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The Rhizome and the Flower is in the first place a
study of the many striking similarities of thought,
image, and expression in the work of W. B. Yeats
and C. G. Jung. But the book is more than a com-
parative study: while exploring the Yeats/ Jung
similarities, it also attempts to account for those
common elements by tracing them back in intel-
lectual history to their earliest formulation in
presocratic thought and down to that psychic
substratum where, for the individual, they have
their origin.

The “rhizome,” or the perenmal root system,
from which the achievements of Yeats and Jung
derive a common nourishment is thus seen to be
twofold in nature. The historical rhizome shared
by Yeats and Jung is essentially the Platonic
tradition; but Platonism has its roots too, and the
book undertakes a study of those roots—Pytha-
goras, Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedocles—
which are also, according to the argument, the
dominants of the psyche of humanity.

Prolessor Olney gives a clearer sense to such
central Jungian terms as “archetype,” “individ-
uation,” and “‘the collective unconscious,” and at
the same time demonstrates their close similarity
to philosophic concepts in Plato and poetic doc-
trines in Yeats. He also shows that these Pla-
tonic/ Yeatsian/ Jungian concepts have a consid-
erable validity in themselves and may with great
profit be brought to bear in our studies of phi-

losophy, poetry, and psychology.
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NOTE TO THE READER

This book is not a study of the poetry or the poetics of W. B. Yeats;
it is not a study of the psychology of C. G. Jung; it is not a study of
the Pre-Socratic philosophers; and it is not a study of Platonism.
Neither 15 it a study of the similarities between Yeats and Jung. I say
this at the outset merely to discourage certain conventional (but per-
haps natural) expectations. The book is a study of what 1 have
chosen to call “The Rhizome and the Flower,"” or, in other words, a
study of “the Perennial Philosophy” and of “Yeats-and-Jung.” The
Rhizome and the Flower is of course concerned in part with the poetics
of Yeats, in part with the psychology of Jung, in part with the mani-
fold similarities between Yeatsian poetics and Jungian psychology,
and in part with that Perennial Philosophy that in ancient Greece
spoke the language of the Pre-Socratics, Plato, and Platonism; but
in the end the various subjects merge and interpenetrate to that
degree that they cannot be set off and apart from one another.
Hence the unconventional shape of the book and hence this request:
that readers approach this book on its own terms, not on any others
(those terms being described fully in the “Prolegomena”), and that
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x MNote to the Reader

they not expect the conventional in a book that in plan, in purpose,
and in structure 1s designedly and necessarily unconventional.

While it may seem that The Rhizome and the Flower takes a long
time to get to Yeats and Jung, it should be observed that the intellec-
tual history of the West also took a long time to reach them, and a
book like the present one, which is not a comparative study but an
exercise in the history and psychology of ideas, owes first loyalty to
its subject. However, readers who are initially interested only in
Yeats, the poet, or only in Jung, the psychologist, may, of course,
proceed directly from the “Prolegomena” to Chapter 7 or Chapter
8. Those chapters do not contain anything like the entire argument
of the book, but I believe that they can stand on their own as essays
on the poetics of Yeats and the psychology of Jung; they may also, I
hope, spark an interest in the real subject of the book and so lead the
specialized reader back to preceding chapters.
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rhizfma, noun (plural, rhizfmata) — 1. a root, a mass of roots, a root system 2.
an clement, or the four elements, as the root or roots of physical nature
and the world-system: Pythagoras—"the tefraktys is the fount and root
[rhizima] of eternal nature”; Empedocles—"hear first the four roots
|rhizFmata) of all things,”

adapted from the Greek-English Lexicon of Lidell and Seou
rhizome, noun (anglicized from rhtz0ma and now more usual) — a prostrate or
subterranean rootlike stem emitting roots and usually producing leaves
at its apex; a rootstock.
Oxford English Dictionary

As to the most lordly kind of soul in us we must think thus: that the god has
given to each of us as his own daimen that soul which we say dwells at the
top of the body and which raises us from carth toward our kindred in
heaven (for we are indeed a plant sprung not from the earth but from
heaven). And this is a most true account=—for it is to heaven, whence the
soul first grew, that the divine part attaches the head and rhizome-root of us
and keeps the whole body upright.

Plato

The shapes of beauty haunting our moments of inspiration . . . [are] a
people alder than the world, citizens of eternity, appearing and reappearing
in the minds of artists and of poets . . . ; and because beings, none the less
symbols, blossoms, as it were, growing [rom invisible immortal roots,
hands, as it were, pointing the way into some divine labyrinth.

W. B. Yeas

Life has always seemed to me like a plant that lives on its rhizome. Its true
life is invisible, hidden in the rhizome. The part that appears above ground
lasts only a single summer. Then it withers away—an ephemeral apparition.
. . . | have never lost a sense of something that lives and endures under-
neath the cternal Rux, What we see 15 the blossom, which passes. The

rhizome remains.
C.G. Jung



Copyrighted material



PROLEGOMENA

“Yeats and Jung—what a marvellous idea!” The friend who said
this when I proposed a study of W. B. Yeats and C. G. Jung in
tandem echoed quite nicely what was at that time my own thought,
for the subject seemed a natural and obvious one—so natural,
indeed, and so much there as to be almost easy. I recognized, of
course, even in those days that now seem so long ago, that there
would be a good deal of reading to be done and that it would be
nlecessary to sort out my attitude toward the two men and to main-
tain the proper tone; yet . . . almost easy. . . . As Heraclitus might
put it, however, different and different waters have flowed over me,
around Yeats and Jung, and under the bridge since the study that
produced the present book seemed an obvious, natural, and almost
easy one, Indeed, in working it out, my very conception of the sub-
ject has been “transformed utterly,” to the point that I would now
be disinclined to call it a comparative study of Yeats and Jung at all.
Yet it did start from a conjunction of those two great creative minds.

Thinking about the strange similarities between Yeats and Jung
and the magnetic field of force in which they seem drawn together, I
have at times entertained the fantasy that the two men might have
bumped into one another at Watkins’ Bookshop in Cecil Court, for

3



4 THE RHIZOME AND THE FLOWER

both of them were friends of John Watkins and regular patrons of
his bookshop. If they did collide as my imagination has sometimes
suggested to me, then I am sure that they did no more than murmur
their mutual apologies and go on their different ways, for each was
—and remained—pretty much ignorant of the other’s existence. In
one of the more or less jokey prefaces to the first version of 4 Vision
(1923), Yeats has Michael Robartes asking Owen Aherne, “Where
ts Yeats? [ want his address,” and Aherne responding, “I did not
know where Mr Yeats lived, but said that we could find out from
Mr Watkins the book-seller in Cecil’s Court. . . .” This “Mr
Watkins the book-seller in Cecil’s Court” is also the John Watkins
who, in 1925, privately published a small booklet called Septem
Sermones ad Mortuos that claimed to be by Basilides of Alexandria—
but was in fact by C. G. Jung of Zurich. When and how Jung ar-
ranged that publication 1 am not certain (though Mr. Geoffrey
Watkins assures me that it could not have been in “the spring of
1917,” when Robartes and Aherne made their fictional jaunt to the
bookshop in search of Yeats’s address'), but it is certain that Jung
called in at Watkins’' Bookshop whenever he was in London.

Now this tale of Yeats and Jung that revolves around Cecil Court
becomes more tangled. In Jung's magnificent library, which is still
intact in Kisnacht, there is a copy of a book bearing this title page:

A VISION

AN EXPLANATION OF LIFE
FOUNDED UPON THE WRITINGS
OF GIRALDUS AND UPON CER-
TAIN DOCTRINES ATTRIBUTED

TO KUSTA BEN LUKA

By
WILLIAM
BUTLER
YEATS

LONDON
Privately Printed for Subscribers only by
T. WERNER LAURIE, LTD.

1925

1. In a private communication, Mr. Watkins pointed out that Jung obviously
could not have crossed to England during the first World War.
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And on a later page we find:

A VISION

This edition consists of six hundred
copies numbered and signed.

This is No.. . 139

W B Yeats [signature]

Whether Jung acquired his autographed copy of A4 Fision from John
Watkins I do not know,? but whatever the source of No. 139, [ am
quite sure that Jung never read it; in fact, he seems to have opened
it in Kisnacht just long enough to decide that it should be shelved
with his alchemical texts® and then left it untouched for the rest of
his life, for in response to a question from two inquirers, Jung
wrote, “Your remarks about Yeats have interested me very much.
As you rightly surmise, I am not acquainted with his work at all, I
have never read a line of his.”*

Meanwhile, back in London and in Ireland, the mystery is no less
piguant, but the crossed paths are no clearer either. The journalist
H. W. Nevinson reports that when he called on Yeats in October
1916, “he talked of Freud and Jung and the Subconscious Self,
applying the doctrine to art.”® I think, however, that Jung would

2. A number of books in Jung's library are lrorn Watkins, among them Shri
Purohit Swami's An Indian Monk: His Life and Adventures (London: Macmillan, 1932),
which has an introduction by Yeats and an acknowledgment from the author that
begins: “Dir. W. B. Yeats said he wanted from me a ‘concrete life, not an abstract
philosophy’; here is the result. . . . If any readers find enlightenment in the following
pages, let them join me in thanking the greatest living Irish poet” (p. vii). According
to Geoffrey Watkins, in an article on “Yeats and Mr. Watkins' Bookshop™ in Yeals
and the Occult, ed. George Mills Harper (Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, 1975), "It
was my lather who was responsible for introducing Yeats . . . to Shri Purohit
Swami” (p. 309). All the pages of Jung's copy of Arn Indian Menk are cut (but a
foreign signature—“H. F. Zinno"—is on the flyleal); a label on the flyleaf reads
“John M. Watkins, Publisher and Bookseller, 21 Ceeil Court, London WC2."

3. It was Mr. Franz Jung who remarked this curious fact when he took the book
down from the shelf for me to look at.

¢. Richard J. Wall and Roger Fitzgerald, “Yeats and Jung: An Ideological Com-
parison,” Literature and Psychology, 13, No. 2 (Spring 1963), p. 52, n. 8. Accerding to
Wall and Fitzgerald, this remark occurred “in private correspondence with the
authors, dated January 28, 19607 —i.c., a little over a year before Jung's death.

5. H. W. Nevinson, Last Changes Last Chances (London: Nisbet, 1928), p. 123. As
far as I know, Thomas Whitaker first pointed out the passage in Nevinson. Whit-
aker's Swan and Shadow has excellent observations on the similarities in thought exist-
ing between Yeats and Jung.

In an interview with Yeats that appeared over the initials “F. H." (i.e., Francis



6 THE RHIZOME AND THE FLOWER

have failed to recognize any of his own distinctive ideas in what
Nevinson goes on to report of Yeats's conversation, so that this
unique recorded instance of Jung's name on Yeats's lips must be
treated as a simple dead end. In Virginia Moore’s The Unicorn we
are offered another tantalizing tidbit when we are told (p. 300) that
“Yeats’s unpublished journal contains Jung’'s name and address”—
but George Mills Harper disposes of this item with the information
(privately communicated) that, while Jung’s name and address are
indeed there, they are written in an unknown hand, certainly not
Yeats’s. In Wheels and Butterflies, Yeats remarks, very much in pass-
ing, that “a German psycho-analyst has traced the ‘mother
complex’ back to our mother the sea” (Ex., p. 378); and while Jung
was neither German nor (by 1934) a “psycho-analyst,” I am confi-
dent that Yeats was referring to Jung—but [ am equally confident
that he only half understood what he was talking about and that
Yeats's information came from what someone told him rather than
from a reading of Jung.® At any rate, it is certain that Yeats never
mentions Jung in anything he ever published, and according to
John S. Kelly there are no references to Jung in any as yet unpub-
lished letters of Yeats. Yeats and Jung were strangers.

This, however, only makes the question the more interesting, for
while one spoke the language of poetry and the other the language of
psychology, Yeats and Jung are nevertheless in astonishing agree-
ment on all the following concepts, doctrines, and beliefs:

The relation between the collective unconscious (Jung) and
Anima Mundi (Yeats) on the one hand and the personal uncon-
scious and anima hominis on the other hand.

Hackett) in The New Republic of 24 November 1917 (p. 100}, the interviewer writes,
“1 spoke of Jung's beliet in England’s national complex. He [Yeats] was gready
interested.” “F. H.” does not reveal the form that Yeats's great interest took;
indeed, these two sentences are his entire account of the matter.

6. Asto Yeats's reading of Jung: there 1s one volume of Jung in Yeats's library—
Callected Papers on Anafytical Psychology (London: Bailliere, Tindall & Cox, 1916)—but
the essays in that volume can hardly be taken as very revealing about Jung's mature
ideas. Virginia Moore and T. R. Henn suggest that certain elements in Yeats show
a remarkable consonance with the ideas expressed by Jung in his commentary on
The Secret of the Golden Flower, and from Yeats's Lefters (pp. 786 and 788) it would
appear that he borrowed Olivia Shakespear’s copy of the book, though whether he
actually read it remains very uncertain; in any case, Jung's commentary could
hardly have been formative as far as Yeats"s ideas or his poetry are concerned, for he

encountered the book only in 1931/32.



Prolegomena 7

Jung’s concept of the archetype and Yeats’s theories of the
archetypal symbol in life, in magic, and in poetry.

Their ideas on Unity of Being (Yeats’s term), on individua-
tion (Jung’s term), and on the nature of the self (a shared
term).

Jung’s theories of “synchronicity” and Yeats’s of minds
flowing into one another, their shared feeling that both time
and space may be relative when psychic phenomena are in
question, and their joint belief in prevision, precognition, and
extrasensory perception.

The division and unification of human types and of human-
ity in Psychological Types and in A Vision,

Their schematic representations (drawings of antinomies,
circles, and quaternities in Jung's “Red Book™ and in Yeats’s
Vision) of psychological and cultural processes.

Their notion that all energy and all creativity is from a con-
flict of opposites and that human history itself moves in per-
petual cycles that oppose, reverse, and complement one
another.

Jung’s theory of shadow figures and of anima and animus
and Yeats’s theory of masks and images.

Their shared idea that tradition—familial, cultural, na-
tional, and intellectual—finds its culmination in present crea-
tivity.

Their beliefs about the relation of the living to the dead and
about the relation of emotions and instincts.

A belief in what both of them called “the daimon.”

Their concepts of symbolism as a creative transformation of
psychic and spiritualistic energy.

The symbolic significance (psychological and poetic) of their
towers in Bollingen and Gort.

While this list by no means exhausts the number of points at which
Yeats and Jung touch and merge, it does at least demonstrate that it
is not at all out of poverty that one would decline to accept simple—
or complex—comparison as a sufficient subject. Who cares simply
that Yeats and Jung were in some ways alike—of course they were—
if there is no more to it than that? If the only conclusion to which we
can come is that they had similar thoughts, then this 1s more than
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unfortunate because it is not a conclusion at all: it is instead the
accepted premise, the donnée from which the study would properly
start.

The wrong way to begin, I am thoroughly convinced, would be
by reading Yeats through Jungian spectacles or Jung through Yeats-
ian spectacles. Yeats had no great love for psychology; Jung had
even less for what he called “modern art,” and modern poetry he
found especially offensive. To adopt either literary criticism or psy-
chology as a discipline and an exclusive mode for approaching the
subject would be to murder the one man in order to dissect the
other. Not that hterary criticism and psychology should be aban-
doned altogether: Yeats demands to be approached as a poet, and in
ways appropriate to poetry; Jung demands to be approached as a
psychologist. What is necessary is to discover—while not altogether
abandoning literary criticism or psychology—a tertium quid, as Jung
might call it, or a tertium comparationis: a third language that displays
a syntax and grammar similar to the syntax and grammar of Yeats’s
poetics and at the same time similar to the syntax and grammar of
Jung's psychology. Refusing the language of psychology or the lan-
guage of literary criticism as our sole speech, what we must attempt
is to find a tertium between the two conflicting opposites that would
integrate them at a higher level and provide the grounds for a valid
comparison between them if and because they both share, through
the uniting third, in a similar underlying structural configuration.
Moreover, this fertium must be a twofold “higher third,” compre-
hending both historical and psychical origins of an idea, an image,
or an expression.

If we must give up literary criticism as an exclusive discipline, if
we must abandon psychology as an exclusive analytical tool, and if
there are no direct, lateral ties to be discovered between Yeats and
Jung, then where do we stand? There still remain, it seems to me,
various ways in which to account for the many similarities in
thought, image, expression, and intention discoverable in the works
of the two men. It could be, for example, that (1) the personal and
cultural circumstances in which the bodies of work were produced
caused them to be alike—that the works were, in a manner of speak-
ing, precipitated out by the times; or (2) it could be argued that
Jung’s notion of “synchronicity” was a valid one and in this case
potently operative; again, (3) it might be that the systems implicit in
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Yeats and Jung answer to some basic configuration and archetypal
need of the human mind and at the same time, perhaps, to an onto-
logical and metaphysical reality outside the mind; and finally, (4) it
is possible that the two men participated in and were to a large
extent shaped by the same philosophical tradition—behind the sys-
tems, in other words, was what might be called *“The System,’’ an
historically evolved, humanly articulated structure of thought and
feeling. Moreover, if (3) and (4) were joined, it might be that the
systems/System would bear legitimate reference not only within to
the structure of the mind that shaped it but outside itself as well to
the structure of the cosmos. I think it best not to reject out of hand
either of the first two possible explanations, but there can be no
doubt that the latter two explanations, especially if seen as corollar-
ies that serve to extend one another, provide a far richer subject for
our consideration. There is no lateral or temporal line that connects
Yeats with Jung, but there are parallel lines which one could
demonstrate and retrace, stretching back from both so far into the
past of human history that as they reach the limits of our vision and
our historical perspective they cease to be parallel and come together
on the horizon of human thought in such primal figures as Plato
first, and then, beyond Plato (in the order in which we meet them as
we trace our lines back into the past), Empedocles, Parmenides,
Heraclitus, and Pythagoras. Seen in this light, the works of Yeats
and Jung are present moments of a long past, a creative surfacing in
geographically discrete places of a continuous and unbroken, though
sometimes chthonic and subterranean, body of slowly developed
and developing human thought and performance. Thus a great tra-
dition is discoverable behind these two very individual talents, and
here is the first face of our tertium quid: the Platonic system, shaped
by Plato himself out of his four great predecessors and issuing in
that immense tradition called Platonism.

I ceased to read modern books that were not books of imagina-
tion,” Yeats tells us in a volume of his Autobiographies, “and if some
philosophic idea interested me, I tried to trace it back to its earliest
use, believing that there must be a tradition of belief older than any
European Church, and founded upon the experience of the world
before the modern bias” (Auto., p. 265). Thus also the intention and
the mode of the present book: to trace back to their earliest use, many
centuries before Yeats and Jung, those ideas, images, figures, and



10 THE RHIZOME AND THE FLOWER

expressions that the poet and psychologist shared so lavishly, but
unknowingly, with one another. Having observed the two contem-
porancous flowers, so strikingly alike in form and structure but
growing in different gardens and alien soils, I should like to examine
the rhizome from which they have grown and blossomed and to
which they return. As to the antiquity of the tradition that I would
outline, Yeats’s intuition was right: unless there are still European
worshippers in a Church of the Orphic Mysteries, then the “tradi-
tion of belief” traceable back from Yeats and Jung is certainly
“older than any European Church,” and it was indeed “founded
upon the experience of the world before the modern bias.” Jung
imagined, too, in a very Yeatsian manner, that the history of phi-
losophy could be seen as something like a preparation and prologue
for his own thought—as it were a series of analogues politely pro-
vided by intellectual history to confirm thoughts he would pursue-in
Basel and Zurich. “I read a brief introduction to the history of phi-
losophy,” Jung says in his autobiography, “and in this way gained a
bird’s-eye view of everything that had been thought in this field. I
found to my gratification that many of my intuitions had historical
analogues. Above all I was attracted to the thought of Pythagoras,
Heraclitus, Empedocles, and Plato . . . ” (Memories, p. 68/76). And
according to C. M. Bowra, when Yeats “read the Greek philoso-
phers in the translations of Thomas Taylor, what he looked for in
them was examples and images to confirm his own beliefs.”? I
should imagine that it would provide a very considerable gratifica-
tion to discover that philosophic history has all along been preparing
the way for one’s own advent—ever since Pythagoras, Heraclitus,
Empedocles, and Plato and the tradition of belief that commenced
with those great ancients.

But did that tradition really commence with Pythagoras, his
confréres, and successors? Of course it did not, but if we are to
begin we must begin somewhere. I can do no better in this matter of
origins than to quote, with gratitude and admiration, the very first
sentence of Pierre Duhem’s great and monumental ten-volume
treatise, Le Systéme du monde: Histoire des doctrines cosmologiques de Platon
a Copernic—and I would suggest that for “une doctrine scientifique”
one could substitute “une idée archétype” without essential change

7. Bowra, Memories: 1898-1939 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1967), p. 234.
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in Duhem’s meaning: “En la genése d'une doctrine scientifique, il
n’est pas de commencement absolu; st haut que 'on remonte la
lignée des pensées qui ont préparé, suggéré, annoncé cette doc-
trine, on parvient toujours a des opinions qui, a leur tour, ont été
préparées, suggérées et annoncées; et si 'on cesse de suivre cet en-
chainement d’idées qui ont procédé les unes des autres, ce n’est pas
qu’on ait mis la main sur le maillon initial, mais c’est que la chaine
s’enfonce et disparait dans les profondeurs d’un insondable passé”
[“In the generation of a scientific doctrine, there is no absolute
beginning; no matter how far one retraces the line of thoughts which
led up to this doctrine and suggested and hinted at it, one is always
coming on ideas which, in their turn, have been led up to, suggested
and hinted at; and if one ceases to follow the chain of 1deas which
have given rise to one another, it is not because one has laid one’s
hand on the very first link, but because the chain sinks down and
disappears in the depths of an unfathomable past”]. It would be
very foolish to put one’s finger on some one text or to point to some
one thinker and argue that here, just here and nowhere else, the
tradition commenced. This is not the way a scientific doctrine or an
archetypal idea is generated, nor the way that either of them takes
shape; and there are unquestionably roots and influences much
deeper down and further back than we can ever hope to see. When,
having retraced link after link, however, we arrive back at Pytha-
goras, we find the past pretty murky and the depth pretty unfathom-
able (though there is also a certain advantage in that murkiness, as [
shall point out later), and it will profit us little to try to push back
beyond Pythagoras. Let us call Pythagoras the first link in the chain
—the aurea catena of the Hermetists—all the while acknowledging
that this is only a manner of speaking and that certainly Pythagoras
had his predecessors, who had their predecessors, who had their pre-
decessors, etc. But for those others we have no names; and while
much is uncertain about the historicity of Pythagoras, we do at least
have a name for him and a grand one at that,

To go behind the similarities of thought, image, and expression in
Yeats and Jung and so to discover the tradition that issued in their
works (and in many another man’s work also, of course) is only one
step of the way, however; for that merely leaves us with the percep-
tion of multiplied similarities: Yeats is like Jung is like Blake is like
Swedenborg is like Boehme is like Paracelsus is like Nicholas of
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Cusa is like St. Augustine is like Plotinus is like Plato is like Pytha-
goras . . . almost to that infinity which we cannot reach only because
our vision cannot extend indefinitely into the past. This tradition
has been developing for so long and in so many places that it seems
never to have begun, to have almost no limits, and to be the natural
and necessary creation of a corporate human consciousness: the
intellectual/emotional complement of human life as such. The other
necessary step of the way, then, beyond the first step of delineating a
tradition, is to abandon historical and chronological order and to go
not only behind the surface similarities between Yeats and Jung but
also behind the tradition. What is it, not in history but in the human
mind—what creative forces, what inner impulses or structures or
necessities—what is it that impels these individual creations, all
established, as it would appear, on the one essential ground plan?

Writing of his and Lady Gregory's experience in collecting stories
from peasants in the West of Ireland—stories in which he discovered
precisely that same ancient “tradition of belief” mentioned in the
Autobiographies—Y eats says, “Again and again, she and I felt that we
had got down, as it were, into some fibrous darkness, into some
matrix out of which everything has come . . . 7 (E. & I, p. 429).
Let it be noted that though Yeats felt that in the stories he had
discovered the same ancient tradition of belief as he could find by
tracing a philosophic idea back to its earliest use, he specifically de-
scribes himself as going down rather than back into a “fibrous dark-
ness,” and his choice of adverb clearly indicates that the journey in
this case was psychic rather than historic. What is that “matrix out
of which everything has come”? Jung gave it a name—a name not
lovelier but perhaps more scientific than “fibrous darkness” —for
Yeats’s matrix is the unconscious (or subconscious, as Yeats called
it: “down” beneath consciousness), which is a dark, teeming, crea-
tive matrix that is also, in one of its aspects, collective. “The uncon-
scious is the matrix of all metaphysical statements, of all mythology,
of all philosophy,” according to Jung (CW, XI, par. 899). Else-
where in the same volume of the Collected Works, Jung writes, “Be-
cause the unconscious is the matrix mind, the quality of creativeness
attaches to it. It is the birthplace of thought-forms such as our text
considers the Universal Mind to be. . . . In so far as the forms or
patterns of the unconscious belong to no time in particular, being
seemingly eternal, they convey a peculiar feeling of timelessness
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when consciously realized” (par. 782). If this i1s true (and Yeats cer-
tainly would have found himself in passionate agreement with what
Jung says), then the ideas that we give Pythagoras credit for are
products of the human psyche—of the unconscious and especially
the collective unconscious—and in that “fibrous darkness,” the
“matrix out of which everything has come,” we can expect to find
still in our time, as in any time, a shadowy Pythagoras, Heraclitus,
Parmenides, and Empedocles, all of them known to us and yet
unknown, all of them unconscious but forever rising into conscious-
ness. This necessitates, as I earlier remarked, that our fertium be
twofold. The Yeatsian and Jungian blossoms that we now observe
are of the present and of consciousness, but there is both an histori-
cal rhizome and a psychical rhizome from which they draw their life,
for those two momentary flowers have their roots, alike and to-
gether, in ancient Greece and in the collective depths of the uncon-
scious. This is the other, the second face of our tertium comparationts,
to be made out not on the surface level, not even on the first subsur-
face level, not so much in history nor in written texts, but further
down 1n that “fibrous darkness” that is the emotional and mental
makeup of humanity itself. This may seem very like saying that
Yeats and Jung will serve as little more than pretexts for unfolding a
drama of the human mind and of human creativity, a drama that 1s
not, at least not in any limiting sense, Jungian or Yeatsian, Against
such a charge—that I have “used” Yeats and Jung for my own pur-
poses—I have no defense to offer, nor any apology—unless it be
apology to remark that both Yeats and Jung did the same thing in
their works and in their days and so gave the example for our work
and our day.

Yeats and Jung, with their different, nearly parallel lines that
converge on the one source, drew on the Platonic tradition for a
number of their phrases and notions (“archetypes” and “Anima
Mundi,” to choose two major examples), and this unquestionably
has much to do with their systematizing in similar ways. All the
same, a careful balance must be struck so that neither the Platonic
tradition nor any other will be made uniquely responsible for an
independent recurrence of images and expression, for the truth is
that Yeats claimed no more than confirmation and Jung no more
than amplification from any philosophic tradition. Neither one
acknowledged the Platonic tradition as the ultimate source of his
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ideas or his images. Yeats derived his system, according to his own
testimony, from Celtic mythology, from other poets, and from oc-
cult experiences (his wife’s automatic writing, his own visions and
voices in the night, and certain group efforts in spiritualism), Jung
was even more insistent: the writings of the ancients might serve to
amplify his patients’ (and his own) dreams, visions, and fantasies,
but it was in these latter products of the human psyche—products
that he observed, recorded, and claimed as empirical evidence—that
Jung discovered (but, he stoutly maintained, did net invent) a coher-
ent system created apparently by the collective unconscious of man-
kind. The Yeats/Jung correspondences thus carry one very far away
from themselves as mere curiosities—to a remove of twenty-five
centuries into the past and to a penetration far down deep into the
human psyche, both individual and collective.

With Yeats and Jung and all the swarming, buzzing, prolilerating
implications generated by their conjunction for subject, where does
one begin? For some months past [ have felt compelled, as it were
from beyond my own will and in order to escape sole domination by
either the poet or the psychologist, to read and reread all of Plato
and the Pre-Socratics and a good part of the scholarship on ancient
Greek philosophy; yet at the same time a quiet but insistent voice
has told me that if I were going to spend so much time looking into
dark and distant corners of scholarship, I should have to acknowl-
edge that Yeats, after all, was at best an indifferent scholar and was
not really concerned to be a better one; and while Jung was a man of
very great erudition and extremely wide reading (I have seen a copy
of the Timaeus that he annotated now in Latin and now in Greek,
now in German and now in English), he nevertheless always
claimed to be an empirical scientist rather than, in the ancient Greek
manner, a philosopher who loved wisdom and pursued it far beyond
the doors of any laboratory or clinic. It was precisely that realm far
above, or far beneath, the touch of modern science that was the spe-
cial concern of the Greek philosopher; but Jung regularly main-
tained that the modern psychologist, in contrast to the ancient phi-
losopher, had no business making metaphysical statements of any
kind or asserting anything at all about Truth. Now certainly the
poet should be read as a poet, the psychologist as a psychologist; and
vet, while we should honor (at least to a degree) Jung’s disclaimers
and while we must acknowledge Yeats's limitations as a scholar,
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there still remain good and justifiable reasons—reasons both of
structure and of content—for carrying a study of Yeats and Jung
back to Greek philosophy, which is to say back to the most ancient
Western thinkers of whom we have a record. In those antique phi-
losophers we discover sharper outlines and simpler designs than we
will find in the system after it developed for twenty-five centuries;
but those outlines, easier to discern because of their cleaner, bolder
clarity, have the same schematic form as the basic ground plan
informing the much more complex elaborations of Yeats’'s poetics
and Jung's psychology.

Platonism has been traced a number of times in Yeats’s works;®
there has been no need, on the other hand, to perform the same
service for Jung, since he cites the texts of the Platonic tradition fre-
quently and quotes from them copiously himself. This is not
enough, however, for Platonism did not spring full-blown from the
forehead of Plato, nor was it the immaculate conception of his brain
alone: a good deal of mental intercourse went on—among the Pre-
Socratics and between Plato and his predecessors—before the
Platonic system was conceived and before it was brought to birth in
a very slow delivery. I freely admit that we cannot expect to get back
to a very first ancestor—a single Adam in whom the entire race
originated—nor can we expect to come up with the first link in the
chain and prove it to be first. But we can, all the same, and with
great profit in my judgment, push the limits of our vision back
earlier than Plato to the Pre-Socratics on whom he constructed his
system. Approaching, as nearly as we can, the beginning of the
Western construct, we come to those men who contributed one or
two main insights, one or two elements in the system; with Plato,

8. To mention the most stimulating critics who have pointed out Platonic ele-
ments in Yeats: Kathleen Raine, very much a Platonist herself, has produced a pair
of monographs ( Yeats, the Tarot, and the Golden Dawn and Death-in-Life and Life-in-

Death: “Cuchulain Comforted” and “News for the Delphic Oracle™) and several articles
(“Yeats and Platonism,"” “A Traditional Language of Symbols,” and “Yeats's Debt
to William Blake™); Virginia Moore’s The Unicorn touches on the Platonic influence,
asdoes T. R. Henn's The Lonely Tower; Morton Irving Seiden’s The Foet ar Mythmaker
attempts to come to terms with Yeats’s system, especially as that system was drawn
out of oceult traditions bearing close ties to the Platonic tradition; and F. A. C, Wil-
son’s two books (W. B. Yeats and Tradition and Yeats's fconography) are the standards
by which Yeats’s debt to Neoplatonism must be measured. Wilson, hke Seiden, 1s
stronger on the successors to Plato than on his predecessors or on Plato himself, and
it is this latter ground that the present volume intends to explore.
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however—myriad-minded Plato—and much more with Plotinus or
St. Augustine, we have to do not with a man of a single truth or two
but with a full-blown synthesizer and systematizer. Heraclitus, for
example, is subtle enough, but primarily he stands for only one or
two great truths, and he has not anything like the knotted complex-
ity of Plato. Pushing further back in time has much the same stra-
tegy about it and the same effect as descending deeper into the
human mind: in either case we find bolder outlines, a scheme that is
simpler in its nature, more basic and primitive in its appeal.

In *Leda and the Swan"”—which began as a political poem, “but
as I wrote, bird and lady took such possession of the scene that all
politics went out of it”"—Yeats tells us that he imagined “the annun-
ciation that founded Greece as made to Leda. . . . But all things are
from antithesis,” he continues, “and when in my ignorance I try to
imagine what older civilisation that annunciation rejected I can but
see bird and woman blotting out some corner of the Babylonian
mathematical starlight” (Vision, p. 268). Much the same thing hap-
pens to the explorer who goes far back in Western thought and deep

down in the human psyche toward beginnings. Like Yeats, he dis-
covers the same basic configurations realized again and again until
finally the contours of specific civilizations, like politics, disappear,
as do also the distinguishing features of individualized men, leaving
those primordial images (bird and woman) and those generalized
patterns (mathematical starlight) according to which human
behavior shapes itself and has always shaped itself. There, ap-
proaching as near to the ground and beginning as he can, the inves-
tigator finds images with a high degree of internal organization but
with, as yet, little or no realized, individualized content: beyond
Zeus and Leda there is bird and woman; beyond bird and woman
there is masculine and feminine, divine and human; beyond these,
once more, there are, in Yeats's terms, images of sphere (divine)
and gyre (human), and there are, in Jung’'s terms, the numbers
three and four—the ultimate abstractions from the concrete realities
of history. For four, according to the discoveries of Jung’s science, is
not only the number of wholeness but also the feminine number,
and three 1s not only an incomplete quaternity but also the mascu-
line number.

We can, if we like, call this ultimate abstraction of the image and
the numerical pattern from the confusion of experience “number
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mysticism” and thus go a certain distance toward dismissing it; but
it would be as well to observe at the same time that men, apparently
everywhere and at all times, have felt numbers to possess arcane
properties prior to and quite outside human imaginings. Numbers,
that is, or so men have always believed, were there in the structure
of reality before the human mind existed to observe the fact; indeed,
the human mind, according to such a belief, is itself a part of that
structure of reality that is determined by number and number rela-
tions, and numbers therefore have not been shaped or invented by
the human mind but, on the contrary, have shaped and invented it.
To Philip Wylie, who had offered an objection to something in
Jung’s numerology, Jung wrote (in 1957), “Don’t worry about my
mathematics. [ never dreamt of adding anything to mathematics,
being myself utterly ‘amathematikés.” My afliliation to it consists
only in the equation 3 + 1 = 4, which is a psychological fact indi-
cating the fundamental relation between psychology and mathema-
tics” (Letters, 11, 404). This, which is Jung’s equation for wholeness,
is simple enough in mathematical terms; simple though it be, how-
ever, in Jung’s view it also represents the most profound mystery—
it is, he says, “the mystery of the psychologist™ (ibid.)—{or just such
a simple equation as this is the bond that joins mind and nature,
psyche and physis, and makes them a single, indissoluble unity be-
yond our capacity to see or to conceptualize. It was on this ground
that Jung could say (quoting the mathematician Leopold Kron-
ecker), “Man created mathematics, but God created whole num-
bers: 6 Oedg apiBpnriler [‘God arithmetizes’])” (Letters, 11, 23). This
god that arithmetizes, as Plato argued in the Timaeus, to the entire
satisfaction and agreement of Yeats and Jung, does so throughout
his creation both physical and psychic. How exquisitely the mind is
fitted to nature, with number as the pre-existent, analogical, and
informing bond, was Platonic doctrine (and before Plato it was
Pythagorean) that Wordsworth turned into Romantic psychology
and poetry and that Yeats and Jung embraced heart and soul; nor
could they do otherwise, since heart and soul are themselves numer-
ically, rhythmically organized.?

9. That psyche (like the cosmos) is numerically and rhythmically organized is one
of the principal tenets of the Timaeus; that the heart too is so organized we learn from
ancient medical writers—cf, W, B. Stanford, The Sound of Greek (Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1967), pp. 36-37: “Galen, quoting an earlier medical writer,
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Pythagoreans (and neo-Pythagoreans of all times and places) con-
sider numbers to be archaic in the most literal sense: for such mathe-
matici, numbers are the archai, the primordial principles, the genera-
tive source of all created beings, and as such they provide a formal
replacement for the physical archai of the Ionian philosophers. That
1s to say, according to Pythagoreans, the cosmos had its beginning
in numbers and in the formal relations of numbers rather than in
some such substance as water, air, etc. Given the fact that he wanted
to be taken for an empirical scientist, it was rather daring of Jung—
but as Pythagorean as daring—to write that “Whole numbers may
well be the discovery of God’s ‘primal thoughts’” (Letters, 11, 302).
It is not the higher mathematics, as Jung saw it—and so also the
ancients—but simple number that rules throughout the cosmos,
both micro- and macro-. “Thus Number,” the Pythagorizing
Plotinus tells us, “the primal and true, is Principle and source of
actuality to the Beings.” In Jung’s terminology, numbers would be
said to be archetypal, and it is certainly true that schematic repre-
sentations of Jungian archetypal figures (e.g., mandalas) display a

very great instress of numerical organization. Bringing the question
back to a psychological focus, one might take numbers to be the

structural dominants of the psyche and, going a step further, take
the procession and recession of numbers (that is, the multiplying of
numbers out of oneness and the return of muluplicity to original
unity) to be the twolold analogue to the intricate, double movement
of the mind in its typical mode of operation: analyzing and synthe-
sizing, dividing and unifying. This would be to suggest the possibility
that there is a configurational correlation between typical thought
patterns and basic mental structure determined on a simple mathe-
matical ground.

While other numbers may have equal potency in certain regards,
the human mind has repeatedly viewed reality, in the schematizing
light of the first four integers, as being monadic, dyadic, triadic, or
quaternal—or sometimes, and this is perhaps more interesting as
well as more complex, as alternating between the monadic and one
or more of the other three. Greek philosophic history, convemently
enough, provides the prototypes for each of these readings of the

says that there is a similarity between the systolic and diastolic bearts of the pulse and
the arsis and thesis of 2 metrical foot. . . .[W]hatever Galen’s exact meaning may be,
his statement emphasizes the fact that even in our blood stream there is both stress
and time, Our pulse beat is a built-in measure of rhythm.”
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way things really are. Parmenides’ poem stands as the great state-
ment in antiquity of an uncompromising philosophical monism;
Heraclitus is the primal antinomist; Pythagoras apparently rever-
enced various numbers (one, four, and ten, for example), but it
could well be argued that three had a special force for him (Aristotle:
“As the Pythagoreans say, the whole world and all things in it are
summed up in the number three; for end, middle and beginning
give the number of the whole, and their number is the triad. Hence
we have taken this number from nature, as it were one of her laws,
and make use of it even for the worship of the gods™ [De Caelo,
268a10]); and Empedocles was the stoutest exponent of quaternal
arrangements (albeit with occasional glances toward monism and
dualism) until Jung came along twenty-three or twenty-four cen-
turies later as champion of the number four. So these four Pre-
Socratics, individually and in sum, offer us a story occurring in time
that is nicely parallel in its character, its plot, and its structure—and
ultimately parallel also in its significance—to the nontemporal story
of the human psyche in its efforts, conscious and unconscious, to
analyze and synthesize all the experience that it encounters.

Late in his life, Jung was moved to an unusual excitement by the
report that (as Jung phrases it in a paragraph in the Collected Works
that he revised so as to reveal some of his intense interest in the dis-
covery) “two American investigators [have] succeeded in evoking
an hallucinatory vision of coloured squares and circles by stimulat-
ing the occipital cortex” (CW, III, par. 582). At first this may not
seem such a very thrilling discovery, but on second thought one
would have to agree that Jung had good reason for his excitement,
for “coloured squares and circles” is another way of saying “man-
dalas,” which is another way of saying “archetypes,” and what
had been reported thus seemed to Jung to provide a localization
and a physiology for the phenomenon of archetypes. “I have long
thought,” Jung says, “that, if there is any analogy between psychic
and physiological processes, the organizing system of the brain
must lie subcortically in the brain-stem.”'? In a later publication

10. Ibid. Cf. Jung's letter to the man who sent him news of the investigators’
findings: “Thank you very much for your really interesting letter! The physiological
approach to the most frequent and the most important archetype is indeed a major
discovery, confirming in a way my suspicion that its localization could have to do
with the brain-stem. But since my work is all on the biological and psychological
side, I did not dare to speculate, having already the greatest trouble in convincing
my contemporaries of the existence of original and basic patterns of behaviour, ie.,
of archetypes™ (Letters, 11, 256).
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(The Mystery of the Mind), one of the “two American investiga-
tors,” the neurosurgeon'Wilder Penfield, came to very much the
same conclusion as Jung: that the phenomenon that Jung calls
“psyche” and that Penfield calls “mind” is not, as Jung says else-
where, an “epiphenomenon” of the brain (though it operates in tan-
dem with the brain—the latter being, as it were, the mechanism of
mind); and that for the creation of such archaic, primal forms as
archetypes we must look not to the cortex (here Penfield agrees pre-
cisely with Jung) but “subcortically in the brain-stem”—i.e., to the
most archaic, the most ancient part of the brain (“the old brain”).
When positive responses were elicited (and Jung would think the
formation of an archetypal figure very positive indeed) by stimulat-
ing the cortex, theé response came, according to Penfield’s later
book, not from the cortex but from activation set off in the distant
subcortex: “If there is . . . a positive response, it is due to functional
activation of distant gray matter. Consequently, when the electrode
is applied to the hand area of the motor cortex, the delicate move-
ments of the hand, which the cortex makes possible, are paralyzed,
but the secondary station of gray matter in the spinal cord is acti-
vated, and crude movements, such as clutching, movements of
which an infant is capable, are carried out.”'* At this deep level of
the brain and the mind, where we are returned to the infancy of the
individual and the race, physiology and psychology appear to merge
—physts and psyché become indistinguishably united—and arche-
types, with their potent numerical organization, rule over all. “I
would conjecture that such a subcortical system might somehow re-
flect characteristics of the archetypal forms in the unconscious,”
Jung writes in the revised essay on “Schizophrenia” cited earlier,
“Mandala symbols appear very frequently in moments of psychic
disorientation as compensatory ordering factors. This aspect is
expressed above all in their mathematical structure. . . . " I have no
more intention of dissecting a brain'? than [ would have competence

11. Wilder Penfield, The Mystery of the Mind (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1975), p. 29,

12. Were one a competent neurophysiologist and capable of metaphysical brain
surgery as well, one might find something interesting at the base of that organ—at
least according to Voltaire: "' Ce monde, suivant Platon, était composé d'idées arché-
types qui demeuraient toujours au fond du cerveau”™ [*This world, according 10
Flato, was composed of archetypal ideas which still dwell at the bottom of the
brain”]. This quotation (for which | am indebted to my brother Richard) came to
hand synchronistically at the moment that | was writing the above. | am not sure
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to do it, but the distinction and marriage that Penfield (like Jung)
sets forth between mind (or psyche) and brain offers a very conven-
tent analogy and metaphor in working out our duplex tertium quid,
since, as Penfield demonstrates, all the higher, more developed,
refined, and elaborate mental functions are rooted in a much more
ancient, undifferentiated, archaic, and primitive organizing system,
a sort of rhizome far down in the “fibrous darkness” —that “matrix
out of which everything has come” —just as Jung’s elaborate psy-
chology and Yeats’s elaborate poetics are rooted far back in the first,
archetypal thinkers of the Western world who sometimes hesitantly,
sometimes boldly (as the infant will do) put forth their simple,
grand, primitive, and always number-organized truths. In them, as
in whole numbers, and as in the creations of the unconscious, we
discover what we might call (in Jung’s words) “God’'s ‘primal
thoughts’ "—also the primal thoughts of Yeats and the primal
thoughts of Jung.

To describe the way in which the mind has countless times over
set about dividing and unifying experience—for the division and
unification of experience is what the thought of mankind has always
been about: the systole and diastole of human creativity—is in effect
to perform that division and unification once again. The most com-
pelling deseription of human performance will always be found in
reperformance, and this is one way of stating what the present book
proposes: a creative reenactment that would hope to be more mean-
ingful and persuasive than any mere stitching or pasting can ever
be. What I intend, after the manner of the Aristotelian imitation of
an action, is an imitation of the subject—which is the action of the
mind in ancient Greece and the action of the mind in the contem-
porary West. Not that the great predecessors, Yeats and Jung,
Heraclitus and Empedocles, have failed, leaving their job yet to be
done. On the contrary, precisely because they have done their job,
we are obliged to do ours. What Yeats does in 4 Viston and Jung
in Psychological Types is different of course from what Empedocles
does in his two poems or Heraclitus in his dark and riddling aph-
orisms; but it is different only as to the superficial content on which
their minds operated, not as to the way the mind operates and the
patterns it seems to discover simultaneously within itself and in the

where Voltaire finds this in Plato, but I could give a string ol references where it
could be found in Jung.
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universe without. This is the same difference and the same similar-
ity that Yeats discovered existing between Greek and Christian an-
nunciations: on the one hand, Leda and Swan are unquestionably
different from Mary and the Holy Ghost, just as the two civiliza-
tions they heralded were opposites; on the other hand, however, in
both cases, and at deeper levels of image, pattern, and meaning, we
have woman and bird, human and divine, sphere and gyre, female
and male, four and three. And just so too with Yeats and Jung, Her-
aclitus and Empedocles, who differ one from another on the surface
but not at all on deeper levels of the psyche where archaic ideas,
primal patterns, and the passion to divide and unify experience have
their origins. At that deep level, we discover archetypal “images that
yet/Fresh images beget,” and as they are archetypal they can scarce
be distinguished and differentiated individually. One might well
suppose, as [ have implied, that this virtually instinctive urge to di-
vision and unification—a double movement compounded of halves
opposed and complementary—is somehow a reflection, an analogy,
and a consequence of a deep, inner life-rhythm: something in the
structure of the brain and the central nervous system, something
also in unconscious imitation of the flow out and back of blood from
the heart, or of breath, pneuma, taken in and out of the lungs, and in
imitation of a cosmic system as well, for preuma is not only breath
but also the wind that “bloweth where it listeth” and that moves all
things in rhythm and pattern throughout the cosmos.

This, however, carries us all the way forward to the end of the
book, and perhaps it would be as well to leave conclusions such as
these until premises have been stated and demonstrations offered.
The plan of the book, which would deliver us to these conclusions, is
like this: Chapter 1 tells the Pre-Socratic and Platonic story as a nar-
rative both of history and of the human psyche—the making of the
Platonic system and the making of the mind of the West. Chapters 2
through 3 are given over to (in order) Pythagoras, Heraclitus,
Parmenides, and Empedocles—their individual roles in the Pre-
Socratic drama, their place in the development of Western thought
and the Western psyche, and their pervasive, primal presence in
Yeatsian poetics and Jungian psychology; and these chapters also
develop, respectively, a theory of aesthetics (Chapter 2), an account
of process philosophy (Chapter 3), a theory of the symbolic mode
(Chapter 4), and a thesis on ume and history in Western thought



Prolegomena 23

(Chapter 5). Chapter 6 treats Plato, the culmination, the synthe-
sizer and systematizer of what went before him, as the preceding
four chapters treated his predecessors, and it also takes up the ques-
tion of myth and the whole man (Yeats’s Unity of Being, Jung’s
individuation) in terms of poetry, psychology, philosophy, and
biography/autobiography. Chapter 7 reads Yeats’s poetry as an ex-
pression of ancient truths revealed to him by spirits of the past and
spirits of the unconscious, and it argues that his poetics are deter-
mined by concepts that are Pythagorean, Heraclitean, Parmenid-
ean, Empedoclean, and Platonic. Chapter 8 maintains the same
basic components for Jung's psychology and demonstrates that
psyche is for Jung a natural system and his psychology, therefore, a
natural science. Chapter 9'* concerns itself with systems—poetic
system, psychic system, philosophic system, cosmic system—how
they determine and reflect one another and what they have to do
with what Socrates calls “no light matter: it is the question, what is
the right way to live?” Arriving at “System,” we arrive at the end of
our quest—which is also its beginning.

13. Here mention should be made of two chapters—the first planned but never
executed, the second executed but now omitted—the absence of which might seem to
leave gaps in the treatment as a whole. A chapter to have been called “The
Rhizome" was originally to have come between “Mythes, Eides, and the Daimon” and
“The Poctics of Mummy Wheat”; this chapter would have traced the long tradition
of Platonism from the fourth century s.c. down to Yeats and jung. Merely to
mention the plan will give some idea of why there is no such chapter in the book: it
would require another five hundred pages to deal with the historical rhizome (and
then quite inadequately). Moreover, to treat of such figures in the tradition as
Hermes Trismegistus, Philo Judaeus, the Gnostics, the various Neoplatonists, St.
Augustine, Pseudo-Dionysius, Paracelsus, Bochme, Swedenborg, the Cambridge
Platonists, and Blake would merely obscure the clarity of the lines so painstakingly
sought out by a return to antiquity. The second chapter, originally coming between
“The Psychology of the Pleroma” and “System" and titled “The Esoteric Flower,”
intended to demonstrate that there is an esoteric or occult component in the Platonic
tradition—a dark twin, as it were—that has grown alongside the exoteric philosophic

tradition. This chapter has been excluded, partly because | have published some of
the same material elsewhere ( Yeats and the Occull), and party because that material is

touched on in other chapters of this book.



CHAPTER I

The Rhizomata, Plato, and Platonism

wtooapa 1ip raviey hlopara nrpoTtov fikove
Then hear first the four roots of all things

Empedocles

Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedocles, these four:
not that Plato had no other debts and Platonism no other roots; but
everything that we call “Platonic” can be deduced, and was by Plato
deduced, from the archetypal doctrines associated with these four
semilegendary figures. Once their work was accomplished, Plato
himself became virtually inevitable—the necessary conclusion to a
series of premises: Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Em-
pedocles, therefore Plato. If St. Augustine could write as if Plato had
been a Christian unawares, then Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Parmen-
ides, and Empedocles, seen as a contentiously cooperative quater-
nity (producing out of themselves the quinta essentia that was Plato’s
doctrine),’ might equally well be called pre-Platonic, unconscious
Platonists. These four Pre-Socratics are the elements, the roots, the

1. Jung's phrasing in the Mysterium Coniunctionis, though intended 1o describe the
four elements and the goal of alchemy rather than the four elements and the history
of philosophy, is too felicitous to forego: *As the square represents the quaternio of
mutually hostile elements, the cirele indicates their reduction to unity. The One
born of the Four is the Quinta Essentia™ (CW, XIV, par. 439).
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rhizomata of the Philosophia Perennis, that organic body of thought
which never really had any beginning but to which, in the Western
world, Plato was the first to give a full and distinctive articulation.

Viewing the four Pre-Socratics through the spectacles of Platon-
ism and describing ancient Greek philosophy as if it were more a
story than history (a procedure which textual and critical scholarship
would no doubt regard with a good deal of suspicion) offers some
very distinct advantages. A story, unlike history, is committed more
to meaning than to time. Any story that would be a coherent tale,
even though it be composed of several parts, must nevertheless be
the imitation of a single action with (to continue Aristotle’s termin-
ology) a beginning, a middle, and an end; indeed, it is the pattern of
beginning, middle, and end that creates what we feel to be meaning.
The course of Pre-Socratic thought, when viewed in a post-Platonic
retrospect, assumes a definite shape, which is something it could
not possess otherwise, and it appears as just such a story—a Platonic
pbbog, a teleological tale—fitted out with characters and themes,
with a prevailing pattern, and with a consequent meaning. Wher-
ever we set its beginning, that tale, because it 1s seen through the
focus of Plato’s achievement, becomes possessed of a logical, in-
herent, inevitable end—Socrates and Plato—the climax and cul-
mination of those philosophers called “Pre-Socratics.” Approached
in this way, the philosophic activity of the (approximately) two
hundred years between Pythagoras’ floruit and Plato’s death displays
very clearly what might be called its logos (in a Heraclitean sense):
an internal balance or proportion, composed of conflicting oppo-
sites, that functions as the principle of its being and the law of its
becoming.

Ever since Aristotle showed himself so reluctant to have to do with
any man named “Pythagoras” (he much preferred to describe the
beliefs of “those who are called Pythagoreans” and to leave
Pythagoras the man to fend for his own historicity), scholars have
been plagued by doubt about that unquestionably powerful but frus-
tratingly insubstantial figure. Was he, like Plato, a real, historic
man; or was he, like Orpheus, more legend than man, more myth
than legend? History, like Aristotle—who in these matters is usually
our first, best historian—presents us with almost no Pythagoras at
all. Tradition, on the other hand, generously compensating for the
paucity of historic fact, supplies a very rich and grand figure indeed
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under that name. For Pythagoras was, as Yeats says, “world-
famous™ and at the same time—which is another order of fact alto-
gether—*golden-thighed.” And the case is very similar with Herac-
litus and with Empedocles, if not with Parmenides, a strict logician
about whom there are few biographical details at all. Even Par-
menides, however, though not by an inflation of biographical anec-
dote, assumes a certain mythic quality and a more than individual
significance in the evolution of Greek philosophy.

Anticipating the rationalistic and dismissive answer of the histor-
ically minded, we should be clear that it is not because Pythagoras
and his three antagonistic confréres lived in prehistory that they
have become mythic, legendary figures. Chronological distance
may allow myth and legend to accumulate about a name, a life, and
a doctrine, but 1t does not cause that accumulation. The cause lies
not in history but in the human psyche. Human psychology, human
thought, human self-awareness has required such figures to express
itself, understand itself, and become conscious of itself. They are
archetypal figures in the realm of thought as Oedipus, for example,
is a mythic and archetypal figure in the realm of emotion and in the
complex relationship of the family constellation. And like Oedipus,
their lives are not less but more real to us for being mythic. Few
people since Freud would care to say that Oedipus was not real; or,
more accurately, few would say that he s not real, since he lives
among us now. So also Heraclitus, who has the power to change our
lives because he dwells among us and within us. Like Oedipus at the
end of Oedipus at Colonus, Heraclitus and Pythagoras are become
mighty daimones—spirits of the ancestors, tutelary beings, great
indwelling powers of psyche.

“Pythagoras,” according to Diogenes Laertius, “was the first
person who invented the term Philosophy, and who called himself a
philosopher” (Lives of Famous Philosophers, 1, 12). There is little rea-
son to trouble history to discover if this is so or not, just as there is
no point in asking about Pythagoras’ golden thigh: history, on such
matters, remains silent, Tradition, however, affirms the truth not
only of these things but of many other useful things about Pytha-
goras as well. He was a divine god-man, for Pythagoreans a true
daimon, who was capable of hearing that marvellous harmony of the
spheres inaudible to ordinary men; he was able in memory to leap
barriers of birth and death and could recall having been incarnated
as Athalides, Euphorbus, Hermotimus, and Pyrrhus, and now, in
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the body of Pythagoras, “he still recollected everything, how he had
been formerly Zthalides, then Euphorbus, then Hermotimus, and
then Pyrrhus” (DK 14, 8). Pythagoras’ traditional character (per-
haps the name should be written PY'THAGORAS 1o indicate that
he was more archetype than man), like the philosophy ascribed to
him, was one of great mystery, with both the character and the
philosophy testifying to the considerable power of the mysterious
and the arcane in compelling belief. Thus one of the roots of the
Platonic system, by way of the god-man Pythagoras, reached deep
down into the chthonic mysteries and thence derived vital nourish-
ment for the flower that blossomed two centuries later.

If tradition has gathered together under the name of Pythagoras a
character that is worthy of reverence, it has treated Heraclitus
rather differently. Heraclitus was imperious and haughty, tradition
tells us, and so say the extant fragments also; he was proud and dis-
dainful, contentious and quarrelsome, a scornful elitist and the
bitter antagonist of ol moAlol, “the many,” who are despised for
nothing more than being the many, and who in English are bur-
dened with the derisory appellation (hot polloi) borrowed from the
term which in Greek is neutral except in the mouth of someone as
proudly isolated and scornful as Heraclitus himself. Yet, so far at
least as Plato was concerned, Heraclitus was par excellence the phi-
losopher not of some transcendent realm to which so proud a spirit
might be supposed to aspire, but the philosopher precisely of this
world all about us of process and change and perpetual instability.

“My mind,” Yeats wrote on the endleaf of Bertrand Russell’s
Outline of Philosophy, *follows abstraction with difficulty,” and that is
no doubt one reason why Yeats made so little use of Parmenides in
his systematic construction. While Yeats seized eagerly on the
chthonic mysteries of Pythagoras and quoted delightedly and often
the antinomic aphorisms of Heraclitus, he could find nothing more
in Parmenides than the image of the sphere that is so perfect and so
divine that it can never enter into human experience. Though his
philosophy is cast as a verse and though Plato could never have done
without him, Parmenides is the John Stuart Mill of the Pre-Socratic
brotherhood: the complete type, or the Idea, of the abstract logi-
cian. Fittingly, tradition has not a single tale to tell us about Par-
menides, nor is Parmenides himself more forthcoming than tradi-
tion. The frame “story” of his poem (the steeds, the goddess, the
gates of Night and Day, etc.) is all plainly an allegory—which is not,
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however, to say that the meaning of the allegory is plain. What must
be said of Parmenides is said as if of a mind rather than of a man:
the mind of Parmenides is stubborn, intransigent, uncompromis-
ing, determined, logical, intellectual; it is also not quite human.
Yet, in the history of developing thought, Parmenides is no less an
archetypal fhigure than Pythagoras or Heraclitus, his philosophic
opponents, or than Empedocles, his philosophic heir apparent. The
cloudless, pure logic of Parmemdes, training itself on a perfect,
changeless state not of this world, was as indispensable to the Pla-
tonic system as the divine mathematics of Pythagoras or the cease-
less flow of Heraclitus.

For the anecdotal reticence surrounding Parmenides there is
more than sufficient compensation in the excited, tale-telling impe-
tuosity of Empedocles. Parmenides may talk of his goddess and may
claim inspiration from her, but it sounds like nothing more than
literary convention. Empedocles, on the other hand, strikes one as a
true and literal enthusiast: it 1s the god inside him that impels
Empedocles to his excited, breathless, visionary utterance. There is
something of the Ancient Mariner about Empedocles, something of
the sense of a possessed man who must tell his story again and
again; and the reader, though he may have a wedding to go to,
when fixed by that glittering eye has little choice but to listen. It
requires a considerable oracular assurance (which Yeats also af-
fected: “I the poet William Yeats”) to seize the reader by his lapel
and demand that he “hear first the four roots of all things.” The
account of creation and of the nature of reality in the Timaeus 15
presented as “a likely story”; yet apart from that preliminary quali-
fication, the myth that Timaeus narrates, like myths elsewhere in
Plato, is notably Empedoclean—as marvellously assured in the
completeness of its vision as in the firmness of its details—and so the
rhapsodic utterance of divine myth specific to Empedocles assumes
its needful place as one rhizéma nourishing the total Platonic
organism.

But what of the systematizer himself? What of Plato’s personality
and his psychology? From documentary history (The Platonic
cpistles, for example) we know meore about Plato than about the
other four put together; yet, paradoxically, Plato’s personality
remains dimmer than any of the others. A reasonable explanation
for this dimness would be that Plato’s personality recedes from the
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foreground of philosophic statement and doctrine into the hazy
background of tone and implied attitude because he chose to write
for the most part in the dramatic form of dialogue. Thus Socrates’
personality is sharper and clearer than Plato’s. There is more to it
than this, however. Plato was not only describing other men’s con-
versation, he was receiving and molding other men’s insights and
ideas. These other men were the great Originals; they were the
archetypal giants. Plato stood on the shoulders of his predecessors,
he extended and qualified their primal perceptions, but those figures
of towering originality, who correspond individually to various
components of our own psychic makeup, are naturally clearer to our
sight and imagination, as they are closer to basic constituents of our
minds, than the figure on their shoulders.

Commentators have remarked that the Eleatic Stranger in the
Sophist is, on the one hand, a representative of the best in
Parmenides’ philosophy and, on the other hand, a spokesman for
Plato himself, a sort of alter ego of the author, who thus recreates his
predecessor for his own artistic and philosophic purposes. This has
led to the conclusion that (as F. M. Cornford put it) *“Plato claimed
to be the true heir of Parmenides.”? Nor is this a unique instance in
Plato, for elsewhere, by his performance, he is to be found implicitly
claiming to be the true heir of Pythagoras, of Heraclitus, and of
Empedocles. Or perhaps it would be more accurate to say that in
various places he presents himself as the perfector of the best ele-
ments in the doctrines of each of the four men. A large part of the
intention of the Phaedo, according to another commentator, is to cri-
ticize early Pythagoreanism and “to show how Plato’s own €ldn is
the right conclusion to Pythagorean premises.”® This is the line
Plato takes with all his predecessors: a criticism of their doctrines
and a demonstration that his own theory of Forms is the proper con-
clusion to their thoughts and their discoveries, to their insights and
their logot. This is how he treats Pythagoras not only in the Phaedo
but in the Republic, the Laws, and the Epinomis; this is the use he

2. Plate’s Theory of Knowledge (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1960), p. 170,
CI. Burnet to the same effect in Greek Philosophy: Thales to Plato, 2d ed. (London:
Macmillan, 1914), pp. 236-37 and 274, and W. D. Ross, Plate’s Theory of Ideas
(Oxford: Oxford Univeristy Press, 1951), p. 105: in the Sophist, Ross says, Plato
“hints that he is himself in some sense an heir 1o the philosophy of Parmenides.™

3. Alister Cameron, The Pythagorean Background of the Theory of Recollection
{Menasha, Wisconsin: George Banta, 1938), p. 46, n. 29,
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makes of Parmenides not only in the Sophtst and the Statesman but in
the Parmenides and the Theaetetus: this is what he makes of Heraclitus
in the Cratylus, the Theaetetus, and the Sophist; this is the treatment he
gives to Empedocles in the Phaedrus, in the Myth of Er in the
Republic, and in the Statesman; this, finally, is the attitude he adopts
toward all of them in the Timaeus, that central document in the Pla-
tonic corpus in which nearly everything from the four Pre-Socratics
is drawn together, purged of its one-sidedness, and transformed into
the “likely story” that Timaeus tells about cosmogony and
cosmology and that was to have such endless echoings and reecho-
ings in the epistemology, the metaphysics, and the ethics of the Pla-
tonic-Neoplatonic tradition.

