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Abstract

Jung’s conception, his articulation, and his relationship to the anima and animus and

then more current thoughts and relationships to them, a deeper understanding of the

archetype and its future manifestations in the unconscious are examined. When one

considers how Jung developed his theory of the anima and animus and the gender-

bias that he demonstrates in his articulation of the concept, one can understand why

the concept was then, and continues to be, difficult to grasp. Jung was a product of

his time and so it is with the changes in gender roles and the rise in awareness of the

lgbtq community that new ideas are surfacing about how to view the archetypes of

anima and animus.Within this research,Hillman andother post-Jungian theorists lend

their opinions and elucidations of the anima/animus archetype with major revisions

and questions raised for consideration. Connections between contemporary gender

issues are addressed, especially feminism and transgenderism. Questions for further

research and consideration such as the relationship between psychic reality, biological

reality, and neurological reality and the relationships between the individual uncon-

scious and the collective unconscious in relation to gender are posed. To conclude,

Jung seems to have moved into a place of greater wisdom and relation to his uncon-

scious material over the course of his life, perhaps signalling future relations between

anima and animus, i.e. the inner other gendered archetype, in both individuals and

society.
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Jung was a pioneer in the field of psychoanalysis, migrating into uncharted ter-

ritory within the psyche as few had ever done. Terms such as “persona”, “ego”,

“shadow”, and “archetype” havemade theirway into the realmof general knowl-

edge and vocabulary. But one of his concepts, that of the anima and animus,

continues to be a difficult element of the unconscious to grasp. It is my con-

tention that when one considers how Jung developed his theory of the anima

and animus and the gender-bias that he demonstrates in his articulation of the

concept, one can understand why the concept was then, and continues to be,

difficult to grasp. Jung was a product of his time, as we all are, and so it is with

the changes in gender roles and the rise in awareness of the lgbtq community

that new ideas are surfacing about how to view the archetypes of anima and

animus. Aswe examine Jung’s conception, his articulation, andhis relationship

to the anima and animus and thenmore current thoughts and relationships to

them, a deeper understanding of the archetype and its future manifestations

in the unconscious begins to form.

In Memories, Dreams, Reflections Jung (1963: 178) recalls, “A cogent motive

for my making the attempt [to commune with the unconscious] was the con-

viction that I could not expect of my patients something I did not dare to do

myself”. This he said motivated him when his encounters felt nearly unbear-

able to him. In one of these dives down into the unconscious he had his first

encounter with the figures Salome and Elijah. Jung describes Elijah as an old

man and Salome as a beautiful young girl who is notably blind. He is shocked

when he learns their names since they arewell-knownbiblical figures. Not only

is he surprised to find them in his unconscious, but he is “staggered” by the fact

that he ismeeting Salome. He finds it evenmore strange that she and Elijah are

together, “… but Elijah assured me that he and Salome had belonged together

from all eternity” (1963: 181). Jung continues, “I stuck close to Elijah because he

seemed to be themost reasonable… and to have a clear intelligence. Of Salome

I was distinctly suspicious” (ibid).

As Jung continued to encounter these figures over the course of his lifetime,

they changed and evolved depending on his situation. Elijah became Phile-

mon, who was a sort of guide and mentor to Jung, often accompanying him

as he moved through the unconscious having various encounters and experi-

ences. Salome, however, disappears for a long time from Jung’s unconscious

explorations. This may not be surprising, despite the fact that Elijah tells Jung

that he and Salome have “belonged together for all eternity”. Jung did not seem

able to accept this at the time and furthermore was suspicious of Salome. It is

no wonder that she presents herself to him for the first time as blind, perhaps

reflecting that nothing can be seen through her, at least not while Jung remains

so suspicious and untrusting of her.
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Here it may be needful to articulate how Jung would later define anima and

animus andwithwhat principles he associated them. Jung’s argumentwas that

the dominant function inmen’s psyche was Logos while for women their dom-

inant function was Eros. With some discretion he explained that he made this

distinction “for purely psychological reasons” and “I regard both concepts as

intuitive ideas which cannot be defined accurately or exhaustively” (Hannah,

2011: 93).

