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Act IV Scene iii

Second Chorus

He shall ascend Parnassus awake and find his soul: 110

Proteus shall work unsleeping for ever, and forms shall
flow

As the meanings of words a poet has mastered. It shall
be so

That Zeus shall abandon to Cronos the antique starry
crown,

And softly out of Olympus the high gods shall come

' down

Shedding ambrosial fragrance in clouds that for ever
abide, 115

And earth shall be covered with blushes and make
herself sweet as a bride.

And her light shall be liquid as honey, her air taste good
like bread

In the mouths of them that dwell upon earth, and all
shall be fed.

— Curtain —

FINIS
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PROGRAM NOTE FOR THE ORIGINAL PRODUCTION

The following observations appeared on the Program when
ORPHEUS was first performed, in Sheffield, at the Little Theatre,
from the twentieth through the twenty-fifth of September, 1948.

Most people have heard of the central event in the story of
Orpheus and Eurydice. They know of the condition under
which he was permitted to rescue his wife from the lower
regions and of his failure to observe it. But the surrounding
mythology is much less familiar. There is, for instance, nothing
in Gluck’s lovely opera to suggest that Eurydice was a Nereid.
In Virgil's fourth Georgic the well-known story occurs as the
centerpiece in another story, that of Aristaeus and the loss and
restoration of his bees. It is in fact told to Aristaeus by Proteus,
when the former consults him to ascertain the cause of the
disaster and its proper remedy.

The framework of my play is the whole of the story told by
Virgil. The play presents the story primarily for its own sake,
but since it is a myth, the true dramatic shape and development
lie as much in the sequence of images as in the incidents and
characters as such. A single sequence progresses from incidents
of which Orpheus is the central figure to others of which
Aristaeus is the central figure. One way of putting the matter
would be to say that the true hero of the play is represented in
the persons of both Orpheus and Aristaeus. But now for the
story itself.

Eurydice, a Nereid, one of the fifty daughters of the sea-god
Nereus, is wooed and won by Orpheus, who is the son of
Apollo by the Muse Calliope. Their joy in each other is
paradisal, while it lasts, but Orpheus, inevitably, begins to im-
part to the vaguely conscious water-being, his wife, some of that
reflective self-consciousness which made him a musician and
poet and without which (as he points out to her) he would never
have been able to single her out as his bride. Eurydice learns her
lesson with enthusiasm. She even seeks to dwell on ecstatic ex-
perience by deliberately interrupting and repeating it, and it is
while she has momentarily left Orpheus with this object in view
that she is seen and pursued by Aristaeus, another son of
Apollo by the water nymph Cyrene. In her flight she is bitten by
a serpent and dies.
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She is conveyed by Charon to Hades (the na
lowe%' ?egions and of their tyrannical ruler() but a;;;s;:?;};rzfitrfl:
cond.ltlon of sleep. Hades seeks to awaken her, but it proves im-
Podss1b1e. He declares that, when she does awaken, she must be
i;.l gedh and Rlaced in chains like his other subjects. But
We;‘ﬁgpa rcl)ge, hl]S queen (who is a goddess partly of the nether
pons Euryg?i yS }(l):ﬂfhseupl}loer ag), insists that when that hap-
y allowed to pro i
abode of the blessed. The dispute is I(E)ft JE?SSS?W%?’SIUIH, fhe
Hie Cor‘llzvsheci by his bereavemfant, Orpheus seeks consolation in
bird}; aneczlr oﬂzong, and such is the beauty of his music that the
o wild beasts assemble to listen to it. Beneath its spell
ey are moved to utter a language which Orpheus is able t
U.mderstand. It tea.ches him the beauty and wisdom of renuncia(3
tﬁ)n, and he promises, for their sake rather than his own, to visit
the ;(Iealn} gf Hades, in order to seek the aid of Perseph’one.
b th131ts.that realm and, expecting to be confronted with
ersephone, in fact encounters the shade of Eurydice, whom his
voice arouses for the first time from the condition Iof sleep i
which she hE.IS been sunken since her death, Her touchpr£
?;:fkens all his renounced personal passion. Chains are at once
o de(:l: Mon (h;urydlce, against which Persephone protests to
desiroﬁs (}ve1 , as he says, by the beauty of Orpheus’s song and
& retumot Ope2::ﬁn% Eish%ueeéLPHadeSh agrees to allow Eurydice
s bt and Persephone together impose o
the lovers the condition that Orpheus shall lead the w ; .
' a
il;papcilc') ;ﬁ; ﬁggezha&ﬂgttfolﬁ tiackfupon Eurydice till the j};fl(;rgal;
. Wi e help of his spy, Ascalaphus (recentl
transformed by Persephone into an owl), H hat
.the poet shall fail to fulfill these terms. Eti;yd?sleeisstsaf:tscﬁzfl;: al:
into IfIhe §hades and Orpheus returns to earth once more aloniz
e te dls no longer . followed by the animals. Nature has'
serte hlm,. and with dull despair, he finds that even his
power pf music has gone. He sings, but the songs are banal or
sqphlstlcatefj, and he knows it. The Maenads, followers of the
:\(Zl?lf-god Dionysus, are incensed alike by his idiotic constancy
fo th ‘i ;?f)rfel memory qf Egrydice (which makes him decline the
ponewal ¢ 1ving inspiration they can offer) and by rumours of
Indulgence in unnatural practices. Excited by a piece of
crude but all too significant ritual, half serious, half burr)lesque

as well as by the drunken orgy which i
d
Orpheus and tear him limbég*,om lim]:I;.rece el they fallwpon
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Meanwhile disaster of a different kind has overtaken
Aristaeus. His bees, on which he relied for a livelihood, have all
died of famine or disease. Destitute and hopeless, he decides to
implore the help of his mother Cyrene, and he visits her accord-
ingly at the source of the sacred river Peneus, where she dwells
with her sister nymphs. It was into this river that the Maenads,
or the Satyr who led them, had flung the head of the dis-
membered Orpheus, and when the nymphs discover it there, it
utters the name of his beloved. When she has heard Aristaeus’
story, Cyrene, after pouring a libation to Oceanus, is able to ad-
vise him to consult Proteus, a sea-god older and wiser than
Nereus and possessing, like him, the faculty of changing him-
self into every conceivable shape. Acting upon the sea-god’s ad-
vice, Aristaeus sacrifices a bull to the shade of Eurydice, and
thereupon a miracle is wrought and his bees are restored to him
in richer measure than before.

“1f bees were always bees and nothing more,” as Hades has
remarked in Act II, Scene i, that would be all the story, but the
bees had a way of carrying sunlight down from the upper air
into the nether regions, a process which could end only in
breaking down the barrier between the two worlds. It had
begun to crumble a little before the story opens—a fact of which
both Hades and, in his different way, Charon showed an
uneasy awareness. The final choruses suggest that the dykes are
down at last, and among them are heard the voices of Orpheus
and Eurydice, joyous now, for Orpheus has found again both
his music and his beloved.

That is the story, and Eurydice will find this account of it
more than enough. Before I add any more, let me emphasise
that it is the lady whom I am really concerned to please. If she
should be delighted—even satisfied —not otherwise, I shall con-
sider the play a success. The Orpheus in the Spectator’s mind
will be pondering over a significatio or inner meaning of some

