feminine principle of the Mother Goddess and the 
conception that takes place can be seen as the human child on one hand and the 
psychological energy of that child on the other, along with the creation of thought 
or the birth of the archetype. Thus, the mythological, biological, and the 
psychological are never far apart.  

   Campbell (1979) describes the power of the goddess as she relates to water 
symbolism in the following way:  

The water is the vehicle of the power of the goddess; but equally, it is she who 
personifies the mystery of the waters of birth and dissolution--whether of the 
individual or of the universe. For in the vein of myth the elemental mode of 
representation may alternate with that of personification. At the opening of the 
Book of Genesis is it not written, for example, that "the Spirit (or wind) of God 
was moving over the face of the waters"? Water and wind, matter and spirit, life 
and its generator: these pairs of opposites are fused in the experience of life; and 
their world-creating juncture may be represented elementally, as in this opening of 
the Bible, or on the other hand, as in the art of the Tantric Buddhism, in the image 
of a divine male and female in sexual embrace. The mystery of the origin of the 
"great universe" or macrocosm is read in terms of the procreation of the "little 
universe," the microcosm; and the amniotic fluid is then precisely comparable to 
the water that in many mythologies, as well as in the pre-Socratic philosophy of the 
Greek sage Thales of Miletus (c. 640-546 B.C.), represents the elementary 
substance of all things. (p. 64)  

   Thus, the first creation myth in Genesis can be seen as a metaphorical, ideal 
description of the conception and birth of the biological child, as well as a 
metaphorical description of psychological processes of the child that occur 
simultaneously. The mythological, the biological, and the psychological are ever 
intertwined, the Divine Child expressing all three in one myth.  



 
 

 
 
 

The Father God, the Serpent, Eve, and Adam as Primary Archetypes in Genesis: 
Personifications of the Four Psychological Functions 

The Father God in Genesis as an Archetype for the Psychological Function of 
Differentiated Intuition. 
In the first creation myth of Genesis, the Father God represents the personification 
of the function of conscious intuition, where he contains Adam (undifferentiated 
thinking), Eve (undifferentiated feeling), and the Serpent (undifferentiated 
sensation). Man, as male and female is created on the sixth day in the first creation 
myth of Genesis. This describes the thinking and feeling functions in their state of 
undifferentiation in the psyche of one human child. It also describes the Serpent or 
sensation, sleeping, in the same way.  

   While still in Paradise or the womb, the three undifferentiated functions can be 
seen as identical with the Father God of intuition. As undifferentiated functions, 
they represent the Goddess; as one differentiated function, intuition represents the 
Father God. Thus, each is contained in the other. The myth describes the 
differentiation of the functions as they become conscious in the human child, and 
the beginning of conscious, subjective, introverted thought, leaving its opposite 
(feeling) in the (newly created) unconscious.  

   The creating Father God archetype in Genesis represents the psychological 
function of conscious intuition, which I have previously defined as containing the 
three ego functions of sensation, feeling, thinking, and intuition in unconscious and 
undifferentiated form, thereby creating its opposite in the function of intuition, the 
first differentiation of the Self. Nietzsche (1966/1989) describes beautifully what I 
believe is the same energy as intuition, which he understood as the will to power: 

Suppose nothing else were "given" as real except our world of desires and 
passions, and we could not get down, or up, to any other "reality" besides the 
reality of our drives--for thinking is merely a relation of these drives to each other: 
is it not permitted to make the experiment and to ask the question whether this 
"given" would not be sufficient for also understanding on the basis of this kind of 



thing the so-called mechanistic (or "material" world? I mean, not as a deception, as 
"mere appearance," an "idea" (in the sense of Berkeley and Schopenhauer) but as 
holding the same rank of reality as our affect--(and, as is only fair, also becomes 
tenderer and weaker)--as a kind of instinctive life in which all organic functions are 
still synthetically intertwined along with self-regulation, assimilation, nourishment, 
excretion, and metabolism--as a pre-form of life. (pp. 47-48)  

   This more primitive form where everything still lies contained in a powerful 
unity before it undergoes ramifications and development in the organic process, is 
what I would call intuition, personified in Genesis as the Father God, while 
Nietzsche calls it the will to power. This is the fine-point where the inquirer might 
ask of her or his experience: "Is it only me, or is it God in me?" Nietzsche decided 
it was the "will to power and nothing else" (p. 48). Nonetheless, I believe that he 
describes the same primal energy symbolized in the Genesis myth as the Father 
God. Jung (1958/1952) describes what Nietzsche calls a "primitive form" in the 
following: "All in all, it is not only more beneficial but more "correct" 
psychologically to explain as the "will of God" the natural forces that appear in us 
as instincts" (p. 27). In this respect, the Father God of Genesis can easily be seen as 
a personification of the irrational and instinctive function of intuition.  

   Adam, who will later become conscious thinking, and Eve, who will become 
conscious feeling, have not been separated; both are undifferentiated functions. 
Conscious and unconscious thinking (Adam) is identical with conscious and 
unconscious feeling (Eve), and both are identical with the Father God or conscious 
intuition, who is also identical with the sleeping Serpent or the Divine Child 
(undifferentiated sensation). The Father God and the Divine Child God (the 
sleeping Serpent) are the twin Serpents or the two functions of intuition and 
sensation that are undifferentiated.  

   In the myth of Genesis, the function of conscious intuition is Yahweh or the 
Father God, but he can just as easily be seen as the Goddess because they are One 
here, and the three or four undifferentiated functions are the same as the one 
conscious function of intuition. This is the three-in-one motif that defines one God. 
In the psyche of the human child, this describes consciousness in its elementary 
form or consciousness in the womb where there is no distinction between what is 
conscious and what is unconscious, producing a state of superconsciousness, or 
what we call the function of intuition.  



   Intuition, the psychological function that gave Jung so much difficulty, is 
symbolized in the alchemical literature, among many other symbols, as the vessel. 
Jung (1958/1952) describes this as an important symbol: "It is clear from these 
quotations (by the alchemists) that the vessel had a great and unusual significance" 
(p. 379). This great and unusual significance is what distinguishes conscious 
intuition as a vessel for the other functions. The alchemists also called the vessel 
"ovum," signifying its relationship with the feminine, womb symbolism, and the 
egg symbol.  

   Jung (1958/1952) comments that "the egg is content and container at once" (p. 
239). This describes the psychological function of intuition, which can be defined 
as the psychological function that contains the other functions, plus itself, as one. 
Intuition can be symbolized by many archetypes, male, female, child, animal, or 
vegetable, but in the Judeo-Christian cosmology, it is represented as the Father 
God, who contains Adam, Eve, and the Serpent, plus himself, in Paradise. This is a 
description of intuition as a function of conscious and unconscious contents, which 
it remains, even after the other functions flow out of it, like the four rivers flowing 
out of Paradise.  

   It is essential to distinguish the function of intuition from that of the Self, which I 
understand as the void in Genesis. The contents of a cosmological myth can be 
seen as flowing out of the original chaos. When, however, a creative god or 
goddess arrives on the scene or any archetype that represents the creative act, the 
opposites have also begun in the form of destruction, death, or any symbol 
opposite to creation and life. Whenever we have such archetypes, we have left the 
void and the Self and are in the realm of mythology, which has thousands of such 
archetypes, all attempting to account for the same primal experience. While in the 
primal experience of the void or Self, nothing can be or needs be said, indicating to 
me that a primary method of knowing can be distinguished from the Self, while at 
the same time be closely related, just as it is related to, but different from, ego 
consciousness. This I understand as the function of intuition, which appears to me 
to be the most reasonable of the four functions as a method of primary knowing. It 
also appears to be representative of the first image of God, reflecting the Self, but 
different, like identical twins who are the same yet different.  

   Jung (1954/1946, p. 119) said that a return to the Self was not complete without 
what he calls "the fourth function," and the reverse is just as true. What comes out 



of the Self first is known and passes through what becomes the fourth function (at 
birth) of intuition. In this manner, first is last and last is first.  

   Intuition is the psychological function that the child uses while in the womb. 
After conception, the fetus is a living creature using a function, which is really 
more than psychological because it also depends upon the body as the primal 
instinct. Intuition is knowing, but not knowing, that "I" am the one who knows. In 
the womb, the human child knows what to do by instinct, to move toward or away 
from its environment; however, there is no reflecting ego that thinks, feels, or 
senses that it is "I" who know. It knows without knowing how it knows or who it is 
that knows. This is a hallmark of the intuitive function, even after birth, whether 
the knowledge given is simple or profound and attributed to the gods, angels or any 
divine being. The instinct carries an infinitesimal light of consciousness which can 
also be described as boundless; it is not ordinary consciousness. "Energy is an 
abstract concept which is indispensable for exact description of the behavior of 
bodies in motion" (Jung, 1958/1952, p. 251). The infant in the womb is alive and in 
motion, and contains that energy in the function of intuition, the Father God of 
Genesis.  

   The ego appears to evolve out of the function of intuition or all the 
undifferentiated functions, body, soul and spirit as one to create the ego as a 
reflection of the soul, spirit, or body. As soul, they exist as one; as ego they exist as 
three separate functions of consciousness: sensation, feeling, and thinking. 
Intuition is the ego in its primal form, which can be called soul.  
 
 

 
 
 

The Serpent in Genesis as the Function of Unconscious Sensation (Intuition) or the 
Divine Child Archetype: The Serpent in Eden as the Archetype of Conscious 
Sensation 

 
   The archetype of the Serpent in the Garden of Eden represents the psychological 
function of undifferentiated sensation before the Fall or before Eve eats the apple. 
As undifferentiated sensation, he is identical with the Father God or the function of 



intuition in the same way that Adam and Eve are identical. This is why he appears 
to know as much as the Father God; he is the Divine Child archetype, the sleeping 
Serpent while still one with God in Paradise. It is really the Serpent who becomes 
conscious first, because by the time he tempts Eve, he already appears to know 
what God knows, the opposites of good and evil. As a variation of Lucifer, the 
Bringer of Light, the Serpent (sensation) represents the first form of conscious 
awareness and the first form of unconsciousness, when intuitive knowledge is 
replaced by conscious body sensations.  

   Neumann (1949/1954) describes the importance of the symbol of light: 

Ernst Cassirer has shown how, in all peoples and in all religions, creation appears 
as the creation of light. Thus the coming of consciousness, manifesting itself as 
light in contrast to the darkness of the unconscious, is the real "object" of creation 
mythology. Cassirer has likewise shown that in the different stages of mythological 
consciousness the first thing to be discovered is subjective reality, the formation of 
the ego and individuality. The beginning of this development, mythologically 
regarded as the beginning of the world, is the coming of light, without which no 
world process could be seen at all. (emphasis mine, p. 6)  

   This subjective reality (introversion) and the formation of the ego and 
individuality is what destroys Paradise; ordinary consciousness is not a prize to be 
had in Genesis for that reason. The Serpent Devil is called the Prince of Darkness 
because he also brings unconsciousness, which splits superconsciousness, Paradise, 
or the Self, into opposites. Pagels (1989) describes the view of Ptolemy in a similar 
way: "According to Ptolemy, a follower of Valentinus, the story of Adam and Eve 
shows that humanity 'fell' into ordinary consciousness and lost contact with its 
divine origin" (emphasis mine, p. 65).  

   From a neurobiological viewpoint, Freeman (1995) states: 

From its beginning in and from the womb the path of an intentional structure is 
unique, growing from the genetically determined groundwork by the grasping for 
available sensory input from within and outside its own body. The same steps are 
not replicated in any other brain, and the structure that evolves is self-organized, 
with its own frames of reference and its unique patterns. We see this reflected in 
the EEG patterns that lack any recognizable geometry or relations between animals 
and are meaningless to us, except in the context of observing the behavior of the 
individual. It is in this sense that each brain is epistemologically solipsistic. Its 
knowledge comes from its cumulative constructions induced by the sensory milieu, 



which is also unique for each individual in the common environment, due to 
individual differences in physical and emotional perspective and expectancy. 
(emphasis mine, p. 120)  

   I understand this "sensory milieu" that "begins in the womb," to be the 
experience of sensation. In the womb, that experience and knowledge described in 
Jung's psychological language would be the function of intuition, which would be 
unconscious body sensation.  

   The conscious function of intuition (containing Father God), is also 
undifferentiated sensation (Divine Child or Serpent) in the human infant, while still 
contained in the womb. It is he, and remember that he can be seen here as identical 
with the Father God, who tells Eve that her "eyes will be opened: and you shall be 
as Gods, knowing good and evil" (Genesis 3: 5). Unconscious sensation 
(personified as the sleeping Serpent) has turned into conscious, introverted 
sensation--the devil, negating unconscious sensation, which is intuition, to the 
unconscious. The Serpent's words and instructions can be seen as the information 
(human instincts) contained in the human child's body that inform the infant that it 
is time to be born, to leave the eternal experience of Paradise in the womb. It is 
time to experience the mother as "other" in the world, and to experience a world 
which appears to be full of opposites. It is time for consciousness and 
unconsciousness to become divided and the human ego and soul to be born and 
separated.  

   On the sixth day, God creates the animals, including the Serpent. He calls them 
"good." Before the Serpent tempts Eve, he can be seen as the Divine Child Lucifer, 
who shows up mysteriously in Paradise and apparently has not as yet fallen 
himself. The unorthodox literature is hazy on this point, and the Bible is silent, 
although throughout much of the literature, it is assumed that the Serpent who 
betrays mankind is the Fallen Angel, Lucifer, who is now called the Prince of 
Darkness. The Good Serpent in Paradise (and all of the "good" animals) can be 
seen as representing the function of unconscious, undifferentiated sensation, a 
counterpart to the Father God. When intuition or the Father God is conscious, the 
Serpent or function of sensation is unconscious, which reflects the opposite nature 
of the two functions. When the Father God is absent, the Serpent shows up under 
the forbidden tree. When the function of conscious intuition is absent, conscious 
sensation appears. Here is the image of the twin Serpents, the same yet different; it 
is also an excellent description of how the opposite functions of conscious 



sensation and conscious intuition are connected, yet separate and do not work at 
the same time, which Jung so astutely described.  

   The anthropomorphic Serpent apparently has speech, a fact that seems to elevate 
him in the realm of power. Maybe this could be called body language. He tells Eve 
she will become like the Father God if she eats from the tree of knowledge; she 
will become all-knowing, and this is, of course, what happens. Eve eats and gives 
the apple to Adam, who follows in her transgression, apparently without much 
discussion. This implies that the archetype or first representation is completed soon 
after feeling becomes conscious. Adam and Eve then become aware of their 
nakedness, which had previously gone unnoticed. They are no longer "covered" by 
the containing parents. Adam's eating of the apple signifies the fourth and last 
function to become differentiated and conscious as introverted thinking.  