Jung’s conception first assumes that Logos and Eros are opposing principles,

then further assumes that they can be applied with enough accuracy to the

male and female sex discriminately. In Jung and Feminism, Demaris S. Wehr

(1987) concisely explains how Jung conceived of the archetypes of anima and

animus. She states that Jung posited a threefold source for anima and animus:

(1) personal experience; (2) an innate predisposition for imagining contrasexu-

ality or, in otherwords, an archetype; (3) a collective inherited imageor archety-

pal image (1987: 63).

Accepting this description for Jung’s source for anima and animus, we see

that there are some glaring problems with his methodology. While the “pre-

disposition for imagining contrasexuality” could be demonstrated through evi-

dence gathered from analysands; and the third method, one inherited through

cultural expression, can be demonstrated with evidence and data; the first

method, personal experience, is a shaky basis to build a theory upon. Wehr

critiques his methodology by noting that “For Jung … no contradiction exists

between ‘psychic’ and ‘facts’ ” (1983: 73). Whereas most scientists would argue

that psychic perceptions should not and cannot be submitted as evidence as

one develops a scientific theory, Jung would reverse this paradigm, placing

personal experience, or personal psychic perceptions, above factual, verifiable

evidence.This is extremely pertinent to our consideration of Jung’s articulation

anddevelopment of the animaandanimus. By Jung’s logic, if Jungperceives the

world as full of contradictory opposites, which he does, and he further consid-

ers that his perceptions of the world are satisfactory evidence of reality, then

his theory of anima and animus archetypes is legitimate, so long as it continues

to be reflected back to him by the world, thus proving its validity.

Later in life, Jung would see Salome as his most prominent anima figure.

However, the first time he “hears” her voice he does not identify her by name,

but eventually makes the connection. In Memories, Dreams, Reflections he

recalls wondering why he felt the need to write down his dreams and fantasies

when a female voice within him said he was creating art. He recounts, “I was

astonished … I know for a certainty that the voice had come from a woman”

(1963: 185). He identifies the voice as that of a female patient, a “talented psy-

chopath” (ibid). Considering Salome’s role in the bible, one cannot help but see



122 hila

International Journal of Jungian Studies 15 (2023) 119–135

a clear parallel between this psychotic female patient and the biblical story (see

Appendix). This association blooming, Jung immediately becomes defensive

and adversarial. He continues reflecting, “Obviously what I was doing wasn’t

science. What then could it be but art? It was as though these were the only

alternatives in the world. That is the way a woman’s mind works” (ibid). Jung

feels that he is being deceived, that this inner feminine figure is interfering. He

concludes:

… that she must be the “soul,” in the primitive sense … Later I came to

see that this inner feminine figure plays a typical, or archetypal, role in

the unconscious of man, and I called her the “anima.” The corresponding

figure in the unconscious of woman I called the “animus”.

1963: 186

First, we must note that Jung seems to be realizing there may be a personality

inside himself which is separate fromhis ego and even has a voice. Upon reflec-

tion he described feeling “awed” and that “I was like a patient in analysis with

a ghost and a woman!” (1963: 186). Jung does not identify with the dichotomy

presented, whether recording his active imagination exercises and dreams is

art or science, and ascribes the thinking to the inner female. The feeling of awe

coupledwith the independent reasoning is so newand strange. Jung eventually

reaches the conclusion that, although this inner female is certainly wrong and

must be resisted, she is also his “soul”, and applies the term “anima” for the first

time.

Jung’s conception of the archetypes of anima and animus was heavily influ-

enced by his cultural conditioning and his particular perspective as an intel-

lectual male. Jung goes on to say in Memories, Dreams, Reflections that these

assertions by the anima were “full of deep cunning” and that she would have

“seduced” him into misconceptions which would have utterly destroyed him

(1963: 187). The particular words he chooses paint a clear picture of gender-

bias and suspicion toward women, drawing on negative characterizations of

women as manipulative temptresses whomust be guarded against. Jung’s con-

clusion following this encounter, that “the decisive factor is always conscious-

ness, which can understand themanifestations of the unconscious and take up

aposition toward them” (1963: 187),may seemuseful, but alsomay require slight

modification.His claim that consciousness can “understand themanifestations

of the unconscious” is clearly not so. If it were, where would the necessity be

for psychoanalysis? Any manifestation of the unconscious would be immedi-

ately understood once presented to the consciousmind. But, his statement that

the conscious mind can take up a position to the manifestations of the uncon-
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scious is certainly true. One can always take a position, as Jung so clearly did

when encountering his anima for the first time.

