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ABSTRACT

The argument of the thesis is that four contemporary writers
fall naturally into an ideological group, and that analysis of much of
their work reveals a literary-religious trend which is part of the in-
tellectual history of the twentieth century. The four men--C. S. Lewis
and Charles Williams (Anglicans), J. R. R. Tolkien (Roman Catholic),
and Owen Barfield (Anthroposophist)--formed a rough group in life until
Williams's death in 1945. Much of their work, both critical and crea-
tive, is best seen as an attempt to form a construct which may be called
"romantic religion."” Romantic religion is an attempt to reach religious
truths by means and‘téchniques traditionally called romantic, and an
attempt to defend and justify these techniques and attitudes of roman-
ticism by holding that they have religious sanction. This construct,
which is a conscious revival of older beliefs, constitutes a middle
ground between romanticism and formal religion on which the four men
may meet, a middle ground which minimizes doctrinal differences and is
the point from which the group defends both formal religion and roman=-
ticism against what they hold to be the twentieth-century Zeitgeist:
cold classicism, naturalistic science, and rationalistic irreligion.

Owen Barfield is the first man dealt with. His work in linguis-
tics, anthropology, and religion is admittedly much influenced by the

work of Rudolf Steiner, the founder of the school of Anthroposophy.
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But since he is more concerned with the philosophical aspect of Anthro-
posophy than he is with its more occult beliefs, it is necessary to see
his work (and Steiner's) against the background of Kantian epistemology
from which it largely stems. In Barfield's Anthroposophy, Coleridge's
doctrine of the Creative Imagination and the Coleridge-Kant epistemol=-
ogy are taken up into occult Christianity and made important religious
facts as well as means of arriving at the great truths of that Chris-
tianity.

Lewis is much indebted to Barfield, as he has often said. His
basic idealism as well as certain theories in linguistics and mythology
are in great part taken over from Barfield. He is also a disciple of
George Macdonald and an imitator of Macdonald's romances. When these
two influences are taken into account, his fictional work is seen as
an attempt to romanticize Christianity by placing the general outlines
of it in far off places and times and by minimizing its doctrinal con=-
tent. In the doctrinal books, Lewis has turned to the Kant-Coleridge
distinction between the functions of the Practical and Speculative In-
tellects in order, first, to arrivevat the necessity of belief in Chris-
tian dogma and, second, to defend it against the charge of absurdity.

Williams is the most explicit romantic religionist of the group.
At the heart of his work is the notion which he called "romantic theo-

logy," which is a conscious attempt to "theologize" romance, especially

the experience we call romantic love, in order to show that the romantic






experience is God-sent and a special means of grace. Though many of
Williams's explanations of his romantic theology are illustrated from
the work of Dante, and are embellished with certain occult trappings,

he is best seen as in the tradition of Wordsworth. Like Wordsworth,

he sees in the romantic experience a meaning beyond itself, though
Wordsworth's interpretations are naturalistic or Platonic and Williams's
are explicitly Christian.

Tolkien's contribution to romantic religion is explicit in his
critical work on the fairy story and implicit in his adult fairy story
trilogy. He defends the romantic doctrine of the creative imagination
on the ground that by means of it the writer creates in essentially the
same way a8 the divine creator: the writer of fairy stories, by means
of the creative imagination, prescinds from the real world in order
to effect in his readers the same state of soul (qualitatively consid-
ered) as that of the person who has reached the Christian heaven. The
romantic experience that Tolkien is concerned with is the peculiar thrill
felt by the reader at the "good turn"™ in the fairy story; but his view
of the religious validity 6f this exéerience helps to explain the other
claims for the romantic experience made by Lewis and Williams. The ro-
mantic experience is qualitatively the same as Christian beatitude.

The four men do not all revive the same elements of romanticism,
but they all contribute to the synthesis.called romantic religion, the
function of which is combative in the areas of both religion and litera=-
ture.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

My intention in this study is to begin to untwist one of the more
interesting strands which go to make up the tapestry of contemporary
literature and thought. The disadvantages of such an attempt are ob=-
vious. Johnson dealt quite comfortably with Shakespeare because, as
he explained, Shakespeare had been dead a hundred years and more, and
had thereby achieved something of the status of a classic. No one had
anything to gain either by praising him or damning him, and he himself
had passed beyond the time when mere contemporaneity could give his work
a spurious popularity or a merely current raciness. Of the men whom I
deal with, Barfield, Tolkien and Lewis are still alive and at work, and
Williams died only in 1945. None of my subjects, then, has achieved
classical status; all of them gain, no doubt, by their modernity; and
all thus tempt the critic into the vagaries and blind judgments so com=-
mon in a contemporary's assessment of & contemporary.

And yet such a study as this needs little defense. Scholarship,
after all, has to start somewhere. A certain part of scholarship must
in the nature of things commit itself to contemporary matters, for
scholarship is dedicated to achieving that kind of truth which accumu-

lates by many hands over many years. It is to some degree a cumulative






thing; modern scholars reach as high as they do partly because they
stand on the shoulders of Aristotle, Aquinas, and Dante but also be=-
cause they stand on those of locke, Dryden, Marx and the army of others
who worked in contemporary matters and who were, more or less greatly,
wrong. In short, there is a precedent for being rash and being wrong.
Most definitive truth evolves slowly, as in the Hegelian triad, and it
follows that some must go first into the fray although (or because) they
will likely be carried home on their shields. The scholar who turns his
attention to current literature and thought is cannon fodder in the war
for scholarly truth, and knows it. But, so far as he is a noble sol-
dier at least, he knows that someone must make a first breach in a
given wall, even though later and better men decide that it was really
the wrong wall, or that it should have been buttressed rather than
breached. At the least it is not a fort of folly that he storms.

In this study, then, I mean to examine certain literary and re-
ligious aspects of the work of four contemporary writers in an attempt
to write a page in-=-or a footnote to--the intellectual history of our
time. The group of men I deal with is an interesting, even arresting,
cross-section of modern religious beliefs. It consists of two Anglicans
(Lewis and Williams), a Roman Catholic (Tolkien), and an Anthroposophist
(Barfield). Lewis and Williams are well enough known to need no intro-
duction. Tolkien's reputation, however, is more limited. He is known
among literary scholars for his work in linguistics and Middle English

literature, work that includes important criticism of Beowulf and (with






E. V. Gordon) an edition of Sir Gawain and the Green Knight. He is

known beyond scholarly circles for his "fairy story for adults," the

trilogy entitled The ILord of the Rings. Owen Barfield, a London barris-

ter by profession, is one of those twentieth-century rarities, a scholar
not formally connected with any university. His work is difficult to
categorize; he is primarily a linguist, but his interests take him in-
to comparative religion, anthropoloéy, and technical philosophy. He

is the least known of the group, though his Poetic Diction has long

been known to a rather small body of critics and scholars concerned
with poetic theory.

A literary historian looking for obvious affinities among the
four men might well focus on Oxford, for in one way or another all have
been connected with each other there as students or teachers. It was
there that Lewis and Barfield met as students shortly after the first
World War; it was there that Tolkien and Lewis met when both taught
there; and it was there that Williams came and occasionally lectured
when his employer, Oxford University Press, moved there from London dur-
ing the Battle of Britain. Duriﬁg those last years of the recent world
war, the four men and some few others "argued, drank, and talked to-

gether,"1

until Williams's sudden death. Two years later, in 1947,
Oxford University Press published a collection of essays honoring
Williams, the collection including pieces by the remaining three of the

group and & few others.

llewis, Preface to Essays Presented to Charles Williams (London,
1947), p. xi.







Thus there is no little biographical justification for thinking
of the four men as a group. But that there is also some meeting of minds
among the group is clear from their published references to each other.

Lewis dedicated his Allegory of lLove to Barfield, and Barfield his

Poetic Diction to lewis. Lewis cited Tolkien's trilogy approvingly

while it was still in manuscript, and reviewed it enthusiastically on
publication. Williams has cited Lewis's work, and Barfield has said that
he has only minor objections to Williams's theology, and so on. My rea-
son for grouping the four men together is based on this meeting of
minds, and in fact the reason for the grouping is in effect the argu-
ment of this study. I mean to show that the work of the four men is
best understood when seen as & fairly homogeneous body of both eritical
and creative literature written forla specific purpose and from a speci-
fic point of view. I mean to describe a phenomenon of contemporary 11%-
erature and religion to which 811 of the four men in some way contribute.
This phenomenon I will call (for want of a better term) romantic religion.
I do not mean by the term only that the four men are romantic
writers who have an interest of some sort in religion; such & descrip-
tion would include perhaps every romantic writer one could name. I mean
that their work, on analysis, reveals itself as a deliberate and con-
scious attempt to revive certain well known doctrines and attitudes of
romanticism and to Justify these doctrines and attitudes by showing that
they have not merely literary but religious validity. Further, the erd

result of their work, when looked at synthetically, is a literary and






religious construct whose purpose is to defend romance by showing it to
be religious, and then to defend religion by traditionally romantic
means. It is this construct that I mean by the term romantic religion.
Thus the romanticism of the four men is both scholarly and combative.
It is necessarily scholarly and even antiquarian because of the mere
lapse of time between the early nineteenthecentury romantics and them-
-selves. It is necessarily combative because their punrpose is not lit-
erary criticism as such: it is revival and utilization of romantic
doctrine for present ideological and religious disputation. The roman-
ticism that they advocate is what Williams called "corrected romanti-

' romantic doctrine lifted into the realm of formal doctrinal re-

cism,’
ligion and justified as being a part of that religion.

Specifically, I mean to show that both Barfield and Tolkien re=
vive Coleridge's doctrine of the creative imagination and defend its
validity by showing that it leads (for Barfield) to truths about God
and man and the relationship between them, and (for Tolkien) to a state
of soul essentially the same as that of the soul which has achieved the
Christian heaven. I mean to show that Lewis has revived the Kant-
Coleridge distinction between the Practical and Speculative Intellect
in order to apprehend and then defend the truths of the Christian faith.
And I mean to show that Lewis, Williams and Tolkien in various ways
affirm that the experiences and emotions which we generally call roman-

tic--sehnsucht, sexual love, faerie--are divinely originated for a re-

ligious end.






This revival of specific romantic elements will, I believe, be
clear enough in spite of the confusion surrounding the term romanticism,
though a writer who deals not only with romanticism but religion as well
may fairly be accused of recklessness. In either matter, much less

"not

both, a writer may well feel, with Sir Thomas Browne, that he is
a proper Champion for Truth, nor fit to take up the Gauntlet in the
cause of Verity." I do not intend to darken counsel on the subject of
romanticism by attempting to define or even describe it. It may be,

as Lovejoy thought, that we must attempt a "discrimination of roman-
ticisms" before the word loses reference completely by being taken to
mean nearly everything. A defining word that can be applied equally

to Satan, Plato, St. Paul and Kant is no doubt very close to meaning
nothing.2 The view of those who would do away with the word altogether
is understandable. But it is clear, as lovejoy admits, that the word
is not going to be legislated out of usage, and so we must make do
with it. In the following pages I use the word dozens of times, but

I believe that I have in no case used it in such a way as to cause con-
fusion. Generally I have used it in the obvious senses in which it

is applied to Coleridge and Wordsworth. Thus I call Kant's "trans-
cendental" philosophy romantic; I call Coleridge's doctrine of the
Primary and Secondary Imagination romantic; I call Wordsworth's view

of Nature romantiec. Beyond these rather doctrinaire uses, I occasion-

ally use the word of attitudes and phenomena which most of us would, I

2See A. O. Lovejoy, "On the Discrimination of Romanticisms,"
Essays in the History of Ideas (New York, 1960), pp. 228-35.







believe, agree to call romantic. Thus I speak of "romantic longing" in
connection with Lewis, partly because he himself useé the phrase, part-
ly because the desire for what is over the hills and far away (either
in this world or some other) seems to me at least intelligible as it

is explained by transcendental philosophy. I call imegined worlds
romantic when it ié clear that they are imagined not only for satirical
or didactic purposes but also for their own sake, because I believe
that in such imaginings some sort of agreement with Coleridge's notion
of the Secondary Imagination is implicit. In no case do I equate the
word romantic with unreason or irrationality, although I believe that
in the romantic attitudes of Coleridge, Wordsworth, and the four men

to be discussed, reason in the sense of discursive or inferential
thinking often plays a secondary part to something else=--intuition,
desire, religious faith.

Finally, one last word on the subject of romanticism: I do not
intend to show (in fact, I could not) that the four men I am concerned
with are identical in their romanticism. It would be untrue to charac-
terize them as all equally indebted to Coleridge, or as all equally
sure that Wordsworth's belief in Nature is valid. In far better organ-
ized reiigions than the romantic one I mean to describe, some latitude
is permissible. By calling the Oxford group romantics, I do not mean
to suggest that they are carbon copies of one original, any more than
Wbrdéworth is a carbon copy of Coleridge.

