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He had at first addressed himself

to kneel, but Ransom forbade him,
'See thou do it not!!

That Hideous Strength,

XvV.




SUMMARY

The thesls is designed to examine a number of asvects of
thcproée of C.S8. Lewis. Those dealt with are no%
necessarily commeasurable, but are handled wlth regard to
the balance between incldence and significance. Lewls's
arguments, for lnstance,; are glven an amount of space
which reflects their importance in Lewis's body of work,
but the thesis drives towards a counsideration of Lewis's
eschatologlcal romanticism, since that Is his noblest
legacye.

The introdustion 1s largely confined to a description
of Lewis's literary carceer. To the image of ITewlis as
infallible monolith, it counterposes an idea of Lewis
moving slowly from askesis to Beatific Vision. It tries
also to establish ecritical practice for the following
chapters, in which undue veneration is supplanted by decent
respect for the writings. The Antroducition defines, in its
conclusion, the Lewlsian skandalon, and the unique, full-
blooded attempt that Lewls makes to redeem his own
inadequacies.

T™e second chapter, Critics & Tdeds, develops the

recognition of eiact gualities in Lewis's romanticism, and
1ts pastoral intention. It poses Lewls as an explorer of
inner space, indeed as a searcher for an ontclogical pole.
It notes Lewls's deslre to make Heaven a matter of nervous
exciteﬁent for the reader, and describes his feeling that
this very faculty is of supernatural origin. On such
business, the chapter reviews the more substential critical
reactions to Lewls, and remarks upon their tendency to
aveld this ceniral area of concern.

Aords, the third chapter, deals with lLewls's prose

style, taking as 1tg starting point a typical claim by one
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critic for its beauty and clarity. The chapter presses,

in response, a view of Tewls's prose as being chiefly

valuable for its efficlency. It considers in passihg the
charge that the prose is a farrago of borrowings, and
concludes that such derivativeness as is present does not
devalue the particular synthesls forged.

This chapter selects passages on a largely random
basls and analyses them.,. It notes particularly Lewlis's
rhetorical parallelisms, his semantic welghtings, and his
oratorical idiom. It notes too the adaption of these
discursive traits to fictional presentation., From the
general prospect of a robust prose it goes in quest of the
beautiful Lewlslian style, and upholds the case of one
exemplary essay, finding a use of metaphor which transforms
common structure, and the growth of a style which
communicates extreme longing.

The next chapter 1s the first of three concerned with
Lewis's sklll in debste.

It tries to form a picture of Lewis's essential
political stances, recording initially the frequent charges
of revanchism levelled at Lewis. It traces his first
politlcal stirrings.and thelr contribution toe the idea that
Lewls wilthdrew from political debate. Examining Lewis's
opinions, the chapter finds that Tewls could be illogical,
misleading and inconsistent in his social phllosophy, and
1t looks at occasions on which the gulding spirlt appears
to he malicilousness. It recognises Lewls's expressions
of social deslderata, clothed as Christian wisdom, as
blatantly sectional, and 1t resents the 1ncorporation of
these attitudes by some critics into a consonant scheme of

Christian thinking developed by Lewls.




But a real liberal strain in Lewls 1s also
acknowledged, and the chapter concludes with a view of Lewis
as a half-baked but not utterly inhumsne social critic.

Chapter Five examines the logical standard of Lewls's
explicit arguments for moral and religlous poéitions. It
attempts to find & balance between Lewlis's button~holing,
with its attendant stimulation, and his resultant motlons
to conclude on complex Jssues, & forceful and sometimes
forced Socratic method.

¥ramples of logical wllfulness are offered, with
reference to specific coritical clalms on Lewils's behalf.

One essay, finally, is adopted as a sturdy argument, and 1%
is defended agalnst geaneral coolness.

The last chapter dealing with arguments looks at Lewls's
use of fiction for proselytisation and debate. It
conslders several positions: the use of characters for the
expression of unresolved doubt, argument as entertalinment,
as strategy, or even from obsesslveness.

Different qualities of debate are noted in Lewis's
fiction. Examples from the same trilogy are opposed,
showing in one case that Lewls uses debate mechanically, in
a false climax, while a more deeply-structured argument is
taking place in the sensibilities of fhe characters.

In another, and more thoroughly examined, case, Lewls
devolves a ma jor part of a novel's structure upon an
argunent, and comments upon its value in the course of the
narrative development. The extent to which the arzument
is consistent, logliecal and artistically 1nfgérated is
considered. An attenpt 1s made to seek out the genuiné
locus of debate, and a case is pressed for Lewis's use of

the discursive novel as argulng out an unguletness of =oul,




made all the more complex by Lewis's simultaneous
assessment of the worth of his own arguments.

The final chapter, Saved by Joy, looks at Lewis's main

achievement, described in the thesls as "the sensidble
rendering of Christian ontology'. It examines the
relations hetween the act of writing and the feelings of
Joy, salvaﬁion and deliverance which burst from time to
time into Lewis's narrastives. The afgument is that Lewis
works as in a variety of gears, snd that one, in which he
shows passlonate delight in the thought of Christian
expectations made manifest, iIs far and awsy his most
valuable. Passages are quoted to show Lewls in this his

mnost characteristic and Joyful mode.




I INTRODUCTION _

'No man who values originality wlll ever be original'.
It 1s only with the blackmall of such an assurance that we
may begin with what might seem & needless procedure, a
survey of Lewis's work. This well=-trodden path, 1f not
notorious by now, certainly de§erves to be. It has,ratﬁer
frequently, been the point of depurture for many a
dissertation which fulfils its promise 1n exegesls of the
perfectly evident, capped by the revelation that Lewis
vwas an exclting Christlan writer. The implication of such
studles has commonly been that in according Lewils the kind
of reverence he never lecoked for in his 1life, one's own
plety 1s put beyond question.

A glance at the provenance of a number of Lewlsilan
critiques explains 1n part why this should be so.
Critiques of socilalist realism from Eastern Furopean
colleges doubtless proceed with the same unguestioning
approval. 7hat is not clear 1s why more acute critics, those
not applying for Narniasn visss, should disentangle themselves
from Lewls's textis as completely as others are overgrown
by then. Corbin Scott Oarnella, for instance, 1s anxious
to relate Lewls to literary history, and Paul Holmer3 sets
himself the task of outlining the 'shape' of Lewis's
thought,. Such critical aspproaches might seem grandiose
to anyone who dlpped into any of the works outeside of
Lewis's professional studies. Though they are, in fact,
1

'‘Membershlp', Fern-Seed and ¥lephants, and. other essays
on Christisnity ed. W. Hooper. (Fontana BCoks, 197Y5) p.25.

2

Bright Shadow of Realit C.S, Lewls and the feeliln
intellect (Grand Rapids, Michigan, ¥iilllam B. BEerdmans,

19747 .

3
C.S.Lewis: the shape of his falth and thought (Sheldon
Press, 1977). .

Coa Sy L,
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relevant and worithwhile, they remein evasive, avolding
the grit of Lewis's texts with the greatest care; and with
even greater care (for these are, as I say, acute critics)
they aveld the alr of solecism which hangs over the canon.
This may seem an unnecessary violence, bui the reader
will understand that to begin with Lewls the solecist by

no means implies a simllar ending. T do not honestly

suppose that Lewls has offended agalnst the best manners,
but he has certainly offended against manners of a kind,
and of a.kind that have root in most of us, for good or
bad. No matter how phenomenal his sales, his cult cannot
be other than that of a large minority. He is always
Importent anrd never paramount,.and there are reasons for
this. As we go over his works once agaln, the reasons
may, I hope, stand out wlthout great need of explenations.
Lewis's first stirrings as a writer were im childhood.
He made up stories about 'Animal~Land', noting that they
might be 'only legends'a. Before he was twenty he had a
volume of poems at his back, 'Until 1918,' says Humphrey
Carpenter, 'Jack Lewls had gone on writing poems that
were deeply pessimistic, flinging accusations at a cruel
God. They were not particularly good as poetry, so he
was lucky to have a volume of them published by Helnemann

in 1918 under the title Spirits in Bondage.'

Surprised by Joy: the shape of my early life (Geoffrey
Bies, 1955) Fontana Bocks, 1959, D. 1.

The Inklings: C.S5. Lewis, J.R.R. Tolkien, Charles 1'*:'Ll].i:au:rlu,

and thelr friends (George Allen and Unwin, 3978) p. 12.
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Although an entertaining critic of verse (his chapter
on the 'Drab Age' is especially memorable6) he was no
poet himself. This discovery, 0ddly, has heen left to
Cerpenter to make, 1f we dliscount Chad Walsh who in
" 1949 referred to Lewls's verse as '"indifferent' .

Lewls continued wlth a long narrative poem called
Dymer, galvanised by Dent in 1926, and this more or
less marked the end of his career as a poet. Ee was

converted to Christianity in 1931, znd within a year

had written The Pilerim's Regress (1933}, s torn=faced

spirituval allegory completed in a fortnight. As
8
Carpenter remarks, 'There was to be no novitiate.'
In 1936 he began to £1l1ll in one of the sides of his

personal triptych with The Allegory of Love: a study in

medieval tradition. Lewls's criltical side is his most

immediately respectable, Apart from his humour, general
humility before his subject matter, and his striking

erudlition, there is a suavliy in his longer studies that
enters his non=-professional works less often. it is, in

fact, 2s noticeadble in Inglish Literature In the Sixteenth

Century: excluding drama (1954) zs in The AllegoTy. In

these works, Lewls's contention that literature is about
pleasure really seems to take on force: he seems most at
eage with the long view, least inclined to controversy.
Controversy follows him, vonetheless. 'Tt i's the eritieal
mind that bothers me,' Yvor Winters says. 'It is my
6
Fnglish Id terature in the Sixteenth Century: excluding
drame. (0.U.P., 1954) 1973, pp. 222-27/.
7
C.5. Lewis: zpostle to the skeptiecs (New Yorks; MascMillian,
1948) p. 49.

8
Inklings, p. 48.
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ovn couviction that one cannot write the history of poetry
unless one ¢an find the best poems.'g But Winters
concedes that such studles are inevitably of limited
value, while 1t should be said that Lewls is often at

his most companionable in these volumes.

A FYreface to Paradise Lost {(1942) is perhaps more

characteristic of Lewils's criticism. The suavity (an

alert bellesletitrisme, reslly) 1s present, and yet as

surely as Faradise Lost creeps into Ferelandra,

Perelandra, as yet unwritten, creeps intoc A Preface.

The 4influence of Charles Willlams, Lewis's own love of
Milton and his apprehension of the potent Edenic thems
all intertwine to make one wonder {as Fhilip Hobsbaum
seems to lm) whether the poem or the protolegy is at the
centre of the exercise. Iike the poem, the book is
enbattled. In Chapter Two, dramatically entitled 'ITe
Criticism Possible?', Lewls takes up the silly and
well~knowm remark of Bliot's that only the best contemp-

orary poets, in his opinion, could Jjudge Paradise Lost.

Exposing the full absurdity of this 1ln a short chapter,

Lewls goes on placate anyone who might think that Fliot

is making some sort of point: and I leave it up to others

t0o decide in which frame of mind Lewls is the more venomous,
Lewis's taste for controversy in criticism stems from

his devotion to the extra-literary~-the realm of people,

The Function of Criticism: problems and exercises
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962) p.l1l87.

10
A Theory of Communication (Macmillan, 1970) p.48,
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places and activities (real and imaginary) which in his
view stands in relation to literature as fuel. Rehabilit~

ations and other essays (1939), apart from having the

brilliant 'Varistion. 4in Shakespeare and Others', shows
Lewls's extra-literary bias in two pileces: 'Christianity
and Literature' and High and Tow Brows'. It would
not be diffilcult to concoet an suthentic-sounding Lewisian
formula from these essays. It would say that being extra-
literary 1s not only necessary to the survival of whole
men, but nceessary also to the survival of literature.
You cannot properly be literary wntil you can see past
literature. If it were objJected that all of this
terminclogy is vague (and although this lsn't from the
horse's mouth, it was certainly Inkling policy) because
the 'llterary' and the Textra-llterary' are, no doubt,
only relatively divided, Lewls extends the argument thus:
+»++2 posteriori it is not hard to argue
that all the greatest poems have been made
by men who valued something else much more
than poetry--~even if that something else
were only cutting down enemles in sz cattle-
raid or tumbling a girl in a bed. The
real frivolity, the solemn vacuity, is all
with those who make literature a self~

existent thing to be valued for its own
sake. (11)

There 1is a slight problem here, almost as though Lewls
were saylng that he'd much rather be abusing (or, ss it
may be, returning) Nausicsa's hospitality than writing
an esgsay about poetry, but this confusion arises from
the extremity of the example. MNore lmportant is that

Lewis's chisroscuro here is & good deal sharper than we

generally see 11, Chrlstianity and literature are
precisely contrasted, subject and object. Yet once

11 .
Rehabilitations and other essays (0.U.P., 1939) p. 196,
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writing has been safely subjected, the idea of a real
Christian llterature creeps lnto the essay, nuch, I
suppose, as 1t haunted Lewis's thought. It will bhave
'gravity' and 'sublimity' which 'belong to the theme...
mighty nouns with which literature, an adjectival thing,
is here united.'12 T 1ived with this statemenf for years
before 1t occurred to me that you can heve puny nouns and
very muscular adjectives; but our problem will be rather
that in Lewis's practice, once his uniting and entwining
is done, it is not so simple to put the various elements
into test tubes and discover teo which any gravity and
sublimi ty there is pertains.

The solemn and vacuous people that Lewig has in mind
when he points out the dependence of literature on the
external world are not difficult to identify; but the
controversy itself is probably deceptive. Lewls can
be falirly dismisslve when confronted with works that
make no appeal to him, as with, for example, lLady

Chatterley's Lover. He suggests that Lady Chatterley

will have to foce harder Judges than the Crown: '¥Nine of
them, and all goddesses.'lj On another occesion he
admits to having tried very hard to see how an evenling
can be like a patient etherised upon a table, never

gulte managing it 14. But this occasion is in verse, and
one instinctively feels that this is, in part, a gesture
of concession. To guy another, and more popular, poet

in your own verse is to admit that you've been passed

by and that you're very far from discounting the other man.

12
Rehablilitations, p. 196,

13
Selected Literary Rssays ed, W. Hooper (C.U.P,, 1969)
p. 174,

14

C.E.Lewis:iFoems ed. W. Hooper,{(Geoffrey Bles,; 1964)}p.l..
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Carpenter, as usual, sums up the matter very well by
pointing out that Lewls was a Georglan poetls. The
rankling at the literary developmenis of the twentieth
century that would naturally arise In someone who had
been a young Georgian poet finally emerges with some
dignity when ILewle, in his inauvgural upeeoh at Oambridge,
degcribes himself as a dinosaurls.

It's difficult not to feel that Lewis's earlier forays
on the warpath were largely emotlionzl and instinctive,
as 1n his atiribution of all he didn't 1llke in contemp-

17
orary letters fto T.S. Eliot . But An Ixperiment in

Criticism {(1961), written towards the end of hls life,
uscs the emotionallity and instinctiveness as data for the
proposition that value is inherent in some forms of

narrative. The Ixperiment displays fewer challenges,

flourishes =snd crenellations than the earlier essays
which share the same roots--1it as almest as though
Lewis has come to belleve his own propesition practiceally,
and is surer that his own tastes will be perpetuatedwn
but his radical call for critical 'abstinence' over a
ten or twenty year perliod, to purge bookish responses
to literature, is not plausibly contentious but wilfully
blind. -

Lewls had contributed, irn his way, to what he calls
the 'surfelt of criticism'la. Despite having argued
that anyone who needs help in reading the literature

of his contemporaries might as well ask for a nurse's

15
Inklings, p.158.

16
Selected ILiterary Essays, p. 14,

17
Inklings, p.49.

18

An Bxperiment 4in Critiecism (C.U.P., 1961) pal29.. .. - . .-
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help in blowlng his own nose , he offered this very

act of hygiene in dealing with Charles William's

grotesque Arthuried. Arthurian Torso (1948} 1s the

volte~face of a man who castigated the kind of critic
who 'wlll be angry with a itrue lover of literature who
does not take palns to unravel the latest poetical
puzzlé...'ao. If we were being very legal, we should
think that Lewis's escape clause, his noting that

¥11lllamg' poems need comment because they are so very

dlfficult, does not excuse him from his own condemmztion.
This L1s one side of the triptych, Lewis at his most
secular, often at hls best-tempered and sometimes a2t his

neanest. Another side 41s his famous career as =z Christisn

apologist, pursued in a series of long argumentative
essays running mainly through the 'forties. Thelr

gualities have long since been noted: the air of challenge,

of perversity in the face of the Zeltgeist, the imaginative

orthodoxy, the irresistible Socratlic tempting. They

began when Lewls was asked to contribute to Geoffrey Bles'

series of 'Christlian Challenge' books with an essay on
21
the Christian justification for pain . The Problem of

Pain (1940) is a milestone among lLewls's works. His

explanation 1s conventional, but the organisation of his

material is gquite individual, 'On the scale of a pamphlet

in a church porech,' says Austin Parrer, a little )
22
myopically, 'he is prepared to handle the origins of theism.’

19
Rehabllitations, p.91l.

%
:

20
Rehebilitations, pp.ll4-3.

21
Inklings, p.173

22
'The Christian Apologist', Light on C.S.Lewlis ed. J. Gibb.
(Geoffrey Bles, 1965) p.34.
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Here, for the first time, Lewils lays bare the nerves in his

discusslon of Heaven.

He followed this with The Screwtape Letters (1942), an
extraordinary spiritual manusl in which a junior devil
recelves advice on how to damn & human. The hapless
Wormwood, who has to bring in his 'patient' as food or

be eaten himself, 1s urged by his 'affectlonate! uncle

Screwtape to keep his 'patient' as imperceptive as he
can. IBvil is seen as 8 kind of progressive glaucoma,

and the grace which clears 1t away is as llkely to be

felt in simple, 'real' experiences as seemingly trivial
as the tiny and unsuspected lurches towards 'Our Father

Below'. The more the latter continue, the deeper the

blindness and the surer the catch; the more the former,
the clearer the sight. The fiction of the book has =a

gulte distinct feel. Since the hero is seen at two

removes (through Screwtape's comments on Wormwood's
reports) he is a vague Everyman; but experiences that

he has are radlated very clearly through Screwiape's

consclousness, Screwiape having a vivid idea of what

each eXperlence signifies. .

By processlng everyday exXperiences snd treins of thought

through the mind of a demon, Lewis aggressively turns

the reader to a conslderation of his own habits and 1ldezs.
Wnether 1n the long run this amounts to much more than a
check~your~personality test i1s a difficult question, and
not one which there is ever likely to be & general zunswer;
it 18 not a book, I think, to shake anyone'§:basic
assumptions about the universe for very long. But Lewis f?
uses the central device to swat one of his favourite N

b€tes-noires, rationalistic a priori thinking. In this
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cage Screwtape 1le reminiscing about hls treatment of a
'patient' whose atheism begins to crack after a session
in the British Museum.
I struck instantly at the part of the man
which I had best under my control and
suggested that 1t was Just about time
he had some lunch... Once he was in
the street the battle was won. I showed
him a newsboy shouting the midday paper,
and a No.73 bus going past, and before he
reached the bottom of the steps I had got
Into him an unalteradble conviction that,
whatever odd ideas might come intoc a man's
head when he was shut up alone with his
books, a healthy dose of ‘real 1ife'...
was enough to show him that all 'that sort
of thing' Just couldn't be true. (23)

In a passage 1like this we can see, as I've been
suggesting, that the value of the book is probably not what
Lewls may have supposed it to be. Certsinly our
metaphyslical speculations may be sharpened 1f we do not
Interpret contingent phenomena too dogmatically: proving
or disproving the existence of God from an observation
of buses does seem like a shaky enterprise. But few
readers, surely, are likely to preserve a conviction that
whatever they do¢ think about the subjJect is much tampered
with by demons. Tndeed, what interest the book holds
apart from its exploration of crabbiness and light-
heartedness is akin to sclence fiction: what demons
would be like if there were demons. Alternatively,
there may be further discussion in the Sixth Circle.

That this witholding of complete assent is not
entirely & point of philosophy becomes evident after

reading The Great Divorce {1946), although this 1s, if

anything, more abrasive than Screwtape. Its characters

23 .
The Screwtape Letters {Geoffrey Bles, 1942}
Fontana Rooks, 1955, p.l3.
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lmow that they are dead, and that the universe is Tun on
other than natural principles, but In most cases their
vision is as defective as that of the atheist ‘patient'.

There is, however, more to look at in The Great Divorce.

The story begins halfway between Heaven and Hell, seen I
think, with some perception as a light industrial town, and
walting sinners are taken off for interviews 1in Heaven

on & bus. 'T+ was a wonderful vehlcle, blazing with
golden light, heraldlcally coloured. The Driver-himself
seemed full of light and he used only one hand to drive
with. The other he waved before his faoce as if to fan
away the greasy steam of the rain.‘g4 The subtitle of

the book is 'A Dream', and this passage seems success-~
fully dreamlike in the sense that it has a kind of
coherence which is difficult te pin down, but genulnely
appreclable. This is partly, in my case, owing to the
fact that I'm tagging childhood nemories on to the scenes
I'm encouraged to do so, néedless toc say, by Lewis's
capitalisation of the word 'Driver'. But it's also
generally avallable in the 1ldea of 'the greasy steam of
the rain', which 1g one of these unusual invocations
which you can nelther precisely plcture nor misunderstand.
It's‘not gulite the blur on the window or the cloud fron
the radiator, but\something in the atmosphere. With one
or two other observations -- 'bookshope of the sort that

25
gsell The Works of Aristotle' or Lewls's thought in the

queue, ''Come," thought I, "that's two places gained"',

24
The Great Divorce {(Geoffrey Bles, 1946) Fontana Books,

1972, p.15.

25
p.l3.

T

N
&
L




16
even 1f 1t is H.G. Wellsish-~Lewis strikes a realistic
vein which 1t's almost disappolnting to leave,

principally, 1t may be, because 1t's lewls vwho's doing this.

On only one other occasion, I think, does Lewls catch
the kind of poetry that he employs with the bus. Looking

out from Paradise, in The Last Battle, we see a nelighbour~

ing platean which 1s IEngland, apd an England in which

the tinlest detaills are visibleas. Nelther of these
occurrences is a genuine exsmple of Lewls's famous
Platonism, the idea that Heaven ls a greater reslity then

we can comprehend; both, rather, are cameos of securlty,

such as a child can best sppreciate.

In Heaven, where they may stay 1f they desire to, the
ghosts wander abouvut blindly. We know that théy are
suffering from the cataracts inmposed on them by Screwtape
during thelr lives, but because they show some sign of

nowing this too, they seem impossidbly stupid. The

¢limax reveals the foregoing to be some kind of shadow
play, not of course a strong move on Lewis's part, and

as with The Screwtape Letters we probably concede only

that Lewls has made a limited effect. He has, certalnly,
shown us what it's like to know you're in the wrong and

carry on regardless; agaln as with The Screwtape Letters,

he implies that hg's doing more than this, but without
conviction.

Yet here, at any rate, there is a sign that the emphasis
has shifted. The Grest Divorce, set in Hesaven, follows

26

{Bodley Head, 1956} Puffin Books, 1964, pp. 1563-%4.
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The SBcrewtare Letters in one distinct Lewisian genre, and

follows immediately after the demoniacal That Hideous

Strength (1945), Something, certainly, had happened to
Lewis. His view of man's place in the universe is not
any less austere, but hils horizons seem to have widened,
and his devils, hereafter, never appear so oppressive.

In the years between Screwtape and the Divorce Lewis

published his sddresses for radio as Broadcast Talks (1942),

Christian Behaviour (1943), and Beyond Personality (1944).

These were later collected as Mere Christianity (1952},

a book lmpressive in two particular ways. It is genulnely
interdenominationalgTand remarkably comprehensive for

1ts size; and though i1ts prose is pure workhorse and its
artlstry mute, 1t exerclises a genuine grip. Lewlsg's tone
s pastorly and even ggiﬁ, and he uses few stylistic
variations other than dilute snatches of Edwardian dialogue
(a5 they are stigmatised by George Orwellgg); but what

he deoes do 1s to describe & relationshlip with God
practically rather than dramatise it, which is what happens
in the novels and the accounts with lesser fictional

commi tment. The book is, in a strict sense, lmpersonal;
in the sense, preclisely, that the emphasig is generally

on the relationship between God snd men rather than man.
The reader, as a person wlth his own quirks and ways of

doing things, seems to have been obliterated from Lewls's

attention. Lewlis prefers to concentrate on what he

27
See Carolyn Keefe, 'On the Air', ¢.S.Llewiss.speaker
& teacher ed. ¢. Keefe. {Hodder and Stoughton, 197%4)

Ppo 152"4 »

28
Collected Essays, Journalism And Ietters of George

Orwell, Volume IIT eds. S. Orwell and I. Angus.
(Penguln Books, L+970). pp. 302-4.
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gathers--1I think rightly-~-will be wldespread hablts of
ming. On doing one's best to be good, for example,
"{and then failing)':

All this trying leads up to the vital
moment at which you turn to God and say
"You must do this. I can't." Do not, I
implore you, start asking yourselves,
"Have I reached that moment?" Do not sit
down and start watching your own mingd to
see if it is coming along. (29)

This 15 a difficult itone to succeed with over any
distance, yet Lewls does succeed. The insurance against
rejection, to put 1t unduly cynically, 1s that there is
enough psychological sophistication to ward off the
sense of simple-mindedness in a passage like this.

Mirscles (1947) 1s a defence of the supernatural.
Lewis attacks, as we have seen him do already, the s
priori asssumption that miracles cannot occur, and the
book stands as a reproach to lazy popular thihking.

But the interest of Miracleg is the excitement that
Lewls finds in the subjlect, and the instinctive
famililarity he shows with it. 'Perhaps,' he says on

one occasion, 'one may without boldness surmise that

the direct change from stone to bread appeared to the

Son to be not quite in the hereditary style.’Bo This
famillarity, agaln, shows us a Lewls whose Screwtape
complex 1s weakenlng; but Lewls is also following Scripture
{'"The Son doecs nothing except what He sees the Pather do'}),
which he quotes, and broadening his argument by stressing

the appropriateness of some miracle stories--not stone

into bread, but a2 litile bread into a lot of bread--and

29
Mere Christianity (Geoffrey Bles, 1952) Fontana Books,

‘1—-”9”“55 ] pp . 125—6 .

30
Miracles (Geoffrey Bles, 1947) Fontana Books, 1960, p.l40.




in this way he demonstrates how even the oddest tales can
have a rightness .about them.
There are hints, too, of an occult exclitement in the
book, occeurring in Lewis's class of Miracles of the New
Creation. Lewis's observations on these miracles do resd
Tather 1llke something you get in red ink and slx~point
type from America, but the tradition in which he 1is
writing 1s really sowewhat older:
In the Walking on the Water we see the
relations of spirlt and Nature so altered
that Nature can be made to do whatever
splrit pleases. This new obedience of
Nature is, of course, not to be separated
even in thought from spirit's own
obedience to the Father of Spirits. (31)

This is the literature of theosls, which has continued

in the Fastern church, and it is this tone in Lewis

which accounts for part of his following. But Lewils

comes to thls polnt rationally enough; he argues his

case for thelsm, announces what he calls the "Rubicon'

of belief or non-belief in the Christian story, =and,

for those still with him, draws oult speculations like

the above.

From the simple polnt of view of presenting argument,

Lewis had been more compelling In The Abolition of Man

(1943), not a Christian apology as such, but a defence

of the idea of value. Carpenter is wrong-headed, I
think, in calling the book 'not an argument but a
harangue'SQ; he points out Lewis's use of reductlio, his
trick of basing the argument 'on what he supposes to be
his opponents! case'. We can consult the eXémple of thils
31

Miracles, p.154.

32
Inklings, pp. 221-2.

19

LTt SN L B




20

already quoted in Lewls's attack on Elilot in A& Preface %o

Paradise Lost. But in The Abolition, Lewls collects a

reasonable amount of evidence about his opponents’
posltion hHefore he ascribes to them the attitude that
'all sentences oonta;ning a predlcate of value are
statements about the emotional state of the gpeaker, and

33
secondly, that all such statements are unimportant.’

He can possibly be faulted for thinking up excuses for
the writers of the text which has annoyed him {(he calls
them, rather pompously, Gaius and Titius) énd then
forgettimg the excuses when he wants to believe that

their intentions are genulnely inhuman, but in their

state of latinised abstraction it does Fhem little harm.

Lewls's arguments, though extenuated, are striking, and

we shzll examine them in depth.
Lewis's other religious books, principally Reflections

on the Psalms (1958), The Four Loves {1960) and Frayer:

Letters to Malcolm {1954) are not so impressive as those

of the forties; Carpenter records the blow to Lewis's

ego in the debating chamber which shifted him away from
34
dogmatic qggression . But there are a number of essays,

addresses and sermons which have the spirit of the first
group. These include ‘'Membership', 'Historicism' and
"Fern-Seed and E}ephants'BS, 'The Inner Ring' and 'The
Weight of Glory’js.

33

The Abolition of Man (0.U.P., 1923) Fount Paperbacks,
18785, p.3.

A
Inklings, p.216.

35
In Pern-Seed and Elephants.

36
In Screwtape Proposes a Toast and other pleces

(Fontana Books, 1965}.
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The third side of lewis's triptych consists of his
science fiction, his fantasies for children, and the

novel T111 We Have Faces. The first of these comes as

a triiogy: put of the Silent Planet (1938}, Perglandra

(1943) and That Hldeous Strength (1945). The story begins

wlth the kidnapping of Elwin Ransom, a Cambridge
philelogist, by Professor Weston (the celebrated physicist
and J.B.S. Haldane) and the less-qualified but equally
villainous Dick Devine. Ransom is carted off to Mars

in order to be the cardinal element in & human sacrifice,
but he escapes hls captors and takes up lodglngs with the
hrossa, who are 'something llke an otter, something like

37
n seal' ., The kHrossa, like Ransom, are hpnau: that is,

rational and creaturely. They model themselves on the
best patterns in the Germznia, and are ruled, with all
of Mars, by a being knovn as Oyarsa. Oyarsa summons
Ransom, Weston snd Devine together, and discovers that
the latter two are uander the influence of the incommunic-
ative spirit that rules Earth and gilves it, thereby, the
name of the 'silent' planet. Ransom is told of Maleldil,
who orders all the planets by the agency of tutelary
spirits like Oyarsa. Weston and Devine are deported, and
Ransom, at his perll, decides to go home with them.

He hag used his time profitably on Mars, coming to

learn 014 Solar, the lingua franca of the spheres. This

fits him, in Psrelandra, for the work of saving the

first parents of Venus from the seductlons of Weston,
who is 4ivinably under satanic possession. In this
business Ransom progresses from argument to mayhem,

and 1s forced to deposlt Weston in a pothoele; but he

37
Qut of the Silent Planet (Bodley Head, 1938)

Pan Books, 1952, n.6l1.
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himself, that the Scriptures might be fulfilled, receives

a wound in the heel. He is an alter Christus, bearing

the trials of the Eve of Perelandra, who does not fall,

His final task, in That Hldeous Strength, 1s to oppose

the National Institution for Co-ordinsted Experiments
(the N.I.0.E.), a nightmarish anticipation of the QUANGO,
whose remit is the domiration of Britain. The agency is

of Helllsh inspiration and is gradually approaching the

'Interplanetary Problem', as Dick Devine, réappearing as
Lord Feverstone, puts it. -Satan conmunicates with the
F.I.C.E. through the gulllotined head of a scientist

(& 1little symbolical touch) and tells them to dig up

Merlin, who may help (another little symbolical touch ).

To do this, however, they need the help of Jane Studdock,
an unwitting clairvoyant almost estranged from Mark, her
husband.

Mark is wooed by the N.I.C.E. te Belbury (whiech, belng
interpreted, is the burgh of Ba'al), but Jane encounters

Ransom's establishment at St. Anre's and becomes part of

it. For Ransom is now the Pendragon of Logres, not in
fact a Cambridge appointment, but the office of Arthur's

heir in the true Britain, and 1t is on his deoorstep that

Merlin, having got himself up, now arrives. Satan has
first opened up his frontlers by dispatching Weston to Mars,
and now the powers of Deep Heaven are permitted to descend
and £111 Merlin, whose mind hes formerly been deflowered

by his practice of the sorcerer's art. Merlin destroys

Belbury by inflleting the curse of Babel uporn the N.I.C.E.,
and in a surge of tidiness he goes to his rest while the

38
See The Abolition of Man, pp., 45-47, and English
Literature in the Sizxteenth Century, for Lewis's views
on the paraliel development of geience and magic,
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estranged couple are éonverted and reusited, and Ransom 1s
lifted up into Arthur's boson,

Tittle as I have allowed 1t to soumd in the reduction,
the trilogy reads rather well, Lewis, s ususl,
charactericses happily away with his unhoned chisel, but
he has a knack for tasteful heroic dialogue (geﬁer&lly .
rendered 'in a great volce') and his monsters are original
and convincing. Wither, in particular, the deceptively
nuddled Deputy Director of the N.I.C.E., remains in the
mind as an aspedt of Xingsley Amis's Professor Welch39
{or vice~versa), which helps, though Lewis could hardly
have anticipated this, to put Wither a step ahezd of the
other characters in the reality stakes. It has been felt
that in making a 'spiritual thriller' of That Hideous

Strength Lewls had fallen under the 1nfluence of Charles
Williams. But anything I've saild about Lewis's characters
will be qualified immedistely by a look at those that
Williems creates; 1t's clear too that Lewis, whether
instinctlively or not, recognised that bizarre stories
need a narrative clarity greater than Wllllams could
-achieve 1f they're not to seem merely peculiar. Aas
Carpenter points out, 'Willlams' ideas of right and wrong
often seem extremely odd.'40 Lewis's 1deas of right and
wrong, at worst, seem merely hidebound and 1njustifiably

41
reinforced by fantasy figures .