It must also be noted that as Jung conceived of the concept of the anima, he

assumed the existence of a contra-sexual component in women’s minds as a

matter of course. In The Animus: Spirit of Inner Truth in Women, Barbara Han-

nah (2011) describes witnessing Jung present his conception of animus devel-

opment in the psyche of women for the first time to a group of women. Here

he makes it clear that his model for animus development directly corresponds

to hismodel for anima development, the symbolic representations of the latter

being Eve, Helen of Troy, Mary, and Sophia (Hannah, 2011: 101). In prefacing his

suggestions for animus development, Jung explains that philosophy, which he

characterizes as an early form of psychology, was articulated entirely by men

with no consideration of women whatsoever. That is why there is 2,000 years

worth of evidence and study of the anima and nothingwhatever about the ani-

mus. He immediately equates the animus with women’s “argumentative ways”

and further saysmennever consideredmaking a science of studying such (2011:

102).

Despite this lack of evidence and scholarship related to the animus, Jung

asserts hemay speculate about the development of the animus using the same

scheme as the anima. But he qualifies with an apology for speaking as a man

about the femaleunconscious, thoughhe further challengeshis listeners to sug-

gest their own scheme (Hannah, 2011: 101).

Barbara Hannah was to later note that “Jung lay down this challenge in 1931,

and I feel very strongly that not enough has been done about it since” (2011:

106). She adds, “… of course, it is very difficult for a woman to take up this chal-

lenge, for Logos is not her principle and obviously the discrimination of stages

ismainly amatter of Logos” (ibid). The unfortunate irony of these two quotes is

that while Jung is correct in his description of the early development of philos-

ophy and psychology bymen exclusively, the gender bias of Hannah and Jung’s

time shines through in her conclusion that “it is difficult for a woman to take

up this challenge” due to her innate unfamiliarity with the principle of Logos.

Couple this with the idea that the animus is making a “science” of women’s

“argumentative ways” and it’s unsurprising that there is a lack of interest in

studying the animus amongst women.

This perspective of Jung’s becomes even more interesting once one further

considers other comments he has made about the archetypes of anima and

animus. He once stated “… The anima and animus have not been just invented

by the conscious; they have been found by the conscious” (Hannah, 2011: 130).

Here we clearly note that while Jung sees the archetypes as presenting them-

selves, he does not acknowledge that they must be filtered through conscious
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understanding. He asserts “… the anima and the animus do make themselves

felt in such a way that one can best apprehend their reality by treating them as

autonomous personalities with a life and will of their own” (2011: 16) They may

be independent, even “autonomous”, but they are alwaysmediated through his

personal consciousness, through his ego.

This being the case, Jung’s perception of anima and animus can never fail to

be affectedbyhis personal biases andhis cultural conditioning. Jung’s (1982: 97)

description of “intellectual women” demonstrates an astonishing bias against

women. Expressing that an intellectual woman is “solely intent upon exasper-

ating the man” immediately denigrates her, her view, her opinions, her words.

There seems to be no chance that she is participating in a debate or discussion,

just the same as a man would. Nor is there a consideration that perhaps the

man is reacting negatively because of his own psychic environment. Interest-

ingly, his wife, Emma Jung, offers a much kinder, and probably more effective

approach to an “intellectual woman”. In Anima andAnimus (1957) she suggests:

What is really necessary is that feminine intellectuality, logos in the

woman, should be so fitted into the nature and life of the woman that

a harmonious cooperation between the feminine and masculine factors

ensues and no part is condemned to a shadowy existence.

13

This integrated approach to the animus for women, would seem to be the best

possible, but we do not see Jung suggesting any such approach himself. In fact,

he once said, “a man must take up a feminine attitude, while a woman must

fight her animus, amasculine attitude” (Jung, 1982: 111). This is strange consider-

ing Jung is well-known for encouraging shadow integration and dialogue with

the inner unconscious. But it would seem that as far as women are concerned,

there are certain elements of the unconscious they should be in confrontation

with, namely the masculine.