   As a major archetype in the collective unconscious of humanity, the corrupting 
Serpent personifies conscious knowledge through the senses. The infant in utero is 
known to see, hear, taste, smell, and touch with his or her bodily senses. The infant 
experiences sense perception in the womb, but the experience necessarily is 
different from life after birth. The function of sensation, while experienced, is not 
likely to be conscious if the ego, as we know it, is not present. We can imagine that 
the child is without the ability to discriminate by the function of conscious 
thinking. We can also imagine that the infant is without the ability to make a 
conscious value judgment of good or bad, like Adam and Eve in Paradise before 
their infamous feast. If the opposites of good and bad are not present or 
consciously experienced, all experience would be neutral. This can be seen as a 
Paradisiacal state of being. Apparently, all cultures and religions, which are 
numerous in history, that describe a golden place and time where perfection rules, 
believe, at least on an unconscious level, that the human infant contained in the 
womb of the mother, does not suffer under any conditions. I think the cosmological 
myths tell us this is so, whether it exists as collective knowledge or not.  

   The functions of thinking, feeling, and sensation all appear to be unconscious, 
leaving the function of intuition as a possibility for awareness of some kind to be 
present in the womb. Assuming that intuition is unconscious sensation, which I 
have suggested throughout this research, it would indicate that the infant in the 
womb has use of this function and that it is consciousness in its primary form. As 
an instinctual and irrational function, it appears reasonable to me to assume that 
this is the first function of consciousness and that it is experienced first in the 



womb. This idea would correlate with the human child, personified as Adam in the 
Genesis myth and the Serpent in the Genesis myth, as identical with the archetype 
of the Father God of Genesis. Thinking and sensation are both unconscious while 
one with God. Thus, the child, human and divine, creates his world. The child is 
the image, and the image is the child. The child is the archetype and the image of 
the creating Divine Child/Father God, or the first instinct, intuition, which appears 
also as the last or fourth function.  

   Jacoby (1985) describes the Paradisiacal state as linked to the pre-conscious state 
of infancy when he says:  

In the biblical myth, the paradisiacal state was lost when mankind acquired 
knowledge of good and evil, apparently against the will of God. Such knowledge 
represents the beginning of the ability to differentiate between opposites, the 
faculty upon which human consciousness is based. In psychological terms, then, 
the idea of Paradise is linked to the pre-conscious stage of infancy in which the 
ego, as the center of human consciousness, has not yet been activated. (p. 25)  

   This statement reflects every psychology from the past that does not allow for the 
possibility that the beginning ego of the infant is activated by birth and that the 
infant becomes conscious at birth. Jacoby never mentions the possibility of 
Paradise being in the womb, and the theme of the young infant being "pre-
conscious" is repeated here. This is the reason, perhaps, that the Western 
cosmology myth of Genesis has never been linked to developmental psychology in 
a more precise manner. Why it is so difficult to imagine that an infant has 
knowledge of the opposites at birth is a mystery to me. The Serpent represents the 
function of conscious sensation and the beginning human ego, symbolized best by 
the archetype of the Fallen Angel. The Serpent in Paradise is singled out as the 
reason for Eve's transgression. Jacoby (1985) continues:  

Both tiufal and Devil are derived from the Latin Diabolus. That, in turn, developed 
from the Greek verb diaballein, which literally means "to throw into confusion" 
and was understood to connote "to bisect, to create enmity, to slander or insult." 
These connotations bring us back close to the German word for "doubt," Zweifel, 
which originally was composed of two elements, zwei (two) and fallen (to fall). 
Interestingly, the English word "double" is etymologically related to the Old 
German and Old Frisian word for "doubt." In brief, then, "to doubt" connotes "to 
fall into two parts" or "to fall out of an initial unity" or "to waver in the face of two 
possibilities." (pp. 127-128)  



   This devil or doubt that Jacoby superbly describes is the function of conscious, 
introverted sensation and the beginning of the human ego and consciousness. The 
human body is conscious. The Father God is intuition or superconsciousness that 
falls into two parts or falls out of an initial unity when consciousness is divided 
from the unconscious. In the "original unity," intuition, the Father God, and 
unconscious sensation, the Serpent, lived as one. The functions of intuition and 
sensation become divided and now work as two functions that alternate in 
consciousness. The first splitting of unity is that of faith and doubt, doubt being the 
opposite that becomes conscious first, negating faith to the unconscious (God). 
Jacoby (1985) describes the Serpent as doubt:  

The Serpent thus symbolizes, among other things, human nature's inherent 
potentiality for doubting, for calling things into question. The snake "poisons" the 
satisfaction of a complacent harmony with some sort of order, whether external or 
internal; it represents a deep-seated human instinct to eventually cast doubt on the 
validity of taboos, articles of faith and value systems. It therefore stands for "Evil" 
from the vantage point of those external or internal systems of order. But from the 
standpoint of life's ongoing flux, calling things into question is positive and 
necessary; doubt gives rise to new orientation. (p. 128)  

   I agree and would add that conscious, subjective, or introverted sensation, which 
I believe the Serpent personifies on a deeper level, is the beginning of the human 
child's ability to create the world from his or her personal and conscious 
experience, which negates the Father God to the unconscious and Lost Paradise.  

   "However it is viewed, the Serpent in Paradise is impulse" (Jacoby, 1985, p. 
128). This impelling force is the instinct for life, death, consciousness, 
unconsciousness, destruction, and creation. 
 
 

 
 
 

Eve or the Feeling Function as the Bone (Beginning) of Adam or the Thinking 
Function 

 
   "The first woman dominates the story of the Garden of Eden" (Phillips, 1985, p. 



55). In the second creation myth of Genesis, which is the Garden of Eden myth, 
Adam, who was created in the image of God, contains the feminine or Eve. The 
Father God, who represents one masculine God, contains the feminine within also, 
in the same way as Adam. She can be called invisible, dark, void, unconscious, 
silent, mother, lover, sister, or many other things, but she represents the feminine 
principle as the direct opposite of the Father God, who represents the masculine 
principle or collective concepts of these principles. The creation of Eve thus gives 
us information of the Father God and the bone or seed contained within the Father 
God or the invisible Goddess (feeling that is undifferentiated and contained in the 
function of intuition), since Adam is the image created in God's likeness. God's 
seed or bone and playmate is Wisdom; Adam's partner, created from his bone, is 
Eve. In this way, thinking is a reflection (Adam as image) of intuition. At this level, 
they are not opposites, but identical. Adam is created first because the archetype is 
the instinct given form and content.  

   The rib or bone, as a seed symbol representing Adam, is one of the most 
significant symbols in Genesis. Cirlot (1971) states the following concerning the 
symbol of the seed: "Equivalent to the egg . . . for in the centre of the fruit is the 
seed which represents the Origin . . . . it is a symbol of earthly desires" (p. 115). 
Eve certainly represents earthly desires. Cooper (l988) states: "the fruit is 
Immortality; the essence, the culmination and result of one state and the seed of the 
next" (p.72). In the eating of the fruit, which is Eve or feeling that loses the 
experience of undifferentiated feeling (innocence) and experiences consciousness 
in half of the feeling function (knowledge of the opposites) Eve is leaving one state 
(Paradise) for the next state (consciousness.) She will later be redeemed by the 
Virgin Mary, who represents perfect faith in other as God and perfect love for other 
(conscious extraversion) and is the woman (and sometimes the Divine Child) who 
will "crush the head of the serpent with her heel" (Genesis 3:15). Perfect love that 
is not based on ego will suppress the Serpent of conscious, introverted sensation. 
By returning to perfect faith and innocence as opposed to doubt, Mary will not be 
subjected to the dichotomies of the flesh (sensations) or the dichotomies of the 
heart (feeling) or the dichotomies of the rational mind (thinking). In those realms 
of earthly being, she will remain a virgin. This describes the altruistic ego that 
sacrifices itself for the sake of other, the Divine Mother, as opposed to Eve, the 
Earth Mother.  

   Eve, who is created from the bone of Adam, represents the seed or beginning for 
what will possibly become conscious thought. There is no other symbol in Genesis 



that describes this better than Eve as the rib or bone of Adam. Feeling is the 
precursor for thought. There is no conscious thought that does not have a 
counterpart in the realm of feeling, conscious or unconscious. Feeling is the 
"bone," the beginning, of thought. Subjective, introverted feeling (Eve) is the 
"Mother of all things," and creates the good, the bad, and the indifferent. Desire 
creates the world. Thus, Eve "sins" first, feeling becomes conscious before Adam, 
the archetype or subjective thinking becomes conscious. Feeling is the 
unmanifested thought--invisible, silent and dark--all attributes of the Mother 
Goddess.  

   McLean (1989) says of the two versions of creation in Genesis:  

The myth of the Fall was brought in rather late in the Jewish tradition, and the 
creation story in Genesis was in fact formed by uniting two separate versions. 
These versions reveal another fact of the Goddess in the Garden in the form of 
"Ishah." Adam, the archetypal man, called "Ish" in one of these stories, and 
"Ishah", are two parts of one being, an hermaphroditic archetype of humanity, two 
emanations of masculine and feminine attributes in incarnation. (p. 98)  

   The hidden Mother Goddess in the book of Genesis is contained within the 
Father God, on his left (sinister) side, as portrayed by Michelangelo in his Creation 
of Adam painting (see Meshberger, 1990, pp. 1838, 1839), just as Eve is contained 
in the original Adam as one of the bones over his heart. The myth tells us this 
because Adam is a reflection, a copy, created in the image of the original, the 
Father God. Thus, however Adam is portrayed is also a portrait of his Creator. The 
Mother Goddess appears to be the first angel or messenger of God, as his shadow 
or unconscious, undifferentiated side. The Mother Goddess is everything that is the 
opposite of the Father God. Where He is light, She is darkness. Where He speaks, 
She is silent. She is the shadow of the visible God of Eden, the invisible Goddess, 
the playmate of God, later called Wisdom. And She has been there all along, in the 
myth of Genesis and other myths where the Goddess appears to be missing. And 
who is the Goddess in psychological terms? What kind of psychic energy is 
described by its very absence? She is the dark, undifferentiated side of God, 
contained in the original trinity of undifferentiated sensation, undifferentiated 
feeling, and undifferentiated thinking. She is the undifferentiated feeling function, 
existing with the Father God; intuition and Adam or undifferentiated thinking; and 
the Divine Child God (Serpent), undifferentiated sensation.  



   The Goddess shows up again in Paradise, just as the Father God does in the form 
of Adam, who is (divine) undifferentiated thinking. She returns in the form of Eve, 
who is undifferentiated feeling (and also divine), until she eats the forbidden apple; 
then she becomes the Mother of all the Living, she is conscious, subjective, or 
introverted feeling. With the Serpent in the garden, who is conscious, introverted 
sensation, and Eve, who represents desire by introverted feeling, ego consciousness 
begins, reflecting what appears as opposites, Adam and God as unconscious 
intuition and thinking. But the opposites, God and Adam as unconsciousness, and 
the Serpent and Eve as consciousness, at this "top of the mountain" scene, express 
the same energy as Eve and the Serpent. The unconscious thought and the 
unconscious intuition are the sensation and the feeling in the form of soul, partners 
to the functions of sensation and feeling. This, as Campbell quoted earlier writes, is 
the inside and the outside of a single mystery. At the very moment consciousness is 
divided from unconsciousness, they can also be seen as one and the same. Woman 
and snake, long the perilous partners in multitudinous myths, bring consciousness 
into the world and, simultaneously, bring unconsciousness, symbolized by death, 
into the world. Psychologically speaking, snake and woman are the functions of 
conscious, introverted sensation and conscious introverted feeling, functions that 
are the universal experience of every human psyche, male and female alike. We 
know the world first with our body and then our heart, and finally with our 
intellect.  

   And the newborn infant, fresh from the mother's womb, fresh from Paradise, 
resounds his or her first cry; the newborn is the Serpent, Eve, Adam, and God, all 
rolled into one, but different from the one that was left behind, because the 
characters have all been separated, split into the functions of intuition (God), 
sensation (Serpent), feeling (Eve) and thinking (Adam). The subjective ego has 
been born in all the functions. And from that first cry on--desire is always a desire 
to return to Paradise, though every desire may be cloaked in a different attire. This 
takes time in the book of Genesis, until the birth of a Divine Child. In the nursery, 
however, the story usually goes much faster. The mother uses all her functions for 
this end and they are all extraverted, directed toward the objective perception of 
her child. The mother (assuming she is capable of intuitive consciousness) in the 
form of extraverted feeling, love that renders her own ego unconscious, the ego 
that is forfeited for the sake of other, will return the child to that state of bliss, at 
least temporarily. The mother, now in the world, will return the child to the 
experience of being one with the parents in Paradise. This is what I have 



previously described as the first transference. To the human mother, who is really 
adopting the child persona of girl/virgin, represented in the Christian myth as the 
Virgin Mary archetype, the child and his or her ego are divine. The "Virgin" mother 
is the archetype of the girl/child/mother who loves without ego (agape). She is 
always the psychological function of conscious, extraverted feeling (Virgin) that 
negates Eve, introverted feeling, to the unconscious. The Virgin, whether in 
Christianity or any of the numerous myths that speak of a Virgin Mother (born 
without original sin, no knowledge of a subjective "I"), is always the other side of 
Eve, who is conscious introverted feeling. Campbell (1991a) expresses this: "In 
medieval Christian thought, the two contrary forces symbolized in the downward 
and upward pointing triangles were personified, respectively, in Eve and the Virgin 
Mary, through the second of whom the effects of her predecessor's Original Sin 
were reversed" (p. 80).  

   Taken together (as they were in Paradise), they are the Goddess in her dual form. 
Every human mother (and father or any "other") who loves the child in this way is 
living out the archetype of the Virgin Mother. The importance of this experience is 
not "who" the "other" is, but that someone is playing the role of the Virgin Mother 
archetype. This is why a human father or any mother substitute or both can provide 
the same experience for a child after birth.  

   Desire is love that contains fear and there is always an ego (Eros) attached. The 
arrows that the winged (angel archetype) child god of love, Eros, shoots were the 
arrows of desire or ego love. Fear is the real opposite of agape love. Desire is 
analogous with love that contains fear, for desire is the perception of a lack of 
something, namely Paradise, that place where both kinds of love were experienced 
as one. As Emily Dickinson said: "This is all there is," two kinds of love and two 
kinds of consciousness: ego love and soul love. I perceive these as the two sides of 
the feeling function. This is the double-edged sword of Christ, Christ as the "twin 
fishes." Ego love (desire) and soul love (without desire, death of ego) are the two 
sides of a whole; taken together, they comprise the total definition of love, two 
opposites that can be reconciled and exist as one or stay divided and wounded. If 
there is no wound in the feeling function, there is no need for the angel of healing, 
Raphael, who represents the same energy of undivided love. Unity in this function, 
first represented by Eve and desire and later by the virgin archetype, appears 
essential for a return to the undivided Self.  



