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INTRODUCTION

“I love you sons of bitches,” Eliot said in Milford. “You’re all 1
read any more. You're the only ones who’ll talk about

the really terrific changes going on, the only ones crazy enough
to know that life is a space voyage, and not a short one, either,
but one that’ll last for billions of years. You’re the only ones
with guts enough to really care about the future, who really
notice what machines do to us, what wars do to us, what cities
do to us, what big, simple ideas do to us, what tremendous
misunderstandings, mistakes, accidents and catastrophes do to
us. You’re the only ones zany enough to agonize over time and
distances without limit, over mysteries that will never die, over
the fact that we are right now determining whether the space
voyage for the next billion years or so is going to be Heaven or

Hell.”
Kurt Vonnegut

God Bless You, Mr. Rosewater
(NS 201-202)

In 1999, Peter Reed published the remainder of Kurt Vonnegut’s uncollected short stories in
Bagombo Snuff Box. Prior to this, in 1977, Jerome Klinkowitz encouraged readers to uncover
these short works, “a lost art” long out of print and decades from seeing it again (54), at
libraries with his “instructions for an entire book of undiscovered Kurt Vonnegut stories,
never collected except in this homemade work you can assemble for yourself” (53). In his
Introduction to Bagombo, Vonnegut, assessing the “mildness and innocence and clumsiness”
of the stories, claims “there is no greatness in this or my other collection, nor was there meant
to be” (BSB 2, 3). In writing the short stories of his early career, “All I wanted to do,” he tells
us, “was support a family” (BSB 1). To date, only one full-length study on his short stories
has appeared, Reed’s The Short Fiction of Kurt Vonnegut. Short stories by the other author
examined in this study, Ray Bradbury, have a similarly meager place in literary criticism,
although in recent years Jonathan R. Eller has thankfully been laying the groundwork by
editing authoritative critical editions. This dissertation is cast with hope of drawing scholarly

attention to these writers’ short fiction, arguing in the affirmative that there is plenty to be

found in these critically neglected works.



Though Vonnegut abandoned the form, he offers in that same Introduction his own
rules for writing short stories, what he, experienced at leading graduate workshops, calls
“Creative Writing 101

1. Use the time of a total stranger in such a way that he or she will not feel
the time was wasted.

2. Give the reader at least one character he or she can root for.

Every character should want something, even if it is only a glass of water.

4. Every sentence must do one of two things—reveal character or advance

the action.

Start as close to the end as possible.

6. Be a sadist. No matter how sweet and innocent your leading character,
make awful things happen to them—in order that the reader may see what
they are made of.

7. Write to please just one person. If you open a window and make love to
the world, so to speak, your story will get pneumonia.

8. Give your readers as much information as possible as soon as possible. To
heck with suspense. Readers should have such complete understanding of
what is going on, where and why, that they could finish the story
themselves, should cockroaches eat the last few pages. (BSB 9-10)

W

(9]

Vonnegut also praises Flannery O’Connor, “the greatest American short story writer of my
generation” (BSB 10), and Ray Bradbury, who he deems “sure as heck prescient™ in his
future-focused stories (BSB 8). Bradbury never taught creative writing but often guest
lectured on the craft. In 1990 he published an exuberant manifesto of collected essays, written
between 1961 and 1990, titled Zen and the Art of Writing. His advice is dogmatic,
evangelizing enjoyment and the creation of short stories in great quantity:

[T]he first thing a writer should be is—excited. He should be a thing of fevers

and enthusiasms. Without such vigor, he might as well be out picking peaches

or digging ditches; God knows it’d be better for his health. [...]

[Write one]-thousand or two-thousand words every day for the next twenty
years. At the start, you might shoot for one short story a week, fifty-two
stories a year, for five years. You will have to write and put away or burn a lot
of material before you are comfortable in this medium. You might as well start
now and get the necessary work done.

For I believe that eventually quantity will make for quality. (4, 130-131)

Differences individualize these writers” mature positions on advice for those beginning to

write. Differences also individualize the stories they wrote.



My study spins a handful of threads through stories by both authors: periodical
studies, post-Jungian theories of myth, short story theories, American culture and history. I
use initial publications of stories by both authors throughout the dissertation because they
offer glimpses of their own individual historical moments by being printed alongside other
stories and advertisements—and in publication formats ranging from pulps to “slicks.” As
Eller said when I met him at the Center for Ray Bradbury Studies at Indiana University
Indianapolis, “You are looking at versions of these stories that hardly anybody has seen since
they first appeared.” Agreeing with Kasia Boddy that “Where we read the story shapes the
expectations we bring to our reading of it, and thus the effect it has on us” (117), I also take
artwork published with these stories into account. Vonnegut says, “Illustrators during the
golden age of American magazine fiction used to get as much money as the authors whose
stories they illustrated. They were often as famous as, or even more famous than, the authors™
(BSB 4). The art and ads are examined for context and surprising juxtapositions as they arise
in striking ways with each story. Another reason for relying on original publications has to do
with Bradbury’s tendency of tweaking or heavily revising stories when later collected,
changing details as first presented in the era in question.

Bradbury published over four hundred short stories in his lifetime; Vonnegut
published forty-seven. Selection pools differing in quantity by ten times, with analyses of
many stories left on the cutting room floor, I worked to attempt something like balance in
selecting Vonnegut’s stories while sifting through Bradbury’s catalog. Only through this
process did I realize the stories I wanted to talk about, save a couple outliers, were published
between WWII and the Kennedy assassination. Thus, this study focuses by and large on two
decades of American culture, ranging from 1943 to 1963, a time when pulps and “slicks™
alike started out thriving and ended up nearly perishing with the spread of television.

Reflecting on the health benefits, mental and restful, Vonnegut likened the short story form as

10



akin to a “Buddhist catnap™: “[ A] short story, because of its physiological and psychological
effects on a human being, is more closely related to Buddhist styles of meditation than it is to
any other form of narrative entertainment™ (5). Sharing an interest in the psychology of
stories, research led me to short story theorists and psychoanalysts from Charles E. May to
Rollo May. My initial question, prior to applying for this course of study, busy writing my
own fiction, was whether or not short stories behave like myths. Sensing a correlation, I
sought a way of expressing some ways in which they do.

Vonnegut and Bradbury have received attention for writing myths from the earliest
days of scholarship on their work.' This continues to this day, for instance in Gilbert
Mclnnis’s exciting contribution to Vonnegut studies: Evolutionary Mythology in the Writings
of Kurt Vonnegut (2011). What has been missing from these studies is a comprehensive
presentation of a theoretical framework for talking about myth. Chapter 1 exists in this study
for the sole reason of laying out just such a methodology. There are many theories of myth,
so many that Robert Segal has built his scholarship on identifying and differentiating them. It
is precarious to speak of myth in academia by defining terms on the go, simply because
theorists use the same terms in differing ways. Those who have studied theories of myth do
not take this for granted and will hopefully appreciate the effort. Having chosen a post-
Jungian perspective on myth, particularly that put forth by Joseph Campbell (1904-1987),
great care has been taken in presenting it and supporting its application to the interpretation
of literature, specifically short stories. Campbell’s work, contemporaneous with what Donald
E. Pease calls the Myth and Symbol school of American studies, also developed out of the

same temporal and cultural context that informed the writing of Bradbury and Vonnegut’s

! See Willis McNelly, “Science Fiction: The Modern Mythology.” America 123.5 (1970): 125; Gail Landsman,
“Science Fiction: The Rebirth of Mythology.” Journal of Popular Culture 5.4 (1972): 989-992; Robert Nadeau,
“Physics and Metaphysics in the Novels of Kurt Vonnegut.” Mosaic 13 (1980): 37-47; Gary K. Wolfe, “The
Frontier Myth in Ray Bradbury.” Ray Bradbury. Ed. Greenberg and Olander. New York: Taplinger, 1980. 33-
54; Sallye Sheppeard, “Kurt Vonnegut and the Myth of Scientific Progress.” Journal of the American Studies
Association of Texas 16.1 (1985): 14-19; “The Survival of Myth in Science Fiction.” Mindscapes. Ed. Slusser
and Rabkin. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University, 1989. 16-33.



short stories. The theoretical pairing with the texts examined is not accidental. It does not,
however, pretend to offer anything approaching a final word on how to interpret myths,
which I regard as an impossibility.

Vonnegut and Bradbury, each given two chapters of analysis, are not set in opposition
with one another. Central to the theoretical premise of this dissertation is the idea that binary
ideologies can be transcended beyond A vs. B, self vs. other, etc. The focus, rather, is the
inflection of four archetypes as inflected in stories by the writers. Chapter 2 traces the
experience and effects of War through four of Vonnegut’s stories; Chapter 3 analyzes
critiques of American Independence through five more Vonnegut stories; Chapter 4 addresses
seven of Bradbury’s iterations of the white American Family; Chapter 5 traces the sun as a
symbol of Wholeness across five of Bradbury’s tales. The decision to focus on what these
stories tell us about these four archetypes in an American historical context may seem
haphazard when any one archetype as constellated by any number of writers could fill out a
work of this scale. In hindsight, I suppose it may point back to an influential book extracting
essays from C. G. Jung’s Collected Works (9.1), first published by Princeton/Bollingen in
1959: Four Archetypes, in which Jung essays Mother, Rebirth, Spirit, and Trickster. The
archetypes in my study have been chosen on purpose, as explained in Chapter 1.* Varying
threads of the same archetypes stuck out, so to speak, and with no picture of what unraveling
them would reveal, I started to work.

