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ABSTRACT

C.G Jung’s Psychological Types: A History and Philosophy of Psychology provides
an in-depth historical and philosophical examination of the work of Carl Gustav Jung
(1875-1961) titled Psychological Types, originally published in 1921. Subsequently,
when referring to this work, Jung emphasised the fact that the psychological typology
he provided in the book was not a ‘characterology’—an attempt to provide a
systematic description of personalities. Rather, for Jung, his project in Psychological
Types was intended to be used as a ‘critical apparatus’, a ‘conceptual scheme’ in
order to ‘classify empirical material’—in other words, as an epistemological tool. As
such, on the one hand, his work provides a philosophy of psychology. Being
profoundly interested in the nature of psychology as a science and, hence, its
‘scientific method’, Jung expands on the works of his contemporary philosophers—
William James and Henri Bergson—incorporating his reading of the philosophers
from previous eras, who also happened to be the heroes of his childhood and student
years—namely, Friedrich Nietzsche, Arthur Schopenhauer, Immanuel Kant, as well
as various classical and medieval philosophers. As a result, Jung produces an
epistemological framework for psychology that incorporates the subjective nature of
psychological knowledge, as well as the recognition of the limitations of the intellect,
whilst also formulating his own concepts, such as ‘individuation’, ‘fantasy’, and the
very notion of a ‘psychological type’. Based on this framework, Jung offers his
psychological typology as an epistemological method, or a reformulation of the
scientific method: what it means to achieve ‘objectivity’ in psychology, to begin with,
and, consequently, in science in general. This project, then, explores in detail Jung’s
conceptualisation of his psychological typology as an epistemological tool by
examining his reading of the above-mentioned philosophers. It also shows the
historical layer of Jung’s work: for Jung, the history of philosophy—and for that

matter, of science—was in effect a history of psychology.



IMPACT STATEMENT

This work will be equally of interest to readers of Carl Gustav Jung’s psychology in
general, and his theory of psychological types in particular, and to those interested in
philosophy—and especially, in the thought of William James, Henri Bergson,
Friedrich Nietzsche, Arthur Schopenhauer, Immanuel Kant, as well as classical and
medieval philosophy. As an integrated history and philosophy of psychology project,
this thesis is fundamentally interdisciplinary: it contributes to a multitude of areas of
scholarship, including, but not limited to, Jung studies, the history of psychology, the
history of science, the philosophy of psychology, the philosophy of science, and the
history of philosophy, as well as the areas of philosophy specialising in the study of
individual philosophers that are dealt with in this thesis—for instance, the
philosophy of William James. With its direct focus on Jung’s Psychological Types,
this thesis provides much needed analysis of Jung’s conception of his theory of
psychological types, with the aim to explore how Jung himself understood his theory
of psychological types—as, primarily, an epistemological method. This thesis further
elucidates this underexplored view by offering a perspective according to which, with
his psychological typology, Jung also provides a reformulation of the ‘scientific
method’, thus offering a ‘philosophy of science’. In it, Jung grants psychology a
pivotal role—as the science of the ‘personal equation’—effectively redefining what it
means for ‘science’ to be objective, thus rejecting both the classical empiricist notion
of ‘tabula rasa’ and what has been described as the ‘mechanical objectivity’ of the
nineteenth-century. This thesis then demonstrates the manner in which Jung
conceptualised his psychological typology as an epistemological tool. This is achieved
by looking at how he utilises his reading of certain philosophical works by
incorporating them into his thought. This thesis, thus, covers a wide range of
philosophical topics, spanning different traditions and historical contexts—from the
‘problem of universals’ to the notions of ‘objectivity’ and ‘subjectivity’—
demonstrating the importance of Jung’s work in Psychological Types as a case study

in the history and philosophy of science, as well as the history of philosophy.
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INTRODUCTION

The central aim of this doctoral thesis is to provide a historical and philosophical
framework for understanding Carl Gustav Jung’s theory of psychological types by
looking closely at his work titled Psychological Types, originally published in 1921.
With the rise in popularity of various typologies that claim to be based at their core
on Jung’s typology in popular culture, as well as recruitment—such as the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI)—and in light of the increased scholarly interest in
Jung’s psychology and its relationship with science and philosophy, this study is
particularly timely.2 Underpinning this project is my interest in the philosophy of
psychology: the notions of ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’ and the question of the
scientific method in psychology. Jung’s typology provides an important case study
for this broader project, since, as we shall see throughout this thesis, these topics are

at the heart of Jung’s work in Psychological Types.

Historically, Jung’s psychological typology was partly a response to his disagreement
with Sigmund Freud regarding the methodology, and epistemology more generally,
of psychology.3 We shall see that, in Psychological Types, Jung provides an analysis
of both Sigmund Freud’s and Alfred Adler’s psychological theories, showing that they
were both ultimately reflections of the personalities of their authors that were
misleadingly used as generalisations, or universal psychological laws. Jung’s goal was
then to provide a psychology that would not be committing the same error, by
acknowledging the subjective nature of psychology in the first place. His
psychological typology would serve this purpose: Freud’s psychoanalysis was
described as having an ‘extraverted’ bias, whilst Adler’s individual psychology had an

‘introverted’ bias. However, this thesis will show that there was more to Jung’s

1 This work was originally published in German as Psychologische Typen. The English translation of
the work titled Psychological Types: or The Psychology of Individuation (by H. Goodwin Baynes)
appeared for the first time in 1923. The book subsequently became volume 6 of The Collected Works
of C.G. Jung in 1971 (edited and translated by Gerhard Adler and R. F.C. Hull). My justification for
using the 1923 translation of the book, rather than the version published as part of the Collected
Works, is that it is closer to the original German version.

2 On the use of MBTTI in recruitment, see, for instance, Coppin (2017).

For an example of a recent discussion of Jung’s relation to science, see, for instance, Jones (2014).

3 Thus, in Memories, Dreams, Reflections, Jung subsequently states that his Psychological Types
‘sprang originally from [his] need to define the way in which [his] outlook differed from Freud’s and
Adler’s (Jung 1962/1989:207).
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project in Psychological Types than just the recognition of the subjective factor in
psychology with his typology. While Jung was critical of the idea of ‘objective
psychology’—as it was commonly understood at the time—seeing it as an
unachievable ideal, his Psychological Types was fundamentally concerned with the
problem of subjectivity in psychology and was attempting to provide a solution to it.
We shall see that, for Jung, his psychological typology itself was an epistemological
tool that provided a method for solving this problem.

As a number of scholars have noted, Jung had a difficult relationship with
philosophy. On the one hand, as James Jarrett points out, Jung was quick to respond
that he considered himself an ‘empiricist’ rather than a ‘philosopher’, being aware of

the irony of this statement (Jarrett 1981:191). Nevertheless, as Jarrett points out,

Early Jung came to see that nothing is more dangerous to a psychologist than being
grounded in a wrongheaded philosophy, but the corrective movement is not in

eschewing philosophy, becoming a non- or anti-philosopher, for this is to give over

b “«

criticizing one’s own assumptions, one’s “personal psychic premises”, the great
philosophical tasks. A psychologist is a philosopher, consciously or unconsciously—but
here as everywhere, the influences that remain dark are potentially full of mischief.

(Jarrett 1981:194).

Indeed, as a psychologist at the beginning of the twentieth century, and someone
who was evidently interested in the methodological and epistemological questions
concerning the nature of psychology as a science, Jung was inevitably engaging with
philosophical questions. As we shall see, philosophical references permeated Jung’s

Psychological Types.

This thesis will show that Jung’s project in Psychological Types is multi-layered.
Firstly, as expected, Jung’s work offers a psychological typology, a psychological
theory that, as Jung himself claims, is based on strictly empirical research, making it
nothing else but scientific. However, it also offers a philosophy of psychology: it aims
to provide insight into what psychology itself is or should be, offering
epistemological and methodological perspectives for psychology as a science. More
than that, this inevitably leads Jung to a discussion of the nature and role of science
more generally, thereby, in a way, also providing a general philosophy of science—

namely, an epistemology and methodology for science.

11



Methodologically, this thesis is both a historical and philosophical study: it includes
historical research exploring the origins of Jung’s typology that is complemented by a
philosophical analysis investigating how Jung conceptualised his typology in
Psychological Types. Throughout this thesis, I also provide a history of the evolution
of Jung’s theory of psychological types leading up to the publication of Psychological
Types in 1921, by looking at key sources such as Jung’s Transformations and
Symbolisms of the Libido (1912), Jung’s paper ‘A Contribution to the Study of
Psychological Types’ presented at the Munich Psychoanalytical Congress in 1913, the
Jung-Schmid correspondence between 1915 and 1916, among others.4 This thesis,
then, seeks to contribute to the established discipline of integrated history and
philosophy of science, as well as to what could be termed ‘integrated history and
philosophy of psychology’ more specifically. Finally, by providing an account of how
Jung conceptualised his psychological typology in his Psychological Types through
his reading of philosophical works across centuries—from the Classical and Medieval
thought to the early 20-century philosophies of William James and Henri Bergson—
this thesis also locates Jung’s work in the history of philosophy more broadly.

When it comes to the academic study of Jung’s psychology, this thesis also aims to
contribute to the intellectual history of Jung. Sonu Shamdasani’s work in Jung and
The Making of Modern Psychology provides a comprehensive guide to the historical
context of Jung’s work, as well as to the figures from the preceding centuries that
came to play an important part in Jung’s psychology (Shamdasani 2003). Central to
it is the discussion of psychology emerging as a ‘science’ at the beginning of the
twentieth century and the place of Jung’s psychology in these events. This work also
offers insights into the philosophical basis of Jung’s psychology, looking at the
figures that are also the subject of this thesis—namely, Immanuel Kant, Arthur
Schopenhauer, Friedrich Nietzsche, Henri Bergson, and William James. With regard
to the latter philosopher, Shamdasani’s work has been fundamental in terms of
establishing James’ pragmatism as a key element of Jung’s epistemological
framework for his psychology. While this thesis follows on from Shamdasani's
argument, I further show that Jung believed he did not simply adopt James'

pragmatism but expanded it. It was the starting point of Jung's epistemology in

4 A discussion of Jung’s later work on typology, as well as his later views on science, will be in the
‘Conclusion’.
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Psychological Types, a basic framework, which he combined with his reading of
Bergson's philosophy, as well as the works of the other philosophers tackled in this
thesis. In addition to this, I show the interconnections between these philosophies
themselves: the trajectory of development of these ideas in the history of philosophy
and how they were then taken up by Jung. Furthermore, by developing his own
epistemology through his synthesis of these philosophies, this thesis demonstrates
that Jung effectively put forward a philosophy of psychology and a philosophy of
science in general: one that redefined the notion of objectivity by incorporating the

'‘personal equation' and Jung's 'problem of opposites'.

Another Jung scholar whose work has been of special importance to the current
study is Martin Liebscher—in particular, concerning the relationship between Jung’s
psychology and the philosophies of Arthur Schopenhauer and Friedrich Nietzsche.5
An earlier contribution to the study of the relationship between Jung and Nietzsche
was made by Paul Bishop—whose work has also included the study of Jung’s
reception of Immanuel Kant—and, a more recent one has been made by Gaia

Domenici in her Jung’s Nietzsche.¢

In 1970, Henri Ellenberger provided a historiography of Jung’s work, dividing it into
distinct periods: his Zofingia lectures as a student at the University of Basel; his work
at the Burgholzli Hospital; the ‘psychoanalytic period’ (between 1909 and 1913); the
‘intermediate period’ between his break with Freud and publication of Psychological
Types; and, finally, Jung’s ‘analytic psychology' after the publication of Psychological
Types (Ellenberger 1970:657). Hence, this historiography already emphasised the
role of Psychological Types in the evolution of Jung’s psychology. However, in light
of the recent publication of the Red Book and the Black Books, it is now clear that
what Ellenberger regarded as an ‘intermediate period’ was actually a fundamentally
important period in the history of Jung’s work. As we shall see, during this time Jung
engaged in self-experimentation and produced conceptual work that determined the
later development of his psychology.” From this perspective, the publication of Jung’s

Psychological Types in 1921 was the immediate product of this creative period and,

5 See Liebscher (2006, 2010, 2012, 2014a, 2014b).
6 See Bishop (1995, 1996,2000), Domenici (2019).
7 The Red Book and The Black Books were published by Shamdasani in 2009 and 2020 respectively.
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as such, examining this work provides unique insight into the conceptualisation of

Jung’s psychology in general.

Philosophy of Science, Philosophy of Psychology, and Jung

One could provide a definition of ‘philosophy of science’, incorporating the
distinction between general philosophy of science and philosophies of the individual
sciences. Stathis Psillos and Martin Curd define general philosophy of science as the
subject that ‘deals with philosophical and foundational problems that arise within
science’ and ‘strives to understand science as a cognitive activity that is uniquely
capable of yielding justified beliefs about the world’ (Psillos and Curd 2008: xix).
General philosophers of science ask questions concerning the aims and methods of
science, as well as clarify what science itself is to begin with, and how it can be
distinguished from ‘non-science’ or ‘pseudoscience’ (Psillos and Curd 2008: xix). The
latter problem has been known in the philosophy of science as the ‘problem of
demarcation’.8 Another important question in the philosophy of science deals with
the nature of scientific theories and their relation to the world: ‘How do theoretical
concepts get their meaning and how are they related to observation?’ (Psillos and
Curd 2008: xix). As we shall see, these two questions—especially the former—will be

at the heart of the discussion in this thesis.

The philosophies of the individual sciences, on the other hand, focus on dealing with
the special philosophical issues within a particular science (Psillos and Curd 2008:
xix). Some of the issues that they deal with ‘concern the basic conceptual structure of
particular sciences’—Psillos and Curd include ‘the nature of psychological and
sociological explanation’ among their examples (Psillos and Curd 2008: xix). Other
questions ‘relate to the commitments that flow from the individual science’. One
could ask, for instance, ‘[a]re there laws in the special sciences’ (Psillos and Curd
2008: xix)? We will see that Jung’s discussion in Psychological Types—what could
be termed his ‘philosophy of psychology’—offered a peculiar take on these questions

as well.

8 For a general discussion of the problem of demarcation, see, for instance, Hansson (2011).
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Historically, an influential contribution to the problem of demarcation in the
philosophy of science was made by Karl Popper in his The Logic of Scientific
Discovery, where he put forward his notion of ‘falsifiability’ as his suggested
scientific method—arguing against the ‘verifiability’ criterion of the Vienna Circle, or
the logical positivists (later called logical empiricists) (Popper 1959).9 In his
Conjectures and Refutations, Popper famously argued that Freudian psychoanalysis,
alongside the Marxist theory of history and Adler’s individual psychology, was
pseudo-scientific since it did not meet the falsifiability criteria: in other words, it was
not possible to conceive of a test that could disprove, or falsify, Freudian
psychoanalysis (Popper 1963). In addition to this, Popper was sceptical of the status
of psychology and sociology as scientific disciplines in general, stating that they ‘had
in fact more in common with primitive myths than with science’ (Popper
1963/2002:34). It is important to point out, however, that in his criticism of

psychoanalysis, Popper’s work did not address Jung’s psychology in particular.

Rudolf Carnap, another prominent philosopher of science and proponent of logical
positivism, provided a criticism of the nineteenth-century German-speaking
philosophical culture due to its emphasis on metaphysics (Carnap 1966/1998:678).
According to him, this culture received disapproval from contemporary German-
speaking physicists such as Ernst Mach and resulted in them arguing that science
should not ask the question “Why?”—only “How?”. Carnap explains further in his

‘The Value of Laws: Explanation and Prediction’:

The background was the German philosophical atmosphere of the time, which was
dominated by idealism in the tradition of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. They wanted a
fuller understanding, which they believed could be obtained only by finding
metaphysical causes that were behind phenomena and not accessible to the scientific
method. Physicists reacted to this point of view by saying: “Leave us alone with your
why-questions. There is no answer beyond that given by the empirical laws.” They
objected to why-questions because they were usually metaphysical questions. (Carnap
1966/1998:678).

As aresult, some of Carnap’s early work—as a young member of the Vienna Circle in

the 1920s—was written ‘as a reaction to the philosophical climate of German

9 This was originally published in German in 1936 as Logik der Forschung. Zur Erkenntnistheorie der
modernen Naturwissenschaft.
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idealism’ (1966/1998:679). As an example, he writes of a notable contemporary
biologist and philosopher Hans Driesch, who postulated an entity that he referred to
as ‘entelechy’ in order to explain certain biological phenomena such as regeneration
and reproduction.t° His work was met with criticism from the logical positivists due

to its lack of scientific laws:

Driesch did not give laws. He did not specify how the entelechy of an oak tree differs
from the entelechy of a goat or a giraffe. He did not classify the entelechies. He merely

classified organisms and said that each organism had its own entelechy.
(1966/1998:679).

Carnap’s criticism of ‘entelechy’ is notable for the relationship between the
philosophy of science and the reception of Jung’s psychology, since Jung has been
linked with Driesch—namely, in the context of the debates surrounding vitalism—as
well as the culture of German idealism in some of the secondary literature on Jung’s
psychology.1t However, as we shall see in this thesis, Jung himself was careful to
disassociate himself from metaphysics and considered himself to be first and
foremost an empiricist—even though he ended up with a unique take on what it

means to be an empiricist, a scientist, and a psychologist, to begin with.

Another figure relevant to this discussion was Carl Hempel, a key representative of
logical empiricism, who provided a formulation of what has been termed ‘logical
behaviourism’ (or philosophical behaviourism) in the philosophy of mind in his essay
titled ‘The Logical Analysis of Psychology’, published in 1935.12 In it, he argues that
‘La]ll psychological statements which are meaningful, that is to say, which are in

principle verifiable, are translatable into statements which do not involve

10 As Marilyn Nagy points out, Driesch named his entity ‘entelechy’ after Aristotle’s use of the term:
‘For Aristotle, entelechy (entelecheia) is a term practically synonymous with actuality (energeia), and
it has to do with the final stage in a sequence of development described by the Four Causes, in which
potential has been realized, form has been actualized, and optimal functioning is taking place. Driesch
meant by his use of the term entelechy to indicate the existence of a specific non-material substance
which is responsible for, and enables life to exist’ (Nagy 1991:248).

11 Nagy, for instance, argued that 'the immediate philosophical source for Jung's theory of
individuation and the self is in vitalism’ and that ‘it is fruitful to consider Jung's constantly reiterated
insistence on the "autonomy of the psyche" in the light of the vitalist hypotheses’ (Nagy 1991:250). For
the relationship between Jung’s psychology and German idealism, see, for instance, Bishop (2012).

12 The original 1935 version of the paper was published in French. In the 1977 prefatory note, Hempel
states that by the time this paper appeared in English, he had abandoned the ‘narrow translationist
form of physicalism’ (Hempel 2013:14).
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psychological concepts, but only the concepts of physics’ (Hempel 2013:18).13 Since,
from the logical empiricist perspective, the statements about the unobservable mind
were effectively metaphysical statements, the discussion of mental states was
considered to be meaningless. When it comes to behaviourism in psychology in
particular, as Laurence D. Smith pointed out, ‘[a] similar sort of antimetaphysical
bent characterised behaviourism even before it came into contact with logical
positivism’ (Smith 1986:3).14 John B. Watson, an American psychologist, already
formulated the key tenets of behaviourism in 1913, with its emphasis on the concrete,
rather than the speculative—which manifested itself in the behaviourists’ decision to
study behaviour, as opposed to psychological states (Smith 1986:3). Indeed, as Smith
noted, ‘[i]n both behaviourism and logical positivism, the antimetaphysical attitude
was tied to empiricism in the form of explicit and implicit principle of verifiability’
(Smith 1986:3). Watson is significant for our purposes as he wrote a review of Jung’s
Psychological Types for The New Republic, which painted Jung’s work in a negative
light, criticising it on the basis of its lack of verifiability, as well as viewing it as
outdated:

According to Jung, objective psychology can go only a little way towards giving an
adequate picture of the nature of the human "soul." Very few of the complex factors of
human psychology can be witnessed and observed as measurable facts. That some of
them can be so measured Jung tells us is shown by his Association Studies. If the
reviewer may be allowed to break in upon the author's introverted thinking chain at
this point, he would like to point out that considerable work on the conditioned reflex
—glandular, muscular and emotional —demonstrates this still more clearly, but for
Jung to take account of this work would seriously complicate his theory of the
unconscious, both collective (phylogenetic) and individual (ontogenetic). Hence nearly

all twentieth century psychology is ignored. (Watson 1923:287).

Watson then proceeds to compare Jung’s work with that of a ‘religious mystic’,
concluding that Jung’s Psychological Types does not ‘aid the science of psychology’,

but rather ‘confuses it by unjustifiable, and unsupported assumptions’ (Watson

13 This can be understood as an ‘analytic reduction’, rather than an ‘ontological reduction’—since the
idea behind Hempel’s claim is not that mental states are fundamentally physical states, but that the
statements about mental phenomena are the same as the statements about behavioural dispositions,
that the meaning of the statements is the same (Todd and Morris 1995:76).

14 There was a historically popular account, according to which logical positivism and behaviourism
were in an alliance. However, Smith argued that this claim was an overstatement (Smith 1986).

17



1923:289). This criticism of Jung’s Psychological Types ultimately came to be ‘the
dominant attitude towards [Jung’s] work in academic psychology’ (Shamdasani

2003:83).

However, what is both interesting and surprising is that, as Shamdasani points out,
‘there are few modern psychologists who have reflected on issues concerning the
scientific status of psychology as much as Jung’ and that ‘[h]is reflections on this
issue played a critical role in how he developed and reformulated his psychology’
(Shamdasani 2003:30). The philosophy of psychology has treated psychology as a
disjointed field, an umbrella term for a number of different disciplines, with each
having its own goals and methodologies. Richard Samuels, for instance, provides the

following account of the philosophy of psychology:

The philosophy of psychology is concerned with issues that span work in the
philosophy of science, philosophy of mind, and empirical psychology. Psychology is not
a unified field but a diverse confederation of subfields and research programs, any of
which could form a focal point for philosophical attention; and indeed many have,
including psychoanalysis, social psychology, and abnormal psychology. But it is
cognitive psychology — and the field of cognitive science, of which it is a central part —
that has dominated research in the philosophy of psychology; and it is this research

that I focus on here. (Samuels 2008:581).

Whilst the division of psychology into different fields with distinct goals is not
inherently different from the natural process of branching out in other sciences, a
more general discussion of what exactly we mean by psychology as a science has
been lacking. It will be shown in this thesis that Jung’s work in Psychological Types
serves as a historical example of someone who engaged with the question of what it
means for psychology to be a science and have a scientific method—my goal is then to

analyse this discussion and make sense of Jung’s take on the topic.

We will see that pragmatism—specifically, William James’ philosophy—played an
important role in the philosophical basis of Jung’s psychology and his theory of
psychological types in particular. Pragmatism has been increasingly influential in the
philosophy of science and social studies of science—in particular, the associated

doctrine of pluralism.!5 Hence, this thesis can serve as a case study in the history of

15 According to Frank Miedema, for instance, ‘[t]o rethink the relation between science and society and
its current problems authoritative scholars in the US and Europe, but also around the globe, have
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applied pragmatism. With regard to pluralism in particular, important work has
been carried out by Hasok Chang, who defines his position as ‘active normative
epistemic pluralism’ (Chang 2012:253). He defines pluralism in science as ‘the
doctrine advocating the cultivation of multiple systems of practice in any given field
of science’ (Chang 2012:260). He further defines ‘a system of practice’ as ‘a coherent
and interacting set of epistemic activities performed with a view to achieve certain
aims’ (Chang 2012:260). For Chang, these different systems of practice should be
‘developing in productive interaction with each other’ (Chang 2012:260).
Interestingly, in Jung scholarship, Armelle Line Peltier has recently provided an
account of Jung’s views on science, based on his Liber Novus, or the Red Book, that

strongly resembles Chang’s epistemology. She states that, according to Jung;:

(1) science is not a single entity but an assembly of different fields and disciplines; (2)
these different fields have to work together and to establish a dialectic in order to build
the most efficient ways of knowing; (3) there does not exist a single or a better way of
knowing the world, contrary to claims made by logical positivists and presented in
their models of physics; (4) the goal of science is not to find the truth but to build
knowledge of an object of study; and (5) progress in science must be understood in

terms of increase of knowledge. (Peltier 2019:69).

In her work, Peltier refers to Paul Feyerabend—an important figure in the twentieth-
century philosophy of science, who is notable for his criticism of ’rationalist™
attempts to lay down or discover rules of scientific method’ (Preston 2020).1¢ Peltier
connects Feyerabend’s philosophy with Jung’s psychology: ‘Feyerabend explains that
scientific progress (increase of knowledge) is a result of a removal of reason and
arguably this is also the case of Jung, as the Red Book experience appearance to
attest’ (Peltier 2019:72). However, in this thesis, we will see that while Jung was
critical of the domination of rationality (in a more Bergsonian vein), he was not
critical of rationality per se and did not give up on the scientific method altogether in
a Feyerabendian vein—rather, (in a pragmatist vein), he subscribed to the view,

‘many things go’, rather than ‘anything goes’—as Chang puts it (Chang 2012:261).

since 1980 implicitly and increasingly explicitly gone back to the ideas of American pragmatism’
(Miedema 2022:109).

16 For more, see Feyerabend (1975).
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Defining Scientific Objectivity

Classical empiricism historically played a crucial role in establishing a method of
arriving at scientific objectivity (the quality of being based on evidence and data) by,
firstly, putting forward inductive reasoning as the basis of the scientific method—
moving from concrete facts to a general theory—and, secondly, by establishing sense
experience as the primary source of knowledge—meaning that every scientific claim
had to originate from observation and experimentation (Mumford 2008:27).17 As
Stephen Mumford points out, ‘[t]this led, some centuries later, to an overall
condemnation of metaphysics in logical positivism [empiricism], particularly as
described by Ayer’ (Mumford 2008:27).18 In Objectivity, Lorraine Daston and Peter
Galison distinguish several different notions of objectivity. They argue that
‘mechanical objectivity’ was a distinct phenomenon that originated in the mid-
nineteenth century in the context of the availability of the newly invented
photographic techniques, which allowed to record data mechanically for the first
time, replacing what they call ‘truth-to-nature’ (Daston and Galison 2007).19 In this
thesis, scientific objectivity is defined more broadly to include the aspirations of
classical empiricism—in fact, we will see that, in Psychological Types, Jung
addressed both the empiricist notion of ‘tabula rasa’—the view that the mind is a
blank slate and there is no innate knowledge (since knowledge is derived from
experience)—as well as the ‘mechanisation’ of science in his critique of what he calls

‘objective psychology’.

Daston and Galison contextualise the emergence of mechanical objectivity in the
mid-nineteenth century by stating that the scientists of this time ‘began to fret openly
about a new kind of obstacle to knowledge: themselves’, worried that ‘the subjective
self was prone to prettify, idealize, and, in the worst case, regularize observations to
fit theoretical expectations: to see what it hoped to see’ (Daston and Galison

2007:34; italics added). By the 1860s, scientists were concerned with ‘effacing their

17 The former was formulated in Francis Bacon’s The Novum Organum (1620), whilst the latter—in
John Locke’s An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1689).

18 In his Language, Truth and Logic, A.J. Ayer famously outlines the logical empiricists’ ‘principle of
verifiability’ (Ayer 1936).

19 It is also interesting to note that the term ‘scientist’ had just been coined by William Whewell
(Snyder 2017).
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own personalities’ and inventing ‘techniques that left as little as possible to the

bob

discretion of either artist or scientist, in order to obtain an “objective view” (Daston
and Galison 2007:35). Daston and Galison point out further that ‘[i]f knowledge
were independent of the knower, then it would indeed be puzzling to encounter
admonitions, reproaches, and confessions pertaining to the character of the
investigator strewn among descriptions of the character of the investigation’ (Daston
and Galison 2008:39). As we shall see, Jung starts his discussion of psychology as a
science in Psychological Types exactly with the problem of the subjectivity of the
scientist who carries out an experiment—or the so-called ‘personal equation’.
However, Jung’s take on the problem is that it is actually impossible to remove a
scientist’s personality from the act of observation—however, one can do their best to

understand oneself, one’s psychology, and achieve a balanced psychological state, the
‘Self’.

The following definition of objectivity by Daston and Galison is, then, the starting
point of Jung’s discussion in his Psychological Types—he anticipated the view of the

study of objectivity through the study of subjectivity—namely, through psychology:

First and foremost, objectivity is the suppression of some aspect of the self, the
countering of subjectivity. Objectivity and subjectivity define each other, like left and
right or up and down. One cannot be understood, even conceived, without the other. If
objectivity was summoned into existence to negate subjectivity, then the emergence of
objectivity must tally with the emergence of a certain kind of wilful self, one perceived
as endangering scientific knowledge. The history of objectivity becomes, ipso facto,

part of the history of the self. (Daston and Galison 2008:36-37).

We shall also see that central to Jung’s psychology, echoing the quote above, is the
idea that there is no object without the subject—or, in Jung’s terms, one is in the

‘unconscious’ of the other.

Furthermore, Daston and Galison’s conception of the mid-nineteenth-century
opposition between the ‘scientific self’ and the ‘artistic self’ is reminiscent of Jung’s
dichotomy of the ‘rational’ and the ‘irrational’ in Psychological Types (Daston and
Galison 2008:37). Interestingly, the term ‘rationality’ has been used to connote
another important aspect of science in the philosophy of science. Objectivity and
rationality used to be seen as ““neutral” epistemic values’ and ‘essential components

of the scientific method’—a view that has been challenged recently (Baghramian
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2008:237). For instance, Gerald Doppelt has argued that ‘[a]n adequate philosophy
of science will need new conceptions of rationality, objectivity, and progress to show
how [...] normative shifts in values can exhibit these classical ideals’ (Doppelt
2008:303). We will see that Jung’s work in Psychological Types was a historical

predecessor of this view—albeit with a peculiar take on it.

In this thesis, I argue that with his work in his Psychological Types, Jung effectively
redefines scientific objectivity by stating that scientific objectivity should incorporate
the notion of the ‘personal equation’. His psychological typology, then, provides a
‘classification’ of different kinds of the ‘personal equation’. This thesis will show that,

in Psychological Types, Jung clarifies a) and rejects b):

a) Objectivity: the quality of being based on facts and evidence and not being
influenced by beliefs or feelings
b) Empiricism: facts can be derived from objects directly, as mind is a blank

slate

I show that with his psychological typology as an epistemological method, Jung re-
imagines what it means for psychology to be a science: one needs to, first,
incorporate the ‘the personal equation’, the psychological bias, or one’s psychological
type, and then overcome it (by resolving what he refers to as the ‘problem of
opposites’—the problem of psychological ‘one-sidedness’). This revised notion of
objectivity in psychology could then be termed ‘untyping’: one overcomes one’s
subjectivity by transcending one’s psychological type and achieves ‘objectivity’ in a

new sense as a result—as the balanced ‘Self’.

However, for Jung, this revision of objectivity has implications beyond just
psychology. In Psychological Types, Jung argues that science is only one
psychological attitude among many—it is a product of the psychological function of
what he terms ‘thinking’, or the ‘rational’ more broadly. Hence, in order to achieve

objectivity in science in general, one needs to achieve objectivity in psychology first:

Premise 1. Untyping is a necessary condition of objectivity in psychology
Premise 2. Objectivity in psychology is a necessary condition of objectivity in
science.

Conclusion. Untyping is a necessary condition of objectivity in science.
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This means, then, that a psychological typology becomes an epistemological method
for both psychology and science in general. In order to have a better understanding
of Jung’s epistemological project in Psychological Types, it is helpful to provide a
brief history of the emergence of psychology as a scientific discipline—which we will

look at in the following section of this introduction.