   The destiny of the newborn infant crying a first cry in the nursery, the destiny of 
all living beings, is to live out both sides of love and come to the realization that he 
or she was that all along. There are only two beginning sides to the feeling function 
in the psyche: "I desire" and "I do not desire," and both of them are love. Love or 
the feeling function united in one psyche is not an emotion, but what I perceive as 
a psychological principle. Ego and Soul are joined in the Self, where feeling is now 
experienced as Being. Value judgments no longer exist, for all opposites are one. 
This is the wisdom of the Goddess, the undivided feeling function, who rejects 
nothing and contains everything. The feeling function, so long and in so many 
ways, has been devalued, discounted, abused, and misunderstood, like the feminine 
principle and often the living female, who is usually associated with it 
symbolically. Jung (1971/1921) described the feeling function in the following 
way:  

The intellect proves incapable of formulating the real nature of feeling in 
conceptual terms, since thinking belongs to a category incommensurable with 
feeling; in fact, no basic psychological function can ever be completely expressed 
by another. That being so, it is impossible for an intellectual definition to reproduce 
the specific character of feeling at all adequately. (pp. 435-436)  

   These are, no doubt, words of wisdom. But conscious subjective feeling, that is, 
the Goddess as Eve, does not need to speak. Adam or thinking, the created image 
or archetype, speaks for her, which was God's instruction to Adam and Eve as they 
leave the Garden. Eve, or feeling, should follow her husband, Adam or thinking, 
and be subjected to him thereafter. The meaning, on a psychological level, 
describes conscious subjective introverted feeling as following the archetype which 
becomes conscious thought. In Paradise, Eve followed Adam, that is, she is the 
epiphenomenal Eve who was created after Adam; when Paradise is ending, 
however, Eve leads the way and is responsible for the fall of humanity and the 
division of the Self and Soul, that is, Paradise, into two forms of separated 
consciousness. Subjective, introverted feeling, attached to a conscious ego is 
responsible for the fall of humanity. Eve is to follow her husband, because Adam 
expresses the feeling in the form of an archetype, image or idea, especially as the 
spoken and written word.  

   This, of course, is a different meaning than the literal interpretation, but a crucial 
one for understanding the interpretation of the archetypes in Genesis as patterns of 
energy in an individual psyche and not as historical figures that determine the 



destiny of all humanity. It is time to see Eve, who I see as a personification of the 
conscious, introverted feeling function, in a new light. Baring and Cashford (1993), 
describing the cosmological myth, put it thus: 

If the myth is understood symbolically--not as an incontrovertible statement about 
human nature but as an expression of humanity's own experience of itself at the 
moment of initiation into consciousness--then the meaning changes totally. To bite 
into the knowledge of good and evil is then to be separated forever from the state 
of unconscious unity in which all life is one. (p. 504)  

   It is not only unconscious unity that is loss, but the undifferentiated energy of the 
Self and Soul, which contains consciousness and unconsciousness united. The 
meaning has always been there; what changes is our perception of the 
mythological contents, and understanding them from a new and different 
perspective.  

   Harrison (1994) expresses quite beautifully the archetypal energy of Eve and 
Mary or the Goddess in her dual form:  

In that heaven for which we yearn but which we cannot imagine, Eve is united 
with Mary, carried by flight's of angels to Mother God/Father God. She has 
become Mary's twin in purity, her sister. Without Eve, Mary, would not be our 
sister. All we know of heaven we know from Eve, who gave us the earth, a 
serviceable blueprint: Without Eve there would be no utopias, no imaginable 
reason to find and to create transcendence, to ascend toward the light. Eve's legacy 
to us is the imperative to desire. Babies and poems are born in travail of this desire, 
her great gift to the loveable world. (p. 2)  

   This, I believe, can be translated into less elegant personifications, which 
nevertheless contain the same luminous and beautiful truths. Eve and Mary are the 
Goddess in her dual form. Eve is conscious, introverted feeling and Mary is her 
opposite, unconscious, extraverted feeling. Together they describe the 
psychological function of feeling, the Goddess who is silent and absent when the 
God (thinking) speaks. They exist in the psyche of male and female alike. 
Subjective feeling is the mother of all things and the mother in every human child 
that gives birth to all things.  

   The voice of Eve and the silence of Mary have been depicted in a thousand or 
more personifications, two archetypal energy patterns present in all humans. Eve 
and Mary, however, are the archetypes present in the Western cosmological myth 



of Genesis, Eve by her voice and Mary by her silence. Taken together, both 
archetypes define what I understand to be the psychological function of feeling.  
 
 

 
 
 

Adam as Divine Child, Image of God: Archetype for the Psychological Function of 
Undifferentiated Thinking 

 

And the Lord God formed man of the slime of the Earth: and breathed into his face 
the breath of life, and man became a living soul. (Genesis 2: 7)  

   Adam is the first man/child and the first human soul, created from slime, which 
is viscous mud. This is also a substance secreted by certain animals such as fish. 
Immediately we have several images: earth, water, and fish. The earth symbolizes 
the feminine. Water is also usually a feminine symbol, and earth or mud that has 
only a little water is viscous, that is, it has a high resistance to flow; it moves 
slowly. The fish often symbolizes Christ and could represent Adam as the Divine 
Child, which was his status before the Fall. Science also indicates that we were all 
fish in the beginning, not only in the womb, but as evolutionary creatures on earth.  

   Adam, then, is composed of two feminine symbols, earth and water and pieces of 
fish, which when associated with Christ or the perfect man, appear as a masculine 
symbol. The earth and water represent his connection to the mother and womb, 
whereas the pieces of fish connect him to the Divine Child archetype and the 
broken body of Christ. I see this image as the death of ego, symbolized by the 
death of the body or sensations, but in the newborn it would represent the ego that 
has not yet appeared in any of the functions. When God breathed into Adam's face 
the breath of life, a fourth symbol appears, air or breath being another masculine 
symbol. After the breath of God creates him as a living soul, Adam is composed of 
three of the elements: earth, water and air, plus animal modicums, which can be a 
fish or snake. Both fish and snake represent the most primal or archaic of creatures, 
and both have been associated with a god in numerous antiquated religions. The 
missing element in Adam appears to be fire, which is usually a masculine symbol 



associated with light and consciousness. Chetwynd (1982) describes the three 
elements transformed by fire:  

Everything in the material universe, including man, can be divided into solid 
(Earth), liquid (Water), and Vapour (Air), and these three are transformed one into 
the other, through the agency of Fire (Energy). In their context Earth, Air and 
Water are aspects of spatial reality while Fire symbolizes the process of time. (p. 
137)  

   This describes Adam as a universal personification of the infant in the uterus; he 
is contained in inner space by being in the womb. If the womb is seen as 
representing Paradise, we can describe Adam (infant) as the myth describes, 
without fire or time; he lives in an eternal place, where time has not yet begun.  

   Adam is named after and composed of the earth (mother symbol), the element 
that Eve will later come to represent. This describes the archetype (thinking), air, 
breath or spirit (God), as named after and composed of the earth. The archetype 
(Adam) is made of the same basic matter (mother) as the feeling function (Eve). 
The image is composed of the feeling that precedes it.  

   In Genesis 1, Adam still contains Eve (mother, earth, or the undifferentiated 
feeling function) within his body; they still exist as one created creature, like 
Plato's original round man. With God's breath or air (spirit), he contains the Father 
God, while water (undifferentiated feeling) links him to the Mother Goddess. The 
theriomorphic symbolism of the animal or fishes in pieces appears to describe the 
Divine Child who has not been born psychologically, but is already composed of 
the parts or the same basic material. In other words, he has thinking, feeling, 
sensation and intuition as undifferentiated functions, which makes him an image of 
the Father God or the function of intuition.  

   Thus, after the first description in Genesis 1, of God creating man as male and 
female, the second creation myth also depicts in the beginning only one Being, 
who still contains the uncreated Eve in his body. The creation of Eve represents a 
description of the separation of undifferentiated feeling from the thinking function. 
Eve has been taken from Adam's side and given a name, which establishes that 
they are separate functions. Even so, Eve represents feeling that is still in a state of 
undifferentiation; thus, she is, like Adam, still one with the Father God or intuition. 
Thus, in Genesis 2, Adam and Eve live in Paradise or thinking and feeling have 
been established as separate partners who are still both replicas of the Father God 
or intuition. Thinking and feeling are created and alive, but both are innocent. This 



means that they exist as living potential that has not yet been used; there is no ego 
consciousness, but the consciousness that is available is that of soul or oneness 
with God.  

   Feeling (Eve) is created as a helpmate for the function of thinking (Adam) and 
removed from the body of Adam as the rib or bone, which is a seed symbol, 
symbolizing beginnings. Chetwynd (1982) calls the seed "the spark of life, which 
swells into actual living forms and contracts back into the seeds. It is related to the 
sperm-drop and to origins" (p. 421). This means that the bone, the seed, or 
beginning of the feeling function helps, like a rib assists the body, thinking to 
breathe. Breath connects the bone symbol with the Father God (air, spirit) and the 
function of intuition. When feeling is removed from thinking, thinking will flourish 
(as one function). Feeling (Eve) is created for the sole purpose of making sure the 
image or archetype (Adam) will not be alone, that is, without meaning.  

   To be naked is a description of the appearance of the four functions that were 
once covered, that is, undifferentiated as the Goddess and differentiated as the 
Father God--both sides of intuition. It is a description of the flowing out of the 
functions in part; what was once covered--the subjective, introverted side of 
humanity--will become conscious first, creating the unconscious at the same time, 
and leaving the extraverted functions, at least temporarily, in the state of 
unconsciousness. The extraverted side will be introduced by the mother or primary 
caretaker, and the process of life and the reconciliation of the two sides of each 
function will begin.  

   Thus, Adam's final eating of the apple is describing the final separation of the 
four functions as each becomes conscious. Adam represents the final birth as the 
archetype which becomes thinking. "The moment of the rise of consciousness, of 
the separation of subject and object, is indeed a birth" (Jung, 1956/1912, p. 326).  

   The Serpent was the first to be described (sensation) or the ego as body, then Eve 
or the ego as feeling, and finally, Adam or the ego as thinking, which will be the 
final outcome of the created archetype. This is the newborn, fresh from Paradise, 
who has the capacity for body sensations, feeling, or making value judgments, and 
the ability to fill in the forms of the empty archetype with his personal experience, 
which may contain the collective and also something that is not collective, except 
in the unconscious, because human nature is ever evolving and the possibility for 
what has never been expressed is contained in every newborn child.  



   Sidoli (1989) describes proto-images in the infant: "In infancy, we can infer the 
existence of proto-images, such as shapes and patterns, in the baby's mind, which, 
enriched by sensuous experiences, will in time develop into proper images of 
objects and people" (p. 4). I agree with Sidoli here and think that the first proto-
image is what Adam, as a specific archetype (that is, a separate function) and as the 
last character in Genesis to eat the apple, represents. Adam represents that aspect of 
the human infant that is capable of creating images and archetypes, which leads to 
the ability of cognitive thought and the thinking function. He is a stamp of the 
Father God and like the Father God, puts his stamp on all experience. The myth 
describes the Serpent, Eve, and Adam as banished from Paradise at the same time, 
which I think is a description of birth and consciousness in the introverted 
functions. This indicates to me that Adam, as an archetype for the archetype or the 
created symbol in the thinking function, must take place at birth, paving the way 
for the future development of what we call thinking. In other words, the first image 
or representation possibly occurs at birth, as a result of the preceding functions. 
This is comparable in the myths to the pompous assumption of the first "Son," that 
is, the mighty angel Lucifer, who boasts that he is equal with God.  

   That the first image or archetype created by the newborn may be subjective or a 
product of introverted thinking appears to be a reasonable assumption. That it may 
be an abstract image appears to me even more reasonable. Jung (1971/1921) quotes 
Worringer concerning abstraction: 
     

The counterpole of empathy is abstraction. According to Worringer, "the urge to 
abstraction is the outcome of a great inner uneasiness inspired in man by the 
phenomena of the external world, and its religious counterpart is the strongly 
transcendental colouring of all ideas. We might describe this state as an immense 
spiritual dread of space . . . . This same feeling of fear may also be assumed to be 
the root of artistic creation." We recognize in this definition the primary tendency 
towards introversion. (p. 505)  

   Jung and Worringer understand abstraction, although I would call the "feeling of 
fear" the subjective or introverted I that demands to be loved. Applying these ideas 
to the newborn infant, this abstraction would match the introverted, conscious 
feeling function that desires, assuming one imagines that desire is ego-love or the 
exact opposite of agape love. The newborn is not capable of empathy (soul love, 
agape), which Worringer sees as the counterpole of abstraction, but he or she may 



certainly be capable of its opposite or abstraction in the form of the most simple 
archetype. It seems reasonable to assume that the infant would experience 
abstraction before he would experience its opposite or empathy. He will experience 
empathy when it is given to his demanding ego by someone in the world, usually 
his mother. Jung (1971/1921) goes on to quote Worringer: 

"The urge to abstraction is the origin of all art," says Worringer. This idea finds 
weighty confirmation in the fact that schizophrenics produce forms and figures 
showing the closest analogy with those of primitive humanity, not only in their 
thoughts but also in their drawings. (p. 506)  

   Adam, as a personification of conscious, introverted thinking (after the Fall) 
appears to fit this description. As soon as there is an I that abstracts, that takes only 
one portion of the object and leaves the rest, the wholeness of that which was 
previously there has been shattered. To abstract is to separate and divide and 
express a part of the total picture. This can be seen as Adam as he is separated from 
God by ego consciousness; he no longer exists as one with God, but is aware of an 
I and an other. This also describes an act of destruction and an act of creation: 
Oneness or wholeness is destroyed for the creation of two, and Adam has been 
separated from God by his consciousness, which is also separated from the 
unconscious when thinking and the ego begin. Thus, Adam represents the 
introverted consciousness of the thinking function in the individual newborn child, 
just as Eve can be said to represent the function of conscious introverted feeling 
and the Serpent before her represents introverted, conscious sensation.  

   If Paradise is going to be shattered, the characters in the drama (the 
psychological functions of the human child) are going to fall into a synchronized 
pattern of experiencing the opposites of good and evil first in the conscious body 
perceptions, second in the feeling function that evaluates, and third, in the function 
of introverted or abstract thinking, which is the final destruction of what was once 
Paradise. The Lost Paradise of Genesis appears to be describing, in a story that 
takes longer to read, perhaps, than the actual experience, the beginning of human 
consciousness and unconsciousness. It is consciousness in the body, heart, and 
emotions, and a description of the beginning intellect of the thinking function, as 
the human child creates his or her world. The urge to abstraction is the origin of all 
art, and the average human child, although influenced by his or her genetic 
structure, is nevertheless an artist from the beginning of life, creating the picture of 
her or his individual world.  



   The archetype of Adam represents the function of thinking--specifically 
unconscious (a living soul) and undifferentiated thinking--while Adam is still in 
Paradise or the infant is still in the womb. Undifferentiated thinking, 
undifferentiated feeling, and undifferentiated sensation are Adam, Eve, and the 
Serpent, all existing in undifferentiated form in the archetype of the Father God or 
differentiated intuition. Intuition is the function that allows us to see the picture as 
a whole. When thinking is undifferentiated and both sides of the thinking function 
are merged or neutral or free of opposites, it is identical with the function of 
intuition. Thus, Adam is created in God's image and lives in Paradise as one with 
the Father God. Adam is the prototype of the first human, but in the first creation 
he is also created perfect and a god.  

