



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































AUTUMN TERM

longs to the Dionysian stage of his initiation; it is the feeling of rebirth
which always accompanies the revelation of Dionysos.

Mr. Baumann: Why was it taken up so tremendously?

Dr. Jung: Because it was the problem of the time. You know, that was
the time where everything got stiff with Victorianism, and so every-
body hoped for the great outburst of fire, of movement, enthusiasm,
and so on. Then happily enough the war came, the great feast of
death, then people could decorate themselves with flowers, you know.
As it is with the termites when their great joie de vivre comes: when all
the young termites are hatched they throw open the doors of the ter-
mite hill and out they come and are eaten in no time by birds and ani-
mals. Everything is wasted; it is a vast hecatomb, a sacrificial offering
to the gods. It is a mighty symbol. And those rodents in Norway, the
lemmings, do the same thing. When they are too courageous on ac-
count of being too many, they eat up whole towns, and then they wan-
der away to the west in greatenthusiasm and all go into the sea and die.
Well—sad! [Dr. Jung then read Chapter g, The Preachers of Death.]

There are preachers of death: and the earth is full of those to
whom desistance from life must be preached.

Full is the earth of the superfluous; marred is life by the many-
too-many. May they be decoyed out of this life by the “life eter-
nal™!

“The yellow ones”: so are called the preachers of death, or “the
black ones.” But I will show them unto you in other colours be-
sides.

There are the terrible ones who carry about in themselves the
beast of prey, and have no choice except lusts or self-laceration.
And even their lusts are self-laceration.

They have not yet become men, those terrible ones: may they
preach desistance from life, and pass away themselves!

There are the spiritually consumptive ones: hardly are they
born when they begin to die, and long for doctrines of lassitude
and renunciation.

They would fain be dead, and we should approve of their wish!
Let us beware of awakening those dead ones, and of damaging
those living coffins!

They meet an invalid, or an old man, or a corpse—and imme-
diately they say: “Life is refuted!”

But they only are refuted, and their eye, which seeth only one
aspect of existence.
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Shrouded in thick melancholy, and eager for the little casualties
that bring death: thus do they wait, and clench their teeth.

Or else, they grasp at sweetmeats, and mock at their childish-
ness thereby: they cling to their straw in life, and mock at their still
clinging to it.

Their wisdom speaketh thus: “A fool, he who remaineth alive;
but so far we are fools! And that is the foolishest thing in life!”

“Life is only suffering”: so say others, and lie not. Then see to it
that ye cease! See to it that the life ceaseth which is only suffering!

And letthisbe the teaching of your virtue: “Thou shaltslay thy-
self! Thou shalt steal away from thyself!”—

“Lust is sin,”—so say some who preach death—*"let us go apart
and beget no children!”

“Giving birth is troublesome,”—say others—“why still give
birth? One beareth only the unfortunate!” And they are also
preachers of death.

“Pity is necessary,”—so saith a third party. “Take what I have!
Take what I am! So much less doth life bind me!”

Were they consistently pitiful, then would they make their
neighbours sick of life. To be wicked—that would be their true
goodness.

But they want to be rid of life; what care they if they bind others
still faster with their chains and gifts!—

And ye also, to whom life is rough labour and disquiet, are ye
not very tired of life? Are ye not very ripe for the sermon of
death?

All ye to whom labour is dear, and the rapid, new, and strange—
ye put up with yourselves badly; your diligence is flight, and the
will to self-forgetfulness.

If ye believed more in life, then would ye devote yourselves less
to the momentary. But for waiting, ye have not enough of capacity
in you—nor even for idling!

Everywhere resoundeth the voice of those who preach death;
andthe earth is full of those to whom death hath tobe preached.

Or “life eternal”; it is all the same to me—if only they pass away
quickly!—

Thus spake Zarathustra.

We have just dealt with the different aspects of the burial, but one
point concerning the motif of suspension was not clearly indicated in
that chapter, namely, the creative aspect of suspension—also the crea-
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tive aspect of the hunger and the fasting. It is not only in order to avoid
something or for a magical purpose that one sacrifices, buries, fasts,
and so on; it is also a sort of symptom or a necessary accompaniment
of a creative condition. The creator will necessarily identify with what
he is going to bring forth. He will identify with the condition of the
contents of the unconscious, which are in statu nascendi, in the state of
being born. They are suspended, they are in the labor pains of birth,
and the creative consciousness is identified with that condition. There-
fore, the creator will put himself into the state of suspension, of tor-
ment, in order to embody or incarnate the unconscious contents. This
is an important idea and we must be clear about it in order to under-
stand what will follow. The condition which Zarathustra has gone
through, the burial, is the sacrificial suspended condition which is at
the same time the incubation of the birth to come. The tree was at his
head as he slept, and that is a symbolic position indicating that, as the
corpse was contained in the tree, so the tree with its contents was con-
tained in—or above—the head of Zarathustra. You can imagine that
he is standing like a man in an upright position and the tree with its
invisible contents, the corpse, is on top of him, representing the con-
tents that are to be reborn. A corpse is buried with the idea of resur-
rection. That is, of course, primitive mentality. One fertilizes the
mother by putting a corpse into her and she will transform it and give
it rebirth in time. It is as if one put a seed into the ground, like the age-
old symbolism in all church hymns; it vanishes into the ground, and
rises as a new plant: green wheat will appear instead of the buried
grain. So the burial is at the same time a preparatory sacrificial rite
which induces the mother, or the unconscious, to give birth. It is as if
one fed the carnivorous mother earth with human flesh so that she
may create, give body to the suspended potentialities of the uncon-
scious contents.

Our unconscious contents are potentialities that may be but are not
yet, because they have no definiteness. Only when they become defi-
nite can they appear. Nothing is definite in the unconscious; as long as
a thing is unconscious nothing can be said about it. Definiteness only
appears where matter appears. According to Tantric philosophy, mat-
ter is the definiteness of the divine thought, the thought of the creator.
That is merely a psychological projection however, because as long as
one’s thought has not attained a body it is not definite. To give body to
one’s thoughts means that one can speak them, paint them, show
them, make them appear clearly before the eyes of everybody. When
one speaks, one translates one’s thoughts into vibrations or waves of
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sound, which means movement of air; one moves particles of airin the
way of sound waves. The idea is thus conveyed, and it appears in the
word spoken. To make a picture, one takes different minerals called
colors, and water or oil, and makes a shape which expresses the idea;
or one can say that the idea assimilates or attracts matter and thus ap-
pears. So when a thing becomes clearin my head I assume itis the same
process; the idea that has been vague and indefinite before suddenly
begins to attract perceivable particles, understandable things, with vis-
ual associations, or auditory associations, associations of touch, of
smell. The idea usually becomes visible as a visual image, perhaps a pic-
ture; or some people have sound associations, so to them it is auditory.
With others it is a motion: they can express the idea by certain move-
ments, dancing for instance. Others have several different associations
together. Therefore, primitive ideas in their origin are almost tangible
things.

There are plenty of examples. In chemistry, you have Kékulé’s vi-
sion of dancing couples, which led to the discovery of the famous Ben-
zol ring.' One can oneself realize, whenever one discovers some idea,
that it is just a sort of visualization, another reflection, say of the body.
Even certain diseases of the body can portray the character of the idea;
perhaps they represent the idea of something which simply cannot be
swallowed. A thing which one cannot accept is represented by a spasm
of the throat for instance, and that can go so far that one cannot eat. I
once treated such a case; the man was reduced to a skeleton. He could
only swallow two cups of milk a day, and for each cup he needed two
hours, because whenever he took a drop which was a bit too big it sim-
ply refused—he could only take the smallest sips. He got quite tired
out and was afraid he would die. Nobody knew what to do about it, so
that poor fellow landed finally with a sorcerer. You see, I am only
called in as the last resource when a man is practically dead. I am so
utterly unscientific that I can only cure such a case. When that man
eventually got into my hands I inquired into his dreams. I knew, of
course, that he could not swallow something, and naturally he had the
greatest resistances in getting at it; but his dreams led me to it. His fi-
ancée was represented as a sort of whore in his dreams, so I told him
to go home and ask a friend what he thought about the girl. And the
first man he asked said, “Why of course, everybody knows it; she is just

* Friedrich August Kekulé von Stradonitz (1829-1896), German organic chemist, was
presented in a dream with the ring structure of the benzene molecule. See CW 13, par.
143, and CW 16, par. 353.
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a fast girl.” She had had sexual relations with two other men while she
was engaged to him. That was what he did not want to know; he was
convinced that she was the purest of virgins from the best of families.
Well, after he had been away a week I got a letter from him and it
sounded very bitter, saying. “I can eat now! You were quite right. I had
to give up that relationship. I think I am cured. Yours sincerely.” One
saw his emotion: he did not like thatidea, but it is what you have to pay
for a cure. So such suspended ideas can express themselves easily in
the body, in certain skin troubles, for instance, or superficial nervous
troubles, anesthesia perhaps; also very frequently troubles of the stom-
ach and intestines, fits of diarrhoea or constipation. People who don’t
want to give something away produce an extraordinary constipation.
There are very funny things like that, quite comical, so obvious that
one doesn’t believe it. For we are quite disinclined to believe the ob-
vious things; we always think the truth must be very complicated, very
subtle. If one says something quite simple, everybody thinks it is not
true. Bismarck’s great art was to say the plain truth, which nobody
would believe, so he got them all into his pocket.

Well now, this suspended condition has the effect upon the uncon-
scious contents that they can assimilate matter as it were; they eat the
sacrificed body and can then incarnate or impersonate. So one sees
that a creative person will easily neglect or forget about his body, and
devote his entire body to the service of the suspended contents. He will
repress everything, practically, as Freud would say. All his troubles
and preoccupations vanish as if they did not exist: only that idea re-
mains. Like the French artist Palissy who invented the glaze on the sur-
face of pottery.'s For years he had tried and failed and he had spent
every cent on it. Finally he thought of a way to produce that enamel: it
only needed a certain degree of heat. But then his wood gave out. So
he burned his furniture, every stick in his house, and when he had
pushed the last leg of the last chair into the stove, the enamel was there.
That is an example of the way the creative brain works—the last leg of
the lastchair must be pushed into the oven before the desired result is
reached. But of course one has sacrificed a lot; one has sacrificed per-
haps the happiness of one’s life. If one studies the lives of very success-
tul people—I mean their real lives, not the so-called biographies which
are usually lies—one sees that they pay very dearly throughloss of hu-
man happiness.'+ Or the reverse: people who are not particularly suc-

‘s French artist and potter (1515-1589).
'+ “*Often one has the impression that a creative personality grows at the expense of
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cessful have often very nice lives. They can be very happy. Everything
that is beyond the ordinary is paid for. You make no mistake if you
never envy any kind of success, for every success is dearly paid for. If
you think itis not, you simply don’t know; somebody has paid.

So the suspended ideas which should come forth, which should
reach the daylight, can only appear when one takes away from the
other side—the side of the body—so that the idea can produce a body
to appear in foritself. The idea is like an autonomous being that wants
a body so much that it even incarnates in the body; one begins to play,
to perform the idea, and then people say one is completely mad. The
idea has taken possession of one till it is as if one were out of one’s
mind. Such a state, then, is necessarily followed by a certain product.
If people can be forced to neglect the body—bury it, in other words—
they are most likely to produce a body in their mind, thoughts that
have the value of really concrete objects; one can concretize thoughts.
There is a magic means in all the old religious initiations. Fasting is a
necessary part of any initiation procedure, and flagellation, and all
sorts of torments, in which the primitive fantasy is very fertile. They
inflict terrible suffering upon young men when they are undergoing
their initiation, in order to drive the body into a sort of despair, to cor-
ner it, so that the ideas which are taught at the same time shall take on
body, existence, and because they are associated with the torment,
never be forgotten.

If you get a good thrashing from your school master at the same
time that you have learned something, it will remain. That was part of
the old system. I was brought up in the country and the teacher had a
marvelous way of teaching the alphabet. There were eight boys sitting
on a bench, and the teacher had a whip consisting of three willow
wands nicely woven together like a plait. He used to mark an A on the
blackboard, and say, “Now this is Al—and then down came the whip
over the eight backs. All through the Middle Ages the elementary
school teaching consisted in thrashing things in. With primitives it is
still worse; they inflict a cut at the same time. The primitive education
has to be cruel in order to prevent their forgetting, because they so eas-
ily forget. By this procedure the idea becomes associated with the
body. It incarnates, it comes down into reality like the runes which
were hatched out by Odin when he was hanging on the tree. He fell
down with them like a ripe apple. They were the apple that grew on

the human being. . . . Creative powers can justas easily turn outto be destructive” (CW
17, par. 244).
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the tree and he was the apple. He wasthe word, the thought, as Christ
is called the Logos; he was identical with the word. So this whole ninth
chapter shows again the transformation of a human being into a
thought, the transformation of Nietzsche into Zarathustra and the
burial of Nietzsche the man. It would be the old Adam and the resur-
rection with Christ according to the Christian formulation, but here he
becomes a ghost-being. Primitives teach the young men, when they are
taken into the men’s house in the Bush, that they are killed there; they
go through the procedure of being killed and are told that they have
died on this night. Then they are reborn and are taught that they are
no longer ordinary human beings but sort of ghost-beings, and they
get new ghost names, secret ritual names. And they have peculiarly al-
tered relations to the family when they come back: a mother is not al-
lowed to look at her son, nor the son at the mother. It is like Christ’s
attitude to his own mother and to the mothers of his disciples: “Let the
dead bury their dead,” etc. One is no longer the son of man but the son
of God. In all mysteries, the idea is that one is reborn as a sort of ghost.

So Zarathustra here has gained a ghost body by the burial of the hu-
man being; he wakes up in a new world and he marvels at it. He is like
the sailor who has discovered a new land. And the great light that ap-
pears is the idea that one could replace one’s body by companions, by
friends and helpers, that one is no longer isolated, but one could have
others as companions. You see, if people are nothing but body, then
there is only the connection through the body; but if they are reborn
as ghosts, they become aware that there is a sort of air connection. In
primitive secret societies, the ghost-manis represented. Later on there
is a church, a sort of community, which is based upon the presence of
a certain ghost. What we call a religious movement comes from the
psychology of the early primitive secret societies. Zarathustra realizes
here not only the need but also the possibility of replacing the loss of
the body by spiritual community. This is of course an exceedingly
characteristic Christian idea; they burn the old Adam, the corpse, and
then they have a new family, a new ghost relationship, a relationship
in the spirit. And then Zarathustra says he needs, not dead compan-
ions, not corpses clinging to him, but living ones who follow them-
selves, which is what he wants them to do. Now what is the importance
of this formulation?

Mrs. Fierz: Christians must follow Christ and here they must follow
themselves.

Dr. Jung: Yes. And Mrs. Kirsch says that each shall take his own
cross, not the cross of another. The factis, one always must make that
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difference between the faint traces still in existence of an early Chris-
tianity with very different ideas, and the historical Christianity which
is the real psychological fact we are confronted with. People often ask
me why I paint such an unfavorable picture of Christianity; they say it
is not a true picture. But look at it! And when I paint a true picture of
our actual economic condition, they ask why I make it so awful. Their
idea of a true economiccondition is of course prosperity. Sure enough,
that is what I also understand by it, a very favorable condition, a full
pocketbook and a nice bank balance, but that is not the poor stuff we
are producing nowadays. This formulation is exceedingly important,
because it elucidates with one stroke the whole meaning of Zarathustra:
it says that each one shall follow himself, and in so doing they follow
him. Compare this saying with the age-old formulation of the Catholic
church, I'mitatio Christi—you know that famous little book by Thomas a
Kempis—following Christ, not oneself.'s And in the Protestant church
it is exactly the same. One gives oneself away wholesale. That is called
the sacrifice of yourself, giving up your ego standpoint, giving up your
life and taking on Christ’s life. That is, you climb upon his back and
you give up your task, your own interests or problems, and simply
travel with him, which is of course relatively easy. At all events, it is far
more respectable and that always pays: it is nice, everybody is doing
it—at least, they say so.

But if you should really imitate the life of Christ, you would land in
an impossibility. Try it and you will see. There are people who really
do try, even to the extent of getting the stigmata Christi. And in the lives
of the saints, one sees that they really did their best to imitate Christ.
But if we did that, where would we be? We would have to work all day
to imitate Christ, we would have no time to do anything else; we
wouldn’t propagate, mankind would come to a happy end after one
generation, all saved. Such a thing is completely unthinkable, yet they
taught that stuft: Don’t live your own life, don’t take up your own
cross, take Christ’s cross, do as he did, not as you would do. Now, in
opposition to that Zarathustra says, “I don’t want human companions
who do what I do. I am following myself and I hope that my friends
and companions will do the same. Then they will be doing what I want
them to do.” You would say this was an entirely new idea, but it is not:
this was really Christ’s teaching but it was not understood. There were
afew people who understood it, but they were considered exceedingly
heretic and if they could have burned them in those days they would

's See above, 10 Oct. 1934, 1. 11.
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have done so. Later on, when they were in power, they burned and
flayed them alive. You know, old Hippokrates said that you cannot be
redeemed for a sin you have not committed.'¢

The New Testament should be read subjectively. When Christ spoke
of what you should do to your brother in the Sermon on the Mount,
he really meant that youshould do it to yourself. And when he said the
kingdom of heaven was within yourselves he really meant that. He did
not say the kingdom of heaven was between yourselves, as the theolo-
gians today want us to believe.'7 I talked with a well-known theologian
who insisted that the kingdom of heaven was something in between
ourselves, a sort of medium in which we were swimming. I pointed out
that the Greek text says entheos, which means inside of one, and the
whole of Greek literature corroborates that translation. But in this par-
ticular case he said it should be translated as “between.” That is the way
things are falsified; that is what they did to the New Testament in gen-
eral: they clipped things off or twisted them a little too much, and so
the whole thing took on a different aspect. But entheos means “within”
and that is what Christ said: the kingdom of heaven is within, and there
is no use seeking it outside.

So each shall take his own cross, his own individual problem, his in-
dividual difficulty and suffering. If I could take the suffering of some-
body else, it would be relatively easy. People sometimes suffer from
perfect nonsense—how to secure a certain position, or become ac-
quainted with certain people, or write a certain book for instance—and
if I carry that it makes no difference to me. Just like that and it van-
ishes. Quite easy, no trouble. Yet it fills their whole lives and they never
reach it. Sure enough, there are things which I cannot reach; I am just
as poor a fool as they. But if I take their problem, there is no problem
left. There is only a real problem when the problem comes to your-
self—that you carry your own life. Christ really meant that each one
should take his own cross, live his life to the bitter end. That is initia-
tion. That is the way, not to perfection—we can’t be so ambitious—but
to completion at least. And that is what Zarathustra meant: it is the ker-
nel of his teaching. No matter about all sorts of pathological compli-
cations, this is the important message to our time. And mind you, the
important message is never new; it has always been the truth wherever

'6 The Antinomists held that since there is no redemption without sin, one need not
abstain. The Enkratites, on the other hand, wereextreme ascetics. See CW 6, par. 25.

'7 The “social Gospel” interpreters read “within you” as within or among the group,
not the single individual.
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you touched it, and therefore you can say itis the oldest truth. Itis as
a matter of fact much older than man, because every snail, every bug,
every plant is living that truth; each is living its own life. And if they
don’t, well, they just are not good plants, or bugs, or tigers, or fishes:
they go to hell, they have spoiled God’s own creation.
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LECTURE IV
31 October 1934

Dr. Jung:

Here is a question by Mrs. Baumann: “In the fourth chapter, Zara-
thustra preaches the value of the body. Now that he buries his body for
the sake of being a free spirit, does that mean that he didn’t realize
what he said before, or is it simply a swing back? It seems to me it is one
of those complicated places. Nietzsche didn’t realize what he wrote
himself, and so Zarathustra was unable to emphasize the body more.”

It is not so complicated in reality. Sure enough, it is part of the mes-
sage of Zarathustra to preach the importance of the body, otherwise
his message would have no basis; the idea of individuation, as he
preaches it in that chapter, implies the body. You cannot individuate if
you are a spirit; moreover, you don’t even know how spirit feels be-
cause you are in the body. So if you speak of individuation at all, it nec-
essarily means the individuation of beings who are in the flesh, in the
living body. It is of course meant to become a reality, or it would re-
main only a good idea in the mind—one would be individuated be-
cause one had such an idea in one’s head. People ordinarily think that
a right thought must be throughout, not realizing that it is only a very
small noise in the attic, and the rest of the house is as it always was,
nothing having happened at all. The head, the brain is only a small
part of the body. It is just an illusion when you think the right thought
in your head means a reality; it is a reality as far as a thought reality
reaches; the thought itself is real, but it has not become a reality in
space. It has not been expressed by the whole of you. So Zarathustra
has the right idea no doubt: he includes the body in the process of in-
dividuation, and he empbhasizes it because without the body there
would be only adisincarnated spirit. But inasmuch as Zarathustra him-
self is a thought-being—he is really just an archetypal spirit who has
the rightidea—it is not the man Nietzsche. Nietzsche is not the Super-
man, but he identifies with Zarathustra naively because he is so swal-
lowed up by that archetype from the collective unconscious. He in-
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tuited it because itis a figure of such mighty attraction; his whole life
was sucked in by it and the body could go by the board. That special
body, the man Nietzsche, simply disappeared behind it. Therefore,
there is nobody left to receive Zarathustra’s message. Zarathustra
speaks his own message, using the means of the body of Nietzsche, and
the ordinary human being Nietzsche does not exist. He could not
stand up against Zarathustra; he was completely dissolved.

He ought to take a stand against Zarathustra and then something
else of course would happen; he would be able to realize the message.
He would not speak as if Zarathustra or the Superman were talking.
He would say: “A spirit has spoken to me.” The real prophet does not
identify with Jahveh. He only stands for his word. He receives the
word and says Jahveh speaks, not he himself. Nietzsche does not think
for a moment that Zarathustra is a spirit in its own dignity and right.
He always interpenetrates. He is that spirit somehow. The perfectly
good message Zarathustra delivers does not reach the man Nietzsche
because he is in no relation to that teaching; he is not a part of the au-
dience. Nowhere in Zarathustra can you find a place where Nietzsche
really appears; he is nowhere among the audience. He is the preacher,
but he does not listen at the same time. The man Nietzsche should ap-
pear among the friends or disciples of Zarathustra. We should encoun-
ter a passage where he says, “I met Zarathustra, I saw him,” or “He
spoke to me.” Then we would be sure that he made a difference be-
tween himself and Zarathustra, and then only could he realize Zara-
thustra’s teaching. He would look at his own body, and would ask him-
self how he could translate Zarathustra’s teaching into his own life.
The whole thing would have taken an entirely different course; we
would behold an entirely different spectacle, and not the tragic fate
brought about through that identification. No matter what the teach-
ing of a spirit may be—a spirit may teach all sorts of things—the ques-
tion is always whether it reaches the preacher himself or not, whether
there isanybody who can make it real. That s, of course, the problem.
You see, Zarathustra has not been made real; you must search far for
anybody who has made Zarathustra’s teaching real. It is tremendously
difficult to make it real because it reaches you in your most personal
life, and sure enough, you cannot reach high tones any longer when
you are concerned with that problem.

Mr. Baumann: There are certain examples. Dante, for instance, ex-
perienced everything with Virgilius.' There were two in that case.

 In The Divine Comedy (1318), Virgilius (or Virgil) is Dante’s guide—until the ap-
proach to Paradise, which no pagan could enter: thence Beatrice.
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Dr. Jung: Thatis a good example. He makes a difference between
himself and the dynamis; he is not identical with the psychopompos.
Virgilius is to him of course this same archetype, but it is a different
kind of teaching. It is the message of the Middle Ages. But the future
idea is already appearing when Dante reaches Paradise, for at the very
summit of Paradise is the mystical rose in which individuation is indi-
cated. That is the end of the Christian mandala, the highest realization
of the time, and the mystical rose is the future. And it is Nietzsche, or
Zarathustra, who continues, who takes up the eternal thread and car-
ries it further, bringing the idea of the mystical rose down into the
being of man. Of course, there were other expressions of it in the
meantime: medieval alchemistic philosophy, and Master Eckhart, and
Faust, and many other stepping stones led to that transformation of
the human mind or the human psychology.

Now, here is a question by Miss Hannah: “When Zarathustra, in the
last paragraph of section g, says ‘I will o’erleap them that loiter and de-
lay,’ is he not identifying with the jester and giving away again the
whole positive meaning of the chapter?”

He is most certainly identifying with the jester there; as Zarathustra,
he is also the jester. You remember we made that out in our famous
equation. He is the jester and he is destructive inasmuch as he is going
to jump over the man Nietzsche, for that loitering one is the body he
has buried. The ordinary man who is in the body is inert: he loiters, he
hesitates, he cannot follow those high intuitions. Therefore, Zarathus-
tra will jump over the man Nietzsche, as the jester jumped over the
rope-dancer. Miss Hannah continues: “It seems to me that the chapter
contains, as well as the extremely positive perception ‘follow yourself,
a very good description of why no human being could live up to being
a friend of Nietzsche’s, including himself.”

Inasmuch as Nietzsche is identical with Zarathustra, of course no-
body could possibly be a personal friend to him; nobody can deal with
such an identification because it means an inflation. One cannot form
a personal relation with a person who has an inflation; anybody with
an inflation is neurotic, and it is absolutely impossible to form a rela-
tion with a neurotic, because one never knows with whom one is deal-
ing. A neurotic is always a yea and a nay. One thinks one is perfectly
safe in assuming this, and then one discovers something else, so natu-
rally all relations are upset in the long run. One can of course deceive
oneself for a certain length of time; one can live under an illusion, hav-
ing arelation only to the positive side of the neurotic, but after a while
one will be confronted with the negative side and then one will see the
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mistake. And so Nietzsche, inflated by that archetype Zarathustra, was
inhuman; a person who is assimilated by such an archetype is neces-
sarily not human. He is a Superman, and how can one have a friend-
ship with a Superman? Absolutely impossible. One can only worship
him as a superior being. But I wouldn’t drink a glass of beer with a
Superman. One cannot eat at the same table; one can only hold com-
munion where he is the lord. Is your question answered, Miss Han-
nah?

Miss Hannah: Yes, quite. But what I really meant was: was it not his
impatience that really destroyed his relationships and his own life?—
the impatience of intuition?

Dr. Jung: Well, that impatience expresses itself very strongly in the
figure of Zarathustra. He is urgent, pressed by time; he wants to de-
liver his message, he cannot wait. I mentioned thatlater chapter where
he is seen descending to hell through the volcano and where a voice
says: “Es ist Zeit, hochste Zeit.” 'That shows how impatient he is to tell his
message, as if he felt his impending doom, the degeneration of the
brain which began soon after. In Ecce Homo you already see traces of it,
the first symptom occurred only four or five years later.? So it was
reallyimmediately before the gate was closed that Zarathustra was able
to deliver his message.

Dr. Howells: You don’t put that to his own nature? You put it rather
to the doom that was awaiting him?

Dr. Jung: 1 would say it was also an intuition of the doom. We are al-
most forced to such an assumption on account of the clear indication
of the catastrophe in the death of the rope-dancer; there Nietzsche
predicts his own fate.

Miss Hannah: Would it not have been possible, if he had curbed that
impatience, to have avoided the doom?—if he had been more consid-
erate to the human animal?

Dr. Jung: Then the case would have been quite different; we cannot
say what would have happened if the old Romans had had rifles and
gunpowder.

Mrs. Baynes: 1 think you said at the beginning of the Seminar last
spring that it was a question whether the events were going to transpire
in the pure collective unconscious or the collective conscious. If he has

* Jung seems here not to have the dates of the works straight. The last part of Zara-
thustra was finished in 1885. Then after a torrent of books, the last, Ecce Homo, was com-
pleted just before Nietzsche’s breakdown in 188q.
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parted with his body as a human being, could we say the rest of the
book transpires in the pure collective unconscious?

Dr. Jung: One could formulate it like that. But it is happening really
in the collective consciousness. Inasmuch as Zarathustra is written and
spoken, it is already part of consciousness. You see, as long as it is the
collective unconscious, it is as if contained in the person or individual;
but inasmuch as it becomes spoken, manifest, it is in the collective con-
sciousness. So whatever happens now is happening in a collective con-
sciousness because it is the life of a personified idea. It is no longer in
the collective unconscious; if it were there we would not know of it.

Mrs. Baynes: I thought that he was just speaking as if through a loud-
speaker from the collective unconscious.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is true, but through the speaking, it becomes col-
lective consciousness. That transformation of the collective uncon-
scious into the collective consciousness is what one calls revelation, and
any revelation that really comes from the collective unconscious is like
a megaphone because it is a message spoken to many; it reaches a
crowd because it expresses a collective thought. So inasmuch as Zara-
thustra has expressed the collective thought, he has become part of the
collective consciousness.

Mr. Baumann: Does that mean that it wouldn’t necessarily go into his
individual consciousness?

Dr. Jung: It can be quite aside from the individuality. It is often as if
Nietzsche did not exist, or did not know what he was saying. There-
fore, many revelations take place through completely unconscious in-
dividuals; they speak through a trance. Itis even the primitive assump-
tion that a revelation always takes place through an unconscious body,
in a sort of trance. Suddenly a spirit seizes the person and he becomes
unconscious or gets into a state of ekstasis and utters the revelation. He
speaks the divine word, and afterwards can remember nothing of'it. It
is even a criterion of the revelation from the collective unconscious,
that the individual is put out completely while it is happening; the typ-
ical medicine-man often behaves like that.

Well now, we spoke last time of the nature of the message, the con-
tinuation of the Christian idea. Itis anabsolute law of the development
of religious thought that it evolves as it were out of itself. On a certain
level of consciousness religious thought is expressed by many gods,
say, or by demons, or by images; and they have their individual biog-
raphies. They are generated in such and such a way; they are born of
such and such parents; they do such and such things; and are for such
and such a purpose. And it is all assumed as a sort of concrete event
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which has taken place or is taking place—that the gods live on Olym-
pus, for instance, or in certain trees, or any such idea. Now, this con-
crete manifestation of the gods contains the next step—the next reli-
gious form that is—in a symbolic way. In what the gods do or in what
happens to them, is given at the same time the symbol of the subse-
quent stage; so one could say that the subsequent stage of religious
thought is always the interpretation on the subjective stage. It is like a
dream where there is a sort of concrete action, a concrete performance
of concrete people, yet the whole thing represents a thought. If you
analyse it, integrate the imagery of the dream, and understand that
Mr. & Mrs. So-and-So who appear in the dream are only aspects of
your own psychology, then it becomes clear that you have been en-
acted as a play in the dream in order that a thought could be per-
formed which is not your thought, but one that has come to you which
ought to be realized. So the end of the dream interpretation is that all
the performances are understood as concretizations of a thought
which existed before and which caused the dream; through that play
on the stage of the dream consciousness, this particular thought was
conveyed to your waking consciousness. One sees the same thing in the
continuous revelation of religious thought, which is a sort of dream of
the collective unconscious as a whole, different scenes being on the
stage at different times. For instance, for the time between 2000 B.C.
and 100 B.c., the dream—what we might call the divine thought—is
staged in such a way. In the mythology and religions of that age, you
find the manifest dream which they took for the real thing. Then an-
other age comes when all the old gods decay, when they are no longer
true, and there we have a new setting; the stage is now formed and a
new play takes place. And this play contains the interpretation of the
former one, apparently an entirely different play is enacted, yet it is an
interpretation of the former one.

Egypt, for example, was the foremost cultural power in the Near
East. It lasted longer than Babylon, which was destroyed by the Per-
sians while Egypt was still guarding the old traditions. Egypt is chiefly
responsible for the drama of the collective unconscious between 4000
and 100 B.c. The main religious thought which was handed down
through the ages was the divinity of the Pharaoh, the king; and the
god-man, the savior, the Osiris, the image of the soul. Osiris was an
original god of Egypt, just as old as Ra, yet he was always different
from Ra, the sun god. He was a sort of god-man, the dying and resur-
recting hero god. He was first understood to be a god and then he be-
came the soul, the Osiris, of the Pharaoh. As the king was in a way Ra,
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he was also Osiris, the dying and resurrecting hero. So Osiris became
the mediator between the gods and men. Therefore, the surface of the
walls of the temples are covered on the outside with representations of
the worldly feats of the king, and inside with pictures of the god-king
having intercourse with the gods. Outside, he is the great figure of the
land, the political hero, with little warrior figures round him, little sol-
diers to slay his enemies; and inside the temple, he is the god-man who
converses with the gods. He receives the blessing or the sign of ankh
from the hands of the gods, or he offers the ankh to the gods. They
receive life from him through the royal offering.

Now, this figure of Osiris is very clearly an anticipation of Jesus or of
the Christus idea, so clearly that even the Catholic church—which is
rather hesitant in such matters—permits the theory that Isis and the
Horus child are an anticipation of Mary and the Christ Child, as Osiris
is an anticipation of the Lord Jesus. The Christian idea was chiefly in-
fluenced by the mystical ideas of Egypt; there were similar ideas in Ba-
bylonian culture, but I think the main origin of Christianity is to be
found in Egypt. So the figure of Christ, to us an entirely symbolical fig-
ure, is the interpretation of that old Osiris myth of Egypt. But he was
not a symbolic figure to the early Middle Ages or to antiquity. He was
a real fact, as the mother Mary was of course a virgin. All those things
happened in reality, and in the Catholic church you are still forced to
believe in the absolute fact of the virgin birth. Of course, we cannot
help seeing that it must be symbolic. Even if the man Jesus existed at
all, the story of his life is not historical. It is clearly mythology, like the
mythology of Attis, or Adonis, or Mithras; that was all syncretistically
put together into the figure of the Christus. We are not quite imbued
with the conviction that the crucifixion, the virgin birth, and the story
of the temptation is symbolism, and therefore we know something
which former ages have not known.

Our problem now is: what does it mean? what is our interpretation?
Zarathustra is, to a certain extent, an interpretation of our Christian
idea. And individuation is now our mythology. Then what is individ-
uation? It is a great mystery, a boundary concept: we don’t know what
itis.3 Wecallit the uniqueness of a certain composition or combination,
and beyond that we can say nothing about it. To us it is a reality, yet it
is a reality just on the boundary line of human understanding, and in

3 A boundary or borderline concept is one which does not admit of a precise defini-
tion, not because it is meaningless, but rather because it has too much meaning.
Nietzsche said, “Only that which has no history can be detined” (Genealogy, no. 13).
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two thousand years they will probably say that the whole idea of indi-
viduation was nothing but symbolism. And then they will have some
new idea to tell about: there will be another Zarathustra perhaps, or any
other attempt. A sort of revelation will take place which will suddenly
put anentirely different light upon the hitherto prevailing theory. You
see, if Zarathustra had appeared two thousand years ago, if he had
been a Budda in the first century, for instance, when Buddhism began
to spread over Tibet and Southern China, he would have been one of
the great teachers of the Mahayana with a red or a yellow hat. We are
still too close to have any relation to it, any historical perspective, but at
a future time—assuming that people continue as they have done hith-
erto—they may say Zarathustra is the great teacher, the red hat teacher
or something of the sort. They will perhaps invent a name.

Muss Wolff: 1 have just looked over a book by Herder in which he
gives the myths of all people.* And in speaking of Zoroaster, he says his
great idea was that man was perfection of creation. It is remarkable
that this idea has been seen by Herder, who knew, of course, very little
of the Persian religion. I thought Nietzsche must have read it and per-
haps been affected by it somewhat.

Dr. Jung: Yes, Nietzsche considered the choice of the name to be of
great historical importance, because he held that Zoroaster the Persian
was really the inventor of the moral conflict between good and evil, a
fact which is hardly to be denied. As he lived in about the eighth cen-
tury B.C., he probably had the priority of that idea. So Nietzsche says
that Zoroaster must come back in order to make restitution. There-
fore: his aspiration to be beyond good and evil. This is of course the
idea of liberation from the pairs of opposites which is indispensable for
the integration of the individual. Individuation is impossible as long as
one is split into pairs of opposites. They must be overcome; how, of
course, is the great question, but it must be done from a standpoint
which is beyond good and evil. Nietzsche himself felt that symbolically
when he wrote an important part of Zarathustra in Sils Maria, “six thou-
sand feet beyond good and evil.” He felt raised to the seat of the gods,
above all the conflicts of the low plains where the herd dwells. From
that height he was able to unite the pairs of opposites, to be free of
doubt, to create a standpoint which is the reverse of old Zarathustra’s
moral conflict. So it is quite certain that Nietzsche knew about Zoroas-
ter and was strongly impressed with the fact that he was really the first
one to make man conscious of himself. For nobody becomes conscious

+ Johann Gottfried von Herder published his The Myths of All People in 1774-76.
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of himself without the conflict: we need the conflict. Aslong as we are
not living according to our own choice we cannot know of ourselves.
We must be able to choose for ourselves.

Miss Wolff: In other mythologies the gods played an important part,
but with Zoroaster man is the important thing. He perfects creation.

Dr. Jung: Quite so. That corresponds with the idea of the integration
of the moral conflict, for in the moral conflict man takes on a sort of
divine role. It is not left to God alone to fight the devil, or, as the Per-
sian religion expressed it, it is not left to the light alone to fight the
darkness. Man enters the battlefield: one could say as the living god, as
the manifestation of god in the flesh. All these ideas are exceedingly
old, but they formerly expressed themselves in peculiarly concretized
forms. Each new level of civilization has given a new interpretation,
and there is a sort of progress; things are getting more and more to the
subjective stage of interpretation. It is as if we were concerned with a
dream that had an exceedingly impressive surface, a very convincing
picture with strong emotions, so that we have great difficulty in getting
away from the impression of the complete situation. But after a while
we are able to discover the thoughtbehind it all and then we can inte-
grate the figures of the dream. For instance, you dream of somebody
who seems to be far below your level, a person, say, who is despicable,
simply impossible, a person entirely different from your tastes, and
you cannot see how you are that person. But if you meditate long
enough about the dream, you discover the secret doors leading to
yourself, where you can see the spot in which you are identical with
him. Then you can integrate the figure; then you arrive at the subjec-
tive stage of your interpretation. Formerly the devil was outside. If
anyone did something bad it was because a devil had tempted him. Or
a spirit had possessed him and forced him. Nobody was responsible:
there was no moral responsibility. But now nobody can use that ex-
cuse. Now he has to say: I am the devil, I am the sinner.

Myr. Baumann: I think this process by which the figure of god be-
comes symbolical is like the idea of the god going back into the sky, or
the stars, or into any idea of remoteness; it happens in every religion
to a certain extent. For instance, the Greek gods lived on the earth, on
Olympus, and then in the Roman Empire came the idea of the pan-
theon of the gods. They were removed to the sky.

Dr. Jung: That is true. You know, there were attempts in antiquity to
transform the absolutely concrete gods of Olympus into more mental
beings. They became ideas. Jupiter, for instance, was made into a phil-
osophical concept. And at the same time, in their concrete form, those
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primitive gods degenerated completely. They became ridiculous and
were neglected. They just decayed and vanished, and were then
superseded by Eastern religions imported from Palestine, Asia Minor,
Egypt, etc. This process happened everywhere at that time. The Egyp-
tian priesthood had become highly philosophical, so that a god of the
fifth or fourth century B.c., say, was no longer concrete; it was already
a philosophical idea. Naturally for the vulgar people it was still a con-
crete god, as is the case in India today. For instance, Professor von Gla-
senapp, a German Sanskritist, told me of meeting a Brahman in a tem-
ple where the people were worshipping a gorgeous and thoroughly
barbarous sculptured image of Vishnu.s The two men were walking
up and down in the courtyard, talking of the Upanishads, and von Gla-
senapp asked the priest why he allowed those people to worship such
an image if he believed in that philosophy. And he replied: “But can
they grasp the Upanishads? Let them worship the image, because in
this the whole philosophy of the Upanishads is expressed.” That is a
very superior point of view, and I am certain that the Egyptian priests
had such a philosophy too, but it was so well guarded that it never was
betrayed. Surely the subsequent world of ideas, the apparently sudden
explosion of that enormous fantastical philosophy called “The Gnosis”
is due to the ideas of the Egyptian priesthood. They were no longer
held sufficiently within the precints of the temples; something filtered
through the walls. But the main body of their ideas died out simply be-
cause they were never betrayed. We know precious little of them.

So I am convinced that early Christianity originated in the secret
teaching which somehow filtered through when the temples became
obsolete and the religious forms of Egypt began to degenerate. The
fact that there was, in the time immediately before and after the ap-
pearance of Jesus, an enormous development of thought of a very new
and different kind, is too unaccountable otherwise. Plutarch, who was
an Egyptian initiate, gives in his book about Isis and Osiris the philo-
sophical interpretation of their mysteries. And Herodotus, many cen-
turies before, was an initiate, but he was not allowed to speak about
them.® The initiations probably consisted of a sort of philosophical

5 Professor Helmut von Glasenapp, author of Buddhismn—Non-Theistic Religion, which
appeared in English in 1966.

% Both Herodotus and Plutarchtraveled to and wrote about Egypt, the formerin Book
II of his History, and Plutarch, five hundred years later, in Isis and Osiris. Plutarch, who is
known to have been a priest at Delphi, wrote approvingly of his distant predecessor’s
discretion with respect to religious secrets, quoting him repeatedly in such ways as, “Re-
garding the rites of the mysteries, let my lips be sealed, as Herodotus piously says. . . .”
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teaching in which the secret meaning of the images, the sacred signs,
and names was explained. There are many very obvious symbolic al-
lusions on the Mithraic monuments, for instance, which must have
been explained to the initiates. The rites were always secret because
the secret meanings were spoken or alluded to. And the early Chris-
tians also had their mysteries. Baptism and communion belong to the
mysteries: baptism was initiation.

Mpr. Baumann: Would one not say that Christ had turned into a phil-
osophical idea?

Dr. Jung: As soon as we say of a thing that it is symbolic, it is already
a philosophical idea, whether it is formulated or not. The idea of
Christ is only just becoming a philosophical idea, for there are people
who still think he is personal, a real man, a real presence, and they
grow quite afraid when one says otherwise. The Lord Buddha was a
man like Jesus; he was real, but he has become a symbol. He is not even
called by his real name; that is a ritual name. Or he is called the Tatha-
gata, meaning “the perfect one, the accomplished one.” He is a symbol;
he is the idea of perfection. And so Christis for us the idea of a human
individual that has attained to the state of perfection.

Prof. Fierz: He was named Jesus and we call him Christ.

Dr. Jung: Yes, by giving him a ritual name, we have already declared
him to be a symbol. Chrisma means ointment, and Christ is the an-
nointed one, the baptized one; he is the symbol of the initiated one. His
real name is most ordinary. Jesus is a name like Miiller or Smith.

Mrs. Crowley: Would you not say that, in the main, the more philo-
sophical these gods have become—the more they have become abstract
ideas—the less vital they are as gods? They seem to be so bloodless and
lifeless. That image of Sophia is nothing compared with Isis.

Dr. Jung: Yes, they evaporate into thin smoke, but then the idea itself
takes a new form which is exceedingly vital. For instance, the old idea
of Osiris being one complete god evaporated and became the Osiris of
the king. Then it was the Osiris of the grand vizier, and the high priest,
and the treasurer, and so on; and finally it was just everybody. Smith
and Jones and everybody had their Osiris. The Osiris of Mr. Smith was
a perfectly good Osiris, but with that the whole idea was banalized.
Osiris became a sort of immortal genius of everybody and no longer
had any particular value. So that symbol vanished and was replaced by
a new idea, namely, a new man. And the new idea suddenly became

“Obsolescence of Oracles” in Plutarch’s Moralia, tr. F. C. Battitt (London and Cambridge,
Mass., 1936), #14.
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exceedingly vital, because he was a man and a king at the same time;
the great point was that, though he was a king, yet he was from the low
ones. He was even of disreputable birth; human misery was a cradle
for the divine man. That of course was a great message. But now the
idea of individuation, as portrayed by the symbol of Christ, the divine
man, is thin smoke because it is abstract; while for Mr. Smith to dis-
cover that he is an individual is at least two million volts. You know
what it meant for all the low ones, the prostitutes and the tax-collectors
and the illegitimate children and the illegitimate mothers, to know that
from among them the god-man had come; so you can appreciate what
it means when Mr. Smith discovers that he is an individual.

Now, Zarathustra rightly wants to find his companions; it is a mis-
take only if he seeks his companions instead of himself, instead of his
own humanity or his body. If Zarathustra were a real man and had ac-
complished the Superman in himself, it would be quite natural that
companions would come to him. He would not go to seek them. Have
you ever heard of gold running after people? The gold is hiddenin the
clefts of the earth and is just waiting; it is always gold in itself and will
always be sought for. If there is really agood thing, it is sought for: that
is the characteristic of the good thing. The mountain comes to the
prophet, the prophet never goes to the mountain. If any prophet is
seen going to the mountain, you may know he has made a mistake. He
had much better stay at home and leave the mountain to itself. There-
fore, all this missionary talk here is of course the hunger. If anybody
wants to “missionarize” the world and to tell people what is good for
them, it means that he is hungry; he wants to fill his belly with the
corpses of other people. His own ideas are hungry, his own soul; and
other people are feeding his thoughts and appetites because he is un-
able to feed them himself.

If you discover what you call a truth, you should test it, try to eat it.
If it feeds you it is good, but if you cannot live by it and only assume it
ought to feed other people, then it is bad. The real test is that your
truth should be good for yourself. Not one dog is coming to snitf at it
if it doesn’t feed yourself. If you are not satisfied with it, if you cannot
enjoy it fortwenty, fifty years, or a whole lifetime, it is no good. If you
are hungry, if you think your companions must be redeemed, and that
they must be grateful to you on top of all, then you make a mistake:
you may know the idea is no good. So don’t play the missionary. Don’t
try to eat the goods of others. Let other people belong to themselves
and look after their own improvement: let them eat themselves. If they
are really satisfied, then nobody should disturb them. If they are not
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satisfied with whatthey possess, they will probably seek something bet-
ter; and if you are the one who has the better thing, they will surely
come and get if from you. It is an exaggeration, therefore, that Zara-
thustra wants to entice many away from the herd. He would quite
rightly be called a robber by the shepherd. The sheep want to be with
the shepherd, for otherwise the wolves eat them. He says he doesn’t
want to be the shepherd dog of a herd, so he should leave them with
the shepherd; they are much better off with a real shepherd than they
would be as companions of that hungry wolf Zarathustra. If he wants
to have companions, let him go with the wolves; then he can hunt in a
pack. With the sheep it is much too easy.

You see, that is the attitude one ought to take with reference to the
problem of individuation: no mission work, no preaching, and no en-
ticing little children from their nurses, or sheep from the shepherd.
Let them be with the shepherd, it is much better. People accuse me of
a particularly characterless attitude as to religious convictions because
I say if anybody wants to be in the fold of the Catholic church, let him
remain there. Or let him remain a Protestant if he finds his way in it
and his life. Thatis a contradiction to them, but it is no contradiction.
Some people want twenty degrees, and others want twenty-two de-
grees. Why not? Letthem have it. Some people don’tlike to eat meat,
others want to live on it. Well, do so, it doesn’t concern me. For to be
Catholic simply means that one is Catholic, and to be Protestant means
that one is Protestant. Or if you believe in Islam, it simply means that
you are the kind of man who believes in Islam. You could not possibly
believe in Islam here because it doesn’t suit our climate in the least, but
down on the Red Sea and thereabouts, you understand why those peo-
ple can believe in Islam, why it is so much better than Christianity.
Christianity is most degenerate there. When I saw the mosques and
compared them to the Greek Orthodox church, I understood; I would
have gone with Islam by all means, if only in order to clear out that
whole lampisterie.” The Christian churches in the East are filled with
bunk, and the dirty priests are awful; you wish they had a basin in
which to wash themselves. And the hypocrisy and the lowdown bar-
baric worship of images! It makes you feel like Christ when he drove
all those money-changers out of the temple. Islam is a decent religion
in comparison. We get the wrong side of it because only theologians

7 Lampisterie: a lamp house. This is possibly an allusion to Meyrink’s The Golem, tr.
Madge Pemberton (London, 1928, orig. 1915), a favorite novel of Jung. The double of
the narrator lives at “Last Lamp House,” a resplendent but other-worldly castle. See CW
6, par. 205; CW 7, par. 153; and CW 17, par. 289.
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are interested in religions, and they are of course against religions
other than their own, so they paint them black. I was amazed to find
Islam so much more spiritual than Eastern Christianity, which is only
a degenerate remnant of Christian Gnosticism.

You see, certain countries, certain climates, make you naturally pre-
fer a certain way of dealing with the great secrets. If you live in India,
for instance, and are not infected with the Indian spirit, then you are
just a sad specimen. A missionary living in the East, who wants to con-
vert Indians or Chinamen, and is not sensitive enough to be affected
by the specific spirit of the country, is a very melancholy spectacle. Men
like Richard Wilhelm or Hauer were instantly open to it, for it is
greater and better than our views in certain respects.® Of course, it
would be stupid to seek technology in Shanghai or in India, and it is
stupid to believe we can bring them any religious ideas. We can bring
them a certain amount of sentimentality, but their inner development
is much greater than ours. Of course, it does not express itself out-
wardly, but does our Christianity express itself outwardly? Can you
show anything that would prove the particular influence of our Chris-
tianity upon politics for instance? Not a trace of it.

Myr. Baumann: But I think India and China expressed something sev-
eral centuries ago.

Dr. Jung: Well, moderately. But we had better nottry to prove by ex-
ternal manifestations the truth of internal development. Things were
always a bit tough everywhere, so I would not lay too much stress on it.
If you know how the first Christians behaved—who were supposed to
be such marvelous people—you become modest. It is surely better not
to insist upon moral achievements. Of course, itis in a way the criterion
if they do not show. Things that don’t show are usually better than
those which do; people who show are always a bit questionable. They
don’t do really, they only show.

Well now, the idea of being active and violating others also shows in
Zarathustra’s idea of the decalogue, the tables of values. He says: “Be-
hold, the good and just! Whom do they hate most? Him who breaketh
up their tables of values, the breaker, the law-breaker:—he, however,
is the creator.” But he is the destroyer! No good breaking the tables of
values, they are weak enough already; you had better hold that little bit

# Richard Wilhelm (1873-1930), German sinologist, was Jung’s friend and mentor on
Taoism. He is best known for his translation of the I Ching (see List of Bibliographic Ab-
breviations). Professor J. W. Hauer lectured at the Eranos conferencein 1934 on “The
Symbols of Experience of the Self in Indo-Aryan Mysticism.” See above, 6 June 1934, n.
11.
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of value together. They need no particular wildness because they will
break up all by themselves and altogether too early; we know from his-
tory that values begin to break up long before there are new ones to
take their place. Therefore, we always go through a time of destruc-
tion when people are without orientation and without laws. Usually
only the greatest misery forces people to create new laws and new val-
ues. If Zarathustra were not so impatient, the man Nietzsche could fol-
low him. He could give Zarathustra the right rhythm, prevent him
from being too impatient. Then he would not talk of breaking the
tables of values. They could be preserved alittle longer. They are weak
enough: they will break up without our help. It is not necessary to de-
stroy churches. Nobody attacks Islam, but the mosques are empty; no-
body attacks Protestantism, but innumerable people never go to
church on Sundays. Tobreak up things is merely the impatience of in-
flation.

Now, just at the end of this section he says something which is re-
markable: “To the lone-dwellers will I sing my song, and to the twain-
dwellers; and unto him who hath still ears for the unheard, will I make
the heart heavy with my happiness.” This is not well translated in the
English text, but you get it in the German. Einsiedler is one man alone,
the one-dweller, literally; and Zweisiedler are the two-dwellers. But that
is not a real word, it is something funny in his style; and that always
indicates a secret thought behind, which did not come through prop-
erly. Itis like queer things in dreams; a peculiarity or a disturbance of
the image betrays the interference of asecret thought behind. You see,
it would be enough if he said: “I am preaching to thelonely ones. They
shall be my companions, for the lonely ones can appreciate my teach-
ing. They are not satisfied and are seeking the Superman together
with myself; as they are lonely, I am lonely, etc.” That would make a
perfectly nice end to this chapter. But no, it must be: “Zwei-siedler”;
there are couples apparently, two alone together. Of course one can
have a romantic idea about it—he and she—but that is surely not what
Nietzsche is thinking of. It must be two lonely people together. Now
why the one and the two?

Mr. Baumann: Is it like Nietzsche and Zarathustra, the splitting up of
one person?

Dr. Jung: No, there is a great problem behind. One alone would be
good enough for Zarathustra, the lonely one, the anchorite; two is al-
ready society, a relationship. When I am one I am this man; when I am
two I am another man. As soon as you are with somebody else you are
different, you are the collective man. So he makes here the attempt at
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preaching to the collective man, the thing which he had just refused to
do. He said he never would speak to the herd again. But here two of
the herd come in; he cannot get away from it. That is an important
problem and there is historical proof of it. You know, the theory is that
the Evangels were originally derived from the so-called Aramaic col-
lection of sayings of Jesus. But in the excavations at Oxyrhynchus
those famous fragments of papyrus were found which contain sen-
tences and anecdotes of Jesus, just as if they had been put down from
hearsay; and they are all parallels of the sayings in the New Testament.
They were written without the knowledge of the Evangels and are
therefore older—just as Paul did not know the Evangels when he
wrote—so they date presumably from the very early years of Christi-
anity. Now, in the New Testament, you remember, the text is: “For
where two or three are gathered together in my name, there am I in
the midst of them.” But the text in the papyrus is: “Jesus said: ‘When-
ever therearetwo theyare notwithout God, and whereverthereis one
alone I say I am with him; raise the stone and there thou shalt find me,
cleave the wood and there am I ” You see what has happened. His
teaching was really: “Where there is one alone I am with him most def-
initely. Whatever you do I am with you; raise the stone and there you
shalt find me; in your activity, in what you do, in whatever your indi-
vidual occupation is, I am found, I am present in it.” It is the idea of
individuation obviously, because no matter how humble the thing you
may do, it is yourself expressed in the way in which you do it. Jesus is
in it; you find him in it: “Cleave the wood and there am I.” “But when
there aretwothey are not without God.”? Yes, the collective man is not
without God, but when you are alone, then Christ is within. So the orig-
inal teaching was that it is an entirely individual affair.

That is proved by another fragment, the famous fragment about the
animals. Jesus said: “Ye ask who arethose thatdraw us to the kingdom
if the kingdom is in heaven?”—meaning obviously: who can pull us up
overthe horizon with our heavy bodies, how can we reach the kingdom
above? “And Jesus answered: “The fowls of the air and all beasts that
are in the earth or upon the earth, and the fishes of the sea, these are
they which draw you; and the kingdom of heaven is within you; and
whoever shall know himself shall find it. Strive therefore to know your-
selves and ye shall be aware that ye are in the city of God, and ye are

9 Bernard Grenfeld and Arthur Hunt, “Oxyrhynchus Papyrus I,” as cited in Mead*,
p. 6o1.
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thecity,” ' You see, it is as clear as daylight: thisis theidea of individ-
uation. Of course, modern Christianity fights against that point of
view. Their idea is that when therearetwo or three together in Christ’s
name, He is with them, but when there is one alone, then the devil is
with him. They believe one’s own society is always bad. We have ar-
rived at a complete depreciation of the human soul: it doesn’t pay to
look after your soul. Be a sheep in collectivity, for when you are alone
the devil is with you. Now, the teaching of Zarathustra is again the
teaching of the original revelation.

v See Apocrypha, p. 28.
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LECTURE V
7 November 1934

Dr. Jung:

Last week Mrs. Baynes asked a question which apparently I did not
understand and now she corrects it: “I asked if one could say that from
now on, i.e., after the sleep at the foot of the tree, the events could be
said to transpire in the collective unconscious. You understood me to ask
if the events were not transpiring in the collective conscious, and you
said this was a correct formulation and explained why.” You see people
read the book; it has become conscious matter. There is nothing un-
conscious about it. As a matter of fact, you yourself prove my point
here. You say, “Now my argument was this: Nietzsche as a man disap-
pears from the picture, we said, with the burial of the body, and that
leaves us with Zarathustra, a disembodied spirit. He goes to sleep at the
foot of the tree and awakens in the world of the collective unconscious.
The sun would then be the midnight sun and the snake and eagle cease
to represent instincts, and are symbols of earth and heaven, or nature
and spirit, or Yin and Yang. The rest of the book would then be a rec-
ord of a night journey under the sea. I can now see that this is an in-
correct view because Zarathustra is attempting to present new values
to humanity and a night sea journey would not deal with values, but ex-
perience of the inner world.”

That is exactly the case. Thus Spake Zarathustra is not a series of ex-
periences of the inner world; there are very few of those. The book
mainly consists of the thoughts and values Nietzsche develops from
them, the experiences themselves being left pretty much in the dark.
We don’t know exactly what he experieced, because he translated it
right away into thoughts and values. Now, if it were a night sea jour-
ney—if Zarathustra were really a disembodied spirit, in other words—
then a quite different book would have resulted. If it had been written
at all, it would have contained that experience under the sea. But as a
matter of fact, Zarathustra is not a night sea journey. It is written by a
man, Nietzsche. Zarathustra is just not a disembodied spirit. If he
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were, Nietzsche would be confronted with Zarathustra, but he is iden-
tical with him; and that of course causes the whole trouble. Nietzsche
speaks, yet Zarathustra speaks through the medium of Nietzsche; they
are not clearly separated. You probably haveread in my books, in “The
Relations between the Ego and Unconscious” for instance, that one
should make a difference between the conscious ego and the figures of
the collective unconscious.' If the archetype of the wise old man ap-
pears, then naturally the ego is just caught—one is always caught by
unconscious contents. Then you find yourself in a peculiar alienated
condition; you see things and say things and feel things as you
wouldn’t before. It is a sort of new experience of yourself. You see
yourself in a different light, and people perhaps react to it and make
remarks about it, that you look funny or say funny things: “What was
the matter with you the other day?” From such experiences you begin
to notice, if you are at all introspective, that something has happened
to you. You begin to reflect about your condition, to think about what
you say; and you confront yourself with the question: “Why did I say
such a thing?” “Out of what psychology was it said and done?” And
then you come to the conclusion that it was not exactly yourself: you
would not speak like that.

Now you can do the same thing with all the contents of the uncon-
scious. I will tell you a very striking example, this time of the animus,
which is also an archetypal figure, of course. You can take this case as
a general, most suitable example, valid for all cases of archetypes. I
once met a lady at a social gathering. She was my hostess, and she
talked to me for about one and a half hours uninterruptedly, so that I
had absolutely no opportunity to squeeze a word in between. Then
suddenly she stopped the flow of hertalk and said: “Now tell me, what
did you observe? What do you think of me?” “I think you are a bit nerv-
ous.” “Oh yes, I know that—that is nothing new to me.” So I said, “Well,
if you insist on knowing, I must say that you don’t think.” With this of
course she went right up into the air like a sky-rocket, because she had
been telling me very difficult philosophical problems; my head almost
burst and I had difficulty in following her. It was, in a way, intelligent
and highly intellectual talk, so that a listener would have said, “God,
isn’t she a terror!” Naturally, it seemed to her simply grotesque that I
should say she did not think. She said, “But you must explain what you
mean! We have discussed the most difficult things.” Discussed, you
know! That is what women call discussion. It was a complete animus

TCW 7.

220



7 NOVEMBER 1934

projection. “Well,” I said, “I can explain it to you: about five minutes
ago we ‘discussed’ such and such a problem, and you made the most
marvelous formulations about this very dif ficult question, but I could
read what you told me in any philosophical text book or dictionary just
as well.” She said: “But that is the way my mind works. I fix it on a cer-
tain spot, and it jumps into my mind ready made.” I said: “That is all
very well, but if you are talking to me, if I am interested at all, I really
want to know what you think, and not what the books say.” And then
she said: “If you want to know that, I must think about it first!” Quite
naively! It was perfectly true that it was all ready made; it jumped into
her mind in a miraculous way and she simply blurted it out. It flowed
out like ariver. But that was not her thought. It was thought which was
floating in the air, in the libraries and philosophical papers and the
halls of universities; but it was not what this particular woman had to
say about such a problem. She made no difference whatever between
herself and her animus; she naively identified with that river of
thought which was flowing out of her. And that is what Nietzsche does.
He is simply identical with old man Zarathustra, and the flow which
comes out of him is Zarathustra himself.

But mind you, while you admit that you are identical with the arche-
type, obviously imbued with its contents, you must also remember that
you are in existence too; and you interpenetrate, you impregnate that
spirit with yourself. You are something, you don’t disappear. And
when you analyse the flow which comes out of you, you will discover
not only what the old archetype says, but what you say. So in all the talk
that woman produced, she also was all over the place, but in a way
which was absolutely invisible to herself. She herself talked but
through the medium of the archetype. And so both were wrong; the
archetype was wrong and she was wrong, because one was falsifying
the other. Therefore, I say to a man: you must make a difference be-
tween yourself and your anima, between yourself and all that is con-
tained, thought, or felt through her influence and emotionality. To a
woman I say: you must make a difference between yourself and the
flow of thoughts which goes through your head: don’t assume that
things are so because you think so; or don’t assume that other people
think like that because that thought is in yourself. Criticize it and see
whether itis your own. When a bad animus case produces a marvelous
opinion, I say: “Now come! is that yourself? Do you really back up this
thought? Are you convinced that things are like that?” “When I come
to think of it, no!” “Then why the devil should you talk like that?
Whose opinion is it?” Then perhaps she finds out that her father has
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said it or any other authority; or she has read itin the newspaper. And
so Nietzsche preaches any amount about the body, but ask the man
Nietzsche what he thinks about the body and he will tell a different
story. It is a possession when people preach things which they don’t
make true in their lives. They simply run away with a disembodied
spirit who talks marvelous high stuff, but they are not confronted with
it in their lives. It never becomes a problem. They never even think of
making it true, but simply accept it as a fact and behave entirely differ-
ently. I complain that they talk and think in one way and behave in an-
other, but people are even quite proud that they can think differently
from the way they feel. They don’t see that this is a split which goes
through the whole condition, and that it is a morbid condition, a lack
of wholeness, a lack of integrity.

Itis perfectly true that if Zarathustra were a disembodied spirit, the
eagle and the snake would become, as Mrs. Baynes says, world princi-
ples. In man they would be conflicting instincts. But the difficult thing
is that Nietzsche is so interwoven with Zarathustra that it is almost im-
possible to separate the two. They are so entangled, so utterly identi-
cal, that they influence each other all the time. You see, the old man
would tell him something about the inner world; he would be the psy-
chopompos, the greatinitiator who would lead Nietzsche to the under-
standing, or to the vision at least, of pleromatic things, the things which
are below our level of consciousness.? And then Nietzsche might have
made a record of what he had experienced and would perhaps have
presented it to the world. But it would then be the story of a traveller
on uncharted seas, and not a book of new values or philosophic
thought. Or if he wrote a book of philosophical thought, it would not
be Zarathustra who was speaking. He would say, “Excuse me, my name
is Friedrich Nietzsche, and I hold such and such opinions. I judge
things in such and such a way.” And he would take the responsibility
for what he said. He does not, however. He says that Zarathustra is
speaking, and there is the entanglement. This is, of course, most up-
setting. If a case comes to me with such an identification, I consider it
my duty to say, “Now look here, you must see what you are doing. It is
really better for yourself and for your work if you look at it critically.”
So I might have prevented Nietzsche from writing Zarathustra, but he

* Jung took pleroma and pleromatic from the Gnostics, for whom it signified that from
which all creation derives. Compared with the created world it is Nothing, yet it is the
Fullness that contains in potentia all that can arise. Its analogy to the unconscious is evi-
dent. These ideas are especially prominent in Jung’s “Seven Sermons of the Dead,” ap-
pended to MDR.
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would certainly have written something else, something entirely dif-
ferent. He might have written a book where in one chapter he wrote
his own ideas, and in another he would have recorded his experiences
with the unconscious.

Mpr. Baumann: Does such an ideal book exist?

Dr. Jung: No, but we have records of such experiences in the uncon-
scious. The “Shepherd of Hermas,” for instance, and perhaps the
Book of Revelation, to mention old literature.

Prof. Reichstein: Could the stories of being tempted by the devil be
compared to such experiences?

Dr. Jung: The experiences of the saints? Well, in those cases there
was always the elaboration through the influence of the church, for
they would not be recorded if their stuff was not translated into the
language of the church. If St. Francis had not been taken over and
worked out by the church, he would have been stamped out; plenty of
saints disappeared in a fire or a dungeon, simply delivered over to ob-
livion because they either did not like to translate their experiences
into the church language or were not able to. If the church did not
agree with them, they were stamped out as heretics. That collection of
mystical confessions published by Buber would be examples of expe-
riences of the unconscious.3 And I quoted a case in The Secret of the
Golden Flower. Edward Maitland, the biographer of Anna Kingsford
and himself a mystic, describes such an experience. There you find a
true confession as you can tell from the fact that it is not in agreement
with the dogmatic ideas about the nature of God.4 Also in that little
book which I have reviewed, the visions of Nicholas von der Fliie, the
Swiss mystic, there are a number of visions of the unadulterated kind.5
But such experiences are usually translated into the dogmatic conven-
tional languages of the time.

Dr. Schlegel: Is it not more or less the same thing as Faust?>—the ex-
perience of the unconscious, and the conscious views?

Dr. Jung: Yes, but there we have also a sort of elaboration. Goethe
worked a lifetime on Faust in order to get it into shape, so we are not
quite certain about the amount of immediate experience and what he

* Martin Buber, Tales of the Hasidim, tr. Olga Marx (New York, 1947).

4 In his introduction to Richard Wilhelm’s translation and explanation of The Secret of
the Golden Flower (London, 1931), Jung cites pp. 104-6 of Edward Maitland’s Anna King-
ford, Her Life, Letters, Diary and Work (London, 1896). It has to do with how, in reflection,
ideas can become visible. For “Shepherd of Hermas” see above, p. 106n.

5 Nicholas von der Fliie, or Brother Klaus (1417-1487), a simple, unlettered mystical
hermit, was canonized in 1947. Jung’s review in 1932 of Fr. Alban Stoeck’s Visions of the
Blessed Brother Klaus is reprinted in CW 11, pars. 474-78.
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as a poet putintoit. Thatwillremain in thedark forever. We have clear
indications from Goethe himself, however, that he put many things
into it quite intentionally. We could not know how much original ex-
perience there was without making the attempt to analyse very care-
fully what he could have drawn out of his knowledge of mystical liter-
ature, and what he only could have experienced. There are quite
certainly primordial experiences in Faust, but others are taken from
his wide mystical reading.

Dr. Schlegel: But is one sure that there is no elaboration in Nietzsche?

Dr. Jung: Oh, there is any amount; we have indications of relatively
few cases where we are certain of being confronted by the immediate
experience. That premonition of his own death is a primordial expe-
rience; thatis a shot from the unconscious and no elaboration. But Zar-
athustra is nearly all elaborated,; it is just not a record of primordial ex-
perience.

Mrs. Sigg: Has not Spitteler in his work very often quite immediate
experiences?

Dr. Jung: Well, there also is an enormous amount of elaboration. A
primordial experience was the instigator of the work—all the trouble
he took in order to produce it—beyond that it is very dif ficult to make
out. I analysed his Prometheus and E pimetheus, but I never touched his
Olympische Friihling; only by analysing it as we are analysing Zarathustra,
could we make out which is the genuine experience and which is elab-
oration.®

Mr. Baumann: What about Joyce?

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is a great question! In Joyce there are indubitably
parts which are quite genuine, and besides that there is an unaccount-
able flow of associations which are drawn from conscious experience.
Nobody could say that they were absolutely genuine. You see, thought
and judgment are entirely excluded: it is chiefly sensation, parts of in-
tellect, also intuition, but there is a complete absence of rational mate-
rial. The flow of consciousness is quite certainly the main body of the
book, and a certain amount of unconsciousness flows into it. To use a
comparison, we speak of the Rhine valley, in which flows the river
Rhine. Yet it is a double phenomenon really. The actual Rhine valley
where we see the Rhine flowing is a perfectly obvious, visible phenom-
enon; yet about sixty to ninety meters below is a much older valley

& Carl Spitteler (1842-1919), Nietzsche’s contemporary, a Nobel laureate in literature.
Jung dealt with Prometheus and Epimetheus in a number of places—in Psychological Types,
as the conflict within one individual of introversion and extraversion. See CW 6, pars.

175-926.

224



7 NOVEMBER 1934

from a former ice age in which another river is still flowing, also the
Rhine, but that is completely invisible, and it is usually completely sep-
arated from the river above. You see, that is our condition: our con-
sciousness is like ariver, yet underneath another river is flowing which
is much older, dating from times immemorial; and in between there is
a separation, the threshold of consciousness. Occasionally, the two
waters meet and then they separate again. Now, Joyce is that river of
consciousness, and occasionally you get the idea that another river is
underneath, which is in no connection with the river on the surface.
Therefore, Joyce contains very little symbolism, because there is no at-
tempt at synthesis, and if a symbol is anything, it is synthetic. So he rep-
resents the flow; he flows with it, and occasionally some intuitions come
from the depths, but they are not worked into the whole thing, nor is
there any confrontation with that material, none whatever. Therefore,
those peculiar things in his book, the relation to the organs of the body
for instance; such things only come in with lunatics, and then it is quite
against their intention and it causes the most curious associations. But
that can only happen where there is no confrontation with the mate-
rial, no difference between the author and his material. He is just the
event, utterly identical with it. Joyce appears nowhere. James Joyce is
the flow himself; and Ulysses appears nowhere, the flow is Ulysses.”

Prof. Fierz: In his other book also, the biography, the Portrait of [The
Artist as] a Young Man, nobody appears.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is the funny thing: nobody appears, yet the whole
thing is always himself. Well, that is of course a different case; it is not
like Zarathustra where we have definite figures. Joyce is separated by
almost a hundred years from Nietzsche, he is after-the-war while
Nietzsche is pre-war. That is the great difference. It would be an inter-
esting problem for a speculative mind to discover why, before the war,
though there was little confrontation, there was at least a certain
amount; but since the war there is none whatever: things are simply
happening. If artists are really prophets of the time, then it is a pecul-
iar prophecy. There is a continuous decrease of confrontation, which
means a continuous decrease of reflection, of distance, and a continu-
ous identification with the flow—which means that we are like ants
trying to cross a river, who cannot resist the power of the running

7 Jung was at first largely negative in his judgment of James Joyce’s Ulysses, but came
to regard its artist as a true prophet—*"the unwitting mouthpiece of the psychic secrets
of his time. . . . Compared with Zarathustra or the second part of Faust, it shows an even
stronger purposiveness and sense of direction” (CW 15, pars. 184-85). The beginning
words of Finnegans Wake are, “river run.”
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water. So perhapstheyareall going todrown. Or theymayland some-
where, I don’t know. But for a while everybody will be just floating,
drifting, like a log in the river. And I must say the political develop-
ment looks exactly like that. Nobody understands the situation; every-
body suffers from profound disorientation. Things are happening in
a completely uncontrolled way. All the countries are arming them-
selves. Everybody wants to prevent war, but it is all talk, talk, talk, and
things take their course.
Now we will go on to section 10:

This had Zarathustra said to his heart when the sun stood at
noon-tide. Then he looked inquiringly aloft,—for he heard above
him the sharp call of a bird. And behold! An eagle swept through
the air in wide circles, and on it hung a serpent, not like a prey, but
like a friend: for it kept itself coiled round the eagle’s neck.

“They are mine animals,” said Zarathustra, and rejoiced in his
heart.

Here something happens. Not many things happen in Zarathustra, but
occasionally something does happen. We are informed that the sun is
now at noontide. Why should Zarathustra mention this fact? Is the sun
ever at noontide for Zarathustra inasmuch as Zarathustra is the wise
old man?