The central and most characteristic doctrine of Platonism, which
Plato’s predecessors approached, hinted at, and half stated but
which he was the first to articulate fully, I take to be this: that there
are two realms or modes of existence—one of being, the other of
becoming, one of Forms, the other of sensibles—that are distinct
from one another and even, at times, in opposition but that are not
absolutely and irrevocably sundered or unrelated. From this, every-
thing ¢lse in Platonism proceeded, and by this, everything clse in
Platonism was philosophically justified. “Everything else” means
such typical, essential beliefs of Platonism (and of Plato’s prede-
cessors) as these: that the human soul 1s immortal and, by nature,
divine and is reincarnated in a series of bodies; that as soul is prior,
in origin and in kind, to body, so is spirit prior to matter in general
and understanding of the mind superior to evidence of the senses,
which are in any case highly fallible witnesses; that cognition is
really recognition of what we have always known or what we learned
between incarnations; that the vital and ordering principle in
human beings is identical with the vital and ordering principle in the
universe; that the cosmos is based on formal rather than physical or
material principles; that the most perfect of solid bodies is the sphere
and of plane figures the circle, and from that onc perfect sphere
(i.e., the transcendent Form of circularity) all things derive their
order and to it they all continually aspire; and that philosophy is a
divine activity, it is its own end and justification, and it performs a
cathartic service for the philosopher, enabling him to reattain the
status of a god. None of the Pre-Socratics held all of these complexly
interrelated 1deas (nor did Yeats or Jung unfailingly and invariably
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subscribe to them all); nevertheless, every one of the four pointed
the way to the central doctrine and each contributed in some unique
and characteristic manner to Plato’s eventual formulation of the
whole lot (as, also, more than twenty centuries later, Yeats renewed
their vitality in his poetry and Jung in his psychology). Indeed, we
can see from after the fact that it was only as a result of the intellec-
tual and linguistic efforts of Pythagoras, Herachtus, Parmenides,
and Empedocles that Plato was himself finally able to draw and to
state the conclusions to which their thoughts had all along been
tending, guided—or so it seems after more than two thousand
years—by a will or an intention beyond the consciousness of any
one of them alone, including Plato. Such is the teleology of
Platonism.

None of the Pre-Socratics taught everything that is to be found in
Platonism, but Pythagoras came close, in some ways very close.
What exactly “the master himself said” is not certain, primarily
because the Pythagoreans had the reverential but troublesome habit
of buttressing all their discoveries and beliefs with adtog épa, “him-
self said,” thus delighting the mythographer but confounding the
historian. “None the less,” according to Porphyry in his Vita Pytha-
gorae, “the following became universally known: first, that he main-
tains that the soul is immortal; next, that it changes into other kinds
of living things; also that events recur in certain cycles, and that
nothing is ever absolutely new; and finally, that all living things
should be regarded as akin. Pythagoras seems to have been the first
to bring these beliefs into Greece.”* These beliefs are all compatible
with Platonism, or can easily enough be made so, but Porphyry is
notably silent both on Pythagoras’ hint at the central doctrine of
Platonism (i.c., the two separable but related modes of being) and
on the teaching for which Pythagoras is best known by tradition.
With his attention fixed on the “religious” aspects of Pythagoras’
teaching, Porphyry says little of Pythagorean “science,” but in
Pythagoras, more than in any other philosopher, the two are of
major and equal importance and cannot be separated one from the
other nor either of them from the close-knit, unified, and organic
system which represents the single whole that is Pythagoras’ vision.

4. DK 14, 8a; trans. by J. E. Raven, from Kirk and Raven, The Presocratic
Philosophers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957), p. 223.
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The fact that Pythagoras “Fingered upon a fiddle-stick or strings/
What a star sang and careless Muses heard,” is not mentioned in
the Porphyrian passage, yet Pythagoras is no doubt best known to
tradition (as to Yeats) for his discovery, by sounds from a fiddlestick
and tightened strings, that simple numerical ratios determine the
harmony of human music and the corresponding order of the
cosmos: the Music of the Spheres. After this awesome discovery,
Pythagoras justifiably went on to conclude that number is the orga-
nizing principle of all reality; and then, taking an incautious leap
into a dark both physical and metaphysical, he declared (or his fol-
lowers declared in his name) that physical things are numbers, as are
all qualities both physical and moral, indeed that everything is num-
ber and number is everything. One has only to glance at Aristotle
on the Pythagoreans or at Parmenides on “The Way of Truth” to
see what that bit of Pythagorean mysticism could do to a rationalis-
tic mind. “What do they mean?” Aristotle angrily demands time and
again, as if this were a personal affront as well as a logical one.
“How can a number be a thing?” How can the One—which 1s,
according to the logic of Parmenides’ vision, so perfect that nothing
can be said of it except that nothing can be said of it—how can that
One become all the fish in the seas, all the hyenas and the Yahoos
(not to mention the lower orders) of this hopelessly pluralistic world?
For himself, turning away from his former teacher, Parmemdes
found it more logical and more satsfying to deny reality to the
hyenas and the Yahoos (and in effect to himself) than to agree that
the One could have any connection at all with such impure things.
Whether Parmenides’ solution commends itself to us or not, the
question he put was a necessary one: How does a single form be-
come a myriad substances if form and substances are of the same
order of being?

While he was never solely committed to rationalistic logic, Plato
nevertheless saw the Parmenidean-Aristotelian objection to Pytha-
gorean cosmogony, he concurred in it, and therefore—because he
was unwilling to surrender the emotional satisfaction of Pytha-
gorean mysticism—he sought a way out of the dilemma that would
maintain the reality, if not glorify the existence, of the Yahoos while
ascribing a superior reality to the numbers that somehow lay behind
the Yahoos. The error of the Pythagoreans was to say that things are
numbers and thereby to suggest that numbers, pure, perfect, and
formal, can have physical existence in this world which is so plainly
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not pure, not perfect, and, at best, only partly formal. If they have
physical existence, then numbers are not purely formal, they are not
perfect, they are, simply, not numbers. One is equal to one—per-
fectly, unchangingly, and forever—but one apple is not equal to
another apple, much less to a pear. Just as the ideal Triangle, as
soon as it is committed to paper and extended in space becomes 1m-
pure and ceases to be ideal or to be a Form, so the number one be-
comes imperfect and ceases to be itself by its attachment to apple or
pear. Numbers were for Pythagoras divine, with all the glorious
mystery and perfection of the divine about them, but they were also,
he said—and here he brought Parmenides and Aristotle down on his
head—the essence of the physical world. If Plato saw the logical
error in Pythagoreanism, however, he also saw how to set it right
without losing any of the beauty of that music that *a star sang and
careless Muses heard.”

Plato’s prevenient response, disarming the criticism in advance,
to Aristotle’s complaint that the Pythagoreans “thought things must
be numbers—not separately existing numbers, but numbers of which
things are made,”* was precisely to separate the two, numbers in an
eternal world of transcendent Forms on the one hand, things in a
temporal world of physical matter on the other hand. Plato was the
first to disentangle the confusion of the two realms, the first 1o push
those realms apart, and the first to state clearly the conditions divid-
ing them, but he would never have done so, or been able to do so,
without his Pythagorean heritage. There were some, indeed, who
felt that the Pythagoreans had implied, or perhaps even accom-
plished, what Plato was later given credit for—i.e., the conceptual
separation (charismos) of Forms, particularly mathematical Forms,
from the physical universe. Thus Syrianus, commenting in the fifth
century A.p. on Aristotle’s version of the Pythagoreans in his Meta-
physics, asks: “But how is it possible they [the Pythagoreans] could
have spoken thus sublimely of number, unless they had considered
it as possessing an essence separate from sensibles, and a transcen-
dency fabricative, and at the same time paradigmatic?"® Syrianus’
language had no doubt been influenced by the whole tradition of

5. Metaphysics, N3 1090a20; trans. John Warrington (London: Everyman, 1961),
p. 287.

6. Quoted by Thomas Taylor in his translation of lamblichus' Life of Pythagoras
(London: John M. Watkins, 1963), p. 78 n. The fine but obscurantist phrasing is
probably as much owing to Thomas Tavlor as to Syrianus.
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Platonism intervening between the fifth century B.c. and the fifth
century A.D.; yet, if one considers what the Pythagoreans said about
numbers and mathematical porportion and, even more, how they
said it, one can see that Syrianus’ hesitant claim for the Pythag-
oreans is not without foundation and that Plato’s theory of Forms is
there—perhaps only implicitly or embryonically there, but there all
the same—in Pythagorean number doctrine.

In the last dialogues especially (the Laws, the Epinomis, and the
Timaeus), Plato happily adopted Pythagoras’ divine numbers and
projected them into a conceptual perfection beyond the mortal
realm; but then, with a characteristic turn of the wrist, after separat-
ing and distinguishing the two realms, he introduced, midway be-
tween sensibles and Forms, a third mode of being which serves to
unify them even while separating them. Mathematical objects,
insofar as they are “mathematical” are formal, insofar as they are
“objects” are sensible, and being somewhat of each, they mediate
between the two realms, dividing Forms and sensibles by drawing
them together. Thus there are in the end three kinds of beings: the
mortal, the immortal, and that intermediate one of mathematical
objects, of daimones, ol spirits, of symbolic/archetypal images which
have something of substance but more of spirit and so are able to
exercise powerful spiritual effects in a physical realm.

The account of the creation in the Timaeus is not only mature Pla-
tonic doctrine but is Pythagorean through and through, but Pythag-
oras’ influence is by no means confined to the mystical numerology
in that dialogue or in the Laws and the Epinomis. The theory of
anamnesis and metempsychosis worked out in the Meno (especially
81b-d) is notably Pythagorean both in content and in expression,
and as early as the Gorgias (493a) and the Cratylus (400c), Socrates
draws on Pythagoras in his suggestion that the pun of the ascetics
that equates copa (body) and ofjpa (tomb) is a legitimate one both
etymologically and philosophically. Again in the Gorgias (507e-
508a), Socrates rounds on the “rugged individualist™ Callicles with
the Pythagorean observation that his faulty moral views are due to
his ignorance of geometry. In the Republic, Plato’s warm tribute to
Pythagoras (600b) follows soon after a curriculum devoted to such
Pythagorean studies as arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, and music
—subjects first conceived as being essentially the same by Pythag-
oras himself. In the Philebus (16d), Socrates refers to a * Prometheus,
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or one like him,” who brought to men “a gift of the gods” which was
nothing other than the first pair of Pythagorean opposites, “Limit
and Unlimitedness.” In the Laws (771) and in the Republic (587),
Pythagorean numerology determines the number of citizens in the
ideal state (5040) and the degree to which the just man is happier
than the unjust (he is precisely 729 times as happy because 729 is the
divine number three squared and the product raised to the third
power). Finally, in the Phaedo and the Republic, in the Phaedrus and
the Philebus, in the Symposium and the Theaetetus, Socrates proclaims,
as insistently as Pythagoras himself appears to have done, that the
philosophical life is the only way to reestablish in ourselves that
same immortal harmony that obtains among the heavenly spheres
and that reigns in the entire universe. This is all, from beginning to
end, Pythagorean doctrine in Platonic dress—which brings one near
to imagining that Pythagoras, having been in turn &thalides, Eu-
phorbus, Hermotimus, and Pyrrhus in the past, was born as Plato
after his incarnation as Pythagoras. Without insisting on reincarna-
tion as the explanation, one could fairly say that Plato Pythagorized
and Pythagoras Platonized, and one might imagine that both were
unconsciously doing the bidding of a Mind beyond either of them.

Plato obviously had a very considerable respect and admiration
for Pythagoras and, after Pythagoras, for Parmenides; on the other
hand, I think it would be fair to judge that he did not have any great
temperamental affinity with Heraclitus. Nevertheless, in spite of
any coolness Plato may have felt for the doctrines of the “Weeping
Philosopher,” a Heraclitean stream flows through all the Platonic
dialogues from the early Cratylus to the late Timaeus. Wherever Plato
comes out—whether with Pythagoras, with Parmenides, or with
Empedocles—he always goes in with Heraclitus, the Platonic effort
invariably commencing with the felt need to build a system that will
not deny, but that will somehow accommodate and answer, yet go
beyond, his great truth of ceaseless, sensible flux.

Moreover, in spite of the fact that Heraclitus is seldom mentioned
in the dialogues except as the champion of the doctrine that every-
thing is in process and therefore not a possible object of knowledge,
a strong case could be made for the view that the Heraclitean Logos
is as adequate a formal explanation of cosmic order as Pythagoras’
numbers, and that his Logos, being in creation and abstracted
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therefrom, anticipates, though no doubt gnomically and cryptically,
the entire logic of Plato’s theory of Forms. For while everything in
the world changes, according to Heraclitus, and nothing remains
itself, the measure or the rule according to which all things change is
universal and constant. Heraclitus can be as absolute as Parmenides
or anyone else when it comes to asserting the invariability of his
Logos: “this Logos exists (or is true) for ever”” and “all things come
to pass in accordance with this Logos.” Of the universal order estab-
lished by the Logos, Heraclitus declares: “This world-order [kosmaos],
the same for all, none of the gods nor of men has made, but it was
always and is and shall be: an ever-living fire, which is being kindled
in measures and extinguished in measures” (Fr. 30). Nature is
indeed, as G. M. Hopkins said, “a Heraclitean Fire,” but it burns
by a very regular law which is the Logos that it exhibits even as it
burns. This being so, one could well argue that, as Clement of Alex-
andria put it in introducing this fragment of Heraclitus, “the world
of this world-order is none other than a modification of the eternal
world.”® Thus the light of the sun, on which our eyes cannot bear to
look directly, and the fire of the Logos which is itself invisible, are
somehow reflected, albeit imperfectly and at times glaringly, in the
flow of the stream.

Nevertheless, however much of Plato’s transcendence we may be
able to squeeze from Heraclitus’ immanence, it remains true that
Plato’s references are nearly always to a very different Heraclitus—
to the Heraclitus who said (in the version of Simplicius) 61t éel navra
pet: “that all things are always in flux.” Heraclitus’ absoluteness is
again to be remarked: he does not say “some things” or “some-
times” but “all things” and “always,” which is doubtless why Plato
takes Herachitus to speak for the “fluxionists” in the quarrel with
Parmenides and the Eleatic “antifluxionists.” There were, however,
those of his followers who went further even than Heraclitus himself
in asserting universal inconstancy, in proclaiming complete rela-
tivity, and in declaring that human knowledge 1s flatly impossible. It

7. ThisisW. K. C. Guthrie’s translation (Hist. of Gr. Phil., 1, 424-25) of a much
disputed passage from DK Fr. 1, G. 5. Kirk gives the other logical translation in
Heraclitus: The Cosmic Fragmenls (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1954),
pp. 33 ff., and in Kirk-Raven, The Presocratic Fhilosophers, p. 187. The translation of
Fr. 30 that follows (*'This world-order,” etc.) is also by Guthrie, op. cit., p. 454.

8. Kirk, The Cosmic Fragments, p. 307,
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was from onc of these Heraclitean extremists that Plato, according
to Aristotle, learned his doctrine: “From his early years Plato was
familiar with the Heraclitean doctrine of Cratylus, that all sensible
things are in a constant state of flux and that we can have no knowl-
edge of them. To the end of his life Plato remained loyal to those
tenets . . ." (Metaphysics, A6, 987a32; trans. Warrington).

If, as Heraclitus asserted and Plato was compelled to agree, every-
thing is always changing into something else (“Fire lives the death of
earth and aer lives the death of fire, water lives the death of aer, carth
that of water”), if everything is ceaselessly becoming that which it
was not a moment since and will no longer be a moment hence, if
there is no way to stay the stream or to get out of it—then how can
we know anything at all about anything at all? The conclusion that
Plato was forced to draw from the doctrine that all sensible things
are in process and cannot be stayed long enough to be fixed with a
definition, 1s that anything which is to be taken for an object of
knowledge must be of some realm other than the sensible realm: it
must have an existence that contrasts with the state of material phe-
nomena, flowing hither and thither, dveo xét®w, up and down, now
this, now that, nonexistent because always between existences,
always giving one form up to become another. Anstotle, immedi-
ately after describing Plato’s lifelong adherence to the Heraclitean
doctrine of ceaseless flux, says that Plato, perceiving that an object
of knowledge must always be what it is and not in the continual pro-
cess of becoming something else, accepted Socrates’ method of
defining universals “and argued that definition is properly con-
cerned with something other than sensibles; for he realized that
there can be no permanent definition of sensibles if they are always
changing. He described these non-sensibles as ‘Ideas’ or ‘Forms,’
with reference to and in respect of which sensibles exist.”

“The perfectly real is perfectly knowable,” Socrates declares in
the Republic, “ and the utterly unreal 1s entirely unknowable™ (477a;
trans. Cornford), which is another way of expressing the dilemma
that Heraclitus presented to Plato at the very beginning of his epis-
temological quest. You cannot know that which 1s perpetually
changing, as everything in this world is doing, because it is not rea/,
or it s not, and even to say that it is unreal is to falsify the ceaseless
flux by predicating of the unpredicable. Nevertheless, however
thorny the epistemological difficulty, Plato was unwilling to retire
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into silence with his mentor Cratylus (who was said to have aban-
doned speech altogether in favor of waggling his finger in silent imi-
tation of the flux); hence, he postulated a sensible realm where
everything is Heraclitean and “in process of becoming” and, separ-
ated from this, an intelligible realm where nothing is becoming but
all s and 1s one. “Once more, then,” Socrates asks Theaetetus
(157d; trans. Cornford), “tell me whether you like this notion that
nothing 1s, but is always becoming, good or beautiful or any of the
other things we mentioned?” Plato, we know, continued to “like
this notion” throughout his life—or 1 should say, rather, that tem-
peramentally he disliked it very much indeed, but that philosoph-
ically he was forced to accept it, like it or not—but only in respect of
the sensible world, not in respect of the intelhgible world, where
“the Good” and “the Beautiful” and all the other Forms remain at
rest, “perfectly real” and “perfectly knowable,” entirely unaffected
by the many sensible opposites continually flowing into and out of
one another, perpetually abandoning what they are to become
something else with a new form, a transient identity, and an already
false name—{false because it is as wrong to call a thing earth now as
it was to call the same thing water a moment ago.

The instance most often chosen by Plato to illustrate the Heraclit-
ean mavta Pel in the sensible realm is, very properly, the human
body itself with its faulty senses and its internal-external experience
of perpetual flux. In the Phaedo, Cebes, worrying that the soul,
though 1t is capable of outliving many bodies yet in the end may
itself be worn out, employs a language and an imagery that are dis-
tinctly Heraclitean: “the body may stream and waste away while its
owner still lives, yet the soul will always replace the worn-out tissue
with new-woven material” (87d-e); and Socrates not only agrees
with him—"of course the body is incessantly and always perishing”
(91d)—but, ascribing the doctrine to a group of unnamed phi-
losophers who are unquestionably of Heraclitean persuasion, he
elevates the particular instance of the human body to a general prin-
ciple of physical existence: “everything in existence . . . is fluctuat-
ing this way and that just like the tide in the Euripus: nothing abides
for a moment in one stay” (90c; trans. Hackforth). Timaeus, like-
wise, when he describes how the lesser gods—those gods created
directly by the Demiurge—performed their appointed task of plac-
ing immortal souls in physical bodies, borrows his thought, his
phrasing, and his imagery from Heraclitus. The Demiurge's com-
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mand to the lower gods, his children, is that they shall, “weaving
mortal to immortal, make living beings,” and so commanding, he
brings into existence that same double, endlessly interconnected,
ironic and human-divine state described by Heraclitus: ‘“‘Immortal
mortals, mortal immortals, living the others’ death, dying the
others’ life.”? Once created, Timaeus’ immortal mortals/mortal im-
mortals live—and simultaneously die—in a perfectly imperfect
Heraclitean world, in-flowing and out-flowing without end. “And
they confined the circuits of the immortal soul within the flowing
and ebbing tide of the body. These circuits, being thus confined in a
strong river, neither controlled it nor were controlled, but caused
and suffered violent motions; so that the whole creature moved . . .
forward and backward, and again to right and left, and up and
down. . . . For strong as was the tide that brought them nourish-
ment, flooding them and ebbing them away, a yet greater tumult
was caused . . . when some creature’s body chanced to encounter
alien fire from outside . . . joining with that perpetually streaming
current in stirring and violently shaking the circuits of the soul . . .”
(43a-d). There are other evident echoes and recalls of Heraclitus in
the dialogues—for example, the daimon that is said to accompany
every man throughout his life (7Timaeus, 90a, Republic, 619-20,
Phaedo, 107d; cf. Heraclitus, Fr. 119: “A man’s character is his
datmon”); the proof of the soul’s immortality based on the interplay
of opposites (Phaedo, 70c-72e; cf. Heraclitus, Frs. 10, 60, 67, and,
especially, 88) and on the soul’s invisibility (Phaedo, 79¢; cf. Frs. 54
and 123); and Socrates’ determination to “direct my inquiries . . .
to myself” (Phaedrus, 229e-230a; cf. Fr. 101: *[ searched myself”)—
but to Plato, Heraclitus primarily signified one of “the wise” who
assure us “that one of these processes must always be going on in us,
since all things are always flowing up and down” (Philebus, 43a;
trans. Hackforth). For Plato, there was no denying the epistemo-
logical and ontological dilemma posed by Heraclitus, and from the
dilemma there was no escape save through a theory of Forms and an

9. The phrase from the Timaeus is translated by Cornford, Plate’s Cosmology
(London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., 1937), p. 140. The echo of
Heraclitus is perhaps maore precise in the Greek— Timaeus, 41d: 10 5k Aowwov OuETS,
dbavdrg Bvnrbv apocupaivoves, dnepyaleade Do wel yevvare . . . ; Heraclitus, Fr. 62:
@bavaror Bvnroi, Ovnrol dBdvarol, {@vres tov éxelvev Bdvatov tov 8t Exeivev Pilov
tebvedres. A. E. Taylor, in his Commentary on Plato’s “Timaeus” (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1928), pp. 253-54, compares the two passages in a relevant way and refers as
well to the Pythagorean “opposites.”
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accompanying, very elaborate, metaphysical system. Reordering
the four roots of Plato’s philosophy in a new pattern of relationships,
one could say that Heraclitus and Empedocles were the scientists of
unstable and interchanging elements in the sensible world and that
Pythagoras and Parmenides were the theoreticians of a stable world
of form beyond this one. Plato’s physics and his metaphysics
demanded not less than all four.

All pluralists—whether dualists like Heraclitus, or dualists and
quaternists like Empedocles, or dualists, triadists, and quaternists
like Pythagoras—all are at heart monists. The monistic yearning at
the heart of pluralistic thought is unmistakable in Heraclitus, in
Empedocles, and in Pythagoras, whose various philosophies can be
interpreted as an attempt to discover and to assert an eventual unity
somewhere or somehow beyond all the sensible pluralities. But if
pluralists are monists at heart and in their emotions, all monists are
pluralists in mind, in thought, and in observation—all, that is,
excepting the extreme case like Parmenides, who denies outright
and entirely the pluralistic evidence of the senses. Such extremity,
which the rest of us cannot sustain, nevertheless behooves the arche-
typal thinker.

Of all the Pre-Socratic philosophers, Parmenides is the one who
most demands to be understood in his relation to others and as an
influence on them—as an element, that is, in a developing story and
in an evolving tradition; if he is not so understood there is every
likelihood that his thought will have no meaning or appeal at all.
While Parmenides’ poem is an extraordinarily difficult document to
interpret alone, however, what Plato makes of him in his system-
building is quite clear. Heraclitus and Parmenides are in Plato the
two arch antagonists, representative spokesmen respectively for the
many and the One, neither sufficient in himself and impossible to
bring to peaceful terms, yet the loving-hating parents of a philo-
sophic infant bearing some features of both, but at the same time
differing from both, and going under the name neither of the father
nor of the mother but of the midwife—Plato—who attended the
birth. “Things taken together,” Heraclitus says in Fr. 10, "are
whole and not whole, something which is being brought together
and brought apart, which is in tune and out of tune: out of all things
can be made a unity, and out of a unity, all things” (trans. Kirk). In
asserting the necessary coexistence and tension of opposities and their
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simultaneous mutual attraction and repulsion, Heraclitus was in-
sisting on precisely that which Parmenides, in the series of questions
and answers of Fr. 8, refused ever to admit to the philosophical
dialogue. There are only two “ways,” according to Parmenides,
and of these, one is the Way of Truth and of Being, the other the
Way of Appearance and Non-being. Between the two, Parmenides
allows no third way nor does he permit compromise: something “is”
or it “is not,” and if it is not, it flatly does not exist, and therefore it
can be neither spoken nor thought. With his denial of the entire
world of plurality and appearance and his refusal to speak or think
of the Heraclitean universe of connected opposites and perpetual
process, Parmenides goes not only against common sense but
against all the other senses as well. “That which can be spoken and
thought needs must be; for it is possible for it, but not for nothing,
to be, . . . For never shall this be proved, that things that are not
are; but do thou hold back thy thought from this way of enquiry,
nor let custom, born of much experience, force thee to let wander
along this road thy aimless eye, thy echoing ear or thy tongue; but
do thou judge by reason the strife-encompassed proof that I have
spoken” (Frs. 6 and 7; trans. Raven). So, for Parmenides, it is
hence with vain deluding senses—with “aimless eye,” “echoing
ear,” and “tongue”—and hail to divinest, most clear-conceiving
thought.

Parmenides may or may not have had Pythagoras and Heraclitus
in mind when, in Fr. 8, he asserted of his reality, simply and atem-
porally, that “It is”; but in any case, with that assertion and all the
consequences he draws therefrom, Parmenides denies both Pythag-
orean cosmogony and Heraclitean flux: within the One Being noth-
ing evolves, because “it is”—hence there is no cosmogony—and
within it there is perfect homogeneity of being—hence there is no
flux or interchange of opposites. There is only Itself. “One way
alone is yet left to tell of, namely that ‘It is’, On this way are marks
in plenty that since it exists it is unborn and imperishable, whole,
unique, immovable and without end. It was not in the past, nor yet
shall it be, since it now is, all together, one and continuous” (Fr.
8; trans. Guthrie). If we cast out the senses and consider the ques-
tion solely with the mind, and if we do not, as Plato was later to
do, postulate two different modes of being and two (or more)
degrees of reality, then of course we must agree that Parmenides is
right, as he goes on to demonstrate in his series of ironical questions
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and logical objections to every attempt to squirm free. “For what
birth of it wilt thou seek? How and from what did it grow? I shall not
allow thee to say or think ‘from what is not’, for it is not to be said or
thought that ‘it 1s not’. And what need would have prompted it to
grow later or sooner, beginning from nothing? Thus it must either
fully be or else not be. . . . The verdict on this lies here: It is or it is
not. . . . How could what is afterwards perish? And how could it
come into being? For if it came into being, it &5 not, nor yet if it is
going to be at some future time. Thus becoming is extinguished,
and perishing not to be heard of” (trans. Guthrie). Thus also pro-
cess does not exist, nor does the world of the senses, nor does the
kosmos that Heraclitus declared was composed of interlocked and
interflowing opposites and that he claimed “always was and is and
shall be: an everliving fire, kindling in measures and going out in
measures’ (IFr. 30). Except for the One Being, which is non-
evolved, unfluctuating, whole, perfect, homogeneous, with neither
history nor future, all else, according to Parmenides, is merely
names “which mortals have laid down believing them to be true:
coming into being and perishing, being and not being, change of
place and alteration of bright colour™ (Fr. 8, 11.38-41).

“How are we to deal with all of these combatants?” Socrates asks
in the Theaetetus, referring to two philosophic camps very like the
Heracliteans and the Parmenideans. “For, little by httle, our
advance has brought us, without our knowing it, between the two
lines; and unless we can somehow fend them off and slip through,
we shall suffer for 1t” (180e-181a; trans. Cornford). And in the
Sophist we find the Eleatic Stranger following Socrates’ advice so as
to make agreement, for his own doctrine, from the Parmenideans
and the Heracliteans—giving some substance to what he calls the
Friends of Forms and some formal stability to what we may call
the unceasing Fluxionists. “From this, however, it follows,” the
Stranger says, “first, that, if all things are unchangeable no intelli-
gence can really exist anywhere in anything with regard to any
object”—which must be the epistemologist’s objection to Par-
menides. “And, on the other hand, if we allow that all things are
moving and changing, on that view equally we shall be excluding
intelligence from the class of real things” —which must be the ontol-
ogist’s objection to Heraclitus. “On these grounds, then,” he con-
cludes, “it seems that only one course 1s open to the philosopher who
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values knowledge and the rest above all else. He must refuse to ac-
cept from the champions cither of the One or of the many Forms the
doctrine that all Reality is changeless; and he must turn a deaf ear to
the cther party who represent Reality as everywhere changing. Like
a child begging for ‘both’, he must declare that Reality or the sum of
things is both at once—all that is unchangeable and all that is in
change” (249b-d; trans. Cornford). This is the stroke that Greek
philosophy had been looking for, the stroke that both Pythagoras
and Heraclitus had anticipated, though neither had quite accom-
plished it; nor was Parmenides more successful, for having distin-
guished an intelligible world from a physical world, he then went on
to deny, as his premises required him to do, the reality of the latter.
It was left for Plato to separate the two worlds—corporeal and incor-
poreal, changing and changeless, many and one, sensible and intel-
ligible—and declare that each had a kind of reality appropriate to it,
then proceed to define the cosmogonical, epistemological, and onto-
logical relationship existing between the two realms.

The paradox of Parmenides’ “Way of Truth” is that, having
denied any reality to a physical, sensory world, he goes on to de-
scribe his one reality, in notably sensory phrasing, as “complete on
every side, like the mass of a well-rounded ball [edxdkdov opaipng],
equal every way from the centre; for it may not be at all greater or
smaller in this direction or in that . . . ; for equal on all sides to itself,
it meets its limits uniformly” (Fr. 8; trans. Guthrie). In the Timasus,
Plato takes over this well-rounded sphere from Parmenides, but not
until he has first purified it and placed it within a system that can
account for its physicality and yet see that there 1s more to it than its
physical makeup. “We must,” Timaeus declares, “begin by distin-
guishing between that which always is and never becomes from that
which is always becoming but never is.” Now the universe or cos-
mos, Timaeus says, ‘“has come into being; for it is visible, tangible,
and corporeal, and therefore perceptible by the senses, and, as we
saw, sensible things are objects of opinion and sensation and there-
fore change and come into being.” Plato’s cosmos, then, though
Timaeus will soon describe it precisely in terms of Parmenides’ well-
rounded sphere, is obviously a place of Heraclitean flux; Plato’s
answer, which allows him, like the child, to have it both ways, is that
the cosmos has been “constructed on the pattern of what is appre-
hensible by reason and understanding and eternally unchanging”
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and “is a likeness of something else.” That something else is “the
highest and most completely perfect of intelligible things”—the
Forms as a single, unique whole, the Archetype, the Paradigm after
which the Demiurge creates—and if we judge by the visible uni-
verse, as we may do because the Demiurge is the consummate
craftsman in following his model, then the Forms are the perfect and
transcendent Sphere, but, unlike the universe, without body or
color or motion or change. The Sphere, as Jung says repeatedly of
his archetypes, is a Parmenidean Form without content. The uni-
verse, on the other hand, by its Heraclitean coming-to-be, draws
this Form down into a tangle of matter, gives content to it, and
clothes it in the variegated garments of the natural and the psychic
world. “Therefore he turned it into a rounded spherical shape, with
the extremes equidistant in all directions from the centre, a figure
that has the greatest degree of completeness and uniformity. . . . So
he established a single spherical universe in circular motion. . . . His
creation, then, for all these reasons, was a blessed god” (Timaeus,

27d-34b; trans. Lee).

“Fools—for they have no far-reaching thoughts, who suppose
that what formerly was not can come inte being or that anything can
die and perish wholly. For there is no means whereby anything
could come to be out of what in no way is, and it cannot be brought
about or heard of that what is should perish” (Fr. 11). Laying about
him, here as elsewhere, on behalf of Parmenidean doctrine, Em-
pedocles characteristically batters philosophical fools (among them
Pythagoras, whom he otherwise approves) with greater glee and
gusto than Parmenides himself displays in snapping at the “hordes
without judgment” or than Heraclitus shows in sneering at kot polloi.
Like Plato, Empedocles accepted Parmenides’ rebuke to Pythag-
orean cosmogony, but he could hardly go on with Parmenides to
deny all this pluralistic world and its inhabitants, since, as he says,
he had himself earlier been “a boy and a girl, a bush and a bird and
a dumb fish of the sea,” and he now ruefully contemplates himself
fallen into a world of Yahoos: “Of these 1 too am now one, an exile
from the gods and a wanderer. . . .” (Fr. 115). In addition to its
special virtues as poetry—a remarkable verbal energy, a bright
mythic splendor, a pervasive strength of imagery, humor, and
personality—Empedocles’ work represents a halfway house—a
summary and a projection—on the way to Platonism.
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Though he was equal to name-calling with the best of them, Em-
pedocles, departing from the practice of his doctrinal father Par-
menides, drew positively from all his philosophic forerunners. For
his belief in the immortality of the soul, its reincarnation and possi-
ble transmigration; for his adherence to the Orphic mysteries; for
his faith that the activity of philosophy will purify and deify the soul
of the philosopher and so release it from the wheel of reincarnations
—for all these, Empedocles was indebted to Pythagoras, and he
shared the faith of the Pythagoreans in the number four as a root—
or the root—of nature and “of all things.” The Pythagorean oath
“by him that gave to our generation the tetractys, the fount and root
of eternal nature,” anticipated, and perhaps influenced, Empedo-
cles’ discovery of the rhizomata, the four roots of all things.'® For his
account of universal creation in the 7Timaeus, Plato borrowed the
four elements from Empedocles, placing under them a geometrical
structure and over them a mathematical harmony drawn from
Pythagoras,

While he respected Parmenidean logic as much as he admired
Pythagorean religion, Empedocles was no more willing than Plato to
join Parmenides in severing contact with sensory phenomena or to
agree with the Eleatic master in his absolute denial of Heraclitean
flux and motion. To satisfy a yearning toward Parmenidean mon-
ism without denying the reality of Heraclitean change is a delicate
and difficult affair, and as from Plato it required a theory of Forms,
so from Empedocles it called forth a theory of elements and of alter-
nating cycles. Like Socrates’ child, Empedocles succeeded in having
it both ways by adopting the major insights of Parmenides and
Heraclitus but with a radical variation on both: he replaced Parme-
nides’ one changeless Being with four changeless elements; and he
argued that movement from One to many and many to One is not,
as Heraclitus would have it, simultaneous and paradoxical but al-
ternating and cyclical—first the indivisible One, then separation
into four, then reunion as the One, then separation. . . . According
to Empedocles’ cosmological vision, which is a corollary of his
religious vision, a state of unmoving, stable, homogeneous unity,

10. The Pythagorean oath and the Empedoclean declaration shared language as
well as imagery: the word translated “root™ in the oath is the same as Empedocles’
infipara, but in the singular (@evdov gloemg pilopa)—" mass of roots” or “element”
is the definition in Liddell-Scott, citing both the Empedoclean passage and the
Pythagorean oath.
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symbolized in Empedocles as in Parmenides by the Sphere, obtained
in a golden age of the past and will obtain again in the future, but
not now when everything is in motion and change, ruled by the con-
flict of opposites. Now the universe 1s Herachitean; in another time 1t
was and will be Parmenidean. Time, which goes back and forth rath-
er than forward, is essential to Empedocles’ system but not to Hera-
clitus’ (where the same Logos-fire has always burned and always will
burn) nor to Parmenides” (where past and future are denied along
with the demial of change). By declaring for alternating cycles,
Empedocles manages to reconcile the eternal duration of Heraclitus’
Fr. 30 with the denial of that duration in Parmenides’ Fr. 8. Fur-
thermore, by making his cycles perpetual, Empedocles gets rid of
the Parmenidean objection to Pythagoras (why does it begin “later
or sooner, beginning from nothing”?) since, as in a circle, the
process has neither beginning nor end.

Besides the four elements—the ultimate, irreducible archar, the
roots of the sensible world—there are two motive forces, called by
Empedocles Love and Strife, ruling over the alternating movements
toward unity and toward plurality. Love brings the elements into
oneness—the blessed state of the Sphere; Strife separates them into
four. Between those extremes the phenomenal world of appearance,
motion, and change—the world, that is, as we know 1t, for there is
no human existence at either extreme—perpetually comes into
being, first in one direction, then in the other. “A double tale will I
tell: at one time it grew to be one only from many, at another it
divided again to be many from one. There 1s a double coming into
being of mortal things and a double passing away. One is brought
about, and again destroyed, by the coming together of all things, the
other grows up and is scattered as things are again divided. And
these things never cease from continual shifting, at one time all com-
ing together, through Love, into one, at another each borne apart
from the others through Strife” (Fr. 17; trans. Raven). Though they
are themselves always the same, the four elements, coming to per-
fect rest under the rule of Love and to frantic motion under the rule
of Strife, combine and recombine in such a way as to make up the
ever shifting world of appearances. What the eye sees, therefore
(and likewise with the other senses), is no more than a continual
shifting of the appearances which rise out of and obscure the under-
lying elemental quaternity; but if the observer succeeds in seeing
appearances with the eye yet understanding the four elements with
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the mind, he will have grasped the real reality of things, both the
Heraclitean flux and the Parmenidean stasis. For Heraclitus, the
basic reality s change, and the ultimate truth is a Cusanean coin-
cidentia oppositorum. For Parmenides, on the other hand, there can be
no coincidence of opposites because there are no opposites. Here
again, Empedocles successfully begs for both: his four unchanging
elements are the conflicting and cooperating opposites of the world
of becoming; his Sphere symbolizes the world of being where the
four cannot conflict because, under the beneficent rule of Love, they
are harmoniously, indivisibly one: “equal to himself from every side
and quite without end, he stays fast in the close covering of Har-
mony, a rounded sphere rejoicing in his circular solitude” (Frs, 27
and 28; trans. Raven).

The step from Empedocles to Plato is very small but very impor-
tant, being a question, once again, of the definitive separation of the
two realms of existence: in Plato the separation is modal, in Em-
pedocles it is temporal. Empedocles’ Sphere, when the rule of Love
is complete (the ogaipog, which, according to Aristotle, Empedocles
considered to be gbdapovéotaros Oedg, “a most blessed god™) cor-
responds to Plato’s transcendent, nontemporal realm of Forms, a
world separated from this one not in time but in mode of being and
degree of reality. All else in Empedocles, except for this time when
Love dominates entirely—the time of increasing Love, the time of
increasing Strife, the moment of total Strife—has to do with the
world of becoming (not with the world of being), with Heraclitean
flux (not with Parmenidean stasis), with Plato’s cave existence (not
with the direct sun).

Drawing both broad outlines and specific details from this twofold
Empedoclean tale of cosmogony and zoogony, Plato produced
various myths about the human condition, about the fallen state in
which our divine spirit is forced to live, and about the restorative
powers of philosophy. The androgynous being of Aristophanes’
brilliant and witty tale in the Symposium (189d) is none other than
Empedocles’ “whole-natured form”; the “double tale” of reversed
half cycles that mirror one another, narrated by the Stranger of the
Politicus (270a), 1s the same tale Empedocles tells in both his poem
“On Nature” and in “Purifications”; and the daimones of the Phaedo,
the Symposium, the Republic, the Phaedrus, and the Timaeus are, mu-
tatis mutandis, the darmones of Empedocles’ Fr. 115, demigods exiled
from heaven, destined to walk the earth a spell (“thrice ten thousand
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seasons” in both Empedocles and Plato) until sufficiently purified
by the divinifying effects of philosophy. Empedocles, like Pythag-
oras, normally occurs in a context of myth in Plato, for they were
the two who taught him (in contrast to and conjunction with the les-
sons of epistemology and ontology learned from Heraclitus and Par-
menides) about such things as the soul’s immortality, reincarnation,
purification, and possible escape from the wheel; for such truths as
these, not the language of logic but only the language of myth will
suffice.

And now the felos, the end and justification of this ancient Greek
tale. It is the special genius of Plato and the most distinctive feature
of his philosophy to embrace and reconcile virtually all imaginable
contraries. He is, as it were, the narrator of Greek philosophy,
presenting its chief characters—protagonists and antagonists—in
thematic pattern, drawing them together and apart as figures in a
dance. So doing, he makes his own philosophy the reason for the
dance, its climax and its conclusion, for in that philosophy he takes
up, opposes, correlates, and conjoins not only the characters but
also the ideas, doctrines, and systems represented by the primal
forerunners. The system that Plato constructed has very much the
nature of a complexio oppositorum. It 1s both monistic and pluralistic
(and succeeds in being both of them simultaneously rather than
alternately); it combines formal and material explanations of the
origin of the sensible world (merging the mathematical proportions
and geometrical forms of Pythagoras with the four elements of Em-
pedocles); it joins rational discourse to mythical narrative, com-
pletes prose statement with poetic enactment, and marries the dia-
lectical language of consciousness to the symbolic language of the
unconscious; it conceives of a world of sensible things participating
in supersensible Forms with mathematical objects, daimones,
Jungian archetypal images, and Yeatsian symbols serving as the
point of participation between physical things on the one hand and
intelligible Forms, the gods, disembodied archetypes, and pure
meaning on the other hand; it comprehends different, contrasting
degrees of reality in the physical and in the intelhigible worlds; 1t
posits both a microcosm and a macrocosm, the former being not a
mere fragment of the latter but a compressed epitome, a full ana-
logue, and a point-by-point imitation of it; it sees time as a reflection
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of eternity and eternity as an ideal encircling of time. Like a Jungian
mandala or a squared circle, like Yeatsian gyres enclosed in a
sphere, the Platonic system unites opposites in such a way as to be
greater than any of them individually, greater even than all of them
in sum.

Plato’s predecessors (excepting Parmenides) addressed themselves
to one major question: How did this universe come to be what it is?
Implicit in that question and preliminary to it was another one that
forced itself on Pythagoras, Heraclitus, and Empedocles: Out of
what did the universe come? Where, why, and how did it have its
start? Pythagoras was tripped up when he tried to pass from the for-
mal to the material, when he tried to go directly from numbers to
things. Making a blind leap from forms to things, Pythagoras
tumbled into the gap (and was zestfully helped into it by Parme-
nides) that he had himself opened up but never really noticed.
Heraclitus was much cagier than Pythagoras (or much “darker”—
to a latter-day reader these qualities are much the same), hedging
his bets on immanence and transcendence by never making it clear
whether his Logos-fire is an immaterial principle or a material ele-
ment. Is his fire an archz in the sense of a first principle, or an arch# in
the sense of an original substance? Heraclitus is too wily to commit
himself—or at least the fragments to which we attach the name
“Heraclitus” refuse to be committed. Heraclitus did not posit two
different modes of existence; hence, there being no nearer side and
no farther side, there was no Pythagorean gap for Heraclitus to fall
into, Or, to adopt Heraclitus’ own imagery: there are no river
banks, there is only the river; and mortals do not fall into the river,
they themselves are rivers always, like everything around them,
flowing and streaming and wasting away. Empedocles tried a new
way of accounting for this phenomenal universe: not content with a
single archaic element, he declared for the full quaternity—air,
earth, fire, and water—which, he said, combine and recombine,
Join and separate to compose the continually changing face of a
totally physical universe. But the question remains: How and why
did the process of the universe start? Empedocles had a twofold
dodge by way of answer. First, he relieved himself of the burden of
secking a beginning by maintaining that his universe was a closed
system comprising two half-cycles in perpetual alternation, con-
stantly shuttling back and forth without beginning or end. Second,
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he introduced into his universe two causes of joining and separating
which he named Love and Strife, and he tried to ally them as formal
archai to the four elements as physical archai. Empedocles, in other
words, smuggled Love and Strife into his closed system under the
guise of formal principles and causes when i1t 1s perfectly clear that
they are by nature as material as the four elements themselves: Love
1s a physical attraction of the elements, and Strife a physical repulsion;
both come from within the physical system, not from outside it.
Empedocles did not, like Heraclitus, refuse to commit himself; on
the contrary, with characteristic ério he overcommitted himself,
thereby showing a certain disregard for philosophical niceties. For
Empedocles there was a nearer side but no farther side, and his leap
into the abyss was rather like Gloucester’s leap at Dover—either a
jump from dizzying heights into nothingness or else a jump from
this level ground to that precisely similar level ground half a foot
away.

In contrast to Heraclitus, with much greater clarity than Pythag-
oras, and without the corporeal-noncorporeal confusion of Empedo-
cles, Plato committed himself not to a philosophy of either/or but to
a philosophy of both—both separate and different, both together
and interdependent. He established a nearer and a farther side,
and, hike Pythagoras but with clearer and more conscious intent, he
separated the two sides; having done so, however, he did not allow
himself to be tumbled into the void. Plato closed the gap—that charis-
mos of his own making—not by drawing together the sides but by fill-
ing the space between with such powerful beings and figures as Eros
and other spirits, daimones, mythic characters, mathematical obijects,
archetypal images, symbols. Thus, as Socrates says is true of a spirit
that “bridges the gap between” mortal and immortal, Plato “pre-
vents the universe from falling into two separate halves” (Symposium,
202¢). Adopting and extending the imagery of Heraclitus, Plato
would say that the soul comes at birth from the near back of
eternity, enters into that river of time which is both body and world,
and issues on the far bank of eternity, leaving behind the body, the
world, and the river as the residue of time, its witness and its hos-
tage. The important thing is that both banks were there for Plato, as
they were not for Heraclitus; so too was the river, as it was not for
Parmenides.
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The four elements of the Timaeus are perhaps the best illustration
of Plato’s genius in reconciling opposites: by nature they are half
formal and half material; in origin they have been borrowed some-
what from Empedocles, somewhat from Pythagoras, and somewhat
from Heraclitus, with Parmenides never far away, restraining Plato,
by his logical objections, from drowning himself in a flood of mere
phenomena. The Timaeus elements are Empedoclean in that they
combine and recombine in different proportions to form different
compounds, different appearances, different living shapes; but
those elements are non-Empedoclean in that they are not themselves
ulimate or immutable. Empedocles’ four elements cannot be
broken down any further—his air, earth, fire, and water are 1rre-
ducible roots—but Plato’s elements can be because, laying Pythag-
orean formalism over Empedoclean materialism, Plato assigns a
geometrical form and a mathematical figure to each of the elements.
Ultimately, Plato’s archai are formal though they appear to us as
material elements, and his individual elements are capable of inter-
changing being because their geometrical forms merge and inter-
penetrate and so forever become new elemental forms. This of
course is not possible in Empedocles: air and water can combine to
present a certain appearance, but air does not become water, nor
water air; in fact, this continual interchange of natures is borrowed
from Heraclitus, Plato’s other scientist of physical process, who told
how the elements perpetually lived each other’s death.

The geometrical forms underlying and implicated in sensible
reality in Plato have also their models to imitate—models that are
more perfect and more purely formal than themselves. The shape of
fire, for example, is only an imperfect imitation of the ideal, matter-
free, pyramidal form which exists in a ditferent, supersensible realm
and in another way from fire. In the Platonic hierarchy everything
“participates” in a formal reality superior to itself—so that fire par-
ticipates in the pyramid as a mathematical object which in turn par-
ticipates in the ideal pyramid, that being a real object of thought but
not of experience. Going downward in the hierarchy (Forms —>
mathematical objects = physical things), everything “images,” at a
lower degree or intensity of reality, that which is above it: as above
perfectly, so below imperfectly. Hence Plato’s ultimate archai are
not physical or sensible at all but are moral, metaphysical, and
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psychological; they are the Ideas or Forms—the Form of the Good,
the Form of the Beautifl, etc.—on which the Demiurge modelled
his universal creation. In the Symposium (210e-211b), Diotima de-
scribes to Socrates what might be called the philosopher’s progress
—a movement that exactly reverses the Demiurge’s creation, going
from the Heraclitean flux and pluralism of this world, where beauty,
caught in the sensual music of human bodies, comes into being and
passes away, to the Parmenidean stability of a transcendent world,
where Beauty, freed of the sensual, is “absolute, existing alone with
itself, unique, eternal.”

In the Timaeus, Plato propounds a temporal metaphor, rather
than a spatial metaphor, for this same longing of the philosophic
spirit. Time, in the most pregnant, mythical, and symbolic passage
in all of Plato (Timaeus, 37d), is an almost-sphere, circles upon cir-
cles yearming towards spherical perfection, a myriad revolutions
throughout the universe participating in, imitating, and forever
becoming, but never quite being, the closed and complete, glorious
sphere of eternity. As Blake declared, eternity is in love with the pro-
ductions of time, because, while 1t 1s the 1deal model for those pro-
ductions of time, eternity produces nothing itself. Time, on the
other hand, while it produces Grecian urns and golden birds, longs
after eternity and aspires forever to return to the sphere that first
gave time its shape. Intermediate between the two, like daimones,
geometrical figures, and archetypal images, are the heavenly spheres
which in their endless turning imitate the One Sphere while also
determining the process of time.

“No,” Empedocles says of his virtually divine and unquestion-
ably archetypal elements, his téooupa navrav pullopata, his ultimate,
quaternal reality, “No, there are just these, but running through
one another they become now some things and now others and yet
ever and always the same” (Fr. 17). So too it could be said of the
archetypal figures of Greek philosophy, of Pythagoras and Heracli-
tus, Parmenides and Empedocles, *“No, there are just these, but
running through one another they become now some things and
now others”—now Platonic philosophy and Neoplatonic elabora-
tion, now Plotiman mysticism and Augustiman theology, now
Swedenborgian vision and Blakean symbolism, now Jungian plero-
matic psychology and Yeatsian mummy-wheat poetics, “and yet
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ever and always the same”: the four rhizamata subtly interwoven and
changed into something rich and strange, transformed to become
the undying, invisible rhizome of Platonism both as a system and as
a tradition. Its flowers are of a day, blossoming and fading in a
man’s lifetime, but the rhizome itself is as ancient as thought, as
deep as psyche, whose limits, as Heraclitus says, “you would not
find even by travelling along every path: so deep a logos does it
have” (Fr. 45). From deep, deep down, where it is untouched by the
frosts of time, merely strengthened by increase of age, the perennial
rhizome still, even in our day, nourishes its bright, beautiful, brief
flowers.



CHAPTER II

Numbers, Harmony, and
Metempsychosis

Writing in 1930 to “Michael’s Schoolmaster™ (in inverted commas
because that gentleman inhabited an imaginary and ideal world
more than any real one), Yeats commanded that his son be taught
“mathematics as thoroughly as his capacity permits” (Ex,, p. 321).
This seems innocuous enough: the natural concern of any father
that his son have the learning necessary to get on in a world where
science lords it over all merely because it has at its command a whole
array of mathematical symbols, geometrical figures, and intricate
formulae that ordinary humanity—the poet and the common man
—can never hope to understand. In fact, however, Yeats had
another reason, more specific and at once both humorous and seri-
ous, for his injunction: “Teach him mathematics as thoroughly as
his capacity permits. [ know that Bertrand Russell must, seeing that
he is such a featherhead, be wrong about everything, but as I have
no mathematics I cannot prove it.” Over and beyond the neat dis-
position of Bertrand Russell, there is an interesting assumption
here: that without mathematics Yeats could not “prove,” refute,
or demonstrate anything in philosophy but that, conversely, with

54
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mathematics he might expect to prove certain points “about every-
thing” —which is without a doubt a large and important subject; it is
also a typically Yeatsian one. Yeats’s ignorance of mathematics is
very much like his lamentable loss of Greek: with his “Greek gone,”
Yeats says, he could gather no more than “the broken bread of old
philosophers” (Ex., p. 60); with his mathematics nonexistent, he
had no measuring stick that he might use to beat the head of Bertrand
Russell and his philosophy. They are, Yeats implies, a symbiotic
pair: philosophy, a love and search for the truth; and mathematics,
a means to prove that truth when found. His lack of mathematics
was therefore as serious to Yeats as his forgetting of the language
that would have made not only Homer and the poets but also
ancient philosophy accessible to him (Greek, fittingly, was the other
subject Yeats wanted his son taught). Regrettable as his ignorance
of mathematics no doubt was, however, Yeats’s predicament was
nothing like as dire as Jung’s, for Yeats implies that, had he been
taught, he could have learned some mathematics even though he
might never have mastered all its complexities. It seems that Jung,
on the other hand, was simply unteachable, thoroughly incapable,
beyond both help and hope. According to his longtime friend Albert
Oeri, Jung “was, frankly, an idiot in mathematics” (Spring 1970, p.
183). And yet, their mathematical frailty notwithstanding—a frailty
amounting in the one case to mere idiocy'—both Yeats and Jung
based a very large part of their thought on the formalizing patterns
that the human mind discovers, apparently simultaneously, both
within itself and outside itself in the universe and which it then
formulates as the ordering principles, everywhere valid and immut-
able, of geometry and mathematics. Yeats and Jung were Pythag-
oreans through and through, it would be fair to say, in tendency and
temperament, if not in learning or ability.

It may well be, of course, that the sense of awe and mystery with
which Yeats and Jung regarded numbers was on the one hand exag-
gerated and on the other hand a direct consequence of their shared
mathematical weakness (why should they not consider that a mys-
tery which was so mysterious to them?); but however we explaiﬁ it,

1. Or, as Jung himself puts it, with somewhat more of delicacy and compassion
for his failure, *1 am not gifted in mathematics . . .”" (Analytical Psychology, p. 75). Ina
letter Jung referred to his “notoriously helpless state concerning higher mathe-
matics™ (Letters, 11, 215), but as I shall suggest later, he thought himself pretty much
a master of lower mathematics.
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and deny it as they might, there is more than a hint of Pythagorean
mysticism in what Yeats and Jung had to say on the subject. “Am I
a mystic?”’ Yeats rhetorically asked Ethel Mannin in a letter written
little more than a month before his death: “Am I a mystic?—no, 1
am a practical man. [ have seen the raising of Lazarus and the loaves
and fishes and have made the usual measurements, plummet line,
spirit-level and have taken the temperature by pure mathematic”
(Letters, p. 921). In the rhythms of his poetry and in the geometric
designs of A4 Vision, Yeats “made the usual measurements” and
came to conclude that “for the first time I understand human life”
(Lelters, p. 644) and that the true arcanum finally lies in “pure
mathematic.” If, in cosmic terms, numbers are, as Pythagoras
maintained, the ultimate reality available to our minds, then they
are also the ultimate mystery, deserving of all our awe and rever-
ence. Thus the paradox in what Yeats says: numbers themselves are
more mysterious and more powerfully affective—more mystical—
even than the miracles of the resurrected body and the multiplied
loaves and fishes that the numbers were put to confirm. Were it not
for the numbers that make man one with the cosmos and with the
perpetual rebirth of that cosmos, there would be no resurrected
body, no multiplication of loaves and fishes. Yeats's disavowal of
mysticism here is not very strenuous, nor is it at all defensive or
peevish—“mystic,” after all, so far as he was concerned, was not a
horrid name—but Jung was unquestionably sincere when he angrily
rejected, again and again, the name of mystic. Nevertheless, even
when he is concluding a tetchy defense of himself and his favorite
number (“I am . . . [not| responsible for the number four. . . . My
critics seem to have the funny idea that [ have a special liking for the
number four and therefore find it everywhere™), Jung eventually
succumbs to the alluring quaternity with this remark: “I will only
mention in passing that . . . the number four possesses special math-
ematical properties” (CW, XIII, pars. 329-30). In light of the fact
that Jung was “not gifted in mathematics” it may be just as well that
he only mentions this in passing; moreover, one suspects that the
“special mathematical properties” of the number four are not far
remote from special mystical properties and that had Jung gone into
too much detail he might have convicted himself out of his own
mouth. All his statements to the contrary notwithstanding, Jung did
have a great fondness for the number four and for what he would
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call its numinous qualities—a fondness which Pythagoreans and
Neophythagoreans (who specially reverenced, among other num-
bers, the four and the ten) would well understand. Yeats had no spe-
cial emotional attachment to any one particular number (though he
cannot be said to have been altogether immune to the charms of
two, three, and four); indeed, Yeats’s view of matters mathematical
was probably more genuinely Pythagorean and generally Greek
than Jung’s. Order and beauty, according to Yeats’s notion, are to
be found not in one number or another but in the rhythms estab-
lished by proportionate relationship. Be that as it may, however,
Jung’s archetypes and his mandalas, like Yeats’s symbols and his
rhythms, were possessed of a numerical-mathematical structure that
was somehow responsible for their affective power and that put
Yeats and Jung in line with the best Pythagorean tradition.

“With respect to Hippasus,” lamblichus tells us in his Life of
Pythagoras, *‘they assert that he was one of the Pythagoreans, but
that in consequence of having divulged and described the method of
forming a sphere from twelve pentagons, he perished in the sea, as
an impious person, but retained the renown of having made the dis-
covery. In reality, however, this as well as everything else pertaining
to geometry, was the invention of that man; for thus without men-
tioning his name, they denominate Pythagoras.”? The striking fact
about this cautionary tale is that nowhere is it suggested that Hip-
pasus impiously revealed what would ordinarily be deemed a reli-
gious mystery; always it is a question of a geometrical, mathemati-
cal, or intellectual mystery. As if someone were now to discover how
to square the circle and were to publish that mystery for the initiate
and the profane alike: death would be the only answer. “The knowl-
edge of reality”—how to form a sphere from twelve pentagons, for
example, or how to square the circle—*1s always in some measure a
secret knowledge” (Auto., p. 482), according to the great Irish some-
time mystic, sometime non-mystic; and then, concluding a section
so that it is neither possible nor necessary for him to elaborate and
explain the remark, he says, with just the right Yeatsian mix of
meaning and madness, designed to tease the reader out of thought:
“It is a kind of death.” The knowledge of reality meant a kind of
death for Hippasus, of course, but this is not what Yeats has in

2. lamblichus, Life af Pythagoras . . . ctc., trans. Thomas Taylor (London: John
M. Watkins, 1963; reprinted from edition of 1818), pp. 47-48.
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mind. He suggests, rather, that “knowledge of reality” transcends
the human realm and human consciousness, or, as he says else-
where, “wisdom is the property of the dead, / A something incom-
patible with life.” Having discovered that it 1s number, numinous,
ubiquitous, and immutable, that connects the human and the divine
worlds and that simple numerical ratios determine the same order in
human music and in the heavens, Pythagoras proceeded to assert a
universal karmonia, a correspondence of above and below, a kinship
among all living things, a pattern of cyclical recurrence in human
experience, and a doctrine of reincarnation or metempsychosis. Or
perhaps it was all the other way about: maybe he began with rein-
carnation, cyclical regeneration, and universal kinship and con-
cluded with correspondence and harmonia and numbers as the basis
of reality. In either case, the Pythagorean doctrines were so cun-
ningly interwoven that to adopt one would lead initiates inevitably
on to acceptance of all the others—as, indeed, Yeats and Jung ac-
cepted all the Pythagorean doctrines with only a few qualifications
and explanations offered on the subject of reincarnation.