Psychology before Jung

When it comes to the beginnings of psychology as a science at the turn of the century,
the philosophical debates surrounding the scientific status of psychology played a
crucial role in this process and were critical for the establishment of the ‘new’ science
of psychology (Daston 1982). What is interesting, however, is that these debates
inevitably resulted in a renewed discussion of the nature of science itself and its
‘scientific method’. As Lorraine Daston puts it, [t]he late nineteenth-century
controversy over the prospects for “science of mind” in Britain and the United States
challenged not only the aspiring science of psychology, but also the philosophical
framework for science that had been the legacy of the Scientific Revolution’ (Daston
1982:90). In particular, she argues that ‘psychological subjects, particularly the
theory of volition, also undermined contemporary treatments of scientific
explanation by John Herschel, John Stuart Mill, William Whewell, and William
Stanley Jevons’, which meant that ‘[a]t stake was not only the possibility of a science
of psychology, but the conception of science itself’ (Daston 1982:90). Hence, the
relationship between psychology and the philosophy of science has been a
historically important one. However, as Daston points out, ‘[p]hilosophers and
historians of science interested in the development and application of views on
scientific method and explanation have generally confined their studies to the

natural sciences’, which is still largely the case (Daston 1982:89).

According to Gary Hatfield, during the eighteenth century, the realm of psychology
was covered by three different fields: metaphysics (regarding the relationship
between mind and body), epistemology (regarding the capacity of the mind) and,
finally, what might be called ‘empirical and theoretical psychology’ (regarding

explanations of psychological phenomena) (Hatfield 2012:241). According to
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Mitchell Ash, ‘[a]n often-told scientific success story leads from Johann Heinrich
Herbart’s program for the measurement of sensations (in response to Kant’s claim
that mental events, lacking the attribute of space, could not be measured), by way of
Hermann Helmholtz’s measurement of the speed of nervous impulses and Gustav
Theodor Fechner’s psychophysics (the measurement of relations between external
stimuli and just-noticeable differences in sensation), to Wilhelm Wundt’s (1832—

2

1920) “physiological psychology.” (Ash 2003:255). As he points out, however, the
history of nineteenth-century psychology was much more complex than this, with
numerous different groups of psychologists pursuing different research programmes
with varying approaches (Ash 2003:255-256). Shamdasani provides a long list of
subject areas that the late-nineteenth-century psychologists believed the new field of
scientific psychology needed to be clearly distinguished from, namely: ‘philosophy,
theology, biology, anthropology, literature, medicine, and neurology’ (Shamdasani
2003:4). In nineteenth-century Germany, philosophy, natural science, as well as
‘sensory physiology’ were brought together in order to create ‘the new, quantitative
experimental psychology’ (Hatfield 2012:241). These ‘new’ experimental
psychologists adopted the experimental method of other sciences of this time—such
as physics and physiology—with the aim to gain scientific status. In this process, they
re-imagined the object of their inquiry in physical terms, effectively transforming the
abstract mental states into concrete physical states that could be subject to

measurement (Daston 1982).

Psychological typologies already existed before Jung—there had been theories of
types by Jean-Martin Charcot, Alfred Binet, and William Stern (Shamdasani 2003).
The very idea of a psychological typology is intertwined with important philosophical
questions concerning the nature of science. A psychological typology, by definition,
provides a classification of psychological attitudes—which then relates it to the
discussion of the problem of ‘natural kinds’ in the philosophy of science and the
‘problem of universals’ in philosophy more generally. It was a step away from the
individual psychology of the late-nineteenth century (associated with Alfred Binet
and Victor Henri), the proponents of which, instead of studying the ‘general
processes of psychic processes’, aimed to study the individual differences in
psychological processes (Shamdasani 2003:41). As we shall see, Jung believed this
view to be equivalent to a renunciation, giving up on the idea of studying psychology

scientifically, since science, by definition, dealt with generalities. Typology then
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offered a middle-ground between individual psychology and the new ‘objective’
psychology that strived to put forward universal psychological concepts—the latter
was described by Jung as an ‘intolerable tyranny, belonging to the pseudoscientific

principle of the normal man’ in Psychological Types (Jung 1923:56).

Reception of Jung’s Psychological Types

The appearance of the English translation of Jung’s Psychological Types in 1923 was
met with great positive reaction in the English-speaking world, receiving positive
reviews from The New York Times and Times Literary Supplement (Shamdasani
2003:83). In 1924, Henrich Kliiver remarked on the increased importance of
typologies, stating that both the meeting of the British Association for the
Advancement of Science, entitled ‘The Mental Differences between Individuals’, and
the German Kongress fiir experimentelle Psychologie were concerned with
‘classifications of mental types’ (Kliiver 1924:456). He also remarked on the

widespread use of typologies across different branches of psychology and beyond:

Classifications of types have been worked out in psychiatry, pedagogy, and
psychoanalysis, on the basis of Dilthey's 'Struktur' psychology and from the point of
view of a 'phenomenological psychology.' There should be mentioned in this
connection beside Jung's 'Psychological Types,' Ernst Kretschmer's 'Korperbau und
Ckarakter, Untersuchungen zum Konstitutionsproblem und zur Lehre von den
Temperamenten,' H. Rorschach's 'Psychodiagnostik,' E. Spranger's 'Lebensformen' K.
Jasper's 'Psychologie der Weltanschaungen', R. Miiller-Freienfels' 'Personlichkeit und
Weltanschauung' and finally the experimental investigations of the Marburg school (E.

R. Jaensch and W. Jaensch) on 'Eidetiker'. (Kliiver 1924:456).

However, we shall see throughout this thesis that Jung viewed his work in
Psychological Types as primarily an epistemological project: one that put forward a
distinct perspective on the nature of psychology as a science—as well as, as will
become evident, the nature of science itself. But when it comes to the reception of
Jung’s typology as an epistemological project, rather than simply a psychological
typology, it has been largely unsuccessful in the realm of academic psychology. As

Shamdasani has pointed out, ‘Jung’s typology, as an epistemological attempt to halt
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the infinite regress threatened by the personal equation, through the establishment
of a psychology of psychologies, did not meet with any general acceptance’
(Shamdasani 2003:83). Among the reasons for this was the fact the psychologists did
not like the idea of their psychological theories losing their ‘objective’ validity as a
result of them being explained away as mere products of certain psychological

attitudes (Shamdasani 2003:83).

Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that when it comes to its reception in academic
psychology, Jung’s theory of psychological types happened to be the ‘one aspect of
Jung’s work that found its way on to the agenda of academic psychology’, and ‘the
only aspect of his work that was accorded any serious and not purely dismissive
attention by psychologists’ (Shamdasani 2003:84). However, in the process of this
engagement, Jung’s typology was ‘transformed beyond all recognition’, which meant
that effectively all that was left of Jung’s original theory was only the key terms—
namely, ‘introversion’ and ‘extraversion’—while his ‘historical, clinical, cultural
concerns were left to one side and were replaced by the experimental and statistical
methods that held sway in psychology’ (Shamdasani 2003:84-85). This was because
in the 1920s—the immediate context of the reception of Jung’s Psychological
Types—the use of experimentation and statistical methods became the hallmark of
scientific psychology (Shamdasani 2003:29-31). For example, June Etta Downey, an
American psychologist, compared Jung’s theoretical work in Psychological Types
with the experimental method of her The Will-Temperament Test—a contemporary

test that evaluated personality traits:

In studying certain patterns of profile obtained from will-temperament testing I have
frequently been impressed with the possibility of describing the subjects giving them as
introverted or extraverted. Other investigators have remarked the same possibility. It
seems, therefore, worth while reviewing certain passages in Jung's "Psychological
Types" in order to determine the extent to which such a parallelism holds. The
approach in Jung is theoretical; that in will-temperament testing experimental; a

comparison of conclusions would, therefore, be particularly instructive. (Downey

1924).

Even Beatrice Hinkle, a medical doctor and Jung’s chief supporter in the United
States, had already singled out Jung’s typology from the rest of his psychology in
1919, before the publication of Jung’s Psychological Types, and put it in an
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experimental context, comparing it with the contemporary medical work in an article

published in a psychological journal:

Perhaps Dr. Jung’s most important contribution for the understanding of human
personality, however, is the differentiation and study of the psychologic [sic] types. The
advantage of the classification of mankind into distinct psychologic types whose
reactions to stimuli are different and distinct and can fairly adequately be postulated in
advance is as valuable for the medical psychologist as is Dr. Joel Goldthwaite

anatomical and physiological classification for the internist. (Hinkle 1919:177).20

Outside of the use of analytical psychology in therapy, Jung’s work has had the
greatest impact on the social sciences and humanities.2! A newspaper article in
Gloucestershire Echo was already discussing the application of Jung’s theory of

psychological types to teaching methods in education in 1923:

The mental tests of Binet and his followers do not take into account sufficiently the
variability due to these differing types. The introverts do not enjoy them and do not do
themselves justice. In the Montessori method, where only guidance is necessary, the
internal impulse gets opportunity for expression, and the deep well of natural power is
liberated. The Dalton plan also gives greater scope for the psychological variety of
types, because it is more flexible and allows the child freedom to learn at his own pace.
There is no restriction of the methods of learning suited to each type, which there must
be under the class system where the teacher attempts to lead the class along a line of

thought conforming to his own type. (1923).22

Furthermore, through Katharine Cook Briggs’s and her daughter Isabel’s
interpretation of Jung’s work, used as the basis for the ‘Myers-Briggs Type Indicator’,
Jung’s psychological typology had a significant cultural impact, which continues to
this day.23

20 Tt is interesting to point out that Beatrice Hinkle went on to develop her own version of the theory of
psychological types in her paper titled ‘A Study of Psychological Types’, published in 1922
(Shamdasani 2003:81).

21 On the history of the reception of Jung’s typology in anthropology, see Shamdasani (2003:328).
For the use of Jung’s typology in gender studies, see, for instance, Mosher (1987). On the use in
literature, see, for instance, Tucker (2010).

For a more general survey of Jung’s impact on the humanities, see, for instance, Rowland (2010).
22 The newspaper article was reporting on the lecture delivered by Taylor, a pupil of Jung, at the
Cheltenham Froebel Society.

23 For instance, on the use in education, see Provost and Anchors (1987), Fairhurst and Fairhust
(1995), Cross (2009), Kise (2014).
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What is peculiar is that the fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of Jung’s
work in Psychological Types—namely, the view that the book provided a description
of characters, while Jung himself stated that this was not the case—was what caused
the popularity of Jung’s typology in the first place (Shamdasani 2003:84-85). In a
letter to Hans Schiffer, dated 27 October 1933, Jung contrasts his own approach with
that of Schaffer, distinguishing his typology from a ‘characterology’:

Your attempt is essentially characterological, which I cannot assert of my own
typology. Nor was it ever my intention to characterize personalities, for which reason I
did not put my description of the types at the beginning of the book. (Jung
1933/2015:129).

In the letter, Jung further states that the use of his typology as a characterology
‘would be much too general and therefore much too scanty’. He believed that the
reason for this misconception was the fact that ‘the layman can form absolutely no
conception of the peculiar material the psychotherapist is confronted with’. Jung
writes that he was instead aiming to create a ‘clear conceptual scheme based on
empirically demonstrable factors’, one that would aim at ‘classifying empirical
material’—meaning ‘elucidating conceptually the empirical psychological material
presented by any one individual thus subordinating it to general points of view’—
rather than merely ‘characterizing personalities’ (Jung 1933/2015:130). In a different
letter, dated 18 February 1935 and addressed to G.A. Farer, he again highlights the
misconception that his typology was first and foremost a description of different
personalities, writing that his readers were ‘first of all led into the temptation of
classifying everything typologically, which in itself is a pretty sterile undertaking’
(Jung 1935/2015:186). However, Jung writes: ‘it is not the case at all that I begin by
classifying my patients into types and then give them the corresponding advice’
(Jung 2015:186). Rather he generally used his typology with his patients only when

he had to explain to them ‘the one-sidedness of their behaviour’ (Jung

1935/2015:186).

In the letter to G. A. Farner, Jung states that that there were two sides to his
Psychological Types. On the one hand, he explains that he ‘always use[d] typology in

the stricter sense as a critical apparatus', adding that just 'the idea of a psychological
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typology is really an attempt at a critical psychology' (Jung 1935/2015:186).24 On the
other hand, the book ‘deals with the problem of opposites arising out of such
criticism’ (Jung 1935/2015:186). I would argue that the ‘critical’ aspect of
Psychological Types is Jung’s proposed epistemology for psychology—namely, his
general view on the nature of psychological knowledge, or the notion of the ‘personal
equation’—whereas the problem of opposites, and its solution, is Jung’s proposed

methodology in light of his epistemology.

This thesis, then, seeks to contribute to the reception of Jung’s Psychological Types
as an epistemological project in the history and philosophy of science, and the
history and philosophy of psychology in particular. It aims to show that this work of
Jung, in addition to being a work of psychology, also provided a philosophy of
science through a philosophy of psychology, and as such, constitutes an important

case study in the field of the integrated history and philosophy of science.

Review of Arguments in Secondary Literature

When it comes to the discussion of Jung’s position on science, a common view in
Jung scholarship has been to say that, for Jung, science is fundamentally one-sided
and therefore, limited—hence, psychology—in order to do justice to psychological
phenomena—should not become a ‘science’ but move beyond it. Ellenberger
established the tradition of contrasting Freud’s positivism with Jung’s ‘pure’
romanticism and arguing that Jung rejected the former, with its scientism. He
argued that ‘Jung's analytic of psychology, like Freud's psychoanalysis, is a late
offshoot of Romanticism, but psychoanalysis is also the heir of positivism, scientism,
and Darwinism, whereas analytic psychology rejects that heritage and returns to the
unaltered sources of psychiatric Romanticism and philosophy of nature’ (Ellenberger
1970:657). Marylin Nagy, in her Philosophical Issues in the Psychology of C.G. Jung,
argued that ‘the conceptual structure of Jung's psychology is based on philosophical

postulates which express an idealist and a metaphysical view of reality’ and that it is

24 Jung had expressed this view earlier, in June 1934, in a lecture given at ETH Zurich. There he said
that ‘psychological types are not meant to serve the purpose of labelling individuals [...], but they are a
critical apparatus for the discovery of empirical psychological materials’ (Jung 1934/2022:65).
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a ‘position-taking on philosophical issues of the nineteenth century’ (Nagy 1991:263).
Hence, she took Jung to mean that psychology should not become ‘too much of a
science’, since, for Jung, ‘science is always "an affair of the intellect," and must not be
allowed to overstep its proper boundaries and interfere with the practical living of
life’ (Nagy 1991:78).25 Roderick Main has argued that Jung’s own notion of
synchronicity was instrumental in his reconceptualization of science and its
relationship with religion (Main 2000). More recently, Peltier, for instance, has
stated that, for Jung, ‘science needed to be larger than a defined paradigm’ (Peltier
2019:69). Part of this argument is also the view that, for Jung, science—specifically,
Western science—fundamentally belongs to the realm of the ‘intellect’, or

‘rationality’. Mark Saban has described this as follows:

In the case of science, [Jung] diagnoses western culture as suffering from a one-sided
overevaluation of analytical intellect while more synthetic approaches supported by
psychic functions such as intuition or feeling are undervalued and ignored. What,
according to Jung, is necessary for the individuation of the western culture is a critical
reappraisal of these ‘shadow’ factors, aiming toward their assimilation. (Saban

2014:36).

Jung’s work has been linked with the philosophy of the German idealists—as well as
the scientists associated with the German Romanticism tradition—relating Jung’s
plea for the recognition of the ‘irrational’ to the German idealists’ strive for holism.
Joe Cambray has argued that Jung was ‘significantly influenced by various key
figures [of German Romanticism] and their scientific approaches’, namely ‘their
efforts to include aesthetic and holistic perspectives in scientific thought’ (Cambray
2014 30; 27).26 Saban has argued that the dichotomy of ‘science vs art’ is
fundamental to Jung’s psychology and that ‘it is Jung’s repeated emphasis upon the
importance of, first the awareness of such tensions and subsequently the attempt to
hold and transcend them, that characterizes Jung’s project in psychology’ (Saban

2014:35). This, then, results in ‘Jung’s refusal to choose between science and its

25 As for Jung’s Psychological Types in particular, Nagy identifies the psychological view specifically
with the introverted view, symbolised by the ‘soul’ and subjectivity, and contrasts it with the
extraverted view, symbolised by empiricism and objectivity (Nagy 1991:78). However, as we shall see,
for Jung, objectivity, in a revised sense, would mean to transcend one’s psychological type—Dbe it
extraverted or introverted—by integrating one’s unconscious, which would contain the opposite of
one’s type.

26 Cambray acknowledges that Jung ‘did not refer to the scientific work of the German Romantics,
preferring to orient to the philosophical aspect of this tradition’ (Cambray 2014:30).
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other, or rather, his insistence on choosing both’ (Saban 2014:35). Saban adds that
‘Jung is not opposed to science as such’ but is rather against ‘the exclusiveness of
science: its claims to offer the only explanation of every aspect of human life’ (Saban
2014:36). Finally, Ernst Falzeder has argued that ‘Jung did not undergo a lasting
“conversion” to an empiricist-scientific stance when he chose psychiatry as his
vocation’, but that his ‘very choice of profession was in itself an attempt to come to
terms with his inner dichotomy’ (Falzeder 2016:21). Moreover, he also argues that
‘we could view his entire work and theory as an attempt to find a superior standpoint
with which to reconcile these two extreme poles’ (Falzeder 2016:21). He then
concludes that Jung’s work could be described as a ‘philosophical enterprise’
(Falzeder 2016:26).

The argument in this thesis will build upon these views and further clarify Jung’s
position on science, and psychology as a science. We will see that Jung was critical of
the dominance of the intellect, or rationality, in Western thought and indeed
identified science to be its product. However, I will argue that Jung’s criticism of
science, his statement that science is not ‘the summa of life’, was specifically a
criticism of ‘rational’ science rather than of the idea of science per se—of the view
that science is a special way of gaining knowledge. Instead of refusing to choose
between science and art—the rational and the irrational—science itself needs to be
reformulated to include the irrational. Jung’s work is then a criticism of the
contemporary scientific method, rather than the scientific method itself. We will also
see that Jung’s project in his Psychological Types—with the psychological types
understood as typical manifestations of the ‘personal equation’ that stand in the way
of scientific objectivity—inevitably provided a re-imagining of the scientific method.
Saban has described Jung’s project in Psychological Types as follows: “The whole
point of Jung’s Psychological Types was to attempt to address, and (as much as
possible) overcome the aspect of the personal equation as perceived in the
psychologies of Freud and Adler’ (Saban in Jones 2014:153). He adds that ‘[i]t
therefore attempts to transcend this problem by allowing for the different possible
combinations of typological functions which can occur in individuals’ (Saban in
Jones 2014:153). Jung indeed intended his psychological types to be used to
acknowledge the ‘personal equation’—in this sense, typology could be seen as a
‘metalanguage’ for scientists, as Shamdasani has put it (Shamdasani 2003:69).

However, we shall see that this was only the starting point for Jung, a description of
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the status quo. The new scientific method lay in solving the psychological problem of
one-sidedness—the ‘problem of opposites’—that causes one to have a psychological
type in the first place. The other ingredient in Jung’s re-imagined scientific method
was Jung’s notion of ‘individuation’—integration of the elements of the unconscious
to achieve a balanced self, which, in the case of psychological types, could be termed
‘untyping’—through the integration of the opposite psychological type located in the
unconscious, resulting in the removal of the one-sided perspective, or bias.
Furthermore, while Saban has talked of ‘the individuation of the Western culture’
through the acknowledgement of the repressed elements due to the domination of
science—as we have seen in an earlier quote—one could also say that, for Jung, what
was needed was the individuation of the Western science itself. From Jung’s
perspective, then, by solving the problem of opposites through individuation one
could arrive at objectivity in a revised sense. Jung’s take on the scientific method,
then, firstly, acknowledges the personal equation, or the bias of the scientist—and,
secondly, aims to help the scientist to arrive at a balanced psychological
perspective—which is the new meaning of ‘objective’ for Jung. As Falzeder points
out, ‘[iJmplicitly, he [...] claimed to have found, with his typology, an Archimedean
point, with which he could move the world of psychology — even if he so often
explicitly stated that this prospect was impossible’ (Falzeder 2016:23). Hence, I

follow on from Shamdasani’s argument:

The possibility of an objective scientific psychology hinged not only upon the
recognition of the significance of the personal equation, but of finding a means of
evading the infinite regress and relativity that it potentially led to. If all knowledge, if
all psychology, is determined by one’s personal equation, what chance is there of any
objectivity, of any means of adjudicating between the claims of rival theories, or any
possibility of a unified science of psychology? Jung’s attempted solution was to
provide a theory of the subjective determinants of the personal equation [in his
Psychological Types]. Not only would this secure the scientific and objective status of
psychology, psychology itself would be a superordinate science, as it alone could
provide an explanation of the subjective determinants of all knowledge. Its success or
failure hinged upon whether, in its own terms, it could provide a theory of the

personal equation that attained to a level of objectivity. (Shamdasani 2003:75).

Since psychology was the science of subjectivity—the only science that was capable of

studying the personal equation—Jung’s revised ‘scientific method’ turned psychology

32



into the ‘fundamental scientific discipline, upon which other disciplines should
henceforth be based’ (Shamdasani 2003:15). This meant, then, that ‘for Jung,
psychology was the discipline to unite the circle of the sciences’ (Shamdasani
2003:18). Hence, whilst Jung’s epistemology starts with a disunified psychology, and
thus science, with a multitude of psychological attitudes, its objective is to reach a
certain ‘unity of science’ through his proposed method in Psychological Types.27
Instead of saying that Jung claimed to have ‘annexed to science a realm of the human
soul intermediate between religion and psychology’, as Ellenberger put it, one could
say that Jung strived to create a union between science and the realm of the human

soul, thereby expanding the boundaries of science itself (Ellenberger 1970:657).

When it comes to the nature of the solution to this psychological ‘problem of
opposites’—namely, the process of individuation itself, we will see that Jung assigns a
central role to religion. Nagy, for instance, recognises the importance of religion for
Jung, arguing that Jung’s psychological work was primarily concerned with
‘experience of a religious nature’ (Nagy 1991:17). She also clarifies that ‘[w]hat this
means can probably best be indicated by referring to the original, etymological sense
of the term, which means to bind back (into one's ethic or inner faith)’ (Nagy
1991:17). Part of her argument is also based on her allusion to Jung’s biography—
namely, to Jung's childhood and his relationship with his father, who was a pastor
(Nagy 1991:17). Nagy linked the centrality of religion for Jung with the limitations of
the rational perspective by pointing out that ‘[n]o rational or formulaic expression,
that is, no dogmatic formula, will suffice to achieve the goal of a religious point of
view’ (Nagy 1991:17). We will see that Jung believed the solution to the problem of
opposites—and as a consequence, to the problem of the subjectivity, or the ‘personal
equation’—to be what he described as ‘religious’. Hence, in Psychological Types,
Jung talked of the ‘reconciling symbol’—that which was capable of bringing the
psychological opposites together and, as a result, resolving the problem of the

‘personal equation’.

27 For a general discussion on the unity and disunity of science, see Dupré (1993), Galison and Stump
(1996), Cat (2017). For the discussion of unity and disunity in psychology in particular, see Viney
(1996), Gaj (2016).
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Jung’s Psychological Types and Liber Novus

Jung’s work in Psychological Types was fundamentally linked with another project
that happened in parallel with it: in fact, his formulation of the ‘new’ scientific
method was the result of a self-experimentation that Jung undertook from 1913 to
1930. This self-experimentation was subsequently referred to as his ‘confrontation to
the soul’, or the ‘confrontation with the unconscious’ in his biography Memories,
Dreams, Reflections.28 It was concerned with the exploration of what Jung called the
‘visionary imagination’, or ‘active imagination’, the details of which were recorded in
the so-called Black Books. Based on these records, he wrote the draft of Liber Novus,
or the Red Book between 1913 and 1916 (Shamdasani 2009).29 For Jung, his
Psychological Types was a translation of his Liber Novus experience into abstract
concepts: describing the way to the self through the process of individuation, as the

result of the confrontation with the unconscious, which led to the ‘new’ science.

In a previous work Transformations and Symbols of the Libido, published in 1912,
Jung had distinguished between two different kinds of thinking— ‘directed thinking’
and ‘fantasy thinking’—which echo his dichotomy of the ‘rational’ and the ‘irrational’
in Psychological Types (Jung 1912/1916). This book was ‘an extended study of
fantasy thinking, and of the continued presence of mythological themes in the
dreams and fantasies of contemporary individuals’ (Shamdasani 2009:13). This work
‘had revealed to Jung his mythlessness’, which then resulted in his self-
experimentation documented in the Black Books and described in Liber Novus in a
narrative form, whose goal was to ‘know his myth, his “personal equation™
(Shamdasani 2009:15). What was also significant in this self-experimentation for
Jung was his engagement with what he famously termed the ‘collective
unconscious’—as he came to believe that his fantasies were not merely personal, but

also collective. During this time, Jung was also revisiting Friedrich Nietzsche’s Thus

28 When it comes to Jung’s Memories, Dreams, Reflections, Shamdasani has demonstrated in his
‘Memories, Dreams, Omissions’ that ‘[w]hat was indeed a remarkable biography has been mistakenly
read as an autobiography’ (Shamdasani 1999b:47). Having located a typed manuscript of Memories,
Dreams, Reflections at the Countway Library of Medicine at Harvard, Shamdasani ‘found not only
whole chapters that were not published—such as an account of Jung’s travels in London and Paris,
and a chapter on William James—but also significant editing on almost every page’ (Shamdasani
1999b:39).

29 For a detailed outline and analysis of Jung’s work in Liber Novus, see Shamdasani’s ‘Introduction’
to the Red Book, published in 2009.
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Spoke Zarathustra—which, as we shall see in this thesis, played a crucial role in
Jung’s formulation of the method for his new ‘science’ (Shamdasani 2009:30). Jung
understood Nietzche’s work to be important for what he saw as the recognition of the
irrational and the foreshadowing of the process of individuation with his concept of

‘creation of one’s own values’.

Jung’s Liber Novus, then, was concerned with these goals, which were part of his
‘new’ scientific method. The work contains a number of references to science, for
instance ‘[s]cience has taken from us the capacity to believe’—alluding to the
importance of religion that was suppressed by rationalistic science (Jung 2009:282).
Here is a quote from Jung’s dialogue with an imaginal figure from the ‘unconscious’,
Izdubar:

I: “Unfortunately our science has still not yet succeeded in finding a method against
death.”

Iz: “Who then taught you such arts?”

I: “In the course of the centuries men have made many discoveries through precise

observation and the science of the outer things.”

Iz: “But this science is the awful magic that has lamed me. How can it be that you are

still alive even though you drink from this poison every day?”

I: “We’ve grown accustomed to this over time, because men get used to everything. But
we're still somewhat lamed. On the other hand, science also has great advantages, as
you’ve seen. What we’ve lost in terms of force, we've discovered many times through

mastering the force of nature.” (Jung 2009:281).

In the quote above, we can see a contrast between a view that was critical of science
and regarded it as ‘poison’ and one that focused on the advantages and achievements
of science. I am going to argue that, for Jung, the reconciliation of these two sides,
that was at the heart of Psychological Types, did not simply equate to renunciation of
science as an important way of gaining knowledge; rather it meant that science itself
needed to be redefined to include the irrational, alongside the rational—in order to
resolve the problem of the ‘personal equation’ and arrive at an ‘objective’ view, in a

re-imagined sense.

We shall see throughout this thesis that the experience that Jung describes in Liber

Novus was an important lens through which Jung understood the works of the
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various authors that we will be looking at. Hence, Psychological Types is a result of
the fusion of his reading with his psychological experience. Thus, Jung was trying to
make sense of the different philosophical and literary texts by mapping the terms
that he ‘derived’ from his experience on to these works. In that sense, there is a
subjective level to Psychological Types that is of key importance: ultimately, it
provides a description of Jung’s own method of resolving the problem of the

personal equation and the problem of opposites through his psychological typology.

The question at the heart of this thesis, then, concerns Jung’s conceptualisation of
his revised scientific method in terms of its philosophical basis. As we have seen,
Jung himself emphasised the epistemological aspect of Psychological Types, which
has been generally overlooked. In order to understand his proposed epistemology
and locate it in the history of ideas, it is helpful to identify the different philosophical
elements that underlie his epistemology, see how they relate to each other and how

he put them all together.

Summary of The Argument

The central argument in this doctoral thesis, then, is as follows: with his theory of
psychological types, Jung effectively redefines what ‘science’ should be, making his
typology, in effect, his proposed new ‘scientific method’—one that, he would argue,
accounts for the way that people interact with the world. This method—presented by
Jung as a development from the ‘traditional’ conception of the scientific method—
still lies in overcoming subjectivity and achieving ‘objectivity’; however, it is evident
that what is meant by objectivity is radically different from the way it is generally
conceptualised in scientific circles. In Psychological Types, this problem of achieving
objectivity is presented, as expected, as a psychological problem—the ‘problem of
opposites’. Subjectivity, understood as the ‘personal equation’, is the result of a
psychological ‘involuntary one-sidedness’, of having a psychological type. For Jung,
to achieve ‘objectivity’, one needs to overcome one’s one-sidedness by integrating the
‘unconscious’ side of one’s psyche—one’s psychological opposite. To do this is to
solve the problem of opposites—the outline of this solution is then the central subject

of Jung’s Psychological Types. The dichotomy that is at the centre of Jung’s
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Psychological Types, as we shall see, is, according to Jung, that of the ‘rational’—
which has dominated Western thought and science—and the ‘irrational’, that has
been suppressed by the former in the West. This thesis then follows Shamdasani in
his argument in the introduction to the Red Book that an important goal of Jung was
to ‘acknowledge irrationality as a historical necessity’ (Shamdasani 2009). As he

points out:

Jung argued that the era of reason and skepticism inaugurated by the French
Revolution had had the effect that religion and irrationalism had been repressed. This
had serious consequences, which had led to the outbreak of irrationalism represented
by the world war. It was thus a historical necessity to acknowledge the irrational as a
psychological factor. The acceptance of the irrational forms one of the central themes

of Liber Novus. (Shamdasani 2009:56).

Now, Jung’s solution to the problem of opposites—as well as his conceptualisation of
psychological types to begin with and his general philosophy of psychology—is
complex and bears on a number of different sources. The chapters of this focus on
the key philosophers that Jung cites in Psychological Types. This thesis, being partly
a historical study, is generally structured in reverse chronological order: it starts by
looking at William James’ pragmatist philosophy—the subject matter of Chapter VIII
of Jung’s Psychological Types titled ‘The Problem of Types in Modern Philosophy’
and ends with the discussion of different philosophical topics addressed by Jung in
Chapter I titled “The Problem of Types in the History of Classical and Medieval
Thought'. The idea behind this structure is to create a useful framework for
understanding Jung’s typology by, first of all, locating Jung’s ideas within their
immediate historical context and then tracing them back to preceding centuries,
illustrating how he utilised ideas from different schools of thought. Moreover, in this,
there is also a philosophical justification for this structural choice: by starting with
the work of James, I show that Jung takes up from him a problem that had been
tackled by the philosophers of the preceding centuries, in different shapes and forms.
In addition to this, my justification for writing this thesis in this order is precisely the
fact that, as we shall see, Jung himself generally outlines his theory writing
sequentially, as he goes along, without necessarily going back and changing what he
wrote. And this is one of the central challenges of this thesis, the fact that Jung’s
exposition of his theory in Psychological Types is not consistent: his terminology

evolves throughout his book, eventually arriving at the one he uses in Chapter X,
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titled ‘General Description of the Types’. In a sense, then, among the key aims of this
thesis is to provide a comprehensive framework for understanding Jung’s

Psychological Types.

