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CONSCIOUS, UNCONSCIOUS, AND INDIVIDUATION !

The relation between the conscious and the unconscious on
the one hand, and the individuation process on the other, are
problems that arise almost regularly during the later stages of
analytical treatment. By “analytical” I mean a procedure that
takes account of the existence of the unconscious. These prob-
lems-do not arise in a procedure based on suggestion. A few
preliminary words may not be out of place in order to explain
what is meant by “individuation.”

I use the term “individuation” to denote the process by
which a person becomes a psychological “in-dividual,” that is,
a separate, indivisible unity or “whole.” 2 It is generally as-
sumed that consciousness is the whole of the psychological in-
dividual, But knowledge of the phenomena that can only be
explained on the hypothesis of unconscious psychic processes
makes it doubtful whether the ego and its contents are in fact
identical with the “whole.” If unconscious processes exist at all,
they must surely belong to the totality of the individual, even
though they are not components of the conscious ego. If they
were part of the ego they would necessarily be conscious, be-
cause everything that is directly related to the ego is conscious.
Consciousness can even be equated with the relation between
the ego and the psychic contents. But unconscious phenomena

1[Originally written in English as “The Meaning of Individuation,” the intro-
ductory chapter of The Integration of the Personality (New York, 1939; London,
1940), a collection of papers otherwise translated by Stanley Dell. Professor Jung
afterward rewrote the paper, with considerable revision, in German and published
it as “Bewusstsein, Unbewusstes und Individuation,” Zentralblatt fiir Psycho-
therapie und ihre Grenzgebiete (Leipzig), X1 (1939):5, 257-70. The original
English version was slightly longer, owing to matérial which Mr. Dell edited into
it from other writings of Jung’s, for the special requirements of the Integration
volume, It is the basis of the present version, together with the 1939 German
version.—EDITORS.]

2 Modern physicists (Louis de Broglie, for instance) use instead of this the concept
of something “discontinuous.”
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are so little related to the ego that most people do not hesitate
to deny their existence outright. Nevertheless, they manifest
themselves in an individual’s behaviour. An attentive observer
can detect them without difficulty, while the observed person
remains quite unaware of the fact that he is betraying his most
secret thoughts or even things he has never thought consciously.
It is, however, a great prejudice to suppose that something we
have never thought consciously does not exist in the psyche.
There is plenty of evidence to show that consciousness is very
far from covering the psyche in its totality. Many things occur
semiconsciously, and a great many more Temain entirely un-
conscious. Thorough investigation of the phenomena of dual
and multiple personalities, for instance, has brought to light a
mass of material with observations to prove this point. (I would
refer the teader to the writings of Pierre Janet, Théodore
Flournoy, Morton Prince, and others.%)

The importance of such phenomena has made a deep im-
pression on medical psychology, because they give rise to all
sorts of psychic and physiological symptoms. In these circum-
stances, the assumption that the ego expresses the totality of the
psyche has become untenable. It is, on the contrary, evident
that the whole must necessarily include not only consciousness
but the illimitable field of unconscious occurrences as well, and
that the ego can be no more than the centre of the field of con-
sciousness. :

You will naturally ask whether the unconscious possesses a
centre too. I would hardly venture to assume that there is in
the unconscious a ruling principle analogous to the ego. As 2
matter of fact, everything points to the contrary. If there were
such a centre, we could expect almost regular signs of its ex-
istence. Cases of dual personality would then be frequent oc-
currences instead of rare curiosities. As a rule, unconscious
phenomena manifest themselves in fairly chaotic and unsys-
tematic form. Dreams, for instance, show no apparent order
and no tendency to systematization, as they would have to do if
there were a personal consciousness at the back of them. The
philosophers Carus and von Hartmann treat the unconscious
as a metaphysical principle, a sort of universal mind, without
any trace of personality or ego-consciousness, and similarly
8 [See also Jung's Psychiatric Studies, index, s. vv.—EDITORS.]
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Schopenhauer’s “Will” is without an ego. Modern psychologists,
too, regard the unconscious as an egoless function below the
threshold of consciousness. Unlike the philosophers, they tend
to derive its subliminal functions from the conscious mind.
Janet thinks that there is a certain weakness of consciousness
which is unable to hold all the psychic processes together.
Freud, on the other hand, favours the idea of conscious factors
that suppress certain incompatible tendencies. Much can be
said for both theories, since there are numerous cases where a
weakness of consciousness actually causes certain contents to
fall below the threshold, or where disagreeable contents are
repressed. It is obvious that such careful observers as Janet and
Freud would not have constructed theories deriving the un-
conscious mainly from conscious sources had they been able to
discover traces of an independent personality or of an autono-
mous will in the manifestations of the unconscious.

