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I have cono to scne furthor pracision in the last week regarding the ques=-
tion of goad and ovil.in Junginn psychology. Theso reflections will servao oo
a way into discussion of Anguor to Job. I have fourteen points regarding the
language wo use to spoak of good and evil. Tho upshot of these points is that
Jung nisused language at this point in his analysin of tho process of indivi-
duation and that his nisuso 1o both nislceding and nystifying.

I tako as my lced tho otatement I have quoted several tinmes fron "On the
Nature of the Psycho“s "Archotyps and instinct aro tho two nost polar oppo-
sites maginable. as can easily ba socn whon one coapares o nan who is ruled
by his instinctual drives with a nan who is soized by the spirit. But, Just
as betweon all oppesites there obtains so closo o bond that no position can
be established or cvon tl:ought of without its coriesponding nogation, so in
this case also *les extrones se touchont.® Thoy belong togothor as corres-
rondences, which is not to say that thc ons is derivable from the other, but
that they subsist side by side as roflections in our ovm ninds of the opposi-
tion that undorlioes all paychic energy. Han £inds hinself simultancowsly ,
driven to act amd froo to refloot. This coatrariety in his nature has no noral
significance, ‘for ingtinct i3 not in itnolf bed any nore than spirit is good,. -
Both can be both,* (Vol., 8, p. 206). =

Wo havo viowed tho individuntion process as a progressive reconcilistion
of the opposites of apirit and natter, through tho paychic production of images
and symbols which, when intorproted, can provide btascs for decision on the part
of the existontial subjoct. Theso synbols arc the point of the unilication
of natter amd ppirit, though thoy nocd tho action of the conscious subject if ,
their noaning is to bo rcalized. The goal of tho procecss is full individuation,
a goal proleptically signillcd for Junz by synbols of tho solf, The process
itsolf is what we aro all involved in. None of us has reached tho goal.

Now, though no noral significance can bo attached to tho sinplo fact of the
contrarioty in our naturo, tho following statements can legitinately be made
about the noral significancoe of the process of individuatioms
1. Moral significancoe can bo and ig attached by Junz to the procoss itself, i

It 1o good to rako tho process as conscious as possible, good not only in
the aense of psychologically healthy, but in tho noral sonse according to which
it is proposcad as a Zpomiibility incumbant on incrcasingly more and nore men
and wonen today. Jungian psychology has flourished to date largely within a
therapeutic context, but Jung hi=ielf caw it in far nore liberal terns than
these. He and a mmbor of his followers enphasigo that what ho is proposing
in terms of the withdrawal of projoctions and the fullest possible conscious
intcaration of the various copeets of tho totality is a noral neccasity for
our age. Without it, wo camnot sustain our lives tozether in the global vilege
our earth has bseons. Thus, the first aenaa in wvhich wo o~y speak of goal amd
ovil in torzrs of Junslan poyecholegy is that it is gocd to soekx individeation
and ovil to rofuse that urdoricsiting nbox« tha 4.ram for it arices within my life.
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2. The goal of individuation is further speocificd by Juni:, albeit in a very
heuristic nannor, wvhon he opesks of it, ar at least allois us to interpret it,

as the integration of spirit and natter through the aid of archetypal inages.

If this is indeed what the goal i1s, and if the pursult of this goal is a moral

gocd,fh:: nxvxiylaction gonulnely furthoring this goal is good, and any deviation

froa it evil,

3. The quotation fron Jung oited above prevents us fron allowing either spirit
or patter (instinct) alone to doternine vhat furthers tho goal and what deviates

froa it, This can bo detornined only in terms of the appropriate conjunction of

spirit and natter at any particular stage in the process of living ny way into

, the self.
t’\"" 4, If neither spirit nor instinct is in 1tself good ar evil, if both can be
V both, thon it 15 inpartant, in tho intercsts of a morally good pursuit,

wy V) that ono discrininate tho vays in which spirit and instinct can bo either good -
or evil in one's owm concrete exparionce., Not any conjunction of opirit and
Nt s Lnstiac wiil do, tut only that conjunction that hunaniges both., The I Ching,
w‘ ;\ and Taolsn in gencral, holp us to seo this. Spirit or the light-farce or sang
,("yw‘p can be arrogant (cf. top lino of hoxagran 1). lﬂ.attocortbodnrkforceoryinr
. . /an be seductive (top 1ine of hox.gran 58 or 29). But spirit or yang can also '
;«o)" \'\J) be a’ stz:ong am creative force; and nmatter or yin can also be ylelding and recep-
tive. They can join, moreover, in appropriate constollations so that there is
a good conjunction of light ond dark, of yang and yin, of opirit and ratter, of
“ heaven and, earth (hmgrnna 11, 17, 15). And thoy can join in wnys that are not
(\)»} appropriatp, that are accounted ovil (haxngrans 44 and 54). There are varicus
d.i\ conjunctions possiblo., Sono further the ond, and sone doviato fron it, Some
v ‘\" are good and saao aro evil. ‘

N 5. I;E i is, tho case, then the discrimination of the good and ovil nspocts s
af npirit and patter is not only inpoitant, but is o
of the m1viduation proccos. AmM guch discrinination can only be done by whnt
I would like to call a iutorcd oubjectivity: ono that knows the differcnce
. b“' betweon uttonumcea amd drifting, intelligence and stupidity, sound judgnent
M and anlineas. ‘responsibility and carclossnesss in bricf, bstwoen o0lf~transcerdonce
and aelf-encloa\n-o. (Jung nocds Lonersan!)
k procenss
¢ 6. The tasic model according to which wo nust viow the imdividuntion/is thus
the nolel of sclf-transcendence. This nodel is more imclusivo of all the
dynwica of the process than the nodel of porfection which Jung effectively
disposes aof' the nidol of whiloness with which he replaces the nodel of -
picfeotion, The nodel: of porfection and wholencss aro both midels of the goal,
not of the process. The madel of vholeness, I sutait in agreemont with Jung,
i3 a far nore accurate nodel of the goal than the nodel of porfection. But
vwhat ‘we need is a nodel of the proceis, and for this wholencss will not do.