What occurs to me now, with the project complete, is that these stories can indeed be
read as mythic narratives, especially when approached from a post-Jungian depth
psychological angle. They present opportunities to reflect on and experience aspects of
myths—the archetypes—both finding expression in a society, conditioned specifically in

time, place, and culture(s), and being lived in the broadest universal conditions of life for

? See pages 55-56.
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human beings. We will all, for instance, live and die but how and why are nuanced
individually by all of these factors. Stories, great and crummy, also act as time capsules for
the hopes and anxieties of their own eras. In delving into my selection of Vonnegut and
Bradbury’s stories we can see American myths, new and old, packaged and repackaged, in a
historical context, in action.

Finally, a question: why did I conduct this study in Ireland? Everyone 1 have met the
past few years has asked me that question. At the outset I knew I was, as a white Midwestern
American man, prone to taking Bradbury and Vonnegut’s American-ness for granted,
susceptible to approaching these stories from the American myth of selfhood, of which I am
afflicted. By physically removing myself from the U.S.A. and accepting the offer of scholarly
sanctuary in Ireland, a country with cultures and histories I knew embarrassingly little about,
a place where | had never imagined myself living, | have met and learned from people whose
relationships to the U.S.A. are vastly different from my own, who have shone light on writers
and theorists I may not have found otherwise (such as Trinity alumnus James Hillman and the
Irish mystic John Moriarty), who appreciate and acknowledge mythology in a variety of ways
immediate to their lives, and encouraged me to carve out the psychological distance I sensed
was necessary to read these short stories by two Midwestern white men of my grandparents’
generation. This dissertation would have manifested in vastly different ways had I written it
anywhere else, and 1, a prairie-born fellow who was nearly thirteen before seeing the sea,
thank Ireland, which Hillman calls “land of the free and home of the aesthetic brave™ (7TLW

121), for what it has given and taken from me.

13



CHAPTER 1

WHAT WE TALK ABOUT
WHEN WE TALK ABOUT MYTH

1.1 A Post-Jungian Mythodology

The West is preparing to add its fables to those of the East. The
valleys of the Ganges, the Nile, and the Rhine having yielded
their crop, it remains to be seen what the valleys of the
Amazon, the Platte, the Orinoco, the St. Lawrence, and the
Mississippi will produce. Perchance, when in the course of
ages, American liberty has become a fiction of the past—as it is
to some extent a fiction of the present—the poets of the world
will be inspired by American mythology.
Henry David Thoreau
(“Walking™ 527)
Listen for the word ‘myth’ and you will often hear it taking the fall for others, words like
‘bunkus’, ‘hooey’, and ‘lies’. Today myth is popularly synonymous with falsehood. Despite
the success of mythic works like Star Wars and The Lord of the Rings, the widespread
understanding of myth syncs with C. S. Lewis’s opinion “that myths [are] lies and therefore
worthless, even though ‘breathed through silver’ (Tolkien 85). Take, for instance, the
subtitle of a book by David Barton: The Jefferson Lies: Exposing the Myths You 've Always
Believed About Thomas Jefferson (2012); complicating matters, this same book was later
withdrawn by its publisher for its factual inaccuracies.

Psychiatrist Rollo May (1909-1994), who called the last “our mainly mythless
century” (Cry for Myth 47), objected to myth’s denigration, saying, “This is an error that
could be committed only by a society that has become so inebriated with adding up empirical
facts that it seals off the deeper wisdom of human history” (Courage to Create 28). The

twentieth century saw some thinkers, particularly those in the fields of psychology and

comparative mythology, arguing against the nineteenth century’s intellectual placement of
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science over myth and the idea that rationality made myth irrelevant. Living amid the
collective denial of myth, Carl Jung (1875-1961), Joseph Campbell (1904-1987), Rollo May,
James Hillman (1926-2011), John Moriarty (1938-2007), and others sought to reawaken
westerners’ appreciation of myth for its therapeutic, vitalizing properties. They believed
rationalism’s widespread appeal since the Enlightenment had thrown the western psyche off
balance by showing mystery the back door.
Consider the following extract from the definition of ‘myth’ in A Critical Dictionary

of Jungian Analysis:

Myths are stories of archetypal encounters. [...] Like his ancestors [...]

modern man is a myth-maker; he re-enacts age-old dramas based upon

archetypal themes and, through his capacity for consciousness, can release

himself from their compulsive hold.

[...] Mythic tales illustrate what happens when an archetype has free rein and

there is no conscious intervention on the part of man. [...]

Modern psychology [...] must treat the products of unconscious fantasy,

including mythological motifs, as statements of psyche about itself. We do not

invent myths; we experience them. (CDJA 95)
Not at all meant as a reference guide for the general reader, unlike the OED and Merriam-
Webster’s dictionary, here myth is not equated with lies but respected as a force of human
nature. Stories that behave mythically have a dynamism thought to possess a “compulsive
hold” that, like feeling and emotion, is not chosen but experienced. In “The Psychology of the
Child Archetype™ (1951), Jung, in his most concise definition of myth, wrote: “Myths are
original revelations of the preconscious psyche, involuntary statements about unconscious
psychic happenings, and anything but allegories of physical processes™ (1940/1968, CW 9.1,
9261). That idea of revelation is integral to depth psychology, which holds myth as abetting
mental and spiritual health. Hillman, astudent of Jung’s who broke away to found the field of
archetypal psychology, disagreed on this point with his own polycentric perspective in the

nineteen-seventies:

We moderns have no mythology, properly speaking, but we have
psychological systems, the speculative theories about humans in relation with
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more-than-human forces and images, today called fields, instincts, drives,
complexes. This tenet of archetypal psychology [...] offers the opportunity to
reflect every psychological position as a fantasy or mythologem. It works as a
self-critique of positivisms by means of myths. Our tenet also operates upon
every mythic tale and figure, removing them from the realm of story only and
pulling them down and in, showing how a myth precisely works in the psyche,
in its habits of mind and heart. We seek to reflect back and forth between the
two, myth and psyche, using them to provide insights for each other,
preventing either from being taken on its own terms only. (Dream and the
Underworld 24)

For Hillman, those figures and presences that rise up from the unconscious in dreams, the
imagination, and mythic narrative do not default to beneficence. Their mien can operate
under every possible condition of life, and beyond if we allow for metaphysics. The
millennial Irish mystic John Moriarty is closer to Hillman in this respect: “I don’t go all the
way with Jung. I don’t accept that life in harmony with these images is fullest life. I don’t
accept that life in harmony with them is wisdom™ (7GL73 XLI1V). Campbell, a comparative
mythologist and the central theorist in this study, is more optimistic in his appraisal of the
potential for our relationship with unconscious contents:
Fantasy and imagination is a product of the body. The energies that bring forth
the fantasies derive from the organs of the body. The organs of the body are
the source of our life and of our intentions for life. And they conflict with each
other. Among these organs, of course, is the brain, and then you must think of
the various impulses that dominate our life systems—the erotic impulse, the
impulse to conquer and conquest and all that, self-preservation—and then
certain thoughts that have to do with ideals and things that are held up before
us as aims worth living for, and giving life its value, and so forth. All of these
different forces come into conflict within us and the function of mythological
imagery is to harmonize them, coordinate the energies of our body, so that we
will live a harmonious and fruitful life in accord with our society and with the
new mystery that emerges with every human being, namely what are the
possibilities of this particular human life? (“Understanding Mythology with
Joseph Campbell™)
Literary scholar Loree Rackstraw agrees: “[1]t is through our conscious creativity that we
may manifest and experience a mythic sense of our participation in the generative processes

inherent in the cosmos. When we are in accord with these universal processes we, too, may

recognize our sense of awareness as a sacred aspect of the universe” (“Quantum™ 59). But the
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Jungian approach is not purely positive; Jung believed that a modern manifestation of the
Germanic storm god Wotan had possessed the Nazis, destroying not only much of Europe but
the Nazis themselves.’
Key to a post-Jungian approach is the recognition of myth as dynamic. Lucy
Huskinson has argued for the relevance of Jungian and post-Jungian concepts of myth:
[M]yth is a discovery of the collective within the individual. Myth is construed
through imagery, but this imagery is not to be conceived as static narrative
applicable for all time. Rather, it is dynamic, and is continually reshaped
according to the living experiences and subjective orientation of its recipient
[...] Myth is a story of human behavior, which is continually retold in line
with the developing behaviours of the human race, society, or individual
personality with which it is concerned. (4)
We will soon take into account Campbell’s perspective on myth, and how it grows out of and
builds upon this Jungian foundation, but Huskinson’s definition, owing to its clarity and
scope, is carried forth. Jung saw the artist as instructing his or her own society by providing
narratives in which the myths find expression:
[Art] is constantly at work educating the spirit of the age, conjuring up forms
in which the age is most lacking. The unsatisfied yearning of the artist reaches
back to the primordial image in the unconscious which is best fitted to
compensate the inadequacy and one-sidedness of the present. (1922/1966, CW
15, 9130)
In his essay “Art and Time” (1957), psychologist Erich Neumann (1905-1960) offers a
helpful diagram that “represents the disintegration of the canon, characteristic of our time ...”
(107). The supporting arch of Western culture, represented by the top semicircle, is changing.
As the old values fall, shown as disintegrating archetypes, new ones are manifesting,
emerging, taking their own places in a new cultural arch. This balancing act plays out
unconsciously, spanning eras, and Campbell, at the end of a life devoted to the study of

mythology, admitted that he could not say what the next great myth will be. Moriarty, not a

depth psychologist but a mystic, also sees this process of change: “Transformed archetypes