If it were true that the unconscious consists of nothing but
contents accidentally deprived of consciousness but otherwise
indistinguishable from the conscious material, then one could
identify the ego more or less with the totality of the psyche. But
actually the situation is not quite so simple. Both theories are
based mainly on observations in the field of neurosis. Neither
Janet nor Freud had any specifically psychiatric experience. If
they had, they would surely have been struck by the fact that
the unconscious displays contents that are utterly different from
conscious ones, so strange, indeed, that nobody can understand
them, neither the patient himself nor his doctors. The patient
is inundated by a flood of thoughts that are as strange to him as
they are to a normal person. That is why we call him “crazy™:
we cannot understand his ideas. We understand something only
if we have the necessary premises for doing so. But here the
premises are just as remote from our consciousness as they were

from the mind of the patient before he went mad. Otherwise he
would never have become insane.

There is, in fact, no field directly known to us from which
we could derive certain pathological ideas. It is not a question of
more or less normal contents that became unconscious just by
accident. They are, on the contrary, products whose nature is at
first completely baffling. They differ in every respect from
neurotic material, which cannot be said to be at all bizarre, The
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material of a neurosis is understandable in human terms, but
that of a psychosis is not.*

This peculiar psychotic material cannot be derived from the
conscious mind, because the latter lacks the premises which
would help to explain the strangeness of the ideas. Neurotic
contents can be integrated without appreciable injury to the
ego, but psychotic ideas cannot. They remain inaccessible, and
ego-consciousness is more or less swamped by them. They even
show a distinct tendency to'draw the ego into their “system.”

Such cases indicate that under certain conditions the un-
conscious is capable of taking over the role of the ego. The con-
sequence of this exchange is insanity and confusion, because
the unconscious is not a second personality with organized and
centralized functions but in all probability a decentralized con-
geries of psychic processes. However, nothing produced by the
human mind lies absolutely outside the psychic realm. Even
the craziest idea must correspond to something in the psyche.
We cannot suppose that certain minds contain elements that do
not exist at all in other minds. Nor can we assume that the
unconscious is capable of becoming autonomous only in certain
people, namely in those predisposed to insanity. It is very much
more likely that the tendency to autonomy is a more or less
general peculiarity of the unconscious. Mental disorder is, in a
sense, only one outstanding example of a hidden but none the
less general condition. This tendency to autonomy shows itself
above all in affective states, including those of normal people.
When in a state of violent affect one says or does things which
exceed the ordinary. Not much is needed: love and hate, joy
and grief, are often enough to make the ego and the uncon-
scious change places. Very strange ideas indeed can take .pos:
session of otherwise healthy people on such occasions. Groups,
communities, and even whole nations can be seized in this way
by psychic epidemics.

The autonomy of the unconscious therefore begins where
emotions are generated. Emotions are instinctive, involuntary
reactions which upset the rational order of consciousness by
their elemental outbursts. Affects are not “made” or wilfully

4 By this I mean only certain cases of schizophrenia, such as the famous Schreber
case (Memoirs of My Nervous Iliness) or the case published by Nelken (“Analy:
tische Beobachtungen iiber Phantasien eines Schizophrenen,” 1912).
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produced; they simply happen. In a state of affect a trait of
character sometimes appears which is strange even to the per-
son concerned, or hidden contents may irrupt involuntarily.
The more violent an affect the closer it comes to the pathologi-
cal, to a condition in which the ego-consciousness is thrust aside
by autonomous contents that were unconscious before. So long
as the unconscious is in a dormant condition, it seems as if there
were absolutely nothing in this hidden region. Hence we are
continually surprised when something unknown suddenly ap-
pears “from nowhere.” Afterwards, of course, the psychologist
comes along and shows that things had to happen as they did for
this or that reason. But who could have said so beforehand?