Miss Wolff: No, it would notbe for him—he is an eternal figure—but
for Nietzsche it is.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. Here we have an example of how these things
work practically. You see, Zarathustra the archetype is typically be-
yond time. His wisdom is beyond time. First of all, it is old like the
world, and secondly, it is always looking beyond the given moment. In
the descent of the sun he sees midnight, and at midnight he sees the
sun rising, because that is the character of wisdom. As Till Eulenspie-
gel laughed like mad when he went uphill, and wept when he went
downhill. People could not understand it, for wisdom is never under-
stood by ordinary people, but to him it was perfectly clear. In going up
he thinks of the descent and that makes him laugh. He rejoices in the
idea that soon he will be able to go downhill. But when he goes down-
hill he foresees that he will soon have to climb again and he weeps
therefor. And that is the nature of Zarathustra. So it is the man
Nietzsche who discovers that he is at the noon of life. He was born in
1844 so he was just thirty-nine when he started to write Zarathustra,
and that is the noontide, the beginning of the afternoon. In his case,
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it was of course particularly important to see that, because he had only
six years left before the atrophy of his brain began in 1889.8

Now he discovers his two animals, which were formerly explained as
symbols of instincts. Usually the eagle, asan animal living in the air, has
the quality of spirit, because spirit is understood to be a winged being,
like an angel, a floating volatile being, or like the subtle body of a ghost,
a revenant. Birds live on top of the highest mountains where nobody
can go, or travel through the air, and that is always characteristic of the
spirit; to become spiritual one must rise out of the depths of heaviness,
fast, and lose weight. And the snake is the symbol for the heaviness of
the earth. It has nolegs; it cannot jump or fly, but can only creep on its
belly in the dust of the earth. And snakes often live in holes and in
rocks, and some are nocturnal animals, uncanny. They lead a hidden
existence and are met with where you expect them least. So the snake
would be a symbol of the earth, for things chthonic. More psychologi-
cally, the eagle is like thought, a messenger of the highest god; thought
is also understood to be a winged being and a product of the brain,
which is on top of man, on top of the world. It is Mount Meru where
the city of light lies, the light of consciousness.? While the snake, on the
other side, chiefly consists of a vertebral column, and is therefore a
personification of the lower motor centers of the body, of the spinal
cord and the corresponding centers of the brain. As a personification
of the physiological instincts, it is also associated with sexuality, or with
the low instinctive cunning of the primitive or animal mind of man.

Zarathustra sees those two animals together, representing pairs of
opposites, because spiritis always supposed to be the irreconcilable op-
ponent of the chthonic, eternally fighting against the earth according
to the dogmatic idea and the idea of old philosophies in general. For,
wherever you go in the world, if you compare the highest philosophi-
cal views of a certain period, say two thousand years ago, you find that
nearly everywhere people came to the same conclusion: namely, that
matter is low and bad, and spirit is good and beautiful and high—and
that matter ought to be subjugated by spirit, and not the reverse. And
from this standpoint, you discover that we went through a peculiar de-
velopment in Europe as a result of the idea which we invented, that

* To Carl von Gersdortf, on Dec. 20, 1887, ayear before his collapse, Nietzsche wrote,
“My life has just now reached high noon: one door is closing, another opening™ (N/Let-
ters/Fuss). For Jung, “high noon” symbolizes the beginning of “the second half of lite,”
the time of reflection upon life’s meanings.

9 A fabulous mountain 86,000 leagues high, in the center of the earth, where Vishnu
dwells.
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spirit was mind, and that mind was dependent upon the brain and its
functions. We built up a materialistic science, the philosophy of which
was the primacy of matter, the predomination of the material princi-
ple. That s in contradiction with the vast majority of philosophical and
religious views all over the world, but we cannot criticize these views
properly because we belong to the same period of time. You see, that
accounts for the fact that the development of art or science or philos-
ophy, inasmuch as it was contemporaneous, has been along similar
lines all over the earth. Even the Mayan or Aztec civilization devel-
oped, as far as we can make out, in a way that was parallel to the devel-
opment everywhere else in the world. The classical periods in art are
about the same in China as in Europe; Gothic artin China was contem-
porary with our Gothic art; and our Baroque and Rococo appeared at
the time of the same development in China. These facts show that
there tends to be a general synchronicity of events. So we can only say
that in the last two thousand years humanity as a whole has passed
through an age when the spiritual principle predominated over the
material principle, or the eagle predominated over the serpent. And
so we come back to our symbolism. You are probably impressed with
the fact that the serpent has coiled itself round the neck of the eagle.
What is the usual presentation of this symbolism?

Mrs. Sigg: That the eagle has the snake in its claws.

Dr. Jung: Yes, showing that the spirit has overcome matter, or that
the eagle, personifying the light, has overcome the powers of darkness
or the devil. For instance, you remember having seen the so-called lec-
terns in churches, sort of reading-desks on which the Bible is sup-
ported by an eagle. The eagle is the symbol of St. John the Evangelist,
whose philosophy is the idea of the Logos, the word, or the light that
comes from God and shines into the darkness of man. Antique fantasy
ascribed the eagle to John because the eagle was the messenger of
Zeus, the god of the sky, the messenger that comes from heaven, the
personification of light. Therefore, the symbolism on the lecterns,
where the word of God as given to us in the Bible comes down to the
earth supported on the wings of the eagle. Now, the eagle is in a way
predominating here, he carries the snake but not in its claws; the snake
is coiled round his neck. How do you like this picture?

Mrs. Crowley: In the Mandaean Book of John' there is a very defi-

** The Mandaean (Manda: knowledge) Gnosticswerethosefrom Mesopotamia. Adam
and Eve were “incited to transgress the orders of the creator by the Savior Himself, who
says, ‘I manifested myself in the form of an eagle, upon the Tree of Knowledge . . . in
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nite picture of the eagle coming down as the messenger of God, but
making obeisance to Myria; he becomes her messenger, so he is really
the messenger of earth there.

Dr. Jung: That is the Gnostic idea, but this is a further development
of the Gnostic symbolism. We won’t go into that now, nor into the eagle
symbolism in alchemy. Nietzsche had no knowledge of Gnosticism nor
of medieval philosophy. He was a classical philologist and therefore
had a profound contempt for anything later than the year one; his par-
adise was between 600 and 100 B.C.

Mrs. Jung: Does the snake symbolize the instinctive side of Zarathus-
tra the archetype, too? Does it belong only to Nietzsche the man?

Dr. Jung: Well, thatis a question. As far as [ know we have no proof
that the eagle and the serpent played a particular role with Zarathustra
himself, but it is a fact that Zarathustra was a philosopher or teacher
whose aim was to establish the predomination of the spirit. In the cen-
turies before Christ we find traces everywhere of the effort to make the
spirit predominate over matter. So one could say Zarathustra was al-
ready such an eagle, overcoming the earth principle. Now, the ques-
tion whether the eagle and the serpent symbolize the instincts of
Nietzsche is just what I was asking. How do you like this symbolism,
where the snake appears to be coiled round the neck of the eagle? This
is a very unusual formulation, not at all classical; as far as my knowl-
edge goes, it is usually wriggling in its claws, overcome by the eagle.

Mrs. Baumann: We have seen the picture of Nietzsche as man being
overcome completely by the figure of Zarathustra, but this seems to be
almost the opposite picture; it is as if the snake were going voluntarily,
or as if Nietzsche were going voluntarily with Zarathustra.

Mrs. Mehlich: 1 think it is a bit paradoxical. The eagle is the master of
the situation. He lifts up the serpent. But on the other hand he may be
overcome.

Dr. Jung: You think it is rather dangerous for the eagle to have such
a necktie? It is. I would not like it.

Mrs. Brunner: It is dangerous for the serpent too: it might fall down.

Dr. Jung: Well, if he clings to the neck of the eagle he won’t fall down,
butitis not a pleasant situation. I don’t think the serpentlikes such air-
plane stuff.

Mrs. Strong: Is it again the symbolism of suspension before rebirth?

Dr. Jung: There is surely the motif of suspension in it.

ordertoteach them. .. ' ” Jean Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics, tr. Philip
Mairet (New York, 1960). See “The Secret Book of John,” p. 207.
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Miss Wolff: The image is to me disgusting. Nietzsche says the serpent
hung on the eagle, “not like a prey but like a friend.” That is horrid
sentimentality, for those two animals just don'’t go together; they don’t
make a union. Itis very much against what they would do in reality, so
that must be considered too in the image. Itis a very paradoxical situ-
ation.

Mrs. Sigg: I think, as Nietzsche was the son of a Protestant minister,
he surely would remember that no other animal in the Bible was under
a curse; the snake got a special curse from the creator: Thou shalt go
on thy belly. Nietzsche is always inclined to react against such things
and to say the opposite, so this opposition might have been in the thing
too.

Dr. Jung: That is a good point. Of course, the most impressive thing
in this picture is that the snake is lifted up out of her usual abode into
a medium in which itdepends entirely upon the good will of the eagle.
Itis a hellishly uncomfortable situation. After a while the eagle will cer-
tainly become very hungry and eat the snake. You know the secretary
bird—who looks exactly like an eagle only the legs are a bit too long—
is the classical eater of snakes. There are many eaglelike birds, in fact,
thatare the typical enemies of snakes. So the snake is in a very precar-
ious situation and Mrs. Baumann is quite right when she points out
that it is really the image of Nietzsche’s own predicament. He is just
lifted out of the ground, and as a material man, as a man of the earth,
he is in the power of that enormous bird. The eagle is the archetype,
you see; the wise old man is the wise old bird. The Hamsa, the swan,
has lifted him up. Then there is a classical parallel which we must not
forget, because Nietzsche is a classical philologist. What is it?

Miss Wolff: Ganymede.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that beautiful boy who was fetched by the eagle of
Zeusto serve at the table of the gods—a homosexual interlude, one of
the little scandals of Olympus. So Nietzsche the man is surely por-
trayed in this picture, and we always notice the personal influence in
symbolism when something is not according to rules, not quite right.
In this case it is surely not quite right that the snake is coiled round the
neck of the eagle. The snake might have a fantasy and squeeze his neck
so that he couldn’t breathe, which would be very bad for both; it is most
risky, it could go wrong in many ways. That is substantiated by the sub-
sequent remarks of Zarathustra, namely: “More dangerous have I
found it among men than among animals; in dangerous paths goeth
Zarathustra.” He finds his peril in the wrong place; he is afraid of the
perils amongst men. Of course there are relatively small perils among
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men; the perils among beasts, particularly one’s own beasts, are much
greater. But he feels the danger-tension manifested in this peculiar
symbolism.

Now, as Mrs. Baumann has also pointed out, the serpent is here rep-
resented as a friend of the eagle, and that would be explained from the
personal side as a demonstration of the fact that the relation between
Nietzsche and Zarathustra is a friendly one. He doesn’t feel as if he
were the victim of Zarathustra; he feels the claws of the eagle as a lov-
ing gesture, so one could say that the serpent, by free will, encoils or
embraces the neck of the eagle. This would indicate that it is not at all
a hostile situation, but a union, a reconciliation obviously. The fact re-
mains, however, that the snake is carried up into the air, away from its
usual abode, and this would be the man Nietzsche carried off his feet
by the Hamsa, the bird of the archetype, and he doesn’t defend him-
selfagainst it. On the contrary, he gives himself voluntarily to that kind
of travel. As we were saying in the beginning, it is the attempt at a jour-
ney in the air, not a journey under the sea; whatever flies through the
air is visible. It is absolutely in the open, while a night journey under
the sea happens in darkness and is invisible. So in a way, if looked at
from the personal point of view of Nietzsche himself, this vision of Zar-
athustra is really what Nietzsche also might see and, confronted with
the facts, he would ask himself: “Now why does Zarathustra see that
picture? What should it convey to Zarathustra-Nietzsche?”

You see, the instincts always come up from the unconscious and give
us a hint, perhaps in a dream. For, suppose I am identical with an ar-
chetype; I don’t know it and the archetype of course won't tell me, be-
cause I am already possessed and inundated by the archetype. If it is
the wise old man, he will seek only to express himself, and the human
instrument he is actually using, say in the year 1883, doesn’t count at
all. It might be any other century, any other man, any other instru-
ment. Just as I pay no attention to the hammer I use; I use it and after-
wards I throw it away. It is not a personal hammer. That is the way the
archetype uses man, simply as an instrument, as a tool of a most tran-
sitory kind. We make a fuss about our lives, but nature makes no fuss
whatever; if nature likes to wipe out several million people she quietly
does so. In a war we wipe out the best of men by the million. Well, that
is quite natural, that is war. We can do it because we are used by an ar-
chetype: people are all possessed and wiped out by each other. And
that is what nature does. So the man Nietzsche counts precious little to
the archetype. He just happens to be the tool. But the man is of course
in an awful situation. He is possessed, and he cannot defend himself,
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for he doesn’teven know that he is possessed, and that is a wonderful
opportunity for the unconscious. Inasmuch as everyone has instincts,
the archetype of the old man is not the whole unconscious. It is only
one of the many inhabitants, and therefore there are other helpful
spirits or powers about, which will appear. So if a man is possessed and
does not know it, he will have perhaps a dream which tells him some-
thing, or something will be shown to him which elucidates the situa-
tion.

To a man like Nietzsche, for instance, a dream will appear which
contains this image of the eagle and the snake. If such a case should
happen in reality, I would explain it in this way: the light of heaven,
the eagle, the divine word has caught you; naturally, how could you
resist? So you gave yourself to it. But you must know that it is exceed-
ingly dangerous; we don’t know how it will turn out in the future. I
should say it was a precarious situation for that serpent—probably less
for the eagle, because the serpent is chiefly under the illusion of
friendship. You see, if the eagle were under that illusion, he would
have been persuaded by the serpent to stay on the ground and to hop
about while she crept up and sat on his back. He would have to hop
along carrying the snake—or some other grotesque arrangement
could be thought of. But it is clearly the serpent that follows. It is
Nietzsche who follows the insinuation or the intimation of the arche-
type and is carried into the air. That is ekstasis; it is the typical miracle
of levitation. These things happen in stories of the saints; during the
mass, while they are praying before the altar, they are suddenly lifted
up: itis a real ekstasis.

Mr. Baumann: Professor Rousselle showed us symbols like that; he
had a whole series of small Tibetan mandalas, and one was a serpent
with huge wings flying up into the sky. And in the next picture the ser-
pent had disappeared and there were only the wings left flying to the
sun.'' That s a picture of ekstasts.

Dr. Jung: You bring the discussion to the motif of the plumed ser-
pent, Quetzalcoatl, the Mexican symbol of the so-called savior god.
The plumed or feathered serpent is a union of the bird and serpent,
but a sort of organic union: the serpent is flying and creeping at the

" Erwin Rousselle of Frankfort-on-Main lectured at the Eranos conference in 1933,
1934, and 1935 on Taoism and Chinese Mythology. “Us” presumably means “members
of the Psychology Club.” Indra threw his killing thunderbolt at the cloud serpent and
thus released “the flood of life.” Zimmer/Myths, p. 3. Rousselle’s 1933 lecture, “Spiritual
Guidance in Contemporary Taoism” is published in Spiritual Disciplines, vol. 4 of the Pa-
pers from the Eranos Y earbooks (Princeton, B.S. XXX, 1960).
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same time. We would call it a dragon. The Chinese idea of a dragon is
also very much like that. It is an exceedingly chthonic and aquatic an-
imal, and then it takes to the air and becomes fiery. We also have leg-
ends of flying dragons, sort of feathered serpents.

Mprs. Crowley: And there is the Hindu idea of the cloud serpent that
fertilizes the earth.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is also usually represented with wings. It is, of
course, an attempt at the reconciliation of the pairs of opposites, as this
vision is also, and as such a symbol would be if it occurred in a dream.
But here the serpent is too much on the side of the eagle, flying
through the sky. Also I should criticize under all conditions this pecul-
iar fact that the snake is coiled around the eagle’s neck; it is again a sort
of premonitory picture. I should not like it. It is not aesthetical, and it
is not according to the rules. The artist Klinger made a bust of
Nietzsche, using this symbol of the eagle and the serpent; the four cor-
ners of the bust were shaped like the claws of the eagle, and the eagle
holds the snake in its claws.'? You see he corrected Zarathustra’s vision,
as the artist does; he insisted thatthe snake was overcome by the eagle
because they are eternal enemies. Whenever we encounter such a dis-
turbance of a traditional age-old symbolism, we must always go back to
the individual who uses it, and there we will discover that something
has happened which, in a way, is unavoidable. It should happen, but
the way in which it happens is not right.

Zarathustra’s purpose is of course to cure the problem of the time:
thatis why the old man appears. As Nietzsche himselfsays, he took the
figure of Zarathustra because the original Zoroaster brought the moral
conflict into the world; and as the moral conflict is now at its culmina-
tion, he must appear again in order to do something to cure it. The
pairs of opposites which were separated through the moral conflict
ought to be brought together again. So that image is really Zarathus-
tra’s attempt to bring them together. “Beyond good and evil” means
beyond eagle and serpent and their moral meanings; by that formula,
Zarathustra is trying to mend the trouble of our time.!3 The old moral
dissociation has apparently lost its cosmic importance and a new prob-
lem has presented itself, the problem of the reconciliation of the pairs
of opposites. Yet the body represented by the serpent s lifted up from
the earth. How would you explain such a case?

2 Max Klinger (1857-1920), German painter and sculptor.

13 Nietzsche was by no means anti-moral in general but only anti-moral in the Chris-
tian, Buddhist, or any other strength-denying senses. He wanted to go beyond Good and
Evil to reach the valid (as he thought) opposition, Good and Bad.
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Mrs. Crowley: Inflation?

Dr. Jung: No, I would not call that inflation. When you have to solve
such an important problem which is really new to the age, you will be
tremendously influenced by the way in which this problem has been
answered hitherto—that is the most probable thing. You hardly can
get away from the solution proposed hitherto. And the solution that
was proposed by old Zarathustra was: Let the spirit overcome matter,
let Yang overcome Yin, and then the trouble will be settled forever, be-
cause the existence of matter will be wiped out. You see, that was the
idea of redemption which really began in Persia, appeared to a certain
extent in Egypt, and worked through Judea, particularly in Christi-
anity, where hell-fire comes at the end of our days and the whole world
is burnt up, everything that has been matter disappearing for eternity.
Also it appears in the primitive Germanic religions, where in the end
the ferocious wolf will appear and the world will be devoured by fire.
The idea that the spiritwould win out in the end was the way in which
the problem was solved, which accounts for all the conclusions drawn
by Christianity concerning the neglect or destruction of the body. To
the saints, everything which was concerned with the body was low or
vulgar. There were special taboos to prove the inferiority of bodily
things; and everything that could be called mind or spirit was marvel-
ous, good, divine.

In the course of the centuries, however, we made very much the
same discovery which they made in China, where a printed letter or
hieroglyph was holy—until they discovered that all sorts of obscenities,
vulgar and evil things, could also be printed. But formerly everything,
every scrap of printed or written paper was carefully preserved and
protected as sacred; paper carrying the sacred letters should not be
touched by the feet. We have the same notion; there are still people
who think a thing is true because it is printed. We believe in the saving
faculties of the mind, of the spirit. Our belief in science is the same
thing: this is the truth, and reason and truth must save us in the end.
This is our savior. You see, it is the same old prejudice. Wedon’t know
what truth is, and we particularly don’t know how it works; we have
only learned that sometimes a lie is as good as the truth. There is a play
in America—not here unfortunately—where for twenty-four hours
nothing is spoken but the truth, and it shows what the truth can do. If
you tell the truth for twenty-four hours you create such a hell of a mess
in the end that nobody can find his way out of it.'* We have grown

'+ Countless stage performances and no fewer than four film versions of J. Montgom-
ery’s tarce Nothing but the Truth have appeared, dating from 1920.
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doubtful obviously; we are confronted with the problem: shall we tell
the truth or maintain a certain illusion>—and we know cases where the
illusion was surely better than the truth. Therefore we runinto all sorts
of collisions of duties; we should tell the truth. But it is much better to
tell a lie in some cases, and then we are all at sea and there is a catastro-
phe. Perhaps we discover that what people call sin is sometimes ex-
ceedingly decent, or what other people call a virtue can be a most hor-
rible vice—really an infernal thing, most cruel. So we are shaken by
doubts, and have theretore begun to look at things from a different
point of view.

For instance, formerly we thought it was a good thing to punish the
criminal, but now we know cases where it is not a good thing. Or per-
haps we know a criminal, and if we study him, we realize that in his sit-
uation we would have done pretty much the same. And people who are
careful to avoid something which is not quite correct, quite marvel-
ously get into an awful mess, while people who are not quite correct get
along much better, and they are less offensive to human society than
the correct people. Therefore, we cannot help being exceedingly
doubtful as to the validity of those two ideas. Moreover, we know that
what we have called matter, stuff, which we thought we could ridicule
or despise, is just as spiritual as spirit, and spirit is perhaps as corporeal
as matter. Even there we become exceedingly doubtful as to which
principle we should give the greater value. So the sum total of all these
doubts and deliberations has put us up against the question: How can
that conflict between Yang and Yin, or between good and bad, spirit
and matter, be solved? And it is more than natural, if we make an at-
tempt to solve it, that we are strongly influenced by the values of the
past.

It is most probable, therefore, that the eagle would take the serpent
for a ride in the air; it is a concession, as Nietzsche’s life itself was a
concession. There is little difference between Nietzsche’s life and the
life of a saint; he forsook his ordinary life, and went into the woods.
The woods were called Rapallo, the Engadine, Nice, and so on, but he
was alone, a hermit. He lived entirely in his books. He devoted himself
to spiritual practices, one could say, and he lost the connection with the
world of the flesh. He really became a sort of modern saint; the spirit-
ual side caught hold of him more than was good for the solution of his
moral problem. For to solve the problem one must give equal value.
We cannot say the side of the spirit is twice as good as the other side;
we must bring the pairs of opposites together in an altogether differ-
ent way, where the rights of the body are just as much recognized as
the rights of the spirit.
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14 November 1934

Dr. Jung:

We were occupied last time with the symbol of the eagle and the
snake, and we said that it was rather unusual and a bit abnormal that
the serpent should be coiled round the neck of the eagle. They are usu-
ally represented as opponents and the eagle holds the serpent in its
claws—it is the general idea of the conflict between Yang and Yin, or
between spirit and matter. And as a rule, during the age of the fishes
and perhaps earlier, reaching back to 2000 B.c., the result of the battle
is that the serpent is overcome by the eagle: the spirit wins out against
matter. But one learns from Chinese philosophy that that is not always
so; it might be reversed. We are inclined to believe that the spirit is
much better than the flesh, and that the flesh or matter deserves to be
eaten by the spirit; but one comes across cases where it is rather doubt-
ful whether thatis commendable. One even concludes from certain ex-
periences that it is not really desirable.

I have here two interesting cases where that symbolism of the eagle
carrying the serpent round its neck was discovered by other people be-
sides Nietzsche. The first contribution I owe to Mr. Baumann who is
generous enough to let us see some of his pictures, where the fate of
the serpent—or the achievement of the eagle—is demonstrated. It is
the story of the relationship of the spiritual and the material principle
as a part of the inner development, the drama intérieur. One can call it
a sort of initiation process. Or one canalso express itin a reversed way,
that all the initiation processes we know from history or by experience
are the external manifestation of a natural inner process which is al-
ways happening in the mind. And our dreams are like windows that
allow us to look in, or tolisten in, to that psychological process which is
continually going on in our unconscious. It is a process of continuous
transformation with no end if we don’t interfere. It needs our con-
scious interference to bring it to a goal—by our interference we make
a goal. Otherwise, it is like the eternal change of the seasons in nature,
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a building up and a pulling down, integration and disintegration with-
out end. No crops are brought home by nature; only the consciousness
of man knows about crops. He gathers the apples under the trees, for
they simply disintegrate if left to themselves. And that is true of our
unconscious mental process: it revolves within itself. It builds up and it
pulls down; it integrates and disintegrates—and then integrates again.
It is like the seasons, or the eternal sunrise and sunset, from which
nothing comes unless a human consciousness interferes and realizes
the result. Perhaps one suddenly sees something and says, “This is a
flower!” Now we have reached something. But left to itself the process
would come to nothing. You can see that in cases of schizophrenia. If
you follow the dreams of a person whois definitely insane, yousee the
treasure growing up to the surface, almost to integration, and you re-
alize that if in this moment that fellow could grasp it, or only lift a fin-
ger, he would haveitand everything would be all right. But in the next
moment it sinks down again for nine years, nine months, nine weeks,
and nine days, and itis gone. Nobody can reach it. Itis exactly the same
in a normal person; there are the same revelations without any issue if
the conscious doesn’t interfere and grasp the treasure brought up on
the wave of the unconscious. [Slides are shown.]

Mr. Baumann has looked in through the window and painted some
of the pictures presented by the unconscious. Here is the eagle with the
snake, and the figure of a boy is hovering over the water seeking the
heart in the water. This is of course a particular case; the discovery of
feeling in a man is a special problem. The heartin the water cannot be
discovered as long as the snake is also in the water. To enable the boy
to find the heart, the snake has to be brought up into the sky or the air.
If the two are together, then the heart is the heart of the snake, the
feeling is identical with the snake. Therefore, Yin must be taken out of
its element, the cold, waterlike condition of the unconscious. After-
wards follows a fight between the eagle and the serpent as of course
they are not on good terms with each other.

An almost identical symbol exists in Indian mythology. Mrs. Zinno
was so kind as to call my attention to the myth of the Garuda and the
Naga, and I have here a picture of Vishnu enthroned upon the Ga-
ruda, the snake-killing bird. The Garuda is the mind bird, a sort of de-
moniacal eagle, usually represented with feathers and wings. The Na-
gas were probably not only serpent-demons; they may also have
represented the snake worshippers, a lower stratum of the population,
probably of Dravidian origin, autochthonous inhabitants of India who
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were uprooted or wiped out by the Aryan invaders.! The Aryans
would be the eagles, the air, heaven people that fell upon the dark col-
ored, rather primitive Dravidic population. Other autochthonous
tribes also have such a chthonic form of worship: the Hopi Indians in
America for example, who are not nomadic but town-building, or
Pueblo Indians, the forefathers really of the Aztecs. The Spanish word
pueblo means town; it comes from the Latin word populus meaning peo-
ple, but has changed its meaning and become the name of a place
where there are people. Those tribes are called Pueblo Indians simply
because they build the villages in which they live. And the Hopi Pueblo
Indians have such a chthonic cult of snakes. They even perform their
snake dances in the Christian church, for they are also Christians.
They have Christian Spanish names and receive the Catholic baptism.
But they always retain their Indian names as well, which are important
on account of their mystical meanings. So something similar may have
been the case in India; those Naga people were probably snake-wor-
shippers.

But the myth is of course purely psychological. It is the struggle be-
tween the air principle—the strength which is in the air, light, and
wind—against the chthonic Yin principle represented by the serpent.
The Garuda is said to have extinguished all the Nagas except one,
which he put round his neck and wore as a neck ornament. You see, in
this case it would not be an encumbrance, nor would it be a sign of par-
ticular friendliness. It would simply be a sign of his victory over the ser-
pent. Now, it is a curious fact that the ladies of old Rome really used to
wear in hot weather a living snake as a neck ornament—of course a
harmless snake. The neck was cooled by the body of the snake, and the
snake loved to be coiled round the neck of its mistress because her skin
was warm. So the idea of the neck ornament was also a sort of fashion,
and I can easily imagine that Rome was not the only place in the world
where snakes were used for that purpose. You know, children like to
carry their pets around with them in just such a fashion.

Now we will continue. In the last part of Chapter 10 he says: “More
dangerous have I found it among men than among animals; in dan-
gerous paths goeth Zarathustra. Let mine animals lead me!” This
shows that he is not going in the path of the animals, which he thinks
would be less dangerous, but means to goamongst men. His enterprise
is of course dangerous, because through Nietzsche’s identification with

' Hindu myths often speak of GGaruda as a general name for serpent genii. For the tale
of Krishna, Garuda, and the serpent king, see Zimmer/Myths, esp. p. 856 and pictures.
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Zarathustra, he is lifted up out of his element into the world of the
spirit. If we forget that we also consist of living body, and try to live in
an entirely spiritual medium, the body is going to suffer; and inas-
much as the body suffers the mind will be affected too. It is a terrible
strain on our minds when we are not right with our bodies. The mind
then becomes as overstrained as the body. So though he hopes that his
beasts will guide him, it is very questionable whether they will. We
often express such wishes when we are at bottom quite doubtful
whether they will be granted. He would surely need the helpful ani-
mals in his enterprise.

When Zarathustra had said this, he remembered the words of
the saint in the forest. Then he sighed and spake thus to his heart:

“Would that I were wiser! Would that I were wise from the very
heart, like my serpent!”

You see, he suddenly remembers the old man in the wood who doesn’t
believe so much in spiritual enterprises, and has therefore withdrawn
to the woods, which means to the animal, the Yin principle. Zarathus-
tra doubts his way here. He feels that it is not particularly wise. It
would need a great deal of wisdom in order to make it a safe way. He
would need the wisdom of the serpent, the chthonic wisdom of the
earth, but that he cannot contact when he is out of his body; when he
is going with the Garuda bird he is necessarily hostile to the serpent.
Therefore, quite logically after Mr. Baumann’s picture where the bird
is apparently carrying the snake in that friendly fashion, a very bad
fight takes place between them, for they are like dog and cat. Of course
there are certain examples where a dog and a cat have become friends,
but those are domestic miracles; and a wild bird like an eagle and a wild
animal like a serpent are never domesticated and no such miracle can
happen. They are on different planes altogether and therefore hostile
to each other. Now, with this pious wish the introductory chapter ends,
and we come to the real text of Zarathustra.

Mpos. Baynes: May I just ask why Nietzsche identified pride with the
eagle?

Dr. Jung: It is always a symbol of pride, but here it is a sort of inter-
pretation. He was worried with that symbol of the eagle and the ser-
pent. That came out of the original stuffin him, just as Mr. Baumann
chose the symbol of the eagle and the serpent to express his inner ex-
periences, as one would—as always has been done—therefore, the
identity of these symbols. When Nietzsche is faced with such a problem
he quite naturally will choose that symbolism. The serpent creeps on
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itsbelly in the dust, and the eagle flies on high, very marvelous and im-
perial, like the Prussian eagle for instance; so it is of course a symbol of
pride. Butthatis psychologically absolutely insufficient. If he had gone
further, he would have struck upon the problem of the relationship of
spirit and matter, and then his Zarathustra would have taken an en-
tirely different turn. He would have given body to Zarathustra. But it
is just his peculiar attitude which doesn’t allow him to take that expe-
rience of bird and snake seriously.

You see, you only begin to think decently about such symbolism
when you ask yourself, why the devil a snake and a bird? Why not any-
thing else? But he was so overcome by it that he didn’t even wonder
aboutit. We are all like that. There is a Christmas tree on the 25th of
December. Of course! We all have Christmas trees. It is what one does
at Christmas to give pleasure to the children. You simply float along on
the Christmas mood. You wear a Christmas face and you have a Christ-
mas tree because one has a Christmas tree: you are identical with that
mood. But if you really ask yourself why the devil just a Christmas tree,
you suddenly discover that this has nothing to do with the birth of
Christ. There were no pine trees in Palestine, and there isnotone sin-
gle thing about it which has to do with Christianity. Yet we think it is
the most Christian symbol. To this extent do people never think, never
question themselves as to why they do such things—why that hell of a
nonsense, the Easter hare and the colored eggs, and so on. In making
a Christmas tree, one is not one but many. The mother who makes the
Christmas tree is an eternal mother who for centuries has done that.
Formerly, of course, they made something else I suppose, but always
with the same feeling of the eternal figure. It is such a wonderful mo-
ment because it has always been so; you are in the olden time again.
The great lure of the archetypalsituationis that you yourself suddenly
cease to be. You cease to think and are acted upon as though carried
by a great river with no end. You are suddenly eternal. And you are
liberated from sitting up and paying attention, doubting, and concen-
trating upon things. When you are once touched by the archetype, you
don’t want to disturb it by asking foolish questions—it is too nice. We
are all like Parsifal when he sees the Holy Grail. It is too good, too mar-
velous—why should he spoil the situation by asking questions? The
suffering of the old man is all right, as it ought to be. Itis so good to be
in the miracle; don’t spoil it. So you become identical, naturally. And
that is the way Nietzsche becomes identical; to encounter the old man,
perhaps to be the wise old man, is such a great discovery and so sweet,
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that he doesn’t stop to ask questions. He just slips into it and is gone
without noticing it.

When the archetype comes up and touches you, you are gone in a
wink. You become eternally valid. You can act and perform and it just
goes on by itself. I always quote the story of King Albrecht who was
murdered near Ziirich at a ford where the river Reuss emptiesinto the
Aare. His suite, his nephew and several other knights, had made a con-
spiracy to kill him. They wereridingbehind him, deliberating whether
they should do it or not, and they could not decide, for it was a crime,
parricide. But the moment the king rodeinto the ford, which is the ar-
chetypal place of danger, the nephew pulled out his sword and said,
“Why let that carrion ride before us?” And they fell upon him and
killed him.# It was the archetypal situation, and therefore there was no
hesitation. Then you can act, no doubts any longer. Then you are the
dragon, and the murder must happen there; killing is indicated.
Either you are the victim or you are the killer.

So when the old wise man touched Nietzsche, he did not bother
when the animals came up. The Hamsa comes with soft wings and lifts
one up and one doesn’t notice it and then one is gone. But then natu-
rally the animals are there; one becomes conscious of the presence of
instincts which would inform one that the hamsa is a bird, not a man,
and the snake rises and cries: “He is my enemy.” And they could be
helpful. Nietzsche could disidentify from the wise man if he listened to
the cry of the eagle. That was a cry of warning. But being the wise old
man, he knows all about it of course, and he interprets the eagle as his
pride, and the serpent as his wisdom—it is like the Christmas tree. So
the bird and the snake are no longer valid. They are interpreted ac-
cording to what the old wise man might say about them. Through the
identification with the archetype one falsifies the archetype and then it
is no longer reliable. It is only reliable when one separates oneself,
when one resists that temptation to the uttermost. That is the meaning
of Jacob’s fight at the ford with the angel of God. He fought against
God in order not to identify with him; in that way only could he bring
out the real meaning of the whole situation. To identify with the ar-
chetype is unavoidable under certain conditions, however; and
Nietzsche’s case was unavoidable. He did not know; it was his fate. In
reading Nietzsche, one must always keep in mind that he was also a vic-

* King Albrecht of Hapsburg was killed in 1308 after a six-year reign. See C. G. Jung
Speaking, ed. William McGuire and R.F.C. Hull (Princeton, B.S. XCVII, 1977), pp. 293-
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tim, and inasmuch as he was a victim he falsifies the true function of
the archetype. The old wise man never would have talked in this way
if Nietzsche were not mixed up with him. There is a lot of unrealized
sexuality in Nietzsche. He was taken out of his body and had not lived
a proper life.

Mrs. Baumann: In the last line, isn’t the word folly one of those
twisted, uncertain places where he could have had a hint of his situa-
tion?

Dr. Jung: Ah yes, because he really understands that his enterprise is
folly—that is the wise old man. But Nietzsche himself does not sit up
and say, “Why do I say ‘folly’? Is it because I am going on a fool’s er-
rand with that book?” He plays with that word; it is a Christmas tree. If
I had written such a passage I would have asked myself, “Now come,
folly! What does that mean? Am I going to do something foolish?” I
would have spoiled, of course, the whole joy of the ride, sure enough.
But I am a doctor and that makes a difference. I am too little a poet.

Mrs. Sigg: 1 think behind the picture of the eagle and the snake there
is really another picture which has a near relationship with it, the vision
the lunatic saw which you have mentioned in your books, the sun disc
with a pipe hanging upon it. That is quite a dangerous symbol, and it
seems to me that it hassomethingto do with this because Nietzsche said
the snake was hanging onto the eagle, and Nietzsche was really iden-
tified with the sun in the beginning of Zarathustra.

Dr. Jung: No, I would not make that analogy. The vision of the lu-
natic is utterly different and has to do with this only in a very remote
way. That has to do with the generative meaning of the sun. It is the
sun generating the word in man, the birth of the soul from the sun; it
is really a sort of antique vision like the analogies in the great magic
papyrus, the so-called Mithraic liturgy, which is very clearly of antique
origin. It is a concretization of the beginning of the Evangel of St.
John, where it is said that the word is the light which shines into the
darkness, the Logos.3 We would go pretty far astray if we considered
this a parallel. That was a case of dementia praecox where one cannot ex-
pect very modern symbolism; usually such people, particularly the un-
educated ones, start from a medieval Christian level of consciousness
and simply fall into the collective unconscious which then has a chiefly

# Jung several times in his published writings recalled his early encounter with a schiz-
ophrenic patient at the Bergholtzli, who told him that the sun had an erect phallus which
waved to produce the winds. Jung was especially interested in the close resemblance of
this vision to the description of the sun in an ancient Greek text which the patient could
not have known. See CW g i, par. 105; and CW 35, pars. 220-21.
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historical character, as our unconscious has when we first contact it.
The unconscious first produces aspects of the historical symbolism
which becomes modern or advanced, or anticipates the future through
the interference of a definite consciousness.

Mprs. Diirler: I want to ask about the very last word. Why does he not
say going upwards instead of “down-going?” Is it a premonition?

Dr. Jung: There may be a sort of premonition in it, but all through
the introductory chapters he describes his movement towards the
world as his down-going, his Untergang, which of course is also spoken
out of the archetype, because the Hamsa is the bird of the great
heights. And when the spirit comes into the world, it comes down. The
Logos comes down from heaven to earth, and God descends upon the
earth in order to be born. Yang is sun or light and is always above; if a
reconciliation is attempted, the Yang principle comes down to matter,
because matter cannot rise. And then it lifts matter up. In Christian
symbolism this would be the transfiguration of Christ. He was in a state
of levitation, thus showing how the spirit overcomes matter, how mat-
ter can be completely undone. You know, our mind begins with the
downfall of antiquity, and it was first a theologically speculative mind,
scholastic philosophy. We were all up in the air. We thought up the
most abstruse things, absurd things really. We were only concerned
with unempirical problems. Then, very slowly we began to discover na-
ture. Albertus Magnus, although a Scholastic, made observations on
nature in the early thirteenth century; he was interested in botany.4
And through alchemy, chemical interests came in. Towards the six-
teenth century such interests developed rapidly, and at the same time
the Gothic style, where everything was vertical, began to spread out,
and there was a sort of regression to antiquity because antiquity was
nature. The horizontal movement began and they discovered the way
round the world. India and America were discovered, and so on. It
went on in this way until in the nineteenth century our whole point of
view became realistic. That means that the light which was in heaven
and a god on earth then went into the earth, into matter. One could say
that Christ was then buried in the earth. Our mind, our whole mental
development, wound up with complete materialism. The celestial
world entirely disappeared and only a few idealists were left crying for
help, for support for their shaking ideals; and with the war the whole

4+ Albertus Magnus (1206-1280), teacher of Thomas Aquinas. In his De Vegetabilas, as
in his work on zoology and physical science, he depended primarily upon his own and
others’ direct observations, rare for the time.
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thing tumbled down for good. But now we make an extraordinary dis-
covery. What has the mind done in the ground?

Mrs. Baynes: The new physics has turned the ground into spirit.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the new physics has done the trick, exploded matter
altogether, and the most recent development is reported in an article
by a very modern physicist, in which he shows how modern physics be-
comes psychology; they climb in at the bottom of the collective uncon-
scious.?

Mrs. Baynes: How did they get into the collective unconscious?

Dr. Jung: Through the fact that when you observe the phenomenon
of the interior of the atom, you find that your observation disturbs the
thing you observe; and if you go on observing, you observe the thing
that disturbs, you discover the psyche.’ They are now dealing with the
telepathic phenomenon, namely, the fact that the collective uncon-
scious—what I call the collective unconscious—is a factor which is not
properly in time and not properly in space. Before long you will read
that article on these questions in a very scientific paper. So the spirit
that descended into the earth has exploded matter, and comes up
again in the form of psychology. That is what the Garuda has done.
The thing has happened which is always foretold in Chinese philoso-
phy: Yin increases till it overcomes Yang. Yang disappears into utter
darkness. It is completely gone. But then Yang is seeking the heart of
darkness and overcomes the darkness from within, and suddenly out
of the power of Yin appears the Yang again. That transition is also in
the time calculation of China. In the time when everything consists of
whole lines or Yang lines, suddenly towards the end of that period we
get a new picture. Here we have full light, it is all Yang. ==
Then the first line of darkness appears in the next sign: =—=——
and so on, until there is complete darkness: = = P
And then it begins again, the Yang comes up: —= =" You
see, we have reached that stage where everything is a derivative of mat-
ter, the Yin condition. But now physics has done the trick. The Yin

» For information about modern physics, Jung relied heavily upon C. A. Meier, whose
“Modern Physik—Moderne Psychologie” was published in the Festschrift for Jung’s
6oth birthday: Die Kulturelle bedeutung der komplexen Psychologie (Berlin, 1933). Jung was
later to join forces with W. Pauli, Swiss Nobel Laureate in physics in The Interpretation of
Nature and the Psyche (New York, B.S. LI, 1955).

“ Werner Heisenberg (1901-1973), founder of quantum mechanics and Nobel Lau-
reate 1932, showed in his Uncertainty Principle a fundamental limitation to subatomic
perception: namely, that the introduction of light itself disturbs the objects being ex-
amined.
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condition is exploded and the first Yang line is appearing. There is no
return to material matter now, no chance. It is completely gone. For
the last thing you really can observe is the mind. You disturb whatever
there is by means of your mind, and what you are able to disturb, you
can observe: you can perceive your disturbance. As when you look into
a black hole where you see nothing, after a while you see yourself.?
That is the cognitional principle of the Yoga: you create the void and
out of the void comes the beginning of all knowledge, all real under-
standing.

7 Not, of course, the black hole or gravitational collapse of a starthat has subsequently
become known. Jung here describes the process by which the Yang hexagram changes
into its opposite in the I Ching.
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LECTURE VII
21 November 1934

Dr. Jung:

I have still another contribution to the symbol of the eagle and the
serpent. I happened to come across it in the Gilgamesh epic. It is a dif-
ferent kind of symbolism, yet the meaning is particularly clear. You
probably remember the two important figures of the Gilgamesh epic.
There is the hero Gilgamesh, two thirds of whose nature are divine
and one third human. He is a sort of superhuman being with a tre-
mendous spirit of power. In building his town, called Uruk, he forces
everybody to join in slave work, so the women complain to the gods
who proceed to do something about it. They create a peculiar counter-
figure to Gilgamesh, a man of equal size and strength, also a sort of su-
perhuman creature, named Enkidu. (These names are not quite cer-
tain because proper names are particularly difficult to decipher in the
cuneiform character on account of not having the comparative mate-
rial which they could accumulate for other words. Formerly, one read
Gilgamesh as Izdubar, and Enkidu was read as Eabani. It was always ex-
plained as a sort of conventional rendering; they did not know exactly
how to read them so they were named rather arbitrarily in order to
give them a name.) That new creation of the gods was half animal, his
hair long; he lived and fed with the animals, and he drank from the
same water holes as the gazelles. He was caught by the aid of a hzerodule,
a temple prostitute. He is an inferior man, a sort of ape-man, a shadow
but of equal strength. He simply personifies the inferior psyche of
man. One could say that inasmuch as Gilgamesh represents the will,
consciousness, the spiritual attitude, Enkidu represents the lower parts
of the psyche as expressed in the sympathetic nervous system—for in-
stance, by the lower centers of the brain and the spinal cord. It would
be the motor quality of the mind, the corporeal or bodily aspect of the
psyche. In contradistinction to Gilgamesh, there is a highly physical
quality in Enkidu. He is very emotional and tremendously subject to
moods and intuitions. He suffers from various conditions, and he has
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bad dreams or very intuitive dreams. There is even a passage where
Gilgamesh puts Enkidu to sleep intentionally and asks the gods to give
him a dream to advise them about one of their heroic feats—killing the
terrible giant Khumbaba, who watches the mountain of the gods.
Then Gilgamesh himself had a premonitory dream which showed him
that he would in the end conquer that enemy, that inimical brother,
who had been created by the gods in revenge in order to overcome
him.

Enkidu being overcome by Gilgamesh would mean, then, the lower
mind or psyche overcome by consciousness and will, and thus it is a
representation of a problem which in those centuries was, of course, of
the highest importance to man. The myth itself is of a very great age.
The form in which it is handed down to us in the Gilgamesh epic was
established in the seventh century B.c. It was excavated in the so-called
library of Assur-bani-pal, a king of that time. But there is ample evi-
dence that it is of very much earlier date, probably about 2500 to g3ooo
B.C. This is before Hammurabi, the great law-giver of Babylon, who
lived about 2000 B.c. That was the age of the second month of the
great Platonic year, the month of Aries, the ram, and the dawn of con-
sciousness took place at the beginning of the month before, the month
of Taurus, the bull. Taurus is the spring sign, and it was also the
springtime of consciousness, for we date consciousness from the time
of written records.

You see, there can be no consciousness without continuity. If conti-
nuity is lost, consciousness is practically valueless; it is a mere represen-
tation of the moment. Without the continuity of memory, there are no
means of comparison and therefore no possibility of judgment. That
may be seen in people who have so-called progressive amnesis, where
the memory fades so that there is no recollection of anything farther
back than a few days. Also in senile atrophy of the brain or in general
paralysis of the insane, where memory fails progressively, the uncon-
scious condition is such that conscious judgment becomes utterly im-
possible on account of the lack of comparative material. One can only
judge by comparing situations. If former judgments cannot be re-
membered, if nothing remains of consciousness but a little memory of
present conditions, no judgment can be passed, and one feels that peo-
ple in such a condition are practically unconscious. For instance, I re-
member the case of an old woman of about eighty. I called her by name

' For Enkidu’s and Gilgamesh’s dreams, see the R. Campbell Thompson translation
cited above, 17 Oct. 1934, n. 4.
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and, as if offended, she replied: “But that is not my name. I am Miss
Smith.” She was many times a grandmother in reality, so I suggested
that that was her maiden name, but she insisted that she was not mar-
ried. “But you have grandchildren.” “You are quite wrong. I am Miss
Smith.” Then I asked her if she had known Mr. So-and-So, which was
the name of her husband, and she blushed but said she didn’t know
him. “But that is your husband.” “Oh no, what do you think!”"—and
she became coquettish. “Don’t you know him? Haven’t you heard of
him?” I asked. “Yes, I saw him the other day.” “But how is that?” I said,
“I thought he was dead.” “No, no, he is not dead, and I am in love with
him.” “Ah! Will it be an engagement?” “Yes.” I found out that she was
engaged when she was not quite twenty, so her memory had faded
down to nineteen years of age—she returned to that consciousness—
and from there on backwards her memory was continuous, but all the
later years were gone: she could remember nothing. She was of course
unconscious; that a woman of eighty should have the consciousness of
nineteen means that she is unconscious of her condition.

In those early days of history, therefore, it was important that the
continuity should be established, that people should have a conscious
memory. They should know how old they were, for instance. It is still
a great difficulty with primitives to establish their age. I asked a girl in
Africa of about seventeen how old she was, and she got very much em-
barrassed and said she was four. I was a hundred years old to them be-
cause I had white hair. Nobody could tell me his age because they can-
not count years, which of course gives them a sort of unconsciousness,
a lack of orientation about themselves. Now, in the past when enough
people were able to count their years, to be thus far conscious of their
continuity, they began to realize that humanity should have a contin-
uous memory, that they should have written records, in other words.
So writing was invented, and that was at the beginning of the first
month of consciousness, the age of the bull, about 4200 B.c.; the oldest
traces of writing we possess date from about that time. Soon after this,
in about the third or fourth century B.c., would be the origin of the
Gilgamesh epic. And there the divine mind is the one who has will and
intention and energy and can dispose of his own libido, concentrate
upon a work, having the ability of carrying a thing through in a reck-
less way. But he is an offence to the gods and they take their revenge
in trying to break that Luciferian or Promethean hybris. So they in-
vented the figure of Enkidu, which means that they caused the conflict
to be personified in the man Gilgamesh, the conflictbetween his mind,
soaring on high, and the lower inferior man in himself, Enkidu.
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Now, those two heroes working together performed a series of tre-
mendous feats for a while, but more and more Enkidu had uncanny
dreams and suffered from his civilized condition—from his subjuga-
tion to his superior will, that is—and finally, immediately after their
greatest triumph, he had this dream, which is on the seventh tablet.
(The story is printed in cuneiform characters upon clay tablets which
are actually preserved in the British Museum.) The German text says
that Enkidu is reclining, resting after their deeds, and has these
dream-visions. Whereupon he gets up and narrates them to Gilga-
mesh thus:

“Why have the great gods come together in council? Why are they
planning my path? Oh friend, it was a peculiar dream which I saw
and its end foretold misfortune. An eagle took me with iron claws
and flew upward for four hours. Then he said to me: ‘Look down
upon the earth, what seeth thou? Look down upon the sea, how
doth it appear to thee?’ And the earth was like a mountain and the
sealooked like a small body of water. Again for four hours he flew
higher and then he said to me: ‘Look down upon the earth, what
seeth thou? Look down upon the sea, how doth it appear to thee?’
And the earth waslike a garden and the sea was like awater course
in a garden. [An irrigation canal.] And again for four hours he
flew higher and then he said to me: ‘Look down upon the earth,
look down upon the sea, how do they appear to thee?” And the
earth looked like dough made of flour, and the sea looked like a
trough full of water. Then he flew higher for two hours, and then
he dropped me and I fell and fell and finally I lay upon the earth
crushed. This is the dream, and hot with terror I woke up.” And
when Gilgamesh heard the words of Enkidu his looks became
dark and he said to Enkidu his friend: “An evil spirit will take thee
with his claws, woe unto thee, the great gods have decided upon
misfortune. Lie down because thy head is hot.” And Enkidu went
to bed and a demon leaned over him, an evil spirit of fever took
him by his head and he became delirious, and on the twelfth day
he said to his friend: “Utnapishtim, the Lord of the living water
has cursed me, oh my friend, like one who in the middle of the
battle, curses his enemy. Oh my friend, whoever is slain in battle is
dead. I was slain in the battle.”

You see, here we have that symbolism. The lower inferior man is
taken by the iron claws of the spiritlike consciousness which is de-
tached from the ordinary corporeal human being, and is carried up
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into the air very high, but in the end he is dropped and killed. This is
exactly the fate of Zarathustra, or Nietzsche, as you know; this is the
rope-dancer who behaves as if he could not fall, as if he were a bird
upon the rope, winged, but he is pushed down by an evil spirit that
comes upon him and he lands upon the earth crushed. Enkidu is of
course a human figure, but he could alsobe represented by a snake, for
the serpent symbol is a concretization of the inferior psyche. Inasmuch
as it only reaches the lower ganglia of the brain, it is a sort of vertebral
mind or psyche. You know, the brain is a relative conception; in former
periods of the earth there were animals like the megalosaurians, for
example, where the size of the lumbar intumescence of the nervous
matter was bigger than the brain. The brain would measure about
three inches in diameter while the lumbar region of the spinal cord was
four or five times that size, which means that the brain—if you can
speak of a brain at all in such animals—was in the lumbar region in-
stead of in the skull. The psychical life was largely an accumulation of
motor reflexes. Now, inasmuch as we have still a spinal cord we have a
psyche, and it has a certain independence which is usually concretized
as the serpent. Then the eagle on the wing is something like a repre-
sentation of the brain, which is united in the center by that famous
commissure consisting of fibers that spread out into the two hemi-
spheres of the brain.

Many of these symbols are due to introspection, and that can go so
far that inner anatomical formations, certain anatomical details, can be
perceived by sensitive people. For instance, the Visionary of Prévorst
who has been described by Kerner, perceived by introspection the
crossing of the optical nerve, the so-called chiasma which is behind the
eyes.? Such symbolismis always peculiarly apt and expressive. You see,
the most impressive thing about the snake is its elongated form, which
is exactly like the spinal cord. And that the seat of consciousness, which
is practically identical with the cortex of the hemispheres of the brain,
should be represented as a bird, is also a very apt symbol, particularly
because of the commissure which functionally unites them. That
would be the body of the bird, because you don't feel the two hemi-
spheres, you feel only one consciousness. The characteristic of con-
sciousness is that it is a unit, a particular oneness; you have only one
ego, you never think of having a double consciousness. Of course you

¢ Justinus Kerner (1786-1862), German physician, poet, and parapsychologist. His
T he Seeress of Prévorst (orig. 1829) was subtitled Revelation concerning the inter-diffusion of a

world of spirits in the one we inhabit. See CW 1, pars. 102f. and 181f.
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can find that empirically—itis a pathological fact—but then you are as-
tonished and speak of a person with a dual consciousness as remarka-
ble; it is a duplicity of consciousness. The normal fact is the oneness of
the conscious, and that oneness is the body of the bird, it is the com-
missure. Consciousness really has its seat—supposing always that there
is such a thing as a seat of consciousness—in the commissure, the
bridge that connects the two halves of the brain, as if the naive human
mind had had an intuition of the oneness inside the two hemispheres.
You see, you would not feel so much the actual anatomical detail, as we
see it from without in the spreading wings or the two halves of a brain.
Through introspection, you would get into a different kind of body,
namely, into a living functional body that consisted, not of anatomical
detail, but of the function of the brain; so you would get a different pic-
ture, not exactly of the brain, but of the functioning of the brain. It is
of course a fact that the two halves do function together in such a way
that you don’t perceive that your brain consists of two parts. You are
not in the least conscious, for instance, that your speech is chiefly di-
rected by the left side of the brain; you think you speak out of the
whole if you speak out of the brain at all. (Well, that is also a question
you know; certain people don’t speak out of the brain: some speak out
of the heart, and some out of the belly.) So Enkidu would be a more
developed form of the serpent, and it is interesting that when the gods
saw that Enkidu had failed, they then made an animal, ahorrible heav-
enly bull, which they sent against Gilgamesh. That means a step lower.
Itis also interesting that no serpent appears in the whole Gilgamesh epic
until the end, when it finally defeats the hero. Do you remember what
happens there?

Miss Wolff: Gilgamesh tries to find the plant of eternal life and finally
does so, but then the serpent comes and takes it away from him.

Dr. Jung: Yes, in the end the serpent appears. Now after Enkidu’s
death, Gilgamesh feels a horrible loss; you see, he would then be in the
position of a man who consists of consciousness only. And that is some-
thing which we feel in our civilization: we suffer very much from the
fact that we consist of mind and have lost the body. So suddenly, when
he is left by Enkidu, Gilgamesh begins to realize the fear of death. He
says: “Now I also, I myself, shall die like Enkidu; my innermost is per-
turbed by pain, I grow afraid of death, and therefore hasten to the
prairies. [He is riding over the prairies on his horse.] I take my way
now to the powerful Utnapishtim, the one that has found eternal life,
I hasten to reach him. When I see lions on the prairies in the night, I
become fearful; I lift my head and pray to Sin, the moon, and to Nin-
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Urum, the lady of the castle of life, the luminous one among the gods.
To her my prayers are going. Preserve my life unharmed!” You see, he
feels instantly the lack of life and grows afraid of death. And that also
is very characteristic of our civilization. You will find in studying the
psychology of other civilizations that those people are farless afraid of
death than we are. They take things in a different way; they don’t put
so much store on life as we do. To them, life and death are a matter of
course; to us, it is awful that there could be such a thing as death. The
white man in Europe is afraid of death because he has lost the body—
he has lost his friend Enkidu.

Now, when everything else fails, the brain of man invents a way. Gil-
gamesh knows of Utnapishtim, the Babylonian form of Noah. (That is
a myth of immense age, dating from more than a thousand years be-
fore the Bible.) Utnapishtim was a mortal who crossed over the waters
of death and landed in the blissful western land where he lived the di-
vine life as an immortal. And Gilgamesh really succeeds in reaching
the western land where he finds Utnapishtim who gives him the herb
of eternal life, a sort of pharmakon athanasias, a medicine of immortal-
ity; so he returns believing that he possesses the means by which to be
immortal, thus cured of the fear of death. (The pharmakon athanasias
means there exactly what the Host means in the Christian church.) But
then the snake comes and steals the herb from him while he is sleeping,
so death becomes inevitable. It is again the inferior man that takes his
revenge; he must finally come down to him. So he is now dwelling in
Hades, in the bowels of the earth.

That is a parallel to Zarathustra, so you can see what an enormous
problem Nietzsche dealt with. It is a problem which has extended over
thousands of years, the problem of the origin and fate of conscious-
ness, which is absolutely synonymous with civilization, or with the psy-
che, or with human existence in general. For civilization is nothing but
a widening out or intensification of consciousness, and the fate of in-
creasing consciousness is threatening everybody. Now Mr. Allemann
has just drawn my attention to the fact that the bird-form symbolizing
the supremacy of consciousness is visible in other symbols which have
very much the same significance; for instance, in the famous Egyptian
symbol, the winged disc of the sun which was declared by Amenhotep
IV to be the supreme symbol of the deity.? And another similar symbol

* Amenhotep IV (14th century B.c., 13th Dynasty) or Ikhnaton—the Pharoah whom
Freud credited with being the source of the monotheistic religion which Moses, himself
an Egyptian, brought to the Hebrews. On Ajna chakra see below, 2 Nov. 1938, n. 4.
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is the ajna chakra, the center of supreme consciousness in the Tantric
system of the chakras. There the division into halves is not anatomical,
however; the two wings are two petals of the lotus, but the main value
is still in the center. Ajna is the counterpart to muladhara where the
god is absolutely dormant; he is there hidden by maya, the building
material of the world, while in ajna he is white, radiant, which means
that he is visible as supreme divine consciousness, detached conscious-
ness which is not dependent upon illusion.

Wellnow, I think we can go on with our text. You know, in the intro-
ductory section of the Prologue there was a good deal of actual per-
formance, showing how Zarathustra first liberates himself from hu-
manity, and then from his own isolation. He returns to humanity and
is then up against his real task. For then, of course, comes the question:
What are you going to say? You know, he talked to the people before
as if he could simply tell them, and he made the discovery that you can-
not tell people. Of course, everybody says they want to be told, but if
you try, you discover that you are wholly mistaken, for you find no
ears, so you must find another way. And then it is as if he found that
Christ also could not tell people; only the fishes he miraculously cre-
ated found their way into the bellies of the people, not his words, so he
had tobe content with his twelve disciples. He had to make up his mind
to find friends, helpers, who would take his meaning. That, of course,
restricted the number of ears considerably, and moreover it brought
about a peculiar necessity, which is also inevitable. You know, when a
man is in the most fortunate condition of being able to say something
which will be accepted by everybody, when he can tell something to a
great crowd and they lap it up, then he is liberated from a certain most
odious task which would come to him if he had only a few listeners.
And what is that?

Miss Hannah: That he must understand and act upon it himself.

Dr. Jung: Well, the problem comes to himself, for they will look him
over. When he appears before a public of two thousand pairs of ears,
wearing a tail coat and cutting a very nice figure in the pulpit no matter
what he says, then he can be what he damn well pleases. He only needs
to be a voice and people lap it up and think he must be a hell of a fel-
low; and nobody sizes him up because the distance is too great. But if
he only talks to a few people, if they are not complete fools or hypno-
tized, they will most probably size him up, and then he must not only
tell them what he has in mind, he needs must be it—and that is, of
course, very difficult. It is much easier to preach. Therefore, so many
people preach in order to escape being. Therefore, we all want to be
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missionaries. You see, when a missionary goes to Africa he is, as we say,
a stag. He has white man’s clothes, he has chop-boxes, he has a watch,
and so he is a great man, very good and wonderful; and he doesn’t
need to do anything: he is great from the very beginning. You feel like
seven kings when you are in Africa, for youareroyal. Those black chil-
dren look at you with big eyes and naturally are tremendously im-
pressed. If you pull out yourwatch, they stare at you and think you are
a sorcerer; if you give them a pill they think you are a great doctor. But
they don’t think that here. Itisthe cheapest way on earth to fix up feel-
ings of inferiority: when you live among an inferior crowd, you easily
can be great. You see, you naturally start with preaching. If you have a
good idea, you want to preach it. But then you discover that there are
no ears to receive it, and because it seems as if somebody ought to get it,
you feel that you must be the person and youapply the same principle
to yourself: you begin to preach to yourself. And that is a very useful
thing, which I advise every preacher to do. Go and preach Christ to
yourself; that is where you should begin—you are the very first. For,
the man who wants to preach is one who wants to run away from his
own problem by converting other people. You may know that story of
the negro who said he had a marvelous dream, which consisted of
three letters, g.p.c. And he thought it meant: “Go preach Christ.” He
wanted to be a missionary with a tail coat and white necktie. But the
other negro said it meant: “Go pick cotton.”

So Zarathustra is obviously confronted now with that problem: if he
wants to find friends he must be what he preaches, more or less. He
must be real, because mere talk won’t do it. And that forces the idea of
transformation upon him, so the next partis devoted to that idea. The
first chapter is called “The Three Metamorphoses.” He says:

Three metamorphoses of the spirit do I designate to you: how
the spirit becometh a camel, the camel a lion, and the lion at last a
child.

Many heavy things are there for the spirit, the strong load-bear-
ing spirit in which reverence dwelleth: for the heavy and the heav-
iest longeth its strength.

What is heavy? so asketh the load-bearing spirit; then kneeleth
it down like a camel, and wanteth to be well laden.

What is the heaviest thing, ye heroes? asketh the load-bearing
spirit, that I may take it upon me and rejoice in my strength.

Is it not this: To humiliate oneself in order to mortify one’s
pride? To exhibit one’s folly in order to mock at one’s wisdom?
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In reading this you must keep in mind that he is talking to himself; it
is a sort of admonition. He introduces himself thus to the idea of his
task, as in a difficult situation you would say to yourself more or less
unconsciously: “Well, you must realize that the strength of the spirit
demands the heaviest burdens.” Or, more likely, you speak like that to
your friends in trouble: “You must make up your mind to deal with
this difficult situation; yes, it will be a very heavy task. You will find it
exceedingly tiresome.” And so on. If you listen to your internal con-
versations, you will hear such things. Nietzsche brings this to the day-
light here; it is a sort of dealing with one’s own willingness, or with
one’s own unconscious wisdom. You see, every one of these sentences
contains an important aspect of his own task. There is the idea, for in-
stance, that the task means abasing or humiliating oneself, chastising
one’s pride. Nietzsche thinks what he is going to say might be some-
thing like folly, and probably it is good to mock one’s own wisdom:

Or isit this: To desert our cause when it celebrateth its triumph?
To ascend high mountains to tempt the tempter?

Or is it this: To feed on the acorns and grass of knowledge, and
for the sake of truth to suffer of soul?

That is the result of the emptiness of a new condition; when you get to
a new point of view, you come as it were into a new country with no
means of support.

Or is it this: To be sick and dismiss comforters, and make
friends of the deaf, who never hear thy requests?

That is a doubt of the friends.

Or is it this: To go into foul water when it is the water of truth,
and not disclaim cold frogs and hot toads?

Here comes in that idiosyncrasy from which Nietzsche suffered; he al-
ways was obsessed by the idea that he ought to swallow a toad. You re-
member he once told alady at a dinner table of his dream that his hand
was transparent—the sinews and nerves and muscles were beautifully
clean and clear—and then suddenly a toad stood upon his hand and
he had to swallow it. That idea often occurred to him: it is the expres-
sion of the loathsomeness of life, or of the lower man. Frogs and toads
are a first attempt of nature towards making something like man—a
most ridiculous, absurd attempt, of course—so they are symbols for
human transformation. First there is the transformation from tad-
poles, and then it is a tailless animal with arms and legs, and that, of
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course, impresses itself very much upon the naive mind. You know
when a baby is in the bathtub the mother sometimes calls it in a tender
way her little frog. The meaning of the frog to Nietzsche was of course
the inferior man living in the swamp or mire. And it is quite clear that
he feels the connection with that primitive man here, because he is
going to face again the conflict with the interior man; it is still the same
problem of the rope-dancer.

Or is it this: To love those who despise us, and give one’s hand
to the phantom when it is going to frighten us?

All these heaviest things the load-bearing spirit taketh upon it-
self: and like the camel, which, when laden, hasteneth into the wil-
derness, so hasteneth the spirit into its wilderness.

In this passage it becomes clear that the camel means a certain attitude
which he should adopt in order to accept the heavy task. And it will
lead him into the desertbecause, through its acceptance, his spirit will
become like a camel that is meant to travel in the desert. It is an ex-
ceedingly frugal animal. It has that famous double stomach where it
stores water and is therefore independent of water to a great extent;
so it is needed for transport there. It is a sterile place where nothing
grows, and where people are threatened by thirst and starvation.
Translated into psychological language, it means a dangerous expe-
dition which demands much endurance and strength, and where one
is quite alone, deserted. That was so in reality. When Nietzsche pub-
lished Zarathustra, instantly people began to squirm and pull away
from him; only a few rather morbid characters cocked their ears. Zar-
athustra came out when Nietzsche was very much connected with Basel,
and of course everybody spoke of it and I know what the reaction was
then.

Butin the loneliest wilderness happeneth the second metamor-
phosis: here the spirit becometh a lion; freedom will it capture,
and lordship in its own wilderness.

Its last Lord it here seeketh: hostile will it be to him, and to its
last God; for victory will it struggle with the great dragon.

What is the great dragon which the spirit is no longer inclined
to call Lord and God? “Thou-shalt,” is the great dragon called.
But the spirit of the lion saith, “I will.”

There is a theme in these passages referring to the camel which re-
mains the same throughout. What is this characteristic idea, the thread
which leads through all of these sentences beginning: “Or is it this?”
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Mrs. Crowley: The opposites?

Dr. Jung: Well, there is always a question of accepting the opposites.
We have to love those who despise us, for instance, or to shake hands
with the ghosts that cause the fear, meaning the thing you would nat-
urally run away from. Throughout, there is the idea of overcoming a
resistance, accepting the thing which is loathsome, difficult, terrifying.
But what does that mean—if you translate it into more psychological
language, if you take it out of this moralistic style?

Mr. Allemann: The acceptance of one’s own shadow.

Dr. Jung: Of course. It is the famous theme of the negative shadow,
the opposite, the other side of the story. You see, consciousness is al-
ways the upper end of the pillar; the upper end is ajna and the lower
end is muladhara, which is dark and in every way contrary to the clear-
ness and radiance of complete detached consciousness. So he realizes
here that he should burden his camel with aload which is very difficult
to accept. One has to accept one’s own negation, the side which is
against one. Now, how does he come to such a conclusion? Well, you
remember at the end of the introductory chapter, he realizes that he is
going on a dangerous way where he will need guidance, and the old
man in the wood, who withdrew from life, comes to his mind. But Zar-
athustra wants to go forward, so he is inmediately confronted with the
task of the time. And what is that? Is it that consciousness should con-
tinue to overcome more and more the shadow or the lower man?

Miss Hannah: No, it is accepting the animal, the lower man.

Dr. Jung: Yes, thatis the only thing possible. Wehave come to an end
on the side of consciousness and will power and concentration and in-
tention and so on; we cannot go on in the same course, so we must find
something else. And we can only find that which is beyond all that
characterizes the former condition, and naturally whatever is beyond
or behind the present condition is the shadow; that is absolutely una-
voidable if you step beyond our actual world in any way. Suppose, for
instance, that you are a scientist and go in for further research; then
you must go out of the known into the unknown, out of the light into
the shadow. If you are religious or philosophical, and can no longer
believe in the hitherto valid values of your life, you leave the recog-
nized truth for the absolutely unknown. It would be easy to step out of
a known truth if the other truth were already known, but it is just not
known. There is nothing: you step into empty space and it is dark and
cold. You touch nothing, you see nothing, nothing meets you; it is just
as if you were emigrating from your own country to an unknown un-
discovered land. That is what he describes here. He burdens his camel
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with the task of accepting the thing of which one is really afraid, for we
are naturally afraid of the things we don’t want to accept. But if you
are through with the things you have believed in, if your life has be-
come sterile, if your ideals don’t feed you any longer, then you must
make them something else, and that something else is what you fear—
you step right into what you fear. In the Catholic church you have the
light, the symbol—everything is provided for you—and if that is no
longer satisfactory and you go beyond, into what do you step? Of
course, you can step into Protestantism, but if you are born in Protes-
tantism, what do you do then? Well, you can step into Buddhism, say,
or theosophy, or something of the sort; and if that leaves you dissatis-
fied, what remains? Nothing but your shadow, all the things you don’t
like. And because there is nothing else, the darkness that is in you,
round you, is the only thing you can see. Everywhere it is dark.

So Nietzsche mentions things here which might mean the regular
food of science, for instance—the regular truth—and beyond is star-
vation. It may seem quite nice and beautiful here, perhaps things are
fairly acceptable; then if you have to step beyond, you come to things
that are unacceptable, inevitably: it is a sort of enantiodromia. There-
fore, you should be very careful todeclare yourself satisfied with exist-
ing conditions, because otherwise you burden the camel with the task
of bearing you into the desert. If you are not satisfied with the porridge
you eat at home, you have to eat sand in the Sahara. Now, if you have
made up your mind to do that, you are something of a hero. Zarathus-
tra is a hero. He makes up his mind to go into uncharted country
where he is free, but quite alone. Yes, there is no limitation; you can do
what you please in the Sahara and quite alone, but nothing will please
you very much, not even yourself. When he has accepted that role of
the camel, then he can travel into the desert. And there he is liberated
from all restrictions; there he realizes that he becomes a devouring an-
imal, a lion. When you step beyond a given order of things, you are
naturally in the utmost freedom, but you are isolated; you can say you
are god in your own desert, or that you are a victim. If you are coura-
geous, you say you are the lord of your own desert. Nietzsche says he
seeks his last lord there; he no longer wants to be a subject, he doesn’t
want anything beyond or above himself. He really wants to overcome
everything by himself, even a god. So he will fight his last god, the great
dragon. You see, God would be the last enemy, the last thing above
himself; and God is the great dragon.

Then he asks: “What is the greatdragon which the spirit is no longer
inclined to call Lord and God?” And he explains that this dragon is
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“Thou-shalt.” That gives us the key, but itis really difficult to under-
stand the symbolism. It is again a passage which one reads through
smoothly without realizing what it means. You take it as a sort of
speech metaphor which just slips down, and afterwards you don’t
know why you have some disturbance in your digestive tract. Youdon’t
know what you have swallowed. I read Zarathustra for the first time
with consciousness in the first year of the war, in November 1914,
twenty years ago; then suddenly the spirit seized me and carried me to
a desert country in which I read Zarathustra. 1 did not understand
really, but I made marks with my pencil at every place where I slightly
stumbled, and I felt that it grated a bit when I went over the dragon.
Something was not quite smooth there, but I didn’t know what. There
are still those marks in my German edition, and invariably I have
found that these places are things that grate, that don’t go down really.
Now what do you know of this?

Miss Hannah: Is it not the need of the projected god, of the possibility
of obeying?

Dr. Jung: Very much so. But can you explain it? Intuitions are nice
but the human mind doesn’t live on intuitions alone. Sometimes one
needs more substantial food.

Mrs. Baynes: Could you not say that the Christian religion can be
summed up as “thou-shalt” as it has been crystallized in the church,
and “thou-shalt” will consume you if you pay attention to it?