39

In Iucky Jim (Gollancz, 1954).
50

Inklings, p.96.
41

¥erlin's reaction to Jane's wilful infertiliity, for
instance, 1s made to seem less bigoted after the
unnatural Filostrato has introduced to us the perverted
sterility of the Selenites (That Hideous Strength,
Bodley Head, 1945, Pan Books, 1955, pp. 103-4 and
169-171) .




Iive already suggested that the representation of the
diabolle is not the most rewarding area of Lewis. But
this 48 the period in @hich his deviles are most successful,
and this zlione makes one think twice about Bob Dixon's
claim, plausible on the face of 1t, that the war was of
little consequence to Lewisae. It seems to me qulte

likely that Ransom, in his dux bellorum phase, is Lewls's

contribution to the war effort.

The dizabolic, as Lewls sees it, 1s not so much plain
wickedness ag cutting the self off from all possibility
of perceiving goodness. Therefore we have hig Frost, who
thinks, or appears to thinkas, that objectivity lies in
accepting thought as a chemical phenomenon onlyaa. The
acts that arise from such philosophies are apt to touch
off eschatological events, a connection that Lewis mzakes
equally in his children's stories., Hig devils do not
attack humanity by trying to make them hate goodness, or
not, at any rate, initizally: they suggest, rather, that
goodness cannot exist, or is a meaningless idea, and this
propaganda may come through apparently decent menas.

It 1s clear from Lewis's fiction th?t he felt atheistic

and value~free argument to be (or deserve to be) an

42 ,
Catching Them Young 2: political ideas in children's
fiction (FPluto Press, 1977) Dbl .

43 ‘ :
Frost propagandises in this way, but is a delliberately
bad man.,

4h
That Hideous Strength, p.154.

45

Thet Hideous Strength, p.243.
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apocalyptic event--an idea whlich would not have borne
Justification in hls theology, but which partly explains

1ts exlstence. T™he effect was notlced by Walsh in That

Hidecus Strength: 'One reads on, expecting Christ to appear
on clouds of glory and the dead to rise from their graves.?6
Lewis's own place in his imaginative anticipstion of
the Iast Things 1s ne lesg heroic for being self-appointed.
He wants to be on the slde of 0din, fighting against the
glants and the trolls47, and 1t is as the latter that he
casts people llke Haldane and Prefessor Waddingiton.
In what Roger Lancelyn Green dubbed 'The Chronicles of
Narnia' Christ does at last appear. 2Aslan, the great
Lion who sings Narnia into existence, 1s Chrilst as Lewls
might have expected to meet Him 41f he fell by chance into
another sort of world. Aglan 1s not a type any more than
the Pantocrator of Daphni is a type. This creztes problems
for Lewis (and for the adult reader) because Lewis at
first does use Asglan symbolically. The firgt-written of

the Narnia books, The Iion, The Witch and the Wardrobe (1850}

is an Atonement story. ZEdmund has betrayed hils brothers
and sisters during their stay in Narnia, and 1%t 1s Aglan
who pays the prilce, dying =a2nd being resurrected. Lewls
tells the story movingly, but it is at odds with the
wider story, which Lewls accepted, in which Edmund has
already been redeemed. When Lewls, later on, lays the

ground for this in the chronclogically earlier The

¥agician's Nephew (1955) he sounds, in telling of the

46
Apostle %o the fkeptics, p.104.

47
Praver: Letters to Malcolm (Geoffrey Bles, 1964)

Pontana Books, 1966, p.l20.
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) )
first favlt, a 1ittle weary. 'Evil wlll come of that evil,®
says Aslan, 'but it 1s still a long way off, and T will see
48
to 1% that the worst falls upon myself,' 1% seems too
ready, too zutomatic. Like i1ts original in Book IIX of

Paradise Lost, 1t moves with faclllty over the inscrutable:

with, in this case, the greater facility.

But Aslan is one of Lewls's great coups. I do not
pretend to be a psychologlst, but 1t seems to me-~-and
1t may seém, in 2 moment, to the reader--that Aglan is
transposed from somewhere very far down in Lewis's psyche,
whnile reflecting very tellingly the human and the divine
aspects of the Second Person, as in thls passage:

"Are you 111, dear Aslan?" asked Susan.

"No," saild Aslan. "I am sad and lonely.
Lay your hands on my mane sc¢ that I can
feel Jou are there and let us walk llke
that."

Aind so the girls did what they would
never have dered to do without his permlission,
but what they had longed to do ever since
they first saw him-~buried thelr cold hands
in the beavtiful sea of fur and siroked 1it,
and, so doing, walked with him. Ang
presently they saw that they were goling
with him wp the slope of the hill on which
the Stone Table stood. {49)

It might be said that the feelling which resides in this
1s borrowed, and it would be silly te suggest that this
is not, in one clear senss, a dependent plece of work.
But it is not simply 1lifted. Aslan, as a lion, 1ls not
Just a nectaphor for Christ vwhich Lewis supposed would be

stirring and vigorous. The vhysical contact between Aslan

and the children suggests more than that, as it does on
every occasion when 1t occurs. And Lewls tinkers with

48
(Bodley Heazd, 1955) Puffin Books, 1963, p.l126.

49
The TLion, the Witch and the Wardrobe (Geoffrey Bles,

1950} Puffin Books, 1258, p.l36,.
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his original; the equivalent, remember, hasgs Christ alone

with somnolent disciples, and even though a practically-
minded writer of children's books will naturally include

chlldren of both sexes, 11t's noticeable that Lewis has

arranged matters so that the glrls attend Aslan, The
feeling that Lewls creates between the characters ranges

from that which is lavished on s cuddly toy to something

attributable to a St. Theresa of Lisieux: elther somewhere
in between, or almost encompassing both. If 1t does seem
very physical-~andg it does--it's as-well to remember that
there's a helghtened sense of companionship too, and one,
which 1t 1s pointed out, has been present in some form for

ag long as the girls have known Aslan. In & word, this is

not an encroachment of Sunday School: it is, through a
series of choices in presentation, genulnely devotional,
The figure of Aslan 1Is the most Important in the
‘development of Lewls's fietion, for the fiction Ltselfl
arises from a romantic longing which Lewls calls
§g§nsuoht50; this, In turn, 1s aroused by perceptions

of beauty which in themselves suggest that thelr orlgin 1is

in something immortal, gocd and absolute, FExperiences of

this kind are fleeting but intense; and Lewis goes so

far as to say that they may be exactly whati they clalm

to be if they mediate 'a really detalled 1dea?1 of God,
Aslan 1s closer to being a testament to a really detailed
idea of God than any other figure that Lewls creates,

50
Surprised by Joy, p.l2.

51
Letters of 0.S.Lewls ed. W.H. Lewis. {Geoffrey Bles,

1960) pp. l43-4,
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and 1t 1s evident from Aslan's cloéenesg to the experlences
which Lewls beyond any doubt-regarded as the most
significant of his 1ife that the Narnia bhooks are the

natural culmination of Lewis's work. It hasrbeen felt

by one critic or another that Perelandra or Till We have

Paces 1s Lewls's best bock~-lewls himself voted for tﬁe
latter--but achievement is not strictly the question
here. Lewis's deepest asplirations as a person rather
than as a writer are expressed In the Narnia books. It
is true that one cannot simply say that the 'Chronicles'
bind up 2l1ll of the Lewlslan strands. There are too many
of them, and they stretch out in too many different
directions, for that. But one ocan say thaf the Narnla
bocks are distinguished, inh some places, by rawer
emotlonal answers to perernlal fixations of Lewls than
cccur 1n his other books, and that the reason for this
is the sudden immanence of the figure that he had been
slowly enticing into hls flction, and who had not, as
vyetyappeared,

Wise figures, such as Ransom eventually becomes, or
the charscterisation of George MacDonald, Lewis's guide in

The Great Divorce, are of secondary lmportance in the

c¢hildren's books. Koriaskin the Magiclan or the Tord
Digory appear no more than wlse before the sacramental
quality of Aslan's actions, as when Aslan, in the symbolic
and unintegrated way we noticed before, frees Fustace from

52
original sin .

52
The Vovage of the Dawn Ireader (Geoffrey Bles, 1952)
Furfin Books, 1903, Chapter 7. |
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The detall in the idea of God which Lewls insisted
upon for 2 spiritual experience to carry conviction comes
most fully at the end of the series. It is, one must say,
the 5allent debtail, not a theological appendix. In The

Last Battle (1956) Aslan unmakes creation and lsads the

hursn children and the Narnians into Paradise. Lewls knows
exactly where to bring his story to a halt, and he does
80 with exiraordinary grace; when he does it, in fact,
1t 1s as though his career had led solely to two or
three paragraphs.. But when he draws down the vell he
has showm us something solid about his Heaven: it
encloses real cbuntries that we know, such as England,
and the new Narnia, which 1f in strange dimenslions hasg
2ll the gualities of the old.
WThen %his has been done, it is difficult not to see

T11) We Have Faces (1956) as a regression. Lewlis calls this

lagt novel, rather disingenucusly, 'a straight tale of
barbarism'; but the book hae its complications, not the
least of which are some dream sequences at the end, which
are problematic for a work in whilch the setting is vague
anyvay. The story is about the 'good dreams' of the
pagans, the polnts by which revelation progresses. By
grafting an ugly sister on to the myth of Cupid and Fsyche
Lewls provides an increasing volume for the note of
transcendence, Orual, the heroine, 'becomes' the
beautiful Psyche when she realises that her complaints
against the gods, whlch she has nursed 211 her 1life, are
really tantrums, and that Cupid himself is all she needs.
Lewls rather piqued himself 1n getting, as he thought,
inside the mind of a seriously unattractive woman, dbut
{rual indulges in a shade too much swordplay for this

to be really convincing. His other characters, a noble
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Captain of the Guard, a clever Greek, a Herod, a demi-

mondaire of Ultima Thule and a parish wltch-doctor, are
predictable and dull, and they maintain these attributes
for at least a hundred pages more than they need do,

It should be evident by now that I had several things
in mind wvhen I said that Lewis's work had an alr of
solecism about it. In the purely bad sense of this, he
can even make you cringe {(nowhere more surely, I suppose,

than in the story of 'Mrs. Fldget' in The Four Loves )i

at other times he assumes that the audlence is with him,
and goee striding on, a lonely figure, into a facile
emotionalism or a sccial bitternessSa. TLooking over much
of the imaginstive stock mentioned above, 1% 1is clear
that thé origins are sometimes shabby: so much wlsh
fulfilment, so much ego endorsement, so much self
Justification, Among the stalks and blooms in the weeded
soll, tins cans and o0ld Fish-heads protrude: we often
hear, for example, that Lewis had no interest in polities
(he thought that Tito was the King of GreeceSS) but he
was not content with ignorance. He wanted to be vociferous
as well.

Yet this, 1f one is not prepared to prailse lavishly too,
s over-harsh. Agalinst it all one sets the deeper and real
solecism, the appearance of a motley gang of books in which

the design to mediate the presence of God 1s evident, 1%

(Geoffrey Bles, 1960) Fontana Books, 1963, pp. 48-Q.
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As in 'Screwtape Proposes A Toast'!, Screwtape Proposges
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is hot that Lewls intended this for every wolume he
produced; it's obvious, in‘fact, that Lewis produced boocks
when he felt llke it and not to any plan. | But his desire
to create cerimin kinds of experience in his reader is zalso
clear; i1t comes round like a regular comet. I have called
this a solecism, but Lewls when he was doing 1t called 1%
'almost... an indecency.?6 'Do you think,' he sayvs, a
noment later, 'I am trying to weave a spell?! |

The answer, of course, if yes, and it remains %o see

*if he does 1t.

56
"The Welght of Glory', Screwtave Proposes A Toast, p.97.
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11 CRITICS & IDMAAS

Since Lewls had a long career, rising to notlce
guickly and enjoying a fair bit of attention at all times,
it's 0dd that it was only after he died that critiques of
his work showed a distincet and sensible excltement. Over
the past ten years in particular, the best critics of ILewls
have not been satisfied with the readlier and more obvious
inflammations that beset thelr colleagues. Gradually
they have become aware of the sitrange properties and
directlions of the texts.

An exception to the rule that the most useful books
about Lewls are failrly recent is VWalsh's introduction,
which combined the insight that Lewls's ‘eschatelogical
note'! was golng to be of importance with s handy summary
of Lewls's work {to date. This, unfortunately, instituted
e numbing vogue of such works. I have no way of telling,
but I ghouldn't be surprised if it had been through
keeping an eye on the critical work arising round Lewis
that caused Walgh to feel, twenity years afterwards, that
his own essay had been written in adulation, Looking back,
in fact, 1t seems pleasantly naif, bright and good-hearted;:
but Walsh feelg that the adulation is only the first of a
characteristic three stages in the appreciation of Lewls,

It is followed, in hig opinlon, by a turning away from what

appears to be Lewls's narrowness, only for the realisation

that Lewig's confines are themselves the condition in

which his synthesis of 'myth' and 'poetry' can be
1
thoroughly understood . This is rather mystical, perhaps,

and 1t seems 1ikely that Walsh is talking about his own
1

Poreword to William Luther White, The Image of Man in
C.%. Tewis (Hodder & SWq@ﬁm\, 19707,
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reactions, wnduly generalised, rather than snythling which
could be isolated in the books. But 1t 1s worth noting,
with 211 the dangers of'patronisaticn, thet Lewls has
readers ﬁho allow thelr opiniongs of him to change and grow.

For the norm among Lewls critics, in the years between
Walsh's two declarations, has been an adulation far less
critical than that of Walsh himself, As Lewls, feeling
less end less the restrainits of regular fictionalising,
romped home into Narnla, his followers tended to zssume
that the milennium had arrived and that balanced 1iterary
Judgement, much like Mosalc Law, had been outgrown.

'Olive Staples Lewls,' one of them announced, granting him
hls fuli name the better to accommodate what followed,

'was not a man: he was a world.'2 He was certainly becoming
a business world. As his sales boomed, and his star

conjoined with Tolkien's in the firmasment of Stateside

higher education (like Tarva and Alambil in Prince Caspian),

an attractive 1line in Inkling accessories was dlscovered.
In a promotion which appeared shortly before the iransfer
of the Narnia boocks to Arﬁada Lions, Penguin Books ran a
competition in which you could get a 'phone-in clue from
4slan the Lion'.

lewlis could become the subjJect of absurd comparisons.
I see what Coghill mezns when he compares Lewls, informally,
with Dr. Johnson (particularly since he exvlains what he

3
means ) but Thomas Howard's analogy 1s enlightening without

°
Peter Kreeft, C.S. Lewis, a critical essay (Grand Raypids,
Michigan; WAlliam B. Eerdmans, 19¢9).

Clyde S. Kllby, 'The Creative Loglcisn Speaking',
C.S., Tevis: spezker & teacher, pp. 21-22.
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belng Helpful. He describes a conversatlon at Lewls's’
home: '...never by so much as a cough dld Lewis glve me
to feel that he was anything but wholly engaged by our
conversation... I felt a 1little 1like the children in

The Licon, the Witch and the Wardrobe felt with Aslan:

you knew that gentleness did not suggest weakness. The
4
sltvetion wae redolent of terror as well as warmth.'®

We're not far away here from an attempt, even if

tentatlive, 10 create a kind of alternative redlity. A

reaction like Howard's is not-imcomprehensible, but it's
not uncommon elther, and sometimes Betjeman's glhe seems to
have considerable Justification:
Ohl well-bound ¥ells and Bridges! Ohl
earnest & thlcal search

For the wilde high-table Aoyos of St.
C.8. Lewis' church...(5)

Lewlsltes such as Walter Hooper, who knew that s 1little
more was demanded of the reader than the admissible pre-
requisite of & childlike enthusiasm for Lewis's miracles,
his Iion and his oceans, were itroubled,

The valuators have, for the mogt part, done
1ittle to satlsfy the desire of thousands of
admirers to have Lewis's genius explained.
Humbler critics have rarely soared any higher
than writing mere paraphraces of what Lewls
has already sald so much clearer [8ic¢]. Other
erities, Judging Lewls from some partial
perspective of their own, have assumed a
eritical position higher than they have =
right to. (6)

Foreword, C.5. lLewis: speaker & teacher. The volume also
contains the indlspensable 'Notes on Lewls's Voice.'

'May Day Song for North Oxford', John Betjeman's
Collected Poems (John Murray, 1958) p.l118¢

Foreword to Paul L., Holmer, C.8. Lewis: the shape of his
faith and thoueht.
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A paraeble of sheep and goats, really. Hooper's last
area of reference iIs velled, but 1t is eagy to understand
that some critics will choke in the Narnian atmosphere.
Long bvefore gusts of rapture for all ¥arnian things blew
like Pentecost over the backwaters of criticism,_the very
name of Lewls could evoke irritation. E.K.T. Dock revealed

in Serutliny that editoriasl policy regarding Lewis was more
?

i rerera—erverars e h—

or less to consgider him dense ; Orwell thought that wlth a
bit more backbone Lewié might have made a decent phalangists;
and recently Bob Dixon, in the open-minded critical heritage
of Trotskylsm, accused Lewls among others of belng the decd's
creature in paedocideg. While the Narnian critlcs struggled
against the Calormene secular imperialism of modern letters,
& faction of Rlack Dwarves could always be found to shoot
at both.

The absurdity of these criticisms is matched only by
the baplessness of many lewls enthuslasts in suspending sny
Zind of objJectivity, particularly when their accounts take
colour from reminiscences of Lewls the man. The very
existence of such tensions and divisions, however, suggests
strongly that there is In lewls something to talk about.
Obvlious as it is that one can hardly just describe Lewls as

a 'world', it is equally clear that such statements are an

attenmpt to convey a singular excitement. At the risk of

csounding pseudo-scientific, or even unintelligible, one

7
14 (1946) pp. 53-G.

8
Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters, III, pp. 302-4,

9
fatching Them Young 2, p.163.




36
uwlght say that Lewls enjoys a sense of dimenslion, and a
sense of dynamlcs where you wouldn't suppose that there
was any room for movement. T don't think there is really
a language which will cover this, but some examples should
make it olearer, as thisg pecullar faculty is reflected or
symbolised in the work. When he invents travellers 1n |
time, for instance, they don’t simply go back and forwards,
but 'eckwards and andwerds' as welllo. It might be argued
that this is standard pseudo-referential practice, which
it is, but ﬁost pseundo-references simply aren't as
suggestive as this,. To say that doesn't help me to find
out exactly what 'eckwards and andwards' does suggest,
except that my usual conception of time as two-dimensional
1g disrupted. It also helps to make the 1dea of time-
travel more attractive (for anything that may be worth),
as though you'd discovered an Underground in a clty where
you'd thought there were only buses. This exanmple isn't
conclusive of anything a2t all, particularly as it occurs
in a2 fragment, but another of the same sort turng up in
The ILast Battle, where Lewls descrlibes Heaven eXpanding as

11
you penetrate its inmost circles .

These examples should, if ncthing more, help us %o

'a

understand why it should cccur to anyone to call Tewis
world'; ‘they connect with Lewis's own 1dea of & hidden
inner country within him. This isn't altogether a
solipsistic place, because there lg evidence of two
thousand years or more of dogma and philosophy all about 1%,

10
The Dark Tower and other stories ed. W. Hooper.

{Collins, 1977) pp. 86-T7.

11
Pp. 162~3.,
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but 1t's governed pretiy firmly by one hand all the same.
It is the natural environment of Lewis's eritics, who
cennot detail but who lmow well the fusion of guessed and
unguessed, of given and constructed, of planoforte score
and unwritten orchestratlon that is the characteristice
experience of Lewis.

It was presumably a recognition of some such phenomenon
that led to the balanced work of Corbin Scott Carnell,
William Luther White and Paul L. Holmer. All three.
wandered from the broad highway of superficilal textual
description established by most of Lewls's critics, and
although they tended to refuse the strait gate of involved
textual descriptlon as well, thelr differing paths have
nonetheless been relevant.

Carnell has concentrated on analysing the state of ming
of an author who longs for something beyond the world,
using Lewls mostly as an example of someone consclously
stricken by Sehnsucht . White and Holmer have dealt
respectively with Lewls's idea of msn in the cosmos and
" the 'morphology' of Lewls's thought.

The lightest glance at the diversity shown by these
essays indicates the oddness of the eritieal problems
posed by Lewls. Areas have been marked off for investig-
ation before the establishment of a strong, central and
synthetic understanding: the kind of understanding that
might, for example, have restrained Professor Holmer from

13
saying that there is 1little in Lewls of ontology .,

12
Bright Shadow of Reality, ppn. 13~29.

13
p.6.'"0ntology’, of course, is one of those plastiecine words
whlch can be made %0 suggest very much what you llke; dut
the tenuous ghosts of The Great Divorce, the real IFngland
and Narnia of The Tast Battle, and the effects of the angels
in the trilogy on apparent reality suggest that Lewis was
concerned with ontology in a very basic semse of the word.
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8. s?atement which, without benefit of quallification, is
contradicted by Carnell's entire drift, not to nmention
Lewls's, The desire for a hollstic understanding of Lewls
cannot be eccentric when much of the opposition to him is
grounded on hls very accessibillity, his gulding, indicative
pursult of the *Same 01ld Thing'. Such an understandiné
might have led before now to an emotionally satisfying
description of Tewls. VYet along with the absence of a
central study is the absence of an indisputable Lewisian

chef d'oeuvre, nor can it be colncidental that polite

varilance over what 1s to fill this position arises in the
work of a critlc who, broadly speaklng, resisted evaluation.
Lewis spoke of the Christian view of 1ife as a mingled

yarn of good and evil. This wouldn't be a bad description
of his canon, for which few will claim overwhelming
technical mastery nor deny 1lts general value.

There is also the questlion of whether it wounld ever be
possible to understand Lewls, save insdtincitively. The
question applies equally to other writers, but with lewis
it seems more demanding simply because he covered so many
pages. And in doing so, he could not keep still, Words,
In hls books, pale and fall back at the image of thelr
referents: light, he says to the artist, should be your
first concern, not paint. Yet Ransouw, 'sitting within the
very heert of lenguage, 1In the white-hot furnace of
essentlal speech’, when Mercury comes to St. &nne's, finds
it 'heavenly pleasure'14.

I don't +think that this 1s =0 much a paradox as the

natural turn of the mind, partlcularly the unatural turn

14
That Hideous Strength, pp. 199-200.
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of a mind which likes to be right more often than not.
But the contexts here are dissimilar. The artist in The

Great Divorce who ls more Interested in palnting Hesven

than in seeing God is d1fferently placed from Ransom, who
is finding out what the Gods are like. Yet even so,
between the two examples we seem to see a romanticism which

asserts that whatever is happening at this present moment

is best, a theme for perfect worlds and one, indeed, which

rung through Perelandra .,

To take thls even further, 1t i1s possible to say that
Lewls in one sense thought hierarchiecally, and in another
refused to grade. This isg not quite as complicated as 1t

sounds. That some things were of overvhelming importance

to him is clear enough; but on the other hand hls nature
abhorred exclusion. His reverence, therefore, for the
rational is but the measure of hls awe for the supra-
rational: therefore he loves 'good "bad" books', the 'Same
01d Thing', and simple experiences llke tea at the old
mill, or 'a walk through counitry he really likes, and

taken alone.'ls. The whole complex of competing urges can

hardly be summed up better than by the Ransom of That

dideous Strength, who dlrects the war against the enemies

of mankind while laid up in his cosy msnor.

Whether we would care for a Lewls who impressed one ff
gslde of his personallity or the other upon us more cone- .
sistently is another matter. But the problems of descrlbding
Lewls are, ag I've indicated, made more difficult by his
occasional stumblings. Even if we say, in shoerthand, that
he has a domestic and a dramatic side, the exlstence of

the two making it harder to categorise him, the very fusion

15
The Screwtape Letters, p. 67.
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of the two can have side-effects iiself.
On the 'domestic' side, he tells us often enough that

the highest cannot stand without the lowest, and 1t's

understandable that his presentation of the lowest should
sometimes seem merely sentimental or facile. But he dogs
frequently convince us of the stralghtness and decency of

gome ordinary thing, as in the case of Mark in That Hideous

Strength, who 1s converted slowly during his stay with

the N.I.C.E. The conversion proceeds through his longing,
in e nightmare prison, for 'Jane and fried eggs and soap
and sunlight and the rooks cawing at Cure Hardy.'16 Yet
our compassion is hindered by the fact that it's very
difficult to belleve that anyone could get into Mark's
situation in the first place, even if (which of course
makes 1t worse) it only happened to him because he had

no more sense than you would expect from a sociplolgist.
To confront Lewis with this sort of problem was to be told

17
that you had confused 'heliday' fiction with serious work

which is not unlike hesring that a Festival of Tight rally
ig the Women's Institute annual trip.

However, we can find ourselves concluding the case
agalnst Lewls on the ground of some shocking neglect of
all plausibility when he turns and plunges us into a
nostalgla of the soui 1tself for what it has never known,
and for what, at one pgént, he has the sufficiency to

ask if we can remember ., If we're looking for a

16
That Hideous Strength, p.184.

17
'A Reply 10 Professor Haldane', Of Other Worlds: essays
and stories ed. W. Hooper. (Geoffrey Bles, 1966) p.74.

18

The Lion, and Wtch and the Wardrobe, p.lO4; though not
a particularly impressive rassage.
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definable quality in Lewls, this is the mogt lmportant
one., Yet so far from claiming that he has .this quslity
himself,'he denies that it 1s a human faculty at all,
and even warns us against 1t to some extentt
The books or the music in which we thought
the beauty was located will betray us Af we
trust to them; 1t was not in thenm, 1t only
came through them, and what came through them
was longing. These things~-the beauty, the
memory of our own past--are good images of
what we really desire; but if they are
mistaken for the thing itself they turn into
dumb idols, breaking the hearts of their
worshippers. (19)
Implicit here-~without any prescription on method--is
the idea that the srtist’s task is the sensible rendering of
Christlan ontdlogy, with the suggestion, obviously, that
this is something that wlll depend on factors that cannot
be accounted for. The passage ls of course addressed t0
audilences rather than %o artists, bul Lewis 1s at the sanme
time taking it for granted that art i1s there %o provide
spiritual experiences, if the spiritual experiences them-
selves will permit 1t. This is pari of what he means when
he calls hlmself a dinosaur. He sees any good that coumes
through art as transcendent; we see 1t as Tied up with the
work, like sap in a leaf.
To be more expliecit, he sees the point of art as

imiteting the transcendent realness of God: part of this,

as we saw, is clear in Rehabilitations. A1l theists have

a greater or lesser sense of this realness, but Lewis's
preoccupation with 1t 1s quite extraordinary. Geod was
Love, In Lewis's opinion, or not God 2t all, but this Love
he perceives effectlively as facthood. e may see his
individuality in that he 1s much more likely to invoke his

relations with an ultimate fact of love than (as might be

19

'"The Welght of Glory', in Screwtave Proposes a2 Toast,p.98.
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expected) a personal sense of communion with the risen
Christ. The language he uses t0 descrlbe his personal
relations with God is, on balanece, unpointed. VWhen, for
example, he portrays himself as a donkey in The Ilast
Battle he refers to Aslan as 'You know Who'go. (Puzzle

the Donkey is a characterisation of 'Brother Ass',

St. Francis' name for the body, and one which Lewls took

up for himself ~ particularly, since he was & diplomstic men,
when he was writing to Catholics.) The missing bits, the
portentous subrecognitions like this one, are designed to
encourage reactlons in the reader, reflections of his own
longing for Facthood, Sechnsuchit, and his appreciation of
it, which he calls 'Joy'.

'T find,' says Carnell, 'in C.S. Lewis's understandlng

21
of Sehnsucht a parallel to Angselm's ontological argument...'

Anselm's proof, which has recertly received fresh attentiongg,
runs that 'something than which a greater cannotrbe thought
existes both in the wderstanding and in reality‘&ﬁ; Tn the
lore of seminarians and clerics, which you do not always see
written down, Anselm's argument is to be used more as an aild
to meditatlion than a2s a proof, but 1t is effectlively the

most frequent of all the arguments that Lewls uses for the

20
pe.il.

21
Bright Shadow of Reality, p.l63.

22 , .
See Alvin Plantinga (ed.) The Ontological Argument: from
St. Anselm to contemporary philosophers (Macmillan, 13968).

23
Sr. Benediecta 9ard (trans.) Prayers snd Meditztions of
St. Anseluw {Penguin Books, 1973) p.245.
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exiastence of God. (Nominally, he says more often that
we can't think of values for ourselves and that they must
have come in from the outside.) In fact, Lewls never
gulte articulates Anselm's argument as a matter for fiction,
preferring instead to talk in terms of smuggling in theology

24

~under the gulse of romance . But hls stories, in 2z way,
are a long-term investment, depending largely on the posg-
1pillty that they might be 'true'’'-~--not, let us say,
accurate, but delineating, even 1f sketchily, perfect modes
of belng. The critic, like any other reader of Lewls, 1s
led to the overwhelming guestion! and If some pari of hiwm
cannot respond to Lewis's answer, he will tend %o see
Lewls as worthless, as for example Dixon does.

Lewls does not, as I say, tell us much about Anseln,
but in one letter where the ontological argument comes up,
he immediately relates having the 1dea of a perfect being
to his feeling of Schnsucht:

...1t is arguable that the 'idea of Ged' in
some minds does contain, not a mere abstract
definition, but a real imaginative perception
of goodness and beauty beyond thelr owm
reSOUrCes. It certainly seems to me that

the 'vague something' which has been suggested
to one's mind as desilrable, all one's life, in
experliences of nature, music, and poetry...
and which rouses desire that no finite object
ever pretends to satisfy, can be argued not
.to be any product of our own minds. (25

It s the correlation of two ideas, the longing and the
idea of perfeetion, which carries weight here. - The
longing, partly, is 'the detall in the idea, the importance
of which we saw before, and the imaginative part of the
perception: 'though I do not belleve (I wish T did) that
my desire for Paradise proves that I shall enjoy it, T
24

As in Of Other Worlds, p 37 {(but see p.36), and Letters
of C.S. Lowis, p. 167.

25

Tetters of C.8. Lewls, pp.la3-4,
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think it a pretty good indicatlon that such a thing exlsts
and that some men will.'26 This, in effect, is the
argument of Boniface and one that 1s clearly akin %o

Angelm's,
Carnell calls this 'wnderstznding... Lewis's most
u . 27 .
gsignificant contribution to Christian apologetics...'

There is one plece of desceription in The ILion, the Witch

and the Wa?drobe which may suggest the same. The house
of Professor Firke, who 1s one of Lewis's guises,; seems

to reflect aspects of Lewis's life. There i1s a long room
'full of pilctures' with a 'sult of armour'--his ancestors,
among whom, he tells us, was a Norman knighteg—wanother
'all hung with green, with a harp in one corner', which
suggests Lewls's time in Ireland, and another 'lined with
books--most of them very old books', which needs no
comment. The final room is empty except for the wardrobe
and 'a dead blue-bottle on the window-sill' . The
lsolation of the wardrobe~-belng the donr between the
worlds, it really counts-~and the dead blue-bottle may

be nothing but a bit of stage deslign. But the other
detailslseem to0 call out for identification, and the blue-
bottle is enigmatic. Lewls was aware of Aquinacs's remark
that his theology reminded him of straw, and Lewisg often
takes the same tone about his own theology: one extreme

30
case 1s In A Grief Observed , in which he reflects on the

26
'The Weight of Glory', Screwtape Proposes A Toast, p.99,

27
Bright Shadow of Reality, p.l163.

28
Surprised by Joy, p.9,.

29
P.tl.

30
{(Paber, 1961; 1966) p.52.
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death of his wife. #hat is certzin is that Lewls is allusive

in a personal way throughout the Narnia series. Tolklien

is cast as a.retired star 1n Dawn Treader: Ramandu's dailly
: 31
consumption of a burning coal to revive himself reminds us

of Tolkien's Kolbitar club.