To give another example of gender-bias in Jung’s articulation of the anima

and animus, he once infamously stated:

No matter how friendly and obliging a woman’s Eros may be, no logic on

earth can shake her if she is ridden by the animus. Often the man has the

feeling … that only seduction or a beating or rape would have the neces-

sary power of persuasion … noman can converse with an animus for five

minutes without becoming the victim of his own anima.

jung, 1969: 14
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Strangely enough, for all his surety, Jung seems to be falling prey to his own

anima, or at least according to his own theory he may be. He states:

[The anima] intensifies, exaggerates, falsifies, and mythologizes all emo-

tional relations with his [the man’s] work and with other people of both

sexes … Sometimes the man’s relationship to the woman who has caught

his anima accounts for the existence of this syndrome.

jung, 1982: 120

The clear irony then lies in Jung’s own language. To suggest seduction, rape or

beating as perhaps the only means of winning an argument with an animus-

possessed woman seems to be the result of an anima-possessed man. But, of

course, Jung may very well agree, since, he concludes, it’s the woman’s fault for

constellating his anima in the first place.

Here again, however, Jungmight take a unique turn fromwhat we could eas-

ily decry as traditional misogyny. He argued that:

Everything unconscious is undifferentiated, … that is to say, there is no

determining whether it belongs or does not belong to oneself. It cannot

be established a prioriwhether it concerns me, or another, or both.

jung, 1982: 95

Considering such, it can at least be argued that were he being misogynis-

tic in his articulation of the anima and animus archetype, he may not have

been aware because his conscious and unconscious minds remained undiffer-

entiated. While this does not excuse misogyny, it does reveal how powerful

the influence of the archetype of anima/animus may possibly be. Afterall, it

appears to have subverted its own articulator.

Thus far we have seen that Jung conceived of the idea of the anima and

animus while participating in active imagination, during which the voice of a

woman came from within. His reaction was to be astonished and defensive, to

see her influence as seductive and deceptive, but moreover to experience her

as “other”. He then went on to assume that there must be a similar gendered

“other” in the minds of women, which he called the animus. And since within

his own unconscious he saw the principles of Logos embodied in a male figure

(Elijah) and Eros embodied in a female figure (Salome) he assigned these func-

tions to men and women at large. This may have seemed natural considering

the gender-biases of the time. Jung did not seem to consider the role that cul-

ture could play in him, nor in the collective unconscious, at least not enough

to question whether these archetypes were indeed a priori.
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If the anima and animus represent the inner “other”, then can they not be

the opposite gender of whatever the ego of the individualmost identifies with?

Jung would likely argue no, this cannot be the case. Barbara Hannah clarified

the distinction when she described the anima and animus as demonstrating

the contrast between the feminine soul and masculine spirit, which she said

Jung argued could not be interchangeable. (Hannah, 2011: 2) So anima and ani-

mus cannot even be gendered expressions for the same basic psychic function,

they are fundamentally different. However, later Jungians and post-Jungians

would come to view the anima and animus in new ways. Interestingly, maybe

even prophetically, Barbara Hannah once stated, “As soon as we attempt to lib-

erate ourselves from possession by the anima or animus we get into a different

order of things, and this attempt challenges the old order” (2011: 14).

James Hillman, the founder of archetypal psychology, proposes that the

anima as an archetype can never be assigned to only one sex, since being an

archetype it is by definition beyond the bounds of individuals and therefore

categories of gender or sex (Hillman, 1985: 55). In proposing that anima be an

archetype which is accessible and active in women, Hillman addresses some

major issues that Jung himself faced as he developed his theories of anima and

animus, namely that women didn’t seem to innately understand animus. Jung

himself stated:

So far asmy experience goes, aman always understands fairly easily what

is meant by the anima; … But I have, as a rule, found it very difficult to

make a woman understand what the animus is, and I have never met any

woman who could tell me anything definite about his personality.

hannah, 2011: 65

Barbara Hannah also recounted, “Jung once pointed out in a seminar that,

whereas portraits of the anima are exceedingly common in literature, goodpor-

traits of the animus are very rare” (2011: 4). It’s strange that considering Jung’s

phenomenological methodology that Jung does not see the lack of evidence of

animus within the psyche of women or culture as problematic.