Yeats, enjoying one of his obstreperous and oracular moods,
wrote in one of his last essays that “Man has made mathematics, but
God reality” (Ex., p. 435). But—it can be objected to Yeats—if
reality itself be mathematical, what then? For man can be said to
have drawn circles and squares and to have used numbers to tram-
mel, contain, express, and order reality in the images of his own
mind; but this does not mean that reality is not a squared circle or a
harmonia of simple-number ratios. That 1s precisely what it is—in
two more or less adequate symbols—as well as many other things
besides; and the mind, even as it projects and receives images of
order, is itself an important element, and deeply implicated, in the
total reality. It might have been salutary if Yeats could have tried
explaining his aphorism to Nicholas of Cusa, whom Yeats much
admired and who was a good many steps ahead of him not only in
time but in mathematical abilities as well. What Cusanus had to say
on the matter—and acting the part of a good Pythagorean he traces
the idea right back to “that man” —makes numbers to be the formal
archat behind creation and the ordering principle of all reality, visi-
ble and invisible, created and uncreated. “Whether | be a Pythag-
orean or no, I know not. . . . But I thinke the Pythagoreans, which,
as thou sayest, do Philosophize all things by numbers, very grave
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and witty men.” This is the Idiot speaking, in Cusanus’ book of the
same title, and what he goes on to say would have had from Yeats,
had he ever encountered the passage, entire agreement; nor should
any suggestion of irreverence be read into this collocation of Yeats
and the Idiot, since the Idiot is a mask for Nicholas in the same way
as the wild old wicked man was for Yeats. The Idiot continues thus:
“Nor do I believe that they meant our mathematicall number,
which proceeds from our mind, for it is manifest, that cannot be the
beginning of anything; they speak symbolically and rationally, of
the number which proceeds from the Divine minde, of which
mathematicall number is but the image. For as our mind is in rela-
tion to that eternall infinite mind; so the number of our mind, to the
number of that mind."? Before ever that Number, “of which mathe-
maticall number is but the image,” was contaminated with space,
with time, with creation, it existed in purity and perfection, being
the “essential exemplar” to Nicholas and providing the formal prin-
ciple for the “paradigm” and model of Timaeus, the Forms and
Ideas of Plato, the archetypes of Jung, and the symbols of Yeats;
“for I think,” the latter says in A Vision, “as did Swedenborg in his
mystical writings, that the forms of geometry can have but a sym-
bolic relation to spaceless reality, Mundus Intelligibilis” (pp. 69-70).
Of course this is true, and it is perfectly Cusanesque as well as being
Jungian, Plotinian, Platonic, and Pythagorean: the realm inter-
mediate between sensibles and universals, between the ceaseless flux
and spaceless reality is the province of geometric figures, of “mathe-
maticall numbers,” of symbols—in each case, those discovered (not
invented) powers which the mind can avail itself of to order chaos,
to return for the eternal moment from the disjunct many to the
Monad that they were in the beginning. Thus Yeats says, in our
time, the same thing of geometry and mathematics as was said by
Swedenborg in the eighteenth century, by the Idiot in the fifteenth
century, by Saint Augustine in the fifth century, by Plotinus in the
third century of our era, and before them by Plato in the fourth cen-
tury B.C.; it 15 also the same thing implied, if not definitely stated,
by Pythagoras (he first of all) in the sixth century 8.c. When, back
in the twentieth century, we hear Jung (plumping, as usual, for his
favorite number) declare in his essay on “Mandala Symbolism”

3. The Idwot . . . etc., Book 111, chapter 6; anon. trans. (London: William Leake,
1650), pp. 91-92.
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that “the tetraktys . .,. underlies all existence,”* we may be
momentarily stunned by the daring, the absoluteness and exclu-
sivity, of his numerology: all existence? only the tetraktys? This carries
more than a hint of those mysterious “special mathematical proper-
ties” said (by Jung) to reside in the number four; but a moment’s
reflection will reveal to us that Jung's mathematics are not so very
different from those of the Idiot (though this is not, of course, what
Albert Oeri meant in his comment about his friend’s abilities), and
that they are both, Jung and the Idiot alike, displaying a very basic,
archaic, and primitive mode of mental functioning in their mathe-
matical reduction of “all existence.” Moreover, as Jung was well
aware, he had behind him the authority of “that man” in his exalta-
tion of the tetraktys: “Ten is the very nature of number,” Aetius tells
us in his discussion of Pythagorean numbers. “All Greeks and all
barbarians alike count up to ten, and having reached ten revert
again to the unit. And again, Pythagoras maintains, the power of
the number ten lies in the number four, the tetrad. . . . And so the
Pythagoreans used to invoke the tetrad as their most binding oath:
‘Nay, by him that gave to our generation the tetraktys, which con-
tains the fount and root of eternal nature’” (DK 58B15; trans.
Raven). This is an oath I doubt not Jung would have taken, for as
Pythagoras to his generation, so Jung himself has given “to our gen-
eration the tetraktys.”

Robert Benchley once remarked, with a certain reflexive logic,
that people can be divided into two groups—those who divide
people into two groups and those who don’t. Pythagoras was un-
doubtedly the founder, and Pythagoreans of all times have been
charter members, of the divider group: everything under the moon
(though not beyond it) provides grist for their dualisuc dividing
mill. The Pythagorean Table of Opposites—putting (among other
things) good, light, unity, straight, and male on one side as against
bad, dark, plurality, crooked, and female on the other side—repre-
sents the most basic gesture of the creature that Jung calls “archaic
man” (CW, VI, par. 963) in his effort “to bring order into the chaos
of appearance” (CW, VIII, par. 870). Unity—which in one way of

4. CW,IX, pt. 1, par. 641, Jung's most thorough reading of number symbolism,
commencing (naturally) with Pythagoras and centering (equally naturally) on the
Timaeus, is to be found in “A Psychological Approach to the Trinity,” CW, XI, pars.
179-93.
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looking at it is pure order, but in another way of regarding it 1s mere
chaos—must first be divided into two, that is, into opposites; and
two, logically, must then be divided into four—which explains, inci-
dentally, why Jung has little more than good-natured scorn for the
number three or the triad: because, in his eyes (and in his phrase), it
is nothing but a “mutilated,” “disturbed,” “defective™ quaternity
(CW, IX, part 1, par. 430; IX, part 1, par. 646; [X, part 2, par.
351). It is from precisely this Pythagorean passion for order that
Jung, in his Psychological Types, first divides all humanity into “ex-
traverted” and “introverted” and then redivides all humanity,
according to another scheme, into four types, corresponding to the
four functions—feeling and thinking, sensation and intuition. At
roughly the same time that Jung was dividing all men into two
groups and then into four, Yeats was being informed by his Instruc-
tors that the whole of human history should be divided into primary
and antithetical cones and that, according to another scheme, the
psychological types of humanity are all determined by the operation
of four—as Jung always insisted, and Yeats agreed, not three or
five, but precisely four—faculties: will and mask, body of fate and
creative mind. For his primal division Jung took no personal credit
(nor did Yeats for his, seeing that it was delivered to him through his
wife’s automatic writing). It was the work of the old Pythagore-
ans,” Jung says (CW, VI, par. 963), giving the very best and
longest of philosophic pedigrees to that natural tendency discovered
in his own mind and in the mind of any man who sets about making
order out of confusion. This new Pythagorean also (though going
under the old name of Basilides) commences his sermons to the
clamoring dead by making the first, necessary division which will
eventually lead to order and to the intellectual and emotional satis-
faction of the congregation of the dead: “We must, therefore, dis-
tinguish the qualities of the pleroma,” Jung/Basilides says. “The
qualities are PAIRS OF OPPOSITES . . ." (VII Sermones, p. 11).
There follows a Table of Opposites—including Good, Light, and
The One on one side, as against Evil, Darkness, and the Many on
the other side—which is entirely Pythagorean in composition and
intention with, for variety, the odd echo from Heraclitus (“Living
and Dead”), from Plato (“Difference and Sameness”), and—though
Jung would not have known this—from Yeats (“Time and Space”).
“So far as I myself can pass judgment on my own point of view,”

+
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Jung declared, contrasting his approach with what he thought to be
the monism of Freud and Adler, “it is not monistic but, if anything,
dualistic, being based on the principle of opposites . . .” (CW, IV,
par. 758). According to Jung's vision, the basic, primal act of the
mind—and, in this sense, one of the archetypal acts of the mind
(another, or the other, archetypal mental act being the reverse of this
one: a return from plurality, through opposites, to unity)—is to
divide in two and in four and so on until division runs its course and
is transformed into its opposite to seek once again a state of undi-
vided wholeness. This inherent intellectual-emotional urge to divi-
sion and separation is to be accounted for, Jung says, as “a vague
instinct for order” which, to achieve its desired goal, employs “the
most primitive of all devices, namely counting” (CW, X, par. 743).

Whichever way we choose to regard number—whether as that
which was in the beginning and that on which the created universe
is modelled, or as the means which the mind possesses to give order
to the swarm of things it encounters; whether, that is, we think of
number as descending from above down to creation or as ascending
from below up to a realm of order—in cither case it supplies the
invisible link (and ultimately the only link, since the connection
must be formal and the essence of form is in number: without num-
ber there i1s no form) between above and below and between mind
and phenomena. Numbers may be taken metaphysically as archar
(formal archai, however, not material), or they may be taken psy-
chologically as capacities of the mind, Both views bear the Pythag-
orean imprimatur, and both are granted equal possibility in Jung’s
statement that number “is the predestined instrument for creating
order, or for apprehending an already existing, but still unknown,
regular arrangement or ‘orderedness’” (CW, VIII, par. 870).
When Jung goes on to “define number psychologically,” giving
emphasis to his definition with italics, as “an archetype of order which
has become conscious,” he is doing no more than translating some
very ancient ideas into the modern language of analytical psychol-
ogy, for the Jungian archetype—like a Yeatsian symbol, like a Pla-
tonic mathematical figure, like Pythagorean numbers—is a power-
ful mediator, a great daimon, that connects two materially different
but formally related kosmor.

The first of the ten pairs of opposites in the original Pythagorean
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Table of Opposites consists of Limit and Unlimited (répag xai
Grepov), and the second of Odd and Even (mepittodv xai dpriov),
and as Aristotle, who is responsible for preserving the Table for us,
suggests, it is from the joining of these two pairs of opposites that
number comes and hence that the Pythagorean cosmogony com-
mences: “these thinkers,” he says, in a passage that immediately
precedes the Table of Opposites, “also consider that number is the
principle [@pyfv—the etymological root of Jung’s “archetype”]
both as matter for things and as forming their modifications and
their permanent states, and hold that the elements of number are
the even and the odd, and of these the former is unlimited, and the
latter limited; and the 1 proceeds from both of these (for it is both
even and odd), and number from the 1; and the whole heaven, as
has been said, is numbers” (Metaphysics A5, 986al15; trans. Ross, in
Kirk-Raven, pp. 237-38). The Pythagoreans were without doubt
indiscreet in saying that “number is the principle . . . as matter for
things,” and they suffered sufficiently for their indiscretion at the
hands of Aristotle himself; but when they proceed to put “Good” on
the same side as “Limit” and “Bad” on the opposite side along with
“Unlimited,” then they imply a moral and aesthetic judgment that
was preeminently Greek and that Aristotle gladly concurred in:
“For evil belongs to the unlimited, as the Pythagoreans conjectured,
and good to the limited.” Greek thinkers generally, and Pythag-
orcans specifically, maintained that the limitless is evil and that only
when quantitative limitation and measure are imposed on the un-
limited to give it form is there anything good, ethical, or beautiful
there. Hence it is that the Greek spirit of order, of limitation, of
form subdues and transforms “All Asiatic vague immensities” in
Yeats’s poem “The Statues.” The triumph, as the first line of the
poem makes plain, was a Pythagorean one. In his copy of Burnet’s
Early Greek Philosophy Yeats marked a passage about Pythagorean
doctrine that explains what was responsible for the power of the
Greek statues in Yeats's poem. “The One or unit,” according to
Burnet’s analysis of Pythagorean numbers, “is the Unlimited once
limited; and, as the Unlimited is space, we see that the Pythag-
oreans, when they spoke of the One, meant a point. In the same

5. Nicomachean Ethics, B5, 1106b29: trans. J. E. Raven, Kirk-Raven, p. 240.
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way, the number two means a /ine, three a plane, four and all higher
numbers, the series of regular polyhedra.”® From Limit and Un-
limited and from Odd and Even comes the One, from the One
comes the series of whole numbers, and from that series of nurbers
comes the principle of order and proportion which 1s the essence of
formm and beauty. Behind an object like a statue of Callimachus
(which would be of the order of “four and all higher numbers™) was
this same progression and regression of Pythagorean numbers, and
at the very beginning of that progression was the subjection of the
Unlimited to Limit: from the solid statue to the plane figure to the
line to the point—{from four to three to two to one—and there at the
beginning or the end, where the solid statue dissolves into abstrac-
tion and pure potential, is the form that was before images, the
Idiot’s Number that was before “mathematicall” numbers.

Pythagoras planned it. Why did the people stare?
His numbers, though they moved or seemed to move
In marble or in bronze, lacked character.

Numbers do in themselves, being more formal than forms, more
archaic than archat, lack character: like Jung’s archetypes, but even
more so, numbers are empty and unfilled, pre-experiential forms
and patterns, of quite another order from our confused and painful
emotions. In the lines that follow, however, “boys and girls, pale
from the imagined love / Of solitary beds,” understood the num-
bers and what they were; understood

That passion could bring character enough,
And pressed at midnight in some public place
Live lips upon a plummet-measured face.

What Pythagoras planned and what the youth, educated by their
instincts and their emotions, understand has to do with the neces-
sary joining of form and passion, or Limit and Unlimited. Jung
liked to describe an archetype as the self-portrait of an instinct, and
that 1s precisely what the youth find in the archetypal image which 1s
the number-formed statue: a portrait—as it seems a self-
portrait—of sexual passion. That passion discovers its necessary

6. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 1st ed. (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1892),
p. 312. What Burnet says here corresponds to the cosmogonic system outlined by the
Pythagorean Timaeus in Plato's dialogue.
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form in the archetypal image, but ultimately in number. In a pas-
sage from On the Boiler, much quoted when *The Statues™ is in ques-
tion, Yeats said, “There are moments when I am certain that art
must once again accept those Greek proportions which carry into
plastic art the Pythagorean numbers, those faces which are divine because
all there is empty and measured” (Ex., p. 451). Though the italics are
mine, the logic is typically Yeatsian and important to remark: be-
cause of emptiness and measurement, therefore the faces are divine.
This is divine numerology with a vengeance. If the faces displayed
“character,” the result not of measurement but of experience, they
would be human rather than divine; as it is, coming as near to the
formal essence and the abstract proportion as it is possible to come
in matter, they show none of the marks of experience or the corrup-
tions of flesh. “But when the Doric studios,” Yeats goes on, “sent
out those broad-backed marble statues against the multiform,
vague, expressive Asiatic sea, they gave to the sexual instinct of
Europe its goal, 1ts fixed type.” What is that “goal” but a Platonic
ideal form in which our passion may find its needful expression?
What is the “fixed type” but a realized archetype? In those “empty
and measured” faces, the “sexual instinct of Europe,” the passion of
“boys and girls,” has found its own self-portrait and even today
continues to imitate that ideal image created by Greek genius so
long ago: “In the warm sea of the French and Italian Riviera I can
still see it,” Yeats remarks.

The living individual need not—or more likely cannot—be con-
scious of the relation of instinct to image, for Yeats maintains that it
1s some greater mathematical mind—the mind of a Scopas or the
mind of centuries—that measures the instinct out into its predes-
tined typical mold. Though Maud Gonne’s face, Yeats says, “like
the face of some Greek statue, showed little thought, her whole body
seemed a master-work of long labouring thought, as though a
Scopas had measured and calculated, consorted with Egyptian
sages, and mathematicians out of Babylon . . .” (Aute., pp. 364-65).
This mathematically calculated image, coming from far beyond
Maud Gonne’s conscious mind—coming, indeed, against her con-
scious desires, according to Yeats (“she hated her own beauty™)—is
essentially of that other, supermundane realm of numbers where
nothing ever changes, because all is formal and empty, where the
idea in its perfection suffers no deterioration though its enfleshed
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realization must inevitably, as witness Maud Gonne’s *“whole
body,” deteriorate in the most gruesome way, In séances, Yeats
declares, these unembodied, essential forms—the Idea of Maud
Gonne, as it were, quite apart from the physical fact of her—some of
which have gone through countless incarnations in the effort to
return to their own beauty while others have never suffered embodi-
ment at all, can occasionally be called into images; and when the
bodiless forms are thus momentarily evoked, we can know the latter
—those never historically embodied—by their inhuman, mathema-
tical regularity: “Sometimes, indeed, there is a strange regularity of
feature and we suspect the presence of an image that may never
have lived, artificial beauty that may have shown itself in the Greek
mysteries” (Ex., p. 533). It i1s as if one were staring on numbers
themselves, staring on the miracle of Pythagorean proportions and
harmonies so pure that they have never been struck on the lyre (or
on the psaltery, for all of Yeats’s experiments), so exact that they
have never descended into a statue or a human body. This is the
same miracle of numbers, only slightly tainted by being realized
(which taint, however, is necessary to make the miracle accessible to
us), that “the sexual instinct of Europe” found in Doric statues and
that passion-driven boys and girls divined in “a plummet-measured
face.” When Yeats speaks elsewhere of “statues full of an august
formality that implies traditional measurements, a philosophic
defence” (E. & I, p. 225), we can observe in the grammatical and
logical apposition—“traditional measurements, a philosophic
defence” —the belief that where one finds the first, one can be
assured of the second, and vice versa. Thus, in “Under Ben
Bulben,” Yeats declares the philosophic/mathematic source of the
artist’s strength—"“Measurement began our might”—which goes
on to accomplish most complex effects, but out of what began?—
Limit and Unlimited, Odd and Even, the first four numbers, the
tetraktys itself, and the decad. Moreover, there is a teleology implicit
in the artist’s work which forces him to an end that is identical with
the source of his strength: the artist’s goal is to return the image of
mankind, through plummet measurement, rhythmic calculation,
harmonic mensuration, to the precarnate perfection of numbers—
to return it, that is, to its first principle and its last and to beauty it-
self. The purpose set before the artist’s “secret working mind,” Yeats
describes as nothing less than “Profane perfection of mankind.” An
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archetype of wholeness or perfection concludes the human quest as
also 1t initiates 1t.

Sounding Jungian by reason of his use of Jungian terminology
(though this is no argument for a knowledge of Jung, since Yeats
was independently using the same terms before the turn of the cen-
tury), Yeats says of the “timeless individuality” or the essential
form that determines the single life, “We may fail to express an
archetype or alter it by reason, but all done from nature is its
unfolding into time” (Ex., p. 368). When he goes on to quate
Plotinus to the effect that this form—essence, archetype, or timeless
individuality—has “nothing to do with number or part,” Yeats
momentarily obscures the fact that the several ideas he is bringing
together ultimately have their source in Pythagorean teaching; but
he obscures only that he may the next instant clarify: “yet it seems
that it can at will re-enter number and part and thereby make itself
apparent to our minds.” There are no mathematical figures in
heaven: Yeats was in agreement with Plotinus, with Plato, and with
Jung on that. Nonetheless, the point where the divine touches the
human is in numbers, in geometric/mathematic form, and so long
as spirit has not entered numbers, so long as beauty has not clothed
itself in a rhythmic body, we are incapable of perceiving it. Wom-
an’s beauty perfects itself in eternity but realizes itself in time, and
only the harmony of mathematical figures, joining time to eternity,
makes the transit possible.

A woman’s beauty is like a white

Frail bird, like a white sea-bird alone

At daybreak after stormy night

Between two furrows upon the ploughed land:
A sudden storm, and it was thrown

Between dark furrows upon the ploughed land.

The sudden storm that throws beauty onto the earth—out of a realm
of numbers and into a world of things—represents, of course, incar-
nation which the Neoplatonists in particular, deriving their vision
from the Orphic mysteries by way of Pythagoras and Plato, consid-
ered to be a catastrophic and most stormy night for the soul, that
frail bird, “a white sea-bird alone.” Whence came that beauty and
how was it achieved? Yeats asks the question (Poems, p. 784) and
answers it by the very terms of his asking.
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How many centuries spent
The sedentary soul

In toils of measurement
Beyond eagle or mole,
Beyond hearing or seeing,
Or Archimedes’ guess,

To raise into being

That loveliness?

Beyond Archimedes, no doubt, but not, I think Yeats would agree,
“beyond hearing or seeing” of Pythagoras, whose ear was fine
enough to pick up the infinitely pure rhythms of the Music of the
Spheres, nor beyond Plato and Plotinus, the two mathematicians of
the soul who followed most closely after the man-god who, like
another Prometheus, gave mortals the gift of numbers. While the
measurement and rhythms guessed by Pythagoras are unhumanly
pure, beyond our hearing and seeing, yet they determine those
rhythms that we can observe and experience: the measurement, the
rhythms, of a woman's beauty, of Pythagorean statuary, of the
poetry that presents them both,

To readers who may be puzzled or offended by the “arbitrary,
harsh, difficult symbolism™ of A Vision, Yeats offers an accounting
that is half apology, half defense. The “hard symbolic bones” of the
book deserve all those names and more, he says, and yet, the strange
fact is that “such has almost always accompanied expression that
unites the sleeping and waking mind” (Vision, p. 23). Poetry is one
such expression, of course; dreams and visions are another. “One
remembers,” in this regard, Yeats goes on, “the Pythagorean num-
bers” as well as all sorts of subsequent systems based on numerolog-
ical symbolism. Why geometry and mathematics should determine
the imagery and the language of this revelatory mental state, where
sleeping and waking touch and unite, where consciousness merges
with the unconscious and individual mind with a collective mind,
Yeats does not offer to explain; he merely points out that it almost
always is so. And likewise Jung, who claimed to record the fact
while shrugging the metaphysics. Jung could call the tetraktys “the
basic number” (CW, XIII, par. 31) and could declare that four has
“special mathematical properties”; and I should imagine that he
might have been willing to encourage a little sub rosa reverence for
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the quaternity under the excitement of the therapeutic encounter—
but in the Collected Works it is only occasionally that Pythagorean
metaphysics and number mysticism are allowed to compromise the
scientist’s decorum. Yet, for all his attempt to be circumspect and
proper “in the best modern way” and in keeping with the demands
of his science, Jung cannot for long resist the statement that will
reveal to the reader his belief in the Pythagorean doctrine that
numbers were what was in the beginning—that numbers are the
archai even of archetypes. Having accepted the mystery of the
Pythagorean fetraktys as fervently as Christians accept the mystery of
the Trinity, Jung never faltered in his adherence. Indeed, what
really, deeply vexed Jung about Christian dogma was its numer-
ological unfairness and its arbitrary opting for one mathematical
paradox to the exclusion of any other—especially arbitrary when
there was a superior paradox available: “Dogma,” Jung com-
plained bitterly, “insists that three are one, while denying that four
are one” (CW, XII, par. 25). How could Christian dogma fail to
agree with the axiom Jung quoted so often from his beloved Maria
Prophetissa? “*One becomes two, two becomes three, and out of the
third comes the One as the fourth.”” That, to the Pythagorean
Jung, seemed so obvious, not to say so lovely, that it ought to have
been undeniable, yet Christian dogma obstinately denied it for cen-
turies, Jung had a momentary access of affection for the Catholic
Church late in his life when the Church defined the dogma of the
assumptio Mariae and thereby put together a quaternity of its own—
Father, Son, Holy Ghost, and Virgin, “the One as the fourth”—
which might have been expected to call wandering children such as
Jung home from pagan fields. However, though he many times ex-
pressed his satisfaction with this new (for which read “old”—i.e.,
pre-Christian) dogma, and thought it more than long enough in
coming, Jung had long since found a sufficient object for his faith.

The quaternity (and in this it is like other numbers, only in
Jung’s view more so) i1s a great force conducing to order, and at

7. Jung quotes this axiom many times; the present instance occurs at CW, IX,
pt. 2, par. 237. That Maria Prophetissa was being Pythagorean in her axiom is
perhaps obvious, but for extra confirmation cf. Vincent Hopper's remark in Medieval
Number Symbolism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1938), p. 61: “It is a
dominant cabalistic idea, directly Pythagorean in origin, that unity expands to
trinity, which is always completed by the quaternary, which ideally returns to the
decad or unity again.”
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times of psychic disorientation, Jung claims, it rises out of the un-
conscious of mankind into individual consciousness, where it “ar-
ranges the material of consciousness into definite patterns” (CW,
XI, par. 222). While this setting in order occurs in human con-
sciousness, however, it should be observed that the principle of order
—the quaternio, the pattern, the mandala, the symbolic expression
“that unites the sleeping and waking mind”—comes not from con-
scious mind but (“unbidden” as Jung always liked to maintain)
from somewhere beneath, beyond, outside consciousness: it is a
power that is not (at least not ordinarily) at the individual's com-
mand but apparently comes, to judge by what Yeats and Jung had
to say of it, from Nature herself, from “objective psyche” in Jung’s
phrase, or from the Daimon as Yeats would have it. In the final
analysis, order is order whether it manifests itself in the individual
or the universe, and it 1s this formal identity—joining individual
soul with world soul, antma hominis with Anima Mundi—that makes 1t
possible (and since possible therefore necessary) for the smallest unit
to comprehend and imitate the largest. The soul, being a number
(as the Pythagoreans declared), is capable of understanding, through
sympathetic intuition, something of the number-ordered cosmos in
which it finds itself. It may have been Pythagoras himself—Aetius
says it was, but historians still dispute the matter—who first used
this word “cosmos” to signify the world or the universe as a whole.
Unul Pythagoras, or someone near him in spirit and in time,
extended the meaning of the word to include, within the single
whole concept, everything in the heavens and beneath them, xdopog
simply meant “order.” As Aetius implies, it was on this original
linguistic ground, and because he perceived a heretofore unknown,
unimagined orderedness in the universe, that Pythagoras gave
a new, very important, and lasting significance to the word:
“Pythagoras first called the world [tiv t@v dAwv neproynv: the full
contents of the whole; the sum of everything] by the name kosmos
because of the orderliness of it.” Already, before this great stroke of
genius, kosmos applied to order in all sorts of human affairs: there
was considered to be a kesmos appropriate to personal conduct, to
community ritual, and to the practice of government, for example.
So Pythagoras (or whoever) adopted a word and a concept already
richly meaningful in the human sphere and projected it (but of
course without depriving the word of its original application as well)
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into a superhuman sphere. Nor was he content to say merely that
there was a kosmos about the universe: he called it by the name kosmos
and so identified the universe, taken as a whole, as order, the order.
Henceforth in Greek philosophy, simply by adopting this linguistic
usage, simply by referring to the universe as “order” or “the order,”
Heraclitus, Empedocles, Plato, or any other thinker implies that he
subscribes to the Pythagorean vision of a dominant principle of form
and order that everywhere sets the pattern for all affairs human,
natural, and divine. In the end (by the time of Plato and later) it is
of little consequence whether Pythagoras himself first called the uni-
verse by the name kosmos: the idea is certainly consonant with every-
thing we know to be Pythagorean. What, however, is more impor-
tant in the context of the present discussion is to see that the linguis-
tic, philosophic, and scientific idea world-kesmos 1s an archetypal
idea—an idea that is the exclusive property of no one because it was
not contrived by any one man. It was an accomplishment of Greek
philosophy, and it continues to be an achievement of human
thought and imagination.

In a manuscript version of stanza VI of “Among School
Children,” Yeats invoked the principle of kosmos in every meaning
of the word from its earliest to its latest occurrence in Greek
philosophy, and he did so not only on the authority of Pythagoras
but in his very name:

Caesar Augustus that made all the laws

And the ordering of everything

Plato that learned geometry and was

The foremost man at the soul’s meaning
{That golden thighed far famed Pythagoras

World Famous, golden thighed Pythagoras

Who taught the stars of heaven what to sing

And the musicians how to measure cords . . .

Thomas Parkinson, who preserved this manuscript version, remarks
that “the stanza exhibits a reasoned rhetorical order, from the indi-
vidual soul as seen by Plato to the state as organized by Augustus, to
the universe as directed by Pythagoras, a widening circle of mean-
ings.”® The meanings all commence at the center-point of kesmes

8. W. B. Yeats, The Later Poetry (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1971), p. 101.
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and expand outward to the various spheres—individual, communal,
universal—that are ruled and formed by the one principle of kosmos.
The stanza presents a series of corresponding kesmoi, different in
scope but identical in form: kesmos of soul, kosmos of government
(“government” 1s one dictionary meamng of xoéopog), kesmes of
universe. It is on the assumption of just such corresponding kosmot
that Jung, after remarking that “the anima and life itself are mean-
ingless in so far as they offer no interpretation,” goes on to say: “Yet
they have a nature that can be interpreted, for in all chaos there is a
cosmos, in all disorder a secret order, in all caprice a fixed law . . .”
(CW, IX, part 1, par. 66). The interpretation which “life itself”
does not offer depends on the individual and his ability to discover
the cosmos because he participates in it. According to Pythagorean-
Platonic doctrine, which Jung here adapts to psychological use, like
understands like, cosmos comprehends cosmos. “Our psyche,”
Jung says in his autoblography, “is set up in accord with the struc-
ture of the universe, and what happens in the macrocosm likewise
happens in the infinitesimal and most subjective reaches of the
psyche” (Memories, p. 335/309). In the history of Greek philosophy,
kdopog was drawn from the human realm, projected onto the
heavens, then returned to the human realm again but now with all
the overtones of universality and divinity clinging to it. The history
of the word is like the alchemical transit of Mercurius—from below
to above and back to below so that the power of the above may be
joined to the below “that the miracle of the one thing may be accom-
plished.”?® It is very much “as above so below,” macrocosm and
microcosm. When Yeats says (in the 1925 edition of 4 Vision, p.
154) that Virgil's prophecy of the birth of a Messiah in his Fourth
Eclogue was not “an act of individual genius” but was instead
“united to something more profound and mysterious, to an appre-
hension of a mathematical world order,” he is declaring his faith
that one microcosm at least—Virgil—because he participated in the
“mathematical world order” (which is as precise a translation of
Pythagorean kosmos as one could wish), was capable of discovering
the cosmos behind chaos. Virgil’s prophecy was not a miracle, or it

9. CI jung, CW, XIV, par. 288: *. . . the purpose of the ascent and descent is to
unite the powers of Above and Below . . . in the opus there is an ascent followed by a
descent . . ."; and again, CW, XII, par. 175: “This is in keeping with the axiom from
‘Tabula smaragdina’: “What is below is like what is above that the miracle of the one
thing may be accomplished."”
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was a miracle only in the sense that the universe and its order are
miraculous, for miracle 1s to be defined as an occurrence outside the
natural order, and Virgil, rather than going outside that order, put
himself to read it correctly from within.

Even in discussing something as remote from miracle as the Swiss
character, Jung returned to the anciently proclaimed truth, thank-
ing Hermes Trismegistus for it, who could have thanked Plato, who
certainly did thank Pythagoras: “Above and below have always
been brothers, as we learn from the wise saying in the Tabula smarag-
dina: ‘Heaven above, heaven below’” (CW, X, par. 912). Yeats
quoted the Hermetic tag almost as often as Jung (not quite as often,
but only because he wrote far fewer words), and it was on the assur-
ance that things above are as things below that he wrote in his Jour-
nal, “Every symbol is an invocation which produces its equivalent
expression in all worlds” (Memairs, p. 166). If “all worlds” are
kosmeot, then the symbol, once uttered, will set each of them vibrat-
ing at the same frequency which is its own specific frequency,
because the symbol shares being with all the hierarchic worlds and is
ordered by the same kosmos as they are. Jung, writing of “an enig-
matic higher world and the ordinary human world” makes the same
point and in so doing emphasizes the mathematical basis of kosmos
and the kosmoi. Numbers, he declares, ‘“do not only count and mea-
sure, and are not merely quantitative; they also make qualitative
statements and are therefore a mysterious something midway be-
tween myth and reality. . . . [T]he opposition between the human
world and the higher world is not absolute. . . . Between them
stands the great mediator, Number, whose reality i1s valid in both
worlds, as an archetype in its very essence. . . . Number . . . belongs
to both worlds, the real and the imaginary; it is visible as well as
invisible, quantitative as well as qualitative” (CW, X, pars.
777-78). I am not certain that I understand what Jung means in
saying that numbers “make qualitative statements”; but neither am
I certain what Pythagoreans meant when they said that the number
of justice was 4 (or, according to others, 3, 5, 8, or 9); the number of
marriage, 3 (or 3 or 10); the number of opportunity, 7; and the
number of man, 250. That they meant much the same thing, how-
ever, of this I am confident.

It was probably because his mathematics shared the same state of
non-being with his Greek that Yeats did not offer to reveal the math-
ematical formula that could express the movement of mind. The
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mere fact that he hadn’t the mathematics necessary to write out the
formula, however, in no way diminished Yeats’s belief that there was
such a formula—on the contrary, it very likely increased his belief.
“The mind,” he wrote in a note to Michael Robartes and the Dancer,
“whether expressed in history or in the individual life, has a precise
movement, which can be quickened or slackened but cannot be fun-
damentally altered, and this movement can be expressed by a math-
ematical form” (Poems, p. 823). Had he desired to set about translat-
ing his “mathematical form” into an equation, Yeats might well
have availed himself of the very helpful discovery of the Pythagore-
ans that, as the number of justice 1s 4 and of man 250, so the
number of mind is 1. Hence, however complex the left-hand side of
his equation might be, the right-hand side could be put down as
unity—M (for mind), vobg, a curve most subtle and complex but
(Yeats thought) mathematically formulable, capable of being plotted
and traced on a graph. If we can taken the right-hand side for
Parmenidean monism, then the left-hand side must still accom-
modate and comprehend such diverse movements as the simultan-
eous opposites and continuous circular flow of Heraclitus, the alter-
nating temporal reversals and quaternal separation/unification of
Empedocles, the memories of past lives, present spiritual yearnings,
and promises of future divinity of Pythagoras—all summingup to 1.
Yeats, as I say, never attempted the formula (except in A Vision,
where, though the verbal expression is complicated enough, the
mathematical formulae are vastly simplified from any reality), nor
have other men, better mathematicians than Yeats, such as Nich-
olas of Cusa, who would nevertheless have been sympathetic to
the idea of a Heraclitean dualism resolved by mathematic equality
in a Parmenidean monism. If a formula were ever worked out, then
it would become binding for that particular mind because it would
be the precise expression of that mind’s essence. “All living mind,”
Yeats continues, after a few remarks on the Judwalis and their
mathematical cunning, “has likewise a fundamental mathematical
movement, . . . and when you have found this movement and calcu-
lated its relations, you can foretell the entire future of that mind.”
This would be no less than to determine and to state the kosmos of the
mind, “whether expressed in history or in the individual life,” and I
would repeat that Yeats’s failure to do so is less important than his
faith in the possibility. Nor was Yeats the only man of his time to
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retain faith in the formulaic possibility: Jung’s Collected Works
represent the attempt to spell out psychological terms and to plot a
generalized curve for all the various, number-based, archetypal
movements of the human psyche—*"Pairs of Opposites,” enantio-
dromia, complexio oppositorum, quaternities, circular ureboroi; and on
the other side of the equation, the unio mystica of the self.

It was just such an ideal as this one—manifold complexity bal-
anced, across the equal sign, with oneness; simultaneous and alter-
nating antinomies and quarrelling quaternal faculties contained and
expressed as a single being—that Yeats pursued his life long under
the name “Unity of Being.” He sought, as it were, the formula or
the equation that should represent the Pythagorean harmony of his
own self. It requires a small effort of the imagination to realize that
the Yeats who wrote in 1921 of the mathematical movement of all
living mind and of the mathematical form harmonizing all life was
the same Yeats who, fifteen years earlier, had written, “Art bids us
touch and taste and hear and see the world, and shrinks from what
Blake calls mathematic form, from every abstract thing, from all
that is not a fountain jetting from the entire hopes, memories, and
sensations of the body” (E. & I, pp. 292-93). Yeats, however,
answered his own objections to “mathematic form” with his doc-
trine of Unity of Being, which he says he found in Dante (though no
one else has been able to find it there), who, according to Yeats,
used that term “when he compared beauty in the Convito to a per-
fectly proportioned human body” (Aute., p. 190). The body itself,
when perfectly proportioned (the traditional belief that Christ was
the perfect height, exactly six feet tall, no more, no less, appealed
greatly to Yeats’s imagination), with its “entire hopes, memories,
and sensations” forming a unity, must be supposed to have been
modelled on “mathematic form.” That Unity of Being is more
nearly a Pythagorean than a Dantean doctrine is more clearly re-
vealed in the metaphor chosen by J. B. Yeats than in the one
adopted by his son: “ My father, from whom I had learned the term,
preferred a comparison to a musical instrument so strung that if we
touch a string all the strings murmur faintly” (ibid.). This is perfect
correspondence, sympathy, Pythagorean harmonia. Yeats fils makes
the philosophic provenance of the idea yet more obvious when he says,
in A Vision, that “the human norm, discovered from the measure-
ment of ancient statues, was God’s first handiwork, that ‘perfectly
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proportioned human body’ which had seemed to Dante Unity of
Being symbolised” (p. 291). The syntax here is as carefully con-
sidered, as adroit and as teasing, as the notion Yeats puts it to ex-
press. The perfectly proportioned human body, which was God’s
first handiwork, 1s the human norm, a symbol of the human ideal.
But where do we now discover that norm, that representation of the
Idea—in the human body? Not at all, for the human bodies around
us are not God’s first handiwork and are in general far from per-
fectly proportioned. We discover the norm rather in the measure-
ment of ancient statues, where all is empty, purely formal, nothing
but moving numbers and mathematic form. “Pythagoras planned
it.” Of course he did, and the statue, like J. B. Yeats’s perfectly
attuned musical instrument, is at least one stage nearer the formal
purity of numbers than is the human body with its “complexities of
mire or blood.” Little wonder that Yeats, in an early version of
“The Statues,” concluded the poem with an imploring cry: “Come
back with all your Pythagorean numbers.”

With the considerable assistance of Florence Farr and Arnold
Dolmetsch, as he tells us in “Speaking to the Psaltery,” Yeats
sought to avail himself, for the effective performance of his poetry,
of those same rhythmic properties—intervals, proportions, ratios—
discovered by Pythagoras as he fingered upon a fiddlestick or strings
and thereafter transposed from the scale of the microcosm to the
scale of the macrocosm. Human music is an imitation of divine
music, because both are determined by the same harmonia, and the
human soul is itself an Aarmonia—a numerical/musical attunement
—in the same way as the world soul is. According to Pythagorean
doctrine, “the essence of harmony lies, not in the sound, but in the
numerical proportions”;'® hence the Pythagorean numbers, whose
return Yeats so ardently desired, were responsible for the harmonia

10, F. M. Cornford, “The Harmony of the Spheres,”™ in The Unwritten Philosophy
and Other Essays (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1967), p. 21.
Elsewhere (Plato’s Cosmology, p. 158), Cornford writes, “‘Appovia is not the
‘harmony’ of simultaneous concordant sounds (ovppovie), but strictly the ad-
Justment of notes in the concordant ratios of the scale.™ Alister Cameron makes
the same point about the intimate relation of number and harmony in an interesting
passage in The Pythagorean Background of the Theory of Recollection (p. 26): “Perhaps the
two most significant words in Pythagorean vocabulary were dpiipés [number] and
dppovie |harmony]. . . . Now the fact that the two words appears to be descended from
a single root ap (seen also in @papioxe [to join, fasten, fit together]) seems to me o
indicate that somewhere in the unrecorded past, the Number religion, which dealt in
concepts of harmony or attunement, made itself felt in Greek lands.”
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that was the soul’s health and the world’s kesmes. When Diogenes
Laertius gives us the twofold information that Pythagoras “also dis-
covered the numerical relation of sounds on a single string: he also
studied medicine,” he suggests by his grammatical-cum-logical cor-
relation between sounds on a single string and the study of medicine
what was indeed the case: that Pythagoras practised a double medi-
cine, physical and spiritual. He was a physician both of the body
and of the soul, employing drugs and simples to effect the one cure,
music and poetry to effect the other. “It is also said,” according to
Iamblichus, “that of the sciences which the Pythagoreans honored,
music, medicine and divination, were not among the least™ (Life, p.
87). Indeed they were not among the least but among the greatest
and were not three disparate, unrelated sciences thrown together in
the illogic of a Thomas Taylor-translated lamblichean sentence but
essentially the one same art-science displaying three faces but set to
reading identical cosmic harmonies. Behind the physiotherapy and
psychotherapy of Pythagoras there lay a single belief which is shared
by all animists, all homeopathists, and probably by all doctors (cer-
tainly by Jung) for whom the practise of medicine involves theory as
well as technique: the belief that the universe is in all its parts a
living being composed, as in the human instance, of physical body
and subtly interwoven soul. The goal of either variety of medicine is
to establish, in body or in soul, a harmenta, a proportionate relation-
ship: the physiotherapist harmonizes elements appropriate to body
(i.e., physical, chemical elements); the psychotherapist harmonizes
elements appropriate to soul (i.e., numbers). Music—or poetry or
philosophy—because its harmonies are numeric and nonphysical, is
the obvious instrument for the psychotherapist. Laurens van der
Post reports Jung as saying, “l should have been a mathematician
and a physician and God knows what else besides, perhaps even a
musician, to do my task properly.”'" And Yeats, though he did not
himself attempt physical cures, never doubted the powers of poetry
to introduce into the soul the same kosmos that Pythagorcan music
represented and produced as it drew its rhythms from microcosm
and macrocosm. In the Esoteric Section of the Golden Dawn, Yeats
says he learned that “every organ of the body had its correspon-
dence in the heavens, and the seven principles which made the
human soul and body correspond to the seven colours and the planets

11. fung and the Story of Our Time (New York: Pantheon, 1973), pp. 244-45.



78 THE RHIZOME AND THE FLOWER

and the notes of the musical scale”™ (Memoirs, p. 23). The last item
mentioned by Yeats as corresponding to the principles of soul and
body—"notes of the musical scale” —reveals beyond question the
source for this teaching. Adherence to the doctrine did not make a
medical practitioner of Yeats, but it did make him want to check out
the stars and the disposition of the heavenly order before he had his
tonsils out (Letters, pp. 663-64), and it was undoubtedly some such
belief that caused him to submit to the Steinach operation and to
consider it a great success. It is the same essentially Pythagorean
doctrine of correspondence that Jung has in mind when he refers to
“the classical idea of the sympathy of all things” (CW, VIII, par. 924;
Jung’s italics) and when he goes on to quote from the great ancestor
of medicine, Hippocrates: ‘ “There is one common flow, one com-
mon breathing, all things are in sympathy. The whole organism and
each one of its parts are working in conjunction for the same pur-
pose . . . the great principle extends to the extremest part, and from
the extremest part it returns to the great principle, to the one
nature, being and not being.” As Jung goes on to comment of this
doctrine of analogy, correspondence, and imitative harmony: “The
universal principle is found even in the smallest particle, which
therefore corresponds to the whole” (CW, VIII, par. 924). Believing
as he did that the principle of kosmos obtained all up and down the
hierarchy of creation, Pythagoras could scarcely fail to affirm the
kinship of all living things—an idea in which Yeats and Jung enthu-
siastically acquiesced. By both of them we are told of all sorts of
creatures—horses, dogs, martins, weaverbirds, “all warm-blooded
animals who have souls like ourselves”'?*—living in closer proximity
than man does to the instinctive bases of life but with whom he
nevertheless shares those same life instincts. Plants also, Jung
thought, are a part of the kinship, and “trees in particular were
mysterious and seemed to me direct embodiments of the incompre-
hensible meaning of life” (Memories, pp. 67-68/75). It 1s hardly
necessary to point out Yeats's feeling about trees—the trees in the

12, Jung, Memortes, p. 67/74. CL. CW, VII, par. 109: “There is nothing 1o
prevent us from assuming that certain archetypes exist even in animals, that they are
grounded in the peculiarities of the living organism itself and are therefore direct
expressions of life whose nature cannot be further explained.” Yeats believed this
about martins—that they build their elaborate nests guided by archetypes (“Anima
Mundi,” p. 359)—and Jung maintained exactly the same of weaverbirds (see, e.g.,
Letters, 1, 525-26 and CW, VIII, par. 435; also Chapter 8 below).
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Seven Woods, for example—that they were great living presences;
but it is perhaps less well known that he agreed with Jung about
warm-blooded animals and about (Yeats’s expression of a very com-
mon Jungian idea) “men who live primitive lives where instinct
does the work of reason” (£Ex., p. 17) and about men who, through
consciousness and civilization, have partly lost touch with the in-
stinctive life-ties that bind all of nature in a whole: they all seemed,
to Yeats as to Jung, bound in a universal kinship, different embodi-
ments of the same divine energy. I would not say that this idea is
uniquely Pythagorean. Of course it is not: it is the heart of animistic
belief wherever and whenever that is found. What [ would say, how-
ever, is that the Pythagoreans (whether founder or followers makes
little difference) gave classic expression to an archetypal idea, and—
distinguishing themselves from some others who adhere to animism
—they offered a philosophic, scientific rationale for it. In a passage
that, were it not so typically Jungian, could be called Pythagorean,
Jung says, “This 1s our immortality, the hink through which man
feels inextinguishably one with the continuity of all life. The life of
the psyche is the life of mankind. Welling up from the depths of the
unconscious, its springs gush forth from the root of the whole hu-
man race, since the individual is, biologically speaking, only a twig
broken off from the mother and transplanted” (CW, V, par. 296).
There is no evidence that Jung took this notion of the kinship of all
living things directly from the Pythagoreans—on the contrary, there
1s plenty of evidence that he did not. But the idea as we find it in
Pythagoras is simpler, clearer, and neater than in Jung—and more
primitive but more persuasive also, since it comes at just that point
in the evolution of human thought (experienced by each of us indi-
vidually as well) where religion takes on the added dimension of
philosophy and animism acquires a scientific logos.

Neither could it be said that the periodic recurrence of events was
an idea belonging only to Pythagoreans or that they were solely
responsible for working it out; but their expression of the idea was as
clear and as sharp as any—and a good deal more striking and more
extreme than most, which is just what we want in the statement of
a primal idea. “If one were to believe the Pythagoreans,” accord-
ing to Eudemus, “that the same individual things will recur, then I
shall be talking to you again sitting as you are now, with this pointer
in my hand, and everything else will be just as it i1s now, and it is
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reasonable to suppose that the time then is the same as now” (trans.
Raven). Neither Yeats nor Jung was averse to the striking presen-
tation of an idea; neither of them backed off from an idea merely be-
cause 1t was extreme; and both of them held firmly to the belief that
history moves in recurrent cycles; but neither of them ever went
quite so far as the Pythagoreans or captured the imagination with
quite such a bold image as this one adopted by Eudemus from the
Pythagoreans. Yeats flirted a good deal with exact recurrence (the
notion of the Great Year, which so fascinated him, carries some
overtones of exact recurrence)—but he ordinarily did so only to ac-
knowledge the next moment that no one, not even himself with the
Instructors’ assistance, could see indisputably precise outlines in the
fabulous, formless darkness of the future. Yeats preferred to speak
in the language of Virgil's Fourth Eclogue (“A second Tiphys shall
then arise, and a second Argo to carry chosen heroes; a second war-
fare, too, shall there be, and again shall a great Achilles be sent to
Troy™) which, though it seems to envision precise repetition, Yeats
interpreted—and no doubt accurately—in a more general and sym-
bolic manner. Every individual lives out the general pattern of
humankind—but he does not live detail for detail the same life he
once lived before.

Another Troy must rise and set,
Another lineage feed the crow,
Another Argo’s painted prow

Drive to a flashier bauble yet.
(Poems, p. 437)

It is another Troy, another lineage, another Argo, not the same
ones, and if the bauble is to be flashier than before, it must, though
fashioned to the same pattern, be different from the earlier one.
Jung said (and so often that many readers tire of hearing it) that we
tread the same paths, in the same direction and in the same manner,
as our ancestors did, but he never maintained that any man is liter-
ally his own ancestor. It would have meant more determination
than Yeats or Jung could ever be comfortable with to subscribe to
the Pythagorean doctrine au pred de la lettre.

Much the same must be said of the archetypal, universal notion of
metempsychosis, which was for the Pythagoreans a literal and as-
sured fact—not a plausible explanation, as Yeats once called it, nor
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an hypothesis, as Jung preferred to consider it, but a literal and
unquestioned, unquestionable fact of life. How, after all, could it be
otherwise than literal and assured when the Master himself remem-
bered the details of a quaternity of previous lives? For archaic man
—a religious not a philosophical creature, untroubled by any over-
lay of complexly developed thought but therefore the more firmly
possessed of the first and basic, as it were instinctual, beliefs of the
human spirit—for him reincarnation was an obvious truth and one
universally believed. Or at least so Yeats declared, and Jung agreed:
“All ancient nations believed in the re-birth of the soul,” Yeats says,
then adds the enigmatic rider, ‘*and had probably empirical evi-
dence. . .” (Ex., p. 396). Empirical evidence or not (Pythagoras’
memory, which was more than sufficient for his own people, might
not convince everyone), a belief in reincarnation, as Yeats says, was
virtually universal, yet of independent and spontaneous occurrence,
among ancient peoples. Yeats and Jung, however, in spite of the
fact that their thoughts were quickened by the buried presence in
them of archaic man, were not, in the full complexity of their
thought and their being, archaic men. Hence Yeats adopts a
walking-on-eggs language whenever he approaches the subject of
reincarnation: he tends to lapse into the subjunctive, for example,
and he wraps the frailty of his belief in protective “if” clauses or
attributes it (as above) to other men in other times and other lands.
Jung was about equally adroit with the same sort of language on this
same subject. They believed alright—but not altogether nor all the
time; and the language they use so skillfully (or evasively) suggests
that for Yeats and Jung reincarnation was more a metaphoric and
symbolic truth than a literal truth, more a psychological phenome-
non than a metaphysical one.

The Yeats of the prose, and the man of daily life expressed in the
prose (excepting A Vision, which is hardly your ordinary prose docu-
ment), is noticeably more cautious about declaring for reincarna-
tion than the Yeats of the poems and plays, who is a man of the ages
and the depths rather than of the passing day. The mind of the prose
is closer to the surface and ruled by the scientific scepticism of con-
sciousness; the mind of the poetry, on the other hand, goes deeper,
chooses to affirm rather than question, and in its deeper descent
comes across that Pythagoras who, it may be, remains in the sha-
dowy darkness at the bottom of every man’s mind as he is also at the
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bottom and the beginning of the philosophic mind of mankind.
Reincarnation is a doctrine that was believed everywhere in former
times; and perhaps every man still keeps a private little corner of his
mind where he can—or where he must—entertain the notion
though he would not swear to it absolutely in an experimental labor-
atory nor bring it out often into the brutal light of dogmatic con-
troversy. In the darkness where archetypal images fresh images
beget, there he stays, the individual’s own private Pythagoras.
From the surface, however, the best we can get, so many centuries
after Pythagoras, is hypothesis. “If men are born many times . . .”
—that is not nearly strong enough for a genuine Pythagorean, not
even when Yeats goes on to give it his fainthearted support by add-
ing, “as I think” (Ex., p. 306). Neither was the purely hypothetical
language addressed to his father (Letiers, p. 653) anything like ade-
quate: “If you accept metempsychosis. . . " “If . . . if"—the
Orphic, Eleusinian, Pythagorean mysteries would hardly be re-
vealed to a man of such tepid faith as that. But

Many times man lives and dies
Between his two eternities,

That of race and that of soul,

And ancient Ireland knew it all.
(Poems, p. 637)

This, for a Pythagorean, is more like it: the deep mind speaking
without any of the hesitations, qualifications, and scepticism of
ephemeral consciousness. Ancient Ireland knew it all because she
was Druid-educated; and were not the Druids, according to one tra-
dition, initiated into the mysteries by Pythagoras himself? “We
Irish,” as Yeats says in “The Statues,” were “born into that ancient
sect” of Pythagoreanism and so believed in the soul's immortality
and its reincarnation and believed that anima hominis and Anima
Mundi are but the temporal and the eternal reflections one of the
other.

Though grave-diggers’ toil is long,
Sharp their spades, their muscles strong,
They but thrust their buried men

Back in the human mind again.

This is the great Pythagoras rising out of the unconscious—heroic,
stark, statuesque, as masterful as the Christ in Piero della Fran-
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cesca’s “Resurrection” —to address the Irish through the lips of a
latter-day Druid.

It was the other, the prose Yeats who recorded a watery, sceptical,
and scientific attitude in the draft of his autobiography apropos of
George Russell’s comforting words to Maud Gonne about reincar-
nation: “I could see that Maud Gonne was deeply impressed, and I
quieted my more sceptical intelligence, as [ have so often done in
her presence. I remember a pang of conscience. Ought I not to say,
“The whole doctrine of the reincarnation of the soul is hypothetical.
It is the most plausible of the explanations of the world, but can we
say more than that?’ or some like sentence?” (Memoirs, p. 48). This is
very much the attitude one ordinarily finds in Jung: that reincarna-
tion is a hypothetical, unprovable (therefore untenable by the scien-
tist) explanation for ascertainable psychic facts—specifically, an
explanation for the autochthonous occurrence of archetypal images
throughout the history of the psyche both individual and cultural;
those facts, Jung would argue, as does Yeats, do not depend on the
explanation, and though this may seem to one observer the “most
plausible,” it remains an hypothesis. “The contents of the uncon-
scious,” Jung wrote to a correspondent in 1936, “could be explained
by reincarnation if we knew that there is reincarnation” (Letters, 1,
209). However, as he goes on to say, “These hypotheses are at
present articles of faith,” and so the scientist (qua scientist) must
leave them to the poet. One of the ascertainable psychic facts for
which reincarnation is a plausible explanation is that men have be-
lieved, do believe, and will persist in believing in reincarnation,
openly or secretly, and with just that degree of intensity and literal-
ness permitted by the sophistication and nonpoetic spirit of their
minds. That is to say, the idea of reincarnation is archetypal. Thus
we are put in the odd and confusing, not to say circular, situation of
explaining—in a hypothetical manner, to be sure—the existence of
archetypes by the hypothesis of an archetype: reincarnation, an
archetypal idea, could account for the existence of archetypal ideas.
Archetypes, Jung declared, keeping up with the game and explain-
ing the explanation by an archetype to account for the archetypes,
“evidently live and function in the deeper layers of the unconscious,
especially in that phylogenetic substratum which I have called the
collective unconscious. This localization explains a good deal of
their strangeness: they bring into our ephemeral consciousness an
unknown psychic life belonging to a remote past. It is the mind of
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our unknown ancestors, their way of thinking and feeling, their way
of experiencing life and the world, gods and men. The existence of
these archaic strata is presumably the source of man’s belief in rein-
carnations and in memories of *previous existences’ " (CW, IX, part
1, par. 518). Though Yeats, in a prose mood and a sceptical mo-
ment, would have understood this and perhaps agreed with it (he
says much the same sort of thing in Per Amica Silentia Lunae), Jung's
notion is too complex, too sophisticated, and too clever by half for
any true Pythagorean. Nor is it very kind of Jung to put inverted
commas around previous existences: that i1s no more than to add
insult where injury has already been done. Pythagoras, however,
can always take care of himself, and in old age Jung was forced to
relent in his sophistication and let the Old Pythagoras in him (of
whom, significantly, Jung had caught a glimpse in a dream) have a
look out and say a word or two to the public, “The idea of rebirth 1s
inseparable from that of karma,” Jung says in his autobiography.
“The crucial question is whether a man’s karma is personal or not”
(Memories, p. 317/293). In the psychologizing passage quoted
earlier, Jung assumed, of course, that a man’s karma is not per-
sonal; in the autobiography he shows himself much less certain.
“Recently . . . I observed in myself a series of dreams which would
seemn to describe the process of reincarnation in a deceased person of
my acquaintance. . . . | must confess . . . that after this experience I
view the problem of reincarnation with somewhat different eyes . . .”
(ibid., p. 319/295). In a passage that is strikingly Yeatsian in
thought, Jung says, “I could well imagine that I might have lived in
former centuries and there encountered questions I was not yet able
to answer; that [ had to be born again because I had not fulfilled the
task that was given to me. When I die, my deeds will follow along
with me—that is how [ imagine 1t” (ibid., p. 318/294). The only
thing that prevents Jung from being an out and out Pythagorean
here—as the Pythagoreans themselves might argue—is the weak-
ness of his memory: if he had a strong enough memory (the gift of
the gods to Pythagoras) and could recall his “previous existences™ as
Athalides, Hermotimus, Pythagoras, and any others (Paracelsus
and Goethe perhaps?), then he would believe in reincarnation as
fervently as he always believed in the numinous quaternity.
Heraclitus’ witty gibe at Pythagoras and others (“The learning of
many things does not teach intelligence; if so it would have taught
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Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again Xenophanes and Hecataeus”
[Fr. 40]) tells us most about Heraclitus himself and about what he
took to be intelligence and the proper study of mankind; but it also
tells us something about Pythagoras—that he was not a thinker of
finicky restrictiveness or dry-as-dust nicety about where the limits of
human enquiry ought to be set. Indeed, Pythagoras went in one
direction back to the very archaic foundations of the universe and of
human knowledge, and in the other direction he stormed heaven
itself with the power of number. His glorious discovery—the same
lesson in the beginning and in the end, at the bottom and at the top
—was that as God moves in numbers his wonders to perform, so all
our return—our song, our dance, our progress on the Great Wheel
—will be, must be, in number also. Pythagoras alone in his time,
according to [amblichus, could hear the music of the spheres and yet
not have his hearing utterly burned out by the superhuman purity of
the music. Consequently he set about teaching other men, who were
incapable of looking on “the first and genuine archetypes of things,”
in images and tunes their senses could bear: “Just, indeed, as to
those who are incapable of looking intently at the sun, through the
transcendent splendor of his rays, we contrive to exhibit the eclipses
of that luminary, either in the profundity of still water, or through
melted pitch, or through some darkly-splendid mirror; sparing the
imbecility of their eyes, and devising a method of representing a
certain repercussive light, though less intense than its archetype, to
those who are delighted with a thing of this kind™ (Life, pp. 34-33).
Jung and Yeats also offered themselves to the weak-eyed and incap-
able as darkly-splendid mirrors of the same “first and genuine
archetypes of things,” the same harmonies, the same kosmoi, the
same mathematics as Pythagoras. If they were “less intense than
[their] archetype”—less intense than Pythagoras himself—they
were so only because a different age produces and demands a differ-
ent image, else it will not understand. Of necessity they were more
complex, less archaic, less intense than the primal Pythagoras, but
the mysteries they communicated were nonetheless Pythagorean in
their essence.



CHAPTER I11

Logos and the Sensible Flux

Heraclitus died without philosophic issue. “Unfortunately,” G. S.
Kirk tells us in a rather melancholy note at the end of his study of
the cosmic fragments, “Herachtus had no direct followers of note. ™
It would doubtless be less than consoling to the childless and disci-
pleless but supremely proud Ephesian Master to know the extent to
which, on the other hand, his indirect progeny have proliferated, for
his indirect followers, from Plato to the present moment, are hardly
inferior in number to ho: polloi, “the many” whom Heraclitus so
cordially despised. For the most part, however, those secondary and
tertiary disciples have followed at a considerable distance, refusing
Heraclitus’ absoluteness and his intransigence, and offering to their
great ancestor an allegiance very much less than complete. “Subse-
quent thinkers,” Kirk says, “were diverted by the Parmenidean
fallacy (the ultimate solution of which was, however, of the utmost

1",

importance for the progress of philosophy) . . .”; such offspring as

\. Heraclitus: The Cosmic Fragmenis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1970), p. $04.
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these—men of little faith, diverted by fallacy and blind to the
already-proclaimed truth—would perhaps not have surprised Hera-
clitus (had he not already declared that “men always prove to be
uncomprehending of the Logos which is as [ describe it”?), but
neither would they have particularly pleased him. If his philosophic
paternity had to be by way of Parmenides, with a Socratic-Platonic
midwife attending, then Heraclitus would likely have been reluctant
to acknowledge any responsibility for the child—or any culpability
in “the progress of philosophy.” Like Pythagoras, Heraclitus stated
four or five great primal, archetypal, and one-sided truths—truths
which were intertwined and interwoven into a single and compre-
hensive if extreme vision, that vision that we call Heraclitean—and
it was only thinkers of a later time, of a more sophisticated aware-
ness, and of a more subdued temperament who found it necessary to
smoothe out Heraclitus’ archaic angularity, to tone down his pas-
sionate utterance, and to dim his primal brilliance by joining Hera-
clitus’ truths to other, equally one-sided truths and by explaining his
“Sibylline frenzy” in rationalistic language.

Not everyone, however. Although Plato had to sauce Heraclitus
with Parmenides before he could swallow either, and although
Plato’s solution has commended itself to the vast majority of philoso-
phers since his time, there is yet one thinker (albeit not always hon-
ored with the name of “philosopher™) who shows no fear of Heracli-
tus’ extreme position—indeed he seems rather to favor it because it is
extreme—and who displays a distinct affinity for the dark manner
as well as the paradoxical matter of Heraclitus. It is, of course,
W. B. Yeats who is strong enough thus to take his Heraclitus neat.
In particular, Yeats never (and this 1s the greatest service he, as a
disciple, could render to Heraclitus as his master) translates or
inflates the poetry of Heraclitus’ cryptic brevity into the prose of
philosophic discourse. If anything, Yeats deepens the poetry and
makes 1t yet more itself by concentrating the mystery and intensify-
ing the Sibylline frenzy. G. S. Kirk, having noted Heraclitus’ lack
of direct followers, says that “doubtless this was partly due to his
cryptic style of utterance,” and he may be right; but for a follower of
a much later age, it is precisely this cryptic manner that keeps the
fragments alive and ever new to the inquiring mind: in twenty-five
centuries their meaning has not been exhausted, or even dimmed
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really, by the exercise of analytical and discursive reasoning, nor
will it be exhausted in twenty-five more centuries. Human intelli-
gence has been put to the test to understand Herachtus—stretching
itself, expanding into new reaches and discovering unknown
strengths of its own: understanding him, 1t has understood 1tself.
Human intelligence does this, however—and Yeats is our best
example—not by bringing Heraclitus to the rational surface but by
descending with him into the paradoxical, a-rational, and inexhaus-
tible depths. Consider this “prose” passage—pure Heraclitus in
style as in thought—{from On the Botler: **. . . and this something else
must be the other side of the penny—for Heraclitus was right.
Opposites are everywhere face to face, dying each other’s life, living
each other’s death. When a man loves a girl it should be because her
face and character offer what he lacks, the more profound his nature
the more should he realise his lack and the greater be the difference.
It is as though he wanted to take his own death into his arms and
beget a stronger life upon that death” (On the Boiler, p. 22; Ex., p.
430). I say that this last sentence of Yeats’s 1s as beautifully cryptic
as anything in Heraclitus—it captures the style perfectly, almost as
if Yeats had discovered a hitherto lost fragment—and it can tease us
out of thought as effectively as any of the attested fragments of the
Master. Though Heraclitus had no direct followers in his own time,
I imagine that he would not have been displeased with his latter-day
Irish descendant.