The origins of the wardrobe 1ltself are full of symbolic
reverberations. It is made from the wood of a tree grown
from the core of a protological Narnlan apple, an apple
frbm the Tree of Life:

+eedlt did not bear apples that would revive
a dying woman as Digory's Mother had heen
revived, though it did bear apples more
beautiful than any others in lngland, and
they were extremely good for you, though
not fully magical. (32)

The beauty was not 'in them, it only came through
them.' Sometimes, he says, the tree would move mysteriously
when there was no wind blowing, which is as acute as any of
Lewis's descriptions of Sehnsucht. %When the tree blows
down, Professor Kirke has i1 made into a wardrobe, and it
proves to be the door into Narnia. As the wardrobe for
the characters, so, Lewls thinks, the stories msy act for
the readers. There is more o thls than metaphor. The
Jardrobe, if you like, is a metaphor for the imaginative
facultles~-that would be one way of reading the story--~
but we have already seen that Lewls belleves these facultles
themselves to be of supernstural provenance. They are a
real dodr into something even better than Narnlaj; for, in
cultivating mythic imaginings, Tewles was trying to

encourgge actions of a distinetly existentisl kind. 'A

31
Pe 176,

32
The Magiclan'e Nephew, p.170.
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cleft has opened in the pltilesg walls of the world, and
we are invited %o follow our great Captain ins;de.'33
Thege actiong, in turn, are to bring us face to face with
the myths, a8 Lewls believed they exist in realityé inte
the heart of what he calls 'Joy'34.

The two examples of 'poetry' in Lewis which I
nentioned in the previous chapter (in criticism of Lewls,
the word 'poetry', along with 'myth', should be used with
restraint) are among the occasions when Tewls cen communi-
cate this 'Joy' to us. It first arrived into his life azs
a toy garden made cut of moss and twigs by his brother35,

and it later became Paradlise in The Last Bettle. 'Joy' is

normslly feld by us as part of the longing: ‘anyone who
has experienced 1t will want 1% again.‘36

Holmer, almost in embarrassment, neglects to
acknowledge this aspect of lewls fully, though it 1s thls
aspect which carries away most of the other critics. The
pieture he gilves us of Lewls is rather more of a stick-in-
the~mud who happens to be right. Helmer poilnts out how
conststently Lewls emphasises 'the 11 $tle things', and how
the Narnian creatures progress, or otherwise, according to
how they carry these out. 'And most of those animals are

like hieroglyphs for human belngs. The logle of their lives

33
'"The Weight of Glory', Screwtape Proposes A.Toast,p.l08.

34
White's decree on 'Joy' (p.111) should be recorded:

'Through his experience as a young man, Lewls dlscovered
that Joy was not disgulsed sexual desire, Sex might be
a substitute for Joy, but Joy was no substitute for sex.'

25
Surpvrised by Joy, p.l12.

36 Surprised by Joy, pP.20
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stands out after s bit.’j? These, however, are also the
creatures that Lewils, with perfect and preper seriousness,
ushers into Heaven. They do not sgimply, as Holumer leaves
it, "grow in spirit.’

But the little things, 1t must be admitted, are the
reverse side of the romantic longlng and 'Joy'.‘ fhe |
orthodoxy, the 'Same 014 Thing' of church attendance,
moral theology and dependence on the Tathers is, Lewls
might have said, the only possible fuel for Sechnsucht
and 'Joy', for these are things which canunot be pursued,
on earth, in any other way. 'I must say my prayers
to~day whether I feel devout or not: but that is only as
T nmust 1eafn my grammar if I am ever to read the poets.'38
And Aslan, though not a tame Lion, obeys rules 1if he makes

59
then.

But Tewls is a shade inconsistent about this orthodoxy.
He presents 1% on occasions {as a moment sgo) as 2 kind
of booster, the maln service of which is to get you out
of earth gravity; at other times 1t is the ‘'sun' by which
he sees everything 915340. And this orthodoxy, too, is
part of a set, along with his medievalism, his scholarhood
and his avowed political moderation. The Christian

orthodoxy isg predominant, but it interects with and 1s

foreshadowed by the others. Humphrey Carpenter goes some

37
C.S., Lewist: the shape of his failth and thought, p.83.
38
Prayver: Letters to Malcolm, p.ll6.
39
Dawn Treader, p.130.
40

'Ts Theology Poetry?', Serewtape Proposes A Toasgt,
p.58.
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dlstance to suggest that there was something alry and 111~
defined about Lewis's character4l, and Lewls, of course,
felt that thlis 1s true of everyone, The ghosts of the
Divorce are noi simply the dead. -All greatures, seen in

contrast with what Lewls believed was reality, are

welghtless and transpareht. Lewls was simply not exempt
from the attractions of orthodoxies, in term of their
calorific content.

There is, iq any case, a continuum running through the
frightened ghost, the semi-publiec and wholly dognatic
figure, and the poet who feels that an ipeffable happiness
is breaking in on hls consclousness, then stealing away.
hs these things make a life, so they make an ceuvre,
with some parts of it (pace Hooper) not guite of such
inestimable value as others. If all of these facets are

not admitted, 11t will be easier to insinuate, like Carnell,

that Lewis is a type who is the touchstone of Western art,
or to systemise him like White. If we misplace hls delight
we shell find 1t, with Holmer, in his self-discipline.

'A11 that you are...', Lewis says, 'every fold and
crease of your individuality was devised irom all eternlity
to £fit God as a glove fits = hand.'42 That Lewls meant
this precisely is clear from the man beset by lust in

43
The Great Divorce . Iust, & whispering lizard on his

41 _
Inklings, pPp. 243-245 especially.

42
Penclillied on a fly-leaf in Lewis's copy of von Hugel's

Eternal ILife. See G@_r\nenl .&_ﬂght Shadew OF\ 1?&5[4"‘%'}” T,

43
Ppu 89"‘96.
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shoulder, is killed with his consent, and rises as a

stallion; while the man, & ghost like the others, immedlately
becomes more sollid. Lewls makes 11 plein that the condit-
ion of death must be met before this cen happen. 'Nothing,
net even the best and noﬁlest, can go as 1t now 1s.
¥othing, not even what 1s lowest and most bestial, will not
be raised agaln if it submits to death.'44 While an
attitude 1lilke this 1s hardly indulgent, 1t 1s not simply
negative, and the positive side of it, which Lewls presents,
convineingly, as cancelling out the suffering involvedas,'
1s seen in the example of the glove. Any particularity in
the example has to remain understocd. Iewls says nothing
about any sgpecific person's individuality, and while the
remark is not in case addressed to readers, it's not unlike
Lewis's public manner. It has, in fact, all the air of a
five~finger exercise for a romantic popular theologlan. But
no-one who does read it is likely to worry that there's no
mention of his particular quirks: the image is too strong
to preserve any fear that these will, ultimately, prove
irremediable. The ilmage is, characﬁeristically46, a
transposition of the erotic.

Conveying the feeling that such a wrlter arouses in

us, particularly when these feellings fluvetuate, suggests

that, in the first place, Hooper's criticel dilemms should

44
The Great Divorce, p.95

45
It is clear at many points in A Grief Observed that

Tewis himself thought that he had been, to say the
least, blas€ about suffering.

46
George F. Cassell, in Clive Staples Lewls (Chicago

1iterary Club Papers, 1950) is good on lewls's
audacious analogies.
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be reset. It 1s extraordinary, looking over the critical
literature, how easy 1t.-1s for the critic either to tag
along behind Lewls or to wheel off into more or less
distant meditations.. No~one looking at criticism of
Lewis, when i1t iIs sympathetic, could fall to be impressgd
by 1ts lack of ordinary and proper analytical aggression.
We have to stop regarding the texts as fraglle; though
they have weaknesses, they sre anything but. And they

were not meant for monuments, but doors.
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III WORDS
My prose étyle is really abominable, and
between poetry and work I suppose 1 shall
never learn to improve 1%, (1)

This, as Hooper tells us, comes ‘'ag a surprise to
those of us who have long admired the beauty and c¢larity
of Dewlis's prose.’' (It's interesting to note the tic of

2

the enthusiastic amanuvensis 1n that those of us: some of

us, by implication, are reproached.) We do not suppose,
of course, that even at the age of twenty-three, when

Lewis made thils entry in his dlary, that his prose was
really abominable. OQur ﬁroblem, réther, will be to see
whether 1t is in fact beautiful znd clear, It's tenpting,
offhand, to say yes, remembering lines like the one in the

athelst's argument from The Problem of Pain: 'The creatures

cause paln by being born, and live by inflilcting pain, and
in pailn they mostly die.'3 The iambic flourish, clearer
in the last phrase than in the mlddle one, is in context
taken no further than w11l do any good, and 'wmostly' is an
inspilration, even if 1ts tendency to float, in terms of (
strict meaning, 1s only controlled by the unlversal
application of 'die’. But is this the impression that
remains?

The most likely reaction to Lewis's prose would be to

recognige 11t as a string of dialectic hablte working under

1
Quoted in the Preface, Selected ILiterary Egsays, r.ilx.

2
Has Hooper been truthful about his friendship with Lewlis?

Sce The Canadian €.S. Lewis Journal, 4 -i4-

{Geoffrey Bles, 1940) Fontana Books, 1957, p.2.
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contract. Tewis's prose personality is aggreésive and
argumentative, and such beauty as 1t has 1s often met in
a kind of crushling sweetness, as in his reply to Professor
Haldane:

Here, as so often, what I was really =aying
wes something which the Professor, had he -
understood 1t, would have found simply
uninteresting. (&)
The insult is many-sided enough 10 be aesthetic, but
it is, naturally, in the way of striking efficliency rather

than limpid perfection. Lewls reacheg out for forms 1like

an octopus, and, workmanlike, creates style by exerting

stress on a given matrix. He says of his children's stories,
'I fell in love with the Form 1tself... Its very limitations
of vocabulary became an atiraction; as the hardness of the
stone pleases the sculptor or the difficulty of the sounnet
5
deﬁghba the sonneteer.! Tf you react like this conslst-
ently, you end up using a varlety of styles. Oarpenter,
relating the derivativeness of these to hls gquestion of vhat
lay a2t the core of Tewis's personality, argues thai
...one can regard all Lewis's most successful
lliterary work as pastiche. He chose a form
from one source, an idea from another; he
played at being (in turns) Bunyan, Chesterton,
Tolkien, Willlams, anybody he llked and
admired. (6)
It wouldu't be easy to deny thls, but it tends to lgnore
the effects of the whole catalogue. One of the effects,
which has a bearing on Lewls's chaneleon-1like ablilities,

is that Lewls is staked out across the entirety of some

L
O0f Other Worlds, p.ol.

5
"Sometimes Fairy Stories May Say Best What's To Be Said',

0f Other Worlds, Dp.36-7.

&
Inklings, p.244 .
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readers’ lives, and to an extent which no other writer is
Jikely to matich. He 18 read in primary schools, secondary
schools and universities, quite apart from those who read
him for what he can offer as a pastor, and it 1s’precisely
in this way that hegemonies are constructed. Hone of this
makes Lewls any less the pasticheur (though Lewls had his
own ideas on the subject, one of which I used at the beginning
of this thesis)but this 1s of academic importance in a world
where the majority of feaders are likely to find Bunyan and
Chesterton more attractive because of thelr resemblances
to Lewls, and net vice~versa.

The effect of the whole catalogue, again,ls something
deeper than role-~play. One can certainly ldentify bits
of TLewls which sound like Tolkien or Williams or Chesterton,
but that's not o say that there isn't a different, and
Individual, tegument surrounding them. This may, even then,
be 'the sort of thing & man might say’, as Owen Barfield
dubbed a particular éxample7, but if 1t has some kind of
consistency, and unless you can identify the other man who
might say it, 1t's better to call 1t a personal style than
a pastiohe.

Interestingly, a remark of Alastair Fowler's about
Lewis's style leads us in a direction opposite to Garpenter's.'

Koting that Lewis had read E.R. Fddison's The Worm Quroborosg

at leagt five times, Fowler says that 'to have done so and

kept his style uninfected testifies to remarkable discrimin-
8

ation in selecting what was of value.' Incidentally, the

closest Lewis came in his fiction to imitating Bddison is

Light on C.S8. Lewis, p. ix.

8

‘The Aliens of Othertime', Times Literary Supplement,
1st July, 1977. .
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in Frince Caspian, where Peler sends = stately message to

King Miraz; and Lewis is obviously so tickled by this that
for a while after the conversation has a seventeenth-
9
century flavour . But 1t is rather irenic that Lewls
corresponded with Bddison in the latter's i1diosyncratic
10 . . .
tongue .

What I propose to do, in looking at Lewis's prose, is
to take passages more or less at random, and see as far as
possible Just how Lewis does communicate. The first of
these concerns 'Historicism', Lewis's nsme for the idea
that evolution, and human development in particular, is
inherently purposeful.

I grew up belleving in this nyth a2nd I have
felt-~T still feel~= its almost perfect
grandeur. Let no-one say we are an unimag-
inative age: neither the Greeks nor the
N¥orsemen ever invented a better story. ZEven
to the present day, in certain moods, I

could almest find it in my heart to wish
that 1t was not mythical, but true. And yet,
how could it be? (11)

The first thing we notlice is the rhetoricsl parenthesis
'T st11l feel'. When we connect it with the third sentence
1t ought to strike us ag redundant, but Lewls wants i1t: he

is protesting. He has, pace Carpenter, a strong enough

sense of who he is. In fact, he is playing on 1t. He willil
knock the myth down by polnting out that 1t 1s he who is

glving it a form of endorsement.

(Geoffrey Bles, 1951) Puffin, 1962, Chapter 13.

10
Inklings, p.190.

1l
'"The Funeral of s Great Myth', Christian Reflections
ed. W. Hooper. {Geoffrey Bles, 1967) p.88.
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We see also that the first two' sentences are reslly four
balanced alpha clauses, and we reallise that what we are to
feel is Lewls's immense conviction and understanding of the
problem from within. This calls for stateliness. Eis
generosity is suggested by the smooth stress-trilad, 'almqst
perfect grandeur', and by the fact that this group is
isolated by the parenthesis (this, of course, qualifying
the balance I mentioned a second ago, but not as much as
all that). It's also ftrue that Lewls's generosity is
diminished by the fact that the stresses fall so evenly
over the phrase--'almost' has Just as much weight as
'perfect’ and 'grandeur', a physical weilght as opposed to
its ususl mere seméntic impact.

The pinnacle of Lewls's concession is in his apparent
argunent for the other side wlth the rhetorical assertion
'Let no~one say we are an unimaginative age'. This is
unconsclously funny, or ironle, since few have ever gone
furfher to suggest 1t than TLewls. But whether or not he
glves us the impression that he 1s carried away by his own
maegnanimity, a seemling empathy remaing one of hils most
succesgful debating tricks. Nor does the context, incldent-
ally, give us any real impression other than that the 'Myth',
as the title indicates, is to be burled.

Lewls, ¥ suppose,‘is consclously debating agalnsi an
1dea which he neither underestimates nor despises. . But his
choice of lexis leaves us in no doubts as to where his
deepest sympathles lie. The words 'invented' and 'story',
in particular, are Juxtaposed to divest 'storff of the

overtones that Lewls can give 1t 1f he pleases. Compare




25
this passage with one in wnlich Lewls adresses chilldren:
«»al know very little about how thls story
was born. That 15, I don't know where the
nictures came from. And I don't believe
anyone knows exactly how he 'makes things up'.
Making up is a very mysterious thing. (12)

It's true thzat Lewls 1is talking about different kinds
of creative process, though the one we started with could
be argued by some people not to be a creative process at
all, but a recognition cof the way things actually are. Butb
there i1s a great difference, even for a story, in being
"horn' or being 'invented'. Here, Lewis almost frowns on
the 1dea of a story's being 'made up'. The inverted commas
admittedly catech a slight shift of tome to the completely
conversational, but the faet that Lewis's sudience 1s made
up of chlldren would be a reason for keeplng them on the
recurrence of the phrase, instead of céropping them as Lewls
does. The difference between the two sorits of story is that
'Historicism' is not a real story. In this precise countext,
Yimaginative' is, to say the least, barbed prailse. And the
wistful, but anaemic, 'find 1t in my heart' 1is a subtle
appeal to what Lewls concelves of as rétionality. This
expression bears no relation to the rather more seductive
ways in which Lewis normelly unvells his emotional insights,
as we shall see in a passage below,

Phonetic tone is ‘carefully employed in the 'Historicisn'
passage. Apart from the 'almost perfect grandeur', the
voice 1ifts on ‘present day' to fall sharply on ‘*certsin
moods', leaving us 1n no doubt as to what sort of moods
these are. And 1t's interesting 1o see that 1ift of the
voice used to alter the contribution that lLewis's personal

history makes in the passage. He introduces his early

12
'Tt A1)l Began With A Picture..’, Cf Other Yorlds, p.42.




familierity with the 'Historiclem' attitude in order to
sssure us that he 1s not attacking something alien to him
out of prejudlce; but within & second he is on the verge of
implying that 1t is, after all, something you grow out of.
The word 'invented', %to00o, isg in the spotlight.

We can‘notice.that Lewls takes care not to be literéry,
as the 'was' in the third sentence demonstrates. When he

was working on The Pilerim's Regress he wrote to his friend

Arthur Greeves that
T aim chiefly at belrng idiomatic and racy...
to put the thing in a nutshell you want 'The
man of whom I told you' ané I want 'The man
I told you of '. (13)

Elegance in 1tself is not at a premium, and Lewis is
consciously leoking for the readlest means of communication.
There is a difference between this and the sinplest means
of communication, as we've seen,. Lewis, deliberately or
otherwise, will use artifice to convince, anéd this no doubt
added to his confidence that 'he can detect the fallacy of
current objections to belief'l4. I'm not suggesting that
Lewis used meré verbal subatitutes for argument, but he
did reinforce bona fide argument with semantic complements.
Prom this point of view, beauty and clarity and Lewls's
prose, if present, are aspects rather than the whole.

“here Lewls can spread himself out more, and is not
forced to convince within..a short space, he 1s less
vragmatic and a little closer to 2 putative norm of modern
E'nglish style. Here he 1s talking sbout sexual morality
13

Roger Lanceglyn Green & Walter Hooper, $.S5. Lewis: a
biography (Collins, 1974) p. 129.
14

Austin Parrer, *The Christian Apologist', Light on
C.S. Lewls, p.24.
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to an sudlence about whom, on the face of i1t, he can make
fewer agsumptions:
Before we can be cured we must want to be
cured., Those who really wish for help will
get 11t; but for many modern people even the
wish 1s difficult. It is easy to think that
we want something when we do not really
' want it. A famous Christian long ago told
us thet when we was & young man he prayed
constantly for chastity; but years lster he
realised that while hig lips had been
saying, 'Oh Lord, make me chaste,' his heart
had been secretly adding, 'But please don't
do it yet.' This may happen in prayers.
for other virtues tooi but there are three
reasons why it is now speclally difficult
for us to desire~-let zalone to achieve--
complete chastity. (15)

The original of thls passage was written for radie, =nd
it's Interesting to compare the coupling of werde here-~-—
tcured'/'cured’, 'wish'/'wish', 'want'/'want'-~with the
expository balance in the second sentence of the previous
passage ('Let no~one say we are an wninmaginative age:
neijther the Greeks nor the Norsemen ever Anvented a better
story'). At the same time the 'famous Chrisitian’ remains
ancnymous, whlch saves the text from appearing splky.

Paced with a mild psychological complexity, Lewls handles
1t by using the conveantional symbols of 'lips’ and 'heart';
but above all we feel that the individual weight has been
taken out of the words, so that any effect in the passage
arises out of its cursiveness., The craft is slighter
throughout. Lewls partitions sentences as incorrigibly as
ever, but 1t's noticeable that in using seml=-colons in
successive mcntences he is content to emerge with 2 uniform
effect, one of strong qualification. In the last sentence,
the parentheslis does not seem ideally placed.

15
Mere Christianity, p.88.




"These two passages work so differcntly that, even so
far, we can probably guess Lewle's standards of efficliency
1n prose %o be strietly functional, and we may want to prise
apart Hooper's 'beauty' and elarity’. Thls next 1s from

16
Till We Have Paces , where Orual considers the sacrifice

of her sister Psyche %o the Brute (as Cupild appears):
It is, in 1its way, aduniradble, this divine
gkill, It was not enough for the gods %o
¥ill her, they nust make her father the
murderer. It was not enough to take her
from me, they must take her from me three
times over, tear out my heart three times.
First her sentence; then her strange, cold
talk last nlghi; and now this painted and
gilded horror to polson my last sight of
her., Unglt had taken the most beautiful
thing that ever was born and madé it into
an ugly doll.

In some ways this is more difficult to discuss than
the other passages, since 1t 1s a paragraph not strictly
necessary. The sequence of events has been narrated
clearly enough, to the extent where no reader of ordinary
attentiveness could have missed the significant changes in
Psyche., Psyche, in fact, has just appeared in her
sacrificial grotesquerie, and, avoiding a2 climax, Lewls
enters this paragraph of comment before a time-switch in
which Orual describes her behaviour as reported to her by
others. As a consclous decision, the commentary alds the
transition to a different viewpolnt. But 1t's difficult
not to notice, in reading the novel, that Lewls can make
Orual complain against the gods more effectlvely than this,
and in shorter form. On the preceding page, for instance,
Orual remarks on the sacrificial preparations: 'Food for
the gods must alwsys be found somehow, even when the land

starves.'

16
(Geoffrey Bles, 1956) Pount Paperbacks, 1978, p.88.
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It is perhaps because the passage I've chosen has no
real narrative function that it seems go worked up with
paralleliecms, and indeed extensions of these, supplied st
the end of the second sentence, and, in the'third sentence,
with greater numerical accuracy than might be expected from
a person under stress., There is a kind of grim sonhority
in 'cold', 'palnted', ‘gilded’', 'poison' and 'doll'; they
tell us, readily encugh, that something artificial and
sinister is happening. But thls, as déscription, does not
rise above the commonplace. The standard, once again, 1is
2 robust and functional one.
Steying with filctlon, we encounter some dialoguse of
Mrs. Dimble's amid chaos engendered by the N.I.C.E,:
“As far as I can gee there won't be any
houseg in Edgestow. There's no question of
trying to live on the far side of the river
any longer, even if they'd let us. What
did you say? Oh, indescribable. A1l the
poplars are going dowmn, A1l those nice
little cotitages are going down. I found
poor Ivy-~that's your Mrs. Maggs, you know--
in vears. Poor things! They do look
dreadful when they cry on top of powder. " (17)
William Tuther White puts it very well vwhen he says of
Lewis that 'while he does not restrict himself to allegoxry
to depict the inner world, his preoccupation with man
produces a narrative form which differs markedly from the
psychosociclogical novel stemming from Flelding and
18
Richardson' . It might be thought, however, thal thils

passage is carrying the experinent too far.

7

That Hideous Strength (Emdkeg}%&ad,iﬁ45) Pf%g'

18
The Image of Man in C.8., Lewis, p.l7.
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It's fairly obvious that Lewis hag sssumed that the
female volce requlres italics, periphrasis and intensitives.
Lote of women, of course, do speak in a manner which
resembles this, but I cannot shake a sense of reduction when
I read the passage. However, At arises from a constriction
of Mrs. Dimble's character whiech appears fo be deliberste,
We discover, for instance, that 'poor Ivy' is in some ways
much closer to Mrs. Dimble than Jane, whom Mrs. Dimble is
addressing, 1s, and this despite Mrs. Dimble's comment-- of
the kindest possible sort--on Ivy's vulgarity. Mrs. DAimble
helps to set us up when we are surprised, along with Jane,
to find that Ivy is part of the community at St. Lnne's
where social relations are more eguitable than even the
advanced Jane could expect, or, as 1t appears, desire.
The licence of dlalogue may absolve thig passage from the
charge of indulging in the Mimetic Fallacy, ﬁut to read 1%
halps to account for a gense of wnease that besets me when
I find a2 noted student of Lewls saying that he rellcshes
every word that Lewls wrote ',

fne could go on, not for sver, but through fifty-odd
volumes, plecking out passages from pege 88 of one edition
or another, T shall take only one more, this time
allowing the bottom half of a page 87 10 creep in. Lewis,
here, 1s talking about the place of mental images at

devotions.

Yet mental images play an important part in
Ny Prayers. I doubt if any act of will or
thought or emotion cccurs in me without them.
But they seem to help me most when they are
most fugitive and fragmentary--rising and
bursting like bubbles in champagne or wheel-
ing like rooks in a windy sky: contradicting

¥ walter Hogper, Foreperd b Faul L. Holmer, C.5. Lewis : the shape
of his faith and Hhonght
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one another (in logle) as the ecrowded
metaphors of 2 swift poet may do. ix on -
any one, and 1t goes dead, You must do as
Blake would do with a Joy; kKlse it as it
flles. And then, in thelr total effect, they
do mediate to me something very important. It
is always something qualiftative-~-more like an
adjective than a noun. That, for me, gives
it the impact of reality. For I think we
respect nouns {and what we think they stand
for) too much. All my deepest, and certainly
all my earliest, experlences seem to be of
sheer guality. (20)

We can, as we read this passage, galn the lwpression
that Lewls has said something, and this lmpression is not
altogether unjustified. If we boll the passapge down to
something like 'There is an unreliable but avppreciable
significance in plctures which fleet through the nind' we
shall, even though the context of lLewls's remarks be
largely ignored, probably feel that we have had much the
same experlence. In all fairness, the experience is
incommunicable. Simply hecause we feel that a mental image
is significant, but don't know why,we can tell other people
véry 1ittle about it.

Lewls's approach to the problem is, T think, misjudged.
Metaphors advanced to descrlibe the actlon of the mental
images look suspiciously like the mental images themselves,
and thig susplcion 1s reinforced by the exhalation from
the alliteration in the fifth to the seventh lines, and by
the word 'eswift' spyplied to ‘poet'. We feel, for a second,
that the 'swiftness' of any particular poet's technique is
only marginally what Lewis has in mind, even though inethis

1
case he has left us an essay to describe what he means .
It may be captious to mention that since the processes of

the mental images have been described in so active & way,

20
Prayers letters to Malcolm, pp. 87-88.

21
'*Variztion in Shakespeare and Others,' Rehabilitations,

vp. 161-180,.
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we may have a mental image of our own~-a ludicrouvs if vague
one--vhen ILewis has the images 'contradicting one another
(in logic)'.

What confusiog there ig in the first half of this
passage is pardonable, but the confusion in the second half
1s less so. Taken on its 5wn, 1t might not seem utterlf
lupermezble to meaning; but we should remember what lLewis
hag séid on another occaslon about adjectives and nouns
(quoted on page 10 of this thesis)., TLewls had doubtless
forgotten about the other occasion, which would he an easy
thing to do after twenty years, but 1t is noteworthy that
he makes essentially the same mistake at both points,
although the examples are oppogsed to one another. Neither
variation of the metaphor will bear the weight thet Lewls
evidently wants to impose upon it; parts of speech are more

dependent on one another than Lewis will allow. The effect,

‘therefore, is rather vacuous when Lewis says that we

respect nouns toc much.

I wouldn't pretend that what's happened so far has been
a conclusive experiment., But we started from a desecription
of Lewlis's prose as beautiful and clear, and these are terms
which evoke expectation. If we're told that Lewls's prose
has these guallitleg, we shall look for them on most
ocecasions., What we've found~~and what I think we'd continue
to find if we went on working in this way-- le& something
rather dlifferent: a robust prose, not faultless, but one
which meets Lowis's needs.

Hoopexr, I guess, has generallised from real eXperlences
of good writing in TLewls. The experiences can be found,

but only in reading large sections of Lewls, and with
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moderate expectatlons. Here 1s one moment from The Horge

and His Boy, which, as I've observed in children's

libraries and the classroom, is the least popular of the

Narnia stories; Snesta (the Boy) is riding through dense
fog when he hears something large padding along beside him.

'Who are you?' asked Shasta.

'‘Myself,' said the Volce, very deep and low
so that the earth shook: and again 'Myself,’
loud and clear and gay: and then the third
time 'Myself,' whispered so softly you could
hardly hear it, and yet 1t secemed to come
from all round you asg 1f the leaves rustled
with 1t. (22)

Mach of the effect that thls passage hag in context is
owing to the benefits of serial publication. Aslan,
entering here, brings a strong aurs with him. But Lewis
does net leave it at that. Sensitive to the fog he has
spread around--and I should imagine, though of course I
don't know, that Lewls thought of the fog before he thought
about bringing in Aslan--Lewls allows Aglan to speak as a
Mystery, as Father, Son and Paraclete. This is dJone
carefully if idiosyneratically. The Holy Spirit is not to
be ldentified with nature, though nature 1s filled with
it. It elso helps to bring the surroundings to 1life, as
we cannot see the leaves. On the other hand, it's difficult
to imagine the Christs you see on walls in Ravenna speaking
out not only loud z2nd clear, but gay; yet this is in tone
with the cheracterisation of Aslan in the stories. While

he 1s frequently mournful, he is not above & wild romp, as

at the end of Prince Caspian. At a more mechanical level,

1t's interesting that Lewis partitions his sentences a8

usual, but with the difference that the divislons merely

22
(Geoffrey Bles, 1954) Puffin Books, 1965, pp. 139~40.
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regulate the narrative flow. They do not signal an
exposition, or another go at what wes nearly eXpressed in
the previous line.

L lot of energy in Lewis was, no doubt, released into
the children's stories. The dexis of the passage above is
certainly simple, but the individual words do count for
something. They do not, for example, simply flocd out,.
The volece of the Second Person does not have sn effect on
the surroundings, as do the volces of the others: 1t is
Immanent. But a simllar energy can be found in other works,
one of the most notable being 'The Height of Glory':

v+o1f we conslder the unblushing promises of
rewsrd and the staggering nature of the
rewards promised in the Gospels, 1t would
seem that Our Tord finds ocur desires, not too
strong, but too weak. We are helf-hearted
creatures, fooling about with drink and sex
and ambition when infinite Joy isg offered us,
like an ignorant child who wants to go on
makling mud ples in a slium because he cannot
imagine what is meant by the offer of a
holidey at the sea. (23)

This is, I suppose, more intereesting asg an iantroduction
than as 'pure' prose. I do not really like the transferred
epithet "unblushing', or the 'promtses'/'reward'/'reward'/
bromised' inversion, and the eye, when 1% lights on
'fooling about with drink', may well flick back to 'the
staggering nature of the rewards'. But the immediate
promise is of vigour. '"Fooling about' is an interesting
varistion on the usual sirictures of moral theologlans,

the terrlible triniity of drink and sex and ambition is neatly

reduced by the precise amount of attention each of its

2% s
' Screwtape Proposes & Toast, vp.%4~5, and ff.
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elements recelives, and there 1s an economie suggestion of

the anlmal vationale stance in 'helf-hearted’'. At the end

of our passage there 1s also the hint that we are about to

g0 on another Lewislan vacation.

As the plece progresses, Lewls Increasingly uses metaphorf
.to.underwrite his prose. That first example is striking
enough, having precisely the distance and the similarity
thaet he wants. Hereafter, pace 1s of great 1mportance.
Lewis hag started with the 1dea of reward; and he goes on

\to consider whether the desire for Heaven is mercenary. He
contrasts a man who marries for money wlth one who marries
for love, then a general fighting for victory with one who
fights with a peerage in mind. Then he puts the case that
the Joy of some rewards cennot be foreseen:t 'The schoolboy
beginning Greek grammar cannct look forward to his adult
enjoyment of Sophocles as a lover looks forward to marriage
or a general to victory.'

It is in workihg ocut the Implications of his analogy
for the Christian that Tewls provides coherence ang
structure for what has gone before: 'poetry replaces
grammar, gospel replaces law, longing transforms obedience,
as gradually as the tide 1lifts a grounded ship.' Metaphor
appropriately transforms metaphor, we might say. Lewis
brings us to the shoreline, and we might notiece that though
you can make pies in the mud or on the beach, you can't see
ships in s slum. Modulation, incidentally, replaces
parallelism, both phonetically and lexically: for the
paradigmatic structures are contained in a lapping,
syntagmatic movement with one outconme.

Having come this far, he breaks off and addresses us

nore directly.
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In speaking of this desire for our own far-off
country, which we find in ourselves even now,
I feel a certain shyness. I am almost
comml tting an indecency. I am trying to rip
open the lnconsclable secret in each one of
you--the secret which hurts so much that you
take your revenge on it by calling it names
like Nostalgla and Romanticlem and Adoles-
cencej the secret also which plerces with such
sweetness that when, in very intimate conver-
sation, the mention of it becomes imminent,
we grow awkward and affect to laugh at our-
selves; the secret we cannot hide and cannot
tell, though we desire to do both. We cannot
tell 1t becauge 1t Is a desire for something
that has never actually =zppeared in our
experlence. We cannot hide 1t because our
experlence 1s constantly suggesting i+, and
we betray ourselves like lovers at the mention
of 2 name,

This feeling, which Lewis talks about in some other
places, evidently matters more To him than anything: 'some
secret attraction... something, not to be identified with,
but always on the wverge of breaking through, the smell of
cut wood in the workshop or the clap~clap of water against
the boat's side...'ga.