   Adam is the archetype of the archetype itself, and the Father God is an archetype 
of the instinct that first contains and then creates the archetype as an expression of 
the experience that preceded it. The archetype exists as unconscious potential 
contained within the instinct. This is what the myth of Genesis appears to be 
describing by the personification of psychic energy as it flows out of the Self. In 
the first creation, Adam appears to represent the same psychic energy as the Christ 
archetype, as well as the angel Lucifer, before his exit from Heaven.  

   Neutral and undifferentiated energy in the thinking function can be seen as the 
merging of both sides of the thinking function to produce energy that becomes 
undifferentiated (another theme of the third that turns into the fourth). This would 
describe a return to undifferentiated thinking. In the case of the child in the womb, 
however, or the first person in Paradise, this would be energy that has never been 
differentiated. At this point, conscious intuition can be seen as identical with the 
three unconscious and undifferentiated ego functions, described in the myth as 
Paradise. Consciousness and unconsciousness are the god and goddess merged and 
still one, a reflection of the Self that can be called soul. Adam, as unconscious 
thinking, is still contained in Eden.  

   Adam represents undifferentiated thinking, which makes him the first image of 
the Father God. Undifferentiated thinking contains both consciousness and 
unconsciousness. This describes the thinking function as an image of the intuitive 
function, which contains both darkness and light, consciousness and 
unconsciousness merged as superconsciousness. This is Adam as Divine Child, 
reflection and image of the Father God while still in Paradise. The "death" of the 
ego (Hero) in the thinking function is what returns the "Hero" to the innocent state 



of Adam before the Fall or creates the new Adam (Christ). Adam, like the 
Archangel Gabriel, is the "Hero" of God while still in the Garden of Eden.  

   Active thinking or ego consciousness as we know it has not yet come into being. 
The ego is still contained in the soul, although both have been separated from the 
Self, represented by a Father God (intuition as a function in the human child), who 
creates after leaving the original chaos or the Self. In the original Self, Father and 
Mother God, creation and destruction, consciousness and unconsciousness, and all 
opposites exist as the still point of Being. Campbell (1964) describes this as the 
Bronze Age cosmology:  

All, according to this vision, though in apparent tumult, is harmony at root, as a 
manifestation of the all-supporting, all-suffusing mystery of being, which 
transcends thought, imaging, and definition; that is to say, transcends the search of 
science. (p. 5)  

   This is the same image of the twin Serpents contained in the Sumerian Serpent 
Lord archetype discussed in Chapter 4. When the twin serpents of god and goddess 
mate, they return to the center (Nammu) where they are one, an image used to 
describe the indescribable. This is the Self of the human child who begins life by 
the light of conscious intuition and returns to that function when the ego disappears 
in whole or part. Every human child is the Father God, Adam, Eve, and the 
Serpent.  

   Adam is created first, as undifferentiated thinking and the last function (in the 
human child) to become conscious. He is the first and the last, the child as instinct 
and the child as archetype. Westman (1991) describes the word: "Etymologically 
the word archetype is derived from the Greek word arche meaning 'first,' 'foremost' 
or 'chief' and typos meaning a 'blow' or the 'mark' left by a blow, and 'impress' or 
'mold'" (p. 33). This describes Adam as the "first imprint" or copy of the Father 
God; it describes unconscious, undifferentiated thinking as the "first imprint" of 
intuition, that is, the as yet unexpressed archetype as the "first imprint" of the 
instinct.  

   Sidoli (1989) says of the archetype: 

In the early stages of life we have to take into account primarily the "bodily pole" 
of the archetype. Its symbolic and spiritual polarity, although potentially present, is 
not yet available to the infant, who is immersed in sensuous experiences of a 
subjective and undifferentiated kind, a stage where impulses predominate. (p. 4)  



   Sidoli is correct about the body aspect of the archetype being essential. However, 
the infant can live the spiritual polarity simultaneously with the body polarity. The 
sensuous, subjective, and undifferentiated experiences of the infant are those of the 
instincts, represented symbolically in the myth of Genesis as the Father God, Adam 
as the unformed archetype, Eve as the united feeling function, and the Serpent as 
the united (with God, or intuition) sensate function. The infant is living this 
archetypal (also spiritual) experience, which is, indeed, also real. Sidoli (1989, p. 
4) also discusses Jung's description of the "bipolarity" of the archetype. If, 
however, the archetype is created in the thinking function as a result of the other 
three functions, it would be more than bipolar; it would be fourfold in nature. The 
archetype would be the expression of the experience of all four functions. Jung 
(1963/1955) describes Adam as "the psyche par excellence" (emphasis Jung's, p. 
390). I believe that Jung was correct because Adam, as archetype for the thinking 
function, reflects the experience of the fourfold psyche of the human child.  

   It seems necessary to see the Serpent and Eve as archetypes for that first primal 
experience of conscious, subjective sensation and feeling, for without these two, 
there would be no third or fourth. The Serpent, or the senses that awaken at birth, 
represents consciousness that reflects what becomes the unconscious opposite--the 
Father God, intuition. Eve or feeling is consciousness that reflects Adam, the as yet 
to be conscious thinking function. Adam eats the apple after Eve; he becomes 
conscious after she has already done so. In the time and space between Eve's eating 
of the apple, that is, feeling becoming conscious and Adam's eating of the apple, or 
the archetype becoming conscious, consciousness and unconsciousness can be seen 
as a reflection or mirror image of one another. This, I believe, is the highpoint of 
the Genesis myth; it describes the so-called split in human consciousness as 
superconsciousness is replaced by the opposites of consciousness and 
unconsciousness. The irony, and perhaps the beauty of this still-point description in 
beginning time, is that Adam, as the image of God, is still unconscious and 
undifferentiated energy, and still a reflection of the intuitive function or the Father 
God, who has now become the function of unconscious intuition. Thinking and 
intuition or Adam and God or the archetype and the instinct all represent the 
creation of ego consciousness, first in the functions of sensation and feeling, as a 
reflection of the unconscious Father God and the unconscious Divine Child, Adam.  

   Eve or feeling is born from Adam's rib, that is, consciousness in the feeling 
function is born from the seed of the undifferentiated Adam or thinking, just as the 
Serpent is the undifferentiated function of sensation while still in Paradise and 



becomes the Serpent in Eden or the separate function of conscious, subjective 
introverted sensation as intuition (God) divides into two functions, the Father and 
the Son or intuition and sensation. At the point where they converge, conscious 
intuition is identical with unconscious sensation, just as conscious feeling is 
identical with unconscious thinking. The feeling function, which makes value 
judgments of good and evil, is the unmanifested thought, just as the Serpent is son 
or child of the Father God and the first form of consciousness of the opposites. Eve 
and the Serpent, or feeling and sensation, have become differentiated from the Self 
and from the soul and are the first forms of ego consciousness. They reflect their 
opposite sides in God and his image, Adam, who at this second in time, the 
pinnacle point of the myth, are unconscious.  

   When Adam eats the apple, ego consciousness in the thinking function appears, 
and this must describe the creation of the archetype in human consciousness or the 
mind of the human infant. The myth appears to support this idea by telling us that 
Adam and Eve leave Paradise together. In other words, that moment in time when 
consciousness and unconsciousness were mirror images of one another has passed 
and the heroic ego and his soul, consciousness and unconsciousness, has been 
established in all the functions. The three or four functions that existed as one 
function have become the four psychological functions. The bliss of Paradise has 
been shattered as Adam, Eve, and the Serpent, or the ego functions in the newborn 
child, now differentiated, make their way into the new world of opposites. Intuition 
or passive thinking has been replaced by active thinking; the instinct has been 
replaced by the archetype and "God" has been replaced by his image Adam, as 
Paradise is lost. This describes one full cycle of (half) the functions in one human 
infant as the introverted half differentiates and becomes conscious. The human 
infant has experienced the entire myth and is fresh from the womb of Paradise, not 
yet embraced by human arms as he or she resounds the first cry of protest. It also is 
the end of the Genesis Paradise myth. To pick up the extraverted half of the 
functions, it is necessary to go on to Christianity, which continues the myth by the 
description of another birth, the Divine Child who replaces the old Adam (see 
Figures 45 and 46).  

 

 

 
 



 
They looking back, all th' Eastern side beheld 
Of Paradise, so late thir happie seat,  
Wav'd over by that flaming Brand, the Gate  
With dreadful Faces throng'd and fierie Armes:  
Som natural tears they drop'd, but wip'd them soon;  
The World was all before them, where to choose  
Thir place of rest, and Providence thir guide;  
They hand in hand with wandring steps and slow,  
Through Eden took thir solitarie way.  

(John Milton, from Paradise Lost, 1981, p. 357)  
 
 

 
 
 

Symbols and Archetypes from Four Divergent Mythologies That Express Psychic 
Energy Related to Genesis, the Self, and the Four Psychological Functions 

The Rope Image of the Hindu Bhagavao Gita: An Eastern Three-in-One Motif 

 
   A simple image to compare with various symbols and archetypes in Genesis, as 
well as the four psychological functions, is the rope symbol described in the 
ancient Hindu Bhagavao Gita (see Figure 38).  

   Chatterji (The Bhagavao Gita ,1960) says the following: 

According to the Gita's analysis, there are two eternal, self-existent classes of being 
in the universe (XIII: 19). One of these is purusha, translated variously as soul, 
spirit, self, man, and the other is prakriti, translated as nature, matter, nonsoul, or 
material nature. (p. x)  

   Anthropomorphic or theriomorphic personifications, such as male, female, child, 
or serpent, are replaced by the description of the same energy in the simple analogy 
of a rope. Purusha (Soul or Spirit in the Bhagavao Gita) is described as one rope 
made of three strands. The single rope can be compared with the apple symbol in 
Genesis or the golden egg symbol of Eros. All three symbols represent the state of 



undifferentiated energy (three or four in one) that is differentiated into the one 
psychological function of intuition, the single strand called purusha or soul in the 
Hindu Bhagavao Gita mythology.  

   Prakriti, as nonsoul or material nature, is the name for the three separate strands. 
One strand, Rajas, is red and can be equated with the feeling function. Tamas is 
black and can be compared with the function of sensation. Sattiva is white and can 
be compared with the thinking function. The three strands woven together to form 
one rope can be compared with the three serpents held in one chalice in the 
alchemical King image (see Figure 42). Both images of three contained in one can 
be seen as representing the three ego functions that are differentiated (after birth) 
or divided into three (three strands or three serpents) that become one 
(undifferentiated and differentiated) archetype or function.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 38: Rope Image from the Bhagavao Gita  
 

 
 
 

   Purusha is the soul (complex) and Prakriti are the three ego functions of 
consciousness (ego complex). The Eastern symbolism appears to be describing the 
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same energy that the Serpent Lord image, the alchemical king and queen image 
and part of the Judaic-Christian image of Paradise describes. The rope is the Father 
God (intuition) and the three strands are Adam, Eve, and the Serpent (thinking, 
feeling, and sensation) that become conscious and differentiated.  

   The same symbolism can be seen in the Christian trinity, where the three-in-one 
motif describes a return to the Divine Child and superconsciousness when the 
opposites have been reunited in all the functions (see Figure 46). The fourth does 
not need to be added; it has always been there in the form of the Divine Goddess of 
Love and Silence, the shadow of the Father God as Word. The Holy Spirit is the 
three archetypes existing as one, just as the three stands in one rope describe the 
same archetypal energy of one God. 

 

 
 



 
Figure 39: Serpent Mound  
 

 
 
 

A Comparison of the Wind and Water Symbolism in Genesis with the Great 
Serpent Mound: Tokchi'i, Guardian of the East 
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   The Great Serpent Mound, near my hometown of Portsmouth, Ohio, is the largest 
known snake image in the world (see Figure 39). The serpent representation is 
generally assumed to have been created by the Adena-Hopewell Indians, 1000 
BCE - 700 CE (Campbell, 1989, pp. 167, 188; Johnson, 1988, p. 178). The artists, 
whether the Adena people or their descendants, carved the sacred image at the 
pinnacle of their world, using the substance they considered their holy mother, the 
earth.  

   Bancroft-Hunt (1992) says of the Adena mounds:  

The most famous is the Great Serpent Mound, which twists and coils along the top 
of an exposed hillside in Ohio for a distance of 1,300 ft. It is a magnificent 
representation of a people's ability to draw strength from the earth. (p. 77)  

   Although many of the numerous mounds in Southern Ohio are known to be 
burial mounds, it is known that the Serpent Mound was not created for that 
purpose. Exactly what the immense serpent image symbolized for the Indian 
artisans continues to the present day to be a matter of speculation. "The antiquarian 
Stephen D. Peet [1890] was among the first to propose that the mound was the 
effigy of a deity" (Molyneaux, 1995, p. 110). Molyneaux (1995) goes on to 
describe:  

In Native American mythology the divinity known as Horned Serpent, Antlered 
Serpent or Water Monster is the guardian of sources of life arising out of the earth, 
especially water. The promontory overlooks an entire water catchment area, and 
the "egg" originally contained a small circle of burnt stone. (p. 110)  

   Surrounded by water, this art image appears to describe in mammoth terms, the 
sperm and the egg contained in the primal waters of the womb. And, I would 
suggest, the circle of fire around the egg, a ritual the Indians apparently carried out 
at times, represent life and birth. One might even imagine that the stones were lit as 
a ritual celebrating the birth of a newborn child.  

   The Adena Indians were among the first North Americans to grow maize, 
signifying their interest in a goddess of vegetation and birth. Little else is known 
about the civilization of the Adena people, who disappeared mysteriously, leaving 
behind numerous monuments and mounds that honored their dead. In the Serpent 
Mound archetype, I suggest that they were honoring conception, birth, death, and 



rebirth, symbolizing the eternal return of life and death, and the eternal return of 
psychic energy.  

   Johnson (1988) says that "The Hopi claim that the Ohio snake mound was 
created by their ancestors. The snake's name is Tokchi'i, the guardian of the East 
who protects the tribe from that direction" (p. 178). The Hopi also imagine that the 
oval egg-like mound in the serpent's jaws is a village that the serpent protects 
(Marshall, 1993). The serpent, in many tribes besides the Hopi, is associated with 
the fertilizing rain (the living water) and is said to help the Earth Mother give birth 
to plants, animals and people.  

   The serpent with an egg in its mouth can be seen as a double metaphor for the 
birth of the biological and psychological child, the image itself being the Divine 
Child archetype. It can be compared with the wind and water theme in Genesis. 
The created archetype represents symbolic knowledge (the inner and outer worlds 
thrown together) of the collective unconscious of the people who expressed it in 
their simple, sacred image.  

   The serpent is equivalent to the spirit or wind and the egg is that which the living 
water (agape love) produces. This is the theme of human male sperm and human 
female egg and the conception of the human child. It is the Divine Syzygy as 
elementary male (serpent) and elementary female (egg).  