We call'the unconscious “nothing,” and yet it is a reality
in potentia. The thought we shall think, the deed we shall do,
even the fate we shall lament tomorrow, all lie unconscious in
our today. The unknown in us which the affect uncovers was
always there and sooner or later would have presented itself to
consciousness. Hence we must always reckon with the presence
of things not yet discovered. These, as I have said, may be un-
known quirks of character. But possibilities of future develop-
ment may also come to light in this way, perhaps in just such
an outburst of affect which sometimes radically alters the whole
situation. The unconscious has a Janus-face: on one side its
contents point back to a preconscious, prehistoric world of in-
stinct, while on the other side it potentially anticipates the
future—precisely because of the instinctive readiness for action
of the factors that determine man’s fate. If we had complete
knowledge of the ground plan lying dormant in an individual
from the beginning, his fate would be in large measure pre-
dictable.

Now, to the extent that unconscious tendencies—be they
backward-looking images or forward-looking anticipations—
appear in dreams, dreams have been regarded, in all previous
ages, less as historical regressions than as anticipations of the
future, and rightly so. For everything that will be happens on
the basis of what has been, and of what—consciously or uncon-
sciously—still exists as a memory-trace. In so far as no man is
born totally new, but continually repeats the stage of develop-
ment last reached by the species, he contains unconsciously, as
an a priori datum, the entire psychic structure developed both
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upwards and downwards by his ancestors in the coutse.of.‘;lil:
ages. That is what gives the unconscious 1ts cha_lracterlstlc e
torical” aspect, but it is at the same time the sine qt&q é;:‘ﬁt o
shaping the future. For this reason 1t 1s often very hl s
decide whether an autonomous manifestation of the uncon
scious should be interpreted as an effect (and therefore histori-
cal) or as an aim (and therefore teleol.oglcal and ant1c1pato:y)i
The conscious mind thinks as a rule without regard to ancestra
preconditions and without taking into account the 1n1f,luin:::
this a priori factor has on the shaping of the individua sh'a k;
Whereas we think in periods of years, the unconscious thin
and lives in terms of millennia. So when s?methlng happens
that seems to us an unexampled novelty_, it is generally a verz
old story indeed. We still forget, like children, what hlacllppcﬁli :
yesterday. We are still living in a wonderfulunew worl Tvirl e 5
man thinks himself astonishingly newwand modern. s
unmistakable proof of the youthfulne-fss o_f hqman cons(ellplis-
ness, which has not yet grown aware of its historical anteceden fas
As a matter of fact, the “normal” person convinces me by
more of the autonomy of the unconscious than does tht.t 1:115an<i
person. Psychiatric theory can always .take refuge behmt f::):;
or alleged organic disorders of_ the brain and th}ls d..etra\cl o
the importance of the unconscious. But such a view I:s no lo Sies
applicable when it comes to nor.mal ht‘l‘mamty. What on(e)f 3
happening in the world is not just a shadowy .vest1§e o
tivities that were once conscious,” but the expression ot a {X,mg
psychic condition that still exists and_ always w11.1 exist. W exie
that not so, one might well be astonished. But it 1s precisely
those who give least credence to the autonomy of tl}e unqortll-
scious who are the most surprised by it. Because of its y01.1th-
fulness and vulnerability, our consciousness tends to make light
of the unconscious. This is understandable enough, for a you;}g
man should not let himself be overawed by the authority of his
parents if he wants to start something on_hls own accounl:;1 Hls(»l
torically as well as individually, our consciousness has develope
out of the darkness and somnolence of pnmorc_hal unconsc;;)us-
ness. There were psychic processes anfi f’?nct_lons llong Eefg;:
any ego-consciousness existed. “’]?hmkmg _ex*stec’l’ ong be
man was able to say: “I am consscwus of thinking.
200
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The primitive “perils of the soul” consist mainly of dangers
to consciousness. Fascination, bewitchment, “'loss of soul,” pos-
session, etc. are obviously phenomena of the dissociat'on and
suppression of consciousness caused by unconscious contents.
Even civilized man is not yet entirely free of the darkness of
primeval times. The unconscious is the mother of conscious-
ness. Where there is 2 mother there is also a father, yet he seems
to be unknown. Consciousness, in the pride of its youth, may
deny its father, but it cannot deny its mother. That would be
too unnatural, for one can see in every child how hesitantly and
slowly its ego-consciousness evolves out of a fragmentary con-
sciousness lasting for single moments only, and how these
islands~gradually emerge from the total darkness of mere in-
stinctuality.