Dr. Jung: Well, in a metaphoric way you can say that the principle of
“thou-shalt” is characteristic for a certain mental attitude, which can
become a dragon that devours you. But you can also say it is an ava-
lanche which will finally cover you, or a flood, or an oppressive weight
that will eventually crush you, or a lion that will eat you, or a tyrant.
You can use any other kind of symbolism where one is overcome by
“thou-shalt.” So we must go a bit further; we must keep in mind that
the dragon is a specific symbol and that Nietzsche has not invented that
metaphor merely in order to express the idea that somebody was over-
come. The selection of just that word was not a conscious intention of
Nietzsche himself: it was an unconscious choice as it is in dreams. We
never can assume that the dream says a thing quite accidentally and
that it cannot be explained; that simply shows that one is only on the
surface with one’s explanation. One really ought to understand why
that symbolism is nothing else, why the symbol the unconscious has
chosen is the very word which should be pronounced in that place. So
we must put the question: why does he say dragon?—why would not
anything else do equally well? That predominating “thou-shalt” could
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be expressed in many different ways; the dragon symbol gives some
characteristics which ought not to be overlooked.

Mrs. Baumann: Are there not two “thou-shalts”—the dogma of the
church and the inner law of the self? The dragon would be coming up
because Nietzsche does not see that it has another significance in the
personal individual law of “thou-shalt.”

Dr. Jung: Well, we cannot assume that there are two “thou-shalts”
here; it is a psychological truth that anything can say, “thou-shalt,” and
we speak chiefly of a traditional “thou-shalt” and the individual “thou-
shalt.” But Nietzsche makes no such difference here. Only we have an
indication in the dragon of another power which one cannot connect
with the “thou-shalt” of the Christian church.

Mpr. Baumann: I think the dragon means the entire past, because he
is a mixture of animal, fish, amphibian, all kinds of things.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the dragon is a mythological monster.

Myr. Baumann: And out of the past comes this “thou-shalt.” Whether
it is Christianity or another belief does not matter—anything—but out
of the past comes a command and he opposes this. The lion spirit says:
“I will, I don’t care what the dragon says; it is not what I shall do but
what I will do.”

Dr. Jung: Yes. Well, the situation is this: he obviously tries to establish
a condition in which he is free to say, “I will,” over against that “thou-
shalt.” And that “thou-shalt” is put equal to the dragon, and the
dragon is equal to God; and naturally he means the God of the Chris-
tian church. When the priest says “thou-shalt,” he surely means to
speak with the voice of God, for where would he get the competence
to say that otherwise? Only God’s law can say “thou-shalt”; it is a supe-
rior command, which must always come from an authoritative source.
The authority of the church and the authority of the Holy Scriptures
are the word of God, and he compares that word of authority to the
dragon.

Mprs. Zinno: Is it not the power of the archetype?

Dr. Jung: Itis an archetypal figure, a monster sure enough, but why
is it expressed by that archetype?

Mprs. Baynes: Could it not be that he is making again one of those
cycles that he likes to make? For instance, in the Christian tradition St.
George killed the dragon and that time the dragon was Satan. Now he
says God has become Satan.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. It is an enantiodromic cycle. The thing which has
been good has become bad, the thing which has been true has become
untrue. Now when he makes that equation: God “equals” the dragon,

260



21 NOVEMBER 1934

the dragon “equals” “thou-shalt,” he is af firming that the standpoint
which was considered the supreme moral principle and identical with
God has now become Satan himself. For a dragon is the leviathan in
the sea according to the Book of Job, or the devil in hell. Satan is an old
dragon, a destructive power. In other words, it means that the author-
itative principle of the church, or the principle of any traditional mo-
rality or ethics or conviction, has become a devil to us. So this God has
transformed into the old dragon. You see, the dragon is specific sym-
bolism because it is the counterpart of God; the dragon with us is def-
initely a symbol of evil. Of course, it is not so in China; there the
dragon is the symbol of heaven.

Mr. Baumann: I don’t understand why you limit this dragon to Chris-
tianity. It can be any traditional power.

Dr. Jung: Yes, but we must reckon with Nietzsche. To Nietzsche the
idea of God is essentially Christian. He was a parson’s son, and wher-
ever you find passages that refer to God or anything spiritual, it always
means a kind of Protestant Christianity. That is quite definite. You
know, anybody with a mystical understanding of God never would say
“thou-shalt.” It has nothing to do with the life of the spirit. All mystics
have, therefore, entirely different conceptions of God. I can tell you a
funny story about a cousin of mine who suddenly had qualms about his
life and went to consult the son of old Pastor Blumhardt. You know
Blumhardt was a famous man in his day. He once healed a case of
spirit possession, a very interesting case. And the son continued the
ways of the father and was the spiritual medicine-man for all the the-
ologians of my set and my time. Well, my cousin had a very bad con-
science and made a full general confession, told Blumhardt all his sins.
Then he looked at him expectantly and thought now the lightning
would descend upon him, that the great man would say something.
And the great man said: “Do you really think God takes notice of your
dirt?” That was all he said. You see, he had a different conception of
God; to him God was not at all “thou-shalt,” but something entirely dif -
ferent.t This “thou-shalt” is always a codified divine word. It is tradi-
tional morality which is of the devil.

Once before the war I treated a Lutheran pastor, a pretty hard anal-
ysis. He was very typically theological, and I did not know what would
become of that fellow. Then the war came and I did not see him. After

+ The elder Pastor Blumhardt—his son was also a pastor—became famous for his ex-
orcism of the devil, who was in possession of two sisters. This is reported in F. Zundel,
Pfarrer |. C. Blumhardt: Ein Lebensbild (Zurich and Heidelberg, 1880).
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the war, I met him again and asked him how he was getting along with
the church, and he said: “Oh, of course the church is the work of the
devil, but if youwantto live you must even make use of the devil.” Now
thatwas a parson! Yousee, he very muchbelieved in theliving god that
is not a “thou-shalt” in that sense: he is not codified. But anybody who
is on the standpoint of an artificial code of morality, who thinks that
people only keep in form on account of “thou-shalt,” will naturally
identify the principle of “thou-shalt” with God. Then God is nothing
but a taskmaster, or aruler that helps one to make straightlines, some-
thing hard and stiff and unnatural, but nothing living. In the case of
that Lutheran pastor the real reason for his neurosis was a great inner
rebellion against that principle of the straight line, and the devil got
loose in him and literally raised hell with him. He fought me like the
devil himself, but finally he came round. He left before he could tell
me what had really happened, and also it was not clear to him. It took
him a year to digest everything he had heard in analysis, and then he
slowly worked round that terrible block and came to the conclusion
that neither the decalogue nor any other code of morality could be
identified with God. Most theologians know exactly what it is all about.
They tell you that God can only be good and such damned nonsense.
They deny his omnipotence therefore.

Well, Nietzsche says “thou-shalt” is the name of the great dragon,
and over against that he tries to acquire the quality of thelion,the royal
animal that says “I will.” He creates a new moral standpoint; over
against the traditional prison which only creates unfree immoral crea-
tures, he invents a responsible morality, the morality of the ego that
says: “I will’—and takes the responsibility. Of course, he does not
mean a sort of arbitrary, meaningless wishing or willing: he means a
will or a decision which includes responsibility. You know, Nietzsche
was not a mean mind or an absolute fool. He was a highly gifted man,
and you can see on every page of Zarathustra that his morality is a thou-
sand times sharper than the traditional morality of the pulpit. A thief
thatis in prison is not less a thief because he cannot steal; let him be the
cashier of a great bank and see what happens. If he doesn’t steal then
you can say he is probably not a thief. So “thou-shalt” is a sort of prison
where people hold to a certain rule, but are always thinking: “If I were
rid of that rule I would do God knows what!” They never know what
they would do if they were free. There is no morality, no moral deci-
sion, without freedom. There is only morality when you can choose,
and you cannot choose if you are forced.
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28 November 1934

Dr. Jung:

I have brought you today a picture from the Mythology of All Races
where the Garuda is represented with a human body and a bird’s head
and wings.! And also a design taken from the Dresden Mayan Codex,
where there is a Garuda and a serpent; it is a time symbol as well. Now
we spoke last time of the dragon, and the text goes on:

“Thou-shalt” lieth in its path, sparkling with gold—a scale-cov-
ered beast; and on every scale glittereth golden “Thou shalt!”

The values of a thousand years glitter on those scales, and thus
speaketh the mightiest of all dragons: “All the values of things—
glitter on me.

Allvalueshave already been created, and all created values—do
I represent. Verily, there shall be no T will’ any more.” Thus
speaketh the dragon.

We have already seen that the dragon is a symbol of the deity, a form
of the god, and here we see that it is when the god, the living spirit, has
become a “thou shalt,” a system of values, that it appears as a dragon.
In this case, it would not of course be like the Chinese idea of the
dragon; it would be a negative form because with us the dragon is a
sort of serpent, an unfavorable animal. It is not the bird, the unfolding
into the two wings or hemispheres. It represents, rather, the lower
parts of the nervous system. As soon as a god becomes a system of val-
ues, it is a sort of codified god, an institution, a church building, a
printed book, or a series of prescriptions. Thus, all life has vanished
from the deity. It is caught in images and rites, in values and in laws.
Of course, the more the institution prevails, the less there is life; and
above all, the more there is “thou shalt,” the less there is freedom.

' Aworkof 13 volumes, ed. J. A. MacCullochand L. H. Gray, reprinted in New York,
1964. (The original volumes were published 1916-1932.)
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Without freedom there is no real morality; there is only law abiding-
ness, more or less complete obedience based upon the principle of
“thou shalt.” And this is not ethical; it is called morality but surely it is
not real ethical responsibility.

Now Nietzsche’s revolutionary ideas, of course, go right against this
dragon that slowly eats up every new decision, every new responsibil-
ity, until it is all-powerful. Therefore, the dragon in mythology always
represents the thing which must be overcome or killed in order that
something may be liberated; it is always guarding a stolen treasure
which really should belong to man. Then the hero has to overcome
the dragon in order to liberate the treasure. So a very frequent myth is
the virgin sacrificed to the dragon or guarded by him, and rescued by
the hero, as in the story of Perseus and Andromeda.* The treasure,
like the virgin, is a symbol for value and life. And the virgin would be
an anima symbol, meaning that the anima is caught by a system of val-
ues incorporated in the dragon; she has lost her freedom. Or the
dragon guards the jewel that has been lost, the jewel being the symbol
of the innermost value of man, individuality or the self. That myth is
to be found nearly everywhere in the world. The great jewel in Bud-
dhism, the mani, is of course of Brahmanistic origin; it was originally
the magic jewel which was hidden in the sea and then brought up to
the surface by the gods. Buddha himself is called the mani, as in that
famous formula: Om Man: Padme Ham.3 This humming sound is ex-
ceedingly primitive and we are always much impressed, but never un-
derstand what the Hindu really means by it. Recently, however, it came
to my mind in connection with the very peculiar sound primitives
make to express assent or admiration. If I said to a negro: “How do
you do?” or “Look at that nice child,” he said, “Mmmm.” You can hear
that sound also when you stand at a window and see a particularly nice
girl passing by. Or when you eat something that is especially good—so
you always say to children, “Mmmm, isn’t it good?” That most primi-
tive sound, which mankind has probably forever produced in primi-
tive circumstances to express admiration, is surely this mystical sound:
“Mmmm, such a jewel! Isn’t it beautiful?” So Om is one of the titles of

* Tied by her father to a rock as a sacrifice to a female sea monster, Andromeda was
rescued from on high by Perseus, who beheaded the monster and married the girl.

% Sometimes, transliterated Aum, Om is of course the most sacred and potent of words,
deserving of intense meditation and regarded as equivalent to the self. Jung tells else-
where the story of how at the feet of the Bodhisattva there grew an immense lotus. Step-
ping onto the lotus he scanned the world. Hence the Tibetan prayer: “Behold the jewel
in the lotus.” CW 6, par. 2g8.
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Buddha, the jewel in the Lotus, who would be a representation of the
self, as Christ is most clearly a representation of the self, the greatest
value.

Now this value is hidden in the dragon, inasmuch as it is replaced by
the principle of “thou shalt” Whenever an external law assumes
higher authority, then the self in man is the hidden treasure, then the
anima is sacrificed to the dragon, and then the world waits for a hero
who will fight the dragon and force it to render up the treasure it has
devoured. Here, Nietzsche obviously feels what Paul felt when he
spoke about the freedom from the law of the children of God. Paul
says that the law is overcome, that we are not children of the servant
but of the free man; we are as if freed from slavery. We have overcome
the law because higher than the law is love. There are several quite
wonderful passages in the Epistle of Paul where he praises the new
condition which follows the overcoming of the dragon of the law. His
hymn to love, for instance, is a sort of triumph; and that is also ex-
pressed in the famous passage where he triumphs over hell and death.
You see, thatis the fight against the dragon and the subsequent feeling
of liberation, together with the feelin of apokatastasis, the restitution
of the original state, in which man is the redeemed child of God, en-
joying the eternal freedom of the deity. To Paul, this was of course
quite literally the liberation from the law, the institution, as Christ was
understood as a fulfilment of the law. He overcame the law by fulfilling
it and going beyond into astate of freedom.4

This is of course a sort of amor fati: what one understands must be,
one will do because one wants to. One says “I will” freely, not forced by
“thou-shalt” which is mere authority that may be perfectly meaning-
less. For nobody can invent a law or system of authority which can be
followed under all conditions. You can have very wonderful laws, yet
remain utterly immoral. No penal code has ever produced moral
beings: “thou-shalt” is only a sort of rail which helps you to keep
straight when you are wobbling. But you have learned to walk straight
only when you can walk without a rail: only then have you learned the
true obedience and responsibility. As long as you walk between two
high walls where you simply cannot deviate, there is neither freedom
nor responsibility nor any other particular virtue; you can be quite

4 “There is therefore now no condemnation for those who are in Jesus Christ. For the
law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set you free from the law of sin and death”
(Romans 8:1-2). “And (an angel) laid hold of the dragon, the serpent of old, who is the
devil and Satan, and bound him for a thousand years” (Revelation 20:1-2). The “Hymn
to Love,” I Corinthians 13, Jung movingly cites in the conclusion of MDR.
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drunk and still you walk straight. You simply cannot go in a zigzag
when you are walled in. Now, that condition of a safe road with safe
walls may prevail during many hundreds of years in an established civ-
ilization, but a time will come when those very wallsfalldown, and then
we suddenly need the dependence upon ourselves. Everything be-
comes questionable, and we need a guidance within because external
values won't give it to us. Then the stability of the world is based solely
upon our own reliability, the safety in ourselves.

Mr. Baumann: Kant points out very clearly that there must be free-
dom in the philosophical decision.>

Dr. Jung: Of course. One cannot imagine a morality without free-
dom of decision. As we were saying last week, the imprisoned bank-
cashier, who doesn’t steal because there is nothing to steal in his cell, is
not moral. Let him have his freedom, let him have his millions every
day, and if he doesn’t steal under such conditions, one can be sure he
is not a thief. Well, these are the ideas Nietzsche is dealing with here in
symbolic and poetic language. Naturally, when there is such a body of
laws, it has the tendency to develop more and more, to increase its
weight and size until nobody is left who could possibly say “I will.”
Everything then is duty, “thou-shalt.” Such a condition can last a long
time if everything goes smoothly, but if the whole building should be
shaken by an earthquake, then there would be nobody there with an
orientation from within, nobody who would have the reliability which
comes from freedom of choice. Now he goes on:

My brethren, wherefore is there need of the lion in the spirit?
Why sufficeth not the beast of burden, which renounceth and is
reverent?

To create new values—that, even the lion cannot yet accom-
plish: but to create itself freedom for new creating—that can the
might of the lion do.

To create itself freedom, and give a holy Nay even unto duty:
for that, my brethren, there is need of the lion.

That means that one needs the strength of the royal lion to be able to
say nay to one’s duty, to negate that “thou-shalt.” Itis asort of sacrilege

5 According to Kant, man must attribute to himself freedom or autonomy of the will
in order to choose what is required by the moral law. See Foundations of the Metaphysics of
Morals, IV, 446. Jung discusses the point below in Lecture II, 23 Oct. 1935. Cf
Nietzsche: “We, however, want to become those we are—human beings who are new,
unique, incomparable, who give themselves law, who create themselves” (Gay Science, p.
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not to obey the given laws and tod o something according toone’s own
wits on one’s own responsibility, to put one’s own law, in other words,
above the given law. But any creator is forced to do so; any creation in
the last analysis is immoral because itbreaks a tradition—it is a criminal
act. Whenever I discuss these matters with theologians, I say we never
should forget that Christ really was a criminal, and in our days also he
would be a criminal. It would notbe an offence if we should break the
taboo of the sabbath, but in those days the dragon said: “Thou shalt
observe the sabbath day, and if you don’t you are cursed.” Christ broke
several laws and therefore he was executed. He belonged to the lowest
stratum of the people. The whores in the days of Christ were in no way
mythological; they were no better than our prostitutes. If you were to
meet Christ anywhere in Ziirich, it would be in Niederdorf in a saloon.
When he spoke about the adulterous woman, he really meant an adul-
terous woman. We always forget that Christ was an illegitimate child
and Mary was an immoral woman; we paint everything with gold. That
is the institution, the glittering scales of the dragon. In reality it was a
poor miserable thing, in no way respectable. So all that we have made
of itis the golden scales of the dragon; there Nietzsche was quite right.

Mr. Baumann: Nazareth was even a place of very bad reputation.

Dr. Jung: Yes. “What good can come out of Nazareth?”® We would
say such a man could not be good on account of the awful conditions
in which he lived. But that was Christ’s origin, and he was not merely
unconventional, he was a breaker of laws. So we can understand that
Nietzsche needs such emphatic words, and to give a holy “Nay” even
to duty in order to create freedom for himself. “Therefore, my breth-
ren, there is need of the lion.” It needs the royal courage and the royal
character of a lion, apparently, to be able to say nay to one’s duty, for
it means to be courageous enough to do something which is against or-
der and against the law. Later on, you will find the particular psychol-
ogy of the antinomic point of view. You see, a bit of the Gnosis comes
in here; Nietzsche is not consciously influenced by the Gnosis but un-
consciously all the more. The Antinomists were a particular set of
Gnostic moralists who were convinced that you could not be redeemed
without having sinned. If you commit no sin you cannot be redeemed
naturally, because there is nothing you could possibly be redeemed
from; therefore, in order to be redeemed you must commit sins.7 As a

%*“And Nathanael said unto him, Can there any good thing come out of Nazareth?
Philip saith unto him, Come and See” (John 1:46).

7 According to the Antinomians only faith and love are necessary for salvation. Thus
rightand wrongconductare regarded as matters of opinion. The Enkratites, on the con-
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Catholic must commit sins in order to have something to confess. The
priest who takes your confession will admonish you that you ought to
confess something; surely you must have committed some sin some-
where. So conscientious people often put down everything they have
done on a little sheet of paper, an unkind word to so-and-so for in-
stance, and work up artificial notions about it all. Of course, they do
not think of their real sins, because they have no particular feeling for
them—they live in them. A man who lives in sin has no feeling about
it, no relation to it. He only knows certain offences against laws, which
to other people would not be sins at all. Without freedom and respon-
sibility one even loses one’s sense of sin, one only knows that one has
offended against the law. The more an institution prevails, the more
one comes back to the standpoint of the late Egyptians who, in their
confession, said: “I have not stolen the goods of the orphans, I have not
robbed the widow, I have not cheated the tax collectors of the Phar-
aoh.” But of what they had done they said nothing; that was simply in-
different. Naturally, if one can keep straight just by not giving offence,
one lands with the conviction that one can do anything as long as it is
not noticed.

People really think like that, only it is of course very crude to say so;
sophisticated people would not admit it. Their standpoint merely
comes from the fact that they have walked between walls; there are cer-
tain police regulations against which one must not offend, and other-
wise everything is all right. I remember an instance. When I was trav-
elling to America one time, I sat at a table with some New York
business men who never in their lives had even seen a book, not to
speak of reading one--—quite nice, illiterate people. One man took a
fancy to me, so one night after dinner he said: “Say, you are a pretty
wise-looking chap. I want to ask you something. I know a fellow who
has been married for twenty-two years and has six grown-up children,
and the other day he fell in love with a girl. Now should such a fellow
divorce or not?” “You mean yourself?” “How did you notice that?”
“Well,” I said, “if you should marry the girl, then whatabout your wife?
Whatdo you do with her?”“Oh, thatis simple. I am regularly married
by law and I can divorce by the law. That is O.K., and then I can marry
the girl.” I said: “That is perfectly true, but consider that this woman
has really been your wife for twenty-two years, and you have had chil-
dren by her. Then by law you simply give her the slip. Do you think

trary, were strict ascetics who required of their followers a literal interpretation of
Christ’s strictures and living example.
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that this is very human? Haven’t you any kind of relation to your wife
besides the law?” He said he never thought of that, and the next day
he was not so sure whether he could divorce her. You see it would all
be in the regular way, the law could have nothing against him, so he
would come out perfectly white. No human consideration whatever.
Of course that is utterly immoral: it is just “thou-shalt.” When he goes
to heaven, he will say “I have not,” and then we shall see whether Peter
opens the door or not. He might. Therefore, heaven is so terribly bor-

ing.
To assume the right to new values—that is the most formidable

assumption for a load-bearing and reverent spirit. Verily, unto
such a spirit it is preying, and the work of a beast of prey.

He puts it very strongly, a beast of prey. In our society it is criminal to
break the law, to give offence, and one cannot create new values with-
out giving offence, that is perfectly plain.

As its holiest, it once loved “Thou-shalt”: now it is forced to find
illusion and arbitrariness even in the holiest things, that it may
capture freedom from its love: the lion is needed for this capture.

But tell me, my brethren, what the child can do, which even the
lion could not do? Why hath the preying lion still to become a
child?

Innocence is the child, and forgetfulness, a new beginning, a
game, a self-rolling wheel, a first movement, a holy Yea.

Aye, for the game of creating, my brethren, there is needed a
holy Yea unto life: its own will, willeth now the spirit; his own world
winneth the world’s outcast.

Here I think it is clear why Nietzsche needed the lion to symbolize an
attitude which can break laws. It is the royal self-will, it is the antinomy.

Mprs. Baynes: You did not finish saying how Nietzsche was influenced
by the Gnosis.

Dr. Jung: Oh, by the antinomistic point of view that one must break
the law, must give offence, otherwise there is no redemption. The so-
called Enkratites are the opposite. The Antinomists are law-breakers,
and the Enkratites are those who abstain from everything, so that
nothing happens. They simply keep everything at a standstill; nothing
is done, not even a sin. They are also called the Continentes.? They
hold everything in, storing up life so that nothing can happen. The

8 Jung discusses these Gnostic sects in CW 6, par. 25.
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river is blocked up and no water flows. Nobody cansay that something
evil has been done, because nothing has been done. Now here we come
to the transition from the lion to the child. Why should the lion trans-
torm into a child? And what does Nietzsche gain if his attitude is child-
like instead of like a rapacious lion?

Miss E. Taylor: He wouldn't think so much of “thou-shalt” and he
would be open to the new thing that will come. The lion only finds the
old thing.

Dr. Jung: But the lion can say “I will”; he is royal.

Miss E. Taylor: Yes, but the lion cannot choose the new thing. But the
new thing will come and he must have a childlike attitude to see it.

Dr. Jung: You mean a child is the absolutely creative thing. Yes, the
passage immediately before tells us that even the lion is not able to cre-
ate new values. He is only able to create for himself freedom for a new
creation; for this his strength is sufficient. As a rapacious beast of prey,
the lion can tear down and destroy, on account of his great strength he
can break through barriers, crash through a hedge, break into a herd
of cattle and cause a stampede. He can upset things thoroughly, but he
does not create anything new. Nietzsche realizes here that it needs
more than mere destruction to create new values, a new attitude is
needed. And the new thing is now symbolized as a child, an innocent
and oblivious child, a new beginning, a play.

Then he uses a very peculiar symbol here, a self-rolling wheel; it is
of course a literal translation: das aus sich rollende Rad is better because
it means a wheel that is moving out of itself. The center of the impetus
of the wheel being in itself, it is self-creative. And Nietzsche means that
the attitude of the child is self-creative. You see, a child is in a state of
development, still growing, and it is able to nourish itself, to help itself
in its growth.

Mpr. Baumann: I don’t see creation in the symbol of the child as much
as an unspoiled and unprejudiced attitude towards everything which
is coming.

Dr. Jung: Yes, provided that the thing for which one is waiting, un-
der such conditions, is really coming from the outside. But outside is
the dragon. A mere childlike attitude which is expectantly waiting for
something invites dragons. Therefore, the child must be self-creative
in order to put something into the place of the dragon that has been
overcome; it must create a new subjective, individual value. And for
that the child must be playful. It must be like the creator of the world
that played with world fantasies until they became. The child is always
creating a world of its own; in its play it creates new values. New worlds
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never come from the outside because there are no worlds outside:
there is only an old dragon.

Prof. Fierz: Is not what Mr. Baumann means, the saying of Christ
that we must become like little children in order to enter into the king-
dom of heaven?

Dr. Jung: But that is not exactly what Nietzsche means. You see, the
innocence and oblivious nature of children causes a peculiar lack of
prejudice which does not preclude new experience. This is, of course,
absolutely indispensable for a creation, but even so something must be
produced from within in order to make an experience a new one. For
the new thing is not to be found outside; the world outside is just the
world in which we have been, and if anything new comes into this
world, it must come from within. Of course, in order to be able to cre-
ate we must not preclude new experiences: we must be open to them.
You see, that is what he means by the wheel rolling out of itself, moved
by itself and not by external conditions. As soon as the wheel is moved
by external conditions it is “thou-shalt”; then somebody has given a
kick to the wheel to make it roll. But Nietzsche’s idea is that a child can
move out of itself. It will be creative because the condition of the child,
even the physiological condition, is creative.

Now, the symbolism of the wheel suggests of course a mandala. In
other words, this argument—the camel, the lion, and the child—is ob-
viously the expression of the process of individuation, for which the
universal dragon is killed. Then all the general laws are obliterated,
and you must have values of your own for your orientation. You must
have a guidance from within, and for that you need the attitude of the
child in order to be humble and obedient, and not conceited, not hav-
ing better ideas, so that you can obey the impulses that come from
within. You are then like the wheel that moves out of itself. And that
wheel is the sun symbolism, it is a mandala. The wheel has not only
been since time immemorial a symbol of the sun, the sun itself has been
a symbol—that wheel which moves over the sky with nobody moving
it, the wheel moving by itself. So the sun has forever been a symbol of
individuation, a symbol of the man who can stand by himself and move
out of himself without being pushed.

With primitives it is the rarest thing to find initiative. Usually only
the chief or the medicine man have initiative, and they are recognized
to be the great inventors or promoters of the tribe. The ordinary man
is lazy, inert, exceedingly conservative, and does things only inasmuch
as his fathers and forefathers have done them; he will not move unless
he is kicked into action, and it takes a great deal of kicking to make a
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primitive active. I told you the story of what one must do in order to
send of f a letter carrier. And also the story of the ceremony of the Aus-
tralian bushmen to make men angry, to kick them into action.? Nobody
is excited when a man has been killed, so they have a special ceremony
which will insinuate rage into them; only then can they make up their
minds to do something about that murder. Then they get their weap-
ons and gather together, but if by chance they don’t find their enemy
that day, they go home and the war is finished. To excite them again,
one must again have the ceremony for making men angry. But that
hardly ever happens; if they don't find the enemy they go home, and
nothing is done. Well, we come now to the end of the three metamor-
phoses:

Three metamorphoses of the spirit have I designated to you:
how the spirit became a camel, the camel a lion, and the lion at last
a child.—

Thus spake Zarathustra. And at that time he abode in the town
which is called The Pied Cow.

There is this one reference to the city called “The Dappled Cow.”*®
Have you an idea about it?

Mrs. Crowley: Is the cow not in a sense the counterpart of the camel?
Itis also an enduring animal, patient, butinstead of carrying people to
the desert, it would be more the physical side that gives nourishment,
that carries them more into the body, as it were.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is quite possible, but we must try to find out in
what sense Nietzsche used the word and in the next chapter, “The
Chairs of Virtue,” the text says: “But I think of what I have done and
thought during the day. Thus ruminating, patient as a cow, I ask my-
self: What were thy ten overcomings?” Very of ten when you encounter
a rather striking word, you find it again in a different connection; it is
as if that word cow had been coming up from the unconscious, hover-
ing below the threshold of the conscious, and then coming up again

@ The Swiss psychotherapist, Charles Baudouin (1893-1963) tells in his journal of
hearing Jung describe the young East African who remained impassive in the presence
of an offer of reward for delivering a letter until an incantatory ritual made visible to
him his destination, at which point he is off, “as if shot froma sling.” C. G. Jung Speaking,
ed. William McGuire and R.F.C. Hull (Princeton, B.S. XCVII, 1977), pp. 79-80.

' Zarathustra’s favorite town, “The Motley Cow,” is a literal translation of the name
of the town, Kalmasadalmyad, visited by the Buddha on his wanderings. It isknown that
Nietzsche read and admired the Buddhist scripture Sutta Nipata. See Freny Mistry,
Nietzsche and Buddhism (New York, 1981).
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after a while in a new connection. That sometimes helps one to eluci-
date the meaning of a word. So I think one should lay stress here upon
the rumination. The cow is to him chiefly a patient and ruminating an-
imal. And that refers to the general theme of the next chapter, which
is sleep. Now, the city is called “The Dappled Cow,” so the city would
be particularly representative of the good sleep which comes from a
good conscience. To what town would that refer?

Mrs. Fierz: To Basel!

Prof. Reichstein: The cow plays a great role in Persian religion; there
is a myth about the first cow, as there is about the first man.

Dr. Jung: That is true, but I rather think we have here a very local
reference on account of that association with the ruminating cow. You
see, the chairs of virtue are to found in Basel, and this particular chap-
ter has little to do with Persia. It is not so far away.

Muss Hannah: He wrote it at Sils Maria and there are a fearful lot of
cows there.

Dr. Jung: Well, many people from Basel go to Sils Maria, and he went
up there from Basel, you know! I think if we assume that this town re-
fers to Basel, we are not far from the truth, because in this chapter he
says something which strikes right into the eye of that good old town.
They believe very much there in traditional morality, and on account
of that there is little real morality. There are rails, and it is just another
rail that at the time of carnival there are none. It is like marrying and
getting divorced according to the rules. The pigsty is well locked up
during the whole year, but during carnival time the doors are open
and because it is according to the rules, nothing can be said against it.
And at that time, the beginning of the 8os, it really was ruminating on
the values of the past. Not very long ago there was an article in the
newspaper here about Gibbon, who, when he was living in Switzer-
land, went to Basel and was much impressed by the fact that the people
there were still living in the time of Erasmus. That was in 1755 or
thereabouts, but the same thing could have been said in 1870 and ’80
and 'go.

Prof. Fierzz We have a proof. Jakob Burkhardt, when he was in-
spired, always played the same song by Schubert and always wept at
the same parts.

Dr. Jung: Yes, tremendous conservatism and a particularly rigid set
of values. If you gave no offence you were accepted; you were right—
just by giving no offence. That was the best you could do. If you did
better it was worse: one should not do better. Now, Nietzsche lived in
that atmosphere, and he spoke like that right in the face of his Faculty,
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his department at the University, and to Jakob Burkhardt for instance,
and the other important people. That surely took the better part of his
available courage. No wonder that immediately after such heresy, we
come to a chapter dealing with the Chairs of Virtue, which would be
very much the university set of people against whom he was speaking;
and in that chapter we find an apology for the opposing powers.

Miss E. Taylor: 1 think cows are very inquisitive animals and inter-
ested in one’s ideas.

Dr. Jung: They occasionally even eat hats!

Miss E. Taylor: So I think it refers to the chapter where he was ru-
minating—through this rumination he got all those ideas about the
camel.

Dr. Jung: Oh you think he was the dappled cow lying in the meadow
and ruminating his ideas about the camel. But that must have been a
pretty restless sleep; otherwise, he would not have used such emphatic
words. You see, when you are going to break through centuries of re-
spectability, you surely cannot compare yourself to a ruminating cow.
It would have to be a mad, stampeding one, breaking through all reg-
ulations. You must put yourself in the place of a poor professor at
Basel University who had to say such terrible things. After this book,
they said he was mad. Jakob Burkhardt got a chill when he touched it;
he squirmed away from the awful thing. They didn’t know when that
fellow would be going crazy. Not that they would have been able to di-
agnose insanity in that book—not even alienists in those days would
have been able to do that—but the ideas which he expressed gave them
asort of cold fever because the unconsciousbegan to stir in them. They
felt the coils of the snake in their own bellies. It gave people a feeling
like something creeping up the spine, a sort of cold Kundalini
feeling''—quite naturally, because their world of values was threat-
ened. Therefore, for decades to come, if anybody committed suicide
they said, “Oh, he has read Nietzsche. Those are the Nietzsche ideas.
Of course, when one reads such books the world must go to hell.” One
heard that sort of thing in the world war; the German psychology was
explained by Nietzsche. As if German politics were due to Nietzsche!
Hardly any of them had ever read his books. Nietzsche had a thor-
oughly bad reputation, not on account of his aphorisms—nobody with
a certain amount of médisance will have anything to say against those—
but he will have a hell of a lot to say against Zarathustra. For Zarathustra

" In Kundalini Yoga a serpent is said to slumber at the base of the spine; awakened it
crawls upward.
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is an exceedingly decent book, while the aphorisms are partially méd-
isance, partially malevolent; everybody will quote certain aphorisms
with a chuckle as a sort of bon mot, like “the great Chinaman of Konigs-
berg,” meaning Kant. You can stand such things. They don’t disturb
your sleep. They give you a good digestion.

But reading Zarathustra is upsetting because you don’t understand it.
You read smoothly through the chapters and lap it up as a sort of po-
etical metaphor, and you don’t know what you are eating. You swallow
sugar-coated pills with all sorts of poison inside. Most of the people
who read Zarathustra never bother to go into the detail in order to
make out what is really said, so they get arevolutionary thing into their
unconscious without noticing it. Therefore, all respectable people
must have a natural reaction against it, and if you ask why, they always
quote something quite wrong. They cannot keep his actual words in
mind. Zarathustra is difficult to keep in mind because it becomes asso-
ciated right away with the unconscious. That happens to me some-
times: I remember that Nietzsche’s Zarathustra has said something—
now whatisit? And then I find I have quoted it wrongly. It is associated
with my own unconscious because it came up from that dark place.

I think we can now end this chapter about the metamorphoses and
go to the next, where we have a new movement. Zarathustra as a whole
is a sort of enantiodromic movement, it is the river of the unconscious
and the chapters are like pictures of the waves of that underground
current. I assume that Nietzsche sat down every day and wrote out the
river that flowed into his consciousness, and thus he represented what
was going on in the unconscious. In a certain way Zarathustra is written
like Joyce’s Ulysses, but Joyce wrote from the conscious material and
Zarathustra was written from the unconscious material.

People commended unto Zarathustra a wise man, as one who
could discourse well about sleep and virtue: greatly was he hon-
oured and rewarded for it, and all the youths sat before his chair.
To him went Zarathustra, and sat among the youths before his
chair. And thus spake the wise man:

Respect and modesty in presence of sleep! That is the first
thing! And to go out of the way of all who sleep badly and keep
awake at night!

Modest is even the thief in presence of sleep: he always stealeth
softly through the night. Immodest, however, is the night-watch-
man; immodestly he carrieth his horn.
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No small art s it to sleep: it is necessary for that purpose to keep
awake all day.

Ten times a day must thou overcome thyself: that causeth
wholesome weariness, and is poppy to the soul.

Ten times must thou reconcile again with thyself; for overcom-
ing is bitterness, and badly sleep the unreconciled.

Ten truths must thou find during the day; otherwise wilt thou
seek truth during the night, and thy soul will have been hungry.

Ten times must thou laugh during the day, and be cheerful;
otherwise thy stomach, the father of affliction, will disturb thee in
the night.

Few people know it, but one must have all the virtues in order
to sleep well. Shall I bear false witness? Shall I commit adultery?

Shall I covet my neighbour’s maidservant? All that would ill ac-
cord with good sleep.

And evenif one have all the virtues, there is still one thing need-
ful: to send the virtues themselves to sleep at the right time.

That they may not quarrel with one another, the good females!
And about thee, thou unhappy one!

Peace with God and thy neighbour: so desireth good sleep. And
peace also with thy neighbour’s devil! Otherwise it will haunt thee
in the night.

Honour to the government, and obedience, and also to the
crooked government! So desireth good sleep. How can I help it, if
power like to walk on crooked legs?

He who leadeth his sheep to the greenest pasture, shall always
be for me the best shepherd: so doth it accord with good sleep.

Many honours I want not, nor great treasures: they excite the
spleen. But is it bad sleeping without a good name and a little
treasure.

What do you think about this? Could you confirm it? Or have you any
argument against it? Is anybody sleeping badly here?

Dr. Schlegel: It is doubtful whether it is meant seriously.
Dr. Jung: Oh no, it is not doubtful. It is obvious that he makes fun of

the teachers of such wisdom. For Zarathustra does not seem to be in

favor of such teaching, so it sounds as if his speech had a double bot-
tom. Now, if you criticize these thoughts carefully, can you contradict
them? Don’t you think it is perfectly good sense? For instance, “A good
name and a modest treasure.” Is that not a welcome thing to every-
body? Or: “Sleep is no mean art.” Well, if you suffer from bad sleep
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you think good sleep is something marvelous; you would give anything
to have a good sleep. Then, “Ten times must thou laugh during the
day and be cheerful; otherwise thy stomach, the father of affliction,
will disturb thee in the night.” That is perfectly true; a good laugh
moves the diaphragm which is very healthy for the stomach, good for
your digestion. Then, “Ten truths must thou find during the day;
otherwise wilt thou seek truth during the night, and thy soul will have
been hungry.” Or, “Ten times must thou reconcile thyself again with
thyself; for overcoming is bitterness, and badly sleep the unrecon-
ciled.” What is better than to be reconciled to oneself? Then you are at
one with yourself and sleep well. And, “Conquer yourself.” Sure
enough, we have to conquer ourselves many times every day; without
that nobody could live decently. He would be unhappy and have a
sleepless night and have to overcome himself then—so better do it in
the daytime. That brings on wholesale weariness and is like opium to
the soul. That is quite true. Is it not perfectly sound teaching?

Mrs. Crowley: It is not exactly lionesque.

Dr. Jung: But very wise.

Miss Hannah: It is very much what he said about the last man. He is
again objecting to the ordinary man in himself which was his downfall.

Dr. Jung: Thatistrue. Itisalmostthe same voice speaking exactly the
same kind of thoughts. And we have encountered that voice in another
place, not the voice of Zarathustra or Nietzsche, but the voice of a cer-
tain wise man, a professor of good sleep.

Miss Wolff: The old wise man.

Dr. Jung: Yes. He says, for instance, not to bother about human
beings; one had better return to the woods and worship one’s god with
the voices of animals. So this teacher also says very wise things. And if
you remember that Nietzsche himself suffered very much from sleep-
lessness and always had to use drugs in order to sleep, you understand
what secret passion is revealed in this chapter. He went to the lectures
of that famous professor of good sleep because he himself needed it
very badly. Then there is a possible psychological explanation for
Nietzsche’s sleeplessness. What would that be?

Miss Hannah: He identified with the spirit which did not need any
sleep.

Dr. Jung: That would be the consequence; it would not be a psycho-
logical cause. Though of course one might identify with the sleepless-
ness of the spirit, and that would lead to the idea that one didn’t need
sleep. There are such fools. They think that people in the future,
through diet and training, will come to a condition in which they can
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get along without sleep. They think that would be a sign of the prog-
ress of man. They train themselves to have only two or three hours of
sleep, or one hour preferably, but when they come to no hour they are
dead. That is the identification with the spirit. But what would be the
real cause for the sleeplessness?

Mprs. Stutz: It is coming from the unconscious.

Dr. Jung: Of course. One of the most ordinary causes of sleeplessness
is the agitation of the unconscious; it is like a stormy sea.

Mr. Baumann: He did not realize what he was writing, so the uncon-
scious got overcharged.

Dr. Jung: That would be the primary cause; when moved as he was
when he wrote Zarathustra, his unconscious would be just seething.
Moreover, if he listens to his unconscious, if he is more and more
tforced to pay attention to the things which come surging up, he will
associate himself with the unconscious too closely. And then there is
always the danger, as the wall between the conscious and the uncon-
scious becomes thin, with holes here and there, that there will then be
no real defence against that movement. The unconscious may then
break through those holes and cause peculiar conditions in the con-
scious. One finds very often in people who come into a sort of collision
with the collective unconscious without knowing what is happening to
them, that they get a hole in the partition through which the uncon-
scious can come through, like a sea that washes in and out. And natu-
rally they don’t know what it is. That happened to Nietzsche because
he did not know what it was; he tried to catch it, yet it caught him, and
the evidence is his identity with Zarathustra.

Mr. Baumann: Does this happen to analytical patients?

Dr. Jung: Oh yes, that is a particular danger of analysis which one
should not undervalue. If one touches upon an unconscious which is
full and ready to burst forth, one may cause a most terrible explo-
sion—insanity really. Whenever one finds traces of an unconscious in
that condition, one must handle the case with the utmost care. It is ex-
ceedingly dangerous.

Myr. Baumann: 1 remember Professor Heyer showed a picture of
such an explosion.

Dr. Jung: Yes, those fiery bulls breaking through abarrier. He was so
frightened that he overlooked the fact that there were very positive
signs in it which showed that the thing could be reconstructed. But if
he knows the danger, a man can lose his nerve. It is a shattering expe-
rience. I never had such a case, happily enough [knocking wood]. The
unconscious bursts forth and you cannot stop it; it is awful, just run-
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ning away. I tried to stop such a case which had been handled by an
inexperienced lay analyst; I came across something like an abscess
which ran out and the man finally committed suicide. I could not stop
it. Another time, a young woman doctor came to me in despair and
asked if I would take over a patient as if I had analysed the case, so that
she would be free of the responsibility and people would think he went
crazy under my care. We weighed that out and I decided that my back
was strong enough to carry it, so we put him into a lunatic asylum after
a while, and I saved that woman’s reputation. She had just started her
work as a doctor and it would have caused a great scandal. It was, of
course, carelessness that she had analysed such a case at all, but one
needs a great deal of psychiatric knowledge in order to recognize the
condition. You see, the analyst is able to carry such a responsibility; he
can say the person was crazy when he came but didn’t know it. Itis a
general prejudice that analysis makes people crazy. Send a patient to
Burgholzli and the layman will assume that the doctors there made
him crazy—or even that he was sent there for the purpose of being
made crazy.

Sleeplessness, then, has its cause in the unnaturally agitated uncon-
scious which is excited through new ideas. Of course, that would not
happen to a person who was dull to the experience of his time. Such an
unconscious would be only mildly excited and quite settled by several
glasses of wine or any other nonsense. But Nietzsche was exceedingly
sensitive to the spirit of the time; he felt very clearly that we are living
now in a time when new values should be discovered, because the old
ones are decaying. For no sooner does a doubt become obvious than
the symbol is gone. If even one man dares to confront the church, to
argue with its authority, a sensitive person is done for if he cannot re-
fute his argument. He realizes at once that the whole system is gone,
because there is one tiny hole in its authority. If it no longer works,
then God has become vulnerable, and all the life has gone out of it.
Nietzsche felt that, and instantly, naturally, the whole symbolic process
that had come to an end outside, began in himself. Then he had that
terribly tense, threatening unconscious, and it began to wear the par-
tition wall thin, to break through here and there. And that, of course,
upsets the sleep. So naturally he looks back with a certainregret upon
atime when he could sleep, when he was not bothered.

I once discussed certain psychological problems with a professor, a
very good Catholic, and he said: “I don’t see why you should bother
about such things. If anything is doubtful or problematic I simply ask
my bishop and he tells me all about it, and if he perchance should not
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know, he writes to Rome where they will tell him what he ought to
think about it. There they have the authority; for two thousand years
the most intelligent heads in the world have studied these problems.
Why should I imagine that I can settle them? I am not a specialist.”
And so he has, I am sure, a very good sleep and a very good digestion;
he is not disturbed because there is not even the tiniest hole in the au-
thority. But that was not so with the poor man Nietzsche.
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LECTURE IX
5 December 1934

Dr. Jung:

We began last time the sermon called, “The Academic Chairs of Vir-
tue.” You remember we discussed its wisdom and came to the conclu-
sion that that professor of the virtues was by no means stupid, that the
sermon contained very commendable truth. Now we will continue:

A small company is more welcome to me than a bad one: but
they must come and go at the right time. So doth it accord with
good sleep.

Well, also, do the poor in spirit please me: they promote sleep.
Blessed are they, especially if one always give in to them.

Thus passeth the day unto the virtuous. When night cometh,
then take I good care not to summon sleep. It disliketh to be sum-
moned—sleep, the lord of the virtues!

But I think of what I have done and thought during the day.
Thus ruminating, patient as a cow, I ask myself: What were thy ten
overcomings?

And what were the ten reconciliations, and the ten truths, and
the ten laughters with which my heart enjoyed itself?

Thus pondering, and cradled by forty thoughts, it overtaketh
me all at once—sleep, the unsummoned, the lord of the virtues.

Sleep tappeth on mine eye, and it turneth heavy. Sleep toucheth
my mouth, and it remaineth open.

Verily, on soft soles doth it come to me, the dearest of thieves,
and stealeth from me my thoughts: stupid do I then stand, like
this academic chair.

But not much longer do I then stand: I already lie.—

What is your chief impression of this second part?

Prof. Fierz: It is ironic.

Dr. Jung: Yes, one feels that he is even rather sarcastic over it. But
without taking into consideration what Zarathustra would say, what
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about the thoughts themselves? For instance: “Well, also, do the poor
in spirit please me: they promote sleep.” Or: “A small company is more
welcome to me than a bad one; but they must come and go at the right
time. So doth it accord with good sleep.”

Dr. Allemann: It is common sense.

Dr. Jung: Yes, it is not at all stupid, particularly when we know how
Nietzsche suffered from insomnia; it would be a sound admonition. If
Nietzsche had consulted me, I would have given him such advice and
he would have thought I was a good teacher of the virtues that conduce
sleep. One cannot help thinking that Nietzsche sympathized with the
teacher; otherwise, he could hardly have reproduced his sermon so
well. So the general tendency here is quite clear, it indicates a sort of
attitude which would lead the way to a healthy and normal condition.
Now we will see what Zarathustra does with it:

When Zarathustra heard the wise man thus speak, he laughed
in his heart: for thereby had a light dawned upon him. And thus
spake he to his heart:

A fool seemeth this wise man with his forty thoughts: but I be-
lieve he knoweth well how to sleep.

Happy even is he who liveth near this wise man! Such sleep is
contagious—even through a thick wall it is contagious.

A magic resideth even in his academic chair. And notin vaindid
the youths sit before the preacher of virtue.

His wisdom is to keep awake in order to sleep well. And verily,
if life had no sense, and I had to choose nonsense, this would be
the most desirablest nonsense for me also.

Now know I well what people sought formerly above all else
when they sought teachers of virtue. Good sleep they sought for
themselves, and poppy-head virtues to promote it!

Toall those belauded sages of the academic chairs, wisdom was
sleep without dreams: they knew no higher significance of life.

Even at present, to be sure, there are some like this preacher of
virtue, and not always so honourable: but their time is past. And
not much longer do they stand: there they already die.

Blessed are those drowsy ones: for they shall soon nod to
sleep.—

Thus spake Zarathustra.

We said last time that this wise man was another form of the old wise
man we met in the woods, who is left over out of a time Zarathustra has
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left behind him: he represents the spirit that has been. Now why is this
spirit so much associated with sound sleep?

Mprs. Crowley: It would seem to me, if we compare this chapter of the
virtues with the one following, as if Zarathustra sees this old man in the
woods in rather a caricatured fashion. I mean he sees him in opposi-
tion to his own point of view, but he is always influenced by him in an
extraordinary way. He always absorbs something from the contact
with him that influences his attitude immediately, though he is una-
ware how it is brought about. So wouldn’t you say he represents the
unconscious or shadow side of Zarathustra in a psychological sense, as
well as in a symbolical one—the earth elements, the powers of nature
that are eternally present, felt or at work even when they are not real-
ized? The old man of the woods therefore suggests that capacity to re-
ceive or accept, as nature receives; and that constitutes the struggle in
Zarathustra’s soul. The spirit or conscious attitude alone cannot evoke
the new value; it emerges out of the dual play. My pointis that the mes-
sage of the old man of the woods retransforms in Zarathustra, and that
each time they meet there is an attempt, however unconscious, at rec-
onciliation, as if a new focus or new perspective had been established.

Dr. Jung: That is perfectly true. Zarathustra is in opposition to the
wise man, as any new truth is in opposition to the old truth. It is im-
possible to create without being in opposition to the thing that has
been; the spirit of the time past is necessarily in opposition to the com-
ing spirit, as the spirit prevailing now is in opposition to the one of the
past. So we could say the spirit of the past forms the shadow of the
spirit that is or that is to come. As in a time when the spirit of the past
was still uppermost, still a ruling picture, the spirit of the future would
be the shadow, because it would not yet be in the actual light. Inasmuch
as Zarathustra exists, the light, the moment of greatest intensity, is em-
bodied in himself, and the old wise man of the woods is the shadow.
But as far as we can see here, the wisdom of the old man is in a way
perfectly valid: that we keep awake in order to have sound sleep after-
wards is also a point of view. One cannot say that sleep is of no impor-
tance, or that it should not be an aim in itself. As I said last time, there
are certain fools who imagine that one could live without it, but any-
thing that exists makes sense and is sought for or desired; since man
has to sleep, it can be a goal, and particularly for a sleepless person.

Now, the fact that Nietzsche was sleepless is explained through that
intensity, that excess of light, that identity with Zarathustra, who is of
course sleepless. Zarathustra is a figure of the unconscious that not
only lives during the night, but during the day as well, because any ar-
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chetypal figure is in a timeless condition—or at all events in a condition
which cannot be compared to what we call time. Therefore, all arche-
types have the particular quality of eternity, which is simply another
word for timelessness; or it may be a different quality of time that is
typical for archetypes. And therefore Plato said that the archetypes, or
the eidola, the images, were eternally preserved in a heavenly place be-
cause they had that character of timelessness; they are forever there,
they never change.' So, when you identify with an archetype in an in-
flation, your sleep is very often disturbed. One sees that in cases of
mental derangement, in schizophrenia particularly, where people be-
come identical with the unconscious and hardly sleep at all. They can
be sleepless for weeks and weeks—I don’t know how long—if drugs
are not given them; and even when drugged, they exhaust themselves
by that inner intensity which eats up their brains. They instantly share
the wakefulness of the unconscious, which is always active. That con-
dition of identity with an archetype naturally makes the old stand-
point, which would allow one to sleep, particularly precious; and
therefore, inasmuch as you want to hold to your new insight, you must
fight the old, despite the fact that it is perhaps right, that it is common
sense. And you particularly have to fight the continuous longing to re-
turn to the condition in which you were protected against the identity
with archetypes.

You know, that identity is a torture, and naturally everything in you
aches for liberation, and tries to go back to the protected condition
where the archetypes are caught in symbols, in dogmas or in forms.
That is the reason, for instance, why a man like Angelus Silesius, the
German poet and philosopher, having realized the relativity of God
(which was remarkable for his time), finally regressed into the Catholic
church; he could not stand the extraordinary wakefulness of the idea,
that devouring light. He was simply forced to seek shelter in the Cath-
olic dogmatic forms where there seemed to be peace for him. But he
forgot altogether that, having touched a new truth, retreat would
mean the denial of the divine light and the return into darkness, into
the thing which should have been overcome. So he was really denying
his best. It was as if Nietzsche should say: “Oh, that damned Zarathus-
tra makes me sleepless and excited, I cannot stand this new thing,”—

' Jung here is apparently confusing, or more likely conflating, eidolon and eidon. The
former is an image in the sense of a copy—therefore, not fully real. It is the eidon, Idea
or Form, which is the timeless, absolute reality—the archetype—though Plato does
sometimes speak of the wondrous beauty of the Forms that appear only to the eyes of
the psyche, and have no sensory quality.
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and make a regression into the Lutheran church or, still farther, into
the Catholic church. Then what would become of Nietzsche? Then he
would make no point any longer; he would be settled forever, though
he might think that he could sleep then. But he would simply become
hellishly neurotic. He would destroy himself quite certainly, like An-
gelus Silesius, who began as a Protestant, then went far beyond Prot-
estantism in his vision, and then, unable to stand it, returned and re-
gressed into the Catholic church, where he became a bad neurotic,
really a fiend. He lived in a monastery where his sole occupation was to
write pamphlets reviling Protestantism, and that was his end.

If Nietzsche had denied Zarathustra, he would probably have come
to his end much sooner, he also would have become an awful neurotic,
and Zarathustra would never have been written at all. He fights that
danger though he always craves for it; it is quite excluded that a man
who suffers from such terrible sleeplessness should not crave for any
kind of drug which puts him to sleep. And here he ridicules the
teacher of sleep despite the fact of seeing that if he could only apply his
advice to himself, he would be able to sleep. Being identical with Zar-
athustra, he sees too clearly; he cannot help seeing and he cannot help
being Zarathustra. Therefore, he is in a terrible conflict all the time be-
tween that new being, Zarathustra, and the old thing which would be
needed for the peace of his soul. In the next chapter we shall see the
same struggle going on, the attempt at liberation from the standpoint
of the past which recommends itself all the time. He constantly looks
back to the past and yet his very life consists in keeping himself away
from it. Now, that is the characteristic attitude of Protestantism. Zara-
thustra simply exaggerates it in a most extravagant way, but that is in-
evitable. Or could you conceive of another way of liberating himself
from the spirit of the past?

Prof. Fierz: He could become Catholic.

Dr. Jung: Oh yes, but that would be no solution. He must keep his
Zarathustra ideas and by becoming Catholic he would deny them, and
then that whole explosion of light would have been in vain. Well, I
must say I would not know any other way; the only thing Nietzsche can
do under those circumstances is to go with his Zarathustra, with that at-
tempt at liberation from the spirit of Protestantism, by applying the
rule and mechanism which Protestantism always has applied—by kick-
ing itself away from Catholicism. Something else can come only when
he is entirely separated—when he has overcome the Protestant atti-
tude, that is. But he must first be clearly separated from the Christian
idea in general; only then can he adopt another attitude. He has to be
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a super-Protestant. So we can call the Superman a super-Protestant
just as well.

We will now go to the next chapter: “Backworldsmen.” The German
word really is Hinterwdldler; Nietzsche makes a sort of pun in using the
similarity of the word Wald, which means “wood,” and Welt which
means “world.” You see, people who live “behind the wood”—i.e., in a
remote forgotten corner—would be backwoodsmen, Hinterwdldler;
and Hinterweltler (a word which does not exist) would mean “people
who didn’t live in the world of the presentday.”: He says:

Once on atime, Zarathustra also cast his fancy beyond man, like
all backworldsmen.

This means that he projected his dreams beyond man, beyond the hu-
man sphere, like all those people who believe in other worlds. That is
not, of course, exactly Nietzsche’s wording; the word backworldsmen can
be translated as “metaphysicians,” people who don’t know the world
and are out of tune with the history of the day.

The work of a suffering and tortured God, did the world then
seem to me.

The dream—and diction—of a God, did the world thenseem to
me; coloured vapours before the eyes of a divinely dissatisfied
one.

Good and evil, and joy and woe, and I and thou—coloured va-
pours did they seem to me before creative eyes. The creator
wished to look away from himself,—thereupon he created the
world.

Intoxicating joy is it for the sufferer to look away from his suf-
fering and forget himself. Intoxicating joy and self-forgetting, did
the world once seem to me.

This world, the eternally imperfect, an eternal contradiction’s
image and imperfect image—an intoxicating joy to its imperfect
creator:—thus did the world once seem to me.

Thus, once on a time, did I also cast my fancy beyond man, like
all backworldsmen. Beyond man, forsooth?

Ah, ye brethren, that God whom I created was human work and
human madness, like all the Gods!

A man was he, and only a poor fragment of a man and ego. Out
of mine own ashes and glow it came unto me, that phantom. And
verily, it came not unto me from the beyond!

* Kaufmann* renders this “afterworldly.”
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Here Zarathustra begins to fight the metaphysical idea, the idea of a
trans-subjective reality which would be embodied by gods or demons
or angels or anything one puts into the beyond.? He begins to introject
God, whom he supposes to be dead. This is the super-Protestantism
where the idea of God is beginning to evaporate; already in Church
Protestantism of the liberal brand, one observes that God is becoming
more and more an abstraction. So a friend of mine used to say, speak-
ing of the difference between the liberal and the more orthodox the-
ologian, that the orthodox theologian thinks of God as an old German
train conductor with a long beard; and the liberal theologians think he
looks the same only a bit more gas-like. You see, this is a tale-telling
joke: it shows that old-fashioned idea of the old man with the beard
sitting upon the throne, or snapping tickets and controlling the train
for those that have not paid. It is the moral point of view; he looks out
for order, and is either benevolent or thunders like God. And “gas-
like” means a thinner substance, which shows a certain influence of
natural science upon the more liberal element in theology; the god
evaporates to a certain extent. That is a very true description of the in-
fantile image, and naturally you will discover nothing of the sortin the-
ologists’ books; it is only an underlying image they have for their pri-
vate use, utterly different from their books. But in reality, it is not so
different, because their God always appears as a being who can only
move within the limits they give him. They know exactly what God can
do and what he cannot do: what he is and what he means and what his
purpose is. So it appears that God is a limited being who also has to be
omnipotent, even if on the same page the same professor shows that
he cannot be omnipotent.

For instance, to quote Gogarten, a famous theologian of our days:
“God can only be good.”s But that means that he can only do half the
work, because the other half of the work is surely bad, and that is a
fearful limitation. If I should set you the task of being only good, you
would discover it to be well-nigh impossible; you would suffer like hell
if you tried to be good only. That is just our trouble. You see, they
make a neurotic of God, for he must suffer terribly if he cannot also do
the bad things of the world; this is such a violation of the idea of the
god that he needs must evaporate. So it becomes very clear, even talk-

3 Nietzsche: “Metaphysics: the science . . . which deals with the fundamental errors of
mankind—but as if they were fundamental truths” (Human All Too Human: A Book for
Free Spirits, tr. Marion Faber with Stephen Lehman (Lincoln, Nebr., 1984).

4 See Friedrich Gogarten, theologian, The Reality of Faith: The Problem of Subjectivity in
Theology (Philadelphia, 1959). See CW 11, par. 480.
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ing theologically, that they have created a vapor which cannot contain
God—a powerful, dynamic thing that never would come down so far
as to be good only. That is absolutely excluded.s

Prof. Fierz: The devil is the other part, and they don’t see that it is
exactly the same.

Dr. Jung: Well, they don’t talk of the devil so much. That is not quite
good form. I gave my own father very bad hours talking about the
devil. You find very little of the devil in their books. They want to hush
up the fact of the darkness—they don’t know what to do with it. Too
much of it will disturb their sleep and they are teachers of good sleep.

Mpr. Baumann: There is a saying that you must not paint the devil on
the wall, or he will come.

Dr. Escher: Is not the vision of Nicholas von der Fliie the counterpart
of this picture?

Dr. Jung: That was not a train conductor. That was an appearance of
the devil quite obviously. Well, Nietzsche here tries to cut all that down
for his own time and for our time still. Theologians have created such
a picture of God that it can only be cut down; it is nothing but man’s
work. As soon as somebody tells me God can only be this or that, I
know this is man’s work; it is as if a louse should say Goethe or Musso-
lini could only be or do certain things. It is perfectly incongruous and
absurd to even try to make limitations or definitions. For instance, the
Catholic church holds that you can only attain the forgiveness of sins
or redemption through the sacraments, by the means of grace of the
church. Of course that is man’s work; it is a limitation of the powers of
God. As the idea that you can only be saved through faith is man’s
work, it is a limitation of the possible intervention of God. If God
chooses to save a man against his faith he can do so if he pleases. You
see, if I want, I can do something against my own principles appar-
ently. If people say that I am bound by what they think are my princi-
ples, I am not free if I comply. Instead, I shall do everything in my
power to prove to them that I am not what they suppose I am; I shall
do just the contrary because I am a free being. The more you create
such constructions, such images and limitations, the more you drive
out the living spirit, and then the living spirit will appear in an entirely
different place.?

Now, Zarathustra is here doing the necessary destructive work on

5 Jung’s Answer to Job (CW 11) has been excoriated by many theologians for attributing
to the deity a shadow aspect.
% Cf. Dostoevsky’s protagonist in Notes from Underground. See above, g May 1934, n. 3.
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those conceptions which still infest our late Christianity. But he is
doing even more. We could not say that the idea of a suffering and tor-
tured God was our only idea of God. That would refer to only one
third of the deity, it would be only in his form of Christ; another third
would be God the Father who does not suffer at all, and neither is the
Holy Ghost tortured in any way; he is not the tortured hero. Also, the
explanation of the world as God’simagination is not exactly a Christian
point of view. Here, surely, is an Eastern thought coming in via Scho-
penhauer, who took up that idea of the world as imagination, a dream
of the primordial will in a sort of drunken self-forgetfulness. Of
course, in Schopenhauer’s world there was no such thing as a self that
forgets itself: there was no self at all. It was a dream that just hap-
pened, a most irrational fact. Once in the aeons, the primordial will
happened to stumble into a dream of a world; it could have stumbled
into anything else but it just happened to be a world. It was absolutely
incidental, having no meaning whatever. Therefore, he says man must
apply his intellect in order to mirror to the primordial will what a world
of nonsense and suffering it has created. A most pessimistic view in a
way.?

Now, that idea comes in here under the element of intoxicating joy;
and that will play a great role later in the idea that the creator of the
world was a sort of Dionysos who, with a drunken imagination and a
drunken joy, revelled in producing fantasy pictures of the world. The
Dionysian idea came from the East by way of Asia Minor, probably
from India. He would be an equivalent of Shiva the dancer who, in a
sort of drunken ekstasis, dances the world and all the ten thousand
forms of existence, the joy and the suffering of such a world, its crea-
tion and its destruction. Therefore, he is always represented as danc-
ing upon corpses amidst the horrors of the burial ground, the idea
being that this world is a paradise which grows luxuriantly upon the
corpses; but soon this form also will decay and become corpses or a
dung heap. Schopenhauer reduces all that to the imagination of man,
which is absolutely consistent. It is super-Protestantism. He not only
protests against the dogma of the virgin birth, for example; he also
protests against the last remnant of dogma in the Protestant church,
the belief in God.

In the history of the Protestant church, you will find that the Lu-
therans have still preserved certain integral and essential parts of the

7 Arthur Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and Representation was a powerful influence
on both Nietzsche and Jung. See Introduction above.
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Catholic dogma, the idea that you cannot be saved without the means
of grace of the church for instance, that it needs the intercession of the
church. Or that you cannot enter the kingdom of heaven without par-
taking of the communion, the body of Christ, as administered by the
church. This was the cause of the conflict between the Swiss Reformer
Zwingli and Luther. Zwingli said that the communion was symbolic
and not the real body of Christ. It only meant the body of Christ, a met-
aphor in other words. And against that Luther wrote on the table at
which they were sitting during the discussion the Greek word estin, be-
cause in the Greek text it says, “This ¢s my flesh, this is my blood,” and
not “This means my blood.” But Zwingli was already more liberal and
insisted that it was only a memorial meal and was not to be taken liter-
ally—with that, of course, exploding the means-of-grace idea, the par-
ticular metaphysical magic which Luther wanted to preserve in order
to save the church. For the church makes no sense whatever without
the sacrament.

You see, if the church doesn’t administer the magic means which
cannot be obtained anywhere else than through that apostolic succes-
sion, then it has no existence at all. It means nothing, but is just a place
where people meet and somebody talks: all the magic, all the appeal to
the unconscious is gone. You can imagine what it means to be in the
place where the actual magic is happening which can happen nowhere
else; of course your unconscious is gripped, you are caught. For in-
stance, if I should imagine that, in Notre Dame de Paris or in St. Ste-
phan’s in Vienna or in any other beautiful old church, there would be
a priest of apostolic succession, who had received the blessing coming
indirectline from the very first blessing bestowed upon the head of St.
Peter by Christ himself and so handed on through the centuries, and
that such a priest could perform a rite of magic value which could not
be repeated anywhere else, which could not be imitated, which could
not be bought, or produced by any other means—well, sure enough, I
would gladly be a Catholic. I could not avoid being Catholic. Only
knowing it would mean that I was already Catholic. I would be in the
fold. Theliberal Zwingli, a very common-sense and sober man, did not
believe in that magic. He laid all the weight upon the human mind,
thereby showing that he was already super-Protestant; he protested
against Luther and went one step further, destroying the legend of the
magic performance in the communion. It really meant the destruction
of the communion, and so, piece by piece, all those symbolic forms
were destroyed.

Protestant parsons of today take little interest in the Trinity and the
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equality of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, orin the virgin birth, etc.,
butthe Catholic church still insists upon them. And thatis quite logical,
for they express the unconscious just because they are irrational. The
sacrifice of the intellect demanded by the Catholic church is absolutely
consistent with the idea of a church. Inasmuch as Protestantism, with
an increasingly liberal point of view discusses these matters, they lose
their magic and fade away. The very last dogma is the fact of God’s ex-
istence, and that is already undermined. We speak lightly of der liebe
Gott, we say, “Oh, the lord knows!” “God has become far too much a
sort of bon mot to have any particular magic still. So Zarathustra doesn’t
need to explode that idea. And then, naturally, that whole metaphysi-
cal or animistic world turns in to ourselves. Then where is the virgin
birth, or the Trinity, or anything of Christian metaphysics? Well, that
is all in my imagination; it is made of my own stuff. It comes back to me.
I am the whole show. Then I think, “Now this is pretty poor. I have
made such a tremendous enterprise and what is the result of it? I cut
the whole performance down, and I find only ashes and remnants and
debris in myself.” You see, you assume that those old things have col-
lapsed into fantasies and imagination and forget entirely that they
once had an extraordinary intensity and life. And you don’t know that
you secretly canalize a huge river into your unconscious. You think all
the time that you have only gathered up the remains, those nails and
screws and door-handles and so on which belong to you. You store
them away and if nothing happens you forget entirely that an enor-
mous manifestation of life and libido went into all that. And you now
have the whole thing in your unconscious, where it causes a tremen-
dous tension. That is the tension, the dynamis, which is pushing Zara-
thustra up to the surface, so that even the sleeplessness cannot con-
vince Nietzsche that he should dismiss that figure. Zarathustra is too
strong for him—not even sleeplessness counts.

Mr. Baumann: Certain modern theologians have tried to give more
metaphysical substance to God.

Dr. Jung: Oh yes, naturally, but they disregard entirely the fact that
when a metaphysical form has lost substance, man cannot put artificial
substance into it: that is absolutely excluded. So when a theologian
tries to show that God is very substantial and still working miracles, it
is only a man-made god: that parson has invented an idol. He found
that the idea of God had become depleted, so he puts up an idol of his
own make instead of the living god, or instead of trying to discover
where the living god has disappeared. He doesn’t follow after God and
seek him everywhere; he is simply satisfied with the fact that God has
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gone and that something oughtto be done about it—so he puts up an
idol. You see, you may try to create a god in a trans-subjective world,
but he would surely not be of that trans-subjective reality; he would be
anentirely subjective reality. When Nietzsche says here that he has cre-
ated a god, it means such an idol, and he realizes in this sentence the
content of his god-image. He says, “A man was he, and only a poor
fragment of a man and ego.” In other words, his God was a man-made
projection and nothing else: “Out of mine own ashes and glow it came
unto me, that phantom. And verily, it came not unto me from the be-
yond!” He recognizes that in that image of God he has believed in,
nothing has come from beyond, and that whatever the beyond may be,
itis a trans-subjective sphere. You see, the existence of a trans-subjec-
tive sphere is notdiscussed here. The statement is merely that nothing
of a trans-subjective nature has come to him: he recognizes nothing
objective in his divine experience.

This is very much the condition which prevails in our actual times, a
condition which has been brought about in the course of the last cen-
turies, having begun at the time of the Reformation. More and more
people felt that nothing from beyond came to them, that they were
safely cut off from beyond, that all things divine were on this side of
the river, in the visible church for instance, in man-made images, ideas,
rites, and so on. And they missed the beyond, the trans-subjective fact,
without which no religious experience is possible. So one can say their
religious experience was nil; it was Anempfindung, a sort of aesthetic
feeling into, an imagining that one has experienced, but it was not the
real experience. If you study the quality of a real experience, like that
vision of Nicholas von der Fliie, yousee it is of a very different and very
peculiar nature. The experiences of Francis of Assisi, of Jakob
Boehme, or of Angelus Silesius,® for example, were not within the
dogma, and it would take any amount of diplomatic work to squeeze
them somehow into the building of the church. I realize that such a
statement would be most offensive in certain milieus, yet I am thor-
oughly convinced that it is so. And Zarathustra here simply gives voice
to that generally prevailing conviction.

Of course, nobedy would insist upon faith if they were sure in their
faith. A man who has had immediate experience of the trans-subjec-

8 St. Nicholas of Flie, 1417-1487: See above, 7 Nov. 1934, n. 5. Francis of Assisi, the
founder of the Franciscan order, lived from 1183 to 1226. Jakob Boehme, German mys-
tic, lived from 1575 to 1624. For Silesius see above 27 June 1934, n. 11. Boehme was a
particular favorite of Jung, who devoted extensive discussion to him in CW g i, CW gii,
CW 11,CW 12,and CW 14.
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tive reality never speaks of belief or faith because h e knows. You would
not insist upon believing in the existence of Mussolini because you
know he does exist, as you know America exists. So, for anybody who
has had an experience of trans-subjective reality—whatever thatis—to
preach of faith, what you ought to believe, would be as utterly futile as
preaching the existence of London or Paris. No preaching is needed,
no faith is needed, because it is a fact; to such a person it was an over-
whelming experience. The very fact that Protestantism insists so much
on faith shows the weakness of their situation. It shows that nobody has
actual experience, for the trans-subjective reality in which you ought to
believe is exceedingly doubtful. It is nice if you can, butitis really noth-
ing you could experience—particularly when they say, like that very
modern theologian Karl Barth, that there is an absolute god.s I don’t
see how one can experience an absolute thing, for absolutus means
completely detached, and if a thing is completely detached from us,
how can we experience it? How can it touch us? For instance, to know
whether the planet Mars is inhabited or not is completely detached
from us. If there are any humanlike beings there we don’t know it; at
all events, we have no connection with them. They are to us absolute.
If a thing has relation to us, it is relative to us and we are relative to it.
And so the experience of an absolute god is excluded: that is only a
man-made word.

If I were God, I would not be absolute. I would relate myself to hu-
man beings, for I would like to do something to them and I would like
them to do something to me. Tobe absolute means thatthereis no cre-
ation. Before the creation of the world God was bored to tears, the old
records say. He got awful headaches and finally contracted until the
first light came forth because he simply could not stand his immense
worldwide loneliness. You know, all the symptoms of modern Chris-
tian conviction are very doubtful. If anybody insists upon his absolute
reliability and honesty, I know he lies; for why does he insist upon it?
Why cannot we take it for granted that he is an honest and reliable
being? Obviously he himself does not, so he preaches it. When I was a
child it already sounded very queer to me to hear: “You ought to be-
lieve.” I always said: “Do you know? Have you had any experience?”
Otherwise, you can say what you please: it carries no conviction what-
ever.