   On a psychological level, the serpent can be seen as the function of (elementary) 
conscious (body ego) sensation (the Serpent in Genesis) that devours the egg (the 
Father God who contains Adam, Eve, and the Serpent in Paradise), or the function 
of conscious intuition (soul). The egg, which the Hopi call a village, is the function 
of intuition that contains the ego and soul undifferentiated or the functions that 
exist as one people, that is, the world. The egg is analogous with the symbol of the 
apple (child symbol) in Genesis, as the container of the soul and ego 
undifferentiated. Both represent the beginning of ego consciousness and the 
separation of the ego from soul consciousness. Eating the apple or the egg is also 
representative of eating the body of Christ (eating innocence for knowledge or the 
reverse, eating knowledge for a return to innocence). The serpent and egg image 
can be seen either way, as a birth of ego and as a death of soul and describes both 
simultaneously. The birth of the ego is the birth of the soul as a separate entity, just 
as the birth of conscious sensation relinquishes intuition as a joint function and 
becomes the two functions of intuition and sensation.  



   The image itself is the product of the Divine Child, the sperm and the egg theme 
represent the biological, human child, and the serpent as ego (spirit) and egg (soul) 
represents the contained, psychological child, whose innocence is about to be lost, 
like the loss innocence of Adam and Eve. Thus, the simple image describes the 
mythological, the biological, and the psychological simultaneously.  

   The serpent faces West, symbolizing the setting sun and death, yet Tokchi'i 
represents the guardian and protector of the East, the direction associated with the 
rising sun and birth. By this simple juxtaposition, the creators of the Serpent 
Mound have introduced in their abecedarian symbol the opposites of East and West 
or life and death. The serpent, as spirit, sperm or ego, represents ego 
consciousness, which is always a death (loss of Paradise) for the soul (Paradise) 
where they existed as one. Thus, the image contains the theme of the eternal return 
and the universal experience of the people who created it.  

   Tokchi'i is guardian of the East as the Lion-birds (identical with the Cherubim) 
are guardians of the Serpent Lord. He is guardian in the same manner as the 
Cherubim of Genesis placed East of Eden to guard the way back to Paradise.  

   For additional American Indian mythology that can be compared with Genesis 
and the four psychological functions, see Figures 40 and 41, the symbols and 
archetypes of the Indian Medicine Wheel mandala. (1986) The Indian Medicine 
Wheel was the first major religious symbolism that I found to be comparable with 
the Genesis mythology and Jung's four psychological functions.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 40: Indian Medicine Wheel  
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Figure 41: Indian Medicine Wheel #2  
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The Symbolism in the Tenth Picture of the Rosarium Philosophorum: Three 
Serpents Contained in One Chalice 

 
   Concerning the Divine Child or the lapis, Jung (1954/1946) says: "The lapis, 
understood as the cosmogonic First Man, is the radix ipsius, according to the 
Rosarium: everything has grown from this One and through this One" (p. 147). 
This describes Adam as undifferentiated thinking that is identical with the function 
of intuition or the Father God. In the infant in the womb, it describes the psyche 
and body existing in a state of undifferentiation, using the basic instinct of 
intuition.  

   In Chapter 10 of The Psychology of the Transference, called "The New Birth," 
Jung (1954/1946) discusses the tenth picture of the "Rosarium Philosophorum" 
(see Jung, 1954/1946, Figure 10, p. 145): 

It shows an apotheosis of the Rebis, the right side of the body being male, the left 
female. The figure stands on the moon, which in this case corresponds to the 
feminine lunar vessel, the vas hermeticum. Its wings betoken volatility, i.e., 
spirituality. In one hand it holds a chalice with three snakes in it, or possibly one 
snake with three heads; in the other, a single snake. This is an obvious allusion to 
the axiom of Maria and the old dilemma of 3 and 4, and also to the mystery of the 
Trinity. The three snakes in the chalice are the chthonic equivalent of the Trinity, 
and the single snake represents, firstly, the unity of the three as expressed by Maria 
and, secondly, the "sinister" serpens Mercurialis with all its subsidiary meanings. 
(pp. 152-153)  

   Jung's description of the two sides of the body may only apply to the two faces of 
the male and female. My first impression of this picture was that the body of the 
male had become the left side and the body of the female had become the right 
side, suggesting a relationship between the two sides of the brain. That the left 
brain rules the right side of the body and the right brain rules the left side of the 
body was not consciously known to the alchemists, but it is possible that they were 
unconsciously describing left/right brain functioning in their symbols.  

   Much more obvious is the symbolism of the three serpents or one serpent with 
three heads, held by the king and the one serpent held by the queen (see Figure 42), 
both, as Jung describes, connected to the mystery of the trinity (see Figure 46) and 
the axiom of Maria (see Figure 19).  



   The chalice symbolizes the vessel or container for the three serpents which can 
be seen as the three conscious and differentiated ego functions of thinking, feeling 
and sensation that are contained in the one function of intuition. One serpent held 
by the queen is the function of conscious intuition, represented by the archetype of 
queen and soul. It is when the three conscious ego functions merge into the 
unconscious that they become one serpent and the king and queen become 
identical or the philosopher's stone, that is, the Divine Child or the new Adam is 
born.  

   This symbolism can be seen in two ways. First, it describes a return to Paradise 
or rebirth. Second, it describes the original separation, that is, the first birth of the 
king or all three ego functions. Queen or soul as the psychological function of 
intuition reflects the Self on one side and on the other, all of the ego functions. It 
depicts the human, individual child who is composed of Self which differentiates 
into soul and ego. The Divine Child or the philosopher's stone is the ego and soul 
that are both reflections of the Self; they are three-in-one.  

   The blackbird or raven symbolizes a death of the conscious ego functions, 
thinking, feeling, and sensation. The bird, an angel symbol, represents the spiritual 
necessity for an ego death. The ego functions must die or be sacrificed, 
symbolizing a return to the unconscious where all three functions will again 
become merged or undifferentiated. At this point, they become identical with the 
queen or the function of conscious intuition.  

   The blackbird (death symbol) sits on the ground, symbolizing the spiritual or 
divine functions that are grounded or unconscious. The Hermaphrodite is then 
elevated off the ground as a spiritual being who has wings like the angels, 
indicating the divine nature of the undivided Self or the Divine Child. All of this 
shows that the ego is also divine but the divinity cannot be known except by its 
own sacrifice or death. When this happens there is a return to the Goddess or 
Divine Mother, who always contains the Divine Father, and the Divine Child is 
born. Psychologically speaking, the ego functions and soul are no longer divided 
and consciousness and unconsciousness exist as one or the Self of 
superconsciousness.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 42: King and Queen  

 

 
 

   Many of these symbols can be identified and compared as variations of those 
previously discussed in the much older archetype of the Serpent Lord (refer to 
Figure 25) and the archetypes of the twin serpents and lion-birds. The copulating 
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king and queen serpents are similar to the copulating king and queen in the 
alchemy symbolism and represent the same psychic energy. (In both mythologies 
they are represented as brother and sister lovers.) The Serpent Lord is one serpent 
that contains everything else and from which everything emerges, just as the 
Divine Child is the one Serpent of alchemy and identical with the Divine Mother 
and the Divine Father. (The Divine Child and the Divine Mother both represent the 
function of intuition, as does the Divine Father, when he is undifferentiated 
thinking).  

   The wings of an angel on the body of an androgynous human are reminiscent of 
the Lion-bird and its half animal and half spiritual nature. The male represents the 
conscious ego that contains the unconscious soul (one Lion-bird) and the female 
represents the conscious soul that contains the unconscious ego functions as one 
serpent (the other Lion-bird). Each reflects the other, like the Lion-birds. When 
they come together, as they do in the tenth picture, ego and soul become one and 
the Divine Child or philosopher's stone is born.  

   The theme of brother/sister lovers and incest symbolizes the close (blood) 
relationship of the ego (body) and consciousness, with soul (spirit), which is not 
total unconsciousness, but the union of both in superconsciousness. The king is red 
like Adam because it is by the spilling of blood, the sacrifice of the innocent soul 
(lamb), that consciousness can be born. The soul is then created as something 
separate (the split in human consciousness or the crack in the cosmic egg, which is 
really a split in superconsciousness). The queen is white (nothingness) because she 
represents the soul, spirit, and body contained in one by the function of conscious 
intuition. Symbolizing innocence and purity, white reflects the colors of the 
rainbow, just as the soul or intuition reflects the emerging four ego functions and at 
the same time, reflects the Self.  

   Standing on the moon, the feminine vessel similar to the chalice, represents a 
return to the Goddess (intuition), the vessel containing the functions as one. The 
sun/moon tree can be seen as a variation of the staff or rod symbolism and the open 
doors of the Serpent Lord image; both represent the human spine and the physical 
route of conscious (sensation) and unconscious (intuition) perceptions. The sun 
(son) is conscious sensation and the moon (mother) is unconscious sensation. 
United, they are the Divine Mother and the Divine Child, both symbols for the 
Self. 

 



 
 

psyche's child 

 

high dark secret room 

 

my grandmother's house 

 

my room 

 

glass coffins 

 

filled with the taste of 

 

sweetness 

 

and 

 

ever-lasting 

 

life 

 

silver coins round smooth 

 

shining light 



 

the night has named me 

 

Joy 

 

as spirits dance and gather here 

 

to rock me gently 

 

as I sleep. 

 

Gerry Anne Lenhart, 1989  

 
 

 
 
 

Psyche and Eros: Symbols of Transformation Leading to the Coniunctio and Birth 
of a Divine Girl/Child Named Joy: Archetype for the Self 

 
    The Greek Paradise myth of Psyche and Eros describes the process of 
individuation and a return to the Self, symbolized by Joy or Pleasure, a Divine 
girl/child born in Heaven (see Figure 43). The marriage, separation, and reuniting 
of Eros and Psyche represents the union, the shattering and the reunion of ego and 
soul, in all of the functions. Elsewhere (Lenhart, 1990b), I have interpreted this 
myth as: 

Joy, the divine girl/child is an archetype of the Self, created by the coniunctio or 
union of opposites, represented by Psyche and Eros. Psyche is an archetype of soul 



and soul love or nonego consciousness; Eros is an archetype for ego and ego love 
or ego consciousness. (p. 1)  

   Together, Psyche and Eros comprise the bisexual, dual nature of Eros, where 
Psyche and Eros are joined as one in an earthly Paradise, equivalent to the Garden 
of Eden. This represents the ego and soul coexisting as one differentiated function, 
intuition. Eros can be compared with the Father God/Divine Child of Genesis; both 
are first out of the chaos or golden egg of the Self. Eros is the Divine Child who 
contains ego and soul or consciousness and unconsciousness as one, like the Father 
God (Divine Child) in Genesis. Eros, as a Divine Child god, is an archetype for the 
primal ego; Psyche is an archetype for his other side, the virgin, unconscious soul. 
While in the earthly Paradise, they exist as Divine Lovers.  

   The Greek translation of Psyche (besides the word soul) means moth or butterfly, 
informing us that Psyche or the human soul is going to acquire wings, like her 
lover Eros. As an archetype describing the metamorphosis of the human soul, 
Psyche is equivalent to any virgin archetype (one without ego consciousness or 
innocent) and can be compared with the Virgin Mary of Christianity. Like the 
Virgin Mary, she did not "die" but ascended into Heaven at the end of the myth.  

   The marriage of Psyche and Eros represents a union of opposites, expressed as 
soul and ego, unconsciousness and consciousness, female and male, mortal and 
immortal, earth and heaven, bride and groom, innocence and knowledge, human 
and divine, visible and invisible, expectant mother and father, youngest daughter 
and eldest son, and finally, I would add, two kinds of love, seemingly forever in 
opposition to one another, agape love (love for other) and ego love (love for self). 
As a myth that describes divine and human love, Psyche and Eros is a myth that 
focuses on and particularly illuminates the feeling function. (It is not possible to 
describe the entire myth here, which I believe describes all the functions in action, 
if Eros and Psyche are seen as the conscious (ego) and unconscious (soul) side of 
each function.)  

 

 
 



 
Figure 43: Psyche and Eros  

 

 
 

   In the garden of what appears as a Paradise, after their marriage on earth, Psyche 
and Eros exist as one, symbolizing the original unity of the soul and ego, or 
consciousness and unconsciousness that are united in the function of intuition. An 
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important part of the myth, however, goes on to describe Psyche and Eros as the 
two sides of the feeling function in conflict. The resolution of that conflict, 
accomplished by Psyche's arduous tasks, her final success and her acceptance as a 
goddess in Heaven, represents the two sides of the sensate function (Eros as 
conscious, introverted sensation and Psyche as unconscious, extraverted sensation) 
and the two sides of the feeling function (Eros as conscious, introverted feeling and 
Psyche as unconscious extraverted feeling). The myth describes the oscillation of 
the cycles of separation and unity as they occur in both sides of each function. The 
resolution of the final conflict takes place as the birth of a Divine girl-child. This is 
the final union of opposites in the function of thinking, symbolized by Joy's birth in 
Heaven.  

   This tale is a description of psychic energy in the psyche of one individual as the 
process of individuation proceeds. It concerns four major functions that begin in 
the womb, intuition as the theme of earthly Paradise, and conscious, introverted 
sensation (Eros) and its opposite, unconscious extraverted sensation (Psyche) and 
conscious, introverted feeling (Eros) and its opposite, unconscious extraverted 
feeling (Psyche), functions that begin at birth, as consciousness separates from 
unconsciousness. Since the myth appears to be describing cycles of the psyche, the 
conflict in the functions could apply to at any age.  

   The waking (ego consciousness) and mischievous Eros (often called a serpent) 
can be seen as conscious, introverted sensation and compared with the Fallen 
Angel, Lucifer, or the Serpent in Eden, who both represent the same primal energy. 
One of the pivotal scenes in the myth is Psyche holding her candle torch to look 
upon the face of the sleeping Eros. The sleeping Eros, Psyche observes with awe, 
is more beautiful than anything she imagined and is, indeed, a Divine God. This 
sleeping, being a symbol for the unconscious God, describes the function of 
unconscious, extraverted sensation, which can be seen as identical with the 
function of intuition. The sleeping Eros is the Divine Child of intuition. Thus, what 
Psyche sees is herself, the sleeping or unconscious ego. This, I would suggest, is a 
psychological experience of the utmost importance for the individual at any age, 
because it is the human soul gazing at its own innocent and divine ego. Psyche's 
journey, after this scene, when Eros flies away, is to get Eros back, which would 
mean making something conscious that is unconscious.  

   Eros is ego and body consciousness in the function of sensation. Psyche is his 
soul, where they still exist as one and everything in the body that has yet to become 



conscious; this is the double nature of Eros and the double nature of love. Thus, 
Eros can be seen as the Divine Child or creating God of Genesis (conscious, 
introverted intuition) or the Serpent of Eden (conscious, introverted sensation) or 
Eve (conscious, introverted feeling) or Adam (conscious, introverted thinking). 
Eros represents the conscious, introverted functions. Psyche is the other side of 
Eros and represents the unconscious extraverted soul in each of the functions.  

   As the youngest daughter (extraverted feeling comes after introverted feeling in 
the newborn and Psyche's sisters are shadow figures that represent introversion), 
Psyche is a symbol for the innocent human soul who loves blindly. She cannot, in 
the beginning, see Eros and the human soul, unconsciousness, cannot see its ego. 
In addition to unconscious, extraverted sensation, she represents the unconscious 
extraverted feeling function that loves other with little or no ego. This is reinforced 
by the symbol of virgin, which describes her in the beginning of the myth, and she 
can be compared with the Virgin Mary of Christianity or a virgin (beginning) 
Aphrodite. She is likened to a drop of dew from the earth, as opposed to Aphrodite, 
who comes from the sea, which tells us that she is of the "small" as opposed to the 
"mighty" Goddess of love. She is, however, the fairest mortal on earth, 
symbolizing the importance and the beauty of love for other with no thought of 
self. These are traits necessary in the human mother if she is to reflect or mirror 
soul for her human child and satisfy his or her ego demands.  