* See “Wotan™ (1936/1970, CW 10, §371-99).
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imply the possibility of an alternative culture” (7GL73 XV). From a post-Jungian perspective,
as some archetypes dissolve and others crystallize in the psyche of a civilization, myths
perpetuate or arise and are expressed, among other places, in narratives.

The history of the modern schism between science and myth goes back at least to the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Moriarty points to Sir Isaac Newton’s (1642-1727)
corpuscular theory of light (1690): “Newton de-superimposed the colour that Homer had
superimposed on the sea. Newton de-superimposed the colour that Homer had superimposed
on the dawn” (7GLT3 xLvIil). Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), in his 1784 essay “What is
Enlightenment?,” did not call for the outright rejection of religion and spiritual insight, but
championed the rise of individual thought and action, a responsibility of freedom he then saw
only as a dawning possibility. A century later Max Miiller (1823-1900), who translated
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason into English (1881), said, “Depend upon it, there is

mythology now as there was in the time of Homer, only we do not perceive it, because we
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ourselves live in the very shadow of'it, and because we all shrink from the full meridian light
of truth” (66). Nevertheless, many who took up the Enlightenment’s call touted the
superiority of the sciences to spiritual traditions. English anthropologist Edward Burnett
Tylor (1832-1917) led the charge with works like Researches into the Early History of
Mankind and the Development of Civilization (1865) and Primitive Culture (1871). “To
rationalists [like Tylor],” myth studies historian Robert A. Segal writes, “myth is a wholly
primitive explanation of the physical world. It is the primitive counterpart to science, which is
exclusively modern. Science makes myth both unnecessary and impossible for moderns, who
by definition are scientific” (7Theorizing About Myth 136). Tylor, a practicing social scientist,
read myth literally, granted it no poetic reach. It belonged to “savages™ who, by his Victorian
estimation, could not differentiate between objectivity and subjectivity. From Tylor’s
empirical point of view, since it does not hold up as a mode of explanation when read
literally, myth serves no purpose to moderns.

Influenced by Tylor’s work, Scottish anthropologist Sir James George Frazer (1854-
1941) devoted his own career to the study of myth and ritual, notably producing 7he Golden
Bough: A Study in Magic and Religion. Frazer revised it into a single abridged volume
(1922), which is still in print and influenced critics such as Jessie Weston (1850-1928), Lord
Raglan (1885-1964), Stanley Edgar Hyman (1919-1970), and Northrop Frye (1912-1991).
Frazer’s theory of myth ties it to ritual, specifically in relation to vegetation rites that he
studied in primitive cultures and traced back to pre-Celtic traditions in Europe. His emphasis
on physical processes are the same ones Jung would refer to and reject in his own definition
of myth. Frazer believed that myth gave rise to ritual and, when combined, produced meaning
surpassing both. “Myth for Frazer,” Segal states, “is the ancient and primitive counterpart to
modern science, but for Frazer it is the counterpart to applied science and not primarily, as for

Tylor, to scientific theory” (Theorizing About Myth 41).
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Twentieth-century literary criticism is itself indebted to Frazer’s work, as Segal points
out: “For literary myth-ritualists, myth becomes literature when it is severed from ritual.
Myth tied to ritual is religious literature; myth cut off from ritual is secular literature, or just
literature™ (Theorizing About Myth 44). The influence of these critics was in turn felt by the
Modernists. Jessie Weston’s From Ritual to Romance, cited ironically or not, appears in the
notes to T. S. Eliot’s The Waste Land (1922). Defending James Joyce (1882-1941) in his
essay “‘Ulysses’, Order, and Myth,” Eliot (1888-1965) invokes W. B. Yeats (1865-1939) and
reveals his own debt to Frazer and the field of psychology:

In using myth, in manipulating a continuous parallel between contemporaneity
and antiquity, Mr. Joyce is pursuing a method which others must pursue after
him. They will not be imitators, any more than the scientist who uses the
discoveries of an Einstein in pursuing his own, independent, further
investigations. It is simply a way of controlling, of ordering, of giving a shape
and a significance to the immense panorama of futility and anarchy which is
contemporary history. It is a method already adumbrated by Mr. Yeats, and of
the need for which I believe Mr. Yeats to have been the first contemporary to
be conscious. It is a method for which the horoscope is auspicious. Psychology
(such as it is, and whether our reaction to it be comic or serious), ethnology,
and The Golden Bough have concurred to make possible what was impossible
even a few years ago. Instead of narrative method, we may now use the
mythical method. It is, I seriously believe, a step toward making the modern
world possible for art... And only those who have won their own discipline in
secret and without aid, in a world which offers very little assistance to that
end, can be of any use in furthering this advance. (177-178)
And here we see a rather confounding arc reaching from staunch rationalist Tylor to the
mythically methodizing Modernists. Is not the pursuit of one’s “own, independent, further
investigations ... in a world which offers very little assistance to that end” an actualization of
Kant’s definition of Enlightenment? That calling is at the center of Jungian psychology,
where individuation—defined as “a person’s becoming himself, whole, indivisible and
distinct from other people or collective psychology (though also in relation to those)” (CD.JA

76)—is touted as a modern, and perhaps modernist, way of becoming oneself in a secularized

world.
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Today Jung and Campbell after him stand branded as romantics. Campbell came to
prominence, with The Hero with a Thousand Faces (1949), at a time when many scholars in
America were consciously reframing the nation’s myths. Henry Nash Smith (1906-1986) re-
presented the myth of the American West in Virgin Land (1950), R. W. B. Lewis (1917-
2002) uncovered nineteenth-century American examples of the first man in The American
Adam (1955), and Perry Miller (1905-1963) humanized the country’s Puritan forbears in
Errand into the Wilderness (1956). Donald E. Pease has called this movement, which
includes literary critics Leslie Fiedler (1917-2003) and Leo Marx (1919-), “the Myth and
Symbol school of American studies™ (162): “The symbolic national tradition that Myth and
Symbol scholars invented enabled the symbolic engineers responsible for the forging of the
nation’s foreign policy to fashion imaginary resolutions for the seemingly intractable political
dilemmas that confronted Americans throughout the cold war” (165). Pease, a student of it,
once condemned this school with what he describes as “excoriating™ rhetoric but has since
softened his position: “My real though utterly displaced target was, as | have now come to
realize, the myth symbol pedagogy in which Jim Miller had trained me” (“American Studies:
An Interview with Donald Pease™). As he conceives it, this school, spanning the forties into
the sixties, lost its relevance when the United States faced the crisis of violence in Vietnam.
Campbell—and Frye, as a Canadian—stand in relation to the Myth and Symbol school of
literary studies in a curious way. Where Frye sought to unify the human creation of literature
under a single theory, Campbell endeavored to look at myths beyond American borders and
in the stories of the country’s indigenous peoples to deliver to secular Americans a sense of
connection with life everywhere on the planet. And yet Frye’s project inevitably carries
Canadian inflections, just as Campbell’s globalizing humanism is born out of an American
context. Where other Myth and Symbol scholars concerned themselves with national

mythology, Frye and Campbell courted the metanarrative of human myth.
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Glen Robert Gill, a devotee of Frye, has recently argued that Jung’s “orientations and
intentions [toward existential empowerment and affirmation] did not prevent him from
making certain metaphysical assertions that dilute the phenomenological basis from which he
hoped his theories would derive their authority” (48). Hazard Adams, in Philosophy of the
Literary Symbolic (1983), finds Campbell to be a reductionist reliant on mysticism: “In this
theory we find an unconscious return to romantic ‘religious’ allegory even as the rhetoric of
the presentation denigrates allegory in favor of the ‘miraculous’ symbol” (248). The myth
scholar most critical of Campbell is Segal, who sees Campbell as dogmatic, “an evangelist
for myth” (Theorizing About Myth 137). Segal’s worry in “The Romantic Appeal of Joseph
Campbell” (1990) is that Campbell’s popularity would lead others to see his as the only
theory of myth: “Campbell’s work is an important introduction to myth. It is simply not the
last word” (Theorizing About Myth 141). Contrast that to the attitude put forth in “The
Dilettante Among Symbols,” the introduction to Indologist Heinrich Zimmer’s The King and
the Corpse: Tales of the Soul’s Conquest of Evil (1948), edited by Campbell after Zimmer’s
death:
What [symbols and stories] demand of us is not the monologue of a coroner’s
report, but the dialogue of a living conversation. [...]They have to be
questioned and consulted anew, with every age, each age approaching them
with its own variety of ignorance and understanding, its own set of problems,
and its own inevitable questions. [...] We can never exhaust the depths—of
that we may be certain; but then neither can anyone else. And a cupped
handful of the fresh waters of life is sweeter than a whole reservoir of dogma,
piped and guaranteed. [...] No matter what the reading accessible to our
present vision, it cannot be final. It can only be a preliminary glimpse. And we
should regard it as an inspiration and a stimulation, not as a final definition
precluding further insights and differing approaches. (3-6)