About Jung I am not so sure. I suspect that there might have been
just a bit too much of the Swiss burgher about him to agree with
Heraclitus’ aristocratic tastes, and I am sure that Jung’s tendency to
psychologize at such inordinate length—his practice of explaining
the inexplicable in five hundred more or less turgid pages and un-
tangling the paradoxical in another five hundred—not to mention
his polymath perversity (e.g., the footnotes and appendix to the
Mystertum Coniunctionis), would have met with cool disdain from the
man who first brought to perfection an expression that was poetic,
paradoxical, brief, and brilhant and who assaulted Hesiod and
Pythagoras, Xenophanes and Hecataeus for just this Jungian vari-
ety of misguided polymathy. Be that as it may, however, Jung’s
Collected Works are shot through with ideas for which Heraclitus is
the primitive and archetypal spokesman, their first begetter (so far
as we can see), and their stoutest champion. Jung may psychologize
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Heraclitus’ insights, he may occasionally misconstrue them, he may
once or twice credit Heraclitus with the ideas of others and fail to
credit him with his own—but that the real Heraclitus—real in the
history of thought, much more real in the functioning of the human
psyche—is a powerful and pervasive presence in Jung is undeniable.
Of all the Pre-Socratics, there is no question, I think, but that Hera-
clitus was the favorite of both Yeats and Jung.?

Because he was speaking from the deepest reaches of the human
mind, Heraclitus’ fragments have about them (as commentators
such as Cornford and Guthrie—and also Nietzsche—have noted®) a
quality of inspired utterance, of prophetic revelation, of poetry and
of religion. Jung, a psychologist and not a poet, saw these things
fitfully and in part; Yeats, a great poet if only an amateur psycholo-
gist, saw them steachly and saw them whole—as we can observe in
the cry of the Greek in The Resurrection when he realizes that a heart
beats in the breast of the Christ whom he had supposed but a phan-
tom: “O Athens, Alexandria, Rome, something has come to destroy
you. The heart of a phantom is beating. Man has begun to die.
Your words are clear at last, O Heraclitus. God and man die each
other’s life, live each other’s death.” The fragment of Heraclitus
here half-quoted, half-paraphrased prophesies to all nations and to
all ages—more perhaps to Yeats than to anyone else—because it is a
message, shrouded in appropriate mystery, from the unconscious to
the conscious mind of those nations and ages, offering itself for dif-
fering interpretation according to the differing consciousness of
nation and age. Yeats's entire play, which culminates in the Greek'’s
ecstatic cry, is virtually designed as a dramatic interpretation of the
meaning of Heraclitus’ fragment to the consciousness of the twenti-
eth century by way of dramatization of events from the first century.

2. In his copy of Hermann Diels’s Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Jung made very fre-
gquent marginal marks against the fragments of Heraclitus—bur against nothing else:
the two volumes are unmarked except for the section on Heraclitus, but there fre-
quently against both the Greek and the German. Yeats was not quite so exclusive,
but he did mark passages of Heraclitus more often than any other Pre-Socratic in his
copy of John Burnet’s Early Greek Philosophy. (The copy of Burnet in Yeats's library,
incidentally, is the first edition of 1892, which differs markedly from later editions.
When one wants to measure Yeats's knowledge of the Pre-Socratics, one must be
specific about the text—and the edition—he was using.)

3. See Guthrie, Hist. of Gr. Phil., 1, 413-15; Cornford, Principium Sapientiae, pp.
112-17 (chapter entitled “The Philosopher as Successor of the Seer-poet”); and
NMietzsche, Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, sections 5 through 8.
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The fragment for which The Resurrection serves as a dramatized
interpretation (Fr. 62 in Diels-Kranz; Fr. 67 in Bywater & Burnet;
Fr. 242 in Kirk-Raven; Fr. 66 in Philip Wheelwright; and a frag-
ment given a characteristically bad translation—which Yeats proba-
bly knew—by Thomas Taylor in his Dissertation on the Eleusinian and
Bacchic Mpysteries) might properly be translated thus: “Immortal
mortals, mortal immortals, living the others’ death, and dying the
others’ life.” No other thought, it seems to me, and no other image
seized on Yeats's imagination or teased and fascinated his mind so
much as this one. The fragment is everywhere in Yeats—in poems,
plays, essays, and letters—whether as allusion, as paraphrase, as
guotation and misquotation, or as creative adaptation and interpre-
tation. But while no other fragment found quite the same place in
Yeats's affections as this one, he nevertheless recurs very frequently
to other ideas of Heraclitus whether explicitly or implicitly, and
whether the Heraclitus of reference be the Heraclitus of ancient
Greece or the Heraclitus of the psychic substratum. The same goes
for Jung: “Immortal mortals” had not the same luminous and
numinous preeminence in his regard as in Yeats's (though Jung
does quote the fragment in Psychological Types); rather Jung most
often produces “old Heraclitus,” as he familiarly calls him, to stand
authority for the notion of erantiodromia (in spite of the fact that the
word does not occur in Heraclitus as Jung incorrectly supposed).
There was much more to Jung's Heraclitus than only enantiodromia,
however, just as there was much more to Yeats's Heraclitus than
“Immortal mortals, mortal immortals, living the others’ death, and
dying the others’ life.”

Yeats's Heraclitus, Jung's Heraclitus, and the Heraclitus of
Yeats and Jung together made such darkly brilhant and brilhantly
dark, primal statements as the following:*

4. 1 have chosen the specific fragments that follow because (1) Yeats either
marked them in his copy of Burnet, or he quoted or alluded to them in his writings;
or (2} Jung cither marked them in his copy of Diels, or he quoted or alluded to them
in his writings; or (3) both Yeats and Jung marked or quoted them. To be specific,
Jung quoted {frequently) the second fragment (not a direct quotation from
Heraclitus), and he alone is authority for (in the order quoted) DK 36, DK 10, DK
b0, DK 101, and DK 45; Ycats alone is responsible for DK 76, DK 21, DK 80, the
Homer passage (not in DK), and DK 30. This means that both men marked or
quoted Crafylus 402a, DK 62, DK 111, DK 88, DK 8, DK 53, DK 51, DK 119, DK
20, and DK 63. (Yeats marked the Cratylus passage, not in Burnet but in Walter
Pater's Plato and Flatonism, where Pater says of Heraclitus, *. . . he cries out—his
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Heraclitus somewhere says that all things are in process and
nothing stays still, and likening existing things to the stream
of a river he says that you would not step twice into the
same river,

Plato, Cratylus 402a (WBY,; CG]J)

mavta pel: all things are flowing [not a direct quotation but
a compressed summary accepted by tradition as the essence

of Heraclitus’ teaching on natural process]
(CGJ)

Fire lives the death of earth, and air lives the death of fire;

water lives the death of air, earth that of water.
DK 76 (WBY)

For souls it 1s death to become water, for water 1t 1s death
to become earth; from earth water comes-to-be, and from
water, soul.

DK 36 (CGJ)

What we see when awake is death, what we see asleep is

sleep.
DK 21 (WBY)

Immortal mortals, mortal immortals, living the others’

death, dying the others’ life.
DK 62 (WBY; CG]J)

It is disease that makes health pleasant and good, hunger
satiety, weariness rest.

DK 111 (WBY; CGJ)

Things taken together are whole and not whole, something
which is being brought together and brought apart, which is
in tune and out of tune; out of all things there comes a

philosophy was no matter of formal treatise or system, but of harsh, protesting cries
—Idvre yopel kal obdiv péver. All things give way: nothing remaineth.”) I have indi-
cated by initials after each passage the party or parties responsible. I have not tried
to give all the fragments possible: Yeats and Jung marked a good many more frag-
ments in Burnet and Diels than [ have reproduced.

The translations 1 have chosen are by Burnet, Guthrie, Kirk (in Presocratic Philos-
ophers and in The Cosmic Fragments), and Wheelwright—or, more often, are free adap-
tations from all these sources and retranslations of my own determined by the nature
of the discussion.
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unity, and out of a unity all things (ék navtov Bv kal £€ &vog

navra).
DK 10 (CG]J)

Living and dead, and the waking and the sleeping, and
young and old are the same; for these by sudden reversal
are those, and those again by sudden reversal are these.

DK 88 (WBY; CGJ)

It is opposition that brings things together. [This is the ver-
sion WBY marked in Burnet.] What is opposed is helpful.
[Guthrie’s more accurate translation. |

DK 8 (WBY; CGJ)

The way up and the way down are one and the same.

DK 60 (CGJ)

One must know that war is common, and justice strife, and
that all things come about by way of strife and necessity.
DK 80 (WBY)

War is the father of all and the king of all; and some he has
made gods and some men, some bond and some free.

DK 53 (WBY; CGJ)

Homer was wrong in saying: “Would that strife might
perish from among gods and men!” He did not see that he
was praying for the destruction of the universe; for, if his
prayer were heard, all things would pass away.

Bywater-Burnet 43 (WBY)

They do not understand how in being drawn apart it is
drawn together [or: how by being at variance it agrees with
itself]—an attunement of opposite tensions [or: backward-

turning adjustment] as in a bow or a lyre.
DK 531 (WBY; CG])

This world-order [kosmos], the same for all, no one of gods
or of men has made, but it was always and is and shall
he—an ever-living fire, kindling in measures and going out
INn measures.

DK 30 (WBY)
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I scarched myself.

DK 101 (CGJ)

You would not discover the limits of psych? even by travel-
ling every path: so deep a logos does it have.

DK 45 (CGJ)

n0og avBpone daipov: A man’s individuality is his daimon.
DK 119 (WBY; CGJ)

When they are born they wish to live and to meet with their
dooms, and then they leave children behind to become
dooms in turn.

DK 20 (WBY; CGJ)

They rise up and become wakeful guardians of the living
and the dead.
DK 63 (WBY; CGJ)

Before going on to argue the coherence of these fragments and
before demonstrating their relevance in a reading of Yeats or of
Jung as well as their pertinence in understanding the vast implica-
tions in the similarities between Yeats and Jung, I might remark
that Yeats was being Heraclitean in style and in content—deliber-
ately so I think—when he had Michael Robartes pronounce the fol-
lowing “fragments” in A Vision (pp. 52-33):

Every action of man declares the soul’s ultimate, particu-
lar freedom, and the soul’s disappearance in God; declares
that reality is a congeries of beings and a single being; nor
is this antinomy an appearance imposed upon us by the
form of thought but life itself which turns, now here, now
there, a whirling and a bitterness.

After an age of necessity, truth, goodness, mechanism,
science, democracy, abstraction, peace, comes an age of
freedom, fiction, evil, kindred, art, aristocracy, particular-
ity, war.

Death cannot solve the antinomy; death and life are its
expression.

The marriage bed is the symbol of the solved antinomy,
and were more than symbol could a man there lose and
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keep his identity, but he falls asleep. That sleep is the same
as the sleep of death.

Dear predatory birds, prepare for war, prepare your
children and all that you can reach. . . . Love war because
of its horror, that belief may be changed, civilisation
renewed. . . . Belief is renewed continually in the ordeal of
death.

There can be little question, in the face of these “fragments,” that
Michael Robartes, one of the masks of Yeats, had put himself to
school to “crowing, mob-reviling, riddling Heraclitus” (as Timon
of Phlius called him) as much as to Giraldus Cambrensis, and had
learned more from the genuine fragments of that dark, daimonic
Greek than he ever did from the desert-dancing Judwalis.
Heraclitus declared for the following truths: Everything in nature
is in perpetual flux, and flux is reality; all things (including men and
their consciousness) are always flowing, and the elements are in a
state of continual change, of inter-transformation and exchange of
characteristics; reality, both physical and psychological, is com-
posed of endless opposites, and without these conflicting opposites
the universe would collapse, yet these opposites are somehow, in a
deeper sense, identical, opposed halves of a circular whole or
reversed mirror images of one another; there is everywhere and
always an enmity between the watery and the fiery elements, an
enmity which in other guises would be between feminine and mas-
culine, between physical generation and spiritual creation, between
the many and the one; war and strife are the natural and necessary
state of things, and from their operation comes the tension, the
energy from pole to pole, that maintains all existence and is the sine
qua non of life itself; behind the perpetual processes of nature and
in the very chaos of their becoming, there is an invariable law or
formula or balanced measure that 1s the virtually divine Logos; and
this Logos that burns throughout nature burns also through the life
of every man—it is his individuality, his daimon, the formula of his
psyché. Yeats and Jung—with their opposites and quaternities, their
mystertum contunciionis and resolution of antinomies, their ureborot and
spheres, their masks and shadows, their enantiodromia and reversal of
gyres, their individuation and Unity of Being—declared, in their
own language, and declared again, for every one of these archaic
doctrines first promulgated by the proud and—in his generation—
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isolated Heraclitus of Ephesus. He is, however, isolated no longer,
for he mingles now with the other great dead in the mind and works
of Yeats and Jung, or more simply in that objective, collective,
impersonal mind of humanity where Yeats and Jung also have now
taken their place.

“In the phenomenal world,” Jung says in the Mysterium Coniunc-
fionis, the volume that he himself took to be his magnum opus, “the
Heraclitean law of everlasting change, ndvta pei, prevails; and it
seems that all the true things must change and that only that which
changes remains true’” (CW, XIV, par. 503). It is important to
remember the qualification with which Jung begins his comment—
“In the phenomenal world” —for he would no doubt have agreed
with J. H. Newman’s brilliant (and platonizing) remark on this
Heraclitean subject of change: “In a higher world it is otherwise,
but here below to live is to change, and to be perfect is to have
changed often.”® There is more than a little of Heraclitus in New-
man’s observation; and in Jung's observation—because it is
concerned solely with the *phenomenal world” or *“here below” —
there is nothing but Heraclitus. “Likening existing things to the
stream of a river,” Heraclitus too declared that “here below to live is
to change,” and conversely that to be at rest and at peace, unmov-
ing and unchanging, is to be dead:

Hearts with one purpose alone
Through summer and winter seem
Enchanted to a stone

To trouble the living stream.

The stream alone, and not the stone that troubles it, is possessed of
life in Yeats’s poem. “Easter 1916” is, among other things, a pro-
found examination—not precisely a confirmation but an explora-
tion—of the Heraclitean doctrine that all things human and natural
are in a state of flux, interchange, and transformaton and then a
questioning of whether, given this fact of human existence and
apprehension, stability is possible or even desirable.

The horse that comes from the road,
The rider, the birds that range
From cloud to tumbling cloud,

5. Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine (London: Longman, Green, & Co.,
1909), p. 40.
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Minute by minute they change;

A shadow of cloud on the stream
Changes minute by minute;

A horse-hool shides on the brim,

And a horse plashes within it.

This is very much the Heraclitean stream that no man can enter
twice, and there 1s no tribute more precisely attuned or more mov-
ing that this one of Yeats’s to the perpetual change, the incessant
flow, the ever fresh and new face that mere life insists upon or that
life is. The poem enacts what Yeats elsewhere calls “that delight in
what 1s unforeseen, and in the mere spectacle of the world, the mere
drifting hither and thither that must come before all true thought
and emotion” (K. & [., p. 314). Undoubtedly Yeats’s vision of per-
petual change, and his feeling for that change, was influenced, if not
entirely caused, by the incredibly swift changes in the weather and
the climate of Ireland (*as uncertain as a child’s bottom” in Simon
Dedalus’ simile) and the consequent changes in the appearance of
the landscape: to anyone who looks, let us say, at Ben Bulben for
any period of time, it is obvious that existing things are like the
stream of a river where ndvta pel, and that the stream itself, like the
shadow of cloud reflected in i1t, “Changes minute by minute.”
Not only 1s the stream Heraclitean but it 1s also, especially in the
clouds streaming overhead and reflected on the surface of the stream,
the procession of images of created objects reflected on the wall of
Plato’s Cave in the Republic: a third remove from reality and sta-
bility, from changelessness and knowledge. Far removed as it is
from changeless reality, however—from the fire of the sun that is
perfect reality—the stream is life all the same and not death.

The long-legged moor-hens dive,
And hens to moor-cocks call;
Minute by minute they live;
The stone’s in the midst of all.

The question that the poem asks about change and stasis comes
down to a question about life and death, for to achieve changeless-
ness 1s to be no longer alive, whether one remains in the midst of lhife
(like Constance Markievicz) or is violently removed therefrom (like
the executed revolutionaries). For Heraclitus—and for Yeats in
“Easter 1916" —rest and stasis are death, so that Parmenides was



Logos and the Sensible Flux 97

wrong to exalt his changeless and unmoving sphere, and so was
Pythagoras wrong in imagining that harmony and cosmos have any-
thing to do with peace and stability. Not at all, according to
Heraclitus, who uses both these Pythagorean words—both harmonia
and kesmos—but sees them as coming only from the heightened
energy and vital tension produced by incessant change and conflict.
“Every process,” Jung says—and Heraclitus is the great fountain-
head of process philosophy—*is a phenomenon of energy, and . . .
all energy can proceed only from the tension of opposites™ (CH,
VII, par. 34), just as in the “backward-turning adjustment” or
“harmony of opposite tentions” [raliviponog appovin] of a bow or
lyre—the image par excelience of Heraclitean/Y eatsian/Jungian ener-
gistic and vitalistic harmony.

Of course it is possible to take a contrary view of the matter, as
Yeats does often, especially in his carly poetry, and to yearn for the
peacefulness and quiet of Pythagoras’ kind of harmony as against
the agitation and strife of Heraclitus’ harmony. Michael Robartes
speaks in “The Phases of the Moon” of the possibility, devoutly to
be wished, of escaping from the wheel, of getting “Out of the up and
down" and particularly of getting “Out of that raving tide” —both
of them good Heraclitean images but with an emotional shading to
them that hints at Parmenidean and Pythagorean desires. Likewise
in an altered mood, Jung maintains that the psychotherapist should
not give all his love and attention to the “raving tide” and the
imbroglio that is the unconscious but “should also consider it just as
important a task to defend the standpoint of consciousness, clarity,
‘reason,” and an acknowledged and proven good against the raging
torrent that flows for all eternity in the darkness of the psyche—a
navta pel that leaves nothing unaltered and ceaselessly creates a past
that can never be retrieved” (CW, XIV, par. 125). It 1s ironic, since
Jung has been accused of being excessively and indiscriminately in
love with the “raging torrent” of the unconscious, that his principle
objection to Joyce’'s Ulysses should have been on precisely this
ground: that the novel merely presents a Heraclitean universe of
flux without the focussing, staying effect of any consciousness from
within that universe. “The presentation is consistent and flowing,
everything is in motion and nothing is fixed” (CW, XV, par. 173).

If the Heraclitean doctrine that all things are always flowing is not
on every occasion emotionally satisfying, and if the vision of nature
and the unconscious as a raving tide and a raging torrent fails to
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appease man’s universal monistic yearning, there is by way of com-
pensation another doctrine intimately associated with the name of
Heraclitus that 1s commended by Yeats and Jung in all seasons and
that does precisely answer to the monistic demands of the human
spirit. This is Heraclitus’ teaching not about streaming and the
watery element but about loges and the fiery element: “an ever-
living fire, kindling in measures and going out in measures” (Fr.
30). It is the genius of Heraclitus, expressed in the most profound of
paradoxes, to argue that the flowing stream and the bright flame are
opposites, and ever at war, yet are the same; they are antinomies,
yet are identical. Fire and water are in perpetual enmity, yet in their
opposed, balanced, and backward-turning tension they compose a
universe in which, the one above, the other below, they reflect one
another—a single law that can be abstracted from the elements as
perfect measure and pure fire, or that can be realized in the ele-
ments as incessant process and streaming water. “Since the time of
Heraclitus,” Jung says in Psychology and Religion, “life has been con-
ceived as a nip det Lov, an ever-living fire” (CW, XI, par. 60). This
1s true; but 1t is equally true that, since the time of Heraclitus, life
has been conceived as an ever-flowing stream, and somchow the
two, while opposed, are also the same. Jung himself gives us the clue
to their identity-in-opposition when, in “Archetypes of the Collec-
tive Unconscious,” he says, “in all chaos there is a cosmos, in all
disorder a secret order, in all caprice a fixed law, for everything that
works is grounded on its opposite” (CW, IX, part 1, par. 66). In the
stream, we might continue, there is a fire, and in navra pet there is
Aoyos.

There is a passage in “Anima Mundi” addressed to exactly these
same questions that is of crucial importance but of extraordinary
difficulty—it is difficult, that is, until we recall what Heraclitus had
to say of the elements in process and of the fiery logos and what, after
him, Plato had to say, in the Timaeus and the Republic, of inter-
transformative elements and of degrees of reality and knowledge.
Yeats, after describing some group efforts in evocation wherein he
and his fellow adepti had conjured up certain images that seemed to
draw together all their minds and to join them in a Great Mind with
minds of the past, goes on to speak of the images held in common
and of the minds through which they moved. “The minds that
swayed these seemingly fluid images had doubtless form”™—mind,
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corresponding to logos, has form while the images, seeming to be
fluid, stream on like everything in the phenomenal world—*“and
those images themselves seemed, as it were, mirrored in a living
substance whose change is but form.” Behind all change is a con-
stant law, a secret order behind chaos, Adyog in navia pel. The fiery
logos descends to airy images which are reflected in a watery stream
that is the movement of earthly matter. The order of descent is pre-
cisely the same as the arrangement of the elements in the Timaeus
(55d-56a) from the most mobile to the most immobile, and it cor-
responds to the degrees of reality and knowledge in the Republic—
from the sun of pure being, to the mathematical images of aither, to
images reflected in water (flickering, reflected images on the cave
wall), to the earth which is virtually inanimate and unreal. Or look-
ing to Heraclitus’ ordering, where the arrangement is hierarchical
but is also circular (“The way up and the way down are one and the
same”’), we still see Yeats’s scheme but more clearly and as it were
diagrammatically: “Fire lives the death of earth . . . : etc.:

/N

earth air

N4

waler

“On a circle,” as Heraclitus says, “the beginning and the end are
common,” and there is an identity in opposition determined by the
very form—closed and perfect—of that circle. “From tradition and
perception,” Yeats continues, “one thought of one’s own life as
symbolised by earth, the place of heterogeneous things, the images
as mirrored in water, and the images themselves one could divine
but as air; and beyond it all there were, I felt confident, certain aims
and governing loves, the fire that makes all simple” (Myth., p. 346).
From the heterogeneity and multiplicity of earth, by way of flowing
images reflected in water and the vaporous images themselves of air,
to the simplicity and unity of fire—such is the way up for Yeats as
for Heraclitus; and the way down is one and the same. Fire—in a
very slight paraphrase of Heraclitus and in a merger of a couple of
fragments both beloved of Yeats—lives the death of earth and dies
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the life of air; air lives the death of fire and dies the life of water;
water lives the death of air and dies the hife of earth; earth lives the
death of water and dies the life of fire; fire . . . —but in a circle, be-
ginning and end are common.

“The maternal significance of water,” Jung tells us in Symbols of
Transformation (and tells us again in “Archetypes of the Collective
Unconscious,” and again in Psychelogy and Alchemy, and again in
“The Meaning of Psychology for Modern Man,” and again in
*“Child Development and Education,” and again in Mysterium Con-
wnctionts, and again . . .) “is one of the clearest interpretations of
symbols in the whole field of mythology, so that even the ancient
Greeks could say that ‘the sea is the symbol of generation’” (CW,
V, par. 319). In keeping with the Heraclitean way up and down and
his circle around, the sea is also a symbol of death—*Those dying
generations . . . the mackerel-crowded seas . . . Whatever is begot-
ten, born, and dies” —and, in contrast to fire which is masculine, it
is a symbol of the eternal feminine, of mother, lover, and crone.
Such a paradoxical and multivalent symbol the sea was for the
ancient Greeks—for Heraclitus perhaps more than any other—and
such also for Yeats and for Jung. I think Yeats was making an
honest mistake (he was prone to honest mistakes of just this sort)
rather than trying to cover his tracks or obscure his indebtedness
when, late in his life, he wrote that “a German psycho-analyst has
traced the ‘mother complex’ back to our mother the sea” (Ex., p.
378). In any case, I am sure that for “German” we can safely read
“Swiss,” and to the authority of Gemisthus Plethon, whom Yeats
shortly thereafter cites, we can confidently add the authority of
C. G. Jung—who had it not only from dreams and suchlike but also
from “the ancient Greeks.” When Yeats, in “Coole Park and
Ballylee, 1931, asks brightly and rhetorically, “What’s water but
the generated soul?” he is, as Norman Jeffares points out (with the
relevant quotation from Porphyry’s De Antro Nympharum), alluding
to a typically Neoplatonic notion; but the Neoplatonists, as was
their habit, were only taking over a seminal idea discovered in an
earlier source—Heraclitus in this case (whom Porphyry indeed
quotes in his fanciful interpretation of the significance of the
nymph'’s cave in the thirteenth book of The Odyssey)—and decking it
out in the gaudy, obscurantist terminology of a much later stage of
thought.
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Heraclitus identifies soul with fire; moisture therefore signifies
death, since it extinguishes the fire that is the principle of individual
life and is the balanced logos sustaining the cosmos as well. Yet—and
this is altogether characteristic of one sort of Heraclitean paradox—
the fiery soul is born out of its watery opposite, and in the end it re-
turns to that opposite; moreover, between its beginning in moisture
and its end in the same, the soul reverts frequently—rather too fre-
quently according to Heraclitus—to a watery state by way of drunk-
enness and (probably) by way of that quasi-death which is sleep.
As with fire, “It is death for souls to become water”; but con-
versely, and paradoxically, “soul comes into existence from water”
(DK 36). Though “a dry soul is wisest and best” (DK 118)—obvi-
ously, just as it is wisest and best, not to say necessary and inevita-
ble, for a fire to be dry—nevertheless, “Souls are exhaled from
moist things” (DK 12), and, as is perhaps natural, they yearn to
return again to that state of peace and of freedom from the tension
of opposites that they previously knew and to enjoy once more a
condition of liquid unconsciousness and soul drunkenness (where
often, unfortunately, ndvta pei rather too much): “To souls it is
pleasure (or death)® to become moist” (DK 77); and “A man when
he is drunk is led by a beardless youth, stumbling and not knowing
where he goes, having his soul moist” (DK 117). Even in a gay and
largely frivolous poem like “A Drunken Man’s Praise of Sobriety,”
one can, if one wishes, discover Heraclitean imagery on the subject
of drink, for it is apparently because of the pervasive moistness—
water, water everywhere when he has a drop taken—that the
speaker finally opts for a mermaid, who can stay on top of the
waves, rather than for a punk, who would be all too likely to go
under:

No ups and downs, my pretty,
A mermaid, not a punk;

A drunkard is a dead man,
And all dead men are drunk.

G. Most texts omit the parenthetical phrase, though Diels-Kranz includes it
G. 5. Kirk, on the other hand, if he were to consider this a genuine fragment, would
drop “pleasure”™ and retain “death” (Cosmic Fragments, p. 253), but in fact he prefers
to take the whole thing as little more than a Neoplatonic gloss on Heraclitean
doctrine (ibid., p. 340; ironically, the passage comes to us from Porphyry’s De Antro
Nympharum).
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Absolutely right, so far as imagery goes, according to Heraclitus.
Water, as the maternal element, is both generative and destruc-
tive, Jung insisted, and he insisted even more frequently that “the
sea is the symbol of the collective unconscious™ (CW, XII, par. 57).
Translating Heraclitus’ language of elemental imagery into the
metaphors of analytical psychology, Jung devoted a dozen volumes
of the Collected Works and the greater part of his career to describing
how the individual spark of consciousness—its own tiny logos
fire—rises out of the sea of the unconscious to reach its zenith, like
the sun, at mid-day/mid-life, and then slowly descends, desiring its
own death, back into that same sea in the evening. In a passage
(CW, XIV, par. 117) that can be taken as representative of twenty
similar passages, Jung writes: “Just as the day-star rises out of the
nocturnal sea, so ontogenetically and phylogenetically, conscious-
ness i1s born out of unconsciousness and sinks back every night to
this primal condition, This duality of our psychic life is the proto-
type and archetype of the Sol-Luna symbolism.” Yeats does not lay
his fire-water imagery out in quite this same pattern, but water
always figures in his poetry as on the one hand generative, on the
other hand destructive, and fire as the expression of creative, heroic
spirit (On Baile’s Strand, for example, is a dramatization of elemental
conflict—Conchubar, earthy and watery, versus Cuchulain, airy
and fiery—and the fire of Cuchulain’s spirit is literally extinguished
by water in his fight with the waves at the end). In the early poetry
there is what Yeats later came to think of as a sentimental desire to
submerge himself in the easeful waters of obliteration—*"the waves
of sentiment,” as Yeats says in a letter to /&, that would “rust the
terrible mirror” of the blade of the will. “I fled that water” (Letters,
p. 433), Yeats adds, and indeed he did, but not until he had written
the poem about an enchanted lake isle (in photographs, incidentally,
Innisfree clearly reveals a feminine aspect to it—a sort of mons veneris
in appearance—not unlike the hair tent Yeats dreamed early on of
closing over him), an island where “peace comes dropping slow” to
soothe the weary soul but to moisten and drown it as well. Jung
dreamed of an enchanted island also—"the enchanted island in the
Upper Lake, where the wild ducks, plovers, and crested grebes nest
in the reeds” (Letters, 1, 37)—and originally, just as Yeats wanted to
establish a Castle of the Heroes on an island in Lough Key, Jung
intended to build his tower, which in the beginning he thought of as
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a gesture to maternal sources, on that enchanted island. If it can be
pleasure to the soul to become moist, it can also mean death, and
this we discover everywhere in Yeats: in the early poems the psyche
is submerged in the moist that the world and all its conflicts may be
obliterated; in the poems of Yeats’s maturity, water and 1ts destruc-
tive allies—the “blood-dimmed tide,” the storm “bred on the Atlan-
tic,” the “sea-wind” that screams upon the tower, “the flooded
stream,” all of them erupting “Out of the murderous innocence of
the sea” —are seen as the enemy that would destroy the vulnerable
creations of psyche. In either case, the watery element signifies
death to the psyche, as Heraclitus said and as Jung too always recog-
nized when he spoke in psychological metaphor of the raging waters
of the unconscious overwhelming and extinguishing the brave but
fragile light of consciousness.

There are those students of Pre-Socratic thought who feel that
Anaxagoras, because he introduced Nous (mind or intelligence) as
the motive force and the controlling principle in the universe, should
be accorded a grand and prominent position among those who col-
laborated in the construction of a world system. Yeats, however,
was not among the Anaxagorists. In his copy of Burnet, Yeats
marked a passage (p. 293 in the first edition) in which Burnet com-
ments on Anaxagoras’ substitution of “Nous . . . for the Love and
Strife of Empedokles,” and in the margin Yeats wrote, “Change to
Primary conception,” thus incidentally demonstrating that even the
Pre-Socratics could be reduced to little more than a preparing of the
way for the complete system of A4 Vision as that was revealed to Yeats
by his Instructors. And having refashioned it into a more Heracli-
tean image, Yeats put this observation from Burnet right into 4
Vision, where Anaxagoras is seen more as a villain than as a hero of
Greek philosophy because “he declared that thought and not the
warring opposites created the world” (Vision [1937], p. 273). Not
only was this a pernicious doctrine cosmogonically speaking (as
Heraclitus knew) and psychologically speaking (as Jung knew), but
it had the effect (as Yeats knew) of robbing the artist of the greatest
subject his imagination had ever conceived: “At that sentence the
heroic life, passionate fragmentary man, all that had been imagined
by great poets and sculptors began to pass away, and instead of
seeking noble antagonists, imagination moved towards divine man
and the ridiculous devil” (pp. 272-73). With Anaxagoras, Yeats
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implies, the focus shifted so that creativity and destructivity were no
longer located in the human and natural realm, where paradox and
conflict are the order of the day, but in realms above and below the
human/natural, which was in effect to deprive the great antagonists
of the richest ground for their warfare. After Anaxagoras (or so
Yeats suggests), good was projected upward, evil downward, and
the conflict of opposites was taken out of the natural world—which
then, as Heraclitus had already declared, would collapse, there
being no strife to maintain the energy of existence or to impel man-
kind to heroic and creative deeds. But “there must be some such
tension of opposites,” Jung argues, with something of the same
sense of exasperation as Yeats, “otherwise no energy would be pos-
sible, for, as Heraclitus has said, ‘war is the father of all things™ "
(CW, VIII, par. 99). This casting of God and the devil out of the
human realm—or the attempt to cast them out, for it can never suc-
ceed—exercised Jung as much as it did Yeats, and it seemed as
wrongheaded to him on psychological grounds as it did to Yeats on
artistic grounds. Consider, for example, this passage in Symbols of
Transfermation (similar to a number of other passages scattered
throughout CW) where Jung merges psychology and theology to
come up with a critique of Christianity based on the same objection
as Yeats’s disapproval of Anaxagoras: “The self, as a symbol of
wholeness, is a coincidentia oppositorum, and therefore contains light
and darkness simultaneously. In the Christ-figure the opposites
which are united in the archetype are polarized into the ‘light’ son of
God on the one hand and the devil on the other” (CW, V. par. 576).
In the “‘light’ son of God” we have Yeats’s “divine man,” and in
“the devil,” as conceived by Christianity, there is nothing but
“ridiculous” and unworthy foolery. It was all so much better before
Anaxagoras and Christianity; and, in fact, beyond the reach of
those two separators, deep in the psyche of man and of the universe,
it remains the same, for the primitive warfare of Heraclitean
opposites has not ceased there nor can it ever cease. “The conscious
mind is on top, the shadow underneath,” and just as high always
longs for low and hot for cold, so all consciousness, perhaps without
being aware of it, seeks its unconscious opposite, lacking which it is
doomed to stagnation, congestion, and ossification. Life is born

7. Yeats: “Every influence has a shadow, as it were, an unbalanced—the
unbalanced is the Kabalistic definition of evil—duplicate of itsell”(Letters, p. 256).
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only of the spark of opposites” (CW, VII, par. 78). If Yeats was
correct in his understanding of Anaxagoras, then there was good
reason to anathematize him for his glorification of Nous as the serene
and all-powerful Creator, for to deprive cosmogony of the warring
opposites 1s also to deprive the universe of life and it 1s to take from
mankind at the same time any impetus to creativity. “Without this
continual Discord,” Yeats says in A Vision (p. 94), “there would be
no conscience, no activity’'; and therefore, in a late letter to Dorothy
Wellesley, he writes, “I begin to see things double—doubled in
history, world history, personal history” (Letters, p. 887). Although
Yeats goes on to speak of a unity we can be sure that those doubles
of his were incessantly, in the best Heraclitean way, at one another’s
throats, living the other’s death, dying the other’s life.

On the doctrine of contraries Yeats had Blake for authority
(*“Without contraries is no progression. Attraction and Repulsion,
Reason and Energy, Love and Hate, are necessary to Human exis-
tence”); on the embrace of opposites Jung had Nicholas of Cusa
(*Nicholas of Cusa defined God himself as a complexio oppositorum™
[CW, VII, par. 406]); and on Eros as a great daimon midway be-
tween immortal mortals and mortal immortals, a spirit of union
through whose agency the fragmented sexual opposites are joined,
Plato, in The Symposium, had Diotima and Aristophanes. But in the
end the ancestral authority for them all—for Blake, Cusanus, Plato,
Aristophanes, Diotima, Yeats, and Jung—when they were about
these teachings, was Heraclitus. “One must know,” the Heraclitus
in them announced to them all, “that war is common, and justice
strife, and that all things come by way of strife and necessity” (DK
80); hence one ought not to pray for an end to strife, which (accord-
ing to a compound gloss offered by Aristotle and Simplicius) would
be nothing less than *praying for the destruction of the universe, for
there would be no melody without high and low, nor living crea-
tures without male and female, which are opposites; and if the
prayer were heard, all things would pass away.” Cusanus himself,
who pronounced often and in a variety of ways on the union of
opposites in God, never said it more clearly than Heraclitus, the
great original: “God 1s day and night, winter and summer, war and
peace, satiety and hunger” (DK 67)—and Hippolytus, to whom we
are indebted for preservation of this fragment, goes on to provide
the appropriate gloss: “all the opposites: that is the meaning.” To
all of these descendants, finally, Heraclitus addressed the fragment
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(DK 62) in which there are no verbs (which might pin down the
meaning and limit it too much) but only substantives, adjectival
attributes, and continuing participial actions in endless grammatical
and logical inter-transformation—a fragment that could be glossed
forever but never improved. In The Presocratic Philosophers, G. S.
Kirk translates in a manner intended to suggest the variety of possi-
bilities offered by the fragment—but finally, seeing that the possi-
bilities for grammatical and logical combinations are nearly infinite,
throws up his hands in despair and surrenders with a concluding
“etc.”: “Immortal mortals, mortal immortals [or mortal immortals,
immortal mortals; er immortals are mortal, mortals are immortal; or
immortals are mortals, mortals are immortals, ete.], living their
death and dying their life.” This translation, as Kirk well knows and
no doubt intends, does not begin to exhaust the possibilities of the
fragment. When Philip Wheelwright, for example, supplies the verb
“become” rather than “are,” he in effect glosses the fragment and
points it in the direction of a particular interpretation involving
temporal, cyclical transformations between incarnate and discar-
nate states; but Jung (though without specific reference to this frag-
ment) points it back in the direction of psychological simultaneity
when he says, “[M]an does not change at death into his immortal
part, but is mortal and immortal even in life, being both ego and
self” (CW, V, p. 284, note 182). Little wonder that during the last
year or so of his life, when Yeats was putting together the ultimate
mishmash of essays, poems, plays, and teachings in eugenics that
was to be proclaimed from On the Boiler, he could scarcely write a
page without this fragment insinuating itself, in part or in whole, in
rhythm, in imagery, and in thought, into his text. As he at one point
in that publication puts it, and truly, “[W]e have been haunted by
those faces dark with mystery, cast up by that other power that has
ever more and more wrestled with ours, each living the other’s
death, dying the other's life” (On the Boiler, p. 25, Ex., p. 434). For
Yeats, with his vision of doubles everywhere, as also, arguably, for
Heraclitus and perhaps even for Jung—though he hedged his bets
much more cautiously than Yeats was inclined to do—this state in
which mirror images duplicate and reverse one another, or in which
an image is thrown perpetually back and forth between a concave
mirror and a convex one, applies to the course and the stages of an
individual life; it applies to cycles of history; most of all it applies to
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the backward-tension and harmony and the symbiotic relationship
between incarnate and discarnate beings. “To me,” Yeats wrote to
Ethel Mannin some three months before he experienced that enantio-
dromia, that “sudden reversal” of direction, by which his life turned
into its own opposite and into its identical, inverted twin, “all things
are made of the conflict of two states of consciousness, beings or per-
sons which die each other’s life, live each other’s death. That is true
of life and death themselves. Two cones (or whirls), the apex of each
in the other’s base” (Letters, p. 918). Then Yeats drew for Ethel
Mannin, as the Instructors had twenty years earlier drawn for him,
that empty image of reversed, interpenetrating cones which Yeats
saw as embracing the same unlimited, unglossed, comprehensive
significance as Heraclitus’ fragment 62. There is a legitimate and
useful sense in which one could say that half the poems of Yeats’s
maturity—and especially those poems that represent considered
public performances, with their special Yeatsian grandeur and
formal dignity about them: “Sailing to Byzantium,” “The Tower,”
“Among School Children,” “All Souls’ Night,” “A Dialogue of Self
and Soul,” “Blood and the Moon,” “Byzantium,” “Vacillation,”
“Under Ben Bulben” —that all of these may be construed as so many
glosses on the formal, empty image of interpenetrating cones and as
so many interpretations of the fragment that says, “Immortal
mortals, mortal immortals [or . . . ,] living the others’ death, dying
the others’ life.”

It was very likely his adherence to Heraclitus’ doctrine of
opposition and paradox—projected into a dictum of psychological
theory holding that everything psychic is paradoxical and contradic-
tory (“every psychic phenomenon is compensated by its opposite™
[CW, X, par. 292])—that allowed Jung, or caused him, to be so
often self-contradictory, describing himself now as a monist, then as
a dualist, and again as a pluralist (e.g., CW, IV, par. 758; CW, IX,
part 2, p. 61. n. 74; CW, XVI, par. 177). Jung was not, however,
the first man to have contradicted himself, nor will he be the last to
do so, in an attempt to reconcile the undeniable fact of pluralism
with an irresistible urge to monism. To see Logos in the sensible flux
and the sensible flux in Logos is not a simple matter, and it is both
understandable and forgivable that one and the same man should
now feel that there is only the Logos whereas yesterday he felt that
there was only the sensible flux.
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For one throb of the artery,
While on that old grey stone [ sat
Under the old wind-broken tree,
[ knew that One is animate,
Mankind inanimate fantasy.

This occurs in the Collected Poems just ten pages after the convincing
evocation of the living reality of the sensible flux in “Easter 1916”
and just ten pages before this firm declaration of faith in “The
Tower™:

I mock Plotinus’ thought

And cry in Plato’s teeth,

Death and life were not

Till man made up the whole,

Made lock, stock and barrel

Out of his bitter soul,

Aye, sun and moon and star, all. . . .

“Between extremities / Man runs his course,” as Yeats says in the
first lines of “Vacillation,” and between extremities also the Collected
FPoems run their course; but it is only thus, by the conflict and coop-
eration of warring opposites and by a dialectical running between
extremities, that a poem and the entire Peems will gencrate the ener-
gy that 1s the sole source of poetic (as also philosophical and psycho-
logical) life. Each of the poems in Collected Poems, as well as the
volume as a whole, and the entire patchwork complex of essays and
monographs that constitutes Jung's Collected Works could fairly be
seen to fit the Heraclitean description that Jung gives to the psyche
and to psychological theory: “A psychological theory,” he says in
Two Essays on Analytical Psychology, “must base itself on the principle
of opposition; for without this it could only re-establish a neurotic-
ally unbalanced psyche. There is no balance, no system of self-
regulation, without opposition. The psyche is just such a self-
regulating system” (CHW, VII, par. 92). No balance and no energy
without the warring opposites, no Logos without the sensible flux.
The balance, the formula, or the measure by which the psyche regu-
lates itself—since psyche, according to Jung, is an enclosed, sell-
contained systern composed of parts in opposition, 1n strife, and in
perpetual flux—is analogous to, indeed is identical with, the bal-
ance, the loges by which the individual “individuates” himself, and
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1s therefore identical with the instressed and inscaped logos that
directs a single poem or a volume of poems, the logos that is the
measure determining the shape of a complete body of work—that
complete lifework being the externally realized form of the internal
process of psychic life.®

Before we can think of leges, however, whether logos within an
individual’s life and poem or an all-encompassing Loges that shapes
the flow of all things from beyond life and death, we must attend to
that universal play of opposites which is responsible for the dyna-
mism of the entire phenomenal world, both physical and psycholog-
ical. The opposites, as Yeats says of the Great Year, are reconciled
in paradox at every conceivable level, for one can always imagine a
Greater if not a Greatest Year, or a Lesser if not a Least Year, that
will be divided into the same antinomial halves as the Great Year
itself. Whether the Great Year be 10,800 years long or 18,000 years
or 36,000 years is of little consequence in this Heraclitean universe
of warring opposites and paradoxical union: “Whatever its length,
it divided, and so did every unit whose multiple it was, into waxing
and waning, day and night, or summer and winter. There was
everywhere a conflict like that of my plav [ Resurrection] between two
principles or ‘elemental forms of the mind’, each ‘living the other’s
life, dying the other’s death.” ”? Natural cycles are infinitely divisi-
ble, as is the Great Year, as are cultural cycles, and as is the pattern
of every life, because the universe is a self-regulating system re-
flected in, and reflecting, the self-regulating system of the human

8. This notion of a lifework as a vastly exfoliated “metaphor of self,” with both
the lilfework and the self being determined and shaped by the same individual loges, is
developed in greater detail in Meaphors of Self: The Meaning of Auiobiography
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972), especially Chaprer One and Chaprer
Three (which argues the thesis in the specific case of Jung).

On psyche as an enclosed, self-regulating, “logistical™ system where opposite em-
braces opposite and where balanced and equal conflict never ceases, cf. two passages
in Memories, Dreamns, Reflections (pp. 346/318-19 and 351/323). “Just as all energy
procecds from opposition, so the psyche too possesses jts inner polarity, this being
the indispensable prerequisite for its aliveness, as Heraclitus realized long ago. . . .
Indeed, this i1s inevitable, for, as Heraclitus savs, ‘Everything is flux.” Thesis is
followed by antithesis, and between the two is generated a third factor, a lysis which
was not perceptible before. In this the psyche once again merely demonstrates its
antithetical nature and at no point has really got outside itself.”

9, Ex., p. 396. | think the misquotation is unintentional here—it should, of
course, be “living the other’s death, dying the other's life” —but it serves to suggest
that the opposites really were, in Yeats's unconscious mind, essentially identical and
therefore interchangeable,
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mind with its “two principles” or its “elemental forms.” What
Yeats says of man in the first lines of “Vacillation™ is true also of
civilizations, of nature herself, and of the universe at large:

Between extremities

Man runs his course;

A brand, or flaming breath,
Comes to destroy

All those antinomies

Of day and night;

The body calls it death,
The heart remorse.

But if these be right

What 1s joy?

How—Yeats implies the question—how can we call it either death
or remorse when the extremity, painful or tragic though it may
seemn to the individual, is a personal extremity only and one of a
pair, and is set within a larger pattern, not individually determined,
wherein it is balanced by its opposite according to the necessities and
the wisdom of the system in its self-regulation. Though the body
calls 1t death, out of death, in a longer view, comes life, as out of life,
death: dying each others’ life, living each others’ death. In the life of
the individual, there is, as Jung puts it, “the enantiodromia of life
into death” (CW, V, par. 681), and—though Jung was ordinarily
too cautious to say so, Yeats was not—there is also the enantio-
dromia of death into life. Heraclitus had long since declared on all
these antinomies which set the extremities between which the gyres
of human life endlessly whirl (in their whirling and union making
up that Sphere which, existing outside the extremities, forbids us to
call this ultimate death or remorse)—“Living and dead, and the
waking and the sleeping, and young and old are the same; for these
by sudden reversal are those, and those again by sudden reversal are
these” (Fr. 88). This describes the dialectical movement of the
mind, as Yeats said—“elemental forms of the mind”: an archetypal
movement—as well as encompassing both an individual life and
life at large. “Every psychological extreme,” according to Jung,
“secretly contains its own opposite or stands in some sort of intimate
and essential relation to it.” Jung could hardly be clearer and firmer
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in his adherence to Heraclitean doctrine than he is here; and he con-
tinues with more teaching from the same elemental source: “In-
deed, it is from this tension that it derives its peculiar dynamism. . . .
[Tlhe more extreme a position 1s” —and what more extreme than
the extremities of Yeats's poem, or the extremities of Heraclitus’
living and dead?—"the more easily may we expect an enantio-
dromia, a conversion of something into its opposite” (CW, V, par.
581). The two stanzas that make up the third section of “Vacilla-
tion” enact precisely Jung’s enantiodromian division of life: a
period of physical strength, of ambition, of conquest, of the gyre
whirling outward and, balancing/reversing this first period, a period
of spiritual refinement, of reflection, of circumambulation about a
center, of the gyre whirling inward to a point. “Get all the gold and
silver that you can, / Satisfy ambition,” until that day comes when
the line of life turns back on itself, that day when you are “No
longer in Lethean foliage caught,” and then, at that supreme
climacteric, like the sun at noon and the year at the summer solstice,
“Begin the preparation for your death / And from the fortieth
winter by that thought / Test every work of intellect or faith.” The
single and only difference between Jung’s enantiodromia and
Yeats’s 1s that Jung said the line of life turned back on itself at age 35
(because that is when it happened with him: circa 1910), while Yeats
says it is at age 40 (because that is when it happened with him: circa
1903). Otherwise Jung might have been offering a comment on this
poem—or on half a dozen others in Collected Poems—when he said,
“Every more or less normal life runs this enantiodromian course”
(CW, XVI, par. 212). “Vacillation,” reflecting life’s typical pattern
and the Heraclitean process of psyche, 1s constructed on a very elab-
orate series of antinomies—antinomies within stanzas (e.g. I), be-
tween stanzas but within a section (e.g. 1I1), and between sections.
As an example of this final encounter and resolution of antinomies
we have the joy of IV, which finds its antinomic opposite in the
remorse of V, both to be resolved in the pattern of alternating emo-
tions, of intertransforming cones, that is the principle of the entire
poem; indeed, the joy of IV and the remorse of V are resolved and
both dissolved into a stoic resignation before the all-embracing
pattern, or the encompassing loges, of VI: “let all things”—flame
and foliage, joy and remorse, life and death—*"pass away.” Cast a
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cold eye on life, on death: let them pass away and let them return;
let them return and let them pass away.

The turning backward, or naAiviponog, of Heraclitus, the iden-
tity that he always maintained to exist in opposition, and the circle-
closing that brings extremes together all find expression in one of
Jung’s favorite images or symbols—or perhaps we should call it an
archetypal figure, since we can discover it in Yeats at the same time
as in _Jung and can trace it as far back at least as Heraclitus, if not
further, and as far down as the dreams that seem to recur in all men
everywhere: “In the age-old image of the uroboros lies the thought
of devouring oneself and turning oneself into a circulatory process”
—which is just the sort of thing Yeats does—turns himself “into a
circulatory process”—in a poem like “Under Ben Bulben” which
moves gyrelike down from the superhuman regions of Ben Bulben,
through cycles of Irish experiences and the poet’s trade, finally to
the central, circular point which is W. B. Yeats, and then out
through the eye that joins the hourglass cones to issue in that sphere
that embraces both of these cones of life and death. “There,” as
Yeats says in another poem describing the circulatory process con-
tained in the uroboros image, “There all the serpent-tails are bit.”
On that same image, Jung continues in the passage previously
quoted: “The uroboros is a dramatic symbol for the integration and
assimilation of the opposite, 1.e., of the shadow. This ‘feed-back’
process is at the same time a symbol of immortality, since it is said of
the uroboros that he slays himself and brings himself to life, fertilizes
himself and gives birth to himself. He symbolizes the One, who pro-
ceeds from the clash of opposites . . ." (CW, XIV, par. 513). A
symbol for the integration and assimilation of the opposite, for im-
mortality, for the One, and for that which creates itself out of the
clash of opposites—quite a rich symbol is the uroboros and as high
in Yeats’s affections as in Jung’s.

If Jung was just a little shy of lending his name publicly and scien-
tifically to a Yeatsian beliel in the symbiotic relationship of incar-
nate and discarnate spirits (his letters and other noncanonical writ-
ings—Septem Sermones and Memories, Dreams, Reflections, for example
—suggest he was not so shy privately and personally), he was not at
all hesitant to maintain that Heraclitean relationship of opposition
and identicalness for consciousness and the unconscious. (In his
autobiography, Jung equates the unconscious with the “land of the
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dead,” so in the end it may come to the same thing anyway, in spite
of his reluctance to commit himself on incarnate and discarnate spir-
its.) In a passage that is redolent of Heraclitus and Yeats, except
that Jung employs psychological and epistemological rather than
cosmological and metaphysical terms, Jung, in an essay on “The
Role of the Unconscious™ (1918), writes, “I like to visualize the
unconscious as a world seen in a mirror: our consciousness presents
to us a picture of the outer world, but also of the world within, this
being a compensatory mirror-image of the outer world. We could
also say that the outer world is a compensatory mirror-image of the
inner world” (CW, X, par. 23). Why not say it? Heraclitus had said
it to his colleagues twenty-five hundred years earlier; and Yeats was
off in Ireland proclaiming it at precisely the same moment that Jung
was writing. “Conscious unconsciousness, unconscious conscious-
ness, outer inner world, inner outer world, living the other’s death,
dying the other’s life.”

It was a favorite observation of Jung’s that that which is true and
adequate logically is not necessarily true or adequate psychologi-
cally: logical principles and psychological principles, he frequently
insisted, are not coextensive or coterminous. “An exclusively
rational analysis,” Jung says, “must necessarily stop short at the . . .
antinomies, for in a total opposition there 1s no third—tertium non
datur! Science comes to a stop at the frontiers of logic, but nature
does not—she thrives on ground as yet untrodden by theory. Venera-
bilis natura does not halt at the opposites; she uses them to create, out
of opposition, a new birth” (CW, XVI, par. 425). Like God, her
father and sometime spouse, or like Heraclitus, one of her first and
greatest spokesmen on this question, nature thrives on paradox, and
so does psyche, since it is altogether at one with “venerabilis
natura.” But the new birth or the new creation—Jung was consis-
tent and logical in his argument about that which goes beyond con-
sistency and logic—must always be at a different level of existence
from the opposites themselves. *As opposites never unite at their
own level (tertium non datur!), a supraordinate ‘third’ is always
required, in which the two parts can come together” (CW, IX, part
2, par. 280). This is the truth of Heraclitus, the truth of Nicholas of
Cusa and of Wiliam Blake, the truth of W, B, Yeats and of C. G.
Jung: that in this world there is a continual antinomic opposition
that is not to be reconciled by human reason but is brought to peace
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only transcendently in the paradoxical marriage of reason and non-
reason, in the complexio oppositorum that draws all antinomies into
unity, or in what Cusanus, in his Vision of God, calls the Coincidentia
contradictoriorum: “'Thou hast inspired me, Lord . . . | and I have
learnt that the place wherein Thou art found unveiled is girt round
with the coincidence of contradictories, and this i1s the wall of
Paradise wherein Thou dost abide. The door whereof is guarded by
the most proud spirit of Reason, and, unless he be vanquished, the
way in will not lie open. Thus ‘tis beyond the coincidence of con-
tradictories, that Thou mayest be seen, and nowhere this side there-
of.”"" Jung shifts the terms only slightly, from metaphysics to depth
psychology, from Paradise to the human psyche, and from God to
the self, when he says, “The confrontation of the two positions
generates a tension charged with energy and creates a living, third
thing—not a logical stillbirth in accordance with the principle teriium
non datur but a movement out of the suspension of opposites, a living
birth that leads to a new level of being, a new situation, The tran-
scendent function manifests itself as a quality of conjoined oppo-
sites” (CW, VIII, par. 189). The transcendent function in Jung
points toward the self realized, as in Cusanus it carries us past
Reason and into the circular, wall-girt and mandala-like Paradise
“wherein Thou dost abide.™

Yeats, when speaking as poet rather than as mystic, turns his gaze
away from Cusanus’ “wall of Paradise” and back to a world of flux
and sheer opposition, for as Yeats says, “If it be true that God 1s a
circle whose centre i1s everywhere, the saint goes to the centre, the
poet and artist to the ring where everything comes round again” (E.
&I, p. 287). Within the walls and at the center, there is no division
nor any creativity; outside the walls 1t 1s otherwise. “No mind can
engender until divided into two,” Yeats says in a discussion of the
poetry of Keats, Shelley, and Synge (Auto., p. 345); and elsewhere
in the same volume, he declares, “All creation is from conflict,
whether with our own mind or with that of others™ (p. 576)—a
remark which has much the same sense about it as Yeats’s famous

10, Vision of God, chap. 9; trans. Emma Gurney Salter (London: ], M. Dent &
Sons, 1928), pp. 43-44. On the subject of the contradictories and reason, the Latin
original (1565 ed. of the Opera) reads thus: *, . . cinctum contradictoriorum coinci-
denoa, et iste est murus Paradisi, in quo habitas, culus portam, custodit spiritus
altissimus rationis, qui nisi vincatur, non patebit ingressus, Ultra igitur coinciden-
tiam contradictoriorum videri poteris, et nequaguam citra.”
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observation that “We make out of the quarrel with others, rhetoric,
but of the quarrel with ourselves, poetry” (Myth., p. 331). This is
doubtless well said and, what is more, it is structured very much as a
Heraclitean fragment should be; yet it seems to me that on the ques-
tion of conflict and creativity, or the question of opposites and a
transcendent third, Yeats was at once more subtle and more com-
prehensive when he wrote the following in his diary: “Man can only
love Unity of Being and that is why such conflicts [as those urged on
us by discarnate spirits] are conflicts of the whole soul. . . . All that
our opponent expresses must be shown for a part of our greater ex-
pression, that he may become our thrall—be ‘enthralled’ as they say.
Yet our whole is not his whole and he may break away and enthrall
us in his turn, and there arise between us a struggle like that of the
sexes. All life is such a struggle” (Ex., p. 302). Yeats would not be
likely to enroll himself a disciple of any psychologist by adopting
such terminology as “the transcendent function”; yet he suggests a
way to Unity of Being that is strikingly like Jung’s movement into
and “movement out of the suspension of opposites, a living birth
that leads to a new level of being” when he declares that “A writer
must die every day he lives, be reborn, as it is said in the Burial
Service, an incorruptible self, that self opposite of all that he has
named ‘himself’ " (Auto., p. 457). That he may achieve Unity of
Being in “an incorruptible self” renewed daily, the writer exercises
a capacity and is driven by a necessity that differs in name only from
the transcendent function of analytical psychology: he transforms
what had been, or had seemed, an external opposite (“all that our
opponent expresses”) into a contrary part of the self (“a part of our
greater expression”), and out of that quarrel—a quarrel previously
with “others” but now with “ourselves” —he not only makes poetry
but also brings to birth the Jungian “supraordinate third,” which is
the same being as the Yeatsian “incorruptible self, that self opposite
of all that he has named ‘himself.”” Though this third is born of
conflicting opposites, and though it is incorruptible, it must be per-
petually renewed by union with its own opposite to create a new
being at a yet higher level. But this is the genius of what Jung calls
the transcendent function or of what we might call the daimonic
progression: a sort of Platonic ladder made up of resolutions, inte-
grations, and creations at successively higher levels of reality, free-
dom, and perfection. “I think all happiness depends on having the
energy to assume the mask of some other self, that all joyous or
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creative life is a rebirth as something not oneself, something created
in a moment and perpetually renewed . . . (Memotrs, p. 191; cf.
Auto., p. 503). Not only is the opponent whom the writer integrates
the opposite of himself, but so also is the resultant creation, the self
born of the union of warring opposites; hence there is ever the
necessity for conflict and union, birth and rebirth, and always at a
higher level.'' Daimonic opposites join to produce a third, which
third unites with its daimonic opposite to produce another third,
which third . . . and so on to a symbolic resolution of all the antino-
mies in the symbolic Sphere (purely symbolic, as Yeats argued,
since the endpoint is infinity and, as on a circle, is also the begin-
ning). The universe, according to Michael Robartes, is “a great egg
that turns inside-out perpetually without breaking its shell” (Vision,
p. 33), and so is the writer in his attempt to transcend himself, to
become a mystic marriage of creatively warring opposites, to dis-
cover an incorruptible self, and to achieve Unity of Being.

It was to Heraclitean duadic opposites of a relatively low level of
resolution and creativity that Yeats addressed himselt in an carly
version of the final lines of “Among School Children™:

O dancing couple, glance that mirrors glance
How can we know the dancer from the dance?'?

These are the Heraclitean antinomies of the human and phenome-
nal world, reflections one of another, which, if resolved as they are
locked in the dance, may restore and yield up anew the monad and
the living, moving pattern of Unity of Being. In the final version, on
the other hand, this lower-level resolution and union of man and

11. In his copy of Angelo Crespi’s Contemporary Thought of Italy (London: Williams
& Norgate, 1926), Yeats marked a passage on p. 160 describing “the resolution of all
distinctions into the concrete unity of Spirit as self-conscious activity, whose only
law, inherent in the very idea of Spirit ar a process, is the Dialectical necessity, if there is to
be a process, that each moment in preserving tls predecessor within itself, yet should be 1ts negation.
. .. What Yeats underlined (as shown in the quotation) could stand as a very fair
description of process in a Heraclitean world, and in a note at the foot of the page
Yeats related it all to himself in an exact description of what [ have called above the
daimonic progression: “1 (let us say) negate Swinburne, as part of an historical move-
ment. . . . But as transcendental ego I recreate his world. The transcendent ego may
not be dialectical, but only the empirical.™

12. Quoted by Thomas Parkinson, W. B. Yeats, The Later Foetry (Berkeley and
Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1971), p. 107.
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woman, of the dancing couple, of self and anti-self, has already oc-
cured—*“0O body swayed to music, O brightening glance”: the
swaying body is singular; the glance brightens because the daimon
has been brought to perfect union with its opposite and shines forth
from the third created out of this union of antinomies; and the
dancer now, at an advanced stage of the daimonic progression, weds
himself to nothing less than the pattern of dance. Is it not this
supreme symbolic union—dance as the perfect being of dancer;
dancer as the imperfect becoming of dance—that Yeats describes in
A Vision, where cones forever imitate the sphere and are ever
becoming the sphere, but must be content to symbolize it only and
never be it because they are of this world, the sphere of another
world? “The Thirteenth Cone is a sphere because sufficient to itself;
but as seen by Man it is a cone. It becomes even conscious of itself as
so seen, like some great dancer, the perfect flower of modern cul-
ture, dancing some primitive dance and conscious of his or her own
life and of the dance” ( Viston, p. 230). It is this consciousness of “his
or her own life and of the dance,” like the consciousness of the
Thirteenth Cone that it is seen by Man as a cone yet is all the same a
sphere, that transports the dancer for an eternal moment into the
symbolic sphere. The dancer enters into his own eternity, for as the
composite Yeats/Villiers de I'lsle Adam/St. Thomas Aquinas says
several times, “Eternity is the possession of one’s self, as in a single
moment” (Ex., pp. 37, 449; Viston, p. 139). What the dancer has
done, in a supreme reconciliation of opposites, is to wed the sensible
flux of his own life to the Logos that, as Heraclitus declared, is for-
ever. Putting it otherwise, as Jung might be inclined to put it, one
could say that in his performance the dancer unites the unconscious
of the primitive dance with consciousness of his life and of the
dance. “In this way conscious and unconscious are united, just as a
waterfall”—or a dancing dancer—“connects above and below”
(CW, XIV, par. 706). The sensible flux runs through the life of
every individual and through the life of the universe; the Logos is the
choreography of the sensible flux—or, if one chooses to personify
and to anthropomorphize, the Logos is the chorcographer of the
sensible flux.