7 'I'ho nodel of self-transcendence, norsgover, fite tho cupirical data as TPesented

by Jung bettor than does tho nodel of whaloness 1f tho lattor is interprotcd
as a nodel of the process. It leaves :vpon for consoriptlon into the nodel those
nononts of agonizing emptincas in vhich all onc can do 1s walt for o solution to
show itself. It loaves open for incorporation into the nodel the vin _ncogntiva
of detachnont fron innor states and outsr objects oo inaisted on by both the
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nysties and Jung hirself in his counsel on withirawing projections amd not fixing
our position., If wholen»ss is used as & noiel for the process and not reserved
for the tocal alono; it is constrioting, closcd, It is 4 rather than 5, 8 rather
than 9.

8. 1 follows that Jung’s talk of an unqualified unity of good and evil as
desoriptive of elther the goal or the process is nisleading, It is misleading

as descriptive of the goal becanse the goal is good. It is misleading as desorip~ .

tive of tho process because pursuit of the goal is resarded as a moral responsibility,

and fulfilment of a noral responsibllity is elso geod. It is misleading as

dese:riptive of either the goal or the process becauso it is a use of terms ruled

out by Jung’s correct statement that neither spirit nor instinot is in itself good

or evil, VhenJungapealminotherccntoxtadtheunityatgodandevn, he

is referring to the light ar spirit as good and to tho dark or matter as evil,

and is thus violating his osm canons for the use of cuch language.

9. Noie ¢” us along the way will consistently hit upon tho appropriate conjunc-

tilon of spirit and matter. The process is filled with pitfalls., No human :
beind is consistenlly self'-transcending, Thus wo will deviate from the Tao. In
thamaolves, according to the logic of this exposition, such doviations will be
evil ‘nthar than good.

. {
9'\10. However, there is no law that states that ouch deviations are irreparabdle. '
6' Seuomnoreaerimthanothm,aathe Cahinz nakes abundantly clear
) (top 1ine of hexagram 29). But oven these are dotours rither than ooapleu
(9 breakd ovms ulong tho way to inmdividuation, f
)

11. Hmovor. not only are these drviations not irroparable, but there is also :
umingly a layw that recovery fron these deviations can strengthon the pursuit
of the goal “ar bsyond what would have beon poacible hed there been no deviation,

12, 'In this wiy alone can wo speak of the integ-vtion of evil into the process |
and into tho goal. More precisely, howover, the evil is not so much integrated
as 1t 4o transformed into good.M" To speak of tramaforeation into good, however,
is not to reinatate a perfection nodol of the goal, for perfeotionism implies that
the subject has himself by means of his own efforts btrought hinself to coapletion:
{

13. -According to this process so conceived, tho notion of ovil as privatio ;.onl

¢an bo maintained, with one possible exception. The evils of refusing the
quest and of doviating fron the purouit of the gcal, as_evils, are the absence
of whnt ocught to be present, and thoir results, if parnitted to accunulate, are »
a progressivo truncation of the human sudbjoot. A truncated sudbject is one who

; what he or she ought to bo and could be. The abausuic of what ought to

be ha.a no being in #self. It 15 a privatio beni. Tho one possibleo axception
to this julgnont concornes tho modalitiocs according to which sopirit and instinct
gan be ovil as well as good. Further clarification ic needed here,

14, Jung’s semantic confusion on the question of good and evil iz nowhere
nore obviocus than in his projecticn of the problem of opposites onto Gad
in Answer to Job, In all fairness to Jung, it is inportant to remember that
in the Preface to this dcservedly controversial bock, he reninds us and begs
us to remembor than he claims to make no assertions about the being of God,
that he is dealing only with the developaent of God~-inages, amd moro precisely
that he leaves opan the question of whother this is or is not a function of a
developaent in God. It is also important (and, I might add, embarrassingly o obvious)

» J th ,,;,l-ﬂ.;{a ' what Jawo, .ufmhalu%#oh&é
aﬁ»é ) have Beuns | M / "‘Cf‘““ frogedy, and. guilt ?
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that Jung had alnost no familiarity with Biblical scholarship. It is ny evalua~
tion of this book that it contains much that is inportant and valuable concerning
the religicus task of the present age, but that all of this needs to be rowritten
from a stancs harnonious with the position on good and evil offored hers. Besides
containing nuch worthwhile material, noreover, tho book reflects, I believe, a
profound religious nalaise that affocted Jung for most of his life, that was
intimately connocted with his non-nego:intion of his ovm relation with his father,
and that was quits nanifost in the drean of Jung's that precoded his writing of
the bock, in which hic father led hinm into tho Highest Presonce, befare which he
would not, could not sulnit,






