
ADR IAN O S EGAT OR I
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 of muddy r oot no c lar ity comes  out

“And who tr y to us e the mind for  the s ens es
 dr ive s cr ews  with a hammer ". 1

EZR A P AU N D 

  W e live in a time when the natur alis tic/ zoological language under lying the mechanis tic  des cr iption of natur e,  
along with the infor mational/ inter pr etative one involved in the oper ation of under s tanding and explaining natur al 
phenomena,  have utter ly es tr anged man fr om his  poetical/ evocative competence,  the only one that would 
enable him to detach hims elf fr om the equivocalnes s  of events  and move on to a higher  level,  the one r uled by 
s yntony and s ymbolic  decipher ment.
  S uch a cur r ent line of oper ation,  des pite its  bas ic  per ver s ity,  can actually meet with its  own pr oper  s ens e,  
pr ovided that it r emains  confined to a mater ialis tic  and s c ientific  context - and,  even s o,  only if we dr aw all due 
dis tinctions  between s acr ed and pr ofane s c ience 2 ;  but it all tur ns  into a s hady and des tr uctive s tr ategy as  
s oon as  it is  applied to r educing the complexity of man and,  mor e s pecifically,  of his  ps ychic  expr es s ions .
  As  for  the two cr itical acceptations  of power  and for ce,  they r equir e an acknowledgment of their  being 
mutually unr elated,  even oppos ite indeed,  r egar dles s  of whatever  captious  s ynonymy;  to this  end,  we obvious ly 
mus t r es tor e them to an abs olutely pr ecis e dis cour s ive context,  to a r igor ous  intellectual appar atus  - and let’s  
point that out,  by the ter m "intellect",  we ar e not r efer r ing to the diánoia,  to r eas on,  that notor ious  
mathematical par adigm of a knowledge that is  neither  phenomenal nor  s ubject to hypothes es ,  but to the 
contemplation and the intuition of r elations  and of Ideas  accor ding to the noûs ,  the pur e knowledge 3 .



  On the one hand,  the tr aditional idea as  a manner  of inter pr eting and par tic ipating in life which tends  to move 
fr om high above upwar ds ,  thus  actually r ejecting any all-embr acing and all-demons tr ating r ationality,  a  r efus al 
that does n’t entail a  debas ement or  a dr ifting towar ds  the ir r ational:  in fact,  it means  over coming mater ial 
bar r ier s  by vir tue of a s uper r ational dr ive;  on the other  hand,  the pr ogr es s ive idea,  pr es enting and c laiming a 
s ys tem of explanations  and manipulations  whos e natur e is  "dis cour s ive",  ther efor e ar guable,  compar able,  
tes table,  in an attempt - all too often ver y awkwar d and deceptive - to for ce the mos t var ied r ange of events  
into the laws  of logic  and s ys tematization.  As  an example - though a par tial and quite c ir cums cr ibed one - of this  
pr ocedur e,  we may mention the ver ification means  applied to the s o-called "unexplainable healings ",  or  mir acles :  
a  s war m of  dis tinguis hed c linic ians ,  fr antically s eeking to come up with s c ientific  validations  to mys ter ious  
phenomena - ther e they ar e,  for  ins tance,  examining Lour des  water  with chemical-phys ical analys es  and 
phar macodynamic tes ts ,  which s hould allow them to as s es s  its  "electr olytic  index of mir aculous nes s ";  pathetic  
manoeuvr es  of cheap epis temology and of gr os s  her meneutics ,  indeed.
  Tradition links  up with the S ymbolic - etymologically:  from s yn-bállein,  "putting together",  s omething that unifies ,  
complexio oppos itorum -,  therefore Tradition refers  to Totality:  it is  beyond any ideological narrownes s  and relies  
on the es s ential is s ues  of the “axiomatic and metahis tor ical doctr ine”4 ;  it s tands  up not agains t reas on and its  
implications ,  but for  a different form of reas on5 ;  in other  words ,  and according to J ü nger ’s  intuition,  it pres uppos es  
a “s tereos copic perception”.  
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   P rogres s ,  on the contrary,  is  grounded on the diabolic - that is ,  on what s eparates ,  what is  apt to dis gregate - 
that is ,  on the procedure of fragmentation;  an offs pr ing of the deification of R eas on carr ied out by the Enlighten-
ment philos ophers ,  it is  bound up with functional immanency and  utilitar ian contingency;  s o,  it focus es  on the par-
ticular  by means  of the concretization of s igns  and of univers al meanings .