Consciousness grows out of an unconscious psyche which is
older than it, and which goes on functioning together with it or
even in spite of it. Although there are numerous cases of con-
scious contents becoming unconscious again (through being
repressed, for instance), the unconscious as a whole is far from
being a mere remnant of consciousness. Or are the psychic
functions of animals remnants of consciousness?

As I have said, there is little hope of our finding in the un-
conscious an order equivalent to that of the ego. It certainly
does not look as if we were likely to discover an unconscious
ego-personality, something in the nature of a Pythagorean
“counter-earth.” Nevertheless, we cannot overlook the fact that,
just as consciousness arises from the unconscious, the ego-centre,
too, crystallizes out of a dark depth in which it was somehow
contained in potentia. Just as a human mother can only produce
a human child, whose deepest nature lay hidden during its
potential existence within her, so we are practically compelled
to believe that the unconscious cannot be an entirely chaotic
accumulation of instincts and images. There must be some-
thing to hold it together and give expression to the whole. Its
centre cannot possibly be the ego, since the ego was born out of
it into consciousness and turns its back on the unconscious,
seeking to shut it out as much as possible. Or can it be that the
unconscious loses its centre with the birth of the ego? In that
case we would expect the ego to be far superior to the uncon-
scious in influence and importance. The unconscious would
281
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then follow meekly in the footsteps of the conscious, and that
would be just what we wish. ) )
Unfortunately, the facts show the exact opposite: conscious-
ness succumbs all too easily to unconscious influences, and these
are often truer and wiser than our conscious thinking. Also, it
frequently happens that unconscious motives o_vern.ﬂe our con-
scious decisions, especially in matters of vital importance.
Indeed, the fate of the individual is largely dependent on un-
conscious factors. Careful investigation shows how very'ml_lch
our conscious decisions depend on the undisturbed functioning
of memory. But memory often suffers from the disturbing in-

terference of unconscious contents. Moreover, 1t functions as a.

rule automatically. Ordinarily it uses the bridges of association,
but often in such an extraordinary way that another thot:oug.h
investigation of the whole process of memory-r‘eproducnon is
needed in order to find out how certain memories m.anaged to
reach consciousness at all. And sometimes these bridges can-
not be found. In such cases it is impossible to dismiss the
hypothesis of the spontaneous acti'v.ity of the unconscious. An-
other example is intuition, which is chiefly dependent on un-
conscious processes of a very complex nature. Because of this
peculiarity, I have defined intuition as “perception via the un-
conscious.” . .

Normally the unconscious collaborates W‘lth the conscious
without friction or disturbance, so that one 1s not even aware
of its existence. But when an individual or a social group
deviates too far from their instinctual foundations, they then
experience the full impact of unconscious forces. The collabora-
tion of the unconscious is intelligent and purposwe,'and. even
when it acts in opposition to consciousness its expression is still
compensatory in an intelligent way, as if it were trying to Te-
store the lost balance. . )

There are dreams and visions of such an impressive char-
aracter that some people refuse to admit that they could have
originated in an unconscious psyche. They ;)Iefer to assume
that such phenomena derive from a sort of “superconscious-
ness.” Such people make a distinction between a quasi-physio-
logical or instinctive unconscious and a psychic sphere or layc,l:
“above” consciousness, which they style the “superconscious.
As a matter of fact, this psyche, which in Indian philosophy is
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called the “higher” consciousness, corresponds to what we in
the West call the “unconscious.” Certain dreams, visions, and
mystical experiences do, however, suggest the existence of a
consciousness in the unconscious. But, if we assume a conscious-
ness in the-unconscious, we are at once faced with the difficulty
that no consciousness can exist without a subject, that is, an ego
to which the contents are related. Consciousness needs a centre,
an ego to which something is conscious. We know of no other
kind of consciousness, nor can we imagine a consciousness with-
out an ego. There can be no consciousness when there is no one
to say: “J am conscious.”

It is unprofitable to speculate about things we cannot know.
I theréfore refrain from making assertions that go beyond the
bounds of science. It was never possible for me to discover in
the unconscious ‘anything like a personality comparable with
the ego. But although a “second ego” cannot be discovered
(except -in the rare cases of dual personality), the manifesta-
tions of the unconscious do at least show traces of personalities.
A simple example is the dream, where a number of real or
imaginary people represent the dream-thoughts. In nearly all
the important types of dissociation, the manifestations of the
unconscious assume a strikingly personal form. Careful ex-
amination of the behaviour and mental content of these per-
sonifications, however, reveals their fragmentary character.
They seem to represent complexes that have split off from a
greater whole, and are the very reverse of a personal centre of
the unconscious.

