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C.G. Jung

Carl Gustav Jung developed the archetypes, depth psychology, and types of dream analysis. What I appreciate about Jung is that he wanted to work deep within individuals.  I also appreciate his appreciation for myths and symbols and heroes and stories and how they can impact a person’s thinking.  Where I disagree with Jung is the level to where he takes things.  I believe there are common myths to many persons across cultures, but I do not believe in a collective unconscious as Jung taught.  I also disagree with many of his approaches and concepts, which seem rooted in both New Age philosophy and Eastern Mysticism.  Though some purport that Jung was a Christian, I question it.  I am not God and I never could have known Jung’s heart as God does.  Persons say he was raised in a family of pastors.  That earns no weight in Heaven for there are many pastors who are not preaching truth.  Below, I will address a few of the archetypes, where they are incompatible with Christian orthodoxy, and where they can be reframed with a Biblical perspective.

Shadow


Unlike Jung, I do not accept the idea that there is an equal and opposite Shadow to all things.  Good and evil -- spirit and flesh -- wrestle in me, although good has overcome and will overcome evil via salvation, justification, and sanctification in Jesus Christ.  I do believe I have a darker side that may (but not necessarily) result in sin, but I do not believe it is equal and opposite to my Spirit-filled soul.  Spiritually, I am pure and holy by the saving grace of Jesus Christ.  I am a new creation according to 2 Corinthians 5:17.  I am a saint, although I do not always live like one due to living in a body of sin and in a fallen world. I embrace my darker side in a spirit of forgiveness and compassion, but not necessarily in acceptance (acceptance defined as finding the darker side’s attitudes and thoughts as appropriate and beneficial).  The Jungian Shadow claims a Yin-Yang approach where all things have equal and opposite shadows with an element of “good” in the “bad” and an element of “bad” in the “good.”  Human beings have dubbed “darker” aspects which are neither equal nor opposite to good, and human beings have truly darker aspects which are not good at all -- evil -- and are overcome by good through Jesus Christ.  For some, the darkness is small where it may exist in the flesh, but not in the spirit.  For others, the darkness is great.  I reject the Yin-Yang approach. There is never balance between good and evil and never will be.  Such a balance between good and evil should not be a goal for which to strive.  Human beings always have at least some darkness in being sinful creatures. Human beings have an element of self-deception as part of true darkness. Yet, human beings have redeemable souls that can be saved by grace through faith in Jesus Christ, for good overcomes evil.  Spiritually, the child of God has received the gift where Christ’s blood has washed away evil and sealed the soul with the Holy Spirit (while the darkness remains in the fallen flesh and world). There is no Yin-Yang in the Christian believer.  There is a white circle spiritually and an ever decreasing darkness experientially.  There is no evil in the heart of good nor good in the heart of evil.  That would be blasphemy to call a holy God evil! I do not try to embrace sinfulness of human nature nor do I see the sinfulness as oppositely equal (diametrically opposed in principle while equally as powerful) to the reconciled soul within me. Taking an eternal perspective, the light overcomes the darkness. Good will overcome evil (and good overcame evil on the cross of Christ, and good overcomes evil when thinking of those who place faith in Christ).  God -- Father, Son, and Holy Spirit -- is all good and is all sufficient and needs NO shadow nor does He have one.  While some Jungians would propose a shadowy Fourth Person to the Trinity to better represent humanity, I dare NOT entertain the idea and am appalled by the idea! Some Christians may repress darkness while others of us merely practice self-control led by the Spirit, but Christian theology does not repress darkness.  Christian theology shows God as all good (even in His wrath, which is just and righteous) and Christian theology shows good as greater than and overcoming evil.  Christian theology clearly outlines the existence and destiny of evil -- the darkest of darkness. Perhaps I misunderstand the Jungian Shadow, but based on the texts I have read, I deviate from the Jungian perspective.  