This thesis looks at five individual philosophers in separate chapters: William James,
Henri Bergson, Friedrich Nietzsche, Arthur Schopenhauer, and Immanuel Kant. The
rationale behind the choice of these authors was that together they provide a
comprehensive account of the philosophical basis of Jung’s psychological types. This
thesis shows how each philosopher contributed to a particular element of Jung’s
thought. What is interesting about this list of philosophers is that, as we shall see,
they formed a chain of thought together that was then continued by Jung. Indeed,
apart from general parallels, there were direct links between the philosophers:
Schopenhauer responded to Kant, Nietzsche responded to Schopenhauer, and James
responded to Bergson. In this process, the answers were changed, as the questions
themselves were often reformulated. A popular theme discussed by these
philosophers was the criticism of reason overstepping its boundaries—which then
implied a redefinition of science that would not be subject to this problem. This
problem then is taken up by Jung. What is more, however, this thesis will show that
in Jung’s reading of these philosophical works, some of the ideas were expanded,

some were re-imagined, and some were completely reformulated.

Chapter I of this thesis examines the similarities between Jung’s and James’
epistemologies. It illustrates that Jung shared James’ view of science as an
instrument, as well as his vision of psychology as a fundamentally subjective
discipline, with the notion of the ‘personal equation’. The chapter then compares
James’ and Jung’s typologies and shows that Jung appears to have taken it upon
himself to work on the problem set out by James’ in Pragmatism, Lecture I titled
‘The Present Dilemma in Philosophy’: provide a typology that would help make sense
of the differences, or conflicts, between various philosophical positions by viewing
them as fundamentally psychological. In so doing, Jung also adopts Jamesian
pluralism, providing in effect a pluralistic philosophy of psychology with his
typology. However, it will be shown that this pluralism is only an intermediate stage
before achieving objectivity in Jung’s sense: it is only a description of the status quo,
an acknowledgment of the reality of a number of subjective, or biased, perspectives.

For Jung, one needs to overcome one’s subjectivity, rather than merely acknowledge

38



it. The reconciliation of conflicting perspectives is key, and that is something that, for
Jung, is absent in James’ pragmatism. Nevertheless, I argue that James’ philosophy
played a central role in Jung’s Psychological Types: most importantly, with the idea
of a psychological typology as an epistemological method—or what could be called a

new ‘scientific method’ for achieving objectivity in a revised sense.

Chapter II looks closely at the relationship between Jung’s psychology and the
philosophy of Bergson, whose work Creative Evolution was admired by both Jung
and James. It shows that Jung adopts a Bergsonian critique of the dominating role of
the intellect and a plea for the inclusion of the realm that is not covered by it—what
Bergson refers to as the instinct and intuition. Whilst we shall see that Jung did not
directly borrow from Bergson his notion of intuition—rather, he further elaborated
on Maria Moltzer’s reconceptualization of Bergson’s intuition as a psychological
notion—Bergson’s importance for Jung’s typology lies in his conceptualisation of two
opposites—the ‘rational’ (exemplified by Bergson’s ‘intellect’) and the ‘irrational’
(exemplified by Bergson’s ‘instinct’ and ‘intuition’). These, as previously stated, are
key for Jung’s philosophy of science: the acknowledgement that science (and
Western thought in general) hitherto has been dominated by the rational, excluding
almost entirely the irrational. However, Jung’s criticism of Bergson was precisely
that—that despite of his talk of instinct and intuition and his ‘intuitive method’, his
work was nevertheless the product of the intellect, the rational, and, hence, was still
one-sided. I argue that Bergson’s particular importance for Jung’s theory of
psychological types, is as follows: with his typology, Jung expands Bergson’s critique
of the intellect by reframing it in psychological terms. In other words, for Jung, it
was psychology, and not philosophy, that was capable of gaining knowledge of that

which is beyond the realm of the ‘rational’.

In his discussion of James’ pragmatism, as well as of Bergson’s philosophy, Jung
states that it was Nietzsche who actually made good use of the ‘intuitive method’,
thereby effectively introducing the irrational into Western philosophy, which Jung
considers to be a key step towards the resolution of the conflict of opposites. In so
doing, Jung also praises Nietzsche for his ‘creativeness’—something that James and
Bergson seemed to lack. Chapter III of this thesis, then, examines Jung’s reading of
two of Nietzsche’s works—the Birth of Tragedy and Thus Spoke Zarathustra—in
order to understand the impact of Nietzsche’s philosophy on Jung’s theory of
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psychological types. It shows that, for Jung, apart from meaningfully engaging with
the irrational, Nietzsche’s work (in particular, his idea of the ‘overman’ in Thus Spoke
Zarathustra) provides insight into the act of self-creation, which Jung read as a
foreshadowing of the ‘individuation’ process, a process of psychological integration.
As such, Jung regards Nietzsche’s Zarathustra in particular as effectively the only
good example of a ‘visionary’ work in philosophy—a work that displays access into
the ‘collective unconscious’. To explore further the notion of visionary works in more
detail, Chapter III of this thesis also looks at two other ‘visionary’ authors (literary
authors, rather than philosophers) whose work Jung engages with in Psychological
Types—namely, Carl Spitteler and Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. As stated
previously, despite Jung’s debt to pragmatism, Jung criticised it for its lack of a
solution to the ‘problem of opposites’—which Jung understood to be fundamentally a
psychological conflict within an individual, rather than just a conflict of opposing
perspectives, or ‘personal equations’, between different people. To resolve the
problem of opposites one needs to integrate one’s ‘unconscious’ and the ‘collective
unconscious’. Jung’s own proposed solution to the problem of opposites—the notion
of the ‘reconciling symbol’—is ‘religious’ and is outlined in Chapter V of his
Psychological Types titled ‘The Problem of Types in Poetry’, where Jung uses
Spitteler’s prose epic Prometheus and Epimetheus to frame his discussion. The
chapter also examines Jung’s reading of Goethe’s Faust (with Faust, Part Two being
another example of a ‘visionary’ work), as well as his Prometheus Fragment and

Pandora, in the context of the problem of opposites.

Chapter IV looks at the relationship between Jung’s psychological typology and
Schopenhauer’s philosophy, showing that the latter, namely the notion of the ‘will’,
was important for providing a philosophical basis for Jung’s notions of the
‘unconscious’, the ‘libido’ and ‘primordial image’, or ‘archetypes’. The chapter
examines the parallel between Jung’s four ‘functions’ and Schopenhauer’s four types
of the ‘principle of sufficient reason’ (related to Schopenhauer’s ‘principium
individuationis’) as described in his On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of
Sufficient Reason. Finally, I show that Jung used Schopenhauer’s philosophy to

conceptualise his rational pair of opposites— ‘thinking’ and ‘feeling’.

Chapter V of this thesis evaluates the significance of Kant’s philosophy—primarily,
his Critique of Pure Reason— for Jung’s psychological typology. Kant’s thought
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provides an important philosophical basis for Jung’s theory of types: firstly, by
stating that reality is knowable only indirectly rather than directly, and, secondly, by
redefining objectivity to be limited by the very conditions of possibility of knowledge.
I argue that Jung believes he is expanding Kant’s thought by re-imagining his
philosophy in psychological terms. In particular, Jung re-imagines Kant’s categories
as his psychological types, which then means that, for Jung, the path to objectivity

lies in the resolution of the psychological problem of opposites.

Finally, Chapter VI explores Jung’s discussion in Chapter I of Psychological Types,
titled ‘The Problem of Types in the History of Classical and Medieval Thought’. It
examines the broad philosophical, as well as theological, topics he addresses, such as
the realism and nominalism debate, and explores the ways in which he uses them to
conceptualise his types and how they relate to his epistemology. Firstly, we shall see
that it is in this discussion where he first outlines the notion of psychological one-
sidedness, relating it to numerous theological and philosophical debates in Antiquity
and the Middle Ages, and then introduces the notion of ‘fantasy’—a special
psychological activity that is capable of reconciling the opposites. Secondly, I argue
that, for Jung, the significance of the realism and nominalism debate (or the
‘problem of universals’) does not only present itself as another example of the
psychological conflict of opposites, but also serves as an epistemological basis for his
typology itself. In particular, Jung effectively applies Peter Abelard’s solution to the
problem of universals to his own typology by conceptualising his types as
‘abstractions’ or ‘generalisations’ that are not ‘real’ (in the strictly realist sense)—and
S0, it is impossible to provide a precise, complete description of the types
themselves—but that, nevertheless, constitute observable similarities between
individuals. This makes typology then, from a pragmatist perspective, a useful tool.
Hence, we can see how the ancient and medieval problem of universals and
twentieth-century pragmatism are brought together in Jung’s conceptualisation of

his psychological typology.
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Glossary: Jung’s General Description of Types

Before we proceed to examine Jung’s conceptualisation of this typology through his
reading of philosophical works, it is helpful to provide some key definitions that are
given in the last chapter of Psychological Types—Chapter XI, titled ‘Definitions’—as
well as a general outline of Jung’s psychological types, as described in the

penultimate chapter of the book, titled ‘General Description of the Types’.

First of all, Jung differentiates between two ‘function attitudes’, denoting his most
famous typological dichotomy: that of ‘extraversion’ and ‘introversion’. The former is
used to describe a psychological orientation towards the object, or, in other words,

‘an outward-turning of the libido’ (Jung 1923:542). He describes it further:

With this concept I denote a manifest relatedness of subject to object in the sense of a
positive movement of subjective interest towards the object. Everyone in the state of
extraversion thinks, feels, and acts in relation to the object, and moreover in a direct
and clearly observable fashion, so that no doubt can exist about his positive
dependence upon the object. In a sense, therefore, extraversion is an outgoing

transference of interest from the subject to the object. (Jung 1923:542).

‘Introversion’, on the other hand, is used to denote a psychological orientation
towards the subject, or, in other words, ‘a turning inward of the libido, whereby a
negative relation of object to subject is expressed’ (Jung 1923:567). He describes it
further:

Interest does not move towards the object, but recedes towards the subject. Everyone
whose attitude is introverted thinks, feels, and acts in a way that clearly demonstrates
that the subject is the chief factor of motivation while the object at most receives only a

secondary value. (Jung 1923:567).

Secondly, Jung identifies ‘psychological functions’, which denote certain forms of
psychological activity that are responsible for a particular way of interacting with

reality. He further describes them as follows:

By psychological function I understand a certain form of psychic activity that remains
theoretically the same under varying circumstances. From the energic standpoint a

function is a phenomenal form of libido (q.v.) which theoretically remains constant, in
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much the same way as physical force can be considered as the form or momentary

manifestation of physical energy. (Jung 1923:547).

Thirdly, Jung then distinguishes between four different psychological functions:
‘thinking’, ‘feeling’, ‘sensation’, and ‘intuition’. These functions, Jung, clarifies, are
‘neither mutually relatable nor mutually reducible’ (Jung 1923:547). Thinking, the
opposite of feeling, is defined as a psychological process that builds concepts:
‘Thinking is that psychological function which, in accordance with its own laws,
brings given presentations into conceptual connection’ (Jung 1923:611). Feeling, on
the other hand, is described as ‘a process that takes place between the ego and a
given content’ and ‘imparts to the content a definite value in the sense of acceptance
or rejection ('like’ or ‘dislike")’, and ‘can also appear, isolated in in the form of
“mood”™ (Jung 1923:543). Sensation, the opposite of intuition, denotes the
psychological process of perception, or the use of the five senses: ‘Sensation, or
sensing, is that psychological function which transmits a physical stimulus to
perception. It is, therefore, identical with perception’ (Jung 1923:585). Finally,
intuition is used to describe ‘that psychological function which transmits perception
in an unconscious way’, through which ‘any content is presented as a complete
whole, without our being able to explain or discover in what way this content has
been arrived at’ (Jung 1923:568). It is interesting that Jung also defines intuition
negatively, meaning as that which it is not—namely, thinking, feeling or sensation:
‘Everything, whether outer or inner objects or their associations, can be the object of
this perception. Intuition has this peculiar quality: it is neither sensation, nor feeling,
nor intellectual conclusion, although it may appear in any of these forms’ (Jung

1923:568).

Fourthly, Jung distinguishes between ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ functions. Both
thinking and feeling, are seen as rational functions, meaning that they constitute

forms of judgment. He further describes the rational as follows:

The rational is the reasonable, that which accords with reason. I conceive reason as an
attitude whose principle is to shape thought, feeling, and action in accordance with

objective values. Objective values are established by the average experience of external
facts on the one hand, and of inner psychological facts on the other. Such experiences,
however, could represent no objective 'value', if 'valued' as such by the subject; for this

would already amount to an act of reason. (Jung 1923:583).
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Sensation and intuition, on the other hand, as different types of perception,
constitute what Jung calls irrational functions: ‘Both intuition and sensation are
psychological functions which achieve their functional fulfilment in the absolute
perception of occurrences in general’, which means that ‘in accordance with their
nature, their attitude must be set towards every possibility and what is absolutely
accidental; they must, therefore, entirely forgo rational direction’ (Jung 1923:570-
571). Jung clarifies, however, that the term ‘irrational’ does not ‘denote something
contrary to reason, but something outside the province of reason, whose essence,

therefore, is not established by reason’ (Jung 1923:569).

Finally, each function can have either an introverted or extraverted orientation.
Hence, there are eight psychological types in Jung’s Psychological Types:
‘extraverted thinking’ and ‘introverted thinking’, ‘extraverted feeling’ and ‘introverted
feeling’, ‘extraverted sensation’ and ‘introverted sensation’, and ‘extraverted
intuition’ and ‘introverted intuition’. In ‘General Description of the Types’, Jung

provides detailed descriptions of these.

Extraverted thinking is a type of thinking that is conditioned by ‘objective data’, or
concrete external facts.3° This psychological type paints a picture of a person whose
aim is to ‘bring his total life-activities into relation with intellectual conclusions,
which in the last resort are always orientated by objective data, whether objective
facts or generally valid ideas’ (Jung 1923:435). This type ‘gives the deciding voice—
not merely for himself alone but also on behalf of his entourage—either to the actual
objective reality or to its objectively orientated, intellectual formula’ (Jung 1923:435).
Introverted thinking, on the other hand, is a type of thinking that is ‘primarily
orientated by the subjective factor’ (Jung 1923:480). As a result, this psychological
type ‘formulates questions and creates theories’, ‘opens up prospects and yields
insight’, but ‘in the presence of facts it exhibits a reserved demeanour’ (Jung
1923:480-481). For this psychological type what is of ‘absolutely paramount
importance is the development and presentation of the subjective idea, that
primordial symbolical image standing more or less darkly before the inner vision’
(Jung 1923:481). In this description, Jung shows the one-sidedness of both

extraverted thinking and introverted thinking: ‘For, as in the former case the purely

30 According to Jung, this orientation towards the object could also manifest itself in borrowing of
ideas ‘from without’, for instance, through tradition or education (Jung 1923:428).
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empirical heaping together of facts paralyses thought and smothers their meaning, so
in the latter case introverted thinking shows a dangerous tendency to coerce facts
into the shape of its image, or by ignoring them altogether, to unfold its phantasy

image in freedom’ (Jung 1923:481-482).31

Extraverted feeling is a type of feeling that is ‘orientated by objective data’, which
means that it ‘agrees with objective values’, and ‘generally valid standards’. For
example, ‘I may feel constrained, for instance, to use the predicate ‘beautiful’ or
‘good’, not because I find the object ‘beautiful’ or ‘good’ from my own subjective
feeling, but because it is fitting and politic so to do so; and fitting it certainly is,
inasmuch as a contrary opinion would disturb the general feeling situation’ (Jung
1923:446). Introverted feeling, on the contrary, is a type of feeling that is
‘determined principally by the ‘subjective factor’, which means that ‘this feeling
appears much less upon the surface and is, as a rule misunderstood’ (Jung 923:489-
490). This type of feeling ‘strives after an inner intensity’ and its depth ‘can only be

divined—they can never be clearly comprehended’ (Jung 1923:490).

Extraverted sensation is a type of sensation that has a ‘preferential objective
determination’, which results in a ‘pronounced sensuous hold to the object’ (Jung
1923:457). This type is ‘equipped with the potentest vital instinct’, which means that
‘[n]Jo other human type can equal the extraverted sensation type in realism’ (Jung
1923:457).32 Introverted sensation, on the other hand, has a ‘subjective factor’ and is
‘based upon the subjective portion of perception’, which is best illustrated in the
process of creation of artworks: ‘When, for instance, several painters undertake to
paint one and the same landscape, with a sincere attempt to reproduce it faithfully,
each painting will none the less differ from the rest, not merely by virtue of a more or
less developed ability, but chiefly because of a different vision; there will even appear
in some of the paintings a decided psychic variation, both in general mood and in

treatment of colour and form’ (Jung 1923:498).

Extraverted intuition is ‘wholly directed upon outer objects’, which means that this
type ‘is never to be found among the generally recognized reality values, but he is

always present where possibilities exist’ (Jung 1923:461;464). This psychological

3t The first chapter of this thesis will show that Jung relates his dichotomy of extraverted thinking and
introverted thinking to James’ ‘tough-minded’ and ‘tender-minded’ types of temperament.

32 In Chapter III of this thesis, we shall see that Jung relates Nietzsche’s description of the Dionysian
art-tendency to his extraverted sensation psychological type.

45



type ‘has a keen nose for things in the bud pregnant with future promise’ and ‘can
never exist in stable, long-established condition of generally acknowledged though
limited value: because his eye is constantly ranging for new possibilities, stable
conditions have an air of impending suffocation’ (Jung 1923:464). Finally, the
introverted intuition psychological type, has an orientation towards the subject,
which results in an ‘extraordinary aloofness of the individual from tangible reality’
(Jung 1923:508). This type ‘produces a peculiar type of man, viz. the mystical
dreamer and seer on the one hand, or the fantastical crank and artist on the other’
(Jung 1923:508). If the person of this type is an artist, the type ‘reveals
extraordinary, remote things in his art, which in iridescent profusion embrace both
the significant and the banal, the lovely and the grotesque, the whimsical and the
sublime’ (Jung 1923:509). If not, then ‘he is frequently an unappreciated genius, a
great man 'gone wrong ', a sort of wise simpleton, a figure for 'psychological’ novels’

(Jung 1923:509).33

33 As we shall see in Chapter III of this thesis, Jung relates Nietzsche’s description of the Apollonian
art-tendency to his introverted intuition psychological type. Furthermore, Jung also used Nietzsche
himself as an example of this type.
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Chronology

Below is a timeline of critical events in regard to Jung’s epistemological project in
Psychological Types, including the history of philosophical ideas that were taken up
by Jung, as well as the evolution of Jung’s theory prior to the publication of the book.

ca. 469—399 | Socrates.

ca. 445 — | Antisthenes, a pupil of Socrates, founds Cynic philosophy,

ca. 365 BC | characterised by nominalism.

ca. 435 — | Euclid of Megara, a pupil of Socrates, founds the Megarian school,
ca. 365 BC | synthesising Socrates’ ethical principle with the idea of “The One’ of
the Eleatics (a pre-Socratic school). Among his pupils is Eubulides,
famous for his logical paradoxes, such as the Masked Man and the

Horns paradoxes.

ca. 428 — | Plato formulates his theory of Forms or Ideas in his Socratic

ca. 347 BC | dialogues, including the Republic (ca. 375 BC), where he provides
the allegory of the cave. According to Plato, the concrete physical
world is only an imitation of the perfect Forms or Ideas—the
abstract essences of all things—which provide true knowledge
accessible through reason. Plato’s theory thus offers a realist

solution to the problem of universals.
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384 — 322 | Aristotle formulates his solution to the problem of universals,
BC according to which forms only exist in individual objects, which are
a combination of form and matter. In the Categories, Aristotle
provides a classification of what can be a subject or a predicate in a
proposition, enumerating the basic categories of reality itself.
Aristotle’s philosophy emphasises the role of experience in the
acquisition of knowledge.
ca.155 — | Tertullian.
ca. 220 AD
ca. 185 — | Origen.
ca. 254 AD
ca. 1033 — | St Anselm, a Platonic realist, formulates the ontological argument
1109 for the existence of God in the Proslogion (1077-1078).
ca. 1050 — | Roscellinus, a French philosopher, advances his nominalist thesis as
ca. 1125 a solution to the problem of universals, challenging the prevailing
realist view. According to Roscellinus, only individual things exist—
the universals are nothing but words.
ca. 1079 — | Peter Abelard, a student of Roscellinus, offers his account of
1142 nominalism that acknowledges the relations of similarity between

individual objects, whilst stating that they are nothing beyond that.
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1620

Francis Bacon suggests the inductive reasoning as the basis of the

scientific method in The Novum Organum.

1641

René Descartes describes his rationalist philosophy in his
Meditations on First Philosophy, where he provides his version of
the ontological argument for the existence of God and outlines his

substance dualism.

1689

John Locke argues that sense experience is the primary source of

knowledge in An Essay Concerning Human Understanding.

1773

Goethe publishes Prometheus Fragment.

1781

Kant publishes The Critique of Pure Reason, where he outlines his
transcendental idealism, offering an alternative to empiricism and
rationalism. Kant distinguishes between our experience of reality
and the thing in itself—the latter being unknowable. Our experience
of reality is conditioned by the ‘categories of the understanding’,

which are knowable and universal.

1786

Kant publishes Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science,
where he argues that psychology cannot be a true science since it is

impossible to apply mathematics to it.

1788

Kant publishes The Critique of Practical Reason, where he argues
that we must postulate the existence of God and immortality for us

to be moral and aspire towards the highest good.
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1808 Goethe publishes Faust, Part One.

1810 Goethe publishes Pandora.

1813 Schopenhauer completes his doctoral dissertation On the Fourfold
Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, reworking Kant’s
categories of the understanding into four classes of objects.

1818 Schopenhauer publishes The World as Will and Presentation,
where he argues that the thing in itself is knowable and it is ‘will’, a
blind, perpetually striving force behind all nature, which manifests
itself as manifold ‘presentations’ to a subject.

1832 Goethe publishes Faust, Part Two.

1869 Von Hartman publishes his Philosophy of the Unconscious, in
which he reformulates Schopenhauer’s notion of blind will as
‘unconscious’ will.

1872 Nietzsche publishes The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music,

where he provides a description of two art tendencies, the
Apollonian and the Dionysian, the union of which gave birth to the

Greek tragedy.
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1881 Spitteler publishes Prometheus and Epimetheus: A Prose Epic.

1883 Nietzsche publishes Thus Spoke Zarathustra: A Book for All and
None.

1890 James publishes The Principles of Psychology, where he argues that
the personal equation is fundamental to the science of psychology.

ca. 1890 — | Jung reads religious literature, Goethe’s Faust, classical and

1894 medieval philosophy, Schopenhauer’s and Kant’s works for the first
time in his school years.

1896 — 1899 | Jung delivers lectures at the Zofingia Society during his student
years at the University of Basel. During this time, he engages in an
in-depth reading of von Hartman’s, Schopenhauer’s, and Kant’s
works.

1897 Jung’s copy of Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and Presentation
is dated 1897.
ca. 1898 | Jung reads Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra for the first time.
1902 James publishes The Varieties of Religious Experience.
1902
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Jung completes his dissertation titled On The Psychology and
Pathology of So-called Occult Phenomena, where he cites James’

The Principles of Psychology.

1907 Bergson publishes Creative Evolution, where he provides a critique
of the intellect and an account of instinct and intuition. Here, he
describes his notion of élan vital, a vital impetus, to explain
evolution with his ‘intuitive method’, as opposed to the intellectual
method of science.

1907 James publishes Pragmatism, A New Way for Some Old Ways of
Thinking, where he provides a description of two types of
temperament in philosophy—the tender-minded and the tough-
minded—whilst outlining his version of pragmatism.

1909 James publishes A Pluralistic Universe.

September | Jung meets James at the Clark Conference. Here, Jung introduces

1909 the term ‘introversion’.

1911 Théodore Flournoy publishes The Philosophy of William James
(after James dies in 1910).

1912 James’ Essays in Radical Empiricism are published posthumously.
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1912 Jung’s copy of Bergson’s Creative Evolution is the 1912 German
translation.

1912 Jung’s copy of James’s Pragmatism is dated 1912.

1912 Jung publishes Transformations and Symbols of the Libido, in
which he distinguishes between directed thinking and fantasy
thinking. Here, he also refers to Spitteler’s Imago.

August 1913 | Jung delivers a paper titled ‘On Psychoanalysis’ before the 17th
International Medical Congress in London, where he refers to
Bergson’s élan vital in the context of his discussion of his notion of
the libido.

September | Jung delivers a lecture titled ‘A Contribution to the Study of

1913 Psychological Types’ at the Psychoanalytical Congress in Munich,
where he distinguishes between extraversion and introversion, as
two opposite movements of the libido, referring to James’ ‘tender-
minded’ and ‘tough-minded’ types, as well as Nietzsche’s contrast
between the Apollonian and the Dionysian. Jung establishes the
type problem: the need for psychology to accommodate both types.

1913 — 1916 | Jung writes the draft of Liber Novus.

November | Jung re-reads Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra.
1914
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July 1914

Jung delivers a lecture before Psycho-Medical Society in London,
published later under the title ‘On Psychological Understanding’,
where Jung provides a critique of the causal principle of
contemporary science in psychology, using the example of Goethe’s

Faust.

1915 — 1916

Jung engages in detailed correspondence with Hans Schmid-Guisan
regarding the question of psychological types, where he associates
introversion with thinking and extraversion with feeling and defines

irrational as the opposite of anyone’s given type.

1916

Jung delivers a lecture before the Association for Analytical
Psychology, which he publishes under the title ‘La Structure de
I'inconscient’ in Flournoy’s journal, Archives de Psychologie. Here,
he distinguishes between ‘personal’ and ‘impersonal’ unconscious
and outlines his notion of individuation. Here, Jung also credits

Bergson for the recognition of the irrational.

1916

Maria Moltzer delivers two papers at the Psychological Club in
Zurich—one titled “The Conception of the Libido and its Psychic
Manifestations’ and another titled ‘On the Conception of the
Unconscious’—in which she formulates the notion of intuition as a

psychological type, which Jung then reworks.

1917

Jung publishes a book titled The Psychology of The Unconscious
Processes: Being a Survey of the Modern Theory and Method of
Analytical Psychology, where he still equates extraversion with

feeling and introversion with thinking. Here, Jung provides a
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dynamic view of his typology: one can overcome one’s psychological
type by developing the unconscious opposite type, which results in

individuation.

1921

Jung publishes Psychological Types in German. In the book, he
develops the notion of ‘function attitudes’ (introversion and
extraversion) and ‘psychological functions’ (thinking, feeling,
intuition, sensation), which results in eight different psychological
types. In addition to this, the thinking and feeling types are rational,

whereas the intuitive and sensation types are irrational.

1923

Jung publishes Psychological Types in English.
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CHAPTER I. JUNG AND WILLIAM JAMES:
PRAGMATISM, THE PERSONAL EQUATION, AND
TYPOLOGY AS AN EPISTEMOLOGICAL METHOD

Introduction

When it comes to the discussion of the relationship between Carl Gustav Jung’s
psychology and philosophy, Marilyn Nagy argued in her Philosophical Issues in The
Psychology of C.G. Jung (1991) that, for Jung, ‘[r]eal knowledge is based on real
experience, and that means experience in which the individual is moved by
numinously felt inner feelings which convince him/her of the reality of the
mental/psychic/spiritual sphere’ (Nagy 1991:17). We shall see that this view of the
nature of psychological experience in Jung’s work echoes specifically the philosophy

of William James (1842-1910), the American philosopher and psychologist.

The first chapter of this thesis looks closely at the relationship between Jung’s
typology, as outlined in Psychological Types, and the philosophy of James. In this
chapter, I am going to argue that James’ philosophy played a crucial part in Jung’s
project in Psychological Types. Firstly, Jung shared James’ goal to account for the
‘personal equation’, which effectively resulted in a reformulation of scientific
objectivity itself. Secondly, Jung borrowed from James the very idea of a
psychological typology as an epistemological method, which would ensure this

objectivity.

The chapter begins by looking at James’ pragmatist philosophy of science and shows
that Jung shared James’ view of scientific theories as ‘instruments’ in Psychological
Types. After that, it looks at the notion of the ‘personal equation’ in psychology, as
described by James, and shows that it was one of the tenets of Jung’s psychology and
(what I refer to as) his philosophy of psychology. Furthermore, this chapter
illustrates that Jung’s philosophy of psychology also shared James’ pluralism—
namely, the idea that there were many psychological principles that were irreducible
to one another—as a starting point. After that, it shows that Jung’s motivation behind

his typology was partly inspired by that of James’: Jung shared the idea that
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philosophical (and, hence, epistemological) positions fundamentally constituted
certain psychological attitudes, which meant that a psychological typology could be
used to account for the ‘personal equations’ of individuals (psychologists in
particular, as well as scientists and philosophers in general). The last section of this
chapter shows that James’ and Jung’s epistemologies were similar in that they both
referred to themselves as ‘empiricists’—as a ‘radical empiricist’ for James—without
sharing the tenets of classical empiricism. The chapter looks more closely at James’
radical empiricism and his idea of ‘pure experience’ and argues that James effectively
redefined the concept of scientific objectivity by expanding the notion of ‘experience’
as a source of knowledge to include not just sense experience, but also the realm of
the mental—hence, the realm of psychology. This also provided a basis for the
inclusion of ‘religious experience’, as a psychological experience, in the redefined
realm of science—which, as we shall see throughout this thesis, was of central

importance to Jung.

Review of Arguments in Secondary Literature

The scholarship on the relationship between Jung’s work and James’ philosophy has
been historically important in the context of the criticism of the Freudocentric
account of Jung’s psychology.34 In 1945, Grace Foster drew parallels between Jung’s
and James’ interest in religion and the Eastern thought, writing that ‘[i]n a general
way James and Jung also agree in their theories on why is that religious experiences
may bring mental healing’ and ‘[b]Joth James and Jung believed that the Western
world could learn much about psychotherapy from the experience of Oriental
mystics’ (Foster 1945:302-303). She adds that ‘[a]nother area of agreement between
James and Jung lies in their general approach to the understanding of personality’,
stating that ‘[b]oth believed in a psychology that was functional and dynamic’ (Foster
1945:304). However, following A.A. Roback, the paper goes on to draw similarities

between James and Freud as well, arguing that ‘they were both radical empiricists;

34 For a detailed discussion as to why a Freudocentric account of Jung’s psychology ‘amounts to
nothing less than the mislocation of Jung’s work in the intellectual history of the twentieth century’,
see Shamdasani (1998b, 1999a, 1999b).
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outspoken anti-tradionalists; they were both unceremonious in their “dethronement

2

of the normal™ (Foster 1945:306).

In 1961, Avis Mary Dry argued that ‘the writer with whom Jung probably had most in
common is William James’ (Dry 1961:209). She writes that they both had ‘the same
quest for reconciliation of the old religious beliefs and the new scientific theories, the
same turning to Christian sources in a universalistic rather than dogmatic spirit, and
the same stress on the therapeutic value of religion’ (Dry 1961:209). Furthermore,
she already notes that Jung borrowed James’ view of science as an instrument:
‘Theories, as Jung himself has quoted from William James, are instruments’ (Dry

1961:109).

In 1970, Henri Ellenberger drew a parallel between Jung’s concept of the archetype
and James’ experience described in his biographical piece ‘On Some Mental Effects
of the Earthquake’, published posthumously as part of Memories and Studies in 1911
(James 1911/2018). He quotes James’ experience of an earthquake in San-Francisco,
in which he had no fear but felt ‘pure delight and welcome’ and ‘personified the
earthquake as a permanent individual entity’ (Ellenberger 1970:706). James’ wrote
that: ‘I realise now better than ever how inevitable were men’s earlier mythologic
versions of such catastrophes, and how artificial and against the grain of our
spontaneous perceiving are the later habits into which sciences educates us’ (James
in Ellenberger 1970:706). Ellenberger then describes James’ account as a ‘wonderful
picture of how a man experiences the emergence of an archetypal image’

(Ellenberger 1970:706).