I have always been greatly impressed by the character of
dissociated fragments as personalities. Hence I have often asked
myself whether we are not justified in assuming that, if such
fragments have personality, the whole from which they were
broken off must have personality to an even higher degree.
The inference seemed logical, since it does not depend on
whether the fragments are large or small. Why, then, should
not the whole have personality too? Personality need not imply
consciousness. It can just as easily be dormant or dreaming.

The general aspect of unconscious manifestations is in the
main chaotic and irrational, despite certain symptoms of intelli-
gence and purposiveness. The unconscious produces dreams,
visions, fantasies, emotions, grotesque ideas, and so forth. This
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is exactly what we would expect a dreaming personality to do.
It seems to be a personality that was never awake and was never
conscious of the life it had lived and of its own continuity. The
only question is whether the hypothesis of a dormant and
hidden personality is possible or not. It may be that all of the
personality to be found in the unconscious is contained in
the fragmentary personifications mentioned before. Since this is
very possible, all my conjectures would be in vain—unless there
were evidence of much less fragmentary and more complete
personalities, even though they are hidden.

1 am convinced that such evidence exists. Unfortunately, the
material to prove this belongs to the subtleties of psychological
analysis. It is therefore not exactly easy to give the reader a
simple and convincing idea of it.

1 shall begin with'a brief statement: in the unconscious of
every man there is hidden a feminine personality, and in that
of every woman a masculine personality.

It is a well-known fact that sex is determined by a majority
of male or female genes, as the case may be. But the minority
of genes belonging to the other sex does not simply disappear.
A man therefore has in him a feminine side, an unconscious
feminine figure—a fact of which he is generally quite unaware.

I may take it as known that I have called this figure the “ani- |

ma,” and its counterpart in a2 woman the “animus.” In order
not to repeat myself, I must refer the reader to the literature.’
This figure frequently appears in dreams, where one can ob-

serve all the attributes I have mentioned in earlier publications.

Another, no less important and clearly defined figure is the
“shadow.” Like the anima, it appears either in projection on
suitable persons, or personified as such in dreams. The shadow
coincides with the “personal” unconscious (which corresponds
to Freud’s conception of the unconscious). Again like the ani-
ma, this figure has often been portrayed by poets and writers.
I would mention the Faust-Mephistopheles relationship and
E. T. A. Hoffmann’s tale The Devil’s Elixir as two especially
typical descriptions. The shadow personifies everything that the
subject refuses to acknowledge about himself and yet is always
5 Psychological Types, Def. 48; “The Relations between the Ego and the Un-
conscious,” pars. 2g6f; Psychology and Alchemy, Part II. Cf. also the third
paper in this volume.
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thrusting itself upon him directly or indirectly—for instance,
inferior traits of character and other incompatible tendencies.®

The fact that the unconscious spontaneously personifies
certain -affectively toned contents in dreams is the reason why
1 have taken over these personifications in my terminology and
formulated them as names.

Besides these figures there are still a few others, less fre-
quent and less striking, which have likewise undergone poetic
as well as mythological formulation. I would mention, for in-
stance, the figure of the hero”’ and of the wise old man,® to
name only two of the best known.

All these figures irrupt autonomously into consciousness as
soon as-it gets into a pathological state. With regard to the
anima, I would particularly like to draw attention to the case
described by Nelken.? Now the remarkable thing is that these
figures show the most striking connections with the poetic,
religious, or mythological formulations, though these connec-

‘tions are in no way factual. That is to say, they are spontaneous

products of analogy. One such case even led to the charge of
plagiarism: the French writer Benoit gave a description of the
anima and her classic myth in his book L’Atlantide, which is
an exact parallel of Rider Haggard’s She. The lawsuit proved
unsuccessful: Benoit had never heard of Ske. (It might, in the
last analysis, have been an instance of cryptomnesic deception,
which is often extremely difficult to rule out.) The distinctly
“historical” aspect of the anima and her condensation with the
figures of the sister, wife, mother, and daughter, plus the asso-
ciated incest motif, can be found in Goethe (“You were in times
gone by my wife or sister”),!® as well as in the anima figure of
the regina or femina alba in alchemy. The English alchemist
Eirenaeus Philalethes (“lover of truth”), writing about 1645,
remarks that the “Queen” was the King's “sister, mother, or
wife.” 11 The same idea can be found, ornately elaborated, in

6 Toni- Wolff, “Einfiihrung in die Grundlagen der Komplexen Psychologie,” p.
104, [Also Adion, ch. 2.—EDITORS.] 7 Symbols of Transformation, Part IL.