Campbell credited Zimmer (1890-1943) above Jung in his own intellectual development,

saying, “If1 do have a guru [...] it would be Zimmer—the one who really gave me the

courage to interpret myths out of what I knew of their common symbol” (Toms 123). The
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passage above expresses the focus running throughout Campbell’s work, so that if he could
be accused of being dogmatic, perhaps his is a dogma against dogmatism.

Bernard DeVoto (1897-1955), historian of the American West, once noted, “It is a
little hard to know what romantic means to those who use the word umbrageously”
(Robertson 345). The sense one gets in reading this criticism of their work is that the critics
are themselves uncomfortable with Jung and Campbell’s reliance on metaphysics. Ritske
Rensma presents a concise reading of Campbell’s metaphysics in The Innateness of Myth
(2009):

Campbell felt that when one goes deeply enough into the unconscious one
begins to make contact with layers that are truly transpersonal, that connect
one to more than just the individual psyche. This is already true for dream
consciousness, which contains the collective unconscious: this layer is
transpersonal in the sense that it is the same in all of us, and because it is
instinctual also connects us to the world of nature. The layer of deep dreamless
sleep, however, is even more transpersonal, as it is a layer of which it is no
longer possible to say whether it is inside of us or outside of us: as a “ground
of being’ it lies at the root of both matter and psyche. Dreams and myths arise
from it, and by getting in touch with dreams and myths we connect to this
source. (169)
For Jung it manifested in his concept of synchronicity, for Campbell the notion of a
transparence to transcendence. Their crime appears to be spiritual belief, something hardly
peculiar to them. In a practical way, Kevin Schilbrack defends metaphysical interpretation,
arguing that “to assume that myths cannot involve metaphysics blinds one to the possibility
that a myth attempts to describe a culture’s understanding of reality as such (95). Huskinson
clarifies this distinction: “Whether the transcendent is itself a myth or a source and composite
of myth is [...] not a matter of dispute for Jungians, who readily accept its influence. The
nature of the transcendent, however, is a matter for dispute for post-Jungians™ (3). Campbell
championed the influence of a transcendent source for life. If such belief is concomitant with

romanticism, it does not render their approaches to myth invalid, though it does present the

opportunity to explore its role.



These modern, secular spiritual stances on myth can be taken as reactionary against
the rationalism upheld by earlier scholars like Tylor and Frazer; perhaps rationalism’s
assumption of superiority over spirituality spurred romantic points of view to arise anew.
Kant, Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860), Sigmund Freud (1856-1939), Jung, Zimmer,
Campbell, Rollo May, Hillman, Moriarty, and others understood pure reason to be incapable
of explaining everything there is to know about human beings. They did not reject the
scientific advances of their day, but felt the acute lacking, the empty spaces within and
without, resulting from a complete reliance on rationalism for the difficult and dynamic
explanations of one’s individual existence. The emotional depths of life’s subjective
experiences cannot be neatly mapped out like our genome, but their expressions do manifest
in works of art, which can then be studied in a plethora of ways, most formally under the
umbrella field we call the humanities.

The modernists at the beginning of the twentieth century, exemplified in literature by
Yeats, Woolf, Joyce, H.D., Eliot, Lawrence, and Faulkner, sought to remythicize a West
bound to realism. When they rejected convention, they invited symbol and metaphor back
into the artistic realm. Campbell may even be read as a late modernist, his scholarship lacking
the irony that marks postmodernism. He championed the modernist writers and painters,
referring to the works of Mann, Joyce, and Picasso from the beginning to the end of his
career; his first book, co-written with Henry Morton Robinson, was 4 Skeleton Key to
Finnegans Wake (1944), which deciphers some of the book’s broader aspects for those
readers in want of a Virgil guiding them through Joyce’s infernal text. The book was born out
of criticisms Campbell and Robinson launched at Thornton Wilder’s play The Skin of Our
Teeth (1942), after they felt Wilder had insincerely appropriated aspects of Finnegans Wake.

Campbell’s interpretation of myth proved to be the most popular among Americans in

the second half of the twentieth century. Well known for its influence on George Lucas’s

24



development of Star Wars, Campbell’s conception of the heroic cycle, the monomyth,
attracted artists and writers of all sorts. Author John Barth taped Campbell’s diagram for the
monomyth above his typewriter while writing Giles Goat-Boy, or, The Revised New Syllabus
(1966), and formally explored it in his lecture “Mystery and Tragedy: The Twin Motions of
Ritual Heroism™ (1964). Particularly useful to Barth was Campbell’s recognition of myth’s
spectrum of correspondences:
[A] good thing about Campbell is that he seems to keep clear a [...]
distinction, between the kind of meaning conscious symbols have and the kind
that myths have. To explain a symbol—cultural, literary, whatever—you look
for its referent; but you don’t explain a myth these days at all, my
mythological colleagues tell me: What you do is look for correspondences,
merely, between it and other things, and correspondences of course may be
manifold, coexistent, and equally “legitimate,” though of unequal interest and
heuristic value. (45)
Campbell’s work in comparative mythology led him to believe that the benefit of a mythic
understanding of life is that it vitalizes, arms against pitfalls, prepares people for and guides
them through anxieties, failures, and triumphs. In the interviews with Bill Moyers that were
broadcast on American public television as 7he Power of Myth (1988) and made Campbell a
household name, he championed just such an awareness:
[M]ythology is not a lie, mythology is poetry, it is metaphorical [...] It’s
important to live life with the experience, and therefore the knowledge, of its
mystery and of your own mystery. This gives life a new radiance, a new
harmony, a new splendor. Thinking in mythological terms helps to put you in
accord with the inevitables of this vale of tears. You learn to recognize the
positive values in what appear to be the negative moments and aspects of your
life. The big question is whether you are going to be able to say a hearty yes to
[...] the adventure of being alive. (163)
He saw myth as the exhaustless repository from which narratives are woven. A myth need not
be written, painted, sung, or told—it can be a wholly private story or representation of what
lies beyond standard human understanding—but there are people among us, artists, who are

compelled to create and share what they discover at the exchange between conscious and

unconscious experience.
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While an archetype can never be captured in our understanding, it will project images
by which it can be recognized. Hillman has provided a concise rundown of Jung’s notions of
archetypes, and further makes the case for reading them always as metaphors:

Archetypes are semantically metaphors. They have a double existence which
Jung presented in several ways: (1) they are full of internal oppositions,
positive and negative poles; (2) they are unknowable and known through
images; (3) they are instinct and spirit; (4) they are congenital, yet not
inherited; (5) they are purely formal structures and contents; (6) they are
psychic and extrapsychic (psychoid). [... Elvery statement regarding the
archetypes is to be taken metaphorically, prefixed with an “as-if.”” (Re-
Visioning Psychology 156; italics original)
What we see is not the archetype itself but an image of it, wearing clothes, so to speak, that
we recognize from the outer world as we know it. For instance, though a Buddhist monk and
a Catholic nun may through prayer or meditation achieve a state of transcendence, we don’t
hear about nuns receiving visions of Buddha or Buddhist monks encountering the Virgin
Mary. Both may experience spiritual ecstasy, but it will manifest in the dress of their
individual, local, cultural tradition. Wendy Doniger provides a brilliant simile, drawn from
science fiction, to explain the difference between an archetype and an archetypal image:
“Like the Invisible Man, who could only be seen when he was wrapped in bandages or
dressed in a hat and a coat, the archetype can only be ‘seen’ when it is enveloped in the
bandages that each cultural manifestation swathes it in” (O’Flaherty “The Survival of Myth
in Science Fiction” 24). Steven F. Walker adds that where critics of Jungian psychology trip
in their assessment of it, and I direct this at Campbell’s critics as well, is the distinction
between the concepts of myth and archetype:
[M]ythmaking brings what is relatively timeless (the archetypal image as a
representation of the instinctual world of the archetypes) into the world of
human history; mythmaking brings what is pre-cultural into the world of
human culture. Since the archetypal image as archetypal motif becomes
represented in a myth in the terms of a particular culture and of a particular
moment in history, it is improper to consider a myth as ageless or as universal

as an archetype, since it bears the particular stamp of the specific age and
culture that produces it. (19)
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The humanist recognition of universality in the study of mythology points through those
specific stamps, while celebrating their unique inflections, to the archetypal situations
common to members of the species scientifically named Homo sapiens sapiens.