  Having laid down thes e bas ic dis tinctions ,  we find the s ens e of power  firmly s ettled at the core of the traditional 
idea,  while the force index places  its elf at the centre of the progres s ive view.  The traditional idea avails  its elf of the 
cr iter ion of an immutable nucleus  as  s ource of will,  whereas  the progres s ive one has  recours e to an oppos ite pa-
rameter :  becoming as  a cas ualnes s -bas ed proces s .  The former  repres ents  acting [agire],  the wu-wei of the Zen 
tradition - “the s ecret s kill of mas ter ing circums tances  without counter ing them”6  -,  the latter  enounces  doing [fa-
re],  action and reaction,  that is ,  being acted [es s ere agito] in a reactive way.  P ower  res olutely as s erts ,  having 
Hamlet as  its  s pokes man,  that “there are more things  in heaven and earth than are dreamt of in your  philos ophy”;  
force wants  all things  to be explainable to everyone,  by way of an evolutionis t and rationalis tic  hor izontalization.
  Thes e two conceptions ,  s o utterly different from each other,  involve the whole range of human knowledges  and acti-
vities ,  from his tory to politics ,  to philos ophy,  art,  and s ociology,  and,  all the more s o,  their  r ivalling pers pectives  affect 
the very evaluation of the es s ence of man,  of his  being-in-the-world,  of his  pathologies  as  well as  his  s o-called normali-
ty.  Depending on the primary s election between either one of thes e approaches ,  all as s es s ments  concerning man 
hims elf do radically vary,  res ulting in oppos ite ways  of defining and dealing with the goals  to be achieved,  with the pro-
blematic is s ues ,  with the deciphering procedures  applied to s uch is s ues ,  as  well as  any methodological evaluation.
  Indeed,  the ps yche is  the optimal arena,  the mos t fertile ground for the "traditional" interpretation - though tarnis hed 
by s ome predictable modernis t contaminations  - and the progres s ive one to differ from each other.  On the one hand,  in 
fact,  Freud’s  ps ychoanalys is  is  born,   theoretically,  out of the “cris is  of reas on”7  - which does n't prevent it,  however,  from 
reaffirming,  in practice,  the rationalis tic and mechanis tic view - whereas ,  in its  turn,  Hillman’s  archetypal ps ychology 
emerges  from the “cris is  of ps ychoanalys is ”,  as  a “freeing of ps ychic phenomena from the curs e of the analytical mind”8 .
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  The for mer  comes  to be the par adigm of the inter pr etative for ce that becoming is  endowed with,  the latter  
pr ompts  us  to take advantage of its  many cues ,  and think back on the evocative power  of being.

 The "thermodynamical" layout of the Freudian ps yche is  thoroughly dis played in Freud’s  des cr iption of the ps ychic ap-
paratus ,  through the s tructuring of the id dr ives ,  through the realis tic filter ing by the ego,  as  well as  the “no tho-
roughfare” decrees  by the s uper-ego;  but,  in fact,  it all comes  to light,  properly s peaking,  in 1 9 8 5 ,  as  P roject for  a 
S cientific P s ychology:  “The main idea of the P roject is  the correlation of ps ychological proces s es  with the dis tr ibution 
and circulation of quantities  of energy throughout certain material elements ,  that is ,  hypothetical brain s tructures .  
The energy called quantity by Freud is  equated to s ums  of excitation originating either  from the outer  world through 
the s ens ory organs ,  or  from the inner world,  that is ,  the body”9 .  Nothing is  created,  nothing is  des troyed,  but,  ra-
ther ,  all is  trans formed ins ide a predefined s etting;  what we are granted,  at mos t,  is  the interpretation of facts ;  and 
thes e facts  occur dynamically and are experienced likewis e.  Even the banis hment from cons cious nes s  of a traumatic 
event - which is  bound to s how up anew,  s ooner or  later ,  in s ome different guis e - is  called repres s ion,  and its  defer-
red re-emergence is  termed return of the repres s ed - action and counter-reaction in a determinate s how of s trength.
