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ARCHETYPE SEMANTICS: HOW IT CORRESPONDS TO THE
CONCEPT OF “AN IMAGE.” HOW ARCHETYPAL ARE IMAGES?


Research in the field of
the human psyche in search of its base (as a principle underlying
psychical life in general and the specific structure underlying
psychophysiology of a specific individual in particular) focused on
studying the unconscious as that mythical stone, "which the
builders rejected," but which eventually became the "chief
cornerstone."1
It is logical to argue that the most important
information about a human was implanted by nature specifically at
this implicit level of psyche that is out of reach by both
consciousness and work of human intellect. After all, processes
that occur in human unconscious (which essentially are psychical
proto-reality) are characterized by that a person cannot influence
them only with his or her will, without special means. Perhaps
nature intended to hide all vitally important information in
psychical area that is out of reach by intellect and consciousness.
By hiding information about the very essence of a human in this
way, nature reliably protected it first of all from a human himself
(like the so-called "fool-proofing" mechanism in modern
technology). Recognizing the unconscious as not only the main
guardian of psychical content, but also the forming beginning of
human psyche, psychoanalysts (including Carl Gustav Jung, who was
the first to include the concept of an archetype in psychology)
correctly thought that it should not be touched by the
intellect.

However, the complexity of
studying the unconscious, which confused many researchers of human
psyche, from our point of view, cannot stand in the way of its
actual study. C. G. Jung, the founder of the analytical direction
in psychology, wrote in his book titled Man and His Symbols: “Our unconscious
is somehow attuned to our surroundings ... to the space-time
continuum and the whole of nature” (205). The answer to this
question has been found: a human is connected with nature through
his psyche; study of the unconscious as a place where, by
definition, it is possible to find the location of the soul, as the
cause and the fundamental principle of psyche, has led us to
individual archetypes and their conglomerates in the form of
archetypal patterns located there. We found out that recording of
absolutely all human psychophysiological parameters occurs
specifically in, as we called them, individual archetypal patterns.
This record contains all information about each person: from
individual particularities of his physiology to particularities of
his psychology, his individuality. The general conclusion was that
each individual as if gets manufactured by nature according to
specific individual project located in his individual unconscious.
However, the most interesting and surprising result of research was
that the individual project of any person can be
identified.

While considering individual
archetypal pattern located in the unconscious part of psyche, we
found out that it is recorded by images. In this case, it was
reasonable to suggest that if absolutely all information about the
psychophysiology of a human is recorded specifically by images in
the individual archetypal pattern of a particular individual, then
specifically images determine the semantic content of this
record.

In itself, the term “image” originated
from a Latin word that means imitation, and most of ways of its use
in psychology either way revolve around this concept. The most
common synonyms of this term include the following concepts:
“similarity”, “copy”, “reproduction”, “duplicate.” This raises the
question: who or what exactly do images of human unconscious
reproduce, what do they duplicate, carry similarity with whom or
what, what are they, strictly speaking, a copy of? The answer is
simple: images of the individual unconscious, as something
implanted in a human by nature, already by definition can imitate,
reproduce, duplicate, only those objects or phenomena of reality,
which are directly related to exclusively natural phenomena and
objects. Why is this so?

First of all, this is so because
unconscious (as the main, fundamental part of human psyche), unlike
consciousness, is an archaic, ancient structure by definition. It
specifically controls all vital physiological processes in the
human body, as well as many important psychical processes because
it contains the most important, instinctive part of the entire
human psychophysiology as a whole.

Logically, it turns out that the
unconscious as a forming origin, as a matrix for construction of
the entire human psychophysiology appeared at least simultaneously
with appearance of a human. Therefore, unconscious as the baseline
of human psyche already existed at the time when a human did not
yet speak and, of course, had no idea about any symbols and signs,
which were created (and, created by him), but much
later.

Therefore, it is illogical to even
think that any artifacts as objects created by a human (which
include all phenomena of cultural, social and religious life) can
serve as preimages: after all, a human appeared before culture. In
fact, culture was created by a human. Therefore, archetypes as
preimages, as those blueprints with the help of which numerous
individual variants of project “Human” have been made, can contain
only properties of natural objects and not artifacts; in other
words—can have a natural, but not cultural origin.

This raises questions: does archetype
semantics in its traditional sense correspond to the concept of “an
image” if we begin considering an image specifically in terms of “a
copy”, “a duplicate?” Is it possible to seriously consider an
archetype of culture as something that directly forms individual
human psyche, as a structure that emerged long before
symbolism?

Is it correct to consider an archetype
as a structural element of the collective unconscious, as proposed
by the author of analytical theory in psychoanalysis—C. G. Jung, as
something directly related to the individual archetypal pattern of
an individual?

Logically, for reasons stated above an
archetype in its traditional consideration cannot be that preimage,
which as an original idea defines individual human psyche: by
definition, a cultural archetype belongs to culture and is its
artifact. According to existing semantics, an archetype can be
anything: content of fantasies, a motive for religious feelings, a
kind of muse as a stimulus for creative action or direct material
for creative processes, but not an archetype as an idea. For
example, how can Jungian archetype of Trinity directly relate to
individual unconscious of an individual? A different matter is that
it can be somehow placed there, but even then only if an
unconscious response to something similar exists in the human soul
according to the law of complementarity: “like attracts like.”
However, one thing is for sure: if a foreign archetype will try to
enter human unconscious in one way or another, then a situation, in
which images of individual archetypal pattern will come into active
opposition with the “outsider” is not excluded and, as a result,
human psyche simply will not withstand this confrontation. Similar
cases have been described in psychological literature. Therefore,
there is no need to create illusions and forget that by definition
a thought-up symbol cannot be closer to a human than his own,
natural, contained in the individual unconscious.