sort. I must tell him, not that there is no such thing, but that
there is no single one. The figures of Greek mythology are so
rich in imaginative potentiality that anyone who welcomes a few
of them into his own imagination, with its twentieth-century
furniture, will find that there is no need to go out of his way to
hunt for modern instances and applications. Rather they come
crowding so thick and fast that he is positively embarrassed by
them. I think, however, that while I was working on this play,
the figure of Orpheus came to stand, in some degree, for the
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Ezz;c;gehc;fsreﬂecti‘on on experience and its results. All conscious
experiences of pleasure and pain. M
deliberately will the repetiti Dot Andl repetition,
. petition of an experience. And iti
experienced as such, is at the heart, fi | o of his
uch, , for good and evil, of hi
ge;iuifiys c;rf1 reals.(t)nmg,d and thus makes possible his language hi:
, orality, and indeed his humanity. Yet it i ’
of life, for repetition is i icitie, mok of lfe oo of
o e tor P is itself the principle, not of life but of
A-—what shall I say?
sha y?~a root-concept of this nature ha
Z)\;aﬁ/ucr)fl sﬂowmg. its face beneath many widely separated reali}n.;1
experience. Especially if you give it a fac i
; i Especi e, by allowi
;’cn‘c;)rzczzlszce W(;t? a living figure such as that of Orpyheus Irﬁ
emed to see that countenance i :
things as: music and 9 el
: poetry, the relation betwee
woman, the relation between manki 2 of matime,
ind and the world of natu
g:e pltjogress or regress of civilisation, the fall of man and 11::11
ancgi 1:lty, psychology, the history of the Romantic Movement
e w}iiglyiitery of deatl:1 and resurrection. And the lacerateci
. wore seemed to me to express the t dyi
in human destiny itself. Th o oranded m
. The number “two” was regarded
:;i)flcll f;(()) nt?eeievg(;ﬁ I—I?desi{a(rild it was perhaps natugral thatai
‘ ‘ e place Hades as the region where the princi
ple of lifeless repetition has triu ohus's stone
mphed, where Sisyphus’
rolls back to him with th ity o o and where
' e regularity of clockwork, and wh
g:ler ;’r‘;rilcc;cent C\{(}):juptuousness which Orpheus had awakenedeirr?
, and his own tendency to substitute f
“otherness” a mere wraith fabri o Lo
. abricated by the devil i
desires, have both bee i ’ Theis Togieal oo
res, n carried by Tantalus to their logi
clusion (“logical” indeed) i hethes & e
in sub-humanity. Whether i
equally natural to relate this y ave done fo
place as closely as I have done t
glllit;t:gera Iz\éoﬁld, afs we know it today, the world of our highl;
erefore increasingly totalitarian and me i
tract : chani
%grg;seaz\l](flrg Cmay be dls};luted. The play was written before 19ZE§!9C1
an accept the convention will, I h i .
that for us too, there are si i 0 et of o o
: , signs, faint enough no doubt, of an i
minent crumbling of the stern barri cary place
er between that dre
and what corresponds with the “upper air” of myth w1y place

OWEN BARFIELD
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Since Mr. Barfield began his Foreword to Orpheus with an

anecdote of its genesis, it seems fitting, sub specie polaritatis, that
my Afterword begin with an anecdote of its regeneration. In the
summer of 1973, with the aid of a grant from the National En-
dowment for the Humanities—whose support is here gratefully
acknowledged —I was doing some literary research in England.
In connection with that project (which was chiefly concerned
with the work of C. S. Lewis and J. R. R. Tolkien), I spent more
than a week with Owen Barfield, inquiring into Inklings and
related matters. During the course of my visit, Barfield’s own
literary productions came in for a good deal of discussion. But
though 1 made many discoveries—correspondence with C. S.
Lewis and others, numerous essays then out of print and not
readily available, and a fair amount of unpublished poetry—I
learned nothing at all about Orpheus. And though I reproach
myself for my lack of enterprise, Barfield must share the re-
sponsibility, for he scrupulously avoided mentioning any of his
fictive offspring. Indeed, his other major early poems, Riders on
Pegasus and The Unicorn, not to mention several other plays, a
novel, and a novella, continued to elude my search and are only
now being given the attention they deserve.

I came across my first clue to the existence of Orpheus only
several weeks later, in the Bodleian Library of Oxford Univer-
sity, where 1 was investigating the miscellaneous corres-

ondence of C. S. Lewis. (The main C. S. Lewis archives are in
the Wade Collection of the Wheaton College Library, but the
Bodleian has, besides photocopies of the Wade material, a
substantial collection of original letters and manuscripts. For
making this material available to me, and for assisting my cir-
cumlocutious researches, l owe a substantial debt of gratitude to
the librarians of the Duke Humphrey Reading Room, and to the
Reverend Walter Hooper.) Since 1 was primarily interested in
Tolkien’s relation to the Inklings, via Lewis, the clue aforemen-
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:(ﬁgetc(i) aém(f).st escaped my notice entirely. In one of Lewis’s let-
bretly ¢ :;tfldéj d;tethecember 16, 1947, my attention was
: red by the following obsc llusi “
delighted about Or " Being o o make auything ot
. _abo pheus.” Being unable to make anythi
this cryptic a51fie, I thought little enough about it at the};in:ng ch
merleéIy ?oted it for future reference. =
y first solid lead turned up onl i
y two days later, in a photo-
CCOOI;I}; c?ifo g lﬁggrdt.hat Clygle Kilby, then curator of the pW(;c(l)e
, iscovered “with other letters at
o had / attached . . . t
es;\;irziaﬁ:r?ﬁid I\?Oﬁ:s. %rp;lleus.’h” The undated letter was ig
’ on Orpheus that is printed on the back ;
of the present volume, followed b . - Why do]
, two postscripts: “Why d
feel a cad to be writin ! . ! e
g blurbs for you?” and “It i
rem;r}x;bered. How can they not se};?” and it better than
is unmistakable intimation of hithe
rto u
;zesiiurg :/vasfathlast sufficient to awaken my inte?:slfcspaerfzie(%
ved to sift the matter of Orpheus to its b inc
reluctant to trouble Mr. Barfi i e S, ag
_ . ield with vague suspici
since the circumstances of my di : T v e
y discovery appealed eve
powerfully to my extracurricular i i fiction
. terest in detective ficti
than to my professional insti iy mediate ap.
tincts, I postponed an immedi
peal to the author. In the true fashi icti etoctives
thor. In the tr on of fictional detectives i
gt;isst gitOz};hltclmyitengs, I'set out by indirections to find‘c/tle;elclf
, or at least to discover as much as I could
before appealin i i ection was aban.
g to authority. My circum i
dantly rewarded the next d d ing Bertiots oo
d the ay as [ was exploring Barfield’s cor-
fststzor:iden;e with Sir George Rostrover Hamiltgn. Followirfgra
e Z g le::‘ trg;Dilcentl.ber 1f948 was a Programme Ticket for the
roduction of Orpheus, which had b
from the twentieth thr , i ot Sotanbes
. rough the twenty-fifth of S
Besides Lewis’s “blurb” (sli ) weins Baierts
i ghtly emended), it contains Barfield”
original commentary on the pla hi i inte: ar'leld ¥
emeEdec}) in the present volull)ne}.,, which fs reprinted (dightly
est I should be thought sin
uld | gularly obtuse, I should
leze}:;i fa: }tlhls 1pom}f that I did inquire whether the Bodlelei:;hﬁgs
e play. Lewis’s blurb had in fact been quite suffici
Lewi suffici
;;)nngrr}cpt such an inquiry, especially in the light gf its WheatgﬁE
prOVidr; sﬁ).r}iﬁt il;e Trrangement with Wheaton College which
I e duplication of Lewis’s materials did
in general to Barfield’s productions. S d to fal back
. . So I was forced to fall b
on more direct methods. The loss of aesthetic detachment we}acsk
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however, more than compensated by the revelation which
ensued. ¢
Feeling that I now had sufficient evidence to warrant an ac-
cusation—What's all this about a play? Why was I not told?~1
called Barfield on the telephone and confronted him with my
facts. He immediately confessed to having written such a play,
and under further questioning he admitted that he might have a
copy lying about somewhere in his study. (“Confessed” is of

course an hyperbole, a license inspired by the metaphor of

detective fiction, but it is only a slight exaggeration of Barfield’s

initial reluctance to have the whole question of Orpheus brought
to light again.) When 1 asked him if I might see it, he graciously
consented, and though it was his only copy, he even went so far
as to allow me to carry it back with me to this country. Though I
was somewhat reassured by the existence of that other copy in
Wheaton, I literally did not allow the typescript out of my sight.
My first reading of the play, on the plane back to the States,
struck me with the force of a revelation; though I was more or
less prepared for an exceptional insight into Barfield's genius,
nothing that he or Lewis had said about the play quite prepared
me for the immediate experience of it, or for the shock of
recognition: here is the evolution of consciousness made flesh,
the thing itself in human form, the myth made fact as imag-
inative experience. As I began to digest this experience, felt
almost at once that the play should be—must be—published.
When I reread the play, in somewhat more leisurely fashion, my
first impulse grew into a settled conviction: if Barfield himself
were reluctant to pursue the matter, I would seek to do so
myself and to make whatever practical arrangements were
necessary. And so it fell out. When I first raised the question
with him, he expressed “an invincible repugnance to pushing
that or any other verse” of his. Fortunately, his repugnance did
not extend to my attempting to have Orpheus published:
“Naturally I should be glad all the same to see it in print, and if
you really feel the inclination, time and energy to have a shot,
well . . . more power to your elbow!”