9 Karl Barth, Swiss Protestant theologian, professor at Basel. The doctrine that God is
“Wholly Other” was put forth first in his revolutionary Epistle to the Romans (1918) in his
Church Dogmatics (Kirchliche Dogmatik) (Chicago, 1932-1962). In response to a storm of
protest, he somewhat modified this view in his later work.
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Now, the statement which Nietzsche makes here is not a subjective
whim or his personal point of view. He simply gives voice to the general
fact that our modern conception of religion completely lacks primor-
dial experience. So I think he quite rightly says: “it came not unto me
from the beyond.” This “coming from the beyond” is most impressive
in its brevity; you might easily read past it without paying particular
attention, but it is of the utmost importance. You see, belief or faith is
your own activity, as what you touch or see, what you experience, is all
your own making. You are entirely in the world of known things even
if you approach God, which is the strangest thing you can imagine.
You discover that you believe in God and if you did not he would not
be. God would be nowhere, he could do nothing. You must believe and
then he begins to operate. Your belief instigates such a phantom; you
can inflate the phantom till it exists, but it is all your own body, your
own make. So you are completely cut off from the beyond by your very
faith. I say to people: “For heaven’s sake, don’t believe; we know noth-
ing, we have no experience, so in what and why should I believe?”t° If
itis a thing which I create, I then simply envelop myself in the cloak of
my own imagination. I blindfold myself by a self-created veil. The be-
yond is the trans-subjective, and this is the experience of something
within that sphere you call psyche or mind, which is not your own make,
which is very clearly an intercessio divina—an intervention of something
which is not yourself and which is not a part of our external world. It
mustbe an effect within your innermost self, where youarequitealone
with yourself, where certainly nothing else exists. Then if something
happens there which is clearly not yourself, you know it is from be-
yond. It is trans-subjective.

This may come to you in a very banal form, in an almost impercep-
tible way, and if you are not in the mood, you will not see it at all; it may
be in a dream, or it may come in the way of a fantasy. I think I told you
of that Catholic woman who discovered in her fantasy, after long vain
attempts, that there was some moisture in the air. That was the turning
point, that did it. She suddenly came across a fact which she had not
created. It simply was there. You naturally think that a fantasy is all
your own make, so if something comes into it which is most certainly
not your make, and not your ego, that is a trans-subjective experience.
Suppose you were quite alone in a room, and suddenly something

'» Jung always took “I believe” to be an instance of having an opinion, in contrast to
real knowledge. Thus, in an interview for BBcC television in 1959, in answer to the ques-
tion, “Do you now believe in God?” Jung’s answer was “Now? (pause) Dif ficult answer. I
kriow. I don’t need to believe. I know” (C. G. Jung Speaking, p. 428).
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stirred, something which could not be accounted for and which you
have not moved; you can say it is a ghost or it might be a human being
or an animal—God knows what—but you instantly have the feeling of
not being alone in the room. And so the experience of a trans-subjec-
tive reality gives you suddenly the feeling that you are not alone in
your psychology. There is something else that seems to come from out-
side, yet you clearly know it is nowhere outside.

Question: Is this not just the unconscious?

Dr. Jung: Oh yes, you can call it “the unconscious.” Just what the un-
conscious is we don’t know. To call it “the unconscious” is merely facon
de parler. You can call it “the dark continent,” or “heaven,” or “hell,” or
anything you like: it is simply something from the unknown. When
you recognize the unknown as a really existing thing, you have had the
trans-subjective experience. Now, neither Zarathustra nor Nietzsche
have had that experience yet, though Nietzsche had an opportunity
for just that. What would it have been?

Mprs. Brunner: He might have noticed that Zarathustra was not him-
self.

Dr. Jung: Yes, you see that was a great chance. He himself said, you
remember, Da wurde eins zu zwei und Zarathustra ging an mir vorbei . . .
Zarathustra was passing by,” which means that Zarathustra was an ob-
jective reality.”* But he did not realize it. He was identical. If he had
stopped at that verse and asked himself what it really meant, he would
have seen that Zarathustra was a free agent and not exactly himself,
and that would have been his first trans-subjective experience. Other-
wise, such a thing becomes identical with one: one falls into it. There-
fore, itis a principle in analysis that we always try to dissociate from the
unconscious, to make a difference between ourselves and the voice, or
the influence, or the mana, or the archetype—whatever you like to call
it. And you can make that difference by criticizing carefully whatever
your experience may be. But if you take it for granted in a general way
that of course your thoughts, for instance, are all your own, such an
obscurity prevails that you can discern nothing. Make the simple ex-
periment of criticizing your own thoughts. (I am now talking chiefly to
the ladies.) You have a certain opinion about something, and when I
ask you if that is what you really think, you say, “No, I must think what
my idea of it really is.” And then you come to the conclusion that you
think something quite different. Now, how did you come to that other
opinion? Did you make it? “No, it was just there.” Who then produced

'+ See above, 5 Dec. 1934, n. 11.
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it? Who had the intention or the willto create such an opinion? If you
can realize that, you have had a trans-subjective experience. Therefore
I say, don’t identify with your animus. That is not yourself, that is a
trans-subjective reality. And mind you, the animus is as terrible a real-
ity as the anima.

If a man takes it for granted that his moods are just himself, he has
an anima inflation and makes a fool of himself. But if he can criticize
his moods, he asks himself, “Is this really my feeling?” By no means.
His real feeling is even suppressed in favor of that nonsense, an emo-
tion which is really strange to him. And if he can make this a real ex-
perience, he has realized a trans-subjective reality. That is the way I
came to the conception of the anima. I criticized my emotions and
came to the conclusion that they were not myself. They were simply
made for me, so I asked myself, “Now who on earth can produce such
things in me?” I was almost inclined to believe in witchcraft. That was
of course the origin of witchcraft and why men still say they are be-
witched; they naively feel that their emotions are not their own. A man
who is bewitched is filled with intense feelings which he thinks must
come from somewhere, and then he discovers a red-haired girl and
thinks she is responsible—and then he could kill her for witchcraft.
But if he had a philosophical mind, he would understand that this is a
trans-subjective reality which he must not project into a red-haired
girl.

Prof. Fierz: What you have just said reminds me a little of Buber. He
said that the real prophet did not even know what he was saying when
he spoke. He was simply the medium. He spoke with his tongue and
not with his head. It was unconscious.*?

Dr. Jung: Yes, thatis the thing.

Mr. Baumann: If anybody had spoken about such a trans-subjective
experience ten or twenty years ago, he would have been declared a
schizophrenic.

Dr. Jung: Naturally. It depends on how you tell it. You might rouse
the most terrible mistakes in a naive mind. For example, a girl of about
twenty-six once came to me and said: “Doctor, I have a black snake in
my abdomen and it is asleep.” I looked at her and thought, “Now,
now!” Then she said: “I see you think I am crazy, but I am not; what I
tell you is symbolic. I don’t think that there is really a black snake in my

'2 Martin Buber does not seem to say quite this. His main point about prophets is that
whereas in Greece the diviners babble and the prophets translate this into Logos, the
Hebrew Nabi exists as the mouth of God, in his whole being. “Symbolism and Sacramen-
tal Existence in Judaish,” Tales of the Hasidim, tr. Maurice Freedman (New York, 1948).

296



& DECEMBER 1934

abdomen.” Now, if she had omitted totell me that she was only using a
sort of metaphor, I would have been under the impression that she was
mad, because she would have been stating something which was abso-
lutely inadmissible. Nobody has a black snake in the abdomen unless
they are crazy. Since she knows that this sounds crazy, I know she is
not. She conveys that idea to me, and then she can go on talking about
it, and it is understood as being a subjective psychological phenome-
non. You see, a crazy person would talk about that snake as if it were a
reality, disregarding the impression it makes upon the audience, while
this girl tried to establish an understanding, or a feeling rapport with
me about it. So I always say to people on the borderline. “As long as
you can explain yourself and feel the need of explaining yourself to a
human being, and succeed more or less, you are not crazy.” But it is
characteristic of insane people that they go on talking without caring
or knowing whether they are understood, disregarding the rapport,
disregarding the impression they make. If a woman declares to me
that she is the queen of the world, it can be exceedingly witty if it is
understood that she means her power complex; otherwise, it is a case
of schizophrenia. Insane people never realize that anybody could be
shocked by what they say. People who disregard the effect they have
on other people are on the way to insanity, even if they are still within
the normal. In other words, as soon as they become unconscious of
whatthey doand whatit means, they are ontheway to insanity because
they cut the human relation and then there is no guarantee that they
won’t get lost.

Mr. Baumann: If Nicholas von der Fliie had not tried to build his vi-
sion into his conscious in a symbolic form, might he have been insane?

Dr. Jung: Yes, because any trans-subjective experience is of such a
nature that one can easily go crazy. But he showed his humanity in the
fact that he tried to translate the whole thing into the language of the
church, into the Trinity conception; by that he established his rapport
with people. The vision itself had an absolutely segregating effect,
however; it is said that he appeared terrifying to people. He had been
so frightened and had such alook of horror in his eyes that he infected
them with 1t. He realized that, or he would never have taken the trou-
ble to establish a human rapport concerning it. Otherwise he would
have been just an ordinary schizophrenic, he would have degenerated
because he had cut the human relation. That is the arch sin. One of ten
finds very basic trans-subjective experiences at the bottom of cases of
insanity; they are of such an impressive nature that people are spell-
bound and forget all about humanity, they simply fall into the arche-
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typal experience and disappear. So any archetypal experience which is
trans-subjective has that dangerous quality of segregation, separation,
cutting the human relationship and isolating the individual, all the
more when the experience is of amore or lessinexplicable nature. One
could say it was also a characteristic of the trans-subjective experience
that it offers the greatest difficulties to explanation—as a dream can-
not be explained unless one knows a good deal.

Mprs. Brunner: Would you call the traditional animus also trans-sub-
jective?

Dr. Jung: Not in itself, it is not a trans-subjective reality if you have
not experienced it as such; you must criticize your experience and
know what in the experience belongs to yourself. Moreover, this
should be not only an intellectual criticism, it should also be a feeling
criticism; you should take the experience as a whole and react toitasa
whole, because your mind will naturally make the attempt to assimilate
that experience right away within the human sphere. If Nicholas von
der Fliie had had a mind—which he had not—it would have told him
that the vision was the Trinity, for instance, and so he would have as-
similated it in spite of the trans-subjective character; it would have
been extinguished, killed. And the same thing might be done by feel-
ing. You see afeeling type can harmonize a trans-subjective experience
by the power of his differentiated feeling, put it into a nice frame with
other curious things which are also a part of himself, and create such a
feeling soup about it that the thing can swim among the other pieces
of meat or bread. The more one-sided the type the more certain it is
that the experience will be killed, because the superior function is then
so powerful that it simply assimilates everything; whatever happens,
such a person will declare it to be all in his world, and if it is something
too extraordinary he simply says it is not true. There are surely so-
called occult phenomena, those peculiar psychic phenomena, and they
are strange, trans-subjective. What can you do with them? Well, you
simply say they are not true and the case is settled. It is like the famous
story of the rabbi: When he was travelling he always drove four white
horses, because he was the so-called Jewish pope. And there was a very
powerful count in the same country, who travelled with four black
horses and who had a driver called Johann, because the driver is al-
ways called Johann. Now unhappily enough they both approached a
river at the same moment from opposite sides. There was a narrow
bridge over the river, and the great rabbi thought: I am the great
rabbi, I go over the bridge first. And the count thought: I am the great
count, and I go over the bridge first. So they both drove onto the
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bridge and then naturally there was not room for them to pass each
other, and when the horses shot together the count jumped up and
said: Johann, give me my pistol that I may kill the horses of this
damned Jew. And then the rabbi got up, and he simply spoke the
magic word. Thus the whole situation was no longer true.
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LECTURE X
12 December 1934

Dr. Jung:
We have today the report which I asked for at the beginning of the
term. Professor Reichstein has been kind enough to make it for us.

Prof. Reichstein:
THE ARCHETYPE OF THE OLD WISE MAN

In handling this subject I have picked out single examples more or
less arbitrarily which I will explain as briefly as possible. I could not of
course attempt a general summary on account of my ignorance of the
ancient languages and an insufficient knowledge of religious history.

Mrs. Frobe-Kapteyn kindly sent me a lot of material.' As I only can
speak about a small portion of it, I have just treated the whole of it as
an appendix, which will be in the library for reference. For further ma-
terial, especially about Egypt and Hermes Trismegistos I wish to thank
Mr. F. Allemann. And I wish also to thank Mr. Felix Fierzfor the trans-
lation of some Greek texts. Also Mrs. Baynes, Miss Hannah, and Mrs.
Baumann for their helpful translations into English.

Out of the rich abundance of possible examples I have had to choose
those which were in a measure known to me. The choice is therefore
necessarily very one-sided.

For the discussion of the function of the symbol of the Old Wise
Man, we will consider:

' Mrs. Olga Frobe-Kapteyn, a sometime member of this seminar, was the founder of
the Eranos Conference center on Lake Maggiore in Ascona, Switzerland, at which, in
Autumn each year, Jung and a gathering of other scholars presented learned papers,
mainly on religion and myth. For the history of this institution, see William McGuire’s
Bollingen: An Adventure in Collecting the Past (Princeton, B.S. CI, 1982).
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(1) The function of the old man in human society.
(2) The Gods or superhuman beings in whom this function is ex-
pressed, according to myth and tradition.

1. Theold man. I will deal with this first point very briefly.

(a) First of all, we can bring forward the extraverted side, which em-
phasizes those qualities of old men growing out of experiences accu-
mulated over a long period of time. Old men play a special role as
judges, lawgivers, regulators generally, teachers, guardians of tradi-
tion, masters, sometimes also as rulers. The old man has steadiness, is
less inclined to lose himself in his surroundings. One sees this in indi-
viduals as well as in whole nations. The primitive, for instance, loses
himself and degenerates in foreign surroundings far sooner than a
representative of an old civilization.

(b) The old man possesses an introverted side also: he is the one who
has the secret knowledge. He knows the goal, in that he stands nearer
to death, to the secret side of the world, the invisible. The near rela-
tionship between spirit and death is very far-reaching. The old man is
therefore also magician, sorcerer, medicine man, doctor, priest, and
initiator. He can become the embodiment of the supernatural or the
deputy of a God or Demon.

In those stages of civilization where the inner and outer world (per-
haps not yet distinguished) are not separated, the extraverted and in-
troverted aspects of the wise old man appear in one individual. Thus
the priest is also judge, the chief role being played by the divine judg-
ment, which is based on the ordeal by fire, water, etc. The social order
springs from the taboo laws and totemism. The taboo laws also supply
the morals. They tell me, for example, which girl I may not marry, as
well as which animal I may not eat. Taboo is everything which is
charged with mana. The sorcerer receives the necessary mana (like an
electric charge), by a special ordination and is thus set apart from or-
dinary people, and possesses power insofar as he is possessed by the
spirit. Also through contact, for instance with a corpse (hunting, war,
burial), man becomes taboo (susceptible).

The ambivalent nature of the mind is very much in evidence in
primitives’ forms of thought. In the common expressions, white and
black magic, this ambivalence is specially emphasized. It is difficult to
find a definition which really hits the mark. We could perhaps say that
white magic works in the service of the “self,” black magicin the service
of the “ego.” Quite apart from whether these definitions are correct,
they do not explain very much in any special case. The old wise man
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cannot escape the fate of those Gods who are not allowed to enter the
temple and who transform into Demons (perhaps sink back into a
primitive form). He can, therefore, appear as good or evil sorcerer, but
even that does not decide the question as to which of the two forms
possesses the efficacy (the light). This depends on the situation. Every
living symbol can become convention, dogma, etc., lose its divine light,
and sink into darkness. In this case, the black holds the light, and this
can be the cause for it to change color again. Usually, however, itis said
that the light must be snatched from the black sorcerer again. (Com-
pare for instance, the fairy tale of Aladdin and his miraculous lamp, in
the Arabian Nights.)

Tosumup, I would like tosay thattheold man is he who knows what
is to be done (in a difficult situation) and understands how to perform
the magic rite. In the most civilized as in the primitive form, the outer
and inner aspects of the wise old man appear together in one individ-
ual. The most highly developed form is perhaps that of the inspired
teacher, called by the East the “Guru.” (With us this social role has for
the moment no acknowledged representatives; perhaps the burden of
carrying itis not infrequently offered to the psychiatrist.)

2. The old wise man in Religion and Myth

Among primitives. It would be extremely interesting to be able to ex-
amine more closely the archetype of the old wise man as it appears
among primitives. Here, in all probability, we would have the closest
contact with a living survival of the first form of the archetype. Unfor-
tunately, I have no knowledge of this field. Butin order not to omit this
important stage altogether, I have given a rough sketch of the proba-
ble development of the religious views that throw light on this ques-
tion. (I have taken my material in part from a short chapter by E. Leh-
mann, “Die Religion der Primitiven,” appearing in P. Hinneberg’s Die
Kultur der Gegenwart, Die Religionen des Orients. Page numbers refer to
that.)?

The primitive form of religion is magic. To the primitive, the mys-
terious life force, “mana,” is more important than purely physical
torce, and the chief aim of religious practices is the preservation and
increase of life force. On the lowest level, the increase is obtained by
simply taking the power away from a fellow man, as for instance in can-
nibalism. At a less barbaric stage it is done by the sacrifice of animals,
as, for instance, by the eating of the totem animal. Magic is not neces-
sarily connected either with gods or spirits; a magic rite suffices, and

2 Professor Reichstein’s rather esoteric footnotes have not been included here.
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anyone who knows how to practice magic already possesses the desired
power. He draws directly upon the secret springs of power in nature,
and needs no intervention from supernatural beings. In Australia, for
instance, all old men understand the practice of magic (p. 13).

Mana is that which has immediate and direct effect. Anyone who
knows how touse it can destroy his enemies and help his tribe. The am-
bivalent nature of mana is expressed in the fact that everything which
has mana or is under its spell is taboo (the medicine man, the chief,
etc.), and this means that it is either holy or impure. The all-important
thing to a primitive is to know how to handle mana.

Among very primitive peoples the spirits do not appear in personal
forms, but quite undifferentiated; they are material, but invisible.
They are the force that makes things live. The primitive is to a high
degree under the spell of this mysterious force. He lives in constant
fear of it and never knows when a trap may be set for him by a secret
enemy against whom the best counter-magic is impotent.

The art of magic can be said to show some progress, therefore, when
these forces are differentiated and recognized as real spirits. The or-
dinary man does not know the name of the spirits, but the priest-ma-
gician does and if a misfortune occurs, it is his task to find out the spirit
that has caused it (p. 15). As soon as he knows its name, it is a small
matter to exorcise the spirit, or to overcome it by a more powerful de-
mon. (Thus, knowledge is mana.)

The cult of the soul seems to be alater extension of the belief in spir-
its. The souls of the dead are honored as spirits. After death, at least
one soul of the dead man continues to exist. In magic, the fact that the
soul can be brought under the sway of a foreign influence is of great
importance. The souls of dead ancestors are especially significant.
Thus, for example, any important new events must be immediately re-
ported to them. (The cult of the soul probably leads directly to the rites
of sacrifice.) Junod says that the gods of the Ba-Rongas are for the
most part the dead ancestors (p. 17).

For the purpose of comparison with the examples which follow, itis
interesting to note the primitive’s belief about the origin of the world.
The primitive picture of the world is taken from the features of the lo-
cality in which the particular tribe and its neighbors live. There is the
dome of the sky set with sun, moon and stars, and there are rivers or
mountains that mark off the boundaries. Behind these borders lies the
fabled land of the gods, or the dead.

Egypt (Thoth). Here we have to leave a wide gulf unbridged and turn
to Egypt for our next example of the old wise man. One of the best ex-
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amples of a culturally highly developed form of the old wise man is the
Egyptian God Thoth. He really plays the role of the doctor among the
Gods. Thus, for example, in the Osiris myth when Horus avenges the
death of his father (he overcomes Seth, his evil brother in a dreadful
struggle in which both gods are wounded, Horus in one eye and Seth
in the testicles), Thoth heals both of the gods again.

Here he shows also his adjusting and equalizing role. As this is very
important I will quote a passage from Mead, Thrice Greatest Hermes, vol.

1, p. 583

The names of the God of Light and the God of Darkness change,
but what does not change is the name of the arbiter, the mediator,
whose duty it was to see that neither god destroyed the other or
gained a decisive victory.

It was Thoth who performed this function of keeping the opposites in
equilibrium. Thoth was originally a moon-God. He was usually pic-
tured with an Ibis-head with the crescent moon above, or as a dog-
headed ape. Often, both forms are givensside by side. The dog-headed
ape plays a special role in the judgment scene in the Book of the Dead.
Here he sits on the top of the support of the beam of the balance, in
which the heart of the deceased is weighed. His duty is to watch the
pointer and tell the Ibis-headed Thoth when the beam is exactly level.

This ape is a form of Thoth as the god of “equilibrium.” Perhaps it
is asymbol of the equinoxes. The figure of the ape has, perhaps, a sig-
nificance similar to the one ascribed to the frog, i.e., itis a hybrid form
between man and animal.

Thoth was considered to be the wisest of all gods. In many places his
power was held to be greater than that of Osiris and even than that of
Rahimself. He was also called the heart, or the tongue of Ra. For a very
long time in Egypt he was held to be the teacher of all secret wisdom as
well as the author of the holy writings.

It is easy to understand how later on this god played a very domi-
nating role in the gnosis and in various secret teachings. In the syncre-
tistic era he became identified with the Greek god Hermes and was
called Hermes Megistos, or Trismegistos. In hermetic philosophy he
played an important role up to the late Middle Ages, and when its de-
cline set in, his name was transformed into Megistophiel and from that
became Mephistopheles. But he rose again from this depth even, and

3 G.R.S. Mead, Thrice Greatest Hermes (London, grd edn., 1949) vol. 2.
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took his place from time to time on the forefront of the stage on which
the fate of the soul of man is played. (Compare Faust.)

Iranian Conceptions and the God Ormuzd (Primal Man, Anthropos). Out
of various fragments, especially out of those coming from the syncre-
tistic period of antiquity, we can reconstruct, not very clearly to be
sure, an ancient Iranian folk myth. It does not follow the orthodox
Zarathustra tradition, but deals with a god named Asonakes (“the
knower”). (This God is mentioned by Hermippos as the teacher of Zo-
roaster.) The myth probably originates in a time when the strict dual-
ism so characteristic of Persia was not yet developed in its final, clearly
marked form. Asonakes created both the principle of good and the
principle of evil, something which to a later time would have seemed
out-and-out blasphemy.

A reconstruction of the sort indicated is given by R. Reitzenstein in
Das Iranische Erlosungsmysterium:

The serpent-shaped son of the Prince of Darkness desires the
daughter of the King of Light, and finally obtains her. (He repre-
sents matter and she, the Psyche, the soul.) He has promised her
a magic palace, and there he holds her prisoner. After a brief pe-
riod of joy, her misery begins. While she is in this state there comes
to her an invisible, divine messenger whom she only recognizes by
his voice. He reminds her of her descent and of the home she has
left.

Psyche breaks the power of the evil demon and escapes from
her prison, but when she is left alone she is overtaken by sorrow,
fear and perplexity. She wanders through the whole realm of mat-
ter and thus endows it with soul, but she can never find the way
out—the border always stops her. Finally the god appears again,
and leads her up to a heavenly marriage.

The Iranian Cosmogony is dominated by similar fantasies. Parts of
it are reminiscent of the dragon myth and the night sea journey:

A theme which is afterwards interwoven with this myth is contained
in the teaching about the Primal Man, the God Ormuzd, who, at least
in the fragments from the syncretistic era, is identified with the “psy-
che.” According to Reitzenstein this word which is given here as psyche
(“the soul”), is in many cases best rendered by “essence” or “self.” No
wonder, therefore, that it could be identified with the God Ormuzd,
the Primal Man, which psychologically means the same. It is the pu-
rusha of the East.

The myth has certainly exerted a strong influence throughout the
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ages, and can be said to have affected our own culture even. The ideas
hidden in it can be followed in a direct line through most of the so-
called secret doctrine of the Western world. They had a marked influ-
ence on Christianity, not only directly but through Judaism also. The
strongest imprint is the one appearing in various gnostic teachings. I
need only mention the Manichaean and the Mandaean.

These teachings are dominated by a well-defined dualism which di-
vides off the World of Light (God) from the World of Darkness (Mat-
ter, Hyle). The soul of man takes its origin in the World of Light, and
in a struggle with the powers of Darkness is sent to the dark world
where it is fettered and narcotized (deafened and stupified). Accord-
ing to the Cosmogony, the soul had been sent to the dark world in or-
der to combat that world from within. The soul, asleep in the World of
Darkness, is intoxicated or blind. (Itis comparable to the condition of
Muladhara in Indian philosophy.)

The primal God (or primal man) sends a messenger who awakens
the soul. (The fettered, primal man has his eyes opened; itis “the great
vision,” megiste dea.) The messenger—once more primal man in an-
other aspect—appears as the wise man, the leader, or as the Virgin of
the Light, who afterwards can take on the form of the wise leader. Itis
said that she or he is the heavenly counterpart, the heavenly image of
the fettered soul. He leads the soul (usually after a waiting period), as
well as its five elements, into the World of Light, and the rest is left to
Darkness.

It is somewhat confusing at first to find that the primal god, the pri-
mal man, and the divine messenger, all three, have at times, the same
name, Ormuzd. But after all, it is not so very strange because it indi-
cates that all three are in reality one; that is, they consist of the same
“substance.” Frequently also, primal man appears as the son of the pri-
mal god, which is another way of saying that the two are of the same
substance.

At the awakening of the sleeping Ormuzd, two more gods often ap-
pear on the scene. They are Chroshtag (“the call,” in German der Ruf)
and Padwahtag (“the answer”), and these two are companions of the
wise leader. Chroshtag personifies his first form in the world of phe-
nomena. (He is the voice, the Logos.) Apparently this symbolism arises
from an inner experience, according to which one hears the wise old
man call out, or speak, before one sees him. The immediate, creative
power of the call is quite evident in German—for example, the word
hervorrufen, “to bring forth.” The figure of Chroshtag as a messenger is
also often represented by a letter, etc. Writing is an invention of the old
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wise man. The important moment, which represents the beginning of
the release, is paralleled in Indian Yoga by the moment when Kundal-
iniis awakened. Here Chroshtag awakens the sleeping Ormuzd.

There are also versions of the myth in which Padwahtag (the answer,
i.e., the self of primal man) is the only one to mount upward. The five
Light Elements (the robe of primal man that is his manifest form) at
first remain behind and only follow later on.

The goal is the return home of primal man (of the soul or the self of
man) to the World of Light, where he again receives his robe of light.

An important way in which the myth is applied is to be found in the
Cult of the Dead. Abbreviated versions of it were apparently recited in
order to help the soul of the dead man at his resurrection. (Justas in a
case of snakebite, the story of a god who had been bitten by a snake and
made well again was recited.) The great experience of divinity is given
to man in a picture. Applied to the living person, the myth shows him
how it is possible for the soul of a man to unite with its origin, to return
to the paradise from which he has fallen. The messenger of the god
Ormuazd, the wise old man, shows him the way.

One of the most beautiful and best preserved of the fragments that
have come down to us is the “Hymn of the Soul” from the Acts of
Thomas. 1 have chosen as an example another Manichaean fragment
which, though not of so much value from aliterary point of view, is bet-
ter suited for presentation here, because it is not so extensive.

The destructive devils made an uprising in behalf of their own
spirit. And out of the excrements of the devils and the offal of the
witches, he brought forth this impurity (matter), and he (the
Prince of Darkness), settled himself therein. Then he captured
from her place among the five elements, the body-guard of the
god Ormuzd, the beautiful soul (gyan) and fettered her in the im-
purity. Because he made her blind and deaf, she had no con-
sciousness and was confused so that at first she did not recognize
her origin and the primal cause of herself. He made the impurity
for her (the body) and the prison, and locked up the soul within it.

And devils, witches and all the elves threaten me the prisoner.—
She grew evil herself.—But the god Ormuzd had pity.—He
frightened the blind devil of greed away from her, and made her
to see with her eyes, and showed her clearly all that was and will
be. Quickly he made it clear to her that the god Ormuzd had not
created this fleshly impurity (the body), nor had he fettered the
soul. Resurrection came to the soul of the blessed one, she be-
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lieved in the wisdom of Ormuzd etc. She divested herself of the
impurity of death and was eternally redeemed, and taken up to
Paradise, to that realm of the blessed.

Afterwards the end of the world is announced. This is typical and
also logical for a point of view which believes the world to have been
made by the devil.

Probably Indian and Chinese sources would yield still better mate-
rial for the symbol of the old wise man. Clearer examples could be
found perhaps, and ones showing more human proportions too. As
this field was too foreign to me I had to renounce it. Moreover, I be-
lieve that we have here at least one advantage, that of touching upon
our own territory because, as I have said above, it seems to me that
theseideasaredeeplyimbedded in the soul of Western man.

In order to give only a brief example of how similar ideas are de-
picted in the East, I join, without commentary a song of Tibet’s Great
Yogi Milarepa.

MILAREPA | am Milarepa, greatin fame,
the direct offspring of Memory and Wisdom;
Yet an old man am I, forlorn and naked.
From my lips springeth forth alittle song,
for all Nature at which I look,
serveth me for a book.
The iron staff that my hands hold,
guideth me over the Ocean of Changing Life.
Master am I of Mind and Light;
And showing feats and miracles,
depend not on earthly deities.
(Tibet’s Great Yogi Milarepa
by W. Y. Evans-Wentz)

Poimandres. I will give a resumé of the most important chapter of this
treatise which dates roughly from the first century after Christ. Po-
imandres means “shepherd of men.” The Poimandres Community
was a Gnostic sect whose teaching had a greatinfluence on early Chris-
tianity (compare the Pastoral Hermas) and especially on hermetic phi-
losophy (the Alchemist Zosimos was a member).

The text gives a cosmogony and contains a great mixture of the most
varied elements which makes a clear summary very difficult. It may
seem odd that I chose again a cosmogony for an example, but such cos-
mogonies often contain the teaching in a condensed symbolical form
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and are better than long descriptions. Itisan old idea that the process
of transformation consists in having to repeat the work of the creation
of the world. He therefore must first know how this was done. Only
then the micro- and the macro-cosmos correspond to each other again.
It is very significant whether someone imagines that first there was
chaos, or first the light, or whether this world was created by Jahveh as
the Jews believe, or by the devil as was believed in Iran.

This correspondence is the chief point. It is best expressed in the so-
called“Logos from the gospel of Eve” in G.R.S. Mead, ed., Thrice Great-
est Hermes.

I stood on a lofty mountain, and saw a gigantic Man and an-
other, a dwarf, and I heard, as it were a voice of thunder, and drew
nigh for to hear; and he spake unto me and said: I am thou and
thou art I; and wheresoever thou mayestbe I am there. Inall I am
scattered, and whencesoever thou willest, thou gatherest Me, and
gathering Me, thou gatherest Thyself.

Poimandres appears to the pupil in the meditation as a giant of tre-
mendous size and asks what he would like to know. (Poimandres says
he is always with him and knows what he desires.) The pupil wishes to
learn the very essence of existence and to know God. Poimandres says:
“Hold that in mind and I will teach thee.” These words are followed by
the vision. (The great vision means here again the awakening of the
divine part in man, by the revelation that his very essence is of divine
origin.) In the vision we can distinguish distinct sections which corre-
spond to world periods. In order to make it clearer I will designate
them as follows: creation of the primal world; creation of the material
world; creation of man as mediator between them; the separation of
male and female, and at last, the ascent of man to God.

The creation of the primal world is described as follows: At first, all
was light (the Spirit, or God the Father). Out of it came the darkness
coiling down like a snake. From this darkness (the earth) came the
water. Now, out of the light a holy word came (the Logos) which pro-
voked pure fire to leap up from the moisture, and rushing air followed
it. Earth and water remain mingled as lower elements, fire and air are
nearer to God. Here the creation of the primal world seems finished.
Poimandres says: “The logos which consists of light is the son of god.
Know that what sees in thee and hears in theeis the Lord’s Word.” And
through the mind of Poimandres the pupil sees the light divided in in-
numerable living forces.

Then follows the creation of the material world. The “nature” (will,
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mind, reason) of God who wanted to copy the primal world united
with the Logos and begot with him the elements of nature as children.
The male-female primal god created the demiurgos and he created
the seven planets, the visible world and fate. Out of the lower elements
rose the Logos and united with the demiurgos his brother, so the lower
elements are abandoned by the Logos and are purely material. Out of
them came the dumb animals. (The demiurgos, the creator of the
world, is called here: he who holds the fire.)

Creation of the Primal man. The all-father mind brought forth primal
man in his image. Primal man saw the creation of his brother (the
demiurgos) and broke through the partition of the spheres (fate and
the evermoving wheel, are other conceptions of this symbolism),
breaking the power of the bad demon, and thus showed to lower na-
ture god’s beautiful form (himself). (We see only in this passage that
the demiurgos is supposed to be an evil demon.) Nature and primal
man were longing for each other in love and primal man took his home
in the unintelligent form, in the body.

Therefore out of all the living things on earth, man alone has a
double nature, mortal through the body and immortal through
his essence, primal man. Although immortal and with power over
all, yet he suffers as a mortal, subject to fate. Although above the
spheres (fate) he stays within them, has become their slave. Male-
female, descended from the male-female father, though sleepless
descended from the sleepless one, yet he is overcome by the long-
ing of love and by sleep.

In a new world-period all female things are separated from the
male. Poimandres teaches that he who recognizes himself will at-
tain salvation, that is, he who recognizes the primal man in him-
self. But he who is seduced by love and is content with the body
wanders confused in darkness, suffering the fate of death in the
sensual world.

Now the pupil wants to know how the ascent is accomplished. Po-
imandres gives him the following advice:

Thou surrenderest the body to the demon, The senses to their
sources, Passion and desire thou givest back to nature. Then thou
traversest the seven spheres (Moon, Mercury, Venus, Sun, Mars,
Jupiter, Saturn) returning to each its malevolent influence.

Completely stripped, man enters the eighth sphere and from there he
can ascend directly to god and become divine.
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The meaning is that everything must be given back to the source it
came from. Then a perfect state is reached which is in some way com-
parable with the primal one.

ALCHEMISTIC PHILOSOPHY OF THE MIDDLE AGES

Example 1 (Franz Kieser, Cabala Chymica, Miihlhausen, 1606). In a trea-
tise in the form of a vision and dialogue between pupil and Master
(Hermes), the master gives at first instructions on the “natural things”
in the form of a cosmogony.

The pupil sees the firmament with the seven planets, the earth in the
middle as a great sphere, in the center of which is the water as a small
white sphere. Everything however is dark and at a standstill. With
thunder and lightning the red fire breaks forth. Through the rays that
it sends forth, everything begins to move. The part of the rays which
reaches rightinto the innermost sphere (water) gives it the strength to
produce minerals, plants, animals, and men. Hermes explains all this
minutely and calls the red fire the star of wisdom and the eternal light.
He says, “This fire awakes nature” (p. 106).

Then they proceed to the “supernatural.” (He calls it the key of the
insight into all things.) The pupil meditates and has the following vi-
sion: He is in a deep valley and hears something behind him. Startled,
he looks behind him and sees a very old man, with a long snow-white
beard, in a black robe, with a compass and square. The old man ap-
proaches the globe and becomes gigantic. There he draws the lines
and calls a magic number spell with a horrible voice. On the top of the
quadrangle appears a dove. This he calls the spirit of conjunction and
vivification. A flame of fire shoots down from above, a white star rises
up from below, and where they come together a brilliant red star re-
mains. It is the symbol of the philosopher’s stone which illuminates
everything. Its rays are stronger than any former ones. Everything be-
comes red and is burned up at last; neither sun nor moon remains. But
from the star arises anew world in a complete form. The earth is green
as an emerald; the sun, the moon, and the stars are brighter than be-
fore, only they are standing still, immovable. The old man cries:
“Praised be God that for once evil is put down and the truth revealed.
Rejoice that the darkness has an end, the sun will not set again but will
shine eternally.” With that he vanished.

Through the magic of the old man, the turning of the wheel of the
world is stilled, or, from the star there appears a new world, that is not
subject to the eternal rotation of nature. (This is in peculiar harmony
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with the first state which is pointed out in the Cosmogony, where too
everything is standing still, only now everything is full of light, while in
the first state it was dark.)

Example 2. As a second example I would like to mention The Chymical
Marriage of Christian Rosenkreutz in the Year 1459 (written anonymously
by Joh. Valentin Andrei about 160¢2, first edition, Strasbourg, 1616).

This is a treatise written in allegorical form and with a great deal of
humor. In partitis very difficult to understand, so thatit was possible
for some of the author’s contemporaries to take it as mere persiflage.
The whole action transpires within seven days which represent the
seven stages of transformation. I give the resumé of the first day only,
and would like to call attention to the striking analogies with gnostic
tradition to be found in this story.

On the day before Easter, there appeared to Christian Rosen-
kreutz a heavenly virgin who brought him a letter (this is the di-
vine messenger, the awakening). This letter is an invitation to the
heavenly marriage which is to take place only under certain con-
ditions. As he reads what these conditions are, he breaks into a
cold sweat of terror because he does not believe he can possibly
fulfil them.

The following dream comes to him then in his sleep: He is with
some other people in a dark tower and they are held fast by heavy
chains (compare Ormuzd fettered in matter). After a long period
of suffering, they hear music; the roof of the tower is opened so
that light falls in, and a man hoary with age calls out that his
mother (nature, corresponding to the Mother of the Living in
some gnostic teachings) had commanded a rope to be lowered
seven times. Those who could hold fast to it would be drawn up to
the light (liberated). A wild struggle then ensues, because all want
to be saved and the result is that most of them drag one another
down and only a few are able to cling to the rope. Some of them,
who were too heavy and yet who refused to let go, had their arms
torn from their bodies, so great was the desire to get out. Finally
the dreamer himself succeeded, by chance, in getting outand then
had to help, as the others had done before, with the final pulling
up of the rope.

Then the tower was closed up again. The old man spoke words
of comfort to the prisoners remaining behind, but that did not
prevent them from breaking out into a bitter lament. Those who
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had escaped were freed of their chains. Then the dreamer awoke
and understood that he could now startoff for the wedding.

As in this story, in alchemistic writings generally, the old man often
appears only at the beginning of the story. A striking feature of this
piece is the complete helplessness of the imprisoned people—not only
is a way shown to them, but they must be literally pulled out of their
predicament.

Dr. Jung: Thank you very much. You have gathered a great deal of
interesting material. It is perhaps a bit difficult for some of you to fol-
low, because it is chiefly collected from literature of which you may not
be aware and from spheres of experience which are probably very
strange to you, but it gives you a certain impression of the universality
of the old wise man. And you noticed, of course, that this archetype
appears under particular conditions—when a man is in a hole, for in-
stance, or when he is fettered or in prison, or in a situation where he
needs help. What would that denote?

Mrs. Crowley: That he is a redeemer, a savior.

Dr. Allemann: The helper.

Dr. Jung: Yes, or the medicine man simply, who is called in when
something is wrong. So the wise old man and the complicated or dan-
gerous situation belong together; one could say that when man is in a
difficult situation, there is a chance of this archetype appearing. He
hardly ever comes just out of the blue, but only in a moment when he
is really needed. Then you also noticed that it was in particular periods
in real history that a man who embodied this image made himself no-
ticeable. When would that be?

Prof. Reichstein: In a time of disorientation, when there was no great
living symbol; in the beginning of our era for instance, and in the Mid-
dle Ages at the time of the Reformation. Perhaps also at the time of the
Egyptian Thoth.

Dr. Jung: Yes, but we are too little informed about the history of the
Egyptian mind to know under what conditions Thoth came to the
foreground; that figure extends over a period of three to four thou-
sand years. You mentioned another example, however, where we can
observe how a religion originated: the calling and enlightenment of
Zarathustra would be an instance. Of course we also know very little of
those days, but we can gather from his teaching that he appeared when
the religion of the time had degenerated into ordinary vulgar black
magic, such as Taoismbecame in China. In recentyears there has been
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a revival of Taoism in China, but it had deteriorated previously into
sort of street magic—soothsayers, and astrologers who made horo-
scopes, even the oracles of the I Ching were cast in the streets. The
priests were mere jugglers, and the classical Taoist philosophy was
practically gone. Zarathustra encountered such a condition in Persia,
and his teaching had chiefly the purpose of destroying that luxuriant
weed of superstition and popular magic. Religions have always had the
tendency to degenerate into those low magicrites and customs, like the
Catholicism of the 15th century, when they made money out of the
grace of heaven. This was a most disturbing fact to the people who still
had some idea of a decentreligion, and was indirectly the cause of the
German Reformation. They broke loose from the church which had
declined so far as to sell the grace of heaven; it was a sort of regenera-
tion brought about through the degeneration which had existed be-
fore. So even in the time of Zarathustra, about the ninth century B.c.,
we can observe that archetype. The wise old man has probably forever
played its part in human history, and has become collectively manifest
whenever the supreme ideas which regulate our lives have turned into
dirt.

Mr. Baumann: The creator of the world, a demiurgos, might be an
example.

Dr. Jung: That is true. You know, the primitive idea of the creation
of a world is the creation out of the mind. The old cosmogonies are
really sort of symbolical representations of human thought; they rep-
resent a mental creation, in other words. That is very clearly seen in the
Vedic hymns, in the Rigveda for instance, where it is said that the world
took its origin from the prayer of a sage; it was a sort of invention
hatched out of the head. You see, this symbol comes from the fact that
the world does not exist if there is nobody who is conscious of its exist-
ence; no statement could be made of the existence of the world if there
were no consciousness to make the statement, and without that no
world exists. What exists unconsciously might just as well be non-
existent. That is, of course, the character of the world as understood
by Hindu philosophy: it is existent nonexistent.

Now we have here a question by Mr. Allemann. He says: “I am a little
bewildered by the fact that on the one hand many of the texts concern-
ing the old wise man insist on the fact that teacher and pupil are one,
and on the other hand I see by the example of Nietzsche, Steiner, In-
ayat Khan, and others, how dangerous it is to identify with this arche-
type. Is it that the identification can only take place while man is on an
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exalted level, and this identification has tobe very clearly broken in or-
dinary life?

“Example of texts: ‘An invocation to Hermes’ (Mead, Hermes): ‘May-
est thou come into my mind and heart for all the length of my life’s
days and bring unto accomplishment all things my soul desires. For
thowartI and I am thou.

“ ‘Logos from the gospel of Eve’ (Mead, Hermes): ‘I stood on a lofty
mountain, and saw a gigantic man and another a dwarf; and I heard
as it were a voice of thunder, and drew nigh for to hear, and he spake
unto me and he said: I am thou and thou art I, and wheresoever thou
mayest be, I am there. In all I am scattered, and whencesoever thou
willest, thou gatherest me, and gathering me, thou gatherest thyself.’
In the mysteries of Isis the mystes became Helios.”

That is, of course, not quite the same thing, because Helios is a god.
Well, the mere fact thatitisso easy and almost normal to identify with
an archetype is clearly shown by Nietzsche’s Zarathustra. It is obvious
that Nietzsche is identical with Zarathustra because he takes him as a
sort of poetical figure, a creation of his own mind; unknowingly he as-
sumes that he is producing an archetype while in reality the archetype
exists by itself. It is just the peculiar thing about an archetype that you
have the feeling of having produced it, yet the archetype is always self-
existing and you are simply the victim of the illusion that you have
made it. That is the disastrous thing which leads us astray. So it is of
the highest importance, practically, to learn that there are things in
our minds which are not of our own make.

For instance, suppose you have an intuition about a certain fact or
condition; then you have the feeling that you are somehow the creator
of that intuition, as when you see a thing, you can, of course, say it is
your seeing it that causes this kind of experience. So when you have an
intuition of something, it may be that you cannot apply it to anything
outside of you, and therefore think it is mere fantasy which you have
created, because it clearly came up in yourself. You can see that in ex-
periments in telepathy, for example, particularly with untrained me-
diums; a professional medium, of course, knows that such a telepathic
intuition is a perception. But an untrained, naive person doesn’t as-
sume right away that he can be aware of something real outside him-
self. He is only aware of a certain thought which comes, and he just
thinks it is funny that his mind is occupied by such an idea and won-
ders how the devil it got there. That is what he says at least, but he
means all the time that his mind has created the idea, not knowing that
this is projected upon him by somebody in the next room who is con-
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centrating upon that object. The one who perceives, that is, wonders
why itis in his mind as if it were his own doing. You see, when the light
suddenly comes on in aroom, you don’t wonder that you see the light,
and you don’t think it is your own invention. You quietly think some-
body has switched on the light. But if you feel suddenly as if a light had
been switched on within you, then you wonder how on earth you have
come to that idea, why do you think that somebody has switched on a
light in you? Now, the real cause for it is that somebody has in fact
switched on the light; somebody has concentrated upon that idea and
wanted to transmit it into your mind. But you handle it as if it were
your own invention. That often happens, and I observe it in myself.

For example, I see a patient and say, “Good morning, how do you
do, please sit down,” and in that moment a thought is crossing my
mind, a vivid image of something, and instantly the patient begins to
tell me a dream containing just that. I simply got it from her. Or it may
be that a case is in a particular condition and when I get up in the
morning, I think, “Oh, so-and-so is coming today. I must not forget to
tell him or her such-and-such a thing.” That seems to me of great im-
portance, so the moment the patient sits down I begin to talk, and it
happens that I speak of things that occurred in dreams she has had the
night before, or two nights before, which I thought I had invented. I
once had a most peculiar dream from Sunday to Monday. I dreamed
that I was in my consulting room with a patient, an unknown youngish
person, and was quite bewildered by what she told me, but finally dis-
covered that it was the most complicated father complex I had ever ob-
served. I asked myself, “What on earth does that mean? Is my anima
under such a father complex?” I could not make head or tail of it. Now
I had a consultation marked in my book for five o’clock, but I had for-
gotten entirely who it was, such an appointment being made a fort-
night before perhaps. Well, I came into my waiting room and there was
a youngish woman whom I had never seen before. I took her into my
room and she began to talk. I thought, “Damn, what is she talking
about? I have no idea what she is driving at,” when suddenly I under-
stood that it referred to the father and that it must be quite a particular
case. Then instantly my dream jumped into my memory, and it was
really exactly as I had dreamt it the night before. You see, I wondered
why I made such a dream—as the Frenchman says, [’ai fait un réve—as
if it were my own invention. As a matter of fact, of course that girl
thought: tomorrow I am going to Dr. Jung. She broadcast it, and as I
am a sensitive receiver I got it.

Myr. Baumann: I think I have told already how Mark Twain saved a

316



12 DECEMBER 1934

postage stamp: He wrote the letter and took it near the postbox but he
didn’t have to mail it; he only thought about it, and then he went home
and the other person answered it.

Dr. Jung: Well, I would not swear that it was exactly like that, but
such things do happen, as you all know. But the point s this, that when
you have such an intuition you are always inclined to think you made
it yourself. So with dreams we should always leave a door open: it
might be a telepathic effect. I have observed in numbers of my own
dreams most absurd facts which I could not place anywhere in my life,
and a few weeks later they happened in reality. From that I learned
that one has intuitions about things which are really outside of our-
selves and we simply imagine that we are responsible for them. It is the
same with that wise old man or with any archetype; when it comes up
in us, we are identical with it to begin with and then we must learn to
detach ourselves from it. Therefore, one should always say, “I am not
thou.”

But if a man says: “For thou art I and I am thou,” as in Mr. Alle-
mann’s quotation, it is a very different situation. That is a magic incan-
tation. He is making an incantation to the Logos or to the wise old man,
announcing himself as a relation or a son to the other side of himself.
It is exactly like contemplating the Eastern orthodox mandala: you put
yourself into the god, saying, “I am thou, and thou art I.” But that can
only be in a situation which is already ritualized. The psychological ex-
perience is just the reverse. I told you recently how mandalas have
been invented: the old wise man wanted to know what things were, so
he began to draw circles, and then disciples came and thought that was
it, and they also drew circles and thought they had it. But making cir-
cles means nothing; you must have an experience which can be ex-
pressed in forms of the mandala or otherwise. Just making drawings
does not mean that you have gotten it. You see, those dogmatic repre-
sentations, those rites in the religious world, are often expressions of
experiences, and later on they are used in order to remember them, to
bring the experiences back into the human mind. But that is already
the process of feeling into, what we call Anempfindung. That word can-
not be translated; it means creating a situation in which you make be-
lieve, as if you yourself belonged to it. For example, suppose you build
an antique house. Of course, you must have central heating, but it is
hidden behind marble work of some kind, and you wear an antique
toga and recline at the table when you eat, although what you eat is
cooked on an electric cooking range, and you feel exactly like Plato or
any one of those old sinners. That is Anempfindung. There are any
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number of examples. If you know something of the life of the poet
Maeterlinck, you get it—an old monastery, madonnas, moonlight
nights—you feel very medieval.4 Now, that becomes inevitable when
the original experience is lost, when the pupils don’t experience what
the master has experienced. They ought to know really in order to
make circles. So this “Thouart I and I am thou” is a magic invocation
to force the Logos, or whatever name is applied to the old wise man, to
come down and admit the one who is praying to him to be raised to his
social status.

But the original experience, becoming aware of the objective pres-
ence of the archetype, is just the reverse. Nietzsche’s poem proves that
originally he had the experience of Zarathustra as being different, split
off even from himself, so that he could not say, “Thou art I.” He could
only say: “You are Zarathustra and I am Professor Nietzsche.” But
then there was no Mr. Zarathustra living anywhere near Maloja in the
Engadine, nor was he in Basel. Nietzsche was not true to his original
experience; he had no pustis, no loyalty, no confidence in it. He said to
himself that it was hardly possible that Zarathustra should be a reality
who really had separated himself from him. You know, the Bible
teaches us that the woman was taken out of the body of Adam, having
been one of his ribs. That shows a reality thatbecame a separate reality
from Adam, though made of his flesh and his blood and his bone. And
so it is with that experience of the wise old man; if Nietzsche had been
true to his original experience, he would have understood that Zara-
thustra was somebody else with a life of his own, a separate being. For
an archetype has a life of its own; the life that is proper and peculiar to
the archetype shows its autonomy by the fact that it can swallow one’s
own life. It is so strong that one can be swallowed up into it and be
nothing but that archetype. Of course, one does not know it but other
people can see it.

Well now, if that fact is accepted, then naturally an intercourse be-
gins between man and the personified archetype, from which it be-
comes finally obvious that that archetype is in a peculiar way man, as
man is an archetype; that is, a widening out of consciousness comes
about in which the archetype is included. That is why we analyse the
unconscious. We try to bring it into our scope. We try to extend con-
sciousness even over the sphere of the unconscious, and finally we see

+ Maurice Maeterlinck (1862-1949), Belgian playwright (The Blue Bird, Pelleasand Mel-
lisande, et al.), was interested in accounts of unconscious phenomena and various forms
of spiritualism.
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that the psychical experience includes those archetypes. And thenitis
not that I am the wise old man, or that the wise old man is myself, be-
cause there is no longer that “I myself”’; the wise old man is not con-
tained in the “I myself,” but is contained in the self. So you can say—
and we see it with Nietzsche—that the wise old man is also a personifi-
cation of the self. But the self is still more powerful because it is not
only inclusive of the wise old man but of that young stupid fool, man:
the self contains both. So the identity with the archetype forms an ex-
perience which only takes place after a long intercourse with the ar-
chetypes; such a pupil becomes master only when he has been long
enough a pupil. He acquires mastership in the moment when he un-
derstands what kind of experience the master represents, when he has
the same experience practically.

Mrs. Baynes: 1 would like to push it one step further and ask how it
comes that the wise old man is identified with God?

Dr. Jung: Well, the wise old man is always a personification of God.
That is why we represent God with a long white beard sitting upon a
golden throne. I have brought you a book where you can see a picture
of this wise old man in his medieval alchemistic form; it is the book of
tears and flames, passion and repentance. Here is the wise old man
being the image of God: he is the Word. Thoth for instance, is the an-
ticipation of the Logos, so he is also the anticipation of Christ inasmuch
as Christ is the Logos. Now peculiarly enough, the temple of Thoth is
called the house of the net—the fisherman’s net—and the Babylonian
Marduk is the Logos and his attribute is also the net. Then the Pope,
as the head of the church, is the living impersonation of the Logos,
the church being the body of Christ. He is in the place of Peter who is
the representative of Christ, endowed with the apostolic blessing, the
grace or the mana that has emanated from the Lord himself. And the
Pope’s attribute is the fisher ring upon which is carved the miraculous
draft of fishes with the nets. You see, the Logos worked like a net which
gathered in mankind like a swarm of fishes; the power of the word, a
concept, an idea, a point of view, is really like a net. It constellates, it
brings together, it unites. You learn once that two things are the same
and they will remain the same forever. This is the creative power of the
mind.

So this Logos quality of the old man puts him right in loco det, as
Christ is the visible face of God; he is in a way like the Old Testament
conception of the Angel of the Face.5 In Islamic mysticism the Sufi god

» See above, 2 May 1934, n. g.
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is the same idea; Chidr, the green one, is the visible element or god. My
Somali headman explained to me that Chidr is the first angel of God,
meaning the visibility of Allah who is without form, without appear-
ance, without quality. But Chidr is visible; his mind can be seen as man
can be seen, as light can be seen or a blade of grass. He has shape. The
old wise man, then, is a sort of visible god because he is the word of
god—the word that became flesh. You see, according to our biblical
ideas, God is sitting on his throne surrounded by his angels, with his
orchestra playing on harps and trumpets and so on, and he has a long
beard exactly like the old fellow in this book. And it is a curious fact
that the same figure occurs in an entirely different book, Les Tableaux
des Riches Inventions.5 This book was published in Paris in 1600, a re-
production of a much older one, but the frontispiece dates from about
1589. And here is a German book of 1588, printed in Basel, in which
there is the same figure, of course with certain variations. This shows
that there must have been a tradition—there were typical symbols. In
both, you find the lion with its paws cut off, for instance. We don’t
know where they originated, but one thing seems to be certain: there
is hardly a trace of these symbols before the 15th century. As a rule,
they date from the time of the Reformation.

My idea is that they are another manifestation of the wise old man
who was again teaching symbols, having appeared in a time when
there was particular need of him. And that great need simply came
from the fact that, until that moment, everybody had had the greatad-
vantage of confession and absolution; then, that suddenly became ob-
solete, and instantly people discovered an impossible moral conflict
from which there was no redemption, no absolution. Nobody told
them that they were absolved—they were never absolved—and that
created an intolerable tension. Therefore, the old man came and told
them they should make images in order to solve their problems by the
priesthood within. The whole church became introverted, and the in-
stitution of the church became introverted, and that brought about
these series of pictures. They are exactly what you can observe in your
own drawings; we have such picture-series again in our days because
we also are confronted with moral problems which we cannot solve,
which are impossible—much worse than those in the year 1500. But,
of course, their problems were as bad to them as ours are to us in the
present time.

6 A member of the seminar, Linda Fierz-David, was to publish The Dream of Poliphilo,
first in German (1947) and then in an English translation by Mary Hottinger (Princeton,
B.S. XXI, 1956). Jung wrote the foreword for this work of interpretation.
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LECTURE I
2g January 1935

Prof. Jung:

Ladies and Gentlemen: We were speaking a while ago of the Oxy-
rhynchus papyrus. Do you remember in what connection?

Mpvs. Fierz: The Ein-siedler and the Zwei-siedler.

Prof. Jung: Yes, I said that Nietzsche, by this play of words, brings in
the idea that if there are two together—not just one alone—they also
can produce the Superman. And I said that this idea was expressed in
the New Testament where Jesus says: “For where two or three are
gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them.” But
in the Oxyrhynchus papyrus, which is probably older than the first
conception of the Gospels, that saying is quoted as follows: “Wherever
there are two they are not without God, and wherever there is one
alone I say I am with him.” There, you see, the emphasis is on the Ein-
stedler, the hermit, and where there are two together it is of secondary
importance, though “they are not without God.” You remember I read
from the Greek text the original publication by Grenfell and Hunt,
and I pointed out that the hand of the church had wiped out the very
passage that is particularly emphasized in the original conception,
“where there is one alone,” and only the remaining passage is left in,
“where two or three are gathered together in my name,” which means
that only in a community is God present, but when there is one alone
the devil knows what happens to such a fellow. In other words, outside
the walls of the church there is no salvation, for one alone cannot make
a church. That is the way the church has backed up her claim of being
the means of grace, the intercessus divinus, the mediatrix between God
and man. Our theologians have never wanted to know about these pa-
pyriapparently, despite the fact that they are at least of equal authority
with the New Testament. And now Mr. Allemann has just given me a
very remarkable document humain, a book by a theologian who does
know about them, called Die Ersten Christen Quellen, quotations from
ancient pagan writings concerning the sources of Christianity. Here he
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quotes from the Oxyrhynchus papyrus, 1897-1914, by Grenfell and
Hunt: “Wherever there are two together they are never men without
God.”* But “wherever there is one alone” is not mentioned. You see, it
is just a downright cheat, a four-square cheat, and that happens in
1935! He has entirely misquoted it. It is a conscious fraud. Eberhard
Arnold is the man’s name, Leipzig.

Miss Wolff: Is he a Catholic?

Prof. Jung: No, a Protestant. Oh, Catholics won’t quote it at all; they
are not so stupid. But this Protestant thinks he can pull wool over our
eyes.

Well now, we began before Christmas with the chapter called “Back-
worldsmen,” and we spoke of the play of wordsin the title. Then I read
you the first part but I think I had better go over it again. You see, in
reading Zarathustra, one is apt to just slur over it. It sounds like some-
thing and one simply ceases to think: it is like wine.

Once on a time, Zarathustra also cast his fancy beyond man, like
all backworldsmen.

Ah, ye brethren, that God whom I created was human work and
human madness, like all the Gods!

We must think alittle more about this picture he is painting of his idea
of theology. Is this a Christian picture? What kind of theology does it
presuppose?

Miss Hannah: You said last time it was the super-Protestant.

Prof. Jung: And what kind of theology is that?

Mrs. Brunner: Indian.

Prof. Jung: It would be more Indian and Gnostic than Christian.
Now he says, “The work of a suffering and tortured God, did the
world then seem to me.” What is that exactly?

Miss Hannah: Schopenhauer, is it not?

Prof. Jung: Schopenhauer is in it. But does the blind creative will of
Schopenhauer suffer?

Miss Hannah: The suffering crucified God is Christian.

Prof. Jung: Well, Christ is the son of God, he is not the creator. Elo-
him or Jahveh are the creators of the world, according to Christianity,
and Elohim did not suffer, nor did Jahveh. He was very angry at times,

¢ Thisis Eberhard Arnold’s Die ersten Christen nach dem Tode der Apostals (Leipzig, 1926).
It has subsequently been translated as The Early Christians After the Death of the Apostles
(New York, 1970). For the Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 1, see above, 31 Oct. 1934, n. g.
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but only other people suffered from it—that was his purpose. The
next source for that suffering idea in Nietzsche is Schopenhauer, but
do you think that the blind creative will to existence suffers?

Prof. Fierz: No, the will doesn’t complain about the suffering. Scho-
penhauer complains.

Prof. Jung: Yes, man complains, and man is the result of that will.
The will had abad dream, which just happened to be a world in which
there were suffering beings; but they knew they were suffering, and
inasmuch as they were manifestations or incarnations of the preexist-
ing will, they had the possibility of holding a mirror to the face of that
will, showing him what he was: that in his endless desirousness, he was
creating evil and suffering. And Schopenhauer’s idea of salvation is
that when the will, through man, through the intellect, sees and un-
derstands that he is creating evil and suffering, he will desist, and then
the world will come to an end. Now this is of course an Eastern idea. In
what kind of Eastern teaching do we encounter it—with this specific
idea of suffering?

Mpr. Allemann: It is more in Buddhism than in Hinduism.

Prof. Jung: Yes. You see, in Schopenhauer’s time the knowledge of
Eastern religious systems was very restricted. Schopenhauer only
knew a few Buddhist writings which had been translated, the Oupnekat,
a very corrupt form of the Upanishads, and a collection of about fifty
Upanishads translated into Latin by Anquetil du Perron.? Otherwise
they were unknown in Europe. The main source, then, for his philos-
ophy was this knowledge of Buddhism, and there, as you know, the
central teaching is that concupiscentia, desirousness, is the sole cause of
suffering; if one can bring one’s desires to an end, one brings the suf-
fering of the world to an end. So redemption, or salvation, consists in
leading the created back into the non-created, the non-existent. For in-
stance, in the epic description of Buddha’s death, the Nahaparimb-
bana-sutra, the greatdisappearance, Buddha returns to the utter non-
existence which is called nirvana or nibbana. But that is not what we
would understand by “not being,” which is a mere negation; Nirvana
is a positive non-being, which we cannot render in our language be-
cause we have no conception of a thing which is positively non-exist-
ing. To the Buddhist it is as if non-existence were just as much a quality
as existence.

¢ His Latintranslation of fif ty Upanishads, The OQupnekat (Secret Legends) (Strasbourg,
1801-1802), was a major source of Schopenhauer’s knowledge of Hinduism and Bud-
dhism.
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That is because the original Indian idea was that there are two forms
of existence. The one is a potential existence expressed in Tantrism, for
instance, as the Shiva bindu, the unextended point in which the god is
dormant before his expansion, or his manifestation. The other is an
extended or actual existence expressed by the Kundalini coiled three
and a half times round the linga, as you see it in the muladhara chakra.
That is the first manifestation of the god; he already appears, but he is
stillin adormant condition. The latent or potential existence of course
cannot be depicted, but it is always contained in the Shiva bindu, that
little point from which a bridge is usually shown leading to the two in-
set medallions, the second one containing the corresponding divinity
Shakti, the form which is characteristic for the state of Shiva in that
particular chakra. But the god himself and with him the whole mani-
festation of the world, is latent inside that one bindu, because the
world, according to this particular branch of Eastern philosophy, is al-
ways existing and non-existing at the same time. Inasmuch as there is
existence, there is non-existence.

So this full expanse of world that we see is at the same time non-ex-
istent. Therefore they call it Maya, illusion. The meaning of illusion is
thoroughly negative to us, but in the East that is not so. The word
Maya, as you heard in the Hauer Seminar,3 comes from the root ma
which means mater, materia, and maya means building material; so the
illusion is building power. If you have an illusion you have built some-
thing; something exists which is different from yourself or different
from the creator. Illusion is not negative, therefore; it is the positive
appearance of the world, or really the positive existence. We have
here, then, a philosophy which came from India through the medium
of Schopenhauer by whom Nietzsche was much influenced. This pas-
sage: “The dream—and diction—of a God, did the world then seem to
me, coloured vapours before the eyes of a divinely dissatisfied one” is
more or less the Schopenhauer viewpoint. But there is one point which
is not Schopenhauer. What is that?

Mprs. Brunner: The personality of God. It is a personal God who suf-
fers. He says his god has eyes and looks away from himself.

Prof. Jung: Yes, that he has eyes and is discontented shows that he
must be different from his creation, whereas Schopenhauer’s blind
will is in participation mystique. It is the unconscious itself. Therefore,
after Schopenhauer, von Hartmann appeared, with a philosophy very
much like Schopenhauer’s only he called this blind will “the uncon-

4 See above, 6 June 1934, n. 11, on Hauer’s Kundalini seminar.
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scious.” He used that term.4 But it was the same metaphysical factor
that created the world, an unconscious creator that could not possibly
be discontented because all eyes were his eyes. He saw nothing beyond
himself because he was in everything. Would that be a Buddhistic idea?
Is God discontented in Buddhism?

Mr. Allemann: God does not exist really.

Prof. Jung: Well, he is a sous-entendu.> But I never heard that there
was anything like a discontented god in Buddhism.

Mrs. Baynes: 1 think you told us that the Gnostic idea was that God
got horribly bored with the situation and created a world.

Prof. Jung: Yes, in the Jewish Gnosis God suffered from headache
because he discovered that he was all alone. There was nothing but
himself and he was tremendously extended, so he pulled himself to-
gether and formed a cloud, and the tension grew till suddenly light-
ning burst out of the cloud, and that was the first sun, the first light.
There is also a Hindu parallelin the Upanishads. There again you find
the idea of that lonely suffering god who is so intensely bored with
himself that he must do something about it, and so, like a toy, he cre-
ates a world—he dreams a world to relieve his loneliness, to have an
object.®

Now this is an intensely male philosophy, while the Tantric philoso-
phy assumes the coexistence of an equally important female creative
principle, the Shakti of the god. And the female principle is so strong
that Shiva himself is represented at times as a female. I have a Tibetan
picture of him dancing on the burial ground in his female form, the
form of his own Shakti. So in Tantrism the idea of creation is a differ-
ent one; the Shakti really creates through her own will. Of course,
Shiva enjoys his creative ideas in the creation of the Shakti, and Shakti
realizes the creative thoughts of her husband in the form of the abun-
dance of the world. Shiva in himself is always in a creative dream, but
his dream would not come off if the Shakti did not realize his dream
and therewith create the beauty and the suffering of the world. You

4 Eduard von Hartmann (1842-1906), a disciple of Schopenhauer. His Philosophy of the
Unconscious (1869) went into eight editions in six years. In the CW, Jung often alludes to
von Hartmann as one of the discoverers of the unconscious before Freud.

5 “Understood.”

¢ “In the beginning this world was Soul (Atman) alone in the form of a Person. . . . Ver-
ily, he had no delight. . . . He desired a second. [Being himself both man and woman, he
split in half and the halves copulated.] ... Thence arose creation.” Brihad-Aranyaka
Upanishad 1, 4, 1-5, in Hume*, p. 81. For the Jewish Gnosis, or Kabbalah, see below, 23

June 1937, n. 8.
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see, that is an entirely different conception, and it is most characteristic
that Nietzsche emphasizes the masculine form, the loneliness of the
suffering creator who created the world in order to relieve his infinite
boredom. Therefore, he says, “Intoxicating joy is it for the sufferer to
look away from his suffering and forget himself.”

Then he says, “This world, the eternally imperfect, an eternal con-
tradiction’s image and imperfect image—an intoxicating joy to its im-
perfect creator:—thus did the world once seem to me.” Here he lays
stress upon the imperfection of the world. You see, in the Old Testa-
ment the idea is that the creator is perfect and creates a perfect world,
and the only regrettable and damnable thing is that man makes a mis-
take. Of course, one could ask why man was made in such a way that
he made the mistake, for which a clock-maker has made a bad clock,
the clock is not held responsible. Now where does that idea of imper-
fection come from?

Prof. Fierz: Itis Gnostic.

Prof. Jung: Yes, specifically Gnostic, though I don’t know whether
Nietzsche ever studied Gnosticism or whether it is his own invention.
The demiurgos was by no means a universal god, but asort of sub-god,
a secondary god, an angel or demon who in his vanity created a world.?
It was only a material world though he was quite satisfied with his work
and thought he had made something very wonderful and perfect.
Then he looked up and saw a light which he realized he had not cre-
ated, so he lifted himself up to see what it was and came to another
world, the world of the spiritual father, the real God, and thus he
understood that he had made a mistake. And then the father of the
spiritual world took pity on those half-conscious worms, human
beings, whom the demiurgos had made without consciousness enough
to see their own imperfection; and he sent his son in the form of the
first snake in Paradise to teach the first parents to eat from the tree of
knowledge. So despite the evil invention of the demiurgos, when they
had eaten they could understand the difference between good and
evil, and that was the way to salvation.

Now whether Nietzsche got this idea from the Gnosis, I don’t know.
As a boy and during his early years Nietzsche read a good deal, but

7 Nietzsche would have known little of the Gnostics, but much of Plato. This notion of
the demiurgos drawsheavily on Plato’s Timaeus, which was very influential throughout the
Middle Ages. For Plato, this creator-god, the artificer, is clearly below the level of the
eternal Ideas. In Gnosticism, the serpent symbolizes mind, which is the means by which
the firsthumanswere freed from the dominion of the Creative Power, who had required
of man ignorance of good and evil.
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later he read astonishingly little, because his nerves and his eyes gave
him no end of trouble. His neurosis began really when he was a very
young man; I think he was about twenty-four when he became a pro-
fessor at Basel and he soon became neurotic. So it is quite possible that
he had not read about Gnosticism, particularly because it was then in
ill repute. He would have asked his friend Professor Overbeck, a pro-
fessor of religion, who would most certainly have told him that it was
only imagination, unsound thinking, and all that. And then, you see,
he came to the conclusion that that image of God—the kind of theol-
ogy which claims the metaphysical existence of a God—was all man’s
work and man’s madness. He cut the whole thing down.

Prof. Fierz: 1 think the conception that man has made God, instead
of God having made man, came from Feuerbach.8

Prof. Jung: It is possible, but I assume he would not have been par-
ticularly delighted with Feuerbach even if he had read him. But that
idea was in the air generally. You see, Darwin became known then, and
he was most horribly shocking to late Christianity and caused many
people to lose their faith. I remember that time very well, and know
how Darwin’s views were received in my set; it was whispered that
there was a dreadful person who said that man came from the mon-
keys; and it was quite particularly awful because the scientists seemed
to back him up. It was the age of materialism, and though Nietzsche’s
philosophy is of course not a banal materialism, he understood that it
was necessary to have that kind of critique. The time was not ripe for a
psychological conception of the deity; either a thing was real or it was
not. Anything so subtle as analytical psychology was beyond the mind
of those times. So for Nietzsche the dilemma was: if there is a god, he
must have a metaphysical existence as concrete as this table, or he does
not exist. And he came to the conclusion that he did not, though that
conclusion was less rigorous than is usually supposed—we will find a
passage later where Nietzsche leaves a door open.

Now we will go on:

A man was he, and only a poor fragment of aman and ego. Out
of mine own ashes and glow it came unto me, that phantom. And
verily, it came not unto me from the beyond!

% Ludwig Andrew Feuerbach (1804-1872), an important link between Hegel and
Marx, developed in The Essence of Christianity (1841) a naturalistic interpretation of reli-
gion. Nietzsche would have approved this approach, but his only written mention of him
had to do with Feuerbach’s “healthy sensuality” as an influence on Wagner. Genealogy,
#3.
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What does he convey by the sentence: “From mine own ashes and
flame came that phantom’?

Mrs. Diirler: It is a contradiction.

Prof. Jung: One is the outcome of the other; the ashes are the result
of the flame.

Mpr. Allemann: It is the living body, a process of combustion.

Miss Wolff: In German it is Asche und Glut. That means the flame has
burned down—itis not an actual flame—and out of what is left God is
made.

Prof. Jung: Well, as Mr. Allemann rightly pointed out, the living
process of the body is a combustion, and out of that God is made. The
living body is the originator of the god. Now how is that?

Dr. Escher: It is the living energy.

Prof. Jung: Yes, living energy is in the body in the form of combus-
tion, oxidation, but how does that living process form the god?

Mprs. Jung: Suffering might be understood as combustion. Then as
the world is created by the suffering of the creator, so God is created
by the suffering, the combustion of man.

Prof. Jung: Ah, yes. Youare right.

Prof. Fierz: 1 think Asche means his body and Glut his spirit, Korper
und Geist.

Prof. Jung: No, they are more or less the same; the one is still hot and
the other no longer hot. One uses that kind of simile when one wants
to express conflagration and the outcome—that a great passion has
burnt itself out, for instance, and what remains are glowing embers
and ashes. So I should say that he refers here to a conflagration that
has taken place in himself, and out of the result he has made his god.
You will find in the next paragraph, “I carried mine own ashes to the
mountain; a brighter flame I contrived for myself.” So there must have
been a fire, and then he invented a new flame. Nietzsche often uses
that fire simile, and to him it seems to always mean a passionate life, a
passionate conflagration of emotions and interests, a passionate un-
derstanding of the pathos of life. That is what he expresses here. If we
reconstruct the underlying idea, it is that he had the idea of fire or a
conflagration in his mind, and the intensity of that process had a de-
structive influence, and then out of that came that former idea of God.
In other words, he projected his own suffering into God. And his God
is metaphysical; he did not put God into himself, he put him out in the
extra-mundane existence, into the cosmos, and assumed that his own
suffering was that God’s suffering.