I do not deny darkness within me.  I claim my depression and care for it with compassion.  I seek to understand my anger and seek to learn from it.  I can defend myself with similar feelings to violence. I do some mischief, laugh and play, and I do not necessarily associate them with darkness. The Jungian Shadow does not fully fit me, and I disagree with its philosophies on key levels.  There are some darker aspects of myself that simply must go, especially the ones that are truly dark, not just described as such.  If they are sinful or evil, then they must be crucified with Christ so that these parts no longer live, in order that Christ is glorified in me (as outlined in Galatians 2:20). I feel that the Jungian Shadow begins with a good idea, but diverts from there.  The Jungian Shadow contains darkness and the beacon pointing toward the light.  The darkness I experience, on the other hand, is part of my humanness while here on earth, not permanent, and the Beacon toward the Light (Christ in John 1, not the Self Archetype that can be deceptive) is the Holy Spirit.  Further, I find that too much is attributed to the mind and to the psychological, even the spiritual being attributed to the psychological in my understanding of Jung.  I see the spiritual as separate from the psychological, although the spiritual touches the psychological and the psychological holds constructs of the spiritual.  While I discover inner work occurring within me, I am finding that I do not practice this inner work in a Jungian fashion.  So, perhaps while I discover that I am not Jungian, I continue to learn about Jungian theory to learn more about why I am not Jungian or to glean the theory for what I find true or valuable.  Hence, I still grow internally, not agreeing with but compatible with the Jungian perspective. 

Anima


Contrasexual conflict?  I do believe I have psychological and interactive traits that are stereotypically female despite my being male.  Yet, my significant conflict is between spirit and flesh, not between anima and animus.  Although God is referred to as He, Father, came Incarnate as the man Jesus Christ, and that God/Israel and Christ/Church represent a groom/bride and male/female relationship, respectively, God is Spirit (John 4:24) and in Christ there is neither male nor female (Galatians 3:28).  Men and women are both created in God’s image. So, I do not ascribe the flesh to the anima and the spirit to the animus.  I would think it wrong to do so.  That is why I do not consider myself having an anima-animus conflict. Spirit is gender-neutral. I may conflict with people based on the type of interaction I use (the stereotypical masculine or the stereotypical feminine), but not to the degree that Jung defines masculine and feminine as animus and anima, respectively.  While I acknowledge masculine and feminine qualities within me, psychologically, I do not consider them as powerful or as significant as Jung’s concepts of anima and animus outline. Towards the end of this discussion, there is clarification on where I do not see my masculine and feminine qualities the way Jung would, and where I see more significance in outer world influences and socialization than I do from my inner world when it comes to my feminine projections (for example). 


I remember reading Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus by John Gray, Ph.D.  Many of the feminine interactive qualities applied to me.  Perhaps that is why I am in the counseling field.  One could see the majority of females in my graduate counseling program.  I am a minority in my training.  In my Myers-Briggs results, my Thinking and Feeling were almost balanced, although I was slightly higher in Thinking.  I think (or feel) that Feeling is more feminine and there are times when I am more oriented to feeling.  Just as I can frustrate my mother (a female) with one-word answers, silence, solitude, and logic -- stereotypically masculine traits -- I also can frustrate my father (a male).  He once asked why I got all “worked up” about some things.  One time when I was telling him of struggles with great emotion, he tried to offer a quick answer instead of listening.  I responded, “You are not letting me process.  I need to process.”  He did not understand.  I was interacting in a feminine way, and he was interacting in a masculine way (This follows Jung’s ideas somewhat).  I later spoke with my mother and I was able to process with her.  My father understands my logic (logos), sitting silently, and my giving one-word answers as I work crossword puzzles.  My mother understands my processing, my emotion, my passion (Eros), and my stereotypically female interactive and psychological qualities.  So, I will give credit to Jung that there are feminine traits within men and masculine traits within women.  I do not, however, readily give these traits the power that Jung does.  I express this in my following discussion about the feminine in my inner world.