There are two threads ruaning through this passage.
One is that of physical imagery ('rip open', 'plerces with
such sweetness') and the other is the social language of
romance {'shyness', 'inconsolable', 'secret', ‘sweetness',
"tintimate' and 'awkward'). Both of these lead toward the
final comparison, whlich in 1tself beccomes a zpecific angle
that Lewis desires: net simply our being lovers, but our
behaviour as lovers, is his coancern, At the same time, the
guiding epirit of the passage is that of transposition,
Lewls has no intention of leaving matters as they stand
here -~ 'very earthly imegery indeced,' he calls.it Turther
on., There are difficulties in this approach. Lewls is

trying to recall an emction without sn immediate

24
The Problem of Pain, p. 134.
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correlative--'The Welight of Glory' is a sermon, and there
are no convenlent fairylands to explore--and redefinition,
which he 1s fond of in any case, becomes de Pigeur:

These things-~the beauty, the memory of our
own past--are good images of what we really
desire; but if they are mistaken for the
thing 1itself they turih into dumb ldols,
breaking the hearts of their worshlppers.
FPor they are not the thing itself; they are
only the scent of a flower we have not found,
the echo of a tune we have not heard, news
from a country we have never yet visited. Do
you think I am trylng to weave a spell?
Perhaps I am; but remember your falry tales.
Bpells are used for bresking enchaniments

as well as for inducing them.

ﬁé may have felt, on sight of that transforming
metaphor, that Lewls was bullding a refining structure, but
by this polnt i1t begins teo look accumulatory, proceeding by
richesse. We may well find some banallty in the individual

elements heaped together, but Lewls avoids the dilution of
his gggregate effect by the insplration which distracts
attention from the limits of his incantatory powers.

At this point Lewis spends some time on 'the evil
enchantment of worldliness' and how thls dampens the
immortal longings. The argument is not in fact 2 good one,
belng directea again at the ldea of creative evelutlion, 1n
guch terms as could effectlively be reversed by the

creative evolutionist and hurled back at Lewis. VWhen Lewls

sayg, for example, that the progressive gives a sop to your

sense of exile on earth by persuading you that the earth

can be made into a2 heaven, his opponent can say that the
Christian takes into account your sense of alienation when
he tells you that it is the next world that is important.

Lewis has the advantage insofar as he can arouse these
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inconsolable emotlons which fall short of description;
the creative evolutionlst has the advantage when he points
to 2 tanglble world in front of your nosz.

Whet i1s lnteresting 1s where this leaves the audlence,
for by thls point it should_have notlced that the ground in
the sermon has been shifting. Lewis has no sooner invoked
his 1dea of basic personality, putting out conslderadle
effort to do so, when he huddles his audience into the
collective for his treatment of the Great Myth: 'asg 1f we
could believe,' he says, 'that any social or bilologieal
development on this planet will delay the senility of the
sun or reverse the second law of thermodynanics.' This is
not guite the confidence that Austin Farrer describes, a
confidence that he can detect fallacles in arguménts againet
belief, The confidence is rather that the audience will be
gulded by him to the extent that 1t w11l see itself at
one moment as a number of deeply personal beings whose
Inner reality is always threatening to overflow, and at
another as Men ageinst the Universse. Lewis, at any rate,
as the expectatlions rise and he seems to unvell one thing
and tvrn suddenly %o explore another, is forced to move
more and more guickly. In the next paragraph he covers
Boniface's argument that the desire for Heamven demonstrafes
that Heaven exlsts: 'It would be very odd if the phenomenon
called "falling in love" occurred in a sexless world' Tt 1s
worth noting, by the way, that for all the passages where
Lewis does shell his opponents in a ruthlessly logical way,
we are quite likely to meet the dogmatic apdiﬁgist saying

that it will be 'odd' if a given proposition 1ls not the case.
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A simpler pattern, however, emerges from bensath all
thls activity. The broaching of Behnsucht turns ocut to
have been important, and Lewls turns swiftly to match 1t
with the canonical idea of glory, which, he says, appears
to hin 'ridiculous. Fither glory means to me fame, or it
means luminosity.' Then--and we begin to see how he has
been sheping us~-he remembers that 'no one can enter
heaven excepbt as a child; and that nothing is so obvious
in a child... as 1%8 great and undisguised pleasure in
being praised.’

Apparently what 1 had mistaken for humility
had, all these years, prevented me from
mnderstanding what is in fact the humblest,
the most childlike, the most creaturely of
pleasures--nay, the specific pleasure of

the Inferlor: the pleasure of 2 beast before
men, 2 child before its father, a pupil
before his teacher, a creature before 1is
Creator.

By now we've seen enough of Lewls's habit of balancing
phrases to know that his grounded ship metaphor i1s unusual
for him, in that he genulnely does flle down rough edges at
that point. Here, while there is a progression through
'humblest', 'most childlike' and 'most creaturely', the
passage only appears to refine, with the use of 'nay' and
the set of expository phrases. The phrases simply accumu~-
late, they don't bring any further dlstinction. On the
‘other hand, the general distinction that thls passage makes,
the development of that nction of revelation and discovery
that Lewis invokes earlier on, causing himself so much
embarrassment, is important. He wants to make us sense
the ‘specific pleasure of the inferior’, which I would
suggest 1s a feeling of security, and ome, at that, which

Lewis i1s at some pains to obscure. The principle of news

from an unvisited country, as he puts it, is at work agzin.
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He is talking, ultimately, not aboul actual feslings of
securlity which occur in some people, but about feelings
of security which he hopes will come about in us if we can
enter into asiate wvhere we lmow that nothing can ever go
wrong agaln. Ml endishness, from this point of view, 1is
not so much éomething to be feared as something which 1s
mechanlcally wnsound. Casplian, on the farther shore,
is worried for a moment in case hls desire to see Farth
is wrong; and Aslan tells him, 'You carmot want wrong
- : 25
things any more, now that you have died, my son.’'
Lewls thinks that he can glimpse Just a short moment
before sztisfactlion in 'the specific pleasure of the
inferior' becomes pride.
And that is enough to raise our thoughts to
what may happen when the redeemed soul,
beyond a2ll hope and nearly beyond belief,
learns 2t last that she has pleased Him whom
she was created to please. There wlll be no
room for vanity then. ©She will be free from
the miserable 11llueion that it is her dolng.
With no taint of what we should now call
self-approval she will most innocently
rejoice in the fthing that God has made her
%o be, and the moment which heals her old
inferiority complex for ever will also
drown her pride deeper than Prospero's book.
This is rough speech: "inferiority complex' seems
soldered into the noblec context. But Lewles mekes it clear
that he is using names for things 'as we should now call'
them, like self-approval. These names, llke the things
themselves, will be swepd away. If any attitude to style
is inmplicit here at all (Lewls is not, of course, thinking
about style) 1t is a sense that he would be happy to replace
any word he uses wlth a better candldate. There is

structure ('beyond all hope and nearly beyond bellef') but

25
The Silver Chair (Geoffrey Bles, 1953} Puffin Books,

1965, p. 204,
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this-is of so instincitive a sort that 1t can gecarcely be
called artifice,

Again, I'd be happler to call Lewis's prose energetic
rather than beautiful or cleap. On this occasion, for
Instance, would we not say that 1f something were beyond
all hope, in the strict meaning of thaet phrase, 1t would.
also be beyond all helief if it happened? Yet we under-
stand him well enough. His peint simply does not rest on
things like that. Lewis's prose, which 1s only seasonally
graceful, wlll do; there are enough subtle effects to
quieten our deeper aestheblc gqualms, but it doesn't seenm
as 1f these ocour %o Lewls with great freguency. If
you simply try to tell the truth,' he says, '(without caring
twopence how often it has been told before) you will, nine
tiﬁes out of ten, become original without ever having
noticed it.'26 It may be ironic to point out that this
attltude 1g derived from Carlyle, but it ig certainly this
attitude which constitutes Lewis's fist.

26
Mere Christianity, p.l188.
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IV ARGUMENTS, SCOCIAL
Olainming that the modern moral outlcok has become
thoughtleesly utilltarian, Holmer finds that

Tewls resisted this panacealike mentality

and all the nostrums bedecked 1n moral
garments--the welfare state, the growth of
sclence, the popularisation of eduecation, -
soclalism, and even the picture of nations
united to prevent war. Somehow all of

these lacked what he wanted more than
anything else,namely, 2 bright and infectious
fellcity that would cateh all of us up in

an intelligent and deep passion. (1)

Ag a description of what Lewls actually thought, this
seems to me to be accurate. It certainly sheds light on
some adverse views of TLewig, such as Bob Dixon's:

The Narnia books encompass about a thousand
years of Narnlan history, but they remain,
throughout, fixed in an approximation of
the Middle Ages, like the avthor...

+oowe've seen political quietism, antagonism
towarcs ordinary people, royalism,
patriotism, original sin and gelflshness~

In fact, all the familiar characteristics

of religion. (2}
It 4s true that a more widely accepted list of the familiar
characteristics of religion consists of a sense of the
numinous along with a moral code, but even given that in
other ways Nr., Dizon's critigue is not thoroughly thought
out~what, for example, 1s the real effect on someone of
patriotic propagsnda for Narnia?--nis outburst is useful in
that 4t allows us to see how markedly Lewls can rub people
up the wrong way. He had had much the same effect on
Orwell, who interestingly, makes an interpretation of Tewlie's
motives which 1s rather more sinlster.
.s.L draw attention to Mr, G.S{;Lewis and his
chumny little wilreless talks, of which no
doubt there will be more. They are not
really so unpolitical as they are mesant to
look., Indeed they are an outflanking
movenent in the big counter~attack against
the Left which Lord Elton, A.P. Herbert,

1
Coel.Lewis: The shape of his faith ang thought, P.50.

2 Cetthing Them Young 2., p. 1ol
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G.M., Young, Alfred Noyes and various others
have been conducting for two years past. (3)

It would be presumptuous to suggest that Orwell dld not
know his own Zeltgelist, but there's plenty of evidence to
indicate that Lewis was never willing to become part of
any social movementa. Nor is i1t 1likely, from Lewis's
autoblographlecal sources, that he was drawn to theological
enquiry In the pursult of any social or economic vendetta.
But Orwell, coming to a rather different concluslon from that
of Dixen, shows again that Lewls presents a gkandalon to
some readers, while a ecritic like Holmer, who evidently sees
this, will have it for a virtue %o which one must bhe
reconciled.

Allied with the problem of speclfying what the
stumbling~block is--if we are not content to label it some
kind of blimpishness-~ls the guestion of how far it really
is dictated by the rest of Lewls's concerns. 4re we dealing
wlth arbltary preludices, as Carpenter suggests, fixations
that we can happily divert, or the necessary consequences
of a view of 13fe that we migpt applaud or want to argue
for? Lewls, we have geen, is a demanding author in the
sense that he discourages lukewarmness in the resder: what
he presses on his followlng 1s pressed, generally, with
borrowed recommendations from the Most Highest., It is
certainly not too much to argue that a broad acquliescence
in Lewls's theology will tempt the reader into sgreement

with his social criticism. In That Hideous Sitrength, for

Collected Essays, III, p.304.

4
Por exanmple, See Lawlor in Light on C.S. Lewls, p.T3,
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exanple, Lewls polarises social liberallism and religious
orthodoxy. He does so not unconvineingly and not wlthout
circumspection {Jane's anticipation of Women's Iib is
countered by the charitably arranged domestic 1life of
St. Anne's, as the couple's jejuﬁe radicalism is answered
by St. Anne's equal disavowal of social inequality and ény
attempt to change 1t) but the middle ground that Lewis
allows is tiny. St. Anne's is autocratically, if kindly,

run--a germane example of this being Ransom's dictat

that men and women shall have separate days for working
in the kitchen, since they express themselves g0 differently
aver practical itasks that they lrritate each other .

The idea of S5t. Anne's as a model, 1like the models of
Byzantium presented by Justinian to God, and with compar~
able plausgibillty, leads us to two 0ddly related phenomens
in Tewis, hls avoidance of overt political talk znd his
inexhaustible lust for soclal discussion. Por the former
there are several probable reasons, the most llkely and
Justifiable of whilich is connected with fear of heterodoxy.
'Christianity has not,’' he says, 'and does not profess to
have, a detaliled politieal programme...'6 Lewis will not
have a Christianity allled with anything else that looks
like a movement, particularly, it must be said, if the
other thing sounds at all progressive. For that reason he
makes Screwtape recommend 'Christlanity and the New
Psychelogy, Ohristiasnity and the New Order, Christianity
and Falth Healing, Christlanity and Psychical Research', and
so on. .'If they must be Christians let them 2% least be
Christians with a difference.'7 Lewis points out, sensibly,

5
PP . 99"'100 '}

6
Mere Christianity, p.T4.

7 The Georewtspe letters, p. 126
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that Christianity 'ils meant for all men at all times and

the partlcular programme which sulted one place or time
8

would not suit another.' This may be a clever way of
omiltting the i1dea that although Christlenity should not

" have a detalled political programme, it might still have
detziled political priﬁciples;-but one can only guess tﬁat
Levls, 1f confronted with such an argument, would have
rested on the core of humane Christian ideals.

In addition to thls Lewls chose to remein ill-informed,
refusing to do snything so secular as to read a.neWSpaper.
Whether this was the result or the cause of his lack of
political imagination is impossible to say, but of such
a deficiency one is freguently aware. - In his essay
'Meditation on the Third Commandment‘g Lewls introduces
us to three Christiansg, Philarchus, Stativus, and Spartacus,
who are respectively phalanglist, social democrat and
revolutionary. They ﬁecide to form a Christian party,but
of course anything they try to do leads to deadlock or teo
a rump unrepresentative of Christianity at all. What is

interesting here is that Lewls does not regard Spariacus

a6 free to be orthodox. Spartacus 15 certzin 'that "the

e

. "':':.{'4'!@’ e

historial Jesus", long bétrayed by the Apostles, the
Fathers, and the Churches, demands'of us a Left revolution' ,
and has, 1n this respect at least, a touch of the lunatic
Reverend Straik lun That Hideous Strengthlo. Levwls, in his

8
‘Mere Christianity, p.74.

In Undeceptions: essays on theology and ethics ed.
Walter Hooper. (Geoffrey Bles, 1971).

10
See pp., 51l=2,
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observation of reality, had doubtless been encouraged 1n
the use of the typolegy that leads to Spartacus, but we
stlll look for the vision, or at least the will, to see

past the type.

The greategt attention to political complication as
: 11 '
such that Lewis ever pald in his 1ife was in his boyhood
stories of Boxen. These are, Green and Hooper remark,

"intensely duli.!

This 1s largely due to the careful
banishment of the poetic, the romantic and
Imaginative elements~=~znd to the
extraordinary absorption with politics. (12)

Warren Lewls wrote that the nationzl znd domestic
atmosphere was such that the effect on his brother was
flrstly to convince him

.vothat 'grown-up' conversation and
politics were one and the same thing, and
that therefore he must give everything he
wrote a political framework; and secondly
to disgust him with the very word 'politics®
befors he was out of his teens. (13)

The Boxen stories, Lewls said, had no connection with
'Joy', and in them, we can readily understand, he had
spent his lnterest in social mechanics. But he is,
nevertheless, a vocal student of soclety, and when we
look at some of the opinions he volces 1t ¢an be difficult
%0 belleve, as Holmer asserts, that all lewls wanted was
for us to be caught up in ‘*a bright and infectious felicity'.

The address 'Screwtape Proposes & Toast' is admittedly

exceptional Iin that Lewis 1s hardly ever so irritable in

11
Except in the matter of faculty politics.
12
C.S5. Lewls: a bilography, p.23. s
13

Ibid.
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other places, while the reagsumed demonlc persona no doubt‘
permits the entry of a tone that would not cotherwlse be
present. TYet Lewls, e#en if he is speaking from one extreme
of his character, does not secem to be entirely cut of if;
except, perhaps, that his historical grip appears weak.

By the latter part of the century... The
dangerous phenomenon called Christian
Socialism(14) was rampant. PFactory owners of
the good old type who grew rich on sweated
labour, instead of belng assassinated by thelr
workpeople-- we could have used that~- were
being frowned pponby thelr own class, The

rich were l1ncreasingly glviang up their

powers not in the face of revolutlon and
compilsion, but in obedience to their own
consclences. As for the poor who benefited
by this, they were behaving in a most
disappointing fashion. Instead of using
thelr new llberties--as we reasonadly hoped
and eXpected--for massaecre, rape, and
looting, or even for perpetual intoxication,
they were perversely engaged in becoming
cleaner, more orderly, more thrifiy, better
educated, and even more virtuous. (15)

It is true that in 1887, after the dispersal of s crowd
of thousands from Trafalgser Square by pollice, Foot Guards
and Iife Guards {in sn incident which came to be known as
'Bloody Sunday') R.B., Cunninghame Graham, s ILiberal MP and
member of the Scottish aristocracy, was badly inJured and
later sent to prison for his involvement in the march, In
the followling year the prosperous shipowner,-charles Booth,
began his twelve volumes of Life and Labour of the People

16
in London , in which he estimated that sixty per cent of

East Enders were 1living below the poverty line. If real

14

l.e., dangerous from Screwtape's point of view.
15

Screwtape Proposes a Toast, pp. 16-7.
16

A school textbook, Mr. I.M.M. MacPhajl's Modern Times:
s brief history from 1880 to 1955 (Ldward Arnolid, 1961)
Chapter 4, provides the information in this paragraph.
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w7ages, In the last guarter of the century, rose by almost
.forty per cent, unemployment could still stand at ten per
cent--and that, let us remember, in an age without national
insurance. In 1887, in fact, demonsiraztions were a weekly
gecurrence in London, twenty Irish MPs were in prison, and
on one occasion gunbeats were sent to the Isle of Lewls.
Above all, from the point of view of the. class history which
Lewls has invoked, thls is the time of such sctiong as the
Great Dock Strike, the rise of trade unionism and the
formation of the Lahour Parity.

As Screwtape continues, assessing the menu at the
infernal banguet, a sense remains of the complete lack of
the detall that would be necessary in making contentions

social statements:

The Trade Unionist garnished with Claptrap
was perhaps a shade better. He had done some
real harm. He had, not quite unknowingly,
worked for bloodshed, famine, and the
extinetion of liberty. Yes, in a way. But
what & way! He thought of those ultimate
objectives go little. Toecing the party line,
self-importance, and above all mere routine,
were what really dominated his 1life. (17)

The effect here is much the same as we found with
Spartacus, except that this i1s more vicious. The two~prong-
ed attack i1s enough to suggest that Lewis has said allthere is
to be said about trade unionists; the reason why there are
two sildes to the attack is that objectionsg from well-meaning
people to the first assault wlll be undermined. The type
i1s flashed up for recognition like the silhouette of a MIG.
What we want vo know 1s somethlng definite, something %o
distinguish this trade unionist from others, therebdy
assuring ourselves that Lewis is net simply belng a hooligan.

He might have told us, for example, what was the reaction of

17
Pe.l2.
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his character to the falrly recent invasion of Hungary, but

in fact the cpportunity is lost.

The company the trade unionlst keeps 1s also of interest:®
a '"lukewarm Casserole of Adulterers’ and.'a municipal
authority with Graft sauce'. These, Lewis says, under the
license of his character, are 'vermin muddled in wingd'-~
‘under-sexed morons', in the case of the Adulterers, ‘who
had blundered or trickled into the wrong beds in automatic
response to sexy advertisements, or to meake themselves feel
modern and cumancipated, or to reassure themselves about
their virility or thelr "normalcy”, or even because they had
nothing else to do.'18 It is very fortunate that there is
more of Lewls to offer than this; on this showing, it would
be easy to conclude that he simply hated human beings.
Lewlis, however, is a gtep ahead of this, and would have

claimed that what he was doing in presenting modern soclety
in the light of diabolical approval was to preserve the
image of human beings. The address makes the point
explicitly that the conlemporary way of life which we all
enjoy, taking a kickback before hopping Into bed wlth the
woman next door, is one which makes it difficult to produce
elther very good or very bad people: just lots of mediocere
addicts of petty wvice. Having teken a nasty setback over
the severed head strategy, the infernal powers are now
dehumanising everyone through the means of the totalitarian
collective.

Penal texes, designed for that purpose, are

liguldating the Middle Class, the eclass

who were prepared 1o save and spend and

make sacrifices in order to have thelr

children privately educated. The removal

18
P. 12.
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of this claps, besldes linking up with the
abolition of education, is, fortunately, an
inevitable effect of the splrit that says
I'm as good as you. This was, after 2l1ll, the
social group whlch gave to humasns the
overwhelming majority of thelr sclentists,
physicliens, philosophers, theologians, poefs, artists,
composers, architects, jurists, and
administrators. (19)

The tone, we notice, is bresking down: Screwltape's
'fortunately’ sounds a 1ittie forced. From another voint
of view, however, the fiction is reinforced. And Lewis
1s prophetic here: in the last days (almost) of Macmillan,
he 1s making a complaint which did not really become peopular
until the first days of Healey. It is surely an off day
for 'a man with & mind l1ike a sword'eo when he appears to
argue that peovle are taxed on their father's profession,
or perhaps this is the most imaginative of hig fanbasies
for children.

The singularity of the outburst 1s most zvident in the
haplcessness of the arguments. It is not siwmply that Lewis
1s here so =zc¢id; he is nowhere elge so vulnerable, The case
of the Trade Unilonist, for instance, is brought in because
he wants to attack what he sees ss a growing totalitarianiem
of the Fagtern Turopean kind--this wlll become clearer--
and, in referring to the first gputnlik, he forgets the
original terget and traps himself in an impossible position.

One Democracy was surprlsced lately when
it found thet Russia had got ahead of it in
science., TWhat a deliclious speclmen of
human blindness! If the whole tendency of
thelir soclety 1s opposed to every sort of

excellence, why did they expect their
seientists to excel? (21)

19
pp . 23-4 .

20
'‘Prologue’, Anne Arnott, The Secret Country of C.S.Lewls
{(Hodder & Stoughton, 1976)

21

P25,
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0f course, there's no reason why a soclety which has
got 7id of 1ts Mlddle Classes--in Lewls's imagination,
anyway--could have excelled as the USSR did in space flight.
But what mekes the whole business even sillier is that Lewis, -
a few years earller, had denounced public schools, or at
~any rate hiseg. In another place, arguing against the idea
that wmoney is the worst corrupter of men, he offers his
own experience of the most corrupt soclety in which he
ever 1ived: hls public school, in which money ¢id no%
circulategj.
Desplte 1ts fallure to zrzue well, the essay is
unpieasantly calculating: Lewis will not take the chance
of being labelled a political hilerarchlist:
We, in Hell, would welcome the dlsappear-
ance of Democracy iIn the strict sense of that
word; the political arrangement so called.
ILike all forms of government it often works
to our advantage; but on the whole less
often than other forms. (24)
Credentlials like these, when the ironlc husk has been
stripped from them, are worth having. They distingulish
the soclally unenlightened from the outright social pest.
But iewis has already undermined this tacit credo by the
use of a story he recalls about Greel tyrants, and the
lesson one gave to another in the art of government. 'The
second dictator,' he says, 'led the envoy into a2 field of
corn, and there he snicked off with his cane the itop of
every stalk that rose an inch or two above the general level.'
22

In Surprised by Joy, Chapters 2 ('Concentration Camp')
and © ( Bloodery').

23

0f Other Worlds, p.79.

248 '
Screwbtape Propoeses a Teoast, p.24
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Tﬁis story, when 1t comes with the approval, a hypocritical
approval, of publlc schools, makes us despalr not of Lewis's
view of democracy, but of his abllity to understand what a
democracy wmight be. He offers nothing on the subject of
equality of opportunity’ but rather pretends that anything
done in this way 1s verformed in a spirit of malicious
levelling. 'The bright pupil... remains democratically
fettered to hls own age-group throughout his school career,
and a boy who would be capable of tackling Aeschylus or
Dante sits listening t? his coaevals mttempt to spell out
A& CAT SAT OX THE MAT.'625 The alarming thing about a sentence
like that is not its essential argument, which suffers
wainly from Lewis's undesirable spproach. It is true that
Lewls has nothing to say about depressing the state
education system, which would be the result of the policey
he evidently favours. But what surprises me about this is
that Lewls had in fact spent tlme teaching slow learners to
read26, and it is distincetly unusual for anyone whe has had
that experience to be go dismissive of people with that
sort of problem. He had not, I assume, seen bright
children helping 'coaevals' who find the golng tougher.

This kind of bitterness, though infrequent in Lewls's
writings, ﬁas nat, Carpenter suggestsg7, untyplical of his
conversation. It's not so easy'to overlook 'Screwtape

Proposes a Toast' as an aberratiOn when lLewls elsewhere

exposes similar sooldl premiseg, albeilt without the venom.

25

Pe 23.
26

The Canadian G.S, lewls Journal, 9 {(Sept., 1979) p.S.
27

Inklings, p.206.
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Another of his essays, "Learning in Var-Time', 1s interest~
ing in that having found a positlon which 1s secure from
poesible dlspute, he gives the lwmpression of being the
‘complete time-server. He is reassuring students that thelr
acadenic work ls stlll worthwhile despite the fact that
there is a war on.

If our parents have sent us to Cxford, if

our country allows us t0 remain there, this

1s prima facle evidence that the 1life which

we, at any rate, can best lead to the glory
of God is the learned 1ife. (28)

This, of course, is evidence of nothing of the sort;
1t 1s not evenr worth constructing any of the crazy analogues
that could be bullt upon this 1n order to disprove it., They
are all too obvious. Doing things to the glory of God isg a
central 1dea of the essay, and Lewls tells you how to know
what you should do: ‘A man's upbringing, his talents, his
circumstances, are usually a tolerable index of hig
vocation.' This is comprehensible and innocent, %o a point.
The statement is qualiflied. But these ideas centre sround
a notion which 1s not resally so yalafable. Grasplng, as
usual, after the apothegm, he tells us that 'A mole must
dig to the glory of God and & cock must crow. Ve are
members of one bedy, but differentiated members, each with
his own vocation.' Lewls is content with the apothegnm,
for it dictates the terms of any possible argument. It
tells you that everything is ordained, and, in another way,
it tells you that this 1s very good thing. There 1s a
danger here of 1mportiné what we know of Lewis's attitudes;
the Narnian beasts, for iastance, all pursue:%heir natural
functions energetically and with pleasure. A Narnlan ﬁdle
would like being a2 mole, snuffling up to the surface for
the occasional peer round, and so on, I1ts whole register

28
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would be tunnelly. But to apply an impression like ihib
to soclety 1s miserably inadequate, and it had, in the-course
of the war, an 1ntérest1ng reverberation. One of the major
feectors in the institution of the National Coal Boafd was
conscriptlon to the mines as a form of natlonal services
People, whether Tewig liked it or not, are nct content to
be appointed moles or whatever. They generally realise
that it 1s not the glory of God which is upvermost in the
minds of the appointers. .

Lewls does slip with notorious ease into the world-view
of molegs and cocks. If, for example, you are faced wilth
the problem of finding out whether people suppose art to
imitate 1life, Lewls suggests an experiment you can try
'on your grocer or gardener.'29

Or, when he is explaining why God allows men to have
free will:

It may be gulte sensible for a mother to say
t0 the children, 'I'm not going to go and
make you tidy the schoolroom every night.
You've got to learn to keep it tidy on

your own.' Then she goes up one night and
finds the Teddy bear and the ink and the
French Grammar all lying in the grate. (30)

Why can't the maid do 1t? It's difficult to imagine
why Lewis allowed an example of this tone into what is a
broadly-aimed introduction to Christlan ideas, unless he
felt, perhaps rightly, that the E, Nesbit atmosphere added
something. It is an altogether comforting idea of the
divine strategy. 4nd Lewlis, it should be remembered, 1is
radlating oaly whaet he himself has expericnced, as seems

obvicus in another case when the ‘patient's*”mother, in

29
An Experiment in Criticism, p.76.

30
Mere Christianity, p.48.
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The Bcrewtape Letters, longs for the days 'when you rcould

31
get good servants' . This unpleasant charscter is

generally believed to be Mrs. Moore, with whom Iewls lived
in his inexplicadble ménage and who supervised her own
servants flercely. TLewls, who dld much of the housemai@S'
work anyway, sees nothing more in the complaint than the
neanness of spirlt. It 1s directly comparable to moaning
overmuch about the weather, and we uvnderstand that Lewis
is simply using the social material around him to make a
polnt. But once we grant thls indulgence, we remember that
Lewis had more than the observer's commitment to this kingd
of world. When he thinks that 1t is changing for good, he
gives ug 'Screwtape Proposes a Toasi'.

And that basic soclal attitude, in fact, grows weari-
some, ag when Mrs. Dimble remarks of the N.I.C.Z. taskforce,
'I didn't kmow we had workpeople like that in England'Ee,
an obgervation eclarified by the complaint of snother local:
'They never ought to have brought those Welsh and Irish.‘33

Might 1t be oversudtle to see this as anlexample
of how prejudlce becomes magnified as It travels down the
social scale? Perhaps not., But such a sentlment is a

1ittle too close for comfort to the o0dd contention of

That Hideoug Strength, that an old unregenerate Britain

keeps trylng tc swamp ILogres, the true spilrit of the country.
In cases like thls (though rather more with Mrs.

Dimble's example than the other) it often seems as though

31
.88,
32
That Hideous Strength, p.49.

33
p.l1l28.
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.Lewls has forgo@ten that his business ls to treate
character, and lndeed that the fictlon itself 4s a dramstic
treatment of what Lewls would have told you over his bitter.
It can certainly appeer that the limits of Lewis's socizl
experience weaken hils ablility to %ell a story, both by
irritating the reader and by their invitation %o stereo;

type. In the second paragraph of The Magiclan's Nephew he

explains what 11ife was 1ike in Edwardiap England: ‘'In
those days, 1f you were a boy you had to wear a stiff Fton
: 34

collar every day...' It is surely absurd to have to

glve the cacteris paribus to someone who was a child at that
very time. -

We learn shortly after this that a particular boy,
Digory, who has to wear an IEton collar, has several problems.
The most serious of these, a very sick mother, is overcome
through the right sort of effort in Narnia; but another,
being in London because the family is not well-off, is
resolved even more maglcally:

01d Great-Uncle Kirke had died and this
meant, apparently, that Father was now very
rich... And the great big house in the
country, which Digory had heard of all his
1ife and never seen, would now be their home:
the bilg house wlth the suits of srmour, the
stables, the kennels, the river, the park,
the hot~houses, the vineries, the woods,

and the mountains behind it. (35)

The critic has to be aware that to launch an attack
against a paragraph like this, even when inforwmed by the

keenest sense of outrsge agalnst privilege, will be largely

34
P 9-
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to say that it is unfachlonable. The real fault of such
a conclusion, as I've suggested, is that it sinply havpens.
But I wonder, heving noted Lewls's idea of what fiction
ought not to be, if this djffers greatly from the forbidden
tract: 'wishful reverie' (he labels the genre) '...things
that really might happen, that ougﬁt to heppen, that woﬁld
have happened i1if the reader had had a fzir chance.'36 Ang
i1f this, after all, 1s what Lewls would have 1liked, we may
think twlece about his argument, which we have already seen,
that we are all members of the one bhody.

Dixon, considering this, only needs o think once.
Lewis, he says, 1s gullty of 'anatagonism towards ordinary
people'. This is the only one of his charges which is
1ikely to stick, possibly because it ir the only one which
wakes any sense. To object to Lewis ar a 'Royalist', for
instance, is to ignore Lewis's own well-defined terms. He
was, not surprisingly, e monarchist, but he was whole-
hearted about the subject rather than enthusiastic. His
feelings for the Royel Family as such are of no consequence
vhatsoever in his writings, and while feeling for monarchy
in itself is obviocusly strong in the Narnis stories, the
concern is really with kingship, whilch 1ls not altogether
the same thing. The appointer of kings in Narnla 1is
represented as an immenent deity, and the result, which
has no connection with anything that ever happrened, 1s
different from what happens in absolute and constitutional
nonarchies.