Eugene Taylor’s work in his essay ‘Jung and William James’, published in 1980, was
historically important for locating Jung’s psychology in the context of James’
pragmatism. In the essay, he argued that Jung’s reading of James played an
important role in formulating Jung’s position with regard to science. As he points
out, ‘Jung is fond of quoting “nichts als”, James' famous “nothing but” phase, which
James had used in Pragmatism to contrast the spectacular rise of positivistic science
with the decline in personal meaning and value’ (Taylor 1980:165). According to
Taylor, Jung took James’ phrase to mean ‘the habit of explaining something
unknown by reducing it to something apparently known and thereby devaluing it, a
consistent tendency of both the extraverted scientific temperament, and the more

orthodox institutions of rational Christianity’ (Taylor 1980:165). He adds that ‘James

58



saw science pursued with the passion of a religion, an analogy which intrigued Jung

bob

immensely, hence he often quoted James’s “Our scientific temper is devout™ (Taylor
1980:165). This chapter, then, seeks to expand on Taylor’s argument that James’

philosophy of science was instrumental for Jung’s psychology.

In addition to this, Taylor’s essay also provides a summary of James’ general
contribution to Jung’s typology. He argues that Jung followed on from James’
typological project—in particular, ‘James’ discussion of analytic versus constructive
kinds of thinking in the Principles, and James’ discussion in Pragmatism of “tender-
” and “tough-minded” types of character’—and ‘cited James in numerous papers and
addresses delivered between 1913 and 1917, culminating in Jung’s volume on
Psychological Types published in 1920’ (Taylor 1980:163). According to Taylor,
Jung’s ‘conclusion was that while James was a true pioneer, being the first to point
out this most important distinction between inward versus outward orientation of
psychic energy, his classification was too simple, for the one type too easily shaded
into the other’ (Taylor 1980:163). Hence, ‘[a] more precise, multi-dimensional
conceptualization was needed, which Jung then presented as his introversion-
extraversion model with the attendant functions of thinking, feeling, sensing, and
intuiting’ (Taylor 1980:163). This chapter will look more closely at Jung’s discussion
of James’ typology in Psychological Types, exploring its significance for Jung’s

conceptualisation of his own typology in more detail.

Sonu Shamdasani has firmly located Jung’s psychology in the context of James’
work, by arguing that ‘Jung’s psychology was far more closely allied and indebted to
the work of William James and Théodore Flournoy ..." (Shamdasani 1999:540). In
this chapter, I follow on from Shamdasani’s contention that James’ pragmatism
formed an important part of Jung’s epistemology—and was particularly important in

the context of Jung’s diversion from Sigmund Freud:

... Jung had adopted James’ pragmatism as a critical part of his methodology, as well as
acknowledging pluralism as a basic necessity for psychology. In both of these respects,
James’ epistemology provided theoretical ground for some of the issues at stake in
Jung’s conflict with Freud, and the basis for his own radically different methodology.

(Shamdasani 2003:66).35

35 Links have also been drawn between Jung’s psychology and the work of other American pragmatists
and psychologists—John Dewey and Charles Peirce. See Dunlap (2013) and Maddalena (2017).
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This chapter also contributes to Matei Iagher’s recent argument that James’ notion of
‘conversion’ outlined in The Varieties of Religious Experience formed an important
part of Jung’s conceptualisation of the process of ‘individuation’ during the time in

which he was working on his Psychological Types (Iagher 2018).

Jung Reads James

William James was born in 1842 in New York to Henry James and Mary Walsh. He
spends several years in Europe, studying in Geneva, Paris, and Boulogne-sur-Mer as
a teenager, which sets a pattern for James, as he subsequently makes numerous
European journeys throughout his life. In Europe, he develops an interest in both
science and painting. Torn between the two as a choice of profession, he ultimately
decides to enter Lawrence Scientific School at Harvard, commencing his medical
studies at Harvard in 1864 (Goodman 2021). Interestingly, this reminds us of Jung’s
own dilemma, his inability to choose between the sciences and the humanities. In
1872, James begins to teach comparative physiology to undergraduate students and
in 1874 he begins teaching psychology, establishing the first psychology laboratory in
America. In 1880 he is appointed Assistant Professor of Philosophy at Harvard and
subsequently teaches both psychology and philosophy (Goodman 2021). Thus, his
work was fundamentally interdisciplinary, combining physiology, psychology, and
philosophy. His first major work, The Principles of Psychology, originally published
in 1890, contained ‘seeds of pragmatism and phenomenology, and influenced
generations of thinkers in Europe and America, including Edmund Husserl, Bertrand
Russell, John Dewey, and Ludwig Wittgenstein’ (Goodman 2021). As Russell
Goodman points out, James made his most important philosophical contributions in
the last years of his life, writing between 1904-1905 what came to be known as
Essays in Radical Empiricism (which were collected and published posthumously in
1912) and publishing his Pragmatism, A New Way for Some Old Ways of Thinking

and A Pluralistic Universe in 1907 and 1909 respectively.

In this chapter, then, we will explore the significance of James’ psychological and
philosophical work for Jung’s project in Psychological Types. Jung already cites
James in the introduction of his dissertation titled On The Psychology and
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Pathology of So-called Occult Phenomena for his medical degree in 1902, which
dealt with ‘certain rare states of consciousness’, observations on which ‘crop up
sporadically in the literature on narcolepsy, lethargy, autamatisme ambulatoire,
periodic amnesia, double consciousness, somnambulism, pathological dreaminess,
pathological lying, etc.” (Jung 1902/1970:3).3¢ In it, Jung cites James’ The Principles

2

of Psychology, where James ‘describes a case of an “ambulatory sort™, as well as
refers to the case of Mary Reynolds (Jung 1902/1970:11, 61). As for James’
Pragmatism, as Shamdasani has noted, ‘Jung’s copy of James’ Pragmatism is
inscribed “New York Oct 1912” (Shamdasani 2003:61). In his Transformations and
Symbols of the Libido, Jung uses James’ work to help conceptualise two types of
thinking: ‘directed thinking’ and ‘dream or phantasy thinking’ (Jung 1912/1916:21-
22). In his paper titled ‘A Contribution to the Study of Psychological Types’, delivered
at the Psychoanalytical Congress in Munich in 1913, Jung already refers to James’
typology in his Pragmatism, stating that ‘we owe the best observations on this
subject to the philosophy of William James’, and then provides a description of
James’ ‘tender-minded’ and ‘tough-minded’ types of temperament (Jung
1913/19204a). This paper was historically significant: here Jung, having proposed his
dichotomy of ‘extroversion’ and ‘introversion’, denoting ‘two opposite directions of
the libido’, then goes on to classify Freud’s and Adler’s psychological standpoints
(Jung 1913/1920a).37 According to Jung, psychology as a science had to face the
‘difficult task of elaborating a psychology which should pay equal attention to the
types of mentality’—which as we shall see, was a key motivation behind his project in
Psychological Types (Jung 1913/1920a). In an essay ‘On Psychological
Understanding’, Jung again refers to ‘an excellent description of the two types in
Philosophy in his book on "Pragmatism," (Jung 1914/1915:397).38 Here, he also
refers to James in his criticism of what he calls the ‘analytic’ or ‘reductive method’,

which ‘tries to replace the religious and philosophical needs of mankind by a more

36 Jung’s dissertation was translated (by M.D. Eder) and published in Collected Papers on Analytical
Psychology in 1916.

37 Prior to this, Jung had made a distinction between predicate and definition types through his
association studies. The types were discussed in Jung’s paper at Clark University in 1909 (Jung 1910).
38 This paper was originally delivered in English before Psycho-Medical Society in London in July
1914, revised and published in German later in 1914. It was then translated and published in The
Journal of Abnormal Psychology in 1915 under the title ‘On Psychological Understanding’. A different
version of the paper was later published in the second edition of Collected Papers on Analytical
Psychology as Part II of ‘The Content of Psychoses’ in 1917 (1914/1920d). ‘On Psychological
Understanding’ subsequently appeared in The Collected Works by C.G. Jung, Volume 3 (Jung
1914/1982).
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elementary viewpoint, following the principle of the "nothing-but," as James nicely
says’ (Jung 1914/1915:397).39 Jung cites James’ types again in his work titled The
Psychology of The Unconscious Processes: Being a Survey of the Modern Theory
and Method of Analytical Psychology, published in 1917 (Jung 1917:1920f).

Subsequently, in a letter he wrote to Virginia Payne, dated 23 July 1949, Jung recalls
his meeting James for the first time—making him one of the two people he met at the
Clark Conference in 1909 that ‘made a lasting impact' on Jung—the other one being
Stanley Hall (Jung 2015:531). Jung notes that he was interested in the relationship
between these two figures since he ‘gathered from some remarks of President Hall
that James was not taken quite seriously on account of his interest in Mrs. Piper and
her extra-sensory perceptions’ (Jung 2015:531). Jung also recalls the following

anecdote:

Stanley Hall had prepared us that he had asked James to discuss some of his results
with Mrs. Piper and to bring some of his material. So when James came (there was
Stanley Hall, Professor Freud, one or two other men and myself) he said to Hall: "I've
brought you some papers in which you might be interested." And he put his hand to his
breastpocket and drew out a parcel which to our delight proved to be a wad of dollar
bills. Considering Stanley Hall's great services for the increase and the welfare of Clark
University and his rather critical remarks as to James' pursuits, it looked to us a
particularly happy rejoinder. James excused himself profusely. Then he produced the

real papers from the other pocket. (Jung 2015:531).

Jung further writes that the two evenings he spent in the company of James alone
were 'delightful’ and that he ‘was tremendously impressed by the clearness of his

mind and the complete absence of intellectual prejudices’ (Jung 2015:531).

In a letter to Kurt Wolff, dated 17 June 1958, Jung further clarifies that he ‘saw
William James only twice and talked with him for a little over an hour, but there was

no correspondence between [them]' (Jung 2015:452). Jung writes that James

39 Furthermore, the German manuscript from which the paper “The Conception of the Unconscious’
that appeared in 1917 in the second edition of Collected Papers on Analytical Psychology was
translated (originally published as a French paper titled ‘La Structure de I'inconscient’ in 1916) was
rediscovered in 1961, containing an added sentence in which Jung states that ‘we owe a great deal to
the pioneer work of William James’ with regard to the recognition of the plurality of principles in
psychology. This new translation of the paper titled ‘The Structure of the Unconscious’ is the version
published in The Collected Works of C.G. Jung, Volume 7—in addition to the later revised and edited
version of the paper titled ‘The Relations between the Ego and the Unconscious’ published in 1928—
which does not contain that sentence (Jung 1916/1920e; 1916/1972; 1928/1972).
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produced a positive impression on him—and that he was an important source of
inspiration for his work. He writes that they ‘talked mostly about [James’]
experiments with Mrs. Piper’ and ‘did not speak of his philosophy at all’ (Jung
2015:452). Jung was particularly interested in James’ views on 'occult phenomena’

(Jung 2015:452). He writes:

I admired his European culture and the openness of his nature. He was a distinguished
personality and conversation with him was extremely pleasant. He was quite naturally
without affectation and pomposity and answered my questions and interjections as
though speaking to an equal. Unfortunately, he was already ailing at the time so I could

not press him too hard. (Jung 2015:452).4°

Jung writes that if he were ‘to write an appreciation of James from [his] present
standpoint it would require an essay in itself, since it is impossible to sketch a figure
of such stature in a few words’ and that it ‘would be an unpardonable exercise in

superficiality if [he] presumed to do so’ (Jung 2015:452).

In the letter, Jung also writes of Théodore Flournoy, who was a mutual acquaintance
of James and Jung and a fellow psychologist. He states that he considered James,
‘aside from Théodore Flournoy, ... the only outstanding mind with whom [he] could
conduct an uncomplicated conversation’ (Jung 2015:452). In addition to this, he also
wrote of both Flournoy and James: ‘I owe it mainly to these two investigators that I
learnt to understand the nature of psychic disturbances within the setting of the
human psyche as a whole’ (Jung 2015:452). In this chapter, I will also draw on
Flournoy’s (1854-1920) account of James’ philosophy in his work titled The
Philosophy of William James, originally published in 1911. In addition to being of
value as a contemporary source, it is among the works cited in Psychological Types,
evidently contributing to his understanding of James’ philosophy—especially beyond
The Principles of Psychology and Pragmatism (Jung 1923:375).

40 As Shamdasani points out, there was a whole chapter on James in the editorial transcript of Jung’s
biography, Memories, Dreams, Reflections, which was omitted from the published version
(Shamdasani 1999b:39). In it, Jung, again wrote positively of James—both of his character and work
(Shamdasani 1999b:41-42).
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Philosophy of Science: Theories as Instruments

I shall begin this chapter by looking at James’ and Jung’s views on the nature of
science in general—hence, what could be described as their ‘philosophies of science’.
Before we proceed, however, it is essential to note that one would not characterise
Jung’s approach as systematic in his writings. This holds true of his Psychological
Types in particular—we shall see that this work is internally inconsistent.
Interestingly, this feature has also been considered to be characteristic of James’
work. In the introduction to The Philosophy of William James, Théodore Flournoy
admits that describing James’ philosophy is a difficult task since ‘James has nowhere
left us a systematic and complete exposition of his ideas’ (Flournoy 1917:40). He
further writes of James: ‘although absolutely certain of his general design, he had a
mind that was too intent on progress, too constantly in quest of new facts, too
instinctively averse to anything like a fixed and final structure, in a word too
intensely alive, to commit itself willingly to that kind of architectural monument
which delights the professional philosopher’ (Flournoy 1917:40). According to
Flournoy, ‘[n]o one was less likely than James to write a didactic treatise on
philosophy’ (Flournoy 1917:40-41). The difficulty of summarising James’ philosophy,
then, manifests itself in that ‘when one attempts to put the very varied contents of his
essays and lecturers into precise and well-arranged formulae, one runs the risk of

gravely misrepresenting him’ (Flournoy 1917:41).

As is evident from Flournoy’s description of James above, the very idea of having a
clear-cut, logically deduced ontology of nature was completely foreign to James’
approach to philosophy. In fact, as we shall see, much of the discussion in his
Pragmatism stems from his opposition to ‘rationalism’—also referred to as

‘naturalism’, ‘materialism’, and ‘intellectualism’—and admiration of ‘empiricism’:

[1]f you are the lovers of facts I have supposed you to be, you find the trail of the
serpent of rationalism, of intellectualism, over everything that lies on that side of the
line. You escape indeed the materialism that goes with the reigning empiricism; but
you pay for your escape by losing contact with the concrete parts of life. The more
absolutistic philosophers dwell on so high a level of abstraction that they never even try
to come down. The absolute mind which they offer us, the mind that makes our

universe by thinking it, might, for aught they show us to the contrary, have made any
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one of a million other universes just as well as this. You can deduce no single actual
particular from the notion of it. It is compatible with any state of things whatever being

true here below. (James 1907:19).

According to James, the view provided by the rationalists cannot satisfy ‘the lovers of
facts’ as it is purely abstract and descriptive, rather than concrete and prescriptive,
and hence, not ‘useful’. In relation to science in particular, James argues that
scientific theories do not provide ‘absolute truths’, but are ‘instruments’ to
manipulate immediately experienced facts and achieve concrete ends, which

constitutes the core of James’ pragmatism:

You must bring out of each word its practical cash-value, set it at work within the
stream of your experience. It appears less as a solution then, than as a program for
more work, and more particularly as an indication of the ways in which existing
realities may be changed. Theories thus become instruments, not answers to enigmas,
in which we can rest. We don’t lie back on them, we move forward, and, on occasion,

make nature over again by their aid. (James 1907:53, italics added).

In other words, as Flournoy puts it, ‘we do not live to think, as the intellectualists
proclaim, but we think in order to live’ (Flournoy 1917:54). James’ philosophy then in
a sense brings the ‘scientific method’ into philosophy. Indeed, James writes that his
fellow pragmatists, ‘in reaching this general conception of all truth, have only
followed the example of geologists, biologists and philologists’ (James 1907:58).
According to James, ‘[i]n the establishment of these other sciences, the successful
stroke was always to take some simple process actually observable in operation—as
denudation by weather, say, or variation from parental type, or change of dialect by
incorporation of new words and pronunciations—then to generalize it, making it
apply to all times, and produce great results by summating its effects through the
ages’ (James 1907:58). Philosophy then, for James, needs to follow the example of

these successful sciences, in order to be ‘useful’ and grounded in reality.

Neither did Jung seem to support the ‘rationalist’ perspective outlined above. He
referred to himself as ‘first and foremost an empiricist’ numerous times throughout
his life. For instance, he does so in his letter to Pastor Ernst Jahn in 1935, where he
also adds that ‘he was led to the questions of Western and European mysticism only
for empirical reasons’ (Jung 1958:195). In the introduction to Psychological Types,

he emphasises the strictly ‘empirical’ (in particular, inductive, as opposed to
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deductive) nature of his work: ‘From sheer necessity, therefore, I must confine
myself to a presentation of principles which I have abstracted from an abundance of
observed facts’ (Jung 1923:10). Jung adds, however, that ‘[i]n this there is no
question of deductio a priori, as it might well appear: it is rather a deductive
presentation of empirically gained understanding’ (Jung 1923:11). Jung’s view of
scientific theories as instruments, as outlined in Psychological Types in particular,
can be summarised in the following quote: ‘Although science has already led us to
recognise the disproportions and disorders of the psyche, thus deserving our
profound respect for her intrinsic intellectual gifts, it is nevertheless a grave mistake
to concede her an absolute aim which would incapacitate her metier as an

instrument of life’ (Jung 1923:76, italics added).

Hence, Jung as well was critical of the notion of ‘absolute truth’ and appears to have
subscribed to an ‘instrumentalist’ point of view, similar to the one proposed by
James as part of his pragmatist philosophy. In the following section of this chapter,
we shall look more closely at James and Jung in relation to their views on (what
could be described as) ‘philosophy of psychology’. In particular, we will examine

their use of the notion of the ‘personal equation’ in psychology.

Philosophy of Psychology: The Personal Equation

As a psychologist, James also wrote specifically on psychology as a science, outlining
what could be called his philosophy of psychology. In his Psychology: Briefer
Course, originally published 1892, James wrote on the state of psychology as a
science: ‘When, then, we talk of “psychology as a natural science” we must not
assume that means a sort of psychology that stands at last on solid ground’ (James
€1920:467). He clarifies further that ‘[i]t means just the reverse; it means a
psychology particularly fragile, and into which the waters of metaphysical criticism
leak at every joint’ (James c1920:467). He believed that ‘psychology [was] in the
condition of physics before Galileo and the laws of motion, of chemistry before
Lavoisier and the notion that mass is preserved in all reactions’ (James ¢1920:468).
Yet, psychology, as the ‘science of subjectivity’, was inherently different from other

sciences, which raised the question of the very possibility of it ever becoming
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‘scientific’ (Shamdasani 2003:37). The ‘personal equation’ of the psychologist, as
James argued in The Principles of Psychology, was fundamental to the science of
psychology and constituted a major obstacle to achieving objectivity. He argued that
‘[t]he interpretation of the ‘psychoses’ of animals, savages and infants is necessarily
wild work, in which the personal equation of the investigator has things very much
its own way’ (James 1890:194). Hence, ‘[a]savage will be reported to have no moral

or religious feeling if his actions shock the observer unduly’ (James 1890:194).

As Simon Schaffer notes, the term ‘personal equation’ has its origins in the history of
astronomy: it came to be used at the beginning of the nineteenth century ‘as a label
for the worrying fact that astronomers seemed to differ from each other in the times
they recorded for transits’ (Schaffer 1988:116). Furthermore, ‘[t]he difference varied
with time and with the type of observation: for example, personal equations might
differ for lunar as opposed to stellar transits’ (Schaffer 1988:116). The person
credited with the first use of the term in this sense was Friedrich Bessel, a German
astronomer (Schaffer 1988:116). As Shamdasani points out, the notion of the
personal equation subsequently ‘became the hallmark of the attempt to develop an
objective experimental science of psychology, and then conversely, an

epistemological abyss that delimited the selfsame project’ (Shamdasani 2003:30).

With regard to James’ particular use of the term, Shamdasani notes that ‘[u]nder the
rubric of the personal equation, [James] included the psychologist’s theoretical
preconceptions, the nature of their personal acquaintance with the subjects being

2

investigated and their “will to believe” (Shamdasani 2003:37). The different
approaches to psychology that had been put forward, then, ‘all shared the same
weakness: none of them provided an objective standpoint that resolved the problem
posed by the subjective variations of different psychologists’ (Shamdasani 2003:34).
As Shamdasani points out, ‘the personal equation, far from being heralded as
denoting a quantifiably ascertainable factor, designated the manner in which
investigators manage only to see what they are led to expect by their own
preconceptions’ (Shamdasani 2003:34). Hence, ‘[t]he problem was that most
psychologists made their own personal peculiarities into universal rules’, which
meant that what was fundamentally subjective was mispresented as objective

(Shamdasani 2003:34).
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As we shall see throughout this thesis, the problem of the ‘personal equation’ is of
central importance to Jung’s work. In Psychological Types, Jung remarks that ‘[t]he
operation of the personal equation has already begun in the act of observation’—
‘loJne sees what one can best see from oneself (Jung 1923:16). What is notable is
that, in Psychological Types, Jung explicitly extends this claim to science in
general—scientists in general, not just psychologists, were constrained by their
personal equations, or their psychologies: ‘But the ideal and the purpose of science
do not consist in giving the most exact possible description of facts—science cannot
yet compete with kinematographic and phonographic records—it can fulfil its aim
only in the establishment of law, which is merely an abbreviated expression for
manifold and yet correlated processes’ (Jung 1923:16).4t Jung adds that ‘[t]his
purpose transcends the purely experimental by means of the concept, which, in spite
of general and proved validity, will always be a product of the subjective
psychological constellation of the investigator’ (Jung 1923:16).42 As James himself
put it in The Principles of Psychology, the solution to this problem was to ‘use as
much sagacity as you possess, and to be as candid as you can’ (James 1890:194). In
order to be able to achieve objectivity—in a revised sense—psychologists needed to
recognise their personal biases and preconceptions: “The recognition and taking to
heart of the subjective determination of knowledge in general, and of psychological
knowledge in particular, is a basic condition for the scientific and accurate estimation
of a psyche differing from that of the observing subject’ (Jung 1923:17). Jung follows
James’ strategy by proposing the following solution: ‘This condition is fulfilled only
when the observer is adequately informed concerning the compass and nature of his

own personality’ (Jung 1923:17).

Hence, as Shamdasani has argued, Jung borrowed James’ notion of the personal
equation in psychology (Shamdasani 2003:37). I further argue that, with it, Jung’s
epistemology also incorporated James’ understanding of what it means to have
objective knowledge in psychology, whilst also explicitly extending it to the realm of
general science. In the following sections of this chapter, I am going to show that

Jung also adopted James’ approach—namely, the idea of a psychological typology—

41 Here, Jung effectively provides a criticism of what Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison refer to as
‘mechanical objectivity’ in science (Daston and Galison 2007).

42 And here, Jung is critical of the classical empiricist conception of objectivity—the notion of ‘pure
observation’, or tabula rasa, which was rendered impossible by the ‘personal equation’. We will come
back to this quote in Chapter V of this thesis—on Jung and Kant.
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as part of his method of achieving objectivity in a revised sense. Nevertheless, it is
important to note here that Jung also emphasises the fact that his typology is one of
many possible approaches, as it is also a product of his own ‘subjective psychological
constellation’, or personal equation, in the conclusion of Psychological Types.43
Hence, Jung’s notion of the personal equation formed one of the cornerstones of his

epistemology.

Pluralistic Philosophy of Psychology: Typology

James’ criticism of rationalism, apart from his aversion to its glorification of logically
deduced systems of nature, also has another aspect to it, which stems from James’
definition of rationalism and empiricism in his A Pluralistic Universe. According to
James, the former ‘means the habit of explaining parts by wholes’, while the latter
‘means the habit of explaining wholes by parts’ (James 1909:7). It follows, then, that
‘[r]ationalism [. . .] preserves affinities with monism, since wholeness goes with
union, while empiricism inclines to pluralistic views’ (James 1909:8). Hence, what is
also particularly characteristic of James’ philosophy is its opposition to ‘monism’,
monistic philosophies—or, in other words, to the tendency to unify things by

reducing everything to one particular account:

For monism the world is no collection, but one great all-inclusive fact outside of which
is nothing—nothing is its only alternative. When the monism is idealistic, this all-
enveloping fact is represented as an absolute mind that makes the partial facts by
thinking them, just as we make objects in a dream by dreaming them, or personages in
a story by imagining them. To be, on this scheme, is, on the part of a finite thing, to be
an object for the absolute; and on the part of the absolute it is to be the thinker of that
assemblage of objects. If we use the word 'content' here, we see that the absolute and
the world have an identical content. The absolute is nothing but the knowledge of those
objects; the objects are nothing but what the absolute knows. The world and the all-

thinker thus compenetrate and soak each other up without residuum. (James

1909:36).

43 We will look at these remarks in the conclusion of this thesis.

69



James’ alternative, then, is ‘pluralism’, which, he argues, does justice to reality as it
naturally accommodates all its possible aspects by allowing the coexistence of
different perspectives without reducing them to one another. He describes his

pluralism as follows:

Pragmatically interpreted, pluralism or the doctrine that it is many means only that the
sundry parts of reality may be externally related. Everything you can think of, however
vast or inclusive, has on the pluralistic view a genuinely 'external’ environment of some
sort or amount. Things are 'with' one another in many ways, but nothing includes
everything, or dominates over everything. The word 'and’ trails along after every
sentence. Something always escapes. 'Ever not quite' has to be said of the best attempts
made anywhere in the universe at attaining all-inclusiveness. The pluralistic world is
thus more like a federal republic than like an empire or a kingdom. However much
may be collected, however much may report itself as present at any effective centre of
consciousness or action, something else is self-governed and absent and unreduced to

unity. (James 1909:321).

For James, ‘[t]here is no really inherent order, but it is we who project order into the
world by selecting objects and tracing relations so as to gratify our intellectual
interests’. According to James, '[w]e carve out order by leaving the disorderly parts
out’ (James 1909:9). As we shall see, pluralism also constitutes an important part of

Jung’s philosophy of psychology and his theory of psychological types.

As Shamdasani writes, ‘[i]n 1890, James noted that it had been generally supposed
by philosophers that there was a typical mind of which all individual minds were like’
(Shamdasani 2003:40). However, as Shamdasani further notes, ‘the fallaciousness of
this axiom had been demonstrated by a series of studies that had begun to
demonstrate the range and extent of differences between individual minds’
(Shamdasani 2003:40). Jung also subscribed to this view—the idea that there was no
one typical mind that everyone shared. Jung appeals to a pragmatic philosophy of
psychology by stating that reality is ‘that which works in a human soul and not that
which certain people assume to be operative, and about which prejudiced
generalisations are wont to be made’ (Jung 1923:56). In Psychological Types, he
expresses his pluralistic standpoint in psychology as follows: “The assumption that
there exists only one psychology or only one fundamental psychological principle is
an intolerable tyranny, belonging to the pseudoscientific prejudice of the normal

man’ (Jung 1923:56). With this statement, he alludes to James: ‘People are always
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speaking of the man and of “psychology”, which is invariably traced back to the
(Jung 1923:56).

2

“nothing else but

At the same time, Jung also commented on the conflicting approach that regarded
psychology as a fundamentally individualistic discipline, which meant that everyone
simply had their own psychology that had to be studied separately. In his 1916 paper,
Jung points out that this ‘individual psychology’ cannot claim to be ‘scientific’ by

virtue of it not being generalisable:

But with regard to individual psychology science must waive its claims. For to speak of
a scientific individual psychology is in itself a contradictio in adjecto. It is necessarily
always only the collective part of an individual psychology that can be the subject of
scientific study, for the individual is—according to definition—something unique and
incomparable. A "scientific" individual psychology is a denial of individual psychology.
It may justly be suspected that individual psychology is indeed a projection of the
psychology of him who defines it. Every individual psychology must have its own text-
book, for the universal text-book only contains collective psychology. (Jung

1916/1920e€).44

While Jung believed that, as Shamdasani puts it, ‘due to the limitless variation of
individuals, there was much that could not be circumscribed by science’, he also
believed that there were certain collective, generalisable, typical parts of the psyche
that could be ‘subject to science’ (Shamdasani 2003:66). This, then, forms the
pluralistic basis of Jung’s theory of psychological types: Jung’s typology provides a
number of distinct approaches—distinct types, or ‘kinds of truth’ as Ernst Falzeder
calls them—in psychology (Falzeder 2016). A characteristic slogan for this would be,
as Hasok Chang puts it, ‘many things go’ rather than ‘anything goes’ (Chang
2012:261). More generally, the criterion of demarcation in psychology for Jung
appears to be that of James’ pragmatism: whatever approach is shown to have value
for life—as opposed to relativism, which, as Chang points out, ‘involves a

renunciation of judgment and commitment at least to a degree’ (Chang 2012:261).

44 This is the English version of the 1916 French paper titled ‘La Structure de I'inconscient’ published
in the second edition of the Collected Papers on Analytical Psychology under the title “The
Conception of the Unconscious’ in 1917.
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In the following section of this chapter, we will explore further the notion of typology
as an epistemological method, as well as look at Jung’s critique of James’ typology in

Psychological Types.

The Problem of Types in Philosophy: Typology as an
Epistemological Method

In Chapter VIII of Psychological Types titled ‘The Problem of Types in Modern
Philosophy’, Jung provides a description of James’ own typology—the ‘tough-
minded’ and ‘tender-minded’ types—whilst outlining James’ contribution to his line
of thought. Jung states that it was James who linked the differences in philosophical
positions with differences in psychological attitudes: ‘James was the first to indicate,
with a certain distinctness, the extraordinary importance of temperament in the
shaping of philosophical thinking, and for this great credit is due’ (Jung 1923:397).
He then adds that ‘the aim of his [James’] pragmatic conception was to reconcile the

antagonisms of philosophical views resulting from temperamental differences’ (Jung

1923:397).

Indeed, James begins his Pragmatism, as well as his A Pluralistic Universe two years
later, with a discussion of temperamental differences and their impact on
philosophical thinking. In his Pragmatism—Lecture I titled ‘The Present Dilemma in
Philosophy’—James states that ‘[t]he history of philosophy is to a great extent that of
a certain clash of human temperaments’ (James 1907:6). Perhaps already
anticipating the charge of (what came to be termed) ‘psychologism’, he adds:
‘Undignified as such a treatment may seem to some of my colleagues, I shall have to
take account of this clash and explain a good many of the divergencies of

philosophers by it’ (James 1906:6-7).45 He then summarises his position as follows:

45 The term ‘psychologism’, denoting the tendency to explain philosophical arguments through
psychology—for instance, by equating logical laws with psychological laws—was first used in English
as a translation of the German term ‘Psychologismus’ coined by Johann Eduard Edmann in 1870
(Kusch 2020).

On pragmatism and the charge of psychologism, see, for instance, Calcaterra and Dreon (2017) and
Cristalli (2017).
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Of whatever temperament a professional philosopher is, he tries, when philosophizing,
to sink the fact of his temperament. Temperament is no conventionally recognized
reason, so he urges impersonal reasons only for his conclusions. Yet his temperament
really gives him a stronger bias than any of his more strictly objective premises. It
loads the evidence for him one way or the other, making for a more sentimental or a
more hard-hearted view of the universe, just as this fact or that principle would. He
trusts his temperament. Wanting a universe that suits it, he believes in any
presentation of the universe that does suit it. He feels men of opposite temper to be out
of key with the world’s character, and in his heart considers them incompetent and ‘not
in it’ in the philosophic business, even though they may far excel him in dialectical

ability. (James 1907:67).