   Psyche is not a Goddess of love completed, but the seed or beginning of a love 
Goddess. What Psyche, as unconscious extraverted feeling, needs is Eros, or in the 
Genesis myth, Eve, which psychologically speaking is conscious, introverted 
feeling (ego love). To become an immortal Goddess in Heaven, Psyche needs ego, 
ego love, or Eros, or both sides of the feeling function in balanced unity. When this 
occurs, she becomes a Goddess equal to Aphrodite, the Goddess of Love. 
Aphrodite is the one instructing Psyche in the ways of love after her loss of Eros, 
to assure his return. And, I would add, she knows what she is doing, just as Psyche 
makes the right decision at the end of the myth, assuring her status as a Goddess in 
Heaven, where she gives birth to the Divine Child, Joy, archetype for the Self.  

   Gayley (1939) describes Eros as one of the "lesser divinities of Heaven; however, 
most worthy of mention" (p. 35). He offers at least four accounts of the origins of 
the world that were popular in Greek mythology, several of which include Eros as 
a Divine Child. One account, attributed to Orpheus, tells of a huge egg that is born 
from chaos. By reason of its rapid rotation, the egg splits into halves, creating 



Heaven and Earth. Eros, who is bisexual and has wings, proceeds from the center 
of the egg, along with other "wondrous beings" (p. 3). Jung and Kerenyi (1949) 
consider these two things, wingedness and bisexuality as: "harking back to the 
same pre-human, indeed pre-childish, still completely undifferentiated state" (p. 
55). This undifferentiated state is what I see as the psychological function of 
intuition, personified as the egg and then as the Divine Child of Eros, who contains 
the god and goddess or the wondrous beings of the four undifferentiated 
psychological functions. Psyche is the feminine side of the bisexual nature of Eros, 
soul and silent partner called unconsciousness. The golden egg is the container and 
the contained, one Soul, merged with ego, that reflects the Self.  

   Eros, however, quickly becomes associated with the masculine principle. "His 
nature," Jung and Kerenyi (1949) tell us, "is explicit in his name--'Eros' means 
'demanding love'" (p. 53). Thus, Eros is love that demands or subjective introverted 
love that says, "I want." If Eros were not in need, there would be nothing to 
demand or desire. As desire, Eros is commensurate with Eve: Both give birth to 
worldly things. Introversion is the attitudinal function that creates or gives birth to 
all things. This appears to be true whether the archetype that personifies it is male 
or female, and obviously it can be portrayed both ways in mythology. Indeed, this 
is how the father archetype gives birth in any myth using that symbolism. It is also 
what Eve has in common with the Father God, and why she is, like Adam, created 
in his likeness.  

   Contained within the golden egg, Psyche and Eros are soul and ego still merged, 
or the function of conscious intuition. As the first one out of the egg, Eros 
represents beginning consciousness in the sensate body and the subjective or 
introverted "I." Psyche then becomes the other side of Eros, the dark, unconscious 
soul.  

   Thus, Psyche and Eros can be seen as a personifications of all the psychological 
functions, intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking, representing the energy of the 
conscious and of the unconscious in each function. Introverted body sensation 
connects Eros with sexuality and demanding ego love, and extraverted body 
sensations, which are unconscious when Eros is present, represent Psyche or the 
unconscious soul. In the feeling function, Eros is also conscious introverted 
feeling, with Psyche representing his opposite or unconscious extraverted feeling. 
As conscious introverted feeling, Eros can be equated with Eve and desire after the 



Fall, and Psyche can be equated with the Virgin archetype or unconscious 
extraverted feeling, that is, love without desire.  

   Desire does not necessitate an actual need, but the ego that perceives something 
as lacking experiences a perception of need. Eros is desire, a word that means "to 
await the stars." If one had the stars, there would be nothing to wait for; to wait 
implies that there is an object not possessed, but wanted and expected. This 
experience may be one of pleasure or pain or both mixed.  

   That two types of consciousness and two types of love exist (in one human 
psyche) may be one of the most important psychological aspects in the myth of 
Psyche and Eros. It was the wise woman, Diotima (Plato, 1928, p. 369), who 
describes yet another version of the birth of Eros; he is the child of Porus (Plenty) 
and Penia (Poverty), and he is born on Aphrodite's birthday. This metaphor appears 
to fit the description of desire most accurately, for it includes the double nature of 
Eros, who is more than the description of "exuberance and delight" (Ponce, 1991, 
p. 3). Eros (or ego love) can also mean pain and suffering; he was feared by the 
gods; even his father, Zeus, admonishes and blames him for his many affairs 
(Neumann, 1952/1956, p. 51).  

   Joy, as a Divine girl/child and archetype for the Self, never desires eternity; she 
has eternity. When the desire has been met, time ceases and the human child 
becomes the Divine Child. Jung (1959/1955) describes the child archetype in the 
following way: 

The "child" is therefore renatus in novam infantiam. It is thus both beginning and 
end, an initial and a terminal creature. The initial creature existed before man was, 
and the terminal creature will be when man is not. Psychologically speaking, this 
means that the "child" symbolizes the pre-conscious and the post-conscious 
essence of man. His post-conscious essence is an anticipation by analogy of life 
after death. In this idea the all-embracing nature of psychic wholeness is expressed. 
(p. 97)  

   Thus, Joy is an archetype of the Self (the Divine Child) and psychic wholeness. 
The marriage of Psyche and Eros represents a union of the opposites in all of the 
psychological functions, returning Psyche and Eros to their former state of 
undivided soul and ego as personifications for the psychological function of 
intuition. This is a return to the God and Goddess and the function of intuition as 
one differentiated function that contains the ego functions in a state of 
undifferentiation.  



   This is only a sketch of this simple but extraordinary Greek and Roman myth, 
which describes a transformation and psychological journey of the individual 
human ego and soul commensurate to that of the Old Testament and the New 
Testament, in a return to Joy, archetype for the Self.  

 

 
 

The Human Abstract 

Pity would be no more,  
If we did not make somebody Poor:  
And Mery no more could be,  
If all were as happy as we: 

And mutual fear brings peace:  
Till the selfish loves increase.  
Then Cruelty knits a snare,  
And spreads his baits with care. 

He sits down with holy fears,  
And waters the ground with tears:  
Then Humility takes its root  
Underneath his foot. 

Soon spreads the dismal shade  
Of Mystery over his head;  
And the Catterpiller and Fly,  
Feed on the Mystery. 

And it bears the fruit of Deceit,  
Ruddy and sweet to eat:  
And the Raven his nest has made  
In its thickest shade. 

The Gods of the earth and sea, 
Sought thro' Nature to find this Tree  
But their search was all in vain: 
There grows one in the Human Brain. 



(William Blake, from Songs of Innocence and of Experience, 1980, p. 88) 

 
 

 
 
 

Mythology and Biological Psychology as a Function of the Human Nervous 
System: The Left/Right Brain Metaphor 

 
   Mythology is not invented rationally; mythology cannot be rationally understood. 
Theological interpreters render it ridiculous. Literary criticism reduces it to 
metaphor. A new and very promising approach is opened, however, when it is 
viewed in the light of biological psychology as a function of the human nervous 
system, precisely homologous to the innate and learned sign stimuli that release 
and direct the energies of nature--of which our brain itself is but the most amazing 
flower. (Campbell, 1979, p. 42)  

   In recent years, much has been written on the subject of left/right brain 
functioning in what Campbell describes as the most amazing flower--the human 
brain. Our own Western mythology, such as the myth of Genesis and many others, 
contains symbols and archetypes that can be seen as describing numerous aspects 
of the human brain. This seemingly overlooked fact is described by the unlikely 
mystic, poet, and artist William Blake (1980) in the last sentence of his poem "The 
Human Abstract" when he says that the tree sought in vain by Gods of earth and 
sea "grows in the human brain" (p. 88).  

   Another unlikely suspect for providing a biological model for religious 
archetypes is the artist Michelangelo. Meshberger (1990, pp. 1838-1839) has 
identified the image of a human brain surrounding the Creation of Adam fresco 
painted by Michelangelo. He identifies minute neuroanatomic structures located 
within the image of the Father God in the fresco. The image that he describes is 
that of God, Eve and the angels. Meshberger suggests that Michelangelo is 
portraying the gift of the intellect given by God as he creates Adam, which I would 
interpret as the thinking function.  



   It is also possible to see that Adam, who is alive, like the child in the womb, is 
unconscious or innocent in the ego function of the intellect (thinking) and that 
God's touch is the first gift of consciousness in the form of conscious intuition or 
the functions in a state of undifferentiation. The interchange may describe the exact 
point where intuitive consciousness begins, Adam as one with God. What is 
unconscious is identical with what is conscious if all are one with God in Paradise. 
Adam is the image of God because he exists with God, in the function of 
unconscious and undifferentiated thinking. Because thinking, feeling, and 
sensation are still undifferentiated, Adam is the perfect image of the Father God of 
intuition, who has the same attributes. Michelangelo depicts this by showing the 
Father God (differentiated intuition) with his arm around Eve or the Divine Mother 
(undifferentiated feeling) and his being surrounded by angels, archetypes for the 
Divine Child (undifferentiated sensation). The human brain is the sphere that 
contains them all. Ornstein (1975) describes left/right brain theory when he says, 
"A growing body of evidence demonstrates that each person has two major modes 
of consciousness available, one linear and rational, one arational and intuitive" (p. 
28). The two major modes of consciousness that he describes are what I am 
referring to here as ego consciousness and soul consciousness. Elsewhere, 
Montanaro (1991) also describes two types of consciousness, "the different work 
performed by the two hemispheres produces two types of consciousness and two 
types of memory" (p. 82).  

   In his early work (1956/1912) Jung referred to this as "two kinds of thinking" 
acknowledging that intuition contained consciousness that differed from rational 
thinking, but never fully describing what that difference was, and apparently never 
conceding that it might be consciousness and unconsciousness in an 
undifferentiated form. Left/right brain theory was not prevalent (or even present) in 
the years Jung wrote and one can only speculate on what he might think today, 
given these and other findings in modern developmental research concerning the 
human infant. His statement, however, that intuition "stands in a compensatory 
relationship to sensation and, like it, is the matrix out of which thinking and feeling 
develop as rational functions" (1971/1921, p. 454) is consistent with the idea that 
more recent research supports, namely, that the right brain, and intuition and 
sensation, is dominant in early childhood. And, if intuition is seen as "unconscious 
perception" while sensation is seen as "conscious perception" (1971/1921, p. 463) 
the right brain would be that which describes both in a state of undifferentiation. 
Intuition would be the psychological function that links soul to body. It would also 



be the function(s) leading to the development of the rational functions of feeling 
and thinking, as Jung described, and left-brain dominance, which he also often 
described, using a different vocabulary.  

   Montanaro (1991) describes the importance of both hemispheres, paralleling 
Jung's description of the importance of the four functions: "The fact that human 
reality consists of two different modes of being must be well understood by all 
educators if we are to provide, from the very beginning, proper stimulation for the 
two equally important hemispheres" (p. 82).  

   It is clear that Jung was aware of what Montanaro calls fact, and differed from 
other psychologists before or after, when he included the function of intuition as 
essential for psychological wholeness. Even though he admittedly could not 
describe how intuition works, which to date remains inadequately described, he 
insisted that the function of intuition was essential for an experience of the Self.  

   Montanaro (1991) continues:  

The first modest signs of understanding and response to the environment can be 
seen even in unicellular creatures. As life became more complex, we developed a 
more complex nervous system. There are three main stages in this process (also 
known as the "Theory of the Three Brains" by Paul McLean).  

   We must remember that, historically, life started from simple unicellular 
creatures and reached the complexity of humans. In our individual life, each of us 
recapitulates the whole of evolution, starting from the single cell we are at the 
moment of conception. The evolution of our nervous system is the history of 
successive growth, enlargement and specialization. In this evolution we can clearly 
recognize components which are related to three stages that overlapped each other. 
Each of them contains special characteristics of our personalities. (p. 4)  

   Montanaro goes on to discuss the Truine Brain Theory described by Paul 
McLean, which consists of the reptilian (serpent archetype) brain, the 
paleomammalian brain, and the neomammalian brain. The reptilian brain, the 
oldest and deepest part, sounds like a description of the instinctual function of 
intuition, which contains the other functions in undifferentiated form, according to 
my hypothesis. The paleomammalian brain sounds like the introduction of the 
feeling function after intuition and sensation divide. Finally, the neomammalian 
brain, the component related to the greater mammals and rational thinking, sounds 
like what Jung described as the thinking function. Is it possible to imagine that we 



have evolved to the point where all are used at birth? And is it possible to see the 
Truine Brain Theory as another "scientific" "three-in-one" brain archetype?  

   Obviously, there is much concerning the human brain that is uncertain. 
Neurobiology as a scientific discipline often considers much of the literature on 
left/brain psychology quasi-scientific and questionable. Even so, the human mind 
tends to arrange functions of the brain dichotomously. Using the left/right brain 
theory as a ground for interpretation, many symbols and archetypes in the myth of 
Genesis and numerous other myths can be identified that are biologically related 
(see Figure 44).  

   The staff in the Serpent Lord image (Chapter 4), reminiscent of the Greek 
caduceus and Hermes, god of mystic knowledge and rebirth (see Campbell, 1990b, 
p. 283), is a tree symbol and analogous with the Kundalini symbolism of Eastern 
religions. It represents the human spinal column and the corpus callosum, the place 
of communication between the left and right brain. Both sides of the human brain, 
which look like two coiled snakes, can also be seen as personified by the twin 
serpent image discussed earlier, signifying the many and diverse images of the 
snake and tree motifs that permeate mythology.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 44: Left/Right Brain Inside the Womb, Genesis and Four Functions  

 

 
 

   Sagan (1977) states concerning the corpus callosum:  

https://web.archive.org/web/20010708073652/http:/sulcus.berkeley.edu/FLM/SH/MDL/GAL/pics/fig44.gif


There is no way to tell whether patterns extracted by the right hemisphere are real 
or imagined without subjecting them to left-hemisphere scrutiny. On the other 
hand, mere critical thinking, without creative and intuitive insights, without the 
search for new patterns, is sterile and doomed. To solve complex problems in 
changing circumstances requires the activities of both cerebral hemispheres: the 
path to the future lies through the corpus callosum. (p. 191)  

   I agree. The corpus callosum may be, and I believe often is, personified 
symbolically as the bridge that connects what is called consciousness (left brain) to 
what is called unconsciousness (right brain), or the bridge of the soul to that of ego 
consciousness. The right brain can be seen as the goddess (silent) or the Divine 
Child and the left brain can be seen as the god (archetype, word), that speaks. The 
right brain can also be seen as the tree of life, representing that place where 
intuition contains the whole, rather than the parts; the left brain can be seen as the 
tree of knowledge of the opposites, where discrimination and separation of the 
parts is essential, as in the function of sensation. The symbol of a staff or tree is 
homologous with the human spinal cord, whether it is the staff of David, Moses, or 
God, or the caduceus of Hermes. What goes up and down the tree/spine are human 
perceptions, conscious and unconscious, which I see as the two functions of 
intuition or sensation. Sometimes the staff turns into the serpent, or two serpents 
are entwined around the staff as in the twin vipers image; in every case the image 
is probably describing body sensations that are traveling up and down the human 
spine, messages or angels delivered and received by the left/right brain.  