That there is a logos-formula not only for nature and the universe
but for the individual also is the last great truth—a truth that is
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rather complicated in its Yeatsian/Jungian elaboration but an
archetypal truth all the same—for which Heraclitus is responsible in
the syncretic evolution of Anima Mundi. Though Guthrie accurately
declares that Fr. 119 (f|8og avBpwne daipwv) is “scarcely translate-
able,” he has himself done as good a job of translating it as any man
can do: “A man’s individuality i1s his daimon.” Besides being his
datmon—his antinomic, conflicting opposite and his destiny—a
man’s individuality displays the operation in him of his logos. Hera-
clitus internalizes man’s destiny, his daimon, in the same way Plato
does in the Myth of Er at the end of the Republic and in the same way
the Instructors do in coming to give Yeats metaphors for his poetry.
“By fate and necessity,” Yeats says of the Instructors’ teachings in 4
Vision, “is understood that which comes from without, whereas the
Mask is predestined, Destiny being that which comes to us from
within™ (p. 86). This 1s good Heraclitus, embracing both the doc-
trine of opposites and the doctrine of man’s daimon, but when Yeats
elsewhere remarks, with a characteristic insouciance about scholarly
niceties, I think 1t was Heraclitus who said: the Daimon 1s our
destiny” (Mpyth., p. 336), there is nothing but the sprezzatura of
genius to Justify his addition to Heraclitus® book. Burnet (on whom
Yeats generally relies for his Heraclitus) translates the fragment,
“Man’s character is his fate,” making the Greek dalpov into
English “fate”; but Yeats transforms Burnet’s “fate,” which accord-
ing to the Instructors is an external thing, into “destiny,” which is
internally determined through choice of the Mask; and then he
blithely disregards the fact that "fate-destiny”™ was Burnet’s transla-
tion of daipwv, not of NBog. Thus, man's character slips between the
cracks and simply disappears—except for the crucial fact that for
Yeats the datmon 1s both the opposite and the twin of a man’s charac-
ter, or of his individuality, or “of all that he has named ‘himself.” ”
There is thus in the end a sufficient depth and intensity to Yeats’s
misquotation and reinterpretation of Heraclitus (this i1s far from a
unique instance of that technique in Yeats) to persuade the reader
that Yeats understood his great forerunner in dark paradox better
than the linguistically precise scholar coughing in his ink. If the Dai-
mon is a man’s individuality and his logos—that peculiar and unique
balance that is his character and no one else’s—and if the Daimon is
also (as Yeats believed it to be) a man’s opposite and his loving
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antagonist, then it is no dishonor nor an impoverishment of his doc-
trine to ascribe to Heraclitus the remark that “the Daimon is our
destiny”; on the contrary, it is as great an honor as one poet can
render to another, and is Yeats’s brilliant, if partial, contribution to
the exfoliation, accomplished by the ages, of the great flower that is
only darkly present and potentially there in the tight-furled bud of
Heraclitus’ teaching.

I should imagine it was largely Heraclitus that Yeats had in mind
(or that his scholarly informant had in mind) when he wrote, “The
Greeks, a certain scholar has told me, considered that myths are the
activities of the Daimons, and that the Daimons shape our characters
and our lives. I have often had the fancy that there is some one myth
for every man, which, if we but knew it, would make us understand
all he did and thought” (E. & I., p. 107). This daimonic doctrine is
Heraclitean in the first instance (a man’s individuality equals his
fogos formula equals his daimon); after Heraclitus it is Platonic (in the
Timaeus every soul is given a daimon that is its individualizing, divin-
ifying, and immortalizing partner); after Plato it is Plotinian (with
the notion that there may be a unique archetype for each human
soul); and after Plotinus it is both Yeatsian and Jungian, for this
final theorist and psychologist of daimonism (Jung) was fond of
arguing that a man’s individuality is born with him, demanding to
be realized in the course of a life, and that each of us 1s directed by
what Jung, in a phrase sharply reminiscent of Yeats's notion of
myths and Daimons, calls in his autobiography his “personal
myth.” The living of this “personal myth” is the same thing, if
Yeats was correct in his information, as the performance in one’s
own life of the dance pattern traced out for us in advance and laid
down by the datmones; it is also nothing Jess than Jungian “individu-
ation,” nothing less than the achievement of Yeatsian Unity of
Being.

Is it proper, however, when the doctrine of Heraclitus is in ques-
tion, to speak of “Unity of Being” and to suggest that “individua-
tion” can have anything to do with his teaching? Was not Heracli-
tus, according to Plato, the spokesman for pluralism, diversity, and
becoming rather than the champion of monism, unity, and being?
And did he not argue that reality and truth pertain to an objective,
impersonal Loges rather than to any subjective, individual view of
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it? The answer to the two questions, of course, must be “Yes, he
was” and “Yes, he did”; but here precisely, if paradoxically, in this
juncture of the two doctrines—on the one hand a doctrine of plural-
istic process, on the other hand a doctrine of monistic Logos—we
find Heraclitean authority for Yeatsian “Unity of Being” and
Jungian “individuation.” According to both of these latter-day doc-
trines of individuated unity—psychological and poetic doctrines rich
with cosmological and metaphysical implications—ours is a diverse
universe, a world that is simultaneously both one and many, a per-
petual, pluralistic process directed by an unchanging monistic
Logos. But whom did Yeats and Jung have to thank for the original
statement of the archetypal idea of unity-in-plurality? Heraclitus,
G. S. Kirk writes, “was the first thinker, as far as we know, explicitly
to define a connexion between the apparent plurality of the phenome-

nal world and an underlying unity . . .” (Cosmic Fragments, p. 70).
And Harold Cherniss confirms Heraclitus’ priority when he says
that he was the one who “discovered . . . that the whole world is a

process and nothing else, a process that had no beginning and will
never end, but that all things are one because the process has an
ineluctable order, the order being a fixed proportion of change. . . .
[Heraclitus] for the first time in Western thought declared that
reality is not the world that we perceive nor any part of it but a
formula that is at once hidden and manifested by this perceptible
process. "' This was an enormously important “discovery” for the
psychologist who maintained that psyche itself 1s a process that both
hides and manifests its own formula; and equally important for the
poet who wrote to his father that art is not primarily “imitation of
something in the outer world” but is instead creation, expression,
and manifestation of an inner and hidden formula which is the sub-
jective pattern of the artist’s personality: “The element of pattern in
every art is, I think, the part that is not imitative, for in the last anal-
ysis there will always be somewhere an intensity of pattern that we
have never seen with our eyes” (Letters, p. 607). For the psychologist
and the poet, the pattern or the formula may be cosmic and objec-
tive, but it is certainly and first of all individual, microcosmic, and
subjective. In dien, Jung tells us that “individuation is a ‘mysterium
coniunctionis,’ the self being experienced as a nuptial union of

13. “The Characteristics and Effects of Presocratic Philosophy,” feurnal of the
Histary of Ideas, 12 (June 1951), p. 333,
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opposite halves and depicted as a composite whole in mandalas that
are drawn spontaneously by patients” (CW, IX, part 2, par. 117).
But Jung always maintained that a mandala—i.e., a circular figure
—though composed of conflicting parts and many of them, 1s wtself
nevertheless supremely unified: it is, in its essence, defined by its
unity and circularity not by its diversity and opposition. Thus, in
his essay on “Flying Saucers” (which incidentally has almost
nothing to do with flying saucers), Jung says, “The symbols of the
self coincide with the God-images, as, for instance, the complexto
oppositorum of Cusanus with the dyad, or the definition of God as a
‘circle whose centre is everywhere and the circumference nowhere’
with Angelucci's sign of the hydrogen atom” (CW, X, par, 806).
Just so, in the best Heraclitean way, Nicholas of Cusa may say that
God is to be seen beyond the gate which is the “coincidence of con-
trarieties,” but this does not mean that God is in any way complex
or plural: “For with Thee,” Nicholas says, “speech and sight are
one, since in reality they are not different in Thee, who art Very
Absolute Simplicity [qui es ipsa simplicitas absoluta).”'* Life as we
experience 1t, life in a human perspective, is composed of the un-
ceasing conflict and interplay of opposites which are, nevertheless,
regulated, ordered, or contained in a reality of a higher order:
everything is process, but there is an order behind that process,
above it, and in it as a whole. “Listening not to me,” Heraclitus
says in a fragment that manages to save the plurality of phenomena
while insisting on the unity of the formula according to which they
change and interchange, “Listening not to me but to the Logos it is
wise to agree that all things are one” (Fr. 50).

Of the one Logos and of the many logoi—the daimon-directed for-
mulae and destinies of individual men—Yeats wrote in his Diary in
1930: “If reality is timeless and spaceless this is a goal, an ultimate
Good. But if [ believe that it is also a congeries of autonomous selves
I cannot believe in one ever-victorious Providence, though I may in
Providences that preside over a man, a class, a city, a nation, a
world—Providences that may be defeated, the tutelary spirits of
Plotinus” (Ex., pp. 309-10). These tutelary spirits, the Heraclitean
datmones with whom we are locked in loving battle, may be defeated,
and yet is not their defeat also their triumph? Must we not suppose
that this is what they wanted since it is what is? Yeats pushed his

14. The Vision of God, chap. 10; trans. Salter, p. 45.
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dialectical theory of daimonism a step further in A Vision in his dis-
tinction—yet not a distinction either but an identity—between the
Parmenidean phaseless sphere and a series of Heraclitean antinomic
pairs: “The ultimate reality because neither one nor many, concord
nor discord, is symbolised as a phaseless sphere, but as all things fall
into a series of antinomies in human experience it becomes, the
moment it 1s thought of, what I shall presently describe as the thir-
teenth cone. All things are present as an eternal instant to our
Daimon . . . but that instant is of necessity unintelligible to all bound
to the antinomies™ (Vision, p. 193). So long as we inhabit a Heracli-
tean universe, which is to say so long as we are living, we are, of
course, “all bound to the antinomies,” but that says nothing about
ultimate reality or the phaseless sphere, nothing about the thirteenth
cone or the eternal instant, nothing except that they remain—it
remains—unintelligible to us. Yet even as he acknowledges his
entanglement in the Heraclitean antinomies and his consequent
inability to see from above or outside those antinomies, Yeats de-
clares his certain conviction of that which, though it is unintelligible
to him, is not entangled in any antinomies and enjoys an existence
untroubled by contrast or conflict: he declares his belief, that is, in
the phaseless Sphere of Parmenides which, like the ultimate in
jealous gods, insists that its existence is the only reality and that the
apparent existence of the antinomies is mere illusion. Yeats, like
Jung, was a monist who would not—who ¢ould not—deny mundane
pluralism: more by choice and on faith than by necessity and on ob-
servation, however, they were both of them at the same time Par-
menidean monists; but bound as they were to the antinomies—and
intellectual history hardly shows us any thinkers more closely bound
to the antinomies than Yeats and Jung—they had to be, and they
passionately were, Heraclitean antinomists.

Having gone this far with Heraclitus, or having attempted, out of
Yeats and Jung, to exfoliate thus fully the great flower closed up in
his paradoxes and riddles, the time comes when we must turn back
on ourselves, reverse our Yeatsian gyres, perform a Jungian enantio-
dromia, and submit ourselves to a Heraclitean palintropos; for the fact
is that much of this that we have traced to Heraclitus and have
boldly called Heraclitean doctrine goes far beyond anything Hera-
clitus ever said or perhaps could have said. It may well be that,
living when he did, Heraclitus did not possess even the language
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(leaving out of question the desire) to speak of—for example—the
individual or the self in the way we have suggested that he did
speak. Yet we intend Heraclitus no discourtesy and we do him, I
think, no violence—Yeats and Jung did him no violence and no
wrong—in thus teasing a system and a universe out of the dark bril-
liance of his fragments. What we are doing, as Yeats and Jung were
doing, as Nietzsche and many others have done, is to tease that
whole construct, with all the assistance Heraclitus can give us, out of
the shadows and tendencies of our own minds and out of the dark
depths of the collective human mind. Heraclitus, hike the daimones,
like the archetypes, like psyche itself, speaks the literal and dramatic
language of myth. When he says that it is death to souls to become
moist, he means pretty much just that: it is death to souls to become
moist. Heraclitus wrote, or spoke, at just that point when language
was becoming conscious, as later it would become self-conscious;
but it was to be another century in the evolution of Greek thought—
a period of history corresponding to a certain period of intellectual,
psychological development in the individual—before the concepts of
philosophy replaced the stories of mythology and the mysteries of
religion, or before the unconscious impulses of psychology had been
fully transformed into the conscious formulations of philosophy.
(And poetry is forever returning us to its sources in the unconscious,
to the stories of mythology and the mysteries of religion—returning
us, as it were, from Plato to Heraclitus and Pythagoras, to Hesiod
and Homer, and even earlier.) “You can refute Hegel,” Yeats
observed in his last letter, “but not the Saint or the Song of Six-
pence” (Letters, p. 922). Yet it was this same refutable Hegel who
said (in his Lectures on the History of Philosophy), * There is no proposi-
tion of Heraclitus which I have not adopted in my Logic.”'® While
Hegel, as Yeats says, is subject to refutation, his great progenitor of
Ephesus (and I am sure Yeats would agree) was an invulnerable to
the assaults of logic as any Saint or the Song of Sixpence. Where does
one begin a refutation of “For souls it is death to become water™?
On what ground can logic stand to overthrow “Immortal mortals,
mortal immortals, living the others’ death, dying the others’ life”?

15. Hegel's Lectures on the History of Philosophy, 3 vols., rans. E. 5. Haldane (New
York: Humanities Press, 1935), I, 279; the passage occurs in vol. XVII (Vorlesun-
gen dber die Geschichte der Philosophie: erster band) of the Samtliche Werke, ed.
Hermann Glockner (Stuttgart, 1959), p. 344,
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There is no way to deny a direct statement of the psyche, no way to
confute myth. If Heraclitus lived before the advent of an abstract,
fully conceptual philosophic language, he was nevertheless im-
mensely resourceful and undeniably fortunate in the daimonic
mode he chose and perfected: he continues to live today because of
the mode he adopted then. And so Heraclitus has his paternity after
all, being incontrovertible father to a mode of thinking and irrefuta-
ble ancestor to a part of the mind of mankind.



CHAPTER IV

The One Being

"Eanv: “ls: Exists,”

Right there, having said so much, Parmenides ought to have
stopped; and he would have done had he been as faithful to his own
expressed principles as he insisted his philosophical antagonists be.
An inquirer into the nature of “what is"—someone, that is, like
Parmenides who asserts “Is” and then tries to go beyond *Is” to dis-
cover and to proclaim how and in what way “it 1s”; and whose first
discovery and proclamation is that “It is one” —such an inquirer
will run immediately into a blind, blank wall (“I am that I am™) and
will be reduced either to silence or to the mumbling of tautologies
and empty nothingness. Or worse, if he makes the positive, substan-
tive statement, then he runs up against, and either destroys or is
destroyed by, his assertion that “It1s™ and “It 1s one.” For exactly
contrary but equally compelling reasons, Parmenides and Cratylus
should both have abandoned speech. That Parmenides did not join
Cratylus in silence tells us only that here, once at least, the logician
is abrogating his own logic. If “what i1s™ 1s one, and if, as Parme-
nides says, reality, thought, and language are exactly coequal and
coterminous, then we can say nothing but what is tautological, and
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that Parmenides has already said: “What is, is.” With the birth of
Parmenides’ “Way of Truth,” the same lament that greeted another
birth must have gone over the Greek world: “The great god Pan is
dead”; for Parmenides slew Pan with abstractions and denied
nature with a thought so pure that it bore no smudge of the senses, a
thought so absolute and all-encompassing that 1t was completely
empty. After the lament for Pan, a hush as it were fell momentarily
on Greek philosophy. The philosopher was closed and imprisoned
within the bounds of his logic and his speech; he was fettered in just
the same way as “what is"—"“for powerful Necessity holds it in the
bonds of a chain that hems it in all round.” The extreme monism of
Parmenides’ truth forbade him any consciousness of reality—or it
should have done—for to be conscious is to be separated, and Par-
menides himself allowed there to be no separation, no division, in
“what 1s”; it also prevented him (logically) from speaking of “what
is,” since the act of speaking, like the act of consciousness, requires
a separation of subject and object, and it means movement, change,
heterogeneity, and multiplicity in “what 1s.” Historians of Greek
philosophy have puzzled over Parmenides’ reasons for writing his
“Way of Seeming” after he had thoroughly demolished the grounds
for such a construct in his “Way of Being.” They might well address
themselves to another and, as it seems to me, prior question: After
having said “Is,” or after having asserted “Exists,” how can Par-
menides go on to speak of that Being which, if it is one, full, and
evervthing, is also—and therefore—unreal, unknowable, and inef-
table?

Parmenides, however, was nothing if not confident, even reck-
lessly so. His intellectual hubris 1s most apparent when he proceeds
not only to describe the nature of “what i1s”—this I imagine
Parmenides did not see as illogical or impossible; it came to seem so
only with the advances made by Plato—but when he goes much fur-
ther to describe, very daringly, the nature of “what i1s not,” which is
a performance that Parmenides had himself bitterly condemned in
others and had previously tried to stamp out as the very worst of sins
against logic. Parmenides’ superb confidence that the single and
only truth had been revealed to him was as great as Heraclitus’ selfl
assurance, and it filled him with an arrogance nearly as absolute as
that of Heraclitus himself. Indeed, in one sense Parmenides is even
more secure in his confidence than Heraclitus: so secure that he can,
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from his superior position, give an exposition of the “Way of Ap-
pearance and Illusion™ that will be better than any other, and can
toy with his creation even while knowing that it is nothing but
appearance and illusion, since he has just finished giving an exposi-
tion of the only True Way. It is as if Yeats were to preface his Collected
Poems—that most delicate, most faithful following of the sinuous,
quick-changing path of the serpent, as Yeats calls it in one place,
and in another place, “hodos chameliontos,” which is none other
than Parmenides’ hodos doxan, the “*Way of Seeming”—as if he were
to preface that brave and magnificent effort with a chilly statement
of the “Way of Truth,” denying in advance any validity, reality, or
force to what would follow; or as if Plato were to preface the account
of creation in the Timaeus not by saying, as he does say, thatitis a
likely story rather than certain truth but by saying that it is an as-
sured falsehood with no likelihood about it at all. Neither Plato nor
Yeats was so extreme, so negative, so daring but destructive; nor
was Jung, who, though he acknowledged the subjectivity of his psy-
chology, nevertheless maintained, Plato-like, that it was a likely—in
fact a very likely—story.

“I have thought much,” Yeats says in “Anima Hominis,” “of the
difference between the winding movement of Nature and the straight
line, which i1s . . . the mark of saint or sage. I think that we who are
poets and artists, not being permitted to shoot beyond the tangible,
must go from desire to weariness and so to desire again, and live but
for the moment when vision comes to our weariness like terrible
lightning, in the humility of the brutes. . . . Only when we are saint
or sage, and renounce experience itself, can we, in the imagery of
the Christian Cabbala, leave the sudden lightning and the path of
the serpent and become the bowman who aims his arrow at the
centre of the sun” (Myth., p. 340). Saint or sage or antipoetic poet
and logician like Parmenides—they alone have nothing to do with
the “Way of Seeming,” the *Path of the Chameleon,” the circum-
ference of the circle; they alone aim for the sensorily empty, void,
and desert-poor center, suffering neither desire nor weariness,
denying the reality of process and of “the tangible,” paying no
tribute whatsoever to “coming into being and perishing, change of
place and alteration of bright colour” (Fr. 8, ll. 40-41). Though
Yeats, according to his own lights, was neither saint nor sage, he
nevertheless recognized and acknowledged that other way of saint or
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sage opposed to the artist’s way, that hedos aletheizs or hodos sphaires as
against the “hodos chameliontos”; Yeats seldom spoke of that other
way, however, simply because he thought it beyond the powers of
speech. With Parmenides he would say “Is,” and would insist upon
it, but he would not go on to try to describe the nature of “what is”
with nothing to hand but the frail tools of human discourse; neither
would Yeats deny, as Parmenides did, the reality or the significance
of the reflection in the stream, the play of light and shade on Ben
Bulben, the perpetual flow of appearances over the face of nature,
for there, in the “Way of Seeming,” for all its instability and delu-
siveness, he hoped to discover symbols that would provide access to
the “Way of Truth” itself. Similarly, in the first of the Sermons to the
Dead, we are told that in the PLEROMA—which is Parmenides’
One Being under another name—“both thinking and being cease”
and we are informed also that “It is quite fruitless to think about the
pleroma”; but the man who called himself Basilides was, like Yeats,
writing many centuries after Parmenides, and the intervening cen-
turies had developed an answer to the Parmenidean dilemma that

was not available to the logician who devised a trap for his phil-
osophical opponents but then, like Daedalus, found himself con-

fined in a prison house of his own making.

When Parmenides, quite against his stated premises, descends
from the first, monistic part of his poem, “The Way of Truth,” to
the second, pluralistic part of it, “The Way of Seeming,” his subject
is transformed from the One Being into “Whatever is begotten,
born, and dies.” What Yeats says about 4 Vision—"all the sym-
bolism of this book applies to begetting and birth, for all things are a
single form which has divided and multiplied in time and space” (p.
212)—applies also to Parmenides’ “Way of Seeming” (but not to
his “Way of Truth,” since he denies that a single form can be
“divided and multiplied in time and space™), and it applies with yet
greater force to Yeats's own poems in which there is a continual
alternation between division and multiplication on the one hand and
unification on the other hand. The relevant fact about Yeats’s poetic
theory and practise is that, unlike Parmenides, he envisions not only
a descent from truth to seeming but an ascent from seeming to truth
as well. For Yeats, the transcendent world of Oneness is a creation
of art (no doubt of philosophy also if the created system holds
against the pressure of experience and the demands of reality)
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which, in contrast to the world of process, change, and decay, is un-
moving, single, equal in all directions from the center, as Parmeni-
des, Empedaocles, and Plato all joined in saying of the spherical One.
The two antinomic worlds figure in “Sailing to Byzantium™ as “that
country” (where all is pluralistic: birds, generations, bodies, songs)
and as Byzantium (where all is monistic: golden bird, eternity, soul,
song). They figure also in “The Dolls,” where the living (and there-
fore dying) child is felt as an incredible insult by the dolls who have
seen “Generations of his sort,” and felt also as a miserably poor per-
formance by the doll-maker himself whose wife—the watery, mater-
nal source of all this nonartistic death and woe—apologizes to him
in these wretched accents:

My dear, my dear, O dear,
It was an accident.

As Yeats sees it (here humorously, elsewhere more seriously), there
is a world of accident and a world of essence, one of becoming and
one of being, a realm of Heraclitean process and seeming and a
realm of Parmenidean stasis and truth, a procreation of life and a
creation of art. As he says in the intended preface to a collected edi-
tion of his poems, the artist is not the bundle of accidents that sits
down to breakfast; in fact, qua artist, he is not a living man at all but
is the work he creates, golden bird, poem, or statue. The poet de-
scends continually into the world of becoming that he may rescue
therefrom that sad bundle of accidents that does sit down to break-
fast, transform the bundle into the essence of his own personality,
and with it reascend to the world of being. The necessity that the
two worlds be joined, yet the stark contrast between them, is of
course what produces the agony of human life, the misery of grow-
ing up, and “that most fecund ditch of all” that is unhappy love.
Yet, as Yeats tries to suggest, and as philosophers of Plato’s school
have always maintained, this paradoxical state, which is the source
of so much sorrow, is also the source of the “uncontrollable mystery
on the bestial floor” and of the only possible way to the transcen-
dence of sorrow. Hence, in “Dialogue of Self and Soul,” Yeats pro-
claims himself “content to follow to its source / Every event in
action or in thought,” so that he might “cast out remorse” and
thereby be “blest by everything.” Parmenides, however, was pre-
Platonic (and very much pre-Yeatsian), and so, seeing the world
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around him as a wretched place, he turned his back on it and on all
experience save mental experience, the better to think the necessary
thought and to create a web of language that should be the equiva-
lent of that necessary thought and the equivalent, therefore, of being
or reality.

If Heraclitus was a sort of half mythographer/half philosopher of
natural process, Parmenides was a logician who abandoned all
poetry and myth and who strained toward, but never quite achieved,
a thoroughly abstract and conceptual expression. It is a very instruc-
tive exercise, in this regard, to notice the different meanings at-
tached to the word loges in these two great antagonists in Greek
philosophy and in the human mind. Loges for Heraclitus is a fact
and a force of nature, it is the universal and endless principle direct-
ing the process of nature, and as such 1t is the virtual equivalent of a
god—in fact, the chief of the gods—in one of the old mythologies,
though Heraclitus does not personify his Loges as Hesiod would
have done. For Parmenides, on the other hand, logos, as he uses the
word in Fr. 7, signifies, very simply, “reason,” and reason here, as
everywhere in Parmenides, 1s set off against those senses that would
betray us into believing in the reality of “hodos chameliontos” and
the “Way of Seeming”: “For never shall this be proved, that things
that are not are; but do thou hold back thy thought (rnegma) from this
way of enquiry, nor let custom, born of much experience, force thee
to let wander along this road thy aimless eye, thy echoing ear or thy
tongue; but do thou judge by reason (loga) the strife-encompassed
proof that I have spoken” (trans. Raven). Thought, in such a pas-
sage as this, is unquestionably self-aware, but if language had at-
tained to self-awareness in Parmenides, then, because of his prem-
1ses and logical conditions, it would have nullified itself and sunk
into silence—which is virtually the conclusion of the Parmenides of
Plato.! The alternative to silence would be a transformation of the

1. Burnet translates the loges of Parmenides as “argument”™ and comments on the
word in a footnote: “This is the earliest instance of Adyoeg in the sense of (dialecucal)
argument which Sokrates made familiar. He got it, of course, from the Eleatics, The
Herakleitean use is quite different” (Early Greek Philosaphy, 4th ed,, p. 173). It is not
inappropriate to remark that the second hall of the Parmenides is probably the most
extensive example of dialectical argumentation in the dialogues and that the
conclusion to this excreise in Eleatic philosophizing, as | have remarked above, is
that nothing ar all can be said of the Eleatic One.
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ontological premises—Parmenides’ statement on being and non-
being and his absolute denial of the latter—which is of course what
Plato accomplished with his theory of Forms after demonstrating, in
the Theaetetus, the Parmenides, and the Sophist, that silence is the ulti-
mate, unhappy consequence of Parmenides’ exclusive, monistic
premise. In Plato’s Theory of Ideas, W. D. Ross suggests that “the
more Plato’s interest was drawn to Eleaticism and the more he
recognized Parmenides’ greatness as the protagonist of the intellect
against the senses, the more he also saw the barrenness of his system
and his failure to account for the facts of sense-perception.”? It was
only when language got outside itself in Plato that the barrenness of
Parmenides’ system became apparent, and though Parmenides was
never abandoned—not by Plato in his time, nor by Yeats and Jung
in their time—his monism had somehow to be wed to pluralism so
that the phenomena might be saved and speech returned to the
philosophic community. “Now it is true,” Paul Friedlander says of
what Plato accepted from Parmenides and what he rejected, “that,
in place of the simple, immutable, spherical being that the intuitive
fantasy of this first ontologist, this awkward yet great poet, had also
‘perceived with his mind,” Plato knew an abundance of visions,
which were increased and enlarged with every new perception and,
even though they drove toward unity, never again achieved the
lonely rigidity of Parmenides’ being. However, despite this con-
trast, we can see a remarkable agreement down to the level of lan-
guage. It is the very predicates of the Parmenidean being—whole,
simple, immutable—that Plato transferred to his archetypes.”
With this in mind, when we hear Jung preaching that his pleroma is
“endless, eternal, and entire,” that it is “nowhere divided,” and
that it is “everywhere whole and continuous,” we shall have no
trouble in recognizing the terms applied by the “first ontologist” to
his One Being and transferred by the second ontologist “to his
archetypes.” Likewise, Yeats is subscribing to this same composite
ontology begat by Plato upon Parmenides, and he is simultaneously
constructing a theory of multiple symbols in the sensible realm

2. W. D. Ross, Plate’s Theory of Ideas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1951), p.
80.
3. Paul Friedlander, Ffato: An Introduction, 2d ed. (Princeton: Bollingen/Princeton

University Press, 1969), pp. 23-24.
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resolved into a single symbol providing access to the intelligible
realm, when he says: “I only speak of the Thirteenth Cone as a sphere
and yet I might say that the gyre or cone of the Principles is in reality
a sphere, though to Man, bound to birth and death, it can never
seem so, and that it is the antinomies that force us to find it a cone.
Only one symbol exists, though the reflecting mirrors make many
appear and all different” (Vision, p. 240). Archetypes, symbols,
Ideas and Forms—they were all attempts to affirm the truth of Par-
menides’ “Way of Truth” while denying his denial of the “Way of
Seeming”: only one symbol exists, which is the symbol of Being, but
many appear to compose the world of Seeming.

There are many signs, Parmenides says (and in the very saying
he deviates from the true and only way, which is the logical path of
“Is™), on the Way of Truth that teach us about the nature of Being,
and what these signs teach us—or what the goddess taught Parmeni-
des and he now passes it on to us—is that “what is” is intelligible; it
is uncreated and imperishable; entire, immovable, and without end;
eternal, one, and continuous; indivisible, homogeneous, and “all
full of what is”;* motionless, without beginning or end, yet limited
and “bounded on every side, like the bulk of a well-rounded sphere,
from the centre equally balanced in every direction.” All these,
Parmenides informs us, constitute the nature of Being; curiously
enough, however, he fails to mention what is surely the most strik-
ing fact about his Being: “what is” is entirely, purely, perfectly
unreal. As Nietzsche put it, with a good deal of malice prepense:
“Once in his life Parmenides, probably at a fairly advanced age,
had a moment of purest absolutely bloodless abstraction, unclouded
by any reality.”® It could well be considered a bitter irony for
Parmenides to have been granted the intuitive vision and revelation
that was his, yet to be the “first ontologist” living at a moment when
language was still too close to the concrete, material, and sensory
realities that had shaped it ever to bear the strain put upon it by
Parmenides’ efforts at abstraction and conceptualization. He has his
primacy and originality, but the consequence is that in expression
Parmenides is forced to be abstract about that which 1s sensuous (the

4. Fr. 8, 1. 24, “All full of what is,” incidentally, is a good translation for
“pleroma.”

3. Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, section 9; trans. Marianne Cowan
{Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1962), p. 69.
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“pleroma” contains all qualities, yet Parmemdes can legitimately
say nothing of it but “exists” or “is”") and to be sensuous about that
which is abstract (to show that “what is” is eternal but finite—thus
abolishing both time and space as illusions—and is intelligible
rather than sensible he describes it, as Burnet has said, in physical
terms and by material analogies). Nietzsche's zestful description of
the peculiar nature of Parmenidean Being and his further descrip-
tion of the astounding proposition put to Greek philosophy by Par-
menides and Zeno is of all possible descriptions the least reverent
and the best: “Thinking and that single uncreated perfect globe of
existentiality were not to be comprehended as two different types of
being, since of course there could be no dichotomy in being. Thus
an incredibly bold notion became necessary, the notion of the iden-
tity of thinking and being. . . . Thinking and that bulbous-spherical
being, wholly dead-inert and rigid-immobile must, according to
Parmenides’ imperative, coincide and be utterly the same thing.
What a shock to human imagination! But let their identity contra-
dict sensation! Just that fact guarantees better than anything else
that this was a conception not derived from the senses”™ (Philosophy in
the Tragic Age of the Greeks, section 12, pp. 87-88).

Perhaps one ought not let Nietzsche's mockery carry the day,
however, for Parmenides’ effort was an immensely brave one
though the failure of that effort, coming when it did and on the sub-
ject it concerned, was as inevitable as it was glorious. Yeats and
Jung had reason to be grateful to Parmenides, for there is much of
his thought in the writing of both men. In Per Amica Silentia Lunae
(and elsewhere), Yeats distinguishes what he calls “two realities,”
and in so doing he both confirms and violates Parmenidean
doctrine: confirms it because one of the realities is the same as
Parmenides’ Being, simple, single, homogeneous, immutable,
eternal; but violates it because there is only one reality, according to
Parmenides, and then violates it again, and more grievously,
because the other reality is the reality of Heraclitean process and
conflicting, embracing opposites. “There are two realities, the
terrestrial and the condition of fire. All power is from the terrestrial
condition, for there all opposites meet and there only is the extreme
of choice possible, full freedom. And there the heterogeneous is, and
evil, for evil is the strain one upon another of opposites; but in the

condition of fire is all music and all rest” (Myth., pp. 356-57). The
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heterogeneous and evil may be of the terrestrial condition but so
also is life and speech and poetry. Yeats is notably brief, not to say
vague, when it comes to speech about the Parmenidean condition of
fire—*all music and all rest”—but so it must be, for it is out of
conflict that energy and power flow, and out of conflict also that
speech and poetry come. The dialogue of Soul and Heart in section
VII of “Vacillation™ is a dialogue between aspirants to the two
realities, the two conditions, with the slight falsification (for the sake
of getting the poem written) of granting speech to Soul, since Soul
speaks for a condition where there is no more giving in speech than
there is giving in marriage:

The Soul. Seek out reality, leave things that seem.
The Heart. What, be a singer born and lack a theme?
The Soul. Isaiah’s coal, what more can man desire?
The Heart. Struck dumb in the simplicity of fire!

And that is exactly what would happen in the simplicity of the con-
dition of fire, which, being one, continuous, homogeneous, indivisi-
ble, etc., allows not even for the light of separated consciousness that
could articulate the condition. Nor does the condition of fire speak
out but, like Parmenides’ One, just is; only the opposites produce
dialectic, hence speech, hence poetry. “In the momentary present
the conflict of opinions will always rage, for ‘war is the father of
all,”” Jung says, with an assist from Heraclitus. “Truth is not
eternal, it is a programme to be fulfilled. The more ‘eternal’ a truth
is, the more lifeless it 1s and worthless; it says nothing more to us
because it i1s self-evident” (CW, VI, par. 87). The eternal truth is
also, one might say, tautological, bound either to silence or to
inanity by the indistinguishable unity of Being and by the identity of
thought and of “what is.”

It was Yeats’s great desire, being “a singer born” but also a
seeker of the reality proclaimed by Soul, to hold in delicate balance
the equal, if opposite, realities of “the terrestrial and the condition
of fire.” He wanted to find out eternity but to do so by the erring
way of time: being poet rather than saint or sage, Yeats could not
shoot straight for the center but he might all the same, he thought,
describe the whole circle and thereby he would succeed, like the
child of the Eleatic Stranger, in having both—both Heraclitus and
Parmenides. “And there is not, and never shall be, any time other
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than that which is present, since fate has chained it so as to be whole
and immovable. Wherefore all these things are but the names which
mortals have given, believing them to be true.” Yeats marked this
translation of Parmenides’ Fr. 8, 1l. 36-39 in his copy of Burnet’s
Early Greek Philosophy, and in the margin he wrote, “Time as illu-
sion.” It was this Parmenidean denial of the reality of time and pro-
cess, and his affirmation of the related notion of the eternal present,
that Yeats had in mind when he wrote the little poem called “A
Meditation in Time of War,” as we can see in a passage from Per
Amica that echoes the poem: “When all sequence comes to an end,
time comes to an end, and the soul puts on the rhythmic body and
contemplates all the events of its memory and every possible impulse
in an eternal possession of itself in a single moment. That condition
is alone animate, all the rest is fantasy . . .” (Myth., p. 357). But this
is in a sense too easy. What is much more difficult, but as desirable
and as necessary as it 1s difficult, is to see the two opposed parties—
time and the eternal moment, “all the rest” and “that condition”—
as somehow identical, or as inter-involved entities, or as reality and
a symbol of reality. Yeats succeeded in this more difficult, more de-
sirable venture when he wrote to Olivia Shakespear of a medium
who had sent him blind to a book containing plates from Dante—to
plate 84 (“Dante entering the Holy Fire”) and to plate 48 (“The
serpent attacking Vanni Fucci,” which “symbolises ‘the temporal
Fire’ ")—and then, realizing that this merger of the temporal and
the Holy fires was what he had just finished working out in “Sailing
to Byzantium,” went on to comment thus: “The medium is the
most stupid I know and certainly the knowledge was not in my head.
After this and all that has gone before I must capitulate if the dark
mind lets me. Certainly we suck always at the eternal dugs. How
well too it puts my own mood between spiritual excitement, and the
sexual torture and the knowledge that they are somehow insepara-
ble!™ (Letters, p. 731). Just so: “somehow inseparable” —but not a
scamlessly homogeneous One Being that would make “spiritual
excitement” and “the sexual torture” to be mere names which, as
Parmenides says, foolish and deluded “mortals have laid down
believing them to be true” (Fr. 8, 1. 39). Even though they were
“somehow inseparable,” there were two fires for Yeats as there were
two fires for Dante: the one fire, the fire of Plate 48, the temporal
fire, is the “terrestrial condition,” the Heraclitean fire that burns
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forever and is the Logos, the balance, the proportion, the rule of
change, the inter-transforming, clemental opposites of this world;
the other fire, the fire of Plate 84, the eternal fire, is the “condition
of fire,” the Parmenidean fire that is timeless and unchanging and
in which, because it is one and homogeneous, there is no balance,
no proportion, no conflict, no opposites, no elements, no change:
“all music and all rest.” What Yeats establishes is a correspondence
and a parallel, and he asserts a great likeness between the two fires,
but while they are somehow inseparable they nevertheless remain
two.

It is on this question of “likeness” that Yeats, following in Plato’s
footsteps and accompanied by Jung, must take leave of Parmenides,
for though Parmenides describes his Being in simile and analogy
(“like the mass of a well-rounded ball”), the truth is that in his
universe there can be no such thing as simile or analogy because
there is no possibility of “likeness.” This is the point that Timaeus is
at such great pains to explain as a preliminary to his description—
his “likely or iconic story”—of this universe of ours and his exposi-
tion of its coming-to-be. “According to these premises,” he
says—the premise that what is visible and tangible and possessed of
a body must have come into existence, and the premise that a visible-
tangible-corporeal object such as our universe must have been
created after some model (ropaderypa: paradigm)—*“According to
these premises, it is altogether necessary that this cosmos is a like-
ness (ezkan) of something” (Timaeus, 29b). What Timaeus argues, of
course, is that this changing cosmos is a likeness of an unchanging
one, and that becoming is a likeness, an icon, an image, of Being.
This, however, is what Parmenides denied absolutely because his
premise, prior to the more complex and accommodating premises of
Timaeus, was that “what is, is” and “what is not, is not”—being
and eternity exist, becoming and time do not—and the moment that
premise is accepted, the universe is shorn of fiction and poetry, it is
divested of its bright garments of mythology and of all the stories
that begin “Once upon a time. . . .” Timaeus’ recreation restores
“likeness” as a valid tool for the epistemologist and ontologist; it
reestablishes time and process as realities of a kind rather than mere
illusions; it returns correspondence, simile, and analogy to the uni-
verse; and it opens the way to myth and to the “likely story,” to
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Yeats’s symbols and to Jung’s archetypes. Timaeus’ recreation also,
which is perhaps its greatest achievement and its profoundest hom-
age to Parmenides, keeps the One Being perfect, whole, immutable,
eternal, and inviolate while, at the same time, giving us a way to
separate ourselves from it but then to relate back to it, to think about
it, to speak of it, and to approach it. This is to make philosophy
possible again after the shock of Parmenides, as it also makes possi-
ble both poetry and psychology.

Timaeus 37d: “The Demiourgos determined to make a moving
likeness of eternity, and so, as he set the heavens in order, he created
of the eternity that abides in unity an everlasting likeness [etkon]
moving according to number, and this likeness is what we call time.”
It is to precisely this passage, and none other, that I should point
were [ to try to locate the central, the essential rationale of the symbolic
mode in the Western tradition. Yeats, of course, was familiar with
this passage and so was Jung, but it is not their familiarity with
Timaeus 37d that I have in mind when I say that the symbolism that
both men practised and that both of them exalted with such enthusi-
asm could never have been without the Timaean passage. A whole
tradition, a way of thought, a mode of poetry, a psychological lan-
guage find their origin and their justification in this single sentence.
Alfred North Whitehead, in his little book on Symbelism, makes the
point brilliantly—but without specific reference to the Timaeus pas-
sage—when he says, “The contrast between the comparative empti-
ness of Presentational Immediacy and the deep significance dis-
closed by Causal Efficacy [i.e., the contrast between rdvrta petl and
time on the one hand, and between the One Being and denial of
time on the other| is at the root of the pathos which haunts the
world.

‘Pereunt et imputantur’
is the inscription on old sundials in ‘religious’ houses:
“The hours perish and are laid to account.’

Here ‘Pereunt’ refers to the world disclosed in immediate presenta-
tion, gay with a thousand tints, passing, and intrinsically meaning-
less. ‘Imputantur’ refers to the world disclosed in 1ts causal efficacy,
where each event infects the ages to come, for good or for evil, with
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its own individuality. Almost all pathos includes a reference to lapse
of time.”® All the meaning that is possible to symbolism arises out of
the contrast yet contact of these two senses of the world, but they
must not be so absolutely sundered—the one exalted beyond reach,
the other cast down into sheer ignominy—that the symbol cannot,
in its own nature, in its Being-and-becoming, join them. As White-
head puts it, “There cannot be symbolic reference between percepts
derived from one mode and percepts from the other mode, unless in
some way these percepts intersect. By this ‘intersection’ I mean that
a pair of such percepts must have elements of structure in common,
whereby they are marked out for the action of symbolic reference”
(ibid., p. 49). It is the “likeness” of time to eternity, as first argued
by Timaeus, that justifies the symbolism of Yeats and Jung. Neither
of them could agree, then, that “Time as illusion™ says everything.
Taken in itself, time may be an illusion; taken in relation to
eternity, time is something more than mere illusion.

It is necessary, all the same, that the One Being remain the One
Being, else a symbol will be no more than a natural fact and an
archetype nothing but a psychological fact. In the right time and the
right place, therefore, Yeats and Jung were as capable of defending
Parmenides® One Being—defining it, for their diverse purposes,
quite differently of course—as vigorously as Plato ever did and as
warmly as they themselves spoke out for the perpetual change of
Heraclitus. Yeats begins Book III of A4 Vision (“The Soul in Judg-
ment”) with a comment on Valéry's Cimetiere marin and on the ques-
tion raised by that poem of the real reality—whether the flowing
world or the motionless absolute. After expressing great admiration
for the poem, Yeats nevertheless parts company with Valéry, specifi-
cally when Valéry denounces Zeno—that Zeno who would have given
Parmenidean monism a leg up by demonstrating that change 1s only
apparent, a delusion of the senses, and that there is but one reality,
a continuous and motionless sphere. *“'This metropolitan,” Yeats
says of Valéry, “who has learnt as a part of good manners to deny

6. Symbolism: fts Meaning and Effect (New York: Capricorn, 1959), p. 47. [ have
quoted at length because Yeats found Whitehead so congenial; as Yeats put it in a
letter to Sturge Moore (p. 89), what he admired in Whitehead was “intensity of
thought—which is Beauty.” Whitehead was favorite reading for Yeats—shuilled in
among his detective stories and tales of the Wild West—in 1926, 1.e., just after
publication of the first version of A Vision,
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what has no remedy, cries out ‘Cruel Zénon! Zénon d’Elée!’, con-
demning that problem of a tortoise and Achilles because it suggested
that all things only seemed to pass; and in a passage of great elo-
quence rejoices that human life must pass. 1 was about to put his
poem among my sacred books,” Yeats concludes, “but cannot now,
for I do not believe him" (Vision, p. 217). Yeats himself, as he
implies, being no French metropolitan, is not so well mannered or
so sophisticated that he can deny reality—here the Parmenidean
and Zenonian reality—merely because it is without remedy. That
reality, moreover, is not only (and blessedly) without remedy; it is
also, Yeats would claim, the heart’s desire of all things that pass—or
that seem to pass—and the end toward which all fleeting things
move. Against Valéry and with the “beautiful young girl singing at
the edge of the sea in Normandy,” Yeats would sing “of the civilisa-
tions that there had come and gone, ending every verse with the cry:
‘O Lord, let something remain’ " (ibid., p. 220). Yeats here displays
what elsewhere, with Parmenidean imagery, he calls a “sense for
what i1s permanent, as distinct from what 1s useful, for what anti-
quity called the sphere as distinct from the gyre . . ." (E. & L, p.
401). Parmenides would deny the gyre and difference, but every-
thing else he would insist upon, and he was the first to do so: “what
is” 1s permanent, it is truth prevalent, and it is “complete on every
side, equally poised from the centre in every direction, like the mass
of a rounded sphere” (in Burnet’s translation of Fr. 8, ll. 42-44,
marked by Yeats in his copy of Early Greek Philosophy).

When the Parmenidean fit is upon him, it is only the sphere, the
One Being, the eternal and motionless reality that is desirable in
itself to Yeats; all the passing many are sought not for themselves
but, on the contrary, if sought at all it is because in their very pass-
ing they demonstrate their yearning toward that which remains.
The truth is, however, that Yeats seldom shows himself entirely sub-

dued to the Parmenidean mood, and very few of his poems attempt
anything like a description of the reality of Parmenides. Observing

the same logic and the same strategy as his ghostly communicants,
Yeats was for the most part silent about that which, though it may
have provided the motive for all he wrote, nevertheless surpassed
human capabilities both of knowledge and of speech. “My instruc-
tors, keeping as far as possible to the phenomenal world, have spent
little time upon the sphere, which can be symbolised but cannot be
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known” (Viston, p. 193). Yeats, like his instructors, chose to be
silent about the sphere (after affirming otv, “it is”—*“I knew that
One is animate, / Mankind inanimate fantasy™) not because speech
was undesirable but because it was impossible. “Parmenides repre-
sented reality as a motionless sphere,” Yeats says in 4 Vision (p.
211, n. 1), and that sphere is itself a symbol for the condition to
which Yeats, along with all other men of the spirit, aspires, “but
even the sphere,” as Yeats has already pointed out many pages
earlier in the same volume, “is not the changeless eternity, . . . but
offers us the image of that which is changeless” (pp. 67-68). The
sphere too, then, is an icon, a likeness, a symbolic image represent-
ing that which can be symbolized but cannot be known. It was im-
portant for Yeats to establish that symbolism does not function
within this world but between this world and another one that en-
Joys an entirely different mode of being. Thus the Platonist-sym-
bolist’s creed: nature is “but a spume that plays / Upon a ghostly
paradigm of things”—it must be so, for the spirit finds, and has
always found, the alternative to that belief too grim to contemplate:

if there be no ghostly paradigm, no place wherein the One Being
dwells, ““all music and all rest,” then this present world is the whole

of reality and is nothing but spume, frothy and vain, signifying
nothing. To put the belief of the symbolist another way: if this world
we live in is not a dream—then it is a nightmare. “The whole sys-
tem,” Yeats says of the Parmenidean-Heraclitean and Platonic con-
struct of 4 Vision, “is founded upon the belief that the ultimate real-
ity, symbolised as the Sphere, falls in human consciousness . . . into
a series of antinomies” (p. 187). So the symbol mediates between
two worlds and the symbolist maintains his position, as Socrates
puts 1t, between two opposed camps, subscribing parually to both
but wholly to neither, driven to his ambivalent position by the cer-
tain knowledge that an extreme monistic denial of this present world
would render the symbolic process impossible, but an extreme plur-
alistic denial of the One Being would render it nugatory.

It was precisely this symbolistic desire to maintain the delicate
balance between an intelligible One and the visible many—on the
one hand and on the other hand, here and There (in MacKenna's
way of rendering the intelligible realm of Plotinus), balanced on the
seesaw point of analogia (proportion or analogy)—that required
Timaeus t ., describe a cosmogony, an anthropogony, and a zoogony
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in which this our universe, a Living Creature embracing all living
creatures, comes into being as a single, unique, sensible, and cor-
poreal cosmos, modelled on a paradigm that never came into being
but that has been for eternity, single, unique, intelligible, and incor-
poreal. Between the two—the sensible on the one hand and the
intelligible on the other—exists the relationship that we call analogy,
iconology, similitude, or symbolism. Of one such symbol that draws
all the many into a likeness of the One, Jung says, “The dragon is
probably the oldest pictorial symbol in alchemy of which we have
documentary evidence. It appears as the obpofopog, the tail-eater,
in the Codex Marcianus, which dates from the tenth or eleventh
century, together with the legend: &v 10 nav (the One, the All).
Time and again the alchemists reiterate that the opus proceeds from
the one and leads back to the one, that it is a sort of circle like a
dragon biting its own tail” (CW, XII, par. 404). The circular idea
and form, if not the specific dragon symbol, can of course be found
earlier than the documentary evidence yielded by alchemy: the opus
performed by the Demiourgos proceeds also from the one, the eter-
nal model, and leads back to it, yearning for its beginning and end,
its source and consummation. Nor is the symbol anything like ex-
hausted or out of date, for, as Yeats declared in fine and prophetic
phrase, “the serpent’s tooth [is] in his own tail again ., .” (E. &1,
p. 356). What is only a dragonish and serpentine symbolism in our
universe here, however, is pure and perfect reality in the condition
of fire which Yeats (following Plotinus) denominates “There” in the
poem of that title, the fourth of his “Supernatural Songs™:

There all the barrel-hoops are knit,
There all the serpent-tails are bat,
There all the gyres converge in one,
There all the planets drop in the Sun.

The multiplicity of creation—*“all . . . all . . . all . . . all”—is
resolved into its own source in the “one” of line three; “There” the
points of the circumference are all drawn into the center, as “here”
the center proliferates in circumferential points.

“The point is the symbol of a mysterious creative centre in
nature,” Jung says in his last major work (CW, X1V, par. 40); and
in the next paragraph he continues, “The most perfect form is
round, because it is modelled on the point. The sun is round and so
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is fire. . . . “God is an intelligible sphere whose centre is everywhere
and whose circumference is nowhere.”” What Jung here in the Mys-
terium Coniunctionis ascribes to St. Bonaventura and describes in
cosmological and metaphysical terms, he turns to psychological
account in Aien, where he describes it as the profoundly inner arche-
type that draws human inquirers on—or draws them back—to
monism: “Finally the self, on account of its empirical peculiarities,
proves to be the eidos behind all the supreme ideas of unity and total-
ity that are inherent in all monotheistic and monistic systems” (CW,
[X, pt. 2, par. 64). For the individual, Jung implies, the self is both
center and circumference, both paradigm and universe, a subjective
experience and an objective cosmos—and in all cases like the
intelligible reality of Parmenides but with the sensible complement
added thereto by Plato: a point, on the one hand, that is a potential
circle; a circle, on the other hand, that is an extended point.

It seems at first slightly ironic that in developing this same image
and notion of sphericity elsewhere, Jung should seize on a passage
in Parmenides that comes not from the “Way of Truth” (Fr. 8 on
the “well-rounded sphere™ is obviously apropos) but from the “Way
of Seeming”—i.e., from what Yeats calls “hodos chameliontos,”
which Parmenides himself declares is mere illusion and deception.
On second thought, however, there may be a certain appropriate-
ness in Jung's looking to the “Way of Seeming,” for that is the
realm in which the psychiatrist must function and is the only realm
about which he can speak. “In ecclesiastical as in alchemical litera-
ture the saying is often quoted [probably nowhere as often as in
Jung himself, however]: ‘God is an infinite circle (or sphere) whose
centre is everywhere and the circumference nowhere.’ This idea can
be found in full development as early as Parmenides” (CW, 1X, pt.
1, par. 572). What the common reader of Parmenides would inevi-
tably expect here would be a neat (and convincing) quotation from
Fr. 8 in the “Way of Truth”; what he gets, however, 1s Fr. 12 from
the “Way of Seeming,” a passage devoted to mating and birth,
genesis and becoming, plurality and process: © ‘For the narrower
rings were filled with unmixed Fire, and those next to them with
Night, but between them rushes the portion of Flame. And in the
centre of these is the goddess who guides everything; for throughout
she rules over cruel Birth and mating, sending the female to mate
with the male, and conversely again the male with the female.”™
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Jung’s choice of Parmenidean texts demonstrates, if nothing else,
that becoming has the same circular/spherical form as Being, and
therefore that possibilities of symbolism exist in psychology and
poetry that would be inconceivable were there only the One Being:
the circular many of Fr. 12 may be taken to symbolize the single
well-rounded sphere of Fr. 8, which, in Yeats’s phrase, is the only
symbol, though many appear; and that well-rounded sphere may, in
turn, be taken to symbolize something that is altogether ineffable.
“In knowing, soul or mind abandons its unity; it cannot remain a
simplex: knowing is taking account of things; that accounting is
multiple; the mind thus plunging into number and multiplicity
departs from unity.” This is Plotinus (Enneads, VI, 9, 4; trans.
MacKenna), who greatly admired Parmenides as a major contribu-
tor to the Platonic system, yet saw clearly the error of his antique
predecessor’s ways. “So get you gone, Parmenides, though with
blessings on your head,” was very much Plotinus’ attitude when it
came to the One Being of his Eleatic ancestor or to his own One—
for the distinction must be made: Plotinus exalted The One so
mightily (indeed, so wisely) that he would not associate even Being
with it, much less counting or knowing. Counting cbviously in-
volves plurality, and so does knowing, as Plotinus recognized; but
beyond that he also recognized (in part from his reading of Plato’s
Parmenides) that being and knowledge are correlative, but that The
One is above either being or knowledge: we can know being but not
The One. Being, for Plotinus, is to a certain extent implicated in
becoming, and so, although he talked much of The One, he always
did so in negative terms or in similes, analogies, and symbols; and
he never talked at all of the One Being. “Standing before all things,
there must exist a Simplex,” Plotinus says, and this Simplex “will
debar all telling and knowing except that it may be described as
transcending Being . . .” (Enneads, V, 4, 1). This Simplex, which is
one among many names for The One, like the Good of Plato’s Re-
public (at least this is Plotinus’ interpretation of the Republic), “tran-
scends the Intellectual-Principle and transcends Being . ?
(Enneads, V', 1, 8). Not only is there no giving in marriage in heaven
—how could there be where unity prevails at all levels?—but beyond
that, according to Plotinus, at the furthest reaches of heaven, where
The One dwells in a Yeatsian condition of fire and in “rest un-
broken,” there is also no intellection or knowing and no being or
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existence, at least not in any sense that can be understood by our
minds in their present frail and pathetic state or spoken of directly in
a human language that deteriorates even as it comes into being.
Plotinus, as before him Plato and after him a succession of Neo-
platonists, maintained hierarchies of being and of knowing, beyond
both of which, according to Plotinus, was The One. “The unity,
then, is not Intellectual-Principle,” he said—and this became Pla-
tonic doctrine for centuries to come, whether it had been Platonic
doctrine before Plotinus or not—*but something higher still: Intel-
lectual-Principle is still a being but that First is no being but pre-
cedent to all Being: it cannot be a being, for a being has what we
may call the shape of its reality, but The Unity is without shape,
even shape Intellectual” (Enneads, VI, 9, 3). Plotinus did not, how-
ever, scorn shape altogether—“coming into being and perishing,
being and not being, change of place and alteration of bright
colour” —and, devalue the sensible world as he might in favor of the
intelligible realm, Plotinus would all the same not absolutely reject
the visible world. In a fine passage, obviously much indebted to the
Timaeus and the Symposium (as well as other dialogues)—a passage
that Jung marked in his German-language copy of the Enneads and
that goes a long way toward establishing the logic of Jung’s arche-
types as well as Yeats’s symbols—Plotinus writes: “Admiring the
world of sense as we look out upon its vastness and beauty and the
order of its eternal march, thinking of the gods within it, seen and
hidden, and the celestial spirits and all the life of animal and plant,
let us mount to its archetype, to the yet more authentic sphere. . . .7
7. &mi 10 dpyérurov aurob kel 10 éinbivdrepov dvapac. The archetvpe, both as a
word and as a concept, occurs throughout Plotinus® text. Hans-Rudolf Schwyzer
(who, with Paul Henry, is responsible for the standard edition of the Enneads), in a
very interesting article on “The Intellece in Plotinus and the Archetypes of C. G.
Jung” (published in KEPHALION: Studies in Greek Philosophy offered 1o C. ], de Vogel),
says that Jung was unaware of Plotinus’ contribution to the development of a theory
of archetypes. That Jung marked this passage would suggest that he had some
knowledge of Plotinus on the archetype (though the word as translated in the
German marked by Jung i *ldeale™). Morecover, on the flyleaves of the first two
volumes of the Henry-Schwyzer edition of Platint Opera, someone (but perhaps not
Jung himself) copied out with great care, first in pencil, then in ink, two passages
that included reference to archetypes: ev o apyervng nv fon (VI, 2, 7, 14: “the
‘Being’ of sensible things is just such a shadow of True Being, an abstraction from
that Being complete which was fife in the Archetype,” trans. MacKenna); £ nueig
EPYLETUNA Kl OUGLA Kal £157) Q)a EKPATNOEY AV QVEL Tovew 1) Nuetepa dnuovpyia (V, 8, 7,
29: “To me, moreover, it scems that if we ourselves were Archetypes, Ideas, veritable Being,

and the Idea with which we construct here were our veritable Essence, then eur crea-
tive potwer, too would totllessly effect its purpose . . . " trans. MacKenna).
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That archetypal world is the true Golden Age. . . . For here is con-
tained all that is immortal: nothing here but is Divine Mind; all is
God [as Yeats put it: “Where there is Nothing, there is God”]; this
is the very place of every soul. Here is rest unbroken . . . for all
belongs to it eternally and 1t holds the authentic Etermity imitated by
Time which, circling round the Soul, makes towards the new thing
and passes by the old” (Enneads, V, 1, 4). This, as I say, goes a long
way toward rectifying the Parmenidean denial of the world and of
time and a long way toward articulating the logos of the symbolizing
process.

In a very interesting passage in which he alludes to Parmenides,
Jung seems to feel that the original Monist performed the Platonic
chonismos, the separation of the intelligible and the sensible realms
that, after Plato, Plotinus pushed even further and filled in more
completely with daimones, gods, and various hierarchies—only,
apparently, that Parmenides sundered the realms absolutely and
saw no relationship whatever between them: sheer opposites, as en-
tirely antagomstic as truth and falschood. “In the philosophical
sense, it [i.e., Hellenistic syncretism with its classification of men
into hylikoi, psychikoi, and pneumatikoi] established gradations be-
tween the Parmenidean poles of hght and darkness, of above and
below” (CW, VI, par. 964). Whether or not Jung is right here in his
reading of Parmenides (it appears to be based on the “Way of Seem-
ing” and therefore questionable as an interpretation of Parmenides),
his general point is well taken: without two realms that differ in
mode of being, and without gradations or hierarchies between those
realms, archetypes are insignificant and symbols are loose-ended
and powerless. “Symbol” is derived etymologically from the Greek
symbolon, “a sign or mark to infer a thing by, a signal, token”; in the
plural it refers to “the two pieces of a coin, etc., which two contract-
ing parties broke between them, each preserving one part” in recog-
nition of their agreement and unity;® and it comes originally from
the verb, symballein, *“to throw or bring together, to dash together, to

8. Definitions, slightly modified, are from the abridged Liddell-Scott Lexicon,
Aristophanes, in his tale of original human wholeness split in two by Zeus as punish-
ment for men's arrogance, uses the word “symbol” to refer to the two disjoined
halves that seek wholeness and unity once again (and he finds the perfect simile for
what he is describing in the sole or flounder that, with its strangely opposed sides,
seems to have been sliced in two): “Each of us, therefore, is a symbol [a broken half]
of a man, since each of us has been cut in two—just like flart fish, two made from one.

And each of us seeks always for the spmbol [the other broken half] of himself™ (191d).
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unite.” If there is but One Being, as Parmenides stoutly insisted,
there 1s of course no bringing together, no rejoining of the coin
broken for future recognition of past oneness, and no cause for
Whitehead's “pathos”; or, on the other hand, if (as in Jung’s read-
ing of Parmenides) there is nothing between the opposed worlds but
an irremediable and hopeless antagonism—never unified in the
past, never to be unified in the future—then all energy seeps out of
the verb symballein, and the symbolizing process becomes enervated
and lifeless: as a verb and a process they are rendered powerless to
make any meaning of things by establishing relationships. In a dia-
lectical exchange with himself that is not unlike the sermons of Basil-
ides and the responses of the dead in Septem Sermones, Plotinus goes a
step further in establishing the bases for the symbolic mode in the
Western tradition when he concludes that we can have no knowl-
edge of “the Transcendent” and can speak of it only “in the light of
its sequels; unable to state it, we may still possess it” (Enneads, V, 3,
13 and 14). The sphere, as Yeats said, “can be symbolised but can-
not be known,” and when he wanted to put all into a phrase—as he
rather often did want to do—he said, “Man can embody truth but
he cannot know it” (Letters, p. 922). The ascent to The One via the
symbolic mode—this is true for Diotima in the Symposium, for Plo-
tinus in the Enneads, for Yeats in his greatest poems, and for Jung in
his private experience if not always (or consistently) in his public
science—Is a combination of reason and vision, of ratiocination and
intuition, of dialectics and mysticism. The man who succeeds in em-
bodying truth in fullness, which is to say the man who lives his sym-
bol and ascends to his own archetype, has succeeded in wedding dia-
lectics and mysticism.