Even so, the two spheres, Narnia and Fngland, do
36

'On Three Ways of Writing for Children’', ¢f Other
Worlds, p.30.
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occasionally rub agalinst one another, and at these polints
there tend 1o be regretteble effects. One example is the
prospective King Frank I's interview wlth Aslan, where the
candidate 1s asked how hé views his role with regard to

1njustice:

'T never could ablde such goings on, sir,
and that's the truth. I'ad give ‘em what
for 1f I caught 'em at 1t,' said the Cabby.
(A1l through thils conversation his voice
was growing slower and richer. More like
the country volce he must have had as a boy
and less like the sharp, guiek voice of =2
cockney.} (37)

It 1s surely surprising to come across such a throughly
gratultous slur. e have, admitiedly, grown much more
sensitive about these things since 1955, But our uneagi-
ness is confirmed, rather than lessened, by an incldent
shortly preceding this, when the Cabby's wife is summoned
from 'the middle of a washing day...':
if she had had time to put on her good clothes
(her best hat had imitation cherries on 1t)
she would have looked dreadful; as it was,
she looked rather nice. (38)
She 1s not, happily, given an opportunity to cry on top

'a 1ittle half curtsey, as some

of powder, and manages
country girls still knew how to do in those days.' ALl of

thls does appear to me reasonably good~humoured, and Lewls

is only displaying antagonism towards ordinary people if

we interpret =z patronising manner as antagonism. If we

miss anything here, 11t is again the absence of =z certain

imaginative guallity rather than of social principle. Using

sonmething like the same material, P.L. Travers comes up

37
The Magiclan's Nephew, p.1l29,

38
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#1th a better result:

Mary Poppins walked behind them, wearing her
new hat and looking very dlstinguished.
Every now and then she would look into the
shop window Just to make sure that the hat
was still there and that the pink roses on
1t had not turned into common flowers like
marigolds. (39)

Agaln, 1f Travers wante to suggest something of the
artificiality of town life, she does not, like ILewis, grasp
at facile and unconvincing comparisons:

Now, the City was a place where Mr, Banks
went every day--except Sundays, of course,
and Bank Holidays~-and while he was there

he sat on a large chalir in front of a large
desk and made money. All day long hc worked,
cutting out pennies and shillings and half-
crowns and thrcepenny blis. (4%)

If we look at another writer for children, E., Nesbit,

to whom DLewls owes and acknowledges much, we may notice
that Lewls, using a given model, transforms it into something
inferior as well as different. The suggestion for the

mayhem in London caused by the wicked gueen Jadis (in The

Magician's Nephew) 1s clearly NVesbit's gueen of ancient

Babylon in the Mile End Road:

'You'll have a revolt of your slaves if
you're not careful,' said the Queen.

'Oh, no,' said Cyril; 'you see they have
votes-~that makes them safe not to revolt. [t
nakes all the difference., PFather told me
so.'

'"What 4s this vote?' asked the Queen. 'Is
1t a2 charm? What do they do with it%°

'T don't know,' sald the harassed Cyril;
'Tt's Just a vote, that's all! They don't
do anything particulsr with i1t.'

'T see,' saild the Queen; 'a sort of play-
thing.'  (41)

Lewls follows this only to the extent of including the

39
Mary Poppins (Peter Davies, 1934) Collins ALrmada Iions,

1971, p.99.

40
¥Mary Poppins, p.ll.

41
The Story of the Amulet {T. Fisher Unwin, 1906) Puffin,

1959, pp. 143-9,
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subsequent riot. But the tone of commentery in Lewis is
clearly sanctioned by the original model, and what is
interesting s that Lewls--not simply because he takes the
opposite line-~is less deft, less confident, =nd more
presumptuous. Where we have the benefit of comparison,
Lewis's soclal criticism also emerges as more conscious
aend deliberate than we might immedlately think. He is not
merely turning out a pléin man's view of soclety, untainteéd
by consideration of other people's ideas.

This becomes clesarer when we look at a poem called
‘The Genuine Article', in which Lewls does his usual work
of sapping his opponent’s argument. This, almost invariabdbly,
meang pointing cut that the other man is wrong on first
principles, rather than that the things he advocates are
undesirable. It could be argued that there's nothing very
unusual about this, but it does indicate B hardened,
partisan attitude within the opposition.

You do not love the Bourgeoisie. 0f courses
' for they

Begot you, bore you, paid for you, and
punched yourhead;

You work with them; they're intimate as
board and bed;

How could you love them, meeting them thus
every day?

You love the Proletariat, the thin, far-away

Abstraction which resembles any workman fed

On mortael food as closely as the shiny red

Chessknight resembleg stalllons wher they
stamp and neigh.

For kicks are dangerous; riding schools are
palinful, coarse

And ribald places., Every way 1t costs far less

To learn the harmless manage of the wooden
horse .

-50 ealculably taking the small Jumps of chess.

Who, that can love nonentities, would choose
the labour

0f loving the guotidisn face and fact, his
nelghbour? (42)

42
C.S. Lewls: Poems, p.63.
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This is not, of course, the most eligible of anthology-
rileces., It is marvellous to note how clotted imagery and
redundancy in real poetic terms combine in evil chemistry
wlth Alexandrines. But most of the story seems to beﬂclear.
A young middle~class intellectual 1s making his revolt, and
Lewls is ﬁointing out to him, 4in 2 more managerial than
fatherly way, that the objects of his interest are in one
dlrect sense unworthy, 1f not in fact Imaginery. His
disorder is sometifes known as 'workerism®, and is generally
held to stem from unresolved parental conflicts. Lewls does
not quite say this, though he comes extremely close, but
it's probably reasonable to suppose that this is in his
mind, given a statement he makes elsewhere: 'If you Ilisten
to youhgChristian intellectuals talking, you will soon
find out who thelr real enemy is. He seems to have two
names~-Colonel Blimp and "the business-man". I suspect
that the latter is usually the speaker's father, but that
is speculation.’

This isn’t, on its own, an unthinkable argument, but
agaiﬁ it isn't, on its own, an argument up to Lewis's
usual standard. Seeking out the neurosgis can never be
an independent counter-thrust. It would be ludicrous, for
instance, so say that racialigsm is bad because racialists
are secretly afrald of unexplored areas of thelir own
personalities. You would have to say that raclalism is
bad because of outcomes X, Y and Z, and you may add your
explanation of its origins, if you think you have the
correet one, Lewis, looking at doc¢irine, ne#er accepts
a purely psychoanalytical response. He always, and

43
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consciously, poses rational evidence for his bellefs,
But Lewis does bring a new sophlstication to the
psychology of economic thinking. Even 1f we grant that the

poen is a tolerable critique of what sounds 1ike a half-

baked attitude, and even il we grant that Lewls rgmlly gants
to re-work some of his favourite themes, such as the need

to accept the 'Same 0ld Thing', we are still left with san 7
eccentric séciology. He leaves us in 1little doubt that he

finds class terminology wearisome: the words 'Bourgeoisie’

and 'Proletariat' come over 1like an irritated reprise of the

inltial speaker. But while he contrives to sound disgusted

with the class terms, he takes it for granted that there is

something identifiable 4n the idea of the 'Bourgeoisie'

(even if 1t 1s only tedious people who call them thet) yet

casts doubt on the existence of anything that 1t would be

reasonable to czall the 'Proletariat’. There are, he admits,

workmen~~and this, in itself, is an interesting use of é
language, 'workman' not being chosen over 'worker' on

grounds of metre~-but the idea of the 'Proletariat’ is,

Lewls says, absolutely an 'abstraction'. This supposed

valldity of class description, when applled to one class

only, is reinforced by the simple trick of seceing the middle-

clzass in plural terms, and the "workman' in the singular.
Apart from this~-~I 1hink untenzble--point of view,

Lewls glves us the peculiar sestet, which 1s domlnated by

an image apparently arising from an innocent cxample.

Actual workpeople and your ides of them, Lewis seems to be

saying, are as different as chalk and cheese§ and he
expresses this difference by comparing a red chess-knight,

with its convenlient overtones, with a stallion. On 1its
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first appearance, the comparison seems deficient 1n tenor,
wlth the exception of the redness. But when iewis puts 1t
to work, or when 1%t takes over (for 1%t iIs difficult to say
exnctly what is happening) he appears to provide us with an
gxtraordinary plcture of what working-people are for,

If we assume that Lewis is by inclination a Tory, it
seems qulte generous of him to plecture an individual worker
as a stallion; a bit patronising, perhaps, with shades of
Boxer, but glven Lewis's love of animsls, not unreasonable.
The working-clasé stallion, however, doesn't even make the
status of a Talking Beast. Lewls is staggeringly explicit.
His rebel is taking a2 perverse attitude because he's afraid
of flunking riding-school, where the stallions are tamed,
or at lcast where people learn to manage them., There is
nothing ambiguous in the ldea of mastery, particularly
since 11t is echoed in 'the narmless manage of the wooden

horse'. (A distinctly unfortunate line, given the confusion

caused by the eguitational term ‘manage’'--a plece of ground
reserved for riding--and 'wooden horse', which hardly

suggests a chess-plece iIn the first inetance.)

It's worth noting the deficlencles of Lewis's ear for
semantics in verse, since he may then be excused for what
seems amazing offensiveness in the penultimate line,‘the
expression ‘'nonentities'. ¥e know, of course, that in
terms of the striet argument Lewls is using the word very

precleely, talking about people who deo not actually exist

as opposed to insignificant people who do. What is
surprising is that such a mot juste should suggest 1tself

at all.
Tt might be objected that Lewls cannot be expected to

cover every contingency in a sonnet, that he may mean only
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that the middle élass, glven the youth's experience, ought
to be closer and more real to him than the working class.
But in fact you have to distort the poem to read it in that
way, to emerge wlth a more attractive plcture of socinl
relations and functions than Lewls provides, and the aoqnet

is par excellence g form chosen by a wrlter for the

decanting of thoughts. Lewls frequently placed very short
pleces, revolving round a single idea, in magazines, and
could without doubt have made an article of this theme and
covered his back at the same time.

It 1s true that few people willl have read the poem,
and only a handful would read it more than ence. But
a fair number w11l have read 'Screwhape Proposes s Toast',

particularly when it appeared 1n The Saturday ‘Evening Post.

?he elltism of the Screwtape essay may not appear as such
at 811, since it seems merely to defend cholice, while the
target 1is collectlvist levelling of taste and ability. The
poem helps us see why Lewls really thinks that choice is
to be defended. It isn't for the sake of 'true' demoecracy
or real schievement, at all; i4's so that you can do your
bit to keep the clasg system geling when your turn comes.
This is the most characteristic of the speclfically
Tory bits of Lewls. He is much more 1likely to argue for the
rightness of the class system than for the rightness of a
sequence of economic measures designed to perpetuate such
a system, or to put 1t another way, he will tell you that
i1t's good for everyone that there are classes, rather than
that the things which keep classcs golng are éood for
everyone., I recognise that these ideas ere related, but

they are not simply interchangeable, and it's important
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that Lewls is obvicusly not very interested in the latter,
mofe pragma tlc, and generally more irresponsible atsitude.
Lewis's cholce of Tory attitudes, wlth all its defects, is

the more social choice,‘though in another senge 1t is the

more deeply right-wing. Despite what T've sald about Dixon's
attack, 1t will be clear to anyone reading the Narnis boﬁks
that Lewls's emotlions simply didn't underwvrite his approval
ol social democratic attitudes. On the face of it, the
parable of the three polltical Christlans grants support to
Sﬁativus; Ve know that Stativus is the most sensible because
he 1s ‘'deeply conscious of the Fa11'44. But Lewls's
imagination was full of benevolent despots, kings and
emperors with the divine right because thecy have the divine
ear, and he felt that prelapsarian government woﬁld have
been hiersrchiczl by nature45. This is a difficult
argument for us to face, ncet because it has implications

for our society, but becausge it has none,

The acceptance of social democracy by default is all
we have to place agalnst the nature of Lewis's social vision
as interpreted by Holmer. Holmer's gleeful abstract of
Lewis's soclal ends, in practice, means a soclety whase
poorer members will remain uneducated, where there will be
no insursnce against unemployment, and where people may be
sent to fight in wars without the right of discussion. To
ignore possible solutions to the problems that grow up
around these issues, as Holmer, with applause, says that

Lewis did, sounds less like enjoying 'a bright and

LIV
Undeceptions, p.158.

45
Inklings, p. 206.
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infectious felicity' than suffering from tunnel vision.

Ve can't properly ask whether Lewis's social arguments

are deglgned to bulld a better soclety, or not, at any
rate, for.Very long. 3But against the onslaught that

arises whenever a left-wing critic looks at Dewls, we can
ask a simpler queétién, one of whether Tewis's heart waé
ultimately 1n the right place. This ig a minor guestion

in terms of great social problems, and it may secem that 1%
i1s these which T have in the first place invoked. But it's
an importent question from the point of vieﬁ of finding out
the value of Lewis's Christian writings, and Christian
weltings are of the kind which become meaningless most
rapldly where there ie no purity of intention.

It's & quesﬁion, also of gquirkiness, A man cen be
heard giving velce to ideologles, as Lewls does in
Screwtepe's Toast, but this in 1itself may not make him an
1deologue. Lewis's description of the daily conditions
of Digory's 1ife, and his happy acceptance of the
inheritance tﬁat Digory, via hlg father, comes into, may
be example of an unthinking elitism, but that dees not

mezn that Lewls is always unthinking. Indeed, 1n cases

like these the opposite is likely to be true: ILewis's
soclal thought is inherently disorganised, and most resembles

the response of an Any Questions? audience, which rewards,

alternately, opposing speakers. One may feel that there
1s some organic connection between the various points of
view, but one would, affer all, be doing exactly that:
sensing 1t. Defining 1t would be an altogether different
matter.

The issue of what Lewis really wanted (as opposed to
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what he could persuade himgelf he vwanted when he was in

& mood) is complicated by an attitude which can simultanew
ously meke an assertion and send the assertion up:

Narnian time flows differently from ours...
Conseguently, when the Pevensie children
had returned to Narnia last time for their
gecond visit, 1t was (for the Narnians) ag
if Klng Arthur came back to Britain, as some
veople say he will, And I say the sooner
the better. (46)

Coming, rather unexpectedly, in the middle of & stretch of
narrative, this is designed, and succeceds, as comic effect.

But, as Dawn Treader goes on to show, the aside iz not

meznt o be punectured, but enhlianced, by the humorous tone.
King Caspian, later Ain the book, deposes the buresucraiic
governor of a Narnian colony, all with great hilarity, and
re-establishes the settlement as a duchy. It is all very
Just, because the slave trade has been flourlghing under
o system which responds thus to engviry: 'No interviews

without 'pointments ‘cept 'tween nine 'n' ten p.m. second
Saturday every month.' Tt is the spirit of adventure which
1s foremost in this episode, and it would be tiresome to
see Lewls as criticising all government by commoners
(though this 1s doubtless in his mind). But Lewis,

throughout Dawn Treader, does satirise remorselessly and

rather unjustly everything of 'progressive' hue, such as
Iustacc, who 1s dragged up in front of the House Conmitiee

for Un-Narnian activities, 1ike sneaking and being a rotter.

His parents, 'very up-to-date and advanced people!, were
‘vegetarians, non-smokers and teetotallers and wore a special
¥ind of underclothes.‘47 Bustace is taken a%éy from all
this to & world of Stevensonlan romance, and he is con-
verted. But since Lewls goes out of hils way to snipe--

46
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it 1s not more than this-~at contemporary forms of
governnent, 1t may be reasonable to ask whether the kind
he ~ants 1s as attractive as he makes 1t seem. The slave
trade, after all, flourishes because Narnia is ruled by
noble kings who only make it ocut fo the colonies every
few‘oenturres. Casplan roois out the abuse with heroic
discipline, but his forebears, evidently, had never learned
the art of delegation. This 1s, however, the sort of

sensible observation which Dawn Treader is désigned to

disrupt.

Lewls i1s invariably partial about modern governuent,
and always in the way outlined above. Shift the Ape,
coming upon the skin of a lion in The Tast Battle, sees

cunning ways of making Narnia 'a country worth living in':
'There'll be oranges and bananas pouring in--
and roads and big cities and schools and
offices and whips and wuzzles and saddles
and cages and kennels and prisonsg-~0Oh,
everything.' (48)
Shift 1s clearly a bad sort from the very beginning,
but if Lewis mekes his motivation clear--ghift is greedy
and domineerlag--he nevertheless provides no motive for
this behaviour. Why should anyone brought up 1n Farnia
behave like this? This is a necessary guestion simply
because abuses in, and of, civilisation, arige because of
need: when Shift calls for roads we recognlise that roads are
both useful things and a2 notoricus obsesslon among planners.
Shift wants a social organisation that he can control, and
vrofit from, snd while this drive may explain any given

form of social organisation that arlses, 1t does not

explain why soclal organisation, In principle, ococurs.

48
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The reasons for that are quife obviocus, and they sinply
are not present in ILewis's Narnla: no-one ever seems to
fall sick or go very hungry.

It's s defect in Lewls that bhe cannct, as he and his
enthusiasts claim he does, write & simple tale of other-
wordly adventure., He nust make a habitual comparison
of the natural world with hls invented Utopla, and this
in 1tself divides the reader’s reacilon. e agree with
him that many of his criticisms, if only implicit, have a
point. There are people like Shift. But I think we also
feel that a comparison between ourselves and the Narnlans
is altogether unfalr, as though we, in the remedial class,
were being urged to take doctorates. And the issue may be
deeper than this. Is Eustace, ultimately, condemned as a
form of the quotidian, or as the gquotidian 1tseif? Eustace
is redeemed, certainly, which suggests the former. Dull
reality, perhaps, c¢an change, dbut the form of the story,

the geure itself, indicates otherwise. Dawn Treader 1s

a holiday: the heroes, as 1t begins, have Just been denied
a more regular vacatlon 1n America49, and 1t 1s probably
not for nothing that the stylised figure of Tolklien, as we
have geen, is at the core of the book., This is Tewis's
response to the problems that he brings 1o our attention.
He questions, Justly, our motives and our sctions, but the
only alternative that he suggests is rather out of our
rezch. Or so i1t seems; I've already argued that Lewls
enjoyed a turan of thought which makes his apparently

unfeasible alternative stronger than 1t lookslét first, and

we shall examine this more clesely in concluding.

49
PP «9-10,




100
But even if Lewle's fantasy is the result of a purely
truant impulse, 1t says more about khis character than simply
that he is an escapist. If we look at Aslan's romp at the

end of Prince Casplan, comparing it with Caspian's

bursting on to the scene in the Lone Islands to put down the
slavers, we shall see that Lewis's feelings are not exclus—~
ively on royalty and God. These entities, rather, tying
down their significance 1o the fiction which surrounds them,
seem rather 1ike media whereby something similar to anarch~
ism 1s radiated. As Aslan routs the occupying force in

Narnla, a classroom full of female Bustaces is put to flight,

and the one natural soul among them Joing the Narnian band.
A man beating a boy is turned into a tree; & c¢lassful of
swinish 1ittle boys become pigs in reality, and their
oppressed teacher is released for the carnival., It's
difficult to look at this episcde and conclude that Lewis
feels ﬁuoh attraction in authority 1tself, or rather in
authoritarianism, and 1t's something like that that I would

opprose to left-wing characterisations of lewls, recognising

that there was a lot of Jiberal sentiment in him, as
merble has velns.

That this strain is not further developed in him has
something to do with the fact that obsessive typology is
not merely the curse of Lewis's left-wing eritics. Lewls
guffered badly from it hinself, as we have already secen
in the cases of Fhilearchus, Stativus and Spartacus. Here
he explains how he nearly became a Spartacuéf.

Lodking back on my 1life now, I am astonished
that T d4ld not progress into the opposite
orthodoxy~-did not become a Leftist, Atheist,

satiriec Intellectusl of the type we all
know so well. All the condltions seemed to
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be present. I had hated my public schoocl.
I hated whatever I knmew or imagined of -~
the British fEmpire... continual reading of
Shaw had brought it about that such
embryonic political opinlons as I had were
vaguely socialistic... It 1 true that I
hated the Collective ag much as any man can
hate anything; but I certainly did not then
realise its relations to socialism. (50).

The type he mentions, whom 'we all know s0 well’, is
given form in Dick Devine, the smartess materialist whose
ultimste alleglance, as he passes into the demomic, is only
to himself, ILewis is bound by this vision, and, not for the
first time, we see him give way to an uncharacteristic
reading of personal reaciion as a reaction »ure and simple
to condlitions, or indeed conditioning. He is, after all,
not Just telling us why he dld not become a soclalist; he
is telling us what sort of people do become soclalists.

But & technique of labelling groups, and then objecting
to the labels, cannot disgulse the genulne feelingé that he
does have for certain forms of social organisation. The
'old furry veople' of ¥ars, while they wmay not administer
their affalrs in a succession of five-year plans, are as
inimcal to bourgeols individualism as are the Bushmen.

And his Talking Beasts, while supplyling him with the

occasional frisson (he added a wholc new meaning to the

expression Venus im Pelz) and cnriching the natural interest

of the landscape, are emblematic of the spirit of social
co-operation. Ransom, at one point, asks the hrossa
whether there is ever war between them and the other (very
different) specles on Mars, but they cannot imagine why
there should be. Apart from the faect that reéources are

never selfishly hoarded, there is always enough to go round.

50
Surprised by Joy, p.140.
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- This, it 1s suggested, is because the Martians' depend-
51

ence on Providence 1s perfeect , a traditionsl argument

which goes some way to counter the objection that Tewls's

utopias are unaccepfable yardsticks for the measuring of

our soclety.

Such a polnt of view, whatever 1ts practical coherence,
is incompatible with the approach of Screwtape's Toast.
It's possible to understand how they each arise within the
one frame, but they cannot be confused, although they set
out from the same co-ordinates. It could be said that
Lewis is ready enough to encourage perfect socleties so
long as they approach ¥arth only once in every four years,
but Lewls, I think, 1s too choosy to support most attenpts
in that direction., 'The New Testament,' he says, 'without
goling into details, gives ugs a pretty clear hint of vhat a
fully Christian society would be like.'

There would be no wnproductive work, no adverts, no
elitism., 'To that extent a Christian soclety would be what
we now call Leftist.' It would have 'properly appointed
magistrates' (a way of saying that Lewls doesn't know how
they would be appolnied)} and they would have to be obeyed.
The chief characteristic of such a society would be Jjoyful-
ness.

If there were such a soclety in existence
and you or I vislted 1t, I think we should
come away with a curious limpression. We
should feel that its economio 1life was very
gocialistic and, in that sense, 'advanced',
but that 1ts family life and its code of
mammers were rather o0ld fashiouned--perhaps
even ceremonious and aristocratic. Iach of
us would 1ike some bits of 1t, but I am
afraid very few of us would like ithe whole
thing. (52)

51
Qut of the Silent Planet, pp. 83-4.

52
Mere Christianity, pp. 76-7.




To look back at Holmer's view of why Lewls was not more
enthuslastic about soclal development, after reading this
passage, 1s to notlce that Holmer has recast some of Lewls's
opinions. Part of the trouble is the way that Lewls uses
political language: his opinions are described as 'vague!
and 'cmﬁfyonic', ﬁhich also explains the fact that he daes
not appear to know clearly what they are, Yords like
'socialist' or 'left' usually have '~ist' or '-ic' tacked
on to them so that we may realise how discreet is Lewis's
approval for parts of the programmes assooiated with themn.
But some things seem to be distinet. Although Lewis often
talked like = Tory, although he supports privileges ﬁhich
were not in his experlence desiradble, although socialisn
is abhorrent and the collective particularly so, he does
not seem to be opposed to collective ownership of the mesns
of production, which he is probably hinting at in the last
Passage .

A1}l of this may be very gauche, 1n our normzl sense of
the word. In the passage above, for instance, Dewls appears
to believe that soeizl and economic spheres operate
independently. But the issue, i1t seems to me, is that -
some critics have seen Lewls as belng a part}eularly
nasty fusion of Christian and right-winger, the sort that,
for example, now hag more political clout in America than
~anyone else. The fact of the matter is that Lewls was a
political semi~literate, burdened by contradictions, dbut
capable of displaylng humane values. And from the last
guotation, and others, one thing is surely clear. The
humane values in Lewis come over wmost strongly when his

Christilan convictions are sitrongest, not the other way
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round. ‘He 1s reactionary when hls mind is overpowered by
the thought of Hell; and the thought of God, unhappily
for his critics, Insplres in him a sense of social

hapﬁiness wnlch ought to put most of ue to shame,
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v ARGUMENTS, MORAL AND RELIGIOQUS

'« oIt suddenly occurs to me that the best
meetings I've ever had have been all
questions, i.e., T've announced myself as

a one~man Brain's Trust on moral and religious
questions.' (1)

Bilographers of lLewls, and commentators in general, have
left such a picture of him that, were we to encounter him
in a séanece, the one thing we could be sure of would be a
rigorous debate. Lewls's books leave much the same

impression, '...He never', Green znd Hooper say, 'oulgrew
: 2
the teachings of "the Great Xnock"' , his tutor during his

adolescent years.

As he mays of him in Surprised by Joy, 'the
most ecasual remark was taken as a summons to
disputation) and so it was with Tewls him-
self, If a friend made a thoughtless remark
or a loose generality in conversation, Lewls
would boom out, 'T challenge that!' and the
foils of logic would be clashing in a
noment..., {3)

This description suggests that the habit of arguing was
nore than the ordinary academic tic in Lewist! not dinner-~
table bickering but public house debate carriced over into
philosophical societles and radio, and {in particular)
print. Por Austin Farrer he is an ossified philosopher, &
born professional who levels out early and doesn't keep
his interest up, but the advantages of this can be delight-
ful, even if the image bullding up here is not entirely
sympathetic., Tewls never wastes your time in ﬁondering
whether either of you 1s there or not, or in talking about

1
C.3. Liewis: speaker and teachecr, p.22.

2
W.T, Kirkpatrick.

G.3. Lewlis: a blography, p.l47.
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natural rights to property when 21l the time you know that
what he wants to do is send chlildren to echool wilth no
shoes on. |

It follows automatieally from #his that, as a
contributor to the realm of idezs, Lewls's 1nclinations
are rather on the cracker~barre; sldc, But-this, I‘gueés,
would not have reduced the practical anthority in him that
must have intimidated‘many a performer on the opposing

side of the platform. To cast around for a comparison, you

may not agree with everything that's written in The Conquest

of Havppiness, but that doesn't mean that you can argue like

Bertrand Russell. There is a danger of undercstimating
Lewis' ¢ arguments. Although he no doubt felt that he had
made the best cases he could for his convictions, 1t 1s
likely that he felt forced to cruise, and it would not be
entirely falr to go through the majority of his proposit-
ions for %icking off as true or false, or badly or well
argued. “here he cannot, in the nature of things, assess
his auvdience fully, his flank isg sometimes open; where he
has a better 1dea of the pecple he 1s addressing, the gaps
close and he 1s much more difficult to assall. Arguments,

of course, st11l have to be sxamined, and there are flaws

which cannot quite be excused in the restraint that ought
to be shown in looking at Lewls's more popular exercises.

But these flaws, and there are not so many of them, are

not simply ragged edges. I've argued before for seceing

Lewis ag an educationz=l process, and when we Trealise that

the reader of Lewls will probably be drawn more deeply into
the works with time, we can sece that some of the roughnesses
will be smoothed for him.

Lewls approaches his maximum cruising speed at the
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beginning of Mere Christianity. which opens with a

‘disoussion of the =ppeals that people make to an agreed
common standard of behaviour. People show, as Lewis demon-
strates, that they expect others to know about this standara
of behaviour, and when they depart from i1t themselves they
don't deny the standard but make specilal pleadings as o
why they should be exempt from i1t in any partlcular ecase.
This standard 1s the Moral Iaw, immutable and not cxactly
natural. It varies from soclety to society, but it never
contradicts itself fundamentally; nor is it merely ‘herd
instinct', as Lewis puts it, because instincis can be at
odds within us and i1t is the Moral Iaw which arbiirates
between them,

Lewls argucs fufther that there ls a common idea of the
word 'ought', and that this idea 1s lmplicit in every theory
of values, however 'basic! or 'realistic' it claims to be,.
Austin Farrer4 finds this type of argument stimulating
because 1t is a defence of what seemed to be the doomed
remnants of traditionel thought, acattered battalions
which Lewis marshalls and leads towards the enemy's
territory. Bult what 1ls most striking about argumentation
like this, I think, 1s its absolute directness and its
fundamentalism., Tewls trles to establish his moral
congensus in his first two paragraphs, and a more effect~
ive way of buttonholing 1s diffienlt to imagine.

However, although Lewls simply invades a plece of
ground and digs himself in, his approsch is nqt entirely
unsophisticated, beling 11t with Interesting ?sychological
harmonices. These are ssen in the snatches of dialogue he
introduces to demonstrate people's belief in the Moral Iaw,

like 'Give we a bit of your orange, I gave vou a bit of

4

Iight cn C,S8. Lewls, pp.33-4,
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mine', It is 'in areas like this that you ecan find out
best what exactly Lewls is argulung, 2nd why. The sunatch
about the orange tells you that much of this section 1s
really about quarrelling, and how not toj 1t is presented .
as an exawple to i1llustrate sn argument, and it emerges
as the real precept. It 1ls childish, silly, understand-
able and pathetic to squabble about en orange. later, in
fact, we shall have Tewis's vision of immortal spirits
siightly, 1f tolerantly, amused by the idea of morality.
They have betier things to think abouts. Lewls, says
Farrer, ‘'was overbzlanced on the side of moralism's, and
Walsh, as we saw, admits to having had this impression.
But 1t might be better to say that Lewls was thorough,
knowing where he was in each stage of contemplation.

But such thoroughness_has its linmits, as does lewls's
directness. ILewls's position seems basic because 1t is
often evaded in its full rigour, but militantly amoral
. people are pretty thin on the ground: so thin, in fact,
that Lewis 1s on balance likely to win, whereupon we shall
find that the importance of the argument has been defined
by episodes like that of the orange. ‘here he 1s utterly
cowardly, or almost blind, is in the recognition that
taking a moral stance is rarely the complete lssue, and
that the fair dlvision of orangeg, though an enlightening
d¢ilemma in some respects, 1s not the most complex of the
problems that most of us face. In hils personal correspond-
ence Lewls could be very helpful about complicated moral

isgsues, and in the lasgt chapter of Mere Christianity he is

5
Mere Christianity, pp.128«9.

6
Light on C¢.S. Lewis, p.42.
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affectingly kind sbout moral agonies; this may be an odd
thing to say, but his rapport 1s very great by then. Yet
of the many skilled in bringing discussion to an impasse
by the invocation of such involved zroblems as lew s_
generally avoids, few, I think, would succeed in seeing
the simple matters so clearly. Pew, certainly, could draw
so much from them, For Lewls, haviag convineced us that we
do in practice believe in the Moral Law, gets round our
gualms about its universal application by a pruning exercise
which leads in all too clear a direction:?

Think of a country where people were adumired

for running away in battls, or where a man

felt proud of double-crossing all the

people who had been kindest to him. {7)

Suppressing a murmur which suggests Italy for the first

category, we realise that reservations about gifficult
things like abortion and euthanasia are not going to pre-
vent us from being shoved over the Rublcon. Iewls depends

on vigorousg bellwethers such as this to pull the argument

through miry patches, such as the defining of the Moral

Law as against 'herd instinct':

The thilng that says to you, "Your herd
instinct is asleep. Wake it up,' cannot
1tself be the herd instinct. The thing
that tells you which note on the plano
necds to be played louder cannot itself be
that note. (8)

Good analogies, of course, must answer the demand fqr
some kind of applicability. It isn't cuite the score which
calls for s forte; the aural context 1tself is ultimately

more important. And I don't see any psychologleal

8
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objeqtion to an image of the herd instinct, complete with
horns, lowlng softly in our dreams to be led to daylight
pastures. Instincte seem rather to have auntomatlc %imers,
but they respond at any rate more commonly to circum-
stance than to consclous moral invocation. '

But an analogy like thls is rather more like flat
passage in a painting than a flaw in design. The design
1tself, as I've indicated, proceeds through dramatic polnts
of division, however much 1t may look 1lilke & running chain
of argument. Lewls uses the analogies, rather, to builg
up & consensus of the feeble, binding up Gullivers of the
meral law and free will and predestination. The Law, for
instance, 1s compared with the multiplicatlon table: both
are mediated by soclety, and both are true no matter what
society thinks of them. Iewls must naturslly lmow that
you can demonstrate three times seven bananas to be twenty~
one bananag more readily than it can be demonstrated that
you ought to glve someone a bit of orange, but his main
point i1s in showing an audience (who may be unaware of this)
that there are laws of the mulitiplication kind. While ILewls
asserts that hls law is one of them, we cpen at least to
the possibility.

We can agree, I think, that the existence of thorny
problems could noit In itself be taken to negate the
existence of a Moral Law, but Lewls moves immediately from
his demonstration of the Law %o thelsm, and from theism he
moves, more quickly than he states he is dolng, %o
Christianity. It is obvious that the second of these
Jumps will be the larger, and the second is certainly the
more ungalnly. This is signalled by departures from the

generally rational tone such as thist
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When I was an athelst T had to try to
persuade myself that most of the human race
have always been wrong about the gquestion
that mattered to them most; when I became
a Christian I was able to take a more
liberal view. (9)

The 1llberality or otherwise of such a view, it goes
without saying, is nothing to the point. Hereabouts the
sense of distortion is very strong, and the sense is
lnereased particularly because the reasoning in the
previous section concerning the Moral law seemed so
bona fide. We seem suddenly ta step into a poorer mode of
discussion. In moving from thelsm to Christianity, for

example, Lewls follows Augustine's aut deus aut diabolus:

A man who was merely & man and ssaid the
sort of things Jesus said would not be a
great moral teacher. He would elther be a
lunatic--on a level with the man who says
he i1s a poached egg~-o0r else he would be
the Tevil of Hell, You must make your
cholce, Either this man was, and is, the
Son of God: or else a madman or something
worse.,.. let us not come with any patron-
ising nonsense about His being a great
human teacher. He has not left that open
to us. He did not intend to. (10)

The problem with this argument, and particularly
when-it 1s offered in this exact form, is that there is
another alternative. The entire story might be a fiction.
I cdon't especlally advance this view, but it is another
rational block, and it's one which we can reasonably
demand to be covered. The sbsence of such an sdmission,
it is easy to feel, 1s the main reason behind the force-
fulness of the tone, which emerges in the repetitions and

the shori, mandatory sentences. The problem is a simple,

g
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but enfeebling one. We don't expect feats of schelarship,
but we do ook for frankness.