As I have said, my intention is to describe by analysis a phenomenon



which I have called romantic religion. It follows that this study is
not a "source" study or an "influence" study, much less a “"history of
ideas" study. It is the examination of a contemporary phenomenon.
There is no doubt that much influence exists among the members of the
group; often, as in the case of Lewis's debt to Barfield, it is ad-
mitted. However, it is not my primary intention to point out these
influences except in a casual way or when a part of one man's thought
may be clarified by reference to another's. It is true, of course,
that no intellectual group exists isolated in time, that every group
and every man has roots; even Descartes used the techniques of his pre-
decessors in order to start out fresh. Nor did the Oxford romantics
leap full-blown into being. I will note briefly here some obvious
sources and suggest others more conjectural.

Of Barfield I will say nothing now, because the nature of his
work has forced me to discuss in the next chapter the philosophical
background of the movement called Anthroposophy. Williams presents a
problem to the critic concerned with the sources of a man's thought.
Lewis has mentioned Williams's vast reading:3 he was acquainted with
the church fathers and with much of the literature of Western mysticism;
he had a broad, if unsystematic, knowledge of technical philosophy,
ancient, medieval, and modern; he seems to have read all the important

critical and creative literature from the time of the English romantics

3Lewia, Preface to Essays Presented, p. xi.



on. There is also the possible influence of certain occult studies,
which certainly produced at least the trappings of most of his fiction.
And in his publishing position at Amen House he would have had easy
access to at least cursory knowledge of ideas and disciplines beyond
enumeration. Anyone acquainted with his work can point out certain
writers and bodies of ideas which seem to have been special favorites
of his: Wordsworth, Dante, the writings of the pseudo-Dionysius,
Malory and the Arthurian legend, Milton. He draws on all these and
more, but there is no oﬁvious pattern to his choices. As lewis said,
he will not be pigeon-holed. He certainly admired the work of Evelyn
Underhill, whose letters he edited. John Heath-Stubbs has pointed outh

that Miss Underhill's early novel The Pillar of Dust seems to have served

as a model for much of his fiction. More important, perhaps, than her
fiction is her work in mysticism and the history of worship. Williams's

The Descent of the Dove, a "History of the Holy Spirit in the Church,"

echoes quite closely Miss Underhill's view of the Church as fundamen-
tally a mystical experience tranélated, and in part distorted, by the
necessary institution and organization in which it is embodied. And
her work on mysticism shows & broad and tolerant view of medieval occul-
tists, many of whom she holds to have been on the border of genuine
mystical experience. This latter view, I believe, Williams must have

found more than palatable. Yet, even granting & certain indebtedness

4charles Williams (London, 1955), p. 13.
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to Miss Underhill, there is more to Williams than that. I have sug-
gested in my discussion of his '"romantic theology" that he tried to
subsume under the heading of the "romantic experience" many seemingly
disparate values drawn from his reading in literature, philosophy and
religion. Like Coleridge, he was forever aiming at synthesis. My own
belief is that, like Coleridge, he requires a lowes to follow his at-
tempt.

With Lewis there is, first of all, the obvious influence of
George Macdonald. In dozens of places lewis has praised Macdonald,
and has even spoken of himself as a kind of disciple. His debt to Mac-

donald's Unspoken Sermons, he has said, "is almost as great as one man

can ove to another...."s In The Great Divorce, the hero, venturing

into the after-life, meets Macdonald, as Dante met Virgil; and it is
Macdonald who explains to him the nature of heaven and hell. And in

the later discussion of Lewis it will be clear that he credits the

books of Macdonald with bringing about his reconversion to Christianity.
Such clear and present influence, one would think, should be easy to
describe. In fact, however, it is almost impossible. If one turns

from Lewis's praise of Phantastes, for example, to the book itself (which
was published in 1858), one can guess readily enough that Lewis was
attracted by the Spenserian quality of the story. The hero moves

through fairy landscapes much like those of The Faerie Queene; but there

Spreface to George Macdonald, An Anthology (New York, 1947), p. 18.
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is no allegory in Phantastes, and though there is a kind of quest,
neither the hero nor the reader is quite certain of its real nature.
At the end of the book, the hero thinks that he has heard a voice pro-
claiming to him a great truth, that a great good is coming to him: "Yet
I know that good is coming to me--that good is always coming; though
few have at all times the simplicity and the courage to believe it.
What we call evil, is the only and best shape, which, for the person
and his condition at the time, could be assumed by the best good."6
Perhaps £he best way of describing the book (and Macdonald's other
novels) is to say that they are fairy romances, without any special
doctrine, but with a vague "feel" of holiness to them. For Lewis they
seem to have combined in a special way his early tastes for faerie and
a desire to bring these tastes into a moral realm. later, as we shall
see, he could attribute to Macdonald's work the qualities to be found
in the great myths--the generalized meaning, what Tolkien calls the
"inherent morality," and the impact on the reader that takes place on
a non-rational level. In his own fiction, particularly in Till We
Have Faces, he is trying to recapture that peculiar blend of fairy ro-
mance and generalized religious feeling which he found in Macdonald.

In trying to describe the influence one is driven finally to para-
phrasing Lewis's description of it, and to conclﬁding that each man takes

something different to the books he reads. I believe the nature of the

6pnantastes (London, 1923), p. 237.
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influence is best understood by seeing Macdonald as an early advocate of

"romantic religion," which, as I hope to show, exists independently of,
and as a correlary to, formal and professed religions of men such as
the Oxford romantics. And this is also true of the other man on whom
Lewis greatly depends, Chesterton. Like Lewis, Chesterton had high
praise for Macdonald; and if this study were primarily concerned with
sources and influences, & case might be made for & line of inheritance
running from Macdonald to Chesterton to Lewis and Tolkien. All of these
men meet on that middle ground between faerie and formal religion which
is the subject of this study. But a history of romantic religion is
beyond the scope of this study, and perhaps of any study. One could
not merely begin with Macdonald, for what books Macdonald read are not
beyond all conjecture, and behind Macdonald is the whole English roman-
tic movement.

A final word should be said as to the organization of this study.
I have begun with Barfield because many of the romantic notion§ common
to the members of the group exist in their most basic and philosophical
form in his work. I have treated Lewis next because a great part of
his work is best seen in relation to that of Barfield. I have discussed
Williams next and concluded with Tolkien because I believe that much of
what Lewis and Williams have to say is brought more clearly into focus

by Tolkien's view of the religious implications of the fairy story.



CHAPTER II

OWEN BARFIELD AND ANTHROPOSOPHICAL ROMANTICISM

Perhaps most general readers who know Barfield were first led to
read him from Lewis's remarks about him in Surprised By Joy and other
books. Lewis, in trying to assess his own intellectual development,
places Barfield along with Chesterton and Macdonald as among the most
important conscious influences upon him. They studied together at Ox-
ford after World War I, and he notes that Barfield "changed me a good
deal more than I him. Much of the thought which he afterwards put in-

to Poetic Diction had already become mine before that important little

book appeared. It would be strange if it had not. He was of course

not so learned as he has since become; but the genius was already

there.“1 And Lewis's Allegory of love is dedicated to Barfield, the

"wisest and best of my unofficial teachers." This is indeed high praise
from one of the most respected of modern scholars, and perhaps many
readers of Lewis turn to Barfield with some anticipation, even (it may
be) with a kind of bookish excitement, at the thought of finding the
Real Lewis or the Man Behind lLewis, as a generation ago they might have

turned with some eagerness to find the Man Behind Kittredge or the Resal

Loves.

lsurprised By Joy (London, 1955), pp. 189-90.
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What they find, perhaps to their dismay, is an Anthroposophist.
Lewis has recorded his shock and sense of personal loss at Barfield's
electing to follow the doctrines of Rudolf Steiner. Lewis, when he first
knew Barfield, was a defiant, anti-religious rationalist; and Barfield,
ag far as Lewis was concerned, had defected from the rationalist camp
into a religion which contained "gods, spirits, after-life and pre-

2 Lewis later came

existence, initiates, occult knowledge; meditation."
to accept Anthroposophy when he discovered that it has a '"re-assuring
Germanic dullness about it which would soon deter those who were looking
for thrills."3

Anthroposophy began &s a rebellion against the Theosophic move-
ment led by Madame Blavatsky. Steiner broke away from the original move-
ment, objecting t§ the Eastern and passive bias which Madame Blavatsky
insisted upon. Theosophical doctrine is too complex to go into here,h
but it may perhaps be best described as a mystery religion which preached
meditation on the One, secret ways of knowledge to the One, reincarnation,
and ultimate return to the One. It had probationers, initiates, and
adepts, and at least occasionally sanctioned magical practices. Steiner
(who died in 1925) did away with the quasi-Buddhist aspects of the move-

ment in his reformation. Meditation was to be retained, but the medita-

tion was not to be so much & willful losing of the self in the One as a

2gurprised By Joy, p. 195.

3surprised By Joy, p. 195.

- kgee Richard Ellmann, Yeats, The Man and the Masks (New York,
1958), pp. 56-69 for a rough summary of Theosophical beliefs. Yeats was
a member of Mademe Blavatsky's group from 1887 till 1890; his wife joined
a Rudolf Steiner group in 191k.
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systematic examination of the human mind, for reasons which will soon
be apparent. How far Steiner's movement was originally German in out-
look is conjectural. An Anthroposophist writer named Ernst Boldt holds
that it was entirely so, but Boldt seems to have existed on the lﬁnatic
fringe of the movement, and the beliefs of the school are for him inter-
changeable with his hopes for & rising Germany following World War I.
According to him, when Germany has become sufficiently Anthroposophist,
she will fulfill her "World-Mission,"5 will reveal all that is deep in
her séul. "And this true Soul of Germany is nothing less than the
living Christ, as is witnessed by the genius of German speech, which
uses I. CH. ('Jesus Christus') for the first person...thereby appealing
to every German to reveal the immense depths and sublimities of the
human soul."6 Boldt continues in this vein, and from his description
of the movément one‘is inclined to react as lLewis originally did: An-
throposophy seems at the least grotesque. Steiner is "that strong

'One from Above' who, according to a prophecy, is to come 'before 1932'
and who shall be 'as a wave of spiritual force' to the German people
..l His philosophy is the same as that of Goethe, an "Objective

8

Idealism,"” or "scientific Gnosticism."” Steiner 1s "a true Seer" who

5"Im:roduct:lon," From Luther to Steiner (New York, 1921), p. xix.

6From Luther to Steiner, p. xix.

TFrom Luther to Steiner, p. 119.

8From Luther to Steiner, p. Th.

9From Luther to Steiner, p. 136.
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stands "on the very crest of Time's Breakers as the Tide comes rolling
1n."© And in summation Boldt adds, "The methods of knowledge which are
calculated to serve ouwr times were prepared in the fourteenth century,

for the twentieth century, by Christian Rosenkreuz, and have been brought

to perfection in the present day by the Rosicrucian initiate, Rudolf
Steiner, in conjunction with modern Natural Science."!!
Now the absurdity of Boldt's occultism is patent, even monumental.
Bu£ one crank does not necessarily make a movement. Though, as we shall
see, some of Barfield's beliefs sound strangely like Boldt's fulmina-
tions, Barfield is more than Boldt writ large; certainly it is difficult
to think of Boldt as the wisest and best of Lewis's unofficial teachers.
In view of Barfield's admitted debt to Steiner,12 it is perhaps wise to
turn to Steiner himself and try to ascertain what it is exactly that
this modern Gnosticism teaches, so far as it affects Barfield and his

beliefs. Barfield indicates that he is greatly indebted to Steiner's

book The Philosophy of Spiritual Activity; it is in fact the only one he

mentions by title, though Steiner's bibliography is incredibly long.
Barfield's mention of the book seems significant, since it is Steiner's
ma jor attempt to give the school of Anthroposophy a philosophical basis.

The book also bears out Lewis's above remark: it has a re-assuring

10rrom Luther to Steiner, p. 163.

Uprom Luther to Steiner, p. 166.

1250 "preface to the First Edition" in the second edition of Poetic
Diction, A Study in Meaning and also "Appendix II" of the same edition.
See also Saving the Appearances, pp. 140-41.
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Germanic dullness about it.

The merely literary man is often out of his depth in technical
philosophy and never moreso than in German philosophy, especially Ger-
man Romantic philosophy. But that is the background out of which philo-

sophical Anthroposophy comes. Steiner, in an appendix to The Philosophy

of Spiritual Activity, notes that Eduard von Hartmann has accused him

of "having attempted to combine Hegel's Universalistic Panlogism with
Hume's Individualistic Phenomenalism...."13 But, he says, his 5ook
"has nothing whatever to do with the two positions...." (p. 216) Steiner
should knoﬁ, of course; yet von Hartmann seems right, at least as re-
gards Hegel. Steiner refers to hié philosophy interchangeably as Mon-
ism or Objective Idealism: it is monistic in that (as in Hegel) the
basic stuff of which the world consists is held to be thought; it is
objectively idealistic in the sense that phenomena have an objective
existence (as they do not in the radical idealism of Berkeley); it also
differs from Kantian idealism in that it holds that real knowledge
about what Kant called the noumena of the world is possible. I will try
to sketch out briefly the system and its implications so far as they seem
to be relevant to the beliefs of Barfield.