Granted this license, I resolved to become a sort of Orphic
midwife, et redactor et bucinator Orpheos, and so began to shape
myself by degrees into a species of editor cum literary agent. The
editorial and critical parts of my enterprise —correcting the
typescript and writing about the play—were an unalloyed

119

- -




o T S

Orpheus

:ﬁi}‘iﬁ«t . i i?:l'lfprlic'ie(‘i myself that I had occasionally helped the
rity his intention. The sustained attenti i
was compelled to give to the detail xt seavesl an Lo
: . s of the text served
no}tlmsh, ar}d‘ was itself nourished by, my attemp’:/ io ?(I)l;y “
rc];)orerentJl critical assessment of the whole. As Orpheus becglrrlnel
mo fha;:; I 1:1vore. a part of my own imaginative life, and I began tg
oy et I ids in some measure participating in its recreation, I
s o remefn bte(;ef(':?g L;vgls’? pithy observation: “It ig bett’er
.~ And Barfield’s response to all of thi
;Z:gorﬁ?ﬁ tdfflp:jy gratlf};ling. Besides flattering me with thleS :;gs
ad more than once penetrated :
& p ated to the true myst
int::ssfilz}grﬁ\eg ie;(pgess:d very powerfully his own quick};ilierfg
§ Urpheus once more to light: “Your 1 ”
: leus : etter,
izro::kae’cnone point, has “agitated me! Orpheus is not usede:o b}:f
ab% fa Ressolte.zainestl.y. %at he is used to is being forgotten all
about. pes flilel;jtofl;; ;slatklr;c(l) of Rip van Winkle resuscitation of
ate "30s going on, ich i
unp};;surable, but is certainly igitiing.’whmh i of course ot
oo -e ;‘Sit }c:f) icgi }slteo;‘y isl?gw more or less a matter of historical
: esult in your hand. And th
fortune would have it ¢ for the fa et 1
. s natural ending, but for the fact
E)aztceklgg‘lllvlizzd fur;\lr/}er debts of gratitude which I am ZZH:}ISZ;
ge. My greatest debt is t
1 ack . 0 Professor Th
aﬁzl;}ccii;rs‘, fforhhls eéncouragement and for bringing Orpheus t(c))ntllfs
hngon 3 ; e Lindisfarne Press. As plans for publication were
COmrgn orox ght 1nto. shgpe, I found it necessary to revise my own
€ obscurii'y, to bring it up to date, to clarify some of its acciden-
o Obscur 1te§, c:;md to flesh out some of the sketchier connec-
ons LI th.rle to draw between Orpheus and Barfield’s other
Humémiﬁes 1& rr;ste?rch It ﬁfva[siI greatly assisted, materially by a
ant from the University of Arizona, and spiri
alelillelogr the w1sFlom of Professor Georg Tenny,son ai%mt?lle;
%rofessl;i e?{ti};t)llsi[as:m of Professor Jane Hipolito. In point of fact
ito’s assistance was als i i ,
il ¢ 0 material, since she
peruse, and t i ibli
ography of Bastiopo e o plunder, her extensive bibli-
genilga‘ltly,h havmglsought to thank those whose kindness and
gene sll )cli ave asmsfed and encouraged my own efforts, and to
Celebi:jt’e ge thg active industry of those who have me;de this
celet PIOII‘: possible, I have still to thank the founder of the
e P.’arfeir 1 3};5 the most useful way to express my gratitude to
. eld for having created Orpheus is to reflect briefly on the
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nature of his achievement, and to measure the peculiar, poetic
excellence of Orpheus against the general quality of his other
published writings.

Inasmuch as it reflects a similar depth of imaginative in-
sight, the Orpheus is clearly of a piece with all of Barfield’s other
major work; its essence is the rediscovery, the recreation, of
meaning. What G. B. Tennyson has recently said of History,
Guilt and Habit (1979) is no less true of Orpheus: “It is meaning
that Barfield gives back to us in the face of all the contemporary
assertions that meaning has fled forever.” At the same time,
however, Orpheus possesses an immediacy of imaginative ap-
peal which renders it unique; its meaning is not so much
achieved by the reader as given in his immediate experience.
More than any of Barfield's other published work, Orpheus is
fully mythopoeic, not because it is about a myth, but because it
is the imaginative recreation of myth itself as an immediate ex-
perience. Though the play has been shaped by, and is in some
sense the expression of, Barfield's ideas about myth, it is not
about those ideas. It is, rather, a poetic reincarnation of myth
itself, a concrete embodiment of the poet’s imaginative life dis-
covered in the myth. And for this reason, the play is easier to
grasp, as an experience, than Barfield’s other work.

With the exception of certain relatively minor efforts, like

The Silver Trumpet (1925) and This Ever Diverse Pair (1950), the
great majority of Barfield's published work is characterized by a

certain argumentative density. Even a relatively popular work

like History in English Words (1925) makes an unremitting de-

mand on the reader’s imaginative participation. And it is this

quality, I think, which makes his work seem difficult: his basic
assumptions must be actively grasped rather than merely ac-
quiesced in. Once one has got hold of his argument, it is easy
enough to follow; in the graceful medium of Barfield's style,
even the most complex ideas become lucid, without losing any
of their evocative subtlety. Indeed, the argument becomes pro-
genitive: one finds oneself anticipating the sort of development
that will come next. But getting hold of the argument may be
another matter altogether. Barfield’s conception of mind, and of
the subject-object relation within the mind, is radically at odds
with some of our most widely held assumptions about the
nature of things. Moreover, his ultimate appeal is not to the
understanding or the senses but to imagination and reason; we
are called upon again and again to produce in ourselves that
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very act of imagination which is the principal subject of
investigation.

That crucial act of imagination is both the method and the
aim of all Barfield’s work. As he cheerfully proclaims in his in-
troduction to The Rediscovery of Meaning (1977), he is “always
really saying the same thing over and over again.” And as he
goes on to emphasize, “the ‘same thing’ that is always being
reaffirmed is the importance of penetrating to the antecedent
unity underlying apparent or actual fragmentation” (p. 3).
Another name for that “antecedent unity” is polarity, grasped as
an immediate fact of imaginative experience. And polarity, Bar-
field teaches us, is not a mere duality of opposite quantities, a
Cartesian abstraction of mind from matter; it is rather the con-
crete interpenetration of contrary qualities, as a subject become
its own object in the act of self-discovery. And that self-
discovery is what Barfield means by the evolution of con-
sciousness. When we experience in ourselves the polar transfor-
mation of unconscious inspiration into conscious imagination,
we begin to grasp the historical evolution of consciousness as a
growth of potential into actual meaning. Thus, as it were by
degrees, the experience which Barfield describes in Poetic Diction
(1928) as a “felt change of consciousness” (p. 48) is transformed

