Miller's Pentecost

Greg Mogenson

During the course of a seminar given in 1925, thesSpsychologist, C.G. Jung drew upon
an important image from Christian symbolism to makequally important point about the
analytic experience that his approach to psychdhaglybeen conceived to foster. "Analysis,” he
evocatively declared, “should release an experidratagrips us or falls upon us as from above, an
experience that has substance and body such astkfogs [that] occurred to the ancients. If | were
going to symbolize it | would choose the Annunciat*

Appearing to the virgin, Mary, prior to her mage to Joseph, the angel Gabriel announced
to her that she was to be made pregnant with theo5God by the power of the Holy Ghost.
Incredulous as to how this could be so, givenghathad not had relations with any man, Mary
was greatly troubled by what she had been toldtiigiangel assured her; she had found favour
with God and was to have no fear. Faithfully acogpier fate, the virgin replied, "I am the
handmaid of the Lord: let it happen to me accordangpur word" (Luke 1:38).

With his reference to this event, Jung beautifatipveys the revelatory quality of the
encounter with the self's alterity which he bel@g#eat analysis should facilitate. Patients in
analysis, he clearly implies, should be introdutcedn attitude that is as receptive to the othernes
of the ways in which they happen to themselvesasstive Mary of the Annunciation story to the
Angel of the Lord.

A question arises. Setting aside Jung's focus pptients and their experience in analysis,
let us askcan Jung's analogy to the Annunciation be appledall to the "therapy of ideas"?

The phrase, "therapy of ideas," of course, comms the honouree of this festschrift, David

Miller. We find it in the introductions to his bk®and article$.In these works it is most often
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Christian ideas, and especially theological orest, dre taken up in this spirit. As Miller expkin

"Both doctrinal and pietistic theologizing tenddeny or defend against the depths of religious
meaning, its fundamental mystery and ambiguityteitor and grace, its autonomous nature that
comes and goes as it will, like the Holy Ghost waimdy over the face of the deep. Ego theology is
a defense mechanism which banalizes religion.”

These words of Miller's, taken together with ral for a therapy of ideas, immediately
bring G. K. Chesterton and Sgren Kierkegaard tamin a passage of his bo@sthodoxy
Chesterton famously described the modern worldeasgytiull of Christian ideas gone madand
in his iconoclastic book, "Attack Upon Christendbiierkegaard compared the state of
Christianity in his day to that of a hospital iniathpatients are dying, not from this germ or that
practice, but from the building itself! With trasmalogy Kierkegaard implies that the whole
structure and framework of the Church has gone awry

Miller's critical remarks with respect to doctiiaad pietistic theology having short-
changed the depths of religious meaning are rec@ntf another passage from Jung's writings. In
this passage the psychologist also speaks abesistant theological mentality on the one hand and
of the Holy Ghost or Spirit moving upon the facetw deeps on the other.

A theologian who had come to Jung for treatmesduaht that he was looking down from a
slope over a low valley. The valley was dense wittods and in the middle of these was a lake.
Feeling that he had previously been prevented goimg there, the dreamer was now determined
to descend into the valley and to approach the l&lsshe did so, however, the atmosphere became
uncanny. All of a sudden a gust of wind passedsadhe lake's surface causing it to ripple
ominously. Overwhelmed, the dreamer awoke in ter@mmenting upon the dream Jung

acknowledges that "at first this dream seems incehgnsible."



But as a theologian the dreamer should have rentexhli®e “"pool" whose waters
were stirred by a sudden wind, and in which thk wiere bathed--the pool of
Bethesda. An angel descended and touched the waieh thereby acquired
curative powers. The light wind is the pneuma Whnmweth where it listeth. And
that terrified the dreamer. An unseen presenseggested, a numen that lives its
own life and in whose presence man shudders. fdaer was reluctant to accept
the association with the pool of Bethesda. He adnbthing of it, for such things
are met with only in the Bible, or at most on Synateornings as the subjects of
sermons, and have nothing to do with psychologyveky well to speak of the

Holy Ghost on occasions--but it is not a phenomendre experiencefl!