Here it is appropriate to acknowledge Doniger’s scholarship because she reads the
archetypal approach differently. A disciple of Mircea Eliade, himself a friend of Jung, she is
upfront when acknowledging Campbell’s stature. “One might say,” she wrote in her review
of his Atlas of World Mythology, “Jung, Mr. Eliade, and Mr. Campbell constitute the
mythological troika of [the twentieth] century” (“Origins of Myth-Making Man” 3). But in
“Joseph Campbell, or, rather, the followers of Joseph Campbell” (Other People’s Myths 175),
Doniger sees those who “would reduce all myths to a colorless, minimal, universal form, a
common denominator so common that it has no nobility left at all” (35):

Like their archetypes, myths do not, strictly speaking, have meanings; they
provide contexts in which meaning occurs. [...] To this degree, a myth is not
so much a true story as a story on which truth is based, a story which people
may infuse with their truth. [...] When the archetype is regarded as the sum
total of all the manifestations, when everything is put in, the myth is enriched;
when the archetype is regarded as what is left when all the manifestations are
removed, when everything is taken out, the myth is impoverished. (35, 36)
Her respect for Campbell is sincere, noting “he is critically aware of the great gaps in our
knowledge, and he usually identifies his hypotheses as no more than that” (O’Flaherty
“Origins of Myth-Making Man” 24), but she labels him “a Jungian without shadows™ (24),
curious given that Campbell deeply influenced George Lucas’s creation of Darth Vader, one
of the most infamous shadows in film for over thirty-five years now. Surmising in her review
of his Atlas of World Mythology that the book “is good art, not good science™ (25), one senses
that Doniger’s criticism hinges on the romantic aspects of Campbell’s perspective.
Here I argue that Campbell was not a scientist; he was a humanist who furthered

meaningful discussion of the emotional, spiritual, and psychological forces at play in mythic

arts and literatures from cultures around the world and throughout time. Irish mystic John
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Moriarty’s position on this is fitting: “It has never occurred to me that those of us who aren’t
scientists should abdicate to scientists the privilege of talking about the universe” (7GL73
LxXI1). Doniger simply sees myth from a slightly different point of view; so slight, in fact,
that one can argue Campbell’s presentation of the cultural idiosyncrasies of stories found
anywhere fits her definition of enrichment. For where Campbell, and Jung before him,
reveled was in the sheer diversity of mythic narratives dealing with the same basic human,
that is archetypal, situations. “One of the reasons I lost my temper with Joseph Campbell was
because he did it wrong and made it harder for me to persuade people that it was possible to
do it right,” she writes, “his static monomyth is the very antithesis of the ceaselessly engaged
and always subject-filled approach that I argue for” (/mplied Spider 64). She quotes another
brilliant critic, Marina Warner, to level the serious charge of “the archetype as the enemy not
only of social change but also of social justice” (Implied Spider 137):
When history falls away from a subject, we are left with Otherness, and all its
power to compact enmity, recharge it and recirculate it. An archetype is a
hollow thing, but a dangerous one, a figure or image which through usage has
been uncoupled from the circumstances which brought it into being, and goes
on spreading false consciousness. [...] The theory of archetypes, which is
essentially ahistorical, helps to confirm gender inevitability and to imprison
male and female in stock definitions. (Warner 239, 279)
Warner is right that an archetype is a hollow thing, but it is not fair to assume it is therefore
dangerous. Some archetypes don’t coup but, rather, coo when expressed. The loud and
oppressive manifestations hopefully receive scrutiny before causing harm to self and Other,
or either, but they are not the only show in town. Jung and the post-Jungians believe that any
archetype can be expressed across the full valence of human experience. Mother as archetype
can be anything—nurturing, vengeful, indifferent, anything—so what we consider is how
Mother is inflected and then why. Interpretation must include history and histories: personal,

societal, ethnic, ancestral, even evolutionary. From a post-Jungian view, Warner has been one

of the many voices combating myths of masculinity and femininity supporting patriarchy—



what Marion Woodman calls one of “the outworn mythologies™ (9)—as its privileged
position in the West changes. It is true, too, that archetypal critics re-vision Jungian concepts,
especially as attitudes toward gender and sexuality change.*

The laziest theory of archetypes, which neither Warner nor Doniger are putting
forward, confuses an archetypal image for the archetype, i.e. nurturing Mother is read as the
Mother archetype.’ From the depth psychological point of view, archetypes are formless, and
we haven’t chosen them; as conditions of life they simply occur, entirely regardless of the
values we perpetually project onto them. We have not invented death, mother, child, war,
wholeness, and so on—but we, through the diverse effects of living, inflect all of these.
Hillman says, “Mythic metaphor is the correct way of speaking about the archetypes because,
like Gods, they do not stand still. Like Gods they cannot be defined except through and by
their complications in each other” (Re-Visioning Psychology 157). We are concerned with
inflections of life’s energies that run the gamut, from experience to transcendence, not
meanings reduced to monoliths. Campbell, maintaining “one can never exhaust [a work of
art’s] meaning” or “possibility,” jokes about this serious misstep to the archetypal approach:
“Ask an artist, ‘What does your picture mean?’ Well, if he despises you enough, he’ll tell
you. The point is that if you need him to tell you what it means, then you haven’t seen it”
(Pathways to Bliss 97). 1f one is going to study the cultural specificity of archetypal images,
one must be able to identify the archetypes they constellate. Today an archetypal approach to

mythology is incomplete if one only focuses on archetypes or archetypal images. Both need

* See, among others, Marion Woodman's Ravaged Bridegroom: Masculinity in Women (Inner City Books 1990)
and Dancing in the Flames (with Elinor Dickson, Shambhala 1996), Baumlin, Baumlin and Jensen’s Post-
Jungian Criticism (State University of New York 2004), Lucy Huskinson’s Dreaming the Myth Onwards: New
Directions in Jungian Therapy and Thought (Routledge 2008), Mitch Walker’s Gay Liberation at a
Psychological Crossroads (BookSurge 2009), and Lin Fraser’s “Depth psychotherapy with transgender people”
in Sexual and Relationship Therapy 24:2 (Routledge 2009).

* This is the problem behind most symbol dictionaries, which present finite definitions for archetypes, which are
always multivalent. There are two exceptions: Chevalier and Gheerbrant’s Dictionary of Symbols and the
Archive for Research in Archetypal Symbolism’s Book of Symbols. Both are consulted often by Jungians
(ARAS is a Jungian Institute) and post-Jungians because they compile examples of images and how they are
inflected in cultures around the world, living and dead. Each entry is an anthology of meanings, not a monolithic
definition.
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to be taken into account, acknowledging the tensions between the human universal and
culturally specific.

Campbell listed four functions of myth: the metaphysical, the cosmological, the
sociological, and the psychological (MGC 609-624):

%+ The metaphysical function “is to waken and maintain in the individual an
experience of awe, humility, and respect, in recognition of that ultimate
mystery, transcending names and forms, ‘from which,” as we read in the
Upanishads, ‘words turn back’” (MGC 609). “It is that of arousing and
maintaining in the individual a sense of awe and gratitude before what is
and will forever remain the mystery of being, the mystery of the universe™
(Man and Myth).

¢ The cosmological function is “that of rendering an image of the universe
through which this sense of the mystery will be experienced, so that the
whole world should become as it were a holy picture” (Man and Myth).

*» The sociological function aims “to validate and maintain a certain specific
social order” (Man and Myth).

« The psychological function is “the centering and harmonization of the
individual, which in traditional systems was supposed to follow upon the
giving of oneself, and even giving up of oneself altogether” (MGC 623). It
is “that of carrying the individual through the stages of his life, from the
dependency of childhood to the responsibilities of adulthood, in terms of
his local culture requirements, and then to carry him out the final door”
(Man and Myth).