into the active imagination of polarity, and that imagination
leads him to evolve his seminal insight into evolution itself as a
metamorphosis of potential into actual form.
This two-fold emphasis on polarity and the evolution of con-
sciousness can be discerned in Barfield's writings almost from
the first. In the unpublished correspondence with C. S. Lewis,
which Lionel Adey explores in his monograph on the Great War,
we observe Barfield’s repeated attempts to ascertain the polar
relation between subject and object, to perceive them as mu-
tually interdependent parts evolved from an organic whole. At
the same time we can begin to glimpse the way this organic
polarity expresses itself, historically, as an evolution of un-
conscious into conscious meaning. This semantic evolution is
the primary concern of History in English Words; as Professor
Tennyson observes, its argument is grounded in “the peculiarly
Barfieldian insight amounting to a discovery that the history of
language contains within it a record of the evolution of human
consciousness.” Underlying this historical process, of course, is
the polarity of language itself, the metaphoric tension between
image and idea. And that is the primary subject of Poetic Diction,
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which “claims to present, not merely a theory of poetic diction,
but a theory of poetry: and not merely a theory of pf)et?yl,1 but fa
theory of knowledge” (p. 14). Among the.many insights }? -
forded by Barfield ‘s argument 1s the crucial perception that
mental activities which we ordina}rﬂy tak.e to be filscrste, asdpr(;-
saic analysis and poetic synthesis, are in fa.ct interdepen e&é
and that it is only through their interpenetration thgt we age a.t e
to construct the “real world” of our objective expem;ngal . S0 cll s
that genuine knowledge, as dis.t'll‘.lCt from superficial un t; -
standing, always requires the participation of the knower in
knovlzzrilr.ticipation is, of course, the central idea of Saving thfz ?},;
pearances (1957). Where the primary theme of.Poettc Diction ,:sm()—
capacity of imagination to recreate the.past in the I;::esenanin
ment of aesthetic awareness, as a polarity between the n}ce sioﬁ
“given” in language itself and its present metaphoric exten ion
into new meaning, Saving the1 Apr})furznc'is tilgisrzgrt;vga;grx; of
i itself as its principal subject; 1t e 5 the :
gﬁgﬁ;’ggs”to medigte trgnsitiop from the umndll(\in;iuzlllezeii:
dreaming spirit that carried the. infancy of the wor . o the In-
dividualized human spirit, which I}as the future in its ¢ : agS .
(Poetic Diction, p. 23). And it is tl.us sense of’thg pre§erl1 2
polarity of past and future which gives Barfield’s h1§tor1ca 1s « gi
of Coleridge its peculiar relevance to our own epllstc-i‘rpci of 2
concerns. For Barfield’s description of Coleridge’s t1 91;11«. ;gt i
also an apt description of What Coleridge Thought ( )‘ﬁons
itself a “radical critique of one or two major pre51i1p1;031 holé
upon which the immediate thfin}l:mg, ani’il a? :‘hzezlrll c‘; (;crsiavr\:ding
d social structure of this “epoch of .
leilctiu:flleagenses’ (including supposedly radlc.‘.al re’\,folts 1alg)amst
it) is so firmly —or is it now infirmly?—estabhshecllo (t};l. ! ht o
Broadly speaking, Barfield’s other books can : e'd ) %o o
as so many attempts to suggest the re.zlevance off his ideas the
cultural and social issues of modernlife, to remind us a%am iy
again that our consciousness has evolved.out of earlier ortfmsnal
awareness, and to insist that the tension .betwe.er;l exter oy
nature and our inward experiencg of 1t,.a tension W?IC Zfzercce)md
monly experience as an alienating c.hchotorr‘ly of ma 'ence i
mind, is in fact a polarity, recoverable in conscious exp.en; e as
an interpenetration of object and subject. The essays in oman
ticism Comes of Age (1944; enlfarged 1966) elal?orate one o the
central propositions underlying the collective argum
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History in English Words, Poetic Diction, and Saving the Ap-
pearances: that the Romantics first sought to do consciously what
primitive man had done unconsciously, to participate in their
phenomena. A mature Romantic outlook, grounded especially
in what Coleridge thought, seeks to unite “modern symbol and
ancient myth, imagination and inspiration in a single structure
firmly bedded in the dimension of history, to show that, when
so united, they may become an instrument for the kind of action
required to be taken in our present predicament” (p. 21). Worlds
Apart (1963) speaks directly to that predicament. Seeking to
break down the “watertight compartments” which characterize
so much modern thought, it employs Socratic dialogue as a
means to heal our fragmented consciousness. Evolving through
mere dualities of conflicting viewpoints, the dialogue struggles
toward a polar interpenetration of ideas, and so toward the
central Barfieldian affirmation that imaginative participation
“through the symbol in the symbolized” (p. 207) is the ground
of human consciousness: “Thinking,” as the anthroposophist
Sanderson says, “becomes conscious in me to the extent that I
make it my act” (p. 174). And this act is the starting point for
Unancestral Voice (1965). The essential polarity of consciousness
is first aphorized~“interior is anterior’—and then developed
into a vision of evolution as a spiritual process actively wrought
by a “transforming agent.” As in Saving the Appearances, the In-
carnation is contemplated as the central moment in human his-
tory: the antecedent Unity of unities, “the uncreated light, the
untransformed transforming, entered [the human] conscious-
ness [of Jesus] and became also the Christ of history” (p. 113).
If this crucial moment of realized consciousness suggests a
movement of imagination toward mystical vision, the remaining
books polarize this tendency by applying mystical insight to
issues more immediately practical, more obviously relevant to
the dilemmas of modern secular life. Speaker's Meaning (1967)
explores the polar relation between expression and commun-
ication in order to disclose the evolved, “constricted” con-
sciousness of modern man and to suggest present uses of the
creative imagination to expand our awareness once again, to
recover, by recreating, the meaning that is given in language
itself. The Rediscovery of Meaning and Other Essays explores
various directions—spiritual, aesthetic, scientific, social—in
which our awareness might be expanded. In the various matters
of which it treats—psychology, philosophy, and religion--Bar-
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field’s imagination seeks.always to penetrate to that “interior
unity informing the disjecta membra” (p. 7). of our mental,
psychic, and social experience, and to ground gself in “the con-
crete realities of nature and human_ nature” (p. 215). ‘ Ar}d
History, Guilt and Habit is even more insistently relevant in its
central insight, that our responmblllht'y for our own eVdgtl-?n’
and for the evolution of all Nature{ will only be dlschaé:ge 1{ if at
all, not by tinkering with the outside of the. wgrlc’ll but 9%7 chang-
ing it, slowly enough no doubt, from the 1n§1de f(p. ).SCious
Freedom, responsibility, the transformation o unc;)l? "
impulse into conscious volition—thgse themes, Zsth ee}; Oa;u_
focused by the idea of polarity and directed towar 1 e evolu
tion of our consciousness, suggest the pervasive f1;e eve;ime y
Barfield’s prophetic insight into the crucial issues 0 otur n ;m-
we will know the truth, he argues, and only if we par 1c1p? eac
tively in our knowing, as makers rather than mere spectato 0;?
we shall be able to liberate ourselvesf from the prls(?tl}l1 !
ignorance and self-deception. That is relex{ar(;ce w1e h
vengeance—more reality, perhaps, than man}qn tc:m o e)z
bear. Barfield’s crucial significar}ce, however, is not ! f(') e de
fined by the timeliness with which h.e addresses speci 1ct ue
of current concern—isolation, alienation, an?i consequetl.l gami
or the dehumanization of man by technologmal abstiac 1orr11 <
our possibly consequent reduction to atomic dust. In Tir i};es
these areas, indeed, Barfield has anticipated our curlren e ex,_
as prophets are wont to do. As the O_rpheus‘makes c ?ir, for ex-
ample, he foresaw the actual, radical evil of to]toa; ar mism
before it was made flesh in Nazi Germany. Long Be (}Fe1d rea-
tionism became fodder for our journa.llst}c cahnons, 1 ar ]13e 1 was
pointing out the radical inconsistencies in the popu a111f, a wine
ian view of evolution. He has indeed been reading the Sﬁg s of
our times, and he may have helpec.i to .create,.as we .t'aistic
foresee, some of our present dis§at1'sfa‘ct10n's with pos1.;vSu :
ways of thinking. But this way of signifying his re;lle\lzancetlt 'S Es
gestive rather than definitive. The root of the who edma te 2
Barfield has repeatedly said, is his attempt to 1eve }e)r "
himself, and to encourage in his readt_ers, that genia I:iovze ‘of
imagination which alone enables consciousness to pet}\le rﬁ e our
experience of the world and ourselves in orc}er to rea];c ‘:;1 at lies
behind it, to discover the meaning of.ou'r existence. 91* is 1:; .
pose, the participation of mankind in its own creation, (t)rcl) Kce
truly liberated imagination will serve, an imagination a
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deeply in tune with its origins, in the life of nature, and at the
same time fully conscious of its individual responsibility for
recreating nature. And as Barfield said in Saving the Appearances,
“it is of the very nature of imagination that it cannot be in-
culcated. There must be first of all the voluntary stirring from
within. It must be, not indeed self-created, but certainly self-
willed” (p. 179). And for imagination to be willed effectively, it
must be awakened, so that it becomes a tully conscious activity.
The great advantage of Orpheus, from this point of view, is
that it does not immediately require any such conscious effort.
Imagination cannot be inculcated, but it can be, in some
measure, inspired by aesthetic experience. The “felt change of
consciousness” which Barfield explores in Poetic Diction is in-
herently progenitive: it can reproduce itself in our imagination,
as if by a kind of unconscious imitation, and as an immediate ex-
perience rather than as a reflection upon that experience. And
so it is with Orpheus: simply as an imagined experience it em-
bodies, in Coleridge’s phrase, “the mind’s self-experience in the
act of thinking,” not reflectively, as an argument about, but im-
mediately, as the experience of a subject which is its own object.
Orpheus is not an exposition of Barfield’s ideas but a concrete
embodiment of his thinking, in which the reader’s participation
is implicit.
To assist that participation, however, it may be useful to
recall the substance of Barfield’s thinking about the nature of
consciousness. A brief recapitulation of Saving the Appearances is
perhaps the best way to achieve that end, for it is both the most
comprehensive development of Barfield’s ideas and their most
concise expression. For our present purpose it has the further
advantage that its argument is most nearly analogous to the ac-
tion of Orpheus. For just as Orpheus progresses from un-
conscious, dreaming awareness to full waking consciousness, so
Saving the Appearances is an “outline sketch . . . for a history of
human consciousness” (p. 13). Barfield traces the evolution of
consciousness, and its corollary, the evolution of phenomena,
from what he calls “original participation,” through “non-
participating,” objective thought, to the possibility of “final par-
ticipation.” In original participation man experiences phenomena
as representations of an immaterial other; his relation to ap-
pearances is not merely external, through the senses, but inter-
nal, through the spirit in which he participates. Objective think-
ing does not participate in phenomena, does not experience its
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phenomena as representative of ar}ythix}g; the only conscious
relation that the mind has with objects is through the senses,
Final participation re-establishes an extra-sensory relation be-
tween the mind and phenomena; appearance}S\' arelfself-ch}r:-
sciously perceived as representations of man ] l‘ms1e , ?i it ;
spirit dwelling within hir? gathﬁr th?;lé ::,) in original particip
i er side of the pheno C N
tlon,T%re} ;lrlgu(;;}ent of Saving the zf\ppeamn'cels begme by eferE;::nfgf
participation generally and original participation 1rz1 par 1ce ! t}.lat
we reflect on the activity of perception, whe t1s__coym  pat
anything presented to conscioueness as an o ject is 1f0rmless
representation, the product of an }nteractlon between e;' ormess
other—the “given” of physical science —”a.nd our sensa 1(1 ti.on e
transformation of an undefined “given” into a represgn at i
dependent on some sort of mental activity. In order “(i)s ex
perience anything as something, an act ,Of 'comet,r’}1i’;:f)nacﬁwc
quired in us to convert sensations into ‘things ,d‘ is : Con}i
Barfield calls figuration (p. 24);i Smget: g:; Z;;eerr:g: g{) : :gtasr a}; e
ious of our figuration, we do n Xp 5 rep
:?e?\tative of a%\ything; wfhein thefaCtEVl:Keoé ;(eg;if:r:fag;gr:
thus unconscious, it is useful to refer to br s of fgnre:
tion simply as appearances, or phenom;nat. ! Ir;); palso e per.
may be perceived as a representatlon, ut i y be pe
i imply as an “object,” and that is how we or y
;eel;;eecilvzlg‘.p\ze must bea; in mind, hqwever, that all 1(1)u1;'c ‘cc:jn-
mon experience of phenomenal nature is Rreduced, collec lf‘; Cty;:1
by our figuration; the whole wo:.ld of”f?mlélg)r nature is in
“collective representations” (p. 20).
SYSt;e\In(;w(;,f what Barfielg calls “original Part1c1pat10n is ;};a;;
acterized precisely by the COﬁSCioui ex(};er;eg;lel icr)lfd pt?leerr;c:rr: a
resentations of some “other” standin, : _ . A tree,
igf example, was not simlily, ’?J; e\:el\r)l plzr}}?lrlr}lr;nei\;; Sc;:)zfg:l t)r;
space; it was a “stopping place” for “viana, ation of
irit. Primitive man was “not detached, as.we are, |
:ep;?::s;tations.” Whereas “the only connectlogl of zg?{lchhz:e Vj;g
conscious is the external one though the. senses (p.’ ), e was
conscious also of an internal, supersenelble connection w;  the
life-principle, which was manifested in the. phenomence. fhis
consciousness depended not merely on a d.lffereint c'?n_ a}iion
but on a different figuration from ours. In original dpar f1(:1p N or,l
that which is represented is expenenced as outsi fl o} clim?’if’our
the other side of the representations. On the other hand,
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apagéctlpa}‘rlion, having been first understood and accepted as
have tlostalczzlti t}flen befcome a conscious experience, it wo.uld
: e form of a conscious (instead of '
scious) figuration”; in final icipati © 25 oW, uncon-
’ participation we w i
the gepresented within ourselves (I;). 41). ould experience
nce ,
pating aw ;/:sn moved b?}’ond pre-historic, originally partici-
bitol e ess, the hls?tory of consciousness is primarily a
collec t)i,ve ) € ways n which objective thinking has altered our
produce t}fp resentations by transforming the figuration which
represeniatisrr:; gbiectt}?,e thinking had begun with participated
; , but “the very nature and aim” "
thinkine ic °T) aim” of pure object
Oulrr;tllf‘:gslsastcs) eg.clttde }Ziartmpation” by distinguis%ing be]twelc‘eﬁ
ubject and the thing though .
43). We are thus ¢ g thought about as object (
ut off from participation i p-
0O ) : participation in the phen
o lllltrhc;)Slllcic’gye r.epr:lesentatlons are based on the supgosjti(:)r;li}r::t'
tiipted oF]ectwe and sensible rather than supersensibly par-
are dicho.ton(f):'l adﬁon-partldp ating consciousness, phenomena
cither a lit IMZ J/ an appearance is either sensible or spiritual
" thzra o ]e(.:t In space or a symbolic representation. ,
nomena £ Sar:l}f! time, hoyvever, objective thinking frees phe-
Om their nexus in space and time, and by so doing it