Miller's therapy of ideas, indeed his entire oeyean be understood as the working-
through of the religious resistances that figurthia theologian's dream. Working "depth
theologically" and "theopoetically" Miller demorates the life and autonomy of the spirit by
means of a wide ranging scholarship that takdsarpagan gods that preceded Christianity, on the
one hand, and the seemingly (but in fact quiteretise) secular poetry that now follows, on the
other. The upshot of this is that quite apart ftbmliveliness that Miller brings to his writinsr
perhaps interpenetrating with this as a divineargathrough his own), there is something that
moves of itself through his many sources. Placedgside one another the voices he cites become
tongues of fire. And just as Pentecost was calleetand annunciation because with it the Church
was born, so the pentecost of Miller's richly allaslepth theology brings about a third in which

what he has referred to as "theology's ego" givesar becomes transparent to “religion's sbul."



Clearly, as Miller's work bears witness, the thgrajoideascancome upon us like the
Annunciation®

But now we are faced with another question. Thisstjon has to do with Miller's having
described his work as an attempt to be responsiyarig's statement, "We must gratefully
acknowledge the invaluable support psychology esived from students of ... religion, even if
they on their part have not yet learnt how to mageof its insights*Doubtless, this description is
very true. Having drawn deeply upon the insighitsreud, Jung, Hillman and Lacan, Miller
certainly has made good the lack that Jung pourtsoffering a compelling and therapeutic
analysis of the defensive theologizing of the refigas he puts it) that religion itself should be
against’ But--and here is my question--can an approachestudy of religion that has fully
integrated the insights of depth psychology briagherapy of ideas to bear upon the interpretation
of psychology? While depth psychology has cenaiohtributed much to religion in exposing
"the religion of false piety, the religion usednasnan wish- or need-fulfilment, a crutch and opiate
the religion of spiritual pride .:* must it not apply this same analysis to its ovealif it is not to
be guilty of calling the kettle black? Lacan st if religion triumphs psychoanalysis is
finished!? But, by the same token, is not psychoanalysisted if, like some freed Barabbas, it
settles beneath the niveau that religion has lovgg seached?

The Christian scriptures state that the Holy Ghanot "leave [it]self without witness"
(Acts 14:17)** Miller's dialectical reading of depth psycholaag/postmodern theology allows us
to reflect upon psychology in the light of this@assice. Deeply comprehended, and at its most
soulful, psychology itself is the form that thistméss has taken in our day, as Jung expressly
indicates with his comparison of the analytic eiqreze to the Annunciation and with his

interpretation of his theologian patient's dream.
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Many associations could be cited to support tlaisrc Reading psychoanalysis through the

lens of the Christian motifs that are continuedsrnheories, we find that a whole host of analegie
further to Jung's analogy to the Annunciation catawn. | will only give the merest hint of these
by reminding the reader of the talking cure's viagiconception in the womb of the hysterically
pregnant Anna O., Dora's account in her analydis Mreud of having sat transfixed before the
painting of the Sistine Madonna in the Dresderegglf and Lacan's teaching having been
celebrated by his devotees as having "reprodueedrthunciation scene with Lacan playing all the
parts. Sometimes he was the space that welcomestidesometimes, as Christ born of the
Virgin, he transmitted it; something, as man-Gagsbwed it in others:>

Jung, of course, was well aware that psycholsggdolent of the motifs of religion and
myth, its theories being the expression of arclestymmon to all thré&. The comparative youth
of the discipline he even attributed to religiowihg previously provided a formulation for
everything psychic, one that both presaged andtited psychology’s appearance as stich.
Given this, it is all the more interesting to rgmychology for the witness it provides for what the
religion preceding it had called the Holy GhosBgirit. The passage from Jung's writings that
comes most readily to my mind in this connectioaris in which psychology's witness is presented

negatively, i.e., in the form of a warning.

Not for a moment dare we succumb to the illusi@t &m archetype can be finally
explained and disposed of. Even the best atterhptgéanation are only more or
less successful translations into another metagdidanguage .... The most we can
do is todream the myth onwardsd give it a modern dress. And whatever

explanation or interpretation does to it, we dodo own souls as well, with



corresponding results for our own well-being. Trehatype--let us never forget
this--is a psychic organ present in all of us. A baplanation means a
correspondingly bad attitude to this organ, whicayttus be injured. But the
ultimate sufferer is the bad interpreter himsetnke the "explanation” should
always be such that the functional significancthefarchetype remains unimpaired,
so that an adequate and meaningful connection batthe conscious mind and the
archetype is assured. For the archetype is an etesheur psychic structure and
thus a vital and necessary component in our psydaoomy. It represents or
personifies certain instinctive data of the darknfgive psyche, the real but
invisible roots of consciousness. Of what elemgritaportance the connection
with these roots is, we see from the preoccupatidhe primitive mentality with
certain "magic" factors, which are nothing lessitindoat we would call archetypes.
This original form ofreligio ("linking back") is the essence, the working badiall
religious life even today, and always will be, whadr future form this life may