I have had dreams involving women from time to time.  I think these women represented different things, but not necessarily the feminine traits (interactive styles) I have just discussed.  When I dreamed of women I knew, it often represented my unconscious feelings or concerns about the women on the outside who are represented inside the dream.  When I broke up with one of my girlfriends after a serious relationship with her, I had dreams about her.  When my sister approached her marriage, I dreamt about talking with my sister about her wedding over a meal.  I do not consider myself having an inner-ex-girlfriend or an inner-sister.  Certainly, there are internal structures that allow my connection (or former connection) with them -- memory, being human, being related genetically to my sister, once having a relationship to a person, and the mutual influence that comes with any interaction or experience, but I do not ascribe these all to one entity called anima. I would not consider my feminine interactive qualities and past dreams about females as being as connected as Jung considered them.  They are connected in that they come from one mind.  I have, however, difficulty following Jung’s concept of such things as my interactive style and dreams of women coming from an archetype -- the feminine anima.  In the past, I had many female friends and I thought that this is due to my interaction style.  Women talk more and listen more and relate more, and stereotypically express more emotion.  There is some truth to the stereotypes.  My parents raised me in an environment where I learned to talk, listen, relate, and to express feeling.  I was close to my mother.  She took me shopping when I was young.  I was her little friend.  As an adult, we talk on the phone like two friends.  When my mother and I have good interaction, I would say that my feminine traits are being used more in my interaction, but I would not significantly connect this to females in my dreams, save a dream about a good interaction with Mom.   


Before being blessed with my wife, Louise, I think the most clearly I saw the feminine in my inner world was when I thought about the woman (who would be Louise) for whom I long to meet and marry.  Some Jungians would say that I projected my anima. I would differ. I would say I had specified tastes about what type of woman I wanted to spend my life with.  I think of this as learning and socialization more than projection.  During my wait for Louise, I had modified what I looked for in a woman based on my interaction with women, the Bible, my culture, my family, my friends, and my society.  I looked for certain spiritual, intellectual-emotional, and physical characteristics.  These were (and are in Louise) categories for my tastes and are within me.  I referred to these tastes in measuring romantic prospects by them, and I discovered Louise met them to a tee!  Was this projecting the anima?  Or was it behaving based on what I have learned?  The Jungian would lean towards the former; I would lean towards the latter.


The female gentleness, softness, contour, and entire being are beautiful to me.  I have a strong drive within to be with my wife, my female companion.  Some refer to this drive being a drive to touch the anima.  I think of it as external and internal. I am a “people person.”  I long to be with people, both male and female.  This means just that -- that I want to literally be with people; I would not interpret it as wanting to touch both the anima and animus.  Yet, more than just any set of people, I especially long to be with my wife, sharing my life with her.  In the search for my wife, my hope was not just externally driven, but internally driven, as well.  And now that I have found Louise, I am driven to interact with and minister to her in a way that connects to her feminine needs. So, there are feminine aspects of who I am -- feminine aspects within.   I see them as interaction styles and internal constructs of females in the outer world. Louise is not perfect, as no one is, but she is special.  Just as one learns about astronomy only to discover a planet, so I, too, have learned from my experiences and environment how to interact -- even in feminine ways -- and I learned what to look for in the woman, and I sought, and I prayed, and I discovered Louise.