Key to our understanding of myth’s place in the West today are Campbell’s
metaphysical and psychological functions, particularly in relation to compensation. Perhaps
this is no accident, as he notes:

When you compare the societies of the world, it is [...] the fourth that seems
to be the most constant, and the first, the mystical attitude. [...] In our present
world the cosmological and the sociological have been taken away from us.
Our image of the cosmos is totally different from that of the religious
traditions in which we’ve been brought up. And the social order is totally
different from what it was in the days when these laws of Moses and so forth
were composed. [...] The basic psychological problems of youth, maturity,
and age, and death, and the mystical problem of the mystery of the universe,
these remain. And so it is largely from the psychological standpoint that one
can reinterpret, re-experience, and reuse the traditions which science and the
new morality seem to have taken away. (Man and Myth)
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So whereas we have learned, thanks to the sciences, that Earth is a sphere revolving around
the Sun, which itself is a star on the outskirts of a galaxy, which itself is one of countless
galaxies in the universe, and that we ourselves have risen, like all living things on the planet,
through a branching of mutations at the molecular level of DNA, and whereas Westerners
have convened to write their own laws instead of relying solely on scriptures for legal and
social systems, there are still needs within us right now that can be nourished through an
active engagement with myth: a way to metabolize the mystery beyond mystery, that of
existence as experienced beyond language and our physical senses, and a way, or at least the
odd signpost, indicating the stages and ordeals of life commonly experienced by everybody,
threshold passages such as birth, death, trauma and triumph, war, fear, love. Moriarty says,
“Myths are instinct with wonder. Like nothing else perhaps in our culture, they
uncompromisingly mediate the difficult strangeness of self and of world. Therefore the
philomythos has as good a chance of reaching and living in the Truth as the philosophos
does” (TGLT3 1X).

Campbell believed that the cosmological and sociological functions of myth as
experienced through a religious tradition had failed for many Americans because those
institutions have answered reason’s smugness toward them by attempting to historicize their
scriptures. He stressed that mythic symbols are destroyed as soon as dogma dictates what
those symbols mean and what they should evoke in us: “[A]ll the historic events that are so
important to us in our tradition should not be important to us in any way except as symbols of
powers within ourselves” (Goddesses 14). Virgin birth in human beings, for instance, is a
physical impossibility. Demanding that we accept it as a fact does not convince those of us
who have been shown that it takes sperm to fertilize an egg. There is nothing wrong with
virgin birth as a metaphor, as a motif that speaks to the mystery of inner renewal, a new sense

of life, a rebirth of one’s vitality. But for those of us who paid attention in biology class and



encounter spiritual leaders presenting virgin birth as an event for the history books, our
chances of experiencing the metaphorical sense is made difficult at best and, at worst, is
utterly squandered.
Campbell’s answer to the problem appeals to the myth of individualism and the
individual’s duty to sift through those fractured metaphors to quench our thirsty spirits:
There are mythologies that are scattered, broken up, all around us. We stand
on what [ call a terminal moraine of shattered mythic systems that once
structured society. They can be detected all around us. You can select any of
these fragments that activate your imagination for your own use. Let it help to
shape your own relationship to the unconscious system out of which these
symbols have come. (Thou Art That 86-7)

Hillman comes at the problem in a similar way:
This faithful attention to the imaginal world, this love which transforms mere
images into presences, gives them living being, or rather reveals the living
being which they do naturally contain, is nothing other than remythologizing.
Psychic contents become powers, spirits, gods. One senses their presence as
did all earlier peoples who still had soul. These presences and powers are our
modern counterparts of former pantheons of living beings, of animated soul
parts, protective household gods, and ominous daimones. These beings were
mythical in that they were part of a tale or psychic drama. The same
archetypal dramas are played in us and by us, and through us for our behalf,
once the imaginal aspect of our lives and of life itself is given attention. (4
Blue Fire 85)

The emphasis here falls on the individual to discover for him or herself those stories that

affirm and inform the sense of being alive. Here stories are phenomenological expressions of

myth, meeting the soul’s needs with narratives.

Rensma takes Segal’s interpretation of Campbell to task for its denial of Campbell’s
intellectual evolution in his relationship with Jung’s work over the course of his career. The
same criticism could be leveled at Adams’s critique of Campbell in Philosophy of the
Literary Symbolic, for he only examines The Hero with a Thousand Faces (1949) and fails to
consider the rest of Campbell’s output over the following thirty years. Rensma makes a

strong argument to read Campbell’s work from 1968 to his death as post-Jungian, because in

the final stage of his life he embraced key Jungian concepts. Campbell showed that the idea

32



of the archetype is nothing Jung invented, but that the same notion can be found elsewhere
under other names. Rensma offers a series of dyads Campbell used of thinkers in different

cultures and times talking about archetypes:

Elementary idea — ethnic idea

Marga — desi

Open IRM — imprint
Archetype-as-such  — archetypal image (153)

By showing the sameness of these concepts across the disciplines of anthropology, Eastern
spirituality, biology, and Jungian psychology, Campbell historicized an interdisciplinary
approach to archetypes and archetypal images. This is helpful when discussing symbols
encountered in literature, because even though stories wear the clothes of their authors’ ethnic
and social identities, beneath that layer they still speak from the collective unconscious:
There is a beautiful saying of Novalis: “The seat of the soul is there, where the
outer and the inner worlds meet.” That is the wonderland of myth. From the
outer world the senses carry images to the mind, which do not become myth,
however, until there transformed by fusion with accordant insights, awakened
as imagination from the inner world of the body [...] These are planes and
orders of consciousness that can be brought to mind through meditations on
approximately mythologized forms. Plato tells of universal ideas, the memory
of which is lost at birth but through philosophy may be recalled. These
correspond to Bastian’s “elementary ideas™ and Jung’s “archetypes of the
collective unconscious.” ([ROS 5-6)
While Campbell’s work exploring universalities leaves him unpopular with some colleagues,
it is precisely that which won him respect from modern mythmakers and the public. For
Americans living with the belief that all men are created equal, universality is one of the most
powerful cultural myths. Campbell’s theory of myth, humanistic in scope, embraces the
motto of the United States, £ pluribus unum, making his a uniquely American approach.
Where his critics see in his scholarship a one-sided universalism, other readers find his
kaleidoscopic delight in the diversity of expressions for specific motifs occurring across

cultures. In a two-hundred year old country of immigrants from lands, races, and traditions

near and far, a system of myth that embraces the diversity of imported and newly-hatched

%]
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symbols has shown great appeal. Campbell’s theory of myth, romantic in its inclusiveness,
affirms the ethos set out in United States of America’s foundational documents: the
Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, and the Bill of Rights. His theory of myth is
one by the people and for the people, whoever they are, wherever they came from, and
however they tell their stories.
From Campbell’s perspective, the United States is not devoid of myth. Like all
societies, the U.S.A. is held together by myth, by the collective beliefs, both acknowledged
and subliminal, shared and fought over by the individuals and groups that make it up. What
has changed is the recognition of myth, which Campbell sees as having been repressed by a
collective emphasis on rationalism. Here it is fitting to identify some of the myths informing
American society. James Oliver Robertson’s American Myth, American Reality (1980) is a
history of precisely that, juxtaposing what U.S. citizens believe about America with historical
facts:
American myths are relatively new to human history. They are no less
powerful and tenacious because they are only ten or fifteen generations old.
And perhaps because American history is relatively brief, few Americans have
tried to separate themselves and their realities from their myths in order to
describe and understand those myths. Quite rationally and consciously, most
Americans try to make themselves into the images they know their fellow
countrymen prefer—in order to win elections, sell goods, get jobs, or simply
to be able to get along with others. More importantly (because more
pervasively), we receive and accept without any rational awareness or
conscious analysis many of the images, attitudes, behavior patterns, symbols,
heroes, stories, metaphors, analogies, and explanations—the myths, in short—
which are available and which make us and our world logical, understandable,
and American. (345-346)

Some of the many myths Robertson (1932-2005) identifies are revolution, independence,

progress, equality, and freedom. He considers the myths of class mobility, geographical

mobility, manifest destiny, wilderness, the frontier, and the construct of the American Indian.

East and West, North and South, Republican and Democrat, he measures regional and

political binary identities as parts of the whole. And then there is the United States’
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historically shifting attitude toward war and the enduring myths of American individualism,
of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

In the two decades following WWII, where we are focusing our attention, people in
the United States faced new situations which birthed new myths. A major one was the myth
of the world superpower. The scientific advances that ended WWII produced only a brief
period of weapons superiority, ending 29 August 1949 when the Soviet Union tested their
own atom bomb. Though the U.S.A. was (and remains to this day) the only nation to have
used nuclear weapons against another country, fear of nuclear annihilation inspired the Cold
War with the U.S.S.R., a conflict fought in defense spending, weapons proliferation, and
space exploration. Indeed the United States, anticipating Soviet discoveries in particle
physics, reframed itself from aggressor to defender, renaming the War (and Navy)
Department in 1947 to the Defense Department. This shift, seemingly subtle, changed
American consciousness of war, which is explored in Chapter 2 on Vonnegut’s war stories.
The arena where competition between the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. played out most visibly
was in exploration and became known as the Space Race. The American myth of the frontier
expanded beyond its west coast shore, Alaska, and Hawaii to include low Earth orbit and the
Moon. Within U.S. borders, the Cold War pitted citizens against each other in the Red Scare,
blacklisting, and McCarthyism. This myth of the superpower, which Americans believed in
and hold to today, brought with it many anxieties and new dreams for the future.

There were also radical changes in the way Americans viewed race in the fifties and
sixties. The old myth of racial hierarchy, with whites above and blacks beneath and others in
between, was challenged and legally rejected. Women started entering college and the
workplace in greater numbers, and in 1960 took control of contraception with the FDA’s
approval of the birth control pill, mythically regarded in capital letters as The Pill.