Lewis, however, is confirmed by thls time into a
romantic mode of argument, a failing which becomes clear
when we 1ook at how he prepares the ground for the point
of division above:

.+.He selected one particular people and
spent several centurlies hammering into
thelr heads the sort of God He was--that
there was only one of Him and that He
cared about right céonduct.

Then comes the real shock. Among these
Jews there suddenly turns up a man who
gocs about talking as if He was God. He
clains to forgive sins... (11)

On some readers, one suspetts, the effect of this
would be that they feel themselves in the hands of a
writer who can reduce a lot of fuzzy details into a clear
pleture; in the hands of someone who has the inside story.
The directness, 1t 1s true, can be appreciated, but the tone
is ultimately conspiratorial., You knew about this all
along, he seems to be saying; I'm Jjust reminding you. EHe
passes from argument to haglography without appearing to
notice the difference.

When we see what Lewls intends for his aut deus, we
mey feel rather lost:

We are feced, then, with a frightening
alternative, This man we are talking sbout
either was (and 1s) just what He said or
else a lunatic, or somethlng worse. Now 1%
seems to me obvious that He was nelther a
lunatic nor a fiend: and consecuently,
however strange or terrifying or unlikely
1t may seem, I have to accept the view that
He was and 1s God. God has landed on this
enemy~occupied world in human form. {12)

11
pe 51,
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The real shift in lewls's argument is from empirical
dlscusslon to the gone.eof 1lterary criticism. Lewls reads
the mecaning of the Gospels quite correctly, and 1t would be
unfair not {o note fhat he points out clearl& that his main
concern is proper rezding at this polnt. But that is
because he assumes that the records are generally accepted,
which 1s by no means the case. His usefulness 1s therefore
restricted to the case of someone who accepts the bones of
the story but who interprets wilfully, and this constitutes
a major evasion. This, in turn, is not enhanced by lLewis's
retention of the forms of argument, which occurs
particularly in the repetlition of detalls. He also,
notably, uses highly colourful langnage: the Invocation of
the 'frightening alternative' which the reader is faced
with will rivet his attention on what appears to be the
issue, and the concentrated drama of the last sentence,
with its connotations of Sir Percy Blakeney and the Maquis,
will probably make him alert in the wrong direction.

The most irrliitating thing about this manocuvre of
Tewis's 18 that he can, when he chooses, be the very devil
with demythologisers, holding his end up sweetly and tire-
lessly against reductive Biblical critics. The method
is largely the same, in that Lewis stlill depends on his
oriticaliacumen, rether than sesking out the proper
historical grounds. But in coming up agalnst the crities
Lewis elevates the critical skill into the art of seeing
what must be the case from the auality of the intermal
evidenee. When one reader thinks that John 1s a spirite
ual romance, Lewls packs him off to read Auervach. How

can Bultmann say that the prediction of the parousia 1s
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'unassililated! with the prediction of the Passion?
Hls appeal to auvthority is very sirong-arm, hut he
also seems 1o be using his talents properly, checking
a2 priori contentions by his simple ablility to reazd:

I beglin to fear that by personality Dr.
Bultmann means what I should call lmperson
alityiwhat you'd get in a Dictionary of
National Blography article or an obituary
or & Victorian Life and Letters of Yeshuz
Bar~Yosef in three volumes wilth
photographs. (13)

This, of course, is much preferable to Iewis's using rough

critloal descriptions to reinforce gwpridri positions of
hls own.
A further problem is that we often feel the ground-

work shifting beneath ocur fzet, as when Lewis refines theism

from our perception of the Moral Isw. On either side of
the major theistic divide he places Pantheism and the
Middle Iastern religlons:

Peoplewhoallbelieve in God can be divided
according to the sort of God they believe
in. There are two very different ldeas on
the subject. One of them i1s the i1dea that
Ke is beyond good and evil. (14)

There 1s nothing in this regretitable error that

militates conclusively against Lewis's own thesis~-the

positicon that recognifion of the good leads 1o the recog-
nition of = supernatural force-~but it undermines the
universal‘to§es in which he establishes his point of view.
The universality, as the essay procecds, becomes more and
more suspect. The ancients, he says, 'thought that the

13
FPern~Seed and Flephants, p. 1ll.

14
Mere Christisnity, p. 40.
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human idea of decent behaviour was obvious to everyone.
And I believe they were right'ls. But there cvan, it seems,
be confusionslG, and the consensus, in his summing up,
sounds as if 1t has been reduced to a group of UNESCO
supporters: '...human beings, all over the earth, have
thls curious ldea that they ought to behave in a certain
way...'lT. Lewis is right, of course, to vary his stimull,
but in the course of this one hundred ver cent becomes
something more like a.large ma jority.

So we have another gualification of the 'man-with-a-

mind-likec-a-sword' idea. The two zreas of Mere

Christianity we've glanced at don't match up with one

another in rigour, and even the tougher first part has
weaknesses. This, as I suggested at the beginning of the
chapter, I would ascribe to the vagueness that Lewls must
have felt about hls audlence. It has been saild that Lewis's
mall got very heavy after his talks were broadeastlg, and
this is very probably true; but this would, in 81l likeli-
hood, bring worse confusion to anyone trying to weigh up

his saudience.

Portunately, we can compare Iewls's treatment of the

'humen idea’ in Mere Christianity to hls handling of 1t in

a series of lectures, printed as The Abolition of Man,

where he gives the impression of knowlng exactly to whom
he is speaklng. This has two principal effects: the

argument has fewer holes, and the sweet reasonableness of

i5
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‘Mere Christianity vanishes. Stressing the consequences of

ignoring the Iaw, Lewls ls much flercer, and this, despite

Carpenter's criticism of the argument as a 'harangue',

enhances the sense of conviction.

Lewls begins by examining two 'debunkers' whose

ﬁurpase is to expose a confusion 'continually present', as
they say, 'in language as we use 1t. We appear to be

saying something very important sbout something: and actually.
we are only saving something about our own feelings.'

Lewis makes his point d'appui the implications of these

thoughts having appeared in a school itextbook, and swiftly

reduces their position to an untenadble contention: that

Your feelings are contemptible must mecan My feelings are
contemptlble... 'the very pons asinorum of our subject.'

Lewis is not kind to 'Gaius' and 'Titius', as he

eccentrically names the writers who have provlided him with

his subject; but even as he snipes at them, he does not

associate them completely with the position that he now

asets out to contend:

v ool doubt whether Gaius and Titius have
really planned, under cover of teaching
Fnglish, to propagate their philosophy. I
think they have slipped into it for the
following reasons. In the first place,
literary crlticism is difficult, and what they
actually do is very much easier... To 'debunk'
the emotion, on the basis of a commonplace
rationalism, is within almos?t anyone's
capacity. {20)

Lewis even admits that 'Gaius' and 'Titius' may

genuinely have felt that the world is too full of

'emotional propaganda' and really intended to inculcate a

19
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20
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- sense of higher reason among pupils. It seems unfair,
then, for Carpenter to charge that Lewis is basing hils
argunent 'entirely on what he supvoses to be his
opponents' case'gl. What Lewls actually does is to syn-
thesise & position opposed to the traditional perception
of values, and attack that. Of this process? darpentef
agaln takes a cyunlecal view, polnting out that the only
modern ethical philosopher whom Lewis mentions 1s
Weddington, and that in a footnote. But we have already
seen one of Lewis's genuine reductlionsg to the absurd, in
the case of Eliot, and anyone reading that would be
inclined to see Lewls's approach here as preferable.

Lewis could hardly have been short of nemes, had he wanted

to mention any; but a remark in That Hideous Sirength,

another treatment of the same theme, suggests that Lewls is
aware that men he feels good can utter opinions which seem
to him, at the same time, misguidedge.

TLewig's purpcse i1s the defence of traditional values,
end as upholders of these he cites St. Augustine, Plato,
the early Hindus wlth thelr gﬁg and the Chinese with thelr
Tao. This last,throughout the book, stands as & hiero-

glyph for the Moral Law, He sets up a great divide, of

wvhich the egquivalent in Mere Christianity is the gap between

those who feel that some actions are proper and some not,
and those few who can make no sense of this idsa. Here
the distinction 1s between those who believe that moral
principles and sets of emotions can be conformable to

'Reason', in fact constitute 'Reason', and those who believe

21
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that these qualities can somehow conform to an empirically
verifiable 'actuality'. Lewls does no more to defend the
former positlion (or 1little more) than he does to defend
the fact that he is writing in sentences, but the latter he
attempts to drive to utter ruin. This 1s a strategy

altogether more effective than that of Mere Christianitj,

where the reader, 1f he feels no compulsion to adopt Lewis'’s
full argument, 1s left with a shabby but habitable ground.

This, in The Abolitlon of Men, is left & smoking, devast-

ated waste, and 1f the reader is inelined to support
Lewies at 3l1ll, he will feel a strong gravitational pull to
go over to him completely.

Lewls eclaims that anyone who wishes to replace
traditional .values will elther select principles from the
aggregate and erect these Into a whole system, or do this
effectively and disguise the fact. With such a systen,

To abstain from calling it good and to use,
instead, such predlcates as 'necessary' or
'progressive' or 'efficient' would te a
subterfuge. They could be forced by argu-
ment to answer the questions 'necessary for
what?', 'progressing towards what?'
teffecting what?'; in the last resort they
would have %o admit that some state of affairs
was in thelr opinion good for its own sake,.
And this time they could not maintzin that
'good' simply described thelr own emotion
about 1t. (23%)

Hereabouts, perhaps, Carpenter's charge begins to take
on more welght, for it is difficult to suppose that anyone
could actually disagree with Lewis, Is anyone, anywhere,
proposing an alternative approach, and 1f anyone seems to
he doing so might thlis not be explained by the embarrass-
ment which usually pursues anyone trying toc exprecss what

Lowls 1s expressing? Surely even Skinner and Watson would

23
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be reduced by such a formula. But this impression is, I
think, created in us by the sheer sitrength of Lewis's case,
which beats down the deadly embarrassment génerally raised
by such issues. We forget immediately how helpful Lewls is
in seeing the matter with a clarity which thereafter secems
plodding. This 1s very much what I meant in drawing
attentlion to what looks like soleclsm in Lewls: a facility’
in moving so close to a reader that whatever of Lewls is
instructive or moving or entertaining will afterwards be
almost dlsparaged, having become part of the reader's
personallty Itself.

Meanwhile the slaughter continues, as lewls imagines a
creator of revised values working out, under his new
dispensation, why anyone should dle for the community.

If by Reason we mean the process employed by
Galus and Titius when engaged in debunking
(that is, the connecting by inference of
propesitions, ultimately derived from sense
data, with further propositions), then the
answer must be that a refusal te sacrifice
oneself 1is no more rational than a consent
to do so. And no less rational. Neither
cholice is rational~-~or irrational--at all.
From propositions about fact alone no
practical concluslon can ever be drawn.
This wlll preserve soclety cannot lead to

do_thils except by the medlation of societx
cught to be preserved. (24)

The great strength of Lewis's argument is his
insistence on the totality of the law. Where, in a case
like the above, Lewls might seem to fall down is that

propositions of the dulce et decorum est varilety have commoniy

been invoked in cynlcism, and certainly appvlied to the
benefit of comparatively small groups of people. These, t0
make matters worse, generally constitute soecleties of which

hardly anyone would say that they ought to be preserved, such

24
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as Pol Fot's in Kaumpuchea. (We do not, after 2ll know
what the majority of Chinese think about the matter.)
Agaln, parts of the Law can be brandished against indivige-
uels with Yshwistic ferocity, to the great detriment of
enterprises like the Tranian tourist industry. Buk that
such monstrosities can occur 1s not a flaw in Tewis's |
position as expressed; he would have sald the only way
to avold such monstrosities is to preserve his full
position. 'The rebellion of new ideclogies against the
Tao is the rebellion of branches against the tree'as.

Lewlis, as in Mere Christlanity, never admits the extent

to which his Tao has been synthesised, preferring to rest
on the position that a common basis for the Tao in different
socleties is enough for the demonstration of i1ts signific-
ance, But where he does defend the 1dea, he does so much

more effectively in The Abolition of Man, and even more

clrcumspectly. From Mere Christianity, for instance:

I know that some people say the idea of a
Law of Nature or decent behaviour Xknown to
&1l men ls unsound, because different
civlilizations and different ages have had
guite different moralities.

But- this is not true. There have been
differences between their moralities, but
these have never amounted to anything like
a total difference. (26)

Lewls then exhorts the reader to compare the teachings
of varlious anclent cultures and see for himself how similar
they really are, and i1t's only fair to add that in the next
sentence he directs the reader to his own digest of moral

teachings in the sppendix to The Abolition oﬁ Man. These,

25
D.29.

26
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incident=1ly, vrovide a striking case,ranging through the

decrees of Norsemen, Redskin (sic) ang Australian

Aborigines, as well as those of the more obvious Greek, Roman,
Babylonlisn and Zgyptlan peoples. The instances do suggest'
that peopls from these cultures not only made moral
pronouncementu, but were aware of making then from within

the tradition of a Moral Law. But Lewis,in not using the
placatory tone above, reconciles himself to the differences

in The Abolition of Man:

Does this mean, then, that no progress in our
perceptions of value can ever take place?
That we are bound to an unchanging code gilven
once for 8117 And 1s 1it, in any event,
possible to talk of obeying what I call the
Tao? If we lump together, as I have done, the
Treditional moralities of East and West, the
Chrlistian, the Fagan, and the Jew, qhall we
not find many contradictions and some
absurdities? I admit all this., Some
eriticism, some removal of contradictions,
even some real development, is required. (27)

And, with a master's touch, he avolds any suggestion
that a turan 1ike this 1s in itself 'a rebellion of branches
against the tree’. There is criticism within the spirit
of the Iaw, and criticism outside that spirit, and the
differences between them are like those "between the organic
and the surglcal,'

There are marked differences, also, in the quality of
the concesslon in each passage., The first, if apparently
rational, is guarded, but the secound is comfortable and
secure. The first has to be so defensive because the law
1tself is resting on consensus, and any note of discrep-
acies between moral codes is approaching its foundations

too closely. In the latter ocase Lewls has invoked

27
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rationallity 1tself as the basils of the law, and having
shown that his opponents themselves shed their own claims
to rationality, he can let in the doubts thait restrain our
-thorough~gaing acceptance of the beginning of Mere

Christianity.

From this security there arises, in what follows, an
uncompromising flexibillty which, as though by paradox,

convinces us more firmly of the Law's meaning than the

cajJoling insistence of Mere Christlanity. There sre other
buttresses to this, one being, as Lewls says, that he isg
not 'attempting any indirect argument for Theism'. We do

not have the sense, as we have in Mere Christianity, of

being carried too far and too fast. It might be said that
an atitack on the view of the Law s a natural phenomenon
must be an indirect argument for thelsm, but the material
in the argument that Lewls actually does carry out is
nonetheless different.

For this time the chosen territory is the consequence
of treating the Law as 1f 1t were a natural phenomenon,

should the followlng position be adopted:

Let us regard all ldeas of what we ought to

do simply as an interesting psychologleal
survival: let us step right out of all that
and start dolng what we 1ilke. TLet us decide

for ourselves what man 1s to be and make him
into that: not on any ground of imagined

value, but because we want him %o be such.
Having mastered our environment, let us now
master ourselves and choose our own destiny.(28)

This is an introduction to the final part, 'The Abolition of
29

Man', which provided the impetus for That Hideous Strength .

28
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29
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The connection is particularly noticeable in thé character
of Frost, the seeker of total 'objectiviity' who denies the
validity of any Judgement of value and wants to mould a
ruling elite,

Lewls begins by considering what 1s meant by the
conquest of Nature, and in particular 'Man's conquest of
Nature'. He makes a graceful bow tc all that has been

30
'really beneficial', a gesture which Carpenter ignores

but argues that 'Men's power over Nature turns out to be

2 power eXxerclsed by éome men over other men with Nature

as 1ts instrument'jl. This 1s accomplished by the examples |
of the wireless, the aeroplane and the contraceptive

(which 1s to stand roughly for eugenics). He despairs of
any turn in govermment changling thls essential condition,
and adds that '...all long-term exercise of power,
especially in breeding, must mean the power of earlier
generatlons over later ones.‘32 There is an optimum point,
he supposes, in future history when one generation, having
most fully liberated itself from the influence of the past,
will be able to exert more contreol over the entire extent
of the future than any succeeding generation., The final
stage in the conquest of Nature comes, Lewls says, 'when
Man by eugenics, by pre-natal conditioning, and by an
education and propaganda based on a perfect applied

psychology, has obtalned full control over himself. Human

30
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31
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nature will be the last part of Naiture to surrender to
Ma.n.'33

In past ages the schemes of educators falled because
of the poverty of their technigues; but even then, they
worked within and transwitted the Tso. But the 'Oonditf
ioners', being able to reproduce whatever parts of the Tao
they desire in thelr charges, wlll be the arbiters of
meaning, and what they declide upon they cannot be subjlect
to. Yet, having freed themselves from judgements of value
does not mean that they will have freed themselves from
thelyr inpulses, and thus nelther they nor their subjects
can be distinct from Nature, in the sense of thzat which is
operated on. 'Man's conquest of Nature turns out, in the'
moment of its consummation, to be Nature's conquest of
Man.'34

No projection can ever be more than credible; AL 1t is
proved To be correct, 1t has stopped belng a projection.
The credibility of this one hangs not so much on the
perfection of behavioural modiflcation as on an increasing
wideness in its use, which would (as use generally does)
tend towards 1ts refinement. Iewls 1s simply saying that
1ts use, alone, will have the effect he describes, and
even 1f his hourglass time chart seems a 1liittle neat, any
state of affairs resembling his nightmare would gulekly
convince us that we do in fact revere something like the

Tao (except that we would no longer be able to think that
sort of thought).
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The story in 1tself may be an over~detalled way of seying
that there can be a nedir in humen affairs, after which,
when 1% comes, nothlng can ever get better again. But
Lewis's point is preclsely that such an event will be a
direct result of conscious rej}ection of the Tao. In such
a world, he makes clear, there will be no reason to expect
benevolence of the 'Conditioners', since benevolence would
be & meaningless concept.

Much of the sense of his argument hangs on his
understanding of 'Nature', which he uses to indicate a
halfway house between exterior and interior zoncs which we
cannot comprehend:

We are always conquering Nature, because

(sic) 'Nature' is the name for what we have,

tc some extent, conquered. The price of
conguest is to treat a thing as mere Nature,
Every conquest over Nature increases her
domain. The stars do not become Nature t3111

we can welgh and measure them: the soul does
not become Nature til1ll we can psychoaralyse
her. The wresting of powers from Nature is
also the surrendcring of things to Nature. (35)

Without further reference to psychoanalysis, about
which Lewis is usually firm and fuzzy, putting it 1n its
vlsce with vague distaste, he declares that the human must
be kept In ultimate exclusion of Nature, All is gein until
the final step; thereafter one does not so much have
diminishing returns as no returns ever again. The central
point is made quietly and deftly: 'It is the magigian's

3
bargain: give up our soul, get power in return.’' Then

he makes an outline of the position later developed in

Inglish Tdterature in the Sixteenth Century, the ldea that

magic and sclence were born at the same time, and that

35
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maglec only died out because seclence was wmore efficient
in bringing about what the pracitltioners wented.

This is the extent of Tewls'e 'slur' on science and

his 'obscurantism', the charges that Haldane makes against

him (answered in Of Other Worlds) and revived by Carpenter
when he eclaims that Lewis‘lgnores'the beneflts of
sclentific advances. But Lewis, I think, comes out on top;
he iIs not simply being unsclentific, and he has indeed a
positive reqommendation to make. TUnderneath the view of
Nature as whatever we can analyse and control, he has been
construeting a rather anlmistiec approach which, for him,

had originated with Barfield's Poetic Diction:

We do not look at trees either as Dryads or
as beautliful cbjects while we cut them into
beams: the first man who did so may have
felt the price keenly, and the bleeding

Yrees In Virgil and Spenser may be far-off
echoes of that primeval sense of impiety. (37}

These outrunners help him %0 come in sight of a 'new'
Natural Philosophy, a 'regenerate sclence' which 'would
not do even teo minerals and vegetables what modern sclence
threatens to dc %0 man himself. When 1% explained it
would not explain away.'

The analogy between the Tac of Man and the
instincts of an animal species would mean
for it mew light cast on the unknown thing,
Instinet, by the inly kwown reality of
conscience and not a redvction of conscience
to the category of Imstinct. (38)

This is hot, T imagine, the way = harangue developsiit

lays flesh on the bones of Lawlor's Lewis: a man 'talking

37
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for victory', but-a man who wanted to be master of the
39
doctrine as well as master of the controversy .

Perhaps the real basls for the argument being labelled
a2 harangue 1s an occasional deficlency in style in the espay,
something which might have been handled more vroperly when
T was lookling at Lewis's prose, but which is perhaps worth
a word here, since 1t can readily be demonstrated that part
of Lewls's style of argument is to gether mass like a
snowball, ILooking at the passage guoted on page 125, and
noting the progress of the thought through each sentence,
we see that the movement is a clinkered, overlapping one
up %o the word 'domain', The idea 1tself may be a pearl,
but it forms exactly as pearls do, being endlessly coated
and layered.

This is not, I am afraid, an isolated case.

Immediately after the gquotation at the top of pagel?b, Lewis

writes:
Svery victory we seemed to win has led us,
step by step, to this conclusion. All Nature's
apparent reverses have been dut tactical
withdrawals, We thought we were beating her
back when she was luring us on. What looked
to us like hands held up in surrender was
really the opening of arms to enfeld us
for ever. (40).

While we are ready ourselves to surrender at this point,

Lewis goes on to sum up his argument again. Eventually he

8tirs in his final polnt about the regeneration of science,

and at & satisfactory level of restetement The Abolition
of Man comes to an end. From the appearance of the passage
above, it was not much recast from lewls's original script,

39
'The Tutor and the Scholar' in Iight on C.8. Lewis,

pp. 68 and 76,
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although 1t ran to two editions before being issued
recently in paperback. Since the talks which constitute

Mere Christianity were edited by Lewls, the pristine

state of The Abolition, if this really is the case, would

incline to support my impression of Lewis's satisfaction
with his ofiginal audience in Durham, a satisfaction also
apparent in other, more suave works qhich are based on
lectures. This, at least, might explain his apvarently
variable powers of argument; why he should have been so

prolix, however, 1s likely to remain a mystery.




VI - ARGUMENTS IN PICTION
I will accuse the gods; especially the god
who lives on the Grey Mountain. That is, I
will tell all he has doene to me from the very
beginning, as 1f I were making my complaint
of him before a Judge. (1}

Lewis's essays in themselves do not exhaust his habit
of erguing. Orual, in the above, announces that Till #é |
Have-Faces has a programme. The myth ig 'retold'! to a
purpose, whlch is that Lewls willl be devil's advocate.
Beneath a1l this, perhaps, there is contrivance. Orual is
alone among Lewis's main characters in having crippling
doubts about the good intentlons of the cosmos, and of course
she reflects real doubts that Lewls was having at the time
of writing. But she 1s also excused by being the only main
character speaking at an early stage of progressive revel-
ation, and her story in itself 1s an example of Lewlie's
jdea of the 'good dreams' of the pagans. Lewls therefore
sets up in Orual the Iinnocent voicing of a querulousness
which, at most points in his career, he would have regarded

as inadmissable for a Christian and indeed for himself.

A Grief Observed, the work that has most kinship with Till

We Have Faces, was published anonymously.

The programmatic tendency, however, 1s not always of
such serious and personal inspiration. ngis's fiction
often reflieccts the argumenitative atmosphere he inhablted,
and as some of the arguments that he had wlth people were
undoubtedly odde, a number of the arguments that arise in

1
Till We Have Faces, p.ll.

2
Carpenter, Part Three, Chapter 3, describes an imaginary
Inkling conversation which is reasonably based on
recorded Inkling opinion.
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"his books are consequently odd too. We do not, 1t is true,
have a fiction from Lewis in which the principles of

British Israelitliske are consténtly propounded, but he does

have the face to suggest that there is a goed and an evil

nature specifically in Britain, and that the good nature 1Is

3
derived from Atlantis . Now 1t seems to me very unlikely

that Lewis actually believed anything of the sort, and

pretty probable that he very much wanted to, so that many

of the arguments merely entertaln while the charm of the
narrative 4s on. No rational person could heold the view
of history which Ransom's central dialogue with Merlin é;

4
depends upon , and Lewls dld not eclaim that this was an

alternative version of human events . DBut Chapter Thirteen

of Thzt Hideous Strength remains for me the most accon-

plished piece in the whole genre of spiritual nonsense, and

the emotional conviction of the episode must be accounted

for: it would not be enough simply to label it art, even
if it is only art of a sort. The maln guestion 1ls why
Lewis does this, a guestion more difficult to answer then
why, for example, Charles Williams wrote as he did.
Williams believed, or affected to believe, ln the essentlal
reality of the bigzarre events that he describes, and 1ln the
essential reality of the terms in which he describes them.
With Lewls the position is more complex, and I would claim

that the number of constructed worlds thet he invents, each

That Hideous Strength, Chapter 17, iv, in particular.

.
That Hideous Strength, Chapter 13,

Qf Other Worlds, p.76.
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with 14%s own quiddities, 1g a result more of his circum-

spectlon than of the form his creativity takes. Wnile

Willlams seems to be saying that things are really as he puts
them, whether or not thils appears.to be the case, Lewlis is
saying that if the reality his imagination proposes is not
reality at all, then (as & principle) sométhing better will
be. The 'arguments' that Lewis puts forward in fiction are
therefore immedliately more disposable than those defended

by Williams, though théy are ultimately more serviceable.
They are media rather than propesitions in themselves.

This category of argument, then, does not simply
propose a different world view, nor simply entertain without
further purpose. Its function, I think, is to create an
alternative Sphere for debate, one which extends
horizons without speclfic cartography. Frow this point of

view we can see how The Abolition of Man and Thet Hideous

Strength work in tandem. The latter is not so much the
fictional embodliment of the former as a more extreme
version of it it draws fire from the more moderate stance
when the actual target is to have the more moderate stence
accepted--or, 1f you 1like, it keeps the middle distributed
for a practical purpose.

But even if we accept the tactical quality of Lewis's
debates in fiction, perhaps wanting to add that the stories
take up spare capaciiy in Lewls's obsessiveness, we shall
st11l want to exzmine them for any richness they may have
in themgelves, always granted that this will not always
be a richness of a loglcal or expository sort, However,
before we do thils there is another, and simpler, category
of argument to handle: cases where Lewls does no more than

have his characters bandy ethics at one another.
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One such case ts the c¢llmax of Qut of the Silent FPlanet,

in which Ransom, within the logic of the narrative, has to
convey Weston's point of view to the Archon of Mars. This
in itself is Lewis's contribution to the matter of
lingulstic honesty. Since Weston, whe has killed some
hrossa, cannot explain his actions in Oyarsa's 'accursed
language', Ransom's translation rather extends Lewis's
argument on debunking, which we encountered in the previous
chapter. Lewis, we remember, holds that the significance
conferred on an object or action by our emotional resction
"to 1t should not be reduced by reference of the emotion to
g 'Coﬁmonplace rationalism', and 1t's interesting to See,
as Ransom debunks Weston, whether Lewis himself succumbs to
this temptation. This is the pompous stuff which Ransom is
instructed to translate:
"Po you I may seem a valgar robber, but I bear
on ny shoulders the destiny of the human race.
Your tribal life with its stone~age weapons
and beehive huts, 1its primitive coracles
and elementary social structure, has nothing
to compare with our civilisation--«with our
scilence, medicine and law, our armies, our
archi tecture, our commerce, and our transport
system which is rapidly annihilating space
and time. Our right %o supersede you is the
right of the higher over the lower.® (&)
Weston's part in destiny, in Ransom's versjon, becomes:
'He says that what he does now will make very
gifferent things happen to those of our
people who are not yet born.'
And this is how the advantages of civilisation come ocut:
'He says we know much., There is a thing
happens in our world when the body of a
1living creature feels pain and becomes weak,

and he says we sometlimes know how to stop 1%..
He says we have many bent people and we kill

P.L157.,
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them o shut them up in huts and that we

have people for settling quarrels between

the bent hnau about thelr huis and mates and

things.'
This is, I think, a mixture of the fair and the unfalr.
Weston's use of the word '"destiny' is coloured by what we
know are his actual intentions for\the human racet! that -
they should ruthlessly teclonise other planets. In dismissing
Heston's actual meaning, Ransom stands on good ethical
ground. But 1n appearing to ascribe no other possible
meaning to 'destiny' than 'change', Lewis seems to deny the
very idea of ordinate development as meaningless, and this
is reinforced in his treatment of Weston's view of the
excellence of our civillsation. Weston, again, is foalish
in not seelng the ordering agencles of our soclety as a
real indicator of our moral condition, but Lewls, once we
appreciate hig general satirical thrust, which he sees to
it that @we shall not be long in doing, 1s confusing the
issue by seeling the indicators as no more than that. Is
a faulty penal gystem as bad & thing as the necessity for
having any kind of penal system? Are we really likely to
agree that the settling of quarrels is as deplorable as
the quarrels themselves, or that medicine is comparable
with j1l-health? These remedlies, faully as they actually
are, are made to seem less desirable than we actually ought
to regard them by Lewis's expedient of having them aired
in a perfect world by someone who regards them as a reason
for destroying that world. It therefore becomes difficult
to tell exactly what Lewis 1s argulng, given that we assume .
him to have been after something more golid than a Martian

playlet. If he simply means that no matter what we do, we
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shall always be faced with some or other aspeot of our
wretchedness, 1t does not seem helpful to pronounce this
at the risk {a very minor risk, it may be) of associating
genuine advances wlth Westonism.

However, within the Iinmedlate context of the argument
this risk is greatly reduced. Weston is ever more cleafly
a buffoon, and Ransom's side, in Oyarsa, displays a good
deal of clarity. The apparent position on modern
scientific advance is refined intc the necessary view-

point of objective value, such as can be radiated from a

perfect society. Weston's fault, we discover, is not
that he is a 'realist', having no moral viewpoint, but that
the moral viewpolnt he does have is partisl. (The role

of the 'realist' 1s f1lled by Dick Devine, Weston's

accomplice. )

"It is well that I have heard you,' saild

Oyarsa. 'For though your mind is feebler,
your will 1s less bent than I thought. T%
is not for yourself that you would do all

this.'
'No,*' said Weston proudly in Malacandrian.
'Me die. Man live.' (7

The Weissmullerian Weston (as against Oyarsa's
Saunders of the River) 1s a Dbiological historicist of soris,
supposing that some form of meanlng and basls for action is
to be found in the facet that one spscles supersedes another.
This is the very last assumption that the Malacandrians
would meke, given that such a process 1s to them natural
and vtterly unremarkable. When Mars itself is 'unmade',
they will go to M¥aleldll. Iife itself, however, is a natter .
of obsession with Weston, who could not be expected to

understand the dlstinctlon that Lewls makes between bios,
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the state of being allve, and zoe, the life of the Spirit.

'She-~' began Weston.

'‘I'm sorry,} interrupted Ransom, 'but I've
forgotten whe She is.'!

'Iife, of course,' snapped Weston. 'She has
ruthlessly broken down all obstacles and '
liquidated all failures znd today in her
highest form-~clvilised man--and in me as
his - representative, she presses
forward to that interplanetary leap which
will, perhaps, place her for evep beyond the
reach of death.' (8)

Oyarsa, by close questioning, finds out that it is
nelther any specific person, nor human morphology, nor even
the rational mind, that Weston wants o survive:?

'It seems to me, Thick One, thaet what you
really love 1s no completed creature but the
very seed 1ltself: for that is all that is
left.' (9)

And there, more or less, the debate ends, since Cyarsa

Tfeels that he knows enough about Weston. But I sense at
this point that T have myself been unfair to Lewis in stating
that the argument ls carried forward merely by characters
swapping ethice with one another. For it is not until
Ransom Journeys horme with Weston and Devine that we
understand properly the point of view that 1s held both by
Ransom and the Malacandrians, Weston hag announced that he
would gladly sacrifice himself to see man established on
Mars, and Ransom, by way of counterwelght, has an experi-
ence in which his own dlssolution might be welcome!

He could not feel that they were an island of

1ife journeying through an abyss of death.

He felt almost the opposite~~that 1life was

walting outside the 1ittle iron eggshell in

which they rode, ready at any moment to

bresk in, and that, if 1t killed them, 1t

would ki1l them by an excess of vitalily.