takel®

Significantly, this warning of Jung’s regarding ttritical importance of psychology's
attitude with respect to the archetype is resowehtChrist's warning with respect to the sin
against the Holy Ghost as this is given in the glsspWe could even say, drawing upon the
language used by Jung in the last line of the passam which we have just quoted, that, "as a
more or less successful translation into anotheéapherical language,” it may even be the "future

form" that this warning now takes.



Wherefore | say unto you, all manner of sin andtit@my shall be forgiven unto
men,; but the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost sloaibe forgiven unto men. ...
Whosoever speakest against the Holy Ghost, it sbalbe forgiven him, neither in

this world, neither in the world to comg.

It is an irony, given what we have had to say wai$pect to its spiritual charter, that
psychology is so often guilty of the commissiorthe$ sin of which Christ speaks. Indeed, it could
even be said thatgainst itselfpsychology everywhere exists as the contempooany 6f the
unforgivable blasphemy. The most blatant and piennscexample of this comes from the pen of
Ernest Jones. In two early papers, "The Madonras€ption through the E&P"and "A Psycho-
Analytic Study of the Holy Ghost Concept,Jones analyzes the Annunciation to Mary and the
Holy Ghost idea in terms of Freudian categorielse fiesult of this is as astonishing as it is
perverse. Squeezed into an Oedipal framework Hiatilates in terms of erogenous zones and
childhood sexual theories, the fructifying, pneumeharacter of the angel's greeting in the
Annunciation scene is interpretively reduced toitivestinal gas which the child's polymorphously
perverse mind conceives of as having been emitbed the bowel of its omnipotently deposed
father even as the ear of the Virgin that had veckihe greeting is interpreted to be not an ear at
all, but rather the lowly maternal anus into wHireryman's emasculated Joseph f&rtsiardly a
scene for a stain glass window!

Now it is important to understand that Jones'sgilamy against the Holy Ghost does not
reside in his having chosen to analyze the Anntioaigtory and Holy Ghost concept. As we
discussed earlier, these can be discussed in geggtio a manner that continues to bear them

witness, even if by other, no longer sacred, naRather, it is in the absolute reductiveness of his
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approach that Jones's blasphemy lies. And thisdAmriso regardless of what his subject matter

happened to be or what he chose to reduce thishte.mystery of virginal conception and of the
life of the spirit that comes and goes of its owoaad is just as effaced when teetium
comparationids some other fundamental such as child developrttenletter in the unconscious,
or transference derivatives of the bi-personatifiEbr while it is true (as we now say, contra
Bishop Butlef®) that nothing is what it is (i.e., identical witkelf), no thing can be truly accounted
for as being ‘really’ some other thing, either.

The reference | have just made to the bi-perdaeidiwill remind long-time readers of
archetypal psychology of the controversial disaus#hat took place some twenty years ago now in
the pages dBpring Journaf* At issue in that theology-like debate was theustaf the psyche as
an independent, autonomous reality. James Hilloegan this discussion by dialoguing with Paul
Kugler about an article that the Jungian analyslidfi Goodheart had published in theurnal of
Analytical Psycholog§® Hillman, as he put it, was "enraged" by thiscatiwhich he regarded as
"a prolonged attack on basic ideas in Jung's dalatiissertation?® Wishing to understand his
reaction better, he discussed Goodheart's artithelmgler and then sought the comments of ten
colleagues on their exchange.

It is not necessary here to recapitulate the wbiblkis fascinating discussion. The main
thing to grasp is that in Hillman's view (thoughdees not put it quite this way himself) the
reduction of the soul's life to the bi-persondkfi@ concept that regards psychic phenomena to be
the product of transference\countertransferenceagges of the patient and analyst in the
consulting room) is tantamount to the unforgivailEssphemy against that witness to the Holy
Spirit that the concept of the autonomous psychelradaken to be in our time. "What is centrally

at stake," Hillman passionately declares, ". hesitlea, and my faith in it, of the autonomous



psyche, the self-moving, self-forming activity betsoul.?”