  The method hinged on the exploration and the liberation of the uncons cious  - at firs t called abreaction1 0 ,  that is ,  
reacting to s ome previous  action - has  been bound up with s peech,  and on s peech the cognitive procedure is  foun-
ded.  Later  on,  Lacan would codify s peech through his  “law of language”1 1 ,  as  he felt that an abs olute r igour  was  re-
quired within communication,  both therapeutic and otherwis e;  s till,  s uch thoroughnes s  involves  a major  limitation:  
the expunction of any s peech feature which s hould elude "s cientific" approval;  which s hows ,  jus t once more,  that 
even Lacan wouldn’t do without anchoring to Freud’s  mater ialis tic preliminary is s ue;  and agains t this  very back-
ground was  to s tand out an apt,  well-aimed remark by Evola:  “P s ychoanalys is ,  as  "ps ychology in the depths ",  may be 
of pos itive value only when it is  preceded by s ome s ort of "as cetical practice" [. . . ]”1 2 . W e can make this  point clearer  
by s tepping a little forward and dis clos ing s ome key features  of the other  frame of thought on both man and the 
world:  it s tates  that s peech,  as  an informational/ interpretative ins trument - the force of s peech - mus t exhaus t and 
trans form its elf into the poetical/ evocative pers pective:  “"W ords  of power".  [. . . ].  [. . . ] As  s upreme power the W ord 
comes  to  its  complete and perfect fulfilment,  becaus e it holds ,  r ight ins ide its elf,  the or igin of all  manifes tations ,  
and,  through them,  it actualis es  its elf in a linear  corres pondence between the will that realizes  and the entity that is  
realized.  S peech is  the realization means  [. . . ].  S peech,  then,  is  not only s ound,  it is  form as  well”1 3 .
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  Anyway,  the feature that character izes  this  view,  in that it es tablis hes  its  materialis tic frame,  is  the denial - way 
beyond incommunicability,  reaching as  far ,  indeed,  as  a downright anathema - of man’s  mys tical,  s uperrational,  tran-
s cendent cons tituents .  Freud makes  hims elf undeniably clear  and s traight with regard to this  matter ;  replying to a 
letter  by R omain R olland,  he delivers  this  very confes s ion:  “W hat s ort of worlds ,  utter ly foreign to me,  you are wande-
r ing about! The mys tical experience is  s omething I am jus t precluded from,  s o much as  mus ic is  too”1 4 .  The father  of 
ps ychoanalys is  does n’t confine hims elf to this  autobiographical s tatement of fact;  actually,  he ventures  on a diagno-
s is ,  on a ps ychopathological obs ervation:  “[. . . ] the idea of life having a purpos e s tands  or  fall with the religious  s y-
s tem”1 5 ;  quite predictably,  this  attitude res ults  in Freud’s  dis mis s ive evaluation of whatever  s upernatural purs uit as  a 
s heer  deviance,  becaus e:  “[. . . ] in s ome res pects ,  each one of us  behaves  like a paranoid,  as  we correct,  through a 
creation of wis h,  s ome facet of the world that we jus t can’t tolerate,  and ins cr ibe this  delus ion into objective reality”1 6 .  
In conclus ion,  jus t as  much predictably,  Freud decrees  that the power of trans cendence,  of vocation,  of the s upra-
s ens ible can be nothing but the manifes tation of s ome dis eas e:  “W e mus t character ize human religions ,  too,  jus t as  
another  kind of collective delus ion.  Delus ion,  of cours e,  is  never  acknowledged by the one who s till takes  part in it”1 7 .
 Through this  all,  the force of reas on circums cr ibes  its  own totalitar ian s cope:  ps yche as  an energetic organiza-
tion,  s peech as  the explanatory ins trument,  mechanis m as  the parameter  of reality;  and then man,  there he is :  
s ettled into a chance-ruled becoming,  an alternation of dr ives  and repres s ions ,  of avers ions  and cravings  - a 
tr iumph of exis tentialis m indeed.  B eing s omething els e,  that is ,  othernes s ,  would amount to nothing more than an 
individual relativized to his  own ego,  a formles s  s tructure s ubjected to lines  of force that are utter ly extraneous  to 
him,  which he is  bound to reckon with anyway,  in an endles s  s er ies  of precar ious  s ettlements .  The es s ence of 
being gives  way to,  and has  to rely on,  the force of becoming,  which has  come to be the yards tick of any his tor ical 
and mundane accomplis hment,  while man’s  temporal performance fills  him with anguis h,  and he’s  afraid of being 
unable to carry out the flims y plan he’s  conceived.  W ith trans cendence placed s omewhere outs ide man,  or  even in 
an "els e-reality",  a s ubs titute one rooted in s ome ps ychos is ,  man hims elf turns  out to be off-centred as  to any de-
s tiny of his  own,  to any pers onal calling;  he is  trans formed into “an entity,  who does n’t have being deep within him-
s elf (nor  is  it behind him,  as  his  root),  but ahead of him,  s omething he’s  got to run after ,  and try to grab”1 8 .