He hoped passionately that if they were to
perish they would perish by the 'unbodying'

PP - 158"‘9 »
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of the space-ship and not by suffocztion
within 1t. To be let out, to be set free,
to dissolve inte the ocean of eternal noon,
seemed to him atcertainmoments a consumnation
even more desiradle than thelr return to
earth., (10)

Ransom feels that space is 'full of 1life in the most
literal sense, full of living creatures'--z useful
revelation in itself, for Lewis is suggesting his fuller
cosmology without giving too much away. Interestingly,
here, there is promiscuous reference: a sensible touch of

Hamlet, a less sensible touch of 18se vonder Welt mich los,

and {a moment after this passage) a touch of the sursum
corda. This is not a characteristic practice, and, as
these go in Lewls, 1s more than 1ikely unconscious; but what
he gets from 1t is an unspecific theistlc catch-all, =a
nystical expefience of a mild sort which is not only
consonant with Ransom's apparent religious development at
this peint, but which contrasts also with Weston's
apprehension of ‘'Life’.

weston's mistake 1s to confuse the vague absiraction
that he calls 'Life' with the absolute, an entity which he
foolishly supposes he has grasped. DTewls argues iﬁlggg

Great Divorce that there are sins of the intellect , and

it is for arrogance such as this that Weston is eventually
condemned. Though his situation does not afford him the
opportunity he imagines, Weston would surrender his own life
in the attempt to allow the humen hneu to live verpetually
as a group. But Ransom, in the very presence of something
that he calls life, is ready to be ‘'unbodied's; he is not so

10
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11
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‘apparently purposive as Weston, but Weston has ne vision
of the 1life he talks about. The creatures that Ransom
senses, and accepts, are 'completed', and within this moral
concrete he finds an absclute. He has of course been
doing this all along with the hrossa, but 1t 1s only with
hig realisation aboard the space-ship that the argument'is
completed.

Even so, we are perhaps inclined to feel that for
enlightenment Lewils substitutes sométhing that we might call
information regardiﬁg a world of his own creation. There is
a moral affinity between our feellngs and what Ransom
apprecistes, and while we may grant that Lewls has a special
talent for drawing this out, Lewis's perspectives are in
themselves imaglnary. If we take them, as I think we are
encouraged to, as a basls for thought and actlon, there may
be some danger as to the ultimate affiliation of our own
moral sensibility. Does 1t make sense to do something, or
not to do something, because 1t would or wouldn't go down
well on Perelandra?

Fortunately, we can see that whatever oritical problems
arise from the breadth of Lewis's writing interests, the
problems might actually be greater if this breasdth were not
to be found. Lewis's is not a poetic worality: 1t can be
stated, as he does state it, without benefit of props and
backeloth. In terms, however, of the isolation of Lewis's
moral stances within the environment of one specifie book,
we are left with a development in Ransom which is not
specially coherent. The structure of the argument, which

I've described lightly, in Out of the Silent Plapel, is not

necessarily the same thing as the pattern of learning that
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might occur 1n'any human bveing. To put this another way,
it's not clear why Ransom should have his vision when he

actually does, execept that at that point he is in

particular danger wlthout recourse to actlon. Without
sacrificing readability, lewls creates problems for him;elf
in this way. Ransom's evolution by the end of the first bvook
is picked up, and indced expanded, at the very beginning

of the second; but Lewles has to prune Rensom's precocious-—

ness harshly to give the now-demonic Weston's arguments the
force they require. This in its turn, since it leads no-
where, glves way abruptly to physical action.

Again, the programme selected by Lewls for a novel gan

distort hls presentation of character, particularly where
he is weakest. Lewis is very good on verception, because f%
he has a good eye, and 1in another sense a plausible eye ;
when he describes how a characiter reacts to an unfamiliar

landscape. Lewls is pre-eminent among the Inklings for

this trick, which comes over - well because his characters'
resctions are gensrally confined %o the case that they fingd
themselves in. There is little reference, by and large,

to the lives of the characters beyond the text, as with

Scudamour who rather absorbs everything he encounters in the
Otherworldle, and where characters do not descrlbe their
feelings very deeply thelr reactions to external stimuli
gain in importance.

But this means that when Lewls refers to a character’s

history the result 1s often unconvineing, as when Ransonm

builds up his courage to attack Westont

12
In The Dark Tower.
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The thing st11l Seemed impossible. Fui
gradually something happened to him which

. had happened to-him only twice before in
his 1ife. Tt had happened once while he
was trying to make wp his mind to do a
very dangerous Job in the last war. It
had happened again while he was screwlng
his resolution to go and see a certain man
in London and make to him an excessively
embarressing confession which Justice
demanded. %13)

It's not, I think, particularly morbid to want to know
more particularly adbout the second case. Ransom, after all,
is interesting enough to warrant it, especially as he is
the saviour of Perelandra. Nor, I think, is it ceptious to
want to have known aboubtitbythis time, since the actual
effect of thise passage is tc remind us that Ransom is
Lewis's invention, a state of affairs only emphasised by
the 1nsertion of this convenient detail.

Notwithstanding this, the debates in the scignce Fiction
povels obviously differ in nature. The first is chaired
formally by Goodness, the second lets the whole quality of
a world hang on the outcome of the dispute. Preoccupation
with the activity of debate is nevertheless very appavent
in both cases: it 1s exalted when Ransom discovers that
the Unman is not very interested in exploring reallty
through dlalectlc, keeping up a facade of reason for its

14
own ends , and again it secems the prime method of concourse,

as when Weston sugegests that Ransom has seduced the Green

Lody:
"You ask me to belleve that you have been
1iving here with that woman iamder these conditions
m & state of sexless mnocence. 7’
'0h, sexlessl' said Rensom disgustedly.
13

Perelandre (Bodley Head, 1943); Voyage to Venus (Pan
1953} p. 136,

14
Pe 117,
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'411 right, if you like. It's about as good
a description of living in Perelandra as it
would be to say that a man had forgotten
water because Niagara Falls didn't immediately
glve him the ldea of making it into cups of
tea.' (15)

Iewts, T think, is simply used to & style of convers-
ation which always progresses by the interchange of ldeas.
But even if we learn something (not much)} about Weston's
pomposity, the force of the narrative is weakened in the
assumption that every moment should be devoted to our
spiritual profit. The very clumsiness of the-sentenoe
gtructure, in fact, suggests that Lewls has 1ittle idea of
what Ransom and deston willl say to one another on the
Venusian 1ittoral.

A shade later, as Weston is talking, Lewis appeals to
the reeder as pro. tem. Oyarsa:

Ransom had heard this sort of thing pretty

often before and wondered when his

companion was coming to the point, (16)
Passages like thileg, T suppose, led Carpenter to comment that
there is something rather schoolboyish about the trilogy;
the semantic qualities of 'this sort of thing' and ‘pretty
often before' remind us of the kind of response that Bob

Cherry would meke to Vernon-Smith, if not of The Riddle of

the Sands. ?he danger for Lewls 1s the possible awakening

of the reader's sense of having an eccentric fictional

éxperience, a danger which 1s always on the cards anyway.
Weston, however, saves the day by saying things of

such refined fiendishness that we wish Lewis hadn't

troubled to signpost the moral essence of the two characters.

15
P. 78.

16
p. 81,
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""Your Devil and your God, "' says Weston, '"are both
pictures of the. same Force,"'l?and he thereafter proposes
to do anything to which the Porce prompts him, pointing out
that he himself is the Universe, God, and anything else of
significance. In s splendid coup de théBtre he falls into

diabolical possession, which immediately alters the status
of the pasgssage as argument. Weston had supposed that he
was engaged in discusslon, but in his misplaced and mis-
timed érroganoe, he goes over the cdge and is betrayed into
damngtion. Lewls allows few distinciions in his mythical
ppace -~ and particularly in the two protological worlds =
between words, meanings,actions and states, an attitude
summed up in the impression that 'the distinetion between
history and mythology might be itself meaningless ocutside
the Eart‘a.‘lg Weston's fall, though we never see much
decency in him, 1s reasonably complex. His one chance has
been to see that he has a capacity for selflessness, but
he cannoct vltimately make any difference between himself

and whatever 1t is that he follows., He suffers intolerably

for this mistake, for Lewis 1s in the phase where his
greatest sucecess is in ideological terrorism.
As Weston tries to snare Ransom, ‘there comes a different
argunentative track and a problem. What do you mesn,
Ransom asks, by saying that you work for the Holy Spirit?
'l mean,' smid Weston, 'that nothing now
divides you and me except a few outworn
theologlcal technicalities with which

organised religion has unhappily allowed
itself to get inerusted. But I have

penetrated that crust. The:Meaning benesath:.. -

it is as trueand living as ever. If you

17
P 849

18
Qut of the Silent Plenet, p.169.
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willl excuse me for putting it that way,
the essential truth of the religious view
of life finds a remarkable wiitness in the
faet that 1t enabled you, on Malacandrsa,
to grasp, in your own mythicael and imagin-
ative fashion, a truth which was hidden
from me.' {19

Weston's claim that the beliefs of the two are at heart
the saﬁe éuggeSts very strongly that his new~found faith
is o form of Modernism. The comparative language he uses,
even the slightly patronising tone, is that of Mcdernism.
But this, of course,4is the Weston who came flyihg through
space in his subile engine and ﬁet the raling spirit of
Mars. He knows that things are not as he puts them, and
he knows  that Ransom is equally au fait. Both, by this
point, inhabit a sphere of public revelation. His later
attempt to seduce the Grecn ILady has, in terms of her
comparative awareness, g narrative legitimacy besides which
this 1s clay pigeon-shooting, a side-swipe by which a
perfectly respectable oplnion is condcecmned by association
with an untenable opinion; as Weston's, given the circum-
stances, would be.

Lewis's main argument not only coheres with the
narrative, dbut is fairer in that it addresses itself to
the reader's conditlon rather then trying to enlist his
support against philosophical deviations. Weston attempts
to persuade Tinidril, the Green Iady (this 4s not a public
appointment on Venus), that Maleldil really wants her to
disobey His command to pass nights on the fleating islands
rather than on the Fixed Land. ©She is urged to make, as

it were, her adolescent rebellion. We are never quite sure

how c¢lear her communications wlth Maleldil are, but His

19
. 82.
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immanence seems shifting enough for her to be vulnerable.
Her will iz perfect, but her understanding is not, and her
weakness is brilllantly reflected in the imegery of the
novel. Tinidril lives by complete dependence on God; the
emphasls lles always on new eXperience, on not holding on
to the past, and this attitude, natural in an occeanic
world of floating islands, is one which Weston has a
chance of perverting.

C.N. Manlove, with clarity, points out the Ilngenulty
with which Lewis defines Tinidril's innocence. The islands
in themselves are not a natural symbol of paradise, and

20
might strike us as the reverse , because of their
incompatibility with any apvarent order. But this
immediate impression is owlng largely to our psychology.
The particular cholce of floating islands
to accomplish this reversal of our pre-
suppositions has a number of possible
explanations, of which the foremost 1is
perhaps that their movement and shape are
directed entirely by the ocean, and thus are
a near~perfect (the element missing 1s choice)
emblem of that endless delighted self-~ ‘
resignation which is at the heart of the Iady's
innocence, Rolled towards her by Maleldil,
1ife to her is a serles of waves, huge and
small, which it is her willing Joy to
meet., (21)

A rough, excliting fugue develops as Ransom and the
Un-man, at 0odds with one another, seem both to argue wlthin
the Spirit. The case that Ransom makes ie vital, perhaps
for us ag well as for Tinidril. Silnece Jung, we are
inclined to believe that psychic growth 1s a result of
killing the dragon and passing fearlessly through the
magiec fire, which 4s generally the line that the Unman
pursues, as when he invokes the patristic idea of the

20
Modern Fantasy: five studies (C.U.F., 1978) p.119.

21
Manlove, p.120.
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happlness of Adam's Fall, Ransom is beaten for a moment,
and the demon's immediate attempt to seduce him is held
at bay only by the presence of Tinidril. Ransom then
makes his reply:

'The first Xing and first Fother of our
world did the forbidden thing; and He brought
good of 1t in the end. But what they did was
not good; and what they lost we have not seen.,
And there were some to whom no good came nor
ever wlll come.' He turned to the body of
Weston. 'You,' he said, 'tell her all.
What good came to you? Do you rejoice that
. Maleldil became a man? Tell her of your
Joys, and of what profit you had when you
made Maleldil and death acquainted.' (22)

We maccept, I think, Ransom's ennobled dialogue., This
is his tranéitional novel, where we must believe that he

has the makings of the golden rex futurus who appears in

That Hideous Strength. Ransom's distinctions help to

create for the reader a tableau in which the eternal
verities of lewis's espousal are displayed: demon,
oppressed protégonist, and unfallen. This is immsdiately
set back into the narrative as the demon howls and Tinldril
goes to sleep.

And while these two things were haprening

the pilece of ground on which the two men

stood and the woman lay was rushing down a
great hillside of water. (23)

The sense of flow, here literal, is often lacking
even in metaphorical ways in Lewls's cosmological
diagrams. Here he defends his genre, showlng that con-
tingency is more important than the realism of the detall.
In terms of plot, Ransom 1s making a last~ditch effort for
a case which will not succeed against the tavtics of the

22
pp, 110=1,

23
p. 111.
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. 24
Unman, such as distvrdbing his sleep . But in terms of
the real argument that Lewis 1s pursuing, Lewls has
scored a success in peointing out the sort of father that
God 1s. Perelandra 1s not so much a mythologlcal book
as a purge of mythology, and what is being purged is
psychologiecal stock~in~-trade. This, in Tewis's mind, is
simply part of the modern attitude to life, and even as
the admlrable passages above develop, he cannot resist a
few sly kicks:
How 1f the enemy were right after 2l11? Felix
peccatum Adase. Iven the church would tell
him that good came of Gisobedience in the
end. Yes, and 1t was true too that he,
Ransom, was a timid creature, a man who shrank
bzck from new and hard things... Who could be

certain that Creatlve Evolution was not the
deepest truth? (25)

How likely 1t 1s, even for a scholarly man like Ransomn,
to think gulte like this in such a situation is debatable,
but mention of the technicality, the term 'Creative
Evolution', gives a sense of reportage, of edlting, to
the passage., We have returned, as we dld a moment ago
with the attack on liberal theology, to the aecidity of

The Pilgrim's Regress. 0f course the demon's thinking is

damnable in a world like Perelandra, but his adventages
were never granted to creative eveolutionists who do nodb,
like the demon, smusc themselves by disembowelling live
frogs and pulling the wings from blrds. But thc use of
creative evolution in argument 1s not even seen as
damnable, so much as symptomatic of belng damned. The

24
p . 1130

25
p.110.
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ghost of deston, who is already in Hell, haunts his body
when the demon leaves 1t and reveals its splritual history
as 1t raves:

'So then I went and told him that if they
didn't want me in the First Pifteen they
could Jjolly well do without me, see. We'll
tell that young whelp it's an insult to

the examiners to show up this kind of work.
What I want to Iknow is why I should pay

for a first-class ticket and then be crowded
out like this. It's not fair., UNot fair,

I never meant any harm.’ (26)

The implicit thesls here is not one that is likely to
be forgotten, but it is improper of lewlis to zssociate
attitudes and behaviour such as thls with the volcing of
theories he does not happen to agree with.

I wanted to show that Lewis uses various arguments,
with various motiveg, in a2 book whieh sets out to be partly
a debate. The main argument, however, 1s dealt with all

but unanswerably in Manlove's Modern Fantasy: five studies.

Manlove contends that the moral and physical continuum on
Perelandra, the acceptance of whatever wave Maleldll sends,

15 one which could lead the ILady to fall ‘without having

27
actually sinned’. It is her love for Maleldil that will

make her disobey Him, if she thinks that thils is what He
really wants:

e+ the attempted suggestion 1ls thet she would
disobey Maleldil's command only for the sake
of this self-development: the fact that she
could do 1t out of love for her Oreator and
for others is conveniently forgotten in
order to make her uncorrupted urge towards
falling more insubstantial. (28)

26
p. 118.

27
p. 136.

28
p. 137.
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Manlove continues to unravel basio ooﬁtradictions in
Perelendrat the gist of them {doing his clarity no justice)
1s that theology for other worlds cannot really be written.
If the thesis of Perelandra is accepted~-that a man from
our world could save another planet from a fall such as
ocurs--~ we 1nevitabiy éee the Eve of our world as haviﬁg
been abandoned. Manlove even makes the striking point
that 'one might well be tempted to use the "rightness"
of ...Ferelandra to argue the inadequacy of the innocence
in the fixed garden of Eden... The landscape of Perelandrs
is the perfect expression not only of the Iady's but, as
rationalised by Lewis, of any lnnocence anywhere.'29

This leads us to strange criticism, for it 1s very
13ke saying that Lewls 1s defeated by his own abilldy,
superseding a context in which, nevertheless, he remains
firmly bound. We have, in fact, seen something like this
problem before in the double redemption of FEdmund. Double
atonement means no more than double béptism. Lewis does
give the reader a Passion story which is widely
acknowledged to be effective, and by attaching 1t tc the
sin of one partlicular sinner he emphasises its individual
efficacy. But it makes no wider cosmological sense, and
the approach téken does something to exclude another,
that of Christ's call to sinners to repent. (This is

taken up in Dawn Treadexr, where Eustace, having lapsed

into dragonhood by his own fault, 1s returned %o some~
thing beiter then normality by Aslan,)

Again, in the temptation narrative in The Magician's

Nephew, the evil that enters Narniam cannot be blamed on
the Narniang, 2nd none of them is corrupted by it.

29
p.120.
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Digory's obedience averts the worst effects of the White

Witceh's penetration, and Aglan, as we saw, wlll atone ;
for the rest. But this statement in the 'prequel' is no ke
explanétion of Edmund’'s second redemption: Edmund is not
even a Narnlan. This leaves us with the inexplicabdle
contradiction of Narnia as neither fallen nor unfallen,
enjoying manifest immanence and suffering manifest evil.
Neither Perelandra nor Narnla, though beth offexr Lewls
narrative possibilities, rejolices in a systematic
comprehensibility.

That Manlove falls to stress, I think, is the wmoral
empathy that Lewis arouses in us despite our recognition
of his imperfect models. The 'apparent change of gear in
Perelandra', Manlove points out30, is not only unsatisfact-
ory in itself but shows up Lewis's lack of control over
his own scheme31. One defect, which I don't believe has
been pointed out, is that redemption (redemption of a sort
is the issue in Perelandra) will henceforth be carried out

32
by human beings, as a direct result of the Incarnation

an effect which makes 1ittle sense in 2 cosmos where,
apart from the isolation ward that is Farth, history and
mythology are the same thing. From a truye ldealist's

point of view, mythology is more a reflection of unrecorded

events than the othsr way round. As usual, it 1s because

talking about mythological parapvhernalia excites Lewls

that he has levelled myth, event, body and soul in the
extraterrestrial sphere, and not because a real argument
can be made for this being the case. If 1% could, 1t would

30
p. 142,

31
p. 143,

2
%2 Dovelandiet, p-132.




have to take due note of the timelessmess of the . :
33.
outside, as Cwuyares  himself 1s Inconsistently aware.
But despite all this, we hold on {as, notably, does

Manlove; he exerelses much greater rigour over Lewis
: 34
than over Tolkien , and evidently has much less patience

with the latter). There are reasons for this. Ransom's
cholce, if thrust swkwardly upon him and the reader, 1is
a real cholce. It may not arise coherently, dbut we are
still as concerned over whether or not he will obey, and
whatr will be the outcome of that cbedlience, as over the
logic of the event. If what happens appears 2s inevit-
£ble as Christ's refusel to turn stones into bread, it is
st11l with suchk an inevitability as cannot reasonsably deny
the possibility of succumbing. This may vitiate the
logical status of the term 'inevitable', but it does not
affect the mystery of making a correct moral decision.
Another resason is Lewis's exploration of, and reaction
to, the nature of evil. The thoroughness of this in
Terelandra setes 1t in a unlque category smong Lewis's works,
In that Lewis departs from hls usual technique of diagnos-
ing evil and comes c¢lose to the actual experience of it.
We may see this more clearly in Lewis's consistent and
vnusual reference to 2 'realistic' theme in Ferglandra,
this being the war in Furope. Lewis will certainly tie
down his fantasy to appreciable elements in our world,
such as dateable styles of conversation and noticeable
trends. But cven his concentration on the a2buse of amoral

sclence and on corporatist politics in That Hideous Strength

33 .
Out of the Silent Planet, v.165. Oﬂarsaa;lgponanae.af

events on Earth is rather £urprisin5.
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does not match the insistence of the theme of hostilities
in Perelandra.

The war breaks, perhaps naturally, into Ransom's first
conversatlion; on Venus, the noise of a flying dragon
makes Ransom think of enemy planes, we are reminded of the
blackout, told of Ransom's having been on the Somﬁe, aﬁd
Ransom tries to force himself to fight Weston on the
example of the troops back on éarth. Adeston admits that
he would betray Ingland to the Nazis Lf the Foree
rrompted him to do it. Lewis never keeps his eye this
close to zctualiity elsewhere, which has led to the common
accusation that his fantasles reflect a tangential view
of reality itself.

Coupled with this is Jewis's own extended presence in
ﬁhe novel, something not simply explained by noting that
1t is & common practice with Iewis to introduce himself
ag a fictional charscter. His various roles as Dante,
Rurwenal, fell or prologue are distinect from, though they

intertwine with, his contrlbutiorn to Perelandra. It

should be evident from the very objections which Manlove
is "able to make that the value of the Genesis reworking

is limited, and to treat Perelandra as if it were no more

than this is to leave unexplained s great deal of the
energy that the book generates. In fact nothing about

that view, as a whole view of Ferelandra, makes 1t clear
why Lewls writes the actual prologue that he does, in which
Lewls the character struggles in great dlfficulty towards
Ransom's house. This episode coheres with the plot, but

it is strikingly intense, and at odds with Lewis's general
practice in opening a novel which is not at the same time

the begimming of a series.

AT L RO S I
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The initlal feeling i1s one of nightmare, as the

fictional Lewis encounters a ‘'barrage' of malign influence

from the black Archon and his creatures:

The rational part of my mind, even 2t that
moment, knew perfectly well that even Af the
whole unlverse were cragy and hestile,
Ransom was sane and wholesome and honest.-
And this part of my mind in the end sent me
forward..., but I felt that I was getting
nearer to the one enemy--the traitor, the
sorcerer, the man in league with 'them'...
"They call it a breakdown at first,' said my
mind, 'and send you to & nursing home; later
on they move you to an asylum.' (35)

This 1s the keynote of the first chapier. He wants to
go home, he wants to scream, he is frightened by a cat, by
an old house, by an absndoned factory, by Ransom's garden.
But what frightens him most 1s 'the horrible surmise that

those whom the rest call mad have, all along, been the only
36

people who see the world as it really is.' This is
compounded in the ingenlious passsge in whilch Lewis encountersfﬁ

the Oyarss of Mars:

It was net at right angies to the floor. But
as soon s I have said this, I hasten to add
that this way of putting 1t is a later
reconstruction. What one actually felt at
the moment was that the column of light wzs
vertical but the floor was not horizontal—-
the whole room seemed Lo have heeled over as
if it were on board shin. {(37)

There is no Joy here, no Sehusucht. The room has
suddenly appeared ass it is in relztion to reality., of which

the ¢ldil g a true representative. And this experlience

35
P. 9.

36
p.lO.

37
p.13; an example of the interest in perception which, as

I mention above, p.l1%8, itg often found in ITewis. Manlove
{pp. 116~7) quotes the example of Lewls stumbling upon
Ransom's 'coffin' (Perclandra, pp. 11-2).
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prompts the guestion which the novel is really designed to

answer:

» 2« SUPPROSE you struggle through to the
good and find that 1t also is dreadful? How
1f food itself turns out to be the very
thing you can't eat, and home the very place
you can't live, and your very comforter the
person who makes you uncoufortable? (38)

It will be noticed that this 1s not exactly the same

question as that which asks what happens when evil invades

a perfect world. Thet latter vroblem begs the question of

what evil is, and the depth of its penetration into the

rational psyche. In another way, critics have read

Perelandra as though the central question 1s what happens

to that world, whereas the matter is rezily that the

struggle 1s on for Ransom, and what Ransom stands for we
need hardly bte so crude as to state. Ransom, Lewis saild,

_ 39

wes not a fanciful portrait of himself ,and this, I think,

is perfectly fair; he is rather the strategical map with

which a person engaged 1n hostilities is intimately

{nvolved, if not interchangaable. Lewls is asking himself

whether the good, In its dreadfulness, is truly distinct

from what looks llke cosmic insanity, as summed up 1n the

'"harrage' and the conduct of the war. Ransom goes to

Paradise as much to be reconciled to 1t as to save 1t.

The secreen blurs over until consciousness firnally returns.
The water gleamed, the sky burned with gold,
but 2ll was rich and dim, and his eyes fed
upon 1t undazzled and unaching. The very
names of green and gzold, which he used
perforce in desecribing the scene, are %00
harsh for the tendermess, the muted
iridescence, of that warm, maternal,

delicately gorgeous world. Tt was mild
to look upon as evening, warm llike summer

38
p. 4.

79
Of Qther Worlds, p.78.




154
noon, gentle and winning like esrly
dawn. It was altogether pleasurabvle.

He sighed. (40).

To get back to Paradise, 1 suppose, reanires a sort
of rebirth., Human Iife on Venus, 1t ls sugpested, comes
more fully-formed out of the sea than on Earth 1, and
here the ocean 1s seen as what 1t 1s in reality, an
amniotic fluid of kinds. Along with the 'maternal' cue,
this helps to explain why the impression of any specific
time is levelled.

Despite the perfect, objective comfort, Rensom
discovers 'something in Ferelandra that might overload a
hunan brain.'42 By humsn standards, indeed, Perelandrs
is overwhelnring. The waves beneath the floating islands
describe themselves a&s enormous ripples of earth coming
towards you43; as has already been noted, it is an
anbiguous sort of FEden. Its pleasurcs range from the
merely rapturous to the all-but unbearadble, such ag the
scent of‘the"bubble—tree44. The planet is an ontolog~
ically feminine world. Remarking on the albedo from the
inside, Lewls comments that-’The queen of these seas
views herself continually In a celestial mirror'45; in
the distant thunder we hear what can only be Jaughter-

46
loving Avhrodite , and we know by the constant

40
Pe 30,

41
p. 22,
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- invocations of fecundity, by the representation of the
world in the Green Lady, that the genius of the vlace
enjoys her full astrological endowment.

It seems to follow that the sort of brain likely to
be overwhelmed by thils excess will be a masculine brain
rather than & human brain in general, since the nature of
the planet is so0 predominantly feminine. Here there will
be ne songs round the camp~fire, no hnakre-huntsi and
despite the generosity of Lewis's tone in desceribing the
effect of the albedo, the idea of gazing at oneself at
all is later charged with corrupiion, as the Unman teaches
Tinidril vanityAT.

Even the wild plecasures of the scenery are relative.

Onece Ransom has caught sight of Tinidril, the bubble-trees
are not so attractive.

The solitude, which up %111 now had been
scarcely paeinful, had become a horror.
Any returm to it was a possibility he
dared not face. The drugging and
entrancing beauty had venished from his
surroundings: take that one human form
away and all the rest of this world was
now pure nightmare, s horrible ¢ell or
trap in which he was imprisoned. (48)

This, though psycholegically right, is violent
lenguage to use of Eden, and brings us once again upon the
central idea of the book. Though there must be objective

conditions 1in Eden before it can be Paradise, it can

only become Paradlse when it is accepted as such. Tinidrill

herself is upset when she discovers {(or, in fact, is shown

by Ransom) that she can, to some extent, share Ransom's

view of isolation upon the planet . Ransom is s0 uneasy

47
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here that Weston's arrival is really an objectification
of what Ransom has already brought te Ferelandra.
Ransom, in hig nakedness, is visldbly divided, since the
sun has tanned him down one side on his journeyso.

Ransom's difficulties are focussed by the Un-man into
formél debate., His maln 1rritation, as when the devil

talks of the felix culva, is the enemy's trick of

avproaching the truth, perticularly about Ransom himself,
very closelySl. The devll shows up Ransom's imperfections
and makes us conscious of klnds of good that Ransom has
not attained. Nothing in the context encourages us to
think that the devil 1s anything but wrong-~he shows us
constantly that he is genuinely evil-~but his demiuvrgic
speeches are,nonetheless, powerful. There is, ultimately,
8 connection between the two; when the eldlla survey
Ransom after his ordeal, they take note of his fallenness
as well as his triumph. If they were like him, their
lights would go outsg. Ransom's function as an antibody,

a fallen man against a demon, finds & close analogue in

the role of Merlin in That Hideous Strength, where Ransom

points out to Merlin that vart of the exercise is thet he
shall be saved as well as ecivilisation defendedSB.
.It is from this that Lewls develops the most startliing
position in Perelandra. Ransom messures up to the nlace
by meintaining obedience against the devil's advocacy of

dynamic evolutlonary steps. In contemporary mythology,

5Q
Pa 490
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the devil would be tamed by our acceptance of him, =2nd
indeed at one point, as we have seen, Ransom falterssﬁ.
Ferelandra, implicitly, is a condemnation of the idea
that absorptlon of the Shadow is the road to develﬁpment.

But Ransom, as the Lady does not, sees the devil as
a dévil. e are shown on . a number of ocecaslions that the
Un-man 18 meaninglessnees L1tself, and when Ransom confronts
it in physical battle he knows that 1t is 'living Death,
the eternal Surd in the universal mathematic‘BB, and
hence the source of his lack of complete harmony with
Perclandra, as well as the source of Lewis's panic over
the awfulness of the good., Ransom, in seeing this, is
filled wlth Jloy.
The Joy came fipmfinding at last whet hatred
was made for. As a boy with an axe rejolces
on finding a tree, or a boy with a box of
coloured chalks rejolces on finding a pile
of perfectly white paper, so he rejoiced in
the perfect congruity between his emotion
and its objlect. (56
Such & hatred, we are told, could only be accommodated”
on a world like Perelandra, only Justified withln perfect~
iton. Ransom is 1dentifying truly what it is that he hates.
The ensuing combat, victory, and night journey are more
than a symbolic solution wlth archetypal overtoncs. Hers,
rather, the analysis begins, with a spiritual agony in
Ransom which 1f muted is real., It 1s prefigured by the

demon's gquotation to him before the battle, 'Tloi, eloi,

lams ssbachthani' , a shaky tender on Lewis's part,but

given more force by the reminder that the devil was there

54 p- 110‘
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on the occasion and 1s speaking from memory.

After the battle, the ruined Weston approaches Ransom

and presents again the vislien of futilidty and madness,
the same vislon 1n the nightmarish introduction and the
private behaviour of the devil throughout:
‘T xnow that's what you believe,' said Weston,
'"put you're wrong., It's only s small parcsl
of civillised people who think that. Humanity
as a whole knows better. It knows--Homer
knew~-that all the dead have sunk down into
the inner darkness: under the rind. All
witless, all twittering, gibbering,
decaying. Bogeymen,' (58)
The surroundings, of course, make this effective.
The rind 1s the fruit-laden planet itself, apparently
perfect. Weston fears what he will find beneath:
59
'darkmess, heat, horror, and stink.' It is the sense
of betrayal and exclusion here which Ransom takes with
him 'under the rind.' He is followed by Weston's
despairing talk some way under the Holy Mountain (of the
existence of which he is as yet ignorant) and it affects
him sufficiently for him go pray that the first light
' 0
he sees 1is not a delusion . ihen he comes to a cave
f11led with subterranean fire, he seems to 'see that he
had been living all his life in a worldsof illusion. The
1
ghosts, the damned ghosts, were right.! The fires are
reminiscent of creativity, dwarf forges, and the like.

Ransom hag descended to £find out the nature of the

58
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unconsclious, but he 1s not caught up in & transformation
nyth at Lewis's whim. He has, rather,-qualified for the
experlence by struggling agalnst the temptation to it.
Resisting temptation, Lewls was glvento saying, is the
only way of getiing to know about the darker urgesGE.
Ransom discovers whst is, after all, beneath
Perelandra. It is his (agd Lewls's) 0ld nightmare of the
nursery, the glant insect 3, the fear of which had been
prefigured in his imaginings of the Sorns of Mars54.
(It is also, we learn in Dawn Treader, the béte-noire
of the saintly Luoyés.) It 1s the Terrible Mother--

except that it is not very terrible at all, pariicularly
in Jjuxtaposition with the Un-man who shgws up aleng with

it. Ransom gets angry once againi

Do you think I'm going to stand this?'
he velled. 'Get out of my brain. It isn't
yours, I tell youl get out of 1t.' As he
shouted he hag picked up a big, Jagged stone
from beside the stream., (66}

And what he does with the big, Jagged stone is ico
remove Weston's face, a means of dispatech which is telling
in 1tself. After this we hear no more of madness in
Terelandra. It dies with the body of the Un-man,and the
great insect passes 1n peace, Tt almost amuses Ransom.