makes possible the development of memory, and hence of self-

Wh
’

I'm ‘mine’
tiOnak]:;: utzn][()emmmme , not now b'y.virtue of any original participa-
tivit;; ut yi y own inner act1v‘1ty” (p. 155). And this inner ac-
posabin iyngﬂ\xfg ?se to final participation, which has been made
B in the | irst pla'ce' by. the loss of original participation.
chiect s s};’b' or;-aartlapatmg' consciousness is split between
Dot and ¢ C{ec , “outer and inner . . . thing and thought.”
ot the OUteZa 1sc,l]unct'10n, the pqlarization of an ancient unity
mie m out Meral _aﬁ inner meaning, “is the basis of conscious
ticipation. X i;ung was originally experienced, through par-
meomin ,Was jFglten in tbe phenomena themselves, in which
and assigned fo the phenomens by metngion i deors
. . the pl a by metaphor, which d
ic;rl itlszg)xmf\?\?}i precisely on the absence Ic))f participatioﬁge(?);if
) .O o owﬁ ;ve use language metaphorically, we bring it
ey o our oW r(caie will that an appearance means something
unmanifest [inn’eil]n V’stsltl:ﬂy&:vti?}?t ) r'Ic1iar11i[ffesyc i peane’ an
. . an idol [from which participa-
reor;etzi tbe;gn chluded], and we ourselves turn the icrl,ol intgaa
P ation” (p. 126). When “subconscious organic processes
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have been sufficiently polarized to give rise to phenomena on
the one side and consciousness on the other, memory is made
possible. 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.” When the human imagination “chooses to impart to
them its own meaning, it is doing, pro tanto, with the
remembered phenomena what their Creator once did with the
phenomena themselves” (pp. 126-127).

Original participation “began as the unconscious identity of
man with his Creator”; as man’s self-consciousness increased,
participation “contracted to a faint awareness of creative activity
alike in nature and man, to which was given the name of the
Logos or Word.” In the Christ original participation was
crucified so that it might be reborn as final participation, the con-
scious identity of man with the Creator: “In one man the inward-
ness of the Divine Name had been fully realized; the final par-
ticipation, whereby man’s Creator speaks from within man
himself, had been accomplished. The Word had been made
flesh” (p. 170). It is now our part to utter that flesh as Word, con-
sciously and freely: “in original participation, we were dreamers
and unfree . . . Christ is a Being who can be participated only in
vigilance and freedom” (p. 185).

In Barfield’s view, then, the evolution of consciousness im-~
plies the fundamental pattern of Christian myth. The evolution
of the human spirit “from original to final participation . . . is
the progressive incarnation of the Word” (p. 165)—the incarna-
tion, crucifixion, and resurrection of meaning. And this redemp-
tive pattern provides the most conspicuous analogy between the
argument of Saving the Appearances and the symbolic action of
Orpheus: the myth of Orpheus, in Barfield’s recreation, is a
drama of sacrificial death and rebirth.

Eurydice, a Nereid, daughter of the dreaming Sea, is first
named and then wedded by Orpheus (the son of Apollo by the
Muse Calliope). Orpheus then begins to transform the vague
consciousness of Burydice’s original participation into the
human self-consciousness which has made him a poet. Eurydice
learns to cultivate pleasure for its own sake, by deliberately in-
terrupting her ecstatic experience and repeating it. Her new
imaginative freedom, however, leads almost immediately to the

death of her consciousness. When she leaves Orpheus, briefly,
to enjoy her gift, she is exposed to the lust of Aristaeus (another
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son of Apollo by the water nymph Cyrene). Fleeing, she is bit-
ten by a serpent and dies. When she arrives in Hades, she is
asleep, and Hades cannot awaken her.

Desolated by his loss, Orpheus consoles himself with song,
especially through the power that memory has to recreate his
past experience of Eurydice. The beauty of his music is such that
it draws the animals to him and endows them with the power of
speech. In effect, he has projected his self-consciousness back
into nature—as poets of the Romantic movement sought to do.
When the animals beg from him the gift of actual conscious life,
he resolves to sacrifice himself for them by descending to
Hades, in search of Persephone. There he discovers Eurydice
and awakens her. At Persephone’s intercession he is allowed to
return with Eurydice to earth—on the condition that he shall
lead the way without once looking back. But Orpheus fails to
complete the sacrifice; he lacks the imaginative faith necessary
to restore Eurydice to life. He fails, Eurydice falls again into the
shades, and Orpheus returns to earth once more alone. De-
serted now both by the animals and by the power of music, Or-

pheus becomes a half-willing sacrifice to the anthropophagous
lust of the Maenads.