We may begin with what philosophers call the problem of the one
and the many: supposing God (or some other infinite being), why us also?
This problem turns out té be no problem at all in Steiner'é system, and

to see how he gets rid of the problem may give an insight into the system

13the Philosophy of Spiritual Activity (London, 1949), Appendix I,
P. 216. In the following discussion of this book the page references
will be found after the quotations in the text.
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as a whole. Now the philosophically naive man turns his attention to
the world about him and sees himself as distinct from the other phenom-
ena of the world. He sees himself as thinking and perceiving subject,
the other phenomena as objects to be perceived or thought about. In
short, the common man is & "naive" realist (in the technical sense).
But the common man is not aware of the nature of perception itself; he
is not aware that what he supposes he perceives as phenomena are really
constructs of his mental and imaginative makeup. In the old phrase, a
thing is received according to the condition of the receiver. A sound
is heard because the hearing organism is so constituted that the sound
waves in the air are translated into the ﬁhenomenon that we call sound.
That which we perceive is only a part of reality; the other part is
added by the mind of the perceiver, through cognition. "The percept
...is not something finished and self-contained, but one side only of
the total reality. The other side is the concept. The-act of cognition
is the synthesis of percept and concept. Only the percept and concept
together constitute the whole thing." (p. 67) In other words, mind
completes and fills out (as well as gives meaning to) the phenomena of
the universe.

Now according to Steiner, it is‘through the very nature of think-
ing itself that the problem of the one and the many is solved. One who
has studied himself and the nature of his thought perceives that the
vworld of phenomena outside him which he sees as object to his own sub-

Jectivity is not that at all. It is a world largely brought into
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existence through his own thinking, in fact a world which largely exists
only in his own thinking. But the nature of thinking is such that it
is misleading to speak of thinking as an individual process. So far as
man thinks, he becomes less and less an individual and more and more a
part of the world process of thought, the ultimate reality. I have said
"so far as man thinks"; it would be more accurate to say '"so far as man
intuits,” for the kind of thinking that Steiner is describing seems to
be not what we normally call conceptual thinking but rather inference
following on concepts that somehow are infused in us or intuited by us.
This kind of thinking Steiner finds historically exemplified in such
mystics as Meister Eckhart, Boehme, Angelus Silesius, and also in him-
self. It is as much an experience as it is an intellectual process.
But it is through this kind of thinking that the real nature of the
world is revealed: a world in which man is seen not as individual and
cut off from the rest of the world but truly one with the rest, a part
of the unity which may be loosely described as the world's thought of
itself. In a man who can think like this, there appears

@ sun which lights up all resality at once. Something

makes its appearance in us which links us with the

whole world. No longer are we simply isolated, chance

human beings, no longer this or that individual. The

entire world reveals itself in us. It unveils to us its

own coherence; and it unveils to us how we ourselves as

individuals are bound up with it. From out of self-

knowledge is born knowledge of the world. And our own lim-

ited individuality merges itself spiritually into the great

interconnected world-whole, because in us something has

come to life that reaches out beyond this individuality,

that embraces along "it¥hit everything of which this indi-
viduality forms a part.

thwstics of the Renaissance (New York, 1911), pp. 27-28.
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In short, the problem of the one and the many is no problem.
Mere perception and lower levels of cognition postulate the many, Just
as they postulate man as subject and phenomena as objects. But intui=-
tion (or what Steiner, with Coleridge and Kant, calls Reason) discovers
that the world and all in it are One, and that the seeming many are essen-
tially spirit, parts of the World-Soul or Logos.

I have made the system seem more tightly knit and perhaps more
Hegelian than it really is. There is in it much that is ambiguous and
much that is unexplained. For example, when Boehme or Eckhart or
Steiner practice iﬁtuition or "spiritual perception,” (p. 209) what is
it actually that they perceive? 'Ddes Steiner, let us say, in a moment
of inspiration perceive that, so long as he remains inspired and raised
. to this mystical level of thought or being, he himself becomes a part
of the eternal logos? Or does he perceive, what the ordinary man cannot
perceive, that all men are parts of this logos? If the latter, then are
they always parts, or only when they practice thought? 1In short, does
he perceive & permanent relation between man and world or a relation
that is true for man in general only at certain times and for himself
only at certain times? The answer is easy (or relatively so) in Hegel-
ian philosophy: the relation is permanent--thié is the true nature of
the world. How Steiner would answer the question, I do not know.

I have said there is much in the system that is ambiguous. The
ambiguities are important; they are recurrent themes in Steiner's work,

and we shall see later that they are some of Barfield's preoccupations.
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I have called them ambiguities; but perhaps they are not so much ambig-
uous as merely the kind of implications that may be drawn from Romantic
idealism, implications valid within the system but which nevertheless
tease the reader out of thought. It may be only that, as was said of
Macaulay, everyone reads Hegel but no one believes him, "everyone'" be-
ing, for the practical purposes of life, a philosophical realist. In
any case, the first of the notions that haunt Steiner's work is the
notion of unity. We have already seen the philosophical justification
of the notion, the fact that all things are essentially the same, that
is, thought or spirit. The notion itself, however, takes on interesting
shapes. Sometimes it is the union of man and nature, or more accurately
a reunion. "...we meet with the basic and primary opposition first in
our own consciousness. It is we, ourselves, who break away from the
bosom of Nature and contrast ourselves as 'I' with the 'World.'" (p.
17) But thought, as we have noted, perceives that the distinction be-
tween subject and object is & distinction that disappears when thought
has revealed the real nature of the world.

We must find the way back to her [Ehturg] again. A simple

reflection may point this way out to us. We have, it is

true, torn ourselves away from Nature, but we must none the

less have taken with us something of her in our own nature.

This quality of Nature in us we must seek out, and then we

shall restore our connection with her. Dualism neglects

to do this. It considers the human interior as a spirit-

ual entity utterly alien to Nature and attempts somehow to

hitch it on to Nature. No wonder that it cannot find the

- coupling link. We can find Nature outside of us only if

we have first learnt to know her within us. What is allied

to her within us must be our guide to her. This marks out

ow path of inquiry. We shall attempt no speculations con-

cerning the interaction of Nature and Spirit. We shall

rather probe into the depths of our own being, to find there
those elements which we saved in our flight from Nature. (p.17)
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By "flight from Nature" Steiner presumably means man's evolution up from,
or awvay from, the lower forms of sentient life, since elsewhere he speaks
of Monism as supplemental to the evolution postulated by Darwin and in-
deed refers to the moral aspect of Monism as "Spiritualized Evolutionism
applied to moral life."” (p. 160) And, as Plato knew, man is discontented
until he has achieved such unity. Until then he lives dissatisfied in
the world of flux and opinion, harassed by error and by the disturbing
transience of things. "Only when we have made the world-content into
our thought-content do we again find the unity from which we had separ-
ated ourselves." (pp. 12-13) And again, "Thinking gives us the true
shape of reality as a self-contained unity, whereas the multiplicity of
percepts is but an appearance conditioned by our organization.” (p; 200)
Sometimes the notion‘of unity takes the form of individuals mer-
ging with one another on the highest level of knowledge--more accurately,
individuals in the act of cognition merging into the infinite world-

process:

On this level there remains no difference between Plato and
me; what separated us belongs to a lower level of cognition.
We are separated only as individuals; the individual which
works within us is one and the same....Paradoxical as it may
sound, it is the truth: the idea which Plato conceived and
the like idea which I conceive are not two ideas. It is

one and the same idea. And there are not two ideas: one in
Plato's head and one in mine; but in the higher sense Plato's
head and mine interpenetrate each other; all heads interpene-
trate which grasp one and the same idea; and this idea is
only once there as a single idea. It is there; and the heads
all go ti one and the same place in order to have this idea
in them. >

mystics of the Renaissance, pp. 36-37.
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We are not far here from Plato's world of Ideas; nor are we very far from
Jung's race memory, the universal depository of memories, beliefs, and

notions; and we are quite close to Yeats's Spiritus Mundi. It is rele-

vant to note here one of Yeats's essays on magic; it was written in 1901,

after he had been to school to Madame Blavatsky. He believes
(1) That the borders of our mind are ever shifting, and
that many minds can flow into one another, as it were,
and create or reveal a single mind, a single energye.
(2) That the borders of our memories are as shifting, and
that our memories are & part of one great memory, the
memory of Nature herself.

(3) That this gigat mind and great memory can be evoked
by symbols.

We will see much of this notion of unity in Barfield, particularly in
what he calls the "ancient unities."

The second notion thch is recurrent in Steiner, and of which both
Steiner and Barfieid make a great deal, is the notion of man as creator
rather than perceiver. The notion is one of the earmarks of Idealistic
philosophy and especially of Romantic Idealistic philosophy. It is per-
haps stated in its most popular form in Kant and in its most radical form

in Berkeley. For Berkeley, esse est percipi. Nothing exists except

that which is perceived; the world exists because it is perceived by God;
indeed it exists as an idea in the mind of God. For Kant (and Steiner
.and Barfield), the world exists in its present form because it is per-
céived by beings who are organized in a particular way. The world is
what it is because we are what we are; if our perceiving processes were
different, the world would be different. KXant's noumena are fundamental

to this notion: the noumena are the real phenomena as distinct from the

16Quoted in Edmund Wilson, Axel's Castle (New York, 1931), pp. 47-48.
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phenomena which we construct for ourselves through our perceiving pro-
cesses. In effect, according to Kantian and later Idealism, we (in
Wordsworth's phrase) both perceive and half create. In Steiner the crea-
tion becomes not merely a matter of perception: since perception yields
only a part of reality and cognition the rest, Steiner holds that the
object does not strictly come into being until it is filled out by cog-
nition; but, more than this, the object is, as it were, baptized and
brought into the realm of spirit. Objects "undergo their rebirth in
spirit.“l7

But man does more than bring objects into the realm of spirit. It
is almost true that he brings the Divine into the same realm, and that

the Divine cannot operate without him.-

Not & mere repetition in thought, but a real part of the
world-process, is that which goes on in man's inner life.
The world would not be what it is if the factor belonging
thereto in the human soul did not play its part. And if
one calls the highest which is attainable by man the Di-
vine, then one must say that this Divine is not present
as something external, to be repeated pictorially inlahe
human mind, but that this Divine is awakened in man.

And Steiner quotes approvingly the remark of Angelus Silesius: "I know
that without me God can live no instant; if I become nothing, He must
of necessity give up the ghost."19

From the foregbing, the significance of the change in name from

theo~- to anthroposophy will be clear. There are meditation and study

in both movements, but in the newer school the object of the meditation

17!!g§;cs of the Renaissance, p. 49.

18mystics of the Renaissance, p. 43.

19Mystics of the Renaissance, p. 43.




5

and study has become man. It is the study of man, his nature, and his
thought, that will reveal the true nature of the world. Man looks with-
in himself to discover the world-process because the world=-process is

taking place within him, or at least through him. "Know thyself," the

ancient oracle advised. Steiner's Mystics of the Renaissance closes

with a quotation from The Cherubinean Wanderer: "Friend, is is even

enough. In case thou more wilt read, go forth, and thyself become the

20 Boldt's reference to the movement as mod-

book, thyself the reading."
ern Gnosticism seems not unfair. The school is eclectic; it picks and
chooses its elements from any number of philosophies and religions. But
it is essentially a mystery religion; it derives (or purports to derive)
its important knowledge from a divine afflatus, as did Boehme and Meister
Eckhart. Now let us look at the religion as it takes on the techniques
of philology, mythology, anthropology, ahd modern science in the thought
of Owen Barfield, the best and wisest of Lewis's unofficial teachers.
Barfield has written numerous articles on literary and linguistic
subjects and three full length books. Since the bulk of his work which
is relevant to this thesis is contained in the three books, I propose to
deal entirely with them. Anyone who knows them will appreciate immediate-
ly that this is not a task to Be taken lightly. Barfield's mind, accord-
ing to one of his commentators, is '"richly stored,- supple in its move=-

w2l

ments, large in its perspectives and full of original insights. One

20p, 278.

2ly. Donnelly, "Knowing and Being," Month, CCV (April, 1958), 247.
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may agree with the judgment but feel compelled to add that the mind (or
at least the expression of it) is often turgid, elliptical, and cryptic.
I will deal with the books in the order in which they appeared, not
merely as a matter of simplicity, but because there is a definite pro-

gression to be seen. The early ideas and theories of History in English

Words (1925) and Poetic Diction (1928) are worked into a religious frame-

work in the most recent book, Saving the Appearances (1957).

