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The essential charac�er of Eros is tbe divine (i.e., creative) shaft 
which leaps across the guarded frontier of the subject in order 
to reach the object. The creative shaft is the impregnating phal­
lus, the impressive, fertilizing image, tbe creative word, tbe idea 
which gets borne, tbe divine leap by which tbe individual sub­
ject is able to transcend bi!; own subjectivity and talw an effec­
tive part in the work of  creation. This is Eros, the god whicb 
bringeth twain together in the service of life. 

-H. G. Baynes, Mythology of the Soul

H
IDDEN AWAY in th Sacellum Volupiae, the Roman Sanctuary of
Pleasure, is a statue of Angerona. Her mouth is bound and sealed. 

An uplifted finger touching her lips points to her silence and her suf­
fering. This quiet Angewna is goddess of silent suffering and the suf­
fering of silence. l invoke her image as counterpoint to the clamor of 
voices speaking out on modem problems and crises in love and relation­
ship. Floods of words are pouring over us-words of analysis, advice, 
clirection1 pleading-all telling how to relate in love, sex marriage and 
all the myriad configurations of connection and disconnection between 
us. The more one listens to all this outer shouting, the more difficult it 
becomes to hear the quiet inner voices. As powerful collective images 
claim our allegiance and tell us how to be, the more difficult it becomes 
to hear the claims of soul. And here I add voice to all the others. I am 
guilty too! Yet, when eve1yone is talking about rela.t-ionship, when we 
hear about it everywhere, when we meet it at every turn, when we can­
not be silent, we must assume something of importance is stirring the 
psyche to speak. We shall see that all this talk, all this shouting, belongs 
to the phenomenology of relationship. 

Our time is a time when coUective containers are strained, cracked, 
breaking and generally failing to hold. This is true for containers and 
forms of relationship. When containers crack, leak, and finally fall into 
pieces, Cbaos rules. Each fragment of the old container aspires to make 
of itself the new container. Each piece lays claim to the whole. That's 
what we experience all around us today, each piece proclaiming: relate 
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in trying to avoid pain by avoiding or aborting suffering of the burdens

of relationship, will become empty, unrelated, always hungry, always

unfilled, always in seard1, but never finding. 

An Eros relationship means that one is able to tell the other person

the reality of one's experience over its full range, and ro tell it in a personal

way. It is not telling mediated by collective images or values, nor the

"shoulds" ot "oughts" of parental or authoritarian injunction. It is the

telling of personal things. It is telling the truth of one's thoughts, feelings,

emotions, sensations, intuitions. It is keeping nothing back behind facades.

It is not bargaining. "I'll tell if you'll tell," is not Eros. One tells all at

great risk, one exposes one's true reality, reveals it to the other in all its

horror and delight, the full range. No barriers, no walls, no hidden prisons

for secrets. It is holding nothing back; it is nakedness to another. If one

�n do that in relationship, Eros will be there. We often hesitate to tell

for fear we will hurt th.e other person, or that the other can't take it, or

will take it wrong, or will run away. That is when we wrongfully wound

another person; that is cruelty. We try to manage what we tell, to censor,

to play games. The most cruel thing is to with bold our reality from one

anotber. Te.lling our reality will hurt; it hurts us and it hurts the other.

But such hurt is proper to rdationship, it belongs. The cruelty of not

telling each other our reality destroys the possibility of relationship and

reduces human interaction to form and sham; it is a perversion of Psyche

and a shutting out of Eros. When we can ·truly tell one another, when we

can speak so deeply, Eros, as Jung says, becomes "not transference .•.

no ordinary friendship or sympathy. It is more primitive, more primeval,

and more spiritual than anything we can describe .... There is no dis­

tance, but immediate presence.' '17 

We need rituals of telling. Certainly, psychotherapy and analysis are

such rituals. Others are "women talking to women" and "men talking to

men." Women cari tell women in ways they cannot tell men and vice

versa. These are vital telling rituals. B ·ur we need more than this. We need

rituals of telling in all our relationships. What sort of rituals can we find

in which we can tell and in which we will be heard and will hear the other

tell? In most every relationship there is something not yet told. To that

extent, there is a block, a barrier, a difficulty in the relationship. A psy­

chic seed not allowed to grow. One meaning of going "deep" in relation­

ship means to tell all, everything. 
The primary ritual, ·of course, is telling oneself. Repression and for­

getting are ways of not telling ourself our own reality. The ritual of re­

flection is one of telling, remembering, saying our reality to ourself. As

we tell, other voices of the psyche begin to speak to us. Active imagina•

tion is psychic images speaking, telling, relating to us as well as our re­

lating, telling, speaking to them. Active imagination works when fhere
is real telling because Eros is ·in it. 
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There can, of course, be words without telling, without revealing­
just as there can be telling without words. The body speaks a language in 
its actions, glances, looks, moves, gestures. One can "say it with flowers." 
But when words in truth do tell, they tell a truth. It is well to emphasize 
again that the word mythos, which gives birth to our word myth, means 
speech, in short, to tell. Not telling, is like not mything-telling is a way 
to mythmaking in our life-it is telling our myth. One's myth must be 
told. Not telling is poison and makes us sick. Telling our secrets, telling 
our reality is the medicine of relationship. Secret and secrete come from 
the same root. We must secrete our secrets, let them, force them out into 
relationship. Telling is often a secretion of what is secret. 

When we speak, we reveal ourselves. If one lets the words out freely, 
without constraint, as in Freud's free association, one's dark background 
is at once revealed. This "freedom to tell" constellates the complexes of 
the psyche because they wish to speak and are drawn Eros-like into the 
vortex created by the telling. In Jung's word association, the complex 
speaks when one lets the first image come to mind and gives it voice in 
response to the stimulus word. 

Complexes also speak in dreams. Complexes tell their tales, their 
stories, in our dreams. That is why the dream and drama are so close. The 
drama, as the dream, has an emotional and erotic connection because we 
see on the stage before us something of the psyche speaking and envision­
ing itself. In this sense, I believe we can regard the dream as an arrow of 
Eros. It comes to us, punctures and penetrates our consciousness. It is the 
unconscious trying to relate to the conscious world. It wants to tell; it 
wants to speak. It wants, seeks, desires. It wants relationship for itself, 
not just to be used and abused by the ego as a means to better relation to

the world. When relationship with the unconscious is cut off, when the 
dream arrows of Eros are denied, then the unlived relation with the uncon­
scious will be lived in the outer world unconsciously and infecting there 
what it should not. How a person relates to his dreams, and how his dreams 
relate to him, form a picture of that person's relation to Eros. 

Thinking of the dream as an arrow of Eros, puts the dream in the 
masculine realm. Indeed, Eros is most often pictured as a masculine god. 
From this point of view I find the following insight of Bachelard most 
compelling: "Roughly speaking-and I shall try to suggest this to the 
willing reader-the dream is masculine; reverie is feminine. Then by using 
the division of the psyche into animus and anima, as this division has been 
established by the psychology of the depths, we shall show that reverie is, 
as much in man as in woman, a manifestation of the anima. But first, 
through a reverie on the words themselves, we must prepare the intimate 
convictions which assure the permanence of femininity in every human 
psyche."18 At another point, he says: "When I was fortunate enough to
have a dictionary, I would let myself be enchanted for hours on end by 
the feminine of words. "19 That is, Bachelard discovered that reverie as 
