Self


Despite reading Jungian-based writings, self and Self are synonymous to me.  Yet, I, like Jung, would consider self the organizing principle. Beyond differing from Jungian theory in my thought, I especially find it difficult to comprehend Self as a distinct archetype in Jung’s model.  In a Jungian idea of Self, I would comprehend it as the total being including all archetypes, rather than just one archetype (as Jung’s Self puts forth), which strikes me as an element less than the total being rather than the whole person.  That is, I cannot see self or Self as part of the person for self or Self indeed is the person.  In my discussion, I will use self throughout due to the lack of distinction between self and Self in my thinking.  I have used Self only in reference to Jung’s concept of the archetypal Self.  I have always considered self the totality of my being, although when I talk about self, it is really a mental construct of my entire being.  Part of my being (beyond the mental construct of this part) is transcendent -- the human soul.  Persons are born with 2 things: The potential for redemption (and thus goodness) and sinfulness.  The human soul is the door to redemption for by the blood, sacrifice, and resurrection of Jesus Christ, the person can become new and once again be in communion with God -- no longer separate from Him due to sin. I see the number 3, not 4, as Jungians would say, as the number of wholeness. God is the Trinity -- Three in One and One in Three. Three is the number for wholeness capturing it all and modeled after the Trinity Himself.  Within people, there are spiritual, mental, and physical representations of the spiritual, mental, and the physical. While I do see darkness (and self-deception) in the self -- in the flesh and mind -- I reject a Yin-Yang approach.  I will not repeat my thinking as it was thoroughly outlined in my discussion of Shadow.  Briefly, though, I am redeemed by Christ.  My spirit is filled with the Holy Spirit and is overcoming the flesh and transforming my mind.  Good is overcoming evil.  Before my birth in Christ, the wickedness of the flesh dominated my mind and I was spiritually dead for all practical purposes.  Evil was reigning in the self.  Never were the black and white sides balanced and never will they be for the good will overcome the evil, is overcoming evil, and overcame evil.  So, I see the mental construct of my self as describing something that organizes my entire being.  The self is truly my entire being, but by its definition, it organizes it in spirit, mind, and flesh.  It is difficult to discuss the self separate from the mental construct of self, as is true for any topic of discussion.  I could keep this all to my self, but then, that would be selfish.  

Coniunctio


This is by far for me the most difficult of archetypes about which to write.  The very philosophy behind this particular archetype is one that I do not follow and do not accept.  Briefly, the Coniunctio strikes me as a union of opposites where synthesis battles antithesis and out of that struggle comes a transcendent balance.  I do not agree with this philosophy.  This is much like the Yin-Yang approach I have mentioned in past archetype discussions.  The way I understand such an approach is one where all things have equal and opposite “shadows” with an element of “shadow” in the “non-shadow” and an element of “non-shadow” in the “shadow.”   I see things as having aspects that are neither equal in significance nor totally opposite to what some would call their “shadow.”  God is good and Satan is evil.  Yet, God is GOD, and Satan is a fallen archangel with an ego complex. There is never balance between opposites and never will be.  And while there are some things to do in moderation, and extremes can be unhealthy, a transcendent balance between two opposing forces is not an ideal goal in my opinion.  The spirit is willing but the flesh is weak.  The spirit overcomes the flesh.  They lack balance and should not be in balance for transcendence is absent via such a balance in their struggle. 


Further, some of what the Coniunctio is said to represent appalls me.  Incest and bisexuality I find offensive.  In searching for information on Coniunctio, I found something called the Mysterium Coniunctius that seeks the transcendent balance described above.  Yet, the Mysterium Coniunctius is associated with Aleister Crowley and the teaching “Do what thou wilt,” a phrase common in Satanic circles.  I am in opposition to such thinking, for sure!  I do not want to automatically ascribe Coniunctio to such depraved thinking, but there is at least one association with such thinking.  Hence, I proceed with the cautious tone I have already expressed.  


I do not have any hermaphroditic characters in my dreams. Yet, I do dream of weddings, which celebrate the union of male and female.  Therefore, the best way for me to proceed is with a discussion of marriage.  Coniunctio, from the Latin for union, deals with the union of opposites, including male and female.  In marriage, I see the potential of a union of opposites to present a transcendence, though it is the relationship that is transcendent, not a new being.  There are those marriages, however, that have the opposite effect, where the union of the male and female is “worse” than the respective existences of the two before the union.  A marriage built on Christ, however, is transcendent, as are all things that are built on Christ. I have married a woman and our marriage is based on Christ and is wonderful!  Therefore, I will approach this topic in discussing the marriage union and what it is to me externally and internally.  