8 CE. supra, “The Phenomenology of the Spirit in Fairytales.”

9 See n. 4, above,

10 [Untitled poem (“Warum gabst du uns die tiefen Blicke”) in Werke, 11, p. 43.
—EDITORS.]

1 Ripley Reviv'd; or, An Exposition upon Sir George Ripley’s Hermetico-Poetical
Works (1678), trans. into German in 1741 and possibly known to Goethe,
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Nelken’s patient and in a whole series of cases observed by me,
where I was able to rule out with certainty any possibility of
literary influence. For the rest, the anima complex is one of the
oldest features of Latin alchemy.!?

When one studies the archetypal personalities and their be-
haviour with the help of the dreams, fantasies, and delusions of
patients,’® one is profoundly impressed by their manifold and
unmistakable connections with mythological ideas completely
unknown to the layman. They form a species of singular beings
whom one would like to endow with ego-consciousness; indeed,
they almost seem capable of it. And yet this idea is not borne
out by the facts. There is nothing in their behaviour to suggest
that they have an ego-consciousness as we know it. They show,
on the contrary, all the marks of fragmentary personalities.
They are masklike, wraithlike, without problems, lacking self-
reflection, with no conflicts, no doubts, no sufferings; like gods,
perhaps, who have no philosophy, such as the Brahma-gods of
the Samyutta-nikdya, whose erroneous views needed correction
by the Buddha. Unlike other contents, they always remain
strangers in the world of consciousness, unwelcome intruders
saturating the atmosphere with uncanny forebodings or even
with the fear of madness.

If we examine their content, i.e., the fantasy material con-
stituting their phenomenology, we find countless archaic and
“historical” associations and images of an archetypal nature.*

This peculiar fact permits us to draw conclusions about the

“localization” of anima and animus in the psychic structure.
They evidently live and function in the deeper layers of the
unconscious, especially in that phylogenetic substratum which
I have called the collective unconscious. This localization ex-
plains a good deal of their strangeness: they bring into our
ephemeral consciousness an unknown psychic life belonging to
a remote past. It is the mind of our unknown ancestors, their
way of thinking and feeling, their way of experiencing life and
12 Cf. the celebrated “Visio Arislei” (driis auriferae, 1593, II, pp. 246f), also
available in German: Ruska, Die Vision des Arisleus, p. 22.

18 For an example of the method, see Psychology and Alchemy, Part IL.

14 In my Symbols of Transformation, 1 have described the case of a young woman
with a “hero-story,” i.e., an animus fantasy that yielded a rich harvest of myth-
ological material. Rider Haggard, Benoit, and Goethe (in Faust) have all stressed
the historical character of the anima.
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the world, gods and men. The existence of these archaic strata
is presumably the source of man’s belief in reincarnations and
in'memories of “previous existences.” Just as the human body
is a museum, so to speak, of its phylogenetic history, so too is
the psyche. We have no reason to suppose that the specific
structure of the psyche is the only thing in the world that has
no history outside its individual manifestations. Even the con-
scious mind cannot be denied a history reaching back at least
five thousand years. It is only our ego-consciousness that has
forever a new beginning and an early end. The unconscious
psyche is not only immensely old, it is also capable of growing
into an equally remote future. It moulds the human species and
is justas much a part of it as the human body, which, though
ephemeral in the individual, is collectively of immense age.

The anima and animus live in a world quite different from
the world outside—in a world where the pulse of time beats in-
finitely slowly, where the birth and death of individuals count
for little. No wonder their nature is strange, so strange that
their irruption into consciousness often amounts to a psychosis.
They undoubtedly belong to the material that comes to light in
schizophrenia.