Speaking with a cooler head Kugler summarizes:

Goodheart asserts that Jung's theoretical contépt tautonomous psyche"” was a
reaction-formation derived from the bi-personddfielesigned to defend against
acknowledging unconscious erotic feelings for HEllyng's medium cousin who
was the subject of his doctoral dissertation]. sssertion raises important
ontological issues. What ontological status is@ejranted to the "bi-personal
field" and to the "autonomous psyche"? For Goodhtee bi-personal field
receives primary ontological status, while the aatoous psyche is viewed as

secondary and derivativd.

Now it is important to understand that the corgrsy here is not about the bi-personal field
per se Without a doubt this concept pays tribute tanaportant phenomenon, as Goodheart
clearly demonstrates in his masterful refilyAt issue, rather, is threductionof the autonomous
psyche to the bi-personal field (or to any mowrdit reality for that matter) such that it is viel\ges
"secondary and derivative." As Kugler goes orxaan, by "primary ontological status” he
means our "most fundamental fantasy of ‘what i&.téa To deny this status to the psyche (that
animating source of our reality seff§én favour of the dialectical materialism of birpenal field
dynamics is a gesture than can be likened to thdl@t Jung criticises as "deny[ing] the great and
blam[ing] the petty* or so Hillman, Kugler, and several of the commemsahere insist.

In his comment on the Hillman-Kugler exchange, i¢@hg Giegerich, that most trenchant

therapist of ideas, convincingly argues that thermamous psyche, far from being an idea that
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psychology can freely adopt or reject, is, ratttbe indispensable prerequisite for doing

psychology at all*® In making this point, Giegerich draws an analaggnathematical physics.

While we usually attribute the fact that physics Haveloped into an exact science to its empirical
methodology and its application of mathematicheortatural world, these are secondary, Giegerich
maintains, to its fundamental gesture which has fe€unconditional surrender to its underlying

pre-conception of the world ...."

With absolute commitment, physics followed the pipfe that "nature” has to be
explained exclusively from "natural” causes. Atpwint was science allowed to
take recourse in any factor outside of its ownovisilt had to fall back on its own
resources, and ruthlessly to rid itself of ideasameous to its fantasy as Fate, Spirit,
God, Ether--not because these are theological tricay ideas whereas physics'
"nature" was not but simply to be true to its owytm It is as if physics had, with
respect tats root fantasy, strictly obeyed Jung's advice camngrfantasy images in
general, "Above all, don't let anything from outsithat does not belong, get into it,

for the fantasy-image has ‘everything it needs’."

Read in the light of our previous discussion,g8rech could here be said to have described
the annunciation scene through which physics \éifyirtonceived and gave birth to itself. For the
science of physics to be conceived, "nature,"NMey, had to be approached without recourse to
any external fathering factor. Its cause had tfobed tautologically, parthenogenetically, within
itself as its owrarchai. Nothing from outside could be allowed to get Mothing more

fundamental than its own conception of itself cdegdappealed to for explanation. For to make
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such an appeal would have been to have preciselyritng attitude that Jung warned against

above.
Carrying forward into psychology the Annunciati@aMary-like action that has been at

work in the conception of physics and the othezrsmes, Giegerich avers that

In order for psychology to be,ntustposit an autonomous psyche, because only
then is psychological inquiry possible in the fpiice. For only if the psyche is
granted autonomy and spontaneity does psycholdgytiessly bind itself to the
unknownness of its own root fantasy, having to aixpéverything psychic
"tautologically” from the psyche herself, and ofilgsychology strictly refuses to
base itself on anything outside the idea of "psy¢hvaatever'psyche" may b&)

will it be inescapably forced into the depth ofdgthject matter and be able to

establish its own (psychological) version of exadeé and certainty’

With these reflections in mind, let us now brigfyexamine the passage from Jung that
was cited above in which he raises his warning vasipect to the attitude to the archetype and
then, by way of conclusion, indicate something dfévls contribution to this issue.

In the Jung passage, immediately prior to the ingrtinat is given, psychological
explanations are characterized as "more or legessiul translations into another metaphorical
language.” Reiterating this point, Jung speakdi@fam[ing] the myth onwards" and of "giv[ing] it
a modern dress." With these phrases the reflegsygshology-constituting insight that
psychological theory is itself an expression ofdbtonomous life of the psyche is well conveyed

while in the same breath continuing witness ismitceeHoly Ghost or Spirit, albeit by other names.
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But what about the unforgivable sin? If we grduatttJung's cautionary remarks concerning the

attitude of the interpreter to the archetype @fitsrchetypally akin to Christ's warning with resp

to the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, the questimains as to whether Jung's statement is up
to the level already attained by the religion thhas so frequently looked to as its other, théhmy
that it dreams onwards.