History in English Words, the most sedate of Barfield's books,

introduces two theories which are basic to Barfield's thought, and as
such the book deserves some little analysis. The two theories (really
they are two aspects of the same idea) are what Barfield calls thé "evo-
lution of consciousness" and "internalization." They are both arrived
at and demonstrated largely on a philological basis.

The first thing to note about the book is the title itself. It
indicates that the book is not an ordinary histofy of the language text;
it is rather an attempt to construct ; history of humanity (beginning
with pre-history, aétually) from the history of the changing meanings
of words. There are, according to Barfield, "secrets which are hidden
in language"22 which only an evaluation of the shifting meanings of words
can reveal to us. Other kinds of history can give us other kinds of in-
formation; geology, for example, can give us a "knowledge of outward,

dead things=--such as the forgotten seas and the bodily shapes of pre-

historic animals and primitive men." (p. 6) But the study of language

22History in English Words (New York, n.d. /19257), p. 6. In the
following discussion the page references will be found in the text.
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gives us the inner secrets, for "language has preserved for us the inner,
living history of man's soul. It reveals the evolution of consciousness."
(pe 6) What the book attempts to do, then, is to formulate a history of
.the development of the soul of western man, the history being based
largely (though not entirely) on evidence gained from philology. For
philology, combined with the findings of anthropology, can do more than
tell us what the past was; it enable us to "feel how the past is." (p. 13)
Language is & window of the soul of man, and as man looks out by means of
it, so the philologist looks in.

Abstracting the idea from the documentation in which it is embed-
ded, we see that it comes to something like this: The history of mean-
ings shows an evolution of the human mind from relative unself-conscious-
ness to relatively complete self-consciousness. It shows & progression
avay from the aboriginal unity (which either existed or which man felt to
exist) of man and nature, and toward a consciousness of self as distinct
from things. In short, the history of meanings reveals Steiner's "flight

from nature." Recognizable consciousness of self arrives (approximately)
only with the Reformation. With the arrival of self-consciousness comes
the cor;i&ary.notion that the meaning of things (what might be called
the essences of things) are not in the things themselves, as primitive
and early man presumably thought, but in the minds of men. The progres-
sion towards this belief Barfield calls the "internalization” of mean-
ing. The Romantic poets, especially Wordsworth and Coleridge in England

and Goethe in Germany, are the first to sense this process and the mean-

ing of this process; they are the first to use, or at least to use well
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and artistically, a means of coming to terms with this process: Imag-
ination.

The first part of the book, entitled "The English Nation," is de-
voted to an imaginative re-telling of the story of the Aryans, which of
course is largely the story of western civilization. The second part,
"The Western Outlook," begins the real thesis, and we begin to see the
philological evidence for the evolution of consciousness, evidence which

"indicates that language pictures & "vast, age-long metamorphosis from

the kind of outlook which we loosely describe-as 'mythological' to the
kind which we may describe equally loosely as 'intellectual'....” (p.

7&) Approaching the level of the Aryan pre-historical consciousness from
the point of view of religious thought, Barfield notes that the words

diurnal, diary, and dial derive from the Latin dies, and that journal

comes to us through French from the same source. '"These syllables,"
according to Barfield,

conceal among thenlselves the central religious conception
common to the Aryan nations. As far back as we can trace

them, the Sanskrit word 'dyaus,' the Greek 'zeus'...and the
Teutonic 'tiu' were all used in contexts where we should

use the word sky; but the same words were also used to mean
God, the Supreme Being, the Father of all the other gods--
Sanskrit 'Dyaus pitar,' Greek 'Zeus pater,' Illyrian 'Deipa-
turos,' Latin 'Juppiter' (old form 'Diespiter'). We can

best understand what this means if we consider how the Eng-
lish word heaven and the French ciel are still used for a
similar double purpose, and how it was once not a double
purpose at all...if we are to judge from language, we must
assume that when our earliest ancestors looked up to the

blue vault they felt that they saw not merely a place, .
whether heavenly or earthly, but the bodily vesture...of a
living Being. And this fact is still extant in the formal ,
resemblance between such words as diary and divine. (pp. T4=75)

This is, in part, Barfield's picture of the pre-historic Aryan consciousness.
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It is not a consciousness dwelling in some distant age of metaphor, al-
though the way the consciousness operates inevitably suggests metaphor.
It is rather a consciousness which has not yet become aware of the dis-
tinction (or, more accurately, in Barfield's terms), has not yet made
the distinction between literal and figurative. It is a consciousness
for which the thought, or perception, of sky is the equivalent of the
thought or perception of God; it is a dreaming consciousness which does
not make metaphors but which is the substance out of which later meta-
phors must come. For it is the basis of western language, and embedaed
in it are the "natural" metaphors of later consciousness--the equation
of good with light and evil with dark, of height with power and depth

with wretchedness (we must put on the armor of light; facile descensus

in Avernus).

Barfield, through the scattered hints and insights of language,
traces the evolution Eway from this sort of consciousness up as far as
the pre-Homeric Greeks, where he pauses over the word panic. The word,

he says, "marks & discovery in the inner world of consciousness." (p.

72) Before the word itself came into being, the thing which we call panic

must have been, not perhaps a different thing, but a thing differently

perceived by humanity. He sees in the word a miniature of the whole pro-

cess from mythologicael to intellectual thinking:

The word enables us to realize that the early Greeks
could become conscious of this phenomenon, and thus name
it, because they felt the presence of an invisible being
who swayed the emotions of flocks and herds. And it also
reveals how this kind of outlook changed slowly into the
abstract idea which the modern individual strives to ex-
press when he uses the word panic. (pp. 72-73)
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And he goes on to note that with the Romans this consciousness of & real
being, a god or presence, becomes much less real; the analytical mind,
a product of Aristotle and later Greek philosophy, is reaching toward
fruition, and the "mythical world" of the Romans is more like "a world
of mental abstractions."23
One of the clearest examples of the evolution of consciousness is
to be found in the traditions and beliefs of medieval science. Medieval
logic, says Barfield, is Aristotelian, but medieval science is based on
pre-Aristotelian Greek science. The important point is that medieval
science was content to build on Greek foundations because there remained
in the middle ages enough of the ancient Greek consciousness to make the
Greek medicine seem worth continuing. "In spite of that strong and
growing sense of the individual soul, man was not yet felt, either phys-
ically or psychically, to be isolated from his surroundings in the way
that he is to-day. Conversely, his mind and soul were not felt to be
imprisoned within, and dependent upon, his body." (p. 124) Barfield then
lists & group of words taken from medieval science, of which I repeat
only & few, to refresh the reader's memory: ascendant, atmosphefe, com-
plexion, cordial, disaster, disposition and indisposed, influence, tem-
perament and temper. These, he says, "give us more than a glimpse into

the relations between body, soul, and cosmos, as they were felt by the

23p, 78. Lewis's discussion of Roman allegory in his Allegory of
Llove (New York, 1958) is clearly much indebted to Barfield on this
point. He cites Poetic Diction at the beginning of his discussion
(Chapter II, "Allegory").
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medieval scientist." (p. 124) He then reviews the general tenets of
medieval science: the body contains four humours (moistures). Dis-
eases (distempers) and character traits were connected with the temper-
ament (mixture). Through the arteries flowed three different kinds of
ether (Greek, the upper air) or spirits--the animal, vital, and natural.

But the stars and the planets were also living bodies;

they were composed of that 'fifth essence'...which was
likewise latent in all terrestrial things, so that the
character and the fate of men were determined by the in-
fluence...which came from them. The Earth had its atmos-
phere za kind of breath which it exhaled from itselfs; the
Moon...had a special connection with lunacy, and according

as the planet Jupiter, or Saturn, or Mercury was predomin-
ant or in the ascendant in the general disposition of stars
at a man's birth, he would be jovial, saturnine, or mercurial.
Finally, things or persons which were susceptible to the same
influences, or which influenced each other in this occult way,

vere said to be in sympathy or sympathetic. (pp. 125-26)

What has happened to the meanings of the terms of medieval science,
says Barfield, is evidence of the process (corollary to the evolution of
consciousness) which he calls internalization. Man is no longer thought
to have any connection with the world beyond himself. Conscious of him-
self now as distinct from what is not himself, he has retained the for-
mer terms by rooting them out of their objective phenomena and transfer-
ring them to himself. So he is perhaps saturnine, but no longer "in-
fluenced" by anything beyond the confines of his own will and imagina-
tion. That transferring, says Barfield, is the penultimate step in the
evolution toward intellectual thought.

When we reflect on the history of such notions as humour,

influence, melancholy, temper, and the rest, it seems for .

the moment as though some invisible sorcerer had been con-

Juring them all inside ourselves=--sucking them away from
the planets, away from the outside world, away from our own
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warm flesh and blood, down into the shadowy realm of
thoughts and feelings. There they still repose; astrol-
ogy has changed to astronomy; alchemy to chemistry; to-
day the cold stars glitter unapproachable overhead, and
with a naive detachment mind watches matter moving incom=-
prehensibly in the void. At last, after four centuries,
thought has shaken herself free. (p. 127)

Barfield then takes the same argument into another area--the rise

of astronony. The three Arabic words azimuth, nadir, and zenith appear

in English for the first time towards the end of the fourteenth century

(two of them are to be found in Chaucer's Treatise on the Astrolabe).

But they appear as & new part of the old context of classical astronomy;
for the most part, the astronomers of the Dark Ages had relied on the
Greek zodiac, and had mapped out the heavens into twelve signs. But

the three Arabic words "express something which the ancients had, appar-
ently, never felt the need of expreésing--that is, an abstracted geo-
metrical way of mapping out the visible heavens." (p. 129) The new

words éxpress & new concept, and the new concept is one possible only
because human consciousness has taken another forward step. "It is
probable that, with the use of these words, there came for the first time
into the consciousness of man the possibility of seeing himself purely

as a solid object situated among solid objects.”" (p. 129) Anticipating
the argument that Plato an& other early Greeks formulated geometrical
laws, Barfield points out that these "laws" were not so much intellectual
generalizations; they were rather felt to be 'real activities of the
soul--that human soul which...the philosopher could not yet feel to be
wholly separate from a larger world Soul or planetary Soul.” (p. 130)

The rise of astronomy, culminating in the sixteenth and seventeenth
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centuries, may be seen, then, as an illustration of that same process

¢

of internalization which has already been indicated to be the case with
agtrology and medicine. The notion that mathematics had its origin in

the observing of the movements of the stars may well be true if we can

account for its later progress by @eans of internalization.

Is it too fanciful to picture to ourselves how, drawn
into the minds of a few men, the relative positions

and movements of the stars gradually developed a more
and more independent life there until, with the rise in
Europe first of trigonometry and then of algebra, they
detached themselves from the outside world altogether?
And then by a few great men like Copernicus, Kepler,
Galileo, Newton, these abstract mathematics were re-fitted
to the stars which had given them birth, and the result
was that cosmogony of infinite spaces and a tiny earth
in which our imaginations roam to-day? When the Aryan
imagination had at last succeeded in so detaching its
'ideas! about the phenomena of the universe that these
could be 'played with,' as mathematicians say, in the
form of an equation, then, no doubt, it was a fairly
easy matter to turn them inside out. (pp. 130-31)

The preceding arguments lead us to & rough statement of the chron-
ology of the evolution of western consciousness. Modern consciousness
began roughly about the time of the Reformation and became fairly wide=-
spread only in the seventeenth céntury. The Reformation, "with its in-
sistence on the inwardness of all true grace," (p. 142) Barfield sees
as "another manifestation of that steady shifting inwards of the centre
of gravity of human consciousness.” (p. 142) But until the days of the
revival of learning this progress toward consciousness is an uncon=-
scious one. "Up to the seventeenth century the outlook of the European

mind upon the world...has yet always felt itself to be at rest, just as

men have hitherto believed that the earth on which they trod was a solid
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and motionless body." (p. 149-50) But with Bacon we get the first real
historical distinction befween the ancients and the moderns, and the
beginning of historical perspective. The seventeenth century first
gives us words that indicate this historical perspective: progressive,

antiquated, century, decade, epoch, out-of-date, primeval. Also, as

an aftermath of the Reformation, we begin to find words hyphenated '

with self appearing in the language: self-conceit, self-confidence,

self-contempt, self-pity: the centre of gravity has shifted from phen-

omena to self. The seventeenth century provides us with the most spec-
tacular of proofs that man has arrived at something like a total aware-
ness of self in Descartes, who thinks of himself as starting philosophy
anew; nearly all philosophy from his time has been fundamentally the
same, beginning with a kind of cogito ergo sum, moving from the mind
outward rather than from phenomena to the mind. Locke adopts the

word consciousness itself, and gives the newer term self-consciousness

its "distinctive modern meaning." (p. 154)