   Montanaro (1991) describes the collaboration of the two hemispheres in the 
following:  

The hemispheres are capable of wonderful collaboration and share information 
through the fibres connecting them. An intuitive insight can be translated into a 
logical verbal sequence which makes communication with others possible, and a 
better form of consciousness within ourselves. Verbal expression can also be 
translated into a graphic image and, if the image is well executed, it can be an even 
more powerful means of communication than the words themselves. (p. 82)  

   Words can be translated back to the image in the most powerful way, as 
Montanaro describes. I think few artists would disagree with this statement. It also 
seems reasonable to me to assume that the image or picture preceded the words as 
abstractions, at least in the beginning of life.  



   The apple in Genesis represents the fruit of consciousness and unconsciousness 
merged. The apple or any fruit symbol is a child symbol, and to eat the fruit or 
child is to destroy innocence and create knowledge. Eating the apple is the 
assimilation of intuitive information in the right brain, where the image is holistic 
(holy) and reproducing it in part, by language or logic in the left brain. In 
mythology this is not only holy, but God himself as Word or Christ as man and 
God speaking the word.  

   This is the separation of the parts from the whole, the beginning of thou and I 
and the creation and separation of Heaven and Earth. The idea of three or four 
unconscious psychological functions that exist as one conscious function of 
intuition can be easily seen in a biological sense, if one conceives the possibility 
that there is no fully present or developed ego present in the right side of the brain 
and that all ego functions are unconscious, undifferentiated, and merged, working 
as a whole, which describes intuitive consciousness. Killing the god of left brain 
consciousness (ego) creates the Divine Child of intuition or returns one to the child 
god or goddess.  

   Russell (1979) says: 

The left hemisphere may not be dominant in the sense that it is any more important 
than the right, but in Western culture at least, the faculties associated with the left 
do take a more dominant position in our lives. We tend to lay greater emphasis on 
rational thinking, the ability to express oneself verbally, read well, and generally 
excel in analytic thinking. We place less emphasis on the spatial ability, artistic 
appreciation, creative processes, and intuitive thought--the faculties more often 
associated with the right hemisphere. (pp. 54-55)  

   This certainly appears to be true. However, if the left brain is seen as the god and 
the right brain is the goddess or if active thinking is the god and intuition is the 
goddess or Divine Child, it appears, at least in science (and, perhaps, to the early 
Hebrews), to have gone unnoticed that there would be no god or active thinking 
without the goddess (or intuition). There would be no rational thought or 
archetype, without the irrational instinct (the reptilian "serpent" brain) which 
necessarily precedes it. Montanaro (1991) describes the importance of being aware 
of the two forms of consciousness in the following: "It is very important to be 
aware of this double human reality in education. A new educational system will not 
appear until we give serious consideration to the fact that we have a 'double mind'" 
(p. 82). I would add that connecting our Western mythology, besides other 



mythologies of the world, to the human biological child and the human body 
appears essential if we are to understand either from a depth perspective. Science 
and art may be the new Divine Parents that give birth to a Divine Child who 
expresses both parents as one archetype.  

   The church represents the symbolism of the mother's womb, which is where the 
function of intuition begins. Jung (1956/1912) describes the underlying meaning of 
the church:  

It can scarcely be doubted that the underlying meaning of the Church is the 
mother's womb. The Tantric texts interpret the interior of the temple as the interior 
of the body, and the adyton is called "garbha griha," the seeding-place or uterus. (p. 
345)  

   Ego consciousness occurs when unconscious physical sensations, identical with 
the function of intuition, become conscious. This is represented in mythology as a 
death or a birth depending on which form of consciousness one is describing. The 
birth of soul consciousness is a death for ego consciousness, just as the birth of 
soul consciousness is a death for the ego. The myths are describing the physical 
and psychological relationship between the two sides of the brain, which ideally 
speaking, should be communicating in harmony.  

   Russell (1979) describes Tantric writings saying:  

The Tantrists also claim that when a person gains enlightenment, that is to say, 
when he is fully aware both inwardly and outwardly, the breath is found flowing 
equally in both nostrils. This presumably reflects the fact that such a person would 
be using both hemispheres of the brain in balance, rather than temporarily 
suppressing one in order to make full use of the other. (p. 62)  

   The left/right brain theories are another archetypal scheme for the Divine Syzygy 
archetype, describing in quasi-scientific language what mythology and religion 
have always described metaphorically. As a biological construct, however, the 
theory may come the closest to providing what Campbell (1979) describes: "the 
new and very promising approach opened when it [mythology] is viewed in the 
light of biological psychology as a function of the human nervous system" (p. 42).  

   The ancient Sumerian archetype of twin serpents that appear to represent the 
functions of intuition and sensation are particularly apt because they represent the 
most archaic and fundamental instincts of man. That may be why they still exist in 
present-day society as an emblem for medicine. The image can be seen in two 



ways: One way is the division of the oneness of intuition (the basic instinct) or the 
right brain into two serpents or two functions; the other is to see the Serpent Lord 
as the last symbol given before a return to the Self. One comes out of the center 
(Self) and the ego develops and differentiates, or one goes back into the center and 
the ego is shed, like the skin of the serpent. This describes the rhythmic process of 
the human brain working in harmony. The center can be seen as the corpus 
collosum, the bridge where the two sides of the brain meet and communicate. If 
conscious sensation is the serpent that bites and poisons, conscious intuition is the 
snake that bites and cures. On a depth level, sensation and intuition or body and 
soul are connected, constantly coming apart and coming back together again in the 
flow of life.  

   Mundkur (1983) says the following concerning primitives: 

Oppositional pairing in general is well documented in Levi-Strauss's writings on 
the myths of primitive peoples, whose choice of animal species as metaphors in 
such pairings is quite idiosyncratic. Psychoanalytic anthropology can offer no 
convincing theory as to why different ethnic groups so very often conceptualize the 
bird, the only prominent denizen of the sky, as the antagonist of the serpent. (p. 
272)  

   These two animals appear to be opposites; the bird (angel symbol) is close to 
Heaven and flies, the serpent is close to the earth and crawls. One describes man's 
spiritual nature, and one describes man's instinctual nature; the two are often in 
conflict. The elusive reason might be because the winged bird and serpent taken 
together as one animal represent both sides of the brain working together in God-
like harmony. As separate creatures, the symbolism is that of opposition and 
conflict.  

   The cosmological myths are describing the biological, as well as the soul and 
spiritual qualities of the human child and the eternal ebb and flow of psychic 
energy. The Divine Child, who is also the human child endowed with the function 
of intuition, can be seen as the creator and the image created. Jung (1971/1921) 
expresses something similar when he says, "The idea of a creative world-principle 
is a projected perception of the living essence in man himself" (p. 202). The "living 
essence" is that still-point place of Being, where God and the human soul are one.  

   If intuition is unconscious sensation, as I believe it to be, it would not be located 
simply on the right side of the brain; it would necessarily exist in every part of the 
body or in every human cell. The spinal cord as the transmitter of messages is the 



tree or the angel that delivers them to the left or right brain, which has become a 
metaphor for two modes of consciousness.  

   Montanaro (1991) expresses my own conclusions considering the left/right brain 
metaphor and two kinds of consciousness:  

When we consider the physiology of the nervous system, we can appreciate that 
both ways of thinking are of great value and that each represents only half of a 
human being. In the past we have put these different expressions of our brain in 
opposition but now education must recognize that the work of both hemispheres is 
good and beneficial. Only from their satisfactory collaboration can we expect a 
better understanding of the life around us and within ourselves. (p. 83)  

   In summarizing the Paradise myth of Genesis, I believe that the four major 
archetypes of Genesis: God, the Serpent, Eve, and Adam, represent the four 
psychological functions of primal consciousness contained within the brain and 
body of every human child. Jung (1963/1955), says 

because of its four rivers, and because it was the abode of the originally 
androgynous Primordial Man (Adam), the Garden of Eden was a favourite 
mandala in Christian iconography, and is therefore a symbol of totality and--from 
the psychological point of view--of the self. (p. 210)  

   I would add that the creation myth can also be seen as a double metaphor for the 
physical and psychological birth process, energy which appears to cycle in the 
same general way. The cosmological myth is the cumulation of that experience 
given form and voice by symbols and archetypes that are the natural outcome of 
basic instincts. Thus, human children create the world that they experience, by the 
use of the four psychological functions of consciousness: intuition, sensation, 
feeling, and thinking, attributes of the creative Living God image contained in and 
perceived by every human and Divine Child. 

 

 
 



 
Figure 45: The Path to Consciousness and the Path of Eathing the Apple  
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 
 
 

 

 

   In Chapter 7, I will summarize and give concluding remarks based on the 
previous chapters of this research.  

   McLean (1989) reflects my own view in the following:  

The ancient mythologies, being derived in part from the mystery religions and 
initiation traditions, projected the inner structure of the psyche outward into the 
world; the Gods and Goddesses were pictured as being forces in the outer realm of 
Nature. One of the most important developments of this century is the unfolding of 
a "psychology" that recognizes the formative energies of such mythological 
pictures, and realizes that by contemplating the ancient mythologies we can, 
indeed, look at the fabric of our own souls. (p. 9) 

   The original and primary research question of this work is the following: If 
psychological functions exist, is there an implicit order in the development of the 
four functions in the individual, infant human psyche, as described by Carl Jung? 
Conclusions drawn from my investigation indicate that an order of the 



psychological functions can be seen, identified, and made explicit. The order 
postulated is: intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking. This order appears circular 
in nature, describing psychic energy as it occurs in what appears to be a 
spontaneous experience of the human child. The cosmological myth of Genesis is 
also the ontogenesis and can be seen as a description in slow motion, of that 
physical, psychological, and phenomenological experience, allowing the 
infinitesimal details to be enlarged and categorized by the personifications of the 
four functions (psychic energy) contained in every human child. The individuation 
process that appears to commence at conception emerges as the same process 
continuously used, constant and repetitive, describing the basic spherical nature 
and flow of psychic energy. This process is best described in analytical psychology 
by Fordham (1970):  

The primary or original self of the infant is radically disrupted by birth in which 
the psyche-soma is flooded by stimuli which give rise to prototypic anxiety. 
Following this, a steady state re-establishes itself and the first clear sequence of 
disturbance followed by resting or steady states has been completed. The sequence 
repeats again and again during maturation and the motive forces behind them are 
called deintegrative and integrative. (p. 103)  

   It has been my purpose to show how Fordham's description of deintegrative and 
integrative forces can be linked to the Genesis cosmological mythology in a 
meaningful way, if seen in the light of the psychological functions, assuming that 
intuition is a reflection of the Self that can be called soul and begins in the womb. 
In addition, it is clear that prototypic anxiety is the function of conscious 
subjective, or introverted sensation, called devil and doubt in the religious literature 
of Genesis.  

   Fordham (1989), describing his earlier thoughts, states them most clearly in the 
following: 

If the theory of the ego is unsatisfactory to account for the complexity of infant 
life, is there then a larger self present at birth? I thought that an infant could be 
looked upon as a self in Jung's sense; as an agency of the psyche that transcends 
the opposites. A fetus begins life from a condition of primary unity in which 
consciousness and the unconscious are not differentiated. I deduced that the 
primary state of an infant was as an integrated being, and that the integrator was 
the self and not the ego. (emphasis Fordham's, p. 64)  



   My emphasis in this paragraph would be on the idea that the fetus "begins life 
from a condition of primary unity in which consciousness and the unconscious are 
not differentiated." This statement implies to me that Fordham (unlike Neumann) 
does not see the Self in the infant as being a state of total unconsciousness and if 
that is so, I agree with him. I also believe that Fordham's attitude regarding this 
concept is significant for understanding the numerous insights and discoveries he 
made concerning individuation in children.  

   I believe that the Paradise myths, Genesis as well as other myths of Paradise, 
support the idea that psychological experience begins in the womb with the 
function of intuition. Intuition is the function of the soul complex, which contains 
ego and soul as one. Sensation introduces the child to the world of opposites, 
beginning consciousness and unconsciousness, creating the infamous split in the 
superconsciousness of the Self. The human child is born with ego and soul, 
thereafter apparently divided, which is a description of the birth of consciousness 
and the birth of the unconscious, as the Self differentiates.  

   The irrational functions of intuition and sensation are apparently opposed of 
necessity, allowing each function to be experienced sequentially in time, and 
allowing the experience of knowing two ways of being in the world, separateness 
and oneness, two opposites that can be re-experienced as unity. In this way 
intuition and sensation complement one another. Jung described the opposition of 
these two functions, but made no attempt to describe the point where they 
converge.  

   The rational functions of feeling and thinking, described by Jung as opposites 
that are complementary, also have a point where they converge and can be seen as 
reflections of one another that accomplish the same purpose by a different means. I 
see feeling, among other things, as the phenomenological experience of the thought 
in its unmanifested form. Feeling is the function that makes value judgments, as 
Jung described. In addition, I see the function as more than that, and ultimately as 
the function where all value judgments are withdrawn, where all phenomenon is 
experienced as Being. From my understanding of the myths, feeling is the 
unconscious thought, just as thought is the unconscious feeling, each containing 
the same information in a different form.  

   Von Franz (1972), in her discussion of creation myths and the fourfold division 
of the universe, states that 



we can say that the number four, from our practical experience, always points to a 
totality and to a total conscious orientation, while the number three is a creative 
flow and four is the clear result of the flow when it become still, visible and 
ordered. (p. 168)  

   This, I believe, describes the thinking function as the fourth function (when 
intuition is seen as the first, in the womb), a total conscious orientation that is a 
result of the number three, the creative flow of the feeling function. Thinking 
appears as the last in the evolution of the functions as they turn, and appears to be 
the picture of what has previously taken place in the other functions, via the 
archetype which is later expressed as images, ideas, or language. Thinking is not 
the experience, but the copy, stamp, imprint, or image of the experience. On the 
other hand, it is an experience of the experience, like Adam is an image of God. 
Thinking is the Divine Child of mythology, the method by which human 
experience is expressed in its final form as one of the functions. From my reading 
of the Genesis mythology, it appears possible to me that the first representation of 
the human infant may occur shortly after birth in the form of an archetype that may 
be abstract in nature, yet express in simple terms that the circle of unity 
experienced in utero has been shattered; the "I" and the "other," that is, the world, 
have both been born.  