Despite the lack of evidence of animus as exclusive to women, Emma Jung

(1957) clarifies the association between the principle of Logos and the arche-

type of the animus. She describes the progressive development of the animus

in women, mirroring Jung’s suggested anima development, as power, deed,

word, and meaning (1957: 2–3). This concept springs from the association of

Logos with these four elements. Here she is perhaps better articulating the

quintessence of the masculine principle than she is proving that it is a func-

tion of the animus or proof of the animus as a prioriwithin the female psyche.
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While both demonstrating the gender bias of her time and expanding the

possibility that animus, ormore accurately the archetypal Logos, can be inmen

and women, Emma Jung states:

Am I going too far when I say that themagic of the word, the art of speak-

ing, is the thing in a man through which a woman is most unfailingly

caught and most frequently deluded? But it is not woman alone who is

under the spell of wordmagic, the phenomenon is prevalent everywhere.

The old runes of ancient times, Indian mantras, prayers, and magic for-

mulas of all sorts down to the technical expressions and slogans of our

own times, all bear witness to the magic power of spirit that has become

word.

e. jung, 1957: 19

Again, it is interesting to note that while Emma Jung recognizes the ubiquitous

influence of archetypal Logos in the world at large, it seems the constraints of

her age prevent her from going as far as James Hillman in declaring that the

animus and anima need not be confined to biological gender, but are rather

actively influencing all psychic material.

To return then to this possibility, let us further examine Hillman’s argument:

Why do we call the same behavior in one sex “anima” and in the other

“naturally feminine” or “shadow”?… By depriving by definition women of

anima—“Woman has no anima, no soul, but she has an animus” (cw 17,

338)—is not analytical psychology willy-nilly continuing a very ancient

tradition of denying woman soul and casting the images of this soul into

shadow?.

hillman, 1985: 59

Not only must one wonder why an archetype would limit itself to only com-

municating with certain sexes, but one must also wonder why any distinction

would be necessary when the function very likely is the same. Except that, as

Hillman states, by denying women anima and soul, unconscious gender-biases

continue forward unchecked and the ego’s understanding of these archetypes

remains limited by contemporary cultural assumptions.

Hillman further challenges Jung’s assumptions about animus and anima

development and their roles in individuation. He continues by criticising the

conflation of women and soul. He asserts that the “sense of soul is not given to

woman just because she is born female” and that to neglect its development is

as detrimental to women’s development as it is to men (Hillman, 1985: 59). He
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argues soul and spirit are necessary and must be balanced within one’s psyche

to be healthy. They are not, as Hillman makes clear, biological givens that can

stand to be neglected.

Jungian feminists began challenging Jung’s binary thinking as a first point of

attack on the anima and animus construct. Demaris S. Wehr (1987), presents

Jung’s foundational perspective when she states, “Jung believed that without

the energy generated by the opposites, the psyche would not exist” (1987: 55),

but then goes on to add, “Symbols, or archetypal images, both contain and tran-

scendopposition, and this iswhatmakes themsopowerful” (ibid). Jung seemed

to have a sense of this notion when hemade it clear that there is a positive and

negative pole to both the anima and animus. He recognized that there were

contradicting elements within the same archetype, but Jung did not seem to

see the potential for archetypal images to “transcend opposition”.

Hillman calls Jung’s tendency to see all things in binary pairs the, “fan-

tasy of opposites” (Hillman, 1985: 9). As Hillman previously stated, Jung would

have considered certain archetypal manifestations within a female’s psyche

to be shadow, never anima, with the same being true for a man. But this

binary thinking has some obvious weaknesses. Hillman asserts, “… the anima’s

definition tends to be derivative of—and not demarcated enough from—

her cultural and historical occasions” (Hillman, 1985: 15). This is evidenced

in Jung’s earliest experiences of his anima as Salmone, a biblical figure, an

image which is both archetypal and particular to his time and place of living.

The presentation of Jung’s anima being affected by his environment, should

not be surprising to anyone, nor was it surprising to Jung. What does seem

to be particular to his time and place, but which he never seemed to con-

sider, was binary thinking about gender presentation. Hillman boldly sug-

gests:

Whenever it comes to a choice between saving the theory and saving the

phenomena, the history of thought shows that it profitsmore to side with

the phenomena, even if for a while theory is dislocated and some things

we had considered clear fall back into a new obscurity.

hillman, 1985: 63

So while reconsidering the relationship of all these elements of the uncon-

scious to the ego, the issue may seem obscured, moving in this direction could

yield some potentially enlightening and freeing results for all involved. As Hill-

man says, “… as spirit is not soul, so animus is not anima, and neither can be

neglected or substituted for the other. The syzygy needs both” (Hillman, 1985:

63).
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In search of the syzygy, let’s return to Jungian Feminist criticism. In Susan

Rowland’s Jung: A Feminist Revision (2002), Rowland argues that Jung strove

to imitate Enlightenment-era grand narratives in his thinking, hoping to find

a universal pattern for all psychic expression. She argues, “Most significantly

from a feminist point of view, Jung is most deeply a man of the Enlighten-

ment in his retention of oppositional thinking about gender” (Rowland, 2002:

139). This is evidenced by the many earlier examples already given, but Row-

land explores how very strange this is given Jung’s articulation of the collective

unconscious coupled with his ideas about the “subtle body”. She states:

Archetypes, with their bodily and numinous dimensions, supply part of

the structuring of the archetypal image-as-body realization, a subtle body.

Personal history and culture also play a role, although they can never

be the governing factor in a Jungian paradigm (a place reserved for the

creative, unknowable unconscious). Despite Jung’s own interests, the Jun-

gian subtle body remains related to cultural ideas and competing social

practices.

rowland, 2002: 134

Here she articulates the fundamental problem that archetypes, including the

anima/animus and subtle body,manifest themselves through images, but these

images will always be influenced by one’s culture and conditioning. Jung pre-

ferred to imagine that he was finding theories which transcended such bound-

aries. And he was inclined to believe he was successfully pursuing such an aim.

As he discovered concepts from Eastern thought and alchemy such as Yin and

Yang, Sol and Luna, sulphur and mercury, he found confirmation of the binary

paradigm he felt was constellating in his mind around anima/animus.

Furthermore, in his exploration of “subtle body” Jung pursued interrelated

ideas from both Eastern and Western thought, which were calling toward a

clearer understanding of a universal mysticism as it relates to the physical and

spiritual realms of humanity. I do not want to explore the subtle body in too

much depth because it would go beyond the scope of this research and is a

concept Jung seemed both intrigued and overwhelmed by, but with that said,

it’s worth noting a fundamental tenet of the subtle body from Jung’s perspec-

tive. He stated, “The psychic seems tome to be in actual fact partly extra-spatial

andextra-temporal. “Subtle body”maybe a fitting expression for this part of the

psyche” (Jung, 1975: 522–523).

So while he seeks for a grand narrative, an all-encompassing theory which

transcends time and place, between the archetypes of anima/animus and the

human body, he does not appear to see a potential in which the spatial or tem-
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poral body has no effect on the subtle or psychic body. It brings forward the

challenge,which Jungians still face today, of how thepsychic, archetypal, subtle

realms interact with the biological, neurological, physical realms. With a phe-

nomenological methodology we are left to witness the interactions between

the subtle and physical bodies, collectively and individually, ourselves both the

subjects and objects of observation.

Rowland argues that moving forward with Jung’s anima and animus may

simply not be feasible, especially as it is stated by Jung. She states that funda-

mentally, “Gender subjectivity and the body are a matter for continual psychic

reformation in which social discourses can never restrict or congeal identity”

(Rowland, 2002: 145). This will likely remain a point of tension, as society inter-

acts with the psyche and the archetypes. With the tension of the opposites

always at play alongside dualistic politics, it’s hard to imagine what changes

will appear within individual psyches as the archetypes interact with the con-

scious realm. But Rowland offers at least one potential paradigm shift:

To reverse conventional assumptions, society does not have two gen-

ders because there are self-evidently two different sorts of human bodies.

Rather, persistent duality in thinking about gender constructs a sense of

two absolutely different types of body to justify the desire to retain binary

inequalities.

2002: 141

In “Transgenderism and transformation: an attempt at a Jungian understand-

ing”, Michael Marsman (2017) seeks to find a way to reimagine anima and

animus while considering the situation of lgbtq people in society today. He

suggests viewing anima and animus as “function rather than fixed form” (2017:

682). The anima would then be understood as the “inner other [which] draws

one into a relationship with the unconscious, often carrying something of the

erotic” regardless of one’s gender identity (ibid). Marsman also explores Erich

Neumann’s suggestion that the illnesses which befall certain patients signal

a future problem humanity has yet to address. Marsman notes, “Transgender

people at least in part suffer because there is not yet collective psychic space

to exist”, (2017: 684) suggesting that a collective psychic transformationmay be

on the horizon.