The last argument which we may note as bearing on the evolution
of consciousness and the consequent internalization of meanings concerns
the changing views of the emotions, or what the medieval writers called
"the passions." The philological evidence, says Barfield, shows that
even in respect to these passions, which might be supposed to have al-
vays been a kind of fortress of subjectivity, the shift from outer to
inner has taken place. "The nomenclature of the Middle Ages generally

views them from without, hinting always at their results or their moral
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significance....”" (p. 158) As evidence of this he lists such medieval

terms as envy, greedy, happy (i.e., lucky), malice, mercy, peace, pity,

remorse, rue, sin. Not until the seventeenth century do we find words

that express "that sympathetic or ‘'introspective' attitude to the feel-

ings," (p. 158) words such as aversion, dissatisfaction, discomposure,

"while depression and emotion--further lenient names for human weakness
--were used till then of material objects." (p. 158) The eighteenth
century gives us words which indicate attempts to "portray character

or feeling from within"; (p. 158) apathy, chagrin, ennui, the expression

the feelings. The same century transfers words like agitation, constraint,

disappointment, embarrassment, and excitement from the outer world to

the inner. It also gives us a class of words which depict phenomena

not as they are but as they affect us: affecting, amusing, boring,

charming, diverting, entrancing, interesting, pathetic. And Barfield

concludes the argument:

These adjectives can be distinguished sharply--indeed
they are in a sense the very opposite of those older
words, which can also be said...to describe external
objects 'from the human point of view.' Thus, when a
Roman spoke of events as auspicious or sinister, or when
some natural object was said in the Middle Ages to be
baleful, or benign, or malign, a herb to possess such and
such a virtue, an eye to be evil, or the bones of a saint
to be holy, or even, probably, when Gower wrote:

The day was merry and fair enough,

it is true that these things were described from the hu-
man point of view, but the activity was felt to emanate
from the object itself. When we speak of an object or
event as amusing, on the contrary, we know that the pro-
cess indicated by the word amuse takes place within our-
selves; and this is none the less obvious because some
of the adjectives recorded above, such as charming,
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enchanting, and fascinating, are the present parti-

ciples of verbs which had implied genuine, occult activ-

ity. (pp. 158-59)

Having established the reality of the evolution of consciousness
and the internalization of meanings, Barfield finds that two results
follow from these processes. First, the "peculiar freedom" (p. 155) of
man is felt to derive largely from within himself; it is & product of
those "spontaneous impulses which control human behaviour and destiny."

(p. 155) This is seen in the semantic evolution of such words as

conscience, disposition, spirit, and temper; in the transferring of

words like dissent, gentle, perceive, and religion from the outer world

to the inner; and in the Protestant Reformation which, as was noted
above, stressed the inwardness of all true grace. Second, the spirit-
ual life which had been assumed to be immanent in phenomena fades: the
life "in star and planet, in herb and animal, in the Jjuices and 'hum-
ours' of the body, and in the outward ritual of the Church--these grow
feebler." (p. 155) There arises the concept of impersonal laws which

govern the world: "words like consistency, pressure, tension...are

found to describe matter 'objectively' and disinterestedly, and at the
same time the earth ceases to be the centre round which the cosmos re-
volves." (p. 155) The European mind has cut itself loose from its en-
vironment‘(fled from nature); it has become "less and less of the actor,
more and more of both the author and the spectator." (p. 155)

Now Barfield sees the Romantic movement as essentially a triumph
because, utilizing the end product of the long evolution of conscious-

ness (the end product is, of course, consciousness), they saw the fatality
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of a dead world moving in a void, & world drained of its immanent life
by the very evolution which enabled them to perceive its deadness.

They may not have understood how the world came to be dead, but they

saw the necessity of somehow revitalizing it, of bringing it back to
gome kind of life. There had been some stumbling poetic attempts before
them, evidence that the poet at least cannot deal with a world of
Hobbes's matter in motion. Both Denham and Milton had taken up the new
word conscious and had applied it to inanimate things. Denham had writ-
ten: "Thence to the coverts and the conscious Groves...."; and Milton:
"So all ere day-spring, under conscious Night / Secret they finished
«ese" And Barfield comments that

.seWe can almost fancy, by their readiness to seize upon

the new word, that our poets were beginning, even so soon,

to feel the need of restoring 'subjectivity' to external

Nature--of 'proJjecting into' her, as we are now inclined

to say--a fanciful substitute for that voluntary life and

inner connection with human affairs which Descartes and

Hobbes were draining from her in reality. (p. 165)

But it was left to the Romantics and their theories of the power
of the Imagination really to resuscitate the lifeless world. Coleridge,
in his distinction between the Fancy and the Imagination, is largely
responsible for their success; for Coleridge defined Imagination (in
Barfield's words) as "the power of creating from within forms which

themselves become a part of Nature--'Forms,' as Shelley put it,

more real than living man,
Nurslings of immortality."(p. 200)

Fof Wordsworth and Coleridge, Nature is not only what we perceive but

also what we half-create; "the perception of Nature...depends upon what



38

is brought to it by the observer. Deep must call unto deep." (p. 200)
Coleridge had said that Iragination (both the primary and the secondary)
vas "essentially vital, even as all objects (as objects) are essentially
fixed and dqad."2h The world as perceived by the senses and evaluated
by the "reason" was indeed dead; but the world as "perceived" by the
Imagination was alive, for the Imagination as much created it as per-
ceived it. Imagination, for Coleridge, was "organic." As it was alive
itself, so what it bodied forth was also alive. In Kantian terms, it
created phenomena, not ex nihilo, but out of the noumena. It gave shape,
form, existence itself to the phenomenal world.

And this re-animation of Nature was possible because

the imagination was felt as creative in the full re-

ligious sense of the word. It had itself assisted in

creating the natural forms which the senses were now

contemplating. It had moved upon the face of the waters.

For it was 'the repetition in the finite mind of the

eternal act of creation'--the Word made human. (p. 201)
The hook ends on this curious and rather challenging note. Any explicit
conclusion is left for the reader to draw. At the risk of being obvious,
I will draw it briefly. Barfield's book culminates with the Romantics
because the Romantics were the first to do consciously what ancient and
early man had done unconsciously--that is, participate actively in the
construction of the very world itself. And conscious participation in

the world-process, as Steiner had said in his praise of Angelus Silesius,

is at least analogous to divine creation.

24pioaraphia Literaria, Chapter XIII.
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Poetic Diction (1928, new edition 1952) is a gnarled and diffi-

cult book. Barfield has added a long preface to the second edition in
which he castigates I. A. Richards, the logicel positivists, and "scien-
tism" in general, but the preface does little to clarify the argument of
the book. And yet, ironically, the book has all the apparatus of clar-
ity: the chapters are very short, and each chapter is subdivided into
very brief sections; there are cross-references between the chapters
and there are appendices which are meant, presumably, to clear up the
difficult points. One is reminded of Chesterton's remark about Arnold
and his rather wearisome attempts to be utterly clear: he kept a smile
of heartbroken f&rbearance on his face, as if he were a teacher in an
idiot school. One of the reviewers of the book, after admirably circum=-
locuting its argument, concludes: "It is to be hoped that the reappear-
ance of this book...will revive attention to its thesis. ... What we
get is an extremely pregnant idea, whose applications are far-reaching
and by no means easy to make. Perhaps one should hope that others will
continue to work on the suggestions with which Mr. Barfield provides us.
If this is done, the results may well be important, perhaps beyond the
field of poetry and criticism.“25
It is with the applications of this pregnant idea 'beyond the
field of poetry and criticism" that I am concerned here. There is much
about poetry and criticism in the book that seems to me valuable, but I

am not concerned with that; I am concerned with the book mainly as it

25Grabam Hough, Review of Poetic Diction, New Statesman CVIL
(Aug. 9, 1952), 16k4.
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continues and broadens out the basic ideas of the early book and as it

points forward to their religious application in Saving the Appearances.

With this limitaﬁion, my analysis will make the book seem much simpler
and more straightforward than it really is.

The book is subtitled "A Study in Meaning," and perhaps it may
be most usefully approached (for my purposes) from the point of view of
what Barfield means by "meaning." In order to do this, we must glance
at the old controversy @about the origin of metaphor, for the two are
closely related. Briefly, the problem is this: language is dead meta-
phor, or as Emerson called it, "fossil poetry." Even the most abstfact
of our terms, which we use when we do not wish to be "metaphorical," are
themselves fundamentally metaphorical. Such is the very term abstract;

such are words like compel, transcend, prescind. All language, with the

exception of proper names, seems to have once had as its referent some-
thing material or some simple human éctivity of the body. When we use
the language of phiIOSOphy or aesthetics, we are really using metaphor-
ical language, whether we are aware of it or not. Thus a book like

26
The Meaning of Meaning is "a ghastly tissue of empty abstractions" = be-

cause its authors fail to realize that their "scientific" terminology

(words such as cause, reference, organism, stimulus) is not "miraculous-

ly exempt" (p. 134) from the nature of language itself. They make the

mnistake of supposing that they can speak literally about metaphor, as if

26Pbetic Diction, A Study in Meaning (London, 1928), p. 135. I was
not aware that a new English edition had been put out until this discus-
sion had been written, and have not thought it worthwhile to change all
the page references. In the following discussion, page references (to
be found in the text) will be to the first edition.
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metaphor were always contrived and invented and literal language were
indeed literal; whereas what we generally call metaphor is merely late
and obvious metaphor, and what we call literal language is merely early
and hidden metaphor.

Linguists have sometimes postulated what they call a "metaphori-
cal period," a pre-historic age in which primitive man became aware of
various mental concepts for which he had no name. Needing to call them
something, he converted the names of the material things with which he
vas fam;liar into convenient metaphors and began to speak of "cultiva-
ting" his mind and having his "emotions" moved or "stirred up." But,

as we have seen from History in English Words, the'history of language

shows an evolution of consciousness. Thus, to suppose primitive man
discovering a group of concepts for the names of which he must turn to
metaphor is to fly in the face of linguistic evidence; it is what Bar-
field calls "logomorphism,® which is "projecting post-logical thoughts
back into a pre-logical age." (p. 90) The evolution of consciousness
is echoed in the evolution of language and of meaning. Taking the Latin
word spiritus (the equivalent of the Greek pneuma), Barfield points out
that linguists such as Max Muller would have it originally mean breath
or wind, and would then postulate a certain time when it was used, in
a consciously metaphorical way, to mean spirit or "the principle of life
within man or animal." (p. 80) But, says Barfield,

...such an hypothesis is contrary to every indication pre-

sented by the study of the history of meaning; which as-

sures us definitely that such a purely material content as

'wind'...and...such a purely abstract content as 'the princi-
ple of life within man or animal' are both late arrivals in
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human consciousness. Their abstractness and their sim-
plicity are alike evidence of long ages of intellectual
evolution. So far from the psychic meaning of 'spiritus'
having arisen because someone had the idea, 'principle of
life...' and wanted a word for it, the abstract idea 'prin-
ciple of life' is itself a product of the old concrete
meaning 'spiritus', which contained within itself the germs
of both later significations. We must, therefore, imagine

- & time when 'spiritus' or #revga , or older words from
which these had descended, meant neither breath, nor wind,
nor spirit, nor yet all three of these things, but when
they simply had their own old peculiar meaning, which has
since, in the course of the evolution of consciousness, crys-
tallized into the three meanings specified--and no doubt in-
to others also, for which separate words had already been
found by Greek and Roman times. (pp. 80-81)

The natural tendency in language is toward division, toward a split-
ting up of original singular meaning into later diverse meanings; and
the old single meaning points to the level of consciousness which pro-

duced 1t.27

We have, says Barfield, & possible example of meaning in
the transition stage from old to new (that is, from singularity to di-
versity) in the phrases which associate eiotions with certain parts of
the body. Nowadays we make a "purely verbal allotment" (p. 80) of emo=-
tions to the liver, the bowels and the heart; previously such allotment
was more nearly litgral than_verbal. In the case of the current use of
the word heart, "an old single meaning survives as two separate refer-
ences of the same word--a physical and a psychic.” (p. 80) But in our
phrase "I have no stomach for that," we have an expression which is
.;.still by no means purely psychic in its content. It
describes a very real physical sensation, or rather one

which cannot be classified as either physical or psychic.
Yet...it is reasonable to suppose that, when a sufficient

2Tce. the earlier discussion of the Aryan "concept" of God-sky
in History in English Words, pp. 28-31 of this study.
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number of years has elapsed, the meaning of this word

also may have been split by the evolution of our con-

sciousness into two; and the physico-psychic experience

in question will have become as incomprehensible to our

posterity, as it is incomprehensible to most of us to-

day that anyone should literally feel his 'bowels' moved

by compassion. (p. 80)

What looks to us like a metaphor, then (spiritus meaning soul,
etc.), is simply a meaning that was "latent in meaning from the begin-
ning." (p. 85) 1In earlier consciousness, the material things which
served as referents for words were not only sensible and material objects;
they were not, "as they appear to be at present, isolated, or detached,
from thinking and feeling." (p. 85) There could not have existed the
subjective-objective antithesis, for the antithesis presupposes self-
consciousness. And self-consciousness "is inseparable...from rational
or discursive thought operating in abstract ideas." (p. 204) 1In a pre-
logical time, then, a time when meaning originates, man is incapable
of feeling himself as distinct and cut off from the rest of the uni-
verse; or, in plain terms, he is not thus isolated and cut off. This
is the state of man before Steiner's "flight from nature," the pre-
conscious stage of man-nature unity.

esein order to form a conception of the consciousness of

primitive man, we have really...to 'unthink,' not merely

our now half-instinctive logical processes, but even the

seemingly fundamental distinction between self and world.