  The force of becoming is ,  all in all,  a relentles s  rus hing forward,  much like a parkins onian movement,  wholly directed 
to the purs uit of a barycentre;  but this  target gets  more and more fleeting,  and man’s  anguis h jus t grows  and grows .

Now,  there’s  a peculiar  view that s tands  out as  an antithes is  to this  whole anthropological notion of an ego that is  di-
ves ted of a s elf-centre and of autonomy - and yet,  endles s ly prey to dr ives  and complexes  that not only contradict one 
another ,  but als o,  as  a whole,  clas h with an outer  reality,   therefore engaged in a perpetual motion of readjus tment:  
it is  Hillman’s  approach,  granting “pr imary ps ychological reality to the call of fate”1 9 .  And,  well,  the paradigm is  s ub-
verted.  P s yche is  no longer  an entity operated (acted) by heterogeneous  forces ,  needing to s ort its elf out with 
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a ceas eles s  exogenous / endogenous  confrontation,  that is ,  by means  of centr i-
fugal operations ;  ps yche,  ins tead,  becomes  the bearer  of an inner  mes s age 
that mus t be deciphered and complied with,  a s uperrational call worth being re-
s ponded to by means  of a centr ipetal harmony.  Freud’s  or iginal dis tortion,  the 
neurological/ mechanis tic root of his  s cheme,  the ens uing univers alis m and ho-
mologization:  the whole lot is  countered by Hillman’s  pr inciple of pers onalization:  
“[. . . ] growth is  les s  the key biographical term than form”2 0 ,  and “development 
only makes  s ens e when it reveals  a facet of the or iginal image”2 1 .  Here it is ,  
then,  the fulfilment,  on the ps ychological plane,  of N ietzs che’s  prophetic announ-
cement,  that everyone becomes  what one is ,  and,  as  regards  the faculties  man 
acquires  or  los es  in the cours e of his  exis tence,  “the innate image of your  fate 
holds  all in the copres ence of today,  yes terday,  and tomorrow.  Your  pers on is  
not a proces s  or  a development”2 2 .  It’s  not the force of becoming,  but the po-
wer  of being.  The proces s -bas ed view,  bes ides ,  implicitly br ings  about ir res pon-
s ibility as  a matter-of-fact notion - there’s  an aim for  me to attain,  an exis tential 
logic I’m expected to come up to,  and,  if I don’t s ucceed,  all the blame mus t be 
laid on external circums tances  that have hindered me:  “Fatalis m would give all 
over  to fate”2 3 .  The daimon,  fate - according to its  clas s ical meaning,  that is ,  
M oira,  an individual’s  allotted s hare and role - has  a downright different pro-
gramme:  each man is  fully ans werable for  his  own achievements ,  s ince “fate 
does  not relieve me of my res pons ibility;  in fact,  it calls  for  more” 2 4 ;  remaining 
impas s ive in the pos itions  of one’s  own fate means  ans wering one’s  duty,  finding 
the  point of  immutability within the vortex of vegetative life.
  B eing,  then,  is  to be regarded as  potential,  becaus e its  s elf-realization is  not a 
progres s ion towards  s ome indefinite point of individualization;  on the contrary,  if 
we intend to detect and attach a motion to this  proces s  of s elf-fulfilment,  we are 
bound to refer  back to Nietzs che’s  eternal recurrence.  In other words :  “[. . . ] the 
s oul has  an image of its  fate,  which time can s how only as  "future" 2 5 ,  and a fully,  
harmonically realized future is  jus t the earthly manifes tation of a man’s  original 
nucleus ,  of his  own vocational ins cription.  B elieving that the rejection of pers onal 
fate is  pos s ible,  or  even des irable,  actually amounts  to reas oning like K ant’s  noto-
r ious  dove did,  as  s he wondered whether the abs ence of fr iction would have 
granted her  a lighter ,  s moother flying.  Fr iction may s erve as  a metaphor for
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pers onal des tiny:  an unceas ing tr ial,  which mos t of us  experience as  nothing more than a dis harmonious  and jerky flutte-
r ing,  whereas  others  are able to turn it into a well-balanced and fully cons cious  flight.  The power of being dis regards  the 
eas y ways ,  it does n’t as k its elf "what purpos e does  this  s erve? ",  s ince s uch a ques tion befits  a s ervant,  s omeone who 
needs  a mas ter  to ins truct him on good and bad,  true and fals e,  r ight and wrong;  the power of being only ans wers  to 
Ananke,  Neces s ity,  in that s he is  mis tres s  of a s pecific calling,  which cannot be as cribed to explanatory s peech.