Society has its own views of marriage.  Society, in many ways, misses the point and undermines what marriage is.  Society takes marriage lightly as seen with the 60% divorce rate among newly weds.  Further, the very definition of marriage is debated as some push their agenda for homosexual marriages.  A homosexual marriage is an oxymoron.  Marriage is a picture of the God/Israel, Christ/Church, Groom/Bride model.  A homosexual union is not only unnatural (a physis -- unnatural acts described in Romans 1 between homosexuals), but such a union does not follow the cosmological model of God/Israel, Christ/Church, Groom/Bride. God set up the institution of marriage.  In Genesis 2:18, “The LORD God said, “It is not good for the man to be alone. . . .” (NIV). God took Eve from Adam’s rib, not his feet, nor his head, but from his side near his heart.  And soon after the account where God makes this woman from the man’s rib, the Bible uses the term “wife” in reference to Eve showing that she and Adam are married by God.  She was part of the man’s body only for the man and woman to become one again in marriage. Her being part of his body is significant.  When a believing man and a believing woman are married, they are united not only with one another, but also with Christ. As the end of Ecclesiastes 4:12 states, “. . . A cord of three strands is not quickly broken” (NIV), the third cord being Christ.  A believing couple models Christ’s love for His Church -- His bride.  Christians are members of the Body of Christ (1 Corinthians 12:27), yet as the Church, they compose the Bride of Christ.  Ephesians 5:25-32 captures the significance of marriage: 

Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ loved the church and gave Himself up for her to make her holy, cleansing her by the washing with water through the word, and to present her to Him self as a radiant church, without stain or wrinkle or any other blemish, but holy and blameless.  In this same way, husbands ought to love their wives as their own bodies.  He who loves his wife loves himself.  After all, no one ever hated his own body, but he feeds and cares for it, just as Christ does the church -- for we are members of his body.  `For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united with his wife, and the two will become one flesh.’ This is a profound mystery -- but I am talking about Christ and the church (NIV).

The husband is to love the wife as his own body.  Eve was from Adam’s body.  The Bride of Christ is the Church and she is made up of members of the Body of Christ.  Christ/Church is God/Israel for Christ is God (John 10:30, Philippians 2:6, Colossians 1: 15-20) and the Church has joined the new Israel.  How God loved Israel even when she was unfaithful (Hosea).  How Christ loves His Church!  God has had and has a bride (made up of many people) who prostitutes herself with the things of the world and yet, He still loves her with the greatest love of all to the point of torture and death on the cross.  Marriage, then, is more than a couple of  “I do’s.”  It is a significant theological event for the individuals involved and it is a model of one of the greatest cosmological events! 


So, to me, marriage is a big deal.  Louise and I married without a prenuptial agreement.  Divorce is not an option.  We have committed ourselves to God and to one another. There are great responsibilities and struggles that come with marriage. Just as we are to come to the end of ourselves and depend on God, marriage promotes selflessness.  Selfishness is cancer to marriage.  And when the theological meaning behind marriage is added, how much greater the responsibility to love one another.  How great the struggles may be when everything the world says undermines what marriage should be.  I will be honest.  It is almost inevitable, then, that I discuss marriage when asked to discuss Coniunctio or union.  The marriage union is very significant to me and is a common and central theme in my inner growth.  I am in Christ as a member of His body and His bride.  My wife is likewise. I grow with her in interaction on the outside as we grow in faith on the inside. 

One of the seven angels who had the seven bowls full of the seven last plagues came and said to me, `Come, I will show you the bride, the wife of the Lamb.’ And he carried me away in the Spirit to a mountain great and high, and showed me the Holy City, Jerusalem, coming down out of heaven from God (Revelation 21:9-10, NIV). 