Meanwhile, Aristaeus has also suffered a grievous loss; his
bees, which had been both a practical means of livelihood and a
sacred vocation, have perished. Seeking the cause and cure of
his ruin, he visits his mother, Cyrene, who advises him to seek
the help of Proteus, the shape-changer. Acting upon the sea-
god's prophecy, Aristaeus sacrifices a bull to the shade of
Eurydice, whereupon his bees are miraculously restored to him.
“If bees were always bees and nothing more,” as Hades had
remarked (II. i), that would be the whole story. But the bees are
messengers, carrying sunlight from the upper air into the lower
regions, breaking down the barrier between the two worlds. As
that barrier finally crumbles, the voices of Orpheus and Eury-
dice, reunited in Elysium, join the universal chorus as it cele-
brates the assumption by man of that divinity which died in
nature in order that it might be reborn in the human soul:

He shall ascend Parnassus awake and find his soul:

Proteus shall work unsleeping for ever, and forms
shall flow

As the meanings of words a poet has mastered. It
shall be so
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That Zeus shall abandon to Cronos the antique
starry crown,
And softly out of Olympus the high gods shall come
down
Shedding ambrosial fragrance in clouds that for ever
abide,
th shall be covered with blushes and make
And carth ¢ herself sweet as a bride.
her light shall be liquid as honey, her air taste
And her g good like bread
the mouths of them that dwell upon earth, and
o them all shall be fed.

(IV. iii. 110-118)

In spite of its being relatively early, Orpheus expresses 'the
ideas even of Barfield’s most recent work. And because it is a
drama, not an argument, Orpheus is of cqurse ‘muclzh more the.m a
statement of ideas; it is, rather, their full imaginative .reahzatlon.
As such, it has much to tell us about the evolut}on (?f con-
sciousness and the nature of partilcipation, about imagination

re generally, the law of polarity.
andllriggfargas it car}ll be said to be about anything, Ofpheu.s rep-
resents the evolution of human consciousness from its birth 1r;
original participation (the dreaming half-consciousness 0
Nereus, essentially at one with hlS. watery envnfonmen;cl),
through the growth and death of imagination (reflected bg.t e
poetic consciousness of Orpheus, by the growth of Eury ice’s
self-consciousness and her two-fold death, and by Orph.egs s
desolation and: dismemberment), to the birth of final participa-
tion (foreshadowed by the resurrection Qf Orpheus and Eury- -
dice through the symbolic sacrifice of Aristaeus). .

Even more than with the evolution of cqnsqousness, the
play has to do with the nature of participation '1tse1f, not so
much because it is about participation as because it is a symbol to
be participated in. The nature of such symboh’sm is .p'erhgps
shown most explicitly in the second act. Orpheus’s participation
in Nature has contracted to his consciogsness of Nature em-
bodied in Eurydice, his own soul; havmg'lost that soul, he
struggles to project his consciousness back into Nature, whosss1
voice, now his voice, is articulated by the amma.lg Orpheus ha:
earlier recollected Eurydice in a kind of tranquility:
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She filled with light the light
But filled more full the night.

(II. ii. 13~14)

The Swan now re-embodies that memory—“I fill with light

the light” (112)—and at the same time makes explicit its
idolatrous narcissism:

But always cruel night

Shoots from my frowning forehead looped to kiss
Itself in the clear water. (113-115)

The animals, who thus take on as their own life the life which
Orpheus has given them, are the creation of his poetic imag-
ination. :

The argument of the play as a whole is much taken up with
matters of poetic activity, in its relation to (original) inspiration
on the one hand and (final) creative imagination on the other.
Orpheus first implores the inspiration of Mnemosyne to give
Eurydice a name and then almost immediately begins to create
her consciousness in the image of his own. In the terms sug-
gested by Poetic Diction, the Nereids represent ‘pure poetry’, or
rather the unmingled activity of the poetic principle; its con-
trary, the prosaic principle is represented by Hades and by the
absolute, abstract objectivity of his kingdom. At these extremes,
however, the polar relation in which synthesis and analysis
must subsist has become disjunct: the consciousness of the
nymphs is not poetic, cannot even express itself, for it is simply
undifferentiated; the wholly dissociated objectivity of Hades
results, paradoxically, in an absolute unity of disintegration,
where “rightly to be one is, not to be” (L. i. 187). In neither case
does imagination operate, destroying in order to recreate; in
neither case is the unity organic—dependent, that is, upon a con-
sciousness at once fully distinguished and fully unified, in
which each part contains the whole. The true, organic polarity
of imagination is to be found only in the interpenetration of
poetic and prosaic principles, as that is represented in the poetry
of Orpheus, and even more in the imaginative relation between
Orpheus and Eurydice, in the creative love that suffers death in

order to be reborn.,
Taken as a whole, the play represents not merely the crea-
tive imagination but the universal law of polarity. In Coleridge’s
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words, “Every power in nature and in spirit must evolve an op-
posite as the sole means and Condit.ion of it§ manifestation: and
all opposition is a tendency to reunion.” Mmfi and nature;’ sub-
ject and object, are thus “two forces of a s1pg1<?l power,” one
tending “to expand infinitely,” the othgr seeking ‘to &/\pprehend
or find itself in this infinity.” Thp action of jBar@eld s play ex-
presses the fundamental contramgty—-the umty in multelty—of
existence as it is grasped by consciousness. Ex1stenF:e mamfestg
itself through the contrariety of life and death, Dlon}ésu§ in
Hades: in seasonal nature as the rhyjchm of summer a}r: v;/tm er /
Persephone above and below, ir;: amr(;l.ate' Sn:‘t:;leiea;se‘a g uat Oefr;::r
i aking and sleeping —as Eurydice 1 .
E?\rclo()rfs‘gousrlgess, returned again to sleep, then again ’co.tde;a‘t;lr,1
and finally reawakened. ?onsci(?us?ess iiaee::iot},()i r;ggra;p ;r?j own
istence bv the power of imagination, (
::éizzte, asyhappepns to Orpheus, as had happened to Kf;\};fxsé
torn apart by the Titans and regeperatefi by fZeu§. \nd sincs
every polar opposition is the manifestation o a.sglg Estoreé
each set of contraries is contained by a third term: e1.1s 1; estores
life to Dionysus, as Aristaeus does to Orpheus; Demeter
redeems Persephone from the und.erw‘c’)g(}i’,tszePg:f% one re
dice. In every case, as 1n € ,
St:}:c:gzil]?;czn of opposite}; produces not merely a recovery but a
i f meaning. .
l‘eCI‘Zal’Ell(())Ifl t(k)ﬂs is morg or less what one would expect: Pe:rflellac;z
expository writings can provide very useful gu;dfls for 1172 (iazgous
ing his dramatic fiction. Although (.)rpheifs is fully geb pthe us
in its own right, it is nonetheless richly illuminate , v the s
diance of Barfield’s other work. Conversely, the play

used, not only to illustrate or substantiate, but to elucidate some

i Y le, in Saving the Ap-
f Barfield’s ideas. What he says, for example, ving
;earznces about the function of memgdry 121 11berat1{1igegnaag:§
riginal participation is considerapbly amp

fc]ig;niﬁe?i (gs welll,) of course, as demonstrated) by the argumin’;
of the play. Orpheus, the grandson of Memory, explains t ta1
repetition, which is the basis of memory, is the fundamenta
principle of human consciousness:

He who says: Lo, what I gaze on
Is the same as even now, .
He abides and knows and loves it

inging: steadfastness is all.
Clingine (1. ii. 72-75)

133




Orpheus

At the same time that repetition makes consciousness possible,
however, it is inherently the enemy of life, and ultimately of
consciousness itself, for it is the principle of mechanism. And
mechanism is pre-eminently the principle of Hades, where the
rule of action is senseless, abstract repetition, empty of life, and
even of memory itself. AsBarfield observes in his Program Note,
Hades is “the region where the principle of lifeless repetition
has triumphed, where Sisyphus’s stone rolls back to him with
the regularity of clockwork.” In Sisyphus, who has lost all
memory of his former self, and even more strikingly in Tantalus,
who has been reduced to pure subjectivity, we see projected
and crystalized that life-denying impulse toward the repetitive
manipulation of experience which is the death of consciousness
as well as life. Held in proper balance, however, with the
formless life principle, memory is the basis of living form, which
contains life without destroying it—or at least destroys in order
to recreate; memory makes possible the transformation of pro-
phetic inspiration (in which the whole of Nature breathes
through human life) into creative imagination (by which human
consciousness contains Nature). And as the argument of the
play demonstrates not merely the ambivalence but the fun-
damental polarity of memory, so the imaginative life of the play
manifests the ability of memory, not merely to recall, but actu-
ally to recreate the past in the present, as Orpheus comes alive in
the mind of the audience, the myth reborn.