James also clarifies what he means exactly by this claim by providing the following
caveat: namely, that he was ‘talking here of very positively marked men, men of
radical idiosyncrasy, who have set their stamp and likeness on philosophy and figure
in its history’, referring to Plato, John Locke, and George Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel as
examples of such philosophers (James 1907:8). James states that ‘[m]ost of us have,
of course, no very definite intellectual temperament, we are a mixture of opposite
ingredients, each one present very moderately’ and that ‘{w]e hardly know our own
preferences in abstract matters; some of us are easily talked out of them, and end by
following the fashion or taking up with the beliefs of the most impressive philosopher
in our neighbourhood, whoever he may be’ (James 1907:8). However, according to
James, ‘the one thing that has counted so far in philosophy is that a man should see
things, see them straight in his own peculiar way, and be dissatisfied with any
opposite way of seeing them’ (James 1907:8-9). For James, there was ‘no reason to
suppose that this strong temperamental vision is from now onward to count no

longer in the history of man’s belief’ (James 1907:9).

As we have seen in the first section of this chapter, much of James’ discussion of
philosophy of science appears to be framed in terms of his opposition to what he
refers to as ‘rationalism’—or ‘intellectualism’, ‘materialism’, and ‘naturalism’. In fact,
in Pragmatism, James argues that the conflict between rationalism and its rival,
empiricism—as two ways of thinking in philosophy—is a temperamental, or a
psychological one. These temperamental differences are not unique to philosophy

either—there are analogous polarities in other spheres, such as art and politics:
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Now the particular difference of temperament that I have in mind in making these
remarks is one that has counted in literature, art, government, and manners as well as
in philosophy. In manners we find formalists and free-and-easy persons. In
government, authoritarians and anarchists. In literature, purists or academicals, and
realists. In art, classics and romantics. You recognize these contrasts as familiar; well,
in philosophy we have a very similar contrast expressed in the pair of terms ‘rationalist’
and ‘empiricist’, ‘empiricist’ meaning your lover of facts in all their crude variety,

‘rationalist’ meaning your devotee to abstract and eternal principles. (James 1907:9).

James then argues that rationalism has its roots in what he calls the ‘tender-minded’

temperament, whilst empiricism is grounded in the ‘tough-minded’ temperament.

He then provides a list of ‘traits’ associated with each:

Historically we find the terms ‘intellectualism’ and ‘sensationalism’ used as synonyms
of ‘rationalism’ and ‘empiricism.” Well, nature seems to combine most frequently with
intellectualism an idealistic and optimistic tendency. Empiricists on the other hand are
not uncommonly materialistic, and their optimism is apt to be decidedly conditional
and tremulous. Rationalism is always monistic. It starts from wholes and universals,
and makes much of the unity of things. Empiricism starts from the parts, and makes of
the whole a collection — is not averse therefore to calling itself pluralistic. Rationalism
usually considers itself more religious than empiricism, but there is much to say about
this claim, so I merely mention it. It is a true claim when the individual rationalist is
what is called a man of feeling, and when the individual empiricist prides himself on
being hard-headed. In that case the rationalist will usually also be in favour of what is
called free-will, and the empiricist will be a fatalist — I use the terms most popularly
current. The rationalist finally will be of dogmatic temper in his affirmations, while the

empiricist may be more sceptical and open to discussion. (James 1907:10-11).

With his criticism of rationalism, James does appear to side with empiricism—or the

‘tough-minded’ temperament, as opposed to the ‘tender-minded’ one: ‘In point of

fact it is far less an account of this actual world than a clear addition built upon it, a

classic sanctuary in which the rationalist fancy may take refuge from the intolerably

confused and gothic character which mere facts present’ (James 1907:22). He adds

that ‘[i]t is no explanation of our concrete universe, it is another thing altogether, a

substitute for it, a remedy, a way to escape’ (James 1907:22). He writes that scientists

in general lean towards the ‘tough-minded’ temperament, since ‘a philosophy that

breathes out nothing but refinement will never satisfy the empiricist temper of mind’

(James 1907:23). Such a philosophy ‘will seem rather a monument of artificiality’ to
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them (James 1907:23). Hence, James writes that ‘we find men of science preferring
to turn their backs on metaphysics as on something altogether cloistered and
spectral, and practical men shaking philosophy’s dust off their feet and following the
call of the wild’ (James 1907:23).

At the same time, however, James states that empiricism is inferior to rationalism in
its one particular aspect—what he refers to as ‘irreligiousness’: ‘And this is then your
dilemma: you find empiricism with inhumanism and irreligion; or else you find a
rationalistic philosophy that indeed may call itself religious, but that keeps out of all
definite touch with concrete facts and joys and sorrows’ (James 1907:20). Thus, he
offers his own solution to this dilemma—his philosophy of ‘pragmatism’: ‘I offer the
oddly-named thing pragmatism as a philosophy that can satisfy both kinds of
demand’ (James 1907:33). He explains that pragmatism ‘can remain religious like
the rationalists, but at the same time, like the empiricists, it can preserve the richest
intimacy with facts’ (James 1907:33). Pragmatism, therefore, according to James,
‘may be a happy harmonizer of empiricist ways of thinking with the more religious

demands of human beings’ (James 1907:69).

What is crucial here, however, is that James explicitly acknowledges the fact that he
‘select[s] types of combination that nature offers very frequently, but by no means
uniformly’ and he ‘select[s] them solely for their convenience in helping [him] to
[his] ulterior purpose of characterizing pragmatism’ (James 1907:9, italics added).
Hence, James’ purpose in providing his typology is to help conceptualise his own
epistemology. Jung, as we shall see, adopts James’ notion of a psychological typology
as an epistemological method, but makes it his goal to describe all the different
standpoints that he could observe in his practice. Typology, then, serves as a tool to
account for personal equations of individuals—philosophers, scientists, and
psychologists in particular. Hence, Jung uses his typology to expose the biased

perspectives of both Freudian and Adlerian psychologies in Psychological Types:

Freud would vouchsafe the instincts an unfettered excursion towards their objects. But
Adler would break through the inimical spell of the object, in order to deliver the ego
from suffocation in its own defensive armour. The former view must therefore be
essentially extraverted, while the latter is introverted. The extraverted theory holds
good for the extraverted type, while the introverted theory is valid only for the
introverted type. (Jung 1923:81).
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I would argue that in Chapter VIII of Psychological Types, Jung also reveals his goals
with regard to his typology—what he was trying to achieve with it. Despite crediting
James as the first philosopher who linked the differences in philosophical positions
to the differences in psychological attitudes, Jung was generally critical of James’
types since, as he points out, ‘taken individually, James’ expressions are too broad:
only in their totality do they give an approximate picture of the typical contrast,
without thereby bringing it to a simple formula’ (Jung 1923:397). In Psychological
Types, Jung was critical of James’ usage of the term rationalism, explaining that both
empiricism and rationalism were ‘rational’, as both were two different types of
thinking: ‘T have avoided the expression “rationalism”, because concrete, empirical
thinking is just as “rational” as active, ideological thinking [since] [t]he ratio governs

both forms’ (Jung 1923:382).

Hence, Jung provides his own pair of opposites analogous to that of James and calls
them ‘extraverted thinking’, which corresponds to empiricism and the tough-minded
temperament, and ‘introverted thinking’, which corresponds to rationalism and the
tender-minded temperament. According to Jung, ‘The one says “Est, ergo est”; the

bebl

other says “Cogito, ergo cogito™ (Jung 1923:483). Jung explains that ‘[i]ntroverted
thinking carried to extremes arrives at the evidence of its own subjective existence,
and extraverted thinking at the evidence of its complete identity with the objective
fact’ (Jung 1923:483). Hence, ‘[jlust as the latter abnegates itself by evaporating into
the object, the former empties itself of each and every content and has to be satisfied

with merely existing’ (Jung 1923:483).

Allan Carlsson argued in 1973 that ‘Jung is not interested in a world-view
classification scheme for the sake of the typology itself, but simply for the study of
the human personality’ (Carlsson 1973:118). I agree with the first part of the
argument—that Jung’s goal was not to create the ultimate psychological system that
would explain all the philosophical conflicts. This would be a fundamentally
‘rationalistic’ goal: as James puts it, ‘the actual universe is a thing wide open, but
rationalism makes systems, and systems must be closed’ (James 1907:27). Indeed,
Jung does not provide a single, coherent system in his Psychological Types.
However, I would argue that with his typology, Jung was aiming to continue the work
of James, which transcended one of merely providing descriptions of different types

of personality. Firstly, Jung was trying to find the ‘simple formula’ that would
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account for the different perspectives in philosophy, science, psychology and so on.
Most importantly, as I show in this thesis, Jung adopts James’ idea of a psychological
typology as an epistemological method for acknowledging one’s personal equation
and achieving a revised notion of objectivity. From this perspective, typology
effectively served as a ‘metalanguage’ for scientists, as Shamdasani has put it—one
that would help describe and communicate their biases (Shamdasani 2003:69). For
Jung, psychology, as the science of the personal equation, was thus ‘the fundamental
scientific discipline, upon which other disciplines should henceforth be based’

(Shamdasani 2003:15).

At the same time, we shall see in the following chapters that, for Jung, pragmatism
constituted an initial step towards the solution of the problem of achieving
objectivity. According to Jung, it was not enough to merely acknowledge and
communicate the personal equation of the scientist, but it was necessary to overcome
it—namely, to overcome subjectivity. Hence, in Psychological Types, Jung criticised
James’ pragmatism for its lack of ‘creativeness’, which meant that pragmatism was a
necessary but insufficient condition for achieving a satisfying notion of objectivity.
According to Jung, James' notion of objectivity only acknowledged the 'personal
equation’ but did not overcome it. This was because, for Jung, James' pragmatism
did not resolve the 'problem of opposites': the opposites that were present in
philosophy (including James' own ‘tough-minded’ and ‘tender-minded’
temperaments) were not united in a ‘higher third principle’ that would ensure a

higher order of objectivity.46

Radical Empiricism, ‘Pure Experience’, The ‘Divided Self’, and The

Special Role of Religion

In the following section, I am going to look at some philosophical ideas of James that
Jung did not directly engage with—in particular, his notions of ‘radical empiricism’
and ‘pure experience’. However, as we shall see, aside from helping to understand

James’ philosophy, these ideas highlight further parallels between James’ and Jung’s

46 Jung’s criticism of James’ pragmatism and of Bergson’s philosophy is discussed in detail in Chapter
III (Part I) of this thesis—on Jung and Nietzsche.
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thought and the shared goals. In addition to his notion of the ‘personal equation’ in
psychology, James’ concepts of radical empiricism and pure experience formed

further layers of his critique of the classical scientific method.

As we have seen so far, James’ epistemology appears to share explicitly one
particular premise of classical empiricism—namely, its preference for facts, as
opposed to truth, or induction, as opposed to deduction. This forms the core of his
‘radical empiricism’, his ‘Weltanschauung’: in his A World of Pure Experience, James
writes that ‘This] description of things, accordingly, starts with the parts and makes
of the whole a being of the second order’ (James 1904:534). In the preface to The
Meaning of Truth, James provides a logical formulation of radical empiricism,
according to which it consists of 1) a ‘postulate’, 2) a ‘statement of fact’, and 3) a
‘generalized conclusion’. The postulate is ‘that the only things that shall be debatable
among philosophers shall be things definable in terms drawn from experience’
(James 1909/1914: xii). The statement of fact is ‘that the relations between things,
conjunctive as well as disjunctive, are just as much matters of direct particular
experience, neither more so nor less so, than the things themselves’ (James
1909/1914: xii). And finally, the generalized conclusion is ‘that therefore the parts of
experience hold together from next to next by relations that are themselves parts of

experience’ (James 1909/1914: xii).

James outlines his views on this in great detail in his Essays in Radical Empiricism,
published posthumously in 1912, where he asks the question ‘To begin with, are
thought and thing as heterogenous as it is commonly said?’ (James 1912:28). James
expresses his criticism of Cartesian dualism by stating ‘no one denies that [thought
and thing] have some categories in common’ (James 1912.:29). In particular, he
points out that ‘their relations to time are identical’, and that both ‘may have parts
[...] and both may be complex or simple’ (James 1912.:29). James then goes on to
criticise the very criteria that philosophers since Descartes have used to distinguish
between ‘mind’ and ‘body’, what is mental and what is physical—such as the idea
that physical substances are ‘spatially extended’, whereas mental substances are not.
In fact, James argues that this cannot be the distinguishing criterion between a given
physical object and a mental image of that object since ‘[0]f every extended object the
adequate mental picture must have all the extension of the object itself’ (James

1912:30). According to James, then, the difference between the two worlds is not
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determined by ‘the presence or absence of extension’, but by what James calls ‘the
relations of the extensions which in both worlds exist’ (James 1912:31). He explains

this further by giving the following examples:

Mental fire is what won’t burn real sticks; mental water is what won’t necessarily . . .
put out even a mental fire. Mental knives may be sharp, but they won’t cut real wood.
With ‘real’ objects, on the contrary, consequences always accrue; and thus the real
experiences get sifted from the mental ones, the things from our thoughts of them,
fanciful or true, and precipitated together as the stable part of the whole experience-
chaos, under the name of the physical world. Of this our perceptual experiences are the
nucleus, they being originally strong experiences. We add a lot of conceptual
experiences to them, making these strong also in imagination, and building out the
remoter parts of the physical world by their means; and around this core of reality the
world of laxly connected fancies and mere rhapsodical objects floats like a bank of
clouds. In the clouds, all sorts of rules are violated which in the core are kept.
Extensions there can be indefinitely located; motion there obeys no Newton’s laws.

(James 1912:33).

To go back to the discussion of the second premise of classical (or ‘ordinary’, as
James calls it) empiricism—the idea that sense experience is the primary source of
knowledge—I show that James’ philosophy explicitly denies this notion. What he
seems to argue instead is not simply that ‘sense experience is not the only source of
knowledge’, but that ‘experience’ should not be understood in terms of the dichotomy
of ‘mental versus physical’ at all. According to James, ‘[e/xperience, I believe, has no
such inner duplicity; and the separation of it into consciousness and content comes,
not by way of subtraction, but by way of addition’ (James 1912:9). As Russell
Goodman puts it, ‘mind and matter are both aspects of, or structures formed from, a
more fundamental stuff’, which is ‘neither mental nor physical’ (Goodman 2021).
This ‘fundamental stuff’ is what James calls ‘pure experience’, meaning ‘the only [. . .]

primal stuff or material in the world, a stuff of which everything is composed’:

The instant field of the present is at all times what I call the ‘pure’ experience. It is only
virtually or potentially either object or subject as yet. For the time being, it is plain,

unqualified actuality, or existence, as simple as that. (James 1912:4, 23).

James, then, argues against the notion of ‘consciousness’ as being a criterion used for
distinguishing between the mental and the physical: for him, ‘[c]onsciousness

connotes a kind of external relation, and does not denote a special stuff or way of
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being.’ (James 1912.:25). According to James, the ‘conscious quality’ of our
experiences ‘is better explained by their relations—these relations themselves being
experiences—to one another’ (James 1912:25). Finally, James provides a description
of his philosophy, distinguishing his ‘radical empiricism’ from classical empiricism:
‘To be radical, an empiricism must neither admit into its constructions any element
that is not directly experienced, nor exclude from them any element that is directly
experienced’ (James 1912:42). He then adds that ‘[fJor such a philosophy, the
relations that connect experiences must themselves be experienced relations, and
any kind of relation experienced must be accounted as ‘real’ as anything else in the

system’ (James 1912:42).

Hence, James’ empiricism does not have the notion of ‘sense experience as the
primary source of knowledge’ that is central to classical empiricism, since, for James,
‘experience’ goes beyond the dualistic categories of the ‘mental’ and the ‘physical’. He
also points out that ‘/rJadical empiricism [. ..] does full justice to conjunctive
relations, without, however, treating them as rationalism always tends to treat them,
as being true in some supernal way’ (James 1912:44). I follow Flournoy in his
argument that James extends the notion of ‘immediate experience’ from sensations
to include the mental, since, for James, ‘our inner life is far richer, more varied and
profound than most philosophers, whether empiricist or rationalist have realized’
(Flournoy 1917:76). According to Flournoy, ‘[i]f one applies oneself, as James did,
and as contemporary psychology is doing more and more, to a consideration of these
fleeting elements in our mental life, it becomes evident that the domain of what is
directly experienced and lived extends far beyond the gross sensations which were all
that had struck earlier observers’ (Flournoy 1917:79). He then adds that ‘[i]n the end
this realm is found to be so far-reaching as to include everything, even the mental
categories, so that in this continuous network constituted by the data of actual
experience, there remains no gap through which to introduce elements of another
order, such as the a priori principles of the rationalists’ (Flournoy 1917:79) Hence, I
argue that James, with his radical empiricism and the notion of ‘pure experience’,
effectively redefines the concept of the scientific method by expanding the source of

knowledge to include the realm of the mental, and, hence, the realm of psychology.

Jung’s typology in particular has a ‘sensation’ versus ‘intuition’ dichotomy which

appears to encompass this distinction: the former is ‘that psychological function
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which transmits a physical stimulus to perception’ and is, therefore, ‘identical with
perception’, whereas the latter is that ‘psychological function with transmits
perceptions in an unconscious way’ (Jung 1923:585; 567). Jung writes about the
conflict between the two: ‘Sensation disturbs intuition's dear, unbiassed, naive
awareness with its importunate sensuous stimuli; for these direct the glance upon the
physical superficies, hence upon the very things round and beyond which intuition

tries to peer’ (Jung 1923:462).

The above discussion of James’ radical empiricism and the redefinition of the sources
of scientific knowledge to include the realm of the mental relates to another key work
of James that I have not yet discussed in this thesis—his The Varieties of Religious
Experience, originally published in 1902.47 In it, James describes his notion of the
‘divided self’, which, as Matei Iagher puts it, he used to designate a ‘constitutional
imbalance or existential rift’ (Iagher 2018:70). Together with Flournoy, James was
one of the founders of the tradition of the psychology of religion and believed that an
important way in which the divided self could be healed was through religion (Iagher
2018:70). The special term that James and other psychologists of religion used to
characterise the process of the acquisition of religion by the moderns was
‘conversion’ (Iagher 2018:69). As Iagher points out, ‘conversion for the American
psychologists was not so much about adopting a different ‘religion’ as it was about
the psychological development of a new centre of personality’ (Iagher 2018:69). The
result of conversion was the unification of the divided self. James describes this in
The Varieties of Religious Experience: ‘To be converted, to be regenerated, to receive
grace, to experience religion, to gain an assurance, are so many phrases which denote
the process, gradual or sudden, by which a self hitherto divided, and consciously
wrong inferior and unhappy, becomes unified and consciously right superior and
happy, in consequence of its firmer hold upon religious realities’ (James 1902:189).
He adds that ‘[t]his at least is what conversion signifies in general terms, whether or
not we believe that a direct divine operation is needed to bring such a moral change
about’ (James 1902:189). Psychologists of religion wanted to understand the
experience of religion as a psychological experience. Hence, James’ doctrines of

radical empiricism and pure experience that we previously looked at relate to his

47 For a detailed discussion of Jung’s reception of James’ The Varieties of the Religious Experience,
see Iagher 2018 and Melo and Pedro 2020.

81



ambition to bring the religious experience into the realm of science, as he understood
it.

As Iagher points out, Jung ‘was familiar with at least some of the debates around
conversion from William James’ Varieties’ (Iagher 1902:69).48 As we shall see
throughout this thesis, the central problem in Psychological Types was ‘the problem
of opposites’: a psychological conflict, an inner conflict within an individual,
reminiscent of James’ divided self, the solution to which was also fundamentally

religious, in the form of what Jung describes as the ‘reconciling symbol’.

Conclusion

To sum up, the first chapter of this thesis has examined Jung’s reception of James’
philosophy as part of his epistemology with regard to his stance on psychology as
well as science in general, in Psychological Types. I have argued that Jung shared
several elements of James’ thought—his pragmatism, pluralism, and typology.
Following Shamdasani, this chapter has shown that Jung adopted James’
understanding of the personal equation, which meant that psychology was a
fundamentally subjective discipline, which presented an obstacle to achieving
objectivity in psychology in the traditional sense. Most notably, I have looked at
Jung’s critique of James’ typology and have argued that Jung took up James’ task of
trying to formulate an epistemological method with a psychological typology for
accounting for the personal equation and achieving objectivity in a revised sense.
Finally, it has been shown in this chapter that James also had a notion of a ‘divided
self’ that could be unified through religion. This idea of a ‘religious solution’, as we

shall see, is central to Jung’s work in Psychological Types.

In this thesis, I aim to show that with his proposed psychological typology, Jung
expands on the pragmatist approach of reconciling antagonistic views of different
individuals as a psychological problem within one individual, ‘the problem of
opposites’, the resolution of which would result not just in the acknowledgment of

one’s bias, but in overcoming it. On the one hand, this meant that, for Jung,

48 For instance, Jung refers to James’ The Varieties of Religious Experience in his work titled ‘The
Relations between the Ego and the Unconscious’, published in 1928 (Jung 1928/1972).
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pragmatism as an epistemological framework was incomplete. However, what is
significant for James scholarship is that, while Jung expands James’ pragmatism by
synthesising it with other philosophical elements into one epistemology—as we shall
see in the following chapters of this thesis—this results in him effectively bringing
together all of the discussed elements of James’ thought: not just his pragmatism,
pluralism, and typology, but also his radical empiricism, the notion of a divided self
and the importance of religion. While Jung does not explicitly discuss the latter three
notions from James’ work in his Psychological Types, as we shall see, they appear to
account for the missing elements in pragmatism that Jung borrows from his reading

of the other philosophers discussed in this thesis.

To relate these concluding remarks to the broader themes discussed earlier in this
thesis, the fact that Jung draws on James’ pragmatism as a starting point of his
epistemology is significant both for Jung scholarship and the history and philosophy
of science. When it comes to the former, this chapter contributes to the rejection of
the Freudocentric account of Jung’s psychology—by demonstrating that Jung’s
project in Psychological Types was in many ways a continuation of James’ project in
Pragmatism. Hence, Jung’s work provides a case study for the history of
pragmatism—namely, an example of an early use of pragmatism as a philosophy of
science and psychology. Jung adopts James’ view, according to which achieving
objectivity in psychology implied the acknowledgement of the fundamentally
subjective nature of psychological knowledge, as well as extends it to the nature of
science in general. Hence, Jung’s work in Psychological Types offered a philosophy
of psychology, as well as a philosophy of science that regarded the acknowledgement
of subjectivity of knowledge as an important milestone in the achievement of
scientific objectivity as he saw it. Hence, through his discussion of the problem of the
personal equation in psychology, Jung’s work brought it back to the realm of general
science. Whilst the logical positivists believed physics to be the fundamental
science—arguing that the languages of all the sciences could be translated into the
physicalist language, resulting in a “‘unity of science’—Jung believed that it was
psychology that was the ‘mediatory science’. As the science of the personal equation,
psychology was able to, firstly, provide a language that would convey the biases of
scientists to begin with, as well as a method of resolving the problem of the personal

equation itself.
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Jung’s project in Psychological Types also serves as a case study for the
interconnections between the histories of philosophy, psychology, and science. Jung
felt the need to go back to philosophical thought in order to help understand what it
meant for psychology to be a science to begin with. What is more, Jung’s exploration
of the nature of psychology as a science had implications for his conception of the
very nature of science, as well as of philosophy itself: Jung was in accord with James
that philosophical positions were fundamentally manifestations of psychological
attitudes. As we shall see in the following chapters of this thesis, Jung’s
interpretation of philosophical concepts in psychological terms is among the key

characteristics of his work in Psychological Types.
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CHAPTER II. JUNG AND BERGSON: A CRITIQUE OF
INTELLECTUALISM AND A PLEA FOR THE
RECOGNITION OF THE IRRATIONAL

Introduction

The second chapter of this thesis traces the evolution of Jung’s reception of the
philosophy of Henri Bergson (1859-1941) from 1912 to 1921 in order to identify the
impact of his thought on Jung’s theory of types as described in his Psychological
Types. I am going to argue that Jung, firstly, adopts a Bergsonian critique of the
scientific method—stating that science is only a product of the intellect and therefore
is incapable of comprehending life in its fullness—and, secondly, expands it, viewing
intellect itself as a manifestation of a psychological principle. With his typology,
then, Jung re-framed Bergson’s project: whilst, for Bergson, it was philosophy (his
‘intuitive method’) that was capable of gaining knowledge that was inaccessible to

intellectualistic science, for Jung, it was psychology.

Review of Arguments in Secondary Literature

As Ann Addison points out, ‘by his own admission Jung acknowledged the influence
of Bergson on his notion of libido, his synthetic method and his typology’ (Addison
2016:572). Pete Gunter’s paper titled ‘Bergson and Jung’, published in 1982, gives a
detailed account of the connections between the two thinkers, providing a survey of
Bergson’s key ideas through his main philosophical works and then linking them

with the ideas of Jung. He summarises his argument in the paper as follows:

During the period 1913-20 Jung specifically equates Bergson’s ideas with his own
concepts of instinct, intuition, the (limited) function of the human intellect, reaction-
formation, and introversion-extraversion. Nor can it be purely a matter of accident that
Jung includes the intuitive personality among his four basic psychological types and,

like Bergson, connects intuition with future-oriented speculation. There can be no
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question, then, that the philosophy of creative evolution had by 1913 become an
integral part of Jung’s reflections. One can easily imagine that it played a role in the
development of such Jungian concepts as the archetypes, individuation, the collective
unconscious, and intuition. I shall argue that this likelihood becomes increasingly
strong as one moves from the first of these concepts (the archetypes) to the last

(intuition). (Gunter 1982:640).

Whilst there are parallels between Bergson’s and Jung’s thought due to them being
fundamentally interested in the same topics and debates, it is helpful to distinguish
between those ideas of Bergson that Jung actually drew on—meaning, the one’s that
Jung read about and incorporated in his work—and the ones that are similar to
Jung’s due to the general intellectual affinity between the thinkers. More specifically,
the parallels between Bergson’s ideas and Jung’s notions of the ‘archetypes’, the
‘collective unconscious’, and ‘individuation’ should be regarded as examples of the
latter rather than the former.49 In this chapter, I will be focusing on the importance
of Jung’s reading of Bergson’s work for the conceptualisation of his epistemology and

philosophy of science in general.

This chapter draws on Sonu Shamdasani’s argument that Bergson’s philosophy
provided a conceptual basis for Jung’s critique of intellectualism, his understanding
of the relationship between two opposite psychological functions, his distinction

between the ‘rational’ and the ‘irrational’ and, finally, the notion of ‘intuition’:

What is not realized is the fact that for Jung, the concept of the irrational derived its
philosophical justification in the Bergsonian delimitation of the provenance of the
intellect, and the recognition that life exceeded representational consciousness. Using
Jung’s terminology seen from a Bergsonian perspective, the key task was one of not
subsuming the irrational into the rational. The discussions of Bergson’s work in the
correspondence between Jung and Schmid indicate that Bergson’s work played an

important role in informing Jung’s understanding of the relation and opposition

49 With regard to Bergson’s thought and Jung’s collective unconscious in particular, there are two
conflicting perspectives. On the one hand, Shamdasani, states that Bergson’s criticism of platonic
Forms might mean that his thought is incompatible with Jung’s archetypes (the latter being similar to
platonic Forms) (Shamdasani 2003:230). On the other hand, Gunter has argued that ‘[t]here is room
in Jung's thought during this period for a static, Kantian rendering of the archetypes as sheer a priori
determinants of thought and behavior as well as for a dynamic, process-oriented explanation of the
archetypes as specific tendencies toward development’ (Gunter 1982:651). Nevertheless, he points out
that ‘the second, more Bergsonian tendency in Jung's thought provides a more fruitful, and hopeful,
beginning’ (Gunter 1982:651). Addison has also argued that ‘Bergson's descriptions of instinct and
intuition also lend themselves to comparison with Jung's descriptions of the same, and point towards
Jung's accounts of the archetypes and thence of his psychoid unconscious’ (Addison 2016:572).
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between a pair of psychological functions, in addition to providing the basis for his
distinction between the rational and the irrational, and his notion of intuition as a

cognitive faculty. (Shamdasani 2003:229).

Hence, this chapter further explores the connections between Bergson’s ‘intellect
versus instinct’ dichotomy and Jung’s ‘rational versus irrational’ dichotomy. It shows
that Bergson’s critique of intellectualism became the basis for Jung’s critique of
‘reductionism’ in psychology: no two psychological principles should be reduced to
one another, and in particular, the idea that the irrational type is not subordinate to
the rational type. In addition to this, this chapter follows Shamdasani in his
argument that Bergson’s philosophical concept of ‘intuition’ (as an element of
‘instinct’) indirectly—through Maria Moltzer’s work—provided a basis for Jung’s

notion of ‘intuition’ as a psychological type (Shamdasani 1998).

Jung Reads Bergson

Henri Bergson was one of the most influential French philosophers at the turn of the
century (Lawlor 2021). Originally trained in mathematics—having won the first prize
in mathematics for the competition ‘Concours Général’ and then publishing his
solution to a problem formulated by Pascal in 1877—he ultimately chose to specialise
in the humanities (which is somewhat reminiscent of the difficulty that Jung himself
faced when choosing his career due to his interest in both the sciences and the
humanities). He graduated from the Ecole Normale in 1881, publishing his first
scholarly essay titled ‘On Unconscious Simulation in States of Hypnosis’ in 1886
(Lawlor 2021). In 1889 he published his doctoral thesis under the title Time and Free
Will, and in 1896, his second book titled Matter and Memory (Lawlor 2021). It was
his Creative Evolution, published in 1907, that ‘was not only the source of the
“Bergson legend,” as well as of numerous, lively academic and public controversies
centering on his philosophy and his role as an intellectual’ (Lawlor 2021). As
Leonard Lawlor has noted, ‘[a]lthough his international fame reached cult-like
heights during his lifetime, his influence decreased notably after the second World
War’, which was subsequently revived by Gilles Deleuze in his Bergsonism,

published in 1988 (Lawlor 2021).
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As has been pointed out, Henri Bergson gained international recognition—and not
just in academic circles, but with the general public—with the with the publication of
his Creative Evolution in 1907, the same year that William James published his
Pragmatism (Shamdasani 2003) (Midgley 2011). His work was also widely read in
German-speaking countries and, as Shamdasani notes, those involved in
psychoanalysis became immediately interested in it (Shamdasani 2003:227). As
Shamdasani further points out, it was the German translation of Bergson’s work,
published in 1912, that Jung had in his library (Shamdasani 2003:227).5° However, it
is interesting to note that Jung uses Bergson’s term, ‘élan vital’, rather than the
German ‘Lebensschwungkraf’ in Psychological Types (Jung 1921/1937:454). As
David Midgley notes, ‘the reliable and highly readable’ analysis of Bergson’s
philosophy was produced by Adolf Keller in 1913 (Midgley 2011:293). And, as
Shamdasani points out, Keller was part of Jung’s ‘committee’ that helped Jung with

the terminology in his Psychological Types (Shamdasani 2003:69).

As we shall see, Bergson’s philosophy was also concerned with psychology. In his
Matter and Memory, published in 1896, Bergson provides an antireductionist
conception of the mind, whilst, as Pete Gunter puts it, ‘renaming and partially
reconceiving’ his notion of ‘duration’ as ‘memory’ (Bergson 1896) (Gunter 1982:636).
According to Gunter, in the book Bergson also ‘develops a theory of the unconscious
and of mental pathology which was to have a significant effect on subsequent
dynamic psychiatry’ (Gunter 1982:636). I would argue that Bergson makes use of the
ideas from psychology of his time (for instance, about consciousness) to help
conceptualise his philosophical ideas, such as his notion of ‘élan vital’—as well as
formulate his ‘intuitive method’ in philosophy. However, Bergson was not, like Jung,
uniquely interested in psychology per se: and, in Creative Evolution in particular, he

viewed psychology in parallel with biology—as the two life sciences (Bergson

1907/1911).