He fears no more what Lewls later described as, 'in the
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hive and the ant-uill... the two things that some of us

most dread for our own species--the dominance of the
female and the dominance of the collective.'67

Lewis's mother, 1% happens, had glven him & book in
whigh there was a picture of a beetle threatening a little
boy 8. It had pincers attached td tﬁe plate which couid
be worked from behind, and Lewls remembered thenm.

Tn Lewls's other undergrouad novel (so to speak) there

are schoes of Perelandra's heurotic aspects. The Silver
Chair is an enchanted obJect by which a sorceress binds
a lost prince of Narnia after poisoning his mother. Whan
the Narnians free him, andhe kills the witch, the entire
underworld in which the heroes find themselves stirs up,
and the miserable 1ittle gnomes who 1live there run wild
with happlness. They are naturally good-humoured
denizens of even lower depths, and these they go back to.

Ransom, after killing the Unman, meets other strange
forms, but he is not afraid of them. Anything in the
unconsclious which seems bad probably is bad, being {(on
this reading) an external and malign influence. The
infesting devils are real devils, but the thing 1tself
1s iunnocent.

Outside the mountain he meets Marg and Venus, ang

69
greets Tor and Tinldril as his parents . The great

celebration of cosmic order begins, unbalancing as it

does so the +trilegy, so that the last part, when it comes, é
67 P
Surprised by Joy, p.l3.
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flzzles out rather., Design, of course, could hardly be
expected to walt on Lewis's pressing psychic neecds. And,
since every story should have a happy ending, we lcarn that
Perelandra is not to be a metriarchy.

I have clalmed, implicitly, that there igs a double

ergunent in Perelandra, perhaps a public and a private one.

It 1s because the public one, in which the desire for good
is taken for granted, rather falls apart that I have
noted the privaté one, which at least goes some of the way

to explaining why Ferelandra is not even on the face of it

confined to practical theological enguiry. As FParadise :f
Lost retold it voices far too much anxiety, particulerly |
where this would not at all be expected, to be plausible.

To counter one possible objection, I know very well

that the Lewis enthusiast might dircet me towards
T0
The FPersonal Heregy , in whlch Lowis declared his

opposition to the peoint of view that literasture is about

the state of mind of its creators. But this attitude,

needless to say, cannot operate in its full rigour when
an guthor explicitly stqtes his intention to deal with a
peychological probleﬁ ('...suppose you struggle through
to the good and find that it also is dresdful?').
Although thls does not mean, necessarily, that the stated

intention will be followed up, I believe, obviously, thzat

e
-3

this is in fact what happens in Ferelandra, and that thils

can be shown to be the case., And although ILewis immedlately
steps back from posing his question in that very absolute

way once he has put 1t, we have seen that in one form or

70
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gnotvher it contlinues to haunt Rensom. #Where one would

come under the censure of The Fersonal Heresy would be in

arguing that Lewis's conclusions about living, as made
in Perelandra, are Invalld because he at least seems
to be in some eonsiderable need to make them; and that

position I would not defend for a moment. ,
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VII SAVED BY JOY

Seven long yeare I served for thee, P
The glassy hill I clamb for thee, o
The bluldy shirt I wrang for thee,

And wilt thou not wauken and turan to me?

"The Consolation of the Happy Ending,' says Tolkien,

before he quotes from The Black Bull of Norroway, '...is

a sudden and miraculous grace: never to be counted on to

‘recur. It does not deny the existence of dyscatastrovhe,

of sorrow end fallure: the possibllity of these is
necessary to the joy of deliverance: it denies (in the

face of much evidence, if you will) universal final defeat

and in so far is evangelium, giving a fleeting glimpse of .ﬁ;
Joy, Joy beyond the walls of the world, poignant as grief.'l :
Je have seen before what Lewls made of these
experiences of 'Joy', and the ways in which he thinks they
can trensform a narrative. ‘'Joy beyond the walls of the
world', to a mind like Lewis's, would be either a romantic
exaggeration or not; essentially a lile, or the very.truth.
Lewls, we noticed, was interested in the idea that the
possibility of there being such a truth was the same as that
truth necessarily existing, and I argued before that the
main drive behind Lewls's fictional practice was the
embodying of that 1ldea. Since I'm unable to demonstrate
that Anselm, from whom this attitude is derived, was
right, T shall confine myself here to examinlng passages
in which the attitude 1g preseht and seemns most exactly
realised.
Such a passage must, at the least, alter very greatly
our way of looking at, and feelling about thiﬁgs. This
effect may not last for wvery long, but 1t must be sensed;
1

'On Fairy-Stories', Tree and Leaf (Unwin Books, 1964)
p. 60.
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otherwise 1t will be difficult ﬁo gee gny polnt 1n the
paessage at all, except that Lewis has gambled and lost.
He does make attempts from time to time from which, if
there 1s no success, nothing can be salvaged. What he is:
alming at is, as I sald above, the sensible rendering of
Chriétién ontology; not just to meke real the convictibn
thet Christianity is true, but that in being true it is
lmmensely happier than we can ordinarily arpreciate.

Lewlis was probably driven %o the creatlon of such
experiences by extreme feelings that he himself had had,
These could be prompted by varlous encounfers, but in =a
well-known passage he makes a firm connectlon between

reading and a barely~justified, intense emotion.

What T had read was the words Biegfried and
the Twilight of the Gods... Pure 'Northernness'
engulfed me... I knew that T hadinet this
before, long, long ago (it hardly scems

longer now) in Tegner's Drapa... And with that .
plunge back inte my own past there arose at
once, almost like heartbreak, the memory of
Joy itself, the knowledge that T had once had
what T had now lacked for years, that I was
returning at last from exilc and desert lands
to my own cocuntry; and the distance of the
Tw#ilight of the Gods and the distance of my
own past Joy, both unattainable, flowed
together Into a single, unendurabls sense

of desire and loss... 2

A number of features appear in lewls's descripiion of
this experience, but these, I think, are'the most important.
{1) The barest of images, i1f the stimulus can even be called

an image, arouses o sense of its profound, if indefinable,

personal significance. (2) Lewis's sense of time is
re-shaped in his lmmediate reaction to the image. (%) The
experience, though charismatic, is not simply pleasant; we

are faced with the difficult, if not dangerous idea that

2
Surprised by Joy, p.62.
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in 1ts lnteusity, an attractive intensity, it includes
pain. This recalls at once Tolklen's understanding of a
Joy 'volgnant as grief!',

411 of these factors will be present in a passage of
which we can say intelligibly that 1t has an ontological
import, The first is important in that it allowé a\ |
response to bear.an imprecise relationship with the actual
yords encountered, while insisting on some kind of
relationéhip. This, while flying in the face of any
generally accepted model of communication, preserves the
independence, and indeed the dominance, of the matter
chosen.

The second is important in that it makes the thira,
which.is obviously the meat, seem somethling other than the
result of neuracsthenia. The intense experiences throw
the normal sense of a life's progression out of Xkilter,
and the life i1tself becomes an archipelago, the connecting
masses being submerged. Attention ie necessarily concen-
trated on the pesks. If this seems fanciful or pedantic,
it is éven more difficult to explain the occasion on which
Lewis, within a moment of watery lyricism, ssks 1f we can
remenber g celebration in Narnias.- Such an extravagance
is obviously connected with the foregoing idea, though
in what way and what elther actually means is rather hard
to say. It is not, of course, any silller or more
complicated than the eveuts at the beginning of Burnt
Nortoxn, which are recorded in the memory although they did

not take place. 'Memory' in elther instancé, I suppose,

The Iion, the Witeh and the Wardrobe, p. 164
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is & poetic term for the perception of events ln the
unconscious, which as the uncounscious is no great regarder

of time.

A further feature is the association of 'Joy' with

eschatology, an ascoclatlon more conseious in Telkien than

in Lewls as he reminisces, but one which, 2s we saw before,  §
Lewis consistently makes. One guesses (one can only
guess) that the resl trigger-word in the example above
wzs Twilight, particularly when applied to Gods. Lewls
went through iife demonstrating that things weren't
important~~things like empires, civilisstions, galaxies,
and so on--and it's natural that we should eventually be

brought up against the things that do execite him and

arouse his interest, in this case the sliding down of all

creatlion, and the doomed gods, into chaos. Without beling
derisory, there are endless opportunities, as Lewls was
gware, for a staggering panache in situations like these:
"Would you aﬁd I not take the Viking way: "The Gilants

and Trolls win. Let us die on the right side, with

Fs.ther Odin."'4 This to prove to himself, rather than
the inattentive, indeed Ffictlonal, Malcolm, that Heaven
is no Xkxlckback, but partly, I think, invoked so that the
panache may be displayed.

Another reason why Lewls leaps at mythological
invitations 1s their habit, which he readily and happlly
conceded, of filling a gap. Dpisodes like 0din's
erucifixion are generally assimilated into an impoverished
Christian mythology under the licenpe of progressive T

revelation; but Lewis (sometimes) treats them more like

i

Prayer: ILetters to Malcolm, p. 120, 32




an augmentative revelation, for he does not cast them
away after suckling out thelr contents, as the irilogy shows.
There is a further atiraction in eschatelogy, in that

1t greatly clarifies things. Ransom, as we saw,

discovers in extremls what hatred is for, and rejoicesg in
his dlscovery as a boy with crayons rejolces when he dis-

covers a sheet of blank paper. The signe of the Last

Things, as in That Hideous Strength and The Last Battle,
are unbellef, false beliel and the loss of any i1dea of
right and wrong; and these not confined to individuals,

but actually tearing or threatening to tear throughout

socieﬁy. There 1s nothing in developments such as this
which resembles the mid-1ife crisis, a state generally in
operation between the ages of sixteen and sixty-five; it
is emphatically not a time to find out what is fittest
for renunciation, as the most thoroughly believed-in, A
climate comes into being In which masquerading, at first,
is immensely profitable; but that very bubble incurs a
reaction in which nothing can any longer be masked.

Wither, fitdingly, is eaten by a bear: appropriate begause

he has developed incoherence as s technique for mastering
other people, and Iewls makes sure that we have

previously been treated to a deseription of Mr. Bultitude's E

primal, chaotlc consciousness before his florescent ;ﬁ
5

explanation of Wither's fate . Equally fitting is

Miss Hardcastle's encounter with the tiger, or the sweeping

away of Dick Devine among, and as, rubble. In Frost's
immolation, however, the nature of things is seen with

finer distirction, since Frost has lived, mere than others,

g 1ife of the mind.

That Hideous Strength, p. 229,
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He became able to know (and simultaneously
refused the knowledge)} that he had been wrong
from the beginning, that souls and personsl =
responsibility exisred. He halfsaw : he wholly hated. The
physical torture of the burning was hardly
fiercer than his hatred of that, With one
supreme effort he flunghimself back into

his 11lusion. In that attitude eternity
overtook him as sunrise in old tales over-
takes trolls and turns them inte unchengeable
stone., (6)

We learn that it 1s not the state of Frost's knowledge,

but the state of his soul, that damns him. The precise
nature of his infidelity 1s only a sign of the hatred at
His core, which now stands revealed., A contrasting
revelstion occurs when the Calormene Fmeth, who believes
vassionately in the Great God Tash, 1s brought face %o
face with Aslan, whom he has always held to be a devil.
No pardon is glven for this: Fueth's 1ife has been spotless
(his name is 'truth' in Hébrew, which is curious in =&
character of such obvious Hamitic inspiration) and Aslan
tells him what his craving for the God Tash really means,
""Beloved, said the Glorious One, unless thy desire had
been for me thou wouldst not have sought so long and so
truly. For zll find what they truly seek."'

In what might be called eschatological gear, the rules
remain the same, even if direction seems lost and every-
thing is breaking up. The mode, however, is desligned to
show what the rules are for, and that can generate powerful
emotions, The capacity to do this grows in Lewls, which
may be a submerged argument for the strength of his

positionss but at any rate, you have before Perelandra

alarmed visions of Hell and the Devil, and thereafter

&)
That Hideous Strength (Bodley Head, 1945) p. 445, The
corresponding scene in the Pan edition (p.232) is abridged.

The last Battle, p. 149.
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inecreasingly frequent glimpses of God. These come
principally in Narnla, an insipld, suddenly blooming
landscape, and Lewls's shabby erown.

It would, of course, be fanciful to suggest that the
very shabbiness of Narnie is almost a technigue. This
sort of conclusion runs agalinst our instincts. But there
ig, in Tolkien as well as lewls, & certain voulu
negligence which they would have defended., Tolkien, in
fact, explains it in this way! _

If a story says 'he climbed a hill and saw
a river in the valley below,' the
illustrator may catch, or nearly catch, his
own vislion of suech a scenej; but every hearer
of the words will have his own plcture, and
it will be made out of all the hills and
rivers and dales he has ever seen, but
especially out of The Hil1ll, The RHiver,
The Vallcy which were for him the first
embodiment of the word. (8)
'"MHe c¢limbed & hill and saw & river in the valley below",
'says Burton Raffel, 'does not, I suggest, evoke any kind
9
of scene at all.' This reaction, if ill-considered,
conjures up by its very virulence the extremeness of
Tolkien's position, prompted in Tolkien's own case by a
narrative ability which is principally structural, ard
underwritten in Lewis's case by 2 belief in the inherent
properties of given types of narrative.
' Now it's true that Lewis does not simply fall into
Tolkien's vice; Manlove points out, to the contrary, that
Lewis makes us 'aware of 2 mind inspecting date and
10

relaying and checking its responses.’ As good an

example as any is Ransom's note of the demonic fingers

8 Tree and Leaf, p. 67.

‘The Tord of the Rings as literature', in Neil D, Isaacs
anda Rose A, Zimbardo (eds.), Tolkien and the Critics,
(University of Notre Dame Press, lndiana, 19868) p. 226.

0
Modern Fantasy, p. 118.
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e :
working at the buckles of Weston's pack, with the thought

that Weston must have bought it at the same London shop
11
where Ransom bought his {(a device rather spoilled by a

piece of editorialising which points out that distancing

is in progress); this, in itself, is enough to show us

" that Lewls's procedures differ from Tolkien's pale watérn
colours., But at the same time the primal, nalve approach
is not at all foreign to Lewls, and occasionally it seems
like a natural state to which he desires only to return.

Such is the suggestion of the 'Great DanCe'lg, or of the

1ittle time-bomb in Dawn Treader, when Lucy reads a

beautiful story in a magic book and can nelther remember
it nor turn back the pages to read it again:

'Tet's see... 1t was about... about... oh
dear, it's all fading away again. And even
this last page 1s going blank. This is a
very queer book, How can I have forgotten?
It was about 2 cup and & sword and a tree and
a green hill, I know that much. But I can't
remember and what shall T do?' (13)

('I will tell it to you for years and years,' says Aslan
later.) Tais isn't a perfect example, since 1t contains

hints of the Passion story which don't become more than

unascertainable hints, but the selection of basic implements
which 11 makes to represent iis character, and the value
which Tewls lays upon It, shows that Lewis 1s swinging his
welght behind a Qarticu&ar narrative mode. This will

stand even if, as is obvious, this iz not Lewls's only mode

11

Perelandra, p. 124.
12

Perelandra,pp. 198-202.
13

pe. 135.
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nor the one in which he 1s mosf consistently and steadily
goodt 1t indicates rather a taking of sides and an ideal
preference. In another sense, of course, 1t is not =a
_narrative fashion in the context of competing styles,
since it exists only to reflect the view that this world
is a coﬁy 6f the real one, and that means that in the |
hands of Léwis and Tolkien, basic lexical elementec are
stressed agaln and again; what we are given is the noun
almost as outline, rather than the play of light upon it,
a MBbius band of your hundred favourite words (or
reactions), because by and large the simplicity isn't
there to do anything but be consoling. In Tolkien,
therefore, you get a thousand pages of trees, battles, and
prophetic utterances, with the occasional distraction of
something peculiar walking or flylng =about. You might
well argue that this hardly sounds like an ideal world,
but such a complaint would be misconstrued. Its ideal-
ness lies nect in any lack of conflict, but in the degree
of resolution {in both senses) which it can bring to
conflict. Not only will you be in little doubt as to who
your enemy is, but the author is firmly on your side and
will provide you with a battle~axe with which to split
your enemy's head open.

The problem is not that this is the general approach,
but that within this approach there are strands of genuine
stimulation and genulne attempts to handle difficulties,
There is. an effect, an uncontrolled effect, of dlvergent

tone when we are told that the Dawn Treader was "shining

like a great bright insect and crawling slowly north-

westward with her oars', and, a moment later, that 'The




172
1ittle white town of Narrowhaveﬁ on Doorn was easlly
seen'lA. Even when we notice that the description of the
ship leans on the easier words of the high style
{particularly 'great', which means nothing more than
"be impressed’) the effect is not dispelled, since we
feel that we have for a moment seen the ship, dut ﬁot
the town.

The use of a certaln style as an idea-repellent is
probably connected with a love of parallelismg of which
we saw so many in Chapter 3. Bul the negative effects of
this and other repetitious devices don't exelude the
posgibility of something worthwhile happening; and 1%
should be noted especially that many, and the best, of the
worthwhile things don't arise from more conscious literary

attempts, such as the description of the Dawn Treader.

The following example, by contrasi, is readily developed
from the writing habits whioh T've Just been berating:
'Aslan,' said Iumey, 'you're bigger.'
"That 1s because you are older, little one,’
answered he.
'Not because you are?'
'T am not. But every year you grow, you
will £ind me bigger.' (15)

A student of deviations from the norms of prose might
say that this isn't so simple, with its 'answered he';
but this is mannered rather than complex (and a mistake).
What we have here 1s a communicable human experience in
the correlative of the simplest words availadble, with a
fresh quality that exhibits a talent to remind. The
simpleness is indeed deceptive: there are two propositions
here, and the second is a subtle and delightful promise.

14 .
Dawn Treader, p.39.

15
Prince Caspian, p. 124.
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There are other examples-of Lewis's using a terse
nominal reglster, rather than being used by it, as in his

Deposlition:

«.o8t111l they could see the shape of the
Lion lying dead 1in his bonds. And down they
both knelt in the wet grass and kissed his
cold face and stroked his beautiful fur---
what was left of 1t--and cried till they
could cry no more. And then they looked at
each other and held each other's hands for
mere loneliness and cried again; and then
again were silenlt. . .-

«s.And it was all more lonely and hopeless
and horrid than I know how to describe. (16)

The economies observable here are no omission:

adjectival distribution 1s both spare and full, each showing .
us what we need to know (about the distraction in kneeling |

in wet grass, the telling contrast between pold and-

beautiful) and with none doubled, there is no suspicion of

Lewis's Juxuriating irn the grief, With §0me sensitivity,

two reasons are proposed for the grief--not the death only,

but & loneliness which can operate between remalning

companions. Horrid may be an enervating intensitive, dbut

it is less so after lonely and hopeless. Olusters like

this certainly develop; Lewls's sparseness ls far from

absolute, but such complexity as is present is very much

the result of pushing very simple elements teo their limits.
A passage worked in this way can mesh, we find, with

others in which there is a more marked degree of patterning,

and even a wider repertoire of terms, as one which follows

after the death of Aslan, when the children walk up and

down for the cold until the dawn comes up.. Then they hear -

the crack of the Stone Table on which Aslan was killed, and:

they see him behind them. '

16
The Iion, the Witch and the Wardrobe, pp. l42-3.
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&4 mad chase began. Round and round the
hill-top he led them, now hopelessly out of
thelr reach, now letiting them almest catch
his taill, now diving between them, now
tossing them in the air with his huge and
begutifully velveted paws and catching them
agalin, and now stopping unexpectedly so that
all three of them rolled cver together in
a happy laughing heap of fur and arms and
legs. It was such a romp as no one has ever
had except in Nasrnia; and whether 1t was
more like playing with & thunderstorm or
playing with a kitten Imcy could never make
up her mind., {17)
Here, a comparatively unexpected word llke velvetad
receives 1ts full welght. The patterning, too, seems more
than fortunately apposite, a handy opportunity for habitual
rhythms, Obviously, 1t has the foregoing passage to work
agalnst, But it's noticeable too that this style which
turng 1t on itself rather, in which the rhythme are
clinkered, and in which tendrils are not thrown out to
catech extraneous ideas, often reflects dimenslons of ldeas
which were there from the flrst, doing so surprisingly
and with perfect simplicity.

We may suspect, for instance, that the game though a
natural expression of Joy, stresses the complete
physicallty of the Resurrectlon, something on which Lewls
concentrates in Miracles, and I think there's something
more in the momentary indistinctness of the characters than
the inevitable result of thelr all falling down together
in a Jjumble,

Writing for adults does not necessarily draw Lewls out
of his self-imposed restrictions. In this passage he is
describing the death of his wlfe, finishing an account of
the miserles of bereavement and the resuliing attack on
his orthodoxy.

17
The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe, pp. 148-9.
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How wicked it would be, if we could, to
call the dead back! She sald not to me but
to the chaplain, 'I am at peace with God.'
She smiled, but nmot at me. Pol si tornd
all' eterns fontana. (18)

A movement like this is not uncommon in Ilewls-~-a moral

stance, followed by something conerete, followed in turn

by something with direct theological bearing. There needs,

it must be admitted, considerable sophistication to

choose so immaculately a line from the Paradiso on which

to finish; at this ﬁoint Beatrice leaves Dante, who is

himself now ready for the final vision. Simply to consider

the line ag a transition from one language to snother is

to realise in part why the passage 1s so effective., Was

there ever a description of a death so gentle, heart-

rending and indeed generous as there 1s in this translation

from one state of language to another? One could go deeply

into the implications of such an ending. A Grisf Observed

spends some time, not unnaturally, on Lewis's own 1life and

work, and assesses them sometimes harshly; yet without

the faintest tint of egolsm, the quotation affirms once

more lewis's sense of his own worth.

Noticing effects 1like this may leave us with & more

exact 1dea of Lewlis's procedure. If he is not dealing with

what 1s an unambhiguously alien sight, he depicts very

simply. But with a word, a phrase, an idea, or, as here,

a gquotation, hé can glazet! and thils utterly transforms the
nature of what he has already lald down. Strangely, too,
for a critic who barred the accldents of an author's 1life
from any place in reading his books, knowléhge of Lewis's

own circumstances can be one of the most transformative

18

A Grief Observed, p.60.
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glazes that we encounter. 7You have %0 be rlgorous indeed

not to read The Maglcian's Nephew as a book in which

ILewis's mother recovers from, instead of dying of, an

1llness in Lewis's childhood. If such a question had been
addréssed to Lewls, he would, I believe, elther have
ignored 1t or replied fh#t the acid test of the book sﬁould
be the effect 1t has on someone who knows nothing about

the author. Yet such an attitude, and I think it's a

falr representation of Lewis's, goes only part of the way
to explaining the sting of Narnla when Narnia is working.

There is in Narnia, after all, an element of reproach,

and the series 1n some ways 1Is a very sophisticated
development of lewis's early atheistic poems, in which
God is told off very sternly for not existing. Russell
Jeuntily prepares to ask God why He dld not make Himself
more evident, in the tone of one suggesting himself for
the post of public relations consultant; Lewls is looking
for a letter of apology. Thils is, certainly, only one

of his motives, but it is the main reason why Narnia often
hurts.

In The Magician's Nephew Digory awakens & Witch who

will later kill Aslan, and unintentionally he brings her
into the newly-crested Narnia. His mother is dyling on
FBarth, and 1t 1s for help for this that he approaches
Aslan. 3But he is asked instead if he is prepared to make

up for his fault,

Up till ther he had been looking at the
Iion's great front feet and the huge claws
on them; now, in his despair, he looked up
at 1ts face. What he saw surprised him as
much as anything in his whole 1life. TFor

the tawny face was bent down near hls own and
(wonder of wonders) great shining tears
stcod in the Tion's eyes. They were such
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big, bright tears compared with Digory's

own that for a moment he felt as 1f the

Lion must really be sorrler about his

_ Mother then he was himself. (19)

Despite what I've said, this remaing principally a
statement of belief, and even perhaps a statement of
experience as Lewié felt 1%, It is not a moment of mere
sentiment; I'm impressed rather with the psychological
realism, amid all the queer circumstances and the outlined
misery, which Lewls employs: in making Digory ponder the
nature of the Lion. Nor ig there, at thls point, any
ready solution: Digory must undertake the task of
fetching an apple from a far-off garden, from which a tree
will grow to defend Narnia from its ensemy. Overooming.
temptation, in the form of the witch's claim that the apple
will cure his mother, Dlgory brings the apple to Aslen,
who explains that 1t would have worked, but in such a way
that 1t would have brought mlsery to both Digory and his
mother; and Digory despalirs.

But now Aslan was speaking again, almost
in a whilsper:

'That 1s what would have happened, child,
with a2 stolen apple., It is not what will
happen now. What I give you now will bring
Joy. It will not, in your world, gilve
ehdless l1life, but it will heal. Go. Pluck
her an apple from the Tree.' (20)

This is a perfect example of the 'turn', the

eucatastrophe. I've argued already that it operates most

successfully in a world of high, or indeed selective,
resolution. If you like, you get a different picture when
you put a filter over the lems, But Tolkien's defence of

19
pp - 131—'2 a

20
. 163.
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this procedure is only allowable when the threatened
catastrophe is confined to the characters; as a rewriting
of one's own history it 1s mere fanecy, a purblingd,
obdurate evasion of the facts~-unlesgs, of course, you
take 1t as an oblique statement of the facts, as & form
of iroﬁy. The Joy 1s polignant as grief because it is
grief. The solutions hurt because they represent =
Justice in nature which we can never stumble upon.

If we had.to leave it at that, we should still have
before us something worth lookiﬁg at; for it would never-
theless increase the sensibllitles and huwman understanding.
But Lewis, in fact, was by this time moving towards his

most notable statement of the euncatastrophe, one in which

he has at last shaken off the vulnerability of using

personal material, and in which he rips open, 2s he put it
21

elsewhere, 'the inconsoclable secret' .

The heroes of The Last Battle are pinned down by the

Calormenes arocund a sféble, in which, supposedly, lurks
the Great God Tash, and one by one they are pltched in asg
sacrifices to him. Contrary to their expectations, they
Iind themselves under the open sky, and the present king
of Narnia, so to speak, meets his predecessors, all in
regal attire: '...then, for the firsti time, Tirian looked
about him endrealised how very queer this adventure was.'
There is marvellous fruit. The stable door stands on
its own. The company can walk round it, and through a crack
they see a c¢olony of treacherous dwarves, trapped by their
own inability to see: they cannot even be hélped-by Aslan,”
who now appears. : .

21
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He went to the Door and they all followed
him, He raised his head and roared 'Now it
is time!' then louder 'Time!'; then so loud
that 1t could have shaken the stars, 'TIME®.
The Door flew open. (22)

Lewis realises Time as a gliant who rises up in the darkness,
The starg fall down, an opportunity which Lewls takes up:

"Perhaps 1t is a cloud,' thought Edmund, At
any rate, there were no stars there: Just

blackness., PBut all arocund, the downpour of
gtars went on. And then the starless patch
began to grow, spreading farther and farther
out from the centre of the sky. And:- presently a .
quarter of the whole sky was black, and theun a

half, and at last the rain of shooting stars .
was going on only low down near the horizon,(23)

This sort of detall is used cleverly: 1t signals that

something is Going On, and it's dwelt on for long enough

to strain the patience pleasantly. The suggestions are,
by this point, Intelligible; all the reader is concerned

with is whether Lewls 1s really about to do what he seems

to be about fto do, and what he is presented with is the
lovely fireworks of stars fizzling out on the grass,
causing low~level floodlighting on tree and bush against
the blackness,

Out of the lower darkness ' comes a stream of creatures, é
rushing to the stable door, They are compelled to look |
into Aslan's face: some carry on through the Door, while

others swerve away into his shadow. 'There were,' ILewls

says, tolerant for once, 'some very queer specimens among
them.' The company meet people thought to be dead, while
giant beasts treat Narnia as an object for mastication.

Great waves sweep over the country, and 'A streak of

disastrous dawn spread along the norizon' ag the sun dles,
22 :
P 135 - i

23
Ppe 136~7.
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{Lewis wag a poet, in the end.) Giant Time squeezes the
sun 'as you would squeeze an orange.' The. Door 1s shut by
Peter,-'High King of Narnia.' Aslan leaps ahead of them
all, urging them to follow, in a new dajlight, towards a
country which looks familiar. It looks like Narnia, only

‘richer: 'More like the real thing.'

Iewls's reader, by this point, has probably some
suspicion of what is happening; but readers are unnused to
this sort of overture from an author, and may well
suppress their exbectations. Lewls, however, has orly
one goal in mind, and goes manfully for it, while
conviction grows in his reader that lLewis is golng to have
a crack at the incommunicable. ILewis's bridges are burnt
by now, and the story has only one possible conclusion.

S50 that when more old characters are met, and the heroces

are in Lewis's own toy garden, which encompasses everything

that anyone ever wanted in the world, they meet, as one
expects, Aslan.

At this point, when everyone seems a little uneasy,
Tewls demonstrates the value of a lifetime's apprenticeship

in communication. When the children say that they are

afraid of being sent back, Aslan's reply needs no referents -.
whatsoever, 'Have you not guessed?’

Their hearts leaped and a wild hope rose ;
within them. 3

'The effect of this kind of ideology,' says Mr. Dixon,
24
'*s to resist change.' The charge, of course, 1s untrue, K,

for the very practice is a kind of alchemy.- To look back wﬁ,3£

24
p. 161,
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at some of the ideas whlch have been thrown up here, we
remember that Lewls could make sense of the thought that
what 1s I1maglnable must be true, if the thing ilmagined
contains a beauty or goodness beyond our own resources.

If the thing imagined is not true, sald Lewls, something

better will be. What 1s claimed, then, 15 that the
conclusion of The Iast Battle is a depiction of reality,

or is, to be more precise, and more mindful of other remarks,:;
a medium through which the eternal promise i made. This
is, beyonﬁ doubt, what Lewls wanted t0o doi it has secemed
to me to work like that, and whether or not it contains a
goodness or beauty beyond human resource, it certainly
contains something which is, in a sense, -almost beyond

endurance.

And for us this is the end of all the stories,
and we can most truly say that they all lived
happily ever after., But for them it was only
the beginning of the real story. All their
1ife 1n this world and all their adventures
in Narnia had only been the cover and the
t1itle page: now at lapt they were beginning
Chapter One of the Great Story whieh no one
on earth has read: whlch goes on for ever:

in which every chapter is better than the

one before. (25)

As I say, we are not familiar with practices 1ike this.
The emotion underlying the last page is perhaps drawn from
the thought that someone can exlst principally to express
such a desire, such Sehnsucht; But it is not, in that way,
a dramatic exercise: 'It is the secret signature of each
soul, the incommunicable and unappeasable want, the thing
we desired before we met our wives or made our friends or
chose our work, and which we shall still déﬁire on our

25
p. 165.
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deathbeds,ﬁwhen the mind no longer knows wife or friend
2
or work.' The ontologlecal dimension of such passages

(the passage under discussion 1s, as mentioned before,
about dimension in the'very exact sense ‘that space is one

of 1ts preoccupations) is that Lewis conjures these

desires into reality: he makes them conscious and he

makes them explicit, so that Perelandra (for instance) 1is

an exercise in distinctions. Perelandra makes clear what

it is that is really desired: 1t sets on ome hand
Sehnsucht, the desire for heaven, and on the other
emotional maturity end good social adjustment. It is mnoil,
of course, the latter that the demon offers: he proposes
them in a world of such polarity that they are meaningless,

there beling no compromise between Hcaven and Hell, but

rather a Great Divorce.
Within this perspective, lLewis's Invocations of real
(perhaps even involuntary) desires leave me in a different

realm from that created by general literary experience.

If the ereation of Byrhtnoth, Othello, Adam and Eve, Emma

and Candide 1s artistic, then Lewls's momenits are not,

or not in the same sense. Lewls was perhaps too committed
to his own interests to see any'functional distinction:
Those who seek only vicarious happiness in
thelr reading are unliterary; dbut those who
pretend that 1t can never be an ingredient
in good reading are wrong. (27
However implausibly, Lewis's use of 'vicarious' in the
Experiment is ambiguous: the context of the essay suggests

26
The Problem of Pailn, pp. 134-5.

27
An Experiment in Criticism, p.39.
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something rather more like 'co-inherent', to borrow
Williams' term. We don't, of course, regard the
characters T mention, and all the others, as ciphers: it
is precigely because we become involved with them that we
notice the different effect that Lewls creates. With
Lewls, what concerné us 1s that we become aroused; feeiings
are stirred that we only suspected we had, and we do not
resent the fact that charascters and situations become
peripheral. lewis uées them t0 set us up for a confront-
ation with the ground of his own being, and we do not turn
from that and tell the characters that they are part of a
bad novel.

We are taken up, rather, with a new experience, the
discovery of consonance between ourselves and a man whose
whole idea of living was to long for something perfect
and lncorruptlble, in the passionate hope that he would
some day encounter it. We are content to gather up the
stuff of the novels, for ﬁe exchange 1t soon for pearls

of great price.
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