Prof. Reichstein: He says “only a poor fragment of a man and ego,”
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which would mean that this God is made of his ego standpoint, the ma-
terial standpoint, and the expression “ashes and embers” explains this.

Prof. Jung: It is synonymous. The ashes and embers would be that
poor piece of humanity. It is Nietzsche the man himself who has
undergone a passionate conflagration, and he projected this experi-
ence into a metaphysical suffering God. In other words, he made the
attempt not to accept that suffering as his own.

Remark: Is it not specially the resignation of man that is the ashes?

Prof. Jung: One could say it was a sort of resignation, in that he as-
sumes it is God’s suffering, and is incapable of accepting the truth that
it is his own. That is the reason why there have always been suffering
gods, not only at the beginning of our era, but long before. Osiris, one
of the oldest gods of Egypt, was a suffering God; they have existed for
an eternity, quite apart from the god-kings, who, when they were old
or when the crops failed or the cattle died, were put to death because
their mana or medicine power had gone wrong. There were many suf-
fering gods in Asia Minor. Christ is only one of them. Prometheus is
also a divine sufferer, for instance. So there has always been a tendency
to project the suffering into a divine figure. Why is that so? Why can’t
one accept it as obviously one’s own?

Mrs. Sigg: I think Nietzsche’s wholelife was looking away from him-
self. He created his work and totally neglected his own existence, and
so he was identical with the creator.

Prof. Jung: A creator would say it was his own suffering; but no, he
projected it into a metaphysical creator. He was identical and just did
not know it.

Mprs. Baynes: Would it not be true tosay he swung between two poles,
the psychological and the philosophical? First he looked over the past
to see how the idea of God had been taken. He made a philosophical
critique and repudiated it. Then he looked within himself and found
the same psychological situation that created the gods before, as we
have just said, and called it by a new name.

Prof. Jung: That is rather complicated, but there is something in it.

Dr. Schlegel: 1 should say he projected it in orderto be able to tolerate
it better.

Prof. Jung: Yes, to endure it; that is what I wanted to hear. For exam-
ple, if you try to sleep when suffering from toothache or any other
painful ailment, you are apt to dream that somebody else is in the same
bed and has that toothache; you make a difference between yourself,
quite comfortable, and somebody else who suffers. You see, our psy-
chology is easily disintegrated. It disintegrates every night; one part of
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the system is suffering and another is not, because they are separated
from each other. It is quite a usual occurrence that we simply split off
the suffering part. The phenomenon of the so-called Hexenschlaf, the
witches’ sleep, is an example. You also see it in the Malleus Maleficarum,
in the Middle Ages, which is about the diagnosis of witches.9 When
they were submitted to the torture, it often happened that those
women just fell asleep, or they fainted away. They got into a state in
which the body became absolutely anaesthetic, no sensation whatever.
And you can hypnotize suitable subjects to such an extent that they lose
the sensation of the body completely. I made an experiment once with
a young girl at the Polyklinic. She was a bit hysterical, and I told one of
my assistants to entangle her in an interesting conversation. He was a
nice young man and it went beautifully, and then I went up behind her
and pushed a needle into her neck about a centimeter deep. It would
naturally be painful and she did not even wince, but her pupils con-
tracted. The physiological person felt the pain, but her whole libido
was in the man and withdrawn from the surface of the body, so she felt
nothing consciously. That explains why in war a wound received dur-
ing action is not noticed; only when there is a lullis it suddenly discov-
ered. In the excitement of the moment it is not felt because the libido
is concentrated on something else.

This is a general mechanism and it looks as if it underlay Nietzsche’s
philosophy; his idea that man has created the suffering God is in order
to get rid of the acute realization of his own misery. There is a great
deal in that. If you study the suffering of the Christian god, you will
see that this explanation fits the situation. We are even taught to put
our suffering upon him and that he will carry it for us; we leave all our
sorrows for him to take care of. He redeems us from the eternal pain
in hell through his self-sacrifice; he undergoes the excruciating agony
of a terrible death on the cross in order to save us from an analogous
pain. Therefore, we cling naturally to that hero-god, for then we are
unconscious of our suffering. It is a fact that one is quite capable of
being unconscious of suffering, and particularly can one be uncon-
scious of moral suffering. For instance, you can say your stomach is ail-
ing, but in reality it is a moral situation which you cannot stomach. Or
perhaps you have a pain which you call rheumatism, but if you had
that pain in connection with the real cause, if you realized what that so-

9 Malleus Maleficarum, or Hexenhammer (Wicked Hammer of Witches) is a work pub-
lished in 1489 by Jacob Sprenger and Heinrich Kramer, Dominican inquisitors, on how
to detect and punish witches.
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called rheumatism meant, you would undergo a most acutely painful
moral or psychological problem. So the more people are in the church,
the more they escape psychological suffering—to such an extent that
they have no problems when they are good Catholics; and good Prot-
estants can economize a good deal on moral problems by putting their
suffering upon the Lord. They say, “It is a very peculiar situation and
I don’t know what to do, but I don’t need to worry; I put everything
upon the Lord and hope that he will do his job. I am glad in Jesus, frih-
lich in Christus; he will take care of it.” This is surely very nice as long as
it works, but it doesn’t work always.
We will continue our text:

What happened, my brethren? I surpassed myself, the suffer-
ing one; I carried mine own ashes to the mountain; . . .

What is the meaning of this?

Prof. Reichstein: Can it refer to the beginning where Zarathustra is
quite alone on the mountain?

Prof. Jung: Quite so. He is alone with himself in his retreat. And ac-
cording to this passage he carried his own ashes to the mountain. How
do you understand this?

Mrs. Sigg: I think that is the western way of looking at one’s own il-
lusions; he has had illusions and they burned down and became ashes.

Prof. Jung: Yes, one says an illusion has burned itself out or col-
lapsed, like a house after a conflagration; and that process of confla-
gration is the acute suffering which has been projected into God. Now,
by the understanding, or the confession, that God is dead, all the suf-
fering which has been in God, returns to him, and so he carried his
own ashes to the mountain. And he says,

abrighter flame I contrived for myself.

Again a fire. What is this new flame?

Mr. Allemann: That is the idea of the Superman.

Prof. Jung: Exactly, because as soon as he says God is dead, he is God
and then the inflation begins. The Superman is the deification of the
ordinary man, and that is the new flame. Therefore, he says,

And lo! Thereupon the phantom withdrew from me!

This means of course that the projection came to an end. You see, the
former condition, despite all the allusions to Hindu or Buddhist phi-
losophy, was also a Christian situation in which the suffering was pro-
jected onto a suffering God; and now, by denying the extra-mundane
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metaphysical God, that whole so-called illusion has collapsed, and the
suffering returns to him. That is the inevitable consequence. Is that
right or wrong?

Mprs. Sigg: It might be a natural process, because first Nietzsche ac-
cepted the conventional God, and then Zarathustra grew out of his
own material, one could say, out of his own soul; it is his own god
really.

Prof. Jung: Yes, but that is an interpretation of Zarathustra. I want to
know whether this process is legitimate, or if there is any cheat about
it.

Prof. Reichstein: The cheat is his saying that he has invented the
flame. But it might be a beginning of something else.

Prof. Jung: I am glad you have pointed out that he says “I invented.”
You see he has invented before also. He said he invented a god, and
that is man’s work, man’s madness; it is an artificial product. It shows
that he trusts his mind with almost uncanny powers. If he criticized
such a statement carefully, he would soon see that was impossible, for
the idea of a god existed long before Nietzsche. It did not originate
with him. What happened to him was that, being human, born in the
herd, he adopted the ways of other people. He quite naturally ac-
cepted his metaphysical fate, the prevailing belief, and so participated
in the general good of humanity. And then he says man invented it;
that it is an illusion or something of the sort. You see, the fact that he
comes to such a conclusion suggests to him that he can invent some-
thing else, invent that flame, as if it were his own activity. Now what is
the psychological danger of such a formula?

Prof. Reichstein: It is identification, and it would create an inflation.

Prof. Jung: If somebody in practical analysis said he had invented
such and such a thing, I would jump upon it with both feet instantly.
You see we must be accurate in these matters;, we cannot slur over
them. If it is a matter of one’s bank balance and one thinks like that,
there is soon trouble. Or if it is amatter of a book and one assumes that
one invented it, it is as if one claimed to have invented the Bible. That
is just cheat. Nietzsche did not make “God”; that idea already existed.
Of course, when one studies carefully how the idea of God came into
existence at all, one can say that somebody once made an idea of it. But
the fact was there long before. For we know that the primitive man sets
out—not with the conviction, he does not need to have a conviction
about it—but with the fact that his world is animated, full of spiritual
life. Gods are in every tree, in every animal; the demon’s voice is every-
where. So the existence of the divine presence was an original fact with
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which man was confronted. In the moment when he was confronted
with any physical object, he was also confronted with the fact that this
object was animated. The profound original fact is the divine pres-
ence. Then very much later people came to the notion that one can
make an idea about it—that one can say, this is such and such a god,
having such and such a quality, and one must do such and such things.
But first of all, it was simply an animation, a presence, and they did not
break their heads over what the presence was; they could hardly give
a name to it. Or they simply called it numen, which is the Latin word for
a hint; it is the nodding of the head, the divine presence or the divine
power, like mana. One doesn’t know what mana is; mana is an impres-
sion one gets, or it is the magic quality of the thing that impresses itself
upon one. It has no form, no personality—there is no concept that
would formulate it—yet it is an absolute fact.

So God has never been made. He has always been. Then slowly, with
the increase of consciousness, when people discovered that they could
make different ideas about the deity, they came to the conclusion that
it was nothing but an idea, and they quite forgot the real phenomenon
that is behind all the ideas. You see, they became so identical with the
products of their own conscious that they thought there was a god; and
of course God was there so they thought they had created him. But
such abuse brings its own revenge. The more people created ideas
about God, the more they depleted and devitalized nature. And then
it looked as if that primordial fact of the world had only taken place in
imagination. Of course, by that process we create consciousness, but
we have built up a thick wall between ourselves and primordial facts,
betweenourselves and the divine presence. We are so far away that no-
body knows what one is talking about when one speaks of that divine
presence, and if anybody discovers it suddenly, he thinks it is most
amazing; yet it is the most simple fact. But we are no longer simple
enough on account of thatthick wall of ideas; we have so many precon-
ceived ideas about what the divine presence ought to be, that we have
deprived ourselves of the faculty of seeing it. Yet the primordial facts
are still in the world; they happen all the time, only we have given them
so many names that we don’t see the wood any longer on account of
the trees.

Nietzsche easily is led into that error, therefore, of thinking that man
has invented God and so can invent something else—therefore the in-
flation. For God is a fact that always has happened; it is just a mistake
to think that God can be created by a magic performance or by calling
magic names. Naturally, he is led in this way to the assumption that he
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cancreate a Superman. You see, he hasreadily undergone an objective
psychological transformation, and he should see that as an objective
fact. The moment you understand that the suffering of the God is
your own suffering and that it ought to be—that it is simply primitive
to leave your very personal suffering to a god—in that moment you are
transformed: the suffering god has come into yourself. Then you are
confronted with a terrible dilemma: Am I a miserable worm that suf-
fers, or am I now the suffering god? And the one saving idea doesn’t
come into your head, that God is also a suffering worm. That is too
paradoxical. For we have such an idea of what God ought to be that we
cannot possibly conceive of the divine presence in a very small isolated
fact.

But the primitive can easily conceive of the fact that God is this par-
ticular locust, or that particular bird, or particular flower; that is en-
tirely acceptable to the primitive mind. Itis the way they think. There-
fore those three ways of the apparition of God in the Sufi religion,
where God can also appear as a leaf of grass if he chooses. This is a psy-
chological truth: that peculiar phenomenon which is called God, the
experience of the divine intervention or presence, can be connected
with anything. It is just a fact and the primitive mind acknowledges it,
but we haveideas aboutit and think it is not possible; we think that God
can only appear in certain prescribed ways. The fathers of the church
were very strong in that respect; in order to make suitable differences
between God and the devil they had to be careful to make a sort of ca-
suistic wall about the ways in which God is allowed to appear. The
primitive man is of course not disturbed by such considerations, be-
cause he never would extend his moral conceptions to the deity, who is
to him beyond human conceptions. Of course, the more he extends his
ideas, the more civilized he becomes: the more God is put into the
prison of ideas. Nietzsche here decides obviously for the identification
with the God and so he creates the Superman. He could have created
the idea of the inferior man just as well, and that such an idea was in
his mind too is shown towards the end of Zarathustra when the question
of the ugliest man comes up. You see, the ugliest man is just as much
the divine man as the Superman.

To me the convalescent would it now be suffering and torment
to believe in such phantoms: suffering would it now be to me and
humiliation. Thus speak I to backworldsmen.

He obviously means that it would be humiliating to him to assume that
he could project his suffering into a god. For instance, suppose that a
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divine being really were living among us and that you could project
your personal suffering into that man or woman, and he would be will-
ing to carry every damned trouble you have. Then I hope you would
be ashamed to do so, because by getting rid of your own trouble and
your own responsibility, you would not grow up; you would remain a
little child. You can only grow up when you say, “This is my business,
my life; my suffering is my own and it cannot be projected into any-
body else.” Perhaps you project it into your father and say, “I am your
son; you can carry the whole load. I cannot work and earn money be-
cause it hurts me. I cannot get along with people; you must get along
with them for me.” That is terribly infantile, but there again you have
the theologians.

For instance, you remember in the Wandlungen und Symbole der Li-
bido, 1 say the Christian teaching is that you must sacrifice your own
childishness, for how can you become like unto a child when you are
still a child?*° First, you must overcome your childishness and then,
after you have been an adult, you can become a child again. That is
very clearly the teaching of Christ. But I got an article from a theolo-
gian which he had published in the Archives de Théologie in which he
said that I, in flagrant contradiction to la parole du Maitre, said that one
should not remain a child; one should give up le sentiment filial. I did
not trust my eyes! I simply gathered some quotations from the Latin
text of the New Testament, and I put them on a postcard and sent it to
that man. Then I mustsay he had the decency to putalittle paragraph
in the next edition of the “Archives de Théologie,” in which he said,
“Notre article sur le role du sentiment filial nous a valu la critique sui-
vante de la part de Dr. Jung,” and then he reproduced my postcard
with the quotations. I am sure not one of the readers understood it,
because they believe that you should always remain a little infant and
then, out of your childhood, you simply slur over into the church,
where you are still a child, or a sheep.

Dr. Escher: But that is the real standpoint of the clerical hierarchy.

Prof. Jung: Of course it is. And it is so unspeakably immoral that it
needs a man like Nietzsche, who philosophizes with a hammer and
smashes the whole damned lot.'* It is immoral to keep people below

10 The Symbols of Transformation: An Analysis of the Prelude to a Case of Schizophrenia, on its
initial publication in 1912, made clear the important differences between Jung’s and
Freud's conceptions of the symbol. As revised, the work appeared as CW &,

 In the last year of his productive life, Nietzsche used for a subtitle to his Twilight of
the Idols; How to Philosophize with a Hammer. No doubt he imaged both the sledgehammer
for destruction and the carpenter’s constructive tool.
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their level; they must assume their responsibility and not project their
doubts and God knows what into the Lord. Projecting our own diffi-
culties onto God reminds me of the story of the sleepless man, which is
a very good psychological example. There was a man who had to pay
adebt the next day, and as he hadn’t the money, he could notsleep. It
was one o’clock and then it was two o’clock and then it was three, and
he still could not sleep. It was a very cold night, and he made up his
mind he must do something about it. So he got up and went to the
house of his creditor and rang the bell, and after a long time he came
to the window and said: “Who the devil is there?” And the man said:
“I am, and I ought to pay you my debt tomorrow.” And the creditor
said: “Tomorrow morning is early enough to pay me.” “But I have not
the money,” said the man. “You can tell me that tomorrow; why do you
disturb me now?” “But I cannot sleep.” “What the devil do I care for
your sleep?” “Well, now I havetold you, and I cansleep and you can’t.”
So what you would not do to any human being, don’t do to God.
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Prof. Jung:

We spoke of the suffering god last time, and I have brought you to-
day a vision given me by a patient which is interesting in that connec-
tion. He is a youngish, educated man, who was originally a Jew, and he
has also been a Catholic, but he has almost forgotten that. As a matter
of fact, he believes in nothing in particular; he was not especially inter-
ested in religious problems, and was hardly bothered with such ideas
at all until suddenly he had this vision of the crucifixus. He was very
much gripped by it, so that he got into a state of ekstasis and heard a
voice saying: “But Christ is not able to redeem you. If you could re-
deem yourself, he would be bleeding less. When men in general are
able to redeem themselves, he will cease to bleed. It will then be like a
song that has lost its significance.” The vision was particularly impor-
tant because it happened in a time when the man was not concerned
with such problems. I have his dreams before and after, and there are
very few that indicate anything of the kind; occasionally, certain hints
occurred but nothing was really visible, when in came suddenly this
amazing experience, a sort of short ekstasis. He is capable of having
such moments; later on, he had similar syncopes of consciousness,
trancelike conditions which did not last very long, and at those times
he sometimes heard such a voice. There is nothing schizophrenic in
the case; they are truly psychic phenomena—what one calls mystical
experiences. I quote this case because it is similar to the psychology of
Nietzsche but with a certain difference. Nietzsche is definitely anti-
Christian—he wrote a book as you know, called The Anti-Christ—and he
is intentionally destructive, while this vision is very much more human
because it shows pity.! It is very clear that the voice means that if you

' The Anti-Christ, written just three months before his break, may be counted more
anti-Christian than anti-Christ. As with Zarathustra, Nietzsche said, “This book belongs
to the very few.”
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as a personal being are doing your duty, if you carry your own burden,
you will relieve the suffering of God. Instead of casting all your bur-
dens on him and letting him bleed, do some of the bleeding yourself. I
mentioned this also because in the continuation of our text we shall
come to the bleeding, which is of course important Christian symbol-
ism. Now we will go on:

Suffering was it, and impotence—that created all backworlds;
and the short madness of happiness, which only the greatest suf-
ferer experienceth.

In the main, it is the suffering that creates the other worlds, but occa-
sionally it is also that brief illusion of happiness, because it is the hap-
piness of one who suffers. So the idea of this passage is again that man
has created through hisimagination another world, a fantastical world
of refuge against the suffering in this world, against the fire which
burns him to ashes. Therefore Nietzsche speaks of “carrying mine own
ashesto the mountain”; that s, of course, the hill of suffering, and the
suffering itself is the flame of passion. You see, the word passio means
suffering, and the German word Leidenschaft has been explained by a
poet in a very nice way: Leidenschaft ist das was Leid schafft, passion is that
which creates suffering. Leidenschaft is really sufferingness.z That is the
Buddhistic explanation too: the desirousness, the concupiscentia, of
man, creates the great suffering of the world. This passio, then, is the
flame which turns man into ashes if he exposes himself to it. But
Nietzsche did not. He avoided it, and I cannot blame him, for if any-
body can avoid the fire he is very wise to do so.

Now, there is another saying of Jesus, similar to those found at Ox-
yrhynchus, which is not in the Canon. It runs: Whoever is close to me
is close to the fire.3 That means that whoever is close to Christ, is close
to Christ’s passio, and is apt to have Christ’s own psychology and the
same fate. He was the one who took up his passio. He submitted to it
and suffered correspondingly, and whoever is close to him will do the
same. This is exceedingly intelligent and exceedingly true, and would
therefore have been abolished if the father of the church who quoted
it had not been too stupid to understand it. Other things which were
less intelligent and less hidden have also been destroyed, and they

2 “Passion is what creates suffering.” In English the pun of the proverb is lost.
4 Jesus says: “He who is near me is near the fire, and he who is far from me is far from
the Kingdom.” See Apocrypha, for Origen on Jeremiah, p. 35.
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would be equally interesting but perhaps not so profound. Now we go
on with the text:

Weariness, which seeketh to get to the ultimate with one leap,
with the death-leap; a poor ignorant weariness, unwilling even to
will any longer: that created all Gods and backworlds.

It looks here as if Nietzsche shared the belief of his time, a materialistic
conviction that other worlds—metaphysical matters—have no exist-
ence except in the imagination of man. He is paying a tribute to his
age, not seeing what the imagination of man really means. When any-
body says a thing is merely imagination, he is really saying something
quite formidable; for whatever our imagination may be, that is our
world, unfortunately. If people imagine that you are the archfiend,
they will kill you; whatever the mere imagination was, the end is a
corpse and it happens to be your own corpse, which is a very disagree-
able fact. The imagination which was apparently nothing at all has
wound up with downright murder. One should say, “This is imagina-
tion and now look out!” as one would say, “Be careful in handling that
gun! There is a cartridge in it.” For any imagination is a potentiality.
The chair upon which I am sitting and the house in which I am, have
once been the imagination of a builder; first he made a drawing of it
and then he built this house, and if it comes down on my head I shall
be crushed. There is nothing in our civilized world which has not been
imagination. So imaginations are potential realities, exactly like a
loaded revolver, a shot that has not gone off yet; but some ass might
pull the trigger and I would be dead.

With the point of view of that time, then, Nietzsche assumes that
those other worlds have been only the imagination of suffering people,
while the point is just that suffering people have such imaginations,
and that they are as real as they can be. You see, there are plenty of
situations in life where your imagination about it is far more important
than the situation in itself. Usually the world is what you imagine it to
be, and we don’t know to what degree that is true; it might be that our
world would be quite different if we had a different imagination about
it. I am certain, for instance, that the primitives live in an entirely dif-
ferent world from ours; we assume that it is the same, but that is by no
means true. They have different impressions, different imaginations
about it; it functions in an entirely different way. Only a short time ago,
any educated Chinaman—not a modern Chinaman—was quite con-
vinced that magic worked, and he was equally convinced that it did not
work with a European because a European is not built that way. It does

341



WINTER TERM

not grip him anywhere; heisnotaccessible toit. But with them it really
does work; it is not mere imagination, because they live in a world and
they have a psychology where such things are possible. We are not ac-
cessible—apparently—but I have my doubts about that. At all events in
our conscious personality we are not accessible. I have seen so many
effects that I have come to the conclusion that it is also imagination to
imagine that such things have no access to us. We like to overlook these
facts and prefer, from sheer fear, the so-called rational explanation,
because it would be too awkward to introduce magic effects, as ra-
tional, into our calculation of the world.

Believe me, my brethren! It was the body which despaired of
the body—it groped with the fingers of the infatuated spirit at the
ultimate walls.

This is not an easy question, so we had better stop at it. Can anybody
give us a commentary on it?

Prof. Reichstein: I think it is explained in the next sentence where he
speaks of “the womb of being.” This would be the female part of God,
just the opposite of the flame which he invented himself; this is some-
thing which he just accepts as mere being.

Prof. Jung: Well, I think we must here try to formulate Nietzsche’s
thought, and separate it from the psychological vocabulary for the
sake of clearness—then translate it into psychology afterwards. Can
you explain to us that concept of “the womb of being” from the stand-
point of Nietzsche’s philosophy? You see, it is quite certain that to him
there is no such thing as a female aspect of the deity because he admits
no deity. So to him, “the womb of being” has nothing to do with a meta-
physical deity.

Prof. Reichstein: But here it is the first time, perhaps, that he accepts
anything as beyond his invention.

Prof. Jung: Ah well, we are perfectly certain that he accepts his world
as being. Being, to him, is not a metaphysical concept, and so “the
womb of being” cannot be a metaphysical concept. He is trying to abol-
ish all metaphysical concepts as mere wish-fulfilments. Therefore, we
are really forced to assume that “the womb of being” is here a sort of
figure of speech, a metaphor; we cannot go farther in the interpreta-
tion of it as long as we remain with Nietzsche’s philosophy. But when
we come to psychology, that is something else; then the figure of
speech becomes an important hint. What I want a commentary upon
first, however, is the sentence, “It was the body which despaired of the
body—it groped with the fingers of the infatuated spirit at the ultimate
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walls.” That simply means creating another world, creating the be-
yond.

Mrs. Baynes: I think he was hitting again the Christian point of view,
saying: here are people who are such fools that they don’t appreciate
the meaning of the body. They turn their backs upon it, and go to work
to create a world which they could find within the body if they had the
sense to do so.

Prof. Jung: Yes, he is here attacking the Christian standpoint which
neglects the body. He saysit is just the despised body which creates the
reality of other worlds; from the body is taken that substance by which
the substantiality of the beyond is created. You would not see a super-
human divine figure if you did not repress or suppress your bodyj; it is
the non-recognized reality of your own body that gives body to meta-
physical creations. That is Freud’s point of view in his T he Future of an
Illusion.4 It is also the materialistic and rationalistic idea that the reality
of a metaphysical being is chiefly due to the fact of the repression of
the body. So Nietzsche says it is the despised body which has created
the body likeness, the reality of the things beyond.

Believe me. my brethren! It was the body which despaired of
the earth—it heard the bowels of existence speaking unto it.

You see the repressed, despised body took its revenge and made meta-
physical figures more real than human beings; the body took revenge
on man and made him believe that reality lay beyond, and that nothing
here was worth while, that they are illusions. So he hits, not only Chris-
tianity, but Buddhism and all those religions which recognize the futil-
ity of secular existence.

And then it sought to get through the ultimate walls with its
head—and not with its head only—into the other world.

That s perfectly clear. When the reality of the body is repressed or de-
spised, you naturally seek for the essential world, and that seems to be
the world beyond; so you naturally will treat this world as merely pas-
sageére, an illusion, a futility, or a mistake, and you just wait for your re-
demption or your transition to a divine world.

But that “other world” is well concealed from man, that dehu-
manized, inhuman world, which is a celestial naught; and the bow-
els of existence do not speak unto man, except as man.

s The Future of an Illusion (1927) contains Freud’s claim that the godhead of all religions
is simply a projection into supernature of a father-figure who protects and judges.
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So the womb of being is really, one could say, the essential truth, the
essential being. To Nietzsche, “the womb” is a speech figure: it means
the innermost. The essence of being is naturally where one has the
greatestinterest, that is the most real thing, and if one assumes that the
divine place for mankind is another world, then the womb of being is
there, and from there it calls upon one. Therefore, he says that the
womb of being, which is the essence of being, speaks not unto man save
as man. That means that only inasmuch as one assumes the ultimate
and divine and essential reality to be in man, is the womb of being in
man, speaking in the form of man. In that case, naturally the other
world would be a celestial nothingness, a dehumanized world. Inas-
much as body is banished, man has gone; he is a mere question mark,
a triangle or square, an abstraction of man. He is dehumanized, and
he moves in a world of non-being; there is no matter, no stuff, no sub-
stance. Reality for Nietzsche is entirely linked up with the visibility, the
tangibility, the definiteness of the body.

Verily, it is difficult to prove all being, and hard to make it
speak. Tell me, ye brethren, is not the strangest of all things best
proved?

Yea, this ego, with its contradiction and perplexity, speaketh
most uprightly of its being—this creating, willing, evaluing ego,
which is the measure and value of things.

You see it is most improbable that the ultimatereality should be the “I,”
for the “I” is a most confused and contradictory thing. Yet to him this
“I” is the measure and the value of things, the ultimate reality. Is there
any justification for this point of view?

Miss Wolff: I don’t know whether one should point to the next chap-
ter where it is no longer the “I”!

Prof. Jung: Knicken Sie nicht die Pointe!> You see, when we have made
the mistake of believing it is the “I,” then we are suddenly slapped in
the face. It is interesting. It shows how Nietzsche’s ideas grow in the
text of Zarathustra; for it looks here as if the “I” were really the ultimate
essence, the absolute being. Now, is there any justification for such an
assumption?

Mrs. Adler: 1 think it is the compensation for the Christian stand-
point.

Prof. Jung: Yes, itis a compensation and therefore it has definitely its
justification. The Christian point of view is that the ultimate reality is

> “Don’t blunt the point.”
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God, and only inasmuch as there is God is there existenceatall; but the
other reality, the empirical reality from which Nietzsche draws his con-
clusions, is obviously only created by the immediate awareness of the
existence of the “I.” And that I am, that I am aware of being myself, is
such an immediate fact that it needs no other justification. On the con-
trary, you can derive from this reality of man every other so-called
metaphysical reality, as he has just done; he says the other world is
nothing but a derivative of the suffering ego of man. There is no sub-
stantiality to such metaphysical figures except through the absolute
reality of “I”—the “I” exists and suffers and hasimagination and so on.
Now, of course, this is all egocentricity over against the Christian idea
of a metaphysical universality, of God.

Mrs. Jung: Does he not mean consciousness by this “I”? I think that
in this conception he is influenced by Schopenhauer.

Prof. Jung: Yes, the justification in Nietzsche’s case is of course not
only an empirical one; it is also dependent upon Schopenhauer’s phi-
losophy, where the “I” is the indispensable mediator for the redemp-
tion of the world. For if there were not an “I” capable of some ideas of
its own, there would be no mirror to be held up to the face of the pri-
mordial will, in which to behold his own countenance and the non-
sense he had created. And also, as you say, “I” means man’s conscious-
ness. What is “I”? Merely awareness, it is consciousness. When
something is a reality to myself, or when I know there are contents
which are related to a center, then I can say “I”"—I do, or I think, or I
hear, for instance—then only have I an awareness of myself. This ego
consciousness is to Schopenhauer the turning point of the whole his-
tory or development of the world; if that did not exist, the world could
never be redeemed. So Schopenhauer introduced an important
change in the conception of the world. And it is interesting that he is
really a Buddhist missionary, the first influence from the East, which is
changing our conceptions in the most extraordinary way. Then after
Schopenhauer comes Nietzsche with the background of natural sci-
ence, materialism. The whole metaphysical importance has now
shifted onto man, but one could say it was really the Buddhistic influ-
ence upon the West; by that subtle and secret infection the idea is
brought in that man is capable of doing something for himself. Of
course we have an idea in the West that man is capable of a certain in-
dependence; the Catholic church assumes that, but the strict Protes-
tant church assumes that everything is dependent upon the grace or
the mercy of God. If man does not encounter the grace of heaven,
there is nothing within him but darkness. Inasmuch as the Protestant
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theologian assumes that man can do something towards his redemp-
tion, even in the most modest way—that he has at least a certain capac-
ity in himself to receive the grace of heaven—then it is already an ap-
proach to Catholicism. But even in Catholicism it needs the means of
grace, the holy communion, and so on.

Miss Wolff: I would say thatin Catholicism he has a disposition to get
saved but he can do nothing without the grace of the church; it goes
further than the Protestant point of view.

Prof. Jung: You see, the Catholic church believes in the justification
through work; thus far the Catholic church gives a possibility to man.
While the strict Protestant, Karl Barth for example, denies absolutely
that man can do anything for himself; if the grace of God doesn’t de-
scend upon him, nothing doing. This is the actual conflict between
Brunner and Karl Barth; Brunner compromises but Karl Barth makes
no compromise.® Psychologically, I am on the side of Karl Barth. Not
philosophically of course—I am no theologian—but psychologically I
think that is right: the Protestant ought to insist upon man himself as
being absolutely devoid of all means vis a vis God. That is psychologi-
cally very important.

Mass Wolff: Doesn’t Nietzsche go a step beyond Schopenhauer? For
Schopenhauer emphasizes merely the mind or the intellect, including
art or anything which is a cultural achievement of man, while with
Nietzsche there is apparently consciousness or awareness of the body,
of the earth.

Prof. Jung: Ah yes, with Nietzsche we come into a new sphere; Scho-
penhauer is really a classical philosopher while Nietzsche is something
else: with Nietzsche it becomes drama. You see, Schopenhauer’s phi-
losophy had little to do with his own existence, while with Nietzsche,
the man, his life and his philosophy were tragically the same. Schopen-
hauer makes a wonderful philosophy about the suffering of the world,
and then every day he goes to his hotel and has an excellent lunch. Of
course, with such a philosophy, one should deny existence, one should
vanish into Nirvana. Some people once watched Schopenhauer while
he was taking a walk on a hill behind Frankfurt. He was walking up
and down, always murmuring to himself, and they thought he must
have great secret thoughts in his mind. Then somebody went up be-

% ForKarlBarth,seeabove, 5 Dec. 1934, n. 9. In 1932 Emil Brunner published a book
called Nature and Grace, to which Barth responded with a little book succinctly titled
Nein!. He was saying no to the conjunction and: that divine grace is entirely outside of
nature. These works are reprinted in Karl Barth and Emil Brunner, On Natural Theology
(London, 1946).
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hind and listened to him, and to his great amazement he heard: If only
I had married Ann So-and-So fifty years ago! Nobody knew that name
but they investigated and found out that this Miss So-and-So was the
daughter of a druggist who had sold the best pills against cholera, and
with his death the recipe was lost. Voila! That is Schopenhauer.

Miss Wolff: There was a story about one of his landladies. She was
really very mean and he went to all possible courts, finally to the Su-
preme Court, in order to fight her. But he did not get his rights, and
that was terribly important to him.

Prof. Jung: Yes, he was full of contradictions. His human existence
was quite apart from his philosophy, while in Nietzsche the two began
to come together and in a very tragic way. So he goes really further
than Schopenhauer whose philosophy is merely a mental affair, while
Nietzsche feels that it concerns the whole man; to him it was his own
immediate reality. It is impossible to be this on the one side and some-
thing entirely different on the other, to have a philosophy which has
nothing to do with one’s reality. Schopenhauer’s philosophy is in a way
also a Christian philosophy, because he accepted the likeness of Bud-
dhism and Christianity where they coincide in the conviction that this
world is a futility, the thing that should be overcome, and that the
other world is the reality—whether it is called heaven or the positive
non-being in Nirvana. He still believed in the non-importance of this
world. But Nietzsche begins to emphasize the importance of the body
by losing his belief in other worlds. As soon as the transcendent goal of
life fails, the whole importance is of course in the ego consciousness
and in the personal life. That is inevitable.

And this most upright existence, the ego—it speaketh of the
body, and still implieth the body, even when it museth and raveth
and fluttereth with broken wings.

Always more uprightly learneth it to speak, the ego; and the
more it learneth, the more doth it find titles, and honours for the
body, and the earth.

A new pride taught me mine ego, and that teach I unto men: no
longer to thrust one’s head into the sand of celestial things, but to
carry it freely, a terrestrial head, which giveth meaning to the
earth.

Here he continues to attribute the essential reality to the “I,” and the
reality of the “I” consists in the obvious reality of the body. The body
is the truest thing; this is indubitable and undeniable even if it should
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fabricate poetry and philosophy or other illusions and delusions—the
fluttering with broken wings.

Dr. Escher: The “I” of Schopenhauer is the conscious “I,” and the “I”
of which Nietzsche speaks is between our psychological “I” and the
self.

Prof. Jung: Ah yes, but just wait! In the next move Nietzsche gives a
new definition of the “I,” but for the time being we must share his in-
sufficient formulation—especially since this is the mistake which has
also been made historically. As you know, with the collapse of meta-
physical convictions, the “I” of man really became important. That was
the age of individualism. Individualism has nothing to do with individ-
uation; individualism is an inflation of the ego of man, because sud-
denly the ego finds himself in the position of the Kontra-punkt of God
himself. You see, the great ego of the world was God and we were
nothing but the thoughts of God, and now we find that God is a
thought of man. Therefore, man in all his modesty becomes a cosmic
factor of the very first order, because he is the maker even of gods.
And mind you, man is forever in the funny position of the religious
atheist, whose psychology has been beautifully characterized by Ber-
nard Shaw in one of his plays: the atheist complains and laments over
the fact that he has lost his atheistic belief—all his highest convictions
have been lost, he can no longer believe in atheism. Of course, it is ex-
actly the same whether a man is a theist or an atheist; it is only plus and
minus. But that has been the preoccupation of man forever.

You see, Nietzsche speaks here according to the prejudice of his
time, the materialistic individualism of the eighties: if the ego has
everything it wants, everything is all right. Our modern socialistic phi-
losophy is still that; Karl Marx is of that time. It is the enlightened in-
dividualism called socialism, the idea being merely that every individ-
ual should be granted a decent existence. That is the individualistic
ideal sure enough, because if all individuals are not granted a decent
existence one doesn’t feel well. If I have no friends with decent homes,
I cannot be invited to dine with them, and if I have not a decent home
I cannot give them nice dinners. So it is assumed that a certain number
of human beings must have nice homes.

Now inasmuch as that formulation of the “I” is a mistake due to the
inflation of the ego, at the end of the nineteenth century it began to be
overcome. Soon Nietzschebrought an entirely new point of view which
was more up-to-date. He was, in a way, a prophet. “Always more up-
rightly learneth it to speak, the ego; and the moreitlearneth, the more
doth it find titles and honours for the body and the earth.” That is, the

348



30 JANUARY 1935

more you enter the mood of this ego consciousness, the more you will
find how important the body is for that reality. You see, the ego con-
sciousness is exceedingly narrow; it contains only a few things in the
moment and all the rest is unconscious. You need to gallop from one
continent to another in order to have a survey. And you must make
abstractions in order to have a total vision of things, because you can-
not imagine all the details of things and at the same time have a view of
their totality. Your consciousness is so restricted that you must econo-
mize, make abstractions; it is really the exact opposite to what people
suppose to be the universal consciousness of the deity. One could say
that man has come home to himself after travelling in God’s conscious-
ness in the cosmos, and finds that the origin of the whole business is the
very small and narrow house of the human mind, the narrowness and
restriction of consciousness. And he finds that the reason for that re-
striction is very obviously the body.

You cannot be conscious of many things simply because you are not
where they are; I am not conscious of what is happening in the library,
for instance, and I cannot hear what somebody says in the library be-
cause my ears are here and not there. If I could do without my body,
then my ears might be anywhere in New York or Stockholm. I could
hear and see all things, God knows what. But as a matter of fact there
is the body and the body is in time and space; if it were not, there would
not be that restriction of consciousness. Also, if there were no restric-
tion, there would be no consciousness, for if you are conscious of mil-
lions of things as it seems to you, you are conscious of nothing: your
consciousness is then exceedingly blurred. And the distinction, the
real essence of consciousness, is exclusiveness.”? You must be able to ex-
clude many things in order to be absolutely conscious. So restriction is
the very being, the very character, of consciousness. And the reason
for that distinctness, that particular capacity of acuteness of conscious-
ness, is the body, which restricts you to a certain place in space and a.
certain moment in time. It protects you against the elemental quality
of cosmic indistinctness. Without consciousness, how can anything be
distinguished, how can anything happen? There can be no world if no-
body is aware of it. If there is nobody to speak of the existence of a
world there is none. And how can there be an acute consciousness
without the restriction of the body?

So it comes home to us that the body is the ultimate reason of every-

7 More commonly Jung speaks of the discriminating (or Logos) feature of conscious-
ness as against the unconscious, which is characterized by fusion and merging.
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thing whichcanbe represented in and by consciousness. The great re-
alization of the end of the nineteenth century is that the body is ex-
tremely important, at the bottom of the whole business, and any
change which happens to the body will influence the mind. People be-
lieved that even hysteria had to do with the body, and that there was
no such thing as a psyche. This was, of course, the extreme reaction
against the metaphysics of the preceding time. “A new pride taught me
mine ego, and that teach I unto men: no longer to thrust one’s head
into the sand of celestial things, but to carry it freely, a terrestrial head,
which giveth meaning to the earth!” That is exactly what I meant: it is
the head of earth which gives meaning to the earth. The body is the
guarantee of consciousness, and consciousness is the instrument by
which the meaning is created. There would be no meaning if there
were no consciousness, and since there is no consciousness without
body, there can be no meaning without the body.

A new will teach I unto men: to choose that path which man
hath followed blindly, and to approve of it—and no longer to slink
aside from it, like the sick and perishing!

This means: Since man—or his ego consciousness—is a living body, his
body is ultimate reality. And that is right: it has to go its own path. It is
a good path, and any deviation from it is wrong, just morbidity—
wrongness in the biological sense. You see here something very impor-
tant. This passage would justify the criticism one often hears of
Nietzsche, particularly of Zarathustra, that he preaches a ruthless ego-
tism or individualism. If Nietzsche had written nothing else but this
sentence, that surely would be true: one could accuse him of it. But it
all comes from the fact that he speaks the language of his time. He says
“I,” the ego consciousness, without clearly examining that concept of
the “I.” He never asks what the “I” is really, he has no psychological
criticism. The moment he began to criticize it psychologically, he
would see that the statement “I,” or the expression “ego conscious-
ness,” is too limited, it is a mistaken concept; it is wrong.

The sick and perishing—it was they who despised the body and
the earth, and invented the heavenly world, and the redeeming
blood-drops; but even those sweet and sad poisons they borrowed
from the body and the earth!

To what do these blood drops refer?
Miss Hannah: To the communion.
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Prof. Jung: Yes, the redeeming blood-drops would be the blood of
Christ. And he saystheydrew even those from the body and the earth.

Mrs. Jung: Wouldn’tit be the bread and the wine?

Prof. Jung: Yes, the red wine is the blood, and the substance of the
earth is the bread, and that is the body and the blood of Christ. He calls
them sweet and poisonous, because he says our morbidity comes from
the fact that we live by the metaphysical instead of the physical princi-
ple—we live by the spirit but the spirit is nothing but our imagination.
There again he is lacking in psychological criticism, for what is imagi-
nation?

From their misery they sought escape, and the stars were toore-
mote for them. Then they sighed: “O that there were heavenly
paths by which to steal into another existence and into happiness!”
Then they contrived for themselves their by-paths and blood
draughts!

This is of course a blasphemous desecration of the communion.

Beyond the sphere of their body and this earth they now fan-
cied themselves transported, these ungrateful ones. But to what
did they owe the convulsion and rapture of their transport? To
their body and this earth.

That is plain. They were not grateful to the body, allowing themselves
to be transported in their ekstasis away from this earth to a heavenly
place. But the very ekstasis is due to a convulsion of their humble ser-
vant, the body. If the body did not help them, they would not have an
ekstasis. How can an ekstasis be brought about otherwise? If they are in
the body, then they can step out of it; the body indirectly helps the ek-
stasis. And of course if youill-treat the body, it can throw you out of the
house entirely, out of your body.

It is like ill-treating objects. You know, objects are inanimate things;
theylieaboutheavily, have nolegs or wings, and peopleare often quite
impatient with them. For instance, this book would like it very much
better, I am sure, if it were lying near the center of the table where it is
safe, but I have put it on the edge. It is an awkward position for that
poor creature of a book. It may fall down and getinjured. If I am im-
patient, if I touch them in an awkward wayj, it is a lamentable plight for
the poor objects. Then they take their revenge on me. Because I ill-
treat them they turn against me and become contradictory in a pecul-
iar way. I say, “Oh, these damned objects, dead things, despicable!”—
and instantly they take on life. They begin to behave as if they were
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animated living things. You will then observe what the German philos-
opher tells about the die Tiicke des Objekts. And the more you curse
them, the more you use speech figures which insinuate life into them.
For instance, “Where has that book hidden itself now? It has walked
off and concealed itself somewhere.” Or, “The devil is in that watch,
where has it gone?”Objects really take on dangerous qualities with peo-
ple who are particularly impatient with them: they jump into your
eyes, they bite your legs, they creep onto a chair and stick up a point
upon which you sit—such things. You will find many beautiful exam-
ples in that book by Vischer. What spectacles can do, for instance! If
there is a chair with a concealing pattern, my spectacles will seek itand
become invisible, the contours merging with the pattern. And, of
course, buttered toast will never fall on the unbuttered side. And the
coffee jug will most certainly try to get its spout under the handle of
the milk pot, so that when you lift the coffee pot you pour out the milk.
But such things only happen to people who are impatient with ob-
jects—then the devils go into the objects and play the most extraordi-
nary stunts.?

Gentle is Zarathustra to the sickly. Verily, he is not indignant at
their modes of consolation and ingratitude. May they become con-
valescents and overcomers, and create higher bodies for them-
selves!

Neither is Zarathustra indignant at a convalescent who looketh
tenderly on his delusions, and at midnight stealeth round the
grave of his God; but sickness and a sick frame remain even in his
tears.

Many sickly ones have there always been among those who
muse, and languish for God; violently they hate the discerning
ones, and the latest of virtues, which is uprightness.

Here we see much of the personal experience of Nietzsche himself.
You know, when you have overcome a prejudice, for instance, you are
inclined to be tolerant. You say, “Oh, God, yes, one can understand
things that way; people don’t know yet.” But those people who remain
in a prejudice, with their half knowledge that it is a prejudice, get quite
resentful against those who have given it up.

8 The German philosopher Friedrich Theodor von Vischer wrote about the mischie-
vousness of inanimate objects in his novel, Auch Einer (Leipzig, gth edn., 1902). Jung dis-
cusses this idea in CW 6, par. 627.
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Backward they always gaze toward dark ages: then, indeed,
were delusion and faith something. Raving of the reason was like-
ness to God, and doubt was sin.

Too well do I know these godlike ones: they insist on being be-
lieved in, and that doubt is sin. Too well, also, do I know what they
themselves most believe in.

Verily, not in backworlds and redeeming blood-drops: but in
thebody do they also believe most; and their own body is for them
the thing-in-itself.

What does he mean by the godlike ones?

Mprs. Brunner: He means the priests who think they know what is
right.

Prof. Jung: Ah yes, but why are they godlike? Or why should they be-
have like that?

Miss Wolff: 1 think he means the people who in a certain drunken-
ness thought they knew what godlikeness was; he speaks of the Middle
Ages or the old times.

Prof. Jung: Well, it is sure that they are looking back towards dark
times, obviously the Middle Ages, when their delusion and belief was a
different thing. So the mania of reason could be understood as a dis-
oriented state of mind. I think that interpretation is right—a disor-
dered reason is God Almighty-likeness, and doubt is sin. And that is
perfectly true. He means by those godlike ones, then, people with a
medieval mind. But why should he think that they are godlike? There
must be a sort of psychological justification for calling them godlike.

Prof. Reichstein: Perhaps he means that they live in the other world;
he speaks here of the godlike people, and of the people who live in this
world.

Prof. Jung: Yes, the psychological justification for such an attribute is
that the condition in which such people live is a godlikeness. If you as-
sume that there is a metaphysical god and that people live a metaphys-
ical existence, then they are like God; and psychologically the meta-
physical place would be the unconscious. People who live in the
unconscious are like the unconscious; they are also unconscious. So, in
as far as you can call the reality of the unconscious the deity, they are
like the deity: they are like unto God. This shows itself in reality
through the fact that they have a peculiar self-evidence in life, they feel
justified; it is certain that their way is right—or wrong. There is no
doubt about it: they have the natural self-evidence of an animal.
Therefore, an animal is godlike in a way, because it fulfils the meaning
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ofits pattern. And this is a metaphysical thing to the animal. It is not
conscious of its pattern—as little as the Pueblos know that they are liv-
ing in a Pueblo, or the elephant knows that he is an elephant—though
he knows perhaps better that he is an elephant inasmuch as he has to do
with man. But we usually do not know what we are. You know, perhaps
the story of the knight in the thirteenth century, who was caught by his
enemies and put into a dark dungeon, and finally, after years of suf-
fering in that cave, he got impatient and beat his fists upon the table,
saying, “If only these damned Middle Ages would come to an end!”

Miss Wolff: Doesn’t Nietzsche here make an allusion to certain his-
toric facts when he uses this word Gottdhnlich? He means those who be-
lieve in God are Gottdhnlich.9 There must be the association of epileptic
people here, who were considered to be particularly in touch with
God, as the dancing dervishes and such people were also, according to
those medieval beliefs. So I think he probably compares the godlike
people to them—since those who were mad, who had no ego, who were
dissolved, were supposed to be particularly near to God.

Prof. Jung: According to primitive people, crazy people are pos-
sessed by spirits.

Miss Wolff: Yes, and as he puts the emphasis on consciousness and
the ego, he criticizes them particularly.

Prof. Jung: But now he says, “Verily, not in backworlds and redeem-
ing blood-drops: but in the body do they also believe most; and their
own body is for them the thing-in-itself.” You see even for those other-
worldlings, the body is the absolute thing, even they believe most in the
body. We were assuming just the contrary. How is that?

Miss Hannah: That is just true. Nobody worries over his health like a
theologian.

Prof. Jung: Well, there is something in the idea that people who are
too metaphysical are bothered by their bodies. For the more the men-
tality or the psyche leaves the body to itself, the more the body goes
wrong. The two ought to live together. That explains the bad state of
health of intuitive people who don’t even need tobe metaphysical; it is
enough that they are a bit too intuitive. They live too much in mere
possibilities, and then the digestion begins to suffer, they get chronic
diseases, ulcers of the stomach or the duodenum, for instance. Or they
may get other disturbances of the body of an infectious nature; many
organic diseases are due to this peculiar lack of attention. People who
have lived too much upon spiritual ideas should bring their attention

9 Gottahnlich. God-like.
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back to their bodies. So one can say itis always a wise thing when you
discover a new metaphysical truth, or find an answer to a metaphysical
problem, to try it out for a month or so, whether it upsets your stomach
or not; if it does, you can always be sure it is wrong. It is necessary to
have metaphysical ideas—we cannot do without them—but it is also
necessary to submit them very seriously to the test whether they agree
with the human being: a good metaphysical idea does not spoil one’s
stomach. For instance, if I hold a metaphysical conviction that we live
on after death for fifty thousand yearsinstead of fifty million—if that
is a solution—I try what it means if I believe in fifty thousand years
only; perhaps that is good for my digestion—or bad. You see, I have
no other criterion. Of course, it sounds funny, but I startfrom the con-
viction that man has also a living body and if something is true for one
side, it must be true for the other. For what is the body? The body is
merely the visibility of the soul, the psyche; and the soul is the psycho-
logical experience of the body. So it is really one and the same thing.
Therefore, a good truth must be true for the whole system, not only
for half of it. According to my imagination, something seems to be
good—it fits in with my imagination—but it proves to be entirely
wrong for my body. And something might apparently be quite nice for
the body, but it is very bad for the experience of the soul, and in that
case I have a metaphysical enteritis. So I must be careful to bring the
two systems together; the only criterion is that both are balanced.
When life flows, then I can say it is probably all right, but if I get upset
I know something must be wrong, out of order at least. Therefore,
people with one-sided convictions of a decidedly spiritual nature are
forced by the body to pay attention to it. I have seen many people who
suffered from all sorts of ailments of the body simply on account of
wrong convictions.

But it is a sickly thing to them, and gladly would they get out of
their skin. Therefore hearken they to the preachers of death, and
themselves preach backworlds.

Hearken rather, my brethren, to the voice of the healthy body;
it is a more upright and pure voice.

More uprightly and purely speaketh the healthy body, perfect
and square built; and it speaketh of the meaning of the earth.

Here you have it. He trusts to the reaction of the healthy body. The
healthy body is the healthy life, and the healthy life is the life of the
soul of man as much as his body, because soul and body are not two
things. They are one.
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LECTURE III
6 February 1935

Prof. Jung:

I have a contribution by Mrs. Baynes. “Here is a curious parallel be-
tween the last verse in the chapter on the Backworldsmen and one of
Wilhelm’s commentaries on the I Ching. Nietzsche says: ‘More up-
rightly and purely speaketh the healthy body, perfect and square-
built: and it speaketh of the meaning of the earth.’ ”

You probably noticed that peculiar expression, the “four square”
body. The body is of course very much the earth, and “it speaketh of
the meaning of the earth” means that inasmuch as the body has pro-
duced consciousness, it produces the meaning of the earth. If you
could give consciousness or a creative mind to a book for instance, or
to any kind of object, it would speak its contents; give consciousness to
wood and it speaks the meaning of wood; give it to stone and it speaks
the meaning of stone.

Then Mrs. Baynes goes on. “Wilhelm is commenting on the second
line in the hexagram Kun, the Receptive, Earth, and he says: ‘Heaven
has a circle for its symbol, and the earth a right-angled quadrangle.
Thus right-angledness is an original attribute of the earth.’”

Kun is the sign of Yin, and the absolute Yin hexagram with six weak
lines is the receptive sign; Kun is the conceiving earth. The first line of
that hexagram is:

If you tread on frost, firmice is not far away.

The hoar-frost is not quite solid, it crumbles, but ice is solid. That is the
quality of the Yin: it is cold and solid, the northern side of the moun-
tain; it is night, humidity, the earth. Then going on with the descrip-
tion of the earth, the second line is:

Straight, right-angled, large.
Even without purpose, nothing remains unfurthered.
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This means that even without purpose things move or are helped to
move. Then the third line:

Hidden lines, we can remain steadfast.
If perhaps you are in the service of a king,
Seek not works, but bring to fruition!

This shows that if one remains persistent in the hidden, unspoken pur-
pose, then the very nature of the earth, the hidden lines in the earth,
will lead you. You are as if in the service of a king; you have no purpose
because the king has the purpose. The hidden king, the king dormant
in the earth, is the ruler or the leader. And “Seek not works but bring
to fruition” means “Don’t go about as if you didn’t know what to do,
seeking works out of your own invention, but follow up the thing
which is there already and accomplish it.” It is all blind doing; it is the
doing in the night, following dark intimations, the concealed lines.
The fourth line says:

A tied-up sack. No blame; no praise.

The idea is that one is as if tied into a dark sack. You cannot escape,
you cannot see, you are entirely passive, and therefore no blame and
no praise attaches to your position. And the fifth line is:

Yellow undergarment brings the highest good fortune.

Yellow is the color of the earth and the desired middle way. So it means
the correct inner attitude, which would be an adaptation to oneself; as
an outer garment is an adaptation to the world. If you have a correct
attitude to the things within, it brings good fortune. The German word
is Heil which originally meant a bit more, almost salvation. But good
fortune in the I Ching usually refers to worldly good fortune; it is often
used for direction in an entirely worldly enterprise. Before a person
starts a business, for instance, he asks one of the Taoist soothsayers to
cast the I Ching oracle, and in that case what is called the judgment at
the beginning of each sign is chiefly used. That is the oldest interpre-
tation—dating from the eleventh or twelfth century B.c., the time of
King Wen and the Duke of Chau—and there it is said whether a sign is
in general good or bad. It might say: “Great good fortune without
blame,” for example, or, “It is now a good time to cross the great
water.” Such indications are all the person who asks the question wants
to know, as a rule. The deep moral implications of the subtle lines
which follow are usually not mentioned. But of course anybody with a
subtle mind would ask the oracle less for his worldly than for his spir-
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itual good—in order to find the right way through the chaos or laby-
rinth of his own soul.

Mrs. Baynes particularly calls my attention to the second line,
“straight, right-angled, large,” which refers to the earth. Wilhelm
worked out the Commentary on the / Ching with the help of Lau, that
old Chinese sage who initiated him, and concerning this line, it says:
“Heaven has the circle for its symbol and the earth the right-angled
square. Thus the four square quality is the original or primordial qual-
ity of the earth.” In the old symbolism of the cosmogonic forces in
Chinese philosophy there is a center which is called Kian, (“heaven”)
from which four elementary forces—all with special names—emanate
into the spaces of the earth, which is square like this:
And around this quadrangle are the moving qualities of
Yin and Yang as even and odd numbers, which are at the
same time the qualities of the elements: fire, water, earth,
metal, etc. These form a sort of vortex; the whole system
is rotating. That is the idea of the basic structure of the world. “On the
other hand, movementin a straight line,” the Commentary goes on, “is
an original attribute of the creative power, and quantity (greatness) is
such an attribute. All four-square things have their root in the straight
line and in their turn form corporeal entities. Now the Kun, the recep-
tive, conceiving quality of the earth, adjusts itself to these qualities of
the creative power and makes them its own. Thus out of the straight-
ness of the creative power, the straight line, there develops a square,
and out of a square, a cube. That is the surrender of Kun, the conceiv-
ing earth, to the original intimation of creative power.”

In other words, this creative power which is just a straight line, like
an arrow or the course of a projectile, is translated by the three dimen-
sions of spaceinto bodies; that is the origin of bodies. From all this, one
can appreciate the depth from which Nietzsche drew his speech sym-
bolism. Probably he himself was not conscious of the meaning of that
four-square; if somebody had criticized him severely for using such an
expression, and asked just why the earth should be four-square, it is
possible that Nietzsche might have yielded and said, “Oh, let that
expression go, itis not absolutely indispensable.” But it is indispensable
in a deeper sense. For the idea that the earth is four-square has been
found at a tremendous depth in the collective unconscious, here as
well as in China, and probably all over the world.

Mr. Allemann: The four square is in the muladhara chakra.}

' The muladhara chakra is the place where the Kundalini serpent sleeps. This repre-
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Mr. Baumann: The Egyptians had the same idea about the form of
the world: there were four principles.

Prof. Jung: Do you mean the four monkeys and the four toads that
watched the creation of the world?

Mr. Baumann: There were different conceptions about it; there were
four gods, and four couples of gods, and then they have four princi-
ples which mean time, space, materia, and power.

Prof. Jung: There is also the idea that the four-square quality of the
temples really meant the earth: the four-square altar was understood
to be a symbol of the earth. But I am not so certain about these inter-
pretations. The only source for the philosophical interpretation of
Egyptian symbolism is Plutarch. Jamblichus is not absolutely reliable,
he is a bit fantastical sometimes; unfortunately it is not on a sound ba-
sis. That the old Egyptians had philosophical interpretations we know
from Herodotus as well as Plutarch, but we have very little material to
prove what the interpretations actually were.* The Greeks were the
main source. The later speculations are quite unreliable, based upon
mere air or intuition—which is of course not a recognized scientific
principle. Now we willgo on to the next chapter: “The Despisers of the
Body,” where Zarathustra continues to preach the paramount impor-
tance of the body. He elaborates upon the meaning of the body and
makes some very curious discoveries.

To the despisers of the body will I speak my word. I wish them
neither to learn afresh, nor teach anew, but only to bid farewell to
their own bodies—and thus be dumb.

“Body am I, and soul,” so saith the child. And why should one
not speak like children?

But the awakened one, the knowing one, saith: “Body am I en-
tirely, and nothing more; and soul is only the name of something
in the body.”

This statement sounds entirely materialistic, as if the soul were really
nothing but a derivative of chemical processes in the body. It is unfor-
tunate that Nietzsche always uses the word body instead of saying “the
living body,” for the dead body surely never produces a soul; and what

sents themostelementary form of life. See above 6 June 1934, n. 11 for Hauer’s lectures.
Cary F. Baynes did an English rendering of the monumental Richard Wilhelm transla-
tion of I Ching or Book of Changes, for which Jung had written an extensive Foreword. It
is likely that Nietzsche would have traced “four square” to Pythagorean sources rather
than to Chinese.

¢ For Plutarch and Herodotus, see above g1 Oct. 1934, n. 6.
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aliving body is we don’t know exactly. We only know that there is such
a thing and that it has decidedly different qualities from a dead body.
The dead body has the disagreeable quality of decomposing very
quickly; it suddenly becomes the physical process of chemical decom-
position or oxidation. While the living body is always striving against
decomposition, itis in the highest degree synthetic; from simple chem-
ical bodies in the foodstuff, it builds up extremely complicated syn-
thetic substances, which are kept on that level without being destroyed
by oxidation. So there is an additional secret in the living albumen
which science does not know, and it is that living body which produces
something like a psyche. You see, if he said: “Living body am I en-
tirely,” it would be correct and the materialistic mistake would not be
possible. Of course, it makes all the difference in the world whether a
body is living or dead. Now, one can say that psyche is an accompani-
ment of the living body, or even that it is produced by the living body,
that it is a derivative; this is, at all events, a perfectly workable hypoth-
esis, and you know science for a relatively long time now has pro-
ceeded upon that assumption. Of course, it is sound materialism for
people to take it for granted that they know what a living body is. But
no intelligent man would believe that he knows what life is; only idiots
believe that they know, in the way of a sous entendu, or a silent premise.

The body is a big sagacity, a plurality with one sense, a war and
a peace, a flock and a shepherd.

This is a very important and interesting statement. You see, inasmuch
as the living body contains the secret of life, it is an intelligence. It is
also a plurality which is gathered up in one mind, for the body is ex-
tended in space, and the here and the there are two things; what is in
your toes is not in your fingers, and what is in your fingers is not in
your ears or your stomach or your knees or anywhere else in your
body. Each part is always something in itself. The different forms and
localizations are all represented in your mind as more or less different
facts, so there is a plurality. What you think with your head doesn’t
necessarily coincide with what you feel in your heart, and what your
belly thinks is not what your mind thinks. The extension in space,
therefore, creates a pluralistic quality in the mind. That is probably the
reason why consciousness is possible. Different things are represented,
and these are always supposed to be in a field of consciousness, in a sort
of extension, that is. Yet you feel that the whole, that plurality, is drawn
together and referred to something you call “I”; it is referred to a cen-
ter which you cannot say has extension, as little as you can say of a
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thought thatit has extension. Thought is a disembodied something be-
cause it has no spatial qualities. So “I” is as if it were something abstract,
yet in a vague way it coincides with your body; when you say “I”” you
beat your chest for instance, to emphasize the “I.”

You see that with primitives: whenever they speak of themselves,
they say “Me! Me!"—emphasizing their body. They even goas far as to
be very particular about their shadows which they think belong to the
body; they are just as offended, they consider it as much an outrage,
when you step upon their shadow as when you give their body a kick.
Tothat extent is the body identical with the ego consciousness in prim-
itive man. We don’t include the shadow, and our ego is more detached
from the body, but our ego concept is for that reason abstract, and
therefore less spatial: it has almost no spatial quality. To say “My body
is myself” sounds to us like a metaphor or a plastic manner of speech;
when you say “I” you don’t usually mean this unworthy body that sits
here. But the primitive is weighed down by the fact that the “I” is
chiefly the body, and that expresses itself in an entirely different way
also; namely, he only refers to that center of the ego which affects his
body. For instance, a thought which does not affect the working of his
stomach or the act of breathing or the palpitation of his heart, does not
exist. The only thought which he has consciously, is one which affects
him physically, through the skin, or the muscles, or the position of his
body, or the function of his intestines. It is as if a thought which did not
upset the regularity of the respiration would be non-arrivé, not psychi-
cal.

That explains why a primitive is quite unable to fill his whole day
with consciousness, there are hours on end when he is just sitting, gaz-
ing into space, and thinking nothing at all. Of course, all the time a psy-
chical movement does take place in him, but such thoughts are sublim-
inal; they don’t reach consciousness because they are not underlined,
or supported, by physical disturbances. Therefore, certain negro
tribes hold that thinking is done in the stomach exclusively; so only
thoughts that upset your digestion would be authentic. The Pueblo In-
dianssay thinking is done with the heart, and that the people who be-
lieve they think in the head are obviously mad: so all Americans are of
insane mind. I had to correct myself very quickly in order not to be
reckoned as American, to agree that only that is thought or conscious-
ness which affects the heart or the breathing, the anahata region. Of
course, there are numbers of ideas or emotions or representations or
perceptions which definitely upset the act of breathing. Watch the
curve of your breathing, and you see that if something is said, or you
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hear a sound, or if there is any other disturbance, your breathing is in-
stantly affected, particularly when you are just starting to speak, when
you are gathering up breath tohave the necessary volume of air to pro-
duce the sound.

The next stage is the throat where the sound is made, speech, and
there are a vast number of people on the level of thinking in words
only; when there isn’t a word to designate a thing, when they cannot
hear it or see it printed, then the thing doesn’t exist. Because they see
a word, they think there must be the corresponding thing in existence.
For instance, Kant says in his Critique of Pure Reason, that because peo-
ple say “God,” they think God 5.3 The psychical center of millions of
people is in the throat; somebody shouts a string of tremendous words
and they all think, “Now something has happened, isn’t it marvelous?
It must be true.” Yet the words mean nothing whatever. If they would
only use this thing up in their heads, this inexorable light, they would
see it was perfect nonsense. But somebody has produced a world,
made a reality, by making a string of words, and they accept it; they
take it seriously without hesitating one single moment as to whether it
makes sense or not. Of course, it cannot be denied that a number of
people have climbed a bit higher and arrived at the level where even
wordsdon’t produce worlds, buttheyarerare, a very small percentage
of the population.

Mr. Baumann: Some psychological tests were recently tried on me,
and I discovered that unless words were associated with a sight or a
sound, I could not remember them.

Prof. Jung: Yes, it is of course necessary to associate things with the
body in order to keep them. You have to visualize them, to project
things out into the field of vision as if they were optical realities. Or you
have to project them into the sphere of sound, as it were, and you do
that best by using the word. Otherwise you cannot stabilize things. It is
exceedingly difficult to think in absolutely abstract terms; even the
most abstract mathematician uses signs—letters and numbers and for-
mulas—in order to give body to utter abstractions which could not be
kept in mind at all if not translated into something like a body. So what
Nietzsche is saying here about the importance of the body is quite cor-
rect. His point of view that the soul is a mere derivative of the body is
true insofar as we are unable to establish anything psychical without
the aid of the body, without the aid of the connection with physical
things. A complete abstraction is really impossible. It is wordless; it has

3 See above, 27 June 1934, n. 4.
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no affinity with anything that could be called matter, and therefore is
well-nigh non-existent. The highest center in the chakra system, sahas-
rara, would be the complete abstraction. It is utterly beyond any phys-
ical likeness or affinity. It is really non-existentbecause any kind of ex-
istence is always linked up with extension or body.

Now, we must consider this phrase “a war and a peace.” You see, a
plurality of things only exists or can exist because they contradict each
other. For instance, if you have a peculiar sensation in your hand, and
at the same time in your foot, there is a conflict between the two; one is
above and the other below, and you don’t know whether you should
look first here or there. So all the pluralistic elements of your mind can
be the cause for a conflict, if it is only the struggle for the priority of
attention—you don’t know to which you should attend first. It is also
like a flock and a shepherd; the flock consists of a plurality, and if the
units of a flock disperse, the shepherd must gather them together. And
so the ego consciousness is the shepherd of a flock of psychical units,
and if the shepherd is killed, the flock disperses. That would be schiz-
ophrenia. The splitting of the mind is a separating of the units, and
then each unit behaves as if it were a little ego consciousness, and if
there is a remnant of the shepherd left somewhere, if his ears at least
remain, he will hear voices. The units behave like little egos and they
speak with sheeplike intelligence.

One observes the same phenomenon in mediumistic experiments,
where certain fragments of the mind are split off. The psyche is ex-
ceedingly dissociable. The fact that the mind really is based upon a plu-
rality makes this a serious danger. One also observes very frequently in
schizophrenics that as soon as the flock disperses, as soon as the war
breaks out, the fragments of consciousness are projected into different
parts of the body, so that they begin to speak with a certain amount of
consciousness. I would call the attention of those among you who read
German to that book by Staudenmayer called Experimentelle Magie.* He
had voices in different parts of his intestines, for instance. Itis a very
frequent thing that patients localize their voices somewhere in the
body. We say quite normally, “It was as if my heart said to me,” or, “as
if I heard a voice within.” But schizophrenics hear voices coming out
of their feet or head or eyes. I have a patient who says: “Today I have
voices in my upper lip.” Or, “Now they are occupied with my navel.”
The voices are also personified as infinitely small men, who in thou-

4 Ludwig Staudenmayer, Die Magie als Experimentelle Naturwissenschaft (Magic as Ex-
perimental Natural Science) (Leipzig, 1912).
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sands, like ants, walk over the body. That famous case, Schreber, was
such a fellow.> He found dozens of little men upon his eyelids, trying
to raise or lower them, or walking upon his skin; and time and again
one of the little men lost his independence and merged with the pa-
tient’s consciousness. He always got angry and cursed when that hap-
pened. That would be a relative dissociation—the parts are not all ab-
solutely independent; at times they join on again. It would be as if the
frozen surface of a lake were broken up so that fragments were drift-
ing on the surface, and then occasionally two pieces would join and
freeze together and become a unit again. That is the moment when the
little man says “Damn it!”—and merges with consciousness.

An instrument of thy body is also thy little sagacity, my brother,
which thou callest “spirit”—a little instrument and plaything of
thy big sagacity.

From this sentence you can see that Nietzsche treats the spirit very
much on the same basis as the mind: he makes little or no difference
between the two. That is the fatal mistake which was made in the late
nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth. They identi-
fied mind and spirit, which came from the fact that they had lost the
empirical understanding of what spirit really is.® The spirit descended
to the level of mind, and particularly the mind which consists of words.
That vast majority of people whose minds consist of words conquered
the small minority whose minds consist of thought—and they in turn
conquered those whose minds consist of spirit. So the spirit slowly de-
scended from its celestial place to the level of intelligent thought,
which of course was not as it should be, but better than when it de-
scends still further and becomes mere words.

That idea is not my invention. It occupied very different minds in
the latter part of the nineteenth century. Mauthner has written a phi-
losophy on the basis of the mind being speech; he thinks that mind is
derived chiefly from language, that mind is speech.” You find these

5 Dr. D. P. Schreber, a German judge, published his Memoirs of My Nervous Illness in
1903. Freud, without ever seeing the person, made a detailed study of this case in “Psy-
cho-Analytic Notes on an Autobiographical Account of a Case of Paranoia” (1912), std.
edn., vol. 12.

% Jung often blames this confusion on the ambiguity of the word Geist which means
mind, spirit, ghost, etc.

7 Friedrich Mauthner, Warterbuch der Philosophie: Neue beitrage zu einer kritik des sprache
(Dictionary of Philosophy: a New Contribution to a Critique of Language) (Miinchen
und Leipsig, 1910). Mauthner claimed that if Aristotle (for instance) had spoken Coptic
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connections in the Upanishads also. And Anatole France says: “What
is mind other than sound, an utterance, L’aboiement d’'un chien?”® You
see, that is the bodily basis of the mental phenomenon, and the bodily
accompaniment from which what we call “psyche” develops. So in
coming down from the heights of the spirit, you get first into the plu-
rality of thoughts, then into the vaster plurality of words, and you wind
up with the barking of a dog—the utterance of mind in its origin was
of course like the barking of a dog. That has led to the philosophy of
Klages who identifies spirit and intellect, or mixes them up with mind,
till spirit has become utterly unrecognizable; he fights the spirit asa de-
stroyer of life. If he knew what the spirit was, he never could assume
that, for spirit is originally a most effervescent thing, like the opening
of a champagne bottle. It is most emotional, really a culmination of
life.o

The German word Geist expresses it; the etymology of that word
points to an effervescence, a welling up. The Latin word spiritus means
just wind, and the Greek word animos has no spiritual meaning; it also
means wind. Therefore, in the miracle of Pentecost, the descent of the
Holy Ghost, there was the phenomenon of a great wind.'° Then the
word pneuma in antiquity meant chiefly prana, the breath of life, and
prana is characteristic of the living being. The living being is filled with
the pneuma; there is no life without it. And it is by no means a mistake
that the concept pneuma, which originally had no spiritual meaning
whatever, later on under Christian influence took on that meaning.
That was logical because spirit is a culmination of life, by no means de-
structive. But the intellect, this demon of words, is a destroyer of life;
the more the mind becomes words the less there is life substance. It be-
comes just thin like words—or inasmuch as words are sound only, fla-
tus vocis, a breath of voice.

Miss Wolff: Doesn’t “to mind” also mean to memorize? “I mind”
means I remember.

Prof. Jung: Well, that also hangs together with the fact that abstract

or Dakotan instead of Greek, his logic would have been different. Mauthner once said
of Nietzsche that he was seduced by his own language.

8 He gives elsewhere a fuller quotation from Anatole France's Le Jardin d’Epicure
(Paris, 1895), p. 80: “What is thinking? And how does one think? We think with words.
That in itself is sensual and brings us back to nature. Think of it! A metaphysician has
nothing with which to construct his world system except the perfected cries of monkeys
and dogs” (CW 6, par. 40).

9 For Klages, see above, 23 May 1934, n. 5.

© “And when the day of Pentecosthad come, they were all together in one place. / And
suddenly there came from heaven a noise like a violent, rushing wind” (Acts 2:1-2).
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thoughts, in order tobe kept, mustbe associated with the body; that is
minding or remembering something.