When considered in the light of the autonomousipsyliscussion of Hillman, Kugler,
Goodheart, Giegerio#t al, it is evident that while Jung rightly speaksaitbe critical importance
of the interpreter's attitude, his reifying refaveno the archetype,” his positivizing reference to
this as "an organ in us," and his dissociativelyking in terms of a subjettereand objectified
archetypeherecontradict the attitude he wishes to recommend.prbblem here is very much like
the one that Jung discusses with respect to Igsoet critics. Railing against those theologians
who would accuse him of psychologism for speakinGad in psychological terms, Jung writes,
"... the theologian is used to giving orders to Gutells him how he should behave. He has got
him in writing, and he says: You are not God amgkr if you do not behave as you did two
thousand years ago. He has taken God's freedomfammynim."®’ Now, it is precisely this taking
of freedom away from what he calls the archetypé dbong would see as example of the wrong
attitude. But closely examining the way in whicimg has the archetype in writing, we see that his
manner of speaking often treats it as an entithiog. True, Jung does stress what he calls "the
indefiniteness of the archetyp@&ven as he is quick to correct "the mistaken ndtiat an
archetype is determined in regard to its conteht’..Ironically, however, with the familiarity of
repeated usage the word itself becomes the "nothitif from which Jung wished to free it.
Speaking just as reductively as ever Freud di@gxf 3ungian discourse frequently refers to the

archetype othis and the archetype tiat From this we can see that the logic of Jungianght,
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while claiming to be against reductive thinkinggif reductively appeals to the archetypes as

something behind the phenomena with which reflaaBaconcerned. Following from this, symbols
become the signs that Jung contrasted them to défering what he meant by symBdIWhile
still said to be approximations of the unknownythee logically reduced to the known.

Keenly appreciative of the tensions between copteany critical theory, apophatic
theology, and Jung's thought, Miller's therapydefis has frequently ministered to this problematic.
With respect to the archetype concept, for exaniiker could be said to have done for this God-
term of Jung's something similar to what negati®logy has done for the notion of God.

A passage from the theologian Paul Tillich mayséo make this issue clearer. Releasing
religious reflection from the wrong kind of questilng (even as Jung would release psychological
reflection from the wrong attitude), Tillich not#mat "a God about whose existence or non-
existence you can argue is [only] a thing besitierstin a universe of existing thing$.Following
upon this Tillich then refers to science. Whiladig what he has to say about this, let us bear in
mind Jung's irritable insistence with respect mitientity as a scientist. "It is regrettable [lidh
continues, "that scientists believe that they hafiged religion when they rightly have shown that
there is no evidence whatsoever for the assumgtairsuch a being exists. Actually they have not
refuted religion, but they have done it a consibleraervice. They have forced it to reconsider and
to restate the meaning of the tremendous &od"*® The point Tillich is making is that God is
not an existingpeingor thing, not even the highest being, but the dimensiaoociousness,
depth, and concern in which all things have thesspnce. Now, it is true that Jung thought that his
science, far from refuting religion, served it. ig fcertainly, is the prevailing view of his woBut
here it must be understood that as a positive tsstiding's support of religion can be likened to

that of those in theology who, in Tillich's viewedmore dangerous for religion than the so-called
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atheistic scientists" due to their positivisticSasion that there is a higher being called G§d."

With a moment's reflection, the distinction thdlidh draws is easily understood. Simply
put, it is the very definition of God that He istram existing being, not a positivity or thing. €Th
complexity of this comes in when we consider thestitution of the consciousness that such a
conception involves. Religious consciousness (emd | am talking, not of its animistic
precursors, but of its later expressions) is a@onsness that has freed itself from following gens
impressions and from thinking in terms of ontidteeg and the physics of beings and things. It
follows from this that to be up to the level of soimusness of the religion that has preceded i,
psychology must recognize its own version of tliedince discussed by Tillich. It must reflect,
that is to say, in terms of what Miller and Giegkrhave called the "psychological differente.”