The dead who came shouting and shoving around the courtyard
and the door of #228 Seestrasse in Kiisnacht one fateful Sunday
afternoon in 1916 (as Jung tells the story in Memories, Dreams, Reflec-
tions) received a sermon from the Gnostic psychiatrist—Jung dis-
guising himsell as Basilides preaching in Alexandria—that is a very
adroit exercise in the adoption, but also the adaptation, of Par-
menides as a primitive philosophic source. In a rhetorical riposte
that might well have been brought against Parmenides, the dead of
Jung’s book challenge the preacher for speaking of the unspeakable:
“What use . . . to speak of it? Saidst thou not thyself, there is no
profit in thinking upon the Pleroma?” There is no profit at all, the
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preacher acknowledges; and in fact it is not only profitless to think of
the pleroma, it is also impossible—and since impossible to think of
it, therefore equally impossible to speak positively of it. “That said I
unto you,” the preacher responds, “to free you from the delusion
that we are able to think about the pleroma™ (Sermon I). Jung, as
he often acknowledges, is dealing, even when consciousness is in
question and much more when the unconscious is his object, with
that which is invisible, intangible, inaudible, indefinable, unfixable,
unstable, ineffable, unknowable—with that, in fact, which in de-
scription is in every way negative except that it is “affective.” In its
“in-" negativity, Jung's psyche has much in common

tH]

in-" and *“un-
with the chaos of Paradise Lost, and it will inevitably remind the
reader of the negative theology descending from Parmenides, and
from Plato on Parmenides, to Plotinus and the Neoplatonists, and
to the “docta ignorantia” of Nicholas of Cusa. Like Plotinus on The
One, Jung offers a whole host of similes and analogies—likenesses
straining toward symbolism—for the experience of psyche, and he
can claim to speak of it ““in light of its sequels,” but he can never say
what 1t is except negatively—which of course does not say what it is.
When Jung starts offering up analogies and similes for the collective
unconscious or for the pleroma, it must be admitted that it turns out
to be remarkably like everything, as well as remarkably like nothing
—which two are, epistermnologically and ontologically speaking—and
therefore psychologically speaking—remarkably like each other.
The only way out of chaos and negativity, for Jung as for Plato or
Plotinus, the only way to honor Parmenides while getting free of
him, was via the symbol and the quasi-mystical union that the sym-
bol effects. “The unconscious can be reached and expressed only by
symbols. . . . The symbol is the primitive exponent of the uncon-
scious, but at the same time an idea that corresponds to the highest
intuitions of the conscious mind” (CW, XIII, par. 44); so Jung says
of the pleroma or the collective unconscious, which, so far as the
psychologist is concerned, “takes the place of the Platonic realm of
eternal ideas” (CW, XIV, par. 101). The only road to that realm of
the unconscious, the eternal ideas, and The One—if the seeker be
not saint or sage but poet, psychologist, or philosopher—is the road of
mythology, likeness, and symbolism. Plato was perfectly clear about
this, as Paul Shorey indicates: “Except in purely mythical passages,
Plato does not attempt to describe the ideas any more than Kant
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describes the Ding-an-sich or Spencer the ‘Unknowable.” He does
not tell us what they are, but that they are.”® There—for the First
Ontologist Parmenides, for the Second Ontologist Plato, for the
Neo-Second Ontologist Plotinus, and for all twentieth-century
children of that Ontological Tradition—there 1s the crux of the
matter: not “what they are, but that they are”; or for Parmenides,
not “what it i1s” but only “is.” Thereafter, the discourse must be
mythic, iconic, symbolic. It was only by reintroducing the mythic
mode that Plato circumvented the tautological dead end of Parme-
nides’ illogical logic and enabled himself and his descendants to say
—mythically and with as-if truths—not precisely what the Forms
are but what they are like. Trying to describe how the collective un-
conscious or the pleroma connects with consciousness, Jung says
that “a waterfall arises between Above and Below, a dynamic some-
thing that is the symbel” (Letters, 1, 61). In the Hermetic waterfall
that connects Above and Below, joining undifferentiated pleroma
and differentiated consciousness, we have Jung’s favorite way of
describing, indirectly, what a symbol is: the waterfall is, as it were,
Jung's symbol for a symbol.

Parmenides” One Being, however, was so utterly this world or so

utterly other world, so absolutely Above or so absolutely Below—
and in either case unknowable, ineffable, unreal—that he destroyed
the dialectical approach to the mystical leap and made an ascent to
the One Being impossible: either we are it, indistinguishably, or it is
unattainable. It i1s a paradox, but true, that while Parmenides
rendered symbolism impossible, he also rendered it necessary and,
in the course of time, inevitable. Symbolism is impossible, that is to
say, so long as we stay closed within the absolute premises of the
One Being and so long as we shut out from our hearing the Siren
song of Heraclitean process, disregarding the irrefutable reality of
coming-to-be and perishing. Once admit process, however, all the
while holding to the (superior) reality of The One, and symbolism is
readmitted to the poetic universe. The symbol in Yeats—but it can
only be symbolic, as he emphasizes in 4 Viston—is that which joins
and mediates between Heraclitean process and Parmenidean stasis:
a creation of this world, taken from the realm of doxa, a symbol
nevertheless derives its form (its archaic typicality) from the other

9. Shorey, The Untty of Plato’s Thought {(Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1904), p. 28.
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world, and hence its meaning relates to the realm of alethera. The
Heraclitean stream issues from a Parmenidean needle’s eye, and,
like a waterfall, it connects Below and Above, this world and that
one, it returns us to our source, and it symbolizes that which we can
neither know nor say.

All the stream that’s roaring by
Came out of a needle’s eye;

Things unborn, things that are gone,
From needle’s eye still goad it on.!?

Let us say that The One is a true point, the ideal needle’s eye,
without extension or dimension, unmoving and immutable, pure
potential, without awareness, intangible, unknowable, and ineffable;
but let us say also that all the real circles of this world imitate,
however clumsily, however clogged with gross materiality they be,
that point of perfection. In so saying we shall have Parmenides’ éotiv
and his One Being, but we shall have Heraclitus’ navra pet and his
Logos also; we shall have Plotinus’ One and a possible dialectical/
mystical ascent to it as well; we shall have the Platonic relationship
between, on the one hand, the “cternity that abides in unity” and,
on the other hand, “an everlasting likeness [of that eternity] moving
according to number.” To put it simply, we shall have Yeats’s
symbols and Jung’s archetypes: two worlds and an unfailing bond
between them. The historical Parmenides would allow none of this;
but he it is, a presence in us as in Greek philosophy, who makes us
—philosopher, poet, or psychologist—demand it all.

10. Yeats first wrote this little poem (later to be called A Needle's Eve,” Foems,
p- 362) on the endleaf of Swedenborg's Principia; opposite the scribbled poem, Yeats
drew two versions of interlocking cones, crossed both out, chose one w remain and
wrote "stet” beside it, and added the note “see page 535.” On p. 555, Yeats marked
a passage in which Swedenborg discusses spirals and cones and the point from which
such chronological/spatial unwindings come; in the margin, Yeats drew a number of
concentric circles, with the first and the last looking very much like the diagram on
p. 74 of A Vision. *'Things unborn, things that are gone” —these exist in the “ point™
of Swedenborg, in the needle’s eye, in the discarnate state removed from time and
space: the sphere contracted and disappearing into the point that is its own center.



CHAPTER V

Gyres and Cycles, the Quaternity
and the Sphere

I have suggested earlier that of the four Platonic rhizgmata, Heracli-
tus was unquestionably preeminent in the affections and in the
esteem of both Yeats and Jung. When the dead came to Jung for
their sermons, however, what they were taught by their preacher,
both in his first words and in his overall vision, had more to do with
a Parmenidean pleroma and an undifferentiated collective uncon-
scious than it had to do with a Heraclitean universe of perpetual,
Logos-directed flux; and similarly, the system that Yeats’s Instruc-
tors revealed to him, while rich in Heraclitean implications and
overtones, was, at least in its basic configuration and its largest out-
line, an Empedoclean system of continually alternating half-cycles
set in a time without beginning and without end. After the revela-
tions of A Vision were in the proof stage, the redactor of all that
fabulous truth says that he went to reading some of the philosophy
that the Instructors had earlier forbade him, in the hope that he
might “find somewhere something from which their symbolic geom-
etry had been elaborated”; Yeats’s conclusions, though meagre,

150
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pointed to no one but Empedocles: “I read all MacKenna’s incom-
parable translation of Plotinus, some of it several times, and went
from Plotinus to his predecessors and successors. . . . And for four
years now [ have read nothing else except now and then some story
of theft and murder to clear my head at night. Although the more I
read the better did I understand what I had been taught, I found
neither the geometrical symbolism nor anything that could have in-
spired it except the vortex of Empedocles” (Vision, p. 20). The
“symbolic geometry” of 4 Vision, which Yeats could find historically
only in Empedocles, is a matter of a perpetual alternation between
unity and multiplicity, multiplicity and unity. The curious result of
this ceaseless shuttling to and fro over the same tracks—as we can
discover in Empedocles, in Yeats, and in Jung—is that the tracks
themselves are eventually obliterated as particular and unique ves-
tiges of time, and history, consequently, which is at first essential to
the Empedoclean vision, becomes in the end irrelevant because
lacking altogether in the quality of the unique event. Or to put it
another way: because time 1s both dominant and cyclical in Em-
pedocles, history, while it may be interesting, is per se trivial and
merely incidental, and it acquires significance only when referred
beyond itself. Pythagoras, Empedocles, Plato, and no doubt Hera-
clitus—as also Yeats and Jung—conceived of time in circular/
cyclical terms; but if time is circular, and if history, both cosmic and
human, falls into a pattern of alternating and perpetually recurrent
half-cycles, then history itself is no more than (but under the
pressure of genius may be as much as) a symbolism pointing the
way to a recurrent collective experience that is repeated infinitely
many times in the lives of individuals.

It is this repetition of general experience in the particular life that
accounts for the myth or the collective “memory”—not really a
memory, Jung would say, but an archetype—of a Hesiodic golden
race of men: a symbolic image that comes from springs so deep in
the collective psyche that it seems to be remembered rather than
imagined and that provides us individually with an ideal goal
toward which we must aspire—a state of wholeness and completion,
as in Empedocles’ “whole-natured forms” and as in Platonic Man,
both of which, Yeats would say, symbolize the condition of the
Sphere but are not it. A doctrine of alternating, cyclical recurrence
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—the effect of which is to wipe out the particularity of history and
replace it with the universality of myth—was Empedocles’ special
contribution to the whole complex system eventually inherited,
through the Platonic tradition and the evolved human psyche, by
Yeats and Jung. In a beautiful fusion of Heraclitus and Empedo-
cles, Yeats says of the double cones of his Vision, “The passage from
Phase 1 to Phase 15 is always, whether we call it a month or six
months or twelve months, or an individual life, set over against a
passage from Phase 15 to Phase 1; and whether we consider the cone
that of incarnate or that of discarnate life, the gyre of Husk or Will
cuts the gyre of Spirit or Creative Mind with the same conflict of sea-
sons, a being racing into the future passes a being racing into the
past, two footprints perpetually obliterating one another, toe to
heel, heel to toe” (Vision, pp. 209-10). It 1s their shared sense that
time wipes away its own footprints through recurrence and simul-
taneous reversal—Empedocles wed to Heraclitus—that makes
Yeats and Jung so vexatious to readers possessed of a stricter sense
of history than either of them could claim, or perhaps wished to

claim. Yeats, like Jung, according to historically minded readers,
was all too eager to dissolve the sharp outlines of history in the elu-

sive configurations of myth, and both were more than willing to
abandon any effort to discover the historical transmission of ideas in
favor of a belief in the “autochthonous revival” (Jung’s term) of
those ideas.

Although the doctrine of perpetually recurrent, alternate half-
cycles 1s specific to Empedocles, and although the doctrine of simul-
taneously conflicting opposites is specific to Heraclitus, it seems to
have been more than natural and easy for Yeats and Jung to con-
flate the two doctrines and then to ascribe the composite 1dea (usu-
ally) to Heraclitus alone. I have already discussed enanttodromia in
the context of Heraclitus’ thought—for the simple reason that Jung
regularly credited Heraclitus as the primal enantiodromian; the
truth is, however, that the concept is at least as Empedoclean as it 1s
Heraclitean—and more Empedoclean than Heraclitean when Jung
adds, to his definition of enantiodromia as a “running counter to,” the
rider that this reversal of direction occurs “in the course of events”
or “in the course of time” (CW, VI, pars, 708 and 709). But Jung’s
error in historical ascription (if error it be) is nothing beside the mad
confusion that Yeats produced in the first edition of A Vision, where
he says that, having been drawn back to antiquity in search of paral-
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lels for his gyres, “I am attracted to a passage in Heraclitus which I
can, I think, explain more clearly than his English commentators™
(p. 129). I quote this passage of Yeatsian explanation at length for
several reasons: because it shows the casual ease with which Yeats
substituted “Heraclitus” for “Empedocles™; because it demon-
strates that, prior to the 1925 Vision, he had pored over Birkett (lege
Burnet) on the Platonic rhizomata more intently than he later
wished to acknowledge; because the passage hints at the excitement
Yeats felt at the notion that, with this very new/very ancient knowl-
edge imparted by the Instructors, he (and he alone in his time) was
capable of interpreting correctly the oldest texts in the Western
world; and because it shows Yeats’s own system in a slightly incho-
ate state that makes it in some ways easier to grasp than in the fin-
ished state.

If now we consider these opposing gyres or cones as ex-
pressing Man and Daimon—those two first portions of being
that suffer vicissitude into which Antma Homints and Anima
Mundi resolve—we can explain much in Parmenides and
Empedocles, but especially this in Heraclitus: “I shall
retrace my steps over the paths of song that I had travelled
before, drawing from my saying a new saying. When

Strife was fallen to the lowest depth of the vortex.” (“Not
as might be supposed,” Birkett explains, “the centre but the
extreme bound.”)' “and love has reached the centre of the

1. The tootnote in Burnet (1st ed., p. 226) to which Yeats refers goes thus: “The
‘lowest depth’ is not, as might be supposed, the centre; burt 15 the same thing as the
‘extreme boundary’ (v. 178).” At this point Yeats drew his great diagram—to be
found scattered here and there in various books in his library as well as on p. 72 of
the 1937 Vision—in the margin of his copy of Burnet:

This would seem to dispose of Yeats's later claim that it was only "When the proof
sheets [of A Vision] came [that] 1 felt mysell relieved from my promise not to read
philosophy™ { Fision, p. 19), and that he then discovered that the *vortex of Empedo-
cles™ was similar to his gyres. It may be thar Yeats, like Shelley (in Yeats's own
phrase), “had more philosophy that men thought when 1 was young” (Vision, p.
211n.)—even if Yeats was unable to keep straight the names of philosophers and
historians of philosophy.
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whirl, in it do all things come together so as to be one only;
not all at once, but coming together gradually from differ-
ent quarters; and as they came together Strife retired to the
extreme boundary . . . but in proportion as it kept rushing
out, a soft immortal stream of blameless love kept running
in.” So far all is plain, and it may be this very passage that
suggested Flaubert’s dreaming man whose life goes wrong
as his dream comes right. “For of a truth they (L.ove and
Strife) were afore time and shall be, nor ever can (?)
boundless time be emptied of the pair, and they prevail in
turn as the circle comes round, and pass away before one
another and increase in their appointed time.”

And had we more than a few fragments of Empedocles
and his school it might not be hard to relate the four gyres
of our symbol to heat and cold, light and dark, the pairs of
opposites, whether in the moral or physical universe, which
permeate his thought. The single cone whose extreme limits
are described as Anima Hominis, Anima Mundi, 1s said in our
documents to be formed by the whirling of a sphere which
moves onward leaving an empty coil behind it; and the
double cones by the separating of two whirling spheres that
have been one, and it may be that we have here what sug-
gested to Parmenides thoughts that seemed to forestall cer-
tain of our latest mathematical speculations. “Where then it
has its furthest boundary it is complete on every side,
equally poised from the centre in every direction like the
mass of a rounded sphere, for it cannot be greater or
smaller in one place than another. . . . and there is not,
and never shall be any time, other than that which is
present, since Fate has chained 1t so as to be whole and
immoveable.”?

2, Viston (1925), pp. 132-33. 1 have left the passage exactly as it appears in
Yeats's book, though it differs in a good many places from the original in Early Greek
Phifosophy. In spite of Yeats's plea, at another point in the book, for understanding
(“1 am correcting these pages at Thoor Ballylee and there is not a reference book in
the house” —p. 153n.), I assume the differences are due not 1o absence of reference
hooks—the passage quoted (and misquoted) is after all quite a long one, and I doubt
that Yeats carried it in his memory—but simply to Yeats's scholarly nonchalance in
transcription. Yeats's notion of “correcting”™ his pages is an unusual one, for this
very note of explanation is tacked on to a passage about Macrobius, who, Yeats says,
“translated Cicero’s Greek into Lavn at the end of the fifth centary.”
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I should think that some at least of the first readers of A Vision must
have paused in momentary wonder when they came upon this un-
known, chatty, explanatory, and expansive Heraclitus. The answer,
of course, is that the fragment is from Empedocles, number 35 in
the ordering of Diels-Kranz. Like Jung, Yeats slipped casily be-
tween Heraclitus and Empedocles; but in defense of his confusion
Yeats, if not Jung (because the former had fewer pretensions to
exact scholarship than the latter), might say that both doctrines—
“Heraclitus’ simultaneous unity and plurality of the cosmos and
Empedocles’ separate periods of Love and Strife” (Kirk-Raven, p.
202n.)—are unquestionably archetypal anyhow (“archetype” is a
word that Yeats used, and more than once, both before and after
Jung presumably gave it its currency), and therefore come from a
collective region of the psyche. So why bother overmuch about ac-
curacy of historical credits? Jung’s scholarship, as I say, would
probably keep him from embracing this explanation in public, but
the a-historical or anti-historical idea behind it is distinctly Jungian
all the same.

Of souls that have progressed through cycles of transmigration
almost to the point of escaping from the wheel, Empedocles says,
“At the end they become prophets, poets, physicians, and princes
among men on earth” (Fr. 146). It is more than a coincidence, and
no accident at all of course, that Empedocles was all these things,
and was moreover on the brink of becoming a god as well. If, stretch-
ing a bit the sense of “princes among men on earth,” we say that
Jung was three of these things (but not a poet), and that Yeats was
three of these things (but not a physician), we may see how near
they came to being full Empedocleans and how close, therefore, they
presumably came to apotheosis in their most recent incarnations.
“At this time,” W. K. C. Guthrie tells us, “medicine was not sep-
arated either from philosophy on the one hand or from religion
and even magic on the other” (Hist. of Gr. Phil., 11, 132-33).
Guthrie 1s speaking, of course, of fifth-century Greece, but observ-
ers, both partisans and opponents, have not been wanting who
would be willing to say the same of the analytical psychology of our
century: part medicine and natural science, it also comprises a bit of
philosophy, quite a lot of religion, and more than a dash of magic.
Jung’s experience was undoubtedly the same as Empedocles’:
“Some come in search of oracles, others to hear the word of heal-
ing” (Fr. 111); and one has only to consider some of the illnesses
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that Jung cured, and the means he used to cure them, to realize that
the treatment Jung offered was as “psychic” as the aftliction and
that a half-visionary, half-prophetic intuition was probably more
responsible than anything else for the cures he effected. “Apollo and
Asclepius,” Guthrie continues, “had the ttle fatromaniis, a single
compound word meaning ‘physician-seer’ ”'; and poets, as Socrates
points out in the Phaedrus, are mantic seers as well, men possessed by
a divine madness. Yeats and Jung were both excellent examples of a
certain type (with no derogation intended)—a type that E. R.
Dodds has labelled the “shaman.” It is a type of which Empedocles
himself was not precisely an example, for he, being a shaman in full
definition—a sort of throwback in fifth-century Greece, according
to Dodds—was more paradigm than example, more archetype than
type.? Of Renan's remark that Empedocles was “un Newton doublé
d’un Cagliostro,” Guthrie writes: “It might be fairer to compare the
religious side of Empedocles with Newton’s own interest in alchemy
and the prophecies of Daniel: he has been called ‘the first modern
scientist and the last of the mages’ " (Hist. of Gr. Phal., 11, 123, n.1).
Jung, for his profound interest in alchemny and his efforts at pro-
phecy, has been called much harder names than that; and so would
Yeats have been had he not so warmly (and so wisely) despised
science whenever it divorces itself from a larger wisdom and from a
loving search for that larger wisdom: “Science,” Yeats said in an

3. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley: University of Galifornia Press,
1951), especially pp. 145-46. Dodds sees Empedocles more as the last of the Greek
shamans than as an archetypal figure; yet to later ages—the time of Yeats and Jung,
let us say—Empedocles is as far back as can be seen with certainty and thus appears
not as an anachronistic surviver from previous times bur as the great primal figure
and progenitor for times to be.

“Be that as it may,” Dodds writes, “the fragments of Empedocles are the one
firsthand source from which we can still form some notion of what a Greek shaman
was really like; he is the last belated example of a species which with his death
became extinet in the Greek world, though it still flourishes elsewhere™ (p. 145}, 1 do
not imagine that Dodds intended *elsewhere” to include Ireland or Switzerland, but
on the next page, describing Empedocles’ “type,” he provides a neat characieriza-
tion of Yeats and Jung in their various roles: “IF T am right, Empedocles represents
not a new but a very old type of personality, the shaman who combines the still
undifferentiated functions of magician and naturalist, poet and philosopher,
preacher, healer, and public counsellor. After him these functions fell apart;
philosophers henceforth were to be neither poets nor magicians; indeed, such a man
was already an anachronism in the fifth century.” Is there any better description of
Jung than “magician and naturalist, . . . preacher, healer, and public counsellor™?
Or of Yeats than philosopher, poet, and magician?
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epigram that deserves to be posted in every sort of school of science
whether the science be physical, natural, political, social, medical,
or whatever—“Science, separated from philosophy, is the opium of
the suburbs” (Ex., p. 340).

Only a very small proportion of Empedocles’ writings are extant
—some 450 lines from two poems that together are said to have
amounted to four or five thousand lines—but even from this tenth of
the whole we can be assured of one thing: that his system was a sys-
tem. It was comprehensive, detailed, and universally applicable; it
concerned itself first of all with the soul of man and the soul of na-
ture, but also with the body of man and the body of nature; it
included cosmology and psychology, physiology and medicine, the-
ology and religion. And it was all founded, in all its branches, on
that simple “symbolic geometry” that Yeats, looking back to anti-
quity for another vision like his Vision, could find in Empedocles but
nowhere else. For Empedocles (and for Yeats from the time he
received the drawing of interpenetrating cones), everything in the
cosmos, whether microcosmic or macrocosmic, was referable to that
simple scheme of alternating cyclical recurrence. It was this “wheel
of birth and death,” moving from dark of the moon to full and back
to dark again, that Yeats would reproduce as the Great Wheel in his
Viston, saying that it is another way of representing the same reality
as that of the interlocked cones, and explaining at the same time that
the “wheel is every completed movement of thought or life, twenty-
eight incarnations, a single incarnation, a single judgment or act of
thought™ (Visien, p. 81).

Jung, when he was being Jatromantis rather than objective scien-
tist, was as determined as Yeats, and the two together were as de-
termined as Empedocles, to discover that geometric/temporal
scheme that could account for, describe, and prophesy both the
movement of the animated cosmos and the movement of the indi-
vidual soul: the movement, in either case, for Empedocles, Yeats,
and Jung, of psych#. The scheme that Empedocles came up with, and
that Yeats and Jung adopted with qualifications and variations,
hinged on a doctrine of palingenesis: perpetual rebirth of microcosm
and macrocosm, of daimon and the universe, and a pattern of cyclical
change that returns things again and again to the point where they
began. I have quoted Jung earlier (Chapter 2) at his most positive
on the question of palingenesis: “I could well imagine that I might
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have lived in former centuries and that I had to be born again be-
cause I had not fulfilled the task that was given to me” (Memories, p.
318/294). This is as far as Jung will go, but in going so far he is very
much in line with Empedoclean doctrine, The cosmos, according to
Empedocles, is set the task of reachieving the blessed state of the
Sphere through the unifying power of Love (probably every 30,000
seasons), after it has been broken up and dispersed in elemental
fragments by Strife; analogously, the individual cosmos or daimon
has its particular task, which is to purify and perfect itself through
reincarnations lasting for 30,000 seasons before it can escape the
wheel to which it has been bound because it put its “trust in raving
Strife” and before it can once again enjoy that condition—the
Sphere—of which the wheel could be considered only a pathetic and
miserable imitation. Yeats, commenting on the Great Year of the
ancients (a subject of intense interest to him), says that 1t could be
thought of as “a lunar year of 360 days, each day 100 years,” and he
goes on to consider how the day becomes a month, which becomes a
year, which becomes a century, etc., like so many circles within a
circle, each turning at its own proper speed, until finally all the cir-
cles return to their beginning to render up, 1n the symbolic moment,
the sphere composed of wheels and of all the periods that, when
completed, are at rest but that describe, so long as they move, all
change both natural and psychic. “If I may think of those days or
incarnations as periods wherein symbolic man grows old and young
alternately, as he does in certain other Platonic periods, I have, but
for a different length and enumeration, my Great Wheel of twelve
cycles” ( Vision, p. 212). The “other Platonic periods” Yeats has in
mind are almost certainly to be found in the myth in the Statesman—
a myth which is in turn indebted to Hesiod’s description of a Golden
Race and which finds its symbolic geometry in the system of alter-
nating half-cycles of Empedocles.

I do not know whether Yeats was thinking specifically of Empedo-
cles when he concluded the dedication of the 1925 Fision to
“Vestigia” with the following lines, but certainly the rhythm of
rising and falling through cycles of incarnations and reincarnations
of nature and the individual daimon is deeply Empedoclean:
“Yesterday when [ saw the dry and leafless vineyards at the very
edge of the motionless sea, or lifting their brown stems from almost
inaccessible patches of earth high up on the cliff-side, or met at the
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turn of the path the orange and lemon trees in full fruit, or the crim-
son cactus flower, or felt the warm sunlight falling between blue and
blue, I murmured, as [ have countless times, ‘I have been part of it
always and there is maybe no escape, forgetting and returning life
after life like an insect in the roots of the grass.” But murmured it
without terror, in exultation almost™ (p. xiii). There would be little
point in thinking of Yeats as a nature poet in the way of (for ex-
ample) G. M. Hopkins: it was a symbolic great-rooted blossomer
that had all, or most, of Yeats's love and not those actual, “sweet
especial” Binsey poplars whose felling so grieved Hopkins because
the loss of their unique beauty, he felt, left “a grievous gap” in
nature herself. One cannot imagine Yeats saying, as Hopkins says
in his journal, “The ashtree growing in the corner of the garden was
felled. It was lopped first: I heard the sound and looking out and see-
ing it maimed there came at that moment a great pang and I wished
to die and not to see the inscapes of the world destroyed any more.”*
Yeats would not have said this; Empedocles would have found it
either incomprehensible or laughable. But nature means different
things to different people and yields herself in one way to one man,
in quite another way to another man. And if Yeats was not a nature
poet in the Hopkinsian manner, he was very much a nature poet in
the way of Empedocles’ “On Nature” and his “Purifications.” For
Yeats, like Empedocles—and especially after he had just received an
Empedoclean vision from the Instructors—could claim to have
“once been a boy and a girl, a bush and a bird and a dumb sea
fish,” “the crimson cactus flower, . . . the warm sunlight falling
between blue and blue, . . . an insect in the roots of the grass.” Or as
Fergus says to his titular companion in “Fergus and the Druid”:

I have been many things—
A green drop in the surge, a gleam of light
Upon a sword, a fir-tree on a hill,
An old slave grinding at a heavy quern,
A king sitting upon a chair of gold.

With the immensely extended view afforded by their assumption of
a perspective comprehending many incarnations—a long series of

4. Entry of April 8, 1873: The Journals and Papers of Gerard Manley Hopkins, ed.
Humphrey House and Graham Storey (London: Oxford University Press, 1959), p.
230. A grievous gap” is also from the feurnals: December b, 1868, p. 189.
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cycles and half-cycles—neither Empedocles nor Yeats was prone to
be captivated, as Hopkins was, by the particular and unique, nonre-
current natural detail, or desolated by its loss; nor was either of
them likely to miss the forest for the trees. “Of these I too am now
one, a fugitive from the gods and a wanderer,” Empedocles says;
and being thus in exile from his true home and essential condition,
“I wept and wailed when I saw the unfamiliar place™ (Frs. 115 and
118). Yeats murmurs his intuition of palingenesis (“countless times”
he says, but it may not have been quite so frequent as the rhythm
and the sense of his sentence required him to claim) “without terror,
in exultation almost”; Empedocles, on the other hand, murmured
his vision—he wept and wailed it—without exultation, in terror
almost. Otherwise, they said one and the same thing and said it in
virtually the same language.

The most convenient and the best introduction to the entire
visionary scheme of Empedocles, and to his comprehensive prophe-
tic-poetic system embracing all of natural process and the experi-
ence of the human soul—especially as Yeats understood that scheme
and system, and his understanding was much the same as Jung’'s—
is to record certain passages that Yeats marked in his copy of
Burnet. It may be that Yeats failed to retain names and dates and
languages well in mind, but he was a shrewd reader, and an ambi-
tious one, and when he marked passages in reading he nearly always
discovered the heart of the matter, and when he annotated passages
he usually illuminated both his own thought and the thought of the
text he was reading. The passages of Empedocles that Yeats
marked, as Burnet translated them, are these:’

I shall tell thee a twofold tale. At one time things grew to
be one only out of many; at another, that divided up to be
many instead of one. There is a double becoming of perish-
able things and a double passing away. The coming
together of things brings one generation into being and des-
troys it; the other grows up and is scattered as things be-
come divided. And these things never cease, continually

5. In his first edition, Burnet took the text of Empedocles from E. Stein's Empe-
doclts Agrigentint Fragmenta; that text differs both in wording and in the order of recon-
struction from the text of Diels that Burnet adopted in the fourth edition of Early
Creek Philosephy. 1 have given line numbers as they appear in the Stein-Burnet
ordering of the first edition and then, for convenience, have added the numbers of
fragments (and lines when necessary) as they appear in Diels-Krane,
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changing places, at one time all uniting in one through
Love, at another each borne in different directions by the
repulsion of Strife. Thus, as far as it is their nature to grow
into one out of many, and to become many once more
when the one is parted asunder, so far they come into being
and their life abides not. But, inasmuch as they never cease
changing their places continually, so far they are immov-
ably® as they go round the circle of existence. (lines 60-73;
DK Fr. 17, lines 1-13)

At one time things grew together to be one only out of
many, at another they parted asunder so as to be many
instead of one;—Fire and Water and Earth and the mighty
height of Air, dread Strife, too, apart from these and
balancing every one of them, and Love among them, their
equal in length and breadth. Her do thou contemplate with
thy mind, nor sit with dazed eyes. It is she that is deemed
to be implanted in the frame of mortals. It is she that makes
them have kindly thoughts and work the works of peace.
They call her by the names of Joy and Aphrodite. (lines
76-84; DK Fr. 17, lines 16-24)

For, of a truth, they (i.e. Love and Strife) were aforetime
and shall be; nor ever, methinks, will boundless time be
emptied of that pair. And they prevail in turn as the circle
comes round, and pass away before one another, and
increase in their appointed turn.

For these things are what they are; but, running through
one another, they become men and the other races of
mortal creatures. At one time they are brought together into
one order by Love; at another, again, they are carried each
in different directions by the repulsion of Strife, till once
more they grow into one and are wholly subdued. (lines
110-119; DK Fr. 26; N.B.: Burnet’s first-edition text from
Stein differs greatly from his fourth-edition text from Diels)

In it [i.e., the Sphere] is distinguished neither the bright
form of the sun, no, nor the shaggy earth in its might, nor
the sea,—so fast was the god bound in the close covering of

6. “Immovably” is the reading in the first edition; in the fourth edition Burnet
has “ever immovable.”
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Harmony, spherical and round, rejoicing in his circular
rest. (lines 135-38; DK Fr. 27)

[But now I shall retrace my steps over the paths of song
that] I have travelled before, drawing from my saying a
new saying. When Strife was fallen to the lowest depth of
the vortex, and Love had reached to the centre of the whirl,
in it do all things come together so as to be one only; not all
at once, but coming together gradually each from different
quarters; and, as they came together, Strife retired to the
extreme boundary. Yet many things remained unmixed,
alternating with the things that were being mixed, namely,
all that Strife not fallen yet retained; for it had not yet alto-
gether retired perfectly to the outermost boundaries of the
circle. Some of its members still remained within, and some
had passed out. But in proportion as it kept rushing out, a
soft, immortal stream of blameless Love kept running in, and
straightway those things became mortal which had been im-
mortal before, those things were mixed that had been un-
mixed, each changing its path. And, as they were mingled,
countless tribes of mortal creatures were scattered abroad en-
dowed with all manner of forms, a wonder to behold. (lines
170-186; DK Frs. 35 and 36)

. . this marvelous mass of mortal limbs. At one time all
the himbs that are the body’s portion are brought together
into one by Love, and flourish in the high season of life;
and again, at another time they are severed by cruel Strife,
and wander each in different directions by the breakers of
the sea of life. It is the same with shrubs and the fish that
make their homes in the waters, the beasts that make their
lairs in the hills, and the birds that sail on wings. (lines
247-253; DK Fr. 20)

Many creatures with faces and breasts looking in different
directions were born; some, offspring of oxen with faces of
men, while others, again, arose as offspring of men with the
heads of oxen, and creatures in whom the nature of women
and men was mingled, furnished with sterile parts. (lines
256-260; DK Fr. 61)
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Four elements and two contrary forces to keep those elements in
motion; a perpetual movement back and forth from one to many
and many to one, from the complete dominance of Love in the
blessed Sphere where “is all music and all rest” to the complete
dominance of Strife where all is divided, elemental hostility (with
the world as we know it—i.e., a world possible to-human life—exist-
ing at neither extreme: Phase 15 and Phase 1 of A4 Vision); and all
this complex of air-earth-fire-water, Love-and-Strife, Sphere-and-
chaos, operating as a self-enclosed, self-perpetuating system, spin-
ning gyrelike now one way, now the other way, within a time that
never had a beginning and will never have an end—this is what
Empedocles, the great system-maker, represented for Yeats, who
was himself a confessed system-lover and an inspired system-
builder. What Yeats made of it all, and how the symbolic geometry
of Empedocles was filled in with the events and personalities of
twenty-five centuries to become a complete reading of history and
human psychology in Yeats’s Vision (with some personal politics
thrown in occasionally to make up the measure), we shall see in a
moment. But what could Empedocles mean to Jung, who pro-
claimed himself an empirical scientist, hostile, by temperament and
profession, to system of any kind? The answer is that much more of
Empedocles’ system informed Jung’'s empirical observations, both
clinical and personal, and his scientific deductions, than the shaman
of Kiisnacht was always willing to acknowledge. The psyche, that
great subject and object of Jung’s science and of everything he
wrote, is itself precisely an Empedoclean system, binary and quater-
nal, self-balanced and self-regulating (when healthy), striving ever
to restore itself to the condition of the monadic Sphere, which is its
essence, Jung agreed, and its entelechy. Most of the poetry of Em-
pedocles that chances to remain casts his system in cosmological
terms, but it can all be transposed—and was transposed by the
alchemists and by Jung—to the compressed scale of the individual
psyche. When it is so transposed, then it becomes apparent that
Empedocles was no mean psychologist, and that his psychology,
both as an experience and as a science, is writ, in a very Jungian
way, all across the face of his majestic cosmology, and vice versa.

One thing, but not the only thing, that attracted Jung to Empedo-
cles was his (Empedocles’) insistence that the rhizamata, the “roots
of all things,” were exactly the same in number as the seductive
quaternity, so immensely satisfying to Jung, underlying all nature
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psychic as well as physical. “The alchemists,” Jung says, “described
their four elements as radices,” which is a terminology closely akin to
the analytical psychologist’s “four functions”—the roots or the
elements of all psychic behavior. These radices, Jung continues, cor-
respond “to the Empedoclean rhizomata, and in them they [the alche-
mists] saw the constituents of the most significant and central sym-
bol of alchemy, the lapis philosophorum, which represents the goal of
the individuation process” (CW, XIII, par. 242). In Psychology and
Religion, the alchemists are transmuted to become “old philoso-
phers” (“The idea of those old philosophers was that God mani-
fested himself first in the creation of the four elements”—CW, XI,
par. 97), the Gnostics replace the Hermetics as the penultimate
authority (Empedocles himself is ultimate), and God, as one might
expect in a monograph on Psychology and Religion, 15 frequently
brought into the argument by name (“the quaternity is a more or
less direct representation of the God who is manifest in his creation™
—ibid., par. 101). But by whatever name and in whatever age, the
alchemists, Gnostics, Hermetics, and analytical psychologists are
about the same work of deifying the quaternity, discovering the holy
four almost everywhere and projecting it where they fail to find it
(“We have, at last, to admit that the quaternity i1s something psy-
chic; and we do not know yet whether, in a more or less distant
future, this too may not prove to be a projection” —ibid., par. 93).
And in the end the mystical quaternity is brought back home to its
beginning and returned to its source to complete the circle whereby
the four roots are transformed into the Sphere: “The quariernarium or
quaternity has a long history. It appears not only in Christian icon-
ology and mystical speculation but plays perhaps a sull greater role
in Gnostic philosophy and from then on down through the Middle
Ages until well into the eighteenth century” (ibid., par. 62). In a
footnote on this passage, Jung plants the root where it belongs: “I
am thinking of the mystical speculations about the four ‘roots’ (the
rhizomata of Empedocles), i.e., the four elements or four qualities
(wet, dry, warm, cold), peculiar to Hermetic or alchemical philos-
ophy” (ibid., p. 38, n. 9). Jung was not always wont to be quite so
modest as he is here, for usually he makes it plain that he (as well as
others) continued the work for the quaternity well beyond the eigh-
teenth century. In a more characteristic vein, Jung says in “A Study
in the Process of Individuation,” apropos of a patient’s drawing,
“In this picture we have the quaternity, the archetypal 4, which is
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capable of numerous interpretations, as history shows and as I have
demonstrated elsewhere” (CW, IX, pt. 1, par. 565). Though it may
be grandiose and rather breathtaking, Jung’s apparent assumption
that his own effort is coequal with history is more like it: more like
Jung ordinarily and much more like Empedocles.

“Most mandalas,” Jung says of attempts to depict what he calls
“a psychocosmic system,” “take the form of a flower, cross, or
wheel, and show a distinct tendency towards a quaternary structure.
.+ . Any reader who cares to leaf through Jung’s Collected Works will
find a storehouse, perhaps a surfeit, of such mandalas, numbering
in the hundreds, some from ancient texts, some drawn or painted by
Jung’s patients, others produced by Jung himself. At least as reveal-
ing as any of these mandalas from Jung, however, 1s the woodcut of
“The Great Wheel” on p. 66 of 4 Vision—just across the page,
appropriately, from Yeats’s discussion of Empedocles’ vortex and
his Concord that “fabricates all things into ‘an homogeneous
sphere.””” These and all the other mandalas drawn, painted,
danced, or composed in the Western world during the last twenty-
five hundred years are unquestionably indebted to Empedocles,
though at times the debt owes less, perhaps, to the historical Em-
pedocles than to the archetypal one. Alchemists foolish enough to
abandon the quaternity of that great ancestor in favor of the trinity
of Christianity and Thrice-Greatest Hermes, according to Jung, got
“into difficulties with the four elements and the four qualities,” and
though Jung had nothing but love for alchemy so long as it re-
mained true to the number four, he was not above gloating over
these difficulties of the trinitarians as he watched them “flounder
about in . . . attempts to interpret the axiom of Maria” (CW, XIV,
par. 68). But these ungracious remarks about his predecessors are
nothing by comparison with the irntation, barely restrained within
parentheses, shown by Jung toward a woman patient who wan-
dered, artistically and therefore aimlessly, from the true “quater-
nary structure” into vain and idle pentadic and triadic figures:
“The mandala is exceptional in that it has a pentadic structure.

7. Visten, p. 67. On p. 90 of his Statesman translation/commentary, J. B. Skemp
reproduces a drawing that any reader of A Fision would naturally take to be a
diagram from that book. What Skemp is concerned with, however, is not Yeats's
Vision but Empedocles’ system and the relationship of that system to the myth in The
Statesman. The old symbelic geometry makes for a tighe little schematic bundle across
the centuries. Once one is aware of it, it is difficult not to see it everywhere—this is
certainly true for Yeats, at any rate,
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(The patient also produced triadic mandalas. She was fond of play-
ing with forms irrespective of their meaning—a consequence of her
artistic gift.)”® There is meaning in those geometric, archetypal
forms, Jung implies, and it is therefore a well-deserved rebuke that
he offers to anyone who would toy playfully with the archetypes and
attempt to express wholeness in any other than a quaternary or
circular figure.

In Jung's quaternalizing eyes, five is readjusted to become four
(except in the mandala where the woman patient flaunted her pen-
tadic structure), and even the guinta essentia 1s for him, by a paradox
if not a downright contradiction, a quaternity and a mandala. Dis-
cussing a painting in which “the ground structure . . . 1s a quin-
cunx,” Jung says (and listening to his patter we hardly notice the
sleight-of-hand by which quintus is transformed into quartus),
“This is a symbol of the quinta essentia, which is identical with the
Philosophers’ Stone. It 1s the circle divided into four with the centre,
or the divinity extended in four directions, or the four functions of
consciousness with their unitary substrate, the self. Here the
quaternity has a 3 + 1 structure”™ (CW, X, par. 738)—which, as
every reader of Jung would immediately suspect, is the cue for the
appearance of ““Maria the Copt or Jewess”; it is hardly necessary for
Jung to tell us, now that 3 + 1 Maria has appeared to make us
forget all about the quincunx, the quinta essentia, and the number 3,
that “The number 4 as the natural division of the circle is a symbol
of wholeness . . .” (ibid.). Both Yeats and Jung were aware of the

8. CW, IX, pt. 1, p. 346, caption to Fig. 5. | take it that the description of the
patient—" Aged 58, artistic and technically accomplished” —contains a hint of moral
suspicion. Jung furiously resisted the notion that there was anything “artistic” about
his own mandala paintings—they were, he felt, more "serious” than that. (Ironi-
cally, | understand that a New York gallery proposed a show of Jung’s “paintings™
six or seven years ago; Jung, I am sure, would not have been amused by the notion.)
The “artistic and technically accomplished™ patient may have been the same woman
(Jung describes her as “a talented psychopath who had a strong transference to
me") who, from his own unconscious, spoke to Jung as his “Anima” and cnraged
Jung by telling him that his mandalas and his descriptions of visions and fantasies
were really very artistic. Jung wasn’t having any, however: “Then came the next
assault, and again the assertion: “That is art.” This tume [ caught her and said, *No,
it is not art! On the contrary, it is nature . . "7 (Memories, p. 185/178). What rcads
as a rather droll affair was not that at all for Jung {he thought himself close 1o
madness), and he emphatically rejecied the artistic claims of his Anima because they
would make his mandalas out 10 be “merely” art rather than products of the un-
conscious psyche striving to become conscious.
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great importance of such systematic and schematic quaternal struc-
tures in Blake (on p. 257 of the first volume of The Works of William
Blake, Yeats produced a diagram, representing Blake’s system, that
might have come from a dozen places in Jung’s Collected Works; and
at pp. 358-39 of the second volume of the Nonesuch Writings of
William Blake, Jung placed a marker against a drawing that squares
the circle and quaternalizes the sphere very thoroughly indeed); but
both of them were also aware, at least fitfully, that the necessity to
quaternalize went much further back in history than Blake and
much deeper down in the psyche than could ever be conveyed by
saying that Blake “influenced” Yeats or Jung to structure every-
thing by quaternities and circles. Even Empedocles did not do
that—unless by “Empedocles” we mean an inborn psychic structur-
ing, an inherent tendency and necessity, that turned up as a purer
and more insistent formative influence in Yeats and Jung (and in
Blake) than in most men. “These symbols,” which men have not
stopped producing from Empedocles’ time to our own, Jung says,
“are usually quaternary and consist of two pairs of opposites
crossing one another (e.g., left/right, above/below). The four points
demarcate a circle, which, apart from the point itself, is the simplest
symbol of wholeness and therefore the simplest God-image” (CW,
XIII, par. 457). As sure as the 3 + 1 quaternity conjures up Maria
Prophetissa in Jung, a circle as the God-image will entail this
footnote: “God is a circle whose centre is everywhere and the
circumference nowhere.” Even this favorite tag of Jung’s, which he
could trace as far back as the Corpus Hermeticum, had been antici-
pated, if not definitively stated, by Empedocles, who, according to
Aristotle, called his Sphere ebdapovéotatog Bedg, “the most blessed
god” (as, in fact, Jung was quite aware: cf. CW, XII, par. 433).
The most damaging criticism of Empedocles was one brought by
Aristotle (and implicitly affirmed by Plato in the Timaeus): that he

locates his two motive forces, Love and Strife, not outside but
within a closed universe and a self-contained system. It is true that

by closing everything, the four elements and the two forces, within
his system, Empedocles came up with an answer to Parmenides
(Parm.: “How and when did process have a start?” Emp.: “Because
process occurs within a closed, cyclical system, it never did have a
start.”); but to get that answer Empedocles found it necessary to
reduce Love to the same level of existence as the elements, which
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was in effect to deprive both Love and the Sphere of their pro-
claimed divinity. Love, like the elements, is uncreated and immortal
—but it 1s also just as much inside time as they are. To put the Aris-
totelian-Platonic objection in another way: even if the daimon should
fulfill its Jungian task and should, through progressive purification,
escape from the wheel; even if the cosmic datmon and the individual
daimon should succeed in reestablishing a perfected state according
to their respective logor and so earn their escape—yet where would
they escape to? Would they go to dwell with the gods?—But the ele-
ments are gods and the Sphere is the most blessed god, and they are
all right here in this natural universe. The condition of the Sphere,
as some commentators argue, might be of longer duration than any
other single stage in the cycle; it nevertheless remains a stage in the
cycle. Yeats, in his intuitive murmuring, may have been more right
about Empedocles’ system than Empedocles himself: “I have been
part of it always and there is maybe no escape” (1925 Vision, p. xiii).
Where shall the daimon escape to if there is, at best, only the Sphere
of the all, at rest for a certain period and no doubt blessed, but not
outside this world and certain to be shattered by Strife once again?
But if Empedocles’ system invites this sort of question (and I believe
it does), so also does Jung’s psychology.

Disclaim any desire to construct a system as he might, and dis-
avow all philosophical intentions as he would, Jung could not for
long remain content to be the psychiatrist without a vision that he
someiimes announced he was; and when that vision would out, it
more often than not bore striking similarities to the system of Em-
pedocles. In his important essay “On Psychic Energy,” Jung argues
that all “the psychic forces (drives, affects, and other dynamic pro-
cesses)” should best be understood as hypostatizations and differen-
tiations of a single psychic energy which “is In my view aptly ex-
pressed by the term ‘libido.” ” And how shall we think of “libido?"?
Think of it, Jung says, as “Schopenhauer’s ‘Will,” Anistotle’s oppn,
Plato’s Eros, Empedocles’ ‘love and hate of the elements,’ or the
élan vital of Bergson™ (CW, VIII, par. 55). No matter that we may
not know what to make of any of these different designations that
Jung claims to be synonymous with his “libido,” or that, if we do
know what to make of them, we may not find them all that much
alike; and no matter that Jung is trying, not so subtly, to deprive the
Freudians of one of their favorite words by extending its definition
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out of all recognition; the point is that Jung is putting together his
own psychological-philosophical system, closing it up as tightly as
Empedocles’ system ever was, and stamping it with his own name—
but then, as a precautionary mecasure, should anyone object, as
Plato and Aristotle objected to Empedocles, providing himself an
escape by calling it not speculative thought or a systematic con-
struction but empirical observation and natural description. Else-
where, at a time (March 1913) when he was redefining Freudian
libido theory in a way that led to his eventual, inevitable break with
psychoanalysis, Jung enlists just such allies as Empedocles (and
Plato) in his cause when he says, “by libido I mean very much what
the ancients meant by the cosmogonic principle of Eros, or in
modern language, ‘psychic energy’” (CW, IV, par. 661). Jung
takes another page from Empedocles’ book and borrows another
aspect of his system when he declares that it is “a very natural state
of affairs for men to have irrational moods and women irrational
opinions” because “this situation is grounded on instinct and must
remain as it 1s to ensure that the Empedoclean game of the hate and
love of the elements shall continue for all eternity” (CW, IX, pt. 2,
par. 35). There Aristotle would jump on Jung as he jumped on
Empedocles, since Jung gets movement into his psychological world
by confining love and hate there, just as Empedocles maintained his
cosmogony by making Eros (more exactly, Philia or Philot?s) into (in
Jung’s own term) a “cosmogonic principle” and yet reducing
Philotes, along with Netkes (Strife), to the level of the elements. What
Jung does is to make his psychology a closed system of four
elemental “functions” and two psychic “forces,” closely resem-
bling, in its schematic outlines, Empedocles’ closed system of four
elements moved about by Love and Strife; and both of these resem-
ble Yeats's system of four “faculties” spinning perpetually in and
out on the primary and antithetical gyres. Where the three occa-
sionally differ is on the question of the relationship of the system to
the Sphere: Empedocles says that the Sphere lies within the cyclical
system; Yeats says that the Sphere lies outside the cyclical system;
Jung says that . . . he would prefer not to say. It must be admitted,
however, that Jung so often implies that there 1s something outside
the system, all the while denying that he, a psychologist, should say
what it is, that some readers have felt themselves teased and then
cheated: as if they had been led to something that might very well be
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water, that is indeed hinted to be water, but then were not allowed
even to find out if it really 1s water, much less given the opportunity
to drink of it.

“The Concord of Empedocles fabricates all things into ‘an homo-
geneous sphere,” and then Discord separates the elements and so
makes the world we inhabit,” Yeats says, in a paraphrase of Sim-
plicius on Empedocles; and then he continues with his own com-
mentary: “but even the sphere formed by Concord is not the
changeless eternity, for Concord or Love but offers us the image of
that which is changeless” (Vision, pp. 67-68). As Jung puts it, “In
the history of symbols, quaternity is the unfolding of unity,” and
that which is true in the history of symbols is true also in Empedo-
cles’ cycle, where “quaternity is the unfolding of unity” and unity
the folding together of quaternity, the one sphere broken into four
elements and the four elements reformed into one sphere. The dif-
ference between the quaternity and the sphere, as Jung goes on to
point out, is that the sphere (like Parmenides’ sphere—though Par-
menides claimed otherwise—like Yeats's sphere, and like Jung’s
own pleroma) cannot be known but the quaternity can: “The one
universal Being cannot be known, because it is not differentiated
from anything and cannot be compared with anything. By unfold-
ing into four it acquires distinct characteristics and can therefore be
known” (CW, X, par. 774). From the Sphairos to separated, hostile
rhizémata and from separated rhizomata 1o the blessed Sphairos, half-
cycle perpetually reversing and alternating with half-cycle—thus the
process of psyche in Jung, thus the pattern of history 1n Yeats, thus
the movement of “all things” in Empedocles. Or as Yeats put it in
successive revisions of a line for “The Gyres”—

For the great gyres have tumbled us about
'.Th;t ar.lcit.nt gyn‘: h1as t.umb]cd us about
Em.pecinc].ts I:mSII:u r'nb]'r:d ;15 about
.Em.pcc'lﬂc].ts ];asithl:uw.n ail tl’linés a.bm.lt.
It is easy to see in Empedocles’ Sphairos both a memory and an

anticipation: a memory of Parmenides’ well-rounded Sphere and an
anticipation of Plato’s spherical Living Creature in the Timaeus.
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“But he was equal on every side and quite without end, spherical
and round, rejoicing in his circular solitude,” Empedocles says, in
language that points back to Parmenides’ “well-rounded sphere,
from the centre equally balanced in every direction . . . for being
equal to itself on every side, it rests uniformly within its limits,” and
forward to Plato’s Living Creature, the world’s body, “rounded
and spherical, equidistant in every way from centre to extremity.”
Like those other spheres, Empedocles’ most blessed god was without
parts, fruitful or otherwise, and, but for the near proximity of Strife
(which seems inevitably to go hand in hand with sex in this world),
his Sphere would remain throughout eternity as unproductive as the
One Being of Parmenides. “Two branches do not spring from his
back, he has no feet, no swift knees, no fruitful parts; but he was
spherical and equal on every side” (Frs. 28 and 29, trans. Burnet).
Were Strife not lurking nearby to divide all this suffocating har-
mony, then Parmenides’ One Being would be all, and there would
be for us no cosmos, no consciousness, no existence at all. Though
he erroneously coupled Empedocles and Heraclitus (*Empedocles
and Heraclitus thought that the universe had first one form and then
its opposite in perpetual alternation” [ Vision, p. 246]), Yeats was
nevertheless clear on the main issues: that Love and Discord are
equally necessary in the creation of the cosmos; and that the sphere
formed by Concord is but a symbol of the transcendent Sphere.
“Love and Discord, Fire and Water, dominate in turn, Love mak-
ing all things One, Discord separating all, but Love no more than
Discord the changeless eternity. Here originated perhaps the
symbol expounded in this book of a phaseless sphere that becomes
phasal in our thought, Nicholas of Cusa’s undivided reality which
human experience divides into opposites, and here too . . . we dis-
cover for the first time the Platonic doctrine of imitation—the
opposing states copy eternity” (Vision, p. 247). Jung shied away
from any metaphysical statement about changeless eternity and the
phaseless sphere, but within the confines of time and the world he
was in precise agreement with Empedocles and Yeats that there is,
in the individual psyche as in history and in the cosmos, “a dual
process running its measured course through vast periods of time, a
drama entirely re-enacted” (CW, VI, par. 708). This is the twin
movement Yeats had in mind when he said that he could see “in the
changes of the moon all the cycles: the soul realising its separate
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being in the full moon, then, as the moon seems to approach the sun
and dwindle away, all but realising its absorption in God, only to
whirl away once more: the mind of a man, separating itself from the
common matrix, through childish imaginations, through struggle . . .
to roundness, completeness, and then externalising, intellectualis-
ing, systematsing, until at last it lies dead” (Ex., p. 403). Jung
many times described the archetypal pattern of the psyche’s ascent
and descent, and the subject usually encouraged him to indulge the
poetic strain in his makeup, but he never did it better than Yeats
does here, nor did he ever, though much of Yeats's language could
be Jung's own (“separating itself from the common matrix,” for
example, is pure Jung), succeed more brilliantly in making the
imagery and poetry of Empedocles’ vision a part of his own expres-
sion,

Those who came to Empedocles “seeking prophecies” and won-
drous cures as he went about among the citizens of Acragas, “an
immortal god, mortal ne more, honoured as 1s my due and crowned
with garlands and verdant wreaths” (Fr. 112), undoubtedly came
away satisfied—or so the tone of “Purifications” implies—because
the seer-physician possessed a comprehensive vision of the cyclical
pattern of human/cosmic history and the cyclical pattern of dai-
monic incarnations that allowed him to foresee and to prophesy the
future individually, historically, and cosmically. Armed with the
same vision—with the certainty, as Yeats put it, that the predestined
pattern of history and of the psyche is “never progress as we under-
stand it, never the straight line” (Ex., pp. 403-04), but always the
self-reversing twofold cycle of Empedocles—Yeats and Jung pre-
sented themselves confidently as prophets and wonder-working phy-
sicians, as men who could read the future because they had long
since discerned, as in a vision or a comprehensive system, the his-
torical and physical pattern of the past. To the current myth of
evolutionary progress, Yeats opposed his counter-myth of cychical
repetition; to the nineteenth-century myth of infinite psychic im-
provement, Jung opposed his vision of alternating, constructive-
destructive and conscious-unconscious, psychic opposites. More-
over, those alternating opposites at work in the individual psyche
and in the collective psyche were certain to come out in the spirit
and the experience of the age, so that Jung was as well provided with
the instrv nents of historical prophecy as Yeats was. “Each age
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unwinds the thread another age had wound,” Yeats says, himself
winding up the clew of history on a pair of reversed gyres, “and it
amuses me to remember that before Phidias, and his westward-
moving art, Persia fell, and that when full moon came round again,
amid eastward-moving thought, and brought Byzantine glory,
Rome fell; and that at the outset of our westward-moving Renais-
sance Byzantium fell” (Vision, pp. 270-71). And now again, Yeats’s
vision told him, “amid an eastward-moving thought” once more,
London, Vienna, Alexandria, Athens, Jerusalem (if one may
reverse the order of Eliot’s collapsing cities) are all falling, and
Dublin and Zurich are falling too,

And what rough beast, its hour come round at last,
Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born?

“What rough beast?”—Jung had no doubt about the answer
(though critics and scoffers maintained that he was slow to perceive
that answer, indeed that he came up with it not before the fact but
only well after the beast had appeared, settled in, and destroyed a
good part of the world): it was National Socialism, Jung said, an
eruption of bestial violence from the Teutonic unconscious, a vio-
lence which was just exactly as extreme, because it was 1ts counter-
balancing opposite, as the excessive intellectuality of Teutonic con-
SCloUSness.

Jung read the future, as did Yeats, out of the past, and the past
presented a pattern that was nothing other than the pattern of
psychic enantiodromia blown up to historic proportions—or that same
Empedoclean pattern reduced from cosmic to historic proportions.
“One thinks” —now it is Jung looking back to cyclical climaxes of
the past, the better to project them into the future—“of the chiliastic
expectations of the Augustan age at the beginning of the Christian
era, or of the spiritual changes in the West which accompanied the
end of the first millennium. Today, as the end of the second millen-
nium draws near, we are again living in an age filled with apoca-
lyptic images of universal destruction” (CW, X, par. 488). Yeats,
like Jung, saw civilization moving in such cycles of two thousand
years, each of those cycles being in reality two half-cycles, those
half-cycles again being divisible into contrary halves, and so on,
consciousness balanced forever and at all levels against the uncon-
scious, one historic gyre set off against another, a vortex whirling
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into and out of a vortex, the opposite of the first and yet its twin. “In
other words every month or phase when we take it as a whole is a
double vortex moving from Phase 1 to Phase 28, or two periods, one
solar and one lunar . . .” (Vision, p. 197).

Possessed of the same unerring guide to the future as Empedocles
—1.e., an understanding of that symbolic geometry that described
all cycles, individual, historic, and cosmic—why should Yeats and
Jung doubt their prophetic abilities? Being heirs to his system, were
they not also heirs to Empedocles’ visionary and oracular insight? It
seemed so to Yeats, and to Jung likewise: looking back on what he
had written ten, fifteen, and twenty-five years earlier—just long
enough for history to show its hand and to reveal that it was the pro-
phesied hand—each of them perceived, and modestly remarked,
how shrewd he had been in forecasting the future from universaliz-
ing patterns of the past. “We stand perplexed and stupefied before
the phenomenon of Nazism and Bolshevism because we know
nothing about man” (Memories, p. 331/303), Jung said, but his use
of the first person plural is merely a matter of courtesy and rhe-

torical convention, for elsewhere Jung reveals that he, if not his con-
temporaries, understood Nazism and Bolshevism very well and all

along. In a congrawulatory little exchange with himself over the
years, Jung developed and illustrated, out of the experience of a
quarter of a century, a pattern of psychic enantiodromia and its his-
toric consequences, demonstrating that he had been all the while
prophesying a la Empedocles, albeit in a rather general way and to
uncomprehending ears. Enantiodromia 1s “a running contrariwise,”
Jung wrote in 1917; “sooner or later everything runs into its oppo-
site. . . . Thus the rational attitude of culture necessarily runs into
its opposite, namely the irrational devastation of culture” (CW,
VII, par. 111). When he came to revise Two Essays in 1925, Jung
added a note to this passage on enantiodromia: “This sentence was
written during the first World War. I have let it stand in its original
form because it contains a truth which has been confirmed more
than once in the course of history. (Written in 1925).” Jung con-
cluded the dialogue with himsell, twenty-five years after he had
initiated it, with this remark: “As present events show, the confir-
mation did not have to wait very long. Who wants this blind destruc-
tion? But we all help the daemon to our last gasp. O sancta simplicitas!
(Written in 1942).” Thus commenting before, during, and after
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events, Jung could claim—and in essays published in 1945 and 1946
did claim®—to have foreseen and to have predicted the outburst of
the “blond beast” that devastated Europe in the second World War.