And with this, the distinction between thinking and per-

ceiving begins to vanish too. For perception, unlike the

pure concept, is inconceivable without a distinct perceiv-

ing subject on which the percepts, the soul-and-sense-datsa,

can impinge. (p. 206).

How then can we describe the kind of thinking done by primitive

man? As "A kind of thinking which is at the same time perceiving, a
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picture-thinking, a figurative, or imaginative, consciousness, which we
can only grasp today by true analogy with the imagery of our poets, and,
to some extent, with our own dreams.” (pp. 206-7)

The development of consciousness shows us two opposing principles.
" The first is the principle according to which single meanings tend to
divide} the second is 'the nature of language itself at its birth. It
is the principle of living unity." (p. 87) The principle of division
indicates the differences between things; the second indicates the resem- .
blances. It is this second principle which we find operative in the
metaphors of the poets. It enables them

«eoto intuit relationships which their fellows have for-

gotten--relationships which they must now express as met-

aphor. Reality, once self-evident, and therefore not

conceptually experienced, out which can now only be reached

by an effort of the individual mind--this is what is con-

tained in a true poetic metaphor; and every metaphor is

*true' only in so far as it contains such a reality, or

hints at it. The world like Dionysus, is torn to pieces

by pure intellect; but the poet is Zeus; he has swallowed

the heart of the world; and he can reproduce it as a liv-

ing body. (p. 88)
What the true poet grasps, then, is the ancient unity of thought and per-
ception. And this ancient unity, this pre-conceptual mixture which in-
cluded both the percept and its significance, is well called "figurative"
or "pictorial." For the percept and the meaning were one and the same
apprehension; the whole of reality, not only the percept or only the
concept, was taken in as & kind of meaning figure. The ancient single
meaning of the verb to shine, for example, was "the same definite spir-

itual reality which was beheld on the one hand in what has since become

pure human thinking; and on the other hand, in what has since become
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physical light; not an abstract conception, but the echoing footsteps of
the goddess Natura--not a metaphor but a living Figure." (pp. 88-89)

In short, ancient man'apbrehended total reality; or, rather, to-
tal reality lived within him and he within it. What existed (and all
that existed) was Mind; it existed "as Life, and Meaning, before it be-
came conscious of itself, as knowledge....”" (p. 179) What we call think-
ing "was not merely of Nature, but was ﬁature herself." (p. 147) We are
back to something like Hegel's World-Soul and also something much like

Yeats's Spiritus Mundi and Jung's Collective Unconscious, back to "the

prophetic soul of the wide world / Brooding on things to come." 1In the
beginning was Thought, says Barfield, though not any individual thinker.
In the beginning was Meaning or Life, or, more accurately, Meaning that
was alive. But there is, in the beginning, no understanding; there is
only a vast unconscious creativity, an infinite poetic, irrational im-
pulse. There is only Thought thinking, knowing no subject or object,
working itself out in concrete meanipg (which is neither abstract nor
particular), manifesting itself in the aborigiﬁal unity of language.
The path that the World-Process follows is the path suggested previously
as that wh1c£ language itself follows: division and combination. The
Logos, which is both thought and speech, thinks itself out as &an eternal
process of splitting up and recombining itself. We have referred to
these two processes &s principles; but this, says Barfield, is inaccurate.
The Greeks had no such word as 'principle'; they

called what I have been speaking of=--with that divine

concreteness which makes the mere language a fountain

of strength for the exhausted modern intelligence--gim-

ply Zeieir 8pd G Lecr --Do and Suffer.
But to ordinary abstract thought a principle can
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never be anything more than an idea, induced from ob-
servations of what has happened. ... Yet all conclu-
sions of this nature could be no more than subjective
shadows of the forces themselves, of the two living
realities, which can actually be known, once our intel=-
lect has brought us to the point of looking out for them;
being themselves neither subjective nor objective, but
as concrete and self-sustaining in every way as the Sun
and the Moon--which may well be their proper names. (pp.
210-11)

Now the sine gqua non of self-consciousness is the rational, dis-

cursive intellect, whose natural tendency is to divide, to split up
meaning; in so doing, it destroys the ancient unity of reality--it "mur-
ders to dissect." And the function of the poetic imagination (which is

' creative, unifying) is to try to preserve, or revive, this

"organic,'
same ancient unity, to perceive what Baudelaire called the "correspond-
enées" among things. It does this, as we have seen, simply because it
is organic and-creatiye, its creation consisting of '"the bringing far-
ther into consciousness of something which already exists as uncon-
scious life." (p. 112)‘ In doing so the imagination takes part in the
eternal World-Process of progressive creation; it becomes part of the

Logos, the continual and creative Incarnation of the Word.

As I said at the beginning of my remarks on Poetic Diction, the

book is & difficult one; and perhaps I have done nothing to make it any
easier. One question (8o far as I can see) is never finally resolved.
The Logos manifests itself, or becomes aware of itself, through the pro-
cess we have traced as the evolution of human consciousness, & necessary
part of which is the emerging discursive intellect. Presumably, then,

the discursive intellect occupies an important place in the progressive
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manifestation. Yet Barfield often speaks of it as a kind of enemy, &
"principle" which the principlevof imagination and unity is forever com-
bating. "...without the rational principle, neither truth nor knowledge
could ever have been, but only Life itself, yet that principle alone
cannot add one iota to knowledge." (pp. 143-4L) It performs many use-
ful functions, but it cannot "expgnd consciousness. Only the poetic

can do this: only poesy, pouring into language its creative intuitions,
can preserve its living meaning and prevent it from ecrystallizing into

a kind of algebra." (p. 144)

Very likely what seems to be anti-rational bias is only over-
emphasis, for it is difficult to see how a purely natural principle (to
grant Barfield his premises) can be blamed for performing its function.
What Barfield is trying to emphasize is the fundamental disparity be-
tween the discursive intellect and the imagination: the fact that the
intellect works of itself and on its own and is always secondary in
order of precedence as it were; while the imagination is a participant
in the divine act of creation, and is felt to be so by those (like
Coleridge and Shelley) who best understand its nature.

Having sketched out and confirmed the basis of Barfield's thought,

we may now turn to the last book, Savigg,the Appearances, in which the

earlier notion of the evolution of consciousness (and its attendant
theory of the imagination) is taken up into a realm of religion which
was only hinted at in the first two books.

Saving the Appearances takes its title from Simplicius's sixth
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century commentary on Aristotle's De Caelo. The phrase meant that a hy-
pothesis could explain phenomena but was not on that basis necessarily
true: even two contradictory hypotheses could explain the appearances,
as did the Ptolemaic and Copernican versions of the movements of the
planets. Galileo's trouble with the Church, says Barfield, stemmed from
the fact that he and Copernicus and Kepler came to think that the Coper-
nican version not only saved the appearances (that is, satisfactorily
explained phenomena) but was on that account true. What the Church
feared was not & new theory of celestial movements but "a néw theory of
the nature of theory; namely, that, if a hypothesis saves all the ap-
pearances, it is identical with truth."28 Barfield's book is an attempt
to explain not merely celestial movements or other phenomena but the
reality underlying all phenomena. It is literally an attempt to explain
the nature of things by an extension of the theories we have already ex-
amined in the earlier books.

It is my intention to examine the theories and their consequences,
particularly the consequences for religioﬁ. But what I have said about

the difficulty and cémplexity of Poetic Diction is a fortiori true of

this later book. I have found it impdssible to abstract its thesis and
present it in anything like intelligible terms, even though the thesis
rests largely on ideas already examined. The grgument is presented in
a yay‘that seems at first perverse and wayward; but careful examination

1

shows that the argument proceeds in what might be called a natural way.

28Saving the Appearances (ILondon, 1957), p. 51. Page references
to the book will be in the text,.
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A river overflowing its banks does not follow a strictly logical course
but progresses according to the natural contours of the land. So it is
with the book: the long view shows the argument to move ahead in an
intelligible way, even though the long viewAbe a long time coming. I
propose, then, to try to follow the argument pretty much as it is pre-
sented.

The book (the fdreword of which thanks Lewis for help and advice)
begins with an exposition of Barfield's intention: to look at the world
in a new perspective and to see what follows from so doing. The new
perspective consists of a "sustained acceptance by the reader of the re-
lation assumed by physical science to subsist between human conscious-
ness on the one hand and, on the other, the familiaf world of which that
consciousness is aware." (p.bll) Modern physics, especially, has taught
us that the actual structure of the universe--what is really "out
there" and distinct from us--is nothing like the phenomena which we see
or hear or smell or even touch. Realizing this, most post;KBntian phil-
osophers have dealt at length with the extent to which man participates
in the constructing of the phenomena which he "perceives." Barfield
intends, he says, to keep in mind this psychological relationship be-
tween nature aﬁd man, and also to point out (what we have already seen)
that this relation has‘not remained static through the centuries but has

changed (and will continue to change) &s a corollary of the evolution

of consciousness. Barfield then describes the overall intention of the -

book

The greater part of this book consists...of a rudimen-
tary attempt to remedy the omission [pf the man-nature
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relationship/. But this involves...challenging the

assumption /that the relation has remained static

«++.The result--and really the substance of the book

--is a sort of outline sketch...for a history of human

consciousness; particularly the consciousness of wes-

tern humanity during the last three thousand years or

§0.

Finally, the consequences which flow from abandon-

ing the assumption are found to be very far-reaching;

and the last three chapters are concerned, theologically,

with the bearing of 'participation'--viewed now as an

historical process--upon the origin, the predicament,

and the destiny of man. (p. 13)

The opening chapters of the book deal largely with epistemology.
It is necessary to review them because they introduce most of the termin-
ology (much of it new) which is used throughout the book. Barfield uses
the example of a rainbow to illustrate the fact that man participates in
the creation or evoking of the phenomena that he perceives. The rain-
bow is not really "there"; no one finds the end of a rainbow; it is
simply "the outcome of the sun, the raindrops and your own vision."
(p. 15) The analogy between the rainbow and seemingly "real" phenomena
is very close. Science tells us that the phenomenal world consists of
atoms, protons, and electrons--even that these are perhaps only "no-
tional models or symbols of an unknown supersensible or subsensible
base." (p. 17) Now the tree, unlike the rainbow, can be touched, smelt,
etc.; but if science is right about the composition of phenomena--if
they consist of "particles" (as Barfield calls them)--"then, since the
‘particles' are no more like the thing I call a tree than the raindrops
are like the thing I call a rainbow, it follows...that--just as the

rainbow is the outcome of the raindrops and my vision--so, & tree is the

outcome of the particles and my vision and my other sense-perceptions.”
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(pp. 16-17) The tree that I perceive, then, is what Barfield calls a
"representation." Phenomena consist of my sensational and mental con-
struction of the particles or the "unrepresented." (The particles seem
close to Kant's noumena, the representation to Kant's Ehenomena.) The
tree that I perceive is not a dream tree or a private hallucination,
since both you and I perceive it--that is, you and I construct a sim=-
ilar representation of the unrepresented. Thus phenomenal nature--the
nature stﬁdied, weighed, measured, and experimented with by scientists
--is what Barfield calls a "system of collective representations."” (p.
18) We have the same view of the universe because we have arrived at
the same (or approximately the same) level of consciousness. "The time
comes when one must either accept this as the truth about the world or
reject the theories of physics as an elaborate delusion. We cannot have
it both ways." (p. 18)

Now a representation consists of the activity of the senses (per-
ception) plus another process. We do not hear a thrush singing, says
Barfield, nor do we smell coffee. Our sensation is, respectively,
merely of sound or smell. Another activity must take place before we
can say that we hear a thrush or smell coffee (or even be aware that we
are perceiving these things). It is the activity that identifies, or
puts in their proper places, these raw sensations. This activity Bar-
field calls "figuration."

On the assumption that the world whose existence is in-

dependent of our sensation and perception consists sole-

ly of 'particles', two operations are necessary (and

whether they are successive or simultaneous is of no con-

sequence), in order to produce the familiar world we know.