   In addition to the questions that I initially asked, what appears to me as 
significant possibilities seemed to offer themselves as answers to questions that I 
had not originally asked. Although I assumed that the ego, consciousness, and 
unconsciousness begin at birth, it did not occur to me how the myth might be 
describing this process by the use of the major archetypes, especially as 
personifications of the four psychological functions. Although I believed that the 
so-called split in consciousness was a universal and phenomenological experience 
of all people in all cultures, I did not see clearly what I believe to be the pristine 
truth and beauty of our own Western cosmological myth of Genesis, when viewed 
as a metaphor for the beginning of consciousness and unconsciousness as it 
differentiates.  

   I initially did not think to ask if introversion or extraversion came first, but what 
appears now as a major possibility, began to unfold and present itself as I 
proceeded. Introversion or a subjective attitude appears to be the first one known 
by human infants, with extraversion introduced by the human mother. The Divine 
Child archetype is the transcendent symbol that connects and separates both. 



Divine love is the double-edged sword of ego and soul, consciousness and 
unconsciousness. The feeling and intuitive functions appear to be the least known 
in psychology, possibly because the transition into language always falls short of 
the experience, which is silent like the goddess. Campbell (1991b) says that "the 
psychological functions chiefly involved in the outward-turned, "objective" order 
of cognition, "common to all men," are sensation and thinking. Feeling and 
intuition, on the other hand, lead inward, to private spheres" (emphasis Campbell's, 
p. 649). These private spheres may be contained in the idea of the first 
transference, which is only briefly described in Chapter 2. This was also not an 
original question. I believe, however, that it has significance as material for future 
research, especially the archetypes of the Virgin Mary and Divine Child as the 
images depicting the first exchange of soul and ego between mother and child. 
Campbell (1990c), also says that "woman with her baby is the basic image of 
mythology" (p. 1). This basic mythological image often describes the experience of 
the first transference.  

   Further conclusions are the following: Myths depicting a return to Paradise are 
describing what is necessary to reunite ego and soul or soul and body, allowing for 
the experience of oneness to be re-experienced in life, presumably to prepare (from 
the beginning) the individual for the experience of actual death and the knowledge 
that death is only a cycle of life. The human child experiences all functions in the 
first moments of birth, although there is an explicit order; the human child does not 
suffer in the womb; and the desire to return to the womb or Paradise is universal 
and describes a desire to return to the innocent state of Being that was experienced 
in the womb, and that can be experienced again on a conscious level, a state of 
Being that Jung referred to as the individuated Self. The archetypes are patterns of 
phenomenological experience, clearly expressed by Jung (1967/1929), who said 
"the figures of Christ and the devil are both based on archetypal patterns, and were 
never invented but rather experienced (emphasis Jung's, p. 246). It is the psyche of 
the human child that first experiences the archetypal patterns. 

   Identifying general structures of significant archetypal energy patterns and their 
personifications in mythology seems to be an important step toward demonstrating 
that the cosmological archetypes are universal psychic energy patterns contained in 
every human psyche. Campbell (1993) describes this in his own approach to myth: 
"What I would suggest is that by comparing a number from different parts of the 
world and differing traditions, one might arrive at an understanding of their force, 
their source and possible sense" (p. 26). This has been my own approach to 



understanding various myths as universal psychic energy related to the four 
psychological functions.  

   Marshall (1968) states the following: 

A great work of science or art is great because it contrives to operate on several 
levels at once: it is general without having a host of exceptions, or it describes an 
individual case without being ephemeral. But in areas where such unifying works 
have not yet been accomplished, one has to operate with a combination of more 
general and more particular partial answers, modifying each as seems fitting. (p. 
14)  

   Marshall's statement appears to apply to Jung's description of the four 
psychological functions, which are general in their scope and necessarily capacious 
in the categories they seek to define. If, however, they are defining a four-fold 
structure of the human psyche, which I believe is so, it is necessary first to match 
them with cosmological archetypes of the same general nature. Identifying the 
general archetypes from both perspectives appears essential before a depth analysis 
of the myth can take place.  

   It was not possible to give a complete analysis of each of various myths 
mentioned as related to the four functions. For that reason I have attempted to 
show how and why the general symbols and archetypes of divergent myths and 
antecedent mythologies can be compared with the myth of Genesis, which I have 
attempted to describe in more detail. The large mythological categories can then be 
compared and identified as the same or similar archetypal energy patterns 
contained in the four psychological functions. Various cosmological archetypes can 
be seen as relevant to the four functions and developmental psychology. I have 
done this repeatedly to establish the validity of the hypothesis put forth here: An 
order to the functions can be seen and intuition (in the womb) is the first function 
used by human infants (represented in the Genesis mythology as the creating God), 
followed by the function of conscious sensation (represented in the Genesis 
mythology as the Serpent), which begins at birth.  

   If the beginning connection can be established as a valid assumption, it is then 
possible to analyze the complete myth concerning its particulars, which may yield 
new insights that have previously gone unnoticed. It is not essential for other 
mythological archetypes to match those given in Genesis. The interpretation of 
Genesis as a representation of the functions could contain just as much validity or 
none at all, without other mythological themes that match. If, however, the myth of 



Genesis and the four functions describe universal experience, a link with even one 
other significant myth would strengthen and support the idea that cosmological 
mythology in general is describing the universal experience of beginning human 
life.  

   I have stressed the idea of intuition as the function for containing the other 
functions in undifferentiated form (the three-in-one motif) because I believe this is 
an important key that must be used before patterns in the archetypes can be 
established as psychic energy. Montanaro (1991) describes intuition as 
"unconscious absorption" when she states:  

Every act of learning occurs in a special way. Everything that comes from the 
environment is received, processed and stored in the brain cells with no effort 
using a form of unconscious absorption. This intense mental activity is always 
going on, even in prenatal life, and it characterizes "the absorbent mind." (p. 83)  

   Montanaro's words express, in my interpretation of them, a new movement in 
developmental psychology, which is towards the understanding of the human 
infant in a more complete manner. Jung's contributions, enormous as they were, 
need to be linked with other minds and other possibilities. And it is my belief that 
one of his most important contributions, the description of the four psychological 
functions, needs to be extended and used in a creative manner.  

   Lovin and Reynolds (1985) define cosmogony:  

A cosmogony, as the etymology of the term suggests, is usually an account of the 
"generation or creation of the existing world order" Oxford English Dictionary 
1971, 568). The term includes the connotation that this account has implications 
for understanding the present human condition, and so it applies well to those 
classical and biblical accounts of the origins of the physical world that 
seventeenth-and eighteenth-century English writers first classified together as 
"cosmogonia." (p. 5)  

   Linking Jung's psychological functions with cosmogony may have implications 
for understanding the present human condition. In addition, it may supply us with a 
new understanding and respect for the mythology of Genesis as a powerful 
metaphor, yielding new insights not previously brought to collective 
consciousness.  

   There is no previous map given for this journey. No one, to my knowledge, has 
asked this specific question concerning the possibility of an order in the 



appearance of the functions in humans or attempted to link them with cosmological 
mythology. Therefore, the answers may be partial and, indeed, even contain error, 
but this appears to be the risk inherent in research that attempts to contribute 
anything new. Concerning the newly created idea, Jung (1971/1921) said: 

Current collective values can certainly be measured by an objective criterion, but 
only a free and individual assessment--a matter of living feeling--can give the true 
measure of something newly created. It also needs a man who has a "soul" and not 
merely relations to objects. (p. 189)  

   Insights gained worthy may justify possible errors and be seen as significant for 
further research.  

   Research concerning the psychological function of intuition and its role in 
developmental psychology is just beginning to be explored. It is just beginning to 
be noticed that infants appear to know things they could not have acquired by 
learning (Stern, 1985, p. 51). Speaking of future science, the eminent physicist 
Francis Crick (1994) states: "We can hope to understand more precisely the 
mechanisms of such mental activities as intuition, creativity, and aesthetic pleasure, 
and in so doing grasp them more clearly and, it is to be hoped, enjoy them more" 
(p. 261). Obviously, our understanding of intuition as a psychological function is 
not precisely understood, which does not undermine its importance for the field of 
psychology. On the other hand, there are those who have (now, not in the future) a 
working definition of intuition, such as Zukav (1990), who describes the function 
of intuition as a "multisensory" system: "Our five senses, together, form a single 
sensory system that is designed to perceive physical reality. The perceptions of a 
multisensory human extend beyond physical reality to the larger dynamical 
systems of which our physical reality is a part" (p. 27).  

   What Zukav is calling the "five-sensory" or "single sensory system" is what I am 
calling the ego complex; what Zukav is calling the "multisensory" system is what I 
am calling the soul complex. For Zukav, the multisensory system is what is used 
by the soul. We appear to be describing the same process, although Zukav (1990) 
believes soul consciousness, a term he also uses (p. 185), is evolving in the human 
race, while I would describe it as a consciousness that is present in the beginning 
of life and used continuously whether we have total ego consciousness of it or not. 
Archaic humans were probably no less intuitive than modern humans, if anything 
they probably used the function of intuition more, attributing their increase in 
knowledge to gods or angels or other, which Zukav is still doing. The question of 



who provides the answers when ego consciousness departs or the question of what 
is the initial force of life has many answers from A to Z, and the answers are the 
topics of religion, mythology, and even science in its search for the beginning 
cause of the universe. Does an unseen and not completely known Supreme Power, 
which we are a part of, support all life in the universe or, are we physiologically 
designed to experience "other," which is that power in us, as God? It is not my 
purpose to presume an answer to this question, since I believe it can only be known 
by individual and subjective experience, but to suggest that the function of 
intuition is essential for that individual experience, whatever it may be, to take 
place as a return to the Self. I think it also necessary for the field of psychology (at 
least Jungian psychology attempting to use the four functions as a frame of 
reference) to understand intuition as the source out of which the other functions 
flow and the one to which they return.  

   Spence (1994) tells us that some American Indian tribes adopted the serpent as a 
symbol of time. "They reckoned by 'suns,' and as the outline of the sun, a circle, 
corresponds to nothing in nature so much as a serpent with its tail in its mouth, 
devouring itself. This may have been the origin of the symbol" (p. 111). This 
symbol was used by many divergent cultures, all expressing a similar and universal 
theme. The symbol of the Uroboros (see Neumann, 1993, p. 33), the image of the 
Birth of Vishnu as he bites his toe (see Neumann, 1993, frontispiece), or the 
Serpent Tokch'i eating an egg (see Figure 39), all appear to be describing what 
Freeman (1995) calls the "solipsistic brain" (p. 3). Freeman's (1995, p. 2) 
conclusion that the only thing we can "know" is what we ourselves create supports 
my position by scientific data. The creation myth describes how the human child 
experiences and creates the world, by a subjective and introverted consciousness 
that eventually learns the extraverted or objective method, which is never, as Jung 
so often described, totally objective.  

   Crick (1994) in the preface of his book presents Stuart Sutherland's definition of 
consciousness (The International Dictionary of Psychology), which parallels my 
own: 

Consciousness. The having of perceptions, thoughts, and feelings; awareness. The 
term is impossible to define except in terms that are unintelligible without a grasp 
of what consciousness means. Many fall into the trap of equating consciousness 
with self-consciousness--to be conscious it is only necessary to be aware of the 
external world. (quote in preface)  



   Infants, indeed, appear to be aware and conscious of the external world. This 
idea, apparently, is only beginning to be accepted in developmental psychology, 
whereas cosmological mythology appears to describe, by the use of archetypes and 
symbols, how the actual event takes place. Art often anticipates science, and this 
appears to be the case in cosmological mythology, which attempts to describe 
origins of human life and the universe as they occur simultaneously.  

   Edinger (1986a) states that "the process of division into four is a primordial 
cosmogonic image" (p. 15). I believe this cosmogonic image is described in the 
four major archetypes of Genesis, each of which can be seen as an archetype for 
the undifferentiated functions and the beginning of the individuation process as 
consciousness begins. I consider Jung's division of the four functions of 
consciousness to be an important representation of that primordial cosmogonic 
image. Even though the implications of the connection were not brought to 
completion by Jung, he appeared to know that his description of a four-fold 
structure of consciousness was related to primordial cosmological archetypes of 
the same nature.  

   Baring and Cashford (1993) reflect my own conclusions concerning the 
cosmological myth of Genesis as an element of universal psychic energy: 

A symbolic reading of the story may restore it to its rightful place at the beginning 
of our cultural tradition as a myth of the birth of consciousness. What is important 
is that an experience of a sacred dimension is found in all cultures whether their 
organization is simple or very complex. This suggests that the sacred is not a stage 
in the history of consciousness but an element in the structure of consciousness, 
belonging to all people at all times. It is therefore part of the character of the 
human race, perhaps the essential part. (pp. 8-9)  

   In addition, the Genesis myth describes not only the birth of ego consciousness, 
but the birth of the unconscious soul as superconsciousness (Self) ceases. Taken as 
a simple but powerful metaphor, the myth simultaneously describes the birth of the 
Divine Child, the psychological child, and the biological child; at the depth level 
these three can be seen as one Divine and human Child. Jung (1971/1921) says that 
"the divine birth is an event altogether outside the bounds of rationality. 
Psychologically, it proclaims the fact that a new symbol, a new expression of life at 
its most intense, is being created" (p. 189). It is possible that Jung was describing 
his own Divine Child--his idea of the fourfold structure of the human psyche--from 
a psychological perspective.  



   Beebe (1988) often quotes Jung in his lectures on psychological types, 
particularizing Jung's analogy of a flower to symbolize consciousness, by referring 
to four petals as a symbol of the four psychological types: 

Dr. Jung said: "Living consciously is our form of individuation. A plant that is 
meant to produce a flower is not individuated if it does not produce it--and the man 
who does not develop consciousness is not individuated, because consciousness is 
his flower--it--is his life" (Jung, 1976, "The Vision Seminars," pp. 296-297, Vol. 2, 
NY: Spring Publications.) If the human being individuates and goes on to produce 
the flower that Jung calls consciousness, then the psychological types are the four 
petals of the flower. (recorded lecture)  

   Consciousness would not be possible, however, without unconsciousness, the 
root and leaf of that flower, which is there when consciousness begins.  

   The four psychological functions represent a circular and sacred pattern, like the 
hands of a divine and extraordinary clock going round and round in the moments 
of our everyday, ordinary life. Each function is designed to complement the other, 
and each contributes to the birth and death of the other, wired with an invisible and 
indestructible thread that connects us to the ground of our Being, which was 
always there and will always be there. Cognitive thinking is the result of the 
archetype, which would not come into being without the primal, instinctual energy 
of intuition, which contains it in potential. The instinct contains the archetype and 
the archetype contains the expressed instinct, just as the Father God contains the 
Serpent, Eve, and Adam in Paradise, and Adam is the expression and the image of 
the creating God.  

   There had to be a beginning place where the psychological functions were first 
connected--a place where they first emerged. The beginning place was the Self, the 
center where the four functions unfolded, like the four petals of a divine, wondrous 
flower, as intuition, sensation, feeling, and thinking--the soul, body, heart, and 
spirit of the human and Divine Child.  

 

 
 



 
Figure 46: Cross  

 

 
 

 
Figure 47: Dante's Poem (With Rainbow)  
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Figure 48: Principles  
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