  B eing and becoming,  power  and for ce:  the two antagonis tic  models  of the ps yche;  two ar chetypes  that have a 
place in all ancient cos mogonies .  Enlil,  god of the air ,  bor n of Our anos  and of M other  Ear th (the S umer ian K i),  
identified with the s tor m,  with the for ce of action;  Anu,  father  of all gods ,  s pir it of the hear t,  power  of being:  En-
lil’s  des tr uctive motion is  oppos ed by Anu’s  eter nal image of the fir mament 2 6 .  S mall jihad,  the s tr uggle agains t 
the enemies  out ther e,  the for ce employed in oppos ition to the exter nal evil;  gr eat jihad,  the s oul exer ting its  po-
wer  in its  - far  mor e impor tant - commitment to the inner  good.  
  W e might s ay,  then,  that each differentiated human being is  endowed with a peculiar  and dis tinct es s ence of enérgeia,  
recognizable as  his  identity,  and that s uch an available as s et may come to light either as  kínes is ,  as  a force apt to ex-
pres s  its elf - to borrow S chopenhauer’s  words  - through what a man has  and what a man repres ents ,  or  as  dynamis ,  
immutable power of what a man is .  S ome people,  driven by their  s hallow inwardnes s ,  which entails  a precarious  identity 
and poor s elf-recognition,  need to s how off their  force all the time,  in order to obtain an outward identification,  while 
others ,  being their  own mas ters  and judges ,  mould their  powerful inwardnes s  giving it a cons is tent,  well-rounded confi-
guration,  without all that was te and centrifugal dis s ipation of energy.  The force of becoming corres ponds  to the "I mus t"-
logic,  the power of being to the "I am" one;  the decis ional cut between thes e two options  is  given by the "I want"-rule,  in 
an act of full and irrevocable res pons ibility.  Indeed,  res pons ibility is  the key factor whenever the utilization of energy is  at 
s take.  Throughout the unique and unrepeatable enterpris e that we us e to call life,  each one of us  is  free to dis s ipate that 
energy by turning it into outward force,  thus  confirming,  with his  ineffectual demeanour,  jus t how much he is  a fleeting 
man;  or  els e,  one can treas ure it up into a s elf-regenerating power of his  own integrated and cons is tent s tyle.  In the for-
mer event,  the individual s imply s tr ives  to adapt hims elf to the pres s ures  of reality,  believing that this  tr ick will exempt 
him from a good deal of the s uffering that reality brings  about:  “[. . . ] he does n’t know what he wants .  His  purpos e is  not 
his  own,  he does n’t know what he’s  doing why he’s  doing it:  when he acts ,  he’s  actually jus t being pas s ive:  becaus e he 
does n’t own hims elf [. . . ].  S o,  in life,  the weak man adjus ts  hims elf [. . . ].  [. . . ] He does  not experience things  in a deeper 
way,  on the contrary,  in them he affirms  nothing but his  own s hallow relations ,  his  own narrow world” 2 7 .  In the latter  
event,  the differentiated man reveals  the power of his  being by refus ing adaptation and denying things  as  s uppos edly 
bes towed once and for  all:  “[. . . ] ins tead,  he mus t have things  by virtue of his  own will,  be the one who creates  them,  
love his  whole s elf in them,  and,  by conveying the individual value,  identify hims elf.  [B ecaus e] there is  no ready-made 
thing,  no traced-out path,  no finis hed work,  through which you can pos s ibly reach life,  there are no words  capable of 
deliver ing life to you:  becaus e life lies  precis ely in creating all things  by ones elf,  in conforming to no path at all” 2 8 .
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  The for ce of becoming is  the dr ive of the r ettor ica,  and who r elies  on it “[. . . ] s ens es  that he’s  been long-dead,  
and yet he lives  on,  and is  afr aid he might die” 2 9 ;  the power  of being is  the way of per s uas ion,  and who decides  
to go that way “ [. . . ] keeps  his  own s elf’s  balance,  whatever  point he’s  at;  he does  not thr as h about,  he’s  never  
falter ing,  never  wor n-out,  if he never  dr eads  pain but has  hones tly taken it over  as  his  own s elf” 3 0 .
   Exis ting,  or  els e living:  the choice lies  with each and ever y man,  be it an ir r es pons ible or  a fully cons cious  one.      
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