Regarding the distinction between biology and psychology, it is interesting that Jung

subsequently referred to Bergson in the context of the discussion of the philosophy of

50 Bergson’s work was translated into German by Getrud Kantorowisz and was published in 1912 as
Schopferische Entwicklung (Midgley 2011:291).
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mind—namely the mind-body problem.s5! In a letter to Alice Eckstein, dated 16
September 1930, Jung writes that he found the problem interesting and states that,
‘everyday experience tells us that consciousness and brain are in an indispensable
connection’—meaning that ‘destruction of the latter results in an equal destruction of
the former’ (Jung 2015:76). However, Jung argues that Bergson was ‘quite right
when he [thought] of the possibility of a relatively loose connection between the
brain and consciousness, because despite our ordinary experience the connection
might be less tight than we suppose’ (Jung 2015:76). He further adds that ‘there is no
reason why one shouldn't suppose that consciousness could exist detached from a
brain’ (Jung 2015:76). However, proving this would be so difficult that ‘[i]t would
amount to the hitherto unproven fact of an evidence that there are ghosts’ and Jung
believed it to be ‘the most difficult thing in the world to produce evidence in that
respect entirely satisfactory from a scientific point of view’ and ‘the hardest thing

[he] could imagine' (Jung 2015:76).

Henri Bergson and William James

James famously admired Bergson’s philosophy: in his A Pluralistic Universe, he
devotes an entire lecture (Lecture VI) to Bergson’s critique of ‘intellectualism’,
stating that the latter had killed intellectualism ‘definitely and without hope of

recovery (James 1909). He summaries Bergson’s critique as follows:

Professor Bergson thus inverts the traditional platonic doctrine absolutely. Instead of
intellectual knowledge being the profounder, he calls it the more superficial. Instead of
being the only adequate knowledge, it is grossly inadequate, and its only superiority is
the practical one of enabling us to make short cuts through experience and thereby to
save time. The one thing it cannot do is to reveal the nature of things—which last
remark, if not clear already, will become clearer as I proceed. Dive back into the flux
itself, then, Bergson tells us, if you wish to know reality, that flux which Platonism, in

its strange belief that only the immutable is excellent, has always spurned; turn your

51 In 1947, Jung writes that he differentiated psychological phenomena from biological ones as follows:
I call those biological phenomena “psychic” which show at least traces of a will that interferes with
the regular and automatic functioning of instincts’ (Jung 1947/2015:457).
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face toward sensation, that flesh-bound thing which rationalism has always loaded

with abuse. (James 1909).

In so doing, James evidently also draws parallels with his pragmatism and its

emphasis on active engagement with reality:

When you have broken the reality into concepts you never can reconstruct it in its
wholeness. Out of no amount of discreteness can you manufacture the concrete. But
place yourself at a bound, or d'emblée, as M. Bergson says, inside of the living, moving,
active thickness of the real, and all the abstractions and distinctions are given into your
hand: you can now make the intellectualist substitutions to your heart's content.

(James 1909).

In contemporary secondary literature, however, scholars were contrasting the
philosophies of pragmatists on the one hand and of Bergson on the other already
during the time in which Jung was working on his theory of types.52 I would argue
that James, as a result of his pragmatist reading of Bergson’s philosophy, appears to
have viewed Bergson’s critique of intellectualism too narrowly: he appears to have
regarded it as a critique of what he terms ‘rationalism’, which for Bergson would only

be a particular manifestation of the hegemony of the ‘intellect’.53

When it comes to the nature of philosophical positions themselves, James and
Bergson also provide somewhat different accounts. We have seen previously that
James—being also a psychologist—reduces philosophical positions to manifestations
of temperament, or psychology. Bergson’s philosophy lacks this step and focuses on
the critique of the intellect itself—and hence, of intellectual philosophy—implying
that the history of philosophy is predominantly merely a manifestation of the
intellectual process of categorisation. In the following section, we will look at the
central dichotomy in Bergson’s philosophy in more detail: that of ‘intellect’, on the
one hand, and ‘intuition’, on the other. In his philosophy, Bergson describes what he
refers to as his ‘intuitive method’: it is through intuition that it is possible to go

beyond the categorisations of the intellect and understand life ‘from within’.

52 See, for instance, Moore 1912 and Kallen 1914.
53 For a detailed discussion of the opposition between Bergson and pragmatism see, for instance, Allen
2013.
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Bergson’s philosophy: Intuition and Elan Vital

In The Creative Mind: An Introduction to Metaphysics, his final published work—
where he provides, in a sense, an autobiography of his own method in philosophy—
Bergson describes intuition as ‘sympathy’ and contrasts it with the intellectual

‘analysis’:

It follows that an absolute can only be given in an intuition, while all the rest has to do
with analysis. We call intuition here the sympathy by which one is transported into
the interior of an object in order to coincide with what there is unique and
consequently inexpressible in it. Analysis, on the contrary, is the operation which
reduces the object to elements already known, that is, common to that object and to
others. Analyzing then consists in expressing a thing in terms of what is not it.

(Bergson 1934/1946).

As Lawlor puts it, ‘Bergsonian intuition then consists in entering into the thing,
rather than going around it from the outside’—the latter being the characteristic of
the intellect (Lawlor 2020). It is then this special capacity of intuition that allows it
to gain absolute knowledge. As we shall see, with his criticism of the intellect—with
its ‘analysis’ and then ‘synthesis’ of the different perspectives into a comprehensive
account—Bergson provides his critique of the scientific method itself. He defines
synthesis as follows: ‘[Synthesis] is less a special operation than a certain power of
thought, the capacity for penetrating into the interior of a fact whose significance one
has divined and in which one will find the explanation of an indefinite number of
facts’ (Bergson 934/946). He adds that, ‘[i]n a word, the spirit of synthesis is only the
spirit of analysis raised to a higher power’ (Bergson 1934,/1946).

For Bergson, one thing that we all experience through intuition and not through
intellectual analysis is ourselves: we have a sense of self, our consciousness, that
moves through time: ‘There is at least one reality which we all seize from within, by
intuition and not by simple analysis’ (Bergson 1934/1946). He explains further: ‘It is
our own person in its flowing through time, the self which endures’ (Bergson
1934/1946). According to Bergson, ‘[w]ith no other thing can we sympathise
intellectually, or if you like spiritually’ (Bergson 1934/1946). He adds: ‘But one thing
is sure: we sympathise with ourselves’ (Bergson 1934/1946).
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This idea of ‘indivisible continuity’ goes back to Bergson’s doctoral thesis, first
published in 1889 (one year before James’ Principles), titled Time and Free Will: An
Essay on the Immediate Data of Consciousness, and specifically, to his notion of
‘duration’ (‘la durée’)—Bergson’s theory of time and consciousness. In this work,

Bergson describes duration as follows:

Pure duration is the form which the succession of our conscious states assumes when
our ego lets itself live, when it refrains from separating its present state from its former
states. For this purpose it need not be entirely absorbed in the passing sensation or
idea; for then, on the contrary, it would no longer endure. Nor need it forget its former
states: it is enough that, in recalling these states, it does not set them alongside its
actual state as one point alongside another, but forms both the past and the present
states into an organic whole, as happens when we recall the notes of a tune, melting, so

to speak, into one another. (Bergson 1889/1950:99).

However, our ordinary thought, our ‘intellect’, breaks up this organic whole, this
continuity into mere fragments. And it is here where Bergson begins his criticism of
the scientific method—with the notion of time: it impossible to measure time as it is
mobile and incomplete. And it is also here where he introduces the notion of
‘intuition’: duration, impossible to capture in words, can only be grasped through

intuition (Bergson 1889/1950).

In Creative Evolution, originally published in 1907—a book that, as we shall see, is of
great importance for Jung’s theory of psychological types—Bergson further
developed his ideas, whilst introducing another key concept of his philosophy: ‘élan
vital’. Elan vital, meaning a vital impetus, is a concept that is intended to explain
evolution in a way that science, with its intellect, is not able to. He describes it in his

book as follows:

So we come back, by a somewhat roundabout way, to the idea we started from, that of
an original impetus of life, passing from one generation of germs to the following
generation of germs through the developed organisms which bridge the interval
between the generations. This impetus, sustained right along the lines of evolution
among which it gets divided, is the fundamental cause of variations, at least of those
that are regularly passed on, that accumulate and create new species. In general, when
species have begun to diverge from a common stock, they accentuate their divergence

as they progress in their evolution. Yet, in certain definite points, they may evolve

92



identically; in fact, they must do so if the hypothesis of a common impetus be accepted.

(Bergson 1907/1911).

On the one hand, Bergson contrasts his theory with what he calls a ‘mechanistic
account’: ‘A mechanistic theory is one which means to show us the gradual building-
up of the machine under the influence of external circumstances intervening either
directly by action on the tissues or indirectly by the selection of better-adapted ones’
(Bergson 1907/1911). He adds: ‘But, whatever form this theory may take, supposing it
avails at all to explain the detail of the parts, it throws no light on their correlation’
(Bergson 1907/1911). On the other hand, he also contrasts it with what he calls
‘finalism’: “Then comes the doctrine of finality, which says that the parts have been
brought together on a preconceived plan with a view to a certain end’ (Bergson
1907/191). He adds: ‘In this it likens the labor of nature to that of the workman, who
also proceeds by the assemblage of parts with a view to the realization of an idea or
the imitation of a model’ (Bergson 1907/1911). For Bergson, both theories are
products of the ‘intellect’, which, as we have seen before, is incapable to understand
the true nature of life. Bergson then contrasts the intellect with the ‘instinct’, stating

that they are fundamentally opposite and complementary:

It is because intelligence and instinct, having originally been interpenetrating, retain
something of their common origin. Neither is ever found in a pure state... There is no
intelligence in which some traces of instinct are not to be discovered, more especially
no instinct that is not surrounded with a fringe of intelligence. It is this fringe of
intelligence that has been the cause of so many misunderstandings. From the fact that
instinct is always more or less intelligent, it has been concluded that instinct and
intelligence are things of the same kind, that there is only a difference of complexity or
perfection between them, and, above all, that one of the two is expressible in terms of
the other. In reality, they accompany each other only because they are complementary,
and they are complementary only because they are different, what is instinctive in

instinct being opposite to what is intelligent in intelligence. (Bergson 1907/1911).

Bergson then proceeds to describe the differences between the two, the essential
difference between them being the following: ‘instinct perfected is a faculty of using
and even of constructing organized instruments; intelligence perfected is the faculty
of making and using unorganized instruments’ (Bergson 1907/1911). He explains
that the former mean ‘natural’ instruments and the latter mean ‘artificial’

instruments: ‘If instinct is, above all, the faculty of using an organized natural
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instrument, it must involve innate knowledge (potential or unconscious, it is true),
both of this instrument and of the object to which it is applied’ (Bergson 1907/1911).
He adds: ‘Instinct is therefore innate knowledge of a thing’ (Bergson 1907/1911).
Intelligence, on the other hand, according to Bergson, ‘is the faculty of constructing
unorganized—that is to say artificial—instruments’ (Bergson 1907/1911). It is
ultimately because of this that, for Bergson, ‘[t]he intellect is characterized by a

natural inability to comprehend life’.
Bergson proceeds to contrasts the intellect with the instinct:

Instinct, on the contrary, is molded on the very form of life. While intelligence treats
everything mechanically, instinct proceeds, so to speak, organically. If the
consciousness that slumbers in it should awake, if it were wound up into knowledge
instead of being wound off into action, if we could ask and it could reply, it would give
up to us the most intimate secrets of life. For it only carries out further the work by
which life organizes matter—so that we cannot say, as has often been shown, where
organization ends and where instinct begins. When the little chick is breaking its shell
with a peck of its beak, it is acting by instinct, and yet it does but carry on the
movement which has borne it through embryonic life. Inversely, in the course of
embryonic life itself (especially when the embryo lives freely in the form of a larva),
many of the acts accomplished must be referred to instinct. The most essential of the

primary instincts are really, therefore, vital processes. (Bergson 1907/1911).

Finally, ‘intuition’ is a variation of the instinct: ‘instinct that has become
disinterested, self-conscious, capable of reflecting upon its object and of enlarging it
indefinitely’ (Bergson 1907/1911). And it is through intuition alone that we are able to
grasp the flow of duration ‘from within’ and thus gain knowledge of life itself, which,

according to Bergson, should be the goal of philosophy:

These fleeting intuitions, which light up their object only at distant intervals,
philosophy ought to seize, first to sustain them, then to expand them and so unite them
together. The more it advances in this work, the more will it perceive that intuition is
mind itself, and, in a certain sense, life itself: the intellect has been cut out of it by a
process resembling that which has generated matter. Thus is revealed the unity of the
spiritual life. We recognize it only when we place ourselves in intuition in order to go
from intuition to the intellect, for from the intellect we shall never pass to intuition.

(Bergson 1907/1911).
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Having provided a brief overview of Bergson’s key ideas, in the following section of
this chapter, I am going to look Jung’s reception of these ideas—most notably,

drawing a parallel between Bergson’s ‘élan vital’ and Jung’s conception of the ‘libido’.

Jung’s Reception of Bergson’s Philosophy: Elan Vital and Libido

As mentioned previously, Bergson and Jung were interested in the same general
intellectual discussions and themes and, broadly speaking, shared the same
fundamental outlook on them. In particular, they have both been associated with
neovitalism in one way or another, even though both thinkers rejected this
association in their writings. Bergson was subsequently characterised as a vitalist by
certain scholars, despite having criticised them in Creative Evolution for their
finalism and individualism: ‘the position of vitalism is rendered very difficult by the
fact that, in nature, there is neither purely internal finality nor absolutely distinct
individuality’ (Bergson 1907/1911). Raya Jones, for instance, has argued that Jung
put Bergson’s ‘élan vital’ at the bottom of the list of the concepts that he regarded to
be similar to his ‘libido’ in 1928 due to Bergson’s associations with vitalism (Jones
2018). Furthermore, Ann Addison, for instance, uses the term vitalism (and neo-

vitalism) to describe both Jung and Bergson’s interests (Addison 2016:567-571).

As Shamdasani notes, Théodore Flournoy compared Jung’s notion of the libido, as
outlined in Transformations and Symbols of the Libido, to Bergson’s ‘élan vital’ (as
well as to Schopenhauer’s ‘will’ and Ostwald’s ‘energy’) in his review of Jung’s book
in 1913 (Shamdasani 2003: 225). As Shamdasani further points out, it appears that
Jung read Bergson’s Creative Evolution after he developed his notion of the libido—
since he had the 1912 German translation of the book in his library (Shamdasani
2003:227). Jung himself drew a parallel specifically between Bergson’s élan vital and
his libido in his paper On Psychoanalysis, delivered before the International Medical
Congress in London in 1913: ‘From a broader standpoint libido can be understood as
vital energy in general, or as Bergson’s élan vital” (Jung 1913/1920b). In the same
year, in his lecture ‘A Contribution to the Study of Psychological Types’ delivered at
the Psychoanalytical Congress in Munich, Jung also refers to Bergson’s

conceptualisation of the intellect: ‘Bergson also makes use of these images of
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crystallisation, solidification, etc., to illustrate the essence of intellectual abstraction’

(Jung 1913/19204).

As Shamdasani notes, in a presentation delivered in 1914, Adolf Keller looked at
Bergson’s philosophy in the context of Jung’s notion of the libido, which Jung
regarded as an important contribution to his work (Shamdasani 2003:228). In Part
IT of “The Content of The Psychoses’, Jung refers to Bergson’s élan vital as he
introduces his notion of libido whilst also making a distinction—in contrast to the

more biological nature of the former, the latter is psychological:

I postulate a hypothetical fundamental striving which I designate libido. In the
classical use of the word, libido never had an exclusively sexual connotation as it has
in medicine. The word interest, as Claparéde once suggested to me, could be used in
this special sense, if this expression had to-day a less extensive application. Bergson's
concept, élan vital, would also serve if this expression were less biological and more
psychological. Libido is intended to be an energising expression for psychological

values. (Jung 1914/1920d).

He draws the parallel between the two concepts again in the same article: ‘I realise
that my views are parallel with those of Bergson, and that in my book the concept of
the libido which I have given, is a concept parallel to that of "élan vital"; my

"

constructive method corresponds to Bergson's "intuitive method." (Jung
1914/1920d). However, Jung points out that he confined himself to the psychological
side and to practical work, hereby also making a distinction between Bergson’s
concept as philosophical one and his own notion of libido being strictly
psychological (Jung 1914/1920d). He adds: “When I first read Bergson a year and a
half ago I discovered to my great pleasure everything which I had worked out
practically, but expressed by him in consummate language and in a wonderfully clear

philosophic style’ (Jung 1914/1920d).

Finally, Jung admired Bergson’s philosophy of science—his criticism of the
mechanical, ‘scientific’ conception of life and considered it relevant to psychology. In
his letter to Dr. Loy in March 1913, where Jung refers to Bergson for the first time, he
writes: ‘The purely causal, not to say materialistic conception of the immediately
preceding decades, would conceive the organic formation as the reaction of living
matter, and this doubtless provides a position heuristically useful, but, as far as any

real understanding goes, leads only to a more or less ingenious and apparent
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reduction and postponement of the problem’ (Jung 1913/1920c). He then says: ‘Let
me refer you to Bergson's excellent criticism of this conception’ (Jung 1913/1920c¢).
Jung adds that ‘[f]rom external forces but half the result, at most, could ensue; the
other half lies within the individual disposition of the living material, without which
it is obvious the specific reaction-formation could never be achieved’ (Jung
1913/1920c¢). According to Jung, ‘[t]his principle must be applied also in psychology’
Jung explains that ‘[t]he psyche does not only react; it also gives its own individual
reply to the influences at work upon it, and at least half the resulting configuration

and its existing disposition is due to this’ (Jung 1913/1920c).

Having provided a brief outline of Jung’s reception of Bergson in the context of his
psychology in general, in the following section, I am going to look at the relevance of

Bergson’s philosophical ideas to Jung’s theory of types in particular.

The Rational (Intellect) versus The Irrational (Instinct/Intuition)

As Shamdasani has argued in his Jung and the Making of Modern Psychology,
Bergson’s dichotomy of the ‘intellect versus instinct’ in Creative Evolution provided
the basis for Jung’s distinction between the ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’, as well as for
the notion of intuition in particular (Shamdasani 2003:229). As we have seen,
Bergson made a distinction between the intellect on the one hand and the instinct
(intuition) on the other hand. In the following section of this chapter, then, I am
going to explore further Jung’s debt to Bergson with regard to his ‘rational’ (which
includes the ‘thinking’ and ‘feeling’ types) versus ‘irrational’ (which includes the

‘intuition’ and ‘sensation’ types) dichotomy.

In his 1914 work, Keller describes Bergson’s critique of the intellect as follows: ‘The
intellect, wanting to grasp life, always draws only separate parts out of the stream of
experience, calling them perception or feeling or striving, and thus separating them
from the stream in which they were embedded, flowing’ (Keller 1914:9; translated
from German). He adds: ‘“The intellect tries to build up and represent the spiritual
life, the soul as a whole from those parts’ (Keller 1914:9; translated from German).
Keller then also describes Bergson’s notion of intuition, stating that it ‘grasps the

entire world as an infinite, creative becoming’, making Bergson's ‘intuitive
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philosophy’ drastically different from the ‘philosophies of pure, permanent being

from Parmenides and Plato to Spinoza’ (Keller 1914:10; translated from German).

While in his correspondence with Hans Schmid-Guisan in 1915 Jung does state that

it was Bergson’s philosophy that gave him the idea of the ‘irrational’—it is clear that

his understanding of the irrational in 1915 differs greatly from one that he uses in

Psychological Types in 1921:

It was Bergson who gave me the notion of the irrational. What I like is the
unmistakable hypostasization of this notion. As a consequence we get two intimately
connected, mutually dependent principles: the rational and the irrational. It gives me
pleasure to think of them as hypostatic, because then I can acknowledge their existence

also morally. (Jung 1915/Beebe and Falzeder 2013:41).

In 1915, Jung’s ‘irrational’ essentially meant that which opposes the psychological

stance of the beholder, there only being two main psychological stances: introversion

(equated with ‘thinking’) and extraversion (equated with ‘feeling’). Thus, in 1915

Jung writes to Schmid:

We speak of “thinking” and “feeling,” and we name the types concerned accordingly. As
you know, I have introduced these types in an earlier publication, under the names of
the introverted and the extraverted type. For the former, adaptation proceeds via
abstraction from the object, for the latter, via feeling into the object. (Jung 1915/Beebe
and Falzeder 2013: 55).

Jung described himself as a ‘thinker’, and therefore ‘rational’, and Schmid as a

‘feeler’, and therefore ‘irrational’. However, as he explains below, this was only the

case because one is constrained by their own perspective. Hence, he wrote to Schmid:

‘you are as irrational to me as I am irrational to you’ (Jung 1915/Beebe and Falzeder

2013:42). He explains further that both thinking and feeling are rational if they

constitute one’s psychological lens:
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I wrote above: you are irrational. But if I think analytically, I will say: and so am I (but
I do not want to see it). For the rational is what is given in my consciousness, and what
is comprehensible, while the irrational is what is present in my unconscious, and what
is incomprehensible. Insofar as you, in accordance with your character, represent the
feeling standpoint, while I call your standpoint irrational, I am actually projecting a
judgement, which holds true only for me. You regard your feeling standpoint as

rational; I regard my thinking standpoint as rational. But as I hold the thinking



standpoint, I am not at the same time consciously holding the feeling standpoint,
which for me, as a consequence, does not fall into the category of the rational but is of
necessity irrational. For the same reasons, for you the thinking standpoint falls into the
category of the irrational, because for you rationality is tied to the feeling standpoint.
As is easily imaginable, the greatest misunderstandings may arise out of this situation,
and, as you know, they actually did arise, and how! (Jung 1915/Beebe and Falzeder
2013:45).

Indeed, in his correspondence with Schmid, he referred to Bergson himself as a
representative of the feeling type and therefore an irrational—as similar to Schmid—

precisely due to Jung own self-identification with the thinking type:

A man of your kind, however, who is as much devoted to feeling as I am to the intellect,
comes to the help, not of the intellect, but of the feeling in the other. And that is why it
is to a thinker who probably belongs to your type— namely, the romantic, as Ostwald
called him — to whom I owe a notion that freed me from that certain staleness of
pragmatism. It was Bergson who gave me the notion of the irrational. (Jung

1915/Beebe and Falzeder 2013:41).

As John Beebe and Ernst Falzeder note, however, the fact that Jung does
acknowledge that feeling is rational from the perspective of the feeler—just as
thinking is from the perspective of the thinker—foreshadows the idea that thinking
and feeling are both ‘rational’: “The terms “rational” and “irrational” are not yet being
used here as they would be in Jung’s later typology, although his acknowledgement
later in the letter that the feeling standpoint is also rational from the feeling person’s
perspective is a step toward his eventual view that both thinking and feeling are
“rational” functions (and sensation and intuition “irrational” ones)’ (Beebe and

Falzeder 2013:42).

In Psychological Types, Jung attributes the creation of the concept of the intuitive
type to Maria Moltzer, his assistant: ‘The merit of having discovered the existence of
this type is due to Miss. M. Moltzer’ (Jung 1923:570). In her paper “The Conception
of the Libido and its Psychic Manifestations’, delivered before the Psychological Club

in Zurich in 1916, she stated:

The tendency of individualisation also contains a collective element which arises in the
half conscious, half unconscious function which we call intuition. Intuition [. . .]

contains elements of feelings as well as of thoughts, and tries to solve a given problem
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and create an adaptation in bringing together these half conscious and half
unconscious elements. This adaptation coincides with neither the extraversion nor the
introversion tendency— it contains elements of both. Therefore, I am inclined to accept
a third type which uses mainly this intuitive function in its adaptation to life. (Moltzer

in Shamdasani 1998:109).

In her other paper ‘On the conception of the unconscious’, she regarded intuition as
the oldest psychological function and, echoing Bergson, believed that it had
developed from instinct: ‘I consider intuition to be the differentiation and the

conscious function of instinct’ (Moltzer in Shamdasani 1998:117).54

As we have seen previously, whilst drawing the parallels between his and Bergson’s
thought (in particular, between his ‘libido’ and Bergson’s ‘élan vital’), Jung was
careful to distinguish between the two: Bergson’s work was philosophical while his
was psychological. The same appears to be true about the notion of intuition:
previously, Jung appears to have treated it as a philosophical notion and it was
Moltzer who turned it into a psychological notion. In 1919, three years after Moltzer
presented her account, Jung delivered a paper titled Instinct and the Unconscious at
the Joint Meeting of the British Psychological Society, the Aristotelian Society and

the Mind Association in London. There Jung stated the following:

Bergson’s philosophy suggests another way of explanation, where the factor of
‘intuition’ comes in. Intuition, as a psychological function, is also an unconscious
process. Just as instinct is the intrusion of an unconsciously motivated impulse into
conscious action, so intuition is the intrusion of an unconscious content of an ‘image’
into conscious apperception. Intuition is a process of unconscious perception, either of
subjective unconscious contents, or of objective but subliminal facts. Thus colloquial
language speaks of intuition as instinctive apprehension (Erfassung). The mechanism
of intuition is analogous to that of instinct, with this difference that whereas instinct
means a teleological impulse towards a highly complicated action, intuition means an
unconscious teleological apprehension of a highly complicated situation. In a way
intuition is a counterpart of instinct, not more and not less incomprehensible and

astounding than instinct itself. (Jung 1919:18).

54 On Molzter, see Shamdasani’s Cult Fictions (1998a) and ‘“The Lost Contributions of Maria Moltzer’
(1998¢).
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Hence, it is clear that by 1919 Jung had developed a psychological conception of
intuition—namely, of intuition as a psychological function—which he then further

elaborated on in Psychological Types in 1921.

Bergson’s Critique of Intellectualism: Jung’s Philosophy of Science

and Psychology

In a lecture given before the Zurich School for Analytical Psychology, Jung
acknowledged the contribution of Bergson’s work to psychology in his criticism of

intellectualism and relates it to pluralism in psychology:

Special thanks are due to Bergson for having broken a lance for the right of the
irrational to exist. Psychology will probably be obliged to acknowledge and to submit to
a plurality of principles, in spite of the fact that this does not suit the scientific mind.

Only so can psychology be saved from ship-wreck. (Jung 1916/1920).55

In the previous chapter, we looked at Jung’s connections with James’ view of
scientific theories as ‘instruments’, providing a quote from Psychological Types,
where Jung refers to science as a mere ‘instrument for life’. However, if we look at
the continuation of that quote, the connection with Bergson’s critique of
intellectualism becomes apparent as well. Here, Jung specifically states the

limitations of the intellect in its capability to understand life in its fullness:

For when we approach the province of actual living with the intellect and its science,
we realize at once we are in a confined space that shuts us out from other, equally real
provinces of life. We are, therefore, compelled to acknowledge the universality of our
ideal as a limitation, and to look around us for a spiritus rector which from the
standpoint and claims of a complete life, can offer us a greater guarantee of

psychological universality than the intellect alone can compass. (Jung 1923:76).

55 As explained earlier, this was then published in French in a paper titled ‘La Structure de
I'inconscient’ and came to be known as ‘The Conception of The Unconscious’ in the second edition of
the Collected Papers on Analytical Psychology—and, subsequently, as the ‘Structure of the
Unconscious’ in the Collected Works of C. G. Jung, volume 7. There are no references to Bergson in
the revised and expanded version of the paper titled ‘The Relations Between The Ego and The
Unconscious’ (Jung 1928/1972).
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Furthermore, Jung’s idea that psychological principles (types) should not be reduced
to one another (and more specifically, the irrational to the rational) echoes Bergson’s
criticism of intellectualism—or reducing everything (and in particular, that which
pertains to the real of the instinct) to the intellect: ‘I differentiate these functions
from one another, because they are neither mutually relatable nor mutually
reducible’ (Jung 1923:547). Hence, ‘[t]he principle of thinking, for instance, is
absolutely different from the principle of feeling, and so forth’ (Jung 1923:547).

As Shamdasani points out, it is important to understand that Jung uses the word
‘irrational’ in the sense of ‘outside reason’ [AuBerverniinftigen] rather than ‘against
reason’ [Widerverniinftigen] (Shamdasani 2003, 229). Echoing Bergson, Jung was
not against the intellect per se, but against intellectualism. However, Jung also views
Bergson’s ideas through a psychological lens, seeing his philosophical dichotomy of
‘intellect’ and ‘instinct’ as a fundamentally psychological one: of the rational on the
one hand, and the irrational, on the other. Hence, I argue that Jung’s critique of
science in Psychological Types is a reformulation of Bergson’s critique of the intellect
in psychological terms—as a critique of the rational. This means that whilst, for
Bergson, it was intuitive philosophy that was capable of providing knowledge of that
which the intellect was unable to grasp, for Jung, it was psychology—and, more

specifically, the irrational.

What is more, with this, Jung effectively also provides a critique of Bergson’s
approach, since, for Jung, Bergson—as someone who was engaged with the problem
on the purely philosophical level—was still predominantly working from the rational
perspective. Hence, in Psychological Types, Jung states that, despite Bergson’s

description of his own method as ‘intuitive’, his method was still only ‘intellectual’:

Bergson certainly has pointed to intuition and the possibility of an intuitive method.
But it admittedly remains merely an indication. A proof of the method is lacking and
will not be so easily forthcoming, although Bergson may point to his concepts of “élan
vital” and “durée creatrice” as the results of intuition. Apart from this intuitively
conceived basic view, which derives its psychological justification from the fact that,
even in antiquity, particularly with neo-platonism, it was already a thoroughly familiar

combination of ideas, the Bergson method is intellectual and not intuitive.5¢

56 As Shamdasani points out, ‘[i]n actual fact, Bergson had explicitly dealt with a form of this critique
in Creative Evolution. To the argument that any attempt to go beyond intelligence remained within it,
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Jung writes the above in the context of his discussion of James’ philosophy in
Chapter VIII, titled “The Problem of Types in Modern Philosophy’—where Jung
provides a critique of pragmatism, stating that, on its own, pragmatism was
insufficient to solve the fundamental psychological problem at stake. Interestingly,
with this Jung echoes the contemporary scholars who argued that Bergson’s and
James’ philosophies provided conflicting perspectives. For example, Giinther Jacoby

wrote in 1912 that Bergson’s philosophy required one to move beyond pragmatism:

[Bergson] leaves to pragmatism the realm of science and common sense, but in
philosophy he protests against it. To Bergson’s mind philosophy begins where
pragmatism ceases [... ] A Bergsonian philosopher is a thinker freed from all
pragmatism. He no longer looks for the practical use of things, but looks to things for
their own sake. His mind no longer works to make headway for life, but it turns itself

round and looks at life itself as it goes on within him. (Jacoby 1912:598).57

Jung, then, as we can see above, on the one hand, praises Bergson for indicating the
possibility of the intuitive method, or the ‘irrational’ method in Jung’s own terms,
whilst one the other hand, dismisses his philosophy as ultimately intellectual, or

‘rational’.

As Emily Herring has argued, although Bergson conceded that science and
philosophy used different methods and provided different forms of knowledge, he
also believed that they complemented each other. According to Herring, ‘Bergson
was pursuing a theoretical ambition he had held dear since his youth: to produce a
synthesis between metaphysics and science that would account for the
complementarity and profound differences between the two forms of knowledge’
(Herring 2019). Thus, whilst Bergson was aiming to bridge the gap between
metaphysics and science with his philosophy, from Jung’s perspective, the two being

fundamentally psychological, could be truly united only through psychology.

he replied that this vicious circle, which had nevertheless constrained other philosophies, was only
apparent’ (Shamdasani 2003:230).