By the way, in his work
titled “On the Question of Unconscious,” C. G. Jung wrote in the
chapter about the meaning of symbols: “When a psychotherapist is
interested in symbols, he primarily has “natural” symbols in mind,
unlike ones introduced by culture. Former emerge from the
subconscious content of psyche and are countless variations of
basic archetypal images” (Man and His
Symbols 91). However, things did not go any
further with this assumption possibly because symbolism continued
to be the angle when considering images of the unconscious. In our
opinion, it is necessary to clearly distinguish between the two
concepts, on which we operate when considering this issue: the
concept of “an archetype of culture,” as an archetype in its
traditional understanding (that is—“an archetype as a symbol”) and
the concept of “an archetype as a preimage;” and then, based on a
more detailed consideration of what both are—monitor what influence
each can have on human psyche in principle.

In order to understand traditional
semantics of an archetype, it is necessary to determine what the
so-called archetypes of culture are. If we turn to the
culturological dictionary, archetypes of culture are “basic
elements of culture, which form constant models of spiritual life.
The content of cultural archetypes is typical in culture and, in
this respect, they are objective and transpersonal.” From this
basic formulation right away comes the idea of that most “typical”
project, instead of “individual,” based on which all people can be
considered only globally, what is called—from “a bird’s eye,” but
not locally. How can that what is subjective by definition, created
by a subject (even if in creative collaboration with others) turn
out to be objective? Essentially, the matter is that in the end we
do not have a culturological or general philosophical objective to
consider some abstract “models of spiritual life.” We are engaged
in theoretical and practical psychology. Then, let’s imagine that
in front of us is a specific person, about whom it is necessary to
obtain sufficient amount of information in order to make
psychophysiological portrait of his personality (as complete as
possible) to solve a particular issue. How can abstract views on
“constant models” help us in this process?

As it is known, formation of
archetypes of culture occurs at the cultural level of humanity as a
whole or culture of major historical commonalities in the process
of systematization and schematization of cultural experience. Also,
we can read in the dictionary that “an individual is not clearly
aware of interconnectedness with archetypes of culture.” Here, we
can suggest that this “interconnectedness” simply cannot exist
specifically because these archetypes have absolutely nothing to do
with the structure of personality of the person perceiving a
culture archetype. As a rule, archetypes of culture reveal their
content not through concept and discourse, but iconically—that is,
through pictorial form. The iconic nature of archetypes of culture
causes them to manifest in consciousness as archetypal images,
pictorial properties of which are determined by the cultural
environment and the way of metaphorical representation. And, it is
quite possible that here lies the reason why archetypes of culture
(having iconic nature) influence human psyche in a certain way.
However, to impact and influence psyche is one thing, while to
determine, to form, and even more so to be its base—is quite
another.

Let’s not forget about yet another
significant function of archetypes of culture–transmission of
collective cultural experience, cultural tradition. In culture
(understood as “non-hereditary collective memory,” according to
Boris A. Uspensky’s definition) archetypes of culture act as
spontaneously acting stable structures of processing, storage and
representation of collective experience.

And, from this point of view, an
archetype of culture is an irreplaceable formation. It is known
that the most fundamental components of culture are universal
archetypes of culture and ethnic archetypes of culture
(ethno-cultural archetypes). The following archetypes can be
attributed to universal archetypes of culture: archetype of tamed
fire or chaos, archetype of creation, of marital union, of
masculine and feminine or archetype of generational change.
Moreover, its own ethn0-cultural archetypes dominate in each
national culture and they significantly define peculiarities of
worldview, character, artistic creativity and historical destiny of
the people.

For example, in the German culture C.
G. Jung highlights the archetypal image of Wōtan as a kind of a
given of primary importance, the most true expression and
unsurpassed personification of a fundamental quality that is
particularly characteristic of the Germans. Considering the
ethno-cultural archetypes of the Russian people, it is possible to
speak of their orientation to secret holiness expressed in images
of Kitezh City or folkloric Jesus, as well as references to such
primary formations of Russian character and mentality as
“responsiveness” or “openness.” As we can see, the collective
experience of people is presented in ethno-cultural archetypes in a
condensed form. Active presence of ethno-cultural archetypes is an
important condition for preserving the identity and integrity of
national culture.

Despite that functions of cultural
archetypes are clear, important and even necessary—a question needs
to be posed: what does a cultural archetype as such give an
individual besides information about the environment, in which he
or she was born? After all, nationality and environment, in which
each specific cultural archetype acts, forming the mass
consciousness, in a sense are accidental values. Of course, on the
one hand, in its traditional understanding an archetype, as an
informational super-machine, is a powerful filter on the way of
spreading someone else’s social experience. On the other hand, it
is possible to suggest that any person, who studies a foreign
culture, wishes to be imbued with it and consciously set this goal
for himself—will be able to do it, and will not only consciously
“grow” into foreign political, economic, military and religious
doctrines, but also will consciously penetrate symbols of the
chosen culture. Why? The answer is known: a mechanism to adapt
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