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olber hand I know that if we meditate on dreams sullici ndy long and thoro'll y ..• 
something almost always comes of it:' C. G. Jung, "The Aim:! .:;.£ PSy other py," Col­
lected Works, 16, p. 42. 

10. C. G. Jung, The Basic Writings of C. G. Jung, Violet Staub De Laszlo, ed. 
The Modem Library, pp. 105-182, 286-326, 327-360. 

11. To return to Jone,~' classic paper on symbolism, which clearly summarizes the 
traditional Freudian reading, we may note the following succinct analysis by Ricocur 
in Freud and Philosophy: "Descriptively, the author placessyrnbols, in the psycho­
analytic seme, in the ~neral class of indirect representations commonly called symbolic 
and characterized by the role of double meaning, by the analogy bclW _cn primary 
meaning and secondary meaning, by the attributes of concretem':;S an pri iLiveness, 
by tbe fact t:hat ymbols represent hidden or secret ideas, and y lb fuct that they 
are made spontaneo ly, ... I) true symbols always represent n orl' unconscious 
themes; 2) they have a constant meaning, or very limited scope for variation of mean­
ing; 3) they are not dependent on individual factors only; this is not to say that they 
are attiletypes in the Jungian sense, but rather stereotypes that h,tray the Ii ited 
and uniform chancter of the primordial interests of mankinJ; of; r ey are arch-uc; 
5) they have linguistic connections, strikingly revealed by etyma Ug)', h) ,uey have 
parallels in the fields of myth, folk lore, ~try." As Ricocur ~tates, this ap­
pl'Oach does not see a significant rebtion between symbol forotation and wblim3tion 
and this is seen as a loss for psychoanalytic theory. I fully agree wuh Ricoeur in thi 
critique. Paul Ricoeur, Frtlud 6" Philo!oplly: An Es.!ay on Interpretutiun (197U), . 502­

For a highly sophisticated contemporary di u ion of symbolism, see Da' L. Rubin­
fine, " erception, Reality Testing, and SymboJjsm," The Psychoanalytic Stud)' of the 
Child ( 'ew York, 19(1). XVI. pp. 73--"90. The author, in this article, tudi('~ I h struc­
tural process of symbol £Ot'lImtion but essentially relates this to regressive pbcnomena.~ 

That is, he studies lbis process in relation to the different levels of mental functioning 
vidfmced between leep and waking life. l ote the following: 

What distingui ell symb Is and symbol formation from oLller deri ative! of 
primary·process operation is that the ego Slate described above favors the devel­
opment of ima~, pretlominantly . ual. Theslt images constitute the raw ma­
terial of symholism.... When such an image is formed, and represents a percept 
r memory IJ'aa: Ihercof which bas a conflicling affective charge (thut is. painful 

and plea.~urabJe, good and bad) and a SlJ'ong dri\e thexis, ther is couflict as 
to whether to ~ek out and approach, or to 3\'oid and withdraw.. . It is this 
kind of confljet which results via processes of displacement and coml n:;ation in 
the formation of a symbolic representation, p. 84-85, 

12. 'ate the following quotations from oy's seminal article: "A Revi Ion Of 'nte 
P ychoanalytk Theory Of The Primary Process," Internatiunal Journal Of Psycho­
Analyfis (l969), Vol. 50 Part 2. p. 155-177. 

The main thesis of this paper is that the primary processes are used by the ego for 
alI the functions aimed at preserving self-contin ity and identity and assimi1ll.ting any 

ew experiences and lines of action into the self-schema. The secondary processes 
are used for all functions aimed at encountering reality and for any inm.'I Integratiou 
and mastery which is done in relation to r . lilY. 
Further n, elaborating his thought, he adds: 

.. y assumption",. is that primary processes almost never totally disappear from 
oruci.OI15 thought processes, and that all the pri:m:try processa-those exclurted from 

consciousness and those '\'hich remain ronscious-continue to develop, modify and 
change in integration with all mental functions." 
And lastJy: 

.. • • • JllI the secondary de itself in the course of do.."vt"lopment 
from personal meaniDV'l ..nd ~(',......r r;o 'In more objective, the priDla:Iy process 
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has to improve i15 ability to deal ,,"iLb lhese pc nal meaning5, Le, become more and 
more subjectiT,e. So, each one has to develop in a dilferelU direction-but of course to 
!lIe ame degree." 

13. As ~o)' makes clear, even ErDest Kris' roTffiuJaLion "regre ion in lhe service 01 
ule ego" is an inadl.'quate approach to an. For "as the uJ.eory of regr 'on in WI' 

TVlce f LIle ego IVa created to illlegrate !.he view of aTlistic creativily as 3 superiOl 
ability wilh Ihe psycho3nal 'tic theory f the 'p imlthcllCS.' fUll." primary pr , it 
slallili I" falL> lI'itl1 this last theory." 

As the abo"": qu tati ns ~ tnote 12) make deaT l'Oy r j c Ihis 'primitive' Teading 
of primary proces . 

••. ote Noy's ex.ampJ of the sophistication needed both to produce and pa.rti ularly 
to appreciate modern primitive art. 

15. 111is conclusion, althOUgh highly dependent on and respectful f P, Ricoeur's 
thought, is n H~l1.hcleSll dl.fferenL For Ricoeur there is a teleological roll' of ymbol 
IV b) it refl~'Cts what' on the ho.-i70n or man' cOllS(:iousneM. a beyond or a 
Wholly Other which man can not grasp. 

Nor dOd !.his couclusion the role of symbol as revealing some all encompassing 
POWCT of fantasy images po ~iDg intriru ic power to reveal, or point 10, 1asnin, some 
future h.oped for stat of happiness. Peter Homans in his Theology After Frelld, d vel­

ps thi' Ian position. 'e my Teliews of RicOCUT'S book. on Freud (Cross Currents, 
Summer 1970. 3-17-851. anel r llomJlJl$ (Amelita,. Image, prin, 1971). 

16. The fonnulation of this paper is likewise different from Jl Jungian DOe; note 
!aller' u e of sudl on cpu as personal archetwes in the individual's dialogue with 
the objective unc nscioUs. which this paper 1 not employ. 

17. See, for example:" non-tran ference relationship in the plIy hoanalytic 
silUatio ," (R. R. reeD n &: f. Wext r) Tile InternatIonal Journal 0/ PS)'Cho­
IJnalysis, (1969) VoL 50 Pan 1. 

lB. For , rev1C\ article rressing the need (0 analyze the creative person in oLber 
than ret.luclionistic r:::l.lcgorie;, ce Him. Kahol, f.(>. "Beyond Lhe Bounds of the 
Basic Rulc," in The }oIJl'IIal of IhtJ AIIlt:rit'JI'1 PS)lchnanal)'lir A.t oria/ion, 1960. 
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