Nor was Yeats without claims to prophetic foresight, and what he
had foreseen pointed in the same recurrent, cyclical direction—in
the direction of “Communist, Fascist,” and other political criminals
(Letters, p. 851)—as that which Jung had foreseen. Writing to Ethel
Mannin during the international political and cultural chaos of
1936, when Empedocles had “thrown all things about™ with a terri-
ble vengeance, Yeats adopted a mantic voice not unlike the voice of
the ancient shaman of Sicily nor unlike the voice of the contem-
porary shaman of Switzerland: “I have not been silent,” Yeats said,
though his speech was not, perhaps, what Ethel Mannin might have
anticipated; “I have used the only vehicle I possess—verse. If you
have my poems by you, look up a poem called The Second Coming. It
was written some sixteen or seventeen years ago and foretold what is
happening.” As Jung had only his psychology for prophetic vehicle
(CW, X, pars. 444 and 458), Yeats had only his verse, but psychol-
ogy in the one case and poetry in the other foretold the same events
—or so the practitioners of the two believed when they looked back
on their earlier writings. “I am not callous,” Yeats concluded his
letter to Ethel Mannin, “every nerve trembles with horror at what is
happening in Europe, ‘the ceremony of innocence is drowned.””
Thus, with his own words, the poet-prophet of 1919 was vindicated
in the political events of 1936.'° If we study the prophetic poem of
1919, moreover, we shall see very clearly that it was the Empedocles
within him that afforded Yeats his clairvoyant prescience, for “the
widening gyre” of “The Second Coming,” the “ancient gyre” that
tumbles all about, is none other than the gyre of increasing Strife

9. “After the Catastrophe™ (1943), “The Fight with the Shadow™ (1946), and
*Epilogue to ‘Essays on Contemporary Events® " {1946), all in CW, X. In notes on
pp. 219 and 227, Jung refers the reader 10 a paragraph in “The Role of the Un-
conscious” (CW, X, par. 17), written in 1918, in which he discussed the “blond
beast™ lurking in the Germanic unconscigus. In the “Epilogue to “Essays on Con-
temporary Events,”” Jung lays out all the evidence demonstrating his foresight and
his psychological prescience with regard to World War 11

10. Yearts, of course, like Jung, was writing of his prophetic foresight with all the
knowledge of hindsight; when deprived of that knowledge, neither man was nearly
so clear-sighted as both later became. Their flirtations with Fascism, like their latter-
day claims to prophetic foresight of what was coming, represent one of the more
ironic, less savory ties between Yeats and Jung.
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from Empedocles’ cosmic cycle; and the history of 1936, as pre-
viewed in 1919, is seen to be approaching the point of Strife’s com-
plete dominance:

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;
Mere anarchy 1s loosed upon the world—

that point in time when what was once a perfectly ordered sphere,
held in blissful, motionless peace by its center—*bound in the close
covering of Harmony, spherical and round, rejoicing in his circular
rest” —is in complete disorder and elemental disarray, the four ele-
ments separated, isolated, and fiercely hostile toward one another.
Whether it is the “blond beast” of Fascism or the red beast of Com-
munism that rises from “Spiritus Mundi” and the -collective
unconscious to set out for Bethlehem at the end of the poem is com-
paratively insignificant, since, as [ remarked earlier, the Greek view
that all things are cyclical—a view endorsed in full by Yeats and
Jung—would transform the particulars of history into the recur-
rences of time and would generalize the specific political tyranny
and anarchy of Fascists and Communists as the cosmic force of
Strife waxing to its climax. Whether blond or red, the beast was in
any case foreseeable, according to Empedocles, Yeats, and Jung,
not merely twenty-five years in advance but, by the truly clear-
minded and farsighted, a thousand and two thousand years before.
“The gyres! the gyres!” as the poem of that title (written during the
latter half of 1936) exclaims: these are the selfsame gyres as those
which have thrown all things about before and as those which will
throw all things about again when history, as will certainly happen
in time, is brought to its period, all things moving ever more swiftly
and violently under the increase of Strife, and the cycle, at one of its
two great climacterics, turns history back on itself to become its own
opposite, retracing it steps once more but now in reverse.

In a passage that preceded the 1925 Vision by several years and so
provided the Instructors with the symbolic geometry they needed to
construct a system and give it back to Yeats in return, Yeats de-
clared his faith in the mathematical exactitude of the Empedoclean
half-cycles: “1 do not doubt those heaving circles, those winding
arcs, whether in one man'’s life or in that of an age, are mathemati-
cal, and that some in the world, or beyond the world, have fore-
known the event and pricked upon the calendar the life-span of a
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Christ, a Buddha, a Napoleon: that every moment, in feeling or in
thought, prepares in the dark by its own increasing clarity and con-
fidence its own executioner” (Myth., p. 340). So Love and Strife
do—ecach inevitably, helplessly prepares “its own executioner”—
and within a few years the Instructors, with their perspective from
“beyond the world,” came to teach a man and his wife still “in the
world” the mathematics of “heaving circles” and “winding arcs”
that his poetry might reenact the same cyclical vision as the poetry of
Empedocles had originally enacted twenty-five hundred years
before. Granted insight into the precise mathematics of recurrent
circles and arcs—those formally 1dentical kesmo: directing the life of
the individual, the age, and the universe—Yeats was provided with
a knowledge half-Pythagorean and half-Empedoclean, a sacred
marriage ol the two great, primal metempsychologists, that in his
own estimation was responsible for the strength of his finest poetry:
“And I put The Tower and The Winding Stair into evidence to show
that my poetry has gained in self-possession and power” (Viston,
p. 8).

In the cycle of the world and the soul as projected by Empedocles,
there is no cosmos and no human existence at either extreme—
neither when Strife 1s entirely dominant nor when Love has bound
everything “fast in the close covering of Harmony, a rounded sphere
rejoicing in his circular solitude.” Just so, according to Yeats, who
had the information from the Instructors: there is no cosmos, nor is
there any human existence, at Phase 1 and at Phase 15 when the
gyres of Discord and Concord dominate completely. “Phase 1 and
Phase 15 are not human incarnations because human life is impossi-
ble without strife between the tinctures™ (Vision, p. 79). Of the tinctures
and the climatic points of the two gyres, Yeats, continuing to speak
in the accents of Empedocles, says, “ At Phase 15 and Phase 1 occurs
what is called the interchange of the tinctures, those thoughts, emotions,
energies, which were primary before Phase 15 or Phase 1 are anii-
thetical after, those that were antithelical are primary” (p. 89). After
Phase 15, which corresponds to that moment in Empedocles’ cycle
when Strife disrupts the Sphere and begins its separation, things
begin to pull apart as before Phase 15 (and before the Sphere) they
had been drawn together. According to the scheme of historical
phases in Yeats, as also according to the myth in the Statesman and
the world cycle in Empedocles, we live in a period of increasing
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Strife—very near the end of that half-cycle in Yeats’s vision. This
means that we have to look about equally far back and far forward
in history to see, or to imagine, the condition of the Sphere: we are
removed from it in either direction by almost exactly one half-cycle.
It is during this period of increasing Strife, however (post-Phase 15
in Yeats), that there occurs—and historically did occur, Yeats says
—what Empedocles calls “whole-natured forms” (oblogueig timot)
and what Yeats himself describes as “Unity of Being.” Jung finds
this same ideal, not with Empedocles in cosmogony and anthro-
pogony, nor with Yeats in history and the poet’s creation, but in the
psychology of the individual—in the archetype of the self (a whole-
natured typos, if ever there was one), in “individuation” and in
realization of “the god within.” For Jung, the opposed cones or
gyres are not historical but psychological—gyres of consciousness
and the unconscious—but his anti-historical and atemporal ideal is
no more to be discovered at one extreme or the other than is the
“whole-natured form” of Empedocles or the Unity of Being of
Yeats. It should be specifically noted that the Auman ideal 1s not to be
found—not for any of the three, except when they are speaking sym-
bolically—in the condition of the Sphere, for that condition is
psychologically unconscious, it is poetically dumb, and it is logically
and cosmologically as sterile as the “Is” of Parmenides. Before man
came to register the world with his consciousness, as Jung puts it,
and “to speak the word that outweighed the whole of Creation”
(CW, XIV, par. 129), God and his universe were simply inarticu-
late and entirely “unconscious” (CW, XI, par. 638), nothing more
than a roiling, undifferentiated pleroma; likewise, before Strife
intervened to break up Empedocles’ Sphere, Love may have
reigned unopposed, but it was not human love, nor, especially, did it
have anything at all to do with sexual love. Sexual love is a conse-
quence of the action of Strife, first in scparating the indivisible and
sexless Sphere to bring “whole-natured forms” into being, then in
separating the androgynous “whole-natured forms”™ to bring men
and women into being. It is thus thanks to Strife, and our continu-
ing in it, that we have our existence.

“Come now and hear this,” Empedocles says in Fr. 62: “it is no
erring or ignorant tale. Whole-natured forms first sprang from the
earth, having a portion of both water and heat” (trans. Guthrie). As
with Yeats and Jung, so with Empedocles, water is the female ele-
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ment and fire the male element; hence the bisexual, whole-natured
forms are a “perfection,” a human ideal, being that stage inter-
mediate between the Sphere, which heard nothing of sex, and our-
selves, who hear of practically nothing else. In the very long run,
moreover, there is much worse to come, since the impersonal opera-
tion of Strife in Empedocles has the same effect as the threatened
action of Zeus in the tale of Aristophanes in the Symposium. Having
divided the original double creatures in two, Zeus lets it be known
that he will continue to divide and redivide the foolish creatures
until they cease to offend by their arrogance. Strife, having broken
up the Sphere and the whole-natured creatures, will also, inevitably
—but acting as if by an impersonal law of nature rather than from
the very personal anger that motivates Zeus—go on to separate
human beings, first into disjoined limbs, then into isolated elements
of air, earth, fire, and water. In the 1925 Vision, Yeats presents the
Empedoclean half-cycle in which Strife is on the increase very clearly
—more clearly, indeed, than in the 1937 Fision, where Empedocles
has had to submit to refinements, additions, and qualifications
resulting from Yeats’s post-revelation readings in philosophy. “I see
the Lunar and Solar cones first, before they start their whirling
movement, as two worlds lying one within another—nothing ex-
terior, nothing interior, Sun in Moon and Moon in Sun—a single
being like man and woman in Plato’s Myth, and then a separation
and a whirling for countless ages, and I see man and woman as
reflecting the greater movement, each with zodiac, precession, and
separate measure of time, and all whirling perpetually. But this
whirling, though creative, is not evil, for evil is from the disturbance
of the harmony, so that those that should come in their season come
all at once or straggle here and there, the gyres thrown together in
confusion, and hatred takes possession of all” (1925 Vision, p. 149).
The only commentary necessary on such a passage as this is “cf.
Empedocles,” for it is all there: the condition of the Sphere
(*nothing exterior, nothing interior”), the whole-natured creatures
(“a single being like man and woman™), “then a separation and a
whirling for countless ages,” man and woman and all daimones
caught up in the same cycles within cycles, the “disturbance of
harmony™ which occurs later in the half-cycle and produces disor-
dered beings (hunchbacks and fools, for example), and the end of
the half-cycle when Empedocles throws “the gyres . . . together in
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confusion,” and Strife or Discord reigns alone (“hatred takes pos-
session of all™).

It may be, as Empedocles’ cyclic vision asserted, that the ideal of
wholeness would never have existed were it not for the differen-
tiating and divisive cffects of strife (as Ycats says, this is creative,
not evil—evil comes later, with the disintegration of harmonious
creatures); nevertheless, 1t was Yeats’s opinion that in our time
(very late in the half-cycle) the greatest barrier to wholeness or to
Unity of Being or to reachievement of our original whole-natured
form lies in what he calls “hatred.” We will succeed in reintegrating
our fragmented, Strife-divided state and will attain to the
blessedness of the whole-natured creatures who symbolize (but are
not) the Sphere, Yeats thought, only when we free ourselves of
hatred. “It may be an hour before the mood passes,” Yeats says of
the transcendent experience in time, “but latterly I seem to under-
stand that I enter upon it the moment I cease to hate” (Myth., p.
365). Hatred here could well be seen, in psychological terms, as the
internalization of the cosmic force of Strife, so that it becomes not
something affecting us impersonally and from without but forms the
very principle and definition of our being; then it is unquestionably
evil. It should be recalled that the daimon of Empedocles suffers exile
from the gods, and sees its own symbolic sphericity and wholeness
disintegrate, for a crime very like the hatred Yeats speaks of: “Of
these I too am now one, an exile from the gods and a wanderer,
having put my trust in raving Strife” (Fr. 115). Hatred, “raving
Strife,” discord at the very heart of the individual cosmos—
these are evil according to Empedocles and Yeats. “I think the com-
mon condition of our life is hatred,” Yeats goes on to say in the
passage just quoted; and in “A Prayer for My Daughter” he coun-
terposes to this self-destructive, Sphere-destructive “common condi-
tion” an ideal of wholeness which is close kin to Jung’s “individu-
ation” and seems a symbolic imitation—which, because we are
human, is the best we can do: a symbolic imitation—of Empedocles’

Sphairos:

Considering that, all hatred driven hence,
The soul recovers radical innocence

And learns at last that it is self-delighting,
Self-appeasing, self-affrighting,

And that its own sweet will is Heaven's will.
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Jung would have approved this “self . . . self . . . self” that draws the
circumference tight around a center of individual being in Yeats's
poem, for it is also a common presence in all Jung’s own psychol-
ogy, and he would have approved it especially because Yeats’s lines
echo (very resoundingly) Jung’s frequent descriptions of “individu-
ation” as well as descriptions of the goal of that Jungian process.
“The self is the total, timeless man and as such corresponds to the
original, spherical, bisexual being who stands for the mutual inte-
gration of conscious and unconscious” (CW, XVI, par. 531). This
is what Jung elsewhere (and frequently) calls “the Anthropos idea
that stands for man’s wholeness, that is, the conception of a unitary
being who existed before man and at the same time represents
man’s goal” (CW, XII, par. 210). The bisexual Anthropos ( =
Platonic Man), which finds its mythic origin in Empedocles and its
finest elaboration in the Symposium, is a symbol for that condition of
the Sphere from which we have been separated and a symbol also
for that same condition of the Sphere to which we aspire to return in
the cyclical course of time. In his concept of “individuation” Jung
could be more faithful to Empedocles only by quoting him directly
and crediting him by name—which he does do in Psychology and Rel:i-
gion when he refers to the “perfect living being of hermaphroditic
nature corresponding to the Empedoclean opaipog, the
evdayovéotatog Beog and all-around bisexual being in Plato” (CW,
XI, par. 93). Psychologically, this “perfect living being of hermaph-
roditic nature” symbolizes the self just as, cosmically, it symbolizes
the otherwise unknowable Sphere; and the daimon of Empedocles
(which E. R. Dodds, in a good Jungian/Yeatsian phrase, calls “the
indestructible self”"!!), like the daimones of Yeats and Jung, forever
yearns to enjoy once again the blessed, but nonhuman condition of
the Sphere.

With “all hatred driven hence,” Yeats says, “I am in the place

where the Daimon is,” and there then comes into being a whole-
natured creature, self-created but a divine creation also, and “I am

full of uncertainty, not knowing when I am the finger, when the
clay. Once, twenty years ago, 1 seemed to awake from sleep to find
my body rigid, and to hear a strange voice speaking these words
through my lips as through lips of stone: ‘We make an image of him
who sleeps, and it is not he who sleeps, and we call it ‘Emmanuel’”

11. Dodds, The Greeks and the I'rrational, p. 153.
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(Myth., p. 366). Emmanuel—"God with us”: it is a daring passage
and would be perhaps hubristic were it not for the fact that the voice
seemed to Yeats a “strange” one, not his own, that was merely
borrowing his lips for utterance. The passage is not, however, more
daring or more grandiose than the claim of the Grand Original,
Empedocles: “I an immortal god, no longer a mortal.” This is
surely the daimen purified and liberated, or about to be liberated,
ascending (as Yeats has it) into its own archetype, even if the ascen-
sion be—as in Yeats’s case it was—only for the symbolic eternal
moment. This is the liberation that the individual may occasionally
experience (cf. section IV of “Vacillation™); it is the liberation that
the artist habitually verges upon (*the artist lives in the presence of
death and childhood, and the great affections and the orgiastic
moment when life outleaps its limits”—E. & I., p. 325); and it is the
liberation that, all Strife driven hence to be replaced by the unifying
power of “a soft, immortal stream of blameless Love,” the daimon
may hope to enjoy when its time comes round to describe, in effect,
a sphere: “It is the cycle which may deliver us from the twelve cycles
of time and space. The cone which intersects ours is a cone in so far
as we think of it as the antithesis of our thesis, but if the time has
come for our deliverance it is the phaseless sphere, sometimes called
the Thirteenth Sphere. . . . Within it live all souls that have been set
free and every Daimon and Ghostly Self . . ."" (Vision, pp. 210-211).
Within it must dwell, then, if one’s understanding is correct, the
daimon that the history of philosophy knows as Empedocles, and per-
haps also within it now, if their time for deliverance did indeed come
recently, the daimones once called Yeats and Jung. “Abstain wholly
from laurel leaves,” Empedocles enjoins the fallen daimones in Fr.
140; and more emphatically and excitedly in Fr. 141: “Wretches,
utter wretches, keep your hands from beans!” The purifying absten-
tions and rituals of Yeats and Jung were undoubtedly quite different
from these of Empedocles; nevertheless, through their “purifica-
tions,” Yeats and Jung too sought that same apotheosis, that same
recovery and perfection of “the indestructible self,” that same
return to the Sphere foreseen by Empedocles in Frs. 146 and 147:
“But, at the last, they appear among mortal men as prophets, song-
writers, physicians, and princes; and thence they rise up as gods
exalted in honour, sharing the hearth of the other gods and the same
table, free from human woes, safe from destiny, and incapable of
hurt” (trans. Burnet).
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Yet there is one question that remains: Empedocles, Yeats, and
Jung may be within the Thirteenth Sphere, but where is that
Sphere? Is it inside time or outside it? Is the Sphere a part of the
natural cycle or is it something totally removed from it, an ideal and
a perfection of an entirely different order from the cycle, a state of
being imitated and symbolized by joined cycles but never contained
within them? There is no doubt, I am afraid, about the answer for
Empedocles: the Sphere is one stage in an endless and cyclical tem-
poral process. Empedocles offers us no eternity that is not a prisoner
of time; but in that paradox—the paradox that subjects eternity to
time rather than vice versa—he destroys eternity itself and contra-
dicts the sense of it. We can only suppose, then, melancholy as the
supposition may be, that Empedocles found his Thirteenth Cone
when he leapt into Mt. Aetna (as, according to one tradition, he
did, wanting people to think he had been assumed into the heavens);
that his Sphere, reversing Yeats’s dictumn, is in reality a cone or a
cycle; and that Empedocles therefore remains bound to that wheel of
time that he himself reintroduced to Greek philosophy after Parme-
nides had abolished it. So for Empedocles. The answers for Yeats
and Jung—I say “answers” deliberately as they have not quite the
same response to make—will more conveniently await a reading of
the myths of Plato’s philosophy and a consideration of the relation-
ship of those myths to the myths of Yeats’s poetry and the myths of
Jung’s psychology. However, that Yeats and Jung followed Em-
pedocles, if not into Mt. Aetna, yet in detail after detail of that sym-
bolic geometry that describes the cycles of time and of human exper-
ience—this much is already certain.



CHAPTER VI

Mythos, Eidos, and the Daimon

The question is one of time and eternity and of hierarchies of
becoming-Being that may be imagined to extend between time and
eternity and so, in a certain sense, to unite them. It is a question also
of mythes and loges, of brightly colored tales and blindingly pure
reason, and ol daimones, those great mythic igures who arise from
the collective unconscious or from Anima Mundi to offer themselves
as mediators with the proclaimed power to transport us from the
confines of time to the freedom of eternity, from a world of swarm-
ing, multiple images to a world which is *all music and all rest” and
where we can contemplate the unique ¢idos in its absolute perfection.
The history of Greek philosophy, in its consideration of these ques-
tions, unfolds itself in time as if it were a composite psyche living a
life of tremendous intellectual and emotional vitality of some two
hundred years’ duration. The process has been described as a move-
ment from religion to science and from mythos to loges, which is fair
enough; yet, throughout those two hundred years, the psyche
always needed its mypthos, and in our day it continues to need a
mythas, so that there could be no question then, and there can be
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none now, of simply abandoning myth in favor of reason or of dis-
pelling all stories to replace them with pure dialectic.

Anyone who wishes to see the history of Greek philosophy (and
similarly the progress of individual psyche in its advance from an
unconscious state to consciousness) as a simple transformation of
mythos into logos must be given pause by a work like the Timaeus, for
that entire dialogue (after the preliminary maneuvering) is, as
Timaeus makes perfectly clear by his continual, casual interchange
of the two words, both mythes and loges; nor is there any way to
decide which of the two—were they separated, as they are not
—would provide the better explanation of “all things,” since
both are regularly coupled with the adjective meaning “likely, prob-
able”: it 1s all a “likely tale” and a “probable account™ (in a single
sentence, at 59c-d, we have both etkotas mythous and etkotas logous as
descriptions of Timaeus’ discourse). What we should say, perhaps,
is that in the Timaeus (which in a sense is the climax of the dialogues
and the climax of the history of Greek philosophy), mythes and logas
are held in perfect balance, being exactly coordinated complements
of one another, and are merged by Plato in a new kind of reasoning
and vision—mythic logic or logistical myth. As to the history of
Greek philosophy leading up to the Timaeus: Pythagoras was a scien-
tist of sorts, but his science had more to do with myth (or a mystical
mathematics) than with logic; Heraclitus adopted logos as the key to
his reading of the universe, but he chose nevertheless to speak large-
ly in those mythic accents that brook no refutation. Parmenides was
the first (and last) to hang his entire argument on logos, meaning by
that the faculty of reason (Fr. 7: kpivai 8t Adye . . . EAeyyov; “judge
by reason . . . the proof™), and the first (and last) to scorn myth as
the nonsense and empty words of deluded men. Empedocles, as [
have argued, restored mythology and time, after Parmenides had
abolished them in favor of logic and eternity; to effect that restora-
tion, however, he unfortunately had to close up those interstices of
time through which, as Yeats at least felt, mortal men might slip
into eternity. Plato returned Greek philosophy to the ideal of
Parmenidean logic and eternity, but he all the same never released
his hold on myth or on time. Far, indeed, from abandoning myth,
Greek philosophy, in its supreme moment, created a mythos out of
the dialectical progress by which it had eventually arrived at its true
logos. Plato, that is to say, wrote the life—the intellectual biography
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and the spiritual “autobiography”—of Socrates; he invested that life
with mythic dimensions; he founded his own system in the life of a
particular man—the man Socrates, Plato’s familiar, his guardian
spirit, his daimen—and he thereby transformed that man into
nothing less than the Platonic Idea of Man. What Socrates seeks, in
the virtually mythic quest he pursues in the dialogues, is—if one
may adopt a Platonic and Plotinian (also Yeatsian and Jungian) ter-
minology—the Idea that makes him a man and this man, the arche-
type (of the self) that was uniquely his, the eidos of his individual
humanity. Yeats, as a poet—likewise Jung, as a psychologist—took
his own life for the stuff of myth; Plato did differently, but only in
that he projected the myth not on to his own life but on to the life of
Socrates. What all three sought, however—Yeats in poetic myth,
Jung in psychological myth, and Plato in philosophic myth—was
one and the same thing though under different names: Unity of
Being; individuation; perfect merger with the daimon which will
transport one to the eidos of his being.

“A failure of nerve,” some scandalized commentators have
termed Plato’s frequent reversion to myth, coming as it did after
Parmenides’ astringent appeal to proceed entirely by dialectical
argument and to judge only by reason. The same charge has been
laid at Jung’'s doorstep, not because he reverted often to myth
(though he did, of course, and consciously) but because he rejected a
myth—Freud’s myth—in favor of what he thought a vastly superior
myth—what, on the first page of his autobiography, he calls “my
personal myth.” While Jung claimed to find Freud’'s myth too
narrow and his explanation of the aetiology of neuroses too exclu-
sively sexual, his critics scoffed at the claim, maintaining that the
real reason for Jung’s aversion was simply that Freud's myth was
too hard for him, and that it required more intellectual discipline
than Jung was capable of exercising. Hence, as his critics have it,
Jung’s failure of nerve in face of the uncompromising starkness of
the truth about human psychology caused him to opt for a rosier and
a gentler—also, the critics say, a less scientific and less coherent—
myth about humanity. In a foreword to the book that Jung himself
saw as signalling his inevitable break with Freud (Symbols of Trans-
Jformation, first published in 1912), Jung wrote in 1950, “Hardly had
I finished the manuscript when it struck me what it means to live
with a myth, and what it means to live without one. Myth, says a
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Church Father, is *what 1s believed always, everywhere, by every-
body’; hence the man who thinks he can live without myth, or out-
side it, is an exception” (CW, V, p. xxiv). The logic of Jung's
argument may seem to wear a bit thin when he first says that the
man who lives without a myth “lives a life of his own, sunk in a sub-
jective mania of his own devising, which he believes to be the newly
discovered truth,” and then proceeds to the observation that, after
Symbols of Transformation, “in the most natural way, I took it upon
myself to get to know ‘my’ myth, and . . . to know what unconscious
or preconscious myth was forming me . . .7 (pp. xxiv-xxv), While it
might seem logically hazardous to pass from a negative observation
about the subjectivity of mythless man to a positive valuation of
“‘my’ myth,” the view of myth that Jung expresses here finds a
good deal of confirmation and justification not only in his own
various writings but also in Yeats’s remarks on myth and in Plato’s
regular adherence to myth, whether in the mythologizing of Socra-
tes’ life or in those myths, specifically acknowledged as such, that
are spotted here and there throughout the dialogues.

The relationship between the Socrates of the dialogues and the
Socrates of history has been a fruitful source of confusion and an
even more fruitful source of controversy in the history of Greek phi-
losophy. The focus of both the confusion and the controversy
(though they are by no means limited to this passage) is at that point
in the Phaedo when Socrates, as portrayed by Plato, has gone as far
as he can go with dialectical argumentation in proving the immor-
tality of the soul. Yet, though Socrates’ interlocutors have been
forced to agree to specific points all along the dialectical way, they
are by no means convinced or unquestioningly assured of the main
thing: that the soul is immortal. And what is Socrates’ response
(which, except for his actual death, is the climax and the conclusion
of the dialogue) to this last hesitation before full conviction? He first
narrates an intellectual “autobiography” that sounds like a gen-
eralized biography of philosophic man of fifth-century Greece; and
having finished that personal/impersonal tale—" ‘my, myth,” as
it were—he proceeds to a myth, frankly acknowledged as such, of
the afterlife. I trust it will not seem sophistical to suggest that the
“autobiography” narrated by Socrates, which leads him to affirma-
tion of the existence of those Forms on which Plato’s system de-
pends, has for Plate (not for Socrates) the same mythic valuation as
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the myth of the afterlife has for the dramatic character of Socrates.
Socrates’ life is to Plato as the Phaedo myth (like the other so-called
eschatological myths) 1s to the Socrates of the dialogues: both are
“likely stories,” logot in the dramatic, brighter, and more appealing
dress of mythor, created for the most serious moral purpose—to
exhort men to examine their lives and seek the good life, to care for
their souls and win for them a worthy immortality, to love wisdom
and pursue it, i.e., to practise philosophy as Socrates practised it
and as Plato dramatized (and systematized) it.

R. Hackforth, in his commentary on the Phaedo, remarks that in
their reading of the “autobiography” some Platonic scholars seem to
want to “have it both ways”; but “surely,” Hackforth complains,
“the passage cannot be intended as both personal and supra-
personal.”! Leaving aside the question of intention, which is now
impossible to determine, 1| maintain—with implied authority from
Plato’s practise and expressed authority from the ideas of myth that
Yeats and Jung held in common—that this is precisely the effect and
the very great reward of viewing a life as mythic: one can have it
both ways, and the “autobiographical” passage not only can be, but
insists on being, read “as both personal and supra-personal.” When
it is “ ‘my’ myth,” then it is mine, subjective and personal, while
being also and at the same time a tale of humanity, objective and
impersonal. Paul Friedlander remarks of the autobiography of
Plato’s Socrates that “what looked like a chapter in the history of
philosophy turns out to be connected with the very core of Socratic
existence,”? and the converse is equally true: in “proving” the
immortality of the soul by “a thorough inquiry into the general
question of the causes of coming into being and perishing” and by
an examination of his own mental progress until that progress gave
birth to a theory of Forms, Plato’s Socrates provides the outlines for
a history of (Platonic) philosophy, and those outlines are seen to be
the same as the outlines of Socrates’ own intellectual progress, only
bolder and on a larger, suprapersonal scale. The making of Socra-
tes’ mind, as Plato imagined and recreated it, is the making of the
mind of ancient Greece and, one step further, is the making of the

1. R. Hackforth, Plato’s Phaedo, tranclated with an Introduction and Commeniary
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1933}, p. 130.

2. Paul Friedlander, Flato, JI: The Dialogues, Second and Third Periods (Princeton:
Bollingen/Princeton University Press, 1969), p. 55.
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mind of mankind; and this personal/impersonal character of all
myth does nothing, as Yeats and Jung maintained, to lessen either
the truth, factual and more than factual, or the emotional appeal of
myth. “Thought seems more true,” Yeats said of national myths,
nor would he have hesitated to make the same claims for those
myths that he felt to be from Anima Mundi, the activities of the
datmones— " Thought seems more true, emotion more deep, spoken
by someone who touches my pride, who seems to claim me of his
kindred, who seems to make me a part of some national mythology,
nor is mythology mere ostentation, mere vanity if it draws me on-
ward to the unknown; another turn of the gyre and myth is wisdom,
pride, discipline” (Ex., p. 343). Thus “ ‘my’ myth” flows from the
same springs as national mythology, and it requires but a turn of the
gyre—subjective to objective—for the personal/national myth to be-
come the story of mankind, offering to us, as the myth of Socrates’
life does, and demanding from us, as that mythic life also does,
“wisdom, pride, discipline.”

“What is the use of a religion without a mythos,” Jung asks (CW,
XI, par. 647), in a passage that would have won Yeats’s warm en-
dorsement, “since religion means, if anything at all, precisely that
function which links us back to the eternal myth?” The same ques-
tion might equally well be addressed to philosophy, viewing that as
the logistically, rationally developed counterpart of religion. What is
fogos without its mythos? What is Plato without Socrates? What would
the dialogues—the Phaede, the Phaedrus, the Republic, the Symposium,
the Gorgias, or the Statesman and the Timaeus (even though Socrates is
not the mythic narrator in these last two)—what would any of them
be without their myths? Shorn of their myths, these dialogues would
be deprived of a good half—or more—of their life. (The compara-
tive absence of myth i1s one thing, though not the only thing, that
makes the early dialogues relatively uninteresting and that, at least to
a nonspecialist, makes some of the middle and late dialogues—say,
the Theaetetus, the Parmenides, the Sophist, the Philebus, and the Laws
—at times little better than boring.) Mythless, the dialogues previ-
ously mentioned—and I take them to be the greatest of the dia-
logues—would be much poorer and thinner (though the myths add
up to a very slight proportion of the whole, except in the Timaeus);
they would lack any religious resonance, and they would have
nothing like the hold on men’s minds and lives that they have had
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for over two thousand years. Of another Logos, whose life was lived
as a mythos, Jung goes on to say that some people feel “that Christ
was nothing but a myth, . . . no more than a fiction, But myth 1s not
fiction,” Jung maintains: “it consists of facts that are continually
repeated and can be observed over and over again. It is something
that happens to man, and men have mythical fates just as much as
Greek heroes do. The fact that the life of Christ is largely myth does
absolutely nothing to disprove its factual truth—quite the contrary.
I would even go so far as to say that the mythical character of a life is
just what expresses its universal human validity” (CW, XI, par.
648).

Myth, judging by the statements of Yeats and Jung and by the
mythifying performance of Plato, like the love that Diotima explains
to Socrates (by way of myth, be it noted), is like a great datmon,
mediating between man and the Idea of Man, and is moreover, for
Plato, like a great daimon mediating between the Idea of 2 man and
the idea of the Ideas. For if Socrates, more completely than anyone
else of his time, embodied the Idea of Philosophic Man (Phaede, 118:

“of all those of his time whom we have known, he was, we can fairly
say, the best man, and in all ways the wisest and most righteous™),
then those Ideas (e.g., Goodness, Wisdom, Righteousness), by par-
ticipating in which men succeed in being more or less philosophers,
must exist somewhere, Plato decided, and more perfectly than they
do in any of their human realizations. Thus, while Socrates himself
shied away from anything that could be called a system, the entirety
of his individual being became the proving ground and the life-
giving source of Plato’s system: his entire existence, both act and
meaning, was dramatically translated, by means of myth, poetry,
and dialogical art, into a full-blown and inclusive system. Or, shift-
ing the focus very slightly, we could say that Plato derived his epis-
temology and his ontology largely from his rhizomatic predecessors
(cf. their presence in the intellectual “autobiography” of the Phaedo
and in half a dozen other dialogues concerned with piecing together
the same philosophic system), and in those four rhizomata he dis-
covered the logos of his system; but he planted that loges, and gave it
dramatic appeal and vitality, in the mythos of Socrates’ life. What
Plato did was to invest such biographical details as he chose from the
life of Socrates with the meaning that he himself perceived (a part of
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which meaning he certainly felt he had received from Socrates) in
human—and more than human—existence; and this is also what
Yeats and Jung did, except that they drew directly from their own
lives, rather than the life of some other man however intimately con-
nected, and so saw those lives, their own lives, as the stuff of myth.
“That we may believe all men possess the supernatural faculties,”
Yeats says in the last sentence of the 1925 Vision, “I would restore to
the philosopher his mythology.”® One thing demonstrated by the
life of Socrates, as Plato mythologizes that life for the purposes of his
philosophy, is just exactly, as Yeats says, “that all men possess the
supernatural faculties” —those resident daimones, of which there is a
unique one proper to every individual, that we may choose to culti-
vate in the Socratic way or to neglect if we are so foolish, but which
are with us, from birth, in either case. The mythology that A Vision
is intended to restore to the philosopher (and how sadly it has been
lacking to the philosopher in our time) Yeats came by partly through
an attentive listening to the Instructors (among them Plato) but
also, as any student of the book can recognize, partly through a close
reading of his own mythic life.

In his introduction to The Resurrection, Yeats says of the mythology
that haunted his entire life until it finally issued in the revelatory
Vision: “For years I have been preoccupied with a certain myth that
was itself a reply to a myth. I do not mean a fiction,” he goes on to
explain, in language that any reader of Jung, or of the Phaedo and
the Timaeus, will recognize immediately, “but one of those state-
ments our nature is compelled to make and employ as a truth
though there cannot be sufficient evidence” (Ex., p. 392). Substitute
“psyche” for “our nature,” and deck the sentence out in scientific
dress by inserting the word “heuristic” somewhere along the way,
and what Yeats says here might have come from any one of the eigh-
teen volumes of Jung’s Collected Works. Likewise, Yeats’s description
of myth sounds like a virtual paraphrase of Timaeus before he com-
mences his long elkdta pibov, his “likely myth” (29d), or again a
paraphrase of Socrates after he concludes the “mython” in the Phaedo

3. Wision (1925), p. 252. Cf. the happy coincidence of phrasing in Ludwig
Edelstein, “The Function of the Myth in Plato’s Philosophy,™ Journal of the History of
Ideas, X (1949), 4B0: “*His dialogues gave to the philosopher a new mythology, and
in this sense they constituted a new poetry.”
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(114d), which he advises his hearers to “employ as a truth though
there cannot be sufficient evidence.” The contrary nineteenth-
century myth that Yeats had in mind he goes on to sketch briefly:
“When I was a boy everybody talked about progress, and rebellion
against my elders took the form of aversion to that myth.” In
Yeats's myth, the straight line of progress was replaced by the op-
posed gyres of Empedocles and Herachtus—“an elaborate meta-
phor of a breaking wave intended to prove that all life rose and fell”
(Ex., pp. 392-93)—and the cyclical pattern that he originally drew
out of his own life, and that determined that “certain myth” of his,
came to seem to Yeats a fair prophecy of what would happen in the
history of the twentieth century: “Our civilisation was about to
reverse itself,” he imagined, “or some new civilisation was about to
be born from all that our age had rejected . . ." (Ex., p. 393). Final-
ly, the hints and surmises and intuitions from his own experience
burst forth into a system in the Platonic manner: “Then unexpect-
edly and under circumstances described in 4 Packet for Ezra Pound
came a symbolic system [A Vision] displaying the conflict in all its
forms” (Ex., p. 394). Symbolic of course it was, just as the system of
the Timaeus (which, like the system of A Vision, embraces the history
of Pre-Socratic thought, including Heraclitus and Parmenides, Py-
thagoras and Empedocles) is symbolic, just as the myths of the
Fhaedo, the Phaedrus, and the Republic are symbolic.

Let no man say to Yeats (or to Plato or to Jung) that his myth was
a fiction, however, or that his system, because symbolic, was there-
fore less exactly conformed to the highest reality; and let no one
suppose either that Yeats did not understand, as well as Plato or
Jung, what relationship obtains between reason and a necessary
story or between flogos and mythes. “Myth is not,” as Yeats says of
the “dark, mythical secrets™ in his Cat and the Moon, “a rudimentary
form superseded by reflection. Belief is the spring of all action; we
asscnt to the conclusions of reflection but believe what myth pre-
sents” (Ex., p. 400). In his grammar of assent and belief, as in his
rejection of naturalistic interpretations of mythology, Yeats agrees
point by point with his predecessor Plato and with his contemporary
Jung; and when Yeats goes on to tie belief, love, and myth into a
neat little bundle, we are reminded that for Plato, Socrates, by vir-
tue of his being the most perfect exemplar of Philosophic Man, was
also the greatest of lovers at every stage of love's ascension from the
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bottom of the Platonic ladder right up to his impassioned love of
Wisdom itself at the top and to his union with the eidos that gave him
his being. “Belief is love,” in Yeats’s expression, “and the concrete
alone is loved; nor is it true that myth has no purpose but to bring
round some discovery of a principle or a fact. The saint may touch
through myth the utmost reach of human faculty and pass not to
reflection but to unity with the source of his being” (Ex., p. 400).
There is little comment to be made on this except to say that this is
what the Phaedrus 1s all about, and that in the myth of that dialogue,
Socrates (in spite of the fact that he was no more a “saint” than
Yeats was) presents us with a vision of the winged soul achieving
“unity with the source of his being” in quite the same way that
Plato, in his dramanzation of the whole mythic life of Socrates,
offers us a vision of Philosophic Man succeeding to “unity with the
source of his being.”

Not a fiction but a necessary statement of the psyche, compelling
belief of the total being rather than mere assent of the rational facul-
ty, a “probable story,” where “there cannot be sufficient evidence,”
about matters too tremendous for human language, that frail tool
that would “slip, slide, perish” and give way entirely under the
burden of meaning—thus the nature of myth, which avails itself of
reason and language but transcends both, in the dialogical art of
Plato, in the poetics of Yeats, and in the psychology of Jung. It is
“childish,” Jung says (also, he argues, “unscientific” or psycholog-
ically naive—thus giving as good as he gets and responding to the
gibes of his critics in their own coin), “childish” to maintain a
“prejudice against the role which mythological assumptions play in
the life of the psyche. Since they are not ‘true,” it is argued, they
have no place in a scientific explanation. But mythologems exist,
even though their statements do not coincide with our incommen-
surable idea of ‘truth’” (CW, VIII, par. 192). Except for the
obvious scorn and exasperation—to be felt most keenly in the
inverted commas around “true” and “truth” and in the italicizing
of “exist” —this 1s precisely what Yeats meant when he said that a
myth is not a fiction but a statement with its own mode of truth.
(Jung's exasperation, as against Yeats's relative serenity, is a conse-
quence, I should think, of the fact that Jung conducted his argument
in the scientific community whereas Yeats disdained that audience
and so suffered none of the frustrations, leading to ill-temper, of
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trying to convince hostile judges who were precommitted to an alien
concept of “truth.”) “The collective unconscious,” according to its
sponsor in modern scientific circles, “appears to consist of mytho-
logical motifs or primordial images, for which reason the myths of
all nations are its real exponents. In fact, the whole of mythology
could be taken as a sort of projection of the collective unconscious”
(CW, VIII, par. 325). And critics say these myths are not “true”?
They might as well deny the “truth” —i.e., the existence, the reality
—of the psyche and (here Jung slips in his own little changeling in
the hope of gaining for it the same recognition as that accorded to
the psyche) the “truth” of the collective unconscious.

It is in the nature of the philosophic quest and in the nature of
mythos as opposed to [ogos that when the philosopher as logician is
compelled to silence, the philosopher as mythologist and as poet
takes up speech. “As to the soul’s immortality then,” Socrates says
in the Phaedrus, after he has reached the end of his dialectical
“proof” of that immortality, “we have said enough, but as to its
nature there is this that must be said: what manner of thing it is

would be a long tale to tell, and most assuredly a god alone could tell
it; but what it resembles, that a man might tell in briefer compass:

let this therefore be our manner of discourse. Let it be likened to the
union of powers in a team of winged steeds and their winged chari-
oteer” (246a; trans. Hackforth). Having abandoned, of necessity,
discursive language and thought and having gone as far as he can
with the dialectical mode, Socrates launches into his great, Orphico-
Empedoclean myth of the soul and its nature, which serves as pre-
lude to his description of what love really is—or, more accurately, to
his description of what love really is like, for love will not, any more
than the soul, yield uself to a dialectical definition or a purely
rational explanation. What either of them really 15, we have not
“sufficient evidence” or adequate language to say, “and most assur-
edly a god alone could tell it”; of Psyche and Eros, those two great
daimeones, we can specak only in the mode of likeness, only with
mythoi, probable tales that we must, nevertheless, believe in if we
have any concern for our immortal souls. Notice, however, this one
highly significant fact about the Phaedrus myth and Socrates’
logistical preamble to it: that Socrates speaks the language of resem-
blance, similarity, and likeness only in the introduction; the myth
itself speaks a direct, dramatic, literal language because—and this is
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the nature of myth—it is not an explanation but an imitation and an
enactment. It is a dramatized story, not a rational account. “Myths
are original revelations of the preconscious psyche, involuntary
statements about unconscious psychic happenings, and anything
but allegories of physical processes” (CW, IX, pt. 1, par. 261).
Jung was no doubt thinking of more primitive, less self-conscious
myths than those we find in the Platonic dialogues, yet his descrip-
tion holds true for the Phaedrus myth: it is a revelation and statement
about the nature of the living creature that produces it—i.e., about
the nature of psyche, produced by psyche.

One of the most important words in the Timaeus derives from the
same etymological source as the words translated as “resembles”
and “likened” in the foregoing Phaedrus passage: towévan (in the
Phaedrus passage) and elkévan (in the Timaeus)—both meaning “to be
like” or “to look like.” Only a god could say what it is; the best
mortals can hope for is a likeness to what is, an etkan that resembles
reality, an etkota mython that imitates the truth just as time is an
image (etkona) everlastingly imitating eternity. The entire universe,
according to the final sentence of the Timaeus, is a vast symbolic
organism, a huge mythic being, the fit subject of likely stories and
tales, a sensible living creature that is a likeness (eikan) of the intelli-
gible Living Creature that served as its paradigm (“a visible living
creature, an image of the intelligible, a perceptible god, supreme in
greatness and excellence, in beauty and perfection,” 91c). In the
Christian myth, too, as in the Phaedrus and Timaeus myths, as in
Greek myth generally, as, indeed, in all myth, human speech is
somehow, in some “likely” way, linked with divine speech: *The
life of Christ 1s just what it had to be if 1t i1s the life of a god and a
man at the same time. It is a symbolum, a bringing together of hetero-
geneous natures’” (CW, XI, par. 648). Myth is a similistic, a meta-
phoric, a symbolic imitation of divine speech—no more than
“likely,” it is true, and no doubt highly imperfect, but immensely
important and valuable all the same, and it is the best we can do -
about matters on which otherwise we should have no choice but to
remain dumb. I think Jung meant something like this when he
wrote (CW, VI, par. 428) that modern psychology only proposes
new and different myths—more conceptual, more scientific—for
those same realities as religion so copiously, and for its time ade-
quately, mythologized in past ages. Or again, in the language of The
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Archetypes and the Collective Unconscious, ' Psychology . . . translates the
archaic speech of myth into a modern mythologem—not yet, of
course, recognized as such. . . . This seemingly hopeless under-
taking is a living and lived myth” (CW, IX, pt. 1, par. 302; Jung’s
italics). “Only one symbol exists, though the reflecting mirrors
make many appear and all different,” Yeats declared, meaning by
“one symbol” the same thing Jung meant by “a living and lived myth”
(though Yeats was loathe to recognize modern psychology as an ade-
quate “reflecting mirror”) and pretty much the same thing as
Timaeus meant by his living creature, this one universe that has
given rise to all the mythor that we, its children and microcosmic
counterparts, tell about it and about ourselves to beguile the time
and to imitate eternity.

Likeness between one thing and another, simile, metaphor, sym-
bol, myth, a meaning and an understanding drawn out of the web of
correspondences between unlike-and-like entities—from such tenu-
ous, but tensile, connections of likeness come all advances in human
knowledge and thought, all achievements of culture and civilization,
and (especially) all increase and refinement in the understanding of
ourselves. It is this power in the perception of likeness that Jung has
in mind when, in trying to work out the titular thesis of his Symbols of
Transformation—the thesis that the psyche produces symbols, founded
in archetypes, that transform undifferentiated libido-energy into
differenuated personality—he writes, “We are in thorough agree-
ment with Steinthal when he says that a positively overwhelming
importance attaches to the little word ‘like’ in the history of human
thought. One can easily imagine that the canalization of libido into
analogy-making was responsible for some of the most important dis-
coveries ever made by primitive man” (CW, V, par. 203). The
analogies observed by our primitive ancestors and recorded in the
likely stories of their myths may seem to our more sophisticated
minds to be hopelessly crude or fantastic, yet Jung’s point (and 1t is
a point well worth taking) is that nothing in our edifice of culture
and learning—not even science itself, or perhaps especially not
science—would be what it is without that foundation of myth (which
i1s fortunately still there, sunk however deep it may be in the uncon-
scious), that capacity for imagining likeness, from which the edifice
has all been painfully built up. We use the word “is” all the time,
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but we should not do so, according to Timaeus, when we are speak-
ing rationally of this world of change and becoming; as Timaeus
says and as Jung implies, we would do much better, speaking as
natural scientists, to say “is like,” “is an image of,” “is an analogy
for.” In myth, however (this is so of the Timaean mythos or any
other), “is” means “is like,” because myth is a direct statement of the
psyche: it is a drama that imitates psychic life, an etkon or a symbol
of the transformation of libido-energy forever taking place in, and
constituting the process of, psyche.

“Give ear, then, as they say, to a very fine story (pdia xalod
Adyov, which will, I suppose, seem fiction (ptBov) to you but is fact
(Aoyov) to me; what I am going to tell you I tell you as the truth.”
So, in Gorgias (523a), Socrates presents his hortatory tale of thé here-
after in the mixed colors of logos and mythos; he takes as truth, and
urges his hearers to do likewise, this necessary statement of the im-
mortal psyche, because the psyche itself will be eternally benefitted
if we take its statements about itself for truth: the truth of psyche.
These are “statements,” as Yeats says, that “our nature 1s com-
pelled to make and employ as a truth,” and they are true, as Jung
insists—deeply and importantly true—in the sense that they “exist.”
Yeats argues the symbolic truth of these likely stories, Jung argues
their heuristic truth, and Socrates their moral, ethical truth. Plato, it
seems to me, in his creation of Socrates as a mythic figure and in his
deployment of myths throughout the dialogues, argues the sym-
bolic, the heuristic, and the moral, ethical truth both of his mythi-
fied Socrates and of his various ad koc myths.

For the Socrates who is an actor in the dialogues, philosophy is a
method and a moral imperative—the imperative to know thyself
and become as like as possible to the divine. For Plato, too, the
maker of those dialogues, philosophy is a method and a moral im-
perative, and it is besides, which it never was for Socrates, a system
embracing everything beneath the moon and beyond it, a complete
(if only likely) account of the human world of time and the divine
world of eternity, and an explanation (this, perhaps, the most im-
portant) of the manifold, cosmic, and paradigmatic ties between the
two worlds. Socrates’ art was the art of the midwife, bringing to
birth, and helping to judge as viable or nonviable, just such infants
as Plato’s thought; Plato’s art was the art, on the one hand, of the
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dramatist, on the other hand of the system-maker. He was a sort of
composite of the Socratic man and of the demiourgos, recreating
Socrates in his dialogues and, like the tail-biter, imitating that
Demiourgos whom Plato had himself created. In the Phaedrus,
Socrates is playing his mythic role to perfection when he says that he
will not join certain “wise men” (or “men of science” in Hackforth’s
apropos phrasing) in seeking naturalistic or rationalistic explana-
tions for traditional myths; those men, Socrates says in effect, want
to turn the grand “is” of mythes and of the psyche into the careful “is
like™ of logos and of science. But Socrates has a yet more interesting
reason for declining the scientific gambit, and that is that he has a
much more important myth in hand, a myth that cannot be dealt
with adequately by reason or by science, a myth that is not only
Socratic but Delphic and Heraclitean: the myth of himself. “I
myself have certainly no time for the business,” he says to
Phaedrus, “and I'll tell you why, my friend: I can’t as vet ‘know
myself’, as the inscription at Delphi enjoins; and so long as that ig-
norance remains it seems to me ridiculous to inquire into extraneous
matters. Consequently I don’t bother about such things, but accept
the current beliefs about them, and direct my inquiries, as I have
Just said, rather to myself” (Phaedrus, 229e-230a; trans. Hackforth).
For Socrates to know himself and to be himself in fullness, for Socra-
tes to observe in himself a likeness to divinity and push that likeness
to the point of near identity, would be to become, so far as it lay
within his capacities to become, Philosophic Man. To live “ ‘my’
myth,” in other words, 1s to attain to the eidos—the Idea, the Form
—and to the ground of “my” being. I suggest that the mythic mode
—call it the mode of symbolism if you like—is the paradigm of that
relationship that Plato terms, in the Phaedo, “participation”
(methexis) and, in the Timaeus, “imitation” (mimests).* In the case of
Plato’s Socrates, the relationship is that one obtaining between an
individual life on the one hand and the ideal Form more or less rea-
lized in that life on the other hand; simply put, the relationship is a
mythic, a daimonic one.

4. For these and other words used by Plato “to express the relation between
Forms and particulars,” see the extraordinarily interesting list of terms, “divided
into a group of words implying or suggesting the immanence of Forms, and a group
implying or suggesting their transcendence,” in W. D. Ross, Plate’s Theory of Ideas
(London: Oxford University Press, 1951), pp. 228-30.
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Surely this is the whole point of the Apology, which is an “apology”
in the Greek sense that it is a defense and in the sense that it is an
apologia pro vita sud, but in no other sense. It is both a recounting of
his myth by Socrates and a present performance, an acting, of that
myth. “Mimesis,” W. K. C. Guthrie reminds us, “meant acting as
much as imitation, mimetes was often and mimos always an actor. The
relation between an actor and his part is not exactly imitation. He
gets inside it, or rather, in the Greek view, it gets inside him, and
shows forth through his words and gestures™ (Hist. of Gr. Phil., 1,
230). In the Apology, as in a dozen other dialogues, Socrates, mimos
and mythic being, performs the role assigned to him (not by the
Athenian citizens however) and confirmed by him, the role of
Socratic Man or Platonic Man, scripted in the eidos of Philosophic
Man. “God appointed me,” Socrates tells the Athenians, “to the
duty of leading the philosophic life, examining myself and others”
(Apology, 28e; trans. Tredennick); to abandon that role—or, in
Yeats’s phrase, to break up his lines to weep—would be the ultimate
denial and blasphemy. “Gentlemen, I am your very grateful and
devoted servant, but I owe a greater obedience to God than to you;
and so long as I draw breath and have my faculties, I shall never
stop practising philosophy and exhorting you and elucidating the
truth for everyone that I meet” (Apology, 29d). It is interesting to
observe that the Socrates of the Apofogy, as nearly all commentators
agree, is closer to the historic Socrates than the figure we hear ques-
tioning and discoursing in any of the other Platonic dialogues; if this
is so, and if the Socrates of the Apology 1s acting the part of Philo-
sophic Man as consciously and conscientiously as I suppose him to
be doing, then this means that the myth of Socrates came (at least in
part) ready-made to the hand of Plato, and moreover that myth in
general—as Yeats and Jung both consistently maintained—is some-
thing that comes upon us, not quite of our own choosing, something
that we live or that lives through us, and something that we discover
and grow into but never invent or cut to our pattern.

It was his assurance that he had embraced his own myth and was
performing his role as well as he knew how to do, that led Socrates to
tell his judges, in words that have echoed ever since as the finest
apologia of Philosophic Man, that “the unexamined life is not worth
living.” Yeats’s myth was the myth of the Poet, Jung’s the myth of
the Psychologist; and just as we have the apologia for Socrates” myth
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of the Philosopher in the Apology and a full-dress performance of the
same myth in a volume of other dialogues, so we have Yeats's apo-
logia in his Autobiography (and other prose works) and his per-
formance in the Collected Foems, and we have Jung’s apologia in his
Memortes, Dreams, Reflections and his performance in the Collected
Works. What Socrates says to his judges in the serene conclusion of
the Apology, after being condemned to death—*“You too, gentlemen
of the jury, must look forward to death with confidence, and fhx
your minds on this one belief, which is certain—that nothing can
harm a good man either in life or after death, and his fortunes are
not a matter of indifference to the gods” (41d)—Yeats echoed in a
letter to Dorothy Wellesley, and his confidence, I should think, was
on the Socratic ground of fidelity to his mythic role: “To me the
supreme aim 1is an act of faith and reason to make us rejoice in the
midst of tragedy. An impossible aim, yet I think 1t true that nothing
can injure us” (Letters, p. 838). Socrates, Yeats, Jung—“All perform
their tragic play,” for to do less would be to deny and destroy their
individual mythot. Those myths, as Jung has it, are “symbolic
expressions of the inner, unconscious drama of the psyche which be-
comes accessible to man’s consciousness by way of projection”
(CW, IX, pt. 1, par. 7)—the soul’s drama enacted in the two hours’
traffic of a stage both tragic and comic. “This drama is an ‘Aurora
consurgens’—the dawning of consciousness in mankind” (CW,
XII, par. 556), Jung says of the play in which Socrates assumed a
leading role. Yeats produced his tribute to this drama in “Lapis
Lazuli,” a poem dominated by the Jungian and Socratic-Platonic
conception of life as a mythic drama, fitted out with a variety of
archetypal roles, a drama that, if conceived in the Platonic manner
and faithfully performed, is also an imiutation of divine hfe while
being an aspiration toward that life.

All perform their tragic play,

There struts Hamlet, there is Lear,

That’s Ophelia, that Cordelia;

Yet they, should the last scene be there,
The great stage curtain about to drop,

If worthy their prominent part in the play,
Do not break up their lines to weep.

They know that Hamlet and Lear are gay;
Gaiety transfiguring all that dread.
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Or as Socrates, who retained his gaiety even in the hour of condem-
nation and death, puts it to his accusers and judges: “You would
have liked to hear me weep and wail, doing and saying all sorts of
things which I regard as unworthy of myself, but which you are used
to hearing from other people” (4pology, 38e). Socrates, who is emi-
nently worthy of his prominent part in the play, declines the role
knocked together for him by hostile human dramatists because he is
already playing the myth of the Philosopher in a human/divine
drama—tragic in spots but overall gay as every essentially creative
act is—entitled (in Jung’s version) *Aurora Consurgens.”

“We, who are believers, cannot see reality anywhere but in the
soul itself,” Yeats says in one of his essays on “The Irish Dramatic
Movement” (Ex., p. 170), and though he does not put a name to his
belief, it is unquestionably that same faith in soul as the only real
reality that Socrates displays in the myth of psyche that he recounts
in the Phaedrus and in the myth of himself that he enacts in the
Apology. Yeats, in a fine phrase, goes on to call the personality that
emerges from an actor’s performance “the soul’s image” (Ex., p.
170). Personality moves, changes, and becomes in the course of
time, but soul—that paradigm of which personality is a likeness and
an image—remains at one with itself, unmoving and unchanging,
in eternity. In his mythic character, Socrates, or any other actor
worthy of his profession—Yeats and Jung for example—lives a life
drawn between time and eternity, between a world of becoming and
one of being, between personality and soul, a life of chronologically
successive events that are viewed, however, as in every one of Socra-
tes’ myths, sub specie aeternitatis. *“What we are to our inward vision,
and what man appears to be sub specie aeternitatis, can only be ex-
pressed by way of myth,” Jung says in the prologue to his autobiog-
raphy—the prologue, that is to say, to his myth and his apologia:
“Thus it is that I have now undertaken, in my eighty-third year, to

tell my personal myth. I can only make direct statements, only ‘tell
stories.” Whether or not the stories are ‘true’ is not the problem.

The only question is whether what I tell is my fable, my truth”™ (Mem-
ories, p. 3/17). Not that this was the first time that Jung had under-
taken to tell * ‘my’ myth”—not at all: he did it in his thirty-seventh
year (but called it Symbols of Transformation), in his fifty-second year
(but called it *“The Structure of the Psyche™), in his seventy-sixth
year (but called 1t Aion), and in his eighty-first year (but called 1t
Mpysterium Coniunctionis). These various expressions of the myth,
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comfortably gathered together within the Collected Works, from
which Memories, Dreams, Reflections was excluded, may not imme-
diately be recognized as mythic, but Jung himself offers us the
necessary clue when he says that “No science will ever replace myth,
and a myth cannot be made out of science” (Memories, p. 340/313).
The contrary, however, is not true, for “Myths are the earliest form
of science” (ibid., p. 304/282), and Jung specifically says that the
language of psychology 1s “a modern mythologem . . . which con-
stitutes one element of the myth ‘science’” (CW, IX, pt. 1, par.
302). Psychology can parade as a strictly rational and scientific logos
all it cares to—so can physics, for that matter—but it is all, at bot-
tom, a mythes anyway and, in a very important sense, is “my per-
sonal myth,” whether that be the myth of the Philosopher, the Poet,
the Psychologist, or the Physicist.

There 1s a nice irony 1n the fact that in the Platonic grammar,
physical science, which we might suppose to abhor mythic lan-
guage, 1s treated as a variety of discourse incapable of ever being
anything more than myth; and there is an even nicer irony in the

fact that modern atomic physics, while not flying any banner in-
scribed “mythology,” has come to the same conclusions about the

ultimate nature of physical reality as Timaeus, who freely acknowl-
edged that his conclusions constituted at best a likely myth. What is
more, physicists have adopted the Timaeus account of physical
reality—which they derived, of course, not from the 7Timaeus but
from their own observations and reasoning—for the same reason, as
I see it, that Jung's psychology (which he always called a natural
science) happily settled for a likely mythos: psychology, like ancient
cosmogony and modern physics, is an account of a world of move-
ment and change, a world coming into existence in time and bound
to the wheel of time, a world in which we can speak of being or of
eternity—of the real underlying structure of things, their ground
and their cause—only symbolically, only by way of images and
myths. In his Apelogy, Socrates disavowed any interest in physical
science, but that way was not open to Plato, whose temperament
required a system that should include the physical with the meta-
physical, the ethical with the mystical/religious, and the temporal
with the eternal. But Plato recognized the difference (and the rela-
tionship) between the two, and he knew the appropriate language
for either: “an account is of the same order as the things which it sets
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forth—an account of that which 1s abiding and stable and discover-
able by the aid of reason will itself be abiding and unchangeable,”

Timaeus tells his listeners,

while an account of what is made in the image of that
other, but is only a likeness [eikona], will itself be but likely
[etkotas], standing to accounts of the former kind in a pro-
portion: as reality is to becoming, so 1s truth to belief. If
then, Socrates, in many respects concerning many things—
the gods and the generation of the universe—we prove
unable to render an account at all points entirely consistent
with itself and exact, you must not be surprised. If we can
furnish accounts no less likely [etkotas] than any other, we
must be content, remembering that 1 who speak and you
my judges are only human, and consequently it is fitting
that we should, in these matters, accept the likely story [ton
eikota mython] and look for nothing further. ( Timaeus, 29b-d;
trans. Cornford)

Jung, as his critics have been quick to point out, was not always and
“at all points entirely consistent” in his account of the natural (as he
took it to be) phenomenon of psyche; but his critics fail to recognize
that, given the object of his science, neither he nor anyone else could
expect to be “entirely consistent” in the mythos that he dressed up as
a logos. Jung was being more astute than his critics, and he disarmed
their objections to his natural science in advance, when (in the best
Platonic way) he called all science “myth” and his own particular
branch of science “a modern mythologem.”

Jung has had more than his share of criticism (though, as I have
implied, he always gave as liberally as he received), one reason for
this being, I imagine, that we all know a little something about
psyche and so, while we may not claim any extraordinary authority,
we nevertheless feel ourselves capable of judging the validity or
otherwise of psychological theories. Few people, on the other hand,
feel sufficiently familiar with elementary particles or quantum
mechanics or the unified field theory to hazard a critique of modern
atomic physics; hence most of us must depend upon the physicists
themselves to reveal what they are about and to say what the philo-
sophical and epistemological status of their science might be. In a
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fascinating book that he calls Physics and Beyond: Encounters and Con-
versations, Werner Heisenberg—sounding like nothing so much as
Timaeus redivivus, reasserting his Pythagorean vision as the most
up-to-date and probable account available of the basic constitution
of the physical universe—hints that atomic physicists have had
recourse to 1imaeus-like mythot precisely because they have found
themselves caught in the Platonic bind: they have proved “unable to
render an account at all points entirely consistent with itself and
exact.” As Niels Bohr puts it, in one of Heisenberg’s “encounters
and conversations,” critics have complained that “quantum theory
1s unsatisfactory because, thanks to its complementary [the critics
would say “contradictory”| concepts of “wave’ and ‘particle,’ it pro-
hibits all but dualistic descriptions of nature.” But this, Bohr main-
tains, is a very mistaken view, and “all those who have truly under-
stood quantum theory would never dream of calling it duahistuc.”™
His argument—his Socratic apologia for quantum theory and his
Timaeus-like justification for mythic language—goes like this:

[Quantum theory is] a unified description of atomic phe-
nomena, even though it has to wear different faces when it
is applied to experiment and so has to be translated into
everyday language. Quantum theory thus provides us with
a striking illustration of the fact that we can fully under-
stand a connection though we can only speak of 1t in tmages and
parables. In this case, the images and parables are by and
large the classical concepts, 1.e., “wave” and “corpuscle.”
They do not fully describe the real world and are, moreover, comple-
mentary in parl, and hence contradictory. For all that, since we
can only describe natural phenomena with our everyday
language, we can only hope to grasp the real facts by means of these
tmages.