Automobile ownership became a mark of normalcy and interstate and highway infrastructure



provided a vigorous new circulatory system of freight and travel across the nation. Industry
and consumerism invigorated the economy, appliances altered life lived in the American
home, and television changed the way America presented itself to itself, repackaging and
eventually exporting to other countries the myth of the American Dream. These sweeping
changes were not lost on Campbell, whose interest in mythology stretched from prehistory to
his present day. An American himself, shaped by but also aware of the United States’ own
myths through the nature of his work, his theory of myth, concurrent with their careers,

provides insight into Vonnegut and Bradbury’s America.

1.2 Short Fiction as Myth

Living one’s myth doesn’t mean simply living one myth. It
means one lives myth; it means mythical living. As | am many
persons, so I am enacting pieces of various myths. As all myths
fold into each other, no single piece can be pulled out with the
statement: “This is my myth.” Remember, the mythic is a
perspective and not a program.
James Hillman
(Re-Visioning Psychology 158)
Myth’s webbing traces through any form of expression, but this study examines myth through
the medium of the short story. Compact narratives lend themselves to condensing metaphor,
that figure of speech Vico (1668-1744) explained as “a fable in brief” (129). Kurt Vonnegut
reflected upon this point in a 1999 radio interview: “The short story is a very special art form
and almost as artificial as the sonnet really, because it misrepresents life. Events can’t be that
meaningful and that compact™ (Bookworm). Bradbury offered his own perspective: “I speak
in tongues. | write metaphors. Every one of my stories is a metaphor you can remember. The
great religions are all metaphor™ (Weller 204). A novel, play, or film brims with metaphors,

is oftentimes an anthology of metaphors, whereas short stories, like lyric poems, songs, and

some of the visual arts, can single out and distill one with great precision. Short story theorist
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Charles E. May links the short story back to the impetus for myth—*a feeling—rather than a
concept of the systematic pattern of social functioning™ (131). May, who rallied around the
short story in the nineteen-eighties and nineties as a form deserving of its own criticism,
helped found the scholarly movement that has brought forth a suite of short story theories.

Hillman also links myth and metaphor to the experience of living: “Metaphors are
more than ways of speaking; they are ways of perceiving, feeling, and existing. [...
P]sychological consciousness, because it sees through, because it flourishes in ambiguity, is
metaphorical” (Re-Visioning Psychology 156). May says short fiction’s chief reason for
existing as a form is “to ‘defamiliarize’ the everyday. Storytelling does not spring from one’s
confrontation with the everyday world, but rather from one’s encounter with the sacred (in
which true reality is revealed in all its plenitude) or with the absurd (in which true reality is
revealed in all its vacuity)” (133). May’s stance is that the short story disrupts or disturbs
those aspects of life most people take for granted, “[defamiliarizing] our assumption that
reality is simply the conceptual construct we take it to be, [throwing] into doubt that our
propositional and categorical mode of perceiving can be applied to human beings as well as
to objects™ (137). Short stories, in his view, are based on and appeal to a receptive,
deautomatized perspective, whereas the novel operates in an active, automatized mode. He
cites psychologist Arthur Deikman’s (1929-2013) bimodal automatized/deautomatized world
view and Martin Buber’s (1878-1965) philosophy of dialogue as fitting the narrative forms: [-
It for the novel, [-Thou for short stories. Moment births short fiction, in this view, as opposed
to successive events that make a novel.

I propose a variation of May’s view, one that aligns with Campbell’s work. There is
another possibility in short fiction, one reaching past duality, which we might call a
reautomatized mode but will label the supra-rational, or the Thou-I. It fuses awareness of self

with awareness of the Other’s self and accepts the two as linked, forming an awareness of



interconnectedness between and through all. “You can address anything as a ‘thou,”
Campbell said, “and if you do it, you can feel the change in your own psychology. The ego
that sees a ‘thou’ is not the same ego that sees an ‘it.” And when you go to war with people,
the problem of the newspapers is to turn those people into ‘its’” (POM 78-79). Campbell
often expressed this concept using a Sanskrit phrase from the Chandogya Upanisad: Tat tvam
asi, translated as “Thou art that.” He drew from Arthur Schopenhauer’s interpretation of the
concept in The World as Will and Representation (1818) and later in The Basis of Morality
(1841):
“This presupposes,” he declares, “that I have to some extent identified myself
with the other and therewith removed for the moment the barrier between the
‘I’ and the ‘Not-I’. Only then can the other’s situation, his want, his need,
become mine. | then no longer see him in the way of an empirical perception,
as one strange to me, indifferent to me, completely other than myself; but in
him [ suffer, in spite of the fact that his skin does not enfold my nerves. . ..”
(IROS 83-84)
Campbell also cites physicist Erwin Schrodinger’s appraisal of the phrase in My View of the
World (1964):
[IInconceivable as it seems to ordinary reason, you—and all other conscious
beings as such—are all in all. Hence this life of yours which you are living is
not merely a piece of the entire existence, but is in a certain sense the whole;
only this whole is not so constituted that it can be surveyed in one single
glance. This, as we know, is what the Brahmins express in that sacred, mystic
formula which is yet really so simple and so clear: Tat tvam asi, this is you.
(22)
This belief in a union of all things pushes beyond rationality into metaphysics to form what 1
call a supra-rational or mythological perspective. It is evoked by a subjective experience of
symbol, the symbol of the mummy in the case of Charlie Flagstaff, which itself can be
rendered within and beyond the confines of fiction. This phenomenon is dynamic, found in
many places, arts, even sciences, and is not limited to short stories. My decision to focus

solely on short fiction is similar to May’s, in that the form lends itself to symbolic distillation:

In their very shortness, short stories have remained close to the original sourcz
of narrative in myth, folktale, fable, and fairy tale. They, therefore, are more



apt to focus on basic desires, dreams, anxieties, and fears than novels are and
thus are more aligned with the original religious nature of narrative. Short
stories are therefore more apt to embody a timeless theme and are thus less
dependent on a social context than novels. Consequently, short stories are
more likely to identify characters in archetypal terms and are more patterned
and aesthetically unified than novels are. (NSST XXVI)
If the archetypal theory is lifted from religious interpretation and applied to secular
literature, be it deemed literary or popular, we may see in the characters and situations
depicted the culture’s archetypes in action. May argues that “the tradition of the short story as
descended from myth, folktale, fable, and romance forms, drives it toward focusing on
eternal values rather than temporal ones and sacred/unconscious reality rather than
profane/everyday reality” (NSST xvii). I do not disagree, but add that in the short fiction we
examine, the eternal and sacred/unconscious will be dressed in temporal and
profane/everyday outfits and idioms. Applied to Kurt Vonnegut and Ray Bradbury’s popular
short fiction, we shall discover alongside extraterrestrials, time machines, and monsters the
undeniably postwar American-ness of their work as it explores problems and situations both
ancient and new to those people who identified themselves as twentieth-century Americans.
The editors of It Came From the 1950s!, Darryl Jones, Elizabeth McCarthy, and Bernice M.
Murphy, have set a complementary aim in their volume’s exploration of postwar pop culture:
[Plopular culture could operate conspiratorially to reinforce the power of
vested interests—as a recursive medium, which does the thinking for its
audience, [...] popular culture was the perfect medium for securing and
enforcing cultural-imperial hegemony. And yet, as we have seen, popular
culture also became a means of expressing themes and concerns which openly
contradicted the cozily consensual message being disseminated by the
military-industrial complex of which it might be viewed as the cultural arm.
This duality, we would argue, is at the very heart of popular culture and its
appeal. (14-15)

That tension between enforcement and subversion is present in Neumann’s illustration of the

emerging and disintegrating archetypes upholding the cultural arch in the western world.

There are those who fight to uphold fading cultural norms and those who undermine their

task to do so; there are those who attack new cultural conditions and those who seek to



establish them against great odds. The anxiety arising from this struggle, which is itself a
culture’s attempt to find balance under shifting archetypes, provided Vonnegut and Bradbury
with the wellspring from which they crafted their fiction. And again we should consider
Jung’s statement that, “[Art] is constantly at work educating the spirit of the age, conjuring
up forms in which the age is most lacking.” These two writers were anything but poster boys
for American hegemony, but they were not pure rebels either. Jones, McCarthy, and
Murphy’s point about duality reminds us that while Vonnegut and Bradbury’s stories often
confront and criticize postwar American life, they also embrace many of the foundational and
adaptive ideals thought to be idiosyncratically, or if you prefer, exceptionally American.