In “Queering gender: anima/animus and the paradigm of emergence” Susan

McKenzie (2006) criticizes Jung, unapologetically stating, “Jung’s [anima/ani-

mus] is a terrible fit for our time. We live in an era of emergent, not fixed

realities, and are beginning to value the overt display of masculinity and femi-

ninity in both sexes” (2006: 407). McKenzie further criticizes Jung’s theory as it
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relates to transgendered individuals, or more specifically that it does not con-

sider them. She states:

Jung’s anima/animus (A/A) thinking leads us into a trap of linear order-

liness, fixed identities, androgynous symmetries, and archetypes that are

differentially inherited, based on sexual anatomy, a breach in the univer-

sality of the collective unconscious. … Jung’s A/A cannot account for the

transgendered experience with its reversal of starting points and fluidity

of sexual attractions.

ibid

McKenzie makes a point, similar to Rowland’s, that the foundation of Jungian

theory must lie in the unconscious, which is universal and therefore cannot be

gendered.

However, McKenzie also calls for a reinterpretation of Jung’s anima/animus

thinking based in emergentmind theory.Within this paradigmMcKenziewon-

ders:

Could the image of the transgendered body, as a symbolic and mythic

body, be a living artifact that holds open a culture’s potential for the devel-

opment of hermaphroditic consciousness, a consciousness that reaches

far beyond gender and pierces the veil of opposition in all realms?

2006: 417

Notably,McKenzie calls for an exploration of whatwas articulated by Jung orig-

inally as an element of the unconscious, a psychic reality, to be explored in

neurological and biological fields and personal experience. McKenzie would

see this as the interchange between psychic experience on the one hand and

neurological, biological and cultural experience on the other where the lat-

ter experiences have a greater effect on the former, essentially reversing Jung’s

paradigm.

Interestingly, we see that the conflict between the concretization of the

anima/animus in human form and the archetypes existing in the unconscious

regardless of sex is a major focus of societal conflict and reform today. While

many trans activists call for the availability of medical interventions for individ-

ualswishing to transition to the opposite gender to be increased, the archetypal

nature of the anima/animus seems to be strongly activated. In “Outbreak: On

Transgender Teens and Psychic Epidemics” Lisa Marchiano (2017) raises Jung’s

warning that “we must be rooted ‘not only in the outside world, but in the

world within’ ” (2017: 363). In her article she recounts, “Transgender author and
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activist Serano (2007) tells us that we all have a subconscious sex—a deeply

innate sense of gender. It is this subconscious sex, rather than our physical sex,

that determines who we really are. Therefore, ‘feeling like a woman’ or ‘identi-

fying as a woman’ is to be a woman.” (2017: 348).

To such an assertion, Marchiano argues that while Jung would agree that a

gendered “other” within is a universal element of the unconscious, he would

not however agree that the concretization of that psychic reality by perma-

nent or semi-permanent means is likely to aid in either physical and mental

well-being. Marchiano reminds us, “Jung stated that archetypal contents such

as anima and animus are liable to escape from conscious control due to their

numinosity, and as a result can lead to psychic possession” (2017: 346). Remark-

ably, we see a reflection between Marchiano’s concerns and Marsman’s. While

one is concerned about the concretization of gender exploration, the other

is concerned about the lack of exploratory space, but fundamental to both

concerns is gendered expression. An activation of poles seems at play andNeu-

mann’s prediction that illnesses which befall certain patients is an indication

of a future problem which humanity has yet to address, be they patients who

regret transition or patients who long for it, is too insistent to be ignored.

Could the concretization of the experience of the inner “other” be viewed

as a collective psychic possession? Or is it, as McKenzie suggests, a way to

move toward a consciousness that defies all forms of opposition? And per-

haps, to take Jung’s concepts even further, can there be a paradox in which the

physical and archetypal, the collective and the individual, the conscious and

unconscious, are straining one another through a mutual process of alchemi-

cal transformation, separating and conjoining, distilling and coagulating, in a

continuing process of mutual exploration?