Mrs. Jung: I think we got this idea of the word as being spirit from
the Bible, where the world was created through God. And in the New
Testament, in the Evangel of St. John, it says the Word was God and
God was the Word, which seems to put the word very high indeed.

Prof. Jung: Yes, but the German Wort does not mean Logos exactly.
Logos is the original conception, and the Logos has a peculiar quality;
it is a higher concept than nous, the Greek word, which can be trans-
lated by “mind,” but both these words designate a sort of cosmogonic
principle. In Gnosticism the cosmogonic principle is the equivalent of
the Logos. In the more differentiated philosophy of Philo Judaeus,
who is the real originator of the Logos philosophy,'* the Gospel of St.
John, that same principle is the Logos, and the Logos is divine. It is
God. Now the Logos surely originally had to do with the word and
therefore could be so translated, but the word was considered the cre-
ative factor in Egypt. Therefore, the inscription on the temple of Ptah:
“What he speaketh becomes.”'? I should say that peculiar exaltation of
the term Logos, meaning word, comes from the idea that it was the
word which expressed the spirit. But the fact was, that they were filled
with spirit and then they made words; while we make words and as-
sume that we are filled with spirit. That is just the difference. They
only spoke when the spirit filled them. When they were gripped by the
effervescence of the spirit, they spoke even in different tongues, even
in unintelligible words, according to the account of the glossolalia in
the New Testament.!3 And in that, the word is like matter. It is the def-
initeness of the divine impulse, the divine creative spirit. That inscrip-
tion on the temple of Ptah shows very clearly this creative, becoming
reality of the divine impulse, which is in itself beyond words and be-
yond bodies. It is prior to all creation, having no form; but as soon as
it comes into the space of the world it takes on definiteness. It creates
matter. Therefore, in the Tantric philosophy, matter is defined as the
definiteness of the divine thought.

You see, ancient philosophy really started from a different reality

1t For Philo Judaeus, see above, 16 May 1934, n. 6.

12 The Egyptian Ptah, like Jahveh, created by speaking. In the Pyramid Texts, Ptah is
said to create through “heart and tongue.” See Development of Religion and Thought in An-
cient Egypt, ed. James H. Breasted (Philadelphia, 1912), pp. 44-47.

11 “Glossolalia” is normally translated into the vernacular as “speaking in tongues”—
that is, speaking in no known language but in what, without inspired interpretation, is
gibberish. Jung here gives the passage a more general interpretation. See Acts 2:3-4.
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than ours, from a very different psychology. Speech was very unwieldy
then. You can see what trouble Plato had to express certain ideas which
to us are now definite conceptions; he had to use parables and all sorts
of means in order to express his philosophical thought. The famous
parable of the cave belongs to the theory of cognition, we say nowa-
days, but he had to express it by that clumsy apparatus. In reading me-
dieval philosophy, one has to struggle with an extraordinary clumsi-
ness of language. The original German was unspeakably heavy and
difficult. Thereis the same trouble in reading the very elegant Latin of
Stoic philosophy or the New Platonists; that language was just not dif-
ferentiated enough to express subtleties. Greek was in a way much sub-
tler, but in comparison with a modern language, that also was exceed-
ingly archaic. So they always were under the pressure of spirit, which
made it a very real thing to them, and they felt the word as the visible
face of the spirit. Therefore, it was to them divine.

There was the same feeling in old China where every scrap of writ-
ten paper was carefully collected by special people in order that it
should not be soiled or lost, because the hieroglyphicor the writing was
sacred. A written book was magic because it was the apparition of the
spirit. That was the antique point of view, but in the subsequent differ-
entiation of speech, the original phenomenon of the spirit was more
and more lost sight of, and the word was then in place of the spirit. One
sees that in the development of the Christian church; the real spirit is
almost extinct, and only the printed word is left. Therefore, we cling
to the word of the Bible. In the first centuries the four gospels were not
even considered as a revelation of God. They were supposed to be use-
ful books of an uplifting character, good to read, but nobody thought
that they were the word of God revealed by immediate divine inspira-
tion. That was a later invention, when they were seeking an authority
instead of the spirit which was lacking. Read St. Paul and you can see
how the spirit works. He was still under the pressure. His words are the
stammering of the spirit; but we took it as the refinement of the spirit,
the word itself as spirit—a great mistake. The word is merely what is
left of the spirit after the spirit has passed. So modern development led
first to the descent of the spirit into mind, and from mind into words,
and then the spirit was utterly gone, so that we don’t know what spirit
is. We must make an effort to remember what it was. But anybody who
has the faintest knowledge of spirit knows that it is the culmination of
life. It is even the greatest intensity of life.

Dr. Escher has just asked me about a very complicated philosophical
problem, the question of the relationship between spirit and mind or
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intellect, which I cannot explain fully. This is exceedingly disputable
ground and much depends naturally on the definition given to the
phenomena. You see, I propose to call spirit such and such a thing, and
mind such and such a thing, and with such a proposition we can dis-
cuss, butif “mind” can mean anything and “spirit” can mean anything,
it is impossible. That is just the trouble, just what I was saying. Mind
and spirit are nowadays so confused that the words are used inter-
changeably, as in German you use the word Geist for simply anything.
It has also the connotation of esprit for instance, and one speaks of esprit
de vin, Weingeist, the “spirit of alcohol.” Of course, alcohol was called
spiritus because it is a volatile substance detached from a liquid by dis-
tillation, it is the volatile substance which goes over into the alembic.
Geist is also an expression for a psychological concept, but we have to
separate these terms: otherwise, we get entangled in all the nonsense
which is happening now. For example, Klages thinks the spirit is the
destroyer of life, which is contradictio in adjecto, the spirit has always
been the creator of life. The orgiastic madness of antiquity is prana, the
breath of life. A god fills you with his prana, or his pnewma or wind, and
you become an air-being, which is of course a ghost or a soul; even
body becomes breath. That was the original concept.

Prof. Reichstein: Could one not say it depends upon which side the
libido is at the moment? For instance, we could say that nowadays peo-
ple don’t need to become more airlike than they are already. When the
chthonic part is more emphasized, the libido is withdrawn from the
spirit side and it drops down and becomes less differentiated.

Prof. Jung: Well, it has dropped down, that is the devil. You see, we
have to detach from that intellectual thing.

Prof. Reichstein: It seems to be quite necessary, because otherwise the
earth would not have enough force.

Prof. Jung: Quite. That we should emphasize the body is Nietzsche’s
message, and it is also the message of materialism, that is granted. We
should emphasize the body, for thus we give body to concepts, to
words. And we should insist on the fact that they are nothing but words
since the spirit is gone, that there is no life in them—they are dead
things, outside life. We should return to the body in order to create
spirit again; without body there is no spirit because spirit is a volatile
substance of the body. The body is the alembic, the retort, in which ma-
terials are cooked, and out of that process develops the spirit, the ef-
fervescent thing that rises. Nietzsche returned to himself, isolated him-
self from the whole world, crept into his own retort and underwent
this process. Then suddenly he discovered that he was filled with a new

368



6 FEBRUARY 193§

orgiastic enthusiasm which he called his experience of Dionysos, the
god of wine. You see, that is the spirit. Dionysos is the god of prophecy,
of prophetic dreams, and he is the god of the body. In the latter part
of Zarathustra there is a beautiful poem where Nietzsche describes how
he was digging down into himself, working into his own shaft; there
you can see how intensely he experienced the going into himself, till he
suddenly produced the explosion of the most original form of spirit,
the Dionysian.'4

Mr. Baumann: In the beginning of Faust there is a monologue where
he was considering which was first, spirit, the word--—or the deed, the
action.'’> Wasn’t he putting the spirit into the body there?

Prof. Jung: Faust is already modern in that Goethe felt that the word
alone was not enough. But it is the only available term to translate Lo-
gos, for Logos is most certainly not action. For the antique man, how-
ever, it was action, the word was the action of the spirit.

Mr. Baumann: Wasn’t the word more a command?

Prof. Jung: Later on it became a command, but at that time it was the
pneuma, which means the face of God, the Angel of the Face in the Old
Testament. The Sufi conception of Allah, Chidr, is the Angel of the
Face. It is the visibility of God, the face of the pneuma. The angel of the
word, or the god of the word, is the visibility of the word. Therefore
Christ, being God’s son who became flesh, is the word.

Mr. Allemann: For many people I think there is still the word of
power; the mantra has spirit or energy behind it.

Prof. Jung: But reversed energy. The mantra is the word which is
supposed to open the magic door and is used in order to produce
magic effects. It is a piece of old memory. It once was the face of God,
and for those people in whom a bit of the old spirit is still alive, it can
produce magic effects; but to us it means nothing. Itisa word.

Mrs. Fierz: Originally the word was not at all clear; it was dark, and
therefore it carried the secret meaning.

Prof. Jung: Yes, the words of God were the words of an oracle, for
instance. And the words were dark; they were not concepts but the
expression of the divine power. It was not necessary to understand.
One had only to accept the divine word and one had accepted God.
But you see, we expect words which we understand, and then they are
just words. So amantra means a world to people to whom it means any-

14 See Part 1V, ch. 74, “The Song of Melancholy™; ch. 76, “Among the Daughters of
the Desert”; and ch. 79, “The Drunken Song.”

5 In Faust, Part One, “Faust’s Study,” Faustchanges “In the beginning was the Word,”
to “In the beginning was the Deed.”
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thing at all, but to us it means nothing. For we simply judge by the
words, or we judge by the extraordinary aspect of symbols. We find
Mithraic symbols in a grotto, and ask what they mean, or think perhaps
that they are foolish or poor. We don’t know what spirit has created
them, nor what spirit is behind them. Those symbols were expressions
of a tremendous phenomenon. In themselves they are just traces, the
footprints of something that has passed. But the footprints, of course,
are not the being; you see, those people really beheld the being and
therefore paid little attention to the footprints. Only when the thing
had passed, when people were asking if there was anything left, they
said, “Ah, here are footprints,” and then they made a great story about
them. So our situation is exactly reversed: we are now in the age where
there is nothing but words, footprints—but we can do nothing with
them, they are dead. Therefore, we must turn away from them and go
back to the source where the whole thing began originally. And here is
a message: Zarathustra says to go back to the body, go into the body,
and then everything will be right, for there the greatest intelligence is
hidden. Out of that living body everything originally has come. Well,
that is true. One can say nothing else.

“Ego” sayest thou, and art proud of that word. But the greater
thing—in which thou art unwilling to believe—is thy body with its
big sagacity; it saith not “ego,” but doeth it.

Here Nietzsche or Zarathustra prepares our minds for a very impor-
tant insight; namely, it is not “I” that is intelligent. When we say “I,” we
mean our minds and think that whatever we can know of ourselves is
known. That is a very curious prejudice. Only yesterday, for instance,
arelativelyintelligentlady was in my consulting room—apparently she
has read many books—and she told me of her peculiar neurosis. Then
she said, “And the most interesting thing is that my neurosis has no
cause whatever, absolutely none; it has no meaning and no reason.” I
said, “Then itis a present from heaven, for I never heard of a neurosis
that was without cause.” “Yes,” she said, “it must be something like that
because really there is no cause for it, I know everything about myself.”
Perfectly harmless and innocent! She is absolutely aware of her psy-
chology! There is a mountain, but she has not seen it. At the end of the
hour she knew that something had been done in her which she had not
done. She has been done; she has lived something which she did not
understand, which she did not know—and it lived her.

It is a great discovery that below or aside from one’s psyche, or con-
sciousness, or mind, is another intelligence of which one is not the
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maker, and upon which one depends. You see, Freud'’s great fear is
that there may be something outside which is not “I”; to say there is a
greater intelligence outside of one’s own mind means that one must be
crazy. Like Nietzsche. Unfortunately for Freud, Nietzsche was not the
only one who had such thoughts; it was the conviction of all the thou-
sands of years before Nietzsche, that man’s intelligence was not the last
word, that even his mind was the result of something behind the
screen—that we are not the makers, but we are made. Your mind is not
the creative god that makes a whole world jump into existence out of
nothing. There is a preparation. There is, prior to consciousness, an
unconscious out of which consciousness once arose, and that is an in-
telligence which surely exceeds our intelligence in an indefinite way.
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LECTURE IV
13 February 1935

Prof. Jung:

We have a series of questions this morning. The first is by Mrs. Bau-
mann: “In speaking about the spirit I cannot help thinking of Ger-
many today and the ‘high wind’ blowing there. You once spoke about
it in the seminar and in that connection I would like to ask if the back-
ward movement of the swastika cannot be linked up with the backward
movement of the Platonic year? I mean that since the manifestation is
collective and racial, the swastika symbol might be turned backwards
to mark the movement into Aquarius. It might be collectively valid for
the tree of mankind, instead of the sun-moving swastika.”

This is a bit involved. Of course I did not mention the swastika but
was there something in particular in what I said last time which
prompted this question, except that I was speaking of the spirit?

Mrs. Baumann: Only in the sense that so many people are talking
about the backward movement of things.

Prof. Jung: By the backward movement, do you mean the so-called
regression in Germany—going back from Christianity to heathendom
for instance?

Mprs. Baumann: Yes, and the swastikaitself is running backward. And
you were saying that the meaning had gone out of spirit, descended to
the mind, and then to words.

Mprs. Leon: You said that the spirit had to go back into the body.

Prof. Jung: Thatis it. The main emphasis is entirely on the body, and
the descent of the spirit into the sphere of the body; in those para-
graphs we dealt with last time, Nietzsche says that the spirit is reduced
to a mere plaything of the body. And looked at from a spiritual point
of view that is terrible regression, a movement backwards quite defi-
nitely. Ask any good Christian and he will say so. Therefore, Nietzsche
has been accused of every unspeakable crime; he has even been made
responsible for the world war. So the idea of the backward movement
is quite justified, and I am glad to enter upon your question.
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Mrs. Baynes: It seems to me the picture is terribly confused by hitch-
ing up this backward movement to the constellation of Aquarius.

Prof. Jung: Now wait! We are jumping enough already. Mrs. Bau-
mann asks first about the actual spiritual movement in Germany, and
she links this movement, which is a regression, to archaic symbolism
and an archaic point of view in general; and she asks whether this
movement is expressed also in the swastika which is moving back-
wards. You know, according to Buddhism, the movement to the left is
not so much a backward movement as it is a wrong movement. It is a
general idea in India as well as in Tibet, that in going round the stupa
or what they call the tchorten (a sort of shrine, the equivalent of our
cross, or those little chapels in the country with a picture of a saint), you
must move round it in the way the sun goes; otherwise it is wrong. So
the rotation in mandalas, expressed, say, by the swastika or a spiral or
a vortex, must be in the sense of the hands on a watch; that is the way
in which the light must rotate and the way you must move. If you move
against it, it is evil, for you undo the regular course of things; there-
fore, it is associated with black magic. The way of spiritual differentia-
tion or improvement is understood as the path of the right hand, and
the opposite is the path of the left hand. Those two expressions are
used in Tantrism for instance. The chakra-puja, where certain peculiar
rites are practiced which are in bad repute, is called the path of the left
hand, and that is also associated with magic, the left hand being the re-
versed sense, the way against the sun. Now curiously enough, one does
not know how that originated. And those rather competent National
Socialists to whom I talked in Germany did not know that their swas-
tika was turning the wrong way. Somebody called their attention to it
ratherindelicately, and they suddenly said, “Dr. Jung, do explain to us
why the swastika is turning the wrong way.” A most embarrassing
question! Sure enough, they hoped to get me into a fix. But you see,
though it moves the wrong way when you look at it, if you put yourself
into the National Socialist swastika, it moves the right way. The symbol
is far-reaching; it has a certain psychological meaning, of whatever
kind it is. So I think it really means something that the swastika is mov-
ing the wrong way.

Myr. Allemann: The swastika is the color of the sun, so I think it also
means something that the National Socialist swastika is black.

' The swastika (Sanskrit for Good Luck), related to both the wheel and the cross, has
been found, inter alia, in Greece, Tibet, Peru, Israel,and among American Indians. Jung
was later to write that the left-turning swastika of the Nazis indicates regression to the
unconscious. 7 Oct. 1946; Letters, vol. I, p. 444.
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Prof. Jung: Exactly. It ought tobe golden. That is mostinteresting—
as interesting as the fact that the Soviets, who really cannot be accused
of spiritual symbolism, have chosen the five-rayed star. The five-rayed
star is the pentagram, and because it is the sign of earthly man, it is the
sign of evil magic. You see, David’s star is six-rayed, but the Soviet star
is not only five-rayed, it is also red, the color of blood, so it is an in-
tensely evil sign. Of course, the people who chose it for the Soviet had
no idea of that. We can speculate—make a fantasy about it—and say
that a master of the black arts was behind the whole show there. But I
don’t believe in such stunts, as little as I believe that the Mahatmas have
whispered in my ear. (You know, the theosophists say that inasmuch as
I have said anything good, it has been whispered into my ears by the
Mahatmas living in Tibet, and the rest is rubbish.)

Mrs. Baynes: Going back to the point about the clockwise and coun-
terclockwise, you remember in The Secret of the Golden Flower, the move-
ment is counterclockwise, but it is supposed to be good. Also the Kun-
dalini is supposed to be counterclockwise in the beginning.

Prof. Jung: That is the path of the left hand.

Mrs. Baynes: But you would not put it under black magic.

Prof. Jung: Well, it has that association because anything dark is of
course associated with black magic. But thatis not a valid statement; it
is merely a fact that people associate it with black magic. And it is in-
teresting that, if you go the wrong way round the tchorten, if you go
against the sun, you have done something which is not regular, which
is against the ordnances of heaven; if you want to be in a decent con-
nection you must take the natural course: you must move with the sun.

Mrs. Adler: How is it in the horoscope? There are two movements
there I think.

Prof. jung Yes, we have the peculiar astrologlcal statements of the
progressive movement of the sun through the 51gns of the zodiac, and
the retrograde movement of the spring point in the zodiac. The hor-
oscope has of course much to do with the mandala, and in mandalas
also you often have the two movements at the same time; you see, that
has to do with the union of pairs of opposites. I have already given you
a lengthy explanation about these two movements in the horoscope.
The one is the correct movement of the sun, beginning in the spring
sign of the zodiac, in Aries the ram, then going on to Taurus the bull,
and Gemini, etc.; and the other is the retrograde movement of the
spring point (the position of the sun on the 21st of March) and that s
called the precession of the equinoxes. And this movement is the basis
for an entirely different calculation of time. The movement of the sun
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clockwise makes the year, for the sun completes its course in one year
and then returns to Aries, to the spring point; but the way of the
precession of the equinoxes is the opposite, against the clock, and it
takes twenty-six thousand years to return to the spring point, it takes
2,150 years to make one month, and the total, twelve months, takes
twenty-six thousand years. That is the Platonic year, and that is the
movement of the left hand, one could say.

Now Mrs. Baumann refers to the curious astrological statement that
the position of the spring equinox is characteristic of a period of time.
Of course this is a hypothesis, as it is a hypothesis that the position of
the sun, or another planet, the so-called rising sign (that zodiacal sign
which is just rising above the horizon at the moment of birth) is char-
acteristic for the individual born at that moment. I cannot explain how
people came to such assumptions; one must just take that for granted.
The whole of astrology is based upon such an assumption. And I can’t
help mentioning again that, peculiarly enough, astrologers have clung
to this statement even since it has become obvious that, on account of
the precession of the equinoxes, the horoscope does not fit the actual
constellation in the heavens. For instance, if you say the sun is in Aries,
and then look at the sun with a telescope, you find it is not in Aries: it
is sixty degrees back of Aries, it is at the end of the Fishes. So the astro-
logical statement that because your sun was in such and such a sign,
you have therefore such and such qualities, is not based upon astro-
nomical facts; yet the astrologer goes on talking in that style. You see,
our time calculation is entirely artificial. Those are only names which
have nothing to do with the actual position of the planets or the sun or
the moon in certain constellations. But the calculation of the Platonic
year—when we say, for instance, that the spring point is now moving
out of the last degrees of the Fishes into the sign of Aquarius, the water
man—is a true astronomical statement. There we have a coincidence
with the actual astronomical position of the spring equinox.

It is a very curious fact that enlightened astrologers of our day say
the horoscope has of course nothing to do with the position of the
stars, but it has to do with the dynamics of the seasons—spring, sum-
mer, autumn, and winter. That is valid. It is understandable that ani-
mals born in spring are different from those born in the fall; thatis a
fact which is generally known. And if applied to man, that can have an
influence upon his constitution also, mental as well as physical. But
those enlightened astrologers who know that the horoscope has no
longer any parallelism with the actual position of the stars, now deny
the efficiency of the actual astronomical position; they say that the
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precession of the equinoxes has absolutely no influence on the human
constitution. They deny that also because they are enlightened. You
see, the whole matter is something about which one should not be en-
lightened; there are certain things which one understands ever so
much better if one is not enlightened. Why that is so is a very great and
very profound philosophical problem, and I had better not go intoit.
But, you see, that is what Mrs. Baumann means—that this backward
movement of the swastika is in a sort of magic or sympathetic corre-
spondence with the backward movement of the spring equinox, and
this becomes particularly important in our times. We are in a time of
transition, no doubt, and that is coincident with the transition of the
spring equinox from the Fishes into Aquarius. According to astrolog-
ical definition, that should produce a peculiar change in our human
mind, which means in our attitude. So if one likes, one can parallelize
the actual psychological development of man with this peculiar astro-
nomical fact.

It is really remarkable that one sees everywhere, practically the same
thing. Between Bolshevism and National Socialism there is only a very
slight difference. And there is practically none between National So-
cialism and Fascism, just the difference of Italy and Germany, as the
difference between Germany and Russia makes the difference be-
tween their two political movements. But au fond it is the same thing,
so much so that enlightened National Socialists told me that this is of
course the German form of Bolshevism. One sees the same movement
in other countries where it has no such name. Roosevelt’s New Deal is
the same thing, and Lloyd George looks to Germany for his ideas
about a new deal. He declared quite recently in the Manchester Guard-
ian that he admired the Germans for their excellent ideas; his propo-
sition for a new deal is really influenced by them. What Roosevelt is
trying to produce is of course in harmony with the technical and busi-
nesslike character of America, so it takes on a sort of economic aspect,
but au fond it is exactly the same thing again. These mass movements
all over the world—on a small scale the Oxford Movement even—-are
always the same. It is a sort of collectivity on a low level. Therefore, one
can really say there is a tremendous transformation going on through-
out the world, and it is coincident with the approach of Aquarius.

Aquarius has always been characterized as an aerial sign, and it has
to do with the wind of spring which brings the rain clouds; it is the sign
of this actual time, which is the rainy season in those countries where
the old Babylonian zodiac originated, in Mesopotamia for instance. At
this time the wind rises, bringing the winter rains from the sea. Later

376



13 FEBRUARY 1935

on comes the spring and the first evidence, the inundation, would be
Pisces, and then comes Aries, the first fertility, the first shoots—the
pushing Ram is the push of the first green leaves. Now Aquarius, being
a wind sign, is of course a pneumatic sign, a sign of spiritual move-
ment, of atmospheres and atmospheric disturbances. Moreover, mod-
ern astrology has associated the planet Uranus with Aquarius, and
Uranus is the planet of unforeseen incidents or accidents, a most elec-
tric planet, causing thunderstorms and irregular and unforeseen
events.

Now, in choosing the black swastika turning to the left, the Germans
have surely expressed the backward movement in many ways. First of
all, the swastika is a pagan sun symbol in spite of the fact thatitis found
in early Christianity, in the catacombs for instance—though probably
it was in that case simply left over from pagan times. It is found all over
the earth; it is an exceedingly archaic sun symbol. Then secondly, its
backward movement, and thirdly the black color, the color of evil.
Those are regressions into archaism, into the path of the left hand,
which is the dark unconscious side. So one could say the sun is now
transformed into a counter-sun, a sun which is not above but below,
which is not bright but dark, which does not go clockwise but counter-
clockwise. It is a revolution against the old trend of things, and there-
fore progress is arrested: there is a regression. People are asking, what
about the German universities, what about the further progress of sci-
ence, and the further progress of justice, of equality, of democratic
rights? Everything has become questionable. International commerce,
for instance, and all the laws to provide decent international dealings
have now gone to the wind. Of course, you can explain the German
inflation through the extreme misery of those people after the war, but
you cannot explain why America has gone off the gold standard; that
was a crime, highway robbery, just as black as the swastika.

Mprs. Sigg: I think one could have a bit more optimistic ideas about it.
The flag we had in Prussia was black and white, and the first Reich was
black, white, and red; so there is now less black in the flag at any rate,
and also it has a more differentiated shape.

Prof. Jung: Well, we are not judges; we simply make statements. You
know that there is nothing so evil that something good could not come
out of it. We can only look at things as they are just now, the way they
look from the outside. If one could be inside Mr. Roosevelt’s mind, I
am quite certain it would not look like that; he would think a great deal
of his New Deal, and Mr. Lloyd George also, no doubt. One cannot
help admitting that Fascism has done any amount of good for Italy; it
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is a different country. And so there are plenty of people, foreigners
(the Germans themselves are inclined to be prejudiced), who have seen
and praised what has happened in Germany, and even in Russia, as a
higher tendency. So it is exceedingly difficult to judge. From one as-
pect things are positive, and from another, quite negative.

Mrs. Sigg: Il faut reculer pour mieux sauter.?

Prof. Jung: It depends upon whether we give credit to the vitality ot
the European race or not. There were certain reculements in historv
where no better jump followed, the Romans did not jump a1  highe:
after Rome had gone down. And think of Egypt, Babylonia, ».syria—
all the great empires! But as long as there is vitality left in a race, the
reculer is surely pour mieux sauter.

Dr. Escher: If one is in the Southern Hemisphere, the sun is going
against the watch hand; it is then going the opposite way.

Prof. Jung: Yes, south of the equator, but from our point of view it
always goes clockwise. We must not be too enlightened about these
matters. This going clockwise is relative, of course. If you put yourself
on the South Pole, or at Cape Town, it moves the other way naturally.
Or if you turn your back to the sun, it is going the wrong way too. You
see, that whole thing has been invented north of the equator; these
statements are only true within the sphere in which they are made.

Now we come to the second question by Mrs. Baynes: “Is it possible
to define the connection between spirit and (a) the archetypes, (b) the
collective unconscious, (c) the self? Or, must we think of spirit as a psy-
chological variable which we can recognize by its effects upon us, but
which baffles all attempts to attach it to any of the phenomena we can
observe in the psyche?”

This question touches upon a very ticklish problem, one quite diffi-
cult to elucidate; it is very much a matter of definition, you know. We
have a certain idea of spirit which is chiefly traditional; originally spirit,
pneuma, meant wind, or breath, therefore something semi-substantial.
This is quite obviously an archaic point of view, however. Within the
sphere of religious dogma the old idea of the spirit or pneuma can easily
be applied. One can imagine that God’s grace is something semi-sub-
stantial, like the fire that came from heaven in the miracle of Pentecost.
But when it comes to a psychological understanding of the spirit one
naturally must make an end of these ideas and then one is confronted
with the necessity for a decent definition of that psychological phe-
nomenon called spirit. The German word for spirit is Geist, which as I

* “To jump farther, one must fall back.”
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told you last week originally meant a sort of effervescence, a welling
up. Probably the word geyser has to do with it, because in the etymology
of that word, the root would be found in the Gothic word wusgeisjou
which means an effervescence or a welling up, exactly like the Swiss
word 1f-geiste. This latter means very much what énervé means in
French; when one is énervé, one is irritated beyond measure, so that at
any moment an explosion can take place. People who are filled with
spirit are excited—they gesticulate and talk a lot. After the miracle of
Pentecost, the disciples were said to have been as if drunk with sweet
wine.

So the word Geist describes more definitely a psychological condition
than the word spiritus, “wind, breath”; and the Greek word pneuma
meaning wind, which in the later religious rites came to mean spirit;
then the Latin word for mind and spirit, animus, is a cousin or a replica
of the Greek word animos, meaning wind tout bonnement. Now these
words are far more objective, they are sort of objective definitions or
abstractions of a psychological condition; while the German Geist,
being more primitive, remains stuck in the psychological Ur-phdnomen,
and describes an emotional condition. True to this history of the
concept, then, we must assume that the phenomenon of spirit or Gezst
is a peculiar experience which has at the same time intellectual or men-
tal contents, and emotions—it is an intense awareness coupled with
emotion. For instance, an important revelation, an inspiration (which
has to do with breathing into) would be Geist, so the real meaning
would be an illumination, an enlightenment, accompanied by a more
or less vehement outburst of emotions. Now, that is clearly a sort of
mystical experience, and all the other forms of Geist are more or less
derivatives from such a condition.

This concept has finally degenerated, however, into what one would
call “mind” or “intellect” which is no longer a mystical experience. It is
now a function of man. When man experiences his own function as an
objective event, the word Geist would be used: inspiration or spirit. The
same thing used as a function would be called “mind” or “intellect”; it
would no longer be spirit. Spirit is an objective spontaneous event; it is
nothing one can make. It is something which has an overpowering in-
fluence, so one should reserve the word Geist for those moments when
we are in a sort of effervescence, a heightened or exalted condition.
Taking Geist as a designation or term for such a condition, then, it must
be a matter of a thought, say, or an idea, which is of a greater intensity
for the time being than one’s subjective consciousness. It must be an
autonomous content which catches hold of one. This coincides with
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the use of the word spirit in certain cases. One says, for instance, “It is
not done in the spirit of your late father. Es ist nicht im Geist deiner El-
tern.” Or, “It is not in the spirit of such and such a political or religious
movement.” That means that one is guided by the superior principle
or thought, of one’s father, or the church, or the Pope, or the Christian
idea, or the political idea. Der Geist des Nationalsozialismus means the
general attitude caused by certain central ideas, slogans, or whatever
they maybe—a general idea which has the effect of aleading principle.
One can use here a term from psychology: eine fiihrende Obervorstel-
lung.3 That s also Geist, but it is always connected with the idea of a sort
of super-imposed or superior principle which has a guiding effect, or
the effect of forcing one to something.

Now, if you take Geistin that sense, of course you can link it up easily
with archetypes: the archetypal idea can be the leading force, the su-
perior psychological fact, or content, which forces you to a certain way
of acting. It is also the collective unconscious, which is then practically
the same as the archetype; for when an archetype has forced you to act
in a certain way, you are of course under the domination or the influ-
ence of the collective unconscious. And it is also the self, because the
self works through the archetypes and the collective unconscious, the
self being at the same time a most archaic factor and the goal. You see,
that has very much to do with the peculiar timelessness of the collective
unconscious, where the oldest thing is the most recent thing, or the fu-
ture—or it is in no time at all. The collective unconscious is the foun-
dation of life, the eternal truth of life, the eternal basis and the eternal
goal. It is the endless sea from which life originates and into which life
flows back, and it remains forever the same. That is, of course, ex-
pressed in terms of philosophic speculation. We have no means to
prove such a thing, but that is the way the collective unconscious ap-
pears to us. Thus, we can say the connection of the spirit with the ar-
chetypes, with the collective unconscious, and with the self, is perfectly
clear and evident if we understand spirit as a sort of attitude charac-
terized by the fact that one is, as a subject, an ego, under the domina-
tion of a leading idea.

Mr. Allemann: Is not spirit rather the energy which is behind the
whole thing?

Prof. Jung: It is the emotional power.

Mpr. Allemann: It is not an idea in itself, then, but the power behind
it?

3 “A guiding idea or overview.”
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Prof. Jung: Exactly. Therefore, I said it must be an idea and emo-
tional at the same time; otherwise, it has no power.

Mr. Allemann: Then one should not say “spirit”?

Prof. Jung: But when people talk of Geist, that word also produces
nothing; it is perfectly powerless!

Prof. Reichstein: Is not the ghost the most primitive idea of spirit?

Prof. Jung: Yes, and a ghost is also a derivative of the wind idea.

Prof. Reichstein: The personal ghost is more concrete while the wind
is more abstract already.

Prof. Jung: That would be like the primitive idea: the last thing which
leaves the body is the soul, and the last sign of life being the last breath,
that breath carries the soul out into space where it becomes a ghost.
And the ghost, they explained to me, is nothing but a puff of wind; one
cannot see ghosts but one feels them, and the arch-ghost is a deity of
the night without shape, the maker of fear. They described it very dra-
matically as a sudden puff of wind which makes one so afraid that one
dies of fear. You know, it is a peculiar fact that in a spiritualistic séance,
one very often notices, just before something happens, a cool draught
of wind, together with a smell of ozone.

We come now to question No. g, by Miss Hannah: “In connection
with what you said last time about Logos and the difference between
intellect and spirit, I should like to know how you understand the word
Logos used as the Logos principle?”

You are asking for a definition of the concept of the Logos, and
there I must say what I have already said: it is not a scientific concept,
but an intuitive concept: you must allow for that. There are certain
psychological concepts which are based upon the logic of facts, the fact
of the introverted type for instance, or the libido concept, and they are
in a way effective. You can make them evident. Whereas an intuitive
concept is an attempt at a concept; it is a provisional formulation. Some-
times it is a mere symbol for something you don’t know. Just as an in-
tuitive type doesn’t create a fact—he creates the ghost of a fact. Now,
of course, if one happens to be an intuitive, one likes to handle the re-
sults of one’s own intuition as facts. For instance, with the telescope of
your intuition you gaze on the top of a mountain, and there you see a
little stone, and then you assume that you have been on the top of that
mountain. And curiously enough, you leave a trace—a tin can—so al-
though you have not been there, you have spoiled the show for the
poor sensation type who is actually climbing up. Nobody had been
there: you have just fired the tin can up there with your telescope. I can
tell you other stories about intuitives; that is not the worst by a long
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shot. Mind you that is no caricature; I am simply telling a parapsy-
chological fact. Any intuition is an icicle which is shot without noticing
that it causes, perhaps, intense pain in the stomach of the victim. An
intuition is by no means nothing, but it is not the fact which many peo-
ple assume it to be; they say they know all about something but they
have only glanced at it. The opinion may be right; if you are optimistic
the chances are about fifty-fifty, but one is often 50 percent mistaken.
An intuition amounts to nothing if it has no positive results, and it has
not always positive results. One thing is certain; if you have an intuition
about a thing, you have not been there. You still have to make the way.

So an intuitive concept is just a shot at something which we cannot
grasp or formulate otherwise than by such a lucky shot; it is like trying
to hit the famous silver thread suspended in a cloud. You don't see it
in the cloud, but you aim at it and you might cut the thread by your
arrow. That is intuition. Now, an intuitive concept is necessary, it is un-
avoidable; but it is not a welcome thing really. Itis always embarrassing
because it is a trap for yourself and for your intellect; you are easily
trapped thereby. Somebody will come along most certainly and ask,
“What did you mean exactly by that thought?” You see, you have en-
gaged yourself, you talked your mouthful about it; you said Logos and
Eros and everybody thought you knew what you were talking about.
And then there you are! You can only stammer because you don’t
know. So Logos can only be described with the aid of an apologetic
smile—that is the only thing you can do. Logos, if you are pleased and
benevolent, might be such and such a thing.

For instance, give me a definition of Eros. One has a hunch but one
is in the same hole. So one asks oneself, “What have I to say about Lo-
gos? The nearest I can get is, that it is a certain peculiar quality in a
man’s being which leads him to discriminate, to reason, to judge, to di-
vide, to understand in a particular way.” And one cannot understand
all this without also thinking of its antithesis, the equally intuitive con-
cept of Eros, which would be, then, a principle of relatedness, seeing
things together, gathering things together, establishing relations be-
tween things—not judging things, not looking at them properly, but
rather attracting or repelling them. That is Eros. You see, it has neither
legs nor feet nor hands nor a head nor anything: it is a helpless thing.
It is an intuitive point of view which cannot be brought down to earth.
It is a bird on the wing, a pigeon on the roof; and your scientific or in-
tellectual concept is the sparrow in the hand. The pigeon on the roof
can fly away any time; nevertheless, the pigeon is a reality. So there is
an indefinable something about man which in this or another way, can
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p0551bly be grasped. Logos is an attempt at a concept and it character-
izes a certain quallty which seems to be a general quality of man.

Logos also contains the idea of the word; legein means to talk, to
speak. It is another characteristic of man that he insists upon giving
voice to an idea, designating it, giving a name, making a concept, ex-
pressing it, while woman, characterized more by Eros, can leave things
in suspenso; they have not necessarily to be said. A man says, “Why the
devil don’t you say so?” but a woman doesn’t need to say so, and usually
she doesn’t. Or she says something else, and a man is always convinced
that she has said just the thing she should not have said, for to his mind
she does not designate, does not put her finger on it, doesn’t make the
word. Therefore, men’s ideas about women—about their talk, you
know: gossip and afternoon tea, that intricate talk, the indirect vague
way of women. If he carefully follows up such a conversation, however,
he sees that she is like a spider weaving a web, relating things by secret
threads, and some fly suddenly flies into the net and wonders how the
devil it got there. The talk of women, being roundabout, doesn’t con-
sist of words but of spider webs, and they have a purpose different
from that of a man. He means, “This is a chair, damn you, and it is not
a footstool.” This is interesting to him; he establishes this particular
distinguishing factor. But it is not interesting to a woman: if this is not
a chair it is a footstool and one can sit on a footstool if there is no chair.
As my uncle used to say, “If man had notinvented a spoon by which to
stir the soup, you women would still go on stirring the soup with a
stick.” To a woman it doesn’t matter so much. It only matters inasmuch
as a difference must be covered up or related; a bridge must be made
in between, and that is the weaving of plots.

The natural mind of a woman consists chiefly in weaving plots. That
is no joke, but a fact. It is not a libel against women. It is just so: in their
natural mind they establish spider webs, threads leading from here to
there which connect them up. Eventually a woman gets herself in it as
well; it is a very serious business. Many a woman who has woven a plot
was the fly in the spider’s web. They are natural spiders, because they
can thus find out about connections. You see, that is Eros. But such a
description should be poetic, really, in order to be convincing. An in-
tuitive concept can be excellently described by a poet but not by a sci-
entist. He is almost too masculine, in a way, to give a name to it. There-
fore a man, in order to be definite, very often cuts a thing away from
life; he does not understand its living function. Only very late in life
does he arrive at an understanding of natural groupings or natural
formation. For instance, old Linnaeus made a botanical system—so
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many petals, so many parts and divisions and so on—classifying every-
thing according to a rigid, almost arithmetical system.4 But look at the
way modern botanists now assemble plants naturally in families: they
observe plant life in natural symbiotic groups. It is topographical. A
plant is in a living symbiosis with the rock upon which it grows, and
with other plants, and with animals. But that was arrived at very late;
first of all, science insisted upon just making straight lines through na-
ture by arithmetical laws. That is the designating character of the Lo-
gos.

Had it entered woman’s sphere at all, if she had been called upon to
produce a system of plants, she would naturally have made a huge plot
about them: how this kind of flower was intriguing against another one
and so on. It would have been a romance. They would have married,
or they would have made most wonderful bastards together, such and
such a bastard coming from such and such a lady flower. There would
have been natural families quite certainly from the beginning. The ge-
netic point of view would have been considered, which man only dis-
covered very late, for the genealogical instinct of woman is tremen-
dous—who is the grandson of whom, who is the great grandaunt of
this one. Thatis an important item of female conversation, and it is an-
other application of the same principle. Of course, not when women
with great minds are gathered together!—but ordinary women’s con-
versation. They are always informed about an entirely different world
from man’s world; man’s world is strange to that kind of mind, as a
woman’s world is strange to a man. He simply does not see things un-
der that aspect. Therefore, Anatole France is quite right when he says
that when men have worked things up to a fix, they must call irf an in-
telligent woman, a saint, to solve the riddle, to untie the Gordian knot;
you can read this in L'Isle des Penguins, a very instructive book.s

The Logos, then, is an intuitive concept that covers tentatively a
large field of observational experience which cannot be summed up in
any known form; with no forms in which to catch it, it is the nearest we
can get to it. If anybody else has a better idea, I am only too glad to
accept it, but I know nothing better. One has to go very warily with
such concepts. I should advise you to use these terms as little as possi-
ble, because they are always a trap. Of course occasionally, for the sake
of brevity, one has to use them and provided you know what I mean by
it, then I have said something in a few words. But you must know what

4 Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1775), Swedish classifier of plants.
5 For Anatole France see above, 13 June 1934, n. 8.
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kind of experience is behind it. Well, we have spent nearly all our time
over it, but we rather needed to clarify these concepts. The next verse
is:

What the sense feeleth, what the spirit discerneth, hath never its
end in itself. But sense and spirit would fain persuade thee that
they are the end of all things: so vain are they.

Towhat does that refer?

Mrs. Baumann: In this translation, Sinn is called “mind.” Is that right?

Prof. Jung: Well, unfortunately it means sense too, and the word
sense surely is not identical with mind. It is definitely what we call sense.
And Sinn can also be translated by “meaning”; Wilhelm translates Tao
by Sinn for instance, while others call Tao “meaning.”® Sinn often
means Gemiit, and Gemaitlichkeit is most definitely an emotional feeling
which by a peculiar lack of differentiation is mixed up with sensation,
Empfindung, so the sense quality comes in there too. That is due to the
fact that in the Germanic mind the functions of feeling and sensation
are not properly differentiated yet; one sees it all over the place, being
everywhere obvious. Gemiit or Gemiitlichkeit is an unfathomable soup of
sensation and feelings and emotions. And Gemiitlichkeit is pregnant
with all sorts of objects and associations; it smells of beer and tobacco
and blood-and-liver sausages and sauerkraut. There are people sitting
around a stove in a warm room with a low smoke-blackened ceiling,
and there is a coffeepot, and they drink and talk slowly, and it is eve-
ning and very nice and comfortable. All these things belong and must
be mentioned in order to know what Gemiitlichkeit means. It is a won-
derfully primitive concept. There is no word in the world so pregnant
as Gemait. It is amazing what happens when you say that word. It is as
comprehensive as a mantra; you draw in realities. When you say
“sense,” God! that is poor; when you say “mind,” the meaning is too
definite; when you say “meaning,” you ask what meaning, you draw
nothing in; but if a German says Gemiit or Gemiitlichkeit, he does not
need to ask what or where or who.?

Mr. Allemann: Would it be “homely” or “homelike” in English?

Prof. Jung: Well, that is not the same by far. They just don’t possess

6 Richard Wilhelm'’s introducing Jung to I Ching, or The Book of Changes, proved to be
crucial for Jung’s work. See MDR, appendix IV. For Wilhelm on Tao as Sinn see above,
31 Oct. 1934, n. 8. However, the opening lines of the Tao Te King say that the true Tao
cannot be named.

7 Empfindung is usually translated as “sensation,
Gemiit, as “feeling,” “heart.”

” o«

perception,” or even “sentiment”;
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sucha word. Itis still primitive. I am sure there are such words in Rus-
sian, or any other primitive languages, words that describe plastic sit-
uations. So the Germans still have words of power: they produce. For
instance, when men come together and it is not particularly interesting
and there is no particular point in it and something ought to be done
about the situation, they say: wir wollen gemaitlich sein. There it is. Some-
body speaks the mantra and he has created something. So, as I say,
Sinn has an emotional aspect and then it is a sort of Gemiit; it has a sen-
sation aspect and then it is Sinnlichkeit; and it has an intellectual aspect
which is meaning.

Mrs. Baynes: It seems to me, if it were translated “What the sense per-
ceives,” “perceives” would take care of both feeling and intellect.

Prof. Jung: Yes, that would be better.

Dr. Schlegel: 1 think in the second sentence, Sinn and Gemiit have an-
other meaning than in the first one. They are objective, whilst in the
first sentence there is a subjective meaning.

Prof. Jung: But it says afterwards: “Instruments and playthings are
mind (or sense) and spirit,” and it is obvious that he means two mental
factors. The word spirit or Geist is here about the same as “mind”; “and
mind feeleth” so it can be intuitive; or it can be Gemiit; or you can say
“sense” if you like. But the important thing here is in how far they per-
suade us that they are the “end of all things” or ends in themselves.
Now are they ends in themselves? Or in how far do they try to convince
us that they are? That is the point and that is the object of his criticism.

Mrs. Fierz: They lead to a certain oneness; they can be taken together
again and again, until you have the feeling that you have reached a cer-
tain unity. That is not quite true, but the materialistic mind at least
thinks it can lead to oneness.

Prof. Jung: You mean the materialistic mind thought of it as one
principle.

Mrs. Fierz: Yes, the monistic idea.

Miss Wolff: In a measure, the only purpose in people’s attitude is to
recognize, to reach the meaning. Then that is a purpose of life.

Prof. Jung: Well, I would say that either awareness, or sense, or
mind, or intellect, or spirit in a metaphysical sense—always try to per-
suade us that, by their results or their statements, the ultimate truth
could be established—and that that would be the meaning of life alto-
gether. For instance, the scientific intellect makes it a purpose of its ex-
istence to establish a truth, as if that were the real goal of life; and as
mentality could be made the goal of life, so another function can make
another goal, create another meaning of life, and try to persuade us
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that that is the only thing. You see, when functions are differentiated
in a one-sided way, when you are always living on one function, then
that function gets the better of you and insists that the whole meaning
of life is nothing but that. But if you know that you are not identical
with a function—if you are the subject of your functions, not the ob-
ject—then you can say, my goal is so and so, and the function is subser-
vient. That is what Nietzsche wants to bring about. Naturally, if you are
identical with one function, that function tries to persuade you that its
data, its realities, are the meaning of your life. Therefore, you should
see that you are the master of your functions, that you are the subject of
your functions, and not the object.
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LECTURE V
20 February 1935

Prof. Jung:

Here is a question which is not exactly a question. An anonymous
writer who signs herself Mrs. Spider-web has sent me this contribu-
tion: “Prof. Superman’s suggestion that the black swastika is the earth
turning away from the sun connects with the four-square aspect of the
earth (since the swastika is square) and with the Chinese I Ching dis-
cussion in which you described the Chinese square as having motion—
a vortex. As the earth is also body, the swastika is also man, which also
links up with Aquarius, the Water-carrier. I am also tempted to men-
tion Pegasus, the square constellation, which has to do with inspiration
and which would connect with the golden sun swastika. Therefore the
swastika symbol contains all the elements with which Zarathustra is
dealing.”

That there is a connection is undeniable: there is the synchronous
connection, and then that Pegasus business is a most interesting allu-
sion. Mrs. Spider-web must know about the maps of the sky. Itis true
that above Aquarius is the square constellation of Pegasus, as I men-
tioned in a former Seminar. That it would connect with the golden sun
swastika, I don’t see. If the writer had elaborated a bit on these allu-
sions, it would help us to understand it better. There are too many
jumps in it. It contains a lot of good intuitions, but a bit more meat
would be desirable.

We are still in the chapter, “The Despisers of the Body.” We got stuck
in that paragraph, “Instruments and playthings are sense and spirit.”
There we had some dif ficulty with the German word Sinn. In summing
up, I would say that this German concept of Sinn in connection with
spirit is a sort of antithesis, Sinn and Geist; and one could use here the
word Gemiit to express the meaning of Sinn. Also one could say the
emotional psyche and the spirit, Seele und Geist, obviously express a to-
tality. Now these are, he says, tools and playthings, which would mean
that they are not things in themselves but rather applications or func-
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tions or epiphenomena or appendixes, because “behind them there is
still the self.” In other words, they are phenomena or manifestations of
an underlying entity, which would mean an absolute definite reality,
and that would be found in the self.

In the concept of the self we enter the sphere of our psychology
which also has arrived at the conclusion that the total psychological
being of man consists not only of consciousness, but in addition, of the
unconscious. Obviously the ego, the personification of the center of
consciousness, cannot be the whole of our psychical existence: the un-
conscious is needed to make a total. And if the unconscious is added to
the conscious, then the central being, or the resultant of the two, would
be the alter ego. For when one discovers the unconscious one discovers
oneself too, but under an entirely different aspect; one discovers an-
other self within oneself. This causes, as you know, a tremendous con-
flict, because we are not at one with our unconscious, that alter ego
which is also designated as the shadow; as a rule, one has the greatest
trouble to accept the shadow, the fact of one’s own negation. For that
other one in us is so utterly different from the conscious ego that one
can say it amounts to a negation of the ego, particularly when one is in
doubt which of the two ought to be; the shadow is so strong that you
can be honestly in doubt as to what you really are.!

For instance, to have the fantasy of killing your enemy is sufficient
for certain people to assume that they are potential murderers, to be-
lieve themselves wholly wrong, children of the devil; and then they get
depressed, as if the possession of something against their grain would
mean that they were nothing but bad. Such people are inclined to
think that a man who kills another man, or who lies or steals, is entirely
black, with nothing good in him; and naturally they are utterly intol-
erant of the weaknesses of other people because they cannot stand
their own. It is one of the foremost tasks of analysis to bring these two
sides together, to make it palatable to people that they are not only a
resplendent ego which is always in a most suitable condition, newly
washed and fit for the drawing room, but that they have also another
side which is not acceptable and which cannot possibly be shown in
public. Such a fact does not mean that the whole mixture is spoiled; it
only means that the cake contains not only sugar but some saltalso, and
that the substance of which one is generally composed has its flaws. It
is not quite pure.

Now, since the whole of the human being is something different

' For a definition of shadow, see above 6 June 1934, n. g.
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from the conscious ego, it deserves another name, particularly be-
cause, when you assimilate the unconscious, you feel a certain objectiv-
ity about yourself. As a matter of fact, you cannot assimilate yourself,
you cannot live with yourself, unless you understand yourself as a sort
of givenness, a datum; you are an objective fact. If you assume that you
are only the conscious ego, then it is as if you had wanted to bring about
certain events, or had done certain things intentionally; but you cannot
deny thatit also looks as if they had just happened to you, as if you had
encountered them, or perhaps as if you had been overcome by some-
thing strange and objective. So if you can assimilate your shadow, you
then appear to yourself not only subjective but as something objective
as well. You see, in assimilating the unconscious, you increase the cir-
cumference of your being to an unknown extent; moreover, you are
including something in the totality of yourself which is not under your
control: you can only control what is in consciousness.

It is as if you were ruler of a land which is only partially known to
yourself, king of a country with an unknown number of inhabitants.
You don’t know who they are or what their condition may be; time and
again you make the discovery that you have subjects in your country of
whose existence you had no idea. Therefore, you cannot assume the
responsibility; you can only say, “I find myself as the ruler of a country
which has unknown borders and unknown inhabitants, possessing
qualities of which I am not entirely aware.” Then you are at once out
of your subjectivity, and are confronted with a situation in which you
are a sort of prisoner; you are confronted with unknown possibilities,
because those many uncontrollable factors at any time may influence
all your actions or decisions. So you are a funny kind of king in that
country, a king who is not really a king, who is dependent upon so
many known quantities and conditions that he often cannot carry
through his own intentions. Therefore, it is better not to speak of
being a king at all, and be only one of the inhabitants who has just a
corner of that territory in which to rule. And the greater your experi-
ence, the more you see that your corner is infinitely small in compari-
son with the vast extent of the unknown against you. You get the en-
tirely new idea that the Self is obviously something exceedingly
influential and very strange and that you are just a part of it; you don’t
know how infinitesimal a part—or perhaps you are a considerable
part. But at all events, you have to assume the attitude of somebody
who has established his little kingdom in a continent of unknown ex-
tension, and beyond the indistinct borderline of your conscious king-
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dom is the absolutely unknown. Now, if you assume that this whole
continent in which your little kingdom is to be found is ruled by a cen-
tral power, then that central power would be your own king also; you
would be a subject of that unknown grand power. And that would be
the self, about as we think of it in psychology.

Of course I knew that Nietzsche had such a concept because I read
Zarathustra for the first time when I was only twenty-three, and then
later, in the winter of 1914-15, I studied it very carefully and made a
lot of annotations. I was already interested in the concept of the self,
but I was not clear how I should understand it. I made my marks, how-
ever, when I came across these passages, and they seemed very impor-
tant to me. Yet I could not make use of it because one misses in Zara-
thustra the concept of the unconscious; there is only the conscious.
Gemiit and Geist would be contents or qualities of consciousness. There-
fore, there was the possibility—which I saw even then in Zarathustra—
of the mistake which Nietzsche actually makes; namely, he identifies
the ego with the self and therefore with the Superman. His ego simply
merges into the Superman, as we have seen. That would be an incar-
nation of the self. But the self is much too big; you cannot possibly
identify with it without incurring the risk of a fatal inflation. There-
fore, the fatal end of the whole story—the stone that is thrown high
falls back upon oneself. Such an identification can only lead to an ex-
plosion.

The concept of the self continued to recommend itself to me never-
theless. I thought Nietzsche meant a sort of thing-in-itself behind the
psychological phenomenon. That is obviously expressed in the pas-
sage, “The self seeketh with the eyes of the senses, it hearkeneth also
with the ears of the spirit.” The self uses our mental and psychical phe-
nomena as a sort of means of conveyance; that is, our psyche is used as
a means of expression of the self or by the self. I saw then also that he
was producing a concept of the self which was like the Eastern concept;
itis an Atman idea. I don’t know whether Nietzsche was influenced by
anything Indian that he read, but I rather doubt it; it looks to me as if
it were a very original invention. Naturally, the fact that there is a col-
lective unconscious in which all these concepts are contained and from
which the East has taken them, is a reason why one finds many Eastern
parallels in Meister Eckhart’s writings also, and even in Kant. Now, I
have brought you today an Eastern text which shows this parallel beau-
tifully; it is from the English translation of the Talavakara Upanishad,
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one of the series of the Sacred Books of the East 1 will read the first
Khanda:

The pupil asks: “At whose wish does the mind sent forth pro-
ceed on its errand? At whose command does the first breath go
forth? At whose wish do we utter this speech? What God directs
the eye or the ear?”

The teacher replied: “It is the ear of the ear, the mind of the
mind, the speech of speech, the breath of breath, and the eye of
the eye. When freed (from the senses) the wise, on departing from
this world, become immortal.

The eye does not go thither, nor speech, nor mind. We do not
know, we do not understand, how any one can teachit.

It is different from the known, it is also above the unknown,
thus we have heard from those of old who taught us this.

That which is not expressed by speech and by which speech is
expressed, that alone know as Brahman, not that which people
here adore.

That which does not think by mind, and by which, they say,
mind is thought, that alone know as Brahman, not that which peo-
ple here adore.

That which does not see by the eye, and by which one sees (the
work of) the eyes, that alone know as Brahman, not that which
people here adore.

That which does not hear by the ear, and by which the ear is
heard, that alone know as Brahman, not that which people here
adore.

That which does not breathe by breath, and by which breath is
drawn, that alone know as Brahman, not that which people here
adore.”

Then there is a little paragraph in the second Khanda:

He by whom it (Brahman) is not thought, by him it is thought;
he by whom it is thought, knows it not. It is not understood by
those who understand it, it is understood by those who do not un-
derstand it.

This way of putting it is, of course, specifically Eastern; it is most de-
scriptive, most plastic. You see, that which is behind and uses the ears

* The Sacred Books of the East, ed. Friedrich Max Miiller (Oxford, 1879-1926), 50 vols.,
vols. 39-40.
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and the eyes and the mind is Brahman, the self, the unutterable pri-
mordial substance of existence; and those who understand it do not
understand it, but those who do not understand it, who cannot think
it, understand it. If you desist from any attempt to understand it,
therefore, you are about right, because that thing is utterly unthinka-
ble. You cannot conceive of a thing in which you are contained; you
can only conceive of the thing you are or of a thing that is like you, but
not of the thing which is greater than you and which contains you. It is
utterly futile even to attempt to describe that which is the sum total of
conscious and unconscious; it is incomprehensible, beyond the possi-
bilities of our thought. We only can suggest it by antinomies; it exists
and does not exist, for instance. This Indian text is entirely to the
point, therefore; it very clearly shows that this is a borderline concept
beyond which there is no possibility for us.

You see, the concept of the self is a true symbol. We use a symbol to
express something which cannot be expressed by any other means; the
moment you have a better expression it is no longer a symbol. A sym-
bol immediately collapses when you can see behind it. For why should
you be complicated, why should you use allusion, when you can say it
in a more simple way?3 Of course, the idea of the self can be thought,
inasmuch as it is a manifestation, a phenomenon—you can make a
drawing of it if you like. The chakras, for instance, are stages of the
self, the self in its different manifestations. Or take a very complete
mandala, the Tibetan mandala of the four-square stupa, a vajra man-
dala; that is absolutely abstract. It is a symbol, yet you can talk about it,
you can explain it. But you never can explain what the self is, because
the self in itself is unthinkable. Now, that is not so here; to Nietzsche it
is far more definite. He handles it as if it were explainable, and he iden-
tifies it with the body:

Ever hearkeneth the Self, and seeketh; it compareth, master-
eth, conquereth, and destroyeth. It ruleth, and is also the ego’s
ruler.

Here you have it; it is the thing in which the “I” is contained, to which
the “I” is subject.

Behind thy thoughts and feelings, my brother, there is a mighty
lord, an unknown sage—it is called Self; it dwelleth in thy body, it
is thy body.

3 See below, 20 Feb. 1935, n. 3.
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And here he explains it and here he falls down because you cannot say
it is this or that, it is always néti-néti. (The Indian formula which is usu-
ally translated, “neither this nor that.”) But he knows it is the body and
that is the mistake; if he identifies the body with the self, he brings the
self into the body or the body up into the self, and that produces an
inflation of the body. It is a most curious fact that Nietzsche, an intui-
tive, should overestimate the body to such an extent. Of course, the
body is extraordinarily important but that is an overrating. And it is
quite interesting that he calls it a “mighty lord,” for that word is taken
literally, one could say, from the texts of the Upanishads and the Tan-
tric philosophy. In the system of chakras, the lord appears when con-
sciousness is developed as far as anahata. There, the two principles of
the body are divided, the prana and the spirit, the heart containing the
fire of manipura from below, and the lungs the ethereal thin substance
from above. And there the understanding of the self appears as the
reconciling principle, the mighty lord, called in this chakra the I'shvara;
in anahata the Ishvara first becomes visible as the thumbling in the cen-
ter of the triangle, the lord, “an unknown sage.”

That the self is understood to be an old sage is also an Eastern idea.
There is a Chinese text for example, handed down in Japanese philo-
sophical literature, which says, “If thou thinketh thou art alone and
canst do what thou pleaseth, thou art forgetting the old sage that
dwelleth in thy heart and knoweth of all thou dost.”4 That is the self
that dwells in the anahata chakra, the heart center, and it would of
course be the archetype of the old wise man. For to one who has at-
tained only to anahata, the archetype of the wise old man still covers
the symbol of the self. It is as if the self were contained in him, as on a
certain level the anima contains all the subsequent figures, like the wise
old man and the self. Then naturally the anima is “She-that-must-be-

4 The Chinese source was Wang Yang-ming, who said, “In every heart there dwells a
sejin (sage). Only, we do not believe it firmly enough, and therefore the whole has re-
mained buried” (CW 6, par. 370). Jung is citing an article by Tetsujiro, “Die japanische
Philosphie,” in Allgemeine Geschichte der Philosphie, ed. W. Wundt et al. (Berlin and Leip-
zig, 2nd edn., 1912), p. 85. In turn, Wang’s principal teachings are available in English
translation as Instructions for Practical Living and Other Neo-Confucian Writings, tr. Wing-
tsit Chan, in Records of Civilization: Sources and Studies, no. 68 (New York and London,
1963).

5 In Kundalini Yoga, anahata is the heart chakra or lotus, which represents a stage in
which oneis lifted above the material level. As Jung puts it elsewhere, “Butin anahata a
new thing comes up, the possibility of lifting himself above the emotional happenings
and beholding them. He discovers the purusha (self) in his heart” (“Notes on the Kun-
dalini Seminar,” 19 Oct. 1932, p. 174, unpublished typescript).
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obeyed,” as Rider Haggard putit quite blindly. And that figure, “She-
that-must-be-obeyed,” she that represents the wisdom of the past, that
understands all the secret arts and is practically immortal, would also
contain the sorcerer; and inasmuch as she represents the almost divine
principle, she contains the self. All these figures of the unconscious are
as if shining through the figure which one actually perceives. Some-
times the anima has an almost hermaphroditic aspect; there is an ar-
chetype of the hermaphrodite in between the anima and the wise old
man, which simply comes from the fact that the anima contains also a
masculine principle. It is as if the anima had an animus-—one could put
it like that—but the animus is spirit. It is the wise old man. If one is at
the stage where it is possible to realize something beyond the anima,
then the feminine aspect of the unconscious more or less fades away
and instead there is that masculine animus aspect: the wise old man
who is now practically divine because one is a step nearer to the appa-
rition of the self.

You see, the anima can appear in the anahata chakra, because in the
heart region, where you become conscious of feeling, you begin to dis-
criminate and to judge. Then you know what is your own and what be-
longs to somebody else; you not only recognize the difference in your-
self, but also the difference between yourself and other people. So you
have a chance on that level to realize the anima, and then through the
anima one gets the first inkling of the Ishvara. Then the next center,
visuddha, which is in the throat, is the Logos center. It says in the Tan-
tric texts that those who attain to that level are given the power of the
word, and that is the realm of the wise old man. And in visuddha you
have the apparition of the white elephant, the great divine power
which is also contained in muladhara, the equivalent of the earth—
namely, a sort of wisdom which keeps the earth in suspenso, which bal-
ances your reality so that you can be honestly in doubt whether this or
that is reality, or merely a veil. Then, of course, the next thing is ajna,
where you have a more or less clear vision of the self. But the self only
really appears in sahasrara, the thousand petalled lotus, that is the sym-
bol of the self.

Itis as if you were coming up from below, like the primordial Pueblo
Indians who came up through all those caves, climbing up from the
darkest cave to the topmost one where it was still dark, until they at
last came out on the surface of the earth. That would be anahata, in
the diaphragm region. The word diaphragm comes from the Greek
word phren, which means mind. At this level consciousness begins;
there is discrimination. But below is only participation, manipura; and
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the still lower caves correspond to svadhisthana and muladhara. Then
above the diaphragm you rise into the kingdom of the air, where the
light of the self begins to appear. That is also according to the famous
text in the Upanishads about Yajnavalkya, the sage at the king’s court.
They have a long talk and the king asks him, “By what light do human
beings go out, do their work and return?” And the sage answers: “By
the light of the sun.” Then the king asks, “But when the sun is extin-
guished, by what light will human beings go out and do their work and
return?” “By the light of the moon.” So it goes on; when the moon is
extinguished, they will go out by the light of the stars, and then by the
light of the fire, and when even the fire is extinguished, “by what light
can they then do their work and still live?” And the sage replies, “By
the light of the self”—the ultimate light.5

Now, all this is lacking in Nietzsche, which indicates that he had no
particular knowledge of Eastern philosophy; if he had, he could not
possibly have identified the self with the body. Of course, one has to
link the body to the self, because the distinct body is the distinct ap-
pearance of the self in three dimensional space, yetitis of course again
a function like the mind. You cannot say that the mind is a function of
the self without admitting that the body is also a function of the self.
Otherwise of course, you make the mind a function of the body, and
then the psychical principle would be a sort of epiphenomenon of the
chemistry of the body. We are now sufficiently informed of the hypo-
thetical nature of matter, however, to know that it is practically the
same whether we'say that the body is a function of a psychical function,
or that the psychical function is no function at all but only an epiphe-
nomenonal principle of the body, a secondary phenomenon—the
body being the primary phenomenon. But the body is, of course, also
a concretization, or a function, of that unknown thing which produces
the psyche as well as the body; the difference we make between the
psyche and the body is artificial. It is done for the sake of a better un-
derstanding. In reality, there is nothing but a living body. That is the
fact; and psyche is as much a living body as body is living psyche: it is
just the same. Formerly, when one said “body” one assumed that one
had expressed something; nowadays we know that this is only a word.
Zarathustra continues.

There is more sagacity in thy body than in thy best wisdom. And
who then knoweth why the body requireth just thy best wisdom?
Thy Self laugheth at thine ego, and its proud prancings. “What

¢ The Brihad-Aranyada Upanishad, Third Brahmana. Hume¥, p. 6,
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are these prancings and flights of thought unto me?” it saith to it-
self. “A by-way to my purpose. I am the leading-string of the ego,
and the prompter of its notions.

The Self saith unto the ego: “Feel pain!” And thereupon it suf-
fereth, and thinketh how it may put an end thereto—and for that
very purpose it is meant to think.

The Self saith unto the ego: “Feel pleasure!” Thereupon it
rejoiceth, and thinketh how it may ofttimes rejoice—and for that
very purpose it is meant to think.

To the despisers of the body will I speak a word. That they de-
spise is caused by their esteem. What is it that created esteeming
and despising and worth and will?

The creating Self created for itself esteeming and despising, it
created foritself joy and woe. The creating body created for itself
spirit, as a hand to its will.

What he saysabout the self here is absolutely to the point; the self even
creates esteem and contempt for itself. That is an understanding
which is typical of the East; it is not Western. But it is typically
Nietzsche, and there Nietzsche is very great; he draws from very deep
sources. In the East they knew it long ago; so to them the love of God
and the hatred of God are essentially the same. And rightly so, for if it
only matters that you are concerned with a thing, then it does not mat-
ter whether you are concerned by hatred or by love. Therefore, they
have the saying that if a man loves God he needs seven incarnations in
order to reach him, but when he hates him he only needs three. As a
rule we are really far more concerned when we hate than when we
love, and in that Eastern saying one recognizes this kind of psychology.
So it does not matter to the self whether you love or despise; it is only
important that you are concerned.

But here again Nietzsche makes the one-sided identification of the
self with the body, and of course that is not satisfactory; he endows the
body with a creative faculty or a meaningful faculty, which, even with
a tremendous effort of imagination, cannot be put into it. For we know
too well that the body is a biological function, having seen how it be-
haves in experimental biology. It is really not the body which restores
damaged tissues; it is a peculiar vital principle which does the job, and
it should not be put down to the chemistry of the body. For instance,
you cannot explain by the particular chemical constituents of a body
how it can produce tissue which is entirely strange to the tissue from
which it is taken; yet that is the case. A very interesting experiment has
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been made on the eye of a salamander, for example. The lens of the
eye was extracted, and it was then substituted for by the growth of a
new one. But the ectoderm, the embryonic tissue from which the lens
was taken, is entirely different from the mesoderm, the tissue of the
iris from which the new lens—one could call it the artificial lens—was
produced. So one particular tissue of the body can be used by a living
principle in the body to produce something of an entirely different tis-
sue. You see, we have learned that the tissues of the body are so differ-
entiated that from the cells of a gland, no other tissue than gland tissue
can be made, that it can multiply but will never become muscle tissue,
for instance. Yet there in life we find that it is possible, and it cannot be
explained by the inherent qualities of the tissue. Therefore, the idea of
a sort of neovitalism is introduced, which is still a matter of discussion;
one must imagine a kind of living principle which has the faculty of us-
ing the tissues of the body as it sees fit, not dependent upon the quality
of the particular tissue. Of course, these things were quite unknown in
Nietzsche’s time, and even if they had been known, he probably would
not have read that kind of literature. So he overrates the body. But he
finds it necessary to say “creative” body, and in that one sees a conces-
sion to a creative principle.

Even in your folly and despising ye each serve your Self, ye des-
pisers of the body. I tell you, your very Self wanteth to die, and
turneth away from life.

No longer can your Self do that which it desireth most:—create
beyond itself. That is what it desireth most; that is all its fervour.

But it is now too late to do so:—so your Self wisheth to succumb,
ye despisers of the body.

What is the meaning of this passage?

Prof. Reichstein: 1 think the principal meaning is that the goal of life
is death, but perhaps some of Nietzsche’s personal psychology is inter-
mingled. The sentence before suggests very much the scene with the
rope-dancer and the buffoon, and in just this passage there must be a
lot of personal psychology.

Prof. Jung: Quite so.

Miss Wolff: 1 thought it was probably also a historical problem of his
epoch. Before this, the body was not really discovered; it was the un-
known thing, and therefore it stands on the side of the self as the un-
known part of the psyche. So of course the body getstoo much weight,
because it is a change which must first be assimilated. And then itis also
a symbol.
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Prof. Jung: Because it has been unknown and therefore contami-
nated with the unconscious?

Miss Wolff: On the side of the unconscious and therefore it gets the
importance.

Prof. Jung: Yes, a sort of symbolic importance. But why should it be
death? “So your self desireth to succumb” means death.

Miss Hannah: If the ego won't live as the self wants it to, live its life
completely, then the self usually does seem to want to die. I mean, if it
cannot get an individual to accept the individual problem or task, it is
then as if it wills death—as if by killing, it would get a chance to try
again.

Prof. Jung: But can you explain it?

Miss Hannah: I think it is just sick of the way he went, fed up.

Prof. Jung: Would there notbe another way?

Mprs. Baumann: Accepting life means also accepting death in the or-
dinary course of things.

Prof. Jung: Well, it has not quite that meaning here. He says. “For ye
can no longer create beyond yourselves.” That is something new, it be-
longs to the epoch. “But it is now too late to do so, so your self wisheth
to succumb.” You see, he obviously assumes that in another time the
self did not desire to perish, but desired to live; it is just now that he
“wisheth to succumb.”

Mrs. Fierz: Is that not also an Indian aspect—the creation and then
the undoing of creation?

Prof. Jung: That is very much what Mrs. Baumann alluded to, but
according to my idea it is a bit too academic or philosophical. Nietzsche
is far more concerned with the actual time than with the general aspect
of the world that lives and dies—after birth, death, and then birth
again. That is characteristic of Upanishad philosophy and later on you
find it in Nietzsche too, in his idea of the eternal return of things. But
here he speaks of a definite time; it is now thatthe self desires to die.

Miss Wolff: It must be a Christian idea. In Christianity, one is sup-
posed to go beyond one’s actual condition in order to reach again the
primordial condition where one was like God.

Prof. Jung: Yes, that is the cause. The scorners or despisers of the
body would be the late Christian point of view, according to which one
must despise the body because it is awkward and always teaches a dif-
ferent truth from that of the spirit; the body must be repressed or con-
trolled, pressed into certain forms, and one must not listen to its teach-
ing. Therefore, the persecution of the body in the church, the
glorification of the spirit through the mortification of the body. When
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a saint was rotting away in his lifetime, stinking with putrification, and
when the hermits and the fakirs went into the desert and dried up with
thirst, it was a sign of the glory of God. And in the New Testament we
have that famous passage where Christ speaks of those who have cas-
trated themselves for the kingdom of heaven.” He probably alludes to
the Galloi, the priests of Astarte, who used to castrate themselves of fi-
cially; those not very savory symbols were carried at the head of a spe-
cial parade. The fact of the castrated Galloi was public knowledge all
over the near East. Fortunately enough, we know nothing of Chris-
tians who have castrated themselves for the kingdom of heaven, but
Christ must have been referring to some well-known fact. It would
have been a most hellish sin among the Jews, so we cannot assume that
he refers to them; and there were no Christians then, but only his dis-
ciples. However, we know that later on Origen did castrate himself for
the kingdom of heaven, and probably such a case occasionally hap-
pened. It was the general Christian idea that the world was vain and
would perish like Christ and that the kingdom to come was the desir-
able thing. We only live for a short time here and must prepare for the
eternal mansions.

That the body should have no meaningis, of course, a contradiction
of the Semitic temperament which believes in the glorification of the
world; itis a prophetic impulse to create, not a kingdom of heaven, but
a kingdom on earth where peace and justice reign. The Jew has the
temperament of the reformer who really wants to produce something
in this world; when the Semites spoke of a kingdom of perfection, they
meant it to be here, the glory of this earth, and of course that excludes
the mutilation of the body. Nothing must be mutilated. The whole
world must come to a state where the lepers will be healed and the lion
will lie down with the lamb; that is all prophesied in Isaiah, a state of
paradise. As the Cabalists, for instance, have the idea that after the sin
of the first parents, God removed paradise into the future, which
means that paradise is to come; it is to be produced upon this earth.
But Christ’s words are in flagrant contradiction with this teaching. His
kingdom is not of this earth. It is a spiritual, transcendental kingdom
in the future, and he says it is nowhere else than within ourselves; the
emphasis is on the spiritual side. The body will be curtailed. That con-
tinued to be the case throughout the Middle Ages, but finally the body
has asserted itself. The first attempt was the Renaissance, where it ap-
peared quite visibly; one sees it in the art of those centuries. Look at

7 Matthew 19:12.
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the so-called primitives—the primitives in paint—with those peculiar
heads and miserable mutilated bodies, starved and diseased, leprous.
Then one century later the flesh was blossoming in a marvelous way,
in the cinquecento, the life of the earth was glorified. Of course, it led
right away into the great Reformation. Because the body had made
that attempt to break through, the severe moral restrictions in early
Protestantism followed. So the experiment proved pretty doubtful,
but slowly it grew again, and in materialism we have the full triumph
of matter.

Nietzsche in that respect is a sort of materialistic prophet, but he
saves some spiritual substance. It is not exactly the body he seeks but
the Superman, the man who is even beyond the actual body, a new cre-
ation that is not this coarse body, a new being in whom, perhaps, the
body will be completely subject to the will. You see, that is again a sort
of spiritual principle. He is a prophet of the will, even a will beyond
oneself, and that is a kind of transcendentalism; he does not get away
from it altogether. But here it is quite clear that he means by the scorn-
ers of the body those that despise the principle of the body and believe
in the principle of the spirit exclusively; and he says that the self of
those people desires to die. The reason is that when we deny an im-
portant part of ourselves the right to existence, when something is con-
tinuously, for many years, repressed and macerated, then that thing
always takes its revenge in the form of a suicidal wish. For, every form
of split in ourselves after a while becomes personified.

For instance, if you find in a certain respect you are stupid, you hate
itand try to avoid all those occasions where the stupidity could come to
the foreground, because you know you will make a stupid ass of your-
self. And if it appears in spite of yourself, you say, “Excuse me, there
my stupid ass came out again. I am an ass in a certain respect and it has
gotten the better of me.” That is personification. Then you have a sta-
ble in which you keep your ass, but you live upstairs and are a respect-
able gentleman. We have done that with the body; we put it into the
stable, feeding it very poorly—at least we say so. But by mistake, in a
marvelous way, it has been fed time and again. If anybody catches you
in the act, when you are down in the stable with fodder for the ass, you
say, “I beg your pardon. I have such a weakness. I am sorry and I will
repent.” And then you go to church and fast and repent that you have
fed the ass. Now, that of course is not proper; it is not very helpful to
the mental and physical development of the ass. But the lower self is
happily enough a greedy animal which you cannot always hinder from
feeding; if it is not done legitimately, then illegitimately. So mankind
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has helped himself through a great deal of unconsciousness. Perhaps
you left the stable door open and out walked the ass in the night and
ate the cabbages in your neighbor’s garden, and then it was discovered
and you had to pay the damage. Or it was not discovered and you were
glad to find the ass very full.

But we soon made the mistake of developing consciousness to such
an extent that we began to have a psychological criterion. We devel-
oped insight, and then we could not deny that we had left the stable
door open and had not fastened the ass securely; we had to say it was
our ass that had eaten the neighbor’s cabbages. So we cannot say it is no
problem, and that we can do entirely without. But there are still plenty
of fatherly men—when they are parsons they have their little girls
whom they are confirming, and they say afterwards, by the marvelous
grace of God the ass has eaten. Ten thousand things have happened
which apparently never happened; they are blissfully unconscious
about what has been done for the ass. The more we pay attention to
our psyche, however, the more we are aware of the things that happen,
and we know unfortunately for what purpose they were done. So the
body becomes a moral problem with us. What about the ass in the sta-
ble? It is no real way to leave the stable door open. That cannot work
in the future; we must buy a meadow where we can feed the ass in a
legitimate way. It must be acknowledged that there is such a thing. For
if we don’t acknowledge it, then with an increasing amount of moral-
ity, of consciousness, we find very efficient means of locking the stable
door, and then the ass dies, naturally. If we don’t let him live, he pre-
fers to die. And then we develop a suicidal wish.

Of course, with our power to keep things locked up and concealed
we don’t realize that it is a suicidal wish. It may begin with an upset of
the stomach, or continuous constipation, or you are terribly tired, or
cannot walk. Probably it is already a lack of will to live, the beginning
of the suicidal wish; most of the neuroses have that character. In ago-
raphobia, you don’t dare to cross the street, or you may be afraid of a
big crowd of people, or afraid of being fenced in: that is all the suicidal
tendency. It means that your will to live only goes so far. It does not risk
itself in crowds, in the open spaces of life. You are already partially
lame and you seek a situation in which you can fall down, a threshold
over which you can stumble, or a car that will run over you; people
have little accidents which are simply preparatory for a great catastro-
phe, where they get into an avalanche or something of the sort. And
nobody has ever known, because we can quite easily hide things from
our own consciousness and from the consciousness of other people.
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Now, Nietzsche explains thatitis the self, really, that doesn’t want to
live, because one thus deprives the self of its own experiment. Let us
assume for the sake of argument that there is such a thing as the self,
that living potentiality which accounts for the existence of our spirit as
well as our body—both being essentially the same. Sure enough, our
ego-will is not identical with the self-will; our self-will does not want
what the ego wants. Why has the self created the body? I don’t know
why we are not wind; we might be forms made of air and beyond sex
or appetites or digestion and such nuisances, but it is a fact that we
have bodies which have been created by the self, so we must assume
that the self really means us tolive in the body, to live that experiment,
live our lives. And the ego should not choose whether we are tolive this
or that; we must have a different criterion. I don’t doubt that certain
things are meant not to be lived, but we must find out what they are.
Contradictory taboos and laws are not given by the ego, nor by an as-
sembly of egos, nor by the church or the whole state; those are only
police regulations—including our morality, which is also a police reg-
ulation. But there is one law which is much more severe and much
more accurate than any other, and that is the law of the self.

So you must inquire what experiment the self wants to make. Every-
thing that disturbs that experiment must be avoided and everything
that helps must be lived, and you will see the consequences on the spot.
If you do something which disturbs the experiment you will be pun-
ished, much more severely than in a police court. And if you do some-
thing which rather serves your experiment, you will have the blessing
of heaven and the angels will come to dance with you. You are helped
along. You have ungodly health, and you develop powers which you
have not had before because you have obeyed, not the ego, but that will
of the self. Mind you, it is not the ego that wants to make that experi-
ment. Often the ego says, “For God’s sake I only hope that this thing is
not coming to me!” If you have a fundamental dread somewhere, you
can be sure just that is the experiment of the self. You see, the body is
meant to live; it has to be served, and your self has a very particular
purpose with it, presumably. Of course, nobody can say what the in-
dividual experiment is; for one it is this and for another that, and it is
for nobody alike. It is an entirely individual question. Inasmuch as we
are individuals our experiment is individual, and the point of life is
that this particular individual should fulfill itself. For it makes no point
in life to create a crowd of beings who try not to be themselves. It is just
asif apotter had created a hundred vessels which didn’t want to be ves-
sels and always tried to be something else. But why have you been cre-
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ated a vessel? Obviously you must be a vessel since you are created as a
vessel, and every vessel must be what it is and function like a vessel.

Now, if the experiment is denied to the self, the self is fed up after a
while and says, “Well, the experiment is not worthwhile, I prefer to dis-
appear.” As its purpose has been thwarted or starved, so you will be
starved of life; your libido just steals away and leaves you high and dry,
and you remain like that young dreamer I am dealing with in my Pol-
ytechnikum lecture;® you are left as a mere wall decoration, two di-
mensional, flat, casting no shadow. Then you are a mere husk of your-
self; the real life has gone because the experiment has been denied to
the self. And then itis just as Nietzsche says, the self wants to perish—
no use to continue that experiment. That is one thought in this pas-
sage, but there is also the thought alluded to by Mrs. Baumann, Mrs.
Fierz, and Professor Reichstein, namely, that it belongs to the nature
of life, to the nature of the experiment, that it is carried through into
death. Of course, from a certain point of view that is perfect nonsense.
One can ask, what is the use of an experiment which is made for the
purpose of destroying itself? But the nonsense is in the way in which
we look at it. It is obvious that an experiment is meant to come to an
end; otherwise, it is no experiment, but a static condition. An experi-
ment only makes sense when there is an end in sight. You see, an ex-
periment does not make itself, but is made; the self, that potentiality,
makes the experiment, and the potentiality does not come to the end
by having made it. According to Eastern philosophy, the experiment
can be repeated innumerable times—all the more the more it has
failed. But the ambition of the East is to reach such a condition that the
experiment does not need a repetition—that it is final, all questions an-
swered.

Well, there is something in favor of the idea that there is a vital po-
tentiality which makes one experiment after another; and inasmuch as
such a potentiality exists to make the experiment, it must see that it
comes to an end. Looked at from that standpoint, it does not seem to
be a mere running down, a mere collapse; it is really a meaningful car-
rying through of an experiment, and the end yields the result. The
end is the thing you are looking for. You undergo the whole thing in
order to reach that conclusion. The experiment is not made in order
to let something run down. It is a question and you look for an answer.
That you look for the end and do not resist the end, that you live with

8 Jung lectured in German on children’s dreams in 1936-37 and 1938 through 1941
at the Federal Polytechnic Institute (ETH).

404



20 FEBRUARY 193§

the certainty of the end, is obviously the way life wants to be lived.
Then it is properly lived, because you are accepting the conclusion at
the end of the experiment; and that is right, it is healthy. If you live
with continuous resistances against what might come to you, of course
you are simply resisting the execution of your own experiment. So the
idea that death is a goal, that it is the inevitable conclusion of your ex-
periment, also comes in here. And it fits in with Nietzsche’s profound
optimism that you must say “Yes” to the eternal return of things. He
putsitthat way: he says you must have the courage to repeat; you must
love life to such an extent that you can even say, “Once more!”

To succumb—-so wisheth your Self; and therefore have ye be-
come despisers of the body. For ye can no longer create beyond
yourselves.

And therefore are ye now angry with life and with the earth.
And unconscious envy is in the sidelong look of your contempt.

Here a bit of the unconscious comes in. You see Nietzsche au fond al-
ready knew of the unconscious; he was aware of the shadow, and that
is of course the deepest reason for what he is.

Mprs. Zinno: I want to know how the self can possibly perish; I should
think it would be something between the ego and the self.

Prof. Jung: Oh, it is not meant that the self would perish. That is seen
from consciousness. But if the self cannot carry through the experi-
ment, then it kills the body.

Mprs. Zinno: I thought if one was in contact with the self, that was the
creative side.

Prof. Jung: Ahyes,yousee the mistake he makes is that he identifies
the self with the body. And here the self wants to destroy the body.
That is the tragedy of the rope-dancer and the buffoon at the begin-
ning of Zarathustra; the rope-dancer, Nietzsche the man, is overrun,
cast away: he is no good. That Nietzsche identifies the self with the
body is of course illogical, for you then come necessarily to the conclu-
sion that if the body died, therefore the self wants to die. That is his
conclusion. But if you take the self in the way I propose, it is of course
somewhat different. I don’t identify the self with the body. Then the
body is just one of the experiments in the visibility of the self,2and then
you can say, “If that thing won’t function, it will be cast awayj; it is no

9 For Jung the self is represented as both spirit and body. The alchemist, in creating
the philosopher’s stone, is making a visible, palpable form of the self. See CW 14, par.
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good.” You can see how these things really happen in human life. A
man who does not obey when he hears the message—and it also can be
a woman, you know—always reminds me of what a wild elephant once
did. On banana plantations they have little houses, erected on poles
against ants and rats and other vermin, where they store their bananas.
And in such a little storehouse an old negro woman was asleep on top
of the bananas, when a wild elephant broke into the plantation. Of
course, he smelt the ripe bananas in the hut, so he tore open the roof
and pushed his trunk in and he simply took that old woman and threw
her away, and then ate the whole bunch of bananas inside. She fell
shrieking into the branches of a tree but was not killed. That is what
life does. Life wants to get at its result and if you don’t chime in, then
you are cast out like nothing at all, as if you never had been. And then
the experiment is made again.
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LECTURE VI
27 February 1935

Prof. Jung:

We have a series of questions here, aroused apparently by our dis-
cussion about the concept of the self last week. Sure enough, this idea
of the self is most mysterious. It is a symbolic concept: one cannot say
what it is; one can indicate what one understands by the concept but
what it is in itself one can never say. It covers a fact of which there is
only a partial awareness and which is only partially thinkable. The par-
tial awareness of the self is consciousness; the ego consciousness is that
part of the self which is elucidated and which is immediately accessible
to our reasoning and judgment. But the unconscious is merely nou-
menal and we have no immediate access to it. It is as indirectly acces-
sible as, for instance, matter, or nature as a whole. We need micro-
scopes and most complicated physical and chemical apparatuses in
order to disclose the nature of things, in order to penetrate the secret
of the transcendent object. Our sureness about material and physical
phenomena is a mere illusion; we touch the surface of things but we
know nothing about the inside. Naturally, science has discovered a
number of methods that allow us to penetrate the secret to a certain
extent; but the ultimate object is transcendent. It is beyond our grasp,
simply because the nature by which we grasp, by which we attempt to
understand consciousness or the psyche, is different from the object.
Now, that is a hypothesis. Perhaps it is not so. But if the transcendent
object were equal to the psyche, then of course we would have an ab-
solute understanding though we would never know it. And why would
we never know it?

Mrs. Baumann: Because we would be identical with it.

Prof. Jung: Of course. So we never could say whether the transcend-
ent object really consisted of psyche or not. Since we know that we are
our understanding, since the cognitional process is psyche and what
we find is psyche, we naturally are unable to grasp it. We simply pro-
ject; we assume that what we perceive is psyche, yet that is no proof
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that it is so in reality. The material object might in itself be something
different from what we call “psyche”; since we never get out of the psy-
che there is no chance that we ever will get any security in our judg-
ment about the transcendental object. No wonder, therefore, that the
discussion of the concept of the self, which covers partly our conscious-
ness and partly what is beyond our consciousness, arouses many ques-
tions. Now, here is a question by Mrs. Strong, “In the discussion of last
time when you pointed out the superiority of the self-will to the Ego-
will, you seemed to assign a negative value to the ego-consciousness in
its relation to the totality of the individual. But would it be true that at
times the Ego makes a very positive contribution to the creating self—
even acting as a check or conditioning factor on the form of the crea-
tion?”

I am sorry if I gave you the impression that I underrated conscious-
ness or that I made any attempt to emphasize its inferiority; I thought
I had indicated that consciousness is, on the contrary, absolutely indis-
pensable to the self because it is the organ of awareness of the self. The
question shows how careful one should be in discussing such very in-
tricate philosophical matters. When I said the ego consciousness was a
very narrow area in comparison with the great indefinite area of the
unconscious, that did not mean that I belittled its value or importance.
The ego consciousness is a smaller circle contained in a bigger one, but
that is not an undervaluation or depreciation of consciousness, for that
very small circle may be of an extreme importance, even of sublime im-
portance, in comparison with the vast expanse of the unconscious psy-
che. If the unconscious psyche is deprived of acute consciousness, that
would only be obtainable in what we call ego consciousness. You see,
my idea is that whatever we can make out about the unconscious—
whether it is personal or impersonal or super-personal—it is all the
same in that it seems to be very weak. If there is any consciousness at
all, it is blurred and dim. That would explain why nature felt the need
of the acute consciousness; it was a tremendous achievement of nature
to have produced it. If we want to pat nature on the back for anything,
it would be for producing consciousness. It was awfully nice of nature,
really an achievement!

For only since the dawn of consciousness has there been a world; be-
fore, there was nothing, because nobody knew that there was some-
thing. We can assume that God knew of creation, but that is a mere as-
sumption. Only since we have attained consciousness are we sure that
there is a world—at least I know, and every one of you knows, that
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there is a world. Since that moment, a world exists, because it has
known that it existed. You see, if the world can be criticized from a
philosophical point of view, if there is a need in man to look at the total
phenomenon of the world, then he must make such speculations. He
will begin to philosophize, and he will inevitably ask the question,
“Why should there be consciousness?” And he must come to the con-
clusion that nobody would have had the need of producing conscious-
ness if he had not felt pretty blurred and obscured. Nobody would
turn on a light in this room now because it is daylight; only if it were
dark would one produce an illumination. It is like old Diogenes who
went with a lantern over the marketplace in Athens in the daytime;
people were astonished, but he had made that light in the daytime in
order to seek men, because there were nomenin Athens.' Soif nature
produces consciousness, we must assume that it was on account of the
need for light, and that it was most probably quite dark before.

That can be put a bit nearer to common sense by picturing the prim-
itive man as being in rather a quandary over that general darkness.
They stumbled very often and felt the need to kindle a fire in the night.
They needed to have a certain amount of consciousness, because they
found out that the people who had it were better off than those who
had none. So it became more or less fashionable and the fashion in-
creased till now we have the general fashion of wearing consciousness:
there is a general need of consciousness because it is too dark without.
And so the creator was in need of light or acute awareness and there-
fore made a being who has consciousness and is aware of three-dimen-
sional things which also have the quality of time. Now, if that is the
case, if the only light of the world which we know of is our awareness
of the world, then we can say human consciousness is metaphysically
of an enormous importance. It is the only seeing eye of the deity.
Therefore, in every Catholic church and even in Protestant churches,
the deity is represented as the radiating eye in the center of a triangle,
the mirroring image of human consciousness. By that we declare God
as an eye, and that our consciousness is that eye; in other words, God
has made man so that he might see in the darkness.

I don’t want to go into metaphysical speculations—I only do so be-
cause they belong to our psychology; it is a psychological fact that man

' The legend usually has it that Diogenes was looking for an honest man, but Jung fol-
lows Diogenes Laertius: “He lit a lamp in broad daylight and said as he went about, ‘T am
looking for a man.’ ™ Lives of the Philosophers, vol. 11, tr. R. D. Hicks (The Loeb Classical
Library), p. 41.
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speculates in this way, that our consciousness functions in this way. In
every individual it is the same; we have a large indefinite unconscious-
ness and only a part of it is definite; whether it is central, we don’t
know; presumably not. Perhaps it has the same relation to the center
as our earth has to the sun. The center of our solar system is the sun,
and our center, our world, is revolving round the sun; we are the chil-
dren of the earth, and so our consciousness is eccentric relative to the
center, as the earth is eccentric relative to the sun. That is possible, our
consciousness may also be like a planet revolving round a central invis-
ible sun, namely, round the presumable center of the unconscious,
which is called the selfbecause that is the center of the unconscious and
the conscious.

So the contribution of the ego consciousness is absolutely unique, yet
itis of course restricted; under certain aspects the ego is not at all pow-
erful. Only as far as the affairs of three-dimensional space go, and in
as far as time is concerned, is the ego on top of things. But wherever
anything reaches beyond such limited conditions as space and time,
the collective unconscious is probably of much greater importance.
And there the self also is of a greater importance. It is characteristic
that the more you are identical with consciousness, the more you try to
neglect the self, the more you resist it, the more you feel it even as a
hostile power—while in reality it is the center of your very life. You see,
detached consciousness—detached in a wrong way I mean, when you
identify with your consciousness—always tries to turn on a sort of
strong electric light and shut out the light of the sun. But only a fool
would shut out the light of the sun, because it would be most unhealthy
to live by an electric power, by a compensatory artificial sun.

Mrs. Baumann: You said last time that man should make an experi-
ment of life. I see a certain contradiction in the idea of the “provisional
life.”

Prof. Jung: Of course, there is a very strong contradiction. First, we
must understand what I designate as provisional life. I mean by that,
that one lives under a certain assumption. The typical case is the fils a
papa, the young man whose father has the necessary amount of capital
so the boy lives under a sort of silent assumption that father will pay
for everything. He does not need to work or be responsible because he
has the necessary bank account. So he can live—God knows what—all
sorts of things which he never would dream of living if he knew that
he had to pay for the whole thing out of his own pocket. He lives in a
sort of dream. Now of course, such a young man is not making the ex-
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periment of his life, but the experiment of a life, any life, a sort of
imagination. He imagines that heisa hell of a fellow. He speculates on
the Exchange and of course falls down, but he can easily do it because
he always lives on his father’s money. Or he might imagine that he is a
great sportsman or an artist, and again he wastes years and money on
an assumption. So he never arrives really at himself; he never begins
to live as if he had no money. Now, take something away from him, or
make him conscious of the fact that money prevents him from living
his own life, and instantly he will be forced into his own life, into what
he would do if he had to depend upon himself alone. Then he would
choose the type of life which you might call his own experiment. But
that is not yet the experiment of lif ; it is only Ais experiment of life as
far as his consciousness reaches. You know, our consciousness, being a
restricted affair, suffers from all sorts of weaknesses, illusions, and
such things, so we can really imagine thatsomething is our task, or that
a certain way is ours, when in reality it is not. It may be a sort of error
due to inheritance or milieu for instance. Then in the course oflife you
have to find out whether the way you have chosen is backed up by the
unconscious or not. For very often you have the experience that even
if you live according to your best conviction, you still find yourself
checked or interfered with by your unconscious. Then you know that
your line is not exactly the line of the self, and you have to correct it so
that your way fits in with the way of the self. This falling in line with the
self is such an important psychological experience that it has a most
significant name. What would that be?

Mprs. Zinno: Tao.

Mr. Baumann: Could we not call it individuation?

Prof. Jung: Yes, they are synonymous. Now we will go on to Miss
Hannah’s question. “Is the death of the body always willed by the self?
Or can it occur from a cause outside the solar system (so to speak) of
the self and the body? For instance, you have often said the ‘ice projec-
tile’ can kill.” (That is the icicle shot out by the medicine man.) “Would
you say it would only be effective where the self already willed the de-
struction of that body, or could the self’s own purpose be defeated by
an outside cause?”

That is a question which is well out of my reach. I am not the self. I
am not initiated into the secrets of the divine will, you know. That ques-
tion is too metaphysical to be answered. But, of course, we have certain
significant experiences; one often gets the impression, for instance,
that people die at the right time, that it was logical that they should die
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then: they were at the end of their rope. Or one can say that their self
agreed that it was for many reasons the moment. An important reason
may be that the body is no longer fit to stand a great change, and then
the individual is just lifted out of his body as the old negro woman was
lifted of f the heap of bananas. Then it makes no sense to live on, be-
cause one is really overdue; the time has changed, conditions have
changed and one’s work, or one’s functional importance, has become
superfluous. Such people easily die. It seems as if circumstances, often
in a miraculous way, arranged themselves to place a trap for them. But
that is only a matter for conjecture; it is hypothetical, a speculation.
These things are just beyond our knowledge. You can sometimes see
in people’s horoscopes that a certain negative position of their stars is
very conspicuous, and makes it probable that at such a moment they
would die; or perhaps a dream from long ago fulfils itself by death.
Such things hint at a secret attempt by the self to finish man when he is
no good any longer for the purpose of the self. But I cannot give you
any definite answer.

Miss Wolff: Was not the question rather whether there were causes
extraneous to the self that could cause death? Could you not take for
example certain cases of suicide or accident which an outsider would
say might have been avoided if that person had known more—if he
had not had a depression or if he had listened to his dreams? Could
one not say that death occurs because that person is associated with the
ego side? An immediate cause of death would look to me as coming
from the ego complex.

Prof. Jung: Well, we could also ask the question, how is the ego com-
plex able to kill a person? It is not strong enough; it has not those
sources of power which the self possesses. And concerning extra-mun-
dane or extra-solar causes of death, how do you know about their na-
ture? It is merely speculation. I admit that there are cases where the
attitude of the ego is: Now if that is going to continue, something awful
will happen! But that is where the self finally gets sick of that fool, the
ego—the case of the old negro woman sitting upon the bananas.

Miss Kaufmann: There is a beautiful book dealing with this, The
Bridge of San Luis Rey.?

Prof. Jung: Yes, when the bridge fell, the people on it were all at the
end of their rope; that was very convincing from a psychological point

* Thornton Wilder, The Bridge of San Luis Rey (New York, 1927).
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of view. Now we have here this mystical diagram made by Mrs. Baynes.
Will you be kind enough to explain it?

= Ego = cent of partial psyche.
= Self or cent of total psyche.
= Consciousness

rch = Archetypes.

Phenomenal world.

000 »> O W I

Mrs. Baynes: 1 was just trying to sum up in diagrammatic form what
I thought you meant about the self. And the question I wanted to ask
is, “Would it be correct to say the self is composed of two factors, the
psychological factor that is the combination of consciousness and the
archetypes, and a metaphysical factor which I have written down there
as Brahman?” Of course, I could not show in my diagram that Brah-
man comes into the whole business. Would that be correct?

Prof. Jung: Well, that belongs to this whole discussion about the con-
cept of the self. It is a very difficult problem; probably I have to repeat
the whole story. You know, the self is a borderline concept, which I call
a symbol because it expresses something which we cannot express
otherwise, because we simply don’t understand it. The idea of the self
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is really unknown ground. The psychological definition is that the self
is the totality of consciousness and unconsciousness, and that sounds
pretty definite: we seem to know what consciousness is and to have a
fairly clear idea about the unconscious. But to say we know the uncon-
scious is going much too far; we only know of it. The unconscious has
an extension that can reach anywhere; we have absolutely no means of
establishing a definite frontier. As we cannotsay where the world ends,
so we cannotsay where the unconscious ends, or whether it ends any-
where. A concept that contains a definite factor like consciousness and
an indefinite factor like unconsciousness is not scientific; moreover, it
is metaphysical in its nature per definition: it overreaches itself. There-
fore, I call it a symbol.

A symbol to me is not a sign for something of which I know, like the
winged wheel on the cap of a railway employee, or the Freudian sym-
bols, or the Freemason’s so-called symbolism—those are simply signs
for something we know very well. A symbolis an expression for a thing
of which I only know that it does exist. I don’t know it.3 So the self is a
living symbol because it designates something which we know exists;
we know there is a totality of consciousness and unconsciousness be-
cause we are the living examples of it. The self expresses our acknowl-
edgment of a thing that is actually in existence, but of which we don’t
know enough. It overreaches us, it is bigger than we are. Therefore, I
call it the concept of the self; it is the best expression I know. Formerly,
there have been other expressions. The self has been expressed by the
figure of Christ, for instance; in medieval philosophy it was the lapis
philosophorum, or it was the womb, or the gold, or the Tinctura magna,
the quinta essentia. And the Grail was a symbol of the self, and the cross.
On more primitive stages the king was the symbol of the self, because
he was always of divine nature at the same time. Or certain gods. Since
the beginning of history, the self has nearly always been represented
by the god-man. Then of course, on lower primitive levels it is a fetish,
an object that is inhabited by the divine breath, or my mana, or by ex-
traordinary magic effect.

This concept is, as I say, an acknowledgment of the experience of a
being that is bigger than we are; we cannot comprehend it. In German
that would be called ein Erlebnis, an experience. Such an experience is

3 A sign can be fully translated, being a substitute for its referent. Thus he often said
that what Freud called symbols were really signs, for symbols are irreducible to literal
explanation.
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not scientific because itis not intellectual; itis an utterly irrational fact.
Psychology is a peculiar science in that the function of cognition is
there identical with the object of cognition, for the object of cognition
is the psyche, and cognition is a part of the psyche. So one uses the
same system to recognize the system. In any other science, you are in a
much more favorable position, because one had the limitation of the
object. In mineralogy, for example, the minerals are the object of cog-
nition, because one defines them as being different. If one goes fur-
ther, if one gets into the interior of the atom, then one falls into doubts,
for then there is no difference between the object and the psyche. But
mineralogy does not need to go into the detail of the psyche; it is suf-
ficient to know about the uses and application of minerals. The subject
matter of mineralogy is different from the psyche and therefore one
doesn’t need to worry: one can use one’s mind in order to understand
minerals, which are quite different. But how would it be if one had to
use minerals in order to understand minerals? Then the method of
cognition would be the object of cognition at the same time, and one
cannot see how that would be possible. Therefore, people have asked,
“Is it really possible that there is such a thing as psychology?”—and
that is really a legitimate question.

Now, by a certain limitation, just as by not going into the question of
the interior of the atom mineralogy is possible, so in psychology, pro-
vided I look at certain psychological processes under a certain aspect,
I can then pass a judgment—I can really say something about the psy-
che or physical processes. But I must mention my premises, the stand-
point from which I am talking. Inasmuch as I don’t goin for the inner
structure of the atom I can deal with mineralogy, and inasmuch as I
don’t enter upon the being of the psyche I can make sense of psychol-
ogy. But if I enter upon the actual being of the psyche, I must acknowl-
edge the psyche is an irrational experience. So in such subtle concepts
as the self you have both sides; on the one side it is a psychological con-
cept which you can define perfectly neatly, and even use in a scientific
way; but on the other side, you must acknowledge the irrational fact of
the psyche which is an experience, a state of being. It is like trying to
make a science of elephants, say. You can write a chapter in zoology
about elephants, but to be actually under the feet of an elephant is
quite different. In the one case you are sitting in your study writing,
and in the other you are in a damned unfortunate situation. That is so
with the self. You talk about it in a perfectly friendly, scholarly way.
Nobody is hurt. It is all nice and warm and afterwards you are going
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to eat your dinner. But if it should be an experience, well, you are just
under the elephant. Not always though.

So these things have to be considered in making such a scheme as
this one of Mrs. Baynes. And I have another diagram here by Mrs.
Baumann which also belongs to the nature of the self as an experience.
We need such speculation and formulas as soon as we discuss the con-
cept of the self. Inasmuch as the self is a scientific concept, of course
circles and Brahman and such things are not needed; for the scientific
concept of the self comes to an end with the statement that it is the sum
total of consciousness and unconsciousness, and then everybody
shakes hands and goes home and sleeps. And that is right, that is as it
should be. But if anybody asks, “How far does the unconscious reach?
What is the unconscious?”’—then you are in pitch, you are stuck, and
then you must confess that here the elephants begin, and they are real.

Miss Kaufmann: I think there is the same difficulty with philosophy.

Prof. Jung: Yes, it is the eternal trouble with philosophy that the
world is man’s experience, and then they go and talk about it. It is
much safer to talk and therefore they prefer it. Well now, as soon as
you deal with the self as an experience, the whole thing changes and
wild things come up, because you are then confronted with mountains
of obscurity; it is just like being actually in the jungle in the midst of an
excited herd of elephants. So you try all sorts of things to conjure up
the danger and to express what you see. Since the earliest times—I am
thinking of old Pythagoras, for instance—those people who took the
existence of the world and the psyche to heart, made such diagrams:
circles and squares and triangles. They invented the queerest c1phers
in order to express that peculiar experience. And always again, con-
sciousness overlapped and would not accept it, said it was all bunk,
nonsense, and made up a conscious philosophy or conscious science
which was just talk and useful rules-of-thumb. For instance, philoso-
phy inasmuch as it is talk is a useful rule-of-thumb: how to become a
professor. And science or scientific investigation is a way to invent or
discover useful new rules-of-thumb for practical purposes, either how
to become a professor or how to become practical and helpful to peo-
ple, as in medicine, say. There are all sorts of applications for either ob-
jective or subjective rules-of-thumb; you can even divide learned peo-
ple according to this scheme. On the one side are the subjective ones
whose rule-of-thumb is how to become famous, how to say something
which makes people sit up and cock their ears and exclaim, “How won-
derfull”—and on the other side are those who really produce some-
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thing of value. But that s all science, a world of words, a two-dimen-
sional world. Beyond that is a world where you actually experience
that the world exists, that you are the psyche—the psyche becomes
your existence.

Now, in making such a chart you denote the self as an experience
and that brings in a lot of things which are exceedingly questionable;
you feel that they exist, but you cannot grasp them. So no end of such
things will be produced. Then science becomes the desperate attempt
of man to designate the root of things, the things which are not just in
the head, but forces intérieures perhaps from below the earth. There is
a Latin text which says these roots are below the earth, meaning that
they are in the unconscious. So when you follow up the life of the living
self,itleads you into an experience which is below and above, or before
and beyond, our day. I am sorry if this is too damned obscure, but we
all get obscure as soon as we talk of the experience of life, because any-
thing that is, is always beyond; if it were not, we would be gods. Life is
beyond, our world is beyond, our whole being is beyond-ourselves. Ex-
perience it and you begin to make these desperate attempts. (I call
them desperate attempts, and the club that is preoccupied with such
thingsis a club of desperados.) You necessarily get desperate when you
touch upon the thing that is greater than yourself. Mrs. Baynes’ system
as far as I get it, is correct, I should say this is a fair.

Mrs. Baynes: A fairly desperate attempt!

Prof. Jung: But I would not give the ego that central position. I would
change those two points around, I would call this central point the self,
an indivisible point, and I would put the ego on the outer circle, as a
sort of planet revolving round the self, in order to remain in tune with
the harmony of the spheres which youbegin to hear as soon as you get
below the water. If you cock your ears you will hear it; and then you
will put the self in the center, and the ego would be on the larger circle.
You see, the ego in the three-dimensional sphere necessarily seems
greater than the self, because the self is not three-dimensional. The
concept of the self implies a space-denying existence; the four-dimen-
sional is the denial of the three-dimensional, so to speak of four-di-
mensional space is complete nonsense. It is a denial of space. There-
fore, the self is best indicated by the bindu creative point, and the ego
would extend outward into three-dimensional space; so you can make
it bigger, as the earth to us seems to be bigger than the sun though in
reality the sun is much bigger. The things which are smallest in the self
or for the self are the biggest in space, and you can safely conclude that
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all the big mighty things in the outside world are just nothing in com-
parison with the self. So the more you are looking upon the self, the
less the big outside things matter, and that is what they always hate.
That is the reason those desperados who look into such experience al-
ways hide themselves away, make secret brotherhoods. They go into
the woods and caves—not into the churches but into secret places be-
low the churches—expressing by that that they can turn their backs on
the big things. And as the big collective things mind it, time and again
they accuse the secret societies of all sorts of things, like the hue and
cry against the Freemasons. In Italy they really killed a number of
them; all the leaders of the Italian Freemasons are assumed to be arch-
devils and banished to a certain island, because they do not believe in
the collective path, the big things. Of course, the visible powers of the
earth become nil if you approach the center. So it is quite a dangerous
enterprise, of which one can only warn people who approach this time-
and space-annihilating something. The scientific concept is perfectly
safe, but take it as an experience and it is unsafe.

Well then, with the self in the center absolutely unextended, and the
ego revolving around it, the objective world in which the ego moves
would be limitless extension, just space. Now Mrs. Baynes had indi-
cated her Brahman by this vertical line, which would be the side ele-
vation: it would really be at right angles to the plane. That would be a
fourth dimension which is always a vertical upon space. Of course one
cannot imagine such a thing, because space simply does not suffer a
vertical upon itself, but that would be the mathematical definiton as
the third dimension is a vertical upon a plane. A vertical upon space is
space-denying at the same time, because space only has three dimen-
sions; if there were a fourth dimension there would be no space. There
would be instead something absolutely unthinkable, unimaginable.
Therefore, by putting that Brahman there you deny space, and Brah-
man is just that, a potentiality of a world—a world in itself perhaps—
but a world of unknown quality, bearing upon our world like an indi-
visible and therefore an invisible point. It is an absolute potential. So
that Hindu metaphysical concept of Brahman which symbolizes the to-
tality of existence, contains in itself that quality which denies existence;
therefore, Brahman is the eternal non-existent existence. To indicate
it by a point is practical because it has absolutely no extension, and we
cannot conceive of a thing that has no extension because it is not in
space.
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Mrs. Baumann: Professor Hauer represents it as making one world

by this diagram: One circle is the visible world and the
other would be the invisible archetypal world, and the
point of the self is in the center where the lines cross.
Prof. Jung: Yes, one also can show it like that. But that
does not convey theidea of the annihilation of existence.
It is not Hindu philosophy to which Mrs. Baynes’ dia-
gram obviously relates, where it is indispensable to think

of existence as being non-existent. And as one of the peculiar qualities
of the self is that it is existent non-existent, you can call it a merely vir-
tual center. In a way, it is as if it did not exist; in another wayj, it is as if
it were the only existence. Of course, one could say it was perfectly fu-
tile to make such speculations. Yes, from the horizontal point of view,
the world of words; there it is absolutely morbid and unsound. But if
you experience the psyche, you cannot help speculating about it; you
are simply forced to do so in order to defend yourself against the ex-
periences that crowd in. Since you are confronted with them, you have
to invent certain forms to try to express them. For instance, if you go
into a man’s bedroom and find that he has put the legs of his bed into
washbasins full of oil, you think he is mad; but if you see that in the
Bush, you know it is an excellent idea because he can then sleep. That
is the only way to protect himself against the ants, which would other-
wise eat him and his bed too. If you live in a country where there are
no such things as mosquitos or migrating ants or termites, you don’t
need any particular methods of protection—you don’t need an adap-
tation system—but if you happen tolive in central Africa, it is a differ-
ent story. And so it is with the question of the self. As long as you find
the world livable, the world of newspapers and concerts and books, the
world of lectures, drawing rooms, how-do-you-do, five o’clock teas,
and so on, to talk of the self is perfectly ridiculous, utterly futile. But if
you take the self as an experience, then these efforts become suddenly
exceedingly important and vital, and if you don’t succeed in making
the right kind of cipher, you may pass a sleepless night, or your stom-
ach will be upset; while if you happen to hit the right cipher, you are
relieved, you can digest and are friendly to everybody, and the world
and life seem to be worthwhile again—all of which is of course quite
ridiculous looked at from the horizontal. Now here is another living
attempt. Will you be kind enough toexplain how you came to this, Mrs.
Baumann?
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Mrs. Baumann: It is sort of
mixed up with the star map. At g pacs
the right is Aquarius; and on the
left the taigitu design stands for
the Fishes because it is also the b DA
age of opposites; and Pegasus is
above as the ruling principle of
our time, the age of transition.

Mprs. Baynes: Above what?

Mrs. Baumann: The swastika
which is the whirlpool of disori-
entation of the present moment
between the two ages. But Prof.

Jung ought to explain it.

Prof. Jung: This is not my at-
tempt. I have made no swastika in the sun! But the idea here appar-
ently has to do with the transition of the Platonic year; according to old
astrological philosophy the precession of the equinoxes is now preced-
ing into the sign of Aquarius, coming from the sign of the Fishes. Now,
if you look at the sign of Aquarius on the star map, you find above it a
constellation which is almost a square called Pegasus. The precession
is really oblique, it comes down out of the horizontal second Fish and
then Pegasus is just above. Could you explain to us how you connect
this idea of the Platonic time with our problem in question, the self?

Mrs. Baumann: The self, of course, underlies it all. But I was think-
ing first of Nietzsche’s relation to the time, that he was influenced by
the time in writing Zarathustra. Also it has to do with our present time,
and with what is happening in Germany.

Prof. Jung: But more closely in connection with the self. Do you
mean Pegasus would be the idea of the self?

Mrs. Baumann: 1 would say it had to do with the development of
man. But may I first explain the diagram as a map of time? As Pegasus
is the ruling principle above, it seemed to me to also have something to
do with the throat center, inspired speech and enthusiasm. Then the
earth down below is the opposite creative thing; also the earth is the
material which the sculptor molds, and there is another constellation
down below the Fishes and the first part of Aquarius called the “Sculp-
tor.” As Aquarius is in the future (on the right), I call that the age of
increased consciousness; and the past, the Fishes (on the left), is the
age of relative unconsciousness. In the center is the golden swastika
turning to the right. That is the constructive aspect. Then if you turn
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itthe other way, manis moving backward and the swastika turns to the
left. Aquarius would then be on the left as the unconscious future, and
the Fishes (on the right) would be, from that point of view, the con-
scious past. And the swastika is black, destructive—the emphasis on the
black. Then Pegasus, the ruling principle could also be called the “an-
imal libido,” and the square is the Trinity plus the devil, making all
four functions.

Prof. Jung: How would you explain this cross below?

Mrs. Baumann: I just used this as a sign for the earth.

Prof. Jung: Referring to the I Ching symbolism I suppose.

Mprs. Sigg: You spoke last time of the creative self and I thought that
was an enormous relief; and you also spoke of the vital principle that
was beyond everything, ruling over all. And I think if you connect the
self with the creative idea, the forming principle, that makes it much
easier for us to accept the idea of the self, much easier for living. Now
in Pegasus, Mrs. Baumann suggests something of that forming prin-
ciple, and she also spoke of the Sculptor, the constellation below, as a
creative sign.

Prof. Jung: 1 did not quite understand what you said about Pegasus
and the relation of the word, Mrs. Baumann.

Mrs. Baumann: I meant inspired speech, as in the creative poet, so it
seemed to me it could be connected also with Nietzsche.

Prof. Jung: You mean connected through synchronicity—that the ac-
tual place of the spring equinox would coincide with the time of
Nietzsche?

Mrs. Baumann: 1 mean with his intuition of the ruling principle to
come.

Prof. Jung: Pegasus is a fixed place in the heavens, and in the stream
of time the birth of Nietzsche would occur somewhere under Pegasus.
And that Nietzsche would therefore coincide with that symbolism
would be of course according to the idea of astrology, where a birth
coincides with a cosmic factor and is unfluenced thereby. Would that
express your idea?

Mrs. Baumann: Yes.

Prof. Jung: Well, that is possible. Thank you very much.

Mrs. Baumann: 1 felt so terribly shy about showing this. I did not
want to be identified with it. It was absolutely not my own activity.

Prof. Jung: I am very glad that Mrs. Baumann has told us this, be-
cause she thus gives us a very excellent demonstration of what I was
saying: that this is not a creation from the world of words, but from the
world of experience. She naturally felt shy in talking about it and has

421



WINTER TERM

not her usual certainty; it is a particular kind of experience which she
has tried to formulate in cipher. I assume that this is more orless a def-
inite experience, otherwise we could not explain why she took the time
and trouble to seek out and bring together all sorts of situations and
parallels, in order to express or substantiate her particular experience,
which is in itself utterly inexpressible. You will admit that one experi-
ences a peculiar difficulty if called upon to explain such a thing. Now
the very character of the things she has gathered together to make her
point clear, shows that one could also bring in God-knows-what other
comparisons or analogies, which would contribute equally well to the
same idea. This whole scheme, for instance, suggests the cross, and the
cross was a very important time symbol already in antiquity; it has al-
ways been explained as the position of the spring equinox, the inter-
section of the equator with the so-called ecliptic. It has also been said
that the Greek letter X in Platonism represents that spring equinox,
but I don’t believe it; I think it is the visible cross in the sky which one
sees in certain latitudes, not the constellation of the Southern Cross,
but the intersection of the Milky Way with the zodiacal line. I saw it in
the desert in North Africa, but I assume one can see it on clear nights
in Greece because it is the same latitude.

Prof. Fierz: We saw it in Rhodes.

Prof. Jung: Itis a very old idea of course, belonging to that myth, for
instance, where the demiurgos created a round universe which he cut
into four parts and then stuck together again; and to the myth where
man was made as a perfect form, a globe with double sex, which had
to be cut asunder. In that case, it was cut into only two parts. But since
the dawn of time it has been assumed that the living unit consisted of
four. That was the idea of Pythagoras, and one finds in all medieval
philosophy that the self consists of four elements, which were either
identified with earth, water, fire, and air, or with the four kinds of tem-
perament, just as we compare them with the four functions. It is an ar-
chaic truth that the essential thing consists of four, and therefore this
cross symbolism is also linked up with time. The intersection of the
ecliptic with the equator is such an association with time, and from that
comes the cross symbolism of the early horoscope, which can be drawn
in a square, as the ancients conceived of it, or in the form of a circle.

So this diagram is a sort of horoscope, but of the Platonic year, and
though it apparently has to do with the most cosmic matters, yet it also
expresses our psychology; and according to Mrs. Baumann, it would
express the psychology of Nietzsche and Germany and Europe. As a
matter of fact, one could say that it does represent it, which does not
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mean that events in the world are so because we have such ideas! This
is not an explanation. It is utterly illogical, utterly irrational; it is
merely an expression of the fact that our psychology is actually such
that it has to produce this sort of thing if the psyche is experienced.
Thatis, of course, the necessary condition; without that, nothing of the
kind happens. And the best way of expressing it is surely to link it up
with the peculiarities of the time, because there is presumably a syn-
chronicity between the psychological events in ourselves and the
events in the sphere of life in which we live. Of course, much more
could be said about this peculiar symbolism. For instance, you have
here the so-called four correspondences very beautifully. In Pegasus
one sees the four points quite clearly, and they are included in the
square below in a different arrangement, in the form of a cross. Here
the points are connected, while in Pegasus they are disconnected.
Then in the taigitu, corresponding to the age of the Fishes, there is a
duality; and opposite, in the age of Aquarius, there is also a duality but
of a different kind. The symbol for the Fishes is static because it re-
volves in itself, and the Aquarius sign is flowing. It has no beginning
and no end. I am glad that Mrs. Baumann has given us this chance to
see how such symbolic expressions come into existence, and why they
come. They are always an attempt to formulate the immediate expe-
rience of our time. Of course, that doesn’t mean that nobody experi-
ences the time who does not make such a scheme; we can experience
our time in many forms. It can be in the form of the word, also. As long
as itis experienced in the form of the word, however, we are personally
not really shaken. But if it reaches us within, in our own essence, we
need an expression and we will seek an expression. We will eat dust to
get that expression. People eat the most incredible things—Eastern
philosophy, and anthroposophy, and I don’t know what besides—in
order to find the stuff which would allow them to express the experi-
ence of our time, the actual condition of our collective psyche.
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LECTURE VII
6 March 1935

Prof. Jung:
I think we can today go on to the next chapter, “Joys and Passions.”

My brother, when thou hast a virtue, and it is thine own virtue,
thou hast it in common with no one.

To be sure, thou wouldst call it by name and caress it; thou
wouldst pull its ears and amuse thyself with it.

And lo! Then hast thou its name in common with the people,
and hast become one of the people and the herd with thy virtue.

Better for thee to say: “Ineffable is it, and nameless, that which
is pain and sweetness to my soul, and also the hunger of my bow-
els.”

What does he mean by that first sentence? If I have a virtue, justice for
instance, then surely I have it in common with other people; I cannot
assume that I am the only one who has the virtue of justice.

Miss Hannah: Does he mean by that the virtue of being yourself?—
because a long way back (Prologue, sec. 4) he uses virtue in that sense.

Prof. Jung: Yes, in those passages he means by “virtue” the value of
personality, or one can say the self. For the real value of a personality
is always symbolized by a jewel, a treasure or something of the sort, be-
cause everything is centered round that central value which would be
the self. And that value can be called “virtue” because “virtue” has al-
most the meaning of magic power. Therefore, the Latin word virtus
was used to designate specific magic qualities, like the virtus of a medi-
cine, or a metal, or a stone, for instance. The virtus of the amethyst is
that it protects one against intoxication, and the virtus of the horn of
the rhinoceros is that, when made into a goblet, it protects one against
poison. That is a Chinese idea; they imported rhinoceros horn from
Africa for that purpose. There was the same idea in Europe in the
Middle Ages—you have probably seen those horn drinking cups.
Then virtus later on became simply the same mana quality of a brave
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and courageous warrior. And later still it was supposed that people
who followed a certain way, who observed certain laws or rules, ac-
quired a virtue; for instance, if one lived an ascetic life, or performed
certain ceremonies, one acquired the virtue or the man or the magic
quality of a saint or a sorcerer; that was a new significance of the “vir-
tue.” Nietzsche takes it more in that sense, as effect, mana.

You see, another definition of mana is the idea of the quite uncom-
monly efficacious, and virtue would be an excellence or an efficacy of
uncommon nature. A man with virtus is an outstanding man, who has
quality, value—one cannot say what it is exactly. It is simply mana. So
Nietzsche’s idea would be that virtue is the thing which one has in com-
mon with none, because the highest virtue or virtus of a man is that he
is himself. Individuality, self-ness—not selfishness—is the one quality
which he has in common with none, because the self is utterly unique,
and inasmuch as the self is realized in an individual it means unique-
ness. And uniqueness means isolation, and it means also loneliness
looked at from a human point of view, for it is differentiation, and a
thing which is different is all by itself and not in any sort of participa-
tion; it is not connected by underground channels where the real life
comes from. It is really and properly isolated, and therefore compa-
rable to none. Now the passage: “To be sure, thou wouldst call it by
name and caress it.” What about that?

Mpvs. Adler: Is it not the rationalizing action of consciousness? He
brings it to the ego.

Prof. Jung: You mean he would make it a conscious quality and thus
aquality of the ego?

Mpvs. Adler: A rational quality, just that, and not something he has to
do.

Prof. Fierz: He says, “When thou hast a virtue” he does not say “vir-
tues.” It might be justice or any other virtue, and that is not what you
mean by “personality.”

Prof. Jung: Not exactly; that is the interesting thing.

Mrs. Leon: You spoke of the principle of justice as being a virtue, but
if that is formulated in laws it would have a collective aspect and lose its
mana.

Prof. Jung: Well, that is something else. You see, when I speak of a
virtue and call it “justice,” I simply take one example, and by that I am
giving you the name. Nietzsche starts with the idea that one has a vir-
tue—usually when one speaks of a virtue one means a specific one—
and then he goes on, “And it is thine own virtue”—which means spe-
cific to yourself. You must realize that this is a virtue which you have in
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common with nobody else; itis an individual belonging, and he implies
that you had better not give it a name. He says, “To be sure, thou
wouldst call it by a name”—meaning, naturally, that you are inclined
to speak of a specific virtue, but as soon as you call it by a name, “Then
hast thou its name in common with the people, and hast become one
of the people and the herd with thy virtue.” So don’t designate your
virtue by a name, for you thus make it specific: it becomes just one of
the virtues.

Mrs. Fierz: It is making it exoteric instead of esoteric.

Prof. Jung: You can put it like that. For if you bring a thing which is
nameless down into the sphere of the collective, you become part of
collectivity, a herd particle; you have impoverished or reduced a
uniqueness to a collective thing. Then the highest value has sunk to the
level of a coin that can be found in anybody’s pocket. So this idea, as he
expresses it, is, “Better for thee to say: ‘Ineffable is it, and nameless,
that which is pain and sweetness to my soul, and also the hunger of my
bowels.””

Let thy virtue be too high for the familiarity of names, and if
thou must speak of it,be not ashamed to stammer about it.

By giving a name to your virtue, you will disenchant it, lower it, dete-
riorate it to a collective level; and then it would not be your individual
accomplishment. It would be just a character quality and nolonger the
excellence of your uniqueness.

Muss Wolff: 1 think he explains also in the second sentence that giving
aname and displaying an interest is to be on too intimate terms with it,
and that can have the same effect upon himself. For if he is familiar,
then it is a possession which he can put in his pocket, no longer a thing
greater than himself. He becomes it.

Prof. Jung: That would be practically what Mrs. Adler said: it would
be assimilating it to the ego. If one can call it by a name and put it in
one’s pocket, the ego would be on top—I have a virtue. Giving a name
to a thing generally has the peculiar effect of familiarizing it. It is as if
it were depotentiated; as by giving a name to a demon, one has power
over the demon. Therefore, one reads in the Book of the Dead that the
Egyptians always puta book in the coffin of a dead king, containing the
names of the gates and doors of the underworld, for they were only
opened if he could call them by the right name. So in Grimm’s fairy
tale, that demon Rumpelstiltskin' comes and works mischief until he is

' Rumpelstiltskin, from Grimm’s Fairy Tales. The name suggests a mischievous little
man.
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called by his name, and then he gets so angry that he immediately ex-
plodes and is finished because his real name is known. Therefore,
primitive kings or sorcerers have secret names: the name by which
they are known generally is only a cover which conceals the real one. If
anybody should know their real name it might have an effect upon
their life and welfare, so they hide it. We have much the same custom.
As a rule we have two, and often three, names: first our family name
and to be called by that is not injurious, but when you are called by
your private or Christian name, you can be injured because that per-
son has an immediate hand in your psyche. For instance, if somebody
suddenly calls out your Christian name in a crowd of apparent stran-
gers, you will immediately be hit as if by an arrow. Therefore, one has
a family name and if possible a title, which is most protective; a family
name is already a bit specific but you can hide any amount of God-
knows-what vanities behind a title and are not injured. For ordinary
people a family name is quite good enough, but with the Christian
name, the devil begins, particularly when the other sex calls you by it.
This is not true in America where I was amazed to find that anybody
called anybody by the Christian name, and it is even made into a belit-
tling diminutive. That simply proves that the individual has been too
highly familiarized there. A lot of trouble arises on account of it; one
is secretly undermined by it.

Prof. Fierz: I remember when I was in a big powder factory in Wil-
mington, the man with a broom who opened the doors called, “Hello,
Charlie,” to the director, who was a very big man. It is as if one said to
the President, “Good morning, Otto.”

Myr. Baumann: You spoke of people bringing their virtue down to the
collective level, and I think it also happens that people put it into their
personas. For instance, a man thinks he is being frank when he always
tells every nonsense without thinking.

Prof. Jung: That would be the effect of the familiarization of a virtue;
you call it by a name and then you talk of it—you paint yourself with
that war paint. A man who always insists that he is exceedingly truth-
loving and honest, lies at the slightest provocation because he had fa-
miliarized his virtue. Nietzsche is quite right when he says one should
consider a good thing in oneself as an excellence of one’s own, as one’s
uniqueness; one should not call it by a name. For it does not matter
what name one gives to it; if there is an excellence, it will be shown in
many forms. A just man will have value in many different quarters, not
only in exercising justice; but if he says his keynote is justice you can be
sure he is lying. He says it in order to cover up injustice. So it is quite
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righttosay, “Ineffable isit,and nameless”; it is something greater than
oneself. It is one’s own uniqueness. One reads in the Upanishads that
when Prajapatiis deliberating about the creation of certain parts of the
world, he usually consults with his own greatness, as if his own great-
ness were something different from himself, some super-quality, not
the quality which he can name and put into his pocket. And that is the
self. So even Prajapati, the Atman of the world, has a self, something
greater than himself; then his own greatness speaks to him.?

Thus speak and stammer: “That is my good, that do I love, thus
doth it please me entirely, thus only do / desire the good.”

Here he expresses the idea that having a virtue means a general inde-
scribable good, a value that presides, one could say, over the whole of
oneself; and you should not name it in order not to create the wrong
appearance—as if you could put that good into your pocket and use it
when it pleases you. It should appear, even in your formulation, as
something which is in your being generally. It is always there and it will
act when it pleases. You see, that is at the same time a formulation for
the relation to the self, as an everlasting presence that cannot be dis-
posed of and that cannot be named—that is there self-evidently, and
will work by its own virtue. Then he says,

Not as the law of a God do I desire it, not as a human law or a
human need do I desire it; it is not to be a guidepost for me to su-
perearths and paradises.

An earthly virtue is it which I love: little prudence is therein,
and the least everyday wisdom.

The only quality he givestoit is that earthly quality, which is, of course,
analogous to his calling the self “the body”; he wants to include the
body as the visible appearance of the self. He wants to make a whole of
it, not only “a guidepost for me to superearths and paradises.” Not
only asoul meant for paradise, that is; he also means the body, the liv-
ing unit. And naturally if you take virtue as being a quality manifested
in the whole of yourself, including the body, then there is little pru-
dence in it and still less common sense. You know, common sense al-
ways advises us to give names to things in order to control them; it is as
if you could take a thing into your hands, make it small, and grasp it.
While if you deal with things to which you cannot give aname, you are

* Prajapati (the progenitor) was a god whose loneliness and desire to let his substance
overflow led to his creating the world. See Hume*, pp. 81-86.
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confronted with an unknown quantity, and that always arouses your
fear. It is uncanny, particularly in insisting upon less prudence and
common sense. But prudence is an exclusion of certain ways. It is our
own foresight, and you know how far foresight leads us—not very far.
By prudence and common sense we might exclude a way which would
lead us to the right place. Of course on the other hand, if it is a matter
of uncommon sense, then you need common sense. Usually people
with common sense are lacking in uncommon sense, and alas! people
with uncommon sense lack common sense—and that is equally bad.

But that bird built its nest beside me: therefore, I love and cher-
ish it—now sitteth it beside me on its golden eggs.

What kind of picture is this? What does it mean?

Mrs. Baumann: It is the uncommon sense idea.

Prof. Jung: This bird obviously means that earthly virtue which has
so little prudence and common sense. But I would like to know the
meaning of this peculiar symbol. Why just such a funny picture?

Mrs. Stutz: It is sent by God, coming from heaven, but it develops out
of nature itself.

Mrs. Adler: Abird is a spiritual fact, so this virtue does not come from
the earth; it is an opposite conception.

Mr. Allemann: This earthly virtue has spiritual power init, and it is a
creative thing. It sits on golden eggs.

Mrs. Leon: But nesting also suggests that weaving quality of women;
they sometimes weave nests instead of plots.

Mr. Baumann: Has it not the quality of a rebirth, a resurrection?

Prof. Jung: Now you are getting warmer!

Mrs. Sigg: It has something to do, perhaps, with the Holy Ghost and
its motherly qualities.

Prof. Jung: Ah yes, it has very much to do with the Holy Ghost. You
see, when Nietzsche, a parson’s son, speaks of a bird with golden eggs,
it has surely never the American meaning of “business.”

Dr. Strong: There is also the idea of self-perpetuation—going from
bird to egg and then the bird again.

Prof. Jung: Yes, and the gold itself suggests permanency and dura-
tion.

Miss Wolff: Quite simply, it shows again that it is absolutely not his
own doing; the bird came to him and Nietzsche just waits until the eggs
are hatched.

Prof. Jung: So the bird would mean what? You are speaking of
Nietzsche himself.
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Mrs. Fierz: Zarathustra. And in as far as he is the wise old man, he
can also be depicted as bird. It would be the hamsa.

Prof. Jung: Well, the hamsa is a miraculous bird sure enough, and it
is also a sort of phoenix, because the old wise man knows of the elixir
oflife. He can give himself rebirth, always rise again from his ashes. He
is a great sorcerer, and he is a bird because he is a spirit. You see, we
could say that this bird is quality, virtue—made visible in the figure of
Zarathustra, the greater one in Nietzsche. So this is a symbol of the self
appearing in the form of a wise old man; in other words, the idea of
the fact of the self is still enveloped by the symbol of the wise old man,
in this case by the wise old bird, the hamsa.

Mprs. Fierz: Professor Zimmer quoted an Indian legend in his Berlin
Seminar which I think illustrates this. Markandeya, who is a very great
saint, is wandering all over the world, and at the same time the world
is the body of the God, so that actually he is inside the God’s body.3
Wandering thus through many countries and kingdoms and meditat-
ing about the marvels of the earth, the saint happens to arrive at the
God’s mouth and suddenly stands on the surface of his body. But he
cannot recognize this because of the God’s maya. What he sees instead
is an endless ocean and in this ocean a mountain-like sleeping giant.
And just as Markandeya is going to ask the giant who he is, he is swal-
lowed up again by the mouth of the god, and is wandering all over the
world inside the god’s body. Then, after a long time, Markandeya
without his knowing arrives again at the god’s mouth and is again sud-
denly standing on the surface of his body. This time he sees a baby
playing under a tree, and the baby says: “Hello, Markandeya! Come
here, my child, and be not afraid.” Markandeya is terribly angry that a
mere baby should be allowed to call him *“child” and by his first name,
instead of respectfully giving him his saintly titles. But then the baby
says: “I am your father and creator”; it reveals its eternal godhead to
Markandeya, so that the saint now knows. But again he is swallowed up
by the god’s mouth—and the interesting part of the story is this: that
being inside of the body of the god again, Markandeya remembers
him not as the god, but as the swan, as Hamsa. So, what on a superper-
sonal level is the god, on our everyday level seems to be the swan, the
bird of the wise old man.

Prof. Jung: That is very interesting. Well, because that memory is
wisdom, it is the wise old man who remembers back through the ages

3 Markandeya, a kind of Indian “Wandering Jew,” ponders in his endless journey the
problem of what is real and what is Maya. See Zimmer/Myths, pp. 38-53.
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into the time before man, when there were only the gods; soit was a
memory of a divine world. Professor Lévy-Bruhl alluded to that bugar:
world of the Central Australian aborigines, a mythical period in the
past of mankind, a sort of heroic age when men were demigods and
animals; and it was like a dream. They call dreaming by the same
name.4 So in the dreams one is in that original divine world, the world
which is eternal, which lasts during the transitory world in which we
are actually living and forever after. It is always the world outside time
and the sage is supposed to have the memory of it, and it is interesting
that this memory is represented by an animal. You see, it is necessary
to pass through the stage of the animal in order to reach the absolute
memory, because the ancestors are animal-like; therefore, it is always
represented by a snake or a bird or another animal, according to cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Baumann: But has not the bird rather the special quality of point-
ing to the future? In other Seminars we talked about birds bringing
new ideas to people, showing them what they have to do.

Prof. Jung: Thatis the bird considered as a messenger. But this bird
functions rather differently. He says the bird has built a nest in him; it
is now firmly rooted. When a bird builds his nest in your room, it
means to stay. So this bird has established itself in Nietzsche; it is his
other psyche. This memory, or the wise old man, the connection with
the world outside time, is now within him and is going to hatch the
golden eggs. “Gold” generally means value; also the virtue of gold is
that it is in a way beyond time. It does not oxidize, but remains the
same. That the eggs are golden, then, means highest value, greatest
luck; and a number of them would mean fertility, many golden possi-
bilities for the future. They have nothing to do with the well-known
hen that lays the golden eggs, meaning riches—spiritual riches are
meant here, quite obviously. And it is interesting that he speaks of the
earthly virtue, meaning the virtue of the body, yetin the next sentence
uses this spiritual symbol, an air being, a bird that has built its nest. It
would denote a sort of intuition in Nietzsche that the body of which he
speaks is not without spirit; it is not a contradiction between body or
matter and spirit, but is a body that lives, a spiritual body.

You see, this is really the old idea of the breath body, the subtle body,
which is always represented either as bird or ghost, because it is smoke-

+ The bugari world is that of a past period, a heroic age, which can be entered and
dwelt in, under special circumstances, by a person of the present. It is also called the al-
cheringa world. See Lévy-Bruhl, Primitive Mentality (London, 1923), ch. 3.
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like and has no weight. It rises out of our coarse body and floats in the
air, like a flying bird or a wreath of smoke. You can find all these ideas
in the psychology of the primitives, that gives real substance for such a
peculiar paradox. We must respect the fact that when Nietzsche speaks
of the body, he does not exactly mean what we understand by a sub-
stantial or material body, but something that is spirit as well, and there
is also that middle thing which the primitives call “the subtle body.”
Nietzsche was in a sort of trance condition when he wrote Zarathustra—
we spoke of it in the beginning—and we have come across many places
where such primitive images have simply welled up from the depths of
the primitive unconscious. Therefore, it is no wonder that entre autres
we meet this most important concept of primitive psychology, the idea
of the subtle body which is spirit as well as body. It is the union of the
two by this thing between. And we cannot speak of psychical reality
without remembering the fact that the psyche can also have very real
effects which are performed through that something which is called
“the subtle body.”

Thus shouldst thou stammer, and praise thy virtue.

By that he means you cannot possibly talk clever words about virtue,
the uncommon efficacy of the self; you cannot say anything definite
about it because it is greater than you. You can only stammer as if in
the presence of a greater one. And you are right if you stammer and
are embarrassed, not finding suitable terms or analogies. Then you do
justice toiit.

Once hadst thou passions and calledst them evil. But now hast
thou only thy virtues; they grew out of thy passions.

This is rather unexpected; it is as if a new thought were beginning
here. The question obviously has occurred to him: But why virtue? Vir-
tue is something very positive, but where is the shadow? Where is the
negative side of virtue? Where is vice? And he comes to passion, be-
cause passion is supposed to be the mother of all vice: evil passions are
surely vices. So he cannot consider the idea of virtue without consid-
ering at the same time its negation. You see, he makes something very
great of his conception of virtue, and I think we are perfectly right in
assuming that he really means the self. Now the self surely is the great-
est borderline concept we possibly could invent. It is a great symbol,
and it includes also the darkness. We would be quite wrong in assum-
ing that the self is what we would call “wholly positive.” It has its own
negation, casting a shadow because it is also material, not only what we
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call “spiritual.” We usually associate beauty and all sorts of divine
things with the spirit, and are inclined to assume that all the darkness,
the heaviness, and everything bad is associated with the body. Also by
historical tradition one is inclined to make all of the spirit and very little
of the body. Nietzsche feels that here, and therefore he suddenly re-
members, “Once hadst thou passions and calledst them evil. But now
hast thou only thy virtues; they grew out of passions.” He is anticipat-
ing modern psychology when he sees virtue in connection with pas-
sions; he understands that the self consists of pairs of opposites and
that it is in a way a reconciliation of opposites. But he does not say that
here, so one must leave it out of consideration.

Thou implantedst thy highest aim into the heart of those pas-
sions: then became they thy virtues and joys.

And though thouwert of the race of the hot-tempered, or of the
voluptuous, or of the fanatical, or the vindictive;

All thy passions in the end became virtues, and all thy devils an-
gels.

Once hadst thou wild dogs in thy cellar: but they changed at last
into birds and charming songstresses.

Out of thy poisons brewedst thou balsam for thyself; thy cow,
affliction, milkedst thou—now drinketh thou the sweet milk of
her udder.

And nothing evil groweth in thee any longer, unless it be the evil
that groweth out of the conflict of thy virtues.

In speaking here of passions, of the origin of virtues, he does not treat
this problem in the way psychology would treat it, of course. We would
be conscious of the fact that our virtues possess a shadow and that the
shadow is just as real as the virtues. At least I hope you have given up
such illusions as the notion, for instance, that you are completely con-
verted, that you are now an absolutely new man, and that all the for-
mer sins have vanished. I am sorry: thatis an infantile illusion. We can-
not get rid of ourselves; we carry our body, and our shadow and
everything else is as it always has been. We can only hope to become
balanced between light and shadow—that is practically all we can hope
for, no more. It is a catastrophic illusion to think that one can jump out
of one’s skin and be an angel from henceforth. But Nietzsche deals
here with a psychology that creates good out of evil, and the connec-
tion is good. It is surely true that there is even a causal connection be-
tween evil passions and corresponding virtues. But it is not exactly as
he puts it, that we make a virtue out of our devil. Of course, in a way
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one can create the appearance of having created a virtue out of a
devil—humility out of vanity, for instance, and generosity out of mi-
serliness; but if one has really created generosity out of miserliness,
then it will be a miserly generosity. One’s cleanliness will be an impur-
ity at the same time, and one’s frankness will be a lie in a miraculous
way, because one forgets that the shadow is still there. One can create
ten thousand angels but one’s ten thousand evil passions are right be-
hind those angels: it is a mere facade. A facade is very real. It is the
frontside of the house and the house would collapse if it had not a fa-
cade, but there is something behind it. Otherwise a fagade makes no
sense.

In this way we can understand it then—that one can even create the
illusion to oneself that “Henceforth naught of evil groweth in myself
except that one evil which comes from the conflict of virtues.” You see
virtues, like all things which are named and specified, easily get into a
quarrel; a virtue which is named has the disagreeable quality of being
very imperious. Justice, being named, wants to be nothing but justice,
and of course it getsinto conflict right away with compassion; one can-
not be just and compassionate at the same time because justice must be
hard and cruel, otherwise it is not justice. Fiat justitia pereat mundus.5
And true and essential compassion, compassion as it should be, from
the standpoint of man cannot be just. And so on. So a man who really
tries to be virtuous, having named his virtues that is, is always heading
for tremendous moral difficulties, the so-called conflict of conscience,
where the two goods clash. Then he does not know whether he should
be more compassionate or more just or more respectable or more
moral,—or should he be more human? The more he has all these mar-
velous virtues and the more he believes in them, the more he gets into
a hell of a conflict between them; he will create one collision after the
other between his own virtues. So he says,

My brother, if thou be fortunate, then wilt thou have one virtue
and no more: thus goest thou easier over the bridge.

If you have only one virtue—provided you don’t name it—you escape
the conflict because that one virtue gives quality to your personality,
and that will make itself felt in all quarters of your life, not only in the
one which it would strike if you gave a name to it. For instance, if you
say your virtue is justice, then within the realm of justice you are just,

5 “Let justice be done though the world fall.”

434



6 MARCH 193§

but outside ofit you can be anything else; where justice as you under-
stand it does not enter the question, there your named virtue simply
would not play a role. But if you don’t name it, then that valuable sub-
stance which produces justice can produce something else just as
well—generosity or compassion, for instance. If you call it “justice”
then it must produce nothing but justice, because you have caughtitin
the cage of your concept. You see, a concept is what you have grasped
in that particular form; you have stolen that value and put it into a cage
and then it can only produce what you say it should produce. It is no
longer a general value of personality.

Ilustrious is it to have many virtues, but a hard lot; and many a
one hath gone into the wilderness and killed himself, because he
was weary of being the battle and battlefield of virtues.

Here he refers to one who has sustained too many moral conflicts, not
between good and evil but between two goods, which is worse. A battle
between good and evil is easily won. You can slay the devil by the aid of
all sorts of helpful ideas and institutions, public support. Everybody
will shake your hand and congratulate you on having slain the dragon.
But to slay another virtue is harder: there you gain no recognition.
The just will say you are just, but others will say you have not been com-
passionate; and others will say, yes, youhavebeen frank and honest yet
you were not generous or compassionate. Forif you are honest and be-
lieve in honesty you will speak the truth, and you will make a hell of a
mistake: you will be cruel, tactless, unjust and you can have every vice
under the sun. Justbecause you believe in that one virtue, you will have
offended against all others.

My brother, are war and battle evil? Necessary, however, is the
evil; necessary are the envy and the distrust and the backbiting
among the virtues.

You see, he puts it very plainly here: each ideal claims the whole man,
for provided one names the virtue, each virtue claims its own essence.
If one says it is justice then it must be the justest justice, otherwise jus-
tice is not satisfied and will keep on grumbling; if you allow your com-
passion to make you deviate from the path of justice, then justice will
begin to complain. And if your justice violates your feeling of compas-
sion, then it will be compassion that is wailing and lamenting. Again
somebody is not content, and finally you are in the situation of that fa-
mous old parable of the man, his son, and the ass.
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Lo! how each of thy virtues is covetous of the highest place; it
wanteth thy whole spirit to be its herald, it wanteth thy whole
power, in wrath, hatred, and love.

Jealous is every virtue of the others, and a dreadful thing is jeal-
ousy. Even virtues may succumb by jealousy.

He is quite right, jealousy is the real character of virtues, of all ideas.

He whom the flame of jealousy encompasseth, turneth at last,
like the scorpion, the poisoned sting against himself.

People in conflict between good and evil as a rule don’t undergo such
a terrible battle as those in whom virtues are clashing, where two per-
fectly good things fight against each other. That is the worst. That is
civil war where brothers are slaying each other. It is a sort of poisonous
war because you cannot deny that this idea is good and that idea is
good and that they are irreconcilable. Suicide may result from such a
conflict more than from a case of clear good and evil; one would hardly
commit suicide on account of the fact that one does not like to steal, but
one might if one is in conflict between morality and compassion, say.

Mprs. Adler: That would only mean named virtues?

Prof. Jung: It is always under the supposition here that virtues are
specified by names. He says, “My brother, if thou be fortunate then wilt
thou have one virtue and no more.” That means an indistinct virtue,
not a named one.

Mrs. Adler: If those virtues were not named, then the conflict would
not be possible?

Prof. Jung: Well, of course if they are not formulated, such conflicts
cannot take place; then it is the one value that rules the whole thing
and you have not assumed the power by giving it a name. You see, we
usurp something by giving it a name. We say it is this and nothing else,
and think we have the purest substance of the thing when we name it.
It is like qualifying a thing, as when one says that this is such and such
a man. How can we say what a man is>—or what man is in general? He
is millions of things. By saying he issuchand such a man, youhaveclas-
sified him and then he is no longer free. If he allows it, he will be forced
into that category. Usually we defend ourselves against being put into
cages. But the State puts everybody into a category, and popular move-
ments do it, and the church—those who belong to it are marvelous
people and otherwise they belong to the devil. Or one is a German and
beloved by God, and the other is a Frenchman and Satan’s own son.
Yousee, thoseare all names, and it is the same when you name or spec-
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ify certain qualities. I don’t say that this is all wrong of course, or that
we have to give names is simply a tragedy. But don’t forget that behind
all names is the nameless and unutterable; beyond all our virtues there
is one real virtue that has no name.

For virtues are gifts. I may have the faculty of being kind as some
one else has the faculty of playing the piano, and as others have the
moral art: they just have the gift of being nice or being good. Those
are all gifts, and the poisonous thing is making a morality of it and
imagining it to be a merit. If you are musical it is no merit; if you are a
red parrot it is no merit. It is just so. So you see, if you don’t give names,
then it remains more or less a natural fact. It is not differentiated and
it will work as something in nature will work. Forinstance, a dog is jeal-
ous, voracious; he hates his fellow dog and he tries to get his bone. But
he has justice and even a sort of compassion in the measure in which a
dog should have such virtues. If you have a big dog and a small one
and put the bone between them, then the bone is considered to be in
the middle when it is nearer to the small dog than to the big one: the
distance between the big dog and the bone can be greater than the dis-
tance between the small dog and the bone. I have made that experi-
ment with my own dogs. If it is right in the middle, they hesitate as to
which should take it; but if I put it a bit to one side the small dog takes
it. If I throw a ball, they both jump at the same time, but they always
consider that the one who is first must get the ball, and the other de-
sists; and if the ball is rolling towards one of them, then the dog on the
other side desists. It is really natural politeness. So primitives have ex-
quisite manners. They have immense virtues and immense vices, but
they work more or less smoothly together, so that a fairly round indi-
vidual appears. Of course, it is wholly unconscious because it is not
named. If they said, “Now I am compassionate, now I am just,” they
would have an inflation and of course they would then be one-sided;
they would be at once in conflict with their surroundings and with
themselves if they were capable of having a moral conflict at all.

Miss Kaufmann: 1 know that Nietzsche is right here, but I must say
that to find a name for an experience is also a great experience. What
he means here perhaps only applles to people who have too much con-
sciousness, and consciousness is a kind of imperative power. But with
the right kind of consciousness, to name it can be so beautiful; it has
happened to me so many times that I got my balance just because I
found a name which was just the right thing.

Prof. Jung: Yes, there is a great merit in names. It is tremendously
important to give a name to a thing—it may really save you from de-
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mons and disintegration and chaos. To be able to name things is man’s
greatest prerogative. But you can see what they made of it—having
nothing but names. And with a man like Nietzsche it is, of course, a dif-
ferent question. We give too many names; we name things far too
much, thereby killing possibilities which would otherwise function nat-
urally. We must be careful only to give names where we really know.
For instance, if you call a certain tendency or psychological movement
in a man “sexuality,” then it is just sexuality and you have spoiled the
whole thing: it becomes absolutely unmanageable and you can do
nothing at all with it. You make the same mistake if you call it “spirit-
ual.” If you give it a certain name you qualify it, put it into prison, into
adrawer, or a cage, and you can no longer handle it because that name
is all wrong. But if you give the right name to a thing, ah, that is some-
thing else; there you have acquired a power over nature. Science
chiefly consists in an attempt of man to give the right names to things,
and science is a great achievement of man.

Mr. Baumann: The Greek philosophical school made a great fuss
about what they called the virtues, and it has a great influence upon the
whole of science. Was it partly because they had to put something up
against Greek mythology?

Prof. Jung: That early philosophy was the great attempt of the hu-
man mind to free itself from the mythological level; as scholasticism
was the heroic attempt of man to free his intellect from the evidences
of facts, of immediate impressions, affects, and so on. Therefore, that
utterly detached manner in which they tried to think.

Dr. Escher: Can one call this process re-abstraction?

Prof. Jung: Yes, one could designate it like that. Giving a name to a
thing creates a sort of abstraction, you remove a thing from life by hav-
ing abstracted it; then in order to bring it back into life you have to
undo the attempt, give up the name, and that would be re-abstraction.
Nietzsche is really trying that here. He tries to dissolve the abstraction
of differentiated concepts into nameless experiences. He does so be-
cause he has been tremendously impressed by the utterlyirrational ex-
perience of Zarathustra; he is filled with that experience and he be-
lieves in it, so he wants to convey it to everybody. Therefore, this
particular admonition: don’t name your virtue, in order that the virtue
may remain an unutterable value which will lead you in the right way.
Don’t use too much man’s prerogative of giving names, for thus you
are not creating life substance but killing it. Now, the idea of this last
sentence, “He whom the flame of jealousy encompasseth, turneth at
last, like the scorpion, the poisened sting against himself,” is that the
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one whoisin a raging battle of ideas or moral duties will eventually kill
himself. He will go under in this fight.

Ah! my brother, hast thou never seen a virtue backbite and stab
itself?

This means again that those virtues which are named have a tendency
to kill themselves. If you overdo justice it is no longer justice; it is as if
you jumped off the roof of your house: you fall dead. You can kill each
virtue by following up only its own tendency. Compassion that goes be-
yond common sense one could say was no longer compassion; it simply
becomes a vice and so it kills itself. Now he says

Man is something that hath to be surpassed: and therefore shalt
thou love thy virtues,—for thou wilt succumb by them.

This is very interesting. If you try to follow up your virtues, you cannot
avoid naming them, and then you will get into that battle which will
eventually destroy you. And that is exactly what he wants: man ought
to be surmounted. This man must be killed in favor of the Superman;
otherwise he cannot produce the Superman. This, curiously enough,
is a Christian idea, and I brought a picture which illustrates it. It is a
codex of the thirteenth century from the Bibliotheque de Besancon,
Jésus-Christ crucifié par les vertus dont il avait été le modele. He is being cru-
cified by all the named virtues; one is hammering the nails into his feet
and his hands, another one is stabbing his side, and so on.® His virtues
have really brought that painful death upon him—obviously a very
Christian idea. That is medieval philosophy, you see. To that extent
could they draw the conclusion that it was really the virtues, not the
devils, which brought Christ to his cross. Now what does this symbol-
ize?

Mpys. Fierz: Is it not the idea of the enantiodromia?—if you go to the
very end of the thing then it must change.

Prof. Jung: Oh yes, it is an enantiodromia, but more important here is
the thought that it was not the evil people—those evil Jews or Romans
or whoever they were—who crucified Christ. It was his virtues, his
greatness, that really led him to the cross; consciousness of those qual-
ities, the named virtues, killed him, tore him to bits. And the cross is,
of course, the well-known individuation symbol, which means that in-
dividuation is the necessary outcome of moral development. If you are

6 “Jesus crucified for the virtues for which he had been the model.” The library of Be-
sanconisin France, near the Swiss border.
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consistent in the moral development you get into the moral conflict
and into the role of Christ, namely, into the process of individuation.
That is not a weakness, it is strength—as it was not a weakness that
Christ was crucified. It was strength because it was voluntary; he made
up his mind to the crucifixion. And that is Nietzsche’s idea: you should
live your virtues because they lead to your destruction, and only
through your destruction can you create the Superman, which is of
course the highest man, the self. The act of destruction is the nailing
to the cross in the Christian mystery. The cross is the symbol of indi-
viduation.
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LECTURE VIII
19 March 1935

Prof. Jung:

Both Mrs. Baumann and Mrs. Stutz have asked about the concept of
the subtle body which I mentioned last time. Thatis a very big problem
in itself, and I think it would be a good thing if a comprehensive report
were made next term about the primitive idea of the body of breath.
Very little is known about this strange concept of the subtle body.
Mead has written a book about it.' You see, when we speak of the un-
conscious we mean the psychological unconscious, which is a possible
concept; we are then dealing with certain factors in the unconscious
which we really can understand and discriminate. But the part of the
unconscious which is designated as the subtle body becomes more and
more identical with the functioning of the body, and therefore it grows
darker and darker and ends in the utter darkness of matter; that as-
pect of the unconscious is exceedingly incomprehensible. I only men-
tioned it because in dealing with Nietzsche’s concept of the self, one
has to include a body, so one must include not only the shadow—the
psychological unconscious—but also the physiological unconscious,
the so-called somatic unconscious which is the subtle body. You see,
somewhere our unconscious becomes material, because the body is the
living unit, and our conscious and our unconscious are embedded in
it: they contact the body. Somewhere there is a place where the two
ends meet and become interlocked. And that is the place where one
cannot say whether it is matter, or what one calls “psyche.” Now every-
thing that can be represented to the conscious is psychological, but if a
thing cannot be made conscious, or can only be expressed by vague
analogies or hints, it is so dark that one doesn’t know whether it has to
do with the top or the bottom of the system, whether it leads into the
body or into the air.

According to the old Gnostic system, the pneuma is above, that part

' G.R.S. Mead, The Doctrine of the Subtle Body in Western Tradition (London, 1919).
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of the unconscious which is divine; then below would come the body
which was called hyle, or sarx, as
Paul calls the flesh in the New
Testament, and between the two . .

there is the human or the psy- sleuzln?[;lzonsw})lus’ shen

: ! , psyche

chological sphere. The Latin somatic unconscious, subtle body, kuei
words for pneuma are spiritus and
in another connection animus,
not to be mistaken for the spe-
cific animus concept in our psychology. Then with the psyche would
be the anima, with the connotation of the breath of life, the living
flame, the living warmth of the body. This anima has a spiritual side,
called in China the shen, and their concept of kue: would be the somatic
or corporeal part. This region contains the psychology of the subtle
body because it reaches into the sarx. Now, when you look at man you
see the body, the sarx, and only by inference do you come to the psy-
chological side; you get reflected rays of light from a body of flesh, and
you hear a voice, vibrations of the air, and they give you the necessary
hints to conclude as to the psyche. If you are inside yourself, in your
own body, then you are in the psyche, which is the center. It would be

animus, pneuma, spiritus

body, sarx, hyle

about like this. The mountain

would be the conscious and the /\
unconscious, and the spiritual somatic consc. |\ spiritual
would be on one side and the so- unconsc. / juncon.| \ unconsc.
matic on the other. The greatest psyche

intensity of life is in the center col.

and the darkness is on either

side, on the spiritual side as well as on the side of matter.

You may have read that famous Gnostic work, Pistis Sophia.* Pistis
means fidelity, confidence, trust, loyalty, wrongly translated by “be-
lief” or “creed,” and Sophia is the woman wisdom of God. She is God’s
wife in a way, and therefore has also been understood as the so-called
theotokos, the mother of God—that is the term used in the Greek Or-
thodox church for Mother Mary—and certain Gnostics held that So-
phia was the mother of the spiritual Jesus. The man Jesus has of course
been born of an earthly woman, but the spiritual Jesus that descended
into him when he was baptized by John was born out of Sophia. They

* This third-century work centers on the legend of “the twin Jesus.” Mary is repre-
sented as telling Jesus that when he was a child, a spirit descended, identical in appear-
ance to the child he sought as brother, and in an embrace the two became one. See Apoc-
rypha XXIII, and Pistis Sophia, tr. G.R.S. Mead (London, 189g6), pp. 188-g19.
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were convinced that the man Jesus who was hanging on the cross was
only the material body, that during his struggle in the garden, hours
before his crucifiction, the God had departed from him. So the God
was never crucified. The body was hanging on the cross and not the
God-man, the proof being that Christ himself said, “My God, my God,
why hast thou forsaken me?” That is the belief of the Doketic form of
Christianity, a very important branch which for a while threatened the
development of the orthodox Christian dogma.? I mention this be-
cause all these ideas of the subtle body play a great role in the New Tes-
tament. The body, or sarx, to St. Paul is the gross, biological, physiolog-
ical body, the corruptible body; but he speaks also of the incorruptible
body which we put on with Christ, because Christ is in a way the soul
or the pneuma, the incorruptible body that is beyond space and time.4

You see, the subtle body—assuming that there is such a thing—nec-
essarily must be beyond space and time. Every real body fills space be-
cause it consists of matter, while the subtle body is said not to consist of
matter, or it is matter which is so exceedingly subtle that it cannot be
perceived. So it must be a body which does not fill space, a matter
which is beyond space, and therefore it would be in no time. You know,
we can only have a notion of time by the measure of distance; for in-
stance, to move from this end of the room to the other needs a certain
length of time, but if there is no extension, no change, there is no time;
even if that moment stands still for ten thousand eternities, there is no
time because nothing happens. This idea of the subtle body is very im-
portant, and it is marvelous to encounter it in a text which naively
comes from the wholeness of man. You will see from the next chapter
that Zarathustra is one of the books that is written with blood, and any-
thing written with blood contains the notion of that subtle body, the
equivalent of the somatic unconscious. I usually do not deal with that
concept simply because it is too difficult; I content myself with things
of which I can really know something. It is beyond our grasp per defi-
nition; the subtle body is a transcendental concept which cannot be ex-
pressed in terms of our language or our philosophical views, because
they are all inside the categories of time and space.s

So we can only talk primitive language as soon as we come to the
question of the subtle body, and that is everything else but scientific. It

3 Doketic, see above, 16 May 1934, n. 20.

+ [ Corinthians 15:53-54-

5 Jung often contrasted the empirical or experimental approach with the transcen-
dental, meaning by the latter “approximately the same as Kant meant when he called the
thing-in-itself, a merely negative, border-line concept” (CW 13, par. 82).
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means speaking in images. Of course, we can talk such a language but
whether it is comprehensible is an entirely different question. And you
know I believe in science, I believe in that which man can do. I also re-
member what Mephistopheles says to the student who went away with
the devil’s good advice. The devil smiles behind his back and says:

Scorn reason and science if you can,
The highest powers yet bestowed on man!6

Science is the highest power of man, for wecando justwhatwe cando,
and when we trytodeal with things which are beyond our comprehen-
sion, we are overstepping our competence. You see, there are plenty
of secrets—only a few fools, morbid intellects, think we have solved all
the riddles; anybody with even the smallest amount of imagination
knows that the world is a great enigma, and psychology is one of the
foremost enigmas. And you can touch one with your hands in this
question of the subtle body. Now, Mrs. Baumann first asks, “Are there
not two uses of the expression ‘subtle body? At times, it seems to be
used as a synonym for the diamond body. Isn’t the other, more primi-
tive meaning of ‘subtle body’ a kind of ghost-like body, like a frame-
work, halfway between spirit and matter, which everyone possesses
and in which the various centers are located? Is the diamond body
something which may develop in this subtle body?”

Such questions will inevitably arise as soon as you begin to talk of the
subtle body: Is the subtle body identical with what Chinese Yoga calls
the diamond body, or it is rather the kue: of Chinese philosophy, the
somatic unconscious? Well, the diamond body is the equivalent of the
concept of the self. Therefore it is expressed by the stone of the highest
value, and it is also called the golden germ, the golden child, Hirany-
agarbha in Sanscrit. According to Chinese Yoga, it comes from the lead
of the water region, which is not of a precious nature. It is the heavy
cold metal of a low nature which is supposed to be deep down in the
body, the muladhara, or in svadhisthana, the water center; out of this
common or vulgar body the alchemistic procedure produces gold or
the diamond body, the everlasting body. In the language of medieval
alchemy it would have been the philosopher’s stone or the eagle (aurum
nostrum, “our gold”); for those old alchemists were by no means making
ordinary gold. There was no making of bodies. They started from
bodies and tried to develop something out of the water region into a

6 Spoken by Mephistopheles dressed in Faust’s long robe. Faust, tr. Alice Raphael
(New York, 1932), Act I1, Sc. ii.
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substance of highest value, something with the qualities of light. Yet it
is located in the center—the psyche—between body and spirit—and
consists of both. So in that respect one can say the concept of the dia-
mond body is really identical with the idea of the subtle body. Natu-
rally, the subtle body is a primitive formulation and the diamond body
is the expression for a finished product of the same nature.

The Chinese Yoga procedure and alchemy are much alike, but al-
chemy is a most mistaken name; it had better be called the “Yoga proc-
ess.” It is a process of transmutation which creates out of the subtle
body within, something which is equal to the subtle body, yet it is of
very great value. The matter out of which it is created can also be of
little value, so the alchemists said that it could be found everywhere,
quite ordinary, even despicable, a stone that is ejectus in viam, thrown
out into the street. It is the stone, rejected by the builders, which be-
came the cornerstone. They even find it in the Sterquilinium, the dung
heap, as you can read in their literature. Therefore when Meyrink
read those old alchemistic treatises about sorcerers making gold and
God knows what, he was so impressed that he bought an ancient water-
closet, a little outhouse, and dug up the fond; it was two or three
hundred years old and he went to the very bottom of it in order to find
the substance for the stone, because the old texts say you can find it in
such disreputable places.? It is funny that many old things, even man-
uscripts, have been found in that way. I am not a bit sure whether the
famous Oxyrhynchus papyri were not found in such a place and that
they had not been put to a most disreputable use before.

Mr. Baumann: In Schaffhausen they found a wonderful one, con-
taining a whole collection of valuable things.

Prof. Jung: Yes, such places are often really treasure-troves. But it
was also said in the old texts that many have dug up such places,
worked with fecal matter, yet found nothing. (That would be a good
motto for a certain variety of psychoanalysis: I have dug up and
worked with fecal matter yet found nothing!) Another thing they said
was that people stop their work where they should have begun. The
sayings of those old masters are really marvelous; as Nietzsche says in
the next chapter, such things should not be read but learned by heart,
they are so exceedingly true. You see, that is exactly this idea; the proc-
ess begins no matter where, deep down or up above, but if above, you

7 Gustav Meyrink, author of Das Griine Gesicht (The Green Face) (Leipsig, 1916), once
bought a house in Prague famous for its still having an alchemical dung heap wherein
the priceless philosopher’s stone might lie buried. Meyrink read old alchemy and dug in
the dung heap for the stone.
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have to work down into the sarx, because the body also must be in the
great mixture. The body is an important contribution to the diamond
body, the final finished product. So, as I said, the diamond body would
be merely the finished product of the primitive concept of the subtle
body.

Then Mrs. Baumann says: “I don’t understand how Christ was cru-
cified by his virtues.” That picture of Christ being crucified by his own
virtues was an idea which they already understood in the twelfth or
thirteenth century, and which you easily could understand in the text
of Zarathustra which we have just dealt with, so that by naming your vir-
tues you create the collision between virtues. If you follow up the di-
vergent virtues, if you are just and compassionate and several other
things besides, inasmuch as you name these qualities you will be torn
asunder. For then you don’t know whether to follow your justice or
your compassion. Only inasmuch as you are unconscious of your value
can you remain together. If you become conscious of your virtues you
are lost; you will quite certainly get into a hellish conflict. That people
don’t get into these conflicts more comes from the fact that they are
altogether unconscious; they don’t notice it, and at a certain place they
stop. For instance, a man preaches on Sunday, “Sell all your goods and
give your money to the poor,” but he doesn’t dream of doing it. Or the
Communists talk of sharing their goods, but if they have afat pig in the
stable they don’t share it. So millions of people don’t dream of doing
it, and it is very healthy not tobecause it doesn’t work; if you really try
it you getinto hot water, and nobody is fool enough to want to getinto
hot water unless he understands that it is necessary—that that is the
one way, though it goes into the cooking pot, the Krater, and it is pretty
hot there.

You see, your named virtues would be your conscious ideal; you
want to be just but you want to be compassionate too, and you want to
be generous yet you don’t want to be a spendthrift. If you try it in real-
ity, you will land in a tremendous moral conflict between duties, and if
you follow it up to the end you get into a state of dismemberment.
Compassion then runs away with you on the one side, and justice on
the other, so you arelike a spread eagle, or like an animal that has been
nailed onto a board. The peasants are so mad at those black animals—
in England they are called stoats—that they nail them on a board, cru-
cify them alive; everybody must know that if those animals don't listen
to what they are saying to them, if they do that again, they will be cru-
cified. They hate them so much that they inflict the punishment of the
Lord upon them. So you see, the end is that our virtues become utterly
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dissatisfied with us and kill us because we cannot fulfil them. If we are
dishonest, we may say we have fulfilled them, or that, having declared
a principle or an ideal, we are bound to fulfil it. But if we are honest
we know we cannot. Therefore, don’t say this is your ideal, because you
are then giving a promise which you cannot keep. For if you give it, if
you cannot avoid giving it, you must name your virtues; every decent
man must name his virtues, and so he is meant for crucifixion, pro-
vided he is consistent. If he is very healthy he will stop on the way: he
will be half-crucified, perhaps on Sundays. He will give an old coat, say,
his Sunday coat, and he will put the thorns around his top hat.

Dr. Strong: Doesn’t the fact that Christ was crucified vindicate John
the Baptist in his stand against revealing the divine mysteries? In giv-
ing it to collectivity, making it a collective concept, Christ gave it a name
and therefore it turned upon him. He gave the crowd a chance. That
was exactly what John the Baptist foresaw.

Prof. Jung: Yes, in that making conscious, that revelation, he was giv-
ing it a name.

Now Mrs. Baumann asks: “Did Christ identify with the virtues and
undergo the conflict between them?”

Evidently I must make this clear once more. Nietzsche’s idea is that
you should not name your virtue; otherwise you will get into a conflict
of the virtues and destroy yourself. And at the end of the chapter he
says, “And therefore shalt thou love thy virtues—for thou wilt suc-
cumb by them.” The most foolish thing one can do is to name the vir-
tue, because as long as you don’t, you are one, acting under the influ-
ence of something incomprehensible and indescribable. You have no
wrong impressions, don’t know yourself, are more or less a primitive;
or more like an animal that is always at one with itself and so never hes-
itates. It goes to its own death because dying belongs to life; and prim-
itives die with no particular fuss. They take it as part of life. This is in
a way an ideal condition, so why try to give names to things? Just be-
cause we must: our growing intellect, consciousness, forces us to do so;
if we don’t discriminate, we are cursed by the primitive condition.
Primitive conditions are all right as long as the conditions are primitive,
but the unfortunate thing is that man is not only an animal—in a way
he is an animal and in a way he is not—because he has the faculty of
developing consciousness. His consciousness wants to develop; he must
give names even to his virtues, and so he is meant for conflict. He can-
not escape it, cannot remain at one with himself. He will get into hot
water in the end if he develops at all; and if he has once given a name
he must continueto give names. Already, the primitive man has begun
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to give names, and the more “adult” he becomes, the more he will do
so. So it was a particular stunt of old sages to know the names of things:
it was understood to be a particular sign of power; to know the names
of demons meant power over the demons. But there is a high price on
knowing names; you will be tempted, even forced, to give names, but
you will pay for it with conflict. Because you have discriminated be-
tween things, they begin to compete with each other; and you will be
the victim of your own conflict, be crucified, get into the condition of
the Christian mystery of self-destruction, self-sacrifice.

In the making of the Superman, Nietzsche is simply continuing in
the path of Christianity, developing our hitherto valid form of Chris-
tianity into a philosophy that reaches a bitbeyond. He tells us to be rea-
sonable, continue the way on which we have begun, name our virtues
and be damned for it; if we are damned that is our destruction, yes, but
thus we shall give birth to a new man, a man with a new consciousness;
a new light will dawn on mankind if we are able to give birth to the
Superman. That is his message, and for that it is necessary that he even
kill God. He means also that since you cannot avoid giving names, give
as many and as accurate names as you know how, because all that works
for your own undoing. In the end you are dissolved in conflict, you will
be dissociated, disintegrated, extended on the cross,and torn asunder.
You see, crucifixion is also a dismemberment, the classical death of the
god, like the death of Osiris and Dionysos; through that dismember-
ment the god distributes himself into all parts of creation. Everywhere
is a part of the god. The dismemberment is figuratively shown in
Christianity by the dividing of his mantle under the cross. The soldiers
cut it asunder; they threw dice and divided it. That is a sort of symbolic
performance which foreshadows the distribution of the sacred body in
the Host, or the indwelling of the deity in the tabernacle: the God
dwells in the Host or on the altar. So Christ is distributed all over the
world in the form of the Host. As a sort of Dionysos he enters into
everybody and deifies everybody; you eat the pharmakon athanasias, the
medicine of immortality, and are given an immortal soul. For without
the sacraments of the church, unless you participate of the God, in
other words, you cannot attain to immortality. That is the dismember-
ment, and the crucifixion symbolizes the state of supreme torture
through conflicts.

When you are eaten up with conflicts, completely disintegrated, you
can safely say it is crucifixion because you are spread out in the four
directions of your being, to the four points of the horizon. You may
have read that article in an American paper about the death of a med-
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icine man. A medicine man who has misused his powers, failed or neg-
lected to do the right thing, is put to death by being torn asunder in the
four directions of space, and the torn-out parts are left in the distance.
You see, a medicine man is made by the drawing together of the four
into one, a process of individuation; therefore, when he is killed he will
be torn asunder into those four directions of space. This condition of
the crucifixion, then, is a symbolic expression for the state of extreme
conflict, where one simply has to give up, where one no longer knows,
where one almost loses one’s mind. Out of that condition grows the
thing which is really fought for. For Nietzsche, it would be the birth of
the Superman. We would say it was the birth of the self. Only through
extreme pain do you experience yourself; you believe then that you
are a unit. Before that, you can imagine that you are anybody, the Pope
or Mussolini—you are not necessarily yourself. Afterwards, when you
have undergone this extraordinary experience of the self, there are no
illusions any longer. You know exactly who you are. That is what
Nietzsche means.

There is another question about the subtle body by Mrs. Stutz:
“Does the ‘subtle body,” which is a symbol for the individuating process
of human beings, help forward the physiological work of the body it-
self?” The subtle body is not a symbol for the individuating process, as
I have already explained; it is a concept that covers only the somatic
unconscious. She goes on: “For instance, are the reactions of the body
on itself, as well as coming from it, directed from the ‘subtle body’?”
One could not say that because the subtle body, being the somatic un-
conscious, is only one part; the ultimate decisions of body and mind or
anything thatlives within them, are obviously not only given by the so-
matic side of our existence; there are determinations coming from the
other side just as well, and the ultimate decision is given by the self.
The self includes the somatic as well as the spiritual unconscious, being
neither the one nor the other, but in between, in the psyche. Then she
says, “I experience the inside body as a free power, wherein all possi-
bilities for forming or producing are given from one central point,
which leads all events and reactions. So is the putting of the body into
life as the consequence to an inside demand, the ‘subtle body’?”

Well, from the standpoint of Platonic philosophy, the body is built
up on the eidos, the eternal image of the human body. The human
body would then be explained exactly as the making of a crystal is ex-
plained, by asort of preexisting abstract axial system into which matter
is filled. In crystallography, one also assumes a sort of spatial structure,
the so-called mother solution, which has reached the highest degree of
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saturation where crystallization begins. The ions in solution are al-
ready in a certain axial structure, and they draw the molecules of the
solution into place. If it is a solution of ordinary salts, the system is cu-
bic and the cubic crystal will result; a sort of eidos, an inevitable form,
preexists and the ions are in the decisive points of that structure to
draw the molecules of the solution into place. One can assume that the
human body is also built in that way; this is the theory proposed by Ge-
ley in his attempt at physiology viewed from the standpoint of the sub-
tle body. He was formerly director of the Institut de Métapsychologie
in Paris, the predecessor of Dr. Osty.® It is a thoroughly Platonic idea.
In that sense, one could say that the subtle body directs and builds up
the physical body. Of course, this point of view is in a way very much
against our hitherto valid physiological ideas, but I must say, from a
scientific standpoint, there is as little proof on the one side as on the
other. To explain it through the chemical transformations of bodies,
the materialistic assumption, is just as right and just as wrong as ex-
plaining from the other side; one needs both points of view. In that ex-
ample of crystallography you have a practical Platonism. One needs
that hypothesis to explain a crystal, but of course one also needs the
ions of a solution to give the start.

Mrs. Stutz: I did not think of such a material standpoint.

Prof. Jung: You can explain from within or from without: those are
two contradictory points of view. It is the same with the ultimate expla-
nation of nature. For instance, the modern explanation of light is cor-
puscular, but on the other side is the theory of oscillation. You have the
two explanations and you need both because there are certain phe-
nomena which you cannot explain as corpuscular, which must be os-
cillation, and others where it cannot be oscillation—where it must be
corpuscular. You are simply forced to these antinomies of reason if
you follow up a problem far enough—to a clear issue. And even there
you get into a conflict. You cannot live without getting into trouble,
cannot think, cannot feel; you can do nothing without getting into
trouble. For trouble is what we are all looking for; we all hate it—we
want to be perfectly nice and frank—but we are looking for trouble.

Now we come to the next chapter, which begins with a problem in
the title, “The Pale Criminal.” How does Nietzsche arrive at this?

Mrs. Baumann: It refers to Christ.

8 Gustav Geley, From the Unconscious to the Conscious, tr. Stanley Debrath (London,
1920). Eugene Osty, Lucidité et Intuition (Paris, 1913). For more on Geley, see Dream Sem.,
p.116n.
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Miss Hannah: The whole chapter seems to me to be awfully influ-
enced by his being a parson’s son.

Prof. Jung: So is the whole of Zarathustra. There is a great deal of
Protestant psychology in it, but we are now only concerned with the ti-
tle.

Mrs. Baynes: 1 think he draws the title from the thing that we see in
the rationalistic mind and what he goes on to describe; that is tosay, he
has lust which he cannot justify, and so he tries to take the blood from
the lust, and what is left is the pale criminal.

Prof. Jung: That is pretty complicated. How does he arrive at the
subject matter of crime or the criminal? It must follow from the chap-
ter before and I want to make the transition.

Miss Wolff: Because the virtues are fighting like hell and murdering
themselves. The idea of murder and bloodshed is at the end of the last
chapter. The virtues kill man, trying to create the Superman out of the
ordinary man.

Prof. Jung: That is true. But I might put that same question in a
somewhat different way. Usually in a work of this kind, written out of
the blood or out of the unconscious, as we say, it is written out of that
which has been left over from the preceding chapter, the preceding
image. You see, each of these chapters corresponds to an image. The
stream of the unconscious is a stream of images. In one chapter comes
up one image, and in the next another, and all these images are con-
nected as, for instance, the images of the I Ching are connected. There
you have the same stream of images, not connected by what we would
call causality, but by an irrational connection. What is its chief charac-
teristic?

Miss Wolff: The opposites.

Prof. Jung: Yes, the enantiodromia, the opposite comes up. Now in this
case, quite superficially looked at, the opposite of the virtues we are
speaking of would be vices. In the preceding chapter man is supposed
to name his virtues and to live them to the utmost until he himself is
killed by them; he lives his virtues until he is thoroughly virtuous, and
he ends in terribletrouble because he is virtuous all over. Even his vices
have been transformed into virtues, or they have been overlooked, or
neglected; out of his many virtues he made a god, and out of his poison
he made a medicine or something sweet. So the shadow is transformed
into light and he dies really from sheer goodness. And when the vi-
cious evil way of living, the way of the shadow, is entirely neglected, up
it comes in the next chapter. Like dreams—what you have forgotten in
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the daytime is brought up in the night. And here is the thing that is
forgotten, that should be also realized.

Mrs. Baumann: You did not read the end of my question about
Christ. Christ said, “Resist not evil.” He was conscious of the black side.

Prof. Jung: I did not read it on purpose because it is a different con-
sideration of which we shall speak after this chapter. Of course, Christ
says “Resist not evil” because it is too one-sided to be only good. It is
very nice to be only good if one can, and it is enough of a task, sure
enough.

Mrs. Baynes: You have explained why it should be the criminal but
not why it is the pale criminal.

Prof. Jung: Yes, one can be a rosy criminal! This is a criminal who
does not feel well in his skin.

Mrs. Baynes: But “pale” is very important is it not?

Prof. Jung: This man cannot help being pale; he gets pale at the as-
pect of himself. But that leads to the next chapters. Let us assume now
that we don’t quite understand why this criminal is pale and un-
healthy-looking. We will begin.

Ye do not mean to slay, ye judges and sacrificers, until the ani-
mal hath bowed its head?

The Germantext s a bit different here. Nietzsche had profound phil-
ological knowledge, and by this nodding or bowing is meant the move-
ment which is called in Latin numen, meaning a hint; nodding the head
would be a hint or a sign. When you have whispered into the ear of the
god and remain before his divine image, then you suddenly see that
the god, the statue, is nodding. He has heard you and agrees or disa-
grees: that is the numen. One observes such phenomena in studying
fantasies; when you concentrate upon, betrachten, a fantasy image,
after a while it begins to walk perhaps. You have made it pregnant with
your life and it moves, just as when you concentrate upon a picture
with exclusive interest, it begins to move. Numen is one connotation of
the divine power, the assent of the god. So this German text means that
the judges and sacrificers don’t want to sacrifice or to kill before the
animal has nodded—given its assent or justified the killing. The trans-
lation overlooked that meaning; of course it is a bit involved.

Lo! the pale criminal hath bowed his head: out of his eye speaketh
the great contempt.

“Mine ego is something which is to be surpassed: mine ego is to
me the great contempt of man”; so speaketh it out of that eye.
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How is that passage connected with the chapter before? We can see
then how the unconscious introduces the idea of the criminal.

Dr. Schlegel: In both these is something that must be surmounted.

Prof. Jung: Yes. The end of the chapter before is, “and therefore
shalt thou love thy virtues, for thou wilt succumb by them.” The idea is
that you should love your virtues because they will eventually kill you,
will mean your own undoing. For instance, a criminal shows by his
crime his will to destroy himself. He has committed murder so he will
be judged and his head will be cut off, and that is what he wanted.
Moreover, when a person murders, he has murdered himself morally,
which is of course just as bad as real death. He has had the courage to
rebel against human life, and therefore the idea here is that judges
and sacrifices should not be afraid of standing up against human life;
he almost says they should not wait until the animal has nodded its as-
sent, they should be as courageous as the criminal in killing. As the
criminal does not ask whether the victim consents to being put to
death, does not say to his victim, “Perhaps you will be kind enough to
allow me to kill you,” so those judges and sacrificers should not be
afraid of killing right on the spot, with no delay, not asking whether it
is fitting or just. They should have the same quality of decision and the
contempt of life and of man which the criminal has. Of course this does
not agree with our ideas of justice in the least, but it agrees very much
with our psychological ideas of punishment.

The natural idea of punishment if a man has committed a murder is
to hang him, kill him; then we are satisfied. That is the only real theory
of punishment, any other is nonsense. You see, when a man commits
murder, he has the advantage of us, because we have all wanted to do
that. Once at least, in a moment of affect, everybody has wanted to
murder his fellow man, but he could not because he was decent. And
then comes that hell of a fellow who dares, and why should he do it
when I couldn’t? We are all potential murderers. Of course it does not
need to be a cowardly murder, it can be straightforward manslaughter.
Our ancestors have universally been murderers—it was even a virtue
to commit murder in that way—so it is innate in us: it is in our blood.
But we have not been allowed to do so because it is immoral. Therefore
we say rightly, if another man has committed murder, we also have a
right to do it. But he is one and we are many, so we must do it in col-
lectivity; we call it “law”: we elect one member of our society and give
him a sword to hack off the criminal’s head. Then we are all pleased;
now his head hasbeen cut offand we are highly satisfied. So everybody
has got at least his sprinkling of blood for his own salvation. It gives
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people a fine feeling to have committed a certain amount of crime.
That is the psychology of crime, and any other way is just a rationali-
zation of this very primitive fact.

I can substantiate it by a very real example. In the Celebes it is the
custom to kill prisoners of war in the ghost house. This is used for all
sorts of purposes, it is a condensation of all the buildings round the
square in a village; the church, and one or two little inns, with the
names of the Evangelist animals if possible, and the mayor’s place,
which usually is connected with the house for the fire engine, and the
morgue where they put all the corpses they find, and also the com-
munal prison. This whole assemblage of establishments in a primitive
society is condensed into one building which is not only the ghost
house, the place of initiation, but also the guesthouse, the community
building, the club house, and the morgue. And there they fasten the
prisoner of war to a pillar round the top of which are hung skulls of
former victims, a sort of ghost pillar. Then the whole crowd arms itself
with knives or spears or arrows, and each sticks his knife into the victim
a bit and then licks the blood, so finally the victim dies. Everybody has
had a taste of the blood, it is a sort of communion, a very gruesome
thing naturally.

The original idea was that putting to death should be a communion
of the whole people, that they should all share in it; it was establishing
a sort of connection between people through a common emotion.
Since they have no such chance now, they must read detective stories,
or go to the movies; they must be thrilled by accounts of ugly crimes.
Also they must at times be very enthusiastic about a war because they
have seen too little killing. The psychology of killing is the psychology
of the criminal, so there are even murderers who want to be put to
death and are not satisfied if they are not. In certain murderers there
is a sacrificial psychology; they thus feel their importance over people.
All that is in the death of Christ; he was counted as a criminal and cru-
cified between two thieves and in place of a thief. He was exchanged
against Barabbas who was freed as the fertility god of the coming year,
according to the old rites. So Christ was very much in the place of the
criminal, he was the god of the past year that is crucified for the good
of the community.
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LECTURE I
8 May 1935

Prof. Jung:

We had just begun last term, the chapter called “The Pale Criminal”;
I think we dealt with only the first two verses. This is not a particularly
engaging chapter—even disagreeable. I will read it beginning with the
third verse:

When he judged himself—that was his supreme moment; let
not the exalted one relapse again into his low estate!

There is no salvation for him who thus suffereth from himself,
unless it be speedy death.

Your slaying, ye judges, shall be pity, and not revenge; and in
thatyeslay,seetoit that ye yourselves justify life!

It is not enough that ye should reconcile with him whom ye slay.
Let your sorrow be love to the Superman: thus will ye justify your
own survival!

“Enemy” shall ye say but not “villain,” “invalid” shall ye say but
not “wretch,” “fool” shall ye say but not “sinner.”

And thou, red judge, if thou would say audibly all thou hast
done in thought, then would every one cry: “Away with the nasti-
ness and the virulent reptile!”

Butone thing is the thought, another thing is the deed, and an-
other thing is the idea of the deed. The wheel of causality doth not
roll between them. [That is an awful sentence!]

An idea made this man pale. Adequate was he for his deed
when he did it, but the idea of it, he could not endure when it was
done.

Evermore did he now see himself as the doer of one deed. Mad-
ness, I call this: the exception reversed itself to the rule in him.

The streak of chalk bewitcheth the hen; the stroke he struck be-
witched his weak reason. Madness after the deed, I call this.
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Hearken, ye judges! There is another madness besides, and it is
before the deed. Ah! ye have not gone deep enough into this soul!

Thus speaketh the red judge: “Why did this criminal commit
murder? He meant to rob.” I tell you, however, that his soul
wanted blood, not booty: he thirsted for the happiness of the
knife!

But this weak reason understood not this madness, and it per-
suaded him, “What matter aboutblood!” it said; “wishest thou not,
at least, to make booty thereby? Or take revenge?”

And he hearkened unto his weak reason: like lead layits words
upon him—thereupon he robbed when he murdered. He did not
mean to be ashamed of his madness.

And now once more lieth the lead of his guilt upon him, and
once more is his weak reason so benumbed, so paralysed, and so
dull.

Could he only shake his head, then would his burden roll off;
but who shaketh that head?

What is this man? A mass of diseases that reach out into the
world through the spirit; there they want to get their prey.

What is this man? A coil of wild serpents that are seldom at
peace among themselves—so they go forth apart and seek prey in
the world.

Look at that poor body! What it suffered and craved, the poor
soul interpreted to itself—it interpreted it as murderous desire,
and eagerness for the happiness of the knife.

Him who now turneth sick, the evil overtaketh which is now the
evil: he seeketh to cause pain with that which causeth him pain.
But there have been otherages, and another evil and good.

Once was doubt evil, and the will to Self. Then the invalid be-
came a heretic or sorcerer; as heretic or sorcerer he suffered, and
sought to cause suffering.

But this will not enter your ears; it hurteth your good people, ye
tell me. But what doth it matter to me about your good people!

Many things in your good people cause me disgust, and verily,
not their evil. I would that they had a madness by which they suc-
cumbed, like this pale criminal!

Verily, I would that their madness were called truth, or fidelity,
or justice: but they have their virtue in order to live long, and in
wretched self-complacency.

I am a railing alongside the torrent; whoever is able to grasp me
may grasp me! Your crutch, however, I am not.—

Thus spake Zarathustra.
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What is your general impression of this chapter? Do you like it? Does
your heartreactto it?

Mprs. Sigg: Itis very deep and interesting and extremely difficult.

Prof. Jung: You seem to be chiefly attracted by the intellectual intri-
cacies, then. Is there no man here who has an opinion on this chap-
ter—a man who realizes his feelings independently? Or perhaps an in-
dependent woman’s mind with a heartattached to it?

Mrs. Fierz: I don’t know whether I am independent, but I think it
shows very much what I often feel about Zarathustra. I did not read it
ahead, not a line, because I could not; this, especially, is a chapter
where I simply stop if you don’t do the whole work beforehand to help
me to getinto it a little.

Prof. Jung: Yes, exactly my feeling. It is exceedingly disgusting to my
feeling. Excuse me for talking of my feeling condition, but in this case
you simply go astray if you don’t realize your feelings. From an intel-
lectual point of view, it is unspeakably intricate; a sort of intellectual
devil is all over, which will come still more to the foreground in a chap-
ter a bit further on. Here Nietzsche really becomes an intellectual
criminal. That is the disgusting thing—he reaches here one of the pre-
stages of his own madness. It is not yet madness, but it becomes as so-
phisticated, as intricate, as madness when it first begins to insinuate it-
self. Therefore, my idea is that a natural feeling function, as well as a
natural untwisted mind, will be hurt by the special psychology here. It
is thoroughly evil from any aspect. You are stopped dead when you be-
gin to read it. Your feeling refuses to touch upon that thing because it
is altogether too pathological. No wonder that he speaks of the secret
thoughts of the red judges as a poisonous worm, because a poisonous
worm is at work here. You see, you have to deal with a man who is
doomed to madness, preparing himself for it; Zarathustra, under a cer-
tain aspect, is the preparation for madness, the way into it. If a man is
really going to be mad, in this way he will land there. And if a sound
man goes this way, he will learn what madness means, something of the
possibilities, because he will go very close to the edge. Here, Nietzsche
is flirting with it. He reaches over into the forbidden land, and he is
scorched, tainted all over, by touching upon that area. So it is necessary
to overcome a certain resistance in dealing with this material.

You see, each chapter of Zarathustra is a stage in a process of initia-
tion, for whenever a man takes that way of the immediate experience
of his inner condition, he gets more and more under its influence and
thus he becomes initiated. That is the initiation process, as it always has
been. Of course later, as has happened in all traditional initiation proc-
esses, there comes a moment when the original experience is lost and
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then one is confronted only with ritual—with certain ideas that have
become dogmatic or almost dogmatic. One looks back and thinks of
the experiences of the forefathers—the gurus, the teachers—and one
naturally tries to pick up what they have left behind them. One thinks
if one imitates these relics that one is surely going to make the same
way, forgetting altogether that they are now only shackles—what they
used to call scoria. We imagine, when we follow the words or images,
the symbols left by others, that we are making a way. But we are only
vmitating a way, and it is not the thing itself. The thing itself is an im-
mediate primordial experience, and therefore it is always individual.
We still have traditions or such initiation processes; they are to be
found in no books of course, but one comes across series of individual
symbols in the great libraries of Europe. In the higher grades of Free-
masonry, the so-called ancient and accepted rite of Scotland which has
thirty-three degrees, the initiation process is codified, dogmatized; one
is told what to do, what to think and believe, and the whole thing is just
flat and empty. Itis most interesting, but itis too good to be true—well,
it is true, but nobody is in it. It is quite hollow. It is only form and as
dead as a door-nail. And this organization, which dates back probably
to about the seventeenth century, was preceded by another stage of
which we still have traces. I myself have a series of manuscripts and
books of symbolic representations copied from those in the Biblio-
theque de I'Arsénal in Paris. They came from noble families whose
male members were officers in the army and belonged to secret socie-
ties where such initiations took place. But these books date from a time
when the initiations were not according to the rule. They were individ-
ual, therefore they made books, like the symbolic series of visions of
the American woman which I produced in a former Seminar.! That
was such a secret individual initiation process. And those knights, or
whatever they were, made very similar books; some of them consisted
not even of words but were picture-books only, in which the processes
of psychological transformation in an individual nature were depicted.
But no book is really understood, no book resembles any other; of
course, they have the style of the time, as our symbolic books have the
style of our time, but they are individual in themselves. Later on, those
things were replaced by codified dogma, and then the spirit was gone.
They were no longer alive.

Now, Nietzsche’s Zarathustra is one of the first attempts in modern
times to come back to the immediate, individual initiation. But he did

' The Visions Seminars, 1930-1934 (Ziirich, 1976). See above, 2 May 1934, n. 1.
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not seek that. It took him, rather, by the neck: he was overcome by the
process because the time was ripe and he was just the kind of man who
was open to such a thing. It really began at the height of that period of
blooming materialism, and he, being an exceedingly sensitive individ-
ual, realized the need of the time, feeling that our traditional forms
had become more or less empty. He himself moved in those academic
circles where spiritual life was utterly gone. He naturally felt the need
of something—there was nothing for him to stand on—so he was
forced to have individual experience, and this came about in the mo-
ment when he said to himself, “God is dead,” as he says in Zarathustra.
The spirit gripped him in that moment when it was completely denied.
For it is just then that the spirit cannot be hidden any longer. If you
believe thatthere is spirit in a certain form, in abuilding or asaying for
instance, then thespirithas anabode. Thenitis cutaway from yourself
because it is embodied in something. But when you believe there is no
such thing as spirit anywhere, you have disinfected the heavens and
the whole world and found no God in it as that doctor said (whom I
have told you about) who suffered from the same disease as Nietzsche.
You see, as soon as you make such a declaration, the spirit is liberated
from its incarnations and then it is in yourself: then your unconscious
begins to stir. That happened to Nietzsche. His initiation process be-
gan, and he wrote it down as such a man would do.

When one has a vivid inner experience, one always feels tempted to
write it down, give form to it and expression. Therefore, painting and
drawing have been discovered as a means for the symbolic purposes;
one simply feels the need, and also has a peculiar satisfaction if one
succeeds in giving expression to an inner experience. Many people
who are not usually poets begin to write verses, and they write in a pe-
culiar hieratic style. They become solemn and poetic and express
themselves in a high passionate manner, using all sorts of means to em-
phasize it because they feel they are experiencing something which
needs that expression. So Nietzsche at once drops out of his intellec-
tual, aphoristic way of expression. Zarathustra is a most passionate
confession from beginning to end, and moreover it is an experience:
his life itself flows into these chapters. Therefore, each chapter is a new
image in the process of initiation. You know, those ancient initiation
processes consisted of symbolic passages. First, one is confronted, say,
with a certain threat, or one is put into a dark room perhaps; and then
one is exposed to all sorts of dangers, tests of courage are made—one
must endure cold and heat and all sorts of things. Those are all sym-
bolicstages,imitating the processes one would presumably go through
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in an individual initiation. These were all individual in the beginning,
and from the condensation of the original representations, slowly a rit-
ual was made; and then it all became artificial. The most ridiculous
forms were invented which nobody could take seriously. For instance,
in the Freemason initiation, one is put through tests which look a bit
gruesome, but are not real at all. It is like a sort of child’s play. Of
course, onels serious, or tries to make it serious, butitis not: it doesn’t
even touch your skin. Wilhelm? told me that when the Japanese bom-
barded Kian Tchau, a Masonic lodge was hit by a shell and éventré, the
whole wall of the house came down, the intestines were laid bare, and
people went there to see the funny things inside. Belonging to the ini-
tiation ceremonies, for example, was a sort of grating with most dan-
gerous-looking iron spikes upon which the initiant had to kneel, and
then the marvel happened that when he believed in God those spikes
did not hurt him. But upon examination it was found that those spikes
where he had to kneel looked exactly like the others but were made of
rubber; they were nice and soft, so instead of having his flesh lacer-
ated, the initiant thought, how marvelous that God had helped him! So
the initiation may degenerate into mere fraud.

The individual process on the otherside is not a fraud, but a terrible
thing. Nietzsche is confronted with all the devils, the temptations of his
own nature, all the lowest as well as the highest qualities of man, the
greatest possibilities of the depths as well as the heights. Now, there is
a secretlogic, a sort of Homeric chain, going through the whole thing:
one chapter leads on to the other.3 The last chapter before this was
“Joys and Passions.” To follow the way of delights and passions is the
way to the Superman; but it leads to the pale criminal, an inelegant,
pale criminal who cannot commit his crime without having an idea of
it at which he collapses. That is the pale criminal and as such that term
has entered the common speech; one reads it in books and papers,
meaning a man who is not on the level of his deed. Now you can be
sure, if aman as unsound as Nietzsche comes into that layer of his per-
sonality which is meant to bring about his madness, that you will come
into something which is surely not very engaging; it is something
which hurts and cannot be accepted because it it against our sound in-

* Richard Wilhelm, Jung’s principal informant on Chinese and (occasionally) Japa-
nese cultures. See above, g1 Oct. 1934, n. 8.

3 The Iliad and Odyssey have been admired by literary critics (and ordinary readers) for
twenty-five hundred years for the elegance of the linkage of episodes as their narrative
progresses.
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stincts. But this is just the chapter where a man of unsound mind, on
the other hand, would be touched or tempted.

I remember a fellow student of mine who was an exceedingly gifted
man, but the first thing I noticed about him was that, in reading
Nietzsche, the chapter over which he fell down was “The Pale Crimi-
nal.” It was all the time on his mind and he never got away from it,
“What a wonderful chapter—that a man should sacrifice his life even
for his crime!” He identified with the pale criminal, and the result was
thatlater on he became insane too—not of course because he had read
Nietzsche, but because he himself was doomed to become insane. He
never succeeded in life because he was altogether too pathological. But
as a student, everybody expected him to have a rather remarkable ca-
reer: he began in a more or less grand style.# Soon he made himself
impossible, however, because his delights and passions carried him too
far. He lost sight of humanity and developed paranoia, which is the
idea of persecution, the idea that everybody hates one, the reality
being that one runs away from people. But in the sound part of such a
man there is still the yearning for connection with humanity, and those
ideas of persecution develop as a compensation for the fact of running
away from them. All those people who feel persecuted and unrelated
are suffering from a minor form of paranoia: tofeel observed, to have
the feeling of awkwardness and to be géné in society, but unable to give
themselves because they are inhibited by other people. This is the
mildest form of it. Such people don’t love others. As a matter of fact
they hate them and they try to avoid them, and if that thing grows
upon them, they will develop ideas of persecution.

Now, the fact that Nietzsche, after the chapter about “Delights and
Passions,” arrives at the chapter or the stage of “The Pale Criminal” is
not abnormal in itself, but perfectly normal; for if one follows the path
of passion one will surely come to the place where one’s passion be-
comes abnormal, asocial or criminal, and that is a quality which is in
everybody. Therefore, one says, principiis obsta,> resist delights and pas-
sions, resist in the beginning before it is too late, don’t have passions, it
is not good taste, it is bad form. The deeper reason is that if one slips
too farinto such flames, one is sure to land in criminality. But how can
you live and have no passion—for then you would escape suffering?

4 Speaking of Zarathustra, Nietzsche wrote, “Theart of grand rhythm, the grand style
of phrasing, as the expression of a tremendous rise and fall of sublime, of superhuman
passion, was first discovered by me” (To Carl Fuchs, Winter, 1884-85, Letters/Middle-

ton, p. 233).
5 Obstare: to stand in the way. Thus, The Principle of Obstruction or Resistance.
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(Passio also means suffering. The German word is Leidenschaft; as a
poet says: Leidenschaftistdas, was Leidenschafft.)® Nobody can escape suf-
fering, and to try to escape passion is to try to escape suffering. But as
you cannot escape suffering you cannot escape passion; you will suffer
from passion either directly or indirectly, and it is much better to suf-
fer directly because indirect suffering has no merit. It is exactly as if
nothing has happened. So the indirect suffering in a neurosis has no
moral merit. Yearslostin neurosisare just lost, without gain. Butif you
suffer directly and you know for what you suffer, that is never lost.
Therefore, Christ said that if you know what you are doing you are
blessed, but if you don’t know you are cursed.? For then it is a neurosis.
So, arriving at the Pale Criminal is perfectly normal, but the way in
which one deals with the Pale Criminal is of course the test of sound-
ness or unsoundness. Now here, Nietzsche is dealing with it in his own
very peculiar way.

I think we will go on through the different items and try to make
sense of this chapter:

When he judged himself—that was his supreme moment; let
not the exalted one relapse againinto his low estate!

You see, in doing his deed, in committing his crime, he made himself
a criminal, and that is what he meant to do because he was a criminal;
he was meant to be a criminal. Thus far that is perfectly sound, pro-
vided that he knows what he does. But there is the difficulty. If heis a
criminal without knowing it, simply doing his deed like an animal, he
has absolutely no chance of redemption; but if he knows what he does,
there is a possibility, for he is then simply fulfilling his role. For in-
stance, a good man will do a good deed. He will be forced to be good
and feel utterly miserable if he isn’t; so there is no merit in it. He is just
doing what he is, all quite natural, like an animal. Itis very good of the
bees to make the honey we eat, one might say, and when they sting us
it is very bad, but in either case they have done it unconsciously and
there is no meritin it. Butif the man knows he is doing a good thing just
because he cannot do otherwise, then there is merit because he is then
conscious of thatsaying of wisdom: The king shall play the role of the
king, the beggar the role of the beggar, and the thief the role of the

6 “Passion is what creates suffering.”

7 One of Jung’s favorite sayings from the Apocrypha as an addition to Luke (Codex Be-
zae V.L. 4) was: “On the same day, seeing one working on the Sabbath, he said unto him:
‘Man, if indeed thou knowest what thou dost, thou art blessed: but if thou knowest not,
thou are cursed, a transgression of law’ ” (Apocrypha, p. 33).
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thief, being conscious of the gods. This means being conscious of their
role, of Karma, the necessity that the one must play the role of the king
because he is born a king, and the other the role of the beggar because
he is born a beggar, and if another man is born the villain of the play,
he needs must be that villain. Yet if he knows that this is all from the
gods, there must be redemption. That is Hindu philosophy, which
simply shows that the condition of redemption is in being conscious of
what you do. And from that point of view it is just as bad to be good
without knowing it as to be bad without knowing it: neither way has
merit; the only chance for redemption is in consciousness, for that is
the point where one differs from what one does, where one differs
from being a mere animal. So it is a sublime moment here. He should
not fall below it by judging himself, provided he knows what he is
doing ®

There is no salvation for him who thus suffereth from himself,
unless it be a speedy death.

That is not the salvation that I would designate as redemption, of
course. Nietzsche means here that he is committing his crime in order
to reach death; the lust for murder, the greed for the blood, is simply
the preparation for death. Therefore, he says, it is the madness before
the deed. The murderer wants to see blood, as if he knew that com-
mitting murder meant his own death. He is seeking to end his exist-
ence because—as the text afterwards says—he is nothing but a mass of
diseases, a coil of wild serpents which can only wind up in its own de-
struction. So the Pale Criminal is in that respect the symbolfor the man
who must end his existence because he is no good—in order to make
room for the Superman. That was the point which caught my fellow
student, but at the same time he was identified with the Superman, like
Nietzsche. He was always talking about committing suicide. He felt
that if it were necessary in order to make room for the Superman, he
would do so without hesitation. He played withsuchideas; he removed
himself. So he committed a moral suicide, becoming so much a Super-
man that he could no longer deal with ordinary mortals and the result
was that fear of persecution. You see, if the criminal knows in commit-
ting his crime that he really means his own undoing, that he commits
the crime in order to kill himself, then one can only agree; he most cer-

® For the relation between playing one’s role, becoming conscious of the Atman, which
lies beneath all roles, and in the final stages of life becoming a beggar in order to attend
entirely to transcendent reality, see Zimmer/Philosophies, pp. 101-4, 153-60.
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tainly will commit his crime, nobody can prevent him, and if he knows
that he is thereby killing himself it is all right. One judges a crime dif-
ferently when the murderer immediately afterwards kills himself too:
one has the feeling that he has judged himself and sentenced himself
to death. If the murdered is also put out of life, it is satisfactory.

But if we begin to think it over and ask what is the use of putting him
to death, we can make frightful mistakes, errors of justice. To think of
the moral side, that we should improve the criminal, is nonsense. That
is all trash, having nothing to do with justice. It is just to put the crim-
inal to death because we are in his crime too; everyone of us contains a
criminal who wants to commit crimes though we don’t know it. Our
criminal is terribly disappointed. In sleepless nights he complains that
we don’t give him a chance. Then we read in the paper about some-
body who has committed murder and we think, “What an insolent
devil! He has smashed a man’s head. He can do what I wanted to do,
having taken the liberty to commit that crime.” Our criminal instincts
are all roused and we must have our revenge, something must be done
against him. And as it is impossible for all the 350,000 inhabitants of
the town of Ziirich, forinstance, to kill one man, we choose a judge, but
we are so unreasonable that we don’t even have a hangman in Zirich.
In England they are reasonable enough to choose a hangman who is
entrusted with the public sentiment: he must take care of the criminal
instincts of the whole town. When he has put that man to death, we
have had our share in the crime. And that is right. Otherwise, we are
simply frustrated. Instead of trying to improve that man, hang him.
Our criminal instinct is not satisfied by this damned reasonableness, so
we get bitter and poisonous and more and more reasonable, but we are
really just waiting for the time when we can take a revolver and kill; we
are waiting for an age of revolution, for an age of cruelty. So it would
be much better if we could begin at the beginning and put the criminal
to death by public execution; it doesn’t make us any more cruel than
we are already.

Look at the things that happen in the world! The amount of quite
open crueltyisincredible. One readsaboutin in the papers. Yet we still
go on believing that we are growing better and better every day and in
every way until we shall arrive in heaven. But we are in hell, and I tell
you, if in our most reasonable town we had some juicy shooting, people
would feel grand. I saw a policeman a while ago in the country, a per-
fectly harmless fellow, who said. “But just wait till the next time I get at
a machine-gun!” He promises himself a marvelous feast. And that is so
everywhere. Only a few fools believe that we are growing better and
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better every day, hoping that we are improved by improving a few
criminals. We are not improved by it and we shall not improve the
criminals. That is a bad mistake, because the murderer has murdered
himself already long before we cut his head off.

Well, the good admonitions and good counsel here are not very im-
portant. The only thing which is revelant would be that sentence, “Let
your sorrow be love tothe Superman: thus will ye justify your own sur-
vival.” He obviously means that our guiding or leading idea should be
the Superman, and the criminal who is a mass of disease, etc., ought to
be done away with, to make room for him. The criminal simply has to
perish: that man is no good, he is abad mixture, and the judge will jus-
tify his own survival by having the courage to do away with him. But
people say that should not be done! How awful! Or, it should be done
in a moral way! But how can I say that somebody else ought to be im-
proved? I have absolutely no stand. I know what filth I am. I know my
own thoughts. I have absolutely no point of view. How can an ant say
of another ant that it should be improved as an ant? They are all ants.

Myr. Baumann: From the biological aspect, every kind of animal, man
or ant, has the tendency to make his own race strong and surviving
over the others. So I think there is a certain instinct to improve man
for man and ant for ant.

Prof. Jung: But no animal has atendency toimprove another animal.
That is again a well-meaning raisonnement which we make from a bio-
logical point of view. A biological justification for punishment s just as
wrong as amoralideaaboutit, for if you follow your biological idea of
punishment, you must punish a degenerate thief as much as a mur-
derer because he is a degenerate individual; you would cut off the
heads of all sorts of little frauds, pickpockets, etc., and your feeling
would not back you up in that at all. You would say theyneeded a good
thrashing, or to be put in a prison for a fortnight, or something else
disagreeable, but not to be put to death. But from a biological point of
view, you have to put him to death, and with him, imbeciles and luna-
tics and people with bodily diseases or anybody equally incapacitated.

Mrs. Jung: What you have said seems to me to refer only to a criminal
who would be, as an individual, a criminal, but I think most people who
commit a crime do it out of a sort of mistake. They do things which are
not really individual.

Prof. Jung: Well, Nietzsche is speaking of such people. He doesn’t
look at the problem from the standpoint of individuation. To him, the
criminal is a man who has gone astray, say a fool or a diseased individ-
ual who ought to be done away with, so there is no question of con-
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sciousness of crime or of the problem of individuation in the criminal.
He doesn’t even mention it.

Mrs. Jung: But you say he must only be improved when it is proved
that he has got to be a criminal. But with many people it is not proved
that they have to be criminals; it is quite unconscious what they have to
be.

Prof. Jung: Sure enough, if they were not unconscious there would
be a redeeming factor; as a matter of fact they are so identical with
what they do that they do not know what happens to them.

Mrs. Jung: And therefore they could be improved.

Prof. Jung: That is a question, As soon as one begins to reason about
the possible arguments in favor of capital punishment, one simply
loses oneself in a maze of considerations and can do nothing. So the
simplest thing would be to react according to feeling; then you do
something which is perfectly proper and sufficient, except for the in-
tellectual who wants to have proper reasons. You see, what the crime is
for the criminal, whether he can be improved or whether, by commit-
ting his crime outside himself, killing somebody else, he has done evil
to himself, selling his own chance. Those are considerations for the
criminal and we are not speaking of Ais psychology, but of the psychol-
ogy of Nietzsche versus his own instincts. The criminal is only a sort of
mirror reflex of the criminal impetus of Nietzsche. I speak of the crim-
inal in this frame and not of the psychology of this individual crimi-
nal—merely of the social aspect of this individual. If I have to deal with
the criminal individual then I shall consider the case just as any other.
For instance, every case I am treating has a criminal in himself. If one
goes far enough, everybody has done something or is planning to do
something which is not right, which is criminal; and there we have to
observe all the rules of the game, exactly as in any other case. But in-
asmuch as murderers don’t come into my analysis I cannot talk about
the possible analysis of a murderer. I alsocannotsay thatall murderers
should be analysed, as I cannot say that all neurotics should be ana-
lysed. For there are certain social considerations over which I am not a
lord, and I never make rules that would be good for humanity, partic-
ularly if nobody is very likely to carry them out. They kill murderers in
France, in Italy, in England, in America, in Germany, and in most
Catholic cantons of Switzerland; only a few very enlightened and rea-
sonable communities have gone astray so far as not to kill murderers.
I am not speaking of our Christianity—that point of view is not valid at
all, only talk; I go by facts, and the fact is that capital punishment is
valid in nearly all the most enlightened and civilized countries, and I
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am not against it. There is a very good reason why itis so. All other
ways of punishment are wrong.

By putting the criminal to death, one shares the crime; otherwise,
one doesn’t see the criminal in oneself. One must see one’s criminal
point: if one does not, one has not shared the criminal impetus, the
criminal personality in oneself. And then one never becomes inte-
grated. The purpose of individuation is that every part of the individ-
ual must be integrated, also the criminal part; otherwise, it is left by it-
self and works evil. So thus far Nietzsche is giving recognition to the
criminal instincts. For instance, the “red judge” is his own moral func-
tion naturally, which might call his criminal instinct by all sorts of bad
names: he might say this is perhaps a foolish or pathological tendency.
Itis, but it is not to be judged from a moral point of view because that
is not helpful. It does not help to say a thing is bad or good. To say it is
bad helps least the thing which is the most important, namely, that one
can accept the bad thing. You see, when we accept it there is a chance
that something can change, but we never accept it. We can improve
only when we accept what is part of ourselves. Then we can change,
not before.

Now he comes to the explanation of the Pale Criminal; hitherto he
speaks simply of the criminal. The paleness comes from the fact that
the man was made pale by an idea; he begins to think over what he has
done, and he gives it a name. You remember we came across this idea
before; it was represented as a particular mistake to give a name to
your virtues. Of course, unavoidably you will do so; you don’t live your
virtues simply as the recognition of an indescribable something about
yourself which has value, but say it is this or that, and so you give it a
name and make it exclusive and cause trouble—quarrels, conflicts be-
tween duties and between virtues. While if you have not given it a
name, you will have retained the value. So you cause a conflict by giv-
ing names, but one cannot see how to do otherwise.

The criminal has to give it a name, then. He adopts an idea about his
deed and says he has done so and so, and then cannot stand it because
he sees himself with ten thousand pairs of eyes. For a name is a collec-
tive thing, a word in everybody’s mouth. He has heard that word from
ten thousand other mouths already; when he says to himself that he
has committed a murder, he sees it in printed letters in the newspaper,
and what he has done is just that awful thing which is called murder.
While if he did not give it a name, it would have remained his individ-
ual deed, his individual experience, which is not expressed by the col-
lective noun murder. Such a criminal usually says: “I just beat him over
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the head, or “I puta knife into him,” or “I wanted to tell him something
and I put a bullet into him, and afterwards they said he was dead.” You
see, it was an individual series of events which were not named. Even
the premeditated murder is very often accounted for in such a way: “I
simply had to give that fellow something to make him quiet because I
wanted to get at such and such a thing; naturally I had to shove him
aside. And then it turned out that he was dead.” That is the way such
people use a revolver—as a means to change something. It is a sort of
aftereffect or a concomitant circumstance that a corpse was left. How
awkward! That it is murder only dawns upon them a long time after-
wards when they are told. Then they realize it and get pale, but as long
as somebody simply has been removed, well, it was awkward that he
was found afterwards with a fractured skull, but that does not make
one pale: it is simply regrettable. People who commit a fraud invaria-
bly explain that they just wanted to do this or that. They are quite as-
tonished when they are told that they have committed a crime, because
they only did it for a certain effect and never thought that it had such
an ugly name. So the pale criminal is really slain by his own idea of it,
though it is not exactly his own, but is now the standpoint of the eleven
thousand virgins who are flabbergasted. Nietzsche calls this a sort of
madness: the criminal’s weak intellect has been overthrown by a mere
word. That is the madness after the deed. Now what is this line of chalk
which paralyzes the hen in the text?

Mprs. Baynes: There is an old wives’ tale that a hen will not cross over
a chalk line.

Prof. Jung: That comes from the fact that Athanasius Kircher, a Jes-
uit living in the beginning of the seventeenth century, made the first
hypnotic experiment by hypnotizing hens.? We repeated that experi-
ment once. You take a hen very carefully so that it doesn’t get excited,
and you put it down slowly and softly, holding her head down for a
while to the floor, and then you make a chalk line over the beak and on
the floor, so that it looks as if it were a white ribbon over her nose—of
course, that is not necessary, but is only to blind other people—and the
hen remains there. You can hypnotize monkeys and dogs in the same
way: you must impress them for a while with the idea that they cannot
move. That hen stretched out with the line over its beak looks very
funny, asif it were glued to the floor by the white line—an experimentum
mirabile!

9 This feat is described in W. Loeff’s Deutschlands Seegeltung Bildteil von Prov. A. Kircher
(Berlin, 1939).
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Now he says that there is another madness, the madness before the
deed; that is the question of the cause of the crime. He says thatit is a
general prejudice that one commits a murder for a certain purpose, in
order to rob forinstance, but that it is really madness, that the murder
has been committed for the sake of the blood. This is of course an un-
conscious truth. Consciously, each murderer considers his murder as
a by-product. Perhaps in very wild crimes of affect people cry for
blood and want to kill, yet it is not quite real; they are always astonished
that it worked. They wanted to demonstrate murder and then it hap-
pened to be murder. The ordinary psychology is that murder is more
or less a by-product. But in the unconscious, as Nietzsche understands
it, it is really murder, the thirst for blood, and it means the undoing of
the criminal himself if he understands himself rightly. He therefore
prefers the rational explanation that it was for robbery. Otherwise, he
must admit that he is caught and he cannot admit that, because to have
done it for the sake of blood is madness; he prefers the sort of super-
ficial motive of robbery and so he lies, on top of all the rest. “Could he
only shake his head, then would his burden roll off”: if he only would
not think such rubbish he would not be burdened.

Then Nietzsche asks what the criminal is, after all. He is a mass of
diseases, a coil of serpents. For such an individual is terribly pained
and tortured really and therefore he commits a crime; nobody causes
pain to another person unless he himself suffers pain. As a rule only
such people torture or hurt who are hurt or tortured themselves; they
want to relieve themselves from their own suffering by hurting some-
body else, in order to feel that the pain is not inside themselves alone.
You see, it is as if we were secretly threatened by the invisible presence
of the criminal in ourselves, and then we wish that somebody might
commit a crime so that we can say, “Ah thank heaven, there is the crim-
inal, there is the evil.” That explains somewhat why we love detective
stories and the long reports of crimes in the newspapers; it is of the
greatest interest to us to know where the evil is. We exclaim, “What an
awful fellow!” We lap it up because we have hunger and thirst for such
things; they fascinate us because we have an unsatisfied criminal in-
stinct in ourselves. So the whole respectable community grows more
and more uncanny; if nothing happens, everybody looks at everybody
else with fear and hate. Are you the one who is going to relieve us? Am
I the one to relieve the others? Am I the one who will set the ball roll-
ing? Am I the one to kill? And then suddenly the news comes: some-
body has committed murder. “Thank heaven!”

You see, a murderer is a sort of scapegoat for the community; itis as
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if each community should have a bouc émissaire’> who was burdened
with the sins of the community. Therefore, in the Orient they often
had the very wise custom of making a murderer represent the sacri-
ficed god, as they did in old Mexico for instance; then he was cut open
afterwards, the living heart was cut out, and he was a god practically:
he carried the sins of the community. That is the original psychology
of the sacrificial death of Christ, of course. Therefore, Christ was cru-
cified between the thieves. He was the murderer of the season, one
could say; he was exchanged against Barabbas who was a real criminal.
So he is the bouc émissaire and is killed as the criminal of the season, and
thereby we are redeemed from our own sin. When the community
puts the criminal to death, it is an act of redemption for the commu-
nity, a sort of psychological alleviation. The criminal has a certain so-
cial role—this is not my idea, it was valid long before I lived—and
therefore a real criminal has always been given the dignity of a sort of
ritual in recognition of his merit; first a long trial with judges in wigs
and gowns, and then the procession to the guillotine or the gallows
with tambours and soldiers and a great crowd, and then he is executed.
It seems, of course, absurd that we should worship in our churches just
that kind of public execution, yet each crucifix carried that meaning.
But we won’t give thatdignity to our criminals to whom we ought to be
grateful for committing a crime instead of ourselves; they pay with
their blood for our sins and we should give them a decent burial with
soldiers and music, or at least tambours. Those ancient ways of bury-
ing the criminal took naively into account the great social importance
of the crime as the atonement for the sins of the people.

Nietzsche also says here that other ages had other ideas of morality,
etc., and that therefore one should not judge morally. But that is not
very important—that the heretic and the witch were considered to be
bad people in the Middle Ages and that nowadays they are just fash-
ionable. Here again, however, we come to a good and sound idea—that
the madness which precedes the crime might be named “truth” or
“faithfulness” or “justice.” Those arevirtues, mind you, so the madness
of the belief in virtue is the madness which precedes crime. The idea is
that if we believe in such ideals of virtue and if we identify with them—
if somebody says he is faithful or just, for instance—that is the forerun-
ner of crime, because to burden the scale of virtues makes the scale of

‘» Emissary goat, scapegoat. Aztec sacrifice was not, strictly speaking, scapegoating but
rather the furnishing of victims to the insatiable sun god who required blood to keep
moving. See Jacques Soustelle, T he Daily Life of the Aztecs on the Eve of the Spanish Conquest,
tr. Patrick O’Brian (New York, 1932).
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