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More than two  decades a fter  what  

seemed the comple t ion of the process  

of co llect ing and publi shing C.  S .  

Lewis’s  scat tered legacy of shor ter  

wr i t ings,  ye t  another  volume of them 

was pub lished around the 50 th 

anniversary o f his  death –  the day 

which a lso  sa w Lewis’s pos thumous 

eleva tion to  the  s ta tus o f an es tabl i shed  

Bri t i sh master  o f English le t ter s in  

Westminster  Abbey.  This new vo lume  

is  no t  the mere celebra tory reshuff l ing 

of old  mater ia l  f lavoured with the odd  

scrap of newly discovered but  pa infully  

unspec tacular  mater ial  that  some may 

have feared .  I t  i s  a  very rea l ,  

thoroughly enjoyab le and impor tant  

addit ion to  the  canon.  

A quant i ta t ive sta tement o f p rec isely  

ho w much has been added is  perhaps in  

order  s ince the cover  text  is  s l ight ly  

vague and indeed inaccurate  about  this .  

Of a  to ta l  of fi f ty- three  pieces (82,000  

words  exc luding notes  and ed itor ia l  

comments,  i .e .  a  book equall ing the  

size o f Lewis’s  Pere landra ) ,  for ty- two 

are book reviews repr inted from 

journals,  magazines and  newspapers in  

the per iod 1928-1963.  The remaining 

i tems are :  two br ie f obituar ies;  two  

br ie f prefa tory and two long 

introductory pieces to  var ious books;  

three essays  only found in rare  vo lumes 

dating from 1939 and 1963; and two 

essays  ( total l ing 6 ,200  words)  never  

previously publ ished.  Appended to  a  

long p iece on Charles Will iams there i s  

a lso  an unnumbered short  p iece in  

French,  wi th a  t ransla t ion,  previously  

repr inted in a  journal  in 1995 wi th a  

di f ferent  t ranslat ion,  but  now –  l ike  

most  i tems in the book –  almost  

cer tainly new to  the great  major i ty o f  

readers.  Four  o f the book reviews ( less  

than 5 ,000 words)  were previously  

repr inted in the 1982 volume Of This  

and Other Worlds ;  presumably,  the  a im 

in  repr int ing them again has been to  

make al l  the extant  reviews avai lable  in  

one vo lume.  Authors discussed range  

from Lewis’s c loses t  fr iends Bar f ield ,  

Tolkien and  Wil l iams,  and his wife  Joy 

Davidman,  over  fur ther  fr iends l ike  

Dorothy Sayers and Aust in Farrer ,  and  

many col leagues in the f ie ld  o f  l i terary 
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scho larship  includ ing W. P .  Ker  and  

George  Ste iner ,  to  some who seem to  

be approached  wi th a  barely suppressed  

antipathy,  such as Hugh Kingsmill ,  

Logan Pearsa l l  Smi th and Harold  

Bloom.  

In qua li ta t ive terms,  what  i s  new may 

be descr ibed as the uniquely var ied  

picture o f Lewis a t  work as  a  

formidab le man of le t te rs and learning.  

Of course ,  a  s imi lar  p icture emerges  

from many of Lewis’s 4 ,000-page  

Col lected Le tters  as  well  as from the  

two vo lumes o f scholar ly essays  

pub li shed  by Cambr idge  Universi ty  

Press in the late  1960s  (both o f which 

were repr inted along with the present  

new publica t ion in uni form covers) .  

However ,  whi le  the let te rs are  natural ly  

a  mixed bag from which readers  are  ap t  

to  glean or  remember  those elements  

which f i l l  exist ing popular  Lewisian 

categories,  and the ear l ier  Ca mbridge  

books could  too  o ften appear  

forb idding for  the general  reader ,  the  

present  new volume  may s tr ike  a  

successful  ba lance between brevi ty and  

var ie ty on the one hand and  scholar ly  

r igour  on the other  –  successful ,  tha t  

is ,  in  broadening the ci rcle  o f readers  

who real ize wi th del ight  the truth of  

Alas tair  Fowler ’s comment,  ‘Of course  

he was bookish;  hang i t ,  he tutored in  

l i tera ture. ’  

This observat ion i s  no t  jus t  t rue but  

important .  As everyone knows,  when  

Lewis took up a  professorship o f  

Medieval  and  Renaissance l i tera ture  in  

Cambr idge in 1954,  he descr ibed  

himsel f  as a  dinosaur  surviving into  an 

age tha t