.
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First, the sense-organs must be related to the parti-

cles in such a way as to give rise to sensations; and

secondly, those mere sensations must be combined and

constructed by the percipient mind into the recogniza-

ble and nameable objects we call 'things'. It is this

work of construction which will here be called figura-

tion. (p. 24)

Barfield next goes on to make a distinction drawn from the work
of Steiner. He distinguishes between two kind; of thinking: "alpha-
thinking" and "beta-thinking." Alpha-thinking is thinking about phen=-
omena as if}they were really objective and independent of our own
minds; it is thinking which assumes the naively realistic view of the
universe. It is the thinking characteristic of the physical sciences
(excepting modern physics), Beta~-thinking is thinking about thinking
and percéption; it is reflective thinking, the result of which is that
we become conscious of the fact that phenomena are not independent and
totally outside of us. It is not a different kind of thinking from
alpha-thinking; the two kinds of thigking are the same, but their subject
matters are different. Barfield is concerned with "the interaction be-
tween figuration and alpha-thinking," (p. 26) and is thus himself "beta-
thinking."

The next step in the theor& introduces the most difficult concept
of the book, that of "participation." Barfield begins the discussion
of participation by citing the anthropological work of Levy-Bruhl and
Durkheim among brimitive societies. In effect, he uses their work as
evidence supporting his earlier assertions about primitive mentality--

its lack of conceptual thinking, its relative lack of self-consciousness.

This mentality, Levy-Bruhl holds, is "essentially synthetic. ...the
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syntheses which compose it do not imply previous a&nalyses of which the
result has been registered in definite concepts....the connecting links
of the representations are given...in the representations themselves."
(pp. 29-30) Levy-Bruhl maintains that such thought has nothing to do
with the earlier anthropological theory called animism; the primitive
does not associate his beliefs with his phenomena (representations).
"The mystic properties with which things are imbued form an integral
part of the idea to the primitive who views it as a synthetic whole."
(p. 31) The primitive does not "dissociate" himself from phenomena, does
not perceive himself as distinct from them. And 'as long as this 'dissoc-
iation' does not take piace, perception remains an undifferentiated
whole." (p. 31) Turned around the other way, the lack of "dissociation"
may positively be termed participation. For us, the only link between
ourselves and the phenomena (except through beta-thinking) is through
the senses. For the primitive, however, there is another link, an
extra- or super-sensory one, not only between the percipient and the
phenomena (representations) but between the representations themselves
and between the percipients themselves. Thus the primitivg mind achieves
a kind of unity or reality (through synthesis) by means of participation
or lack of dissociation. Barfield concludes the anthropological evi-
dence‘for his assumption that the psychological relation between man
and nature has not remained static, that the primitive outlook was essen-
tially different from ours:

| It is not only a different alpha-thinking but a differ-

ent figuration, with which we have to do, and therefore
the phenomena are treated as collective representations
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produced by that different figuration. ...the most

striking difference between primitive figuration and

ours is, that the primitive involves 'participation',

that is, an awareness which we no longer have, of an

extra-sensory link between the percipient and the re-

presentations. This involves, not only that we think

differently, but that the phenomena (collective repre-

sentations) themselves are different. (pp. 33-34)
There is a fundamental difference between not only primitive thinking
and our own but between primitive phenomena and our own; and the differ-
ence in both cases is due to the fact that the primitive participated in
both his thinking and phenomena &s an active experience, while our par-
ticipation in our phenomena is largely unconscious.z9

From the preceding evidence of primitive mentality it follows
(says Barfield) that the general view of pre-history is a myth. We can
have no real knowledge, for example, of the evolution of the earth be-
fore the arrival of man--and not only of "man," but of relatively mod-
ern man. . For the evolution of phenomena (including the earth) is correl-
ative to the evolution of human consciousness, since phenomena are no
more than representations on the part of that consciousness. So the

pre-historic evolution of the earth as described, for example, in Wells's

Outline of History "was not merely never seen. It never occurred.” (pe.

37) Something may have been going on in the "unrepresented,” but what
it was would depend on the level of consciousness which perceived (and

thus constructed) it. In so far as we really think we know what was

29cf. Robert Redfield, The Primitive World and Its Transformation
(Ithaca, N.Y., 1957), especially Chapter IV, "Primitive World View and
Civilization." Redfield quotes D. D. Lee &8s saying that, for the prim-
itive, "man is in nature already, and we cannot speak properly of man
and nature." (p. 85) Cf. also H. and H. A. Frankfort, et. al., Before
Philosophy: The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man (Baltimore, 1955).
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going on in pre-historic times, we are simply projecting our own collec-
tive representations into "“the dark backward and abysm of time"; we are
creating what Bacon called "idols of the study.”

Having come thus far in the argument, Barfield stops and points
out the possible alternatives if his view is not accepted. We can adopt
the "super-naive realism" (pe. 38) of Dr. Johnson; we can kick our stone
and say, "Nature is nature, and the earth is tpe earth, and always has
been since it all Segan." (p. 38) But this involves rejecting the find-
ings of science. Or we can do what Orwell called "double-think": we
can ignore the findings of physics except when we are engaged in a
physics problem; we can pretend that the discoveries of physics have no
relation to the subject matters of other sciences such as botany, zoo-
logy, and geology. Or finally we can adopt the view of radical idealism:
that the representations which we call phenomena "are sustained by God
in the absence of human beings." (p. 38) The last alternative involves
believing that God has chosen our own particular set of collective repre-
sentations out of all the possible others of ancient and medieval con-
sciousness. None of the alternatives is attractive to Barfield.

He returns to the argument, then, and resumes the discussion of
the real evolution (of consciousness) contrasted to the false, as in
Wells. Evolution as we ordinarily understand the term, says Barfield,
is an evolutioﬂ of idols of the study. The theory reached its'peak in
the nineteenth century because the original participation of the primi-
tive had been lost and.because the participation of man in his percep-

tion was not realizéd sufficiently (though Kant had taught it). Thus
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phenomena were held to have an independent and obJjective existence which
they do not really have. '"But a representation, which is collectively
mistaken for an ultimate, ought not to be called a representation. It
is an idol. Thus the phenomena themselves are idols, when they are
imagined as enJjoying that independence of human perception which can in
fact only pertain to the unrepresented." (p. 62) (Here the subtitle of
the book may be mentioned: "A Study in Idolatry.") And the Darwinian
evolution of idols is not only wrong itself but begets wrong in other
fields--in etymology, mythology, anthropology. The doctrine of animism
is a direct result of the failure to perceive that the only meaningful
evolution can be the evolution of phenomena following on the evolution
of consciousness. Thg early anthropologists accepted Darwinian evolution
as a framework within which all their results must fit. Thus they pos-
tulated a primitive man who was simply a modern man "with his mind
tabula rasa," (p. 66) faced with phenomena (collective representations)
the same as our own.

The development of human consciousness was thus presen-

ted as a history of alpha-thinking beginning from zero

and applied always to the same phenomena, at first in

the form of erroneous beliefs about them and, as time

went on, in the form of more and more correct and scien-

tific beliefs. In short, the evolution of human con-

sciousness was reduced to a bare history of ideas. (p. 66)

When we understand the true evolution, however, as distinct from
the evolution of idols, history takes for us a different and a truer
shapé. The evolution of consciousness is correlative with the rise of

conceptual reasoning (as we saw earlier) and with the decline of "orig-

inal" participation. We have seen that participation lasted into the
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late middle ages. Indeed, says Barfield, "The whole basis of epistemol-
ogy from Aristotle to Aquinas assumed participation, and the problem was
merely the precise manner in which that participation operated." (p. 97)
As Aristotle is more subjective in his thought than Plato, further along
in the process of internalization, so Aquinas is more subjective than
Aristotle; yet even in the rise of subjectivity which goes with increased
self-consciousness we can see that for Aquinas, as for Aristotle, the
principle of original participafion is assumed. "The nous of which
Aristotle spoke and thpﬁght was clearly less subjective than Aquinas's
intellectus; and when he deals with the problem of perception, he polar-

izes not merely the mind, but the world itself, without explanation or

apology, into the two verbs...poiein and paschein: 'to do' and 'to suf-
fer'...theﬁe two words alone are as untranslatable as the mentality
which they reveal is remote from our own." (p. 100) And the whole of
Aquinas's work is shot through with the same assumption; for Aquinas the
assumption is so obvious that only once does he bother to explain it,
and then by analogy: "Suppose we say that air participates the light of
the sun, because it does not receive it in that clarity in which it is

in the sun." (p. 90, quoted from De Hebdomadibus, cap. 2) Kquinas

asgsumed participation as much in logic as in the ladder of being itself:

At one. end of the scale the subject participates
its predicate; at the other end, a formal or hierarchi-
cal participation per similitudinem was the foundation
of the whole structure of the universe; for all creatures
were in a greater or lesser degree images or representa-
tions, or 'names' of God, and their likeness or unlikeness
did not merely measure, but was the nearer or more distant
emanation of His Being and Goodness in them. (p. 90)
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We should read the history of western consciousness, then, as the
gradual decline of original participation, the gradual increase of self-
consciousness and awareness of self as distinct from phenomena which has
(unfortunately, Barfield thinks) culminated in idolatry (the granting of
objective existence to our collective representations). The glaring and
wonderful exception to this historical trend is the case of Israel, which
must be noted because Israel's religion is in many ways analogous to
Barfield's final religious conclusion.

The Israelites in Egypt received from Moses "the unheard of in-
Junction" (p. 109) "not to make unto thee any graven image or any like-
ness of anything that is in heaven above, or that is in the earth be-
neath, or that is in the water under the earth." They were enjoined not
to make images when the people of every nation around them practised the
prevailing original participation. And "Participation and the experience
of phenomena as representations go hand in hand;...the experience of re-
presentations, as such, is closely linked with the making of images."

(p. 109) For in original participation the link between self and phenom-
ena is experienced, not arrived at (as in our case) by alpha-thinking.

"Original participation is...the sense that there stands behind the phen-
omena, and on the other side of them from man, & represented, which is of

0
the same nature as man. It was against this that Israel's face was set."3

30P. 109. The Frankforts say that for the primitive, the object
perceived "is experienced as life confronting life." Before Philosophy,
pe 14,
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Participation thus begins to die for Israel as the result of a
moral injunction, while for western man in general it dies only as a
natural process. The Jewish progress away from participation Barfield
traces by the Jewish reference to the name of God Himself. The 0ld
Testament tells us that the Jews, before they left Egypt, were told by
Moses the real name of their God. The name, says Barfield, was thought
to be "too holy to be communicable.” (p. 112) It may be found written
in the Psalms, for instance, but by the third century B.C. it was
never read aloud; other words such as "Adonai" or "Elohim" were substi-
tuted. "The Name itself was pronounced only by the priests in the
Temple when blessing the people or by the High Priest on the Day of
Atonement. Other precautions and uses emphasized and preserved its in-
effable quality." (p. 112) The Name is written in four consonants and
is taken from a verb which means both "to be" and "to breathe."

The Hebrew word for ‘'Jew' is derived from the same

verb; so that a devout Jew could not name his race with-

out recalling, nor affirm his own existence without

tending to utter, the Tetragrammaton. Written...with-

out vowels, when any true child of Israel perused the

unspoken Name, s/ 77} * must have seemed to come whispeg-

ing up, as it were, from the depths of his own being! 1

This Jewish "ingathering withdrawal from participation" (p. 114)
Barfield sees illustrated in two encounters with God recorded in the 0ld

Testament. The first shows God as still thought to be "outer" and somehow

31As I. CH., according to Boldt, came out of the German soul=--one
of the strange echoes already mentioned. The difference, however, if
it is of degree, is of great degree.



in or behind the phenomena; the second shows Him to be considered within.
The Iord.appeared to Moses from the midst of & burning bush; but "by

the time of Elijah the withdrawal...was already far advanced...." (p.
113) Barfield then quotes the famous verses which catalogue the nat-
ural beauties which do not contain God: He was not in tﬁe wind, nor in
the earthquake, nor in the fire--"and after the fire a still small

voice."

.+.He had now only one Name--I AM--and that was parti-

cipated by every being who had eyes that saw and ears

that heard and who spoke through his throat. But it

was incommunicable, because its participation by the

particular self which is at this moment uttering it was

an inseparable part of its meaning. Everyone can call

his idol 'God', and many do; but no being who speaks

through his throat can call a wholly other and outer

Being 'I'. (p. 114)

And Rabbi Maimonides, about 1190, repeated "the mystery of the Divine
Name. It was 'that name in which there is no participation between the
Creator and any thing else.'" (p. 114)

Now if the rise of self-consciousness and the decline of original
participation (aided by God, in the case of the Jews) have led to the
state of things that Barfield calls idolatry, what hope is there for
the future? Idolatry is clearly wrong: aside from being forbidden to
the chosen people, it does not square with the nature of things. But
what is to be done about it? The answer to this question is the crux
of the argument.