Whatever the case may be, the presence of so much psychic energy around

the concept of gender could well be argued to be the result of a lack of engage-

ment with the anima and animus within individuals which is now being

explored in the collective. But it is nowonder that such an exploration is neces-

sary. Jung himself grappled with the concept, as we’ve seen, and was clear that

“everything unconscious is projected” (Jung, 1982: 86). Inner dialogueswith the

“other” within seem to be playing out in the collective where individuals are

embodying the projections of archetypes which in the past would have been

seen in religion and myth. Jung states “Just as the archetypes occur on the eth-

nological level as myths, so also they are found in every individual, and their

effect is always strongest, that is, they anthropomorphize reality most, where

consciousness is weakest and most restricted, and where fantasy can overrun

the facts of the outer world” (Jung, 1982: 117). Society, having moved relatively

quickly toward a broader acceptance of women’s presence in the public sphere,
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has perhaps not dealt with the inner archetypal anima/animus, which Jung

would say has been developing within the individual and collective uncon-

scious over centuries. Having not done so, have we, as Jung further suggests,

anthropomorphized reality by exploring through projection the constructs of

gender andwhether these constructs must ormust not be concretized in phys-

ical form in order to be connected to the numinous qualities of the archetypal

feminine and masculine?

The results of these explorations are yet to be seen, but undoubtedly we are

in a time of transformation. And perhaps, more importantly, a time in which

conscious awareness of the archetypes of the animaandanimus, an acceptance

of the power they carry, and a desire to exist in healthy relation to them, can

lead to a positive transformation. Hope for such transformation comes most

strikingly in Jung’s Red Book (2009). He describes his search for his soul and his

longing to reconnect after years of rejecting “her” by saying:

I still labored misguidedly under the spirit of this time, and thought dif-

ferently about the human soul. I thought and spoke much of the soul. I

knew many learned words for her, I had judged her and turned her into

a scientific object of my judgement and knowledge; much more are my

judgement and knowledge the objects of my soul. Therefore the spirit of

the depths forced me to speak to my soul, to call upon her as a living and

self-existing being. I had to become aware that I had lost my soul.

jung, 2009: 128

After all that Jung had said over the course of his life, he finally comes to the

personal realization that he “laboredmisguidedly under the spirit of this time”,

being subject to the influences of his culture and society. Despite Jung’s con-

stant assertions that intellect, reason, and discrimination belonged to themas-

culine principle; to Logos,which stands in opposition toEros, to soul; he further

realizes “muchmore aremy judgement and knowledge the objects of my soul.”

Though he spent the majority of his career clearly discriminating between the

anima and animus, assigning them exclusive roles within the male and female

psyche, and creating a fundamental conflict between those archetypes and the

conscious ego, he came to realize that there was another way to relate to them.

Jung may not agree that the anima and animus can be applied to both gen-

ders or that they should be rejected all together, but he seems to have made

a significant leap from the Jung who first encountered his anima with suspi-

cion and derision to now seeing “her” as the source of his inspiration, judge-

ment, and knowledge. He seems to have moved into a place of greater wisdom

and relation to his unconscious material, perhaps signaling future relations
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between anima and animus in individuals and society. We then are presented

with a dilemma similar to Jung’s: What will we labor under—the spirit of our

time or the spirit of the depths and which will bring the balance the collective

conscious calls for now?
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Appendix

Thebiblical account of Salomemaybe relevant to understanding the tension in

Jung’s initial relationship to his anima. TheGospel of Mark chapter 6 verses 21–

28 reads:

An opportunity came during Herod’s birthday celebration, when he gave

a banquet for his top officials, military officers, and the most important

people of Galilee. When the daughter of Herodias came in and danced,

she pleased Herod and his guests. So the king told the girl, “Ask me for

anything you want, and I’ll give it to you.” He swore with an oath to her,

“I’ll give you anything you ask for, up to half of my kingdom.” So she went

out and asked her mother, “What should I ask for?” Her mother replied,

“The head of John the Baptist.” Immediately the girl hurried back to the

king with her request, “I want you to give me right now the head of John

the Baptist on a platter.” The kingwas deeply saddened, yet because of his

oaths and his guests he was reluctant to refuse her. So without delay the

king sent a soldier and ordered him to bring John’s head. The soldier went

and beheaded him in prison. Then he brought John’s head on a platter

and gave it to the girl, and the girl gave it to her mother.

International Standard Version, 2014; mark 6:21–28

While the name Salome is not applied to the girl in theNewTestament, the bib-

lical figure was later identified by name in The Antiquities of the Jews by Flavius

Josephus.