‘What I have said about the collective unconscious may give
you a more or less adequate idea of what I mean by this term.
If we now turn back to the problem of individuation, we shall
see ourselves faced with a rather extraordinary task: the psyche
consists of two incongruous halves which together should form
a whole. One is inclined to think that ego-consciousness is
capable of assimilating the unconscious, at least one hopes that
such a solution is possible. But unfortunately the unconscious
really is unconscious; in other words, it is unknown. And how
can you assimilate something unknown? Even if you can form
a fairly complete picture of the anima and animus, this does not
mean that you have plumbed the depths of the unconscious.
One hopes to control the unconscious, but the past masters in
the art of self-control, the yogis, attain perfection in samddhi, a
state of ecstasy, which so far as we know is equivalent to a state
of unconsciousness. It makes no difference whether they call our
unconscious a “universal consciousness’; the fact remains that
in their case the unconscious has swallowed up ego-conscious-
ness. They do not realize that a ““universal consciousness” is a
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contradiction in terms, since exclusion, selection, and discrimi-
nation are the root and essence of everything that lays claim to
the name “consciousness.” “Universal consciousness” is logi-
cally identical with unconsciousness. It is nevertheless true that
a correct application of the methods described in the Pali Canon
or in the Yoga-siltra induces a remarkable extension of con-
sciousness. But, with increasing extension, the contents of con-
sciousness lose in clarity of detail. In the end, consciousness
becomes all-embracing, but nebulous; an infinite number of
things merge into an indefinite whole, a state in which subject
and object are almost completely identical. This is all very
beautiful, but scarcely to be recommended anywhere north of
the Tropic of Cancer.

For this reason we must look for a different solution. We
believe in ego-consciousness and in what we call reality. The
realities of a northern climate are somehow so convincing that
we feel very much better off when we do not forget them. For
us it makes sense to concern ourselves with reality. Our Euro-
pean ego-consciousness is therefore inclined; to swallow up the
unconscious, and if this should not prove feasible we try to
suppress it. But if we understand anything of the unconscious,
we know- that it cannot be swallowed. We also know that it is
dangerous to suppress it, because the unconscious is life and this
life turns against us if suppressed, as happens in neurosis. _

Conscious and unconscious do not make a whole when onc
of them is suppressed and injured by the other. If they must
contend, let it at least be a fair fight with equal rights on both
sides. Both are aspects of life. Consciousness should defend its
reason and protect itself, and the chaotic life of the unconscious
should be given the chance of having its way too—as much of it
as we can stand. This means open conflict and open collabora-
tion at once. That, evidently, is the way human life should be.
It is the old game of hammer and anvil: between them the

patient iron is forged into an indestructible whole, an “in-
dividual.”

This, roughly, is what I mean by the individuation process.
As the name shows, it is a process or course of development
arising out of the conflict between the two fundamental psychic
facts. I have described the problems of this conflict, at least in
their essentials, in my essay “The Relations between the Ego
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and the Unconscious.” A special chapter, however, is the sym-
bolism of the process, which is of the utmost importance for
understanding the final stages of the encounter between con-
scious and unconscious, in practice as well as in theory. My
investigations during these last years have been devoted mainly
to this theme. It turned out, to my own great astonishment, that
the symbol formation has the closest affinities with alchemical
ideas, and especially with the conceptions of the “uniting
symbol,” 13 which yield highly significant parallels. Naturally
these are processes which have no meaning in the initial stages
of psychological treatment. On the other hand, more difficult
cases, such as cases of unresolved transference, develop these
symbols: Knowledge of them is of inestimable importance in
treating cases of this kind, especially when dealing with cul-
tured patients.

How the harmonizing of conscious and unconscious data is
to be undertaken cannot be indicated in the form of a recipe.
It is an irrational life-process which expresses itself in definite
symbols. It may be the task of the analyst to stand by this
process with all the help he can give. In this case, knowledge of
the symbols is indispensable, for it is in them that the union
of conscious and unconscious contents is consummated. Out of
this union emerge new situations and new conscious attitudes.
I have therefore called the union of opposites the “transcendent
function.” 1® This rounding out of the personality into a whole
may well be the goal of any psychotherapy that claims to be
more than a mere cure of symptoms.

15 [Psychological Types, Def. 51 and ch, V, gc. In the Collected Works, the
term “uniting symbol” supersedes the earlier translation “reconciling symbol.”

—EDITORS |
18 [Cf. “The Transcendent Function,”—EDITORS.]
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