There have occurred, according to Barfield, certain "symptoms of

iconoclasm,"” the major one of which (as we saw in History in English

Words) was the Romantic movement. The Romantic movement was possible
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because, as consciousness evolved toward self-consciousness and thus gave
rise to "phenomena on the one side and consciousness on the other," (p.
126) the thing that we call memory came into being.

As consciousness develops into self-consciousness,

the remembered phenomena become detached or liberated
from their originals and so, as images, are in some
measure at man's disposal. The more thoroughly par-
ticipation has been eliminated, the more they are at
the disposal of his imagination to employ as it chooses.
If it chooses to impart its own meaning, it is doing,
pro tanto, with the remembered phenomena what their v
Creator once did with the phenomena themselves. Thus
there is a real analogy between metaphorical usage and
original participation; but it is one which can only

be acknowledged if the crude conception of an evolution
of idols...is finally abandoned, or at all events is
enlightened by one more in line with the 0ld teaching
of the logos. There is a valid analogy if, but only

if, we admit that, in the course of the earth's history,
something like a Divine Word has been gradually cloth-
ing itself with the humanity it first gradually created
--s0 that what was first spoken by God may eventually
be respoken by man. (pp. 126-27)

The process of internalization has taken the meanings of the phenomena
inside man, and meaning has now become available for his own "creative
'speech'=--using 'speech' now in the wide sense of Aquinas's 'word'."
(pe 127) The decline of participation in the west has had as its com-
plement a "growing awareness...of this capacity of man for creative
speech.”" (p. 127) The more man comes to believe that phenomena are
wholly distinct from himself and have no immanent life, the more he
comes to see that he can manipulate his memory-images of them in any
way that he chooses. For the artist, so long as Nature contained imma-
nent life akin to that of the artist himself, it was enough to imitate

Nature because '"the life or spirit in the object lived on in his imitation,
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if it was a faithful one.”" (p. 128) The artefact was more than imita-
tion because the artist and the object imitated shared the same immanent
life of the universe. But with the decline of participation, imitation
of Nature became purely mechanical, to be replaced ultimately by photo-
graphy. Thus men, sensing the loss of life in phenomena, began to for-
mulate doctrines of "creative" art, in which the artist (in whom there
was still life) infused life into the objects which he imitated from
dead Nature. Barfield traces the beginnings of these doctrines of
creative art back as far as Chrysostom in the first century, and through
Philostratus in the second and Plotinus in the third. The doctrines
continued up through chliger and Sidney in the sixteenth century, and
reached their c¢limax in Coleridge in the nineteenth.

" But the romantic theory of the imagination went a step beyond
its forebears. Properly speaking, the theory as it is stated by Sidney
means little more than that the artist manipulates the images of things
for his own moral ends. Literature can teach where Nature cannot, be-
cause literature uses the images of Nature purposefully. It is in this
sense that, as Sidney says, '"the truest poetry is the most feigning."
And it is in this sense only that the Renaissance Neo-Platonists spoke
of man as a creator. But Coleridge's doctrine of the Primary and Secon-
dary Imagination radically changed the older view. For Coleridge af-
firmed that the artist does not manipulate dead things outside of him-
self, but live things which he himself has first partly created by means
of the Primary Imagination. Thus the artist was doubly & creator, both

in the making of his objects and in the manipulating of them for his
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own purposes. Now all of this Coleridge knew as doctrine; but it was
Wordsworth who experienced the truth of the doctrine. Coleridge knew
that Nature is alive because his philosophy told him that he himself
put life into it. But Wordsworth felt the life in Nature, felt that
somehow the life immanent in himself was also immanent in Nature. He
tried to explain it by theories verging on pantheism, and pantheism,
Barfield says, is a "nostalgic hankering after original participation."
(p. 130)

The distinction between the creativity of the Primary Imagination
and the manipulatioﬁ of the Secondary may be seen in the division of

labor between Coleridge and Wordsworth in the Lyrical Ballads. (This

illustration is not Barfield's, but it will perhaps show what he means.)

In the well-known section from Chapter XIV of the Biographia Literaria,

Coleridge describes the two kinds of poetry to be included in the Lyri-
cal Ballads. Wordsworth was to write poetry that would have '"the power
of exciting the sympathy of the reader by a faithful adherence to the
truth of nature," while Coleridge was to write poetry that had "the
pover of giving the interest of novelty by the modifying colors of
imagination.”" Coleridge's work would be the work primarily of the
Secondary Imagination; though he knew of the immanent life in Nature,
he did not feel it, and thus he would be reduced to manipulating the
images of what he felt to be things merely dead and objective. Thus he
would "make up" the "incidents and agents' and feign that they were
"supernatural"; his aim was, like Sidney's, mo more than to show his

readers "the dramatic truth of such emotions, as would naturally
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accompany such situations, supposing them real.” But Wordsworth, who
felt common life in himself and nature, would minimize the inventive-
ness of the Secondary Imagination, because it would be sufficient for
him merely to "imitate nature." He would write of subjects from "ordi-
nary life," for something of the 1life of Nature would linger on in his
poems. Wordsworth would not have to concern himself with the workings
of the Secondary Imagination 8o long as he experienced the workings of
the Primary Imagination. He would be practising original participation.

Thus the romantics were symptoms of iconoclasé in the sense that
Coleridge knew and Wordsworth felt that Nature was not an "idol," not
something fixed and dead but alive. Wordsworth, the pantheist, supposed
what primitive man supposed, that God is immanert in all things, &and
thus Wordsworth misinterpreted his experience. Coleridge, saved from .
pantheism by his knowledge of Kantian philosophy, knew that the life
in Nature is the life that we give it through the Primary Imagination.
Coleridge knew that man stands in what Barfield calls a '"directionally
creator" relationship (p. 132) to Nature; man creates what he sees anq
then manipulates it. But what Coleridge did not know is the true nature
of man the creator. Thus "the true...impulse underlying the Romantic
movement has never grown to maturity; and, after adolescence, the alter-
native to maturity is puerility." (pp. 130-31) The romantic movement
might well have born great fruit if Coleridge had known the kind of
being he was as well as he knew the way that his mind operated. Fof

"

what stands in this "directionally creator" relationsRip to Nature "is

not my poor temporal personality, but the Divine Name in the unfathomable
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depths behind it." (p. 132) What stands in this relationship is the Lo-
gos, the World-Process, working its way through and out of my uncon-
sciousness mind or the collective unconscious mind of the world.

And here, having reminded ourselves of the nature of man (in Bar-
field's view), we.may also remind ourselveé of the nature of Nature. 1In
speaking of Wordsworth as one who experienced the immanent life in Nature
we may have allowed ourselves to slip back into the position of naive
realism. But such & position, we recall; is radically wrong. The Na-
ture that we have been talking about exists in a world of thought. Bar-
field finds it ironic that modern man, prone to see the phenomenal world

" ghould have become so fond of Jung's theory

as objective and "out there,
of the collective uncons¢ious. Our "literal minded generation," he says,
"began to accept the actuality of a 'collective unconscious' before it
could even admit the possibility of a 'collective conscious'=-in the

shape of the phenomenal world." (p. 135) For the phenomena are "collec-
tive representations," as has already been established. Thus of the hypo-
thetical evolution that we are so fond of positing of the phenomenal
world--our talk of "pre-historic" phenomena--the most that we can accur-
ately say is that the phenomena that we posit for those times are "poten-
tial phenomena." (p. 135) But we must keep in mind that "the phenomenal
world arises from the relation between a conscious and an unconscious

and that evolution is the story of the changes that relation has undergone
and is undergoing." (p. 136) So it follows that it is at the least "high-

ly fanciful...to think of any unperceived process in terms of potential

phenomena, unless we also assume an unconscious, ready to light up into
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actual phenoména at any moment of the process." (p. 135) The concept of
the potentially phenomenal as extant in the collective unconscious is

the answer to the difficulty, now that the old act-potency relationship
of Aristotle and Aquinas (arrived at through original participation) has
faded away. As was the case with participation itself for Aristotle and
Aquinas, so "potential" meant something much more than the possibilis of
Aquinas, though Aéuinas still meant much more than our mere "possible."
We have difficulty in "grasping grocess as such" because we are "hamstrung
by the lack of Jjust suéh a concept of the potentially phenomenal and the
actually phenomenal.”" (p. 136) For us, "to ask whether a thing 'is' or
'is not' is...to ask whether it is or is not a phenomeron....”" (p. 136)
And this is to be expected so long as we remain idolaters; but once we
admit the possibility of the unconscious, we have a basis for reaffirming

the actus-potentia distinction; it need no longer be for us, as it was for

Bacon (who did so much to help turn the representations into idols) a

frigida distinctio. (p. 136)

Now in so far as we realize conceptually (by beta-thinking) that we

participate in our phenomena "with the unconscious part of ourselves,"

(p. 137) we perceive as a fact what may be called "final" participation

as distinct from original participation. That is, we apprehend by con-
ceptual thinking what primitive, ancient and (to some extent) medieval

man felt as an actual experience. But this mere intellectual awareness

has no epistemological significance; our representations are none the
different for our being aware that we in effect create them. There can only

be epistemological significance "to the extent that final participation is



67

consciously experienced. Perhaps...we may say that final participation
must itself be raised from potentiality to act.” (p. 137) But to so
raise our final participation is only possible through sustained effort
on our part: "...it is a matter, not of theorizing, but of imagination
in the genial or creative sense. A systematic approach towards finai
participation may therefore be expected to be an attempt to use imagina-
tion systematically." (p. 137)

A few, says Barfield, have already tried this systematic use of
the imagination. Goethe and Steiner were its most successful practition-

ers. In Goethe's Metamorphosis of Plants, "there is the germ of a sys-

tematic investigation of phenomena by way of participation." (pp. 136-37)
He attempted to study potential as well as actual phenomena, which is
possible because the phenomena are & mental construct. His work was

(and is) regarded as unscientific because it was not purely empirical;

but this is only another way of saying that Goethe refused to treat the
phenomena' (representations) as idols. He attempted to use the imagination
systematically, and

.+.88 imagination reaches the point of enhancing figura-
tion itself, hitherto unperceived parts of the whole field
of the phenomenon necessarily become perceptible. More=-
over, this conscious participation enhances perception not
only of present phenomena but also of the memory-images
derived from them. All this Goethe could not prevail on
his contemporaries to admit. Idolatry was too all-powerful
and there were then no premonitory signs, as there are to-
day, of its collapse. No one...had heard of 'the uncon-
scious.'" (p. 137)

Goethe practised final participation without fully realizing what it was

that he was doing; Steiner, one of today's "premonitory signs," worked
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out the metaphysic of it "fully and lucidly" (p. 139) in The Philosophy

“of Spiritual Activity.

Steiner showed that imagination, and the final participa-

tion that it leads to, involve, unlike hypothetical think-

ing, the whole man--thought, feeling, will, and character

-=-and his own revelations were clearly drawn from those

further stages of participation--Inspiration and Intuition

=--t0o which the systematic use of imagination mey lead.

(p. 141)

The only example that Barfield cites of Steiner's systematic use
of the imagination is the work being done by The Society for Cancer Re-
search in Arlesheim, Switzerland, a society founded by Steiner. Like
Goethe, Steiner advocated the study of the potential phenomena as well
as the actual. Since cancer is "a process of generation," (p. 140) it
provides a basis for experiment in the stage of its potential being.
What Steiner was trying to do was to arrest the disease in its potential
stage before it actuated itself in physical symptoms. "...the method in-
volves investigation of a part of the field of the whole phenomenon named
blood which, for a non-participating consciousness, is excluded from it,
not ﬁy empirical proof but rather...by definition." (p. 140) I do not
know how to paraphrase this except by saying that by "studying the po-
tential phenomenon,” Barfield means that the idea "cancer" 1s not yet
fully actuated in the divine Unconscious; since the Unconscious only
becomes conscious in the consciousness of man, it follows that by inves-
tigating the potential as well as the actual (phenomenal) existence of
cancer we will actually be helping to formulate the final idea of cancer

and thus helping ourselves to control it.

If the appearances (phenomena, representations) are a product of
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human consciousness, and if that consciousness evolves, then the future
of the appearances depends upon the direction that the evolution takes,
for there is no reason to suppose that the evolution has reached its
termination. We may have a further evolution toward idolatry. Or we
may have an evolution toward the final participation practised by Steiner
and Goethe, which is "based on the acceptance...of the fact that man him-
self now stands in a 'directionally creator relation' to the appearances."
(p. 144) Barfield of course elects the latter:

The plain fact is, that all the unity and coherence of

nature depends on participation of one kind or the other.

If therefore man succeeds in eliminating all original

participation, without substituting any other, he will

have done nothing less than to eliminate all meaning

and all coherence from the cosmos. (p. 1l4k4)
Such schools of philosophy as the logical positivists have already tried
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