If we pan out hemispherically and briefly consider differing perspectives on literature
from other parts of the Americas, we see the writer’s individual mythic impulse while
heeding the mythic pulse of his or her own society—and how these are inflected in a Pan-
American way. Given the European colonial history of North and South America, there can
be traced a common effort in the many cultures there to represent themselves as independent
from Europe, to inflect archetypes by their own distinct warp and woof. “In this new world,
the old stories break down,” says Canadian writer Robert Kroetsch (1927-2011) (29). New
stories based on American archetypes—newly-hatched and ethnographically uprising—offer
recognitions where those imposed from Europe fall short. Another Canadian, Frye, who
carried the torch of archetypal criticism from the nineteen-fifties to his death in 1991,
articulated a possible marriage through literature of those individuating myths we live by and
the myths that uphold a society:

Literature [...] is conscious mythology: it creates an autonomous world that
gives us an imaginative perspective on the actual one. But there is another
kind of mythology, one produced by society itself, the object of which is to
persuade us to accept existing social values. “Popular™ literature, the kind that
is read for relaxation and the quieting of the mind, expresses this social

mythology. [...] I know of no critical rule for distinguishing them. [...] The
same work may belong to both mythologies at once, and in fact the separation
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between them is largely a perspective of our own revolutionary age. (Bush
Garden 237)

Bradbury and Vonnegut worked in this final mode, melding the two in a form aiming at
psychological relevancy with mainstream appeal in the U.S.A. Each of their stories then
becomes a new creation of narrative expressing and expanding U.S. American mythology.
“[The] imaginative writer is finding his identity within the world of literature itself,” Frye
argued. “He is withdrawing from what Douglas LePan calls a country without a mythology
into the country of mythology” (Bush Garden 240). LePan’s (1914-1998) poem, “A Country
Without a Mythology,” imagines a “stranger”” wandering through the Canadian wilderness,
searching for berries to eat, overwhelmed by the natural world and the “savage people™ who
live there (75-76). The descendant of Europeans in North America, as Frye reads it, must get
to work at writing his new culture’s mythology in order to survive. This can be seen as a
colonizing/imperialistic tendency, but at the same time there is no culture, living or dead, that
has not told stories about itself. As much as we love the far reaches of fantasy, we still love to
find life as we know it in our fiction.
Kroetsch claims that from European arrival onward, Americans have been in an
ongoing process of finding out what it means to be American in any number of ways:
It is the paradox of Columbus’s perceptual moment that it cannot end. The
moment of the discovery of America continues. Its re-enactment becomes our
terrifying test of greatness; we demand to hear again and always the cry into
mystery, into an opening. We demand, of the risking eye, new geographies.
And the search that was once the test of sailor and horse and canoe is now the
test of the poet. (12)
Looking south of the U.S.A., Latin American critics, particularly from the Caribbean, have
carried such concepts as far as political revolution. Cubans like Jose Marti (1853-1895) and
Roberto Fernandez Retamar have opposed both European myths and U.S. imperialism after it

by identifying with the indigenous peoples both powers wiped out. Marti, while encouraging

“to keep abreast of one’s own time” in social and infrastructural changes, believed “[t]he
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American intelligence is an indigenous plumage™ (337). The conditions of life in Cuba, say,
produce their own distinct homegrown myths. If aspects of European myths survive, they
have been cannibalized, “[a]bsorption of the sacred enemy’ as Brazilian modernist poet
Oswald de Andrade (1890-1954) has it (43). Retamar, a proud independentista of Cuba, finds
in literary criticism the opportunity to discover the uniqueness of American cultures in their
literatures and through them the universals that connect with literatures from around the
globe:
[As] nearly as we can tell, and despite the tangle of our history, in a certain
sense we are in circumstances similar to everyone elses’, with all due
consideration to each particular case. Accordingly, our insistence in rejecting
the indiscriminate imposition of criteria born of other literatures cannot in any
way be construed as isolationism: the truth is the exact opposite. We need to
think out our concrete reality and point out its specific features, because this is
the only way we will discover what we have in common with every other area
of the globe, detect the real links, and arrive at what, someday, truly will be a
general theory of world literature. (99)
Again, from a post-Jungian perspective, we see a celebration of the distinctiveness of
archetypal images, which themselves clothe archetypes common to all people. Canadians and
especially Cubans are defined and define themselves as existing apart from the U.S.A., and
yet we see the thread through the American hemisphere of national selfhood as severed from
Europe. Though the nation became independent in the eighteenth century, this comparison is
raised to keep us from taking that independence as a done and dusted event. The height of the
national calendar in the U.S.A. is Independence Day, lest we take it for granted in this study.
It is best to keep in mind, too, that the short stories interpreted here were written mostly
between WWII and the Kennedy assassination, two decades in which the U.S.A. assumed
status as a superpower and reconstructed Western Europe, which it fought to liberate from
itself. The United States did not want to be anything like Europe.

Two ways of giving attention to this aspect of our lives are the complementary acts of

writing fiction and reading fiction. In the case of our present study, Vonnegut and Bradbury’s
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work is free, by virtue of our collective attitude toward fiction as an art, from religion’s
present tension to historicize. While religious institutions predominantly present their gospels
as fact, thereby denying a metaphorical reading of their fantastic happenings, occurrences,
and symbols, most of us will never read a science fiction, fantasy, or even a so-called realistic
short story or novel and say, “Yes, this actually happened, is happening, or will happen, just
like this, to the 7.” We do not have to believe that Billy Pilgrim or Kilgore Trout or Jim
Nightshade and William Halloway lived and breathed and walked among us in order to
experience something that, if it isn’t factually true, carries truth. Readers do not demand that
fiction, bought in the arenas of literary and popular culture, maintain nonfiction’s implied
authenticity or historical factuality. Doniger expresses this as reading without commitment:
“[W]e have no commitment to the myths of ‘Star Trek’ or Tolkien; there is no group that will
hold us responsible to live in a certain way because of these myths. Our suspension of
disbelief when we read such stories is only momentary; it has no lasting effect upon us™
(“The Survival of Myth in Science Fiction™ 23). I disagree with the lengths to which she
takes the point; after all, joking or not, in the first years of the twenty-first century tens of
thousands have identified their faith as Jedi in censuses taken in Ireland, the United Kingdom,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the Czech Republic. While there is not (yet?) a Church
of Star Wars with a substantial following, it is too much to say myths of this type have no
lasting effect upon us. But Doniger is correct about the collective lack of enforcement or
coercion in following science fiction and fantasy stories as scripture. We are not expected to
believe these stories to the degree religious institutions expect their faithful to believe holy
writ. The often unrecognized acceptance that a science fiction story is not a factual or
religious account grants the reader more immediate and less scrutinizing access to the

imaginative realm as invoked by these writers.
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This brings us to the symbolic language of myth: metaphor. The etymology of
‘metaphor’ originates in Ancient Greek uetagopd, ueto meaning ‘beyond’ and ¢opd meaning
‘carrying’. And that is what metaphors do: they carry us beyond. Structuralist Roman
Jakobson (1896-1982) distinguished between metaphoric and metonymic poles in literary
expression, poetry typically favoring metaphor while prose takes to metonymy. “A
competition between both devices, metonymic and metaphoric, is manifest in any symbolic
process” (60), Jakobson wrote, acknowledging a dynamic tension present in all verbal art.
May supports the distinction: “Chiding literary critics for paying so much attention to the
principle of metaphor in poetry and ignoring the principle of metonymy in prose, Jakobson
notes that prose is often ignored because the verbal devices are unostentatious and seem
transparent, and the parallelisms are less obvious™ (XXI). In The Short Story: The Reality of
Artifice, May tunes his theory upon this tension:

[T]he short story has from its beginning been a hybrid form combining both
the metaphoric mode of the old romance and the metonymic mode of the new
realism. [... S]hort fiction [...] often features characters caught between their
“as-if-real” nature and their status as functions of the fable in which they exist.
As a result of this dual nature of character in the short story, the form takes on
some of the metaphoric qualities that we usually associate with poetry:
conflicts are not resolved solely by preestablished plot or by realistic
characterization. Instead [...] characters ultimately confront a metaphoric
embodiment of their dilemma. (72-73)
This is a major reason why Vonnegut and Bradbury’s short stories succeed in their blend of
fantasy, science-fiction, or gothic motifs with characters who exhibit a twentieth-century
American psychology. Much has been written on metaphor in their most famous novels, on
the book-burning firefighters of Fahrenheit 451 as metaphor for censorship and
McCarthyism, on Billy Pilgrim’s coming unstuck in time in Slaughterhouse-Five as a
metaphor for Post-Traumatic Stress.

But more waits to be unpacked in these writers’ short stories, which, by virtue of the

medium, lend themselves to distilled metaphor. With little space and time to establish
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atmosphere, character, and plot, a necessary confidence of expression marks their short
fiction. The boldness of a Martian setting or the unreality of a gadget that will ruin a
housewife’s life by whispering her worst insecurities back to her are tempered by characters
whose behavior would be reliably believable by a mainstream audience. Encountered in
“slick” magazines that boasted interviews, articles, and advertisements appealing to the
American middle class, these tales had an uphill fight in suspending the disbelief of their
readers, who likely would not have come to the magazine with science fiction or fantastic
expectations. While many of their stories were indeed published in genre pulps, others found
publication in the pages of Collier’s, The Saturday Evening Post, Cosmopolitan, McCall’'s—
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