That coming alive is, of course, the very essence of the
drama. To have said even as much as I have about exposition
and argument is, perhaps, to have said too much, since it could
lead to a mistaken impression both of the play itself and of its
most important relation to Barfield’s other work. For in no sense
should the play be regarded as a mere aggregate of themes, as
though the author had set out to put some of his ideas into the
play, regarded for this purpose as a persuasive vehicle. (The
reader might well find the play persuasive, but that is quite
another matter.) The attempt to define themes might in itself
suggest that their interrelation is quantitative or merely objec-
tive—as if idea A in Saving the Appearances corresponded to ideas
in Orpheus. In fact, however, the relation is qualitative and
organic: the Idea manifests itself now in one now in another
form. The true interrelationship is metaphoric: just as every part
of Orpheus, every theme and image, implies the whole, so Or-
pheus as a whole contains and is contained by the argument of

134

Afterword

Barfield’s work. For the purpose of interpretation, the coin-
cidence of certain ideas is not nearly so important as the form of
the play (the way in which it actualizes ideas) and what might be
called its texture —the interpenetration of idea and image, sound
and sense. It is here that the relations between Orpheus and Bar-
field’s other work are most intimate, in the imaginative realm
where we participate in the process of thinking itself rathe.r than
merely contemplate the products of thought. That quaytatl.ve
process can perhaps best be suggested by an illustrative in-
stance—a part implying the whole. When he attempts to il-
luminate the nature of “true poetic metaphor” (the metaphor
which reaches beyond mere fanciful association to reveal truth?,
Barfield often speaks in metaphor: “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
living body” (Poetic Diction, p. 88). At the same time that it ex-
presses the interpenetration of meaning and lmyth, ' thl'S
metaphor also embodies the very principle of meaning Whlch-lt
seeks to illuminate. In other words, although it contains within
itself the principle of its own explanation, the metaphor dqes
not “explain”; it is the meaning to be apprehended by tl.le active
imagination. That meaning cannot be inculcated; it will never
disclose itself to a passive understanding. The reader must ac-
tually participate in making the author’s meaning, recreating the
argument in himself.

The whole of Orpheus is metaphoric in precisely that sense;
it is a symbol. And as Barfield has more than once pointed out,
“it is only when you attend to [a symbol] wholeheartedly in-
stead of speculating on what is behind it . . . that you really
reach what is behind it” (Worlds Apart, p. 146). A symbol must
be participated in. To say of what Orpheus is the symbol. might
partially describe but would inevitably distort its imaginative
reality. One might say that the play expresses the growth of a
mind becoming fully conscious of itself, with all that such
growth must be taken to imply. At one point I asked the author
whether it would be appropriate to describe Orpheus as a myth
of the evolution of consciousness. I was properly answered:
“Can you imagine me producing a myth of anything else?” And
of course I could not; there can be no question of preferring
some other meaning. Nonetheless, one could certainly conceive
of the play (not adequately but still appropriately) as a myth of
sacrificial death and rebirth. Neither meaning, thus defined,
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either includes or excludes the other; the myth contains both. -
The meaning of Orpheus is limited, not by any discursive frame-
work, but by the degree to which the reader participates, in its
making, so that its life becomes his. The life of Orpheus is Pro-
tean; it will assume almost any shape that is imposed upon
it—though of course it will yield up its deepest secrets only in
its proper shape. When I reflect on the form which my own
participation has most consistently assumed, the shape—the
countenance—which it presents to me is myth, or rather the
mythopoeic process. The meaning, and making, of myth is a
crucial point in Barfield’s interpretation of human con-
sciousness; indeed, one might formerly have wished that he
had had a good deal more to say directly on the question. Now
we have the whole matter of Greek myth (and many of its rela-
tions with Hebrew myth) sifted to the bottom, concocted,
digested, and finally transformed. What Barfield says in Poetic
Diction about the nature of mythic consciousness gives only a
hint of what is here, in effect, a fully evolved theory of
myth—presented, however, not as a set of propositions about
mythology, but as the embodiment of mythic consciousness in
dramatic form. In Orpheus we see revealed the process by which
myth becomes conscious and, by becoming conscious of itself,
reincarnates itself as living meaning, so that what was first
spoken by the gods is now uttered by man. And in this way the
play becomes a kind of anatomy of Greek myth. By analyzing in
order to re-unify, the play transforms the corpus of Greek myth
into a new organism; Orpheus makes actual the interrelations
between various myths which had been hitherto only potential,
Thus, for example, the stories of Heracles, of Aristaeus, and of
Orpheus are drawn into a single action: as Heracles had ex-
torted the secret of the Hesperides from the shape-changer,
Nereus, so Aristaeus compels Proteus to reveal the secret of his
own lost paradise; as Heracles had plundered Hell, so Orpheus
attempts to regain his lost Eurydice, and as he had gone below
to implore the aid of Persephone and her great mother, so
Aristaeus must descend to the underwater world where his
mother, Cyrene, dwells. Ultimately, the story of Orpheus and
Eurydice is also the myth of Demeter and Persephone, wherein
“the ideas of waking and sleeping, of summer and winter, of life
and death, of mortality and immortality are all lost in one per-
vasive meaning” (Poetic Diction, p. 91). In Orpheus, however,
which is not myth simply, but myth re-making, that pervasive
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meaning is consciously expressed, not as dream but as poetry.
What was lost in unity originally, and subsequently lost in
disintegration, has been recreated from within, so that the myth

becomes conscious of itself within us. .
Anyone who has experienced the play, however, will not

need to be told that it celebrates the mythopoeic imagina}tion.
The appeal of Orpheus is, as it was meant to _b_e, immg@a’cely
symbolic: it is the sense of the action, not the critical significance
of its themes, which communicates the life of the play. To some
readers Orpheus will represent an initiation into Barf{eld’s think-
ing; for them I hope I may have made slightly easier, not the
play itself, but the passage from the play to other regions of Bar-
field’s thought. To other readers Barfield’s work w1_11 already be
more or less familiar; in them I hope I may occasionally have
awakened a sense of something they might otherwi§e ha\{e
missed. Even if I should have failed of these aims, I might still
hope to have offered a small tribute to one whose work has
made mine possible. In dedicating The Allegory of Love to him,
C. S. Lewis called Owen Barfield the wisest and best of his un-
official teachers. Readers of Orpheus will surely number them-
selves among those who gladly echo Lewis’s sentiment.

Jorn C. ULREICH, JR.
The University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

John Ulreich is an Associate Professor of English Lit‘erature at
the University of Arizona, where he teaches courses in the En-
glish Renaissance (chiefly Milton and Spenser), the literature of
the Bible, and modern fantasy. In addition to reviews of‘ Bar-
fieldiana— What Coleridge Thought, R.]. Reilly’s Romantic Rellglon,
and Lionel Adey’s C. S. Lewis’s “Great War” with Owen Baffzeld—
he has published articles on Milton, Spenser, Sir Philip S1_dney,
C. S. Lewis, and the Old Testament. Foremost among his cur-
rent projects is an authorized biography of Owen Barfield.

137

%




e 0

Glossary and Guide to Pronunciation

A BRIEF MYTHOLOGICAL GUIDE
to Characters Appearing in,
and Persons and Places
Mentioned in
ORPHEUS

CHARACTERS

Arethusa (8-r8-thii’~sd), a wood nymph who, to escape pursuit by the

river god Alpheus, was changed b temis |
ground stream. &¢ y Artemis into an under-

Aristaeus (3-ris-tee’-iis), son of Apoll d
et et b s, Orpheups . o and Cyrene, father of Actaeon,

Ascalaphus (ds-kal’-a-fii : ’
inlzo an(OWI. fiis), Hades’ spy, transformed by Persephone

Charon (kair’-dn), the boat i
the Lo, the man who ferried the souls of the dead to

Cyrene (sI-ree’-nee), a water-
e hec), er-nymph beloved by Apolio, to whom she

Danaids (ddn’-ay-1dz), the fift )
, y daughters of Danaus, wh -
manded them to slay their husbands; only one refusvt:d.o o

Eurydice (€Tr-id’-I-see), daughter of Nereus and wife of Orpheus.

Hades (hay’-deez), god of the underworld (also called Hades),

ravish
Poseideornénd then husband of Persephone; brother of Zeus and

Maenads (mee’-nidz), female worshipers of Dionysus.
Nereids (nee’-ridz), the fifty daughters of Nereus.
Nereus (neer’-€lis), a sea deity, forerunner of Poseidon.
Orpheus (orf’-€iis), son of Apollo and Calliope.