57 More recently, Barry Allen has argued along the similar lines:

[E]arly critics were right to see in Bergson the antithesis of pragmatism. Unfolding this antithesis is a
convenient way to study important concepts and innovations in Bergson’s philosophy. I concentrate
on his ideas of duration and intuition, and show how they prove the necessity of going beyond
pragmatism. The reason is because knowledge itself goes beyond the utilitarian limitations in which
pragmatism confines it. (Allen 2013:37).
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Hence, I would argue that Bergson and Jung shared the goal of expanding the
boundaries of science by including methods other than the intellect, but they
disagreed as to how this was to be achieved. For Bergson, it was through his intuitive
philosophical method, whilst for Jung, through the acknowledgement of the
irrational as a psychological factor.58 For Jung, then, Bergson’s philosophy was one
step forward from pragmatism, yet one step away from the actual use of ‘intuitive
method’, found in German philosophy, and—as we shall see in the following

chapter—specifically, Friedrich Nietzsche’s philosophy (Jung 1923:400).

Conclusion

To sum up, the second chapter of this thesis has examined the impact of Bergson’s
thought on Jung’s theory of psychological types as outlined in his Psychological
Types. I have argued that Jung’s project in Psychological Types was partly an
expansion of Bergson’s philosophical project. Having adopted Bergson’s critique of
intellectualistic science as an initial epistemological standpoint, Jung builds upon
Bergson’s conceptualisation of the dichotomy of the intellect and intuition, reframing
it as a psychological one—as that of the ‘rational’ on the one hand and the ‘irrational’
on the other. It follows then, for Jung, in order to provide the most comprehensive
picture of reality, science needed to acknowledge the limitations of the rational and

accept the possibility of the irrational knowledge.

The first part of the chapter provided an outline of Bergson’s philosophical account,
referring to his Time and Free Will, Matter and Memory, and, crucially, to his
Creative Evolution. It then gave an account of Jung’s reception of Bergson’s thought
between 1912 and 1921 and showed that Jung himself drew parallels between their
ideas, and more specifically, between Bergson’s ‘élan vital’ and his ‘libido’. After that,
the chapter looked at Jung’s distinction between the ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ in more
detail, showing that it was Bergson’s distinction between the ‘intellect’ and ‘intuition’
that provided the basis for this dichotomy. Drawing on Shamdasani, it has been

noted that it was Moltzer’s work that became the link between Bergson’s

58 Interestingly, in 1927 Herman Hausheer published an article titled ‘Bergson’s Critique of Scientific
Psychology’, echoing Jung’s project in Psychological Types.
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philosophical notion of intuition and Jung’s psychological one: she reformulated
Bergon’s idea of intuition as a psychological function, or a psychological type.
Finally, it has been shown in the chapter that Bergson’s importance for Jung’s
typology, as an epistemological method in particular, resides in the idea that the
rational should not dominate the irrational and, more generally, that no two types, or
psychological principles, should be reduced to one another. This position then forms
one of the cornerstones of Jung’s epistemology, relating to the criticism of

rationalism and monism by James discussed in the first chapter.

Along with James’ pragmatism, Bergson’s philosophy was a part of the immediate
intellectual context within which Jung was working on Psychological Types. As such,
Bergson’s philosophy of science complemented James’ work with its criticism of
intellectualism. When it comes to the importance of these two philosophers for
Jung’s typological project in particular, while James’ dichotomy of tough-minded
and tender-minded temperaments informed Jung’s conception of two different kinds
of ‘thinking’— ‘extraverted thinking’ and ‘introverted thinking’—Bergson’s distinction
between the intellect and intuition provided the basis for a higher-order dichotomy
of the ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’. Hence, Bergson’s philosophy was instrumental in
enabling Jung to move the discussion beyond thinking, or the rational, and help
conceptualise the nature of psychology as well that of science itself. What is also
significant for Bergson scholarship is that Bergson’s philosophy of science also
effectively redefined what it meant to do science by redefining the meaning of
objectivity: the scientific method needed to incorporate the intuitive philosophical
method in order to provide a comprehensive account of reality. Thus, Bergson’s
philosophy provided another important component for Jung’s conception of science
and objectivity. From James, Jung took the importance of recognising the subjective
nature of knowledge, or the ‘personal equation’, while Bergson’s philosophy
informed Jung’s understanding of the importance of going beyond the realm of the
rational. When it comes to Jung scholarship, the importance of Bergson’s thought for
Jung is precisely in that it provided a criticism of intellectualism rather than of the
intellect: Jung, following Bergson, was critical of intellectualistic science rather than
of science itself. Both Jung’s and Bergson’s projects thus serve as case studies in the
history of the critique of rationalism—alongside figures such as Paul Feyerabend in

the history of the philosophy of science.
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For Jung, then, rationality and irrationality constituted a psychological dichotomy
that needed to be reconciled in science. However, to achieve this is to solve a
fundamental psychological problem—the ‘problem of opposites’. Hence, in the next
chapter, we shall look at Jung’s proposed solution to the problem through his

discussion of what he would later refer to as ‘visionary’ works.
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CHAPTER III. PHILOSOPHY MEETS ART:
‘VISIONARY’ WORKS AND THE PROBLEM OF
OPPOSITES

This chapter is divided into three parts: the first one is devoted to Jung and Friedrich
Nietzsche, the second one to Jung and Carl Spitteler and the last one to Jung and
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. This chapter looks at Jung’s reading of particular
works—namely, Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Spitteler’s Epimetheus and
Prometheus, and Goethe’s Faust—exploring their significance for Jung’s
conceptualisation of his psychological typology in Psychological Types. These works
are among the key examples in the book of what Jung later refers to as ‘visionary’
works.59 Hence, in this chapter we take a step away from pragmatism and what Jung
regards as rationalistic philosophy and take a look at these works of art.®© For Jung,
these works are explorations of the deepest levels of the inner workings of the
psyche—namely, of the ‘collective unconscious’. According to Jung, in order to
resolve the problem of the personal equation in science, the inherent subjectivity of
the scientist in general and the psychologist in particular, one needs to overcome
one’s one-sidedness by resolving a fundamental inner conflict in psychology—what
Jung refers to as the ‘problem of opposites’. The resolution of the problem, thus,
results in the integration of one’s opposite in the ‘unconscious’, including the
‘collective unconscious’. We shall see, then, that the significance of these visionary
works for Jung’s project in Psychological Types lies primarily in his illustration of
the resolution of the problem of opposites through these works—and, as a result, of
the personal equation itself. For Jung, this solution is ‘religious’ and manifests itself

in what he refers to as the ‘reconciling symbol’.

59 Jung does not use this term in Psychological Types, but he still groups these works together,
highlighting their importance. The term ‘visionary’ work is used in Jung’s essay titled ‘Psychology and
Literature’ published in 1950—an early version of which had been first published in 1930 (Jung
1950/1971).

60 Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra is evidently a philosophical work, but as we shall see, for Jung
in has a special significance—as also a work of artistic creation.
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Part I. Jung and Nietzsche: Self-creation

Introduction

The first part of this chapter, devoted to what Jung subsequently refers to as
‘visionary’ works, explores the connections between the philosophy of Friedrich
Nietzsche (1844-1900) and Carl Gustav Jung’s Psychological Types. It focuses on
two of his works—The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music (1872) and Thus
Spoke Zarathustra: A Book for All and None (1883)—since they are the ones that
Jung addresses explicitly in Psychological Types. In particular, this chapter looks at
Nietzsche’s notion of ‘creativity’ in Thus Spoke Zarathustra and explores what it
means for Jung in Psychological Types. On the one hand, in Chapter III, Jung
dismisses what he refers to as Nietzsche’s ‘aesthetic’ formulation of the conflict
between the Apollonian and the Dionysian in The Birth of Tragedy as two distinct
artistic drives and argues in favour of a ‘religious’ one instead. On the other hand,
Jung praises Nietzsche’s ‘intuitionism’ and ‘creativeness’ in Chapter VIII and
recognises it as an important step towards solving the problem of opposites. As we
shall see, in Chapter 111, Jung uses the dichotomy of the Apollonian and the
Dionysian to conceptualise two of his psychological types—'introverted intuitive’ type
and ‘extraverted sensation’ type. Moreover, Jung also describes Nietzsche himself as

an example of the former.

In this chapter, I argue that the importance of Nietzsche’s philosophy for Jung’s
typology is twofold. On the one hand, by Nietzsche’s ‘intuitionism’ in Chapter VIII,
Jung really means ‘irrationality’, which he believes was effectively suppressed by
rationality in the history of Western philosophy prior to Nietzsche. Earlier, in
Chapter III, Jung criticises Nietzsche’s ‘aesthetic’ solution in The Birth of Tragedy
for being one-sided—Nietzsche had not yet accessed the ‘collective unconscious’,
according to Jung. The correct, ‘religious’ solution (of which, as Jung points out,
there was, nevertheless, an indication in Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy) is one
that actually unites the opposites—the conscious and the unconscious; introversion
and extraversion—and the roots of this approach, according to Jung, are found in

Eastern religions. Jung praises Nietzsche’s fascination with Greece for this reason—
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seeing Greece as the Middle point between the East and West. By contrasting
Nietzsche with other philosophers in Chapter VIII—whose approach was logico-
intellectual, or ‘rational’ in his terms—Jung establishes that the West was, in effect,
dominated by ‘rationality’. But in order to solve the problem of opposites one needs
both the ‘rational” and the ‘irrational’. According to Jung, Nietzsche effectively
introduces the irrational into the Western thought, serving as a missing ingredient
for Jung’s solution to the problem. On the other hand, as we shall see, Jung
subsequently describes Nietzsche’s Zarathustra an example of a ‘visionary’ work—as
displaying the capacity to access to the ‘collective unconscious’. I show that the
importance for Jung in this lies in what he describes as ‘creativeness’ in
Psychological Types. According to Jung, Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra was
able to provide insight into the solution to the problem of opposites—as an act of
creation [Schopfung] that resulted in ‘becoming who one is’, which Jung read
through the lens of his own Liber Novus experience and saw as an act of
‘individuation’, or the achievement of a balanced ‘Self through the integration of the
unconscious elements.¢* In Psychological Types, then, Jung effectively reformulates
Nietzsche’s concept of the ‘creation of one’s own values’ as his own notion of
‘individuation’, as part of his epistemological method that aimed to resolve the

problem of the personal equation and achieve ‘objectivity’ in a revised sense.

Review of Arguments in Secondary Literature

Scholarly work on Jung and Nietzsche was carried out by Paul Bishop in his The
Dionysian Self: C.G. Jung’s Reception of Friedrich Nietzsche, published in 1995,
which provided a comprehensive account of Jung’s reception of Nietzsche
throughout his life, as well as in his Psychological Types in particular (Bishop 1995).
In it, he argued that ‘the reconciliation of the opposites is essentially a non-rational
or irrational matter’ (Bishop 1995:148). In this thesis, I emphasise that, for Jung, the

importance of the irrational for the problem of opposites is accidental: since the

61 Subsequently, in his seminars on Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, held between 1934 and 1939, Jung
explains that Nietzsche’s project was destined to fail since in order to ‘become who one is’ through the
‘creation of one’s values’, one needed to integrate the inferior, more primitive, or collective aspects of
oneself. Hence, in her Jung’s Nietzsche, Gaia Domenici has argued that Jung read Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra as a demonstration of a ‘failed individuation’ (Domenici 2019:148). See also footnote 72.

109



Western thought had been dominated by the rational, it is important to introduce the

irrational, as one needs both.

An important contribution to the topic has been made by Martin Liebscher—most
notably, in his book titled Libido Und Wille Zur Macht: C.G. Jungs
Auseinandersetzung Mit Nietzsche (Liebscher 2012). The work provides a systematic
account of Jung’s reception of Nietzsche throughout his career, as well as a detailed
comparison of the ideas of the two thinkers. In particular, Liebscher explores the
parallel between Nietzsche’s concept of the ‘transvaluation of values’ and Jung’s
notion of ‘individuation’ (Liebscher 2012:155).62 In the book, he also points out that
the value of Nietzsche for Jung in Psychological Types lies in Jung’s
conceptualisation of the two irrational types, intuition and sensation, based on
Nietzsche’s Apollonian and Dionysian in The Birth of Tragedy, rather than merely
providing another historical example of introversion and extraversion (Liebscher
2012:51). This chapter, then, seeks to expand on this argument and show that the
importance of Nietzsche for Jung’s work in Psychological Types partly lies in the

conceptualisation of Jung’s rational and irrationality dichotomy.

Lucy Huskinson has written on Jung and Nietzsche specifically in the context of the
problem of opposites in her book titled Nietzsche and Jung: The Whole Self in the
Union of Opposites (Huskinson 2004). In it, she argues that ‘for Nietzsche and Jung,
the goal or height of human health and potential is the realization of the whole self,
which they refer to as the ‘Ubermensch’ and ‘Self respectively’ (Huskinson 2004:3).
She further adds that ‘the whole self comprises the dynamic syntheses of Apollinian
and Dionysian impulses in the Nietzschean Ubermensch, and consciousness and the
unconscious in the Jungian Self’ (Huskinson 2004:3). However, in this chapter,
following the Nietzsche scholars that have argued for the distinction between the
early and late works of Nietzsche, I view Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy and Thus
Spoke Zarathustra as distinct texts that cover different topics and vary in their
goals—the Apollonian and Dionysian dichotomy in the former and the notion of the
‘Overman’ in the latter are separate projects.®3 Thus, merging them would not do

justice to the unique content of these two works.64

62 Nietzsche elaborates on his notion of ‘transvaluation of all values’ in his Antichrist in 1895
(Nietzsche 1895/2007).

63 See, for instance, Stern 2019.

64 See also Liebscher (2006).
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More recently, another contribution has been made by Gaia Domenici in her Jung’s
Nietzsche: Zarathustra, The Red Book, and ‘Visionary’ Works, where she provides
an account of Jung’s reformulation of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra in psychological terms
by relating it to his own experiences described in Liber Novus (Domenici 2019). For
Jung, Nietzsche’s Zarathustra came to be understood as analogous to his Liber
Novus (Domenici 2019). This chapter, then, follows on from this argument and
locates it in the context of Jung’s reception of Nietzsche’s philosophy in

Psychological Types in particular.

Jung Reads Nietzsche

Friedrich Nietzsche, a German philosopher and cultural critic, was born in 1844 in
Rocken, near Leipzig. In 1849, after his father’s death—who was a Lutheran pastor
there—his family moved to Naumburg, where Nietzsche grew up. He originally
pursued a career in classical philology and in 1869, at the age of twenty-four, he was
offered a chair at the University of Basel (where Jung would study three decades
later) (Anderson 2017). Nietzsche’s philosophical work came to be famous for its
‘uncompromising criticisms of traditional European morality and religion, as well as
of conventional philosophical ideas and social and political pieties associated with
modernity’ (Anderson 2017). His best-known works include The Gay Science (1882),
Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883), Beyond Good and Evil (1886), On the Genealogy of
Morality (1887), and Twilight of the Idols (1889).

In secondary literature, Nietzsche’s philosophy has been linked with the work of
Ralph Waldo Emerson, an American essayist, whom Nietzsche read
enthusiastically.®5 For instance, Benedetta Zavatta has explored the relationship
between Nietzsche’s notion of the ‘transvaluation of values’ and Ralph Emerson’s
notion of ‘self-reliance’. According to Zavatta, based on his reading of Emerson’s
work, Nietzsche conceptualises the three different figures that have personified his
philosophical writings, namely, the ‘Schopenhauer as educator’ (Untimely
Meditations), the ‘free spirit’ (Human, All Too Human and Daybreak), and, finally,

Zarathustra, whom she sees as representing his mature philosophical thought

65 Comparisons have also been drawn between Jung and Emerson. See, for instance, Carter (1981).
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(Zavatta 2019:76). She then links these three personifications of Nietzsche’s thought
with the different aspects of Emerson’s notion of self-reliance. Thus, the
‘Schopenhauer as educator’ is seen to embody ‘nonconformism’, meaning ‘a respect
and admiration for one’s own distinctive individuality and a desire to defend this
individuality against all external intrusions and to develop it to the fullest possible
extent’ (Zavatta 2019:76). The ‘free spirit’ symbolises ‘skepticisim’, or ‘an openness to
multiple points of view, proceeding from respect and admiration for the individuality
of others in this individuality’s distinctness and difference from our own' (Zavatta
2019:76). Finally, Zarathustra is seen to embody ‘original expression of the self and
active affirmation of one’s own values, proceeding from a state of imperturbability
and god-like indifference’ (Zavatta 2019:76). Nietzsche wrote his Untimely
Meditations, consisting of four works, between 1873 and 1876—after the publication
of the Birth of Tragedy in 1872. Thus, these figures represent the evolution of
Nietzsche’s thought between the two works that are explored in this thesis—The
Birth of Tragedy and Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883). In this chapter, we shall see
how Jung perceives this evolution of Nietzsche’s philosophical thought through the
lens of psychology and why this is significant for his narrative in Psychological

Types.

Jung describes his first reading of Nietzsche in Memories, Dreams, Reflections,
which happened during his student years at the University of Basel (Jung
1962/1989). He recalls that as a student during the clinical semesters he had very
little time to read beyond his studies, and Nietzsche was among the authors that he
had wanted to read for some time (Jung 1962/1989). However, Jung hesitated to
start reading his works, feeling that he was ‘insufficiently prepared’ for that (Jung
1962/1989). He explains: ‘At that time [Nietzsche] was much discussed, mostly in
adverse terms, by the allegedly competent philosophy students, from which I was
able to deduce the hostility he aroused in the higher echelons’ (Jung 1962/1989:101).
According to Jung, this hostility towards Nietzsche was partly due to the popularity
of Jakob Burckhardt, a Swiss historian of art, who had made critical remarks with
regard to Nietzsche’s philosophy (Jung 1962/1989:101). Jung also adds that ‘there
were some persons at the university who had known Nietzsche personally and were
able to retail all sorts of unflattering tidbits about him’ (Jung 1962/1989:101).
However, {m]ost of them had not read a word of Nietzsche and therefore dwelt at

length on his outward foibles, for example, putting on airs as a gentleman, his
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manner of playing the piano, his stylistic exaggerations—idiosyncrasies which got on
the nerves of the good people of Basel in those days’ (Jung 1962/1989:101). Jung
points out, however, that he was not influenced by the negative reception of
Nietzsche at the university—conversely, it made him even more interested in the
philosopher and gave him ‘the strongest incentive’ to read his works sooner (Jung

1962/1989:101-102).

However, Jung adds that his postponing of reading Nietzsche was due to his fear that
he and the philosopher might be alike—in particular, ‘in regard to the "secret" which
had isolated him from his environment’ (Jung 1962/1989:102). Jung was specifically
talking about his psychological experiences and wondering whether Nietzsche would
have had them as well: ‘Perhaps—who knows?—he had had inner experiences,
insights which he had unfortunately attempted to talk about, and had found that no
one understood him’ (Jung 1962/1989:102). Nietzsche was regarded as ‘eccentric’,
which Jung wanted to avoid at all costs. Jung then proceeds to compare himself to
Nietzsche, drawing some contrasts and similarities. While Nietzsche was a professor
and ‘had written whole long books and so had attained unimaginable heights’, he
was, like Jung, ‘a clergyman's son’ (Jung 1962/1989:102). Nietzsche ‘had been born
in the great land of Germany, which reached as far as the sea, while [Jung] was only a
Swiss and sprang from a modest parsonage in a small border village’ (Jung
1962/1989:102). Nietzsche ‘spoke a polished High German, knew Latin and Greek,
possibly French, Italian, and Spanish as well, whereas the only language [Jung]
commanded with any certainty was the Waggis-Basel dialect’ (Jung 1962/1989:102).
Finally, Jung writes: ‘He, possessed of all these splendors, could well afford to be
something of an eccentric, but I must not let myself find out how far I might be like

him’ (Jung 1962/1989:102).

Having then read Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra was a ‘tremendous experience’
for Jung (Jung 1962/1989:102). Jung relates Nietzsche to his ‘inner dichotomy’ he
introduced earlier in Memories, Dreams, Reflections—which was an expression he
used to describe his personal experience of the fundamental psychological problem
that, according to Jung, existed within every individual—the ‘problem of opposites’
(Jung 1962/1989:45). He described this dichotomy as ‘personality No. 1’ and
personality No. 2’. Jung believed that this dichotomy was at the heart of his

oscillation between the sciences and the humanities (Jung 1962/1989:75). This ‘inner
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dichotomy’ has often been referred to in the secondary literature on Jung to argue for
his reluctance to choose between science and its other. For example, Ernst Falzeder
has argued that ‘in Jung’s psychological theory, too, this dichotomy is reflected in his
oscillating stance toward a philosophical, metaphysical, even religious, approach
versus a natural scientific perspective’ (Falzeder 2016:20). However, throughout this
thesis, we shall see that the ‘problem of opposites’ was solvable, and, fundamentally,
it was the cause of the problem of the ‘personal equation’ within the individual that
we have discussed previously. For Jung, to resolve the latter, which would result in
the attainment of the new ‘objective’ view— ‘objectivity’ in a revised new sense—one

needed to resolve the former.

Having noticed a similar dichotomy in Nietzsche, manifesting itself through his
Zarathustra, Jung proclaims that ‘Zarathustra was Nietzsche's Faust, his No. 2, and
my No. 2 now corresponded to Zarathustra—though this was rather like comparing
a molehill with Mount Blanc’ (Jung 1962/1989:102). However, this parallel started to
haunt Jung, as he dreaded the prospects of repeating Nietzsche’s fate: ‘And
Zarathustra—there could be no doubt about that—was morbid. Was my No.2 also
morbid?’ (Jung 1962/1989:102). As a result of his reading of Zarathustra, realising
that he ‘had nothing concrete in [his] hands’, Jung felt a sudden urge to collects facts

and data, finding himself drawn towards empiricism more than ever before (Jung

1962/1989:104).

As Sonu Shamdasani has noted, Jung subsequently picked up Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra again in November 1914, during his period of self-experimentation that
culminated in the writing of his Liber Novus (Shamdasani 2003:30). Jung recalls
this twenty years later in a seminar—as part of a series of seminars on Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra, held at the Zurich Psychological Club between 1934-1939: ‘I read
Zarathustra for the first time with consciousness in the first year of the war, in
November 1914, twenty years ago; then suddenly the spirit seized me and carried me
to a desert country in which I read Zarathustra’ (Jung 1988:259). As Shamdasani
notes, this second reading of Zarathustra played a considerable role in shaping the

structure of Jung’s Liber Novus (Shamdasani 2009:30-31).

As we shall see in this chapter, it also played an important role in Psychological

Types—in particular, when it comes to Jung’s articulation of the solution to the
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problem of opposites. Before looking at Jung’s reception of Zarathustra in the book,

this chapter will start by examining his reading of Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy.

Nietzsche and Pragmatism: ‘Intuitionism’ and the Irrational

Before we proceed any further, it is worthwhile to compare the thought of Nietzsche
to that of William James—especially given that Jung brings up Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra in the context of his critique of James’ typology in Chapter VIII of
Psychological Types. There has been a substantial amount of secondary literature on
the connections between the two philosophers—in the context of their critique of
scientism, their notions of consciousness and will, among other topics.¢¢ The
parallels that are drawn below are particularly relevant to Jung’s discussion in

Psychological Types.

In Beyond Good and Evil (1886), Nietzsche makes a remark that is similar to the one
made by James on the nature of philosophical thought in his Pragmatism two
decades later—a remark that, as we have seen, is fundamental to Jung’s theory of
psychological types: ‘It has gradually become clear to me what every great philosophy
up till now has consisted of—namely, the confession of its originator, and a species of
involuntary and unconscious autobiography; and moreover that the moral (or
immoral) purpose in every philosophy has constituted the true vital germ out of
which the entire plant has always grown’ (2014:502). Thus, for Nietzsche as well, the

‘personal equation’ was present in philosophy.

Stemming from this commonality, there are a number of other parallels between
Nietzsche’s and James’ thought. To begin with, they are both anti-monistic:
Nietzsche’s ‘perspectivism’ states that there is no one right way of seeing, which then
translates to there being no one right way of living. The following quote from
Nietzsche’s Genealogy of Morality resonates with the pragmatist notion of
‘objectivity’, as acknowledgement of the multitude of perspectives: ‘There is only a
perspective seeing, only a perspective “knowing”; the more affects we allow to speak

about a thing, the more eyes, various eyes we are able to use for the same thing, the

66 See, for instance, Rorty (1998), Yuen (2013), Karakas (2014), Gory (2016), Cristy (2018).
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more complete will our “concept” of the thing, our “objectivity” be’ (Nietzsche

1887/2003). And in Thus Spoke Zarathustra as well, the main character exclaims:

This — it turns out — is my way — where is yours?” — That is how I answered those who

asked me “the way.” The way after all — it does not exist! (Nietzsche 1883/2006:253).

What is more, Nietzsche’s philosophy has also been described as pluralistic in
secondary literature.®” Alexander Nehamas, for instance, wrote about Nietzsche’s
‘stylistic pluralism’, stating that ‘[t]he connection between Nietzsche’s stylistic
pluralism and his perspectivism is more subtle and oblique’ (Nehamas 1985:20). He
explained that ‘[h]is many styles are part of his effort to present views without
presenting them as more than views of his own and are therefore part of his effort to
distinguish his practice from what he considers the practice of philosophers so far’

(Nehamas 1985:21).68

Even though the works of James and Nietzsche generally covered different topics and
had different styles, Nietzsche’s criticism of the notions of truth and metaphysics
somewhat resonate with that of James. In an early work, ‘On Truth and Lies in a
Nonmoral Sense’, Nietzsche writes on the nature of truth in relation to the

subjectivity of language:

Only by forgetfulness can man ever come to believe that he has truth to the above-
designated degree. Unless he wants to settle for truth in the form of tautologys, i.e., for
empty husks, he will perpetually exchange truths for illusions. What is a word? The
portrayal of nerve stimuli in sounds. But to conclude from a nerve stimulus to a cause
outside ourselves is already the result of a false and unjustified application of the law of
causality. What would allow us, if the truth about the origin of language, the viewpoint
of the certainty of terms, were alone decisive, what would allow us to say, "The stone is
hard," as if "hard" were known to us otherwise than as a subjective stimulation!

(Nietzsche 1873).

And here, in Human, All Too Human, Nietzsche is dismissive of metaphysics: ‘For
nothing could be said of the metaphysical world but that it would be a different
condition, a condition inaccessible and incomprehensible to us; it would be a thing of

negative qualities’ (Nietzsche 1878/2014:16). He writes further in an almost

67 For a general survey of Jung’s pluralism, see Anderson (2019).
68 More recently, Mattia Riccardi has even argued that Nietzsche’s philosophy could be viewed as
endorsing a pluralistic view about consciousness (Riccardi, 2016).
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pragmatist fashion, stating that ‘[w]ere the existence of such a world ever so well
proved, the fact would nevertheless remain that it would be precisely the most
irrelevant of all forms of knowledge: more irrelevant than the knowledge of the
chemical analysis of water to the sailor in danger in a storm’ (Nietzsche

1878/2014:16).

Throughout his writings, Nietzsche was critical of dialectics and the pursuit of reason
and truth for their own sake. For him, this view that emphasises the role of reason is
personified by Socrates in particular. In Twilight of The Idols, Nietzsche regards
Socrates—more specifically, the view of reason as the key virtue—as fundamentally
opposed to the Greek culture and sees him as a symptom of decline of the latter. He
writes: ‘Not only are the acknowledged wildness and anarchy of Socrates’ instincts
indicative of decadence, but also that preponderance of the logical faculties and that
malignity of the misshapen which was his special characteristic’ (Nietzsche
1889/2007:13). He adds that ‘[n]either should we forget those aural delusions which
were religiously interpreted as ‘the demon of Socrates’ (Nietzsche 1889/2007:13).
For Nietzsche, ‘[e]verything in him [Socrates] is exaggerated, buffo, caricature, his
nature is also full of concealment, of ulterior motives, and of underground currents’
(Nietzsche 1889/2007:13). Finally, Nietzsche struggles to ‘understand the
idiosyncrasy from which the Socratic equation: — Reason = Virtue = Happiness,
could have arisen: the weirdest equation ever seen, and one which was essentially

opposed to all the instincts of the older Hellenes’ (Nietzsche 1889/2007:13).

What is also interesting in this in relation to the question of psychological types in
particular, is that Nietzsche starts this discussion by comparing Socrates and Plato
and arguing that they must have been similar people in one way or another, as they
had similar views. Thus, Nietzsche draws a connection between their personalities
(albeit, strictly speaking, with a more ‘biological’ than ‘psychological’ take) with their
philosophical views, a year before the publication of James’ The Principles of

Psychology:

I recognised Socrates and Plato as symptoms of decline, as instruments in the
disintegration of Hellas, as pseudo-Greek, as anti-Greek (The Birth of Tragedy, 1872).
That consensus sapientium, as I perceived ever more and more clearly, did not in the
least prove that they were right in the matter on which they agreed. It proved rather

that these sages themselves must have been alike in some physiological particular, in
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order to assume the same negative attitude towards life — in order to be bound to
assume that attitude. After all, judgements and valuations of life, whether for or
against, cannot be true: their only value lies in the fact that they are symptoms; they
can be considered only as symptoms — per se such judgments are nonsense. (Nietzsche

1889/2007:11-12).

And indeed, this relates to another point of comparison between James and
Nietzsche, as well as Jung himself—that Nietzsche described himself as a
‘psychologist’ [Psychologe] several times in his works—in The Genealogy of
Morality, Twilight of the Idols, The Antichrist and Ecce Homo. Most famously, he
states in the latter: ‘[t]he fact that the voice which speaks in my works is that of a
psychologist who has not his peer, is perhaps the first conclusion at which a good
reader will arrive’ (Nietzsche 1889/2007). And what is more relevant to the
relationship between Nietzsche and Jung, the former has subsequently been
considered a forerunner of the ‘psychology of the unconscious’. Liebscher has argued
that Nietzsche’s early writings contained an understanding of the notion of the
unconscious that was in line with the philosophical tradition spanning from the early
Romantics to Schopenhauer and that, at the same time, being interested in the
scientific and linguistic theories of his time, he ended up developing a ‘somatic
understanding of the unconscious’—subsequently abandoning the notion of the

unconscious altogether in his later works (Liebscher 2010:241).69

To go back to the central discussion of this thesis, in the previous chapter we have
seen that, despite supporting and building upon a number of ideas advocated by
James, Jung still criticises James’—and, as we have seen, Henri Bergson’s—
philosophical approach. Already in his correspondence with Hans Schmid-Guisan in
1915, Jung writes that although he admired James, he also confesses that
‘pragmatism leaves [him] with a somewhat stale feeling’ and calls it ‘a bit “business-
like™ (Jung 1915/Beebe and Falzeder 2013:40-41). I argue that this was because, for
Jung, merely recognising one’s ‘personal equation’, or one’s ‘bias’, was not enough,
one needed to try and overcome it. For this, according to Jung, one needed to resolve
the fundamental psychological problem within oneself—the ‘problem of opposites’—

another key element in Jung’s epistemological project in Psychological Types.