As cited by Miller, a passage of Jung's touchesubis issue. "If you will contemplate
[your nothingness], your lack of fantasy, [lack]imépiration, and [lack] of inner aliveness which
you feel as sheer stagnation and a barren wildgraes impregnate it with the interest born of
alarm at your inner death, then something canghkpe in you, for your inner emptiness conceals
just as great a fullness, if you allow it to peatrinto you.* Reading Jung in terms of the
apophatic (negative-theology-like) statements ¢hatbe found across his many writings, Miller
helps analytical psychology to "reconsider andatestthe meaning and non-meaning of its
tremendous words--archetype, unconscious, selflaM/eeminded by Miller, for example, of Jung's
views regarding the "impossibility of knowledgeas€hetypes@W11: 460), of ‘ego’ CW18: 10),
and the ‘unconscious®" And further to this, Miller's citations work agat the idolatry that the
self concept degenerates into in much of therapeatiance. As Jung was careful to point out to
his readers, "Nothing is known regarding the setfause it is a transcendental hypothesis." Miller

adds,



15

The implication of Jung's post-Kantian observatiabsut the epistemic status of
psychological theory has important implicationtteerapy or, as Jung called it,
"individuation," that is, the becoming of "selfThe implication is that to become
"self" is to become nothing, that is, no-thing, some-thing. Where "ego" is, there
let "self” be, means (since the notion of "selfédmot have a definite empirical
referent) let nothing be. The integration of "s@ito "ego’s” life is the integration

of nothingness, just like the people in religioag.§

Miller's strategy here, as a therapist of Junglaas, is well conveyed in a passage he
guotes from Norman O. Brown: "Get the nothing biati words. The aim is words with nothing
to them: words that point beyond themselves ratiaer to themselves, transparencies, empty
words. Empty words corresponding to the void ingsi*° Like Brown's empty words, concepts,
too, as Miller has so cannily shown, must haveingtim them if they are to point beyond
themselves, not to some signified concept or ttbagto the void of things, the airy nothing that
imagination bodies forth. "We should never forgetiites Jung expressing a related insight, “that
in any psychological discussion we are not saymygrengaboutthe psyche, but that the psyche is

always speaking aboitself>

We began with an angel's greeting to a virginramd speak, after having critiqued
reductive interpretation, of empty words correspogdo the void in things--the Mary of the
Annunciation yet again. This greeting, along withassurance of a virginal conception, is as much

psychology's as it ever was Christianity's. Fahasnwardness of whatever its "Mary" may be,
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psychology must also produce itself without inpathd some other source. Indeed, it is only in this

way, as the "nothing [that] almost sees miracleghat it can truly be psychology at allvés
psychologia

Dreaming the myth onwards, it can also be saitjtisaas the Miracle at Pentecost has
been called a second Annunciation because witle iChurch was born, so psychology rightly
understood now constitutes a third. Explicitly nmakthis point himself, Jung writes that "a further
development of myth might well begin with the outpog of the Holy Spirit upon the apostles, by
which they were made into sons of God, and not ¢imdy, but all others who through them and
after them received tH#iatio --sonship of God--and thus partook of the certaindy they were
more than autochthonoasimaliasprung from the earth, that as twice-born theythatt roots in
the divinity itself.®?

Surely the Jung of this passage could have nerldaénd and colleague than David Miller.
Nor could we who honour David in this volume. Agand again, the gift of his scholarship has
shown the self-movement of the spirit by mean®lidifous juxtapositions of religion, myth, depth
psychology and modern literature. Reading witHevlibetween these lines, a third expresses itself.
Present only as an absence, this third (as Miflsrmore than once had the therapeutic task of
reminding u¥’) is not a thing. A "no-thing," as Miller oftenysz* we give it better witness by
saying what it idike than what ifs. And what is it like? Among Jung's many refeesnwe have
mentioned three: the angel’'s announcement to Miatyshe is to become the mother of God, the
jubilant apostles inspired with tongues of firel&ine pool at Bethesda stirred by a sudden wind.
Contemporizing this witness with literary referesideliller mentions Wallace Stevens’ likening of
poetry to “a pheasant disappearing into the brusarbld Pinter’s quip about a “weasel under the

cocktail cabinet,” D.H. Lawrence’s remarks abotistvoice of my being | mayeverdeny,” and
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Joyce’s “sacred pigeori®’To this still very partial list we now may add émer: Miller's Pentecost.
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