This is probably true of all general philosophical
problems and particularly of metaphysics. We are forced to
speak in images and parables which do not express precisely what we
mean. Nor can we avoid occastonal contradictions; nevertheless, the
tmages help us to draw nearer to the real facts. Their existence no
one should deny.*

5. Werne - Heisenberg, Physics and Beyond: Encounters and Conversations, trans.
Arnold J. P ymerans (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), pp. 209-10.
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I have quoted this passage at length, and have taken the liberty
besides of italicizing a few particularly pregnant clauses and sen-
tences, so that it will be apparent that 1 have not exaggerated the
thoroughly Platonic nature of the dilemma in which modern (like
ancient) physics has found itself. And modern psychology suffers
from—or delights in?—an entanglement in precisely this same
dilemma.® To borrow Jung’s phrasing, both physics and psychology
are modern mythologems constituting two elements “of the myth
‘science.’”

There is, as I have suggested, yet another irony in the world view
offered to us by modern physics: not only has the physicist found it
necessary to speak in “images and parables” —erkones and mythoi
(Socrates calls the entire Cave allegory in the Republic an eikona:
517a)—and not only is his account “complementary in part, and
hence contradictory™ (i.e., not “at all points entirely consistent with
itself and exact”), but in addition the likely story of modern atomic
physics—at least the likely story as Heisenberg narrates it—is very
much the likely story of the Timaeus. “So far we had always believed
in the doctrine of Democritus,” Heisenberg writes, “which can be
summarized by: ‘In the beginning was the particle.” We had as-
sumed that visible matter was composed of smaller units, and that,
if only we divided these long enough, we should arrive at the small-
est units, which Democritus called *atoms’ and which modern phy-
sicists called ‘elementary particles’” (p. 133). These are also what
Empedocles called “elements,” with the single difference that
Empedocles’ “smallest units” were precisely four in number while
“elementary particles” and “atoms” are innumerable. Long before
the advent of modern physics, however, Plato refused to accept
either the innumerable atoms of Democritus or the four elements of
Empedocles as the ultimate, indivisible, and irreducible “roots” of
the physical universe. The primary bodies composing the universe

6. Here occurs a happy coincidence (or a synchronistic overlap). One of the chief
dialoguists in Heisenberg's book is the theoretical physicist Wolfgang Pauli, who
later lived in Zurich where he became [riends with Jung; from him Jung acquired a
certain knowledge of the concepts of nuclear physics—concepts that he felt bore a
striking analogy to the ways of modern psychology. See CW, VIII, pp. 229-30, n.
130, where Jung quotes a comment from Pauli on the text in progress, and Letters, 1,
174-76, a letter from Jung to Pauli which draws parallels between the observational
problems in physics and in psychology; also Letters, II, 308 on the same. Jung and
Pauli published a volume in common, The Interpretation of Nature and the Psyche, with
one essay by each of them.
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are indeed, Plato said (with Empedocles), four in number, but those
four primary bodies—air, earth, fire, and water—are neither ulti-
mate nor irreducible: beneath the four primary substances, Plato
argued, lies a mathematical symmetry and geometric harmony, a la
Pythagoras; moreover, a la Heraclitus, air, earth, fire, and water
are more like qualities than things and are forever interchanging
their qualitative being with one another. But to put the problem,
and its solution, in the terms of the modern nuclear physicist:
“Perhaps there was no such thing as an indivisible particle. Perhaps
matter could be divided ever further, until finally it was no longer a
real division of a particle but a change of energy into matter, and the
parts were no longer smaller than the whole from which they had
been separated. But what was there in the beginning? A physical
law, mathematics, symmetry? In the beginning was symmetry!”
This, as Heisenberg goes on to say, sounds “like Plato’s Timaeus™
(p. 133). Indeed it does—very like; and it all comes back to the point
made by Timaeus in the dialectical preface to his myth: the state of
nature is such that we cannot, no matter how quick, shrewd, or
sophisticated we are, give, in human speech, an account of physical
process that will be at all points consistent and exact. This physical
universe is through and through Heraclitean in the unceasingness
and rapidity of its flux, and no account can halt the change so as to
be itsell stable—or if, for its own sake, it does call a halt, then that
account will be still more widely inconsistent, since the flux does not
iself cease for a moment. Call the arche, the principle and the begin-
ning of the physical universe, now a particle and now a wave, and
your story, though double, complementary, and contradictory, will
be more likely than any other story current. It is nature herself—
both physical nature and human nature—that compels us to mythic
speech, be we poets or philosophers, physicists or psychologists.
Timaeus and Werner Heisenberg, Socrates and Plato, Yeats and
Jung, all in the end produced mythot out of themselves about the
twofold nature into which each of us 1s born; and we should be very
naive, Jung told a correspondent in 1929, were we to imagine that
merely by calling ourselves scientists we thereby get outside our own
nature and outside general nature and become capable of rendering
godlike loget in place of our human mythe:. *Can’t you conceive of a
physicist that thinks and speaks of atoms, yet is convinced that those
are merely his own abstractions? That would be my case. I have not
the faintest idea what ‘psyche’ 1s in itself,” Jung wrote to J. Allen
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Gilbert (Letters, 1, 57); but though he had no idea what psyche is in
itself (“most assuredly a god alone could tell it,” as Socrates says),
yet there 1s lavish evidence that psyche told her tales continuously to
Jung and through him, and his psychological science is really
nothing more than a translation of those tales into another lan-
guage, related but foreign. “Science”—that other language—*“is
the art of creating suitable illusions which the fool believes or argues
against, but the wise man enjoys their beauty or their ingenuity,
without being blind to the fact that they are human veils and
curtains concealing the abysmal darkness of the Unknowable”
(ibid.). If nature is the vehicle in which the supernatural is realized,
as anima hominis 1s the sole vehicle for Anima Mundi, then any purely
natural science, like psychology, will be reduced—or exalted—to
the ways of art and to a language of suitable illusions, beautiful sym-
bolisms, and ingenious myths.

In a long and important passage in “The Role of the Uncon-
scious,” Jung distinguishes between *“the personal unconscious,”
which he says speaks the language of experience, and “the supra-
personal or collective unconscious,” which he claims speaks only the
language of myth—a language that individual psyche understands
not because of any previous experiences in this life but because of its
participation in the psychic collectivity. The individual psyche,
because it has its share in the collective unconscious, produces what
Jung calls “mythological fantasies,” that is, “elements which do not
correspond to any events or experiences of personal life, but only to
myths” (CW, XI, par. 11); and these fantasies, according to Jung,
“come from the brain—indeed, precisely from the brain and not
from personal memory-traces, but from the inherited brain-struc-
ture itself” (ibid., par. 12). This is a very important point for
Jungian psychology: if his argument is successful here, then Jung's
psychology becomes a science that paradoxically transcends science
but does not abandon it, and his mythography lays a claim to being
the sufficient and necessary tale of mankind itself. What Jung at-
tempts, and this is the crux of that attempt, is to reach what one very
positively disposed critic calls “a goal that Jung’s work has made
eventually certain, namely, the reconciliation of science and reli-
gion.”” It is in a mythology of the self, determined, shaped, and
projected by “the inherited brain-structure,” that Jung would effect

7. Edward F. Edinger, Ego and Archetype (Baltimore: Penguin, 1973), p. xiii.
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this reconciliation of science and religion, those two modes of seeing
the world and oneself that were collaborators in the beginning of
Western thought but that have been antagonists for so many cen-
turies now. “The truly creative fantasy activity of the brain,” Jung
argues, “creates . . . out of the history of mankind,” out of “that
age-old natural history which has been transmitted in living form
since the remotest times, namely, the history of the brain-structure,
And this structure tells its own story, which is the story of mankind:
the unending myth of death and rebirth, and of the multitudinous
figures who weave in and out of this mystery” (ibid.). Possessed of
that same brain-structure, and compelled by it, Socrates outlined
such a myth of the human soul in the Phaedo, the Phaedrus, and the
Republic; and in the person of Socrates himself—surely one of the
preeminent “figures who weave in and out of this mystery,” an
archetypal actor in the vast drama of the psyche and a full-fledged
datmon—Plato told the same story again. Nor could he tell any
other, because, as Yeats said, there 1s really only one story, one
symbol. In his “autobiography,”™ as in the dialogues at large, Plato’s
Socrates lives and tells his tale, which is also, inevitably, the tale of
the human mind and an unfolding of the in-built, inherited history
of its development.

“This unconscious,” Jung goes on to say in the paragraph imme-
diately following the one quoted above,

buried in the structure of the brain and disclosing its living
presence only through the medium of creative fantasy, is
the suprapersonal unconscious. It comes alive in the creative
man, it reveals itsell in the vision of the arust, in the inspir-
ation of the thinker, in the inner experience of the mystic.
The suprapersonal unconscious, being distributed through-
out the brain-structure, 1s like an all-pervading, omni-
present spirit, It knows man as he always was, and not as
he is at this moment; it knows him as myth. For this reason,
also, the connection with the suprapersonal or collective un-
conscious means an extension of man beyond himself; 1t
means death for his personal being and a rebirth in a new
dimension, as was literally enacted in certain of the ancient
mysteries. It is certainly true that without the sacrifice of
man as he is, man as he was—and always will be—cannot
be attained. And it is the artist who can tell us most about
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this sacrifice of the personal man, if we are not satisfied
with the message of the Gospels.

It should be remarked (but at this point only in passing) that in
locating the myth-making faculty in the inherited brain-structure,
thus within the history of the human mind and very much within the
confines of time, Jung can claim that what he is about is a respecta-
ble scientific activity; but there are also, philosophically speaking,
some important and much less desirable consequences of this loca-
tion of the mythifying capacity that will require examining a bit
later. For the moment, however, we can leave it at this: that Yeats
would certainly have agreed with Jung that it is the artist who knows
most about the sacrifice of the personal man (“A writer must die
every day he lives, be reborn . . . an incorrupuble self"—Auto., p.
457), a sacrifice performed with the precise intention of transform-
ing the mundane into the mythic and of raising his own life to the
level of myth, archetype, and idea. The artist makes his “choice,” as
Yeats has it in the poem of that title:

The intellect of man 1s forced to choose
Perfection of the life, or of the work,

And if it take the second must refuse

A heavenly mansion, raging in the dark. . . .

In a letter to Kathleen Tynan of much earlier date (1888), Yeats tells
of his own choice to sacrifice the personal man in favor of “rebirth
in a new dimension”: “My life has been in my poems. To make
them I have broken my life in a mortar, as it were” (Letters, p. 84).
The poet “is more type than man,” Yeats says, “more passion than
type” (E. &I, p. 509), and yet even more than type and passion he
is archetype and idea: “he has been reborn,” Yeats declares of the
artist who exists in the phantasmagoria he has himself created, “as
an idea, something intended, complete” (ibid.). Acting as the demm-
ourgos of his own universe, the artist sacrifices his personal being to
recreate himself in the image of an ideal paradigm, his own form
disappearing in the larger form of an archetype, an eidos, the
Platonic Idea of Man, “Irish stories make us understand why the
Greeks call myths the activities of the daemons,” Yeats wrote in an
essay of 1902. “The great virtues, the great joys, the great priva-
tions come in the myths, and, as it were, take mankind between
their naked arms, and without putting off their divinity. Poets have



210 THE RHIZOME AND THE FLOWER

taken their themes more often from stories that are all, or half,
mythological, than from history or stories that give one the sensa-
tion of history . . .” (Ex., p. 10). Acting much more like a Yeatsian,
daimonizing poet than like a fact-bound, historically minded biog-
rapher, Plato invoked and elaborated a myth of Socrates so that the
latter (and with him his mythifier), become more type than man and
more archetype than type, might put on divinity not, however, as
personal man but as Man.

In The Trembling of the Veil, leading up to another account of this
same mingling of mythos and the daimon, Yeats tells how certain of
his friends, who were evidently very Jungian in their notions of psy-
chology, “believed that the dark portion of the mind—the subcon-
scious—had an incalculable power, and even over events. To influ-
ence events or one’s own mind, one had to draw the attention of that
dark portion, to turn it, as it were, into a new direction.” As for
himself, Yeats says, he performed this feat of psychic redirection,
this (in Jungian language) symbolic transformation of generalized
libido energy, by repeating “certain names” and imagining
“certain symbolic forms which had acquired a precise meaning, and
not only to the dark portion of one’s own mind, but to the mind of
the race” (Auto., p. 372). We may, if we like, find proof of Yeats’s
nonscientific bent in his choice of a Freudian word (“subconscious™)
for a concept that is anti-Freudian/pro-Jungian, and Yeats here as
everywhere expresses himself in a commoner and more traditional
language than Jung ordinarily chooses; nevertheless, in his
reference to “the dark portion of one’s own mind,” Yeats unques-
tionably means what Jung meant by the “personal unconscious,”
and by “the mind of the race” Yeats intends the same thing as Jung
intended by the “collective unconscious.” The two were agreed,
moreover, that the collective unconscious or the mind of the race,
call it what one will, is the source of many of our dreams, the habitat
of the daimones, and the creative matrix of all genuine myths. Yeats
goes on to describe a certain image he evoked which was seen or
imagined at more or less the same time by several other people in
very different circumstances, and he concludes his account of shared
fantasies, not as Jung might do with some confident scientific pro-
positions, but, in a very characteristically Yeatsian manner, with a
series of hesitant, suggestive, open-ended questions: “Had some
great event taken place in some world where myth is reality and had



Mpythos, Eidos, and the Daimon 211

we seen some portion of it? One of my fellow-students quoted a
Greek saying, ‘Myths are the activities of the Daimons’, or had we
but seen in the memory of the race something believed thousands of
years ago, or had somebody—I myself perhaps—but dreamed a fan-
tastic dream which had come to those others by transference of
thought? I came to no conclusion, but I was sure there was some
symbolic meaning could I but find it” (dute., pp. 373-74). Plato, 1
should think, would give the first answer, Jung the second, and
J- B. Rhine the third. Yeats was Yeats, however, not Plato or Jung
or Rhine, and his reluctance to decide one way or the other was both
caused and justified by his conception of the Poet and by his vision
of his own life as a dramatization of that grand mythic role. The
man who adopts and enacts the role of Poet will find all these an-
swers valid, for the Yeatsian poet acts as the memory of the race,
recalling beliefs of thousands of years ago and revitalizing them; he
tells tales that are myths here but reality “There,” and he transfers
his fantasies and his phantasmagoria to others—not, however, as
fiction but as a higher and more intense truth. Most important of
all, because his poem partakes of the cosmos of a superior reality
and the cosmos of the mind of the race, the poet brings order into
this world of chaos and flux, he embodies a symbolic meaning in his
verse, and he thereby, like any daimon, unifies the universe.

Thus for the poet as Poet; but if physics, ancient and modern,
and psychology, ancient and modern, have proved “unable to
render an account at all points entirely consistent with itself and
exact,” their inconsistency and inexactness are nothing beside the
eager confusion of the poet when he descends into prose and, with
that mundane instrument of a sadly fallible reason, tries to deal with
the higher psychic reality and its operation in a physical universe.
Consider Yeats in the land and language of scientific evidence, deal-
ing in physical nature and photographs, hesitating an assertion but
then, as soon as he seems to have half-committed himself, craftily
withdrawing from the consequences of any sort of assertion in that
essentially alien mode: “If symbolic vision is then but thought com-
pleting itself, and if, as we must now think, its seat 1s but the physi-
cal nature, and if thought has indeed been photographed, is sym-
bolic thought, as all thought, a reality in heaven or earth, moving
when we do not see it as when we do, a mid-world between the two
realities, a region of correspondences, the activities of the daimons?”
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(Memorrs, pp. 268-69). Three “if” clauses—one parading as a con-
clusion (“then™), the other two as almost-conclusions (“as we must
now think” and “has indeed been photographed™)—piled one on
top of another to issue in a question which itself comes out as a sort
of half statement: there is no doubt a kind of mad logic in Yeats’s
rhetoric here, but while a virtuoso performance, it is also a trepi-
dating and confusing one. Two steps forward, three back, and one
to either side, all the steps to be taken simultaneously—it is not an
casy dance to follow; but the clue to Yeats’s wonderfully tangled ex-
pression lies, I think, in his last phrase, for, as he makes abundantly
clear in the two previously quoted passages, “the activities of the
daimons’ is another way of saying “myths.” Yeats’s peculiar prose
is the result of his attempting to translate mythos into logos—poetry
into science—and of trying to adduce physical proofs for psychic
events, His attempt 1s only half-hearted, however (Jung, in the same
circumstances, would have been a good deal less hesitant and
modest, a good deal more assertive—and perhaps more convincing
—than Yeats), because Yeats knows full well, in spite of his errant
excursion into physical science, that one cannot photograph myths
and that while the daimones may have a powerful effect in physical
nature they will not be caught or held there even by a camera lens.
Was it for this, to offer snapshot evidence of “mid-world” activities,
that the daimones escaped into the Thirteenth Sphere? Yeats really
knew better than to think so, though he occasionally faltered when
his medium was prose and when his intention was proof before an
alien audience of materialists.®

“The Greeks . . . considered that myths are the activities of the
Daimons, and that the Daimons shaped our characters and our lives.
[ have often had the fancy that there 1s some one myth for every

8. In stances, Yeats says in “Swedenborg, Mediums, and the Desolate Places,™
“we are the spectators of a phantasmagoria that affects the photographic plate or
leaves its moulded image in a preparation of paraffin™ (£x., p. 54). I have scen some
peculiar photographs of disembodied spirits emanating from Yeats's head—in
appearance something like the balloons that contain the captions in comic strips but
with vaguely defined human features drawn in and looking as if they were rather sick
to their nonexistent stomachs—that 1 should have thought someonce of Yeats's
ordinary discernment would find sufficiently foolish. (One of these photographs is
reproduced in Yeats and the Occult.) It seems, however, that Yeats was quite interested
in the photographs and thought them pretty convincing, Half the leters that Yeats
wrote to Sturge Moore have to do with photographs of ectoplasm oozing from
psychical heads.
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man, which, if we but knew 1t, would make us understand all he did
and thought” (E. & I, p. 107). This passage (from Yeats's Ideas of
Good and Evif) | have quoted previously in the context of a discussion
of Heraclitus’ teaching about the daimon, but it has perhaps even
more point when we come to Plato and his fully exfoliated doctrine
of daimenes—a doctrine that was of the first importance for the
organic coherence of Plato’s completed system but that was also to
prove fatally attractive to his Neoplatonic successors who littered the
universe with so many Authentic Existants, Supernals, and Celes-
tials, Hypostases, Hierarchies, and Henads that the mind is forced
to an abject surrender, helpless before the profusion and confusion
of it all. The tendency of the original Platonic doctrine, however,
was not toward dispersion and proliferation but, on the contrary,
toward unification and oneness. The Yeatsian rule of “One man,
one myth,” for which there is a sufficiency of authority in Heraclitus
and Plato, might seem to have the undesirable Neoplatonizing effect
of multiplying the varieties and kinds of mid-world spirits out of all
reason and beyond any possibility of comprehension. I think, how-
ever, that this is not the effect of Yeats’s rule any more than it is the
effect of the doctrine of daimones to which Plato gives a careful myth-
ological articulation in the Phaedo, the Republic, the Sympostum, and
the Timaeus—that same theory to which he gives dramatic expres-
sion in the person of the Socrates of the dialogues. The teachings of
Diotima about Eros in the Symposium, being a nice mixture of the
earthy and the mystical, are very much to the point here, and they
are also the original source, whether direct or indirect, for Yeats's
notion of mid-world spirits whose activities compose the myths by
which we are compelled to live. After Diotima denies that Eros is a
god (Bedg), and convinces Socrates of the truth of what she says,
Socrates reports this ensuing exchange:

“‘What would Eros be then?’ I said. ‘A mortal?’

*Far from it.’

‘But what then?’

‘Like the things earlier,” she said; ‘midway between mortal
and immortal.’

‘What is that, Diotima?’

‘Aaipwov péyag, a great daimon, Socrates; for everything
daimonic is midway between divine and mortal,””
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To Socrates’ question of what power resides in the daimonic,
Diotima replies in a language that Yeats was to repeat many times,
in both prose and verse, whether he was conscious that he was
echoing this first great formulation of the idea or not. The daimonion,
Diotima explains, mediates between gods and men, and “being
mid-way between the two it fills up the space completely, so that the
whole is bound together to itself in one.™ Philosophy, which is to be
defined very simply as “love of wisdom,” 1s as daimonic in its nature
and its effects as Eros himself, for it too mediates between gods and
men, closing up the gap between them and filling mortal men with a
desire for that which is immortal and immortalizing. Only the gods
possess wisdom, but only man loves and pursues it. Between the two
is the love that binds them together and that draws the outlines of
the myth for the man to live.

The specific details of the myth will necessarily be different for
different men, yet the myth itself is not many but one, and the
archetype (to give it its Jungian name) that establishes the pattern
by which daimon-possessed men live has the effect of binding the
many together, Eros-like, in one single whole and the effect of draw-
ing diverse actors together in a drama that includes them all and is
the work of none of them. The activities of the daimon that we call
Eros determine a single great myth that countless men—Yeats
among them—have lived, are living now, and will continue to live
so long as men are men, mortal but with something of the immortal
about them.

I am content to live it all again

And vyet again, if it be life to pitch

Into the frog-spawn of a blind man’s ditch,
A blind man battering blind men;

Or into that most fecund ditch of all,

The folly that man does

Or must suffer, if he woos

A proud woman not kindred of his soul,

So Yeats says of his own myth. Call the proud woman Maud
Gonne, or give her the more general and Jungian title of “Anima”;
in either case, she, like Yeats, is an actor in a drama for which the

0, 202e: év péow 8t Ov dppotépuv oupninpol, dote 10 xav abtd abrp cvvdedioliar,
The “filling up completely”™ makes for the oneness of Jung's “pleroma.™
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daimones are responsible. It is supremely important to notice, how-
ever, that no matter how unhappy Yeats may have been, no matter
how much folly he may have suffered, he had the very great consola-
tion of realizing (and the realization gave him the stuff of a good
number of poems) that the myth was his myth, not Maud Gonne’s:
the myth (“I do not mean a fiction”) of the Unhappy Lover and the
myth of the Poet. Like Socrates living his myth before the Athenian
judges—they, too, actors in a drama not of their making—Yeats
affirms his role, and in his affirmation, i.e., in his most intense
living of a myth that is daimonic in origin, Yeats, again like
Socrates, becomes virtually divine, such great gifts have the datmones
to bestow on the men whom they choose and on the men who choose

them:

I am content to follow to its source
Every event in action or in thought;
Measure the lot; forgive myself the lot!
When such as I cast out remorse

So great a sweetness flows into the breast
We must laugh and we must sing,

We are blest by everything,

Everything we look upon is blest.

To Sean O’Casey, Yeats wrote that “the ancient philosophers
thought a poet or dramatist Daimon-possessed” (Letters, p. 741),
and he had every reason to agree with them. The poet who em-
braces his daimon, and who is so fortunate as to have for his own a
myth as grand as Yeats’s, finds his daimon and his myth, as Yeats
does here in the conclusion of “Dialogue of Self and Soul,” to be
forces that focus, unify, and complete his being, and that do so by
taking possession of him rather than he possessing them.

“Of course, I did not invent the term Eros. I learnt it from Plato.”
Jung, fearing that his empirical discoveries might be tainted by con-
tact with philosophical concepts, was not always so eager to pay his
philosophic debts as he shows himself in this letter (I, 465); and,
indeed, in the sentences that follow, he reasserts his empiricist
claims even as he acknowledges Plato’s priority, and he incidentally
implies that Plato must himself have been something of an empiri-
cist, else how could he have mastered this concept of Jungian psy-
chology before Jung had formulated it? “But I never would have
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applied the term,” Jung says, “if I hadn’t observed facts that gave
me a hint of how to use this Platonic notion. With Plato Eros is still a
daimonion or daemonium in that characteristic twilight in which the
gods began to change into philosophical concepts during the course
of centuries.” There, no doubt, is the answer: Plato could under-
stand something of Jungian Eros because Plato himself had passed
only halfway from the mythes of psyche to the logos of reason: he
experienced the mythic powers and he conceptualized them in “that
characteristic twilight” midway between psychology and philos-
ophy. While Jung may thus appear rather to patronize Plato, he
nevertheless put to good and frequent use Platonic concepts of ta
eroltka. In Two Essays, Jung quotes the prophetess from Mantinea—
“*‘Eros 1s a mighty daemon,’ as the wise Diotima said to Socrates”
—and proceeds to draw the psychological lesson from the philosoph-
ical concept: “We shall never get the better of him, or only to our
own hurt. He is not the whole of our inward nature, though he is at
least one of its essential aspects” (CW, VII, par. 33). Jung returns to
the question—and to the Sympostum—in Aion, where he again joins a
psychology of the unconscious to the highest reaches of philosophical
consciousness; he also raises the instincts to the level of daimones and
demonstrates the importance of myth in maintaining the good
health of the psyche. “All in all, it is not only more beneficial but
more ‘correct’ psychologically to explain as the ‘will of God’ the
natural forces that appear in us as instincts. In this way we find our-
selves living in harmony with the habitus of our ancestral psychic life;
that 1s, we function as man has functioned at all times and in all
places” (CW, IX, pt. 2, par. 50). Just as in Yeats, where “the activi-
ties of the Daimons” is an equivalent expression for “myth,” so also
in Jung, “living in harmony with the Aabitus of our ancestral life”
and functioning “as man has functioned at all times and in all
places” means the same thing as “living a myth.”

To see the face of God in the instincts—or, more precisely, to see
the faces of the lesser gods, the daimones, in the instincts, and behind
those daimonic faces the “will of God”—is basic to Jungian psy-
chology. As Jung goes on to explain in the paragraph following the
one just quoted, however, the divine face that he discerns in the
instincts 1s not the Christian God but a Greek one, for Chrisuanity,
like Neoplatonism, has been a major disaster so far as the doctrine
of the daimon is concerned. “I should also like the term ‘God’ in the
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phrase ‘the will of God’ to be understood not so much in the Chris-
tian sense as in the sense intended by Diotima, when she said:
‘Eros, dear Socrates, is a mighty daemon.’ The Greek words daimon
and daimonion express a determining power which comes upon man
from outside, like providence or fate . . .” (ibid., par. 51). Being a
loyal follower of Thrice-Greatest Hermes and his Emerald Tablet
(being, in other words, a good Platonist in his psychology), Jung
joins the Above and Below here, since the power that he describes
comes from outside and above, “like providence or fate,” but it also
comes from inside and below, like “the natural forces that appear in
us as instincts.” It was confusing when the Neoplatonists multiplied
the daimones so extravagantly and gave them those abstract names
that deprived them of all personality; but it was worse than confus-
ing, Jung would say—a grave insult and deadly mistake—when
Christianity transformed the daimones into “demons” and busily set
about exorcising them everywhere. The Christian God has no ties
with the instincts, but that way lies folly in Jung's view of the
matter. You will get the better of Eros, Jung says, only to your own
hurt. Any one of us can, of course, if he is so foolish, refuse to live
his myth—Socrates could have wept before his judges, Yeats could
have regretted his life—but the man who refuses his myth and quar-
rels with his datmon may be assured of doing harm to his immortal
psyche.

In the myth of the Timaeus, after the Demiourgos has created the
universe and the lesser gods, he turns over to those lesser gods the
task of creating mankind, explaining to them that they are, by his
will, immortal, but that the universe, in order to be complete, must
contain not only immortal creatures but mortal ones also, and yet
those mortal creatures are to have in them a soul, which is to say, an
immortal principle. Those mid-world spirits, acting the part of
superior daimones, set about their task of *weaving mortal to immor-
tal” (41d), creating kosmoi in exact imitation (mimeumenot) of their
Father’s creation of the Kesmos, and in each created body they place
three kinds of psyche or soul. “Concerning the most lordly kind of
soul we must think in this manner,” Timaeus says: “that heaven
has given it to each of us as a daimon—that which dwells in the top of
our body and raises us toward our kinship in heaven” (90a). The
man who neglects his daimon, according to Timacus, will become as
mortal as it is possible for him to be, and will no doubt fall into
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psychic illness, as Jung might put it. But the man who loves wisdom
and pursues it all his life will become as immortal as is possible for
human nature—will enjoy a splendid psychic vitality—"and
because he is forever caring for (Bepanedovra) the divine element (10
Beiov) in himself and maintaining in best order the daimon (g0
xkexoopnpévov tov daipova) that dwells along with him, he will be
supremely blessed (evbaipova)” (90c). Timaeus floats his argument
on a series of puns—puns that are literally divine—playing lightly
on different senses of words in order to render the most serious of
meanings. “ Therapeuein™ (which, by a happy coincidence, is etymo-
logically the source of Jungian “psycho-therapy”) means both “to
care for, to heal,” and *“to do service to the gods, to worship.” It is
only through daimon-therapy, according to Timaeus, only through
concern and reverence for the divine, daimonic, psychic element
within us, that we will, each of us individually, realize and strength-
en our immortality. The way that Timaeus would have us perform
our worship is by maintaining an orderedness (kekosm#menon) in the
psyche, a daimonic order—i.e., kosmos—that, in the best Pythag-
orean manner, imitates the kesmos of the universe and of the lesser
gods, those heavenly bodies whose circling provides the model of
movement about a still center that we should copy. The man who
does all this and lives his daimon-created myth thus intensely,
Timaeus promises, will be “eudaimon”: he will have a good darmon
and will be (this is the adjectival meaning of “eudatmon™) *for-
tunate,” “happy,” “blessed.” As Yeats says of himself when he
has achieved this supreme condition, “I am in the place where the
Daimon is” (Myth., p. 365); and in his description of the same expe-
rience in “Vacillation,” he echoes not only the passage from the
Timaeus but his own language in “Dialogue of Self and Soul”:

While on the shop and street 1 gazed
My body of a sudden blazed;

And twenty minutes more or less

It seemed, so great my happiness,
That I was blessed and could bless.

“Bless,” “blessed,” “blest,” and “blessedness™ —they are important
words in Yeats’s poetry, as a glance at the Cencordance of Parrish and
Painter will demonstrate, but no more important than the notion of
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“Daimonic Man,” as Yeats calls the psychological type representa-
tive of what was no doubt the favored phase, and his own phase
(Phase 17), on the Great Wheel. Daimonic Man, because of full and
joyous participation in his own myth, would of necessity be eudaimon
and blesséd, even eudatmonestatos, “most blessed,” as Empedocles
said of his Sphere-God.

Jung, again in keeping with the doctrine of daimones set forth in
the Symposium, distinguished two sorts of mid-world spirits, or two
activities of those spirits, in his Basilidean sermons to the dead:
there are those that we might think of as spiritual guardians (not
unlike the daimon of the Timaeus, or of the Phaedo and the Republic)
and those that appear to us as instinctual drives, The Eros of the
Sympostum, of course, being love earthly and heavenly, combines
both in his nature. As E. R. Dodds puts it, “Eros has a special
importance in Plato’s thought as being the one mode of experience
which brings together the two natures of man, the divine self and the
tethered beast” (Greeks and the Irrational, p. 218). Here is how Jung,
posing as a Gnostic but preaching a thoroughly Platonic doctrine,
presented the matter to his peculiarly constituted congregation:
“The world of the gods is made manifest in spirituality and sexual-
ity. The celestial ones appear in spirituality, the earthly in sexuality.
Spirituality conceiveth and embraceth. It is woman-like and there-
fore we call it MATER COELESTIS, the Celestial mother. Sexuality
engendereth and createth. It is man-like, and therefore we call it
PHALLOS, the earthly father.” In this erotic doctrine of Basilides of
Alexandria (from Sermon Five) there is more than a little of the
Symposium Aristophanes, with his great mythos of primally androgy-
nous mankind split into two yearningly incomplete halves which
only Eros, performing a blessed therapy for the psyche, can join
together and make whole again. The lover, Aristophanes claims,
feels a desire, for which he can offer no rational explanation, “to
join with and melt into his beloved and thus make one being out of
two.” So Yeats:

And when we talked of growing up
Knew that we'd halved a soul
And fell the one in t'other’'s arms

That we might make it whole.
(Poems, pp. 456-57)
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The lover may have no explanation for his desire, but Aristophanes
has one, a good one and the same as Yeats's explanation, but it 1s
mythical rather than logical: man was originally whole, he says,
lover and beloved in one, and “the desire and pursuit of that whole-
ness is what we call love” (Symposium, 193a). Eros is not only a kind
of superior bawd and a divine being in the account of Aristophanes
but also a physician and a psychotherapist, for he heals and cures
and restores us to original psychic health: “QOur race would become
happy [eudaimon—of course| if we were to give love its fulfilment and
so return to the primal conditon. . . . Itis Eros who, restoring us to
our primal nature and healing'® us, will make us blessed and happy
[eudaimonas|” (Symposium, 193d). This is a state of “radical inno-
cence,” as Yeats calls it, before any fall into division, a restoration
of wholeness, a return to the sphere, to the cternal moment when
one is “blessed” and can “bless”:

and it seemed that our two natures blent
Into a sphere from youthful sympathy,

Or else, to alter Plato’s parable,
Into the yolk and white of the one shell.

Jung, being not only a Gnostic and an alchemist but also an erotic
and daimonic physician in a shamanistic and Empedoclean way,
knew all about the blent natures, the sphere, and the egg of Yeats’s
poem. He was also aware that the archetype had its historical origin
in Plato (though the elements of the archetype went further back
historically—to Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedocles—and
further down psychologically), nor was Jung loath to draw on the
authority of his ancient predecessor in developing his modern ideas.
What Yeats and Maud Gonne achieved—or seemed in Yeats’s
memory to have achieved—would be, “psychologically™ speaking, a
“movement in a circle around oneself,” Jung says, and this he goes
on to describe in terms of Platonic philosophy and analytical psy-
chology: “A similar archetypal concept of a perfect being is that of
the Platonic man, round on all sides and uniting within himself the
two sexes” (CW, XIII, pars. 38 and 39). In Psychology and Religion,

10. “iasamencs”: performing the healing services of a physician (tafros). Aristo-
phanes earlier (191d) uses the same word in the same psychic context: love “redin-
tegrates our primal nature and attempts 1o make one being from two and thereby
heal (igsasthar) the human wound.”
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Jung cites the Corpus Hermeticum, but more anciently and more rele-
vantly the Symposium, as authority for the remark that “from time
immemorial, man in his myths has expressed the idea of a male and
female coexisting in the same body. Such psychological intuitions
were usually projected in the form of the divine syzygy, the divine
pair, or in the idea of the hermaphroditic nature of the creator”
(CW, XI, par. 47). Each of these, according to Jung, refers to the
archetype of “the rotundum, the round, original form of the
Anthropos,” for which another “historical synonym” is “the philo-
sophical egg” (CW, IX, pt. 1, par. 532). These different historical
synonyms, made vital again in Yeats’s experience and in his poetry,
“all point to the anima mundi, Plato’s Primordial Man, the Anthro-
pos and mystic Adam, who is described as a sphere ( = wholeness),
consisting of four parts (uniting different aspects in itself), hermaph-
roditic (beyond division by sex), and damp (i.e., psychic). This
paints a picture of the self, the indescribable totality of man” (CW,
XIII, par. 173). It is a remarkable living creature, this one, display-
ing, in its composite but unified nature, a bit of Pythagoras, some-
what more of Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedocles, and a great
deal of Plato. Each of Plato’s predecessors was mythic in his own
way and to a certain degree, but it remained for Plato to tell the total
myth, the Myth of Man, which he founded in the life of Socrates
but, through the daimonic effect of myth itself, raised to the all-
inclusive level of eidos.

The truth that Plato most often sets myth to secure is the dual
truth of the soul’s immortality and its reincarnation in a series of
bodies. Therefore, the point of view that Plato adopts whenever he
turns his hand to mythes and considers man as a mythic being is a
point of view outside of time: man as he 1s essentially and eternally
rather than as he is accidentally and temporally. Of course Plato
sees man moving in time, but he also holds a vision of the stillness of
eternity, and he maintains that temporal movement is merely an
imitation, more or less imperfect, of eternal stillness. Socrates,
because his daimonion compelled him to live a largely mythic life of
philosophic quest, came closer than any of his contemporaries to a
full realization of his eternal eidos: the Socrates moving in time was
hardly distinguishable from the Socrates at rest in eternity. All the
Platonic myths, as J. A. Stewart has remarked, “view man’s
present life sub specie aeternitatis—in God; exhibit it as part of the
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great plan of Providence—as one term of a continuous progress to
be reviewed at once a parte ante and a parte post” (Myths of Plato, p.
102). The myth of the soul in the Phaedrus, the myth of the afterlife
in the Phaedo, and the myth of Er in the Republic raise the spectator
above time and space and situate him where he may look down on
human incarnations and reincarnations from a point of view that
could be imagined as that of Yeats's Thirteenth Sphere. It is there
that the individual comes face to face with his daimon and there that
he either has assigned to him (as in the Phaedo) or chooses (as in the
Republic) the guardian spirit that will accompany him and become
his destiny in the upcoming incarnation. It is “piuful, laughable,
and strange,” according to Er, to see how the discarnate souls
choose their datmones (620a), but it is not the absurdity of the busi-
ness that interests either Socrates as narrator or Plato as creator;
what both of them want to establish, and they consider it the one
point of ultimate importance, is that the psyche is immortal. “If we
are persuaded by me,” Socrates says, then we shall believe that
“psyche 1s immortal and capable of enduring all evil and all good,”
we shall select our daimones in the light of that belief and with infinite
care, and thus, both in this life and in those lives to come, “we
shall”—in the final words of the Republic—"fare well.” Everything
hangs on our belief in the soul’s immortality and a complementary
belief in an eternal world set over against this temporal world, a
world of €i6n or Forms above and behind this world of images and
phantasmata.

Marriage with his own daimon, ascent thereby to the erdos of his
being and ascent to the realm of Forms in general, and in that realm
a blissful, eternal, nuptial consummation—thus the whole desire of
the philosopher as Socrates describes him in the Republic (and else-
where). In addition, what Socrates says of the philosopher in the
Republic is much the same as what he claimed to have learned about
the lover from Diotima in the Symposium: both yearn for the beatific
vision (the lover yearns to look on Beauty Itself, the Philosopher on
Good Itself); both seek to become godlike and immortal (“So the
philosopher, in constant companionship with the divine order of the
world, will reproduce that order in his soul and . . . become
godlike™: Rep., 500d); both would ascend from this world of move-
ment, plurality, and time to that other world of stillness, unity, and
eternity. “But certainly it is always to the Condition of Fire . . . that
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we would rise,” Yeats says (Myth., p. 364), and I have already said
that by the Condition of Fire, Yeats means what, in A Vision, he
calls “the ultimate reality,” that is, the “phaseless sphere” of Par-
menides, which, as Yeats says of something else in another context,
is “all transcendence” (Poems, p. 826). In “Swedenborg, Mediums,
and the Desolate Places,” Yeats talks of a man’s “ruling love”—an
indwelling spiritual force intimately related to, perhaps identical
with, his daimon—describing it as that center of his psycho-
logical/moral being to which all his other loves have reference, and
he says further, “our surrender to that love, as to supreme good, is
no new thought, for Villiers de I'Isle-Adam quotes Thomas Aquinas
as having said, ‘Eternity is the possession of one’s self, as in a single
moment’ " (Ex., p. 37). Is not Yeats’s “supreme good” much the
same as Socrates’ “Good Itself,” his surrender to daimonic love the
same as the lover’s progress in the Symposium, and his eternity the
same as the eternity so eagerly sought by both the Socratic
philosopher and the Socratic lover? In that single moment of ecstatic
consummation, the philosophic lover and the erotic philosopher
discover eternity and the greatest happiness, the greatest blessed-
ness, the greatest eudaimoma available to mankind. Both Yeats and
Plato—the one embodying the truth in his own life, the other em-
bodying it in the life of Socrates—conceived of a system that em-
braced all things human but that also transcended all things human.

In one intensely compacted sentence of “Anima Mundi,” where
he is treating of the “passionate dead” who “live again those pas-
sionate moments, not knowing that they are dead,” Yeats implies all
the antinomic and hierarchical aspects of his system; moreover, at
the same time that he provides an excellent gloss on Platonic epis-
temology and ontology, he contrives to include virtually everything
in Jung’s natural, psychic system but only as a small corner of the
inclusive Yeatsian system, an incidental clause in the comprehen-
sive sentence. *“The inflowing from their mirrored life,” Yeats says
of the “passionate dead,” “who themselves receive it from the
Condition of Fire, falls upon the winding path called the Path of the
Serpent, and that inflowing coming alike to men and to animals is
called natural” (Myth., p. 361). If I may schematize where Yeats
verbalizes and introduce terminology from A Vision to assist in un-
derstanding the metaphysics of this earlier book, I might draw out
the meaning of Yeats’s sentence as in the accompanying diagram.
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Totally Ihsembodied,

Pure Being, Condition of Fire
All Transcendence, ETERNITY
Nothingness

Thireenth Cvele (both Spherve and cone)
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Condition of Passionate Dead:
Daimaones, creators of myvihs

FEVERLASTINGNESS

Formerly embaodied,
Mixed being becoming

Winding Paths
of Living
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1o one another
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L

Antunomic cones of
history and psychology

Presently embaodied, Terrestnial Condition
all becoming TIME

The Parmenidean Condition of Fire ( = the transcendent Sphere,
“ultimate reality”) inflows to the Thirteenth Cycle (which is both
Sphere and cone) of the “passionate dead”™ ( = dazmones), which then
inflows to the separated mirror opposites that the Thirteenth Cycle
contains within itself as a composed unity, and these are on the one
hand the natural instincts that determine animal and human life,
and on the other hand the everlasting antinomies of this, our Hera-
clitean universe. Besides being Heraclitean antinomies, they are
also Aristophanic symbsla—broken halves of an original whole—
which, when joined together, become a single symbolon (the marriage
bed being a “symbol of the solved antinomy™) pointing upward to
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the Thirteenth Cone, which on its other, transcendent side leads on
to the Sphere. Yeats's three levels correspond to the three levels of
Platonic ontology (pure being, mixed being-and-becoming, and
pure becoming), epistemology (knowledge, true opinion, and ignor-
ance), metaphysics (Ideas, mathematical figures, and phenomena),
and theology (God, datmones, and mankind). To us who are on “the
winding path called the Path of the Serpent” —Hodos Chameliontos
—the inflowing, which was at first pure spiritual impulse, comes,
Jung insisted endlessly, in the form of natural instinct. At the center
of it all is mythes: the aid? inflow to the daimones whose activities com-
pose those mythoi which inflow to determine human experience.
When, in “Among School Children,” Yeats makes the exclam-
atory address that leads on to the great culmination of the poem:

O Presences
That passion, piety or affection knows
And that all heavenly glory symbolise . . .

he is looking to beings of that same mid-world as in the sentence in
“Anima Mundi.” I shall not diagram either the “School Children™
apostrophe or the “Anima Mundi” sentence but will content myself
with the remark that the syntax and the metaphysics—the syntax
being a neat structural analogue of the metaphysics—of the two are
precisely the same and precisely Platonic. “All heavenly glory”
inflows to the daimonic “Presences,” which are the objects of
knowledge for instinct-guided lovers, nuns, and mothers. The
poem, like the prose passage, imagines ascending and descending
levels of antinomic resolution and dissolution—from the antagonis-
tic, strife-driven opposites of psychology and history to the joined
opposites of an intermediate world of daimones, eidola, 1mages and
icons, to the mystic Sphere where there are not even joined oppo-
sites, and no images or icons, because “Where there i1s Nothing,

there is God” (and vice versa). Yeats's “Presences,” filling up the
gap that would otherwise make this a “diverse™ or a “multiverse”
rather than a “universe,” correspond very nicely to the Platonic
eidola and etkones that have their own degree of reality, if not full
reality, being likenesses of the perfectly intelligible Forms, and that
can be imperfectly, intuitively, and mnemonically known by the
lover (e.g., Symposium and Phaedrus), by the religious-philosopher

(e.g., Phaedo, Republic, Theaetetus, Phaedrus, Philebus, Laws, Epinomis),
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and by the parent (for each of the first two is seeking, parentlike, an
immortality in his offspring); and the eidola and eikones do specifically
symbolize—they are, in another realm, likenesses of all heavenly
glory, the eternal paradigm, the Forms that confer on them such
reality as they possess. Eternity, through the mid-world of everlast-
ingness, is the source of whatever we can call “meaning” in this
lower world of time.

In one of the introductory passages to A Vision, the fictional John
Aherne writes to Yeats this very shrewd remark, apropos of the
“autochthonous” (as Jung would phrase it) occurrence of the same
ideas in different places at various times: “That you should have
found what was lost in the Speculum or survives in the inaccessible
encampments of the Judwalis, interests me but does not astonish. I
recall what Plato said of memory, and suggest that your automatic
script, or whatever it was, may well have been but a process of re-
membering. I think that Plato symbolised by the word ‘memory’ a
relation to the timeless . . .” (Vision, p. 54). What Plato said of
memory (primarily in the Phaedo, the Meno, and the Phaedrus) is that
it is the specific human faculty by which the soul, when in an incar-
nate state, is capable of recollecting knowledge that it acquired in a
previous discarnate state. Psyche thus recalls in time what it knew
out of time, and therefore, as Cebes says in the Phaedo, “learning is
really recollection” (72e); or as Jung several times puts it (with the
appropriate Platonic references), “Cognition is recognition.” For
Plato, memory—or, more exactly, anamnesis: recollecion—gives
support to a doctrine of metempsychosis, and it is regularly used by
Plato’s Socrates to prove the immortality of psyche; moreover, in
conjunction with the account of universal creation in the 7Timaeus, it
implies a doctrine of eternity and symbolizes, as Yeats/Aherne says,
“a relation to the timeless.” It is in securing just these truths—
psyche’s immortality, metempsychosis, and an eternal world of
Forms—that Plato, as I have pointed out, most often resorts to
myth. Hence, the myth of Aherne, Robartes, the Judwalis, and the
Speculum (not to mention the Instructors) that Yeats wraps around
his Vision, though he could scarcely be said to keep a very straight
face in narrating it, has a kind of daimonic logic of its own, as do all
the myths in Plato, and is neither trivial nor outrageous, as might at
first seem to be the case.
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The woman who speaks the poem called “Before the World was
Made” (second of the series “A Woman Young and Old,” FPoems,
pp. 531-32) has more than a fair portion of Platonic anamnesis in
her psychic makeup—or if not she, then her creator has—as witness
her remarks about her essential ideal face in the first stanza:

If I make the lashes dark
And the eyes more bright
And the lips more scarlet,

Or ask if all be right

From mirror after mirror,

No vanity’s displayed:

I'm looking for the face I had
Before the world was made.

What was there “before the world was made”? The woman who
speaks here and her creator seem to know the answer as well as
Timacus and his creator: indeed, the two latter-day Platonists may
have learned it from Timaeus and his creator if they did not intuit
the truth as a consequence of anamnesis. Before the world, and
before time—which began when the world was made—there was
eternity and in it the eternal paradigm, composed of eidz, the Forms
on which the entire universe was modelled. So the woman’s living
face—a series of imperfect reflections and reflections of reflections in
“mirror after mirror”—is a blurred, muddy, distorted likeness or
an eikon of the eidos or pattern laid up in an eternity beyond the
heavens. What the speaker of the poem goes on to require of her lover
is that he see in her beauty the same transcendent beauty—i.e.,
Beauty Itself—that Diotima tells Socrates is the visionary goal of
every lover: “I’d have him love the thing that was / Before the
world was made.” What was “before the world” remains now
beyond the world, perfectly still and unmoving, altogether unaf-
fected by changes occurring in time.

“My works,” Jung informs us in Memories, Dreams, Reflections,
when the question of life after death has come up, “are fundamen-
tally nothing but attempts, ever renewed, to give an answer to the
question of the interplay between the ‘here’ and the ‘hereafter’ ” (p.
299/278). Jung seems to feel that this may be rather surprising—or
scandalous—coming from an empiricist and natural scientist, so he
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hastens to add, “I have never written expressly about a life after
death; for then I would have had to document my ideas, and I have
no way of doing that.” This is quite true, of course, but only for the
natural scientist, not for the philosopher or the poet (though Yeats
did, unwisely, pull out the odd snapshot now and again as docu-
mentary proof for his spiritualist intuitions). Jung goes on to say, in
the very best Timaean and Socratic way, that even now, in a book
that was to be denied a place in the Collected Works, *Even now I can
do no more than tell stories—‘mythologize’ " (ibid.). The language
is Timaean and Socratic—Yeatsian also—but it seems to me that
there 1s nevertheless an important difference in the mythologizing
and symbolizing mode as practised by Jung on the one hand and as
practised by Plato, Timaeus, and Yeats on the other hand; and this
returns us to the question left up in the air at the end of the previous
chapter: what and where is that mythic and symbolic Thirteenth
Sphere into which, we may suppose, Plato, Yeats, and Jung have
been liberated? The question, essentially having to do with time, is
not an easy one, but it is extremely important for an understanding
of what Yeats means by the title “The Symbolism of Poetry,” what
Jung means by the title Symbols of Transformation, and what differ-
ences there are, as well as similanties, in the two varietes of sym-
bolism. A doctrine of symbolism and the mythic mode, adequate to
our present needs, can be outlined, and its varieties demonstrated,
by examining Parmenides, Empedocles, and Plato on time and
eternity.

Parmenides (in “The Way of Truth™) affirms eternity for his One
Being—i.e., for his Sphere—and therefore, since there is nothing
but the Sphere or the One Being, he denies the world of tme and all
cycles of change. This, as | have previously argued, renders the
symbolic mode impossible because, in denying the world of time
and the senses, it denies the symbolic vehicle. Empedocles, with his
“four roots of all things,” reintroduces motion, change, and that
“alteration of bright colour” to the universe that had been denied by
his Eleatic predecessor; he reasserts time, and thus he reconstitutes
the symbolic vehicle, but he also translates Parmenides” Sphere
from its unmoving, changeless eternity to a bondage in time where,
like everything else, it is subject to eventual change, disintegration,
and destruction. Thus, while Empedocles provides us with the
vehicle, there i1s no place for it to carry us except “round and round
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. . . Like an old horse in a pound.” Time never had a start and has
never existed, according to Parmenides’ “Way of Truth”; time
never had a start but has always existed, according to Empedocles’
“On Nature.” The final refinement goes to Plato: time, according
to-the Timaeus, had a start, it exists now, and it will continue ever-
lastingly. What this last myth tells us is that the Sphere of eternity
was the model (ropadelypa, “paradigm”) on which time was cre-
ated, and it is the unmoving, ideal Form that time, in its circular
movement, imitates. Eternity is thus the archetype of time, and
time, in turn, being the effect of the circular progress of the plane-
tary lesser gods through the heavens, becomes the archetype of
human motion: ascent and decline, rising and falling, all those
periods and cycles which are figured—archetypally, so far as
humans are concerned—in the mathematical, circular movement of
time. This latter is very much the concept of time in Empedocles,
where we find reference to “revolving time” and “circling time,”
and where human experience imitates this cyclical movement of
time. On the other hand, however, time, in the Empedoclean
scheme, imitates nothing. In Empedocles, time is the archetype for
human movement, but for time itself there is no archetype. Plato, in
effect, sets up an ontological hierarchy: cycles of human/natural
experience imitating the everlasting revolutions of the heavens imi-
tating the absolute and unmoving Sphere of eternity. The symbolic
and mythic vehicle in Plato can thus transport us from the disor-
dered world of the senses to its archetype, which is ordered revolv-
ing time, to time’s Archetype, which is eternity.

But what about Yeats, and what about Jung? Are they with Plato,
or are they with Empedocles? Yeats’s answer is, I think, reasonably
clear and was the consequence—or the cause, or both—of his being
a symbolist poet in temperament, in theory, and in practise. The
cycles imitate the Sphere, they symbolize it, and they yearn for it—
but they never are the Sphere. Yeats unquestionably joins Plato in a
Thirteenth Sphere that, viewed as 1t were from the other side, is
eternal, unmoving, noncyclical, and nontemporal; and like the
eternity he enjoys with Plato, Yeats offers to us who are still in time
an example for symbolic imitation: he is now, like Plato, a “Daimon
and Ghostly Self.” Jung, on the other hand, seems to me to refuse the
Platonic challenge and so to remain locked in time with Empedo-
cles, or, more often, pleading scientific discretion, he refuses to be
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committed. The question that must be addressed to Jung, if we
would know the nature and locale of his Thirteenth Sphere, is this:
Are the archetypes that he talks so much about—the archetypes that
determine human psychology and conduct as the cyclical movement
of time determines human movement—are those archetypes
modelled on Archetypes that are outside the natural/human system?
Though all is admittedly symbolic—symbols of transformation and
symbols of individuation—Jung ordinarily declines to say where we
are to locate that which 1s symbolized, whether inside or outside
time. Nevertheless, it is pretty clear, I think, that Jung does psycho-
logically the same thing Empedocles did cosmologically but which
Yeats refused to do poetically, theurgically, or metaphysically: 1.e.,
Jung locates the Sphere within the cycle, and for him, as for Empe-
docles, eternity remains a hostage to time.

It might seem that Jung is pointing in the other direction, away
from Empedocles and toward Plato, when he describes certain
visions in his autobiography and then offers this observation: “We
shy away from the word ‘eternal,’ but [ can describe the experience
only as the ecstasy of a non-temporal state in which present, past,
and future are one. Everything that happens in time had been
brought together into a concrete whole. Nothing was distributed
over time, nothing could be measured by temporal concepts”™ (Mem-
ortes, pp. 295-96/275). In saying that “we shy away from the word
‘eternal,”” Jung very properly speaks in the first person plural, for
he does indeed, throughout the Collected Works, shy away from both
the word and the concept (his shying away is often to be observed
precisely in the use of inverted commas or in the paradoxical phrase
“relative eternity”); but while “we” may be taken to include vir-
tually all psychologists and psychiatrists, not to mention practition-
ers of such harder-headed sciences as physics, biology, and geology,
it has nothing to do with a poet like Yeats, or a philosopher like Plato
(who, in the Timaeus, 1s also a physicist, a biologist, a geologist—and
something of a psychologist). Moreover, even here in the autobiog-
raphy where he can speak more freely than in the Collected Works,
when Jung switches from the first person plural to the singular to
describe his experience as “the ecstasy of a non-temporal state in
which present, past, and future are one,” he chooses, or inadver-
tently falls into, a language that is clogged by temporality, and for
all he may say to the contrary, he thereby implicates that visionary
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experience in time. Eternity knows nothing of present, past, and
future. Is it not precisely the Empedoclean Sphere that Jung de-
scribes in the foregoing passage, rather than the Yeatsian/Platonic
Thirteenth Sphere or Paradigm? To understand eternity properly,
it is necessary to go back before the past (cf. the Timaeus and “Before
the World was Made”) and forward after the future (cf. the Phaedrus
and 4 Vision), and then necessary also to free oneself even from the
unavoidable linguistic, conceptual trap inherent in the use of the
words “before” and “after” (cf. the Republic and the Timaeus dis-
cussions of being and becoming). But the eternity, or the “non-
temporal state,” that Jung describes here is dependent upon time
and determined by it: it is first a vast expansion and then a drastic
compression of time. Neither an expansion nor a compression of
time leads to eternity, however, nor does a combination of the two.
Time relates to eternity and not vice versa: eternity, though imi-
tated by time, remains in itself, apart, untouched, unchanged, and
unchanging.

For Empedocles, and also I think for Jung, time was never cre-
ated, hence was not modelled on anything outside or beyond itself.
Like the four elements and Love and Strife, time is a part of Empe-
docles’ system and is wholly within that system with no reference
outside it. The Sphairos comes to be in time, it is destroyed in time,
and so, in a certain sense, it is a creation of time. So also with Jung’s
archetypes: so far as Jung is ever willing to say, the archetypes
evolve in the course of time and are not modelled on anything exist-
ing “before the world was made” or on anything existing beyond
the constructive and destructive reach of time. The archetypes are a
product of human experience—*“They are in a sense the deposits of
all our ancestral experiences, but they are not the experiences them-
selves” (CW, VII, par. 300)—which has been ongoing for aeons,
coming to be and perishing, like Empedocles’ Sphere but unlike
Parmenides’ One Being. “I have often asked myself whether the
term ‘archetype’ (primordial image) is a happy one,” Jung wrote to
a correspondent in 1946; and after some consideration he con-
cluded, “I must leave it to the philosopher to hypostatize the arche-
type as the Platonic eidos. He wouldn’t be so far from the truth
anyway” (Letters, 1, 418). Disregarding the fact that Jung did not
always leave hypostatization of the archetype to the philosopher,
one might question whether he is altogether right here, since the
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Platonic eidos is not a consequence nor the “deposits™ of experience
but is the pre-existent paradigm of human experience.

Plato thought nature but a spume that plays
Upon a ghostly paradigm of things. . . .

Jung comes closer to the mark in “Instinct and the Unconscious”
(which I would suggest is a very significant title for an essay that
contains this observation), where he writes, “In Plato, however, an
extraordinarily high value is set on the archetypes as metaphysical
ideas, as ‘paradigms’ or models”; and after a review of theories of
archetypes in medieval philosophy, he arrives at scholastic doctrine,
which is much closer to his own: “But in scholasticism we find the
notion that archetypes are natural images engraved on the human
mind, helping it to form its judgments” (CW, VIII, par. 275). They
are natural images, Jung says, and in so saying he allies the arche-
types with nature, time, and the instincts as against supernature,
eternity, and the Forms. Even when he declares in Psychology and
Alchemy (CW, XII, par. 329) that “the archetype is, so to speak, an
‘eternal’ presence,” he compromises the only real sense of eternity
with the hesitant “so to speak”™ and then destroys it utterly with his
inverted commas.

Memory—and here we should recall “Aherne’s” acute observa-
tion that *Plato symbolised by the word ‘memory’ a relation to the
timeless”—1is as important in Jung's science as anamnesis is in
Plato’s theory of Forms. So far as his science is concerned, however,
the memory in question is a racial memory rather than a Pythag-
orean, a transmigratory, or a daimonic memory. Discussing Pla-
tonic anamnesis, F. M. Cornford writes: “Obviously it is only
knowledge of a certain kind that can be thus recovered. Historical
knowledge in the widest sense—the facts and events of human or
natural history—is not contained in the inner consciousness”
(Principium Sapientie, p. 33). Ironically enough, Cornford arrives at
this observation after drawing on two quotations from Jung having
to do with a scientific discovery that Jung certainly, and Cornford
presumably, would explain by way of archetypes: Robert Maver’s
idea about the conservation of energy, they agreed, was an arche-
typal idea. But the truth is that Jung really cannot say how time-
evolved archetypes are transmitted to or inherited by the individual,
and this is why so many of Jung’s readers have been exasperated, or
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worse, by his descriptions of the archetypes. Reincarnation explains
the archetypes for Plato, and hypothetically for Yeats, but Jung, as
a scientist, refuses the gambit. It may be that in saying, as he fre-
quently does say, that ontogenesis repeats phylogenesis, Jung is
trying to stretch time out until it encompasses eternity, but it will
never work. Phylogeny, like ontogeny, is time-bound, as is the
memory in Jung’s science, whether it be personal or racial; but
anamnesis in the Platonic sense is not confined in time, and neither
are the Forms. In his introduction to the Penguin Meno, W, K, C.
Guthrie says that what the Socratic experiment in that dialogue
teaches “could be expressed as the difference between empirical and
a priori knowledge, the one referring to the natural, changeable
world in which we live, and the other to universal and timeless
truths.” The “empirical,” the “natural,” and the “changeable”—
these are the terms of Jung’s science, terms that he himself insists
upon. They are also the terms of Yeats’s poetry, but not the only
ones. In his Thirteenth Sphere, as in the creation myth of the
Timaeus—that Cone/Sphere between time and eternity where the
daimones disport themselves as the will of God and exert their tre-
mendous influence on the psychologies of men—Yeats now takes his
place with Plato, while Jung, like Empedocles, remains bound to
time and nature. The Platonic rhizome flowers in Jung’s science,
certainly, but it is a natural blossom, not a supernatural one,
destined to pass and to return in time rather than to rest in eternity:
his psychology is, as Jung often proclaimed it, a natural science. If
this is a philosophical limitation, however, it may also be a method-
ological virtue—for what would we say of a psychology that pre-
sumed to analyze the Psyche of God rather than the psyches of men?



CHAPTER VII

The Poetics of Mummy Wheat

“I am finishing my belated pamphlet,” Yeats wrote to Dorothy
Wellesley in 1938, apropos of On the Boiler, “and will watch with
amusement the emergence of the philosophy of my own poetry, the
unconscious becoming conscious. It seems to me to increase the
force of my poetry” (Letters, p. 904). Yeats was not always so kindly
disposed toward philosophy as he shows himself here; on the con-
trary, “philosophy i1s a dangerous theme,” he observed in the pre-
face to The King of the Great Clock Tower, and he followed that obser-
vat