69 For more on Nietzsche’s relationship with psychology, see Liebscher (2014).

118



Hence, at the end of Chapter VIII of Psychological Types, titled “The Problem of
Types in Modern Philosophy’, Jung writes that James’ pragmatism, while being a
step forward, is nevertheless ‘but a makeshift’ and cannot be the solution:
‘Pragmatism, therefore, can only be a transitional attitude that shall prepare the way
for a creative act [schopferischen Tat] by the elimination of prejudice’ (Jung
1923:398). Rather, he states that a different philosophical tradition provides a key to
it—a tradition that he associates with the philosophy of Nietzsche. He writes that
‘[t]his new way, which pragmatism prepares, and Bergson indicates, German
philosophy — not, of course, the academic schools — has, in my view, already trodden:
it was Nietzsche, with a violence peculiarly his own, who burst open this closed door’

(1923:400; translation modified).7°

To explain the importance of Nietzsche’s thought, as an addition to James’ and
Bergson’s philosophies, Jung puts forward the notion of ‘creation’, or ‘creative act’,
which, for Jung, is absent in James’ pragmatism and in Western philosophy in
general: ‘Indispensable though the pragmatic method may be, it presupposes too
great a resignation, thus becoming almost unavoidably bound up with a lack of
creativeness [schopferischer Gestaltung]’ (Jung 1923:399, italics added). He then
explains that ‘the solution of the conflict of the opposites can proceed neither from a
logico-intellectual compromise as in conceptualism, nor from a pragmatic estimation
of the practical value of logically irreconcilable views, but simply and solely from the
positive creation [Schopfung] or act [Tat], which receives the opposites into itself as
necessary elements of co-ordination, just as a co-ordinated muscular movement
always involves the innervation of antagonistic muscle groups’ (Jung 1923:399;
italics added and translation modified). Shamdasani has points out that ‘while it is
not clear from this passage what such a creative act might consist in, it is clear that
Jung found the relativistic approach of pragmatism to opposed conceptions
unsatisfactory’ (Shamdasani 2003:77). However, Jung states that Nietzsche’s
philosophy was characterised by this ‘creativeness’, which made it a valuable
ingredient in the history of the Western thought for the resolution of the problem of
opposites. Hence, he concludes Chapter VIII of Psychological Types as follows:

‘[Nietzsche’s] act leads far beyond the unsatisfying formula of the pragmatic solution,

70 Bishop explains that ‘Nietzsche forms a part of what Jung perceives to be a continuous tradition
within German literature and philosophy, a kind of psychological philosophia perennis which runs
through German Romanticism and German Idealism’ (Bishop 1995:138).
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and it has accomplished this just as fundamentally, as the pragmatic recognition of
the living value of a truth transcends the arid one-sidedness of the unconscious
conceptualism of the post-Abelardian philosophy—and still there are heights to be

scaled’ (Jung 1923:400; translation modified).

The context of Jung’s discussion of this notion of creativeness in Chapter VIII is his
mention of ‘intuition’, or ‘intuitionism’ as a method, as a step towards a possible
solution to the problem of opposites. I argue that the term ‘intuition’ here is used to
convey ‘irrationality’ in general rather than intuition as a psychological function in
particular. For Jung, the history of philosophy had been dominated by the ‘rational’
and the solution to the problem hitherto had been rational (as an intellectual
compromise) as well, and hence was not really a solution—as it was still
fundamentally one-sided. Jung explains this in Chapter II of Psychological Types, in
his discussion of Friedrich Schiller’s work. 7t Here, Jung writes, that ‘a way must be
found that is not a mere rational compromise; it must also be a state or process that
wholly corresponds with the living being, it must be a “semita et via sancta” ...” (Jung
1923:113). Jung then states that ‘[i]ln human affairs, what appears impossible upon
the way of the intellect has very often become true upon the way of the irrational’
(Jung 1923:113). For Jung then, in order to achieve great things, the ‘intrinsic
necessity’ of the irrational needed to be recognised (Jung 1923:113). Later in the
chapter, Jung states that ‘[o]pposites can be reconciled practically only in the form of
compromise, i.e. irrationally, wherein a novum arises between them, which, though
different from both, has the power to take up their energies in equal measure as an
expression of both and of neither’ (Jung 1923:133). Given that, on Jung’s account,
Western thought was dominated by the rational attitude, it is clear here that by the
‘irrational’ compromise, Jung means not the opposite of the rational, but the

addition of the irrational to the prevailing rational attitude.

Pragmatism then, as we have seen, acknowledges the multitude of (logical)

perspectives, strives to overcome one’s bias and, by communicating it, achieve

7t In Psychological Types, Jung devotes Chapter II (titled ‘Schiller’s Ideas Upon the Type Problem’) to
the discussion of Friedrich Schiller’s work. Here, Jung states that Schiller was ‘the first to have made
any considerable attempt at a conscious discrimination of typical attitudes, and to have developed a
fairly complete presentation of their singularities’ (Jung 1923:87). In this chapter, however, Schiller is
not tackled separately, since Jung does not include him among ‘visionary’ authors (Domenici
2019:36). In this chapter, we shall see that Jung compares Nietzsche’s ‘aesthetic’ approach in The
Birth of Tragedy to that of Schiller’s. For a detailed discussion of Jung’s reception of Schiller, see
Bishop (2008b).
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‘objectivity’ in that sense. Yet, it gives up on the idea of a solution as a reconciliation
of opposites and does not explicitly recognise ‘the irrational’. In Chapter VIII of
Psychological Types, Jung further explains that whilst Bergson used the term
‘intuition’, and thereby acknowledged the realm of the irrational, the intuitive
method was ‘merely indicated’ by him: according to Jung, Bergson’s approach was
actually intellectual and not intuitive (Jung 1923:399). For Jung, it was Nietzsche
who actually made good use of the intuitive method and thereby meaningfully
engaged with the irrational side of the dichotomy in the history of Western
philosophy. Jung points out that ‘Nietzsche made use of the intuitive source in an
incomparably greater measure’ (1923:399). As a result, Nietzsche ‘was able to free
himself from the purely intellectual in the shaping of his philosophical ideas’, which
‘led him to an artistic act [kiinstlerischen Tat], i.e. to something which, for the most

part, is inaccessible to philosophical criticism’ (1923:399; translation modified).

Jung then further clarifies that he is specifically referring to Nietzsche’s approach in
his Thus Spoke Zarathustra: ‘I refer naturally to Zarathustra, and not to the
collection of philosophical aphorisms, which offer themselves in the first place to
philosophical criticism by very reason of their prevailingly intellectualistic method’.
He adds that [I]f, therefore, one may speak at all of an “intuitive method”,
Nietzsche’s Zarathustra has, in my opinion, furnished the best example of it;
moreover, it has strikingly demonstrated the possibility of a non-intellectualistic,

though none the less philosophical comprehension of the problem’ (1923:399).

Before we proceed to look at the significance of Zarathustra for Jung’s theory of
psychological types in more detail and what he means by this ‘creativeness’, we are
going to look at Jung’s reception of an early work of Nietzsche—The Birth of
Tragedy. We shall see that, viewing Nietzsche’s work through the lens of his own
experiences described in Liber Novus, Jung perceived the changes in Nietzsche’s
thought from The Birth of Tragedy (1872) to Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883) to be
caused by a psychological change that ultimately manifested in the change in his

approach to the problem of opposites—towards the ‘correct’ solution.
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Nietzsche’s ‘The Birth of Tragedy’ and The Conflict of Opposites:

Aesthetism versus Religion

In the following part of this chapter, I am going to look at Nietzsche’s own pair of
opposites outlined in The Birth of Tragedy—the Apollonian and the Dionysian
artistic drives—and see how they are tackled by Jung in Psychological Types. Firstly,
in the Birth of Tragedy, we find a pair of opposites that are in a state of conflict,
through which they mutually develop and eventually create a fraternal bond, which,
Nietzsche argues, resulted in the Greek tragedy. We shall see that, for Jung, this

dichotomy represents an instance of the psychological problem of opposites.

Bishop describes the problem of opposites in Jung’s Psychological Types as follows:
‘The problem of opposites—the fundamental problem of all Jung's writing—is
approached in Psychologische Typen through Jung's Schillerian critique of Western
society, his rejection of Schiller's solution, and his proposal—over and above what
Nietzsche says about Apollo and Dionysos in Die Geburt der Tragodie — of the
reconciling symbol as the means to his own solution’ (Bishop 1995:134). Needless to
say, Jung reads Nietzsche’s writings in a particular way. For example, as Bishop puts
it, ‘as far as Jung is concerned, the reconciliation of Dionysos and Apollo is a
psychological act, an intuition of the union of the opposites and the mediation
between consciousness and the Unconscious which lies at the heart of his
psychological system’ (Bishop 1995:151). Indeed, as we shall see throughout this
chapter, the problem of opposites is centred around the dichotomy of ‘conscious’ and

‘unconscious’, which, in turn, can be ‘introverted’ and ‘extraverted’.

As Liebscher has argued, Jung appears to have a Schopenhauerian reading of
Nietzsche.”2 As has been widely discussed, a key feature of The Birth of Tragedy—
which is also considered to be characteristic of Nietzsche’s early writings in general —
is its great reliance on Schopenhauer’s philosophy.”s Indeed, Nietzsche’s Dionysian
and Apollonian, in addition to being artistic drives, are fundamentally manifestations
of Schopenhauer’s ‘will’ and ‘idea’ respectively (Nietzsche 1872/2000). His Birth of

Tragedy, then, can be seen as an attempt to provide a method—indeed, one that

72 See Liebscher (2012).
73 See Simmel (1907), Janaway (1997), Clark (1998), Soll (1998), Conant (2001).
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could be described as a psychological one—of dealing with the pessimism of
Schopenhauerian reality. And that method consists in the Dionysian unity of things
that can be achieved through the reconciliation of the Apollonian and the
Dionysian.74 However, I am going to leave the discussion of the relevance of
Schopenhauer’s philosophy to Nietzsche, as Schopenhauer is going to be tackled
separately—in the fourth chapter of this thesis.

In the Birth of Tragedy then, Nietzsche invites us to imagine two distinct
physiological states—of dream and of intoxication—the former corresponding to the
Apollonian and the latter to the Dionysian artistic drives, the central argument in the
book being that that the reconciliation of these two artistic drives gave birth to the
Greek tragedy (Nietzsche 1872/2000:19). Nietzsche writes: ‘In relation to these
direct artistic states of nature, every artist is an ‘imitator’, that is, either Apollonian
dream-artist or Dionysian artist of intoxication, or finally — as for example in Greek
tragedy — simultaneously artist of dream and intoxication: such as we have to
imagine him as he stands alone to one side of the infatuated choruses before sinking
to his knees in Dionysian drunkenness and mystical self-abandonment and as,
through the effect of the Apollonian dream, his own state, that is, his unity with the
innermost ground of the world, is revealed to him in an allegorical dream-image’
(Nietzsche 1872/2000:24). Nietzsche further describes the Apollonian: ‘But our
image of Apollo must include that delicate and indispensable line which the dream
image may not overstep if it is not to have pathological effects, otherwise appears
would deceive us as clumsy reality: that measured restraint, that freedom from the
wider impulses, that calm wisdom of image-creating god’ (Nietzsche 1872/2000:21).
He then adds that the Apollonian artistic drive can be seen as the manifestation of
the ‘principium individuationis’, or the principle of individuation (again, taken from
Schopenhauer’s philosophy): ‘Apollo might even be described as the magnificent
divine image of the principium individuationis, through whose gestures and looks all
the pleasure and wisdom and beauty of ‘appearance’ speak to us’ (Nietzsche

1872/2000:21).

Having described the Apollonian art-tendency, Nietzsche turns to the Dionysian
artistic drive and describes it as follows: ‘Either under the influence of the narcotic

drink of which all original men and peoples sing in hymns, or in the approach of

74 See, for instance, Daniels (2019).
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spring which forcefully and pleasurably courses through the whole of nature, those
Dionysian impulses awaken, which in their heightened forms cause the subjective to
dwindle to complete self-oblivion’ (Nietzsche 1872/2000:22). He adds that ‘[u]nder
the spell of the Dionysian it is not only the bond between man and man which is re-
established: nature in its estranged, hostile, or subjugated forms also celebrates its

reconciliation with its prodigal son, man’ (Nietzsche 1872/2000:22).

However, whilst there is an evident conflict between these two art-tendencies, there
is also an element of mutual benefit and development that occurs as a result of this
conflict. For instance, the Apollonian benefits from the conflict with the Dionysian:
‘But it is equally certain that in the place where the first assault was successfully
resisted, the reputation and majesty of the Delphic god expressed itself in more
inflexible and more threatening forms than ever before’ (Nietzsche 1872/2000:31-
32). Nietzsche explains this further: ‘I can only explain the Doric state and Doric art
as the extension of the Apollonian war camp: only in a continual struggle against the
Titanic-barbarian essence of the Dionysian could such a defiantly stubborn and
heavily fortified art, such a warlike and severe education, such a cruel and ruthless
state, survive for any length of time’ (Nietzsche 1872/2000:31-32). Furthermore,
relating the Apollonian and the Dionysian types to epic and lyric poetry respectively,
Nietzsche also writes of the positive influence of the former on the latter: ‘He [the
lyric poet] has in the first place as a Dionysian artist become entirely fused with the
original Unity, with its pain and contradiction, and produced the copy of this original
Unity in the form of music, assuming, that is, that it is correct to identify music as a
repetition and cast of the world; but now this music becomes visible to him again, as
in an allegorical dream-image, under the influence of the Apollonian dream’
(Nietzsche 1875/2000:35-36). Hence, ‘[t]he lyrical genius feels a new world of
images and allegories grow forth from that state of mystical self-abandonment and
unity, a world which is completely different in colouring, causality, and tempo from

that of the sculptor and epic poet’ (Nietzsche 1875/2000:35-36).

Let us now turn to Jung’s reception of Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy and his
dichotomy of the Apollonian and the Dionysian. In his paper titled ‘A Contribution to
The Study of Psychological Types’, delivered at the Psychoanalytical Congress in
Munich in 1913, Jung uses Nietzsche’s dichotomy among the many different

examples—including James’ ‘tough-’ and ‘tender-minded’ types—for his proposed
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psychological dichotomy of ‘extraversion’ and ‘introversion’ (1913/1920a). As Bishop
notes in The Dionysian Self, Jung’s understanding of the Dionysian had been less
nuanced and less detailed in his 1913 lecture than in Psychological Types: ‘Where
Jung equated the Dionysian with the striving for a multiplicity of objects, the passage
from Die Geburt der Tragodie quoted above actually says the opposite: namely, that
a mystic unity is revealed to the ecstatic reveller’ (Bishop 1995: 125). Bishop adds
that ‘Jung failed to appreciate the polemical nature of Nietzsche's equation of Apollo
with the Schopenhauerian principium individuationis’ and that ‘[a]lthough Die
Geburt der Tragodie can be read as a strategic inversion of Schopenhauer's Die Welt
als Wille und Vorstellung [...], Jung does not seem to have noticed this’ (Bishop
1995:125-126). However, as Bishop notes, and as we shall see below, Jung’s
discussion of Nietzsche’s dichotomy was much more detailed in Psychological Types,

deserving a whole chapter—Chapter 111, titled ‘The Apollonian and The Dionysian’.

In Chapter III of Psychological Types, then, Jung describes Nietzsche’s approach to
the Apollonian and the Dionysian conflict as ‘aesthetic’: he points out that ‘Nietzsche,
like Friedrich Schiller, has a pronounced inclination to ascribe to art the mediating
and redeeming role’ (Jung 1923:175).75 On Nietzsche’s relationship with aestheticism
there have been conflicting perspectives. For instance, Nehamas has argued that
aestheticism, in the form of literature in particular, permeates Nietzsche’s works:
‘Nietzsche, I argue, looks at the world in general as if it were a sort of artwork; in
particular, he looks at it as if it were a literary text’ (Nehamas 1985:3). He adds that
‘he arrives at many of his views of the world and the things within it, including his
views of human beings, by generalizing to them ideas and principles that apply
almost intuitively to the literary situation, to the creation and interpretation of
literary texts and characters’ (Nehamas 1985:3). More recently, an argument
defending Nietzsche’s aestheticism has been outlined by Daniel Came, who has taken
a broader view of aestheticism, centring on the notion of ‘creativity’ which he
contrasts with ‘morality’: ‘His is an ‘immoralist’ doctrine that proposes an outright
replacement of traditional morality, seeking to devote himself exclusively, not

necessarily to aesthetic goals, but to practical-existential criteria which are best

75 Interestingly, Bishop distinguishes between ‘aesthetism’ and ‘aestheticism’: he points out that the
‘tendency to ascribe priority to the artistic is termed by Jung 'Asthetismus' or, in English, 'Aesthetism"”
(Bishop 1995:146). Bishop chooses to retain this usage in order to ‘avoid confusion with the notion of
'Aestheticism” (Bishop 1995:146).
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served by aesthetic devices, and to regard all conventional normative considerations
as potentially matters of indifference, suspicion, or magnificent contempt’ (Came
2014:132). Nietzsche’s ‘aesthetism’ is also something that Jung is critical of here in
Psychological Types, where he states that the problem was never meant to be an

aesthetic one, but a ‘religious’ one instead:

The result is that the problem remains stuck in the aesthetic—the ugly is also
“beautiful”, even the evil and atrocious may wear a desirable brilliance in the false
glamour of the aesthetically beautiful. Both in Schiller and in Nietzsche, the artist
nature, with its specific faculty for creation and expression in claiming the redeeming
significance for itself. And so Nietzsche quite forgets that in this battle between Apollo
and Dionysos, and in their ultimate reconciliation, the problem for the Greeks was
never an aesthetic but a religious question [...] In adopting the view, therefore, that the
conflict between Apollo and Dionysos is purely a question of antagonistic art-
tendencies, the problem is shifted onto aesthetic grounds in a way that is both

historically and materially unjustifiable. (Jung 1923:175-177).

Firstly, Jung is critical of Nietzsche’s treatment of the Dionysian as an art-tendency
and his dismissal of its religious origin: ‘The cult of Dionysos had in many ways a

mystical and speculative tendency, and in any case exercised a very strong religious
influence’ (Jung 1923:176). Jung believes that ‘Aesthetism is a modern glass, through
which the psychological mysteries of the cult of Dionysos are seen in a light in which
they were certainly never seen or experienced by the ancients’ (Jung 1923:176).
Secondly, Jung also criticises Nietzsche’s aesthetic approach to the conflict between
the Apollonian and the Dionysian, stating that it was not possible to truly reconcile

the pair of opposites in this manner:

Nietzsche considers the reconciliation of the Delphic Apollo with Dionysos as a symbol
of the reconciliation of this antagonism within the breast of the civilized Greek. But
here he forgets his own compensatory formula, according to which the Gods of
Olympus owe their splendour to the darkness of the Grecian soul. The reconciliation of
Apollo with Dionysos would, according to this, be a “beauteous illusion”, a
desideratum, evoked by the need of the civilized half of the Greek in the war with his

barbaric side, that very element which broke out unchecked in the Dionysian state.

(Jung 1923:174).

Jung writes further on the limitations of the aesthetic approach:
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The shifting of the problem must doubtless have its psychological cause and purpose.
One need not seek far for the advantages of this procedure: the aesthetic estimation
immediately converts the problem into a picture which the spectator considers at his
ease, admiring both its beauty and its ugliness, merely reflecting the passion of the
picture, and safely removed from any actual participation in its feeling and life. The
aesthetic attitude shields one from being really concerned, from being personally
implicated, which the religious understanding of the problem would entail. (Jung

1923:177).

To understand the distinction that Jung makes here, it is helpful to look more closely
at Jung’s notion of ‘religion’. While Jung does not provide a clear definition of
religion in Psychological Types, he does so later in his 1937 work titled Psychology

and Religion, where he defines religion as follows:

Religion appears to me to be a peculiar attitude of mind which could be formulated in
accordance with the original use of the word religio, which means a careful
consideration and observation of certain dynamic factors that are conceived as
"powers": spirits, daemons, gods, laws, ideas, ideals, or whatever name man has given
to such factors in his world as he has found powerful, dangerous, or helpful enough to
be taken into careful consideration, or grand, beautiful, and meaningful enough to be
devoutly worshipped and loved. In colloquial speech one often says of somebody who
is enthusiastically interested in a certain pursuit that he is almost "religiously devoted"
to his cause; William James, for instance, remarks that a scientist often has no creed,

but his "temper is devout." (Jung 1937/1969:8).

What is interesting about Jung’s conception of religion, as Shamdasani has noted, is
that it includes ‘laws’, ‘ideas’, and ‘ideals’—concepts that have also been associated
with the realm of science—in addition to ‘spirits’, ‘daemons’, and ‘gods’, which signify
more traditional religious entities (Shamdasani 1999a:542). Thus, religion, on Jung’s

view, was all-encompassing in this sense, as it included both of these elements.

As we have seen so far, while Jung praises Nietzsche’s ‘creativeness’, describing it as
an important step towards the correct way of solving the conflict of opposites in
Chapter VIII, he criticises Nietzsche’s ‘aesthetism’ in his approach to the Apollonian
and the Dionysian dichotomy in Chapter III. To shed some light on Jung’s seemingly
contradictory evaluation of Nietzsche’s approach in his Psychological Types, I am
going to explore further his reception of Nietzsche’s Apollonian and Dionysian pair of

opposites in the following section.
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The Apollonian and the Dionysian: Introverted Intuition and

Extraverted Sensation

As Domenici points out her in Jung’s Nietzsche ‘[i]Jn Psychological Types [...],
Nietzsche is frequently taken as an example for an introverted type, and his Birth of
Tragedy [...] (1872) aids Jung to define the categories of introverted intuition and
extraverted sensation through the relation between Apollinian and Dionysian’
(Domenici 2019:8). I argue that it is significant that Jung uses Nietzsche’s dichotomy
of the Apollonian and the Dionysian in the Birth of Tragedy as a basis for his
irrational pair of opposites: intuition and sensation—given that for Jung, as we have
seen previously, in Western philosophy it was first and foremost Nietzsche who made

good use of the intuitive—meaning ‘irrational’—method.

In Chapter III of Psychological Types, Jung uses these two Nietzschean artistic
drives to conceptualise his own ‘extraversion’ and ‘introversion’, on the one hand,
and, more fundamentally, the dichotomy of sensation versus intuition. Jung
describes the Dionysian type as ‘the freeing of unmeasured instinct, the breaking
loose of the unbridled dynamis of the animal and the divine nature’, as ‘comparable
to frenzy, which dissolves the individual into collective instincts and contents, a
disruption of the secluded ego by the world’ (Jung 1923:173). With regard to the
Apollonian, Jung, describes it as ‘introverted’, on the one hand: ‘[T]The comparison
with the dream clearly indicates the character of the Apollonian attitude: it is a state
of introspection, of inner contemplation towards the dream world of eternal ideas: it
is therefore a state of introversion’. (Jung 1923:180). On the other hand, Jung also
describes it as ‘intuitive’: “The Apollonian is an inner perception, an intuition of the
world of ideas’ (Jung 1923:180). He adds that ‘[t]he parallel with the dream clearly
shows that Nietzsche regarded this state as a merely perceptive condition on the one

hand and as a merely pictorial one on the other’ (Jung 1923:180-181).

Jung provides a further description of intuition and sensation, as the fundamental
psychological pair of opposites characterising Nietzsche’s types, which he also

describes as ‘aesthetic’ (as opposed to ‘rational’):

Nietzsche’s ideas, therefore, lead us on to the principles of a third and a fourth

psychological type, which one might term the aesthetic, as opposed to the rational
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types (thinking and feeling). These are the intuitive and the sensation types [...] [T]he
intuitive raises unconscious perception to the level of a differentiated function, by
which he also becomes adapted to the world. He adapts himself by means of
unconscious indications, which he receives through an especially fine and sharpened
perception and interpretation of faintly conscious stimuli [...] The sensation-type is in
all respects a converse of the intuitive. He bases himself almost exclusively upon the
element of external sensation. His psychology is oriented in respect to instinct and
sensation. Hence he is wholly dependent upon actual stimulation. (Jung 1923:181-
182).

At the end of Chapter I1I, Jung provides a psychological analysis of Nietzsche by
stating that ‘[h]e must surely be reckoned as an intuitive type with an inclination
towards the side of introversion’ (Jung 1923: 182). He writes: ‘As evidence of the
former we have his pre-eminently intuitive, artistic manner of production, of which
this very work The Birth of Tragedy is highly characteristic, while his master work
Thus Spoke Zarathustra is even more so’ (Jung 1923:182). This, then, implies that,
according to Jung, when describing the Apollonian, Nietzsche was in effect
describing himself—and when describing the Dionysian, he was describing his
unconscious. Jung also believes to have tracked the process of Nietzsche’s
development of his unconscious personality through the latter’s writings—by
comparing his The Birth of Tragedy and Zarathustra, as well as his Attempt at a
Self-criticism: ‘Let us compare his Attempt at a Self-criticism, which bears the date
1886 and prefaces The Birth of Tragedy: “What indeed is Dionysian? In this book
there lies the answer, a ‘knowing one’ speaks there, the initiate and disciple of his
God” (Jung 1923:177). Jung then states that ‘that was not the Nietzsche who wrote
The Birth of Tragedy; at that time he was moved aesthetically, while he became
Dionysian only at the time of writing Zarathustra ...’ (Jung 1923:177-178).

Hence, according to Jung, by the time Nietzsche wrote Zarathustra, he had accessed
his unconscious, the Dionysian. Jung concludes the chapter by stating that this
meant that Nietzsche went from one extreme to another, which, on Jung’s account,
resulted in Nietzsche’s madness. Jung writes that Nietzsche’s ‘lack of rational
moderation and conciseness argues for the intuitive type in general’ (Jung 1923:183).
He then states that ‘[u]nder these circumstances it is not surprising that in his initial
work he [Nietzsche] unwittingly sets the facts of his own personal psychology in the

foreground’ (Jung 1923:183). Jung adds that ‘[t]his is all quite in harmony with the
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intuitive attitude, which characteristically perceives the outer through the medium of
the inner, sometimes even at the expense of reality’ (1923:177-178). Hence, ‘[bly
means of this attitude he also gained deep insight into the Dionysian qualities of his
unconscious, the crude forms of which, so far as we know, reached the surface of
consciousness only at the outbreak of his illness, although they had already revealed

their presence in various erotic forms’ (Jung 1923:183).

Subsequently, as stated earlier, Jung tackles Nietzsche’s Zarathustra in his seminar
held at the Zurich Psychological Club between 1934-1939. Suffice it to say that Jung
still considered Nietzsche an introverted intuitive, as evident from the following

quotes:

This is a peculiarity in Nietzsche’s case which has to do with his type. He is chiefly an
intuitive type with a complete neglect of the body [...] Half of the psychogenetic
diseases occur where it is a matter of too much intuition, because intuition has this
peculiar quality of taking people out of their ordinary reality [...] It is almost dangerous
to have too much intuition; such people forget entirely that they are in the here-and-
now, and not in another country in the wonderful future. That is exactly Nietzsche’s

case, so he is always at variance with his body. (Jung 1988:807-808).
And here:

[Ulnchecked intuition, an intuition that roams about uncontrolled and in no relation to
the human individual. When intuition is entirely playful it behaves like that. So
whenever Nietzsche is dealing with particularly difficult or painful subjects, he invents
dancing, and then skates over the most difficult and questionable things as if he were

not concerned at all. That is what unchecked intuition does. (Jung 1988:1391).

In light of this analysis of Nietzsche’s personality by Jung, in the final section of this

chapter, we are going to look at Jung’s reception of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra.

Nietzsche’s ‘Creativeness’ in Zarathustra and Jung’s Individuation

With regards to Nietzsche’s Zarathustra in particular, a key question is whether
Zarathustra constitutes a special work that is fundamentally distinct from the rest of
Nietzsche’s works. I am inclined to side with the Nietzsche scholars that regard

Zarathustra as simply an expression of his philosophy in a more poetic form. Dirk
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Johnson, for instance, has argued that “Zarathustra’s importance resides not in any
message or riddles that lie buried in the complex text or any new philosophical
agenda or set of doctrines, including the eternal return, that it allegedly proposes, but
rather in the bold and original way in which it articulates Nietzsche’s already fully
developed philosophical perspectives’ (Johnson 2019:174). However, when it comes
to this question, as we have already seen, Jung makes it clear that Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra is indeed special—as a work that displays great use of what Jung calls
the ‘intuitive method’. As Domenici has pointed out, for Jung, Zarathustra is also an
example of a ‘visionary’ work: a work that displays the capacity to access the
‘collective unconscious’ (Domenici 2019). According to Jung, the contents of the
collective unconscious (as opposed to those of the ‘personal unconscious’), originate
‘in the inherited possibility of psychic functioning in general’ and constitute ‘the
mythological associations—those motives and images which can spring anew in every
age and clime, without historical tradition or migration’ (Jung 1923:615-616). As we
shall see, this is also ultimately related to what Jung calls ‘creativeness’—one of the

reasons why Nietzsche is important for Jung’s project in Psychological Types.

In Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Nietzsche starts the discussion about creativeness by
introducing the notion of the ‘overman’ (or ‘Superman’ in earlier translations), as ‘the

meaning of the earth’:

I teach you the overman. Human being is something that must be overcome. What
have you done to overcome him? All creatures so far created [schaffen] something
beyond themselves; and you want to be the ebb of this great flood and would even
rather go back to animals than overcome humans? (Nietzsche 1883/2006:5; italics
added).

Nietzsche then contrasts the overman with ‘the most contemptible man’—the ‘last

man’ [ Letzter Mensch], who is completely devoid of creativeness:

‘What is love? What is creation [Schopfung]? What is longing? What is a star?” — thus
asks the last human being, blinking. (Nietzsche 1883/2006:10; italics added).

When the crowd responds to Zarathustra by saying ‘Give us this last human being, oh
Zarathustra’ and ‘Then we will make you a gift of the overman!’, Nietzsche draws a
contrast between the ‘herd’, or the ‘herdsmen’, who blindly follow an accepted set of
values and aspire to be ‘good’ and ‘just’, on the one hand, and the individual, who

‘breaks their tablets of values, the breaker, the lawbreaker’, on the other hand
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(Nietzsche 1883/2006:14). The individual is the ‘creator’, or ‘the creative one’ [der
Schaffende], he adds, seeks ‘companions’, not ‘corpses, nor herds and believers’: he
‘seeks fellow-creators’, those who ‘write new values on new tablets’ (Nietzsche
1883/2006:14). Zarathustra then says: ‘I shall join the creators, the harvesters, the
celebrators: I shall show them the rainbow and all the steps to the overman’
(Nietzsche 1883/2006:15).

After the Prologue, Nietzsche provides a description of the process of this creation
using a metaphor that he calls ‘three metamorphoses of the spirit’, or ‘how the spirit
becomes a camel, and the camel a lion, and finally the lion a child’ (Nietzsche
1883/2006.:16). First, ‘[a]ll of [the] heaviest things the carrying spirit takes upon
itself, like a loaded camel that hurries into the desert, thus it hurries into its desert’
(Nietzsche 1883/2006:16). Then, ‘in the loneliest desert [...] the spirit becomes lion,
it wants to hunt down its freedom and be master in its own desert’ (Nietzsche
1883/2006:16). The lion ‘seeks its last master, and wants to fight him and its last
god’ and ‘wants to battle the great dragon’ (Nietzsche 1883/2006:16). The dragon is
called “Thou shalt’— ‘[b]ut the spirit of the lion says ‘T will!” (Nietzsche
1883/2006:17). While the lion is incapable to ‘create new values’, it is able to ‘create
freedom for itself for new creation’, or ‘take the right to new values’ (Nietzsche
1883/2006:17). Finally, the spirit becomes a child: ‘[t]he child is innocence and
forgetting, a new beginning, a game, a wheel rolling out of itself, a first movement, a
sacred yes-saying’ (Nietzsche 1883/2006:17). As a result of this metamorphosis,
‘[t]he spirit wants its will, the one lost to the world now wins its own world
(Nietzsche 1883/2006:17). In Zarathustra, then, ‘creativeness’ refers to the ability to
create one’s own values, or, as Nietzsche famously put it, ‘become who you are’

(Nietzsche 1883/2006:192).

I argue that Jung reformulated Nietzsche’s ‘creativeness’ in Psychological Types: for
Jung, all people (the herd) are one-sided, and they need to overcome it, the
‘overman’ is able to overcome one-sidedness through a certain process of creation—
an act that unites the conscious and unconscious, thereby solving the problem of
opposites. Hence, Jung reformulates Nietzsche’s ‘creation of one’s own values’ and

‘becoming who one is’ as his process of ‘individuation’.

Jung’s notion of individuation in Psychological Types is multi-layered. On the one

hand, Jung defines it as ‘the process of forming and specializing the individual

132

