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INTRODUCTION

In the Spring of 1934, Dr. C. G. Jung brought to a conclusion a semi-
nar at the Ziirich Psychological Club which had been running since Oc-
tober 1930. The subject matter with which Jung and his students—
practicing analysts, those training to be analysts, and selected analy-
sands—had engaged themselves was visions, more especially the re-
markable painted visions of an American woman, Christiana Morgan.
As this final term drew to a close, the question arose as to what the next
seminar should center upon, for by now the importance—almost the
necessity—of such a lecture/discussion series was well established. Be-
fore Visions, there had been the Dreams Seminar, and so on back to
1923—perhaps even earlier—when Jung started this kind of teaching
for a very particular audience. In 1934 the group apparently had little
hesitation in deciding upon Nietzsche as their new topic, and more
particularly Nietzsche’s strange and wonderful Thus Spake Zarathustra.
And so it was that when the group, some of whom had dropped out
and been replaced by others, convened in May, it was to hear their
mentor’s warning that they all had an uphill and rocky path before
them, for not only was Nietzsche’s mind highly convoluted and de-
vious, but his Zarathustra particularly so, with a style invented for this
very purpose—whatever that was! But nothing daunted, they set to,
and as in previous seminars, the excitement grew as their leader (who
loved mountains) began to ready them for a journey that was destined
to end before its natural culmination, drowned out by the alarms of
war as the fateful summer of 1939 approached.

By this time another feature of the seminars was also familiar: the
recording of the lectures and discussions. A professional secretary had
been engaged to take notes, which in turn were edited by Mary Foote
with the help of various members of the group, virtually all of whom
were taking their own notes. Bound multigraphed copies of these
notes were then made available to the participants, and to others as-
sociated with Analytical Psychology, but each “volume” bore a warning
that the report was intended for the exclusive use of “members of the
Seminar with the understanding that it is not to be loaned and that no
part of it is to be copied or quoted for publication without Prof. Jung’s
written permission.”

An important reason for this restriction was undoubtedly Jung’s not
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INTRODUCTION

having edited the notes, at least not beyond giving a quick run-through
and answers to questions Miss Foote had, perhaps about a proper
name not caught by the secretary. But for all the explicit prohibition,
copies were made, and the multigraphed copies began to appear in cit-
ies all over the world, especially where C. G. Jung Institutes were es-
tablished, for the word got out that here was something special—in-
deed, unique. For those who had never been present at a lecture, these
typescripts afforded an opportunity to get acquainted with Professor
Jung, speaking extemporaneously and with considerable informality,
fielding questions and observations (by persons who were in most in-
stances themselves highly intelligent and knowledgeable students of
human nature), not worrying if the discussion meandered some dis-
tance from the main path, offering suggestions for further reading, al-
luding to contemporary political and economic happenings, telling
jokes. In 1957 Jung gave permission for “going public,” and the ap-
pearance in 1984 of Dream Analysis, edited by William McGuire, inau-
gurated a project to publish most of Jung’s seminar notes.'

Jung’s recommendation to the Seminar of the Nietzsche text would
have been no surprise to those who knew him well. Already in his early
works, Jung had discussed Nietzsche, and most of his associates must
have heard him attest to the importance this German philosopher-
poet-psychologist had had for his own intellectual coming-of-age. In
the chapter “Student Days” of his autobiography, Memories, Dreams, Re-
flections, we read Jung’s account of how in medical school, he’d had to
curtail his philosophical readings:

The clinical semesters that followed kept me so busy that scarcely
any time remained for my forays into outlying fields. I was able to
study Kant only on Sundays. I also read Eduard von Hartmann
[famous then for his Philosophy of the Unconscious] assiduously.
Nietzsche had been on my program for some time, but I hesitated
to begin reading him because I felt I was insufficiently prepared.2
At that time he was much discussed, mostly in adverse terms, by
the allegedly competent philosophy students, from which I was
able to deduce the hostility he aroused in the higher echelons. The
supreme authority, of course, was Jakob Burckhardt, whose var-

t For a fuller account of the history of the seminars, see Mr. McGuire’s Introduction
in Dream Sem.

* Presumably Jung means studying instead of reading, for by the summer of 1898 (when
he turned 23) he was quoting Nietzsche extensively in a lecture to his medical fraternity.
See The Zofingia Lectures (Princeton, B.S. XX: A, 1938).
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INTRODUCTION

ious critical comments on Nietzsche were bandied about. More-
over, there were some persons at the university who had known
Nietzsche personally and were able to retail all sorts of unflatter-
ing tidbits about him. (p. 101/105)

All of this whetted Jung’s appetite, and yet he “was held back by a
secret fear that I might perhaps be like him” (p. 102/1085). Still, curi-
osity got the better of him and he plunged with enthusiasm into the
early collection of essays called Thoughts Out of Season (or Untimely Med-
itations) and then on to Zarathustra, which “like Goethe’s Faust, was a
tremendous experience for me.” Yet there remained the feeling that
this was very dangerous territory, from which he retreated to the safer
ground of empirical studies.

Medical school completed, he had gone to Ziirich’s Burgholtzli Hos-
pital as resident psychiatrist. Then came the historic meeting with
Freud. Jung must have been surprised at this well-read man’s admis-
sion that he had never read Nietzsche. Indeed this seems to have
planted in the younger man’s mind the seed of suspicion, one that
grew into a later conviction, that Freud’s heavy emphasis upon eros
and his neglect of the power drive could be better stated as “Freud ver-
sus Nietzsche” than as “Freud versus Adler” (MDR. p. 153/150).

After the break with Freud in 1914 and during the enforced isola-
tion of the war years, Jung began a closer reading of Beyond Good and
Evil, The Gay Science, Genealogy of Morals, and of course Zarathustra.
Now he was even more strongly impressed with how powerfully
Nietzsche’s case illustrated his own growing understanding that one’s
most basic beliefs have their roots in personality and in turn one can
discover much about an author’s own personality from his writings. In
Psychological Types (1921) he recognized Nietzsche as a highly intro-
verted intuitive, with a strongly developed thinking function, but with
serious weaknesses in sensation and feeling. In contrast to the intellec-
tualistic Bergson, Jung wrote,

Nietzsche made far greater use of the intuitive source and in so
doing freed himself from the body of the intellect in shaping his
philosophical ideas. . . . If one can speak of an intuitive method at
all, Zarathustra is in my view the best example of it, and at the same
time a vivid illustration of how the problem can be grasped in a
non-intellectual and yet philosophical way. (CW 6, par. 540)

Schopenhauer and Kant, the other two great philosophical influ-
ences on Jung, were both thinking types—a function that comes out
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INTRODUCTION

strongly in Nietzsche too in his more aphoristic writings—but here at
last was a philosopher whose interests were more psychological than
metaphysical, and who was constantly in search of a world-view that
would guide and enrich life and not, as in Schopenhauer’s case, simply
intone the inevitability of frustration. And yet, Jung came to think, no-
body illustrates better than Nietzsche the necessity not to take at face
value what a philosopher or psychologist says and writes, but to ex-
amine the words in the context of the quality of his life as lived.

We must look very critically at the life of one who taught such a
yea-saying, in order to examine the effects of this teaching on the
teacher’s own life. When we scrutinize his life with this aim in view
we are bound to admit that Nietzsche lived beyond instinct, in the
lofty heights of heroic sublimity—heights that he could maintain
only with the help of the most meticulous diet, a carefully selected
climate, and many aids to sleep—until the tension shattered his
brain. He talked of yea-saying and lived the nay. His loathing for
man, for the human animal that lived by instinct, was too great.
Despite everything, he could not swallow the toad he so often
dreamed of and which he feared had to be swallowed. The roar-
ing of the Zarathustrian lion drove back into the cavern of the un-
conscious all the “higher” men who were clamouring to live.
Hence his life does not convince us of his teaching. For the “higher
man” wants to be able to sleep without chloral, to live in Naum-
burg and Basel despite the “fogs and shadows.” He desires wife
and offspring, standing and esteem among the herd, innumera-
ble commonplace realities, and not least those of the Philistine.
Nietzsche failed to live this instinct, the animal urge tolife. For all
his greatness and importance, Nietzsche’s was a pathological per-
sonality. (CW 7, par. 87)

As will be apparent from the lectures below, Jung believed that
Nietzsche’s psychosis announced itself long before the break in 1889,
and the neurosis, he was sure, was there all along. About a mental ill-
ness, Jung had no romantic illusions. A creative person is not creative,
or more creative, because of neurosis—quite the contrary. Against
Freud, he maintained with firmness that “art is not a morbidity.” At the
same time, Jung recognized that “a person must pay dearly for the di-
vine gift of creative fire” (CW 15, par. 158). This is especially true of
the kind of artist he called “visionary,” those with startling prescience,
like Goethe and Joyce—and certainly this strange, lonely, ailing, pro-
ductive genius that was Nietzsche.
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INTRODUCTION

Jung saw in Nietzsche one who had greatly assisted in the nine-
teenth-century discovery of the unconscious, thus constituting an ex-
ception to Freud’s complaint that philosophers pay attention only to
the purely mental side of life. But Freud was unwilling to read Zara-
thustra, even though he sensed the ways in which Nietzsche had antic-
ipated some of his own ideas, for fear that he be unduly influenced by
ideas that were merely speculative rather than grounded in empirical
practice. Jung on the other hand was always delighted to discover an-
ticipators of any sort: they seemed somehow to contribute an advance
confirmation of his own expression of what he took to be archetypally
grounded ideas.

This present volume appears at a time when Nietzsche’s reputation has
reached a new height. In his own short lifetime—he had a little over
fifteen years of mature, creative work before his breakdown in 1889—
he was one more gossiped about or ignored than taken seriously. Many
of his writings he had to publish out of his own slender resources. Only
right at the last was he beginning to be recognized by a few important
people outside the narrow circle of his acquaintances: August Strind-
berg, Georg Brandes, Hippolyte Taine. Yet his mental collapse made
it all too easy to dismiss his ideas as brilliant but—mad. Even as late as
1925, a popular history of philosophy textbook in America made no
mention of Nietzsche in the march of nineteenth-century ideas; yet
without always being acknowledged, Nietzsche had a notable effect on
twentieth-century writers: Thomas Mann, Shaw, Lawrence, Remy de
Gourmont, Heidegger, Jaspers—the list could go on and on. A
hundred years after his birth, Nietzsche was to be recognized as a ma-
jor thinker—and, more generally, writer.

The brilliance of his mind must have been apparent from early
along. Once he found his academic specialization, classical philology,
at Bonn and then Leipzig, he was recognized by histeachers and fellow
students to be destined for high achievement, as is evident by his ap-
pointment to the University of Basel at the age of 24 with promotion
to a full professorship a year later. Yet his first sizable work, the origi-
nal T he Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music, was a disappointment to
those who expected him to follow the lines of conventional scholar-
ship. Here it was that Nietzsche established his identity with Dionysos,
even though he balanced this god of music and darkness with Apollo,
the patron of Greek sculpture, form, light. As a young man he was the
faithful follower of Schopenhauer, and when he met Wagner, he
found, as he thought, a living exemplar of the philosopher who taught
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INTRODUCTION

that in music and the contemplation of the Eternal Ideas lay the only
escape from the wheel of will to which we are all so miserably strapped.
Both of these heroes were celebrated in his Untimely Essays, but it was
not long before his idols began to tarnish. Schopenhauer, he came to
think, was right in the importance that he attached to Will, but wrong
in not celebrating it in the form of Will to Power—by which Nietzsche
meant especially the power of creative genius, grounded in the sever-
est discipline. (“All creators are hard” was one way he put it.) Wagner
he counted one of the greatest exemplars of artistic creativity, but un-
fortunately (Nietzsche came to think), there was in him a streak of dec-
adence, a softness, a romantic weakness, even a sentimental nostalgia
for Christianity: consider Parsifal!

Jung was to see in Nietzsche’s radical shifts of judgment what he
called (taking the word from Heraclitus) enantiodromia, a pendulum
swing from one judgment or belief to its opposite. He even cites as an
example Nietzsche’s “deification and subsequent hatred of Wagner”
(CW 6, par. 709). Nietzsche showed himself to be a fine teacher at
Basel, but in only a few years the teaching duties proved too onerous
for his delicately balanced organism. He had to take a leave, and not
long after, to petition for a remarkably early retirement. The rest of his
life he lived on a modest pension, enough to supply him board and
room, pen and ink, and train tickets to carry him from Basel to Turin
to Genoa to Nice to Venice, continually on the move in search of the
right climate, which with a new diet, was ever his hope for relief from
his miseries—blinding headache, indigestion, failing eyes, dizzy spells,
insomnia, etc.—which were to be his lifelong lot. Worst of all was the
loneliness. But as he became more and more the yea-sayer, he saw his
loneliness and even his sickness as essential to the creative tasks he had
set for himself; as he wrote, late in his consciouslife, to Georg Brandes,
“My illness has been my greatest boon: it unblocked me, it gave me the
courage to be myself.” And Zarathustra, he called “a dithyramb to soli-
tude.”

Although he was to go on to write the works reckoned by philoso-
phers as his masterpieces—The Genealogy of Morals, Beyond Good and
Evil, Twilight of the Idols, The Anti-Christ, The Gay Science—he always
reckoned Zarathustra his greatest achievement, and it remains the fa-
vorite of most people who read Nietzsche at all. Composed, as he liked
to say, six thousand feet beyond good and evil, if everthere was a work
written out of inspiration, this is it. Each of the first three parts (which
is as far as Jung’s seminar ever got) was written in about ten days, and
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INTRODUCTION

for all of the work’s poetic style, it is quintessential Nietzsche.3 Here is
the emergence of the self-announced immoralist, here is the will to
power, here the eternal recurrence of the same, the death of god, and
the overman. In the semi-legendary Persian prophet Zarathustra, he
found his spokesman for the necessity of a complete reversal of man-
kind’s attitudes, beliefs, and aspirations.¢ Everything that has been re-
vered—especially by Christians—was to be denounced and aban-
doned, and that which had been reviled was to be embraced and
practiced. In what he called the “transvaluation of all values,” he cele-
brated not amoralism but what the western tradition has called immor-
alism and immorality. In renouncing the antithesis of good and evil,
he embraced the opposition of good and bad.

What is good? Everything that heightens the feeling of power in
man, the will to power, power itself. What is bad? Everything that
is born of weakness.

This particular formulation came later, but the sentiment, the idea, is
already in Zarathustra.

Although he prided himself on having “unlearned self-pity,” it
would have required an overman (which Nietzsche made no claim to
be) not to be devastated by the silence that greeted what he knew to be
a major work. (In 1876 he reported that each part had sold sixty or sev-
enty copies!) To compensate for the neglect of others, he found it nec-
essary, it seems, to make ever stronger claims for himself: “the fore-
most mind of the century” was the way he put it four months before
his collapse. But also, “With this Z[arathustra] I have brought the Ger-
man language to a state of perfection.” Not Nietzsche at his most en-
dearing, but the number who today find the boasts not ill-founded is
impressive. Yet he had to settle for a self-assurance that his time would
come: “Some people are born posthumously.” And no doubt that
would mean interpreters. Here was another source of anxiety: almost
better—maybe even really better—to be ignored than misunderstood.
“If you should ever come around to writing about me,” he wrote to his
friend Carl Fuchs (who was indeed tempted to do so),

% The first two parts of Zarathustra appeared in 1883, the third in 1884, and the fourth,
which gave Nietzsche more trouble, appeared in a privately printed edition of a mere
forty copies in 1885.

4 Nietzsche was later tosay to a friend that perhaps his title should have been The
Temptation of Zarathustra, very possibly thinking of Jesus’ temptation in the wilderness.
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INTRODUCTION

... be sensible enough—as nobody has been till now—to charac-
terize me, to “describe”—but not to “evaluate.” . .. I have never
been characterized, either as a psychologust or as a writer (including
poet), or as the inventor of a new kind of pessimism (a Dionysian
pessimism born of strength, which takes pleasure in seizing the
problem of existence by the horns), or as an /mmoralist (the highest
form, till now, of “intellectual rectitude,” which is permitted to
treat morality as illusion, having itself become instinct and inevita-
bility).

Many have indeed characterized and described Nietzsche, but few
have minded his plea not to evaluate. Certainly Jung’s whole bent as a
psychotherapist was to look beyond the words by which men and
women pronounce their truths and exalt their ideals to other signs of
the quality of life being led.

When Jung began his Zarathustra seminar, Nietzsche, dead a third of
a century, was becoming famous. Many biographies had been written,
including one by Nietzsche’s own sister. His philosophical acumen was
being increasingly recognized, interpreted, and taught. His mastery of
the German language was receiving ever greater recognition. Even his
own claims to being a psychologist (than which he could imagine no
greater calling) were receiving grudging recognition, at least by those
in the traditions of Depth Psychology. But there was also the alarming
spectacle of Nietzsche’s being trumpeted as a prophet for National So-
cialism. Jung knew this claim to be based on a complete misunder-
standing: consider Nietzsche’s contempt for nearly everything Ger-
man, his hatred of anti-Semitism, his exposure of “the neurosis called
Nationalism.” Or this:

As soon as war breaks out anywhere, there also breaks out pre-
cisely among the noblest people a pleasure that, to be sure, is kept
secret . . . ; war offers them a detour to suicide, but a detour with
a good conscience.

All the same, there were bound to be those who would jump to the con-
clusion that lectures on Nietzsche were a kind of attempt to give the
Nazis an intellectual justification. Perhaps even more dangerous were
those Nazi sympathizers in Switzerland and elsewhere who might
claim as allies any student of Nietzsche.

Itis perhaps not easy for those distanced from the intensity of polit-
ical and economic feelings in the thirties, to understand that even this
little seminar, devoted to psychological analysis, was not exempt—who
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INTRODUCTION

was?—from the growing sense of the inevitability of a dreadful war,
with the outcome uncertain—for perhaps it was to be Deutschland (in
its new guise) “Uber Alles.” These seminar notes evidence over and
again an uneasy awareness even in this protected environment of the
violence abroad in Europe. Certainly Jung was intensely conscious of
the importance of Zarathustra as a foreshadowing of the cataclysm
about to overtake Europe and the world. Late in the seminar he said,
“Perhaps I am the only one who takes the trouble to go so much into
the detail of Zarathustra—far too much, some people may think. So no-
body actually realizes to what extent he was connected with the uncon-
scious and therefore with the fate of Europe in general.”

For all the tension of the times, Jung was busy as ever. In addition to
this seminar, he was conducting another in German on children’s
dreams. He was traveling: to London to deliver the Tavistock Lec-
tures; to Yale University to deliver the Terry Lectures, The Psychology
of Religion, and to India, where he was awarded three honorary doc-
torates. And he was writing, of course: “A Review of the Complex The-
ory,” “Archetypes of the Collective Unconscious,” “Individual Dream
Symbolism in Relation to Alchemy,” “What is Psychotherapy?” “The
Practical Use of Dream Analysis,” “The Development of Personality,”
“Yoga and the West”—to mention only some of his publications dating
from this time. He had a large clinical practice. There was his annual
Swiss military duty to perform. He was paterfamilias to a large house-
hold. Besides a running correspondence with many friends, he was
generous in answering queries and prayers for advice from strangers
who wrote him from all parts of the world. Yet year after year Jung
continued as a teacher, particularly in this format that had established
itself over the years: the group of twenty-five or thirty carefully se-
lected persons, with a strong central core of veterans, who would hear
the lectures and participate in the discussion on those magical Wednes-
day mornings. Yetin these troubled times, there were those who would
raise a question about whether to continue the Zarathustra seminar:
wouldn’t it be better and not so distressingly charged to move to a qui-
eter subject, say Goethe’s Fairy Tales? But a vote came out in favor of
continuing with Zarathustra, and so Jung went on to wrestle and dance
with the immensely complex psyche of Nietzsche.

The written confrontation of giants in intellectual history is always
fascinating and often exceedingly illuminating: Plato and Socrates,
Aristotle and Plato, Aquinas and Aristotle, and so on down to more re-
cent times: Hegel and Marx, Nietzsche and Schopenhauer, Jung and
Freud. Interestingly, Nietzsche seems to have had a particularly mag-
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INTRODUCTION

netic quality for some of the finest intellects of the twentieth century:
thus both Karl Jaspers and Martin Heidegger wrote voluminously
on this most provocative of thinkers. And then—now—]Jung and
Nietzsche.

Always in these confrontations of peers there are affinities—other-
wise, why bother? Listen to Aristotle say, “We Platonists.” And for a
time, Jung said, “We Freudians.” Jung could not have said, “We Nie-
tzscheans,” yet he shared much with Nietzsche. Both were haunted by
Christianity. Alike, they were elitists—not on trivial grounds of wealth,
family, class, race, but with respect to intelligence, understanding, and
consciousness. For Nietzsche, who self-consciously addressed his
works to “the very few,” the greatdistinction was between the slave mo-
rality of accommodation, appeasement, mercy, forgiveness, turning
the other cheek, and the morality of the masters, the overmen. Jung,
too, often said that in terms of their conscious development, most peo-
ple have not got beyond the Middle Ages and thus, perhaps, should be
left slumbering in their family parlors and church pews. For both Jung
and Nietzsche, the road to individuation—to use Jung’s term—is
lonely and rough, especially if there is a widespread lack of under-
standing of, even of belligerence toward, the mission. Thus, at times,
each had a sense of being, as Nietzsche put it, posthumous.

Alike they were contemptuous of hedonism, the philosophy of com-
fort, pleasure, satisfaction. Both—though neither would have put it
this way—were in the existentialist tradition of belief that without con-
flict and suffering, consciousness is doomed to stagnation and regres-
sion. Both sought, instead, for a philosophy and psychology (if they
would admit a difference between the two) whose test is simply but
richly this: does it conduce to a life rich in fulfilment, attainment, even
transcendence to a realm of integration beyond what is reachable from
the comfortable couches of everydayness. Theirs, alike, was a philoso-
phy of darkness, no less than light, a celebration of the Dionysian spirit
wherein is found the scariness of the unconscious with its alarming
dreams which are yet the great source of human creativity. Both de-
plored and regretted—yet acknowledged the prevalence of—what
Nietzsche called “the diminished personality” with its cautiously ex-
purgated conception of what is real and important. They agreed that
no one’s intellectual or artistic achievement can be understood or fairly
assessed without regard for the whole self of the creator. Thus, listen
to Jung’s applause for Nietzsche’s claim: “I have always written my
works with my whole body and life”—this in contesting any such thing
as amerely intellectual problem. Both were, in Jung’s terms, highly de-
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veloped in intuition and thinking; both were introverts. Both acknowl-
edged their debt to Heraclitus, Goethe, Schopenhauer, and Dostoev-
sky. Jung would have rejoiced in Nietzsche’s equating greatness in a
man with his “comprehensiveness, and multiplicity, his wholeness in
manifoldness—how much and how many things a person could bear
and take upon himself, how far a person could extend his responsibil-
ity.” Nietzsche anticipated Jung as to the part of the psyche that is an ¢
(Freud’s id), something that dreams, anticipates, thinks, but is below
the level of the subject-ego. And what must have been the astonish-
ment on the part of the inventor of Archetypal Psychology when he
encountered Nietzsche’s praise of Siegfried: “A marvelously accurate,
archetypal youth.” Or better yet, of the Ring: “A tremendous system of
thought without the conceptual forms of thought”—an extraordinary
description of the archetype. Their important differences will come
out, as never before, in the long commentary that lies ahead in this
book, but two important disagreements between these thinkers may be
mentioned here. The first is that for the one, the aesthetic dimension
of life was of primary importance, for the other, the religious. It is no
accident that the one overwhelmingly important friendship in
Nietzsche’s life was with a musician—indeed a musician whose great
ambition was to make his operas (or as he preferred to say, “music dra-
mas”) transcend the trivialities of public entertainment, to become
grand syntheses of music, literature, visual design, dance, mythology,
and philosophy. Nietzsche wholly agreed with the aspiration, and if he
became disillusioned with the all-too-human Wagner, it was because
Wagner finally also wanted to include religion—worst of all, Christi-
anity. Like Nietzsche, Jung was a pastor’s son and both can be easily
seen as in revolt against the pieties of their early households. Still Jung,
unlike Nietzsche, saw in the various religions of the world an inescap-
able and often profound attempt to symbolize man’s eternal quest for
meaning. Against Nietzsche (and Freud) Jung believed that the great
world religions represent brave attempts to grasp the nature of the
soul and the possibilities—albeit dreadfully remote—of salvation.
Thus, to neglect the profound questions of the origins and destinies of
human consciousness is as self-defeating as neglecting dream and
myth.

If Aeschylus and Shakespeare and Goethe are no less worth our
time and energy than are the prophets and gurus, it is because they
share the latter’s concern with the ultimate questions, not because of a
highly developed aesthetic capability or a mastery of the grand style.
We can imagine Jung smiling in agreement with Nietzsche’s little poem
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that says, “I am naught but a word maker,” yet would Nietzsche have
smiled in return, “Is it not written, ‘In the beginning was the word’ ”?
Certain itis that Nietzsche’s career-long effort—almost desperate in its
intensity—to achieve, for each of his multifarious purposes, the right
style, the ultimate way of integrating form and content, was an idée fixe,
one Jung could hardly share or condone.

Another great parting of the ways for these men comes out clearly
in an early criticism by Jung: agreeing as to the necessity of not losing
touch with the instincts (for instance, through excessive intellectuali-
zation or other forms of spirituality), they differed as to the best path
toward a higher level. Nietzsche undoubtedly

felt the Christian denial of animal nature very deeply indeed, and
therefore he sought a higher human wholeness beyond good and
evil. But he who seriously criticizes the basic attitudes of Christi-
anity also forfeits the protection which these bestow upon him. He
delivers himself up unresistingly to the animal psyche. That is the
moment of Dionysian frenzy, the overwhelming manifestation of
the “blond beast,” which seizes the unsuspecting soul with name-
less shudderings. The seizure transforms him into a hero or into
a godlike being, a superhuman entity. ... If heroism becomes
chronig, it ends in a cramp, and the cramp leads to catastrophe.

To be sure, Nietzsche would again have agreed with Jung when he
says, just a little later in this passage, “Man can suffer only a certain
amount of culture without injury.” But then Jung’s criticism resumes:
“The endless dilemma of culture and nature is always a question of too
much or too little, never of either-or” (CW 7, pars. 40-41).

And yet did not Nietzsche say, as if in answer to Jung’s criticism, “I
am one thing, my writings are another”? And the (now old) New Cirit-
ics and virtually the whole fraternity of philosophers would say, “Yes,
leave the man and his life alone: stick to the text.” Indeed, Jung would
in a sense agree that one’s writings and the rest of one’s life may be dis-
crepant. And the creative work (in any medium) may represent an
imaginative extension of what passes for reality, even a compensation
for the limitations of character that may doom the greatest genius to
stretches of mediocrity in day-to-day existence. “Yet,” we can imagine
Jung’s continuing, “this whole seminar is devoted to the analysis of one
of your ‘excellent books’ to determine as nearly as possible the quality
of the life of its author, for how can one not be in one’s own creations?
And did you notsay, ‘I judge a philosopher by whether he is able to
serve as an example’?”
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The last question Nietzsche put in the last of his books was simply:
“Have I been understood?” Now Nietzsche or, more likely, a Nie-
tzschean, might well add, “Does Jung finally do justice to the greatness
of Nietzsche as philosopher, as writer?” And (again with presumption)
one might imagine the Geist of Jung answering, “Is not the question
rather, ‘Have we, by way of our analysis of your text and what it tells us
about your life, better understood the human condition?’ ”

This seminar, like all of Jung’s seminars, is about Analytical Psy-
chology.

James L. Jarrett
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A NOTE ON THE TEXT

The notes that constitute the text have here been followed closely but
not slavishly. By far the greatest number of changes have been in
punctuation, but occasionally minor changes in syntax have been
made in the interest of clarity. A very small number of deletions have
been made, but exclusively of stories or other material the reader has
recently encountered in virtually identical form.

Professor Jung’s English, both oral and written, was of course excel-
lent, but as with almost all non-native speakers, he sometimes made a
slight deviation from the perfectly idiomatic. Except in the few in-
stances in which clarity was thereby sacrificed these have been allowed
to stand in order to stay as close as possible to the speaker’s own
“voice.”
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LECTURE I
2 May 1934

Dr. Jung:

Ladies and Gentlemen: I made up my mind to give you a Seminar
about Zarathustra as you wished, but the responsibility is on your heads.
If you think that Zarathustra is easier than those visions, you are badly
mistaken, it is a hell of a confusion and extraordinarily difficult.! I
broke my head over certain problems; it will be very hard to elucidate
this work from a psychological angle. However, we will try to do our
best, but you must cooperate.

I think, concerning the technique, that it will be best to go through
the chapters from the beginning, and I am afraid it will take us far
more than one term to plough through the whole thing. It is consid-
erably longer than the visions we have been working on but we can stop
any time you wish; perhaps you will get sick of it in the long run but I
would not know any other way of dealing with it. You know, these
chapters of Zarathustra are sort of sermons in verse, but they have some
analogy with the visions in as much as they are also evolutionary inci-
dents. They form a string of experiences and events, manifestations of
the unconscious, often a directly visionary character; and therefore it
is probably recommendable to follow the same technique in the anal-
ysis which we have applied to the visions. There are certain chapters
which consist of or start from visions, or are comments on visions or
dreams Nietzsche had had, and other chapters are sermons spoken by
Zarathustra.

Now Zarathustra is by no means a merely metaphorical or poetical
figure invented by the author himself. He once wrote to his sister that
Zarathustra had already appeared to him in a dream when he was a

' A previous seminar, devoted to the analysis of the painted visions of an American
woman, Christiana Morgan, had concluded only the previous March 21, having begun
October 30, 1930. The abridged notes of Mary Foote have been published as Visions Sem-
nars (Ziirich, 1976), in two volumes.
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boy.2 Then I found an allusion to the peculiar fact that Nietzsche as a
young man studied in Leipzig, where there is a funny kind of Persian
sect, the so-called Mazdaznan sect, and their prophet is a man who calls
himself El Ha-nisch. But that man is said to be a German from the
blessed land of Saxony named Haenisch, a well-known Saxon name; as
a matter of fact, the professor of Oriental languages here told me that
when he was studying Persian in Leipzig, this man was in the same
seminar.3 He is certainly not the originator of that Mazdaznan sect; it
is of older origin. They took over certain Persian ideas from the Zend-
Avesta, particularly the hygienic rules which they applied in a more or
less mechanical way, accompanied by metaphysical teaching also taken
from the Zend-Avesta, which, as you know, is a collection of the sacred
books of the Zoroastrian belief. It has been assumed that Nietzsche be-
came acquainted with certain members of that sect and thus got some
notion about Zarathustra or the Zoroastrian traditions. Personally,
however, I don’t believe this; he would never have gotten a very high
idea of Zarathustra through their representations. Nietzsche was a
well-read man, in many ways very learned, so it is quite probable or
even certain, that he must have made some special studies along the
line of the Zend-Avesta, a great part of which was already translated in
his days. There is now a good German translation, and an English one
in the series of The Sacred Books of the East. It consists of books of very
different periods, the earliest of which, the Yasna, includes the so-
called Gathas, sermons in verse.4 These are called the verse sermons of
Zarathustra and are written in a special dialect of old Iranian; as they
are very archaic, the oldest of all, it is assumed that they really go back
to the time of Zarathustra. And these would form the model for the
verse sermons of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra.

We must go a little into the history of that Zoroastrian belief because
it plays a certain role in the symbolism of the book. Zarathustra is al-
most a legendary figure, yet there are certain notions about him which
prove that he must have been a real person who lived in a remote age.

* Nietzsche’s sister, Elizabeth Forster-Nietzsche, wrote that “the figure of Zarathustra
and a large number of the leading thoughts in this work had appeared much earlier in
the dreams and writings of the author.” N/Works (see List of Bibliographic Abbrevia-
tions), Introduction, p. 18. This is the Thomas Common translation that the seminar was
reading throughout.

3 Emil Abegg of Ziirich University, professor of Oriental Languages, best known for
Der Messiasglaube in Indien and Iran (Berlin & Leipzig, 1920).

1 The Gathas, or songs, are the first part of the Persian scriptures, the Zend-Avesta. See
Ancient Persia, tr. A.V.M. Jackson et al. (New York, 1917), vol. VII in F. Max Miiller, The
Sacred Books of the East (Oxford, 1879-1926). 50 vols.
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Itis not possible to place him exactly either geographically or chrono-
logically, but he must have lived between the seventh and ninth cen-
turies B.C. probably in north-western Persia. He taught chiefly at the
court of a king or prince named Vishtaspa. (The Greek form of this
name is Hystaspes, which you may remember was the name of the fa-
ther of Darius I.) The story says that Zarathustra first became ac-
quainted with the two ministers at the Court of Vishtaspa, and through
them with the noble queen whom he converted, and then through her
he converted the king. This is psychologically a very ordinary proceed-
ing, it usually happens that way. One of the most successful propagan-
dists of early Christianity in high circles was the Pope Damasus I,
whose nickname was matronarum auriscalpius, meaning the one who tic-
kles the ears of the noble ladies; he used to convert the nobility of
Rome through the ladies of the noble families.5 So this is probably a
historic detail in the life of Zarathustra. Then in contradistinction to
certain other founders of religions, he married and lived to be quite
old. He was killed by soldiers, while standing near his altar, on the oc-
casion of the conquest of his city.

The Gathas are probably authentic documents which date from Zar-
athustra’s time and it is quite possible that they were his own doing.
Practically nothing can be concluded from them as to historical detail,
but that ancient teaching was remarkably intelligent for those days,
and it was characterized by one particular feature which was, one
could say, the clue for the fact that Nietzsche chose that figure. In fact,
Nietzsche himself says that he chose Zarathustra because he was the in-
ventor of the contrast of good and evil; his teaching was the cosmic
struggle between the powers of light and darkness, and he it was who
perpetuated this eternal conflict. And in the course of time Zarathus-
tra had to come back again in order to mend that invention, in order
to reconcile the good and evil which he separated in that remote age
for the first time.® It is true that one would not be able to indicate any
thinker earlier than Zarathustra who stressed the contrast between
good and evil as a main principle. The whole Zoroastrian religion is
based upon this conflict.

The dogmatic teaching is that in the beginning there was one all-
wise and all-powerful god called Mazda (which means simply the wise

» St. Damasus I was Popefrom 466 to 386.

b Nietzsche said “Zarathustra was the firstto seein the struggle between good and evil
the essential wheel in the working of things . . . Zarathustra created the most portentous
error, morality. Consequently he should also be the first to perceive that error” (Eliza-
beth Forster-Nietzsche's Introduction, N/Works, p. 26).
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one, something like Laotze) with the attribute of Ahura. Ahura is the
Iranian version of the Sanskrit word Asura, which is the name of the
spiritual god in the oldest parts of the Rigveda. You know the Riguveda
is a collection of poems or hymns, part of the sacred literature of the
Hindus, which goes back to an extremely remote age, perhaps to the
time of the primitive Aryan invaders of India. One of the oldest parts
contains the so-called frog songs of the priests and they are supposed
to date back to five thousand B.c. though I don’t know whether that
estimate is correct.? In those old frog songs, as I have told you, the
priests in their rain charms identified themselves with the frogs; when
there was a drought the priests sang the frog songs as if it had rained.
They imitated the frogs as they sing after the rain, because they feel
well then in their ponds, but when there is no water there is nothing to
sing about—as primitives also, in order to produce rain, imitate the fall
of rain-drops, or they sprinkle blood or milk, or they whistle, imitating
the sound of the wind that brings clouds. This Asura is the highest god
and he is different from the concept of the deva. (Deva or devs, the plu-
ral, is the root word from which, for instance, Zeus is derived, and Deus,
and Ziu, and from that our word Tuesday.)® The devs are the shining
gods of the day, of the clear blue sky, of things visible in the daylight,
while Asura is a god within, a god of chiefly spiritual and moral char-
acter. Now in the later development—in the later parts of the
Rigveda—Asura disintegrated into a multitude of asuras, and they are
demons of a definitely evil nature. And you find the same thing hap-
pening with the devs in Persia. The Zoroastrians had that concept of
Asura, the highest god, that very ancientidea of the Rigveda, and they
chose the name in the Persian form, Ahura, as an attribute for Mazda,
so their god was called Ahura Mazda.

Ahura Mazda, the greatest god, the wise man, is generally supposed
to be Zarathustra’s creation, and he came to that formulation probably
through inner experiences of which his story tells. These experiences
are called in the old literature, “Meetings and Questionings”; that is,
he met Ahura Mazda, or his spoken word called Vohu Mang, meaning
the good attitude. The German word for Vohu Mané would be: die gute
Gesinnung, the good attitude, a good intention, a good word, the right
word. We could easily translate it, with no particular philosophical dif-

7 The Rigveda (Song in Praise of Holy Knowledge) is the oldest and most important of
Hindu scriptures, having to do withthe Asuras, or high gods, collectively. It is variously
dated from 2000 to 1200 B.C.

* Besides the Sanskrit similarity, there are the Germanic Tiwas, Latin Deus, Avestan
Daeva, all meaning sky, heaven, god.



2 MAY 1934

ficulty, by the Christian concept of the Logos; the spoken word repre-
sents God in the incarnated form, the Logos as incarnated in Christ
would be the exact counterpart of Vohu Mané. One finds the same con-
cept in Islam in the mystical Sufi sect, where Allah, because he is un-
nameable, ineffable, and therefore formless, appears in tangible form
in Chidr, the green one, who is called “the first angel of Allah,” “the
Word,” “the Face of Allah.” “The Angel of the Face” is a similar con-
ception in the Old Testament, a sort of tangible representation of an
absolutely intangible and indefinable deity.9 So Ahura Mazda, or Vohu
Mano, became experiences to Zarathustra, the so-called Meetings and
Questionings. He had, I think, seven Meetings with the good spirit of
the god Ahura Mazda. (There is also a bad spirit of which we shall talk
presently.) He received the revelation, he was taught the truth by that
spirit. I mention that now because it is a parallel to Nietzsche’s Zara-
thustra.

The name Zarathustra in Persian is written Zarathushira; ushtra is
typically Persian and it means camel. There is a family story about him
and all the names in his family have to do with mares and stallions,
horses and cattle, camels, etc., showing that they are quite native and
that he belonged to a sort of cattle people. Also his idea of a perfect
reward in heaven was exceedingly archaic. He himself hoped that after
a life full of merit he would be rewarded in the land of the hereafter
by the good gift of one stallion and twelve mares, as well as by the pos-
session of a perfectly youthful and beautiful body. One finds very sim-
ilar ideas in Islam still. The Greek version of the name Zarathustra is
Zoroaster. But the Greeks knew practically nothing of his teaching; to
them he was a great sorceror and astrologer; anything that went under
Zoroaster’s name was magic and black arts.

Now, besides the manifestation of god in the spoken word or in the
good intention of the Vohu Mang, there is the corresponding dark
manifestation, the evil spirit, Angré Mainyush. (He was later called Ak-
riman, and Ahura Mazda was called Ormazd.) These two spirits, Vohu
Mano and Angro Mainyush, were together in the original Ahura
Mazda, showing that in the beginning there was no separation of good
and evil. But after a while they began to quarrel with each other, and a
fight ensued, and then the creation of the world became necessary. So
Ahura Mazda created the world, but he was so upset by it that for six

9 Chidr, in Suti literature, is the first angel of Allah, “the face of Allah.” In the Old Tes-
tament, after Jacob wrestled with the angel, he said, “. . . for I have seen God face to face”
(Genesis $2:30).



SPRING TERM

thousand years he did not know whatto do, and then Angro Mainyush
broke into his creation and spoiled the whole show. And since then
there is hell to pay, because all the light got lost in that darkness, and
the hosts of devils he broughtinto this world are now to be combatted.
For he had one great success right in the beginning: he succeeded in
converting the devs to his convictions and so they became devils (devils
comes from devs of course), just as Ahura became ahuras, many devils.
So the original beautiful gods of the day, the gods of the visible things,
beauty and harmony, became evil and nocturnal demons and formed
the main body of evil forces, just as the old Germanic gods became
storm devils and all sorts of evil spirits when they were dethroned by
Christianity. So there was a perpetual fight between Vohu Mané and
the hosts of evil led by Angro Mainyush.

What Ahura Mazda is doing in the end is not quite visible or under-
standable; he is of course supposed to be on the side of the good—he
is with his good spirit, but whether he is with his bad spirit too is not
clear. It is the same awkward situation that we have in Christianity,
where we are also not quite sure what the relationship is between God
and the devil. Is it a co-dominion with God?—or what is it? That Chris-
tian awkwardness is an old inheritance from Persia—I could tell you
several other things which would substantiate that idea—and there-
fore the theologians don’t like Zarathustra and criticize him. But he is
really the founder of the Christian dogma; all the oblique and contrary
things in the Christian dogma can be found in the Persian religion as
well. The only thing the theologians can say about it is that Christianity
is a much higher religion. They point out with great satisfaction that
the Persian religion is only a religion of rewards, that people are good
only in order to be rewarded in heaven, and the founder himself ex-
pected a stallion and twelve mares—*“and you see how low that is!” But
I don’t agree with that entirely; that little difference was in the time of
Homer and Greek mythology—not to speak of the Germanic tradi-
tions—when the slaughtering of children and eating of human flesh
still took place. Those were highly primitive times, so no wonder that
Zarathustra had somewhat concretized expectations. Otherwise his
teaching was remarkably wise and advanced. He was the main oppo-
nent of magic, for example; he tried to uproot magic wherever he met
it, and the temples and the priests also had to go by the board. They
had no real priests in the beginning, it was like the beginning of Chris-
tianity. But soon the same process appeared as it did later on in Chris-
tianity—the influx of primitive magic and primitive heathenish
ideas—and the beautiful monotheism of Ahura Mazda was split up
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into a multitude of gods, like the splitting up of God into the Trinity
and then into the many saints and so on. Ahura Mazda had qualities
naturally: he was the truth, he was wisdom, he was justice, etc., and
those qualities became personified as the so-called amesha spentas which
are immortal spirits. One was truth, another justice, and so on—ab-
stract qualities like the so-called attributes of God in the Christian
dogma. These amesha spentas became gods too, and the whole spiritual
attitude of the early Zoroastrian teaching changed and became a tre-
mendously specialized ritualism.

The original teaching of Zarathustra, however, was characterized by
a real spiritual piety. It was the Gesinnung, the moral attitude, that
counted, more than the external works. His teaching was that as you
commit sin outside in reality, so you can commit sin inside as a sin of
conscience, and it is the same thing, just as bad. And think of the eighth
or ninth century B.c. which was the niveau of such religious teaching!
It is an amazingly high level, and this extraordinary moral discrimi-
nation points to a most unusual genius.

Now this was the model for Nietzsche’s Zarathustra. It had nothing to
do with the Mazdaznan sect. I think it is rather, as he says, that that fig-
ure was an experience of old standing; it was the early experience of
the old wise man. You know, we often speak of that figure as a person-
ification of the inherited wisdom of the ages, the truth that has become
instinctive through experience, one could say, having been lived mil-
lions of times, a sort of wisdom of nature that is born in us and to which
we owe the coordination of our whole biological as well as psychologi-
cal system—that old experience which is still visible in our dreams and
in our instincts. This is the mental or spiritual aspect of a perfectly nat-
ural fact, namely, the teleology of a living system. So Nietzsche chose a
most dignified and worthy model for his old wise man, because to him
it was that same kind of experience.

You know, Nietzsche in the first part of his life was a great and very
intuitive intellectual, chiefly rebellious and critical of traditional val-
ues, and you still find that in Zarathustra. There was then little of what
one would call positive in him; he could criticize with remarkable read-
iness, but he was not yet synthetic or constructive, and he could not
produce values. Then suddenly, like an extraordinary revelation, all
which his former writings omitted came upon him. He was born in
1844, and he began to write Zarathustra in 1883, so he was then thirty-
nine years old. The way in which he wrote it is most remarkable. He
himself made a verse about it. He said: “Da wurde eins zu zwei und
Zarathustra ging an mir vorbei,” which means: “Then one became two
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and Zarathustra passed by me,”'® meaning that Zarathustra then be-
came manifest as a second personality in himself. That would show
that he had himself a pretty clear notion that he was not identical with
Zarathustra. But how could he help assuming such anidentity in those
days when there was no psychology? Nobody would then have dared
to take the idea of a personification seriously, or even of an independ-
ent autonomous spiritual agency. Eighteen eighty-three was the time
of the blooming of materialistic philosophy. So he had to identify with
Zarathustra in spite of the fact that he felt, as this verse proves, a defi-
nite difference between himself and the old wise man.'* Then his idea
that Zarathustra had to come back to mend the faults of his former in-
vention, is psychologically most characteristic; it shows that he had an
absolutely historical feeling about it. He obviously felt quite clearly that
the experience of that figure was archetypal. It brought something of
the breath of centuries with it, and it filled him with a peculiar sense of
destiny: he felt that he was called to mend a damage done in the re-
mote past of mankind.

Of course such a feeling is most uplifting to an individual; no won-
der then that Zarathustra was the Dionysian experience par excellence. In
the latter part, that Dionysian ekstasis comes in. Zarathustra really led
him up to a full realization of the mysteries of the cult of Dionysos: he
had already ideas about it, but Zarathustra was the experience which
made the whole thing real. In one of his letters to his sister he gives a
most impressive description of the ekstasis in which he wrote Zarathus-

' The wistful little poem that Nietzsche wrote some time between 1882 and 1884 de-
serves citation in full:

Sils-Maria

I sat there waiting, waiting—not for anything.
Beyond good and evil, enjoying soon the light,

Soon the shade, now only play, now
The lake, now the noon, wholly time without end.

Then suddenly, friend, one became two-—
And Zarathustra passed by me.

Nietzsche loved the Swiss Alpine town Sils-Maria, where he wrote Part II of Zarathustra.
Jung will return to those last two lines repeatedly as expressive of Nietzsche’s moment of
objectifying, for his creative purposes, what had been an internal unity.

1t Zarathustra as Nietzsche's second personality reminds one of what Jung says about
his own recognition of having both a Personality 1 and a Personality 2 (see MDR, pp. 44-
45/55). Nietzsche of ten contrasted his own materialistic, scientific outlook with German
idealism. Jung picks out 1883 because it was in that year that the composition of Thus
Spake Zarathustra began.
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tra.'* There are four parts in the book, and each of the first three parts
was written within ten days, which is rather remarkable. The first was
written on the Riviera, the second in the Sils Maria in the Engadine,
and the third again on the Riviera; the fourth was written in different
places and took longer. He says about his way of writing that it simply
poured out of him, it was an almost autonomous production; with un-
failing certainty the words presented themselves, and the whole de-
scription gives us the impression of the quite extraordinary condition
in which he must have been, a condition of possession where he him-
self practically nolongerexisted. It was as if he were possessed by a cre-
ative genius that took his brain and produced this work out of absolute
necessity and in a most inevitable way.

We will now begin the first chapter, the introductory discourse of the
Superman, the last man:

When Zarathustra was thirty years old, he left his home, and
went into the mountains. There he enjoyed his spirit and his soli-
tude, and for ten years did not weary of it. But at last his heart
changed,—and rising one morning with the rosy dawn, he went
before the sun, and spake thus unto it:

Thou great star! What would be thy happiness if thou hadst not
those for whom thou shinest!

For ten years hast thou climbed hither unto my cave: thou
wouldst have wearied of thy light and of the journey, had it not
been for me, mine eagle, and my serpent.

But we awaited thee every morning, took from thee thine over-
flow, and blessed thee for it.

Lo! I am weary of my wisdom, like the bee that hath gathered
too much honey; I need hands outstretched to take it.

I would fain bestow and distribute, until the wise have once
more become joyous in their folly, and the poor happy in their
riches.

We must first try to construct the psychological situation. As I said, I
am going to handle these chapters or experiences like the visions. Here
the story of Zarathustra begins. The man who speaks or writes is
Nietzsche; it is as if he were the historian of Zarathustra, describing
what he had been doing. Zarathustra is obviously objectified here, the
writer does not seem to be identical with him. Now, he is said to be

* Thistoois in her Introduction to N/Works, p. 16. Zarathustra was begunin 1883 and
finished in 1885.
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thirty years old when he left his home. To what fact do those thirty
years refer? As far as I know, there is no definite chronology in Zara-
thustra’s life except the age when he died, seventy-seven years.

Mpr. Allemann: It refers to the age of Christ.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the legendary age of Christ when he began his teach-
ing career; that at once creates an identity between Zarathustra and
the Christ. This is an identity which is commonly granted historically:
namely, it is in the Zoroastrian teaching that every thousand years—
which simply means an indefinite world period, about half of a month
of the great platonic year—a Saoshyant appears (that is a reaper, a sav-
ior), who teaches people a new revelation, a new truth, or renews old
truths, a mediator between god and man. This is most definitely an
idea which went over into the Christian teaching where it took on a
somewhat different form: in Christianity the idea of the enantiodromia
came in.'s After the teaching of Christ has had its effect, then Satan is
given a chance, as you learn from the Book of Revelation, “for two
times and a half time”—also an indefinite period in which he is allowed
to enjoy himself apparently, working all sorts of evil.'4 This is one of
the origins of the legend of the Antichrist, which is proved to have al-
ready existed in the first century. In practically the same circumstances
under which Christ was born, his dark brother, the Antichrist, would
be born, and he would work very much the same miracles but in order
to seduce mankind. He would be a sort of negative Saoshyant, appear-
ing when the positive reign of Christ was coming to an end. According
to the Persian reckoning, the reign of the Antichrist would begin after
a month of the great platonic year, about A.p. 1100 or 1200.'5 As a mat-
ter of fact at about that time there was a great commotion in the Chris-
tian world, because they supposed that the end of the world was com-
ing in the year 1000—according to that old idea that after a thousand
years a new revelation would take place, or something would happen
to the world. But apparently nothing happened. It is true, however,
that in those times the power of the church reached its apex and the

"+ Jung took this word from Heraclitus, the Greek “dark philosopher” of the 6th cen-
tury B.C. [t means, roughly, “running counter to.” Jung used it to designate the tendency
of any state to beget its opposite. As early as 1921, Jung cited the “self-identification of
the sick Nietzsche with Christ, and his deification and subsequent hatred of Wagner” as
instances of enantiodromia (CW 6, pars. 708-9).

'+ See Revelation 12:14 and Daniel 12:7. In Revelation, some commentators identify
Nero as the Beast and the Antichrist, Satan’s Messiah.

's Jung notes elsewhere that the Platonic year has been variously reckoned: for in-
stance, 36,000 years in the time of Origen and 24,120 years by Tycho Brahe (CW g ii,
par. 136n).
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worldly powers were practically subdued. Then soon after, they began
to rise again and the church was on its decline; and that continued, its
worst blow being at about the beginning of the sixteenth century, when
the schism within the church occurred: Protestantism.

Now this idea of the Saoshyant of course also entered the mind of
Nietzsche: his Zarathustra is a Saoshyant who comes after the thou-
sand years are once more fulfilled—of course not quite, but & peu prés.
It was only 1883, unfortunately, but the heavenly powers are some-
times irregular—perhaps the clock doesn’t work regularly in heaven,
one doesn’t know exactly—so the Saoshyant came a bit earlier, a rein-
carnation in the form of Zarathustra. And he enters upon his career
very much in the way of the former Saoshyants, Christ or the Anti-
christ. One knows of course from the writings of Nietzsche—even if
one only knows the titles of his works—that he had the idea of an An-
tichrist very much in mind. He makes of course a great story about his
anti-Christianity, and takes himself as being an Antichrist incarnate—
by no means as a merely destructive devilish brother of Christ, how-
ever, but as a new Saoshyant. He will destroy the former values sure
enough, but for something better and more ideal, for a morality much
higher than the Christian morality. He feels himself therefore as a pos-
itive Saoshyant, in spite of the fact that he accepts the title of “immor-
alist” and “Antichrist.” In India also there is the idea of the savior or
reaper that appears every thousand years, in the series of the incar-
nated bodhisattvas; for instance, the bodhisattva of the past world,
Buddha Amitabha, and Buddha Sakya Muni of the real actual world,
and Buddha Maitraya of the coming worlds; and there are many
others because there have been many other worlds. Buddha Amitabha
is one of the most important ones. Particularly worshipped in Japan,
he is the Buddha of clarity, of truth; and Maitraya, who is stillto come,
is the Buddha of perfect love.'® It is the same idea of periodicity. And
this is based upon such experiences as Nietzsche’s of the archetypal fig-
ure of the wise old man: that is, an exceedingly historical figure which
brings with it the flavor of past centuries, a feeling of the actual pres-
ence of remote times, as if time were at a complete standstill, and 5000
B.C. were just in the next room to A.p. 2000. I am quite certain, from
what Nietzsche says about Zarathustra, that he experienced him as an
identity within himself that had existed many thousands of years be-

16 The Buddha, Amitabha, is “the protector of our present world period” (CW 11, par.
g12). Shakya Muni is the historical Buddha. Maitraya is the Bodhisattva who will be born
5,000 years af ter the death of Gautama.
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fore him, that always had been. When that figure appears, he simply
emerges from a background which is always there; he is called out
through the need of the time, the emergencies of the actual epoch.
That Zarathustra is said to be thirty years old, then, discloses a certain
analogy with Christ.

Then we have here a hint as to the place where he lived, “he left the
lake of his home.” Why should such alittle thing be mentioned? It is a
most insignificant detail, but if you apply the rules of dream interpre-
tation to this symbol, it is psychologically quite charming. What would
be the lake of one’s home, and where is one going when one leaves this
lake?

Miss Hannah: Could not the lake of his home be the personal uncon-
scious which he is leaving for the collective unconscious?'7

Dr. Jung: Quite so. The lake is limited and confined in contradistinc-
tion to the sea which is supposed to be unlimited. The sea, therefore,
is always a symbol of the collective unconscious which has no boundary
anywhere, while the lake is like being locked into terra firma which al-
ways symbolizes consciousness. It would be that amount of uncon-
sciousness which is locked in by consciousness, a perfectly controllable
piece of unconsciousness. So the lake of one’s home is the personal fa-
miliar unconscious, that part which links one up with father and
mother and brothers and aunts, ancestral conditions, and so on; itis a
nice, well-known place with its history that forms the beginning of
one’s life. Then Zarathustra went up into the mountains. What about
that?

Mprs. Crowley: For contemplation.

Dr. Jung: Yes, but you can contemplate near a lake very well. In Tibet
the ordinary requirements for a sage are a hill on one side and on the
other a lake, inter collem et aguam.

Dr. Bahadurji: He wants to be on a higher level, beyond general hu-
manity.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is of course an analogy to the rishis, the legendary
sages who lived on the heights of the Himalaya mountains in Tibet;'®
those fellows also lived in a desolate, rather dreary place between the
water, preferably a lake or a river, and the mountain side, high up
above the ordinary people. That feeling played a great role in

'7 Where for Freud, unconscious contents are mainly repressions, as early as 1912
Jung wroteofthe “supra individual universality” which he was later to call the collective,
as distinct from the individual, unconscious (CW s, par. 258).

" Rishis: the wise men, gurus, commentators, who continue to be incarnated as teach-
ers.
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Nietzsche’s case. When he was up at Sils Maria which is nearly six thou-
sand feet above sea level, he used to speak of being six thousand feet
above good and evil—above ordinary humanity, that is. Therefore, he
felt so particularly well in the Engadine—it is a very high floor. So it
means here that he leaves the controlled ordinary home conditions,
the familiar psychology, and lifts himself up to a particularly high level
where he enlarges his horizon, as sages go into such places for the sake
of enlarging their consciousness and their horizon, to detach them-
selves from the chaos of events in order to see more clearly. Therefore
the saying of Laotze: The one who detaches and sees from afar sees
clearly.®» And there he possessed his spirit in solitude and for ten years
did not weary of it. Here is another detail, ten years.

Mr. Allemann: Thirty plus ten makes about the age of Nietzsche
when he wrote.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he was thirty when he left and forty when he had ac-
complished the accumulation of wisdom. Then there is a detail in the
history of his life which you would not know, that for the first ten years
he had no pupils and was worried aboutit—and even then he had only
one, a young cousin of his. Only very much later did he succeed in con-
verting people to his wisdom. These ten years might easily have to do
with that fact, though I am notsure. But there is also the psychological
fact that it just makes up the age at which he began to write Zarathustra,
the moment when he left his mountains.* It describes here how he is
coming to give his message to mankind, his heart having at last
changed. And then comes the invocation to the sun. Now how would
you understand his invocation? It is the first event, the first experience
or adventure. This is not so simple as our visions; there we have a cer-
tain code, but here it is uncharted waters.

Mrs. Fierz: If to be high on the mountain would be higher than com-
mon human consciousness, the sun would be the symbol of a more
than human consciousness, which he has looked at for so many years
and to which he now speaks. That is, he would be in a way more than
humanly conscious, and greeting the sun would be feeling or realizing
1t.

‘o [ Ching (probably 4th century B.c.) teaches that to achieve the Tao it is necessary to
detach oneself from the tension of opposites (enantiodromia) to gain the distance from
conflict and desire. See CW 6, pars. 358-70, and The Way and Its Power, ed. and tr. Arthur
Waley (New York, 1958), p. 141 and passim.

2o Nietzsche’s sister cites a note of his: “Zarathustra, born on Lake Urmi, left his home
in his thirtieth year, went into the province of Aria, and, during ten years of solitude in
the mountains, composed the Zend-Avesta” (N/Works, p. 14).
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Dr. Jung: You would understand this symbol of the sun as an objec-
tivation of his own superhuman consciousness, which he has acquired
through his life on that high level? Yes, the sun surely is the symbol of
the center of consciousness, it is the principle of consciousness because
itis light. When you understand a thing, you say: “I see”—and in order
to see you need light. The essence of understanding, of cognition, has
always been symbolized by the all-seeing of the sun, the wisdom or om-
niscience of the sun that moves over the earth and sees everything in
its light. So it would be quite possible that he speaks here to his person-
ified consciousness. This is a somewhat unusual performance, but if
you try to put yourself into the mood of a man who is always alone, as
Nietzsche was, you realize that your own consciousness then begins to
stare into your own face. You are always your own speaker and your
own listener; you are always looking into your own light, into your own
eyes. And then you can well personify consciousness as your daily part-
ner, the daily occurrence; you can even curse your consciousness as
your only fellow being.

Now, Nietzsche in those years after 1879, when he had given up his
academic occupation in Basel, was restlessly wandering about, living in
little hotels and pensions, sometimes on the French or Italian Riviera,
and in the summer in the Engadine, supported by certain wealthy
friends because he had no means of his own.*' And always alone, he
could not stand people. He was desirous of having friends, always
seeking a friend, but when such a poor fellow turned up, he was never
good enough and Nietzsche got impatient right away. I know people
who knew Nietzsche personally, because he lived in my own town,
Basel, so I heard many details of this kind. For instance, in one of his
lectures he was talking about Greece and Graecia Magna in most en-
thusiastic terms, and after the lecture a young man who had not
understood something he had said—for those ordinary students were
of course not quite able to follow Nietzsche’s tremendous mind—went
up to the professor to ask him about it. But before he could put in his
very humble request, Nietzsche said: “Ah now, you are the man! That
blue sky of Hellas! We are going together!” And the young man
thought: “How can I go with this famous professor and how have I the
money to do it?”—and he receded further and further, Nietzsche
going at him and talking of the eternal smile of the skies of Hellas and

1 Nietzsche began to teach at the University of Basel in 1869 at the age of 24 and re-
tired, from ill health, in 1879. In his subsequent wanderings he returned to Basel from
time to time. He did have a pension from the university.
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God knows what, till the young man backed up against the wall. Then
suddenly Nietzsche realized that the fellow was frightened by his en-
thusiasm, and he turned away abruptly and never spoke to him again.
That is the way he dealt with friends, he was absolutely unable to adapt
to people, and when they did not understand him right on the mo-
ment, he had no patience whatever. He was also exceedingly impatient
with himself. He was terribly, recklessly impulsive. He liked to be in-
vited to certain social gatherings, but if there was a piano, he played
madly; he went at it till his finger nails bled. That is no exaggeration, it
is a fact. On his other side, he was quite funny. In Basel it appealed to
his fantasy to appear in society as an elegant Englishman. In those days
Englishmen were considered the summit of everything marvelous,
and they then used to wear grey gloves and grey top hats; so Nietzsche
went about in a grey redingote, a grey top hat, and grey gloves, and
thought he looked like an Englishman. And with that moustache! We
must know about these contrasts in order to understand the language
of Zarathustra.

We may suppose, then, that this sun he is talking to is really the great
light that he received and talked to every day, which is of course the
great clarity of his lonely consciousness. And on account of this fact,
that the sun is his consciousness, he can say to it: “What would you do
without me? I still exist even over against such a consciousness.” For
when you are all alone with yourself, such a consciousness becomes so
overwhelming a fact that finally you forget who you are out of sheer
consciousness. Therefore, people who are pathologically conscious of
themselves annihilate their own existence, they try not to be; they are
always standing in their own light, because they are overwhelmed in
their own consciousness. So he is here more than satisfied, he even gets
sick of being only conscious and says: “What would you be if I were not
with you, I with my animals, my eagle and my serpent?” Now what
does that mean? What is he putting opposite the sun of consciousness?

Mrs. Bailward: The instincts.

Dr. Jung: Yes, animals mean instincts, but what would the eagle
be?—and the serpent?

Mrs. Schlegel: The eagle would be intuition, and the serpent would
be the chthonic powers.

Dr. Jung: What do you mean by the chthonic powers?

Mpr. Allemann: The nature spirit, chthonic wisdom.

Dr. Jung: One could say spirit, but we must know what chthonic
means. Read Keyserling’s new book, La Révolution Mondiale, where he
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speaks of the révolte des forces telluriques.** That is chthonic. But what is
it psychologically?

Miss Hannah: If the eagle is intuition, I suppose it is a sensation.?3

Dr. Jung: Thatis true; it can also be taken in a very general wayasan
airbeing. So the eagle would be the spiritand the serpent would be the
body, because the serpent is the age-old representative of the lower
worlds, of the belly with its contents and the intestines, for instance. It
is the peristaltic movement, it is the personification of the sympathetic
system, as it were. Therefore, it is always the personification of what-
ever comes from the body, sexuality and every vital physical function;
also all the facts of reality, that things cost money or that your room is
overheated, that your bed is hard, that your clothes are expensive, that
you have not received a certain fee: all these things are chthonic. And
our relations to all sorts of people who annoy us or whom we enjoy is
chthonic, everything that is on the surface of this earth and so banal
that one hardly dares to speak of it. On the other hand, the eagle soars
high, it is near the sun. It is a son of the sun—marvelous. The bird of
light, it is the very high thought, the great enthusiasm. For instance,
when Ganymede, the messenger of Zeus, is lifted up by the eagle to
Olympian heights, it is the genius and enthusiasm of youth that seize
him and carry him up to the heights of the gods. So one could say it
was a spiritual, uplifting power. You know, the eagle is said to come
down and carry away sheep or even little children; we have such awful
tales in Switzerland. That is what the spirit can do—spiritual excite-
ment, spiritual enthusiasm; suddenly, after having hovered over a
crowd for a while, the spirit picks somebody out and lifts him on high.
And the serpent would be la force terrestre. Now whatdoes it mean that,
when confronted by his consciousness, of which he is wearying, these
two symbolic animals appear at his side? You remember they are often
with him in the book.

Mr. Nuthall-Smith: He is not aware of being controlled by the
chthonic and spiritual forces; he is unconscious of their existence in
himself.

* Count Hermann Alexander Keyserling (1880-1934) was a world traveler and essay-
ist. His La Revolution Mondiale et la Responsabilité de U Esprit was published in Paris in 1934.
In his review Jung made fun of Keyserling’s proposal to establish cultural monasteries,
but still found this a good book (CW 10, pars. 935-45). See both volumes of Letters for
Jung’s correspondence with Keyserling.

=+ For Jung, intuition is that psychic function through which one has a sense, mediated
through the unconscious, of possibilities. Sensation is its opposite. See below, 10 Oct.
1934, n. 3, on the four basic functions.
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Dr. Jung: Well, they would here be sort of helpful powers. You see,
they always play a very helpful role and later on we shall come across a
passage where the eagle and the serpent are intertwined, meaning a
reconciliation of opposites. When you are accompanied by an animal
in a dream, what does it mean? That happens very frequently.

Mpr. Allemann: It means that your instincts are with you.

Dr. Jung: Yes, and that is by no means always the case, you know;
very often we go against the instincts or are in an oblique position to-
ward them. So when the text says that Zarathustra is with his serpent
and his eagle, it means, as in dreams, that he is going parallel with his
instincts; he is right, looked at from a spiritual as well as a chthonic
point of view. In this case, he is right in what he is actually doing, telling
his consciousness that he is getting tired of it; he ought to detach from
too much consciousness. You see, that would be the condition of a man
who has lived in and through consciousness only, without paying at-
tention to his instincts. Or we would say he was thinking consciously
only, living by his conscious wits, without realizing the existence of an
unconscious, here represented by an eagle and a serpent. So he is on
the side of the unconscious when he can say to his consciousness: I
think we had now better part. Then he will follow his unconscious.
And if somebody gets sick of his consciousness and chooses another
way, what kind of symbolism inevitably follows? What is the next
move?

Dr. Reichstein: The moon.

Mr. Nuthall-Smith: The going down.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the going down, the setting, when you say goodbye to
the sun, naturally the sun sets or you set or both set; it is a going down
into the dark night. The moon is all right, you see. So the work of Zar-
athustra begins with the idea of his setting like the sun, der Untergang
Zarathustras. Then he necessarily comes down into what?

Mr. Allemann: Into the world of ordinary humanity, of collectivity.

Dr. Jung: Well, it is quite certain that when he leaves the sun of con-
sciousness, he will come to some form of the unconscious. The ques-
tion is now, of course, will the unconscious then be projected, or will it
be in forma pura? If in its pure form it will not be projected, he will then
enter the unconscious. That would be the night sea journey.?t So as
you say, it is the descent into the ordinary world in which unconscious-

*4 St. John of the Cross (1542-1592) working on the theme from the Book of Jonah of
theherowho is swallowed by a sea monster and who, after passing what St. John called
the dark night of the soul, is reborn on shore. See CW g ii, par. 123.
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ness is the ruling factor, for consciousness in the ordinary world plays
a very small part; it is chiefly instinctive. But we would not be able to
say whether he would descend into the pure or the projected uncon-
scious if it were not for the passage we have read as to his intention. He
is going to human beings, to mankind. And there, the text says, he is
going to teach the wise ones among men, and the poor ones. “Until the
wise have once more become joyous in their folly, and the poor happy
in their riches.” So what would he teach?

Mprs. Crowley: The opposites.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. He is going to produce the enantiodromia, he is
going to supply mankind with what is lacking, with that which they
hate or fear or despise, with that which the wise ones have lost, their
folly, and the poor their riches. In other words he is going to supply
the compensation. Now I think we had better take that symbolism on
the subjective level, and then it would mean that when Zarathustra,
sick of his consciousness, comes down to the lower levels of general
mankind, he will be the wise one that is compensated for his wisdom by
folly. So we see that in this great light of the mountain he grew very
wise and lost his folly—and very poor and lost all his riches.
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LECTURE II
9 May 1934

Dr. Jung:

We were speaking last time of Zarathustra as representing the arche-
typal figure of the old wise man, and I want to say a little more about
archetypes in general. The old wise man is a typical figure and there-
fore we call it an archetype; one meets it in legends and folklore and in
innumerable texts and works of art, which shows that it is a generally
human idea. Now, such generally human ideas always have their rep-
resentatives in the history of civilizations, they actually occur as real fig-
ures. In primitive societies one finds the wise man usually in the form
of the medicine man, and the older he is the more he is worshipped or
feared. He is usually an object of fear because it is assumed that he is
gifted with witchcraft, magical powers—and that he often makes a very
evil use of his uncanny faculties. This institution of the medicine man
is worldwide; they existed, probably, in prehistoric times. On higher
levels of civilization, the medicine man has undergone certain differ-
entiations; on the one side he developed into the organized priest-
hood, and on the other into the strictly medical man, the doctor. There
are still certain figures which embody this archetype in an almost per-
fect form: the pope, of course, is the wise old man par excellence—he is
supposed to be infallible, which means that he is capable of deciding
about the absolute truth. Then every archbishop or bishop is a repeti-
tion of that archetype, and innumerable doctor authorities are sup-
posed to know everything and to say marvelous things, even to know
all the ropes in black magic. So that archetype is still living.

Archetypes in general are images that represent typical situations of
great vital and practical importance, which have repeated themselves
in the course of history innumerable times.! When a primitive man is

* In his early works, Jung spoke of “primordial images” but when this expression de-
veloped into “archetypes” he began to think of “these definite forms of the psyche” as
pre-imagistic, thus admitting of some variety of imaginal expression. Occasionally,
though, as here, he continued to speak of archetypes as images. See CW g i, par. 8q.
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in trouble which he cannot settle for himself, he will apply to the wise
old men who form the council of the elders; when he does not trust his
own competence, the case is referred to them. Or a particularly ticklish
case is referred to the medicine man because he is supposed to confer
with the ghosts who give him advice and help beyond all possibilities of
human power, and therefore one credits him with extraordinary ca-
pacities. So in any situation full of doubt and risk where the ordinary
mind does not know what to do, the immediate reaction is to apply to
the archetypal figure of the wise old man. That is because it is generally
supposed that the people who have lived through a great number of
years and experienced much of life are more competent than the
young people. Having survived certain dangerous situations they must
know how to deal with them, so one asks them what one should do un-
der conditions which once experiences perhaps for the first time. An
archetype comes into existence, then, because it is a customary or ha-
bitual way of dealing with critical situations; in any crisis in life, this ar-
chetype or another is constellated; it is a sort of typical mechanism, or
atypical attitude, by which one settles typical problems.

Certain situations can conjure up certain constellations in us of
which we were quite ignorant; they bring out reactions of which we did
not know we were capable—we are astonished perhaps at the way we
are able to deal with them. You often think, for instance, that in such
and such a predicament you would get into a terrible panic and lose
your head completely. Then it happens in reality and you do not lose
your head, you are not even afraid, and you go through it something
like a hero. Afterwards you more or less collapse, but in the moment
of danger there is no bad reaction; you are quite cool and you are
amazed at it. The reason is simply that in such a moment up comes a
certain mechanism, an instinctive attitude, which is always there; it is
as if you knew what to do, you do just the suitable thing perhaps. Per-
haps not, also, but it is astonishing how often extraordinary situations
bring out most suitable reactions from the people caught in them. This
is always due to the fact that an archetype has been constellated which
lifts you above yourself. Itis then as if you were no longer just one, but
as if you were many, a part of mankind one could say; as if that situa-
tion had occurred innumerable times already so that you reacted not
as an ego of today, but like man in general who had survived these sit-
uations before.

There are other archetypes which may produce panics or which
warn you perhaps unnecessarily and cause trouble, the archetype of
the passage of the ford or the pass, for instance. You know, it is the
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common experience when travelling in primitive countries tobe care-
ful, before striking camp in the evening, that the river is at your back,
that you have crossed the river, for a thunderstorm may come up over-
night and the next day the river is so flooded that you cannot get across
and you may have to wait for weeks; you may even starve to death if
you are caught between two rivers. And not only is the river dangerous
on account of inundations, but in fording or bridging it, you are almost
sure to get into an awkward situation. Of course that fear makes no
sense at all here any longer but then it was all-important. Quite unex-
pectedly, you come to a river forty or fifty yards wide, say; the banks
are pretty steep, it is alive with crocodiles so there is no swimming; you
have to carry all the loads across and you are in a devil of a fix. Perhaps
you have to wander along the banks for hours and hours to find a ford
where you can cross more or less safely. Or perhaps a tree has fallen or
been cut down by the natives so that it fell across the river, and if the
weather is fair you may be able to crawlacross through an enormously
thick tree, first through the roots and over the trunk and then through
the branches, and you wonder how you can get all your loads across;
and in rainy weather it is of course hellishly slippery. So without the
slightest expectation, you find yourself in a position where you had
better make your will. It is perfectly ridiculous: one was in an entirely
comfortable situation before and then one finds oneself suddenly fac-
ing the risk of slipping off that tree. And nobody can hold you because
there is no room, you have too get across as you can, and fifteen or
twenty feet below are the crocodiles waiting for their breakfast.

Now that is an archetypalsituation which has occurred innumerable
times; if it is not just crocodiles, there are enemies waiting to catch you
when perfectly helpless in the water. So fords, difficult passes, and
such places are supposed to be haunted by dragons or serpents; there
are monsters in the deep waters, enemies in the woods, behind rocks,
and so on. Fording a river, then, is a typical situation expressing a sort
of impasse, so just that archetype is formulated when one is in any dan-
gerous predicament; and therefore many people become quite unnec-
essarily archetypally afraid: they are caught by a most unreasonable
fear. One can say there is no danger—why the devil don’t you go
ahead?—but they are afraid to cross even a little brook. Or it can be
more psychological, a fear of going through a certain risk in life which
is really not dangerous, but they are as terrified as if they had to jump
over a crocodile, simply because the archetype is constellated. The
crocodile is then in themselves, and it is not helpful because it no
longer suits the situation. Naturally, to ordinary, normal people such
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things would not happen, but if there is a low threshold of conscious-
ness, where the unconscious can easily get across, these archetypal fig-
ures come up. Now, there are numbers of archetypal situations and the
whole of them make up the world of mythology. Mythology is the text
book of archetypes, of course not rationally elucidated and explained,
but simply represented like a picture or a story book. But all arche-
types were originally real situations.

We are here concerned with the archetypes of the old man. When-
ever he appears, he also refers to a certain situation: there is some dis-
orientation, a certain unconsciousness, people are in a sort of confu-
sion and don’t know what to do. Therefore these Saoshyants, these
wise men or prophets, appear in times of trouble, when mankind is in
a state of confusion, when an old orientation has been lost and a new
one is needed. So in the continuation of this chapter we see that Zara-
thustra appears in the moment when something has happened which
made his presence necessary, and Nietzsche calls that the death of
God; when God dies, man needs a new orientation. In that moment
the father of all prophets, the old wise man, ought to appear to give a
new revelation, to give birth to a new truth. That is what Nietzsche
meant Zarathustra to be. The whole book is an extraordinary experi-
ence of that phenomenon, a sort of enthusiastic experience sur-
rounded by all the paraphernalia, one could say, of true revelation. It
would be quite wrong to assume that Nietzsche invented such a partic-
ular artifice in order to make an impression, for the sake of aesthetic
effect or anything like that; it was an event which overcame him—he
was overcome by that archetypal situation.

Miss Wolff: Would it not be worthwhile to read that description of his
inspiration?—he describes it so wonderfully.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he once wrote a letter to his sister in which he said:
“You can have no idea of the vehemence of such composition.” Then
in Ecce Homo he describes how the archetype came upon him:

Has anyone at the end of the nineteenth century any distinct
notion of what poets of a stronger age understood by the word in-
spiration? If not, I will describe it. If one had the smallest vestige
of superstition in one, it would hardly be possible to set aside com-
pletely the idea that one is the mere incarnation, mouthpiece or
medium of an almighty power. The idea of revelation in the sense
that something becomes suddenly visible and audible with inde-
scribable certainty and accuracy, which profoundly convulses and
upsets one—describes simply the matter of fact. One hears—one
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does not seek; one takes—one does not ask who gives: a thought
suddenly flashes up like lightning, it comes with necessity, unhes-
itatingly—I have never had any choice in the matter. There is an
ecstasy such that the immense strain of it is sometimes relaxed by
a flood of tears, along with which one’s steps either rush or invol-
untarily lag, alternately. There is the feeling that one is completely
out of hand, with the very distinct consciousness of an endless
number of fine thrills and quiverings to the very toes;—there is a
depth of happiness in which the painfullest and gloomiest do not
operate as antitheses, but as conditioned, as demanded in the
sense of necessary shades of colour in such an overflow of light.
There is an instinct for rhythmic relations which embraces wide
areas of forms (length, the need of a wide-embracing rhythm, is
almost the measure of the force of an inspiration, a sort of coun-
terpart to its pressure and tension). Everything happens quite in-
voluntarily, as if in a tempestuous outburst of freedom, of abso-
luteness, of power and divinity. The involuntariness of the figures
and similes is the most remarkable thing; one loses all perception
of what constitutes the figure and what constitutes the simile;
everything seems to present itself as the readiest, the correctest
and the simplest means of expression. It actually seems, to use one
of Zarathustra’s own phrases, as if all things came unto one, and
would fain be similes: “Here do all things come caressingly to thy
talk and flatter thee, for they want to ride upon thy back. On every
simile doest thou here ride to every truth. Here fly open unto thee
all being’s words and word-cabinets; here all being wanteth to be-
come words, here all becoming wanteth to learn of thee how to
talk.” This is my experience of inspiration. I do not doubt but that
one would have to go back thousands of years in order to find
some one who could say to me: It isalso mine!*

This is the way Nietzsche experienced the coming of Zarathustra,
and it shows very clearly the symptomatology of the wise old man. Now
we will go on with our text. We go as far as his intention to teach the
wise their folly and the poor their riches. He continues:

Therefore must I descend into the deep: as thou doest in the
evening, when thou goest behind the sea, and givest light also to
the netherworld, thou exuberant star!

Like thee must I go down, as men say, to whom I shall descend.

* N/Complete, vol. 17, p. 101.
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Bless me, then, thou tranquil eye, that canst behold even the
greatest happiness without envy!

Bless the cup that is about to overflow, that the water may flow
golden out of it, and carry everywhere the reflection of thy bliss!

Lo! This cup is again going to empty itself, and Zarathustra is
again going to be a man.

Thus began Zarathustra’s down-going.

He has been up in the mountains with the sun, which symbolizes the
intense consciousness that always stared him in the face. And now he
makes up his mind to go down like the sun that sets, which means that
he was completely identified with his own consciousness, and now feels
the need of leaving that condition and going down into the depths,
into the underworld which to him is the world of man. How would you
interpret that psychologically? What happens when he leaves his con-
sciousness?

Dr. Reichstein: Some new thing would rise from the unconscious.

Dr. Jung: Well, when the ordinary human being leaves his world of
consciousness, then naturally the unconscious begins to move, things
that have been unconscious appear, as one sees in case of neurosis or
psychosis, or in any other case where peopleintentionally give up their
consciousness. That would be true of a normal consciousness, but this
is a sort of super-normal concentrated consciousness, and we cannot
expect the same thing to occur in such a case.

Remark: He comes to the normal state.

Dr. Jung: Yes, because he is already in the abnormal condition. We
are so used to thinking that people in an abnormal condition are in the
unconscious that we don’t dream that they can be too conscious. But
such a spasm of consciousness does exist.3 In our days there are many
people who suffer from a pathologically increased consciousness, and
then they have to come down to the level of normal consciousness—
not to a highly strung consciousness where everything spontaneous is
suppressed.

Mprs. Crowley: Would it be first a very abstract consciousness?>—and in
coming down would it take an opposite, more human form?

Dr. Jung: Yes,itis a de-tension, a relaxation, a more human form; his
consciousness was before characterized assun-like and that is of course
far too much, a sort of divine consciousness. Naturally it suggests meg-

+ Fyodor Dostoevsky (1821-1881), a writer of importance to both Nietzsche and Jung,
describes in part one of his Notes from Underground (1864) an ultra-conscious man who is
reduced to inactivity.
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alomania, and you have in fact to reckon with these megalomanic as-
sumptions in Nietzsche. Six years later, in 1889, he was already ill with
megalomania, on the basis of degeneration of the brain. Of course it is
exceedingly difficult to say whether he was already influenced by the
oncoming disease, but I think it is very improbable; there are very few
things in the actual text of Zarathustra which could be hypothetically as-
cribed to that. This kind of megalomania is due to something else.

Miss Wolff: It is archetypal?

Dr. Jung: Yes, he is identical with the archetype. Of course he makes
adifference between himself and Zarathustra; he says: “and Zarathus-
tra passed by me,” but he cannot help feeling gripped by that figure
and he even is Zarathustra at times, and that is an inflation. You see,
whenever one is caught in an archetype, one forgets oneself com-
pletely, one is in a heightened condition, just inflated; then one lives on
and can see later that one has suffered from an inflation. Primitives
know that. When a man has been in a great excitement, an uplifted
condition—when a man who has been a successful warrior and killed
other men for instance—he must go through a rite de sortie in order to
disidentify from the archetypal hero, the godlike figure he has be-
come. Otherwise he works havoc, he goes on slaughtering his own
tribe perhaps, or becomes so impertinent that he is insupportable.
Therefore, in certain tribes the successful warrior is not received in
triumph as we would treat him, but is sent to a lonely place where he is
fed on raw vegetables for two months in order to thin him down, and
then when he is quite meek he is allowed to come back. And not only
the man who has been aherois mana, butalso his weapon; a sword that
has killed contains the secret of killing and is a particular sword; it has
worked the extraordinary deed and is mana. So when one is told that
a king has been murdered by a certain sword or dagger, one looks at it
with different eyes: it startles one’s imagination because it is mana.
Now, as I said, Nietzsche cannot help being partially identical with Zar-
athustra, because that was the time of the culmination of materialistic
science and philosophy and nobody had an inkling of psychology, no-
body had thought of the possibility of making a difference between
oneself and something psychical.4 Most of the people of that day would
nothavebeenable to conceive of such a thing. Even today, it would not
enter the minds of many people, particularly the most educated ones,

4+ That is, no—or little—psychology of the kind that dealt with the unconscious. How-
ever,Charcotwas treating hysteria with hypnosisin the 1870s and 8os, and Josef Breuer
conducted his well-known treatment of “Anna O” in 1882. There was, of course, a great
deal of activity in physiological psychology throughout the last half of the century.
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that they were not identical with their psyche. It needs extraordinarily
good evidence and persuasion to convince them of the fact; they think
that is all bunk. So Nietzsche would not be in a condition to make a dif-
ference between himself and Zarathustra; it was quite obvious to him
that there was nothing outside him but other ladies and gentlemen. He
surely wasnotidentical with Zarathustra, and if anybody made a noise,
well, it was he himself under the disguise of Zarathustra. And the lan-
guage he puts into the mouth of Zarathustra—or which he allows him
to pick out of himself—is of course inflated and therefore in many
places much too big. Then, there is another reason why the language
is so exaggerated. Do you know under what conditions that hap-
pens?—the condition in which you do things in a complicated way as if
there were no simple way?

Mrs. Fierz: He was identified with his thinking, and when he writes,
it is like an influx of a very inferior feeling, a sentimentality.

Dr. Jung: That is true, that is one thing. And why is that feeling flow-
ing in?

Mrs. Fierz: He does notknow about it.

Dr. Jung: Of course, but could it notbe kept outside by mereinstinct?
Usually people make the most extraordinary fuss trying to keep their
inferior function out of the way.

Miss Wolff: The archetype touches depths where he cannot differ-
entiate between the functions.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. The archetype has absolutely no interest in differ-
entiating the functions because it is the totality of all functions. Then
what else might be the reason that the language is so terribly pregnant?

Remark: Anima inspirations?

Dr. Jung: Well, the anima would be the personification of the inferior
function; the amina is chiefly fed by the inferior function, in this case
inferior feeling, so the inferior function and the anima are one and the
same under two aspects; one is the scientific formulation and the other
is the phenomenological.s Of course it is a function, in whatever form
it appears. But there is a further reason for this language.

Dr. Reichstein: It is quite natural that the archetype should speak in
such a way; they all speak such heavy language.

Dr. Jung: Thatis true to a certain extent, of course, but in Nietzsche’s

5> For Jung, the inferior function is always the “opposite” of the most developed func-
tion, the pairings being thinking/feeling and sensation/intuition. The “attitudes” are also
opposed, so that for the introvert, extraversion is typically difficult and somewhat awk-
ward, and vice versa. CW 6, passim.
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case itis really an exaggeration; there must be certain reasons why it is
s0.

Mrs. Baumann: It is not a compensation for his inferiority?

Dr. Jung: That is an idea. Whenever one has an inflation, whenever
one is identical with an archetype, one has as a human being feelings
of inferiority which are not admitted, and then one uses particularly
big language. For instance, I once had a case, a woman, an absolutely
incurable lunatic in an asylum, who called her own language “technical
words of power” and was always trying to make compounds of words
that were all-powerful—as if, by combining a lot of words that ex-
pressed power or energy, like powerhouse, majesty, pope, king, church, bol-
shevism, etc., the compound would make a word of power. Lunatics
make up these words in order to kill people with them; they take a
whole mouthful and spit it out and hope people will be smashed by
them, convinced and overcome. Of course it might be said that a great
deal of our science consisted of such words of power; they use enor-
mous Latin words and say things in such a complicated way that ap-
parently no devil can understand them. But it is exceedingly simple
when translated into simple words; there is no need tosay it in such an
awfully fat and clumsy way—that is merely to convince people. Of
course one gets frightened and overcome if long Latin and Greek hy-
brids are screaming over you, and thinks, “Well, he must be everything
and I am just nothing.” That is usually done by people who are more
or less insignificant and want to give themselves airs; they make a par-
ticularly big noise to express something which is not very likely. “Good
wine needs no bush” is an old English saying, but people who produce
insignificant stuff need big words in order to be heard at all.? So a cer-
tain feeling of inferiority and inefficiency, which was always present in
Nietzsche, is back of that language, causing him to choose the big
words in order to hit the goal. For to him the world was always exceed-
ingly dull, nobody had ears or eyes or a feeling heart, so he had to
knock at the doors with a sledgehammer. But when people locked the
doors, he attacked them with such fearful words that they became
frightened. His contemporary Jakob Burckhardt, the famous histo-
rian, grew quite afraid when he read Zarathustra—as I know from peo-
ple in Basel who were acquainted with them both. It was uncanny to

5 *If it be true that good wine needs no bush, and ’tis true that a good play needs no
epilogue, yet to good wine they do use good bushes, and good plays prove the better by
the help of good epilogues” (Rosalind in Shakespeare’s As You Like I1).
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him; it was the language that overcame him.” He shut the door to
Nietzsche because he was too troublesome, he made too big a noise.
And one always has the impression in reading Zarathustra, that it does
not really reach people. Nietzsche felt that too and therefore he in-
creased the weight of it in order to make it sink in. If he would only
wait, be a bit more patient, a bitless noisy, then it would sink in; certain
passages in Zarathustra are of supreme beauty, but others are in very
bad taste, and the effect of the whole is somewhat endangered by that
style. Those are the main reasons for it then, but there is still another
point which explains the extraordinary weight of Zarathustra.

Mrs. Adler: Tt is because the aspirations or intuitions are not quite
real and therefore they need a particular emphasis, as it were, against
Nietzsche, as if he were preaching to himself in the first place?

Dr. Jung: That is a very subtle point of view. It is surely a valid argu-
ment since there is plenty of evidence that what we would call “reali-
zation” had not taken place.

Mpvs. Baynes: I don’t understand what Mrs. Adler means by their not
being quite real to him.

Dr. Jung: It would mean in this case, not quite realized. As a matter
of fact when there is an inflation by an archetype, there is no realiza-
tion: one cannot realize the thing by which one is inflated. First, the in-
flation must have come to an end, and then one may realize, not be-
fore. But there is still another point.

Dr. Reichstein: Perhaps it was because Nietzsche was against the
whole world, and so he had to knock very hard.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is quite certain. Nietzsche was in a sort of fighting
position against the whole contemporary world and it gave him a pe-
culiar feeling of inefficiency that his words reached nowhere—no echo
anywhere. That really was the case; nobody cared, his was the voice of
one shouting in the wilderness, and so naturally he would increase his
voice instead of lowering it. You see, when one is not understood one
should as a rule lower one’s voice, because when one really speaks
loudly enough and is not heard, it is because people don’t want to hear.
One had better begin to mutter to oneself, then they get curious.

Miss Wolff: The biblical language may be partly intention and partly
coming from the unconscious, because Nietzsche suppressed tradi-
tional Christianity.

7 Jacob Burckhardt (1818-1897) befriended the young Nietzsche when he came to
Basel and remained a correspondent after Nietzsche’s departure. His The Civilization of
the Renaissance in Italy (1880) brought him international fame.
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Dr. Jung: Thatis also a very valid consideration, that his emphasis on
this style is intentional.

Mprs. Zinno: Is it because there is no compensation from his feel-
ing?—no figure like Salomé in the unconscious to carry his feeling?®

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is an important point. We already mentioned the
fact that the anima is somewhere in the game, but the absence of the
anima as an independent figure surely increases the weight of Zara-
thustra to a rather considerable degree. We have there a problem in
itself, namely, the identity of Zarathustra with the anima, and most
probably an identity of the author with the anima, so it is an extraor-
dinary compound.

Mr. Allemann: When an archetype is constellated, it is always some-
thing old, historical; that might account for this old language.

Dr. Jung: But old language need not be so emphatic surely; there
must be a power behind it that causes a tremendous emphasis and
what Miss Wolff said would explain a part of it. One could say
Nietzsche himself had another side which needed strong language,
and all the sermons are chiefly spoken to himself. You must remember
that he was the son of a parson and he had some inheritance presum-
ably. I know what that means.

Miss Hannah: Is it not just the determination of a parson not to be
answered back?

Dr. Jung: But thatis not enough. On the one side, of course, one can
assume a certain peculiar dull resistance of the powers which have
been hitherto valid in Nietzsche himself—he needed strong language
in order to overthrow that small fellow who was so overwhelmed by
tradition. That would be Nietzsche’s shadow, you see, of which there
are evidences in certain letters to his “dear Lama,” as he called his sis-
ter, being quite incapable of seeing that she had not a trace of under-
standing. Then you understand something about thatlittle fellow who
came from the Saxon village near Leipzig where his father was a par-
son. You see, that also suggested to his imagination that he was an Eng-
lishman, he needed some geographical compensation. But I want to
know more about the force behind this language. A definite force, the
most passionate emotion, betrays itself; there must be a great strength
behind that broke through the veil of tradition.

Mprs. Jung: Could it not be that he had too little libido in his life?—all
the libido was in the spirit and therefore it might cause the violent
expression.

8 That is, no powerful anima figure, the personification of a man’s contra-sexual side.
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Dr. Jung: Yes, one might assume that, but nobody with that particu-
lar task could be expected to pay much attention to his personal life;
that counts for something of course, but there must be a particular
force behind this emphasis, and that should be seen clearly. The whole
thing is overwrought, there is too much in it. I am quite certain that if
you should find such a figure in one of your own dreams you would
know what was happening.

Mprs. Fierz: The urge for individuation.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. The self is in it.» That is the reason why the old
man develops such an extraordinary passion and temperament, like
Zarathustra. You see, it is not the way of old wise men to be so temper-
amental; that comes from the fact that something exceedingly electri-
cal is within him, and that is the self, which—inasmuch as it is not re-
alized—is contained in an archetypal form. The self can be contained
in the anima, for instance, and then it causes an anima possession and
the effeminization of a man’s general character, his philosophy, all his
convictions, his conduct, etc. Or if it is contained in the archetype of
the old man, he assumes the ways of the prophet, say. Or they can be
all together in one thing and then the human being is completely de-
voured by the archetypal tangle. That is a case we have not yet seen—
where a human individual is possessed by all the things he has not,
chiefly the old man, the self, and the anima. And even the instincts, the
eagle and the serpent, are also on the other side. One really must ask
oneself now, where is Nietzsche himself? That is really a problem. It is
just as he says: he feels himself to be a mere instrument, a suffering
body into which these powers have descended. So an inflation is what
the word denotes; the body is filled with gas and becomes too light and
rises too high and then it needs a descent. Therefore, he is coming
down into the world of ordinary people, to the former quasi-normal
consciousness; in the end of this first chapter, it is said that Zarathustra
wants to become just the ordinary man again.

Now we begin the next section:

Zarathustra went down the mountain alone, no one meeting
him. When he entered the forest, however, there suddenly stood
before him an old man, who had left his holy cot to seek roots.
And thus spake the old man to Zarathustra:

2 The self, for Jung, “expresses the unity of the personality as a whole” (CW 6, par.
789). This important idea will be extensively explicated below. So too, the archetypal
“old wise man.”
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“No stranger to me is this wanderer: many years ago passed he
by. Zarathustra he was called; but he hath altered.

Then thou carriedst thine ashes into the mountains: wilt thou
now carry thy fire into the valleys? Fearest thou not the incendi-
ary’sdoom?

Yea, I recognize Zarathustra. Pure is his eye, and no loathing
lurketh about his mouth. Goeth he not along like a dancer?

Altered is Zarathustra; a child hath Zarathustra become; an
awakened one is Zarathustra: what wilt thou do in the land of the
sleepers?”

Well now, what about this old man? Who is he? Zarathustra himself is
the old man and now he meets another one.

Mrs. Crowley: He suggests the old wise man of the earth, more of the
unconscious.

Dr. Jung: But what kind of technique would you suggest to make out
who this other old man is? We must find out, not by mere guessing, but
by getting at the actual material.

Dr. Bahadurji: They know each other already, that is the old self left
behind.

Dr. Jung: Yes, they know each other, they must be related, there is
apparently a secret identity. But we don’t know exactly what that other
form is. Now what tangible method would you suggest to find out?

Mrs. Adler: One must find out his character from what he says and
does.

Dr. Jung: Yes, we must see how this old man is functioning, what he
says, how he behaves. But the main point I wanted to call attention to
is that Zarathustra himself says: “This old saint in his wood has not yet
heard that God is dead!” So you can easily conclude who that old wise
man is.

Mrs. Fierz: In comparison to Zarathustra he would be Christ himself.

Dr. Jung: Well, it would be more the old Christian attitude, the wis-
dom of the Christian attitude. He is an anchorite, he represents the
early Christian spirit that does not know yet that its God is dead, that
he has come to an end. We will see whether this hypothesis fits. First of
all, that he is an anchorite fits in with the early Christian ideals. Then
he knows Zarathustra and says that many yearsago he passed the same
place but going in the opposite direction. To what would that refer?

Mrs. Crowley: Would it refer to the original Zarathustra when he re-
ceived the spirit?

Dr. Jung: Yes, it simply means that the Christian spirit noticed Zara-
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thustra, it knew about him. As a matter of fact the greater part of the
Christian dogma is Persian in origin, it comes from the Zoroastrian tra-
ditions. And what would it mean that Christianity watched Zarathustra
carrying his ashes to the mountains? What are his ashes?

Mrs. Baumann: His death at that time.

Dr. Jung: Well, when a man consists of ashes he is a disembodied
spirit, so Christianity only knows of Zarathustra as a being that has
gone forever; he is dead, he has carried his ashes to the mountains.
And now this same spirit recognizes Zarathustra coming back rejuve-
nated. So Christianity realizes that Zarathustra has returned and is
going the opposite way, coming down from the mountains, meaning
that he is being incarnated again, becoming modern again. Now that is
Nietzsche’s idea. He thought that Zarathustra had been the inventor of
the great conflict between good and evil, and that he had influenced
the whole mental evolution of the world by this most fundamental con-
cept. And his idea was that he ought now to come back again in order
to improve on his former invention; something should be done about
the insupportable conflict between good and evil, because the old
Christian point of view, represented by the old man in the wood, was
no longer valid. That is evident from what fact?

Miss Hannah: That he has lost all contact with the world.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he is no longer in touch with the world. And that
Christianity has left the world is exactly the reason why Zarathustra is
born again; he must come back because the spirit he created and left
behind him has evaporated. You see, that is a repetition of the very im-
portant psychological fact that when Christ died he left behind him, or
promised, according to the dogma, the paraclete, the comforter, which
is the spirit, like the descent of the Holy Ghost at Pentecost; that is the
aftermath of the Christian revelation, the spirit left by the appearance
of Christ on earth. His appearance was like a bursting shell that leaves
the spirit trailing after; it remains for a while and then slowly recedes
into the background again. So we could call this old man the paraclete;
he is the remaining spirit of Christianity and is about to recede into na-
ture. We shall see now how that is done. He says to Zarathustra:

“Go not to men, but stay in the forest! Go rather to the animals!
Why not be like me—a bear amongst bears, a bird amongst birds?”
“And what doeth the saint in the forest?” asked Zarathustra.

The saint answered: “I make hymns and sing them; and in mak-
ing hymns I laugh and weep and mumble: thus do I praise God.”
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But this is not correctly translated. He “brummt” and that is like the
sound a bear makes. You see, he imitates animals’ voices, it is a regres-
sive phenomenon. Christianity and the Christian ritual developed in a
time when it was still the custom in contemporary pagan cults to imi-
tate animals’ voices. We know from the old Apologists, those Christian
propagandists who fought against the pagan beliefs and the heathen-
ish philosophers and orators—and also from pagan sources—that in
the mystery cults round Mithras and Bakcheus and such pagan syncre-
tistic gods,' they imitated on certain occasions the voices of the sym-
bolicanimals they represented, roaring like lions or bulls, for instance.
A certain class of followers of Mithras was called aetoi,* others were
called the leontes, lions, and the followers of Artemis were called arktoz,
bears. Others were sort of angels called the heliodromoi, or sun-runners.
And they are represented on certain old monuments as wearing ani-
mal masks; they obviously identified with animals, which then had
symbolic meaning. They were no longer the old dancing masks of the
primitives; they had a highly philosophical meaning, but we don’t
know what their ideas were. We have evidence of the same sort of thing
within the Christian tradition also. You have seen those Christian man-
dalas where Christ is represented in the center, usually announcing
the Law like Buddha, or holding the Holy Scriptures with the gesture
of blessing, and in the corners are the four Evangelists in the form of
their animal identifications. There are plenty of such representations
in Niremberg in the Germanic museum, for instance, and in Norman
monasteries or churches you find these mandalas with the Evangelists
in their animal forms, the so-called theriomorphic personifications—
the angel, the eagle, the bull and the lion. That is a very primitive idea,
coming by way of the Egyptian tradition; the four sons of Horus were
animals; that is, one son of Horus had a human head, the analogy of
the angel or the heliodromoi, and the three others had animal heads. It
has to do with the condition of the functions in those days, but we are
not concerned with that question here. I merely wanted to show that

' The proliferation of syncretistic gods among such groups as the Naassenes or the
tendency to conflate Osiris, Sophia, Adam, Bacchus, et al., perhaps represents in part
the need of travelers to assimilate foreign gods to their own pantheon.

' Aetoi: birds of omen, favorites of Zeus. For Bacchus, see (CW 14, par. 510n, where
Jung says that the dirge “The great God Pan is dead!” vividly described in Plutarch’s
Moralia, was extended to include Bacchus and other gods and demigods in ancient times
and then was echoed in Nietzsche’s Zarathustra and his announcement of the death of
God. For Plutarch, see below, g1 Oct. 1934, n. 6.
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even Christianity could not avoid these theriomorphic identifications;
the eagle or the bull or the lion in the Christian tradition are like the
arktoi or the aetoi or the leontes in the analogous heathenish syncretistic
cults. They were a sort of concession when Christianity became
worldly. Naturally, they don’t appear in the first century because the
Evangels were not even supposed to be sacred then; they were only
supposed to be good literature, good for the believers to read. Then
the Christian ritual was invented, the canons of the church, an organ-
ized priesthood, etc., and it is natural that the pagan ideas crept in too.

Well, the old anchorite spirit is now receding: he makes a regression,
having understood that nothing was to be done with these human
beings. He becomes quite skeptical and thinks it best to worship his god
in nature, to be a bear with bears and a bird with birds, to imitate the
animal voices again, and to sing as a bird would sing. So he is isolated
in his wood, a sort of pensioned paraclete, en pension at least. The new
spirit is now a Christ; therefore, the analogy of Zarathustra with
Christ. He comes down from the mountains with new hopes, new ex-
pectations, with an new message to man, and he passes the old fellow.
And the new message, which the old man does not know of, is that God
i1s dead. You see, to the anchorite God is active, he still believes that
there is a God outside of him; but Zarathustra is convinced that there
is no god outside of him, God is dead.

Mprs. Baumann: It corresponds with the death of Pan two thousand
years before.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. One reads in old Latin literature that two thou-
sand years ago, the captain of a boat sailing from the Grecian islands
to Ostia, the harbour of Rome, demanded an immediate interview
with the emperor in order to report a most remarkable event which
had taken place when he was sailing through the Archipelago. He had
passed in the night an island where there was an extraordinary noise;
he heard people shouting: Pan megistos ethneken, Pan the greatest is
dead. Pan was the philosophic god of those days. Originally, he had
been a Latin local god of the fields and the woods, a sort of midday de-
mon with no philosophical or universal importance whatever. Only
later, when they learned Greek, did they see that the name of the old
Latin god, Pan, was the same as the Greek word pan, which means “all,”
the universe. So they had new ideas about their old Pan; he becamethe
god of the world. Then about the second century a.p., rumor spread
that Pan the greatest was dead, Christianity had prevailed against
him—the last conception of a nature god created by antiquity. And
when the god is dead, it means the end of an epoch; therefore, the
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great emphasis laid upon that story. In this chapter, then, we have
watched the way in which the spirit of a whole historical epoch recedes,
disappears into nature, and how at the same time it is renewed in a new
figure with a new message. Yet is still the same old figure; the same
spirit that taught mankind the difference betweengood and evil is now
informing us of the fact that there is no difference and that God is
dead.
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LECTURE III
16 May 1934

Dr. Jung:

Here is a question by Mrs. Bailward:* * ‘Ye creating ones, there is
much uncleanness. That is because ye have had to become mothers’:
Does this passage allude to his psychic identification (possibly a neces-
sary part of creation) which he intuits as unclean?”

Well, the identification we spoke of has nothing directly to do with
what he means in this later passage; this is a particular problem, the
problem of the psychological condition of creativeness, which has
nothing to do with the identification of Nietzsche with the old man. For
there is nothing unclean about the old wise man, nor is there necessar-
ily anything unclean about the anima, or the Puer Aeternus, and so on.
The impurity he alludes to in this very much later passage is the im-
purity of the mixture of spirit and matter which is necessary for crea-
tion; without that mixture no real creation can take place. But it is not
concerned with the identification we are concerned with just now.

I mentioned last time that recognition of God’s being dead; we met
that idea then for the first time. Now, how shall we understand this
statement by Nietzsche?

Dr. Reichstein: That the guiding principle which ought to contain the
life, is dead.

Dr. Jung: Yes, we can understand God psychologically as a supreme
guiding principle. But we must well understand when we make that
formulation or any other, that it is always our formula, it is what we say
or know, it is our impression, the picture which we paint.z If you paint

' In his seminars Jung permitted participants to submit written questions which he
would often respond to at the beginning of the following lecture.

* For Jung and Nietzsche alike different perspectives yield different truths. Nietzsche
prided himself on his ability to switch perspectives. “I now had the skill and knowledge
to invent perspectives: first reason why a ‘revelation of values’ is perhaps possible at all
to me alone” (Ecce Homo, “Why [ am so Wise,” sec. 1, tr. R. |. Hollingdale [Harmonds-
worth, Middlesex, 1979)).

38



16 MAY 1934

a picture of a landscape, say, you would never believe that it was the
landscape; it is only what you make of the landscape. You paint a pic-
ture as well as you can, but it is probably never as beautiful as the land-
scape itself. Either you put something in that is not there, or you leave
out something; at all events, you never make the mistake of confusing
the one with the other. But when we make a formulation about God,
everybody assumes that that is God. If I say, for instance, that god is an
image, or a complex with a very great emotional intensity, or a su-
preme guiding principle, a psychological principle, then everybody as-
serts: Dr. Jung says God is nothing but this. A theologian does exactly
the same thing when he says God can only be good. And he has no idea
of the blasphemy he is uttering. How does he know that God can only
be good? He takes half of the world away from him. How can God be
everything if he is denied the faculty of being evil too? People make the
mistake of assuming that he is nothing but their idea about him, and
apparently God never defends himself. He never says: now this is most
certainly nonsense! When somebody calls God a devil nobody strikes
that man dead: he can live on ever afterwards perfectly happily. One
person can say that God is dead, and another one that he is most living,
and it makes no difference. Supposing that such an absolutely unimag-
inable thing as God exists: he must necessarily be beyond our grasp;
otherwise, we would not use the idea of God. It must be a thing beyond
our mental possibilities. So when we make a mental effort to formulate
something about God, it is most obvious that we make a picture with
our own means, consisting of our own stuff, and it is a most restricted
aspect, because our mind is most certainly incapable of grasping such
a fact as God would represent.

Moreover, the experience we can have of a thing utterly beyond our-
selves can only be certain effects in our psychology;3 we have absolutely
no other material by which to judge. And even in our psychological ex-
perience we are entirely restricted to our own condition. You know,
when I say something to a person and create a certain effect, then the
right conclusion is: Dr. Jung said such and such a thing to me and I had
such and such a reaction. Only when in a very bad mood or very re-
sentful will he identify his reaction with himself. In case of a bad reac-
tion, he will consider me a perfect devil, most cruel perhaps, but that
is only when he does not see the justification of what I have said, or
when he does not want to see that he has such a reaction because his

3 Jung uses the expression “in our psychology” most commonly to mean not the psy-
chological theory that he espoused. but the particular psychological dynamics of human
beings.
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character is such that it necessarily produces just that. Only very naive
people will project such reactions upon each other. Of course it hap-
pens all the time; you kick a stone and hurt your foot and then you go
back and kick it again. I saw a man do that recently. He stumbled over
a pipe in his path and dropped something in his hand, and then he
went back and kicked that pipe most violently and hurt his foot a sec-
ond time. That is, of course, very human but it is perfect nonsense.

We always must keep in mind, then, that what we say about God is
made of our own psychology; we cannot get beyond that fact. It is our
language, our own brain cells, our individual experience, and we can-
not prove that anything in our conception could possibly touch the real
being of what we call God. It is almost futile to make such formulations
because we never can prove them; we can only ask: Are there peculiar
effects in our psychology which we cannot place otherwise than under
such a heading? In other words: Are there such things as God-expe-
riences in our psychology?—or what is the thing we call a God-experi-
ence? All we can formulate about it is made of our own concepts, and
we can only postulate that there must be an unimaginable paradoxical
being behind the experience about which we cannot know, per definiti-
onem. It is absolutely dark. So when we assume God to be a guiding
principle—well, sure enough, a god is usually characteristic of a certain
system of thought or morality. For instance, take the Christian God,
the summum bonum: God is love, love being the highest moral principle;
and God is spirit, the spirit being the supreme idea of meaning. All our
Christian moral concepts derive from such assumptions, and the su-
preme essence of all of them is what we call God.

So, when Nietzsche says God is dead, then it naturally means that su-
preme guiding principle is dead, the spirit, love—Christian love of
course—whatever is believed about the Christian God: for instance,
that God loved mankind so much that he even allowed his son to be
crucified toredeem them from sin, and the idea that his son was him-
self and at the same time the sum total of all these leading dogmatic
ideas. So, you could say just as well that our Christian faith or point of
view has vanished; we no longer believe in the Christian dogma, or in
the leading principles of Christian morality, nor can we continue our
traditional Christian psychology.-Nietzsche calls himself an atheist, but
this formulation is of course a bit influenced by the idea that God is
when he is said to be. In calling yourself an atheist, you make that
concession to your primitive magic thinking—as if you could produce
something by saying it is. As Kant said, that word s is nothing but a
copula in a judgment; you need to use a verb that expresses existence,
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but you have not produced a thing by it. If you say you possess a
hundred dollars, they don’t necessarily exist.t But Nietzsche’s idea
confirms our explanation of the old wise man as the original Christian
revelation continued in the idea of the paraclete, the Comforter, with-
drawing slowly from the world and becoming a hermit, re-identif ying
himself again with the natural background from which he came.

You see, the original Christian spirit came out of the unconscious,
out of human nature, in a most natural way. The theologians and the
historians of the Christian conviction always try to make us believe that
Christianity fell from heaven. But it grew very naturally through the
course of centuries. Everything was well prepared. We spoke of the
Persian origin of Christianity, but a great deal came also from Egypt,
something from Indiaeven, because already in the second century B.c.
there were Buddhistic monasteries in Persia, so through Persia the
Buddhistic ideas probably crept into the formation of Christianity. All
the Christian ideas and symbolism existed before, and many of the in-
stitutions of the Catholic church also. The mass probably derives from
the cult of Mithras, and the communion ritual as well.» Monasteries al-
ready existed. You know, at the time of the Reformation they asserted
that monasteries and nunneries were not foreseen in the New Testa-
ment, and then the Catholic church pointed to the fact that monaster-
ies existed in the early days of Christianity, introduced by the first be-
lievers in Christ, before the holy scriptures were ever recognized as
holy. They claim that the church is an older authority than the holy
scriptures since they were collected and declared to be holy long after
the church had been founded by St. Peter (who was supposed to be the
first substitute of Christ on earth) and to have been put into that place
by Christ himself before the Evangels were written. Now, it is an inter-
esting fact that later investigation has shown the evidence of the Cath-
olic church to be not quite reliable. The church pointed to a little book
by Philo Judaeus, a Jew, also called Philo the Alexandrian, who was the
philosopher of Christianity; he developed particularly the Logos phi-
losophy which is contained in the most philosophical of the Evangels,
the Evangel of John.® The little book is called De Vita Contemplativa and

i+ Immanuel Kant (1734-1804) exercised a powerful influence upon Jung. As part of
his denial that God’s existence could be proved, Kant distinguished between a predica-
tion such as “God is benevolent” and the assertion of existence such as “God is, exists.”
He maintained that existence can never be logically deduced. See T'he Critique of Pure
Reason, book 11, ch. g, sec. 4.

5 Mithraism will be discussed below, 10 Oct. 1934.

% Philo Judaeus (¢. 30 B.c.—aA.D. 40), a Jewish Platonist, is often described as a forerun-
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init he described monasteries that existed in his time in Egyptand pre-
sumably also in Southern Palestine in the valley of the Jordan. The
Catholic church quietly assumed that those were Christian monaster-
ies, because one knew of no others; but the fact is that this book is now
known to have been written between 20 and 24 A.D., at a time when
Christ had not begun to teach; and moreover in writing about the life
in those monasteries, Christianity is not mentioned—quite naturally,
because it did not exist!

And just as monasteries were in existence before anything Christian,
so the very central thoughts of Christianity had been well prepared for
centuries and were already there. Then the whole thing crystallized
around that more or less legendary figure of Christ. They said that it
came suddenly as a great revelation, and they actually tried to destroy
all traces of its sources, to forget how it came about and to make it ab-
solutely unique, like a lightning from heaven. But historically this is an
unknown picture: natura non facit saltus, nature does not make jumps;
itis a continuous development. The spirit which grew through the cen-
turies and appeared before the consciousness of the world in the mo-
ment of Christ’s teaching, came about so naturally that Tertullian, one
of the early fathers of the church, wrote that famous phrase: anima na-
turaliter Christiana, the soul is naturally Christian.” It was there long be-
fore people realized it, and the sudden explosion of the Christian faith
was nothing but a sudden dawning of the consciousness of it. And as it
came from nature, so it went back to nature. For a while it lifted man’s
mind out of nature and put it in opposition. St. Augustine, for exam-
ple, said in one of his writings that people went out to marvel at the
beauty of nature, the vastness of the sea, the greatness of the moun-
tains, etc., and forgot themselves and lost their souls; he admonished
them not to look, to beware of the beauty of nature, because it was all
wrong; in everything there was the admixtio diabolicae fraudis, the ad-
mixture of devilish fraud. A devil was inevery natural thing. Thatidea
still exists in the preparatory rites of the Holy Mass. For example, in
the Missale Romanum, a collection of rites and prayers, there is a partic-
ular magic rite called the benedictio cerei, the blessing of the wax in the
altar-candles, for the purpose of purifying the natural substance of
wax as produced by the bees from all admixtio diabolicae fraudis. They

ner of Christian theology, especially in his doctrine of the Logos as the mediator between
God and mankind.

Evangel: Gospel

7 Quintus Septimus Florens Tertullianus (160-7) of Carthage was a lawyer, rhetori-
cian, and Christian apologist.
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assumed that everything that came from the life of nature was impure
because it contained effects or constituents of evil influence, the work
of the devil, so in order to make a sacred use of things, one must dis-
infect them. There is also the benedictio salis, the benediction of the salt.
And in the performance of the Holy Mass the choir boys swing their
censorstomake the incense smoke rise, the smoke being a spiritual dis-
infectant. Germs of evil nature are in the air but thesedevilsaredriven
out by the smoke of the incense that surrounds the altar. So in every
detail the Christian spirit of the early Middle Ages lifted up something
in man, his spirit or soul, till it was out of touch with nature.

Butalready in about the twelfth or thirteenth century we see the first
reactions. It was then that the poet Petrarch climbed a mountain for
the first time to enjoy a beautiful view; he climbed Mont Ventoux in
Provence, and the expedition was surrounded by all sorts of anticipa-
tions and fears because it was then supposed that mountain tops were
inhabited by particular nature devils, so it amounted to an almost blas-
phemous boldness to climb to the heights.® After that, the Christian
spirit included the importance of nature more and more. The early
primitive artists, who indulged in particularly ugly and unanatomical
bodies, were soon supplanted by painters who had discovered the
beauty of the flesh and of all natural things; and with this came the
Renaissance, the resurrection of the spirit of antiquity, and of the old
feeling of connection with nature. Weare still in that process of becom-
ing acquainted again with the spirit of nature, in contrast to the medi-
eval spirit. In the time of Nietzsche, this process, which had begun, let
us say, with Petrarch, reached a culmination; it was recognized that the
Christian principle was dead. That was the confession of the material-
istic age which began with the French Enlightenment in about 1730,
with the Encyclopedists and philosophers Diderot, Voltaire, etc.

This statement that god is dead is obviously most important. It is,
one could say, the exposition of the whole problem of Zarathustra. You
know, in the beginning of a dream there is a short sentence or a picture
which is the exposition of the theme of the dream, and this is such an
exposition. Zarathustra makes that statement to the old wise man, the

* Francesco Petrarch (1304-1874) was both a poet and a precursor of Humanism. At
a time when mountains were considered merely blemishes and obstacles, he celebrated
their beauty in verse. However, he records that his most notable experience on Mont
Ventoux was opening his copy of St. Augustine’s Confessions and coming upon the pas-
sage that speaks disapprovingly of those who “go to admire the high mountains and the
oceans and the course of the heavens . . . and neglect themselves” (book 10, ch. 8). In
CW g5, par. 21n, Jung cites Burckhardt’s “impressive description” of this event.
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old Christian spirit, who has turned very skeptical and prefers the sol-
itude of the mountains and the woods to life in collectivity. And he
givesgoodadvice to Zarathustra: he saysto give mankind nothing, but
rather to take part of theirload and help them tocarryit; only then will
they be grateful. Yet, he thinks they will not accept the new message.

We are now coming upon certain symbols to which I should like to
call your attention. In the fourth paragraph of the second chapter, for
example, the old wise man says: “Yes, I recognize Zarathustra. Pure is
his eye, and no loathing lurketh about his mouth. Goeth he not along
like a dancer?” This quality or attribute of the dancer will occur again
and again later, and I propose that someone make a note whenever we
come across it. There he is likened to a dancer for the first time and
one cannot see exactly why, but when one compares that passage with
others, one understands better what he means. In the third chapter
the rope-dancer turns up. And the same symbol occurs in the fifth
chapter; there the motive of dancing comes again in connection with a
star that is born out of chaos.? Other symbolic expressions occur in dif-
ferent connections. Right in the beginning, for instance, there is the
motif of the setting of the sun, or the down-going of Zarathustra.

Mprs. Crowley: I have thought a great deal about the meeting of these
two wise men. It seemed to me to be the exposition of the whole prob-
lem at the beginning of Zarathustra. And I wondered whether one
could explain it in another way besides the historical one, that Zara-
thustra is the representative of the dying and resurrecting God. The
old wise man would be the spirit of nature, in the eternal, timeless
sense, whereas Zarathustra would represent consciousness as a trans-
torming reality. Then I thought it was an important point that he
speaks of the imperfection of man, which suggests the idea that the
spiritual values come and go, but man, as the animal, inherits that ele-
ment which is eternal, his instinctive nature.

Dr. Jung: Yes, you are quite right. The old wise man in the woods and
the old wise man in Zarathustra are one and the same thing. And that is
always so. The old wise man is at the same time the one that goes and
the one that comes, for everything that is, also is not—and what is to-
day, is not tomorrow. Through that little mental operation of assum-
ing that time is an extension, one knows that what has been, is still, and
what will be, s already: inasmuch as things happen in a timeless con-
dition they are always existing. So that archetype of the old wise man

» Given Nietzsche’s symbolic use of “dancer” and “dance,” all translations prefer this
literal rendering of the German Seiltanzer to the English “tight-rope walker.”
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has been Zarathustra in the ninth century B.c. and Zarathustra now.
He has been Christ, he has been Mohammed, he has been Mani. He
went and he came, he died and was born again. It is of course exceed-
ingly awkward and paradoxical, but things happen like that in the un-
conscious: you come upon such peculiar facts there. And what the col-
lective unconscious is, the world is also. When you look up at the sky
and marvel at the beauty of the stars, you don’t see them as they are,
but as they were, untold millions of years ago. You apparently see a
new star flaming up, but that star became incandescent when Tut-ank-
amen was Pharaoh in Egypt, and perhaps it does not now exist at all.
For if by a miracle all the stars in heaven could be wiped out of exist-
ence, you would still go on seeing them for four years: only then would
the first star disappear perhaps, and twenty or fifty years later others
might go out, but the sky would be there as before, and it would take
untold millions of years before the last star vanished. So we live contin-
ually in an age where things that have been are still in existence. The
disagreeable thing is that we cannot see what is in the future. But our
unconscious is somewhat in advance of our eyes, and has a notion of
the things that will be, for the future is created out of the remote past.

Mr. Baumann: 1 want to ask why Shiva is always represented danc-
ing?

Miss Wolff: Dancing is a symbol of creation, according to Professor
Zimmer’s book.'®

Dr. Jung: Yes, dancing is always connected with creation. Shiva
dances the origin and the destruction of the world. The birth of the
dancing star out of chaos is a symbol of creation.

Dr. Reichstein: Dancing with the self is always an expression of one-
ness. '

Dr. Jung: Would you say that it was creative to represent the unity of
your condition or the union with yourself?

Dr. Reichstein: Yes, it has a creative effect.

Dr. Jung: But upon what? What would be the creative effect?

Dr. Reichstein: It can be very different, it depends upon the kind of
dance.

' Heinrich Zimmer (1890-1943), German indologist, was a close friend of Jung, and
his mentor in Indian myth and religion. The book referred to is presumably Kunstform
und Yoga im indischen Kultbild (1926), translated into English by Gerald Chapple and
James Lawson as Artistic Form and Yoga in the Sacred Images of India (Princeton, 1984).
Many of the ideas of this work reappear in Myths and Symbols in Indian Art and Civilization
(Princeton, B.S. VI, 1946), and in T'he Art of Indian Asia (Princeton, B.S. XXXIX, 1955)
which were edited by Joseph Campbell.
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Dr. Jung: Exactly. You can dance not only to produce the union with
yourself, or to manifest yourself, but in order to produce rain, or the
fertility of women, or of the fields, or to defeat your enemy. The idea
of an effect, or something produced, is always connected with the idea
of dancing. Therefore, it was originally a magic ritual by which some-
thing was produced, it was the original idea of work even. When prim-
itives dance they really work, they dance until they are completely ex-
hausted; they can dance for forty-eight hours in succession. For
instance, in the stag dances of the Mexican Indians one of the partici-
pants puts on the skin of a stag and wears a stag’s horns, and is then
pursued by the hunters who shoot at him with dulled arrows. He goes
on dancing until he is almost dead and then another one takes his
place, and that goes on for days in succession. That is a rite d’entrée be-
fore the stag hunting season, and it is very clearly done in order to
gather up all their energies and to put them into the frame of mind,
the attitude, of stag hunting, or to produce plenty of meat supply, or
to attract hunting animals. They dance the animals in order to attract
them, as the oyster fishers in Scotland sing the oysters. And in Switz-
erland they sing the cows, the so-called ranz des vaches, or the Kuhreihen,
in order that they may give a lot of milk and produce calves. There are
plenty of such primitive rites to produce fertility or for the cure of dis-
ease. They dance a disease, they represent the demons of sickness and
dance them in order to combat them. So the first ideas of efficiency or
effect were due to their peculiar psychological experiences through
rhythmic movement: the efficiency mood was developed through the
rhythmical repetition that slowly catches the whole system. The native
drum, forinstance, the tom-tom, has an exceedingly suggestive effect;
after a while the whole system quivers rhythmically, and by means of
that rhythm they get into the attitude, a sort of ekstasis,'* in which the
effect takes place, astate in which they may have visions that help them
to get up their courage or to concentrate. Then, people who are ordi-
narily just lazy dogs do things in an amazing hurry and with tremen-
dous concentration.

I once watched an interesting performance in north Africa, south of
Tunis.’> The Marabout in that country is a saintly man who is usually
in charge of the poor: he sees that they are fed. His title is “the one who

' Ekstasis, the Greek root for ecstasy, may be literally rendered, “to cause to stand
apart.”

* See MDR, ch. g and appended letter to Emma Jung, for Jung’s account of his ex-
periences in North Africa, as well as for his visits to New Mexico where he became ac-
quainted with the myths and dances of the Pueblo Indians.
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nourishes the poor.” He naturally cannot feed them all out of his own
pocket, so he is entrusted with land to cultivate for that purpose, which
is worked in turn by voluntary labor; one year it is this village, and the
next year it is another. The men work for two or three days on the es-
tate of the Marabout, and they do it as a sort of ritual. I saw them as-
sembling the evening before with their camels, hundreds of them with
green banners, and then in the morning a wild drumming and singing
started and the whole crowd began to dance. They had sort of baskets
or sacks, and short hoes instead of shovels and spades, and they filled
these sacks with sand, a weight of a hundred pounds or more, and
danced, carrying that load to another place where they were building
dams and making little canals for fertilizing the very dry soil. And all
that heavy labor was done in dancing step. Of course towards midday
they were nearly dead in the great heat, but I watched them for hours
and they were most ef ficient. In afew hours they had built a huge dam.
But I am perfectly certain that if I had hired that crowd for three or
four shillings they would hardly have moved; they would have been so
tired and hot and hungry.
Now we go on to the next chapter:

When Zarathustra arrived at the nearest town which adjoineth
the forest, he found many people assembled in the market-place;
for it had been announced that a rope-dancer would give a per-
formance. And Zarathustra spake thus unto the people:

I teach you the Superman. Man is something that is to be sur-
passed. what have ye done to surpass man?

All beings hitherto have created something beyond themselves:
and ye want to be the ebb of that great tide, and would rather go
back to the beast than surpass man?

What is ape to man? A laughing-stock, a thing of shame. And
just the same shall man be to the Superman: a laughing-stock, a
thing of shame.

Ye have made your way from the worm to man, and much
within you is still worm. Once were ye apes, and even yet man is
more of an ape than any of the apes.

Even the wisest among you is only a disharmony and hybrid of
plant and phantom. But do I bid you become phantoms or plants?

Lo, I teach you the Superman!

Well, this chapter begins with the continuation of the story. You know,
there is always a certain movement, a certain story, going on in all un-
conscious fantasies. Zarathustra is in the mountains in the beginning,
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then he descends and goes through a wood where he meets that old
wise man, and now he comes to the city which is near the forest. That
is like fantasies in general, a sort of drama which has its own time and
place where it is enacted. Of course it is symbolical. The place high up
on the mountain is a high level, corresponding, as we have seen, to an
intense consciousness, the level of the sun: there one is isolated. And
the down-going is the approach to the lowerlevel where one comes to-
gether with that man in oneself, the ordinary collective human being.
Not in your highest differentiation, your so-called differentiated or su-
perior functions, are you connected with other human beings, but in
your inferior functions. You see, the differentiated functions help you
to be independent. If you could live entirely in your differentiated
function, you never would need any other human being; you would be
under no obligations and dependent upon nobody. But where you are
inferior, inefficient, you are connected with mankind. The real vital
connection is always through the inferior side, the “human, all-too-hu-
man,” as Nietzsche says.'3

Now, Zarathustra comes first into the wood, and the wood is dark
and doubtful. To primitive people the wood is always a place of ghosts,
full of unknown risks and dangers. It is a place where the unconscious
is projected. So, from the very high level of consciousness, he has to go
down almost into the unconscious in order to reach man, who is sepa-
rated from a superior consciousness through the fact that he is uncon-
scious of that high level. The mountain is hidden from his view by the
forest and by the old spirit that dwells in the forest. And now he comes
to the town, the collective place. He has arrived on the level of ordinary
humanity and will speak to his fellow beings. The first person he meets
is a rope-dancer. If it were a dream or a fantasy, what would you say
that meant?

Dr. Reichstein: It would suggest a caricature of the dancer that Zara-
thustra really is; he dances without connection with the age.

Dr. Jung: You assume that this would be a sort of mirror reflex or a
caricature of Zarathustra?

Dr. Reichstein: 1 think it is a picture of the time perhaps, because peo-
ple are out of connection with the earth. To dance in the air is just the
thing which is attempted by people.

Dr. Jung: Well, in the next chapter, the fourth part, there is a confir-
mation of this idea; he says:

's Nietzsche’s book with this title (1878) describes human psychology. He had come to
realize that his early idol, “the divine Wagner,” was all too human.
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Man is a rope stretched between the animal and the Super-
man—a rope over an abyss.

A dangerous crossing, a dangerous wayfaring, a dangerous
look-back, a dangerous trembling and halting.

What is great in man is that he is a bridge and not a goal: what
is lovable in man is that he is an over-going and a down-going.

Down-going is the translation here of the German word Untergang, but
there is really no English equivalent. 't This shows that the rope-dancer
is an equivalent of himself, or himself under a certain aspect—a
shadow aspect of himself, one could say, for he would not be conscious
of the identification. It is nowhere clearly indicated that Zarathustra is
the rope-dancer, but it is perfectly obvious in the further continuation
of the story inasmuch as he is Nietzsche. I doubt very much whether
Nietzsche realized it. There is, however, farther on in the book, a quite
irrefutable proof that he himself is the rope-dancer, in the prophecy
of his own fate, of which he could not have been conscious. So I think
I am safe in the assumption that Nietzsche was not conscious that Zar-
athustra was the rope-dancer. You see, if a figure like that appears in a
dream—if you encounter yourself in the form of a certain person, for
instance—then you can safely conclude that you are unaware of the
fact that you are like that person under a certain aspect. Or if it is an
animal, that you are unaware of yourself under the aspect of such an
animal. You always assume it must be somebody else. So it would be
quite natural if Nietzsche did not recognize that figure. But we have
such dreams just in order to meet the thing in ourselves which is
strangest to us, and that is the reason why Nietzsche meets that aspect
of himself, a sorry sort of saltimbanque, a rope-dancer. Itis a very flimsy
kind of profession, you know, and very risky at that: one easily slips
and falls down dead.

Now he begins his sermon about the Superman.'> Here we encoun-
ter that concept of the Superman for the first time. He gives a certain
definition of him as the being that can be created by man’s making a
heroic endeavor to create something beyond himself. Of course, any
creation is a creation beyond oneself, because one is already in exist-
ence, and if anything is created it must be beyond. The essence, the
very principle, of creation would be man-beyond-himself, and that is
the Superman. Nietzschesays here, “Man is something that is to be sur-
passed,” that ought to be overcome. Now what is the connection be-

'+ Kaut mann* translated Untergang as “a going under.”
'» Most recent translators render Ubermmensch as “overman.”
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tween the last statement of the chapter before, that God is dead, and
this beginning of the new chapter?

Miss Hannah: It means that the possibility of projecting god into a
thing outside of ourselves is over. That period is dead, and we have to
find it in ourselves—or rather in the Self.

Dr. Jung: Yes, and that practically amounts to the question: What
happens to man when he declares that God is dead? Something must
happen, because other human beings hold that God lives, declaring by
that that they delegate certain of their vital processes into an imper-
sonal sphere which they call God.

Mr. Allemann: It is an increase of consciousness, a breaking of a ta-
boo.

Dr. Jung: Well, not necessarily, but something is increased by it.

Mpr. Allemann: The responsibility to oneself.

Dr. Jung: One could say “responsibility” if one assumes that con-
sciousness is increased; without consciousness there is no responsibility
of course.

Remark: If he is not guided, he has to depend upon himself.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he is without God inasmuch as he assumes that God
guides him. But that is a special case: the gods don’t always guide, they
also misguide. For instance, we pray to the Christian God not to lead
us into temptation. One of my little daughters refused to say that
prayer because God should not be doing such things. We are little ants,
not even children, in comparison with God, and that he takes a fiend-
ish pleasure in leading us into traps is really very evil.! But there is a
definite effect which takes place when you declare that God is dead.

Mrs. Crowley: Inflation.

Dr. Jung: Of course. For you then declare that certain vital processes
which you assume belong to a being outside of you, are now dead.
They either do not existany longer, or they have become your own ac-
tivity. Now, since these processes are untouched by whatever you de-
clare, they cannot die, they are never dead. They happen as they have
always happened, but they happen now under the heading of your
own fantasy, of your own doing. Instead of saying, “God spoke to me
in a dream,” you say “I had a dream, ja: fait un réve, I produced, I
made, a dream”: it is your activity. Then somebody comes along and
says: “You terror, how can you produce such a hellish dream?”—and
you think you must be an awful fellow to make such dreams! St. Au-

"% Jung once wrote that “a man can know . . . less about God than an ant can know of
the contents of the British Museum” (CW 7, par. gg4n).
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gustine thanked God for not making him responsible for his own
dreams.'7 He still believed in the impersonal activity. He would have
gotten into a complete hell if he had thought God was dead, for then
his dreams would have been his own, and any evil or any good that
God had worked in the worth hitherto would have been his own doing.
If a person is conscious of this, his responsibility can heighten to such
an extent that he will have a hellish inflation of consciousness. But also
if he does not realize it, if he does not know what he has done by saying
that God is dead, he can have an inflation of his whole personality.
Then his unconscious will get inflated; he will be hampered by the con-
tinuous presence of God in the unconscious, which is of course the
most terrible thing. Things happen to him, and he thinks he is respon-
sible. Suddenly a thought comes into his head, for instance, and he
thinks he must be a most immoral person to have such a thought. We
cannot be objective, we are exceedingly hysterical: we think we have
done so and so, because we don’t assume that those things just happen.

Weare like somebody walking through a wood who thinks, when an
animal crosses the path, “Why have I caused this animal to cross my
path?—why have I created this animal?” But the mind is like a wood in
which all kinds of things happen. Formerly, we believed that God
could do marvelous things and so could put peculiar thoughts into the
human mind, or that evil ghosts played bad tricks, and thus we were
rid of the responsibility of certain activities. But if you declare that God
is dead and that there is no spook whatever, then it is all your own
doing; or worse still, the doing of yourwife, or your neighbors, or their
children, and so on. Thatis quite bad. Then God is not only introjected
into you but he is also projected into mankind, and then what people
do becomes extremely important, because you assume they know what
they are doing and that only a devil could do such things. But those
people are perfectly unconscious, as you are unconscious: you don’t
know what you do really, because you are not God. Yet you behave as
if you were. Thatis the inevitable consequence, and then of course you
become very important, responsible for a whole world. If you are in-
clined to be a good Christian, naturally you get the savior delusion.
You think you are, in a way at least, a little savior, and that you must
missionize the world and tell people what is good for the good cause.

17 Though he felt commanded to refrain from the “lust of the flesh,” Augustine con-
fessed to God that certain thoughts in sleep not only cause pleasure but go so far as to
obtain assent and something very like reality (Confessions, book 10). But Nietzsche, to the
contrary: “Nothing is more your own than dreams! Nothing more your own work!”
(Daybreak, book 11, p. 78).
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But your cause is exceedingly bad, because you only try to get away
from your own inflation.

So when Nietzsche declares that God is dead, he is confronted with
the rope-dancer, and the rope-dancer is what?

Mrs. Stutz: He represents the great risk of the inflation.

Dr. Jung: Well, the rope-dancer is that quantity of energy which has
been in the god before. This is the diminuitive form of the god in him,
and he is a dancer because God dances the world. That a god should
be a dancer is of course a very pagan notion, and the Hindu idea is that
he dances the creation of the world and its destruction. But God as a
creator, as the author, the maker of things, is a Christian idea as well.
So God appears now like the rope-dancer who is himself, Nietzsche.
And the rope-dancer leads an exceedingly risky existence. Therefore,
through his identity with God, he is instantly forced into a heroic atti-
tude, an attitude of possible self-destruction: he is increased beyond
himself by that inflation. One could not say that this was very bad: it is
the making of a hero. You see, a hero must have a large self-destructive
tendency in order to be a hero. We praise a hero, and the hero contains
a divine spark, or he would not be a hero. He encounters himself, then,
as the hero, this rope-dancer, but that means the maker of his own de-
struction. For the moment, however, the rope-dancer plays no role.
First, Zarathustra tries to teach the people his idea of the Superman.

The idea of the Superman is, of course, the consequence of the God
that is dead, for then man cannot remain man. He is lifted out of him-
self, because all the vital processes that were embodied in God before
are now in himself, and he becomes the creator of himself as God cre-
ates himself or the world. In the old Egyptian texts, God is the maker
of his own egg, the builder of his own nest; he hatches himself out; he
is the Phoenix that burns itself and rises out of its own ashes; he is the
God that eternally re-creates himself.'® So, whenever that inflation
process gets into man, he becomes the maker of himself. Therefore,
Nietzsche continues now to speak about the Superman as able to create
himself; Zarathustra is now the expression of man plus God. He can
undo himself and create a being beyond man, supposedly a product of
man and God. Then he says that “All beings hitherto have created
something beyond themselves,” and that otherwise they would go back
to the animals. Here is the interpretation of the old man in the chapter

" Qsiris at some point seems to have fused with the ancient Goose God, thus the
cosmic egg. “The God of All sayeth .. ., I produced myself from the matter (which) I
made.” E.A.T. Wallis-Budge, From Fetish to God in Ancient Egypt (London, 1934), p. 435.
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before: he didn’t create any longer and so he went back to the animals,
to nature. You see, those people who don't create themselves do go
back to the animal. This idea of self-renewal is a general religious idea.
In what kind of historical rites does it express itself?

Mprs. Baynes: In rebirth ceremonies and initiations.

Dr. Jung: Yes, all the rebirth ceremonies in all religions express this
self-renewal, and it is always linked up with the idea that man in his
self-renewal is doing the same thing that God does. To that extent, he
is God himself. For instance, the baptism of Christ in the Jordan is the
moment of his generation by God himself. According to the old Do-
ketic teaching, it was the moment when God entered the man Christ.
Christ was an ordinary man until his baptism, when God entered him
and he became Superman, god-man. And he remained god-man until
that moment in the garden before his crucifixion when he sweated
blood. There God left him, and it was the ordinary man Christ who was
crucified and not God at all. Therefore he said on the cross: “My God,
why hast thou forsaken me?”'9 That old Doketic belief was of course a
heretical teaching according to the Catholic dogma, but it lasted over
many centuries and survives in certain more or less mystical sects still
in existence.?* Without the ceremony of rebirth, then, man is generally
thought of as an animal. In the Catholic church, people must be bap-
tized to save them from the natural state which is not capable of the
vision of God, the special prerogative of that condition. They are then
quast modo geniti, as if newly born. And in pagan cults they were clad in
white robes and fed with milk like little children for about a week after
the rebirth. I was in one part of Africa where they have rather painful
and complicated initiation ceremonies, and I was told that when the
young men and women evade them, as they do now under the influ-
ence of the Christian missions, they are called animals because they
have not submitted to the rebirth ritual. All rebirth rituals are a mak-
ing over of man into something beyond man, and that is expressed in
many different ways; for instance, that the real parents are no longer
their parents, or that they died and came back again as sort of ghosts

'o Nietzsche elsewhere writes of Jesus’ cry on the cross, that perhaps it gives “evidence
of a general disappointment and enlightenment over the delusion of his life” (Daybreak,
book II, p. 114).

> Doketics (from dokien, “to seem”) such as Marcion argued that if Christ died on the
cross he must have been only a man. Tertullian represented the orthodox doctrine that
Christ was both man and god. The heresy opposite to that of the Doketics was that of the
Ebionites who held that Christ was only man.
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in comparison tothe animal being they were before, and they are given
new names, etc.

These many forms of rebirth rites show that it is a représentation col-
lective, an archetypal idea, which means that the process in question is
aregular quality of the collective unconscious, the original disposition
of man.** And because it has occurred everywhere, it always comes
back again in one form or another. If we live at all, we will always seek
the fulfilment of the archetype of rebirth; one could say it came to pass
on the slightest provocation. So when Nietzsche declares that God is
dead, instantly he begins to transform. With that declaration he is no
longer a Christian, he is an atheist or it doesn’t matter what. He im-
mediately gets into the process of that archetype of rebirth, because
those vital powersin us which we call “God” are powers of self-renewal,
powers of eternal change. Goethe felt that: there is a beautiful verse in
Faust about the kingdom of the mothers where everything is in a con-
tinuous state of self-renewal, a continuous rearrangement.** And this
kingdom of the mothers is the abyss of the deity; it is the darkness of
the good, the deus absconditus, the auctor rerum, the dark father of cre-
ated things. Also one can say it is the original mother. Now, we have a
peculiar sphere in our unconscious which corresponds to such con-
cepts, and we call that “God,” the creative or the creating god. And as
soon as this projection or this declaration, this creative god (whatever
it is) is abolished, instantly that process begins in us. We are caught in
those powers. If you don’t want to be caught in them, then don’t make
such declarations; it is exceedingly foolish to make them, because you
thus provoke the unconscious. Of course you think it is quite futile
whether you make such a declaration or not, that you can say this or
that about God and it makes no difference whatever. But I tell you it
does make a difference in reality, only you won’t connectit with things.
You see, the man Nietzsche himself did not realize, when he said God
was dead, that it meant that he would get into the mill, into the alchem-
ical pot where he is cooked and transformed. As he did not realize, for
instance, that thinking is a most exhausting creative process. He says

*' Jung said, “I term collective all psychic contents that belong not to one individual
but to many, i.e., to asociety, a people, or to mankind in general. Such contents are what
Lévy-Bruhl calls the represéntation collective or primitives” (CW 6, par. 692). Lucien Lévy-
Bruhl, How Natives Think, tr. Lillian A. Clare (orig. Paris, 1910), p. 35{f.

«+ Both Jung and Nietzsche were devoted to Goethe. Jung especially admired the sec-
ond part of Faust, for him a prime instance of what he called visionary art, of which Zar-
athustra is also an example. In Faust, see Part Two, Act L. Sc. xvi; and see also CW 15,

pars. 89-154.
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that all his thoughts jumped out of his brain like Pallas jumping out of
the head of Zeus,*s but on the next page he complained about the ter-
rible vomiting and awful headaches he was always pestered with when
working.?+ That is generally so; we don’t connect psychological and
physical conditions. You see, that declaration is a very obnoxious
thing: it gets him into trouble right away, but he does notrealize it. The
trouble is that he has to create the Superman. His first word is: I teach
you the Superman, not realizing that he has to give birth to a Super-
man, that he is confronted with the task of creating the Superman.
And what is the best proof that he does not realize it?

Miss Hannah: That he preaches it.

Dr. Jung: Yes, if he realized what a task he was confronted with, he
would not teach it; he would keep it all to himself. You see, when one
preaches such things, one practically says you ought to do it, but / am
all right. But whether you realize it or not, you are confronted with an
impossibly difficult task, perhaps really impossible, for who is coura-
geous or bold or mad enough to suggest that he is capable of creating
himself beyond himself, to assume that he is the carrier of a divine ac-
tivity? That is too big.

#+ In Ecce Homo, talking about the time of Zarathustra’s composition, Nietzsche vividly
describes the experience of inspiration. See Lecture II above, pp. 24-25.

+ Nietzsche’s health, except for brief periods, was unbelievably bad. In one year
(1879) someone reckoned from his letterssevereattackson 118 days.
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Dr. Jung:

I have here a question by Mrs. Bailward: “I understood you to say
last time that the powers in us, which we call God, are powers of self-
renewal. I suppose if this renewal process can take place, inflation does
not?”

Yes, inflation is a pathological symptom and it only takes place when
the actual creative self-renewal does not come to pass; that is perfectly
obvious: an inflation is always a symptom of an inherited creative proc-
ess.

Then there are two questions by Mr. Baumann. The first is: “Why is
dancing a symbol for creation and destruction? Does it mean to be in
the body and in time (time as the fourth dimension)? Materia or form
moving and changing in time is creation, or destruction?”

You are asking really for a justification for the interpretation of the
creative forces as destructive forces, why dancing for instance, should
be a symbol for both creation and destruction. Itis because ritual danc-
ing under primitive circumstances is symbolic; it is always a represen-
tation of the creative powers in our unconscious. Therefore it often
means the sexual act, or the fertilization of the earth, or it is for the
production of a certain effect, whether constructive or destructive.
And as a representation of the creative act, dancing necessarily sym-
bolizes both destruction and construction. It is impossible to create
without destroying: a certain previous condition must be destroyed in
order to produce a new one. The most synthetic creation is inevitably
also an act of destruction. The typical Hindu god of the creative forces
is Shiva who dances in the burial grounds; he is the great destroyer be-
cause he is creative life, and as such both creative and destructive. You
may have seen those Indian dancers who have been in Zirich; they
represented the creative act in a most marvelous way. The many arms
of the deity express of course his extraordinary efficiency; he works
not with two hands, but with many. Then if you look at it psychologi-
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cally, the life of a creative individual contains any amount of destruc-
tion, even of self-destruction.

Mrs. Crowley: In that case would not the inflation also be part of that
creative process, even though it is destructive in a sense?

Dr. Jung: Inflation is something abnormal and it is not necessarily a
part of the creative process, though unfortunately it happens of course
to be connected with it very often. But a creative artist, for instance,
can create without imagining himself to be a creator. He can create just
because it is his damned duty to do so, or because he cannot help doing
it. That is, a creative person without self-consciousness. As soon as self-
consciousness comes in, there is inflation: you imagine that you are the
creator and then you are God, because you feel, of course, like ten
thousand dollars if you have time to think of it. If you have time, you
have already split off from the creative process; you look at yourself
and say: “Hell, what a fellow! Isn’t he grand?” And then you are in for
it, you are already living in your biography, you see it printed: In the
year so and so, on such a day, he had such and such an inspiration.
Then you have spoiled your creative process, but you have a most
healthy inflation.!

Mrs. Crowley: You spoke of the tremendous archetypal forces in
Nietzsche. How could he produce Zarathustra withoutidentifying if the
archetypes worked in him?

Dr. Jung: Ah yes, but they would not be working in him, he would be
working in them: that is the natural point of view.

Mprs. Crowley: Do you mean in the sense of a dance?

Dr. Jung: Of course. They have you on the string and you dance to
their whistling, to their melody. But inasmuch as you say these creative
forces are in Nietzsche or in me or anywhere else, you cause an infla-
tion, because man does not possess creative powers, he is possessed by
them. Thatis thetruth. If he allows himself to be thoroughly possessed
by them without questioning, without looking at them, there is no in-
flation, but the moment he splits off, when he thinks, “I am the fellow,”
an inflation follows.

Question: Can it be avoided?

Dr. Jung: Only by obeying completely without attempting to look at
yourself. You must be quite naive.

Mr. Baumann: It happens automatically?

' Jung was especially fascinated with the visionary poet or other artist whose creativity
is a primordial experience, a “dictation” from unknown voices, “a tremendous intuition
striving for expression.” See “Psychology and Literature” in CW 15.
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Dr. Jung: It happens automatically that you become conscious of
yourself and then you are gone; it is as if you had touched a high-ten-
sion wire.

Mr. Baumann: You cannot escape it?

Dr. Jung: If you are simple enough. Nietzsche of course could not
help looking at the thing and then he was overwhelmed with resent-
ments, because the creative powers steal your time, sap your strength,
and what is the result? A book perhaps. But where is your personal
life? All gone. Therefore, such people feel so terribly cheated; they
mind it, and everybody ought to kneel down before them in order to
make up for that which has been stolen by God. The creative forces
have taken it out of them, and therefore they would like to personify
them, to imagine that they are Shiva, in order to have the delight of
being creative. But if you know you are creative and enjoy being crea-
tive, you will be crucified afterwards, because anybody identified with
God will be dismembered. An old father of the church, the Bishop Sy-
nesius, said that the spiritus phantasticus, man’s creative spirit, can pen-
etrate the depths or the heights of the universe like God or like a great
demon, but on account of that he will also have to undergo the divine
punishment.® That would be the dismemberment of Dionysos or the
crucifixion of Christ. We shall come presently to the same problem in
Zarathustra.

Mr. Baumann’s next question is: “Establishing relation to the crowd
requires going down to a lower psychologicallevel. Is it necessary to go
into unconscious, medial relation with people, a kind of identification
or participation mystique with the crowd,s or has one only to show that
one has inferior parts?”

One does not need to show that one has inferior parts, you know;
that is generally known. You may be sure that there are people round
you who are quite convinced that theysee where you are inferior. Peo-
ple have the lovely quality of seeing the shortcomings of other people
very well; they only fail to see their own. So we need never be too self-
conscious in that respect; our shortcomings are noticed; we don’t need
to show them particularly. We only need to show them to ourselves; we

* Of Synesius, Bishop of Ptolemais, Jung said: “In his book De Insomniio, he assigns the
spiritus phantasticus practically the same psychological role as Schiller to the play instinct
and . . . creative fury” (CW 6, par. 174). Jung means here the reconciliation of opposites.

s Participation mystique is a phrase of Lévy-Bruhl. See Primitive Mentality (London,
1923), passim. It was much used by Jung to designate the failure, especially but not ex-
clusively among primitive people, to distinguish oneself from variousimportant objects
in the environment. See CW g i, par. 226.
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are the audience that never hears or sees. Now, that going down is only
possible if somebody has been on a higher level. You see, Zarathustra
is the man or the spirit that, after his going down through the course
of the centuries, has now begun to rise. The old man we met in the
woods is the traditional Christian spirit that slowly receded into nature
where it seemed as if it would finally disappear, but the spirit will not
recede into nature entirely as long as there is man in whom to manifest.
Therefore, in receding he emerges and the oncoming part of the spirit
is Zarathustra. When the other one goes down, the personification of
a new spirit comes up. So it is essentially the same spirit. Zarathustra
has been up on the mountain and now he is coming down to the level
of general mankind.

If we reduce this phenomenon to Nietzsche’s personal psychology,
it would run about as follows: Nietzsche was a professor in Basel for
about ten years, then he withdrew from his profession and lived in
Nice and Rapallo, and in Sils Maria in the Engadine; and much of the
mountain symbolism in Zarathustra comes from such geographical sur-
roundings. He used to walk in the mountains, and he wrote some very
beautiful poems about them. So it is a part of his imagination that he
felt himself as being isolated on the top of a high mountain where he
could look far into the future of mankind, or where he could see life
below at his feet. There he gained that new insight, a new gospel as it
were. And then he came down like Moses from Sinai, to bring it to peo-
ple. That is the way Nietzsche felt it, but inasmuch as he did not do it
naively, without knowing what he was doing, he was identical with the
creative spirit; he knew too much about it and therefore got an infla-
tion. So there is a partial identification with Zarathustra. Now how can
such a partially inflated man get down to mankind? Only in the form
of a preacher who stands on a hillock and preaches. In that first ser-
mon he is standing on a pedestal talking down to them, saying one
should, thereby showing that his sermon is really inefficient because he
is not on the same level. If he were naive he would not notice his mes-
sage, but he would simply talk to the next fellow on the street, say how
do you do and so on; and in the course of their talk he naturally would
mention what his heart was interested in, and the other fellow would
be shot to pieces. Then he would have had an effect. But you can say
the grandest thing and if you are talking down it reaches nobody; it
makes no impression because you talk in such a grand style that only
the wrong people get you. So when Zarathustra was read in the begin-
ning, only the wrong people understood what he really meant; all the
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cranks of Europe were filled with Zarathustra and nothing came from
it at all.

You see, it is not inapt that we are only now attempting an analysis
of Zarathustra; we need all the preparation of our psychology in order
to understand what it really means. The second part of Faust, also, was
understood by nobody; it takes a long and most painstaking prepara-
tion to get the gist of it: it is most prophetic. And we need the experi-
ence of the war and of the post-war social and political phenomena to
get an insight into the meaning of Zarathustra. Now, if Nietzsche had
been unconscious of what he did, he would have been able to come
down to earth. But it is not worthwhile really to speak of the man
Nietzsche, for he was robbed; he lived only that Zarathustra might
speak, and when it came to his own life, it was as poor and miserable as
possible, a sick neurotic existence in the pensions of the Riviera and the
Engadine, and finally in Turin where the devil caught him for good.

Here is a contribution from Miss Cornford: “Zarathustra comes as a
dancer since that represents the exact opposite of the Christian monk.
Instead of ‘mortifying the flesh’ as the monk is taught to do, helivesin
his body, is fully conscious of it, and makes use of it. So while the ascetic
stands like an iron stake planted in the stream of life, the dancer is a
plant that responds to every movement of the water. Thus it is natural
that the preacher of the new religion should come as a dancer, since he
brings movement instead of rigidity.”

Yes, the movement in contrast to rigidity is also a point of view, it is
another opposition, a pair of opposites which plays its role. There are
of course many such sidelights, but they would lead a bit too far.

Then we have a question by Miss Hannah: “I had always thought of
the self as a kind of objective though individual God, whom I hoped to
discover; but when you say ‘create something beyond ourselves’ [Well,
that is what Zarathustra says, I don’t give myself the credit of having
invented such avery apt formula], do you mean the self? And if so is it
created by rebirth? Is rebirth submitting ourselves to a process of na-
ture by will, or it is a still more active process?”

What do you understand by “still more active process?”

Miss Hannah: 1 meant, have we got to do something about it or is it
done to us?

Dr. Jung: Itis a more passive process.

Miss Hannah: If you submit to it, it is passive, isn’t it?

Dr. Jung: Yes, but you can also submit by will and very actively. Well
now, let us assume that the Superman would be Nietzsche’s formula-
tion for the self. He understands that by creating beyond yourself you

60



29 MAY 1934

create the Superman, by will asit were; he even says one should will it,
which shows very clearly that the Superman to him is an active creation
by man. But we cannot create beyond ourselves; we would have to be
gods to do that. You see, this confusion comes from the fact that he
identifies in his language with the creative process. The right perspec-
tive in which to see it is that the creative process in you is not your own
doing. It simply takes you and uses you; it is a different will from your
own. Then you understand that it is something else, something beyond
yourself that is creative. It is necessarily beyond yourself, because the
creative forces were before and after the act of creation. They were
when you were not, when you were unconscious; and what you pro-
duce is necessarily beyond yourself because those forces are beyond
yourself. You cannot rule them; they create what they choose. Of
course, you can identify with it more or less, but that is really childish;
then you are like a naughty boy who in spite of your warnings not to
climb onto the chair, insists upon doing so and of course falls down.
You say: “Now you see!” And he says: “But I wanted to!” It is an illu-
sion when one identifies with these processes. So creating something
beyond ourselves is only a formulation which comes from the idea that
we are creating. We are not creating. We are only instrumental in the
creative process: it creates in us, through us.

Now we will continue the third chapter where the rope-dancer is
first mentioned. Zarathustra says here: “Even the wisest among you is
only a disharmony and hybrid of plantand phantom. Butdo I bid you
become phantoms or plants?” How do you understand this peculiar
expression? In how far is the wisest of mankind hitherto a hybrid of
plant and ghost?

Mpvs. Baynes: Is he speaking there of the wisest among the preceding
Christian wise men or the whole of humanity?

Dr. Jung: It would be the wisest of the people of that crowd, the peo-
ple of our time. He characterizes the particular kind of wisdom which
has been preached to them, and I want to know in how far that is a hy-
brid of plant and ghost.

Mpr. Nuthall-Smith: Inasmuch as the earthly and spiritual are divided,
people are not unified.

Dr. Jung: But a hybrid is not divided. The point is that it is a oneness
but consisting of two things; a hybrid plantis a mixture, but it is a one-
ness, as a hybrid word consisting of Latin and Greek words is drawn
together into one.

Remark: It is just a oneness of the vegetative and the spirit.

Dr. Jung: But he does not say spirit, he says ghost.
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Mrs. Adler: The animal is notbetween, it is missing.

Dr. Jung: The animal would be the contrast, the opposite. Nietzsche
will speak later on of the blond beast; that is his idea, the Superman in
contradistinction to the plant and ghost-wisdom. But I should like to
know why just plant and ghost. You see, he says even the wisest is only
adiscord, or disharmony, and discord is Entzweiung in German, which
means something thatdoes not fit exactly. A hybrid is a united discord,
so it is an objectionable sort of union of opposites. The plant is com-
pletely unconscious and the ghost has no flesh, no body, so it is an ab-
solutely metaphysical ghost connected with a plant and forming a unit,
something utterly unconscious and close to matter.

Mprs. Baumann: Doesn’t the plant life usually mean spiritual devel-
opment symbolically?—and insofar as it is plant life, it has natural life,
and insofar as it is a ghost it is dead, too far away.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the flesh dies and then it becomes a ghost. So that hy-
brid consists in a natural growth on one side, perfectly sound, yet
something died in between, the animal man: the flesh died, and only
the ghost remains. The original natural spirit, anima naturaliter Chris-
tiana, that flesh in which this natural Christian soul once lived, then
vanished; and what remains is this hybrid of plant, a sound beginning,
and a ghost, a sad end of human life. I call your attention to this pe-
culiar metaphor because Nietzsche inserts the middle part, he
preaches the flesh again. In other words, the blond beast comes to fill
the gap there, so that the plant and the ghost are united once more,
and he then concentrates upon the middle part which was lacking be-
tore. So Nietzsche’s whole philosophy can often be seen in the smallest
detail of his metaphors.

Now we will continue the text. Here he begins with his real philoso-
phy, interpreting the Superman as the meaning of the earth. “Let your
will say: The Superman shall be the meaning of the earth.” He makes it
imperative—you shall make him so. For the earth of course could have
other meanings; that the Superman is the meaning of the earth is not
the most obvious conclusion to draw. Biological science drew very dif-
ferent conclusions in the days when Nietzsche wrote, for instance.
Now, in how far is the Superman the meaning of the earth? How do
you understand it?

Mpvs. Crowley: The earth is what man makes it; it is what it means to
man.

Dr. Jung: That is the implication, that it is left to man to create the
meaning of the earth—man should show us that the Superman is the
meaning. But why should the earth be given such a meaning?
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Mys. Crowley: Because from his point of view itis a sort of embryonic
form,; it is always to be renewed, it is a potential.

Dr. Jung: No, you see the question is really: what is Zarathustra’s re-
lation to the earth?

Dr. Escher: It is the same as between plant and ghost. In the middle
is the earth, flesh.

Dr. Jung: Yes, instead of calling it flesh or animal he calls it the earth,
and the earth is the body. So the body is the mediator between the
plant and the ghost. You see, the plant is not yet an animal body and
the ghost is no longer; the animal body of man is in between. As you
know from dream symbols, the meaning of the earth is essentially the
body; matter always means something like the bowels or the lower
parts of the body. Now, in how far is the Superman the body? We were
supposing that Superman to be the self.

Miss Hannah: The meaning is always in what you have lost, and Zar-
athustra has lost the body, has he not>—he is too high.

Dr. Jung: Well, the one who lost the body is surely the man who re-
ceded into the woods. He withdrew, lost the earth; and Zarathustra is
going to seek and to preach it. The man Nietzsche, of course, lost his
body to a considerable extent. But it is Zarathustra here, so it is a gen-
eral kind of spirit; our general spirit has lost the earth, lost weight. For
the body is a terribly awkward thing and so it is omitted; we can deal
with things spiritually so much more easily without the despicable
body. If you understand the Superman as the self, then, how does the
self express itself—or, if you are only spirit how can you express your-
self?

Miss Hannah: The body is the only way in which the spirit can be
seen.

Dr. Jung: Of course. You can be anything if you are a spirit, because
you have no form, no shape, you are just gas. You can assume any
form; you can be this or that; you can transtorm at will quite arbitrarily
into God knows what. “But you should not think like that,” or: “You
should believe something, that will save you.” Believe if you can! You
see, that is just the trouble. And why can’t you? Because you have a
body. If you were a spirit you could be anywhere, but the damnable
fact is that you are rooted just here, and you cannot jump out of your
skin; you have definite necessities. You cannot get away from the fact
of your sex, for instance, or of the color of your eyes, or the health or
thesickness of your body, your physical endurance. Thoseare definite
facts which make you an individual, a self that is just yourself and no-
body else. If you were a spirit you could exchange your form every
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minute for another one, but being in the body you are caught; there-
fore, the body is such an awkward thing: it is a definite nuisance. All
people who claim to be spiritual try to get away from the fact of the
body; they want to destroy it in order to be something imaginary, but
they never will be that, because the body denies them; the body says
otherwise. They think they can live without sex or feeding, without the
ordinary human conditions; and it is a mistake, a lie, and the body de-
nies their convictions. That is what Nietzsche means here. The Super-
man, the self, is the meaning of the earth; it consists of the fact that we
are made of earth.

Therefore, when you study symbols of individuation, you always
find that no individuation can take place—I mean symbolically—with-
out the animal, a very dark animal, coming up from primordial slime,
enters the region of the spirit; that one black spot, which is the earth,
is absolutely indispensable on the bright shield of spirituality. Some-
times people have the fantasy that the self consists of particles or mol-
ecules of iron or lead or any other heavy substance. That is the same
idea; all those heavy metals are the very soul of the earth. The center
of the earth consists of heavy metals, and so they become the symbol
for the elements that constitute the self. The essences of the body,
then, constitute the self. There is no other limitation, and as soon as
you enter the world of the spirit, your self evaporates—looked at from
the human point of view. Of course, from the other point of view it is
eternal and cannot evaporate, but the personal Atman in Hindu teach-
ing is really personal; it is the spirit of this particular body, and it is the
body that makes this thing particular.

It is the essential metaphysical meaning of the earth that it gives
specification to things, that it makes things distinct. Objects only be-
come distinct in space and time, where they form a mass with different
chemical or physical qualities by which they can be distinguished.
Otherwise, you can be aware of nothing that exists or is supposed to ex-
ist. They say in the East that God was all alone in the beginning, and he
didn’t feel well at all because he didn’t know who he was; so he created
the universe in order to see who he was. He created distinct beings in
which he could mirror himself. For you never know who you are unless
you can look at yourself from without: you need a mirror to see what
your face is like, how you look. If you live somewhere in the desert
where you have no mirror, and where you never meet anybody who
mirrors you, how can you know who you are? The old philosophers
always supposed of God that he was without an opposite, without the
second one; but he needs that in order to become aware of himself.
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Now that means separation, distinctness of things in time and space.
And really the essence of differentiation, the idea of the self, could not
exist for one single moment if there were not a body to create and
maintain that distinctness. We may suppose that if the body vanishes
and disintegrates, the self in a way disintegrates, for it loses its con-
fines.” You can observe such things in participation mystique; inasmuch
as your consciousness is then not fully aware of the reality of your body
and all its given facts, your spirit or your psyche overlaps the body and
is mixed with other psyches. And then you don’t know exactly who you
are; you might be something else just as well—you are a bit in doubt.
Experience tells us that in many respects we behave as if we were some-
body else, our mother or father or brother or anybody else with whom
we happen to be in more or less intimate contact.

People who are not consciously aware of the body suffer from a cer-
tain unreality of life in that inter-relatedness through participation mys-
tique; they don’t know when they are hungry, and they neglect the sim-
ple functions of the body. I had a case, a girl of twenty-eight, who no
longer heard her steps when she walked in the street. That frightened
her and she came to me. She dreamt that she was riding in a balloon—
not in the basket but on top, high up in the air—and there she saw me
with a rifle shooting at her from below. I finally shot her down. She was
that girl I have told you about who never had seen her body. I sug-
gested that she must bathe once in a while, and then she told me she
had been brought up in a nunnery where the nuns taught her that the
sight of the body was sin, that she should always cover her bath tub
with a linen, so she never saw herself. I said: “Now go home and un-
dress and stand before your long mirror and look at yourself.” And
when she came back, she said: “It was not so bad after all, only I think
my legs are a bit too hairy!” That is the truth, that is the way people
think and feel when they have such symptoms.

Now we will go on to the next paragraph: “I conjure you, my breth-
ren, remain true to the earth.” What does he mean by remaining true
to the earth?

Miss Hannah: It is just what you were saying, that you can be any-
thing but you must stay in your body.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he is talking here of superterrestrial hopes, and that is
of course an attempt to divert attention from the real individual life to

+ “More minute than the minute, greater than the great/ Is the Soul (Atman) that is
set in the heart of a creature here./ One who is without active will (a-kratu) beholds Him,
/and becomes freed from sorrow—" (Katha Upanishad 2.20, Hume*, p. 349).
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spiritual possibilities beyond. The spirit consists of possibilities—one
could say the world of possibilities was the world of the spirit. The
spiritcan be anything, but the earth can only be something definite. So
remaining true to the earth would mean maintaining your conscious
relationship to the body. Don’t run away and make yourself uncon-
scious of bodily facts, for they keep you in real life and help you not to
lose your way in the world of mere possibilities where you are simply
blindfolded. This is of course asomewhatone-sided teaching, and to a
person who is nothing but the body, itis all wrong. You must not forget
that by far the majority of people are nothing but body. This teaching,
therefore, is only valid for those who have lost it, who have been de-
ceived by the spirit—like Klages, for instance, who defined the spirit as
the enemy of the soul, the soul being the life of the body, because he
assumed that most people hadlostthe reality of thebodyas he had lost
it.» But as a matter of fact there are plenty of people who are entirely
in the body, and to those one ought to preach early Christianity, or
heathen gods at least, because they haven’t an idea of a spiritual pos-
sibility.

You know, a truth is never generally a truth. It is only a truth when it
works, and when it doesn’t work it is a lie, it is not valid.® Philosophy
and religion are just like psychology in that you never can state a defi-
nite principle: it is quite impossible, for a thing which is true for one
stage of development is quite untrue for another. So it is always a ques-
tion of development, of time; the best truth for a certain stage is per-
haps poison for another. In such matters nature shows that it is thor-
oughly aristocratic and esoteric. It is nothing that our liberal minds
would hope or wish it to be: that one thing is true and the same every-
where, and such nonsense. There is an extreme uncertainty about
truth; we are confronted with the utter impossibility of creating any-
thing which is generally true. I often think, when I am analyzing, that
if another patient should hear what I was saying to this one, he would
jump right out of his skin: he could notstand it. I talk stuff thatis com-
plete blasphemy to the other, and they often come just after one an-

» Ludwig Klages (1872-1956), a German psychologist and philosopher who developed
a typology of character, depending on which of two poles one inclines toward: the spirit
(which is the source of all human woes) or the life force. His major work was Die Geist als
Widersacher der Seele (The Spirit as the Opponent of the Soul) (Leipzig, 1929-1932), §
vols.

% William James (1842-1g10), whom Jung knew and admired, wrote that for pragma-
tism the “only test of probable truth is what works best in the way of leading us.” Prag-
matism (Boston, 19o7), p. 8o.
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other. So I have to turn right round and talk black instead of white. But
itis absolutely necessary. I learned long ago that there are steps, stages
of evolution, a sort of ladder. There are different capacities and one
has to teach accordingly. If you teach generally you must be mighty
careful to put things in such a way that they are either not understood,
of if they are, that the understanding tumbles over on the right instead
of the wrong side. But even that does not always help. Therefore, it is
not a grateful métier to teach philosophy or religion or psychology.

Myr. Baumann: Could one not say that new spiritual life has to come
out of the natural mind in a way? The natural mind, I understand,
comes out of the earth.

Dr. Jung: Well, Zarathustra has something to say about that. He is
merely critical here: he says one should not listen to those who preach
superterrestrial hopes. But what the Superman says is another ques-
tion, and he is very strong on this point. He says the most terrible thing
is to blaspheme against the earth and to overvalue the unknowable
over against things as they are, which is the meaning of the earth. The
individuality of the earth lies in things being just so and nothing else.
You see, only one who has been too long under the spell of the delu-
sion that things can be quite different from what they are, feels the im-
pact of Zarathustra’s message. Only a real Christian mind or an essen-
tial spiritualist—no matter whether he confesses Christianity or not—
can feel the extraordinary novelty of such a message. And of course he
does not welcome it, he hates it. He thinks it is sheer blasphemy against
the spirit to say that one should be true to the earth, or that one should
value the body more than the spirit. But it is perfectly logical that after
an age that has exhausted the importance of the spirit, the flesh should
have its revenge and conquer the spirit—perhaps overcome it for a
while. Of course we express these things by the terms spirit and matter,
not knowing exactly what we designated by those words. In Chinese
classical philosophy you would use the terms Yang and Yin, and say it
was according to the rules of heaven that they changed their positions.
Yang eats the Yin, and from the Yang, Yin is reborn; it bursts forth
again, and then Yin envelopes the Yang, and so on. That is the course
of nature. The Chinese are not so upset, because they have watched
this peculiar natural process for a much longer time. But our history is
not old enough, so we are astonished to see that the spirit eats the flesh,
and then the flesh eats the spirit. It is exactly the same process. We
were taught that God sent his son to overcome the flesh by the spirit as
a unique event in history; and now we learn the reverse truth that the
flesh eats the spirit. And we still cannot believe it, though it becomes
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still more obvious than when it first appeared in the time of the Ref-
ormation.

Dr. Reichstein: You said that the spirit consisted of kind of indefinite
possibilities. But the spirit can also be a very definite law which estab-
lishes quite definite facts. I think this kind of spirit here is something
that has degenerated.

Dr. Jung: We are speaking of spirit in the pure essence. The spirit
that creates definite laws is a human spirit, not the spirit as it exists in
our unconscious, where it really consists of absolutely indefinite possi-
bilities. You know, even if one creates quite a number of definite laws—
and the number is restricted—there are very few which will not be
overthrown in a short time. Also there is an enormous possibility of
new laws, new discoveries—new points of view which are latent in us,
and that really makes the life of the spirit. It does not consist in a law
which is definite forever; the life of the spirit consists of a new life
which is forever creating.

Dr. Reichstein: 1 did not mean a definite law valid for the moment.

Dr. Jung: Can you give me an example so that I can see more clearly
what you mean?

Dr. Reichstein: For instance, the Christian spirit had its validity in its
time: it chose out of a number of possibilities just one.

Dr. Jung: Oh yes, quite so. Of course that is spirit. There is no doubt
that the spirit has its validity but it is a relative validity, and it is either
supplanted by another kind of spirit, or it can be supplanted by the
Yin, the opposite principle. It can be completely subdued until it dis-
appears almost completely. There was such a time of complete obscu-
rity between the fourth and eight centuries a.p., and there have prob-
ably been other times in history. We are little informed about the time
that followed and the time that went before the downfall of great em-
pires; we suddenly discover a new civilization, and the events in the
preceding period of time are hidden in deep obscurity.

Well now, Nietzsche often speaks of contempt. Here he says: “Once
the soul looked contemptuously on the body, and then that contempt
was the supreme thing.” This idea of contempt is rather strange. It is
almost a technical term. He means by “contempt” a negative attitude
dramatically expressed. The negative attitude of Christianity was
against the flesh—that the flesh should be overcome was the highest
ideal even. But he says it reached even the soul; the soul itself became
meager, hideous, and famished because it lost the body. That state-
ment does not coincide with the Christian teaching at all, where the
more you overcome the body, the more you are supposed to become
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beautiful and fat in heaven. But psychologically you find that the soul
really becomes thin because it losesits raison d’étre. Whatbecomesbeau-
tiful and big and fat is a certain system of ideas called “a belief,” “a con-
viction,” but your soul lives in such a system of ideas only as long as the
thing is new, as long as you see the danger from which you escape. It is
as if you had passed the mountains with very bad roads and had
reached the plain, and you say, “What a beautiful plain!” having in
mind still those high mountains behind you. And whenever you think
the plain is not particularly interesting, you look back and realize that
it was very rough there and the plain is at least a smooth road. But lose
sight of those mountains and you will long for them, because the sce-
nery was much more beautiful than the plain, which is horrible, and
you are thoroughly sick of it. And when you come to the first foothills
where you can climb up instead of going on the level all the time, you
praise the moment. So it is with such a truth. As long as the system of
Christian ideas worked, the soul lived. The soul itself produced them
because those formulations were needed.

One should try to imagine the actual conditions of late antique civi-
lization, the Greek and Roman civilizations for instance, and what their
leading ideas were. Usually one has very little knowledge of it, so we
cannot value the sayings of Jesus, because we don’t know to whom he
spoke. We cannot understand certain things at all, because we are un-
able to reconstruct the conditions in which those words were said. It
has been pointed out with a sort of surprise thatinthe Hinayana Bud-
dhism—the original small school of Indian Buddhism—there were no
gods apparently. But if you know that Buddha’s first teaching was over
against a pantheon of two million Hindu gods, you quite understand
why he did not feel the need of inventing new ones. He was already
sick of all those gods so he ceased talking of them. Just as a person who
hears every day of God, in prayers and all sorts of allusions, will get
tired of it; so if one has grown up in pious surroundings, one cannot
even say the word Jesus without a feeling of disgust and contempt. And
Nietzsche was the son of a parson. He heard those words all the time,
and that explains why he used the word contempt. The early influences
of his youth are of course very important. So you must not only keep
in mind the condition of the world to which the prophet spoke, but also
the condition in which he was himself as a child. Prophets coincide in
a way with their time. He would not have gotten the full impact of the
spirit of our time if he had not been the son of a parson, the repre-
sentative of a dying system and a dying spirit. He could taste the thing
in its purest substance: he got the essence of his time.
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Nietzsche’s idea, that with all that theological talk the soulis not fed,
is perfectly plain: only the mind eats and the soul is far from being
properly fed. On the contrary she is famished and therefore eager for
a change, for a new idea that really would give her food. And the new
idea came because the original condition, in which the Christian teach-
ing was entirely right, had vanished into an antique world. Out of the
background of the Christian medieval world the new idea was neces-
sary in order to feed the soul against the time when the spirit had been
over-valued: a teaching was needed that emphasized the body and the
flesh again. There is a new book by Keyserling, La Révolution Mondiale
et la Responsabilité de I'Esprit, in which he speaks of the révolte des forces
tellurigques, the forces of the earth, and he says that man himself consists
of 8o or go percent of forces telluriques. His idea is that this revolution
ought to be quenched by the spirit; the spirit should settle that force tel-
lurique. Now this is exactly the Christian idea: the spirit says, you ought,
but “hélas! avec combien pew de succes.” He says himself that it won’t help
at all, but nevertheless he follows that spirit. What he sees quite truly,
however, is the complete reversal: all the spiritual values come down,
and up comes the earth and man as he is, not as he ought to be or as
we would like him to be. He comes up as he is, inexorably, and if we
suppress him he becomes worse, and this being claims recognition.
Thatis the task, and it will lead to an entirely new valuation of man and
an entirely new religious idea: the recognition of man as he really is
and of the world as it really is over against a background of illusions
and projections. And that will last until the world as it is has been more
or less accepted, and then that truth will become dry, most uninterest-
ing—and something else will follow.

These waves make the periodicity of history. Presumably they follow
the months of the Platonic year, but we have only had the experience
of about three months, and that is very little indeed in comparison with
the fact that each Platonic year contains twenty-six thousand ordinary
years. But man of course has existed for quite a number of Platonic
years. The consciousness of man goes back for many hundred thou-
sand years, of which twenty-six thousand is only a small part; so he has
gone many a time in a more or less conscious condition through all the
seasons of the Platonic year and has therefore the experience of those
seasonal changes in his bones. For instance, we have now the change
from the spring into the winter sign. That has nothing to do with the
stars. It is merely a projection of a peculiar periodicity in man that
probably shows itself in this change of religious and ethical values; also
probably in a change of temperament or something like that, a change
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in the constellation of the unconscious. Now, a bit further on in this
chapter Zarathustra says: “Is your soul not poverty and pollution and
despicable ease?” What does he mean by “despicable ease”? That is not
the translation in the book by the way. There it is “wretched self-com-
placency.”

Mrs. Baynes: He means that people prefer to sleep rather than to take
life problematically.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. It is the tendency of people to live and not to
bother, and he was confronted with a world which was thoroughly ma-
terialistic. It was the eighth century and they did not like to be both-
ered—as the world never likes to be bothered; it always likes to take
things as easily as possible. And people who don’t realize this despica-
ble ease never can understand the meaning of the Superman.
Nietzsche thought it was a duty, our highest moral obligation, to pro-
duce the Superman, that man higher than ourselves. This does not ex-
haust his idea of the Superman of course, as we shall see later on. Here
he gives us a new idea. He says the Superman is the sea: “in him can
your great contempt be submerged.” What does he denote by this com-
parison of the Superman with the sea?

Dr. Reichstein: All life comes from the ocean. It is the collective un-
conscious.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the ocean is always the symbol of the collective uncon-
scious. It is an all-embracing general symbol, and the self, the Super-
man, is also the ocean, according to Zarathustra. So the self is the whole
collective unconscious, the origin and the end of life, the origin of rain
and of all rivers, of the whole universe, the end of all distinctness.

Mrs. Baumann: Is it not the same as “smaller than small yet greater
than great™

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is the formula of the self: there is a peculiar cor-
respondence with smallness and greatness. The self is all-embracing
yet the smallest—a paradoxical concept which is beyond our grasp, as
it needs must be.” Well, that shows that Nietzsche does not understand
the Superman as a higher, more differentiated sort of man. We are the
ape-man, for instance, which would be more human. Often it looks as
if he meant just that, but he had intuitions about it, and in such a pas-
sage we see that the thing is far more complicated.

7 One of the particular attractions for Jung of the early Gnostics was their belief in a
god at once before and beyond the opposition necessary for consciousness and still in
complex relation to other supernatural beings. In Jung's theory, this condition of con-
taining the opposities—small/great, male/temale, etc.—was a description of the self. See
CWagii, ch. 4.
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LECTURE V
6 June 1934

Dr. Jung:

Here is a question by Miss Hannah: “It seems to me so odd that Zar-
athustra should use the expression ‘bowels of the Unknowable One,’ as
one is more inclined to connect bowels with the earth?”

But this expression seems to me very apt, for “bowels” simply means
contents, and in “the Unknowable One,” Nietzsche surely refers to the
unknown god who, he said, was dead. Itis a funny thing, however, that
throughout the whole of Zarathustra you get a feeling as if this god
whom he calls dead were not absolutely dead. He is somehow lurking
in the background as the great unknowable one of whom you should
not speak; you simply should not take him into consideration: he is too
dangerous to be mentioned. So his peculiar expression that you should
not be interested in the bowels of the unknowable one means that
there is somebody there, only he is utterly taboo. You see, that is ex-
plained psychologically by the fact that Nietzsche calls himself an athe-
ist, for anybody who calls himself an atheist is a negative theist; natu-
rally he would not deny a thing if he did not think it was there to be
denied. He would not add the a. It is an admission of God when you
call yourself an atheist, because whether you assert a thing or deny it,
you confirm that it is: you cannot deny a thing without giving it a cer-
tain existence. It does exist somewhere even if you assume that it exists
only in the minds of other people; that it exists in the minds of other
people means that it does exist. So Nietzsche’s God exists somewhere
and has contents but he must be careful not to mention them.

Thatan atheist is particularly concerned with God is not understood
with us because we are still unspeakably barbarous in that respect, but
the Eastis abit more differentiated in such matters. They have the say-
ing that a man who loves God needs seven rebirths in order to be re-
deemed or to reach Nirvana, but a man who hates God needs only
three. And why? Because a man who hates God will think of him much
oftener than a man who loves God. So the atheist hates God, but he is
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in a way a better Christian than the man who loves him; Nietzsche is a
better Christian and far more moral than the Christians before and
after him. You see that explains a great deal of Zarathustra, which is a
highly moral book. If anybody should try to live that teaching, he
would have astonishing experiences. He would certainly feel himself
to be a better Christian than all those before him. He could buy a halo
for his own private use and make himself the first and only saint of his
private church. It is true of course that we use that expression “the
bowels of . . .” rather in connection with the earth, and in a psycholog-
ical sense we mean the contents of the unconscious, which we think of
as below. But to the Christian era the unconscious was by no means be-
low; it was a fiery and luminous heaven above. All the heavenly “pow-
ers and principalities” of the Catholic church are really the contents of
the unconscious,' but at that time they projected the unconscious into
the world above, and only through the descent which has taken place
in the last four hundred years, has it been brought down into the lower
regions, the earth, into the real bowels, the intestinal region, the king-
dom of the sympathetic nervous system.

Then there is a question by Mrs. Bailward: “Is the artist the person
who can frame the here and now of the creative forces? Does the body
do the same for the self>—and is the self under the law of the unique-
ness of the moment in time?”

Thatis an exceedingly philosophic question. The artist can of course
frame the here and now of the creative forces; his creative force con-
sists in the fact that he can express the actual creative moment because
he is creative, or the instrument of the creative force, which is synony-
mous. Through being creative one creates the thing that has come into
existence in this moment, that was in a potential existence before. And
the body in a way does the same for the self; the body is the expression
of a preexisting uniqueness. It is as if built up by a preexisting unique-
ness; it is the realization of a unit of life. Naturally, that is not the bio-
logical way of expressing it. Biological science tries to explain life
through a sort of physiological causality, the causality of the chemical
transformations of the body, as we try to explain the evolution of cer-
tain forms by certain climatic conditions or other physical or physio-
logical conditions. The success of that explanation is not very great,
however, on account of our profound lack of knowledge. Why, for in-
stance, in a certain geological period should a certain species of animal

' “For by him were all things created . . . whether they be things . . . or principalities
or powers” (Colossians 1:16).
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prevail. Of course, there has always been a certain amount of sea, but
in one period we had water animals and in another land animals; and
we only can assume that the water animals moved slowly out of the sea
and became amphibious, and then developed into animals that pre-
ferred to be on firm ground. But why and how they could do so re-
mains absolutely dark. We can not imagine how a fish could suddenly
change into an animal that walks on four legs and breathes through
lungs; an indescribable fact must have taken place that provided those
animals with lungs. Even the principles of Darwin cannot explain why
they did not just die out instead. If there was a lake or part of a sea, for
example, that became more and more shallow and slowly dried up,
then the water would become more and more salty and the fish would
have perished because they cannot live with more than a certain per-
centage of salt. In the Red Sea there are no fish, no life can exist with
that concentrated amount of salt.* We can assume that the sea was con-
tinuously filled with fresh waters and so evaporated slowly, but from
what we know, while the lake was drying out, the fish simply perished
and they did not develop lungs.

As a matter of fact the strange thing that paleontology now teaches
us is that in a new age a huge number of new species appear, perfectly
finished and developed; and we can find no traces of the stages where
they were half-baked. It seems as if all those animals were suddenly
there. So, in most recent times, among the people concerned with
those problems—the biologists and zoologists and so on—there is a
growing inclination to assume a peculiar creativeness in life, able to
produce a new species in an unknown way. We have a certain analogy
in the so-called mutation of plants, where a new plant comes into ex-
istence, finished, like those famous beeches with red leaves, for exam-
ple, which suddenly sprang into existence about the middle of the
nineteenth century: it just happened.s And there are other well known
cases of mutation of trees. So, such experiences have led modern biol-
ogists to think that there is a peculiar creative factor in life.

Now, if we apply that idea generally we come to the conclusion that
there is a preexistent uniqueness, or a unit of life, that creates a certain
body according to its own peculiar uniqueness, creating it exactly as an
artist creates a work of art out of a preexisting vision. And if the body
is created by the self, and the self is called a uniqueness, then we iden-

* Aslip. In this instance, better Dead than Red Sea.
# Fagus sylvatica purpurea, commonly called the purple or copper beech.
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tify this uniqueness with the uniqueness of the moment of creation.+
Thisis substantiated in away by the very awkward fact that the unique-
ness of the particular moment in time in which a thing is created is
characterized by certain qualities, as is proved by the fact that the hor-
oscope can give the character of an individual.s If it were impossible to
deduce a human character from a horoscope, then of course that
whole idea of the identity of the uniqueness of the self with the unique-
ness of the moment when a thing comes into existence would not be
valid; but as a matter of fact you can deduce from a horoscope, you can
show the character of an individual to an amazing extent.

We will now continue our text, the last part of the sermon of the
Superman:

It is not your sin—it is your self satisfaction that crieth unto
heaven; your very sparingness in sin crieth unto heaven!

The German word for sparingness is Geniigsamkeit. I would call it fru-
gality: your frugality crieth unto heaven.®

Where is the lightning to lick you with its tongue? Where is the
frenzy with which ye should be inoculated?

Lo I teach you the Superman: he is that lightning, he is that
frenzy.

Hereagainis this term “great contempt.” He says—several paragraphs
before this—that the greatest thing one can experience is the hour of
great contempt. He obviously makes rather a point of it, so he must
mean some definite psychological fact. What do you think he means by
it here?

Mprs. Baynes: Does it not mean reaching a point of view where you are
prepared to give up the most precious thing that you have?

Dr. Jung: We will see whether that hypothesis fits. When I ask what
they desire the most, the most precious thing, plenty of people will say,
to be happy. A whole continent believes in being happy-go-lucky, that
is proverbial, we all believe in it to a certain extent. Then, others will
say they desire reason the most. You know the Goddess of Reason was

4 In the Aitareya Upanishad, Atman, the self as creator, makes a body by ordering fire
to become speech; wind, breath; sun, sight; moon, mind; water, semen; etc. (Hume*, p.
274).

» Jung expressed varying opinions about astrology. See below 13 Feb. 1933, for a rel-
atively negative account, but for a much more positive view of astrological phenomena
treated not causally but synchronistically, see CW 8, pars. 872-g15.

6 Geniigsamkeit. Kauf mann* translates this “thrift”; Hollingdale*, “moderation.”
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put upon the throne in Notre Dame instead of God—I think it was in
1796.7 Then, virtue is the best you can desire according to certain con-
victions. And righteousness is surely praised by many people as the
very finest thing they can possibly possess; you also can call it respect-
ability, because if you feel very respectable you are quite righteous.
And the most wonderful of all is pity, because pity is at the bottom of
Christian love. The pity for all things living is the very essence of Bud-
dhism also® It even goes so far that every morning one of the priests in
the temple carefully wipes the floor with a broom, not to remove the
dust but the insects that might be trodden upon, so they are invited to
leave the sacred precincts to preserve themselves from possible injury
to their legs or little bodies. You see, we have here a series of very noble
things which humanity has always held to be the most precious. So the
hypothesis put forward by Mrs. Baynes surely explains this contempt
as the contempt of all those virtues. Now why should the hour of this
contempt of all the noble ideals, the most desirable precious things, be
the greatest moment in life?

Answer: Because these qualities are only the compensation for the
shadow.

Dr. Jung: So you would conclude that Nietzsche is really looking for
the dark things that lurk behind all these beautiful virtues, as if they
surpassed all the good mankind could desire.¥ This is another hypoth-
esis. He says: Not your sin but your frugality, your niggardliness even
in sin, crieth unto heaven. So the contempt really comes from the fact
that the shadow is so great and thick that one begins to despise all the
virtue mankind has praised in the past. For what is it? It creates in con-
sequence a shadow as dark as hell, so overpowering that it is really not
worthwhile to praise all those virtuous qualities; the greater reality is in
the darkness and not in those ideas of beauty and light. That he says
your frugality in sinning cries unto heaven means that he sees those
ideals as a sort of pretext or subterfuge over against the overwhelming
fact of the sin in man. Here you see the good Christian but with the a
in front of him; he sees all that as sin, which is the way the Christians

7 Jung, who is said to have given these lectures without notes, was close. This goddess
assumed her throne in what the new French Republic renamed “The Temple of Rea-
son” in 1793.

* For Nietzsche pity “is a weakness, like every losing of oneself through harmful affect.
It increases the amount of suffering in the world” (Daybreak, book 11, p. 85).

o In Jungian theory, the shadow is a same-sex personification of the relatively unde-
sirable parts of the personality—ranging from the mischievous to the malicious—con-
frontation with which is considered essential to development. See CW g i, par. 14.
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would speak. He is still under the shadow of the church; he is within
the sacred precincts, and therefore he feels quite blasphemous. You
see, the dark things which are understood to be sin are only sin when
youare entirely upon the standpoint of the preceding list of good qual-
ities; if you once imagine that these are really the most wonderful ide-
als man could aspire to, then naturally everything which is less good
seems to be dark and sinful or immoral. So he wishes for a spark of
lightning to sting people out of that idea of despicable ease, to wake
them up so that they can see the real truth of man. And he holds that
this lightning which should lick people with its tongue is the Super-
man.

One could call that a sort of speech metaphor, conveying the idea of
a situation in which everybody was more or less asleep, without reali-
zation, and then something suddenly happens which wakes them up,
a terrible crash or a stinging pain, and for that lightning would be a
good simile. But there is something more in this image of the light-
ning. This simile turns up, for instance, in a Chinese inscription, which
surely was quite unknown to Nietzsche. Itis a verse and I cannot quote
it literally, but the idea is that from time to time mankind gets into an
inexplicable state of sleep or of torpor, exactly like the mood in nature
before a thunder storm. The air is heavy and man and beast fall asleep;
the trees are without movement; everything becomes like lead. The
Chinese text says that something is spread over the earth like a wonder
which cannot be explained, and then follows an invocation to the
dragon to rise. He is lying coiled in the deep, but he should rise and
strike with the lightning of his tail so that the whole of nature would
wake up again.'? It is exactly the same metaphor, but the symbolism is
more conspicuous. For that dragon means what?

Mrs. Crowley: 1f it were Hindu it would suggest the Kundalini.

Dr. Jung: Yes, but what would be the Chinese meaning?

Mprs. Fierz: The Yang principle.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that former condition is the Yin condition, where
everything has taken form. Everything is real, concrete, indubitable;
and when things have become, they go to sleep. That dormant condi-

“ Jung frequently pointed out that for the Chinese, the dragon is a positive symbol,
one that sparkles in the heavens, a merry creature opposed to evil spirits. See CW 10,
par. 939. Zimmer describes how Indra threw his thunderbolt at the cloud serpent and
thus released “the flood of life” (Zimmer/Myths, p. g). The celebrated Nine Dragon
Scroll, painted in 1244 by a Taoist artist, shows dragons in waves and clouds. The dragon
not only brought rain but symbolized the Taoitself. See Anthony Christie, Chinese Myths,
(Feltham, Middlesex, 1968), pp. 44-45-
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tion means that the Yin principle has swallowed the Yang principle
completely. Itis like a dark cloud spread over the earth, but within that
cloud is the lightning lying coiled, ready to strike. Then the Yang
strikes and the cloud opens, the rain falls, the air becomes clear, the
rivers begin to move, new plants come up from the parched soil, and
new life is created. So that simile most certainly refers to a psychologi-
cal condition underlying the symbolism, which you see very clearly in
the Chinese text. It is a close analogy, as Mrs. Crowley has just men-
tioned, to the Kundalini serpent which is called the coiled one; the ser-
pent is coiled in a dormant condition in the depths of the darkness, in
the cave, and when the moment comes when something has to happen,
the Kundalini suddenly rises and hisses and causes something like a
lightning flash, a sudden sting. This peculiar quality of the Kundalini
describes a psychological moment, the breaking up of an old order,
and it starts to break up through a sort of intuitive flash; somebody
suddenly has an intuition, and that is the first lightning which then dis-
solves a whole complicated situation which one thought would last for-
ever.!

Nietzsche understands the idea of the Superman in that sense. He
holds that man has gotten accustomed to the idea that it is worthwhile
to live for all those virtues, for all sorts of ideals and beautiful things,
and would always remain the same. He is in a certain order: he has his
position, and it is just as if it had been ordered for eternity. You know,
no treaty is made which people don’t suppose to be forever; no state,
no church, is founded which is not for eternity: everything should last
forever. It is an apparently desirable condition which has been
brought about and which should always last, in spite of the fact that we
know very well how long treaties usually last. But again and again man
seeks to establish something for eternity. And that is not ridiculous be-
cause it is the essence of civilization or culture that it can and should
resist time; it is the characteristic of anything man-made that it is able
to resist the continuous dissolving activity of time and nature. That is
why we build houses instead of having mere shelters under trees, or
tents, or any other very transitory contrivance; we make things as du-

» Kundalini Yoga, a doctrine and practice of Tantric Buddhism, wherein the “Klesa,”
or urge to individuation, is symbolized by a snake who awakens and ascends from the
base of the spine through seven successive chakras or lotus petals, at each stage evoking
energy to a new type of consciousness. Jung provided a psychological commentary to the
lectures in 1932 at the Psychology Club of Professor J. Wilhelm Hauer (1881-1962), an
Indologist from Tiibingen University. The lectures, commentaries, and discussion are
preserved in the notes of the Kundalini Yoga Seminar.
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rable as possible in order to establish the victory of man over nature
and over the transformation of things in nature. If you should make a
philosophy with the idea that it was only for the next fortnight, of
course you never would make it; you make a philosophy with the as-
sumption that you are going to bring out a truth that will last for sev-
eral thousand years at least. This tendency to create a form of civiliza-
tion—any form, religious, political or social—always has that claim of
durability, of resistance against the onslaught of time and nature. And
it is such a condition, the tail end of the Middle Ages, into which
Nietzsche was born.

You see the Middle Ages reached right up to the beginning of the
great war; we still had the feudal system, we had kings and feudal
princes according to the ideas of the Middle Ages—of course in a
somewhat different form, but more or less as it always had been during
the last two thousand years. The best proof of that is that we still
founded our religious and philosophical convictions upon the New
Testament. Thatis the highest authority and it has naturally created a
certain social form and morality, and certain religious and philosoph-
ical convictions; even if these convictions have an a to them, even in the
negation of those old beliefs, they are and have remained as they al-
ways were. Nietzsche was born in such a period, as I said, and he felt
that it was a dormant condition which had to be exploded by the idea
of the Superman, which means that man is not a definite form, a defi-
nite entity that remains the same for millions of years, but that he can
change, undergo a mutation as it were, and suddenly transform into
something else.

Of course, that is again a very Christian idea: it is the idea of Chris-
tian conversion. In the early days of Christianity, they held the same
conviction, that when a man had undergone the mysterium or the sacra-
mentum (the two terms are synonymous: in the early church it was
called the mysterium and later they preferred to call that old mystery rit-
ual the sacramentum, but the process was exactly the same), he was
made sacred, or mana, by a transformation into something else. He was
nearly drowned in water and pulled out of it as if out of a womb. The
baptismal fount in the church was still called the uterus ecclesiae in the
Missale Romanum, and the people who had undergone the transfor-
mation were quast modo geniti.'* It was understood to be a complete and
thorough change of man; he was made into something new, no longer

2 The Missale Romanum is the work which contains the service for the mass, in this case
for blessing the womb of the church from which all may be born anew.
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the old Adam. He put on Christ, the new body, and was made into a
child of God, an immortal being. Without baptism or without taking
communion, one misses the pharmakon athanasias, the medicine of im-
mortality, and is merely mortal like the animals; one has no soul. That
belief went so far that old Tertullian was convinced that if a man was
baptized he could not sin any longer, and if by chance a man should sin
again, something must have been wrong with the baptismal ceremony,
so it had to be repeated. He was enormously surprised to find people
who went on sinning in spite of the second baptism; then he thought
they were children of Satan and utterly lost: they simply had to be
dropped. Nowadays, when a person in a religious movement is not be-
having according to rules and is not saved, he is called neurotic and
sent to the analyst. And then the analyst asks quite justifiably, what can
he do, is he greater than God?

This belief that through a religious conversion we become quite dif-
terent beings, is still alive among us. Somebody becomes a Christian
Scientist, for instance, and is supposed to be an entirely changed man;
formerly, he was a rascal, and now look at him: he does not drink or
waste his money running about with women, so Christian Science must
be the truth. Then the Methodists and the Baptists and the Salvation
Army and the Oxford Movement and four hundred other denomi-
nations walk upon the stage and tell you that all their members have
become entirely different people. Therefore, they all contain the
truth. Now, what truth? It is the old belief that that thing is the living
truth which changes people completely; the criterion for the truth is
that man is changed, proving that there is some secret magic in these
forms or convictions. That was the belief of early Christianity, and it is
the same idea which Nietzsche proclaims here: the idea that the Super-
man would be the lightning which would upset the dormant condition
of his world, so that man could change. It is not exactly the Christian
transformation through the grace of God or baptism. It is due to man,
because when God is dead he appears next in the one who kills him;
then the divine creative faculty needs must dwell in man. And then
man has the faculty of transforming into the Superman, by which is
not meant a man of greater virtue but a man who is simply beyond this
man of today, a different creature obviously, a man who can deal with
the darkness in human nature.

Dr. Reichstein: 1 think the oldest picture of this idea is the Iranian
myth of the original primordial man who sleeps and must be awak-
ened.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is a similar idea, and there are other primitive be-
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liefs that the first couple, or the first god, was asleep and had to be
awakened.

When Zarathustra had thus spoken, one of the people called
out: “We have now heard enough of the rope-dancer; it is time
now for us to see him!” And all the people laughed at Zarathustra.
But the rope-dancer, who thought the words applied to him, be-
gan his performance.

To whom does the rope-dancer refer here?

Remark: To Zarathustra?

Dr. Jung: Well, I must say it is not quite clear. We only know that
there is a man who is really a rope-dancer, and when the people call for
the rope-dancer he sets to work.'» There is a certain confusion be-
tween the real and the symbolic rope-dancer here.

Myrs. Baumann: It might be the Superman.

Dr. Jung: Yes. You see, the ordinary man could not be compared to
a rope-dancer; he lives in good houses in safe cities that are watched
over by the police, and there are excellent laws, and boundaries to
every country, and settled conditions. But the rope-dancer walks on a
very high rope in the air; it is an acrobatic stunt and if he falls down he
is killed. It is a tremendous risk, the symbol of a dangerous transitus. So
the Superman could be man in the situation of a rope-dancer, running
as great arisk as the rope-dancer who risks his life. It is as if there were
a misunderstanding here between the audience and the speaker. The
people think Zarathustra is speaking of the real rope-dancer while he
is really speaking of the Superman of whom the rope-dancer would be
a symbol.

Now, we have been reading the sermons or reflections of Zarathus-
tra, and there has been very little action, but here we come upon action
again, as in the descent of Zarathustra from the mountain and the
meeting of the old wise man. And whenever talk transforms into ac-
tion there is a reason for it. Do you know what it is? Why should talk
suddenly become action?

Mprs. Fierz: 1f what is to be told is not clear, not conscious enough to
be said in words, a sort of symbolical action would take the place of the
word.

Dr. Reichstein: Speech is always one-sided, and this action could be

% In her biography of her brother, Elizabeth Forster-Nietzsche not only tells of fre-
quent appearances of tightrope walkers in their home town of Naumburg but even re-
counts an instance of one acrobat jumping over another. N/Life, vol. I, p. 54.
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the reaction from the unconscious brought out by the speech before.
He teaches more the Yang side, and the action might be the reaction
of the Yin side.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that would more or less coincide with what Mrs. Fierz
said. Something is lacking in the sermon apparently; with that state-
ment, “I teach you the Superman,” a certain culmination is reached,
and for the moment he cannot go beyond. He says he is the lightning
and he is the madness, and now of course the sermon should continue
and say where it starts, and of what the effect of the lightning or the
frenzy consists, and how it shows. But there he seems to have hurt him-
self against a snag, so the sermon goes underground. It is like a pause
in a speech: one’s thoughts suddenly leave one and one has to do some-
thing about it and then it turns into action, and the action must be ex-
pressive, symbolical of the spoken word.

Myr. Nuthall-Smith: It would be when he gets tired of talking.

Dr. Jung: Zarathustra is not easily tired of talking.

Mr. Nuthall-Smith: But the people get tired.

Dr. Jung: He pays no attention to the people, as we have evidence for
in the next chapter where it says: “But Zarathustra, looking at the peo-
ple, wondered, and then he spoke thus: . . .” You see, he continues; he
is not afraid of tiring people with his talk, and it is quite a while before
the rope-dancer can get to work, because Zarathustra is still speaking.
No, he has hit upon something there, he has hurt himself against an
invisible snag, and that is of course the transition over to the question
how that idea will work, what it means to man and what it means to
himself above all. For instance, when somebody says a whole mouthful
and then suddenly stops and cannot find the next sentence, you can be
sure that he has hit upon something in himself which caused the hesi-
tation." If a person announces as his sacred conviction that things
should always be done in such and such a way, and then doesn’t know
what to say next, it is because the devil has hooked on, asking: “Do you
really know your own conviction?” or “Do you really mean what you
say?” And obviously he does not know then what he has said or what
his conviction was. It often happens when people say more than they
can swallow, that they are suddenly disturbed from underneath; they
forget what they wanted to say because the unconscious has withdrawn
it. They were just gliding along, it was all plain sailing, and then they

“+ Jung is here drawing on his work in the so-called “Association Experiment,” in
which, for instance, by observing pauses in subjects’ responses to suggested stimulus
words, complexes can be detected. See CW 2, passim.
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struck upon a shallow piece of ground where the unconscious was
close to the surface: suddenly the unconscious hooked on. In such
cases, the symbolic or symptomatic action follows.

This is such a moment. Zarathustra hesitates, he looks upon the peo-
ple as if he were wondering about them. As a matter of fact he should
wonder about himself, because here Nietzsche touched something that
gave a spark for the time being. He is able to go on, but in the mean-
time, while Zarathustra goes on talking, the symbolic action begins to
work. Now, this rope-dancer is quite obviously a relation of Zarathus-
tra—he is his symbolic action—and I think we are quite safe in assum-
ing that he represents Nietzsche’s inferior side, because all the preoc-
cupation with the rope-dancer in subsequent chapters shows that he is
really concerned with that man and sees himself in him. So we may as-
sume for the time being, as when one dreams of an inferior person,
that this is the shadow figure, the inferior man in himself. And it really
is the inferior man in him that has hooked on here, saying: “Now what
about that transition to the Superman? How can you become the
Superman? For it is expected of you, Zarathustra; of you personally,
Friedrich Nietzsche. How do you get beyond your migraines, your
vomiting and sleeplessness and chloral and all the other narcotics, and
your terrible sensitiveness and irritability?”'s You see that would hap-
pen in every one of us. Now he starts again to speak about the Super-
man, because he begins to wonder what the effect or the idea of the
Superman really means to him personally. So he says in the way of re-
flection:

Man is a rope stretched between the animal and the Super-
man—a rope over an abyss.

This is the answer he is giving to the doubts as to how man can get
across to the Superman, by what means that change can be made, and
why it should be made. Those are the doubts of the inferior man, so
this is almost in the way of an admonition.

A dangerous crossing, a dangerous wayfaring, a dangerous
looking-back, a dangerous trembling and halting.

What is great in man is that he is a bridge and not a goal: what
islovable in man is that he is an over-going and a down-going.

5 “Constant headaches, constant vomiting, all my old ills are back again, wrapped up
in anervous exhaustion which renders the entire machine useless. . . . I am not suffering
from a disease of the brain” (To Franz Overbeck, 4 July 1888, in Letters/Middleton).

83



SPRING TERM

In German it is Ubergang and Untergang, which would be literally a
going-over or a going-beyond, and a setting like the sun. He says:

I love those that know not how tolive except as down-goers, for
they are the over-goers.

I would prefer to say: “I love those who live not, save as suns setting,
for they are going beyond.”*

I love the great despisers, because they are the great adorers,
and arrows of longing for the other shore.

By these words he is soothing himself or explaining to himself why the
longing for the Superman or going beyond man is a greater virtue
than remaining the ordinary man. He says to himself that he loves
those men who don’t remain what they were, but who live in order to
change, to live beyond themselves in order to become.

I love those who do not first seek a reason beyond the stars for
going down and being sacrifices, but sacrifice themselves to the
earth, that the earth of the Superman may hereafter arrive.

He denies the Christian idea of self-sacrifice for a thing which is be-
yond the world, for an extra-mundane spirituality. He doesn’t see any
merit in killing the body for the sake of the spirit, and moreover, one
would never be changed by sacrificing oneself merely to the spirit. His
idea is that it takes greater courage, greater virtue, and a greater sac-
rifice, to live, to sacrifice oneself to the earth, to reality; for if one sac-
rifices oneself to the actual concrete reality, one is changed and thus
one prepares the way for the Superman. One occasionally comes
across such problems in people in analysis, particularly in cases of
transference. You see it sometimes happens to pious people that they
get neurotic and unfortunately enough they have to go through an
analysis, and then—Oh Lord!—they even fall in love with the analyst.
They get a transference which at times takes on a most disquieting re-
ligious aspect—the analyst takes on the aspect of Jesus: they would like
to kiss his feet and call him Jesus. Then, they develop a most formida-
ble resistance against such a blasphemous transference. But the more
they resist it, the more they project—till he is almost overwhelmed by
the negative Christian projections. Of course he is then not only Jesus
but also the devil himself. Naturally, the conflict is great in such peo-

' Another translation: “I love those who do not know how to live except by going un-
der, for they are those that cross over” (Kauf mann*, p. 127).
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ple. The thing to which Nietzsche alludes happens to them: they get
neurotic because they exaggerate their own spirituality. They identify
with the spirits in heaven and imagine themselves spirits and nothing
else.

But unfortunately they have a thick shadow. They have a body un-
derneath all that show which won’t agree with the spiritual show on
top; it revolts against such spirituality, and that causes the neurosis.
Then, in analysis, naturally they become aware of the fact that there is
such a thing as body, that the spirit does not pay for the whole per-
tformance. The body has to pay the damage too. The unconscious in-
sists very much then upon the physical presence of the analyst; and
transference has the meaning that they should be brought to recognize
the projection of their religious contents into as ordinary a human
being as an analyst. Of course, they are mighty glad if he is not quite
ordinary. “Such a great man!” His great mind excuses the fact that
they have a transference, for if it were on any ordinary human being,
it would be insupportable. But mind you, it is not his mind at all, I have
known that for many years. At my last lecture at the University,'7 I
walked downstairs behind some girls and I overheard their remarks:
“I didn’t understand a word of what he said today.” “You did not un-
derstand? It was as clear as a bell.” “Then can you explain such and
such a thing?” “Oh well, I did not quite get it, but [ know he is right, he
is so strong and so healthy!”

Soitis an awful thing to find all your values projected into an ordi-
nary human creature with a body, particularly all your religious values.
And mind you, if that figure has a mind, it is an obstacle, by no means
an asset, because you have then to cast away all that mind business in
order to see that it is a body. To see great religious values in the body
is a very horrible discovery for a good Christian. It is just that to which
the Lord himself alluded when he spoke of the possibility that he
might be seen in the shape of the lowest of our brethren, that in the
lowest of our brethren we would be able to recognize the Lord. A very
wise word, but of course a more loathesome word to a Christian. It is
not accepted, because they only want to pity the lowest of our breth-
ren; the idea of seeing anything of high religious value in them is much
toodangerous. I explained thatonceto a conference of theologians in
Strasbourg and they all averted their eyes and walked round it. It was

'7 Jung resigned in 1914 as Privatdocent at the University of Ziirich, a position he had
held since 19o8. Buthere he may mean a recent lecture at the Eidgendssiche Technische
Hochschule, or ETH.
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too hot a stew; they would not put a finger into it. Yet, it is of course a
most important point; it is the problem of our time, in which of course
Nietzsche also was concerned. He understands the acceptance of the
man of earth as the self-sacrifice of greater merit than any sacrifice for
the sake of spirit. He sees that acceptance of the real concrete man,
identical with his body, as the greatest meaning of our time, for such a
sacrifice would put modern man before a problem of almost unsur-
mountable difficulty. We would rather accept anything in the world,
any devil or any hell, than accept ourselves in our particular concrete-
ness. That is the thing of which we are most afraid. You see, that being
is not even very sinful, not even superb in its sins—just hellishly banal
and of a low order, not interesting at all. We would prefer superb sins
than to be ourselves with all the banality which we represent. There-
fore, he says:

I love him who liveth in order to know, and seeketh to know in
order that the Superman may hereafter live. Thus seeketh he his
own down-going.

Here is again the famous Untergang, the setting of the sun of all his ide-
als about himself; it is an extraordinary disillusion and an increase of
knowledge. Without disillusion you never acquire knowledge, and
without knowledge you never acquire a new consciousness, and with-
out consciousness you never change: living unconsciously you remain
forever the same.

I love him who laboureth and inventeth, that he may build the
house for the Superman,

That is the new man who knows, whose consciousness is exceedingly
individual if he can once swallow the fact of himself.

and prepare for him earth, animal, and plant, for thus seeketh he
his own doing-going.
He goes down into the concrete reality. He becomes again man and

disidentifies with his ideals. In other words, he creates a new ideal
which is coincident with the real man, with man as he is in the body.

I love him who loveth his virtue; for virtue is the will to down-
going, and an arrow of longing.

Again the virtue of the doing-going, the approach to the earth, to man
as he is. And the arrow of longing is the changing, going beyond, be-
cause by accepting oneself as one is, one gets a longing to be different
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and that moves the whole world forward. We don’t want to be our-
selves, because we cannot stand ourselves; therefore, we never make
progess. We remain as we are because we don’t accept the only thing
which can be motive power enough to bring it about. Only when we
accept the thing which is loathesome to us, have we a real will to
change, not before.

I love him who reserveth no share of spirit for himself, but
wanteth to be wholly the spirit of his virtue: thus walketh he as
spirit over the bridge.

That means that he loves the one who has the intuitions of such virtue,
who at least intuitively grasps the meaning of that virtue, and thus in
spirit crosses over the bridge.

I love him who maketh his virtue his inclination and destiny:
thus, for the sake of his virtue, he is willing to live on, or live no
more.

This shows that it is really a self-sacrifice because you risk living on or
you risk dying. It is an enterprise which has all the risks of a real enter-
prise, which includes its specific dangers. It is amor fati.'® This is the at-
titude now prevailing in Germany. It is the inner meaning of National
Socialism. They live in order to live on—or to die. When you hear the
really serious people talk, you realize that Nietzsche simply anticipated
that style. They praise the attitude of being ready, and naturally any
rationalist asks, for what? That is just the point—nobody knows for
what. Therefore, they have no program; they have no mapped-out
scheme which should be fulfilled. They live for the moment. They
don’t know wheretheyare going. Very influential and competent peo-
ple of that party acknowledge that they don’t know, but one thing is
certain: they are going, there is no return, they must risk it. Then, the
rationalist asks: “Risk what?” The answer is, “Risk it.” They don’t know
what they are risking; they simply take it as a matter of course that they
must have this attitude, that one risks ¢, whatever it is. This is of course
pure madness from a rationalistic standpoint, and that is what
Nietzsche means. Therefore, he says the Superman is the lightning or
the madness. One can say it is all pathological, or that it is a divine or a
demoniacal madness, but that is exactly the madness Nietzsche means.

' “Amor fatiz let that be my love henceforth” (Gay Science, p. 276). Nietzsche’s love of
fate, like his embrace of “the eternal recurrence of the same,” is part of his later philos-
ophy of aftirmation.
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So Nietzsche is in a way the great prophet of whatis actually happening
in Germany.

I love him who desireth not too many virtues. One virtue is
more of a virtue than two, because it is more of a knot for one’s
destiny to cling to.

This is a very wise word because the more virtues you are looking for,
the more you get away from your real task. There is only that virtue
whch makes you live what you are.

I love him whose soul is lavish, who wanteth no thanks and doth
not give back: for he always bestoweth, and desireth not to keep
for himself.'9

This is again the idea of the down-going, pouring life out. You see, we
always try to retain, to economize our lives, but he preaches an attitude
that is wasteful, that wastes oneself. So it means giving the whole of
oneself without restriction, again a self-sacrifice to fate, to the things
that have to happen from dark reasons—a complete surrender to life
and fate.

I love him who is ashamed when the dice fall in his favour, and
who then asketh: “Am I a dishonest player?”—for he is willing to
succumb.

To perish. That is clear.

I love him who scattereth golden words in advance of his deeds,
and alwaysdoeth more than he promiseth: for he seeketh his own
down-going.

Again this attitude of out-doing oneself, of doing more than one really
meant to do. It means following the impulse which is always behind
everything we do, the organic instinctive impulse which has the char-
acter of a natural reaction, as all instinct has. It means to go the whole
length of the way; you meant to go for two miles, but it carries you
along for fifty miles, and you let it happen. Otherwise, there is no
going down. You cannot manage fate; you never wind up with yourself
if you can manage yourself, if you can say to God, “This and no more.”

' No Aristotelian, Nietzsche here probably consciously echoes the famous account of
the magnanimous man, thesort“to confer benefits, but he is ashamed of receiving them,
for the one is the mark of a superior, and the other of an inferior” (Nicomachean Ethics,
in The Complete Works of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan Barnes, [Princeton, B.S. LXXI:2, 1983],
1124b).
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I love him who justifieth the future ones, and redeemeth the
past ones: for he is willing to succumb through the present ones.

That complete surrender to the present necessities means of course a
fulfilment, a redemption of the past generations, and of the unfulfilled
lives that are waiting to be fulfilled. If we live completely, we surrender
to their lives and redeem them. Also, we prepare for a future genera-
tion, because we have lived out our own lives; we have fulfilled them,
and we leave no curse for the following generations—the curse of
economized life.

I love him who chasteneth his God, because he loveth his God:
for he must succumb through the wrath of his God.

You see he is at it again, without the a this time.

I love him whose soul is deep even in the wounding, and may
succumb through a small matter: thus goeth he willingly over the
bridge.

I love him whose soul is so overfed that he forgetteth himself,
and all things are in him: thus all things become his down-going.

That would mean going down into reality in the sense of downfall. For
he gets entangled; he easily gets wounded; fate takes hold of him and
so he becomes complete. This is a complete, very perfect acceptance of
what one is, drawing the last conclusion from the fact of being what
one is.

Question: From one’s own doing?

Dr. Jung: Well, it is a sort of religious teaching: it is very absolute.

I love him who is of a free spirit and a free heart; thus is his head
only the bowels of his heart; his heart, however, causeth his down-

going.

That is a confession. The heart is speaking through Zarathustra, not
the mind. This is again exactly what is happening in Germany now,
their heart is speaking through their head. And this heart desires de-
struction, because a world full of old ideas must be destroyed. It is not
because the heart has invented the idea of destruction, but because in
the heartis the secret source of a will that speaks through the head. But
that is taboo to Nietzsche. He doesn’t touch it.

Ilove all who are like heavy drops falling one by one out of the
dark cloud that lowereth over man:
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Here we have the image of the dark cloud spread over the earth, in
which the lightning is hidden.

They herald the coming of the lightning, and succumb as heralds.
Lo, I am a herald of the lightning, and a heavy drop out of the
cloud: the lightning, however, is the Superman.

That means the coming man of course. A coming attitude, a new spirit,
should fill the human form and make over our hitherto prevailing
world and culture. In Nietzsche’s mind, the Superman is a new type of
man with such an attitude.
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LECTURE VI
13 June 1934

Dr. Jung:

There are several questions. Mrs. Crowley asks: “When you spoke of
symbolic action interrupting the discourse of Zarathustra, did you
mean the flow or progress of the conscious realization was inter-
rupted? In that case doesn’t it put a negative construction on the ac-
tion? Yet if a dream is the messenger of the conscious realization, why
isn’t such symbolicaction another step in the development of the inner
reality? In other words, do not the discourse and action serve as two
aspects of the same reality? If it is to be looked upon as a negative in-
terruption, that gives one the sense of a break in the rhythm of its
growth and I would like to know which you meant.”

I did not intend to convey the idea that the symbolic action was in
any way inferior to the sermon. It is simply that the sermon has led up
to a point where another element must come in; as if you pushed an
argument to the very edge where you cannot go any further, and then
instead of discussing, you do something. For instance, in Voltaire’s Can-
dide, just at the end, when the philosopher Pangloss has finished his
long talk about the world, that it is le meilleur des mondes and that every-
thing in it is the best thing possible, Candide calls his attention to his
most disgusting venereal disease. But Pangloss proves that even his
disease is most respectable, because he got it in a straight line from Co-
lumbus through the intermediary of a cardinal and his mistress. (That
is true Voltairian style!—I am not responsible.) When he has finished
his argument, Candide is quite overcome and says: Tout cela est bien dit
mais il faut cultiver nétre jardin, meaning that after all that talk they must
do something reasonable because they had nothing to eat: they must
plant their cabbages. Now, that is by no means an inferior interrup-
tion, it is surely much better to be planting and manuring cabbages;
everybody was glad when that long speech was interrupted.*

' In the novel Candide (1759), Pangloss, Voltaire’s caricature of Leibniz and his opti-
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In this case, the sermon stops for the time being and of course it is
difficult to see what is now coming up. One usually notices in a series
of fantasies that it is suddenly interrupted by something new, a differ-
ent motive or an action. Or in a dream you wake up and you under-
stand why you wake up: it is because the situation has become intoler-
able, or because the dream argument is finished. You have reached a
certain amount of clarity and so it can vanish, and then another theme
comes up. Now, here Zarathustra reaches a real culmination when he
says: “Lo, I teach you the Superman: he is the lightning, he is that
frenzy.” That is the very essence of the idea he wants to convey to the
audience. And what would you expect after such a statement?

Mrs. Crowley: That the lightning would fall; it would have to be illus-
trated.

Dr. Jung: Yes, you would expect that the lightning would now de-
scend and that the audience would be struck by it—like the miracle of
Pentecost, where the Holy Ghost descends in the form of tongues of
fire.> Nothing of the kind happens, however. But something happens;
the rope-dancer starts to work, the lightning has struck, as a matter of
fact, but one does not see the effect. Yet, it could be shown that an ef-
fect has taken place. It is not visible here in the text, because the whole
trend of thoughts is going underground, but it is the real man
Nietzsche who writes those words. It is not Zarathustra and it is not the
rope-dancer; and as he writes, the lightning strikes him. That will be-
come obvious afterwards.

Mr. Allemann: Is it not also the word madness which struck him?

Dr. Jung: Exactly. Nietzsche could not have known his fate, but when
he writes those words, the unconscious cries, “Halt!” Then the whole
thing goes underground, and a peculiar action begins which symbol-
izes the coming events that could not be consciously foreseen.

Now Mrs. Baumann’s question: “Would you kindly say a little more
about the heart being the secretsource of a will that speaks through the
head? You spoke of it last time in connection with the paragraph where
Zarathustra says: ‘I love him who is of a free spirit and a free heart;

mistic philosophy of preestablished harmony, keeps insisting to the wide-eyed Candide
that appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, all is for the best in this the best of all
possible worlds, until at the book’s end the young man sensibly remarks: “All this is well
said, but we must cultivate our garden.”

¢ “And there appeared to them tongues as of fire, distributed and resting on each one
of them. And they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak in tongues as
the spirit gave them utterance” (Acts 2:1-4).
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thus is his head only the bowels of his heart; his heart, however, caus-
eth his down-going.’ ”

The idea is that his head is contained in the heart and the heart talks
through the head. It is simply a sort of metaphor indicating that there
is a secret will in the heart, behind the head and superior to the head.
It is a well-known idea that people can argue in an apparently logical
and rational way while really speaking the wishes of their hearts. I
think it is Isaiah, for instance, who reproaches the false prophets for
speaking the wishes of their hearts instead of the words of the Lord.s
There, of course, it is a sort of depreciative remark. In this case it is
appreciative. It means that there is a will to self-destruction in the
heart, which leads finally to the Superman. The heart wills the drive
towards the destruction of that lame and tame and despicable being
called man, the most contemptible of all things to Nietzsche—the thing
which should be overcome. So the will of the heart, that secret will to
destruction, forces the head, and no matter what the head may think,
it will be forced by the heart which knowsthatgoal. The Superman can
only live through the destruction of man as he is. The political analogy
to this is the secret will to destruction all over the world, not only in
Germany; of course, you see it very clearly there at present, but it is
everywhere. Our actual collective unconscious seeks the destruction of
millions. Why do they heap up ammunition and cannons? Surely not
in order to play chess with them. Why do they invent poisonous gases?
Tokill of course. And why can nobody put a stop to it, damn it? We can
only explain it by the fact that there is a superior will which forces all
heads. And Nietzsche says here that he loves that will to destruction;
therefore he preaches war. That is of course a sort of horrible night-
mare to us, but the Eastern attitude would not see so much nightmare
in it. They would say, where there are too many people, the number
must be lessened, and so naturally a time will come when people will be
exterminated to a certain extent: that simply has to be.

Mrs. Crowley: Is that not the very argument between Krishna and Ar-
juna in the beginning of the Bhagavad Gita?

Dr. Jung: Well, you don’t need to read it in the Bhagavad Gita. You
can hear it in the East from the man in the street who has a natural wis-
dom in his veins; he is quite convinced and therefore he has no partic-
ular commiseration. You see, we make a hell of a fuss in Europe when

+The Lord warned of the talse prophets who “are prophesying to you a lying vision,
worthless divination and the deceit of their oswn mind” (Jeremiah 14:14).

i “When there is increase of unwanted population, a hellish situation is created.” Bha-
gavad Gita, tr. A, C. Bhakhavendanta Swami Problapada (New York, 1972), text 41.
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several hundred thousand Chinamen are dying of starvation, or
drowned by the floods of the Hoang Ho or the Yangtze-Kiang. The
Chinamen don’t bother so much. They say: Too much folk, they must
go. But we Christians have so little faith in life that we think we must
preserve every little nuisance that has come into existence. Of course,
it is not nice for the individuals who are actually under the wheel, but,
you know, we shall all be under the wheel when those bombs begin to
rain down upon our cities. And we ourselves are continuously bringing
that about—nobody wants to but everybody is doing it.

Now here is a question by Mrs. Baynesin reference toa lecture given
by a professor of the philosophy of law from Paris. He was speaking
about the psychology of power and the so-called antinomy of power,
namely, that power is both good and evil, which makes an insoluble an-
tithesis in the very being of power.> She says: “The lecturer at the Psy-
chological Club on Saturday evening seemed to think that his stand-
point was in direct agreement with that of analytical psychology. He
said that the solution of conflict was by the reconciliation of thesis and
antithesis, or in a word, by the transcending function which takes into
consideration each of the opposites to be reconciled. But then he put
forward the view that Christianity is still our best guide in the conduct
of life. Is it possible to deny that Christianity demands the sacrifice of
everything to the one principle, i.e., spirit? And has not analytical psy-
chology shown that the psyche of modern man is in open revolt against
this one-sidedness and forces to seek a new way that allows him to live
the body as well as the spirit? Is not this the sum and substance of
Nietzsche’s point of view?”

That is, of course, Nietzsche’s point of view, but on the other hand
we must say that Nietzsche’s point of view is exceedingly mysterious to
the majority of even highly educated people. They don’t understand
it. When Zarathustra came out, I was living in Basel and I heard them
talking about it, and they were all profoundly bewildered; they had not
the faintest idea what it was about. It gave Jakob Burckhardt, the fa-
mous historian, a sort of shock. He was frightened by it. And when the

» This was Professor Boris Vycheslavzett (1877-1954), a moral theologian and philos-
opher of law. His 1936 Eranos lecture, “Two Ways of Redemption: Redemption as a So-
lution of the Tragic Contradiction,” was published in a translation by Ralph Mannheim
in The Mystic Vision, vol. 6 of Selected Papers from the Eranos Yearbooks (Princeton, B.S.
XXX, 1968).

% For Burckhardt, see above g May 1934, n. 7. Jung’s years in Basel, where he attended
the Gymnasium and the University, extended from 1886 to 1goo. Nietzsche died in the
year when Jung, a new doctor of medicine, moved to Ziirich. After Nietzsche collapased
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rumor got abroad that Nietzsche was in a lunatic asylum, they all said,
“Thank heaven!” Then the case was clear: a nightmare was dissolved,
and everybody was glad that that man Nietzsche was behind the bars.
He had said awful things, but happily enough it was all foolishness, the
dream of a madman. Something like that was the mood about fifty
years ago, and nowadays it is not very different. Mankind has not be-
come so much more intelligent in the meantime. Of course, we have
had some experiences. The world war helped a great many people to
realize what Zarathustra means, or to what it refers at least. But, for the
most part, people were happily asleep in the dream of the Middle Ages
and had no idea of such problems, as untold millions are still sleeping.
They could live just as well in a time when the sun was still revolving
round the world. So for such people the whole problem does not exist,
and for them Christianity is still the best guide for their lives, no matter
how the Christ symbol is understood. You see, it can be understood in
many ways, in the Catholic way, in the Greek Orthodox way—there are
four hundred Protestant denominations making a fuss about nothing.
And then there are all sorts of nonorthodox and nonorganized ideas
upon the subject. But the central figure is still Christ. Aslong as people
are unable to realize what individuality is, what the self is, it is projected
and there is nothing to be done about it. If it is not projected in Christ
it is projected into another leader or a mythological figure, a Buddha
or a new religious system. And, of course, the number of people who
are not conscious of the self, who have not begun to realize that there
is such a problem, are countless.? Therefore, one has to reckon with
the fact of Christianity and to take it quite seriously as the best guide in
these matters; for two thousand years, this system has been the best
guide for us, as Buddhism has been in India.

As long as people can live in such a system, if it really expresses the
facts of the unconscious, then it is good and there is nothing to be said
against it; you cannot even criticize it. That means, of course, inas-
much as people are serious and have not simply put an a before their
creed—instead of theism, atheism. I should not call atheists serious:
they don’t see that they are still theists in denying God. I understand
by “serious people” those who know that such a thing as a religious ex-
perience is possible, and that it means the greatest good one could pos-
sibly imagine. Such people realize, of course, that the Christian symbol

in Turin he was taken to Basel and then toan asvlum in Jena where hestayed only briefly
before being taken to his mother’s home.

7 See CW 12, par. 12, for an account of how religious projection may cut off uncon-
scious content “from all participation and influence upon the conscious mind.”

95



SPRING TERM

asitis handed down, as it stands now, does not provide a form through
which a complete life is possible. And inasmuch as this is again a truth,
we have the problem of what we can do or how we can live when that
symbol fails us. For instance, we can assume that people who have such
a problem are abnormal, that it is a sort of choice of unbalanced minds
that simply cannot bow to tradition, who are too abnormal to be ex-
pressed by a fairly collective or normal symbol, so that even Christ as a
comprehensive symbol, or what Buddha is in the East, is unable to ex-
press those particular whims of modern minds. That is the attitude of
very intelligent people. They take it that these so-called modern prob-
lems are just sort of neurotic protuberances, more or less morbid, be-
cause they hold that everything that reasonably can be, is already ex-
pressed in the Christian dogma.

I had an opportunity lately to talk to some French people who are
Catholic to the marrow of their bones, and for them that whole sphere
of psychological or religious experience, which is so conspicuous in
primitives for instance, simply does not exist. It does not exist, because
it is in the church. But then you would assume that they believed in
their Catholicism. Not at all! They are Catholic with an a, a-Catholics,
but they are in the church. When they are positive, they say the soul is
a religious problem, dealt with by the church, which has nothing to do
with them; only inasmuch as they are connected with the church does
the soul play any role at all. If they are negative they say that every-
thing in the church and the whole psychological experience is non-
sense. And they have torepeatit very often, with a spirit of insistence,
in order to help the stored-up unconscious to abreact. They organize
themselves most probably in a free-thinking society or a society for
atheist propaganda. But their whole psychology is still in the Catholic
church in its positive or negative form. To say anything about
Nietzsche, or to mention analytical psychology to such people, is per-
fectly preposterous—you could talk to the penguins just as well. I felt
like St. Malo, only I was not blind and deaf: I saw that they were pen-
guins.? They were only the conscious half of man—the unconscious
didn’t exist—and the conscious half was the walls of the church.

The Christian symbol is still alivebecause millions of people are alive
who need it very badly even, and for them everything is still contained
within it, anticipating, one might possibly say, what we get through the

* In Penguin Island (New York, 19og), St. Malo (d. 621) is mentioned, but it is one St.
Muel who, seeing but dimly the penguins on the island where he had landed, baptized
them as very small men. Jung also discusses Penguin Island in Dream Sem., p. 88.
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collective unconscious in a certain form. For we constantly need Chris-
tian concepts in order to understand the collective unconscious. We
apply Eastern concepts as well, but we also amplify them in order to
explain what is in the Christian symbolism. It is true that late Chistian-
ity has a peculiar one-sidedness which doesn’t fit our time, but that so-
called spiritual attitude was once perfectly sound—it had to be. The
knowledge of the conditions of antique civilization makes you under-
stand why such a religion as Christianity was needed. Every emphasis
laid upon the spirit was absolutely necessary; one cannot imagine what
the world would have come to if such a reaction had not taken place.
You know, when Buddhism first reached the barbarous people behind
the borders of India, it came quite naked, without gods, because there
were already two million gods in India. They were simply swamped by
them, so, of course, as Buddhism was a sort of protest against the pre-
vailing Hinduism, they thought they did not need them. They thought
the decisive action took place in the sphere of man and not of the gods;
even the gods had to become men in order to be redeemed. But when
Buddhism reached Nepal, Tibet, and China, that condition of the Hi-
nayana, the so-called small vessel, did not fit. They found there only
the old tribal gods and fetiches and shamans, and all sorts of black
magic, like the Bung religion in Tibet. So Buddhism instantly felt the
need of gods again, and they had a series of prophets who revealed the
existence of the Mahayana deities. The ideas of the boddhisatvas, who
became even more important than Buddha himself, originated then,
and all the goddesses, like Kwan Yin and the white Tara. They natu-
rally had to invent female gods, of course not artificially, but through
special revelation for this purpose, coming from the unconscious.9

So when this professor showed a very positive attitude to Christian-
ity, I supported him, because I also have a positive attitude toward it. I
could give you, for instance, absolutely psychological proof of certain
most abstruse dogmatic concepts, like the trinity, or that point they
made against the Arians (the followers of Arius) in the early church,
that Christ was homo-oustos, of equal nature with God. The Arians said
that he was only homoi-ousios, similar in his substance to the Father. That
looks like pure nonsense to us, but they killed each other over the ques-
tion, and it is of course of tremendous importance looked at from the

9 The early religion of Tibet, called Bung or Bon, a form of nature worship, was re-
placed by Mahayana (the “great vehicle”) Buddhism. Bodhisattvas (“beings aspiring to
enlightenment”) defer their own enlightenment to work for that of others.
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psychological point of view.'®* We can be grateful to the old fathers of
the church that they came to the conclusion that Christ must be homo-
oustos, of the same substance as the Father: such a conclusion was ab-
solutely necessary for our psychological development. Also it was for
certain psychological reasons that Gnosticism had to be abolished. I am
against the destruction of Christianity, because I hold that for thou-
sands of years, the majority of people will not be able to getbeyond the
Christian conception; therefore, it ought to exist, one cannot abolish
it. One should cease the foolishness of thinking that all people are the
same and have the same creed. It is absolutely impossible. We are con-
verting negroes for their own destruction, for example. It would be
better to go to Africa and shoot them down than to make them degen-
erate by becoming Christians. The missionaries preached that they
ought to wear clothes, but then the English became intelligent enough
not to allow it—well, they couldn’t help becoming intelligent after a
while, there is no merit in that. In certain parts of Polynesia they give
a good thrashing to the natives who wear trousers. They must go na-
ked. But missionaries have unclean sexual fantasies if people are na-
ked, so they tell them they are indecent. People would have far fewer
sexual fantasies if they did go naked—but it would be “horrible.”

Here is a question by Mrs. Bailward: “With reference to the proph-
ecy about Christ that he might appear as the lowest of the brethren,
does this mean a kind of Valentino, Mussolini, or mediumistic prize-
fighter?”

It is exceedingly improbable that Christ would appear in such a
form, unless Mussolini, or the prize-fighter, should fall in love with you
or you with him. Then it could be. As long as such people are some-
where on the horizon or painted upon the wall, they do little damage.
Christ, being the symbol of the self, is the innermost thing and that
only reaches you ¢n the innermost. Mussolini would never do that . The
reason why many people fallin love with fantastic tenors and Valenti-
nos is because they are far away, so they are perfectly innocuous; every
woman in love with a tenor knows in the bottom of her heart that he
does not care a hang for her. It only becomes dangerous when real love
comes in between and then people run away as quickly as they can, for
where God is the nearest the danger is greatest.

Mrs. Bailward: Where is the quotation from?

' Arius (d. A.p. 336), in preaching that the substances of Father, Son,and Holy Ghost
were separate and only similar, made the Christ one who came into existence. The Ni-
cene Creed, aimed directly at the Arian heresy, insisted on the identity of substance
among the Trinity, thus making the Son, like the Father and Holy Ghost, eternal.
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Dr. Jung: Miss Hannah also asks that in her question. The quotation
is from the fifth chapter of St. Matthew: “Inasmuch as ye have done it
unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye have done it unto me.”
That Christ can be the least of your brethren is, of course, very impor-
tant.”’ The same thought is expressed in the more primitive Islamic
mysticism, in a somewhat different and more complete way. (I have al-
ready quoted to you what my Sufihead-mansaid to me.)*2 You see, the
Self is such a disagreeable thing in a way, so realistic, because it is what
you really are, not what you want to be or imagine you ought to be; and
that reality is so poor, sometimes dangerous, and even disgusting, that
you will quite naturally make every effort not to be yourself. There-
fore, the idea has been invented quite suitably that it is even very bad
morally to be yourself. You also should not think of yourself; you
should love your brother or your neighbor but not yourself. But un-
fortunately Christ said you should love your brother or your neighbor
as yourself, and how can you love your brother if you don’t love your-
self? Or how can you forgive your brother if you don’t forgive your-
self? So one of the earliest Gnostic philosophers, Karpokrates, trans-
lated a certain passage in the gospel of St. Matthew in a very peculiar
way—that passage where Christ says:

Whosoever is angry with his brother without a cause shall be in
danger of the judgment; and whosoever shall say to his brother,
Raca, shall be in danger of the council; but whosoever shall say,
Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire.

Therefore if thou bringest thy gift to the altar, and there re-
memberest that thy brother hath ought against thee,

Leave there thy gift before the altar, and go thy way; first be rec-
onciled to thy brother, and then come and offer thy gift.

But Karpokrates interprets that last verse: If thou bringest thy gift
to the altar and findest anything against thyself, go first and reconcile
thyself to thyself.'s That is a custom in red Indian tribes; when a man
is not at one with himself on the day of the council meeting, he doesn’t
go to the meeting for he recognizes that he is not fit to be just and im-
partial and true if he is fighting himself. Therefore, Karpokrates

' Matthew 23:40.

' See above, g May 1934, n. 7.

's Matthew 5:22. Karpocrates (more commonly, Carpocrates) taught in Alexandria
during Hadrian’s reign (117-138). He is known to us mainly through the anti-Gnostic
writings of the church Father Irenaus (c. 149-202).
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rightly assumes that you cannot forgive if you don’t forgive yourself;
you cannot love if you don't love yourself. And that is really Christian.
But late Christianity, hoping to find a means to get away from oneself,
invented this infernal idea that you should love your neighbor and
trample yourself underfoot, in contradistinction to the words of the
Lord that you should love your neighbor as yourself, supposing that
you naturally do love yourself. Otherwise, how can we be impartial, or
how can we forgive? Therefore, that Christian love of your neighbor
has become most suspect. If anybody tells me that he loves me more
than himself and wants to sacrifice himself, I say: what does it cost?>—
what do you want afterwards? For afterwards a long account will be
presented. Nature will present it because it is not unselfish; there is no
such thing as unselfishness in that sense. But if you can love yourself,
you will be on the way to unselfishness. It is such a difficult and disa-
greeable task to love oneself that if you can do that, you can love any
toad, because you are worse than the most disgusting animal.

Now Miss Hannah also says: “I understood you to say last time that
you have to cast the mind away in order to see it is the body, and that
this was what Christ meant when he said you may find him as the low-
est among our brethren. I suppose I am like the Strasbourg theologi-
ans, but I can’t understand what this means.”

Well, not necessarily the body, but the body is naturally under the
same prejudice; the body being the lowest in man is, of course, the low-
est among the brethren. Those Strasbourg theologians did not under-
stand what I meant, because no Christian of thesedays understands this
point; we are all twisted in our minds through education.'« We are only
told to love our neighbor and that it is wrong to love ourselves. For in-
stance, one of the most ordinary arguments against analysis is that it
makes people self-conscious: they only think of themselves. I say that
is the very best thing you can possibly do if you do it systematically. You
have done it in a dilettante way—you have only made fantasies—but
from now on you write those fantasies, and as they are apt to be dis-

' “Psychotherapists or the Clergy,” alecture given before the Alsatian Pastoral Con-
terence at Strasbourg in May 1942 and published as a pamphlet in that vear, and then
in CW 11, pars. 488-538. Herein occurs the famous statement: *Among all my patients
in the second half of life—that is to say, over thirty-five—there has not been one whose
problem in the last resort was not that of tinding a religious outlook on life. . . . This of
course has nothing whatever to do with a particular creed or membership of a church”
(par. 309). Doubtless the pastorscould not understand how anyone could consider a psy-
chotherapist a substitute for a clergyman, could identify a religious problem with the
need for life-meaning, or could say that Catholicism is right for one person, a different
denomination for another, and none at all for a third.
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gusting, they instantly draw attention to themselves. You find then that
man is worth studying and also that it is well worthwhile to live with the
body. Otherwise, what on earth are you going to live with? You will
probably evaporate. Well, if you are going to disappear in a fast train
to heaven within the next fortnight, I have nothing to say against it, but
you cannot live as a disembodied spirit who by chance got into the body
of a woman and doesn’t even recognize her own hands.

We will now continue our text. You remember the fourth chapter
ends with: “Lo, I am a herald of the lightning, and a heavy drop out of
the cloud: the lightning, however, is the Superman.” Those are almost
the same words as in the end of the chapter before and again we have
the interruption.

When Zarathustra had spoken these words, he again looked at
the people, and was silent.

Waiting, obviously expecting that something ought to happen.

“There they stand,” said he to his heart; “there they laugh: they
understand me not; I am not the mouth for these ears.

Must one first batter their ears, that they may learn to hear with
their eyes? Must one clatter like kettledrums and penitential
preachers? Or do they only believe the stammerer?

They have something whereof they are proud. What do they
call it, that which maketh them proud? Culture, they call it, it dis-
tinguisheth them from the goatherds.”

The German word is Bildung, which means a sort of education rather
than culture.

“They dislike, therefore, to hear of ‘contempt’ of themselves. So
I will appeal to their pride.

I will speak unto them of the most contemptible thing: that,
however, is the last man!”

Zarathustra is expecting some effect from the lightning, yet nothing
happens apparently, so he assumes that he has not yet said the right
word to reach the audience—the word which penetrates—and he
thinks that he might reach them if he speaks of the most contemptible
of all things. You see, that feeling of not reaching his audience shows
that in that inner event which is in the writer’s mind while writing,
there is a similar situation. He speaks the words and apparently some-
thing in him does not answer, something withholds his reaction. Then
naturally, as a writer always does, he projects the inner fact outside of
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himself into his writings. Now what is the thing which does not reactin
him? What is so dull?

Mys. Fierz: He speaks of Bildung here but he himselfis gebildet.'s

Dr. Jung: His conscious conclusion is that they are proud of their cul-
ture or education and therefore would not react. But I want to know
why it is that when he speaks of the lightning, either the rope-dancer
goes to work or nothing happens at all—his audience doesn’t react, at
least.

Dr. Bahadurji: Because the self in him does not come up to the level
of his expectation, it doesn’t respond to him. He thinks with his head,
but the self in him is not in it.

Dr. Jung: Yes, one could put it abstractly like that. And one could also
say that the thing which doesn’t react in him is the collective man, be-
cause the collective man in the symbolism of the unconscious is always
represented by an assembly, an audience, a crowd. And he is standing
before the crowd in himself, so it would mean that the man of the
crowd, the ordinary collective man in himself, does not react: he is
dull. But that man has very much to do with the self; in an integrated
self that man is present. He is even the outer fringe of the self; the self
is like a crowd, therefore, being oneself, one is also like many. One ex-
presses a totality. One cannot individuate without being with other hu-
man beings. One cannot individuate on top of Mount Everest or in a
cave somewhere where one doesn’t see people for seventy years: one
only can individuate with or against something or somebody.'® Being
anindividual is always alink in a chain; it is not an absolutely detached
situation, in itself only, with no connection outside. It is sort of neurotic
late-Christian prejudice that you should not love yourself. It is as-
sumed that you would then be like a round ball lost somewhere in the
universe without any reference to anything and with no relation to
anybody. But as a matter of fact, if you can think with concentration,
you realize how much you are connected with other human beings,
how little you can exist without being related, without responsibilities
and duties and the relation of other people to yourself. And all that
remains completely in the darkness of participation mystique as long as
you don’t think of it.

So if you are, as it looks, an egotist, indulging in your own fantasies,
then you are simply indulging in the fantasy of being cut oft, all alone

» o« » e

s Bildung gets translated “education,” “culture,” “civilization,” and so on. As Mrs.
Fierz suggests, Nietzsche was another instance of an educated, cultured man.

"6 Jung defines individuation as “a process of differentiation . . . having for its goal the
development of the individual personality” (CW 6, par. 757).
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with yourself. Of course, public opinion helps you in that prejudice,
assuming that anybody alone with himself is necessarily an egotist.
When a person is quite modest and does not speak because he thinks
he is not competent, people say he is proud; whereas he may be a de-
cent fellow who doesn’t want to make the same fuss as the other peo-
ple, talking about things which they really don’t understand. Individ-
uation is only possible with people, through people. You must realize
that you are a link in a chain, that you are not an electron suspended
somewhere in space or aimlessly drifting through the cosmos. You are
part of an atomic structure, and that atomic structure is part of a mol-
ecule which, with others, builds up a body. Life is a continuum, and
nothing is absolutely severed from man within the living continuum;
such a thing would instantly die and be cast away. Inasmuch as we live,
we are in the continuum of life. If you think you are separated, it is
nothing but a neurotic imagination, and that is of course morbid. But
that you are thinking of yourself does not mean that you are morbid.
It can be systematic. So if a man feels as the writer does in this case,
talking to an audience that does not understand him at all, it means
that he is not in touch with his own collective man, or he underrates or
overrates something in himself. There is a lack of balance in his judg-
ment.

Later on, Nietzsche explains it by the fact that he has been alone for
too long a time, talking to the woods and the brooks and the trees. It is
perfectly true that if a man is too much alone, he loses the connection
with the collective man in himself and talks about matters which are
above the heads of other people; and that is egocentric, too much in
his own sphere, so that he does not know the language spoken in col-
lectivity. Of course, that he has a new message is an additional diffi-
culty. Nietzsche did in reality live much alone. He naturally moved in
a lonely sphere; then he discovered something new, which one can
only discover in solitude, and he tried to convey that new message
through language which was absolutely new and exceedingly difficult.
He didn’t know the collective language, so he naturally would choose
the most impressive form, hallowed by age, a beautiful epic or hieratic
language. Such people always instinctively choose what we call a bibli-
cal style, in order to make an impression on people; it carries a certain
authority. It stirs up all sorts of reminiscences of very early youth, and
so is likely to strike home.

Even that language does not help in this case, however. It glances
off, as it were, and people remain quite dull: the collective man does
not react. But a certain reaction has taken place; even the collective
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man, though quite impervious to such language, can be reached
through the unconscious. So, while he was speaking of the lightning or
the madness, something in himself was reached: the unconscious was
beginning to stir. It is also possible that in the collective man outside,
the unconscious was stirred. That is true historically. One could not say
that Nietzsche was completely understood—even those who made a
great fuss about him did not understand what he really meant. But he
created a stir, he tickled something in the unconscious; for he tried to
formulate what is actually happening in the collective unconscious of
modern man, to give words to that disturbance. Of course, Nietzsche
could not expect an immediate reaction to his sermon because it must
first go into the unconscious, into the belly of collectivity, and the re-
action will appear in a quarter where he did not expect it at all. Well,
he now tries another technique, he tries to speak to them about the
most contemptible of all things, the last man.

It is time for man to fix his goal. It is time for man to plant the
germ of his highest hope.

Now, how do you understand this? What is on Nietzsche’s mind here?
That is all spoken out of certain emotion.

Mrs. Baynes: Doesn’t it mean that he feels it to be a critical time for
himself and for humanity?

Dr. Jung: Exactly. He expresses here his conviction, his great emo-
tion, over the fact that it is now time, thatit is even exceedingly urgent.
You find that in the chapter where Zarathustra is going to visit the
happy islands and down into the volcano: Es ist Zeit, hichste Zeat.'7
Nietzsche’s feeling was that we are now at a great turning point in his-
tory and in the evolution of man. One calls that a “chiliastic mood.”
This is an ecclesiastical word, having todo withthe Book of Revelation,
and the idea of the kingdom of God to come, the millennium.'® And
this feeling of the great turning point was not realized by Nietzsche
alone. For instance, that book by Spengler, Der Untergang des Abend-
landes, is in the same mood.'9 There is the same conviction that some-
thing is going to happen, that the times have been fulfilled and some-
thing new is coming. Therefore, Nietzsche says that it is now time for

'7 “It is time, the highest time.”

'® In Revelation 20, it is said that holiness will prevail during a thousand-year period
in which Christ will reign on earth and the ancient dragon, Satan, lie imprisoned.

' Oswald Spengler (1880-1936), German historian, is chiefly remembered for his mil-
lenarian, pessimistic prophecies in The Decline of the West, tr. C. F. Atkinson (New York:
1926-28), 2 vols.

104



19 JUNE 1934

man to think of himself, or to fix his goal; itis time for man to plant the
germ of his highest hope, which is of course the Superman. It is the
idea that man must be ready to cast off or to change his former exter-
nal attitude in order to give birth to a new being. St. Paul speaks of cast-
ing away the old Adam and clothing oneself or taking on Christ, which
is the same idea of a complete change, like a snake shedding its skin
and creating a new one; or like the phoenix burning himself in his own
nestin order toresurrect again from the ashesin a rejuvenated form.*°
These are all archetypal symbols for a time when old things are de-
stroyed in order to make place for the new. Now, whether that is true
or not we cannot prove, but, sure enough, Nietzsche had the feeling
that some great new revelation ought to take place, and he saw that in
the idea of the Superman.

Still is his soil rich enough for it. But that soil will one day be
poor and exhausted, and no lofty tree will any longer be able to
grow thereon.

Alas! there cometh the time when man will no longer launch the
arrow of his longing beyond man—and the string of his bow will
have unlearned to whizz!

I tell you: one must still have chaos in one, to give birth to a
dancing star. I tell you: ye have still chaos in you.

He obviously speaks here of the last man in contradistinction to the
people of our time who are still chaotic. The unconscious is not yet syn-
thesized; that is, there is still a sort of melting pot in them where the
elements can be re-formed, where new figures or new orders can be
created. The old alchemistic philosophy tried to do that. The original
condition of man was represented by chaotic pieces of elements that
found themselves together with no order, quite incidentally; and then
by the process of fire they were melted together, producing, it was as-
sumed, a new spiritual development. That was due to a fundamental
idea of alchemistic philosophy which expressed itself by symbols of
chemistry. They could not use philosophical or even psychological
terms, because the church made it much too dangerous to talk of such
things. But the existence of chemistry was in itself an evidence of the
powers that were breaking loose immediately after the beginning of
the Reformation. That movement, however, which was really equal to

20 “For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive” (I Corinthians
15:22). “And so it is written, the First Adam was made a living soul, the last Adam made
a quickening spirit” (I Corinthians 15:45).
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modern psychology, had to move underground. It hasto express itself
by intricate symbols, just as early Christianity used mystery terms. In-
stead of saying “Christ,” they used the word poimen, for instance. In the
whole book of Hermas, which is surely Christian—-at least, he was sup-
posed to be the brother of the second pope—the name of Christ is not
mentioned at all; he is referred to only as the poimen.?' And baptism
and the communion could only be alluded to by certain symbols, be-
cause of the danger of persecution. To have somewhat radical or lib-
eral views was a very serious matter in the Middle Ages: one risked
being roasted. Of course, Nietzsche knew nothing of alchemy. I am
quite certain that he never read such stuff, for in his time those old me-
dieval philosophers were thought of as being sort of idiots with idiotic
fantasies. So that idea of the chaos in everybody is to him like a speech
metaphor, but it is apt symbolism for the disordered condition of an
unconscious that is not yet synthesized.

This is expressed in every individual by a certain lack of orientation,
a vagueness, a feeling of being suspected, and of drifting, finding no
direction and no meaning in life. In certain stages of analysis, partic-
ularly in the beginning, people realize very clearly that they have chaos
in themselves and they feel lost in it. They don’t know where that cha-
otic movement leads: often they don’t understand at all what they are
doing or what the analyst is talking about. It all looks perfectly aimless
and incidental. Now, Nietzsche’s idea is that out of that lack of order, a
dancing star should be born. Here is the symbol of dancing again.
Where have we met it before?

Miss Hannah: The old anchorite says Zarathustra is going his way
like a dancer.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. So the dancing refers to Zarathustra, but there are
other parallels later on. The dancing star would be in the twinkling star
for instance, and the star would symbolize what in this case?

Mpr. Baumann: Individuation.

Dr. Jung: Yes, it would be a symbol of individuation, a symbol of the
concentration of one living spark, the spark of fire that fell into crea-
tion, according to the Gnostic myth.:*

Mr. Baumann: Zarathustra said that one might find the germ of the

s Poimen: shepherd, watcher, protector. The Shepherd of Hermas consisted in lessons for
instruction in Christian doctrine and practice. Hermas was a brother of Pope Pius I.

2 Perhaps the central motif of Gnosticism is the presence in man of a divine spark
(pneuma: spirit) which at once represents his removal from and his possibility of return-
ing to higher spheres. See Kurt Rudolph, Gnosis, R. MdL. Wilson, ed. of translations
(San Francisco, 1983), pp. 57f.
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highest hope in man. Does that mean that the individuated manis the
last hope of man?

Dr. Jung: Well, this germ of the highest hope is the star. Man should
plant a germ, which would grow up in the form of plant, and the plant
would create a flower which would be the star. It would be what we call
the Yoga plant, with the star flower. It is an age-old poetical metaphor
to call a meadow full of flowers an image of the sky with its thousands
of stars; flowers have those starlike forms, symmetrical structures. So
if man succeeds in planting that germ, it is as if he were pregnant with
a twinkling star. That explains also the dancing movement, the inces-
sant twinkling of a star symbolizes its peculiar emanating activity. And
this idea or feeling or intuition—whatever one calls it—explains the
many arms of the Hindu gods. They represent the extraordinary twin-
kling activity of the divine body. Those arms are all moving. They sym-
bolize an enormous activity emanating from the god. The figure of the
creative Shiva, Shiva in his perfect manifestation—particularly in the
Lamaistic cult—has thirty-six arms, or sometimes even seventy-two.
They form a corona round him like the emanating rays of a sun or a
star.*s

Therefore, Nietzsche says later on, speaking to man: “Art thou a
new power and a new law, a first movement, a wheel that rolls out of
itself? Canst thou force the stars that they turn round thyself?” Here
we have that same symbolism, the rotation and also the star. Then
again, later: “It is terrible being alone with the judge and the revenger
of thine own law; thus a star is cast out into the empty space and into
the icy breath of solitude.” That is also a symbol of individuation. An-
other reference toitis: “But my brother, if thou wantest to be a star’—
meaning the Superman. And again, speaking of individuation: “The
ray of a star may shine in your life and your hope may be called: ‘I am,
I give birth to the Superman.’” Then besides the star and the wheel,
there is the symbol of the golden ball. Perhaps you know the German
fairy tale about the princess who lost her golden ball in a deep well
where the frog prince was watching it. She wanted to get it back, but
he said: “Only if you allow me to share your seat at the table, eat from
your own dish, drink from your own goblet, and share your little bed.”
She agreed very reluctantly, but when he crept into her bed, she threw
him out against the wall, and then he transformed into a beautiful

#+ Lamaism is the Buddhism of Tibet, a sect of the Mahayana branch. The multiplicity
of arms in the gods symbolizes power and complexity of aspect.
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prince.*+ Here Nietzsche says: “Verily, Zarathustra had a goal, he
threw his ball, now ye others, I throw the golden ball to you,” meaning:
I, Zarathustra, have accomplished individuation and I now throw the
golden ball to you; this is the idea of the Superman again.

Now, Nietzsche speaks here of the last man who is not able to indi-
viduate, who has no chaos in himself and therefore no motive to give
birth to a star. That would be the man who is completely exhausted,
who is absolutely satisfied, and who doesn’t know of any further evo-
lution. Therefore he asks:

“What is love? What is creation? What is longing? What is a
star?”—so asketh the last man and blinketh.

The earth hath then become small, and on it there hoppeth the
last man who maketh everything small. His species is ineradicable
like that of the ground-flea, the last man liveth longest.

“We have discovered happiness”—say the last men, and blink
thereby.

They have left the regions where it is hard to live, for they need
warmth. One still loveth one’s neighbour and rubbeth against
him; for one needeth warmth.

Turning ill and being distrustful, they consider sinful: they walk
warily. He is a fool who still stumbleth over stones or men!

What is this? What kind of attitude does he describe in this last man?

Mrs. Bailward: Playing for safety.

Mprs. Fierz: In that book by William James about religious experi-
ences, there is a good passage where he says we must be prepared for
everything, we don’t know whether God exists or not, so we must make
ourselves as if he lived and yet as if he did not live; we must say yes, and
yet make safe and say no.»

Dr. Jung: Safe in every case. Yes, it is a sort of opportunism, as what
he describes here is a sort of opportunistic attitude. He describes the
collective man of his day, hoping to reach them by describing them to
themselves; he paints a picture of the last man for them and they think
it is far away in the future, but what he describes is simply the ideal
man, an ideal rationalist or the ideal opportunist. He hopes to touch
them in that way, that they may see, that their eyes may be opened to
what they really are. But, you know, it is not at all foolish that people

#+ The Grimm fairy tale, “The Frog King.”

#» In the concluding pages of his The Varieties of Religious Experience (New York, 1902),
William James sketches his own modest “over-beliet” in a god or gods of limited power
(given the persistence of evil) offering no guarantees of salvation or immortality.
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should be conservative to a certain extent, or that everybody should
have their little pleasures for the day and for the night, and have a re-
gard for their health. Nietzsche himself had no sense of pleasure—
well, perhaps he had a certain amount of pleasure out of life, but it was
precious little—and as for his health, he lived on bottles. He could not
sleep, he took chloral by the heap, so if he had discovered a little hap-
piness, it would not have been so bad. You see, he reviles the collective
man who really can live. Of course, if one is doing nothing but that, life
is not worthwhile; it is not meant that one should do that and nothing
else. But he means the ordinary collective man who unfortunately be-
lieves in the righteousness of his principles, his only mistake being that
he overlooks the fact that the world has a certain depth, that there are
certain things behind the screen, and that the future of mankind al-
ready casts its shadow. Zarathustra is very impatient with that poor col-
lective man, which is of course the reason why he does not reach him.

Mrs. Baumann: It sounds as if he were describing the Christian Sci-
entists. Or is sickness regarded as a sin more personal to him?

Dr. Jung: His description would fit Christian Science or any other
“ism” because it fits the collective man as he is. Then at the end of the
chapter he says:

“And now do they look at me and laugh: and while they laugh
they hate me too. There is ice in their laughter.”

That shows his attitude. He feels a tremendous split between himself
and the collective man. You see, he nolongertalks of the lightning. He
realizes that there is a great split, and that he looks to them like a
“mocker with terrible jests.” They take what he says as something com-
ical, a sort of cruel mockery. The chapter ends with the recognition of
an almost incurable difference between himself and the collective man
of his time. Now, that is of course a critical moment. Here he simply
gives up hoping to reach them by the lightning, that the lightning
could kindle fire in them. He says that he feels them to be cold like ice.
There is no warmth, no connection, nothing that would bridge the
gulf. That is the key word of the situation, and in that moment the
rope-dancer begins; in that moment the rope-dancer is bridging the
gulf, going from one side over to the other on the thin and dangerous
rope. For the speech now ceases and the symbolic action begins. And
the action will show what it means to Nietzsche to establish a connec-
tion between the Superman and the collective man—in other words,
what individuation means.
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LECTURE VII

20 June 1934

Dr. Jung:

I read last time the part in which Zarathustra deals with the most
contemptible last man, and I want to ask you how you are impressed
by that fellow. Do you like him? I heard a rather interesting reaction
about him the other day.

Mrs. Baynes: I thought he was contemptible.

Miss Hannah: I thought that he was all right as a piece of an individual
but not as a whole.

Mrs. Baumann: I thought he was the boring side of the banal exist-
ence of man.

Dr. Jung: Well, somebody who is a great enthusiast about Nietzsche
told me that he found the last man not so contemptible after all; he
thought he was a fairly acceptable individual and that his ideas were
not so bad. For instance, Zarathustra says: “Turning ill and being dis-
trustful, they consider sinful: they walk warily. He is a fool who stum-
bleth overstones or men!” I would not contradict that. “One still loveth
his neighbour and rubbeth against him, for one needeth warmth.”
That is a perfectly tenable truth. And having regard for health, I
should say was not too bad when you remember what Zarathustra says
about the valuation and appreciation of the body. Later on there is a
chapter where he curses those who despise the body, and these last
men surely have high regard for health, which means the functioning
of the body. So that last man is a very ordinary and quite reasonable
individual, with nothing particularly excessive. Then he says: “One no
longer becometh poor or rich; bothare too burdensome.” Again a very
reasonable standpoint. If people did not follow such ideals the world
would be even more a hell of a chaos than it is today. I people would
be a bit more reasonable, with less passion for being very poor or very
rich, perhaps things in general would be quieter and better. You see,
he is cursing a fairly normal human being, and if Nietzsche had ac-
cepted that man in himself as an indispensable fragment, at least, of his
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make-up, he would have been better perhaps. He would not have been
so excessive, and he would not have injured himself. Another allusion
which is characteristic is: “One still worketh, for work is a pastime. But
oneis careful lest the pastime should hurtone.” They don’t overwork
apparently. Nietzsche, on the other hand, was a man who passionately
wasted his energies and no doubt injured his brain through a most un-
canny intensity. Of course one can say that if that intensity had not
been one of his characteristics, we would not have had Zarathustra nor
any of his other books. But obviously the two things are true, not only
the one.

Now while Zarathustra is delivering that sermon, he again has to re-
alize that it doesn’t reach the ears of his audience, and the next chapter
begins:

Then, however, something happened which made every mouth
mute and every eye fixed. In the meantime, of course, the rope-
dancer had commenced his performance: . . .

How do you understand the fact that the rope-dancer has begun his
task while Zarathustra was still talking about the most contemptible of
men? That is a bit of psychological causality. We must think of the
whole procedure here as a process in one person.

Dr. Reichstein: If we take this rope-dancer as the Superman, it would
be a contradictory point of view, a contrast to this last man, who is quite
entangled in matter, most materialistic.

Dr. Jung: You think that a sort of compensatory process is now be-
ginning. Yes, the sermon is getting thin, one almost feels it. First of all
he doesn’t reach his audience; then, what he says is pretty thin because
it is unjust. He really curses the man on whom he lives, the ordinary
man. He lives on health for instance, and he is making just that thing
in himself most contemptible. So what he says is contradicted from
within by the facts; he says something which has no longer anything to
do with the facts. And then whatever one says is thin and ordinary, as
if it had been emptied of libido. There is no power in it, or there is only
willpower, that miserably small amount of disposable libido which con-
stitutes the so-called willpower of man. Itis as if pressed out of him by
a concentrated effort of will, but it is not supported by the instinctive
truth, by the deeper layers of his personality. They then begin to pro-
ceed by themselves, to become automatic; they appear in the rope-
dancer in an activity which is no longer Zarathustra’s activity. But the
rope-dancer is also in a way Zarathustra himself. That does not mean
Zarathustra as he is here in the book, where everything is split up into
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different figures, but it is a drame intérieur of the author himself. While
he is talking in the form of Zarathustra, somebody else is going to work
in the form of the rope-dancer. Then what kind of figure would the
rope-dancer be in Nietzsche, looked at from this basis? Have we any
category into which we could put him? Here is Zarathustra and the fig-
ure of the old wise man, and now we come to the passage where that
terrible jester appears, the buffoon. There are a number of figures.

Myr. Allemann: It is that part of Nietzsche which goes over the gulfto
become the Superman.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the rope-dancer is Nietzsche’s attempt to become the
Superman. You see, that was doomed to come off; he burns his bridge
talking about the last man, telling the people they are utterly con-
temptible in forgetting to become Supermen. Naturally they then want
to see the Superman. They call for the rope-dancer, because they can-
not believe that it is possible to cross over the gulf, to walk on that thin
rope over the abyss which separates them from the Superman. He
should show them how one becomes a Superman: that is the urgent
question. You see they can say: Tout cela est bien dit mais il faut cultiver
notre jardin.' It is like the sort of empty talk which is going on now in
the world. It is in every newspaper and book. They allsay, one ought
to, one must, but nobody shows how the thing can be done. There are
even people who say it would be quite simple to regulate prices, for in-
stance; we have ten thousand good propositions but nobody shows the
way to carry them out. They say; if only people did so and so, but we
have to deal with man as he is, we cannot make a system or a scheme
where everybody is doing his duty to the utmost. It never has been
done. Well, there have been some particular enthusiasts or particular
blessed fools who did their duty to the utmost; they were either great
fools or marvelous beings whose pictures were put into chapels and
worshipped. But people in general would never come to the conclu-
sion that they ought to do their duty to the utmost, because it has al-
ready been done by one and that is enough. Be careful not to imitate
it; that is their morality. So of course when Zarathustra talks of the
Superman, people are interested in the rope-dancer who is actually
going to perform the great feat. This is the reality test. Tout cela est bien
dit, but now let us see how the thing is done. And Nietzsche comes to
an end; he doesn’t know, for he is the figure that lives in ideas. Now,
that is the archetype of the wise old man, who is a system of beautiful
ideas. He consists of a tissue of the most marvelous ideas that have ever

' For Candide, see above. 14 June 1934, n.1.
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been visualized, but nowhere is it said how todo it. It isonly sometimes
put before you as a sort of ethical program; one ought to. But as soon
as you begin to apply it, there is only a spasmodic attempt of willpower.
It means a terrible effort, and you feel that it is unreal. Therefore, it is
unavoidable, when the sermon becomes thin, that there should be li-
bido running over into another system, a practical system which will
show how the thing is done—or how it fails perhaps.: I will read the
text:

he had come out at a little door, and was going along the rope
which was stretched between two towers, so that it hung above the
marketplace and the people. When he was just midway across, the
little door opened once more, and a gaudily-dressed fellow like a
buffoon sprang out, and went rapidly after the first one. “Go on,
halt-foot,” cried the frightful voice, “go on, lazy-bones, interloper,
sallow-face!—lest I tickle thee with my heel! What dost thou here
between the towers? In the tower is the place for thee, thou
shouldst be locked up; to one better than thyself thou blockest the
way!” And with every word he came nearer and nearer the first
one.

And what kind of system in Nietzsche would the rope-dancer be?

Miss Hannah: It is the shadow. Nietzsche does not do it himself, the
shadow makes an effort.

Dr. Jung: That is a possibility. The rope-dancer could be the shadow,
as we said before, but we must have evidence for such a diagnosis.
Have you any evidence?

Miss Hannah. It seemed to me that he was the shadow, because the
attempt failed; attempts that one leaves to the unconscious always do,
because they are too fragmentary.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that could be called evidence. It is obviously an at-
tempt that is destined to fail and insofar one could say it was a shadow
attempt, an attempt left to the unconscious. The whole man is notin it.

Mrs. Baumann: I had an idea that it must be the last man as it is in
Nietzsche, because that is the thing which has been left out.

Dr. Jung: Yes, we were dealing with the last man just before, so it is
very probable that that figure would play a role here too. The first part
is simply the mapping out of the task, making a program, and then the

¢« After Jung's break with Freud he continued to employ the concept of libido, though
decreasingly in his later works. However, Jung used libido to mean psychic energy in gen-
eral and not just sexual energy.
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question arises about how that is to be carried out, and here the way is
being shown. Sure enough, Nietzsche means: get up, ye last men, and
try to cross over the gulf; and these so-called last men, these most con-
temptible ordinary men, are now trying to get across. Now, they are
surely shadows. They are not heroic in the least. They are utterly in-
conspicuous, and chiefly characterized by more or less negative quali-
ties. All heroic attempt has vanished, apparently; you would not call
them especially positive natures. It is quite generally true that our con-
sciousness is chiefly in the foreground—our attempts are chiefly con-
scious—at least we like to say so. Therefore, we call the person behind
our backs our shadow, and the assumption is that no particular heroic
attempts will be made by this person. The conscious ego is the one for
that. The shadow figure has no bodys; it is relatively inefficient, and we
assume that efficiency, willpower, energy, and all that, are in the con-
scious. So this more or less inadequate rope-dancer would about fulfil
the role of the shadow also. And what about that terrible fellow who
comes out after him?

Miss Wolff: Is there not a certain complication in this case?
Nietzsche’s real shadow, that is, the ordinary man in him, was not at all
included in the problem. So the rope-dancer is like a sort of surrogate
figure. At the same time, the image of the rope-dancer looks to me like
a reflection and a criticism on the whole situation. It means to say that
the way Zarathustra has just proclaimed of how to become the Super-
man is an unreal one. It is acrobatic, a sort of circus-stunt. It is a dan-
gerous unreality, and therefore a catastrophe is bound to happen.

Dr. Jung: Quite. So it would be a symbolic demonstration of Zara-
thustra’s psychology; it is performed as a sort of symbol before the
crowd. Under ordinary circumstances that rope-dancer would have
gone across as he has often done, and it is merely that Zarathustra has
made his appearance in the place this disaster happens. He is interfer-
ing with the rope-dancer by his presence.

Mrs. Jung: I should have thought that the rope-dancer was the mind
or intellect of Nietzsche insofar as Nietzsche is identified with it, and
the buffoon would be the shadow who jumps over him. For, that
Nietzsche’s mind broke down is really the whole tragedy. I cannot see
how the rope-dancer can be the last man. It seems to me he is the op-
posite, because the last man is here described as not at all daring, tak-
ing no risks: he would not fall down. But Nietzsche himself fell down
really.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that could be true too. Well, as a matter of fact it is ex-
ceedingly difficult to judge from the beginning as to the real nature of
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the rope-dancer. We have to anticipate a little. Later on, we see that the
rope-dancer is killed and Zarathustra takes care of his body, but betore
he dies he says to him: Thy soul will be dead even sooner than thy
body. This is the prophetic word, it prophesies Nietzsche’s fate. His
soul died in 1889 when his general paralysis began, but he lived on for
eleven years more. His body lived but his soul was dead. So the fate of
that rope-dancer symbolically anticipates the fate that overcame
Nietzsche: Nietzsche himself is the rope-dancer and the same fate will
befall him. One could say it was Nietzsche’s mind or his consciousness;
or I think I would say this rope-dancer symbolizes Nietzsche himself,
though in a way he is much less than Nietzsche, insofar as he is a
shadow only. Of course, the whole event here is a sort of play of shad-
ows or a writing projected against the wall, which forecasts the fate that
Nietzsche the man will experience. So we can say that under the dis-
guise of the rope-dancer, Nietzsche himself appearsas areal man who
tries to go across that rope. And in that case, who would the buffoon
be?

Dr. Rewchstein: That is the real demoniacal force which Nietzsche
thought the first rope-dancer to be. I think the first rope-dancer was
the conscious part of what Nietzsche preaches, and the real demonia-
cal force which we saw in the speech comes here in the form of the buf-
foon.

Dr. Jung: Indubitably, this figure that comes out after the rope-
dancer is a demoniacal figure; he is characterized as such. We hear
nothing more of him here—whether he really goes across the rope.
For the moment he seems to vanish into thin air. The whole attention
then concentrates upon the body, the accident. So it is evidently not the
purpose of the buffoon to show how one gets across. His task seems to
be to kill the rope-dancer. That figure returns later on, however. But
if the rope-dancer is Nietzsche himself, then what would the hostile
figure be?

Mrs. Baynes: Could he not be taken as the negative feeling that
Nietzsche has created in the crowd, which makes the crowd deter-
mined to thwart his eff ort?

Dr. Jung: That is indirectly true, but I think this figure really arises
from Nietzsche himself. It would be the active shadow, a shadow whose
power has been underrated. This shadow takes its origin really in
those most harmless last men. Therefore the whole catastrophe is pre-
dicted in the last sentence of the chapter before: “But they think me
cold, and a mocker with terrible jests.” They already see in him the ter-
rible jester, this buffoon that will eventually kill the rope-dancer, be-
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cause they hold that what he says of the Superman is well-nigh impos-
sible, and if anybody should try to carry it out, he would fall dead,
which happens in fact immediately after. So the buffoon could be
called an active shadow. The shadow is as a rule inactive, a mere back-
ground, or an indication that somebody has body—three dimen-
sions—since a thing that has not three dimensions casts no shadow. If
a person is more or less complete, his shadow is visible; if it is not, you
feel that person is as if painted flat upon the wall. With more or less
shadow, there is more or less negation or contradiction, and without
that nobody is complete. People who have only two dimensions are
identical with a sort of persona or mask which they carry in front of
themselves and behind which they hide. The persona in itself casts no
shadow. It is a perfectly clear picture of a personality that is above
board, no blame, no spot anywhere; but when you notice that there is
no shadow, you know it is a mask and the real person is behind that
screen.

Mr. Baumann: Is that thin quality not expressed by the scene? There
is a marketplace and two windows and a rope, but it leads nowhere in
particular. I mean, if there were a river or an abyss that one had to go
over, it would make the whole thing real, but a rope goes over nothing.

Dr. Jung: That is due to the fact that the whole thing is simply a sym-
bolic show. You think you have gone across an abyss but you have
merely crossed the stage, you have gone nowhere. You think you have
crossed the Red Sea perhaps, but it is only a symbolic performance,
like a play in a theater.

Miss Wolff: What I meant to say is that Nietzsche, in as far as he iden-
tifies with Zarathustra, is a rope-dancer. Zarathustra has just preached
that man ought to grow beyond himself into the Superman. But
Nietzsche does not grow, he does not take roots by assimilating his
shadow. Instead, he identifies with his vision, and so it all becomes a
sort of trick, like walking on air. The buffoon is the shadow which is
left behind, “the last man,” the ordinary man, and because it is left be-
hind, in the end it overtakes Nietzsche.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is the psychology of it; that is just what I mean.

Dr. Reichstein: Is not the symbol of the rope-dancer very unusual for
this situation? I think it never could be in itself a symbol for a real sur-
passing of difficulties.

Dr. Jung: Well, it is a great risk, and for that the rope-dancer is an
excellent picture.

Mprs. Crowley: He is able to hold the balance also.

116



20 JUNE 1934

Dr. Reichstein: I think that a symbol must be more connected with the
earth than a rope-dancer, in order to fit into a real situation.

Dr. Jung: But that the thing is not connected with reality is exactly the
trouble; therefore, the rope-dancer is such an excellent symbol, or an
arrow over a river.

Mprs. Baynes: It is because he himself has to find the Superman.

Dr. Jung: Yes. You see the idea of bridging a gap is most character-
istic for this affair of the Superman. And then, as Mrs. Crowley points
out, the necessity of keeping the balance between the two sides.

Mrs. Bailward: Is it the balance between the opposites?

Dr. Jung: Exactly, it is the crossing from one condition to another,
which is a symbol of the pairs of opposites, and the way by which one
gets to the Superman. And the opposites are connected by the tran-
scendent function; that is beautifully demonstrated by the rope
stretched between the two towers. Of course, that the whole thing is in
the air is characteristic too.

Mrs. Crowley: 1 think there is another reason for the symbol
Nietzsche is always referring to the bridge without a goal, and this is
just a bridge: there is no goal.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he says man is a bridge between two banks. So the pic-
ture is very much to the point in every respect.

Dr. Reichstein: Perhaps in a teleological way it might mean to show
Nietzsche that what he wants is not good for him, that he is not on the
real way; the symbol would mean that the whole thing is in the air, cir-
cuslike, not real.

Dr. Jung: Well, it is like dream symbolism. When a dream picture is
impossible or absurd, it conveys the idea that what one does is absurd,
but at the same time it shows the way. If one takes it concretely, as it
stands in the vision, of course it is absurd, and then of course the ca-
tastrophe is due. But if Nietzsche only could abstract it, dissolve it; if
he could say, ah, a rope stretched between two towers, pairs of oppo-
sites which should be connected, and walk from one side to the other,
then he would be on the right way. Then he could say, “I have the con-
flict in myself, a dilemma, and I should bridge that gulf,” and then he
would discover the problem of the pairs of opposites.

This is an exceedingly important point, because Nietzsche in a way
continues the discussion which was begun by Friedrich Schiller, the
first of the German philosophers. Schiller is to me a philosopher. I
think little of his poetry, but I think a great deal of his philosophy.s He

3 Johann Christoph Friedrich von Schiller (1757-1805) is best known for his poetry
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was the first German to become aware of the problem of the opposites
in human nature; that psychological split became manifest to him
probably under the influence of the impressions of the French Revo-
lution, which was a sheer horror to the people of that time. It was the
first time in history that the Christian god was dethroned. Notre Dame
was desecrated and la déesse Raison put upon the throne and wor-
shipped instead of the Christian god.t There was wholesale slaughter,
heads cut off by the score—and killing the most Christian king was a
thing simply unheard of. You see, values began rattling down like any-
thing, as they are today, and as they were during the great war. Sensi-
tive, thinking people were tremendously shaken by all those events in
France, and it was under the immediate impression of those events
that Schiller discovered that problem of the pairs of opposites: the
problem that man, on the one side, is a fairly civilized being, and on the
other, quite barbarous. He sought a way of overcoming that condition,
a way that might lead to a sort of reasonable state; and the only medi-
cine he found was in the vision of beauty, the idea that in the contem-
plation of beauty you can be united with yourself. Curiously enough,
as an example of beauty he chose the Juno Ludovisi, an antique bust that
has nothing particularly interesting about it. If he had said Apollo, or
a head of Zeus, or Homer, it would be more understandable, but just
that Juno Ludovisi is perfectly foolish. I think he must have had such a
bust in his study, and he probably contemplated it and thought it a
most marvelous face. So that if everybody would do something of the
sort—if they could behold beauty—they could unite the pairs of op-
posites.

Now this problem apparently went to sleep again, but once touched
upon it never goes to sleep really; it keeps on causing bad dreams, and
Nietzsche took it up again. After Schiller, the line goes through Scho-
penhauer, but Schopenhauer was entirely pessimistic as to its solution;
also he did not see it in just such a light. He was convinced that the
world was a tremendous error. He felt that split as being, not psycho-
logical, but as a split in the world, as if there was somewhere a pro-
found mistake in the calculation of the world; and he came to the con-
clusion that the evil was ineradicable. He felt that the world was merely

and drama, but his Letters on the Aesthetical Education of Man were particularly important
to Jung, not least in anticipating Jung’s distinctions between introvert and extravert. See
CW 6, ch. 2. Itis not clear why Jung calls him the first of the German philosophers, since
Kant, an even more important influence on Jung, was earlier—not to mention Leibniz.
Nietzsche was influenced by Schiller’s comparison of art and play.

' See above, 6 June 1934, n.7.
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incidental, that there was an unconscious will through which in the
course of eternity, at an absolutely unaccountable moment, the world
came to pass; that it had not developed historically, but came into ex-
istence as a dream image of the blind will. There was no foresight, no
intention in the making; it simply happened. He went further than the
Gnostics who assumed that there was a creator, the Demiurgos, who
was at least half-conscious; Schopenhauer was absolutely pessimistic.
But though to him the split was projected into the world and not into
man, it is very much the same thing; he unites the pairs of opposites.
Then he said it also happened that man developed an intellect which
was able to mirror itself. He must hold this mirror before the intellect
and it will see its own face and say, “No more of this, we will stop that
whole show, make it invalid—and return to Nirvana by a complete de-
nial of life in general.”

That is what you do when you project a problem into your relations
or friends, for instance: you help them to annihilate each other, to do
all sorts of damage to each other, in order to settle your own problem.
One represents one side of your character and the other another side,
and you try toget them to meeteither in a friendly way or to fighteach
other. This explains the intrigues that always surround neurotic peo-
ple; they are embedded in a tissue of intrigue. They suffer of course
terribly from poisonous projections, but they always cause them; they
even instigate them. Other people seem to be sort of actorsin their pri-
vate theater: one laughs and another weeps, and they tell this or that
story to put those people against each other—and there they have the
play they want. Of course, they pay the expenses in the long run, but
the others do too if they are fools enough to fall into the trap. Also, in
the history of a patient who is stillembedded in his family, you will see
that he usually succeeds in getting members of his family into pairs of
opposites, dressing them up to play different roles. The daughter
projects into the father and mother, for instance, or the parents into
the children. Or in political groups, they even project their problems
into the political parties.

5 Jung, describing in his autobiography the period between the ages of 16 and 19 as
devoted to a study of philosophical and religious writing to help him with his personal
spiritual problems, says that he was attracted to Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Empedocles,
Plato, and Vleister Eckhart. “But the great find resulting from my researches was Scho-
penhauer” (MDR, p. 69/76). Nietzsche said of Schopenhauer, “My confidence in him was
instantaneous. . . . I understood him as if he had written especially for me” (Schopenhauer
as Educator, tr. |. W. Hillesheim and M. R. Simpson [South Bend, Indiana, 19635], p. 18).
Later, both men had serious reservations about the great pessimist.
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The next figure to deal with the opposites after Schopenhauer was
Nietzsche, who was also a sort of moral philosopher, and in Zarathustra
he is actually at grips with the problem. His other works, The Will to
Power and The Genealogy of Morals,® for instance, are chiefly criticisms
of our civilization—of course always with a view to the dark shadow be-
hind. So Nietzsche is really a modern psychologist. In our days, he
would have made a famous analyst, for he had an ingenious flare for
the dark background and the secret motivations; he has anticipated a
great deal of Freud and Adler. But Nietzsche had by no means a
merely critical mind. He had, of course, a critical intellect, like those
French aphorists of the eighteenth century, but he did not get stuck in
mere criticism. He was beyond that; he was positive, and in Zarathustra
he also made the heroic attempt to settle the conflict. And here he en-
counters the shadow, which he has already clearly shown in his other
works. He tries to build up an attitude or a system by which one can
overcome that terrible shadow which undermines everything and
checks every movement, and it is interesting to watch the develop-
ment. In Schiller, it was a sort of aesthetic solution, very weak, as if he
had not realized the length and the depth of the problem. To try to
solve it by the vision of beauty is like trying to put out a great fire with
a bottle of lemonade. Schopenhauer made a more heroic attempt, but
he annihilates the whole world; he annuls all existence in order to set-
tle the conflict of man, and that is going too far. It is like cutting one’s
head off because one has a headache. Nietzsche came more truly and
more specifically to grips with the psychology of man; therefore, his
critical work was chiefly psychological, and he felt that the regenera-
tion of man was needed, a readjustment.?

He makes this attempt, and you see it is not only a pesonal whim of
Nietzsche’s very personal neurosis; it is really a secular attempt of the
human mind to deal with that problem. It has, of course, been dealt
with in history many times before in other ways. Up to the time of
Schiller it had been sufficiently dealt with by the church, which simply
took the whole domain of the unconscious, the shadow part of human-

" See Genealogy and W P in List of Bibliographic Abbreviations. WP is an assemblage of
aphorisms and notes (19o1), originally by Nietzsche’s sister who is now known to have
been a bowdlerizer.

7 Nietzsche's theory of the “bad conscience” in Genealogy is very similar to Freud’s
“super ego.” Also Nietzsche and Freud use the termdases for the impersonal part of the
psyche. Alfred Adler sometimes cited Nietzsche, but insisted that “individual psychology
has erroneously been placed near Nietzsche.” See Superiority and Social Unrest (New York,

1974), p- 209.
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ity, and expressed it in symbols; and they represented the whole thing
as settled once and forever. If there should be any disturbance, there
were the means of grace of the church. It was, and is still, a most elab-
orate magic system by which to settle every question. But the moment
when that system becomes invalid through historical events like the
French Revolution, the problem appears in the psychology of man.
People who are still really in the Catholic church have no unconscious.
For instance, a book has just appeared, by a Catholic, called Das Dunkle
Reich in Uns, The Dark Kingdom in Us, which is about the psychological
problem; and the author says that there is no proof of the existence of
the unconscious—that there really is no unconscious—it is merely
imagination.® Of course, almost any man nowadays in his normal
senses, as we must assume he is, is simply unable to make such a state-
ment; but a Catholic can easily, because he really has no unconscious.
Itis in the church.

I have talked to very intelligent people in France about this question,
and the Protestants and Jews understood what I meant, but the normal
French Catholic does not understand at all, because for him the un-
conscious doesn’t exist. Even if he doesn’t believe in the church, he is
at least an atheist, which means a good Catholic. I once treated a pa-
tient who was considered most conservative, the blackest of Catho-
lics—she even had very close relations with the cardinals in Rome—but
after I had known her for ten years she told me, “I don’t believe in
God, I don’t believe in the Pope, in the immortality of the soul, in
Christ, in the forgiveness of sins. I believe nothing of all that, yet I shall
die in the church.” You see, such a person has no unconscious. It is a
most remarkable fact, which we can hardly understand. Then a very
educated and intelligent Catholic with an academic training said to me,
“I really cannot see why you take such trouble with psychology; if there
is any question, I ask my bishop and he tells me what to think about it;
and if he doesn’tknow he writes to Rome and there in the Propaganda
Fide they tell him exactly; for two thousand years they have sat there
and unraveled these matters.” Now even if it were true that the Prop-
aganda FideY could answer certain questions, if I didn’t understand it,
if it did not express myself, I could not accept it. But they can accept it
because it has never been in them. It is exactly as if it were a matter of

% Alexander Spesz's Das Dunkle Reich in Uns (The Dark Kingdom in Us) appeared in
this same year. Besides parapsychology, Spesz was interested in Catholic theology.

@ A congregation for the Propagation of the Faith was proposed by Ramon Llull in the
13th century and was eventually established in the Roman Catholiccuria as its missionary
arm. Selected Works of Ramon Llull, ed. and trans. A. Bonner (Princeton, 1983).
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some detail in the life of the Polar Eskimos. I never haveseen the Polar
Eskimos, but I know there is such a tribe and I know a man who knows
about them; so if I want to know what the Polar Eskimos eat for their
midday meal, I simply write a letter to that man and he tells me they
eat walrus steak, and I think he must know and accept it because I
never was in the country. So these Catholics have never had any ex-
perience of the unconscious; they were never concerned with it, so
they easily can accept what they say about it in Rome. But the Propa-
ganda Fide is in the church, you know, and funnily enough it remains
there. Even if they don’t believe the whole dogma of the church, they
still have it there; they just put an a before it: if only a negation, it re-
mains. Those fellows to whom I talked were convinced atheists. There-
fore, Bernard Shaw makes that joke about a man in the extremity of
doubt who finally breaks down and says: I am absolutely shaken in my
atheistic belief.'©

Mrs. Case: Is it not a very immoral position, leaving all those ques-
tions to other people?

Dr. Jung: I should say so. Such people ought to be punished. It is
really very mean, particularly for other people who get the bad end of
it.

Now, we are still concerned with the buffoon, and we concluded that
this was really an activeshadow. Ordinarily, the shadow is not an active
figure, but is only a sort of passive appendage, a background, a mere
exponent of the factthat there is a three dimensional body. In itself the
shadow has no existence; it follows very closely where the body goes,
and that is of course the normal condition, as it should be. But as soon
as there is a split, a disagreement with the negative qualities of man, the
shadow takes a form, and it even goes so far as to separate itself from
the person. That excellent film The Student of Prague is an illustration.
You remember, he detached from his shadow which then committed
awful crimes. The man himself kept his word, he was a man of honor;
but his shadow broke his word, and thatled to a terrible entanglement
and a catastrophic denouement.'' It is a demonstration of a certain
psychological condition, where the conscious is merely persona-like,

' The father in George Bernard Shaw's Too True tobe Good (1932) says, “And now look
at me and behold the supreme tragedy of the atheist who has lost his faith” (Act 3). The
play is subtitled A Political Extravaganza.

" German film directed by Steller Rye in 1913, the first of the horror films. Variety in
December 1926 remembered it as a “gruesome thriller” in which the devil gives a for-
tune to a university student, “but in exchange, takes his reflection in the mirror away
from him.” A combination of the Faust and the “double” themes.
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painted on the wall as two-dimensional only. Then the shadow is set
apart and leads a life of its own. This is always the case when one does
not realize what one is doing. You know, some people don’t realize
themselves; they don’t know what they are doing. And other people
know themselves but they don’t know what is happening around
them—the two types of course. That is the unconsciousness of the
shadow.

The shadow is indispensable for making the whole of a personality;
nobody is whole without negative qualities. This is lightly said, but in
reality it is an enormous problem, looked at from an ethical point of
view. It is so difficult that one knows no other solution practically than
to shut one’s eyes; if one doesn’t look at it, one can live. But the mo-
ment one sees it, it is almost impossible, an insupportable conflict. If
one takes the moral conflict seriously, it becomes insoluble. Therefore,
people choose the way of the church or something like that, in order
to escape the terrible responsibility. There the church steps in with her
means of grace, or with the conviction that somebody has dealt with
the problem of our sin, or is going to deal with it, so we are relieved of
that awful problem. Numerous have been the attempts of man in that
direction. The Gnostics, for instance, made very interesting attempts,
but I won't gointo that now, as we are here concerned with a very mod-
ern problem. If the shadow is separated from consciousness, it always
has body, reality: it is a spontaneous and active agency. And inasmuch
as the separation of the ego consciousness and the shadow prevents the
integration of the whole of the personality—individuation—the
shadow also contains the self. Behind the shadow looms up the self, but
then in a negative form. In that case, the shadow has a most destructive
power; that is the origin of the demoniacal forces of the shadow.
Therefore, it is so important to have the right way with it. For without
the integration of the shadow there is no individuation, and no rec-
onciliation of the pairs of opposites, because the shadow is the oppo-
site.

Mr. Baumann: There is an interesting picture in Bamberger’s Apoc-
alypse of a man who is connected with the devil: they are back to back.'*

Dr. Jung: Yes, thatisof course the problem. In medieval psychology
it is the innocent little man with a huge devil behind him.

Mrs. Case: That would be connected with the problem of the freeing
of the will, wouldn’t it?

'# This is probably Fritz Bamberger (1814-1873), a German landscape painter.
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Dr. Jung: Yes. Inasmuch as you cannot integrate the shadow, of
course the libido invested in the shadow is not disposable.

Mrs. Case: So individuation is really very much bound up with the
freedom of the will?

Dr. Jung: Well, the problem of the will is also connected with it, but
that is a side issue. It is one of the handicaps of the individuation proc-
ess that the more you are split, the less you have free will, and then the
process of individuation is inhibited. First, you must gain a certain
amount of freedom, and you only gain that by the assimilation of the
shadow. You must learn to deal with the shadow to a certain extent at
least, and then proportionately you acquire free will. One has no free
will in a state of complete dilemma, of complete dissociation or disin-
tegration; that is obvious. So the demoniacal power of this buffoon is
due to the fact that, being with the shadow, it is activated by the supe-
rior power of the wholeness of the self. For the self is the concept which
expresses the totality of conscious and unconscious, and inasmuch as
the unconscious is a limitless, indefinable, and irrational concept, the
selfis necessarily also an only partially rational concept; it covers some-
thing which cannot be defined fully. You can define the ego, the extent
of consciousness, but you cannot define the unconscious, because it is
infinite. You cannot establish a definite borderline which would sepa-
rate the conscious clearly from everything that is non-ego; you can
only say that your consciousness comes to an end here, and there be-
gins the unconscious. But how far the unconscious extends, nobody
knows. So the self is an indefinable conceptbecause it covers the whole,
the conscious and the unconscious; and inasmuch as the unconscious
contains an extraordinary power, the self is an expression of that
power. Therefore, one could say in this case, that inasmuch as the
shadow, this terrible jester, is a tremendous problem, he must have a
tremendous power. Now, under what conditions does the shadow ap-
pear in such aterrible form?

Mrs. Fierz: Is it not connected with the appearance of Zarathustra?
In a figure like Zarathustra you see only its positive side, so the shadow
would be enriched by the unconscious side, the shadow of Zarathustra.

Dr. Jung: That would explain why he appears in such aterrible form,
but why should it be so destructive?

Mrs. Fierz: Because the self is so dangerous.

Dr. Jung: And why is it so dangerous?

Mprs. Crowley: Because he has not recognized it, as he must. He has
been far away from the shadow, preaching the Superman, and it is as
if that lightning had two sides, the constructive and destructive.
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Dr. Jung: Yes, the conscious is very far away; itis identified, as Mrs.
Fierz pointed out, with the figure of Zarathustra, the wise old man,
with an all-embracing, benevolent truth, very beautiful, very meaning-
fuland all that. Apparently there is no shadow in the wise old man, so
there is a great distance between that figure and the shadow, naturally.
But why should the shadow be so hellishly destructive?

Miss Hannah: It seems to me to have something to do with the will of
the heart, which in spite of all disarmament attempts is stronger than
we. In the same way, when he talks about destructive powers, he
doesn’t fully realize.

Dr. Jung: Obviously, because it is then not so bad; one can say that
just because we don’t realize the destructive powers of the shadow, it
appears in a particularly dangerous way. It is so terrible because we are
tar away and underrate it. It might seem to be a mere appearance, not
real, but this case proves that it is real, because it is the anticipation of
Nietzsche’s fate. It is as if this whole scene had performed itself in
Nietzsche’slife. Now, assuming that the shadow has jumped over him
and killed him, why would that be? Have we evidence for the fact that
the other side of the self is so exceedingly dangerous?

Mrs. Bailward: Has it something to do with the former inflation that
you talked about?

Dr. Jung: Well, if anyone has a one-sided identity with a certain fig-
ure, it causes a certain inflation; that simply expresses the distance
from the shadow.

Mrs. Baumann: 1 think that, inasmuch as it is a part which he cannot
accept or get connected with, that partrises up and says: “If you do not
accept me I will kill you.” .

Dr. Jung: Yes, but do you think it is necessary to put the pistol upon
his chest? Could it not be said more civilly?

Mrs. Baumann: I was taking it for granted that it had been said many
times before.

Dr. Jung: As a matter of fact, these things are said once and not many
times.

Mrs. Baynes: Would it not be so dangerous because the shadow car-
ries part of the god powers of the self?

Dr. Jung: Exactly. The point is, inasmuch as you are not Zarathustra
or anything like him, inasmuch as you are a rational well-meaning nor-
mal being, you are convinced that you choose your life, pick your way
in a more or less reasonable way, with a sort of virtuous effort and
good intentions, and make something quite =ice of it. And you don’t
reckon with the fact that while you are thinking like that, you are for-
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getting that you are under an inexorable law which is a thousand times
stronger than man.'s You see, we have experienced that. We make
contracts with each other and they work for a while, so we make them
a bit more certain; we increase the safety of our way of existence still
more, until in the end we exclude every kind of interference. And the
more we work along that line, the greater our safety becomes; but the
greater also the chance that if anything happens, it will be a terrible
mess. We increase the size of the ships on the ocean, we increase their
means of safety, their speed, and all that, so of course an ordinary
storm means nothing; but if there is a catastrophe, which never can be
prevented, it is a most horrible one. We try to prevent wars, we make
our situation as safe as possible, but of course we create by that the best
chance for having a war. We gather a large army and enormous heaps
of ammunition to prevent anybody from attacking us, but the other
side is doing the same for their own defence, and finally everybody is
defending themselves and this means a war with the most wholesale
slaughter. Former wars were just Sunday evening rows in comparison
with what we can do now with all our means of safety. Thus, our good
intentions are always double-crossed by an unaccountable, unforeseen
power which one calls chance or something like that. And we call
everybody superstitious who is afraid of chance, who assumes that
something ought to be done against it; we don’t believe that anything
can really interfere, because we don't see it. Yet the primitive man is
always hellishly afraid of chance, for he knows that whatever he does
can be double-crossed by whatever this cunning chance may devise.
Some demon may interfere, and therefore he takes quite extraordi-
nary measures of precaution. Certain things which might offend the
demons must not be done, for they would take a terrible revenge. This
consciousness has become obliterated in us, so we never really think
whether God will interfere with us or not. As a matter of fact, he does
and we call it chance, but that is simply another name for the same old
thing.

Mr. Baumann: “His Majesty, Chance.”

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is a recognition of this extraordinary power. Of
course, we try to break its power by saying it is blind, it just happens,
but if you study it carefully, you finally reach the conclusion that
chance is a very peculiar thing. Itis as if it had analysed that particular

'+ Nietzsche: “those iron hands of necessity which shake the dice-box of chance play
their game for an infinite length of time: so that there have to be throws which exactly
resemble purposiveness and rationality of every degree” (Daybreak, book 1, p. 130).
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case and put this thing just in the right place, like the wasp thatin order
to lay its eggs in that place, lames the caterpillar without killing it by
putting its poisonous stinginto the third dorsal ganglia, knowing much
better where the motor center is than the zoologists. Zoologists have to
work for years to find out. One could say it was mere chance, but un-
fortunately these things don’t happen as if they were chance. There is
regularity and enormous teleology. It is the same with the uncon-
scious. In the words you speak by chance, the truth is what you just
blurt out. We first think the interfering factor has to do with the
shadow; we make a slip of the tongue or something else happens to us
and we recognize it and say, “Oh well, that was the shadow, it is due to
such and such a complex.” And we think we can unravel and eradicate
it, and then it will stop and not bother us again. But the further we go,
the more we see that behind that shadow is a much greater power, and
finally we see it is that totality of conscious and unconscious. Then we
again think that we have now come to something which is circum-
scribed, something tangible, within the reach of human reason. But
the self is just as far-reaching as the unconscious; we don’t know how
far it reaches. We get into an enormous continuity with life in general,
not only life in the present; it contains all the ancestral life of the past
and intimations of the things to come—all of humanity. So we arrive at
a conception of the self which is worldwide, a sort of conglomerate and
accumulation of individual minds, and that is simply a conception of a
god.

Then when you have arrived at such a conclusion, you naturally be-
gin to realize all the things that humanity in former ages used to think,
that the god is very dangerous, exceedingly sensitive, most susceptible
to any kind of offence. (I don't speak of the Christian God now, but the
god generally.) You must tread very warily in order not to disturb his
peace, and you cannot cheat him; you must fulfil his laws, you have to
observe all the necessary rites, you must be very ceremonious in the
presence of god because he could take a terrible revenge. And it is a
psychological fact that the self, the whole of man, is an exceedingly
dangerous proposition. Every single individual believes in his own ab-
solute importance, in spite of his weaknesses, his dullness, his unim-
portance; and we forget that through each human being that universal
being is working and can produce the most horrible results. We should
learn fear again. We suffer from fear in all sorts of phobias, but the
reason that so many people suffer from phobias is because their fear is
not in the right place. In the Old Testament, the very first principle is
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the fear of God.'+ It has been overcompensated in the New Testament
by the idea that God is love and one should not be afraid of him. But
God is the one and the other. The New Testament is just a compensa-
tion for the terrible truth of the Old Testament that in the beginning
was the fear of God. If you arrive at the idea that he is also benevolent,
itis a sort of secondary experience. Naturally, it depends upon our at-
titude. We can assume, for instance, that if we fulfil the demands of the
terrible god; we don’t need to be afraid of him any longer; then he will
give us his grace, he will be kind to us. Or we can assume just as well
that God is a kind father provided we fulfil what he in his terrible form
has demanded of us.

Now this whole aspect is lacking in Zarathustra because his god is
dead. And then god appears in the place where one would expect him
the least, and thatis in the shadow. The shadow is by definition some-
thing which seems to be utterly impotent, trailing just behind the body
of man, an appendage, entirely dependent upon his existence. It is a
most absurd and improper place for anything to appear, and there-
fore we don’t recognize its uncanny power. Of course you can say the
shadow in itself is not powerful, but simply an accumulation of all sorts
of bad qualities in man; you can always depreciate it. But the curious
thing is that if the god is dead and so appears in the shadow, then the
negative qualities of the shadow become the armor of a new and ter-
rible god. That is the experience which is still waiting for us. That is
just the thing we are going to experience—that God appears to us from
the most unaccountable and unexpected quarter. And so this buffoon
who suddenly jumps out of the tower after the rope-dancer, repre-
sents to us something completely unexpected, nobody would have
thought that out of the shadow such a horror could come. We are quite
certain in this assumption because later on the buffoon says to Zara-
thustra that the next time he will jump over him too, degrading Zara-
thustra to the role of the rope-dancer. This substantiates our interpre-
tation that the rope-dancer is Nietzsche himself in his own form or in
the form of Zarathustra; and the buffoon is the part of the shadow that
holds divine power, the power over death and life. If he chooses to
jump over Zarathustra, he will do so and Zarathustra will be killed in
no time, justin order to show Nietzsche himself that he is dealing here
with a power as great as any god’s power.

4 Once when Martin Buber (who accused Jung of psychologizing God) was asked why
there was the emphasis upon fear in the Bible, as in “Fear of God is the beginning of
wisdom,” replied that the emphasis there was on “beginning.”
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Dr. Jung:

You will have noticed that the psychology of these figures—Zara-
thustra, the rope-dancer, and the buffoon—is extraordinarily mixed.
Itis difficult to explain their relation to each other, as well as their po-
sition in the psychology of Zarathustra and in Nietzsche’s own psy-
chology. Sometimes I speak of the rope-dancer as a shadow, for in-
stance, then of the jester as a shadow, and naturally one becomes
confused because it is hard to keep in mind the major proposition. It
all depends upon the point of view from which we envisage the prob-
lem. I tried to make that actual standpoint clear, but of course itis quite
easy to lose the premise if one doesn’t quite follow the argument.

Therefore I have made up a so-called soreites syllogismos; although
dealing with elusive aspects, we can introduce a certain order by using
this. Soreites is the Greek word for a piece of logic. (You know logic is a
science in itself.) The Latin word for this is acervus, meaning a heap of
something. The German word is Haufenschluss, meaning an accumu-
lation, conclusion. Syllogismos means the conclusion. There are always
a major proposition and several minor propositions, and then the con-
clusion. The major proposition is the most important, one assumes
that to be a sort of certainty.! If there are a number of propositions, it
amounts to this soreites syllogismos, the rational conclusion from an ac-
cumulative argument. Now, I will show you such an argument, which
is quite necessary in order to clear up these most complicated differ-
ences of levels and aspects.

In this case Nietzsche the man is the certainty: Nietzsche himself,
Nietzsche the citizen, Nietzsche the anatomical and biological human
being. And he is equal to that man, the first rope-dancer, who falls

* Jung hasn’t got this quite right. “Syllogism,” literally “reasoning together,” meant for
Aristotle, more particularly, deriving a conclusion from premises by way of a middle
term. A sorites is a series of syllogisms.
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dead and so anticipates Nietzsche’s own fate; theyare identical because
their fate is identical. That is perfectly safe, a certainty. Now we come
to the second proposition. The figure second in importance is Zara-
thustra who is equal to the Superman; he is the Superman. The third
proposition is that the buffoon, the jester, is equal to the shadow of the
rope-dancer, because he follows the rope-dancer, he jumps out after
him and overcomes him in the typical way that the shadow overcomes
the conscious man—as for instance, when I say, “You can assume such
an artificial position if you like, but be careful that your shadow doesn’t
get you by the neck or attack you from behind.”

(1) Nietzsche = Rope-dancer

(2) Zarathustra = Superman (3) Jester = Shadow of Rope-
(a) Superman = Demon dancer
(b) Jester = Demon (a) Rope-dancer = Nietzsche
(c) Jester = Superman (b) Jester = Shadow of
(d) Jester = Zarathustra Nietzsche
(e) Jester = Shadow of (c) Jester = Shadow of
Zarathustra Zarathustra
(d) Nietzsche = Zarathustra

We start the argument with proposition 2, that Zarathustra is the
Superman, and under (a) I put: The Superman is equal to a demon
because the Superman is a demoniacal man; he is more than man,
whichwould be of course ademon in the antique sense of the word. (b)
Then there is another demon in the play; the jester is described as a
demon, so the jester equals the demon. And from that follows (c) that
the jester is equal to the Superman. You can also say, for instance, that
the demon is the jester, and also the Superman; therefore, the jester is
the Superman. If A is equal to B and B is equal to C, then A is equal to
C. That is a so-called categorical conclusion or judgment.

Mr. Nuthall-Smith: Is it the same demon?—are all demons equal?

Dr. Jung: Of course you cannot say that all demons are equal if
speaking of different individual demons. I use the expression, as I
said, in the antique sense of the word, which is mana, demoniacal, the
daimon. As Socrates used the term, the demon was neither female nor
male, neither succubus nor incubus, but was neuter; he called it daz-
monion, which is a neutral thing. In German we would say: der Ddmon,
die Ddmonin, or der Incubus, der Succubus, and das Dédmonische. Socrates
used it simply as a concept of mana, an uncanny or a peculiarly effi-
cient thing, more than man, in a way superior to man, and in that sense
to daimonion, the demoniacal. And that applies to the Superman as well
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asthe jester, in that they are equal. Then another conclusion (d)is that
the jester equals Zarathustra, because Zarathustra is equal to the
Superman. The Superman is equal to a demon and the jester is equal
to a demon; therefore, the jester is equal to the Superman and the
Superman is equal to Zarathustra. You see, that follows logically; it is
like mathematics. Now comes the major conclusion, the end of this
particular argument. One cannot say the jester is quite equal to Zara-
thustra, but he is equal in his demoniacal aspect, or one could say the
shadow of Zarathustra simply, the negative demoniacal side. So the
jester would correspond to the shadow of Zarathustra (e). In other
words, the jester is the negative side of the Superman. Therefore, it is
understandable that Zarathustra says: “But they think me cold and a
mocker with terrible jests.” He there feels his identity with the jester;
namely, his identity with his own shadow.

The major proposition is now that the jester is equal to the shadow
of the rope-dancer, and the conclusion of the former proposition is
that the jester is equal to the shadow of Zarathustra. So one gets en-
tirely mixed up. That needs to be explained: one cannot assume that
identity at first sight—that because Zarathustra is the Superman, the
rope-dancer would be a Superman. Itis apparently impossible, but we
will follow up that argument. The figure in question, the rope-dancer,
(a) is Nietzsche himself. Now if the rope-dancer is equal to Nietzsche
himself, then it is Nietzsche himself who is jumped over or killed by the
jester, inasmuch as the jester follows the rope-dancer as if he were his
shadow. So (b) the jester is equal to the shadow of Nietzsche himself,
because Nietzsche himself is equal to the rope-dancer; and the shadow
of the rope-dancer is equal to the jester. But the jester is equal to the
shadow of Zarathustra, the conclusion we reached here (c). Therefore,
the end of our argument and at the same time the conclusion of the
whole soreites is what?

Mrs. Baumann: Zarathustra is Nietzsche, or Nietzsche is Zarathustra.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. Nietzsche the man is equal to Zarathustra. Voila/
That is black magic. We can write at the end ¢.e.d. You see, it means that
this whole complication starts from the fact that Nietzsche is identical
with Zarathustra, and it would not exist if that were not so. To put the
thing in this form helps to keep the picture in mind; one needs such a
complicated, magical argument. It is like higher mathematics. One
cannot express certain functions or connections or conditions unless
one makes a pretty difficult calculus: it is necessary in order to hold the
whole argument together. One gets into these complications as soon as
there is such an identity; the root of the whole thing is that Nietzsche
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is equal to Zarathustra, so the two figures are mixed together. There-
fore all the trouble, the whole tragedy. And one can only clear up the
peculiar interchangeable aspects of the figures in some such way.

Dr. Reichstein: Do you mean that it is an unconscious identity between
Nietzsche and Zarathustra?

Dr. Jung: Oh yes, I mean an identity in fact. He would not be con-
scious of it. If he were conscious of it, it most probably would not exist,
or only partially, so there would still be an identity. The complete con-
sciousness of a projection always destroys the identity; when you are
entirely convinced, really understand that a certain thing is a projec-
tion, it can no longer be experienced as something outside of yourself.
As a symbol is destroyed if it is understood: it is then completely su-
perfluous. You don’t need to express yourself through a symbol if you
know what it means. Why not call it by its right name if you know what
it is? Why make a detour? It is infantilism. You only need a symbol for
a thing which you cannot express in any other way. Otherwise, it would
be mere allegory, and then one asks why you should talk in such a
stilted way.? Why not be natural, why be so allegorical, talking through
projections?

Question: Then if one were absolutely conscious, there would be no
such figures in the unconscious?

Dr. Jung: Yes, if one were. Of course that is an assumption. If a com-
plete or divine consciousness were possible, there would be no projec-
tion, which means that there would be no world, because the world is
the definiteness of the divine projection. According to the Hindu
myth, inasmuch as God dreams, he creates a world, he produces ob-
jects. But a state of complete consciousness obliterates the world. The
assumption is in Buddhism that the attainment of perfect illumination,
or consciousness, means nirvana, positive non-existence. The perfect
consciousness is the complete identity with divinity. Man has returned
into the deity, the world has returned to God, and nothing is because
there is no object any longer. Now of course we don’t know whether
perfect consciousness is possible, but we know that with the progres-
sion and extension of consciousness, the number of known projections
becomes diminished, so we assume that if consciousness were capable
of still greater extension, still more projections would enter the field of
our vision. We would destroy more of the world, as it were.

* Jung considered his way of conceptualizing symbol to be a major difference between
Freud and himself. Thus, if a so-called phallic symbol *means just phallus and nothing
else, itis better called a sign—or in the case of a narrative, ‘an allegory’.” This saves symbol
for an untranslatable way of representing. See CW 18, pars. 481-83.
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Mr. Nuthall-Smith: 1 don’t follow the argument that (a) and (b) are
really identities, that the Superman and the jester are both equal to the
demon. The demon seems to be a quality of the Superman and the
jester, but not an identity.

Dr. Jung: Well, both are superhuman inasmuch as they both have de-
moniacal quality; therefore, I say you had best express this demon by
the term Socrates used, to daimonion; the Superman is das Didmonische in
man.

Mr. Nuthall-Smith: They are interchangeable?

Dr. Jung: You can say, “paradoxical aspects of one and the same
thing.” The proof, as I mentioned, is that Zarathustra makes the re-
mark: “But they think me cold and a mocker with terrible jests.” You
see, that is the jester, but it is Zarathustra at the same time. So the jester
is simply another aspect of Zarathustra, and they have their common
root in the daimonion. In the case of Socrates himself, the voice of the
wise old man, his daimon, always advised him, told him what to do or
warned him. He told him he ought to make more music, for instance,
and then Socrates bought a flute. And he was walking with his friends
through the streets of Athens one day, when his daimon whispered in
his ear: “Take the other road to the right, leave this road.” Socrates
obeyed and suddenly down the road they had left rushed a herd of
swine, trampling down all the passers-by into the mud.3 A nice picture
of the conditions of public hygiene in those days! You see, the daimon
was very careful to forewarn him. That is the prophetic voice of the
seer in our unconscious, usually symbolized by the wise old man. So the
daimon is the Superman, the thing thatis greater than man, yet it seems
to be in man. If you have some vision or premonition, you are tempted
to assume that you are perhaps the wise old man yourself, and then
one calls it an inflation. Nietzsche himself was in the condition for an
inevitable inflation. That explains his almost pathological megaloma-
nia, which was criticized during his lifetime, that megalomanic manner
of speech was a considerable obstacle in his way; people thought he
made tremendous assumptions. It was simply an inevitable inflation
through the coming up of that figure and his identification with it.+

* Diogenes Laertius in Lives of Ancient Philosophers says that Socrates in his old age
learned to play the lyre (1.4.32). But in the Republic, Socrates proposed to banish from
his ideal state flute makers and players alike (Republic 399D). Something about Socrates’
personality attracted an immense amount of gossip and tales, both short and tall.

4+ Nietzsche himself, in a letter to Lou Salomé and Paul Rée, spoke of “my fits of meg-
alomania. . .. Do bear in mind, you two, that at bottom I'm sick in the head and half
insane, completely confused by long isolation” (N/Letters/Fuss, p. 68).
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Mrs. Baumann: 1f Zarathustra is equal to the demon, then would
Nietzsche be equal to the demon?

Dr. Jung: Obviously, all that is included in the demon because Zara-
thustra is the demon; he is the wise old man. Whatever Zarathustra is,
Nietzsche is also. Nietzsche is the awful jester so he is also the demon
that Zarathustra is.

Mrs. Crowley: 1f Nietzsche had been quite conscious, what would
have happened to Zarathustra? Obviously he would not have been in
this form.

Dr. Jung: I am afraid that is like asking what would have happened
in the history of the world if the old Romans had known gunpowder
and rifles. One can only say, if the same problem should happen to one
of us,  hope he would have learned analysis enough to avoid that iden-
tity. You see, the daimon cannot be completely wiped out by the as-
sumption that it is a mere projection or an identity with a fantasy; on
the contrary, you can assume that you have built a certain fantasy and
that the identity would not have been if you had not made just that fan-
tasy. But if you detach from the fantasy, from that agency which works
in you, then you become aware of the extraordinary reality of the
thing; only when you detach, when you make that sacrifice, do you
know what it is worth. As long as you hold ontoit, you don’t know what
it means, nor how it functions, and then you cannot develop and it can-
not develop. So when I have an idea that the wise old man has had his
hands in something, I try to go back to my humble self and make sure
that I am in no way identical with him. Then it is freed from my cum-
bersome presence, and I am free from the awful assumptions of that
figure, I don’t need totalk in such a stilted way, to produce hieratic lan-
guage, to establish the truth of the world and the law of life, and to be
infallible; I can be quite fallible, an ordinary human being. Naturally,
I try sometimes to do my best and sometimes my worst, but I am in no
way that marvelous being who talks so beautifully, in such a heavenly
way, like the old parson on Sunday afternoon at two o’clock.

Therefore, I always say you had betterleave God alone and then you
will see what he can do. Most people who are on such good terms with
God assume that it is their virtue, but if you leave the whole thing alone
you can see how it works. For instance, perhaps you assume that you
should not eat salt in your food because you don’t understand why you
need it. Then don’t bother about salt, eat your food without it, and you
will soon discover what it does. For heaven’s sake, don’t believe these
things, the wise old man, the collective unconscious, etc. Try it, and see
what happens without. It is very simple; don’t touch it and you will see
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how it works. So if Nietzsche were a contemporary of mine and asked
my ideas about it, I would say: “Be your humble self, say you know
nothing, you have no ideas, and if you feel that there is somebody who
wants to talk, give him a chance, clear out of your brain and leave it a
while to the old man. Then make notes of it, take it down and see what
he says. And then you can make up your mind whether your ideas fit
in with it or not. But don’t identify with it.” Of course, the thought
probably would not enter his mind to ask my advice or anybody’s ad-
vice about it.

I often meet very religious people who identify with the wise old
man and I follow a certain principle in dealing with them. I enter upon
their proposition and, according to principle, whatever they want I let
them have to the end, so that they finally get sick of it. That is the old
principle of Heraclitus, who said to let the Ephesians have plenty of
gold so that their viciousness would come to the daylight; without gold
they would have to work, but if they have gold enough, they can de-
velop their vices, and then they will become obvious.5 So if you have to
deal with people who suffer from megalomania, just favor them until
they explode—that is the best way. If anybody is convinced that he is
very good, let him believe that he is good to the very edge of his exist-
ence, for if you tell him he is evil, he will make a desperate effort to be
good and never get beyond his conviction of his virtue. I always follow
that principle with lunatics also—of course people with inflations are
mild lunatics and sometimes not very mild. If aman says he s the triple
god or the pope or Jesus, I say: “Why not?—anybody can be Jesus.”
But it happened once that I had another man in the same ward who
said he was Jesus too; we had two Jesuses, and how could I make out
which was the one? I simply put them together in the same room tolet
them have it out. About half an hour later I went and listened, but
there was no noise, so I went in and one was standing behind the stove
and the other tapping on the window looking out. I asked one of them,
“Now what about the Jesus? Whois the real one?” And he pointed to
the other and said, “Of course thatis a mad ass.” He saw right away that
he was a mad man but that he himself was mad he could not see. So
what can you do? Of course, you cannot cure them. But people who
have inflations are not lunatics in the sense that their brain is already
split and congealed into that form. In cases of inflation it is functional;

» Heraclitus, himself a native of Ephesus, wrote, “May you have plenty of wealth, you
men of Ephesus, in order that you may be punished for your evil ways.” Philip Wheel-
wright, Heraclitus (Princeton, 19359), fr. g6.
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it is still in a liquid condition, and the cure depends upon the attitude
people take, whether they take a sort of compensatory or contrasting
attitude or whether they agree and submit to the majesty of an infla-
tion. Sometimes there is a very great majesty in inflation, something
marvelous. Now we will continue our text:

When, however, he was but a step behind, there happened the
frightful thing which made every mouth mute and every eye
fixed:—he uttered a yell like a devil, and jumped over the other
who was in his way. The latter, however, when he thus saw his rival
triumph, lost at the same time his head and his footing on the
rope; he threw his pole away and shot downwards faster than it,
like an eddy of arms and legs, into the depth. The market-place
and the people were like the sea when the storm cometh on: they
all flew apartand in disorder, especially where the body was about
to fall.

Zarathustra, however, remained standing, and just beside him
fell the body, badly injured and disfigured, but not yet dead.

The fact that Zarathustra did not run away, but remained glued to the
spot, means that he had a very particular relationship to that event; the
rope-dancer who fell down had an intimate connection with him.

After a while consciousness returned tothe shattered man, and he
saw Zarathustra kneeling beside him. “What art thou doing
there?” said he at last, “I knew long ago that the devil would trip
me up. Now he draggeth me to hell: wilt thou prevent him?”

“On mine honour, my friend,” answered Zarathustra, “there is
nothing of all that whereof thou speakest: thereis nodevil and no
hell. Thy soul willbe dead even sooner than thy body: fear, there-
fore, nothing any more!”

This s the classical passage in Zarathustra, the prophecy, the unmistak-
able anticipation of the final catastrophe, his madness, where his mind
or his soul was dead long before his body. And during his madness he
was utterly gone—there was absolutely no connection with him. It was
an a-typical form of the general paralysis of the insane, and he was
quite bad; one could not talk to him. There was no reasonable connec-
tion. Occasionally, he ran away. Once he ran away from his sister’s
house, and was caught naked in one of the gardens of Weimar. Then
he had quiettimes when she could walk with him but he could not react
if talked to; there were only a few intelligible remarks. For instance, he
once said to his sister: “Are we not quite happy?”—perfectly reasona-
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bly, and then he was gone, confused. People have concluded from that
that his madness was a divine mania—what the Greeks called manid, a
divine state, the state of being filled with the god; one is entheos, the god
is within. The remark was quoted as evidence that he had reached a
sort of nirvana condition.

You see, we can assume that behind madness there s a sort of nir-
vana condition. That would explain why in people who are quite mad
there are still voices which are entirely reasonable; and when they are
physically ill often they become quite reasonable. I remember the case
of a crazy woman who was full of the most absurd megalomanic ideas,
but the voices she heard, which she called her telephone, told her the
truth. Once she told me something perfectly absurd, a megalomanic
idea expressed in an awfully involved and artificial way. I tried a long
time in vain to get at the bottom of what she meant, and suddenly she
became impatient and kicked against something, and said: “The tele-
phone always disturbs me.” “What did the telephone say?” She would
not tell me but finally I wrested it from her. “You are leading the doc-
tor by the nose; it is all bunk, you really belong to the lunatic asylum.”
And on another occasion when she was very unruly, I said: “But look
here, if you behave like that, everybody will think you are not quite in
your senses. That is the reason you are here in the lunatic asylum; one
must keep such people locked up.” She remonstrated and then sud-
denly was interrupted by her telephone: “The doctor is quite right; of
course you are mad, and you need to be locked up.” They were voices
of perfect normality and insight.

Another case was a man, one of the noisiestindividuals in the ward.
He usually began at about five o’clock in the morning to be excited and
unapproachable. He cursed everybody up and down and was some-
times quite violent, one had to keep him locked up. Then from ten on
he was left in the open ward or in the garden, and when I came at that
hour he usually shouted: “There is one of that dog and monkey crowd
of doctors who want to play saviors and cure lunatics; it is all bunk.” It
was almost a stereotyped speech. But once when I came, that fellow
was perfectly quiet. The nurse said he was quite nice and gentle, and
he spoke to me in a normal voice. Then I noticed that his hands were
hot and found he had already thirty-nine degrees of fever. They put
him to bed and it turned out to be a case of typhoid fever which lasted
for about six weeks. During that time he was a gentle simple being,
most obedient and never noisy. Whenever I came to his bed, he said,
“Thank you doctor, it is very nice of you to look after me.” And he al-
ways thanked the nurses; he was a soft, charming person, really. We
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got used to his complete transformation, but one morning, when he
was still very weak he said feebly, “Ah, there is again one of those dogs
and monkeys of doctors who play saviors.” I thought, “You are getting
up, old man,” and within a week he could loudly croak his case, and
then I knew he was cured. He was back in his normal state from an ab-
normal condition of health. Now, that man was in a lunatic asylum for
almost twenty years and it is assumed in such a case that the brain is
somewhat disturbed, that whole layers of cells are atrophied, but dur-
ing the typhoid he was perfectly all right; then suddenly he fell back.
That is a well-known fact. Therefore, originally, if these cases were
treated at all, one made them artificially ill by using poisonous oint-
ments or something which would cause an infection, because it was no-
ticed that when suffering from high fever orinfection theybecamerel-
atively normal.

So the idea that there is a sort of normal or superior condition be-
hind the diseased state of consciousness is by no means nonsensical. It
is also possible that behind Nietzsche’s condition there was a superior
self which had no chance to come through. Consciousness was dis-
eased, but the self was sane. For instance, I have just written a preface
to a new edition of the works of Dr. Carl Ludwig Schleich, an older
contemporary of mine. He had the idea that the soul of man is not at
all connected with the brain but with the body, with the sympathetic
nervous system, so that even if the brain is disturbed the personality is
not necessarily affected.® It was observed in the war that tremendous
losses of cerebral matter did not affect the personality at all; there were
only relatively slight disturbances of another kind.

Now, Mrs. Case has just asked me this question: “You stated that if
there were complete consciousness, the world would no longer exist.
Do you hold the opinion that outer reality is nothing more than a pro-
jection of the unconscious?”

Of course that is a bit too quick! I cannot say that I have any convic-
tion about such problems. I say such things with an if. They are not ar-
ticles of conviction or faith, inevitable conclusions or scientific truths.
It is psychology, and psychology is a world of facts, events, all having
their own nature. If you meet an elephant in Africa, it proves nothing
about the being of the world. It is just that you run across an elephant
in Africa. Itcan mean your end or nothing at all. Itis simply a fact. And

% The essays of Carl Ludwig Schleich (1859-1911), the discoverer of anaesthesia, were
published under the title of Die Wunder der Seele in 1934. Jung’s foreword is in CW 18,
pars. 1115-20.
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sO you run across certain ideas in human heads. They are just there
and they don’t necessarily mean anything. We must free ourselves
from this most unscientific prejudice that our thoughts mean some-
thing in the sense of producing something; it is exceedingly rare that
a thought produces anything. A thought is a phenomenon in itself; it
proves nothing. That a certaincrow is flying across the lake at this mo-
ment proves nothing and means nothing. It simply flies. There is such
a bird. So we have such birds in our heads and they prove nothing as
to the real structure of the world. But it is important that we know that
our world is a psychological fact; whatever we judge is a psychological
fact. For instance, you would say that this matchstand was real. But
what is real in the thing? It is what you feel. You see it here but you
don’t feel here; you feel up in your brain and nobody knows what the
brain can do to your sense perception. There are certain waves of air
which you call sound, but you call the same waves moving with less fre-
quency vibration, because you feel it as a vibration. With a vibration of
ten waves a second you feel the movement of the air; if it is sixteen per
second, certain people can already heara very low sound. So our world
is relative to our psyche; therefore it does matter what we say about the
world, because we say it about our world. If there is perhaps another
world, what we say means precious little—no more than a louse on the
North Pole.

It is an old conviction in Eastern philosophy that if you reach the
state of complete or perfect consciousness, the object is abolished; the
world enters into God and then it is not.? That of course includes the
idea that our world is a projection. Inasmuch as we hurt ourselves
against such projections, we assume that they are real. So we cannot say
the world is our projection. It is God’s projection; a superior being in
man has made the projection. Therefore, in the East matter is called
the definiteness of the divine thought. The divine thought can be
vague and then the thing is not, but if the divine mind or thought is
definite, it is matter. It is quite possible that this is so; we have abso-
lutely no argument to use against such a statement. For instance, you
can substantiate the whole of theology from the statement of modern
physics, because matter as we have previously understood it doesn’t ex-
ist at all. It is utterly intangible, utterly immaterial. It becomes, and it
vanishes, and the thing that really exists is a sort of energy or radiation.
Sothe Hindu philosopher’s statement that matter is the definiteness of

7 That is, as individual beings emanate from God and are thus doomed to the wheel
of destiny, so enlightenment means an overcoming of separateness.
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the divine thought is highly intelligent. You can say, of course, that this
is a human projection taken from the experience that the world ap-
parently disappears when we faint or are asleep. But you know the
structure of the whole world suggests that it can disappear. It has no
substance in itself. It can also be in a condition which is not; matter can
dissolve into radiation, and there is nothing, not even mass; the whole
thing has gone.

Mrs. Case: But is not radiation just as real as matter?

Dr. Jung: Of course, but it is no longer matter. Naturally, you must
assume that there is something, inasmuch as you think about some-
thing. You see, with all these problems you wind up with antinomies or
a priori categories. You need categories of judgment inorderto be able
to think about something at all; as soon as you think, you have already
produced an existence, and if you assume that something is, you al-
ready think.? So the idea that a world returns to non-being by perfect
consciousness is a philosophical idea which we have to notice; but we
cannot say that this makes or destroys a world. It only makes and de-
stroys our world. Well, all this is most unsatisfactory, I dislike talking of
such philosophic questions concerning the reality of objects. Philoso-
phy has very much to do with the subject, and the more you think
things, the more you make them enter yourself—the more you oblit-
erate them. You extinguish things by thinking about them; you make
them unreal because you make them enter the self and then they no
longer exist. For things are our world, not the world.

Well now, we will continue our text:

The man looked up distrustfully. “If thou speakest the truth,”
said he, “I lose nothing when I lose my life. I am not much more
than an animal which hath been taught to dance by blows and
scanty fare.”

“Not at all,” said Zarathustra, “thou hast made danger thy call-
ing, therein there is nothing contemptible. Now thou perishest by
thy calling, therefore will I bury thee with mine own hands.”

When Zarathustra had said this the dying one did not reply fur-
ther, but he moved his hand as if he sought the hand of Zarathus-
tra in gratitude.

¥ Immanuel Kant did not hold that thinking created existence, but that the human un-
derstanding—not the preexistent world in itself—is the origin of space, time, causality,
and other forms of perception and conception, without which the world is unintelligible.
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We see here that the dying rope-dancer is very close to Zarathustra,
and in how far Zarathustra assimilates him. In which sentence does
that become visible?

Miss Hannah: “Thou hast made danger thy calling.”

Dr. Jung: Exactly. That shows in how far Zarathustra is the rope-
dancer.

Dr. Reichstein: Itis an anticipation, of course, but there is a parallel to
this burial in old legends and alchemistic philosophy where the spirit-
ual part must be buried in the earth in order to bring out something
new.

Dr. Jung: Yes, like the grain of wheat that is buried in the earth in
order that it may grow. If we encounter the figure of the rope-dancer
again, we can assume that he is here buried for the purpose of a later
resurrection. Do you know of any figure similar or analogous to the
rope-dancer later on?

Miss Hannah: Is it the ugliest man?

Dr. Jung: Itis quite possible that he is resuscitated as the ugliest man.

Miss Hannah: 1 don’t understand: “Thy soul will be dead before thy
body.” I know it is a prophecy of Nietzsche’s fate, but presumably he
meant something himself by putting it down.

Dr. Jung: How does it sound here? In what tone does he speak?

Miss Hannah: It sounds like a negation of the Christian principle.

Dr. Jung: I mean with reference to the rope-dancer.

Miss Hannah: It would be to free him from the fear of death.

Dr. Jung: Well, when you are talking to a dying man with that inten-
tion, it would be a sort of last blessing, a consolation. The Christian
parallel would be: Fear nothing; thy body will die but thy soul will live.
And here he says his soul will be dead even before his body, “Fear
therefore nothing any more.” Just the opposite! But how is that op-
posite a consolation? I had not intended to enter upon this because it
is really the anticipation of the whole tragic problem of Zarathustra
which will be unfolded in the course of the drama. Itis here in the bud,
you can deduce from it the later developments, but it is difficult to
demonstrate now.

Myr. Nuthall-Smith: He has already experienced the whole horror of
dying when his soul dies; his body does not mean so much. Therefore,
he has nothing to fear.

Dr. Jung: Would that be a consolation?

Dr. Schlegel: The rope-dancer said if the devil appeared, he would
take him to hell.
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Dr. Jung: Well, the rope-dancer was afraid that the devil would drag
him down to hell, and then Zarathustra tells him there is no hell—and:
“Thy soul will be dead even sooner than thy body.” So there remains
nothing for the devil to take away with him. Now do you call that con-
solation? It would be as if a person were suffering from a very bad
toothache and somebody said: “Don’t worry, I will shoot you.” One
could understand it like this. But it is an exceedingly queer consola-
tion.

Mprs. Crowley: Is it not connected with the idea that God is dead?

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is absolutely certain. It is an anti-Christian con-
solation. Of course, everybody would think it consoling to say: “Now
don’t be afraid, man, you must get rid of your body naturally, but your
soul will live. As the old Egyptians and the Assyrians and the Christians
for two thousand years, and all primitive people have believed.” But
here the whole thing is turned upside down and he talks as if that were
a consolation. It is peculiar, yet I hold that there is a secret kind of con-
solation in it—but a consolation which is only to be understood out of
the particular condition in which Nietzsche found himself in that mo-
ment. Otherwise, for any other kind of psychology, that would be no
consolation whatever.

Mr. Allemann: Nietzsche understands that the body, the earth, is all
and that the soul is nothing, the soul is meager; so there is nothing in
keeping the soul and losing the body. When the body is lost the soul
must be lost also.

Dr. Jung: Yes, he even takes it for a sort of consolation to keep the
body and lose the soul. He has that prejudice of the late Christian age
that the soul of man is nothing, not worth saving. It is even a great
merit not to save anything so low down. It needs a tremendous insti-
tution to save such a miserable thing: nothing further can come out of
man. The good we possess is all revealed. We are quite incapable of
producing anything good out of ourselves. We cannot even make our
way: it is all the grace of God. You see, in Catholicism there is at least
the possibility of sanctification through work, but in Protestantism
there is nothing but grace, and if that doesn’t work we are lost forever.
We have a very low esteem in our civilization for what one calls soul; we
only have words. When it comes to the practical showdown, there is no
esteem at all, no patience. If you say to a man that he has to spend a
certain time every day for the development of his soul, he laughs in
your face. He has never heard of such a thing. It is ridiculous; one be-
lieves and that is enough. That one should do something about it is ab-
solutely unheard of.
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Dr. Reichstein: I think the rope-dancer has committed a kind of Pro-
methean sin, and therefore his soul will be punished for eternity. So
then it would be a consolation if his soul were not a reality.

Dr. Jung: And one could also say that it would be a consolation for
the man Nietzsche who is a sort of Prometheus; and inasmuch as he is
a Prometheus, he is a rope-dancer. Thus far it is a sort of consolation
to tell him his worries will be soon over. For your soul is worry, if you
have no soul there is no worry. This consolation coincides with Zara-
thustra’s general teaching of the “blond beast.” Be heroic, like a fair
animal. Then you have no soul. It is bunk to have a soul. It means fool-
ish psychological complications; therefore be heroic. Identify with that
great figure of the unconscious and get rid of all that psychology, all
those distinctions which just mean worry. To get drunk with the fig-
ures of the unconscious is Dionysian; if you have read farther, you re-
member that the feast of the ass is a Dionysian orgy. That is what he
advocates as a means against the insinuations of the ugliest man, in or-
der to overcompensate the ugliest man who is a sort of miserable
Christian. In the cult of Dionysos it is even the main purpose to be
drunk and unconscious, to end the psychological worry, to forget in
the embrace of nature all the thingsthatbother you as being too small.

In Schiller’s “Hymn to Joy,” you find this idea of the compensation
of the small misery of man through the greatness of the completely un-
conscious state of the Dionysian enthusiasm. In that intoxication, the
god enters the mystes. He becomes a god himself. He becomes the great
current of nature, the stream itself, and there are no individual wor-
ries any longer. That is a way to deal with worries when they become
too great. It is the hysterical way, to use a very cool word in that con-
nection, and it is the way of the alcoholic, who seeks unconsciousness
in intoxication. He runs away to the great universe from his personal
troubles, as the hysterical individual tries to save himself from his com-
plex. The other way, the psychasthenic way or the introverted way, is
to lock oneself away with one’s complex, to avoid other people, to avoid
intoxication in order to stare into the face of the complex and to do
nothing else. That would be the Apollonian way. Of course that is not
understood in the term Apollonian, but by definition it would be that
way in the sense of discrimination, discriminating yourself as marked
by a complex in contradistinction to all other beings. Just no embrace
to the universe, not one kiss to all beings, focussing all your attention

@ The much cited “blond beast” was a phrase Nietzsche introduced in Genealogy to
mean man as animal.
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upon staring into the face of the complex, being a monster in a mon-
astery, settling down to the fact that one is excluded. That is another
way, another means of redemption or way of grace if you like to say
50.'°

Now here he advocates the Dionysian way. Forget yourself, be dead
to yourself; your soul will die before your body happily enough, for
then you won’t see what happens. You will not worry any longer. You
will perhaps enter a dream, or astate of death in the sense of complete
extinction, even while the body is living on. Already in the course of
Zarathustra you see that beginning to operare. Nietzsche tries—or per-
haps he was made to try—to rise to a more and more Dionysian con-
dition. More and more the orgiastic hymn comes in. The deeper the
worry, the greater the tragedy becomes, the more he loses himself in
the enthusiasm of the divine mania. And that is prepared here. To a
man like Nietzsche, gripped by an extraordinary suffering, it is a real
consolation when somebody says: “All that terrible trouble which
burns you now with the tortures of hell, will come to an end; you will
go to sleep and not know what is happening to your body.” If you have
ever experienced such a state of oblivion in your life, where only your
body lives, then you know all the bliss of the Dionysian revelation. And
Nietzsche had that revelation. There are beautiful poems later on
where it becomes quite obvious. He really got out of himself for a mo-
ment on the wings of an extraordinary enthusiasm, absolutely disen-
tangled from the worry of discriminating consciousness. He actually
suffered from an overintensity of consciousness, which is always the
case if one is anachronistic, if one lives in a time when one is not meant
to live, because one finds no understanding contemporaries.

Angelus Silesius was such a man; he lived in a time when he simply
could not find his equal. Yes, if he had been able to travel to India, he
would have found his equal. They would have said his truth was an old
truth which they had known long ago. But nobody could understand
in the West. And what happened to him? Well, he was a fellow who did
not get into Dionysian enthusiasms because, as his fate shows, he
locked himself away with his complex. He locked himself up literally in
a monastery where he died. He lost all his beautiful poetry completely,

' Schiller’s (1759-18035) “Hymn to Joy” was of course to gain its musicalsetting in Bee-
thoven's Ninth Symphony. In his first important work, The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche
distinguished the Apollonian or serene, orderly qualities from the dark, turbulent Dio-
nysian forces in tragedy. But gradually the Apollonian gave way in Nietzsche’s devel-
oping philosophy to the Dionysian until, as madness descended upon him, he began to
sign his letters “Dionysus.”

144



27 JUNE 1934

and produced fifty-six awful pamphlets against Protestantism. He had
been a Protestant and he died most miserably in a hell of a neurosis in
a monastery. You see, that was the other way round: his body died be-
fore his soul, and his soul became a terrible, poisonous demon—the
soul of that man who had produced “Der Cherubinische Wanders-
mann,” that sweet mystic verse. And then fifty-six pamphlets against
Protestantism!'* That is something horrible, really satanic. But it is
what naturally happens to the introvert, or at least to the one who pre-
fers that mechanism. Itis of course only faintly a question of type. I am
convinced that even an introvert can use an extraverted mechanism if
he uses the way of the inferior function.

Nietzsche had an extraverted mind, so he would use the extraverted
mechanism, the Dionysian way. But you see both in Nietzsche’s case.
He was first a professor at the University of Basel, but he was not quite
understood, so he locked himself away with his complex and lived
quite isolated. Then the unconscious came up with all its extraversion,
and this time he locked the complex away from himself and dissolved
in a tremendous extraversion within his isolation, '? exactly like old An-
gelus Silesius—who should have discovered the cellar of the monastery
and about a thousand bottles of old wine. His neurosis would have
been cured, but he would have died from cirrhosis of the liver.

' Angelus Silesius (1624-1677), pen name of Johann Scheffler. The Cherub Wayfarer
begins: “I know that without me / God can no moment live; / were I to die, then He / no
longer could survive.” Rilke’s poem “What will do you, God, if I die?” is strikingly similar
in idea. See also CW 11, par. 1go.

* That is, Nietzsche, an extreme introvert, was, in Jung’s theory of compensation, ex-
traverted in his unconscious. It was this, then, that was tapped in his fantasies of Diony-
sian celebrations of the body.
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LECTURE I
10 October 1934

Dr. Jung:
Ladies and Gentlemen: We stopped before the vacation at the death
of the rope-dancer, so we will start in now with section 7.

Meanwhile the evening came on, and the market-place veiled it-
self in gloom. Then the people dispersed, for even curiosity and
terror become fatigued. Zarathustra, however, still sat beside the
dead man on the ground, absorbed in thought: so he forgot the
time. But at last it became night, and a cold wind blew upon the
lonely one. Then arose Zarathustra and said to his heart:

Verily, a fine catch of fish hath Zarathustra made to-day! It is
not a man he hath caught, but a corpse.

Sombre is human life, and as yet without meaning: a buffoon
may be fateful to it.

I want to teach men the sense of their existence, which is the
Superman, the lightning out of the dark cloud—man.

But still am I far from them, and my sense speaketh not unto
their sense. To men I am still something between a fool and a
corpse.

Gloomy is the night, gloomy are the ways of Zarathustra. Come,
thou cold and stiff companion! I carry thee to the place where I
shall bury thee with mine own hands.

What do you think is remarkable in this passage?

Mprs. Crowley: 1 think this chapter is the repetition of that scene of the
lightning and the Superman. It brings up that point again. But I feel
that it is like a preface to the next one, that it cannot be separated, and
that chapter 8 again goes back to chapter 2. We can get it only by anal-
ogy with the second one, where he is coming down from the mountain.

Mrs. Baynes: To me it is that he accepts the corpse as his companion.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. You see, we could almost expect that Zarathustra,
having watched the catastrophe of the rope-dancer, would be rather
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disinterested, because it would seem to have really happened outside
of himself. He might philosophize about it but there would be no close
or intimate connection between the rope-dancer and himself, unless it
was the very near connection which we established in the former Sem-
inar—namely, that the rope-dancer is the human form of Zarathustra,
Nietzsche himself as the human being. It is just that which explains
why he cannot leave the corpse; he has to remain with it, to make the
corpse his companion. Now, this is a pretty gruesome spectacle, I
should say: that Nietzsche the man should be in any sense the corpse
that accompanies Zarathustra, the corpse that is carried by him. This
is in fact the gloomy aspect of Zarathustra, a cloud hanging over the
whole book—Nietzsche being dragged along by that figure of Zara-
thustra—and it comes to the daylight here for the first time. “Verily, a
fine catch of fish hath Zarathustra made today! It is not a man he hath
caught, but a corpse.” We must pay attention to this sentence. It is im-
portant, because later on comes the realization that he needs other
people just because he has not caught a man. He realizes that he ought
to have other people instead of that corpse. You see, if the corpse is
himself, then he is dead really, and he has to replace himself by the
other people he catches—or one could almost say, by other corpses.
They must be, then, instead of himself; he hands over to others his hu-
man life which he should have lived. Therefore, he says that human
existence is uncanny and without a meaning.

The jester, as you know, is the negative aspect of Zarathustra, which
means that an unconscious figure, like Zarathustra (we dealt with the
different aspects of these figures in the last Seminar) could prevail
against the human being to such an extent that the latter would be de-
stroyed. That explains why he calls the Superman a lightning out of
that dark cloud, man (lightning is, of course, utterly destructive), and
also why he puts himself between a fool and a corpse. For people in
general were quite unable to see who Zarathustra was, and so they took
him either for a jester or the corpse; either it was Nietzsche himself, the
corpse, or it was a sort of malevolent fool—in other words, insanity.
People would not see the archetype which Zarathustra represents, the
archetype of the wise old man. Inasmuch as thisarchetype was obvious
to them at all, it appeared only as a jester or a corpse, a being which
would either make a man insane or kill him. But Zarathustra is not only
the archetype; he contains the self at the same time and is therefore an
exceedingly superior figure. Now, what about this identity of an arche-
type with the self? Can that be?
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Miss Hannah: No, because the archetypeis the general idea, and the
self the particular thing in the Here and Now.

Dr. Jung: Yes. The archetype is a collective thing; itis by its definition
a content of the collective unconscious. Itis an omnipresent eternal fig-
ure which one encounters everywhere, while the self is not to be en-
countered everywhere. The self is, by definition, the most individual
thing, the essence of individuality. It is the uniqueness. And that one
can only encounter where?

Answer: In an individuated human being.

Dr. Jung: Well, only in yourself. You cannot even encounter itin any-
body else, only in yourself. The self is the immediate awareness of your
uniqueness, and it is a uniqueness which is in a way most personal,
most intimate. It is your uniqueness. Now, I grant you it is exceedingly
difficult to understand such a thing intellectually, because it is most
contradictory. Of course, we always have to keep in mind that the self
is in the first place the personal Atman—to use the Indian formulation
of that concept. But their definition is that the personal Atman, the
self, is in everybody; it is the smallest thing, the thumbling in the heart
of everybody, yet it is the greatest thing in the world, the super-per-
sonal Atman, the general collective Atman.' And we can accept that
definition. It can be grasped intellectually even by an occidental mind.
Yetitis not grasped properly at all, because the super-personal Atman
is not the thumbling in everybody. It is the thumbling in myself. There
is only the self, and that is my self, for by definition the personal Atman
1S uniqueness.

Now, I cannot guarantee whether the East understands it in this
way, but at all events we can be satisfied with the fact that there are
mandalasand formulas in the East, ready-made, so we can assume that
people have understood this peculiar secret of the self. For instance,
take the worship of a mandala, not like these chakras on the wall which
represent evolution, but a mandala of completion, a Lamaistic chakra,
where in the center there is either the thunderbolt, the vgjra, the ab-
stract symbol of concentrated divine power, or Shiva and Shakti in em-
brace.* When the Tantric initiant enters the center of the mandala

" In the late Svetasvatara U panishad: “The Self (Atman) which pervades all things, / as
butter is contained in cream, / which is rooted in self knowledge and austerity— /. ..
This is Brahman . . ./ Than whom there is naught smaller, naught greater. . . .” A Source
Book in Indian Philosophy, ed. Radakrishnan and C. GG. Moore (Princeton, 1957), pp. go-
gl.

¢ Jung writes elsewhere, “Shiva, according to Tantric doctrine, is the One existent, the
timeless in the perfect state. Creation begins when this unextended point—known as
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through the four gates of the functions, it is understood that he ap-
proaches the god, whichinthe philosophy of the Upanishads would be
the super-personal Absolute Atman. In other words, the initiant
brings the personal Atman back to its divine source, the super-per-
sonal Atman. In the end, when he has entered through the four gates
and has reached the center, then the climax of the contemplation
would be the complete identity of the initiant with the god—if he is a
man, with the Shiva, and if a woman, with the Shakti, the female aspect
of the god. The two aspects merge finally into one, in the nonexisting
yet existing Brahman, the potential world being. Now, in this case an
individual self has become the universal self, yet when you approach
the universal self through the personal, you carry the individual con-
sciousness into the universal consciousness. Then the universal con-
ciousness is identical with the individual consciousness; there the self
in all its particularity, in all its peculiar personal being, is at the same
time the universal being. This is utterly paradoxical, just as paradoxi-
cal as that old German mystical poet, Angelus Silesius, for instance,
when he wonders mildly that he and God are just the same, that there
is no difference between himself and God.4

You see, we must keep in mind that in our unconscious psychology
there are these thoughts, which are evolved as the Tantric system, say,
in India, or in Lamaistic philosophy, or as mystical thoughtin the West,
and so we have to talk of them. This is not mysticism, this is psychology.
It is simply the scientific consideration of such facts, which are con-
stantly reproduced by our unconscious in this form or another. And
here we find such a form in Zarathustra, because Zarathustra is on the
one side very clearly the archetype of the wise old man, and on the
other side that concept of uniqueness. Therefore, the absolutely indis-
soluble interwovenness of Nietzsche himself and Zarathustra of which
we have spoken. This peculiar identity and nonidentity is in exactly the
same relation as the personal and super-personal self, or the personal
Atman and the super-personal Atman. Even when Nietzsche is Zara-
thustra, he is his own uniqueness, his own personal self as it were. Now,
this thing should not be an archetype at the same time; the archetype
should be differentiated or discriminated from the self.

Mpr. Baumann: Could one not say that the archetype stands only for

Shiva-bindu—appears in the eternal embrace of its feminine side, the Shakti” (CW g i,
par. 631, and fig. 1). Vajra is the symbol of divine power.
* The functions (thinking, feeling, sensation, intuition) all represent a unique per-
spective. Thus, only by employing all four does one attain complete comprehensiveness.
1 For Angelus Silesius, see above, 27 June 1934, n. 11.
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the unconscious, and the self for the conscious and unconscious to-
gether?

Dr. Jung: Exactly. The self is always the sum total of conscious and
unconscious processes. It comprehends consciousness; consciousness
is included in the self like a small circle in a bigger circle. The self can-
not be contained in an archetype because an archetype is merely a con-
tent, a figure, of the collective unconscious, and cannot possibly con-
tain the thing in which it is contained. The archetype is contained in
the unconscious, and the unconscious and the conscious together
make the self. “The self” is a concept of totality which contains all the
archetypes and individual consciousness at the same time. The symbol
of totality is always a circle, and one can say that in the center is the con-
scious, and around it is the unconscious containing the archetypes,
among them the archetype of the old man. And that cannot contain
the self, because the whole circle is the self, the totality of the conscious
and unconscious. So it can only be a transitory condition in which the
idea of the self or the idea of totality appears as a content in an arche-
type. Now, how would you characterize such a transitory condition?
When is it possible for that condition to appear in one archetype, the
archetype of the old man? There is one definite situation in which that
can be.

Mr. Baumann: I think it can be when the archetype includes some-
thing eternal, not referring to the past alone, but including the whole
development. The wise man ordinarily implies the old man who has
had only pastexperiences, but he might take a form without time limit,
though I have no idea what it would be.

Dr. Jung: Well, you can say the old wise man is surely the figure of
the great teacher, the initiator, the psychopompos. And then he can
contain the idea of the self for a while as a sort of vision or intuition.
He knows about it, he teaches it, because he is the psychopompos who
leads the initiant on the way tohis completion. As a matter of fact, it is
the rule in analysis that when the patient begins to realize the arche-
type of the old wise man, the self also appears in the figure. That is the
reason why men have the tendency to identify at once with the wise old
man. Because the self appears then, they are already in the wise old
man, so to speak, and then they are sucked up and they become mana,
important. They have an inflation and walk about with heavy heads,
“les initiés imaginaires,” as Zimmer once said very wittily.s When a man
is swelled up with the idea of possessing the big thing, being a hell of a

» “The imaginary initiates” is a play on Moliére’s T"he Imaginary Invalid.
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fellow, getting very wise, it means that identification. And in the infla-
tion which follows, the human being goes to hell. For one cannot pos-
sibly live as the wise old man day and night; one would be something
between a corpse and a fool. People would think so and right they
would be. As I said, people thought Nietzsche was a fool in reality and
were always afraid there would be insanity behind it. And he suffered
from terrible migraines, he only lived for his health, he was a living
corpse; that is the external appearance of a fellow who has been swal-
lowed by the wise old man. But the wise old man ought to have wings,
he should be a swan, not a human being. He should not walk about. He
should make use of his aeroplane that he carries within himself. You
know, in the East they suppose that the perfect wise men are able to fly.
Thatisthe criterion—as long as one cannot fly, one has not attained to
the summit of wisdom. So let the old wise man be an air-being, a subtle
body with wings, and don’t identify with it.

This is one of the events which very often happens to the analyst; it
is one of the forms of analyst-neurosis. Analysts have very peculiar
neuroses. They are infected by all the transferences they get and their
heads are twisted. They are poisoned, and as a rule they become sen-
sitive and susceptible, difficult to deal with. That is always the infection
of the cursed profession: they are cursed by their perfect old wise man.
They should know better but theydon’t. Therefore, it is important for
the analyst to confess that he does not know better, or he will know
worse. Then he gives a chance to the patient. But you see, there is al-
ways the prestige of the doctor. The public wants to be convinced that
the doctor is a sort of sorcerer or magician. The primitive medicine
man, of course, lives on that prestige. He is identical with the wise old
man, so very often he is sick or insane at the same time. Therefore,
primitive people are always afraid of being made into medicine men.
It is not an enviable condition.

Mprs. Crowley: 1 thought the corpse suggested his shadow, that this
was where he was first meeting his shadow.

Dr. Jung: Do you remember our great soreites syllogismos?® The con-
clusion there is that everything is everything. So the corpse is also the
rope-dancer, and the rope-dancer is the shadow sure enough. But
Nietzsche himself asahuman beingisin thesame connection with Zar-
athustra as the rope-dancer with the jester. You see, the rope-dancer is
the negative attitude of Nietzsche himself and Zarathustra; the rope-
dancer is the one who jumps over the hesitating Nietzsche. Then in the

% For Jung’s syllogism, see above, 27 June 1934.
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next chapter, the jester comes, and in the ninth chapter Zarathustra
himself says that he is going to jump over all those that hesitate or are
reluctant. “Over the loitering and tardy will I leap.”

Mrs. Crowley: But now he is giving up teaching. He has a new attitude
entirely after he buries the corpse.

Dr. Jung: Ah yes, the new attitude that will come is that he needs hu-
man beings instead of himself. Another quality of the inflation by the
wise old man is that one gets a mania to teach, to be a missionary, to tell
people all about it and take care that plenty get into the kingdom of
heaven. It always creates a sort of missionary attitude, and of course
the conviction that there is no other way but this way.

Mr. Allemann: Speaking of consciousness, is it possible, when the self
is made conscious, to get over that identification, at least temporarily?

Dr. Jung: Well, as a rule you go through a time when you are identi-
cal with the wise old man. Nobody can realize an archetype without
having been identified with it first. If you even touch the animus or an-
ima, the most vulgar archetypes of all, you are they, and you cannot
realize them without having been thoroughly caught by them. No
woman will realize what the animus is without having been identical
with him, and no man will realize what the anima is without having
been filled by the anima. In speaking of such things, I say: “as if " it is
asif these archetypes were each of them stronger than the ego. They
easily catch hold of you and you are possessed as if they were lions or
bears, say—primitive forces which are quite definitely stronger than
you. You see, our prejudice is that we are sitting on top of the moun-
tain with our conscious and our will, and nothing can get at us; and
then the unconscious catches us from below. People call the thing that
is below “the subconscious” instead of “the unconscious”; it sounds so
much better. The subconscious is the cellar, something below your
feet, and you are St. George standing upon the dragon. That is the me-
dieval ambition, to kill the dragon and stand on top of it. But if you
descend into that world, you encounter a figure which is definitely
stronger than your ego complex. Therefore, quite naively, Rider Hag-
gard speaks of: “She-that-must-be-obeyed.”” Nothing doing otherwise,
you have to obey. It is quite self-evident that she is the stronger part.
And the complex of the wise old man is a fearful thing. Sometimes the
dragon is overcome, so we can assume that it is not always so strong.

7 Jungdelighted in the character of the mysterious, indomitable sorceress of H. Rider
Haggard’s novel, She: A History of Adventure (London, 1887). See CW 7, par. 303; CW g
1, pars. 143, 356; CW 10, par. 88.
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But there are plenty of whale-dragons that attack and overcome the
hero, proving that the dragon is much the stronger—until the hero
makes the attack from within. Now we will go on to Chapter 8.

When Zarathustra had said this to his heart, he putthe corpse
upon his shoulders and set out on his way. Yet had he not gone a
hundred steps, when there stole a man up to him and whispered
in his ear—and lo! he that spake was the buffoon from the tower.
“Leave this town, O Zarathustra,” said he, “there are too many
here who hate thee. The good and just hate thee, and call thee
their enemy and despiser; the believers in the orthodox belief hate
thee, and call thee a danger to the multitude. It was thy good for-
tune to be laughed at: and verily thou spakest like a buffoon. It
was thy good fortune to associate with the dead dog; by so humil-
iating thyself thou hast saved thy life to-day. Depart, however,
from this town—or to-morrow I shall jump over thee, a living man
over a dead one.” And when he had said this, the buffoon van-
ished; Zarathustra, however, went on through the dark streets.

At the gate of the town the grave-diggers met him; they shone
their torch on his face, and recognising Zarathustra, they sorely
derided him. “Zarathustra is carrying away the dead dog: a fine
thing that Zarathustra hath turned a grave-digger! For our hands
are too cleanly for that roast. Will Zarathustra steal the bite from
the devil? Well then, good luck to the repast! If only the devil is not
a better thief than Zarathustral—he will steal them both, he will
eat them both!” And they laughed among themselves, and put
their heads together.

Zarathustra made no answer thereto, but went on his way.
When he had gone on for two hours, past forests and swamps, he
had heard too much of the hungry howling of the wolves, and he
himself became a-hungry. So he halted at a lonely house in which
a light was burning.

“Hunger attacketh me,” said Zarathustra, “like a robber.
Among forests and swamps my hunger attacketh me, and late in
the night.

“Strange humours hath my hunger. Often it cometh to me only
after a repast, and all day it hath failed to come: where hath it
been?”

And thereupon Zarathustra knocked at the door of the house.

He carried the corpse to the woods. Do you remember any historical
parallel to this carrying of the corpse? It is typical symbolism.
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Mrs. Crowley: The carrying of the cross.

Dr. Jung: Yes, it is a symbol of the so-called transitus, the old term
which designates the carrying of the cross in the Christian mystery for
example, or the carrying of the tree in the Attis mystery, or the carry-
ing of the dead bull which was himself by Mithras. Mithras was the
white bull of the beginning of the world, the world bull, Abudabad, in
Persian mythology; so he sacrificed his own bull, himself, and then he
carried his own corpse.® That carrying of the bull is really the parallel
to Zarathustra carrying the corpse of the rope-dancer, the equivalent
on adifferent level. And what is the subtle difference of those two sym-
bols? What did it mean originally that Mithras sacrificed the bull?

Mrs. Crowley: He sacrificed his animal nature.

Dr. Jung: Yes, it would be the impetuosity, the uncontrolled affectiv-
ity of the primitive man. Therefore, Mithraism is the religion of the
Roman soldiers. The remains of the Mithraic temples were found
chiefly near the garrisons along the German Lines for instance; and
quite recently a well-preserved Mithraeum has been discovered in the
Syrian desert, where the French are making explorations in coopera-
tion with Yale University. They have now asked the connoisseur of
Mithraism, Cumont, to help in the excavations. It was the religion of
theimperial house of Rome and of the soldiers because it was a religion
of discipline. And this discipline was expressed in the bullfight by the
toreador who, with a most marvelous self-control, showing no sign of
nervousness or fear, kills the bull in the critical moment. Mithras was a
deified toreador, so the god was represented in the position of the an-
tique toreador. He did not face the bull with a sword, but jumped upon
his back like a cowboy and killed him with a short sword which he
pushed in near the shoulder blade. Therefore, the bull had a sort of
belt round the chest to help the bullfighter leap on his back and to cling
to in case of need. Usually, the toreador is depicted with a most pecul-
iar face of hysterical sentimentality, like a Guido Reni.¥ There is a very
wonderful head of Mithras in the British Museum in London, where
you can study this strange hysterical expression, like that of a person
who ought to do something which he doesn’t like, so that his mind is
split. He is not at one with what he is doing. Therefore, the god is al-

* For Mithraism Jung especially draws on Franz Cumont, Textes ¢t Monuments (Paris,
1896-99), 2 vols., and T'he Mysteries of Mithra, tr. Thomas J. McCormack, 2nd rev. edn.
(New York, 1956).

o Jung elsewhere describes the Mithraic sacrifice of the bulland the depicting of agony
in the face of the carrier as like Christ’s carrying the cross in Guido Reni’s (1575-1642)
Crucifixion. See CW 11, pars. 342-43.
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ways turning his head away when he pushes his knife in. It is exceed-
ingly psychological, as if the overcoming of his emotions were not en-
tirely shared by the whole individual, as if a part of the individual were
for it and a part against it. We don't like to control our emotions be-
cause we enjoy them. It is a sort of partial suicide when we control
them. We regret ourselves, we are sorry for ourselves; and the god ex-
presses that in his peculiar face.

Now, after the bull’'s death it is carried somewhere, but this part of
the Mithraic mystery is unfortunately absolutely dark. Cumont says,
however, that this is the transitus part of the mystery, in which things
are carried from one place to another, and he draws a parallel with the
carrying of the cross of Christ.’° But in the Christian religion it is no
longer a question of killing the bull. Christ as a lamb is sacrificed, and
one calls that symbolical but it is really allegorical. It really means that
Christ as a man is sacrificed, or one can also say that God himself has
become man in order to sacrifice himself for the redemption of man-
kind. So the cross carried by Christ would be the symbol of man, and
truly it is, for standing with the arms outstretched, the position of the
figure on the cross is the gesture of complete acceptance. It means,
there is nothing to be done about it, do what you please, one is de-
tenceless. It is the complete surrender of man. The Christian symbol
of Christ carrying the cross means that he carries his own body, his own
corpse. We have here a sort of Christian symbolism, therefore. Zara-
thustra carries his own humanity, his human body, Nietzsche, as the
rope-dancer who has been killed, a kind of paraphrase of the Christian
sacrifice. As I have said before, Nietzsche was in a secret way more
Christian than anyone would expect.

Myr. Baumann: It has been said that in Christianity there are no more
heroes, only martyrs: they all have to die.

Dr. Jung: Well, the martyrs are just the witnesses. The Greek word
martyros means witness. They overcome fear and so on, but it has noth-
ing to do with the transitus, which is a symbolical mystery transforma-
tion.

Mr. Baumann: The hero does his work and afterwards is in heaven,
but in Christianity man has to suffer in order to accomplish.

Dr. Jung: Yes, but the principle of the church was imitatio Christi.'

'oI'n making sacrifices the votary held a bundle of sacred twigs in hand. Mithra was
born from a rock in the shade of a sacred tree. His greatest deed was to capture a wild
bull and drag it backwards over many obstacles. This is his “journey” or transitus.

' The date of The Imitation of Christ is uncertain and is only doubtfully ascribed to
Thomas 4 Kempis (1380-1471), an Augustinian monk. It is a medieval expression of
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They carried on just by witnessing, not by being heroes. The hero is
always original. Christ did not carry on anything; as a symbolic figure,
he was original and creative. When a martyr was killed in the arena, he
was killed for Christ or for his creed, but not for himself. He was sim-
ply a witness for the Lord. That has nothing to do with what happens
to the hero.

Mr. Baumann: That is what I meant: there are no more heroes in
Christianity.

Dr. Jung: Ah yes, thatis true. Of course, one does call martyrs heroes
of the church, but they were heroes for the church and not for them-
selves. But Christ is the hero for himself; he did not sacrifice himself
for the glory of any church. It was the natural expression of his own
life, of his individuality. Now, here we have the symbolism of the tran-
situs again. What is the difference between this transitus and the transi-
tus of Christ for instance, or Mithras?

Miss Wolff: The bull which is killed by Mithras is a god, apparently a
chthonic god. After he is sacrificed by Mithras, the world is created out
of his various organs. The corn, the vine, and all the animals spring
from them, and his soul becomes a celestial shepherd. And Christ is a
god. He is the incarnation of god in human form, and he dies as a god.
But with Nietzsche, Zarathustra is a sort of god, but he is not sacrificed,
and he merely carries a corpse, the corpse of a very inferior man. So
here the god remains alive, there is no sacrifice. Only the corpse of
Nietzsche’s shadow, his own collective human side, is sacrificed, nec-
essarily inferior because all values are concentrated on the superhu-
man aspect.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. The difference is that Christ carries the cross to his
own execution. The cross is the instrument by which he will be killed.
He will be killed by man and the god is sacrificed, while Zarathustra is
carrying the body in order to bury it, merely. The transitus in the cult
of Attisis abetter analogy, where the firtree is carried into a cave, into
the earth, the cave being a burial place or a mystery place—they are
indistinguishably the same. Therefore, the first Christian cult took
place in the catacombs. It was by no means to escape persecution, for
everybody knew the access to the catacombs—they were public burial
grounds. They simply worshipped in the burial ground. And the
Christian medieval churches are still burial grounds. One walks on
tombs; the whole place is filled with corpses just as it was in the begin-

what many—but certainly not Jung or Nietzsche—have thought to be the best life for
mankind.
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ning. So carrying the burden into the grotto, the so-called spelaeum,
means carrying it into the place of tombs. Human dwellings were also
burial places originally, particularly in the Near East. In Mesopotamia,
for instance, houses have been excavated where the corpses of the
ancestors were buried under the floors. That was done to keep the an-
cestral spirits in the house, or in the family, as the Eskimos often pre-
serve the corpses in their huts in order to keep the ancestral spirits with
them. It is most unfortunate when the host of ancestral spirits leave the
ground, because then the living no longer have the support of the
spirit world, and that is very dangerous under primitive conditions.

This aspect of the transitus, carrying something to the burial place,
played a role probably in the Mithraic cult as well, but the relationship
of the cult of Attis to Christianity is very close, perhaps even closer than
Mithraism. For instance. Hippolytus, an early father of the church,
says that the grotto in which Christ is said to have been born was, ac-
cording to tradition, the sanctuary of Attis.'* And quite recently a very
interesting proof has been brought to light: recent excavations in the
Church of the Nativity in Bethlehem have shown thatbelow the Chris-
tian church, which dates from early in the fourth century, is Roman
masonry, the remains of a temple of Attis built by the Emperor Ha-
drian in about 186; and this was erected in order to desecrate the place
of the Christian cult.'3 This proves that before the cult of Attis the
Christians had already worshipped in that place. There must have
been a very early local tradition that Christ was really born in this spe-
laeum, and that it was actually a spelaeum of Attis is shown by the fact
that Hadrian again erected the temple of Attis with the purpose of des-
ecrating the place of Christ’s birth. You see, these traditions obviously
have a great similarity, and there are other remains which prove the
relationship. Just where the Vatican is standing today, for example,
there was a temple of Attis, and the head priest of that cult was called
papas in Greek, and the priest who is still ruling there in the old place
is the papa or pope; papa is the Latin form.

Here, then, we have a very peculiar transitus. Zarathustra would be
in the place of the god of the antique mysteries, in the place of Christ
the man-god, or Mithras the hero god, or Attis the son god, the son of
Astarte. He is carrying the human body, the corpse—or the humanity,

'+ Hippolytus (c. 230), contemporary of the more famous Origen, wrote A Refutation
of All Heresies and was excommunicated for his pains.

's Hadrian (76-148) built the Temple of Attis, the symbol of Autumn and Spring,
given to dying and returning from the dead, as befits the son of Cybele, vegetation god-
dess.
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one can say—which really carries him. You see, thereis a peculiar twist-
ing of the facts. The archetype has its life in this world of consciousness
through the fact that it appears in a living body, so the living body car-
ries the archetype of the wise old man. But here it is represented as if
the archetype were carrying the man, which is of course true inasmuch
as an archetype is greater in size than the ego complex and therefore
able to swallow it. And when the ego complex disappears in the arche-
type, man is the victim. He is injured, that is; his life is taken from him
by the archetype of the wise old man. Now, if you take thatas the sym-
bol of a mystery cult, like those in antiquity, it would express the fact
that man was sacrificed to an archetypal idea, or an archetypal spirit—
which is true—and it would be at the same time a sort of admonition to
the believers of that cult, as the killing of the bull, for instance, is an
admonition to the believers of Mithraism. It meant: that is you; you
ought to kill your own bull as Mithras the god overcomes himself in his
animal aspect. Or as Christ is imitated in the Christian mystery. He
goes to his own sacrifice carrying his humanity, dragging his humanity
along to that divine sacrifice. And thatis of course very interesting, and
quite different from the Mithras or Attisidea. So here again we can say
this is a sort of admonition: Let the Superman carry the ordinary man
as if man were a corpse. You see, there is absolutely nothing of the
Christian idea that the god is proceeding to his own self-sacrifice. Zar-
athustra is not going to sacrifice himself at all; he is going to live on. He
is only going to bury the man, thinking that he is thus overcoming the
thing which has been so reluctant, heavy, unwilling, too clumsy, too
conservative. Therefore, Zarathustra’s identification with the jester
who jumps over the hesitating rope-dancer.

Now, that amounts to a teaching of inflation, one could say. It would
mean that you should identify with the archetype even if you sacrifice
your humble humanity; you should sacrifice your humanity to the life
of the archetype. Thatis exactly what happened in Nietzsche’s life, and
the question is whether that should go as a general symbol. If it would
work as a collective symbol, such a passage would become dogmatic. It
would become the contents of a mystery; you would see the holy figure
of Zarathustra carrying man to his rest, going to bury man, and that
would fill us with a particular emotion. It would put something on fire
in us as the Christian mystery did formerly. I am sure that the believers
of Mithraism followed the peripeteia’4 of the divine mystery with great
emotion, probably with tears and lamentations, or with shouts of joy.

'+ A sudden change of fortune.
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It was a sort of passion play, and it would not have worked. It would
not have gripped people if it had not gripped their emotions, touched
their actual psychological condition. If people were in a state which
could be expressed by such a symbol, they would most certainly be
deeply and emotionally fascinated by it, and it would work like a tran-
situs symbol in a mystery cult. And you know there has been that pre-
tension. There have been people who considered Zarathustra as a pro-
phetic revelation, a teaching of profound wisdom. It has had a sort of
religious value. I remember when I was a student, there were quite a
number of young people in Basel, even certain professors of the
younger generation, who studied Zarathustra and made a cult of it
Now, apart from this transitus symbol, what would arrest your attention
the most in this chapter? Did you notice anything impressive?

Miss Hannah: His hunger.

Dr. Jung: That is decidedly a point, for later on, quite at the end of
Zarathustra, this hunger and thirst business comes up again, but we
will postpone it for the time being. There is something before that.

Mrs. Stutz: The devil.

Dr. Jung: That Zarathustra is going to steal the devil’s meal? Well,
yes, but that is already contained in the jester. One must contemplate
the sequence of events here, as in a dream, as if it were a causal se-
quence. That is the principle of science: science looks at the events of
the world which follow in a sequence as a causal sequence. One must
try to establish a causality. Science thus produces sense. So for an ex-
planation here, one must assume a causal sequence.'> Here, then, by
the gesture of carrying the corpse on his back, he causes the jester to
appear, and that is really causality. It is not a mere incident or chance;
the jester is called up by Zarathustra’s gesture. He only went about a
hundred paces before the jester came along. He cannot go very far
with his victim without making the jester appear. Now what is the jester
in relation to Zarathustra?

Mprs. Crowley: The shadow.

Dr. Jung: Yes, we could say the very actively negative aspect of Zara-
thustra. That jester is an evil demon. As Zarathustra is supposed to be
the superior wise man, so the jester is correspondingly destructive and
evil, and he comes up now. You see, when you take a certain stand,
when you make up your mind to something which is one-sided and

'» Jung contrasted scientific causality, often taken as the only genuine kind of expla-
nation, with synchronicity, a noncausal but meaningful—not merely coincidental—con-
nectivity. See CW 8, sec. 7.
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therefore strike against an obstacle, then the opposite is conjured up
from the unconscious, and the opposite is here symbolized by a fool—
and a destructive fool at that. In Nietzsche’s case it means insanity. If
anybody behaves like Zarathustra—if a man allows himself tobe swal-
lowed by an archetype—then he will be swallowed by the unconscious.
In other words, he will be insane. It will be a psychosis, a case of schiz-
ophrenia perhaps. So no sooner does Zarathustra start to carry that
corpse than he conjures up insanity in the form of the jester who kills
the mind of a man long before his body. Itis the jester who jumps over
the rope-dancer and injures him, so that Zarathustra then says to him:
“Be quiet, don’t worry, your mind will be dead long before your body.”
This was Nietzsche’s case in reality, as you know. He was insane for
about eleven years; he had literally predicted his own fate. And this
jester is the personification of the insanity. The archetype of the wise
old man is understood to be the sum total of human wisdom, and the
shadow is necessarily the personification of all human foolishness.
Therefore, wisdom and foolishness are so exceedingly close together.
One is often not quite certain whether a man is wise or whether he is a
great fool; and one must recognize that in foolishness there is a great
deal of wisdom. The fool has sometimes been the typical wise man. Till
Eulenspiegel, for example, is the fool and the great wise man at the
same time. And the primitive medicine man whom they consider so
wise is really of ten insane. Or an insane man is of ten thought to be wise
because he is not understood.

Myr. Baumann: The king’s jester would be a case.

Dr. Jung: Yes, and he was the only one who had intelligence. Because
he was considered a fool he was allowed to say things which nobody
else would dare to say to the king. The medicine man is usually un-
canny and feared, but in the Pueblos they have a special clan thatis en-
trusted with the function of the carnival. They are sort of professional
clowns. It is an important office, and they are called delight-makers.'®
The medicine man and the delight-maker come together in the figure
of the medieval jester, the merrymaker who was very of ten the secret
councillor of the king and gave him the best advice.'” The coming up

' Pueblo Indians belong to one of three groups: Dry Food People, the general pop-
ulace; the Towa-e, tribal administrators; and the “Made People,” a small, elite group that
oversees ceremonies and rituals. See Alfonso Ortiz, The Tewa World: Space, Time, Being,
and Becoming In a Pueblo Society (Chicago, 1969).

'7 Jung’s informant about the Pueblo was Antonio Mirabal (= Ochwiay Biano =
Mountain Lake), chief of ceremonies of Taos Pueblo. See Adolf F. Bandelier, The Delight
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of the jester, then, is very clearly the next fact in the sequence after Zar-
athustra carries away the human being as a corpse.

Prof. Reichstein: Is not the jester here in quite a helpful role?

Dr. Jung: Well, he has that peculiar ambiguity of the medieval jester.
He gives advice to Zarathustra. He advises him to leave the town, and
he even says it was good fortune for him that the people thought he
was talkinglike a jester, for if they had really understood, things would
not have gone so well. And it was good fortune for him that he went
away with the dead dog. He had better make use of the opportunity to
disappear; otherwise he—the jester—would jump over Zarathustra
exactly as he had jumped over the man. If Zarathustra remained in the
town, that is, he would make such a fool of himself that he would be
insane himself.

Now, is that really good advice? You see, I would say that if Zara-
thustra remained in the town, he would remain in collectivity, in hu-
man society. He might be found and killed, but also he might be able
to convince people of his wisdom, and if he leaves the town he won’t be
able to do so. At all events, Zarathustra remaining in the town would
be forced to be conscious of his ordinary human existence, because
those other people would reach him by his humanity, by the body, the
corpse. And then he would soon be aware that he was not a man, that
he was merely a fantasy or an archetypal image and not a reality. It
would soon come about that when he looked at his hand, he would say:
“By Jove, this is not my hand at all, like spirits when they are made con-
scious of the factthat they possess a foreign body.” You know, there are
cases of people who are possessed by spirits; and to de-possess such a
person one must conjure that ghost through the aid of a medium, and
then, like the Masters in The Tibetan Book of the Dead, one must tell the
ghost that he is dead, disembodied. He won’t believe it, he will insist
that he has still a body. So one must say: “Now look here, you say you
are a man and have a man’s body, but look at your hand.” (It is a me-
dium’s hand because he speaks through the mouth of a woman me-
dium.) Then he says: “This is a woman’s hand, how awkward!—how
did I get into this strange body?” And it is further proved by telling
him to go through a wall, for of course no man was ever seen doing
that; so when he goes right through it, he has to admit at last that you
are right."® There is a doctor in California who cures his neurotic or

Makers, 2nd edn. (New York, 1918). Jung and Mirabal had exchanged letters two years
earlier. See Letters, vol. I, pp. 101-2.

* In The Tibetan Book of the Dead, the of ficiating lama “advises (the corpse) to partake
freely of the food offered, warns it that it is dead and that its ghost must not haunt the
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psychotic patients in that way. His wifeisa medium, and he simply gets
all the spirits which are supposed to exist in the patients into his wife.
Then when a ghost talks through his wife’s body, he says to him: “Look
at your body, you are a man but this is a woman’s body.” And the ghost
is so thoroughly shocked that he jumps right out of her and quits for
good. Not always though!

place or trouble living relatives” (Tibetan, pp. 14-15). The book contains a “Psychological
Commentary” by Jung, reprinted by CW 11.



LECTURE I1
17 October 1934

Dr. Jung:

Before we begin today I have a proposition to make. I wish that a
committee of members of the seminar would occupy themselves with
research about the archetype of the wise old man. We used to make
such researches in former seminars: you remember perhaps the very
excellent “Moon” paper that Dr. Harding and her committee worked
out.' The moon is of course the archetype of the inner mother, the
faint light of the dark earth. We encountered that figure of the earth
mother in the Visions also.? Since that is a predominant, prevailing ar-
chetype of the woman’s unconscious, the ruling aspect, it is character-
istic for the particular development of fantasies; therefore we made a
special investigation into the phenomenology of the archetype of the
mother aspect of the moon. Now we are occupied with a man’s psy-
chology, so I want a report made about the phenomenology of the ar-
chetype of the wise old man. He is the sun but a sun within, an illumi-
nating factor, the sun of understanding, the light of the Gnosis for
instance; in the Gnostic texts you always find that light symbolism as-
sociated with the wise old man who is the initiator, the bringer of light,
the real Lucifer with all the implications of that name.3

Concerning the method, you have a number of sources for your re-
searches. First of all you have the comparative history of religions, and
the figures of the founders of religions; then you have the mythology
of all races, and folklore and fairytales where there is the figure of the
sorcerer, for example, in many forms, great and small; then literature,
belles-lettres, and particularly poetic art. And besides the great official

' Dr. Esther Harding (1888-1971), who was born in Britain but practiced Jungian
analysis in the U.S., presented her “Moon” paper, “The Symbolism of the Crescent and
Its Psychological Meanings” in an earlier seminar. See Dream Sem., pp. $67-81, and also
her Woman’s Mysteries, A ncient and Modern (New York, 1955).

* See above 2 May 1934, n. 1, for the Visions Seminawrs.

# Lucifer (Latin): light-bearing, morning star.
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religions, there are minor ones, primitive religions, tribal customs, and
the noncanonical traditions—the heretic traditions—in which a lot of
psychology is to be found. Psychology has often been exiled from of-
ficial religions because it is awkward, so one finds there material of an
extremely philosophic nature. In our Christian world, for instance,
you have the historical traditions of the Gnostics which is heretic phi-
losophy, both early and medieval Gnosticism, the new Platonists, and
the later medieval philosophy in the form of alchemy, the Rosicru-
cians, etc. In literature you encounter the figures of the anima and an-
imus, of course, but you will have great trouble to find suitable exam-
ples of the more remote figures that are beyond. The animus and
anima are in our immediate experience while these great figures are
not—they are always far more projected and therefore less easily rec-
ognizable—but they do exist in literature. The earth mother is an ex-
ceedingly rare symbolism just because it is highly symbolical, but the
wise old man is rather more frequent—there are definite examples be-
cause the wise old man has become an institutional figure while the
earth mother is no institutional figure, of course. She has always been
terribly awkward; she does not fit into a man’s institutional world be-
cause she is always upsetting institutions. I think this investigation is
highly worthwhile in order to make ourselves realize the general as-
pect of the archetype, so that we may not labor too much under the
impression that Nietzsche is such a particular case, that it is only pos-
sible for such a figure as Zarathustra to live in the mind of Nietzsche.
This research will show beyond question that it is really a représentation
collective.

Now we return to our text. You remember we touched upon the
problem of the hunger. Zarathustra suddenly becomes aware of that
symptom and says: “Hunger attacketh me like a robber.” This theme
of being overcome with hunger as if it were a robber is anticipated in
the passage where the grave-diggers meet him and make jests about
him: “A fine thing that Zarathustra hath turned a grave-digger! For
our hands are too cleanly for that roast. Will Zarathustra steal the bite
from the devil? Well then, good luck to the repast! If only the devil is
not a better thief than Zarathustra!—he will steal them both, he will eat
them both!” One reads such a passage and hardly notices it; it sounds
a bit queer, and one doesn’t stop to marvel about it and ask oneself
what the devil it means, whether it is a mere figure of speech or has any
deeper meaning. I emphasize this passage because it is really charac-
teristic of the style of Zarathustra in general. You see, it is a sort of
joke—one could almost say that the jesting way the grave-diggers talk
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to Zarathustra should have a comical eff'ect—yet there is something,
not exactly uncanny, but painful, about it. There is a certain brilliant
yet peculiar, painful aspect. Now this painful aspect is pathological,
and a pathological joke has a marked difference from a normal joke in
that it doesn’t help one to laugh from the depth of one’s heart because
at the same time one feels a stabbing pain somewhere. This is due to
the fact that in that joke there is a breaking line, a sort of split on ac-
count of the pathological interference; something which is not a jest at
all, something gruesome, horrible, is mixed up with it. And that is the
case throughout the whole of Zarathustra: there are many attempts to
be funny but always with a peculiar split in them, always with that pain-
ful admixture of poison as if something awful were behind.

We will try to understand what that is. Obviously, in the allusion
made by the grave-diggers it first touches Zarathustra; then in the
formof hunger it really comesto him. He says, rightly, that it overtakes
him; it has been behind his consciousness and then it catches him—
suddenly he is made to realize that he feels very hungry. Also, it is an-
ticipated when still unconscious in the hungry howling of the wolves.
Animals always denote unconscious instinctiveness, and it is still pro-
jected into the wolves in the woods as if it were their hunger. As, for
instance, when you have a pain, a toothache perhaps, you sometimes
dream that somebody else is in the same bed and that he or she has the
pain. In the dream it is delegated: you are split in half and the other
half has the toothache. You are sort of projecting away the pain which
threatens to disturb your sleep. The supposition, then, is that Zara-
thustra’s hunger, which appears in the end, was there all the time; he
was hungry all day long even when he didn’t know it. Now, under what
condition does one not notice that one is hungry?

Mrs. Baumann: When one doesn’t know that one has a body.

Dr. Jung: Yes. It often happens withintuitive types. That doesn’t hap-
pen to me. I am very intuitive but I know when I am hungry—I never
was short of such a realization. But there are people who do not know
it, who think hunger is a psychological problem, and Zarathustra rep-
resents such a person here. Where is the evidence for it?

Miss Hannah: Because he is burying it.

Dr. Jung: Exactly, the body is the corpse; it is Mr. Nietzsche himself,
and he is going to bury Nietzsche. Even a ghost, if he wants to make
any effect on this earth, always needs a body, a medium; otherwise he
cannot ring bells or lift tables or anything that ghosts are supposed to
do. And so Zarathustra needs the man Nietzsche. If he is going to bury
the corpse Nietzsche, then he has no body or he is unconscious of it;
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then he is stepping beyond Nietzsche as the jester threatens to step be-
yond him: we read that passage where the jester threatens to jump
over Zarathustra as he had jumped over the rope-dancer. You see, the
jester is a terrible danger. If he should jump over Zarathustra, what
would be the result?

Mrs. Baumann: You said last week it would be insanity.

Dr. Jung: Yes. You see, Zarathustra is a ghost. He cannot die in the
body; he can only fall off the rope, fall off his synthetic mind—and
then it would be a psychosis, not the death of the body but the death of
the mind. Now, under what conditions is Zarathustra particularly
threatened by the jester?

Miss Hannah: By staying in town, remaining with humanity.

Dr. Jung: Yes. If Zarathustra remains with Mr. Friedrich Nietzsche,
then Friedrich Nietzsche can say something to him, can realize when
he is hungry; he can feed his body, and then the danger is not great.
As Mr. Nietzsche, he is only saddled with the problem of the wise old
man, which presumably does not fit into his psychology. Sure enough,
he wouldn’t follow his suggestion. He would not yield easily to that old
wise man of the gth century B.c. That was a rather unexpected feature
of his life. Therefore, if Zarathustra could remain in the town he
would remain with Nietzsche—and Nietzsche would remain. But since
Nietzsche is threatened with death, it means he is overcome by Zara-
thustra, he is as good as a corpse. He is dead as the rope-dancer; he
cannot play his game any longer. And then Zarathustra simply carries
a corpse and has no relation to life; he is without physical feet, a pied a
terre, and therefore he loses reality. As aman, he loses touch with earth,
he is always threatened by insanity. There is no reason why he should
not dissolve into infinity, for such a man as a rule does dissolve into in-
finity. You see, the body inasmuch as it is alive is hungry. Nietzsche is
hungry for physical substance: he needs that in order to sustain life. So
the body announces its need to be fed, in order that he may form a sort
of opposite to Zarathustra, a balancing weight to the mad enthusiastic
impulse which Zarathustra gives. But Zarathustra doesn’t realize it. Or
only a faint realization of the fact that the body has its claims comes
through in an indirect way, in that allusion of the grave-diggers.

Now we will try to understand further what the grave-diggers sug-
gest, what their joke really means. They say first that the corpse he is
carrying would be too unclean for their hands. That is an immense de-
preciation of the body. This carrion is only good for hell; it is what the
devil would eat; and as the devil is the principle of utter destruction,
this morsel is only good for utter destruction. And Zarathustra will
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perhaps steal this morsel from the devil—he will play the role of the
devil in eating that carrion. This idea is logically continued. They say:
“Well then, good luck to the repast,” which means that the devil steal-
ing the morsel of carrion will devour it—implying of course utter de-
struction of the body. If Zarathustra steals the corpse from the devil,
he steals it for the sake of an anthropophagous or sarcophagous meal;
therefore, they congratulate him on that repast. You see here a very
peculiar old anthropophagical idea is coming in, and of course there
are historical reasons why it comes in just here. I hope that is clear! I
will repeat it: The idea is that the devil will fetch that carrion, it is his
morsel; the devil means utter destruction, so utter destruction will de-
vour the morsel. But Zarathustra is apparently going to steal it from
the devil, as if he were another devil also meant to devour and thereby
destroy the carrion. And because they assume it is so they say: “Bless-
ings on the repast.” They congratulate him that he has stolen it, but
they think itis pretty dangerous to deceive the devil and to take a mor-
sel out of his teeth; the danger then might be that the devil would out-
thieve Zarathustra and steal both, eat both. For it is perfectly obvious
that if Zarathustra succeeds, he will eat the body. You see, that is what
we said before: he has overcome the body. But it is a sort of anthro-
pophagous act: he becomes a carrion eater, like a sarcophagus. (The
name of a coffin means the eater of flesh.) He becomes the sarcopha-
gus of Mr. Nietzsche. Now that is the awful joke; it sounds like a sort of
battling with empty brilliant words, yet at the bottom of it is the terrible
allusion to an anthropophagous tendency of Zarathustra, the tend-
ency of the wise old man to be a vulture.

Miss Hannah: Was there a chance that Zarathustra would get back
the body by eating it’>—having killed it, I mean?

Dr. Jung: No, he would play the role of the devil and completely de-
stroy the body. That is the utterly destructive quality of the spirit if the
body doesn’t resist it properly. Where have we an excellent example of
this truth?

Myrs. Baynes: The saints who retired into the desert.

Dr. Jung: Yes, in the history of the saints one sees what the spirit can
do. Cities of many thousands of inhabitants in the East were depopu-
lated completely; all the inhabitants went into the desert because they
were eaten by the spirit. And think of the martyrs who voluntarily went
into the arena. Even the holy Christian church, which is the incarna-
tion of divine love, burnt more than a hundred thousand of her own
children alive. Think of the heretics who were burned in Spain, and
the witches who were burned, and the terrible things religious wars
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brought upon mankind. And all the “isms” in our day are man-eaters,
not only wolves but lions and sharks. In our actual politics, human life
counts for very little indeed; one of the means of persuasion is bullets
and hanging. We approach social conditions that are similar to those
of the Middle Ages. We have tyrants and secret police, execution with-
out trials, and all that is done by a certain spirit, a certain “ism,” or a
certain conviction in the name of truth. It is a nice picture. You see,
that is the spirit when it breaks away. Zarathustra is a very wise and
beautiful spirit in a way, and then he is the devil himself; therefore, I
say Lucifer with every implication of that word.

You know, the German philosopher Klages is a great enemy of the
spirit: he accuses the spirit of strangling life, of being murderous and
depleting life of blood, and to a certain extent that is perfectly true.4 If
the spirit prevails against the body, there is destruction; it has an al-
most infernal power. Nietzsche often played with that idea; for in-
stance, in the Unzeitgemdsse Betrachtungen, one of his earliest works, he
says that one spark fallen from the eternal fire into the soul of a man
searching after truth suffices to devour his entire life.> You see, in that
sentence he expresses very clearly the descent of the Holy Ghost: that
is a fiery spark of the eternal fires, and this most holy ghost is able to
devour the whole of a human life. We think it is beautiful, but we can-
not deny the fact that all this beauty and grandeur can also produce
most horrible destruction. Of course, you can put yourself on the
standpoint that it had to be; obviously it would not have happened if it
had not been necessary. But that is perfectly meaningless: it does not
doaway with the suffering. If it happens to you, you will soon discover
the other side of it. To be devoured by the spirit is just as bad as to be
devoured by a wild animal: it is an act of destruction. That aspect of
the spirit is absolutely strange to the Christian standpoint, where if you
speak of spirit you are admitted to the company of the righteous ones.
Nobody doubts that the spirit is a marvelously good thing. Yet it is by
no means true; the spirit has a gruesome aspect and that comes
through here indirectly in this joke.

Now, when Zarathustra says: “Hunger attacketh me like a robber,”
the choice of that word shows how he feels the appetite of the bodys; it
apparently takes something away from him. Anything that does not go
into the spirit, any life of the body, seems to be a minus for the spirit.

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

5 Untimely Meditations (1873—1876), a collection of four early essays. This passage oc-
curs in the third essay, “Schopenhauer as Educator” (ch. ).
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If the spirit hasany actual claim, it will invariably claim all the rights of
the body—quite irrespective of the fact that it has no feet without the
body. He says: “Among forests and swamps my hunger attacketh me,
and late in the night.” It is just there, in the woods and swamps, when
he is lonely and should have a companion in the night, that he becomes
aware of the fact that his body suffers pain or no longer exists. For
there he would need a body relation. Otherwise, he is like a will o’ the
wisp. “Strange humours hath my hunger. Often it cometh to me only
after a repast, and all day it hath failed to come: where hath it been?”
That this need of the body is not perceived regularly shows what the
case is. It apparently only appears as a symptom—when one doesn’t
expect it; or after having eaten, it is realized—showing of course that
it is also a psychical need. That kind of hunger is like a hysterical symp-
tom.

Mrs. Crowley: I would like to understand why it would have been bet-
ter if he had stayed in the town.

Dr. Jung: Well, better! I say if he had stayed in the town, he would
have remained with the body; he would have had a chance to resurrect
the body. But these symbolic facts are not so definite; they can be
changed any time. The body is not definitely dead, only relatively; only
the rope-dancer is dead.

Mrs. Crowley: But in the town he is playing the role of the Superman
in speaking down to the people, so I don’t see how it can help him.

Dr. Jung: It would not help him in the least. He would have made
himself a complete fool; nobody would have understood. They would
say, Oh, that is just Mr. Nietzsche! He would defeat his own purpose;
as long as one remains with human beings one defeats the purpose of
the spirit. You see, itis logical that he gave it up and went away, because
he did not want to make a fool of himself. He had to become a dweller
in solitude. He could not possibly have remained in town without hav-
ing the position of an ordinary citizen. Everybody would have taken a
snapshot of him, would know where he lived, how he shaved, where he
bought his clothes, who his acquaintances were—and that would have
taken away all the glamour of the spirit. Fornobody among mortals be-
lieves that the man whom he sees every day is a genius or a spirit. Can
you believe that the man living next door is Jesus? Live a while with
him and you will be convinced that he is altogether too human. So it is
destructive to remain, but a certain amount of destruction is very
healthy for a human being; man is then able to live normally and per-
sist, and the spirit can be held at bay. But that is of course ignominious
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from the Christian point of view, very heathenish. Now we will go on
withthe text:

And thereupon Zarathustra knocked at the door of the house.
An old man appeared, who carried a light, and asked: “Who com-
eth unto me and my bad sleep?”

“A living man and a dead one,” said Zarathustra. “Give me
something to eat and drink, I forgot it during the day. He that
feedeth the hungry refresheth his own soul, saith wisdom.”

The old man withdrew, but came back immediately and offered
Zarathustra bread and wine. “A bad country for the hungry,” said
he; “that is why I live here. Animal and man come unto me, the
anchorite. But bid thy companion eat and drink also, he is wearier
than thou.” Zarathustra answered: “My companion is dead; I shall
hardly be able to persuade him to eat.” “That doth not concern
me,” said the old man sullenly; “he that knocketh at my door must
take what I offer him. Eat, and fare ye well!”

Thereafter Zarathustra again went on for two hours, trusting to
the path and the light of the stars: for he was an experienced
night-walker, and liked to look into the face of all that slept. When
the morning dawned, however, Zarathustra found himself in a
thick forest, and no path was any longer visible. He then put the
dead man in a hollow tree at his head—for he wanted to protect
him from the wolves—and laid himself down on the ground and
moss. And immediately he fell asleep, tired in body, but with a
tranquil soul.

)

What is the remarkable thing in this new passage?

Mrs. Crowley: The anchorite’—meeting again the same old man?

Dr. Jung: Have you evidence thatitis the same man?

Mrs. Crowley: He is transformed, but it seems to me the same figure.
For one thing, when he appears in section 2, he asks why Zarathustra
must drag his body as he is now doing, as if it were a prophecy. Then
Zarathustrasays he is going to preach this message of the Superman to
the people, and the old man rather laughs at him and says they really
wouldn’t want his wisdom at all; it would be better for him to carry part
of their load. And in this last part he again gives him something to eat
and drink.

Dr. Jung: Yes. And you remember what we said about that former
old man?

Mprs. Crowley: Zarathustra said that the old man did not know that
God was dead, and the interpretation was that he was the old idea of
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Christianity. He was mumbling in the forest, making hymns and so on,
but at the same time he seemed to contain something which Zarathus-
tra lacked, and that was the soul part. Zarathustra is on the spirit side.
And now he seems to come back to nature, not the spirit side but the
soul side.

Dr. Jung: Exactly. It is indeed the same old man to whom he comes
in this moment. Now, this moment also is characterized by the hunger;
heisin need of something. He realizes that allis not well and so he ap-
proaches, as it were suddenly, former convictions; it is rather doubtful
here apparently, like a sort of regression, and that is the reason why he
meets the former old man. You remember Zarathustra experienced
the sad fact, when he preached in the marketplace, that people did not
understand him at all. He had no success and so he left, and then there
was a great fatality. Now he is hungry and has nothing to eat. He has
had the experience of this world which he doesn’t know how to cope
with, and so he naturally approaches a former point of view, as if some-
thing in him said: “Well, don’t you think that was perhaps more rea-
sonable than what you are trying now?” So he has to beg the old man
to give him food, and he is giving him bread and wine. To what does
that point?

Mprs. Crowley: Communion.

Dr. Jung: Yes. In going back to the old man, he naturally goes back
to the central mystery of late Christianity, the only thing that has re-
tained a certain living symbolism. This makes it clear that the old man
is the old Christian spirit. He is the wise old man inasmuch as he has
taken form or been incarnated in the spirit of the Christian church. So
what he really seeks for food is the communion. And why just the com-
munion?

Mrs. Crowley: Would it notbe that he is now coming to himself, so it
would be more the inner reality, the inner experience? Before, every-
thing was projected and you might say it was more as if he were giving
communion, as if he were the priest.

Dr. Jung: Well, there is a more definite reason.

Mprs. Brunner: Doesn’t he feel lonely?

Dr. Jung: Yes, he has lost the body. You know, from the primitive’s
point of view the spirit that is always about with no body is forever
seeking one, and as soon as they touch a body they go into it and imag-
ine that it is their own. But they only cause possessions. Spirits crave
food in order to be active in this world. Therefore, in Homer, Ulysses
kills the sheep and pours out the blood for the ghosts; and only those
to whom he wants to talk does he allow to drink of it—the others he
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wards off with his sword. And as soon as the ghosts have drunk blood,
they can speak with an audible voice. They become active. They make
themselves understood. They are tangible, visible when they add ma-
terial substance to their spiritual existence.® Now, all spirits want bod-
ies; they are crazy without bodies. And that is what Zarathustra wants:
he wants material substance in order to communicate with people.
Having no body he cannot convey his meaning to them; he is practi-
cally invisible. And this substance is at the same time communion. The
realmeaning of the communion is the flesh or the body, the blood. You
see it is not in vain that Luther defended the estin (“is”) against our
Swiss reformer Zwingli, who in a somewhat lame way said the com-
munion was a sort of symbol.? But Luther defended the primitive
point of view, that it was the real body and the blood, because it is ut-
terly important that the primitive instinct of man, the anthropopha-
gous instinct, should be satisfied. For the real communion with the
qualities of human beings, particularly the psychical qualities, only
takes place when you can eat them.

So when the red Indian wants to acquire courage, he eats the heart
of the enemy; or to acquire cunning, he eats his brain. That is the way
in which they understand assimilation, by projection. He naturally as-
sumes that his enemy’s magic is better than his—as one is convinced,
for instance, that the doctors abroad are always better than those at
home. And as the English papers say, the universities abroad are re-
markable, while their own are nothing, only institutions to preserve
old prejudices. Or as primitives say, the tribe on the other side of the
mountain have good magicians, big medicine, and much better weap-
ons, because they have mana. That is all projection and they try to get
it back by eating their enemies. They also eat their uncles and aunts
and grandfathers in order to retain the family mana. On a higher level,
they are quite content if the tribe contains mana, and then they dele-
gate the eating of the dead to the next village. For instance, in Bugishu,
on the western slope of Mt. Elgon, where they have only very recently
come into contact with the white man, they were only relative anthro-
pophagists: they did not eat the enemies caught in war. They were
quite nice, gentle people, but they had the somewhat peculiar custom
of eating the dead. So when there is a sad loss in the family, an uncle
perhaps, they send a message to the next village: “We are bereft of our

5 Odyssey 9. 35-50.

7 In opposition to Luther’s doctrine of transubstantiation, Ulrich Zwingli (1440-1531)
said the wine and bread were to be understood symbolically. H e was killed in a Swiss bat-
tle between Catholic and Protestant armies.

175



AUTUMN TERM

dear uncle,” or, “It has pleased God to take our uncle and tonight we
put him into the Bush, so will you pay attention to it?” Then the people
in the next village prepare all sorts of presents—food, drink, beer—
and they carry them into the Bush and exchange loads; the mourners
take over the presents, and the people from the other village take the
body and chop it up and boil it for two or three hours. And in the
morning it is eaten and the bones are cleared up by the hyenas. That is
the way they get rid of their dead. As a matter of fact, they say that is
no longer done. My head-man, who was from the south side, said they
never would dream of doing such a thing; but we never found the
dead, and I was by no means sure that the uncles and aunts were not
eaten.

Miss Hannah: Why did they not eat it themselves?

Dr. Jung: Perhaps because it is not so nice; they try to get away from
it and to let the others do it. When somebody died in the other village
they themselves had the same duty, however. I don’t think they liked it
so much. I had the impression that it was a sort of politeness—because
I am your cousin, I will eat your uncle. People say that they are very
keen on eating human flesh, but I doubt it. Of course, terrible things
happen. There was a case in West Africa where in one night they
cleared out the whole cemetery of a hospital and ate them all—some-
thing simply incredible. Nobody ever has explained why they did it,
because usually they prefer fresh food—a fat prisoner of war fed up
for the purpose, for instance, as they do in the South Sea Islands. They
say human chops are one point better than pig. But that they should
eat such awful filth means that there must be something behind it; we
don’t know, the whole thing is exceedingly deep and mysterious. They
know it is filth. They like fresh meat, particularly in the tropics, and
they say of hyenas that they are horrible because they eat carrion. So it
had quite certainly a magic purpose. This a true case. It is reported, I
think, in that book by Talbot, In the Shadow of the Bush. At all events it is
quoted by Sir Wallis Budge in Osiris and the Egyptian Religions.?

The symbol of communion here, then, means Zarathustra’s attempt
to reconcile himself with the body; or one can say it is the need of the
body that Zarathustra should become reconciled to it. Therefore, the
return to the old ways, which silently take into account the insistence
of the needs of the body. An old religion, which one even might call
somewhat degenerate, is more human in that respect than a later one;

* This is not in P. Amaury Talbot's The Shadow of the Bush, but see E. A. Wallis-Budge,
Osires and the Egyptian Religions (London, 1911), vol. I, pp. 167ff. 181, 184.
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a new religion is always apt to disregard the body. Protestantism is
much more dangerous than Catholicism, which is the older and takes
the body into account. That is a matter of reproach from the Protes-
tant side, but it is also a title of honor; an earthy Catholicism is much
better because, without seeking it really, it reconciles the spirit and the
body. It doesn’t exaggerate the spirit, the body is taken care of. There
is an extraordinary tolerance in Catholicism concerning the body; and
if you study the origin of the rites of the church, you will see that the
church has taken over many ceremonies from the pagan cults, the
mass for instance, and the robes of the priests. And that funny square
black cap they wear, folded into four corners with one black pompom
on top, is the original cap of the Flamines, the priests of Jupiter in
Rome. Then the bells in the Mass, and the host with the cross marked
on top are Mithraic, and our Christmas day is the birthday of Mithras.
And naturally much of the antique point of view was also taken over;
the standpoint of the church in certain legal matters, or in reference to
sex morality, is very like the antique point of view, a bit stricter but not
a bit moral in the way we would feel morality. So the relation between
the life of the spirit and the life of the body is very critical. Too much
of the body and the spirit dies; too much of the spirit and the body dies.
There is a sort of changing equilibrium between the two factors, and a
bit too much of one means the destruction of the other. You see, if Zar-
athustra returns to the old ways, he gets into a sort of modus vivend: that
guarantees at least a minimum of existence to the body; and he is no
longer alone because through communion he has relation to human-
ity, his body is fed. He can add substance to himself. But it is at the ex-
pense of his own spiritual standpoint.

Now, the anchorite regards the corpse, not as a corpse, but as a com-
panion rather; and he says to Zarathustra that he should get him to eat
and to drink. Zarathustra then explains that that fellow is dead, so one
cannot persuade him to eat, wherewith the old man is grumblingly sat-
isfied. He doesn’t insist upon it, it doesn’t concern him. Naturally it
would not, because he personifies a sort of traditional attitude which
has no activity in itself, all the activity being in Zarathustra. And it de-
pends entirely upon him whether he is willing to accept the body in his
system or not. After this, he continues his way, and something is said
about Zarathustra’s being a good walker in the night and one wholoves
to look into the face of sleeping things. What does that mean?

Mrs. Crowley: Walking in the night is a reference to the unconscious.

Dr. Jung: Yes, Zarathustra is first the unconscious side; inasmuch as
the spirit is not born, it is the archetype living in the unconscious. Then

177



AUTUMN TERM

it is born into consciousness and takes a modern shape. So old Zara-
thustra reborn in Nietzsche takes on the shape of “Thus Spake Zara-
thustra”” This Zarathustra has nothing whatever to do with the old
Zarathustra—the only thing they have in common is the name—but in
a way this Zarathustra carries the message of today. When the arche-
type appears, it always carries first a message of remotest antiquity ap-
parently, very strange; and then inasmuch as the conscious listens to
the message and assimilates it, it will give a modern form to it. It will
give it rebirth in other words. And the message, as you know, always
appears in the moment when it is absolutely needed by the time.
Whenever an old system of représentations collectives has become over-
due, when its life is ebbing away so that it doesn’t carry life any
longer—then that archetype is constellated, then it brings its message
out of the dark. But until then it has been a walker in the night, or “a
caller in the desert,” as the prophet says. Nobody hears him, he talks to
empty space. So as long as the archetype is unconscious, his only preoc-
cupation would be to walk about in the night, in the unconscious, and
to study sleeping things; therefore, to be in the darkness is a thing to
which he is used. Finally, he finds himself in the deep forest and no
way is visible. Where would that be? What does the wood mean?

Mrs. Sigg: It might be the realm of the earthmother, because he bur-
ies the dead in the tree, and the tree is the mother. It would be to give
him rebirth.

Dr. Jung: Yes, it is the depths of the unconscious. The wood in this
respect is simply another symbol like the sea; it is the darkness. One is
projected, one can conceal oneself in the wood as if buried in water.
Also, a wood has the same mysterious inpenetrability as water, and it is
full of living beings that suddenly appear and disappear, especially pri-
mordial forests which are exceedingly uncanny: no paths and any-
thing is possible in it, particularly that one loses one’s bearings. That is
the most horrible thing of all; it instantly calls up the collective uncon-
scious and causes one to revert to the animal. Now, Zarathustra is mov-
ing into the unconscious in order to bury the corpse there. What would
be the consequence, or the purpose, of Zarathustra in burying it in the
unconscious?

Remark: To forgetit.

Dr. Jung: Yes, one hides it there. Then he can move easily because he
has not toremember that corpse all the time, He is nolonger burdened
with that preoccupation. The last trace of heaviness has gone and he
becomes light, a dancer. Zarathustra often calls himself that; he insists
upon his light step, the step of a dancer, as if he had no weight what-
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ever; he tries to get rid of the weight of the body because he cannot live
the life of the spirit with the body.

Mprs. Baumann: Is that not contradicted by the next sentence? He
wanted to protect it from the wolves.

Dr. Jung: But the wolves are the hunger. Those are the robbers and
the robber is in himself in order that he, Zarathustra, can no longer eat
the body. You see, Zarathustra is almost afraid of his own craving for
a body. To the primitive mentality, ghosts are immensely hungry
things that walk about the whole night crying: “Where is my body? I
am seeking my body.” They suppose that the wandering spirits are ter-
ribly keen on bodies because they have lost their own, and when some-
body is sick in the kraal, perhaps lying unconscious and unable to de-
fend himself, the spiritseesit and in it goes to Azs body. That is the way
they describe it. Have I told you about the little ghost houses they build
to keep the spirits away from the kraal? Well, you know, all the native
trails leading from the jungle to the kraal are very serpentine,
many curves with a short radius. I will draw bamboo
you a picture of one. You see, it winds down forest
from the bamboo forest above, where the
ghosts are supposed to live, towards the kraal
below where the human beings are. Then ata
particularly sharp angle or at a likely spot
where there is a clump of trees perhaps, the
people in the kraal who are supposed to be spirit kraal
haunted, make another path with a flatter house rad
curve, a sort of trap trail. This is paved and outlined with stones on
each side, likethe way tothe burial place—or in one case I heard of, to
the chief’s house where the stones indicated the number of people he
had killed. (One still sees such stone avenues in Cornwall leading to
holes in the ground which were dwelling places in the neolithic age.)
This little decoy road branches off the main path and leads to an open
space like a real kraal, and in that clearing they build the ghost house,
a hut about as high as your waist. Inside is a bed of mats, and some-
times a clay figure on the bed. And they put in food, corn or sweet po-
tatoes, and outside is a jar in the ground filled with water. The clay fig-
ure is a sort of bait, of course. Then in the night the spirit comes
swinging and swerving down the path into the decoy trail, and he
says: “Nice hut here, much good, I stay here in the hut. I get into that
body; now I am at home, I have much mealy-mealy, I have much seed
water.” Then suddenly the sun comes up, and he jumps out of the
body and runs back to the bamboo forest.
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They tell that story in such a vivid way that one sees at once that it is
absolute truth to them. They protect the body by those traps, and you
can be almost certain, when walking along a primitive trail, that you
will come across one. They don’tcallitatrap. They callit a spirit house,
and of course negroes would not go that way; they would say it was
very bad. We had such a case near our camp: a young woman fell ill
and the Gandu, a sorcerer who is a particular authority, smelt a ghost.
He went round the kraal in ever-widening circles, sniffing like a dog
exactly, till he touched a certain spot, and then he said: “Here they
come, this is the trail where the ghosts come in the night.” And then
they built a trap there. This girl had been left an orphan very early; the
parents died when they were quite young people so they were terribly
sad and angry that they had lost their bodies so early, and were minded
to do all sorts of evil to that kraal because their little girl was harbored
there, and they wanted to have her with them.

Even in Homer you find that same psychology: the shadow people
in Hades are very sad. They are always wandering aimlessly about as
disembodied shadows; it is a dim and shadowy world, and as soon as
there is blood anywhere, they go like vultures and drink it in order to
get substance, to have a body again.? Practically all primitive people are
convinced that that is a truth—if they have developed a spiritualistic
system at all. So one can understand this wolfish hunger of Zarathus-
tra—that it is represented by wolves. You know, wolves howl very pe-
culiarly, and hyenas are particularly like ghosts because they eat the
bones of the dead and so are supposed to have their bellies full of an-
cestral souls. One must handle them with the utmost care; if one kills a
hyena it means trouble. They really are spooky, I never have heard
anything so demoniacal as a pack of hyenas; they lend themselves to
that superstition. They do their level best to represent disembodied
spirits. When they are hungry, that whining and laughter is just awful.
Naturally they are taken for ghosts by the primitives. If itis heard in a
place where hyenas are not supposed to be, or if there is anything in
the least unusual about it, then it is probably a ghost. Hyenas are not
feared in themselves, but if it is a ghost, that is something else. Ghosts
are supposed to imitate, not only hyenas, but any other animals; and it
is recognized by its extraordinary behavior. The Red Indians call cer-
tain animals “doctor animals” when they behave in a way which is not
according to rule.

So Zarathustra’s idea, in burying the dead in the wood, is to forget

@ Odyssey 9. 23-33.

180



17 OCTOBER 1934

him altogether, to give him a decent burial, which means tolock himin
somewhere so that he cannot get out. We piously put a stone upon the
graves of our ancestors, but that was originally to keep the dead in the
hole. There have been such customs as nailing the body to the ground
by driving a pole or a nail through the belly in order that the body
should not rise again; or a lot of stones were heaped upon the grave in
order to prevent the dead from escaping. In Switzerland, I think it was
in Canton Aargau, in the 1gth century the custom still prevailed that
when somebody died one opened the windows and said to the soul of
the dead, Fahre hin und fladere, “Farewell and flutter away,” thus invit-
ing it not to return. On a certain South Sea island they have the most
elaborate ceremonies to inveigle the soul of the dead to leave the body,
so that they may be sure it will never return: a boat lands and then the
medicine-man takes the corpse by the hand and leads the soul very po-
litely to the boat and puts it on board and it sails away. So the meaning
of the hollow tree was surely a burial place. Of course in reality bodies
were put into hollow trees for protection against wolves or foxes, par-
tially because of a certain belief in bodily resurrection, and partially be-
cause of the fear that the dead would be badly offended by not having
had a decent burial—that is the most frequent reason.

There were Christian societies in Rome in the first century, sort of
insurance companies, which guaranteed a decent burial; they were
called thiasotai, and some of them were to guarantee to members one
meal daily also.'* There was a tremendous traffic congestion in old
Rome. The streets were exceedingly narrow and there were no buses
or cars except slow horse-carts which were all needed for the transport
of food. Rome had a population of about two million people at that
time. A great many people went to town every day for business and
there was no time to go home at midday for a meal. There were no
trains to the suburbs; it was all plain walking, and they had to eat their
meal in the town, as we do. So they formed societies. They took a room
or a basement and had a man there to cook meals, and it was the cus-
tom to name the society after a patron saint, the Society of Theseus, or
Heracles, for example. The cook, who prepared the meal, had already
eaten when the society arrived; and while they ate, he read the gospels
to them—which were not then considered to be inspired truth, only
very good books. Or he told them stories, or read the epistles that came
fromabroad to that particular society. You see, that is the origin of the

" Thiasotai: The name of these Greek and Roman societies originally referred to a
company of Bacchic revellers.
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idea of the mass; the altar is the cooking range, the hearth, where the
magic or spiritual food is prepared, and the priest is the cook who gives
it to the people. There is the same custom in monasteries; one of the
monks reads the sacred texts or other good books while the others eat.
They had such insurance companies for decent burial, because other-
wise the soul would begin to work havoc and cause no end of trouble.
Even today, Italians are exceedingly careful to bury their people well.
They go to great lengths to get monuments; the cemetery of Genoa,
for instance, is full of monuments of awfully bad taste but touching in
their naiveté. To primitive people, as to the unconscious, the dead
mean a tremendous lot. So, as we are moving here on the fringe of the
collective unconscious with the figure of Zarathustra, it is by no means
strange that he should observe a primitive custom and bury the corpse
in such a way that he would have no reason to return. For it would not
suit Zarathustra if that spirit of heaviness should come back and bur-
den him with the banality of an ordinary human life.
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LECTURE III
24 October 1934

Dr. Jung:

We spoke last time of the old man who lived in the woods and gave
bread and wine to Zarathustra, and we explained him as being the old
man we had already met in the second chapter. But I failed to mention
another point which is also a sort of evidence for this interpretation.
You remember the textis: “And thereupon Zarathustra knocked at the
door of the house. An old man appeared, who carried a light, and
asked: ‘Who cometh unto me and my bad sleep?’ ” Now the English
text says he carried a light, but the German text says: Er trug das Licht,
“He carried the light,” and that of course makes a great difference; it is
not just any light, it is the light, which surely means a definite specific
light. It is nothing indifferent, so that one could characterize it by us-
ing the indefinite article a: he is really the carrier of the light. Now, Zar-
athustra has a light too, but it is not the light, which would of course
refer to the definite, revealed light. So obviously that old man repre-
sents the spirit of the past which was the light. And, you see, that fits in
beautifully with the attributes of the old man here, his giving the bread
and wine, meaning the spiritual super-substantial food.

Then we mentioned the symbolism of the communion, but I think I
did not speak of the interesting fact of the new revised texts of the
Greek and Latin versions of the New Testament. You know there is an
old Latin version of the New Testament with the Vulgata which is the
official text in the Catholic church. And there is now a new text, Novum
Testamentum Graect et Latine, in which both versions have been revised
according to the best available sources. Now the time-hallowed form of
the Lord’s prayer in Matthew contains the famous passage: “Give us
this day our daily bread.” But in this very carefully revised text one
finds: Panem nostrum supersubstantialem da nobis hodie, which means:
“And give us the super-substantial bread today.” The Greek text says:
ton arton ton epiousion, meaning “the super-substantial one.” In German
it would be, in the pure style of Master Eckhart: das iiberwesentliche Brot.
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Ousia is the being, the being of the world that is, das Sein der Welt; and
epioiision means that which is beyond the world. The concept of a meta-
physical world would exactly correspond, but the most plastic and fit-
ting German translation is: das diberwesentliche Brot. It would be very
beautiful if we had in the Lord’s prayer: gebe uns Heute das tiberwesent-
liche Brot. That is the true meaning, you see.' But naturally to the
coarse mind, to have one’s food every day is most convincing. Unfor-
tunately it was not exactly what Christ meant. Many things happened
to the text of the New Testament; we shall presently come to another
little trick that was played in the wording.

Then at the end of the chapter Zarathustra buries the corpse in a
hollow tree, and we spoke of that as a protection against the wolves. Do
you remember what we said about it?

Miss Hannah: He put it there in order to forget it entirely.

Dr. Jung: Yes, because wolves are the personification of hunger—
one is hungry as a wolf. So when he protects the corpse from the
wolves, he is protecting it from being eaten by the appetite in himself
which he tries to forget. You remember he says of his hunger before,
“And all day it hath failed to come: where hath it been?” This means
that he did not realize his hunger for his body; he forgot his body al-
together. Therefore, the body died; he overcame it. But the hunger
ought to convince him that he should eat his body; then he would re-
turn to humanity and become an ordinary human being. If you want
tobe an extraordinary human being, don’t eat: people who eatbecome
vulgar. Therefore, many people make a point of not eating before
others.

This was a particular idea of the disciples of John the Baptizer, the
Mandaeans or the Sippahs. Three or four thousand of that sect are still
in existence, I believe, near Kut-el-amara and Basra in Mesopotamia.
They are considered to be “people of the Book” by the Arabs and
therefore inspired. They are called that because they received revela-
tion from a sacred book, (the Jews, the Christians and the Mohamme-
dans are all “people of the Book”) and the Koran says that they must be
spared; they are not considered heathenish and therefore are not mas-
sacred. They are supposed to be sort of inferior Christians, but as a
matter of fact they are the remnants of a pre-Christian Gnostic sect,
followers of John the Baptist from whom Christ received his initiation,

' “Super-substantial” is a metaphysical rendering of Epioisios, which in the King James
Version is translated daily: “our daily bread.” In both English and German, “Give us this

day our super-substantial bread” is “very beautiful.”
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according to the evidence of the New Testament. The Sippahs still pos-
sess their holy writings, but they no longer understand them because
all knowledge of their language was lost. It was southern Babylonian
Aramaic, and recently Lidzbarski, a German scholar, has succeeded in
translating certain texts, which turned out to be the remains of those
Mandaean books.? (Manda means “gnosis.”) They are quite independ-
ent of the sacred books of the Christians and Jews, but they resemble
them very much in some ways; they are records of teachings and ser-
mons by John, really sort of revelations, and he is considered almost a
semi-divine figure, a real shepherd of men. He plays about the same
role as Christ in the New Testament. The traditions concerning those
books are post-Christian because there are two chapters in which Jesus
is mentioned, but he is there always called “Jesus ben Miriam,” the son
of Miriam, and heiscalled “the deceiver” because he betrayed the mys-
teries, which is also the tradition in the Talmud, the Jewish book of
mysteries. It was a mystery teaching quite obviously, and Christ is said
to have thought he would be doing good to humanity in giving the un-
educated masses the light he had received through initiation in that
teaching of John. But John was against it; he said the people would not
be able to understand it and would use it for evil purposes. Then
Christ pointed to the miracles he was working, and all the good which
came from them. It was a long discussion and without any conclusion.
They never came to terms; it was left open whether John was right or
Christ was right. It seems as if both were right because in the end God
said to each party: “Well, I see you have spoken the truth.” I think it is
most dramatic to see that this conflict between the mystery religion and
the popularized religion never comes to an end, so one cannot say what
the ultimate truth about it may be. We shall be forever in doubt
whether Christianity was good for the world, or whether it has been a
bad thing that the mysteries were betrayed.

Well now, these Sippahs believe that it is indecent to feed before each
other, so they turn their backs when they eat, or find a place where no-
body sees them. To them it is just as indecent as the opposite functions
of the body. Eating before others is understood by many people as sort
of taboo; there is mana in it which can easily turn into its own opposite.
And here Zarathustra protects his body against the wolves because he
tries to make sure that his sanctity or his superiority shall not become
injured through the vulgarity of eating, which would put him down to

» Mark Lidzbarski compiled and translated Das Johannesbuch des Mandder (Giessen,
1g15). Sippar was an ancient Babylonian city. See Dream Sem., p. 240, 240n.

185



AUTUMN TERM

the level of common humanity. To fill himself with physical matter
would make him heavy and he could not dance any longer. He could
not fly, he would be fettered to the earth. Therefore, in ascetic forms
of religion people refrain from eating in order to attain spirituality; in
acertainseason of the year, or on a certain day of the week, they make
themselves light by not filling the stomach. They assume that in eating
they consume all the dirt of the earth and are fettered to the earth by
the heaviness of the belly. So eating is made into a sort of symbolism,
as the eating of the Host for instance. The little saint Thérese of Kon-
nersreuth is said to have lived upon the Host alone.3 People who were
in a position to know reported that as a fact; they were absolutely con-
vinced of it. I cannot understand it, but I would not deny it; it is pos-
sible that such things might happen. Other things happen which are
equally marvelous. We cannot say anything is impossible except a log-
ical contradiction, but there is no logical contradiction there. You
know, it is important that the perfect saint should be able to rise, to per-
form the miracle of levitation; many of the great saints have been seen
rising into the air before the altar, as Elijah was carried in the fiery
chariot to heaven, or as Christ in his transfiguration ascended into
heaven.

Mr. Baumann: It was the sign of divinity in Egypt that the kings wore
feathers for clothes.

Dr. Jung: Yes, the transformation into the bird, just as our souls have
been supposed to transform into birds after death, into angels with
golden wings. There are many people still on earth who feel the little
wings beginning to grow on their backs and they let you know it in
time! And in the Gilgamesh epic, you read of those sad places, a sort of
Hades, where the souls of the dead dwelt, and they wore the plumage
of birds and ate their own dirt; they were sort of carrion eaters or feces
eaters, evil birds.4 Now all this refers to the lightness of the subtle body,
thatbody of breath which would become heavy if filled with substantial
food. Therefore, food must be of a super-substantial nature, that the
body may also lift itself. In India the perfect wise man is always under-
stood to be able to fly—that is the criterion of the wise man. We shall
see later on, when Zarathustra goes down into the underworld, that he
also can fly; again such an enantiodromia. He has then attained to the
state of hamsa, the swan, which is the term for the state of the winged

3 Presumably St. Teresa of Lisieux (1873-1897) who was often called “the little” (mi-
nor) compared with St. Teresa of Avila (1515-1582).

+ The Epic of Gilgamesh, ed. R. Campbell Thompson (London, 1928), Tablet Seven.
This edition, unlike most, contains material from different manuscripts.
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in India; therefore, each wise man has that for a title of honor.> The
swan also figures in the legend of the Holy Grail, and the Holy Grail
itself is held in a state of suspension. It is held by angels suspended be-
tween heaven and earth. Suspension is also an aspect of crucifixion,
the unconscious aspect of transfiguration. It is the state of transfor-
mation, but it is the fate of the body while transfiguration is the fate of
the subtle body. So the subtle body appears here in a sort of crucifix-
ion, the martyrdom of the body; and here it is a state of suspension
which precedesbirth or creation. You find that symbol very beautifully
in the Edda, in the first verse of the chapter called Runenkunde, which
tells how Odin invented the sacred letters, or runes, while he was sus-
pended on the tree.

I know that I hung on the windswept tree
Nine nights through,

Wounded by a spear, dedicated to Odin

I myself to myself.%

That tormented state of suspension is the incubation of the subtle
body. Christ is supposed to have been seen after his crucifixion by his
disciples and by many other people; his subtle body appeared after the
state of suspension. Either one dies in that suspension, producing the
subtle body through death, or one produces superior knowledge, like
the runes.

You know, letters, the art of writing, was an amazing discovery to the
primitive mind. If primitives have never seen writing they marvel at it.
Whenever a negro brought me a letter or a written message, they all
crowded round while I opened it, and looked at it from below and
above, and they listened because they said the paper was speaking to
the white lord; they assumed that I must either see something in it or
that something talked to me. They cannot get away from the idea that
it is only possible to receive a message by mouth; the discovery of the
letters, those hooks and circles, black signs that talked, is sheer magic
to the black man. They can understand when one makes a picture of
something—yes, one sees it—but that those hooks could convey any

5 Certain Brahman mendicants were likened to the swan, hamsa, in having no settled
home, but equally “at home” in water or air or on earth.

% In the Icelandic Edda we read of the god Odin (Othin), who while hanging on the
world-tree hatched the rune, a secret, magical, benign distillation of wisdom inscribed in
a distinctive script (Henry Adams Bellows, The Poetic Edda [New York, 1923]). See CW 5,

par. 399.
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sound or thought is beyond their horizon. Only a god could invent
such things in the state of divine torment.”

Mrs. Crowley: Is that not really the meaning behind the idea in the
East of not eating? For the saints and the fakirs anyway, isn’titin order
to attain that state where they can receive a message? It would not be
the idea that it was vulgar, but that only after fasting are they able to
receive.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is the positive understanding of it. But so many
peopledon’t eat because it is vulgar, or they fast or eat special food be-
cause they have resistances against ordinary food; then behind that is
the idea that by fasting they will receive something.

That is like the magic use of the sacred symbols. Of course there is
the right use and the wrong use. You see, mandalas were first discov-
ered by some old wise guy who lived in a cave or in the woods because
he was bored with the crowd of fools that humanity consists of, and
had discovered much more interesting things than the ordinary small
talk of the villages. He sat apart and studied the miracles in his mind,
and he had funny dreams also, and he came to the idea that things
must be somehow in a circle like the horizon round himself. So he
made a circle, that was one thing; then he made a point init, and thus
he got nearer to the truth, and he went on filling the circle with pic-
tures of the world. Then he made four points for north, south, east,
and west, and thought to himself, “Now everything is nicely arranged.”
But then he was disturbed by curious, ordinary people who have spir-
itual appetites, and young people came along saying: “What about
this?” and “What about that? He thinks in circles.” And he said: “Don’t
get excited about that, just let things go as they naturally go.” They
thought this was exceedingly wise and so he was called the wise man.
Then certain people thought: Now could one perhaps acquire that
wisdom?—we want to be as wise as he. So they asked him about his wis-
dom. He said, “Well, you see the world is like this,” and he began to
explain with circles and squares and all sorts of triangles, and they
thought: “Now that is grand! We must only make such squares and tri-
angles and that will turn the trick, that will carry.” Therefore, they
made mandalas and they stared at them, they contemplated them, they
put themselves into them: Yes, it is true, the old man has filled them
with truth. And it is of course most convincing, because one believes
that in stepping into those mandalas, one steps into the truth. Yet, they
didn’t know that they had stepped out of the truth. That is the terrible

7 Here again Jung is referring to his time in Kenya in 1925.

188



24 OCTOBER 1934

thing: when one thinks a thing is obviously the truth, most convincing,
and steps into it, then one steps out of it. You see, they omitted one
thing, the great rhinoceros of the alchemistic process: namely, that they
are the truth, not the circle. The old man made the circle out of him-
self: he is the truth. And they think it is the circle. But they have
stepped out of their truth. The old man has never stepped into the cir-
cle: he made it, he is the circle. It is a bit like the secret in Nietzsche’s
lamentation over the lost god, in his poem called: “The Lamentation
of Ariadne.” You see, Ariadne is dissolved in pain and sadness when
she discovers that Theseus, her lover and rescuer, has disappeared in
the night, leaving her on the island of Naxos alone. Then the god
Dionysos appears, and he takes her by the ear and says:

Ariadne, Du hast kleine Ohren,
Du hast meine Ohren,

Steck ein kluges Wort hinein,
Ich bin dein Labyrinth.

Meaning: “Thou hast small ears, / but thou hast my ears; / put a cun-
ning word in, / I am thy labyrinth.” Now that is Zarathustra.®

Well, the protection of the corpse in the hollow tree is, as we said, a
primitive burial; corpses often have been buried in or upon trees in or-
der to protect them against the onslaught of wild animals. Of course
such things are done only in tribes where there is a certain belief in the
body, the belief that it should be protected and its actual appearance
preserved, a sort of embryonic Egyptian belief in the importance of
the physical substance of the body. The Egyptians were so anxious
about it that they put numberless statues of the king into his grave and
into the temples—everywhere—in order to remember the counte-
nance of the dead. I think there is even a prayer to that effect, that it
should not be permitted that their looks should be forgotten. They
gave the sarcophagus the traits of the dead in order to make certain
that the memory of the countenance was not lost. Then this burial in
the hollow tree has another meaning. The sarcophagus, shaped ac-
cording to the form of the mummy and with the face of the dead,
means that it is meant for rebirth; that form would have absolutely no

* Ariadne was Nietzsche’s name for Cosima Wagner, his secret love. “Lamentation for
Ariadne,” a late poem of some hundred lines, ends with Dionysos appearing in a flash of

lightning in his emerald beauty, saying: “Be clever, Ariadne! .../ You have little ears,
you have my ears: / Put a clever word into them!— / Must one not first hate himself, if
one shalllove himself? . . ./ I am your Labyrinth . . .” (Very often, as here, the dots, for

Nietzsche, do not signify elision.)
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importance if it were not a preparation for rebirth in the body. There-
fore, we must assume that other forms in which the body was pre-
served also contain the symbolism of rebirth. We have parallels in Ger-
manic mythology. As Nietzsche is writing out of his particular avenue
to the unconscious, he would naturally use Germanic archetypal ma-
terial, and in Germanic mythology the tree plays a great role. Do you
know an example?

Mrs. Jaeger: Yggdrasil.

Dr. Jung: Yes, that is the world-tree. The first human beings were
supposed to be born from the ash and alder, and the last human beings
before the world-hell breaks loose enter the tree again and become a
tree, the world ash. The tree first gives birth to man, and then it is the
sarcophagus, as the earth is the mother that gives birth in the dawn of
humanity—and in the evening is the sarcophaga: she eats the dead.?

Mr. Baumann: I think there is a similar myth in the Persian religion.

Dr. Jung: Yes,in the Persian holy book, the Bundahish, the first par-
ents, Meschia and Meschiane, were also represented as trees. That is
Indo-Aryan. This idea was in the air generally, butit is most suggestive
in Germanic mythology, in this reentering the tree which is the symbol
of the mother. And the mater sarcophaga is very beautiful Etruscan sym-
bolism, which I mentioned in The Psychology of the Unconscious.’® That
statue of the Déesse de Mortis in Florence, where it is called the Dea Ma-
tuta, an Etruscan word. It is made of terra cotta and is hollow—one can
lift it apart—and the ashes of the dead were put inside, into her belly:
so the dead were buried again in the mother. That is a human figure
instead of a tree. The burial in the tree, then, has also the positive
meaning of preservation of the body for a later rebirth. Therefore, we
can conclude from this symbolism that a day might come when the
body suddenly would resurrect from the tree. Thattreeis in the wood,
and out of a wood the body would rise. One could say that this body
was in the place of the old man, the bearer of the light, sleeping in the
woods waiting for the day of his resurrection. Here we can anticipate
a later part of Zarathustra.

9 “The gods give judgment every day at the foot of the ash: Yggdrasil, the greatest of
all trees and best; its limbs spread over all the world.” Joseph Campbell, The Masks of God:
Occidental Mythology (New York, 1964), p. 458.

' The story is told of the first man being killed by the dark god Ahriman, but from
the man’s semen a double plant was formed with a single root. These stems were the
primordial man and woman. “Bundahish,” in Pahlavi Texts, Sacred Books of the East, vol.
I, tr. E. W. West (Oxford, 1880-1897). For The Psychology of the Unconscious, revised, see
CW 7.
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Mrs. Baumann: I have been reading an interesting book about a tribe
in central Africa who call themselves “tree men.” They get all their
knowledge and magic rites from the trees, which are supposed to be so
old that they know everything about existence. They know that life is
a circle which repeats itself.

Dr. Jung: That is very interesting. One reads similar things in Tal-
bot’s Shadow of the Bush.

Miss Wolff: We spoke the week before last about the transitus which is
so very different in Zarathustra than in the Mithraic or Christian myths.
Here the corpse is elevated by Zarathustra into the tree, and Zarathus-
tra lies down on the grass; but there is a kind of faint analogy with
Christ on the cross.

Dr. Jung: It might be a state of suspension.

Mass Wolff: Yes, and the cross is a tree, a symbol of death and rebirth.

Dr. Jung: And there is the old tradition that the cross is made of the
wood of the tree of paradise, the tree of life and knowledge, so he is
represented as hanging on the tree of life, which is naturally the same
thing. The cross is the mother of the dead, the Dea Matuta.

Mr. Baumann: I want to ask another question about Nietzsche. About
twenty years ago this idea of rebirth played a great role. It made his
book famous; everybody talked about that idea of die ewige Wiederkunft.
Why did it make such an impression at that time?

Dr. Jung: Oh, that ewitge Wiederkunft was in the nineties. It was pub-
lished by Horneffer from the Nietzsche archives when he was already
insane. Horneffer collected his manuscripts and put them into a bro-
chure containing Nietzsche’s idea about the return of things. You
know, Nietzsche had a sort of revelation about the external return of
things; he was struck by the idea that the world must be finite and
therefore the number of possibilities was necessarily finite and so must
repeat themselves. After a certain lapse of time, of course an immeas-
urably long time, the same combination must return, and then one
would say again, “Yes I want the eternal things, once more, noch ein-
mal.” This is the main idea in the idea of the eternal return, which is a
peculiar way of talking of rebirth.'' It belongs of course to the great Ja
sagen, the yea-saying to life, admutting life, positivity, in reference to life,
which plays such a great role in the second part of Zarathustra. It be-

" Nietzsche referred to “The Eternal Recurrence of the Same” as “the fundamental
idea of my work,” and as having come to him in August 1881 while wandering through
the woods alongside the lake of Silvaplana. See Ecce Homo, “Thus spake Zarathustra,”
sec. 1.
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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.

195



AUTUMN TERM

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

210



31 OCTOBER 1934

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.
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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.
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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

228



7 NOVEMBER 1934

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 wo