Persephone (per-s&f'-5-nec), daughter of Demeter, and Hades’

Queen; she spends half the year (su X
other half (winter) with heryhuslgangl_mer) with her mother, the

Satyr(s) (say’-tlir), nature spiri
) . pirits, half man and h ;
Dionysus and companions of Pan. and half goat; followers of

Sisyphus (sis’-i-fiis), for attempting to cheat death, is punished by

having to roll a huge rock u liff i
again as he reachesgthe top. P a cli, only to have it roll down
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Tantalus (tan’-t#-1iis), for having fed his son, Pelops, to the gods, is
tormented by being unable to drink from the river in which he
stands or to eat from the cluster of grapes above his head.

MENTIONED

Acheron (3k’-8r-dn), Sorrow, one of the rivers of Hades.

Actaeon (ak-tee’-0n), the son of Aristaeus, was turned into a stag by
Artemis (Chastity) and killed by his own hounds.

Aegean (ce-jec’-dn), the sea between Greece and Asia Minor, named
after Aegeus, the father of Theseus. '

Aphrodite (af-ro-di*-tee), goddess of generation and human love.
Apollo (3-pdl-0), the Sun God, father of Orpheus and Aristaeus.

Argus (dr’-giis), a creature with a hundred eyes, set by Hera to guard
To, beloved of Zeus; slain by Hermes.

Artemis (dr’-t&-mis), twin sister of Apollo, virgin goddess of the
Moon, chastity and hunting.

Avernus (3-vér'-niis), an entrance to Hades; also one of the rivers of
the underworld.

Beroé (bér’-0-ee), one of the Oceanides (sea nymphs), attendant upon
Cyrene.

Cadmus (kid’-miis), founder of Thebes and father of Semele.

Calliope (kd-1T'-3-pee), daughter of Zeus and Mnemosyne, Muse of
heroic poetry; mother of Orpheus.

Cerberus (sir’-biir-iis), the three-headed dog of the underworld.

Cronos (kro’-nds), a Titan whose union with Rhea produced Zeus,
Poseidon, and Hades, who eventually overthrew their father
and placed Zeus on the throne of heaven. The reign of Cronos
had been associated with a Golden Age on earth.

Clymene (klim’-8-nee), a Nereid, attendant upon Cyrene.

Clytaemnestra (kIT-tém-n&s’-trd), daughter of Leda and Zeus, who
came to Leda in the form of a swan; twin sister of Helen and
wife of Agamemnon, whom she slew to avenge his sacrifice of
their daughter, Iphigenia.

Cocytus (ko-kr'-tiis), Lamentation, one of the rivers of Hades.
Deiopeia (dee-i-o-pee’-#), a Nereid, attendant upon Cyrene.

Demeter (dee-mee’-tér), The Earth-Mother goddess, mother of
Persephone.
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Dionysus (di-8-nice’-us), the Wine-God, son of Zeus and Semele, or
Persephone (to whom Zeus presented himself in the form of a
serpent). When Semele demanded that Zeus appear to her in
his proper form, his radiance burned her to a cinder; Zeus

preserved the fetal Dionysus in his thigh, whence in due course
he was born.

Drymo (diT-mo), a sea nymph, one of the attendants of Cyrene.

Elysium (&-liz"-1-lim), the dwelling place reserved for the spirits of the
blessed.

Erebus (&r'-&-bils), the underworld, particularly the region through
which the virtuous passed on their way to Elysium,

Evoe (ay’-vo-ay’), the ritual cry of the Maenads.

Giants (j-ents), sons of Uranus (Heaven) and Ge (Earth), who
sprung from the wound given Uranus by his son Cronos; they

were cast into Tartarus when they attempted a rebellion against
Zeus.

Helen (hel’-&n), daughter of Leda and Zeus, twin sister of Clytaem-
nestra, wife of Menelaus (brother of Agamemnon); Helen'’s ab-
duction by Paris caused the Trojan war.

Hephaestus (h&-fice’-tiis), god of fire and metal work, unlovely hus-
band of Aphrodite.

Hera (hee’-rd), daughter of Cronos and Rhea, wife of Zeus.

Herakles (heer’-d-kleez), the greatest hero of the ancient world. His
eleventh labor was stealing the golden apples of the Hesperides,
whose secret he had forced Proteus to reveal; his twelfth was
bringing the hell-hound Cerberus up to earth,

Hesperides (hes-pér'-1-deez), paradisal gardens in the far west, in
which there were golden apples guarded by a dragon.

Hesperus (hes’-pér-iis), the evening star, father of the Hesperides.

Hippocrene (hip-o-kree’-nee), a spring on Mount Helicon, sacred to
the Muses.

Tacchus (ee-ak’-iis), another name of Dionysus.
Lethe (lee’-thg), Oblivion, one of the rivers of Hades.

Marsyas (mar’-si-ds), a satyr who challenged Apollo to a contest of
musical ability,

v

Metis (meet’-Is), an Oceanid. She was the first wife of Zeus, who

swallowed her when he learned she was pregnant; Athena was
later born out of Zeus’ head.
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Minos (min’-0s), king of Crete, father of the Minotaur, supreme judge
of the underworld.
Mnemosyne (mnee-moz’-i-nee), Memory, the mother of the Muses,
who inspire all human arts. I
Oceanus (0-see’-a-nus), a Titan, god of the stream surro g
Olympus (0-1fm’-pils), sacred mountain of the g;)lds(.:IS
Pan (pan), part man, part goat; the god of s.hepber .hom e bogr
Peleus (peel’-eus), martried Thetis, a Nereid, by w
Achilles.

= - y y ne. V

Phlegethon (fldg’-&-thdn), Fire, one of the rlvezsd O:) I—I}e:ie;sterls .
Philo{;‘e;;, (%rc: g?ya;ﬁ? Itriirsltszfxflg dr (;;Itl(e) / arillli)ghtin}:g ale,

Phoebus (fee’-biis), Brightness, a name of ,‘?pollo. R
Phyllodoce (phﬂ-léd'-o-kee), one of Cyren.e s attendant nymp
Procne (prok’-nee), sister of Philomela, wife of Tereus. -
Proteus (pro’-teus), a sea deity, shape-changer, and proP . ; e
Rhadamanthus (r3d-#-man’-thiis), of Crete, became a judg

underworld. | o
f Dionysus; whe
gm’-&- hter of Cadmus, mpther 0 ,
Seme e o lz:z:ac%c?)u}%er in his divine radu;ncex Sh!? wai burr\f}(ili ;cﬁ
Zeklxlsbauptpzeeus preserved their fetal son in his thigh, from
ash,

in due course, Dionysus was born.
Hatred, one of the rivers of Hades.

Styx (stix),
- an entrance to the underworld.

Taenarus (tee’-nd-riis),

Tartarus (tar’-ta-ris), the place int
punished.

&m’ lley in Thessaly.
tém’-pee), a famous va |
T usband of Procne, ravisher of Philomela.
i i te.
Theseus (thee’-s€ls), slew the Minotaur in the Labyrinth of 1Cre e
Thetis (th&-tis), a Nereid, was the mother of Achilles by Pede;s. "
| Heaven and Earth),
i T ing of Uranus and Ge (H a
Tltansvé?e_f\?(ezz{h?éfxflfllo}g Zeus and other Olympian deities.
Uranus (yoo-ra’-nis), Father Sky.

Zeus (zeus), Father of gods and men,
Persephone.

Tereus (tee’-reus), h
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Owen Barfield was born in 1898. Well-known
today as a philosopher and literary critic, and as
a seminal influence in the revival of “romantic
religion,” he is the author of, among other
wgrks, History in English Words (1926), Poetic
cht.z'on (1928), Romanticism Comes of Age (1944),
Saving the Appearances (1957), Worlds Apart
(1963), Unancestral Voice (1965), What Coleridge

Thought (1971), and History, Guilt and Habit
(1979).

Owen Barfield, photographed at the Lindisfarne
Mountain Retreat in Crestone, Colorado during a con-
ference on The Ewvolution of Consciousness, Summer
1982. Photograph by Judy Van Hook.
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The Lindisfarne Association is an educational and cultural organiza-
tion preparing the ground for the resacralization of culture. Specifi-
cally it upholds, within the natural diversity of a planetary epoch, the
following four goals: the transformation of individual consciousness;
the understanding of the inner harmony of the world's great religious
traditions; the illumination of the spiritual dimensions of world
order; and the creation of an ecologically and spiritually appropriate
meta-industrial culture. Within this context, the Lindisfarne Press
seeks to disseminate and make available materials conducive to such
a culture of true values and creative of a new harmony in and be-
tween humanity, nature and the divine. Its range therefore includes:
anthropology, psychology, politics, economics, biology, theology,
philosophy, metaphysics, architecture, ecology, poetry and art. For
information on programs and publications, please write: The Lindis-
farne Press, R.D. 2, West Stockbridge, Massachusetts 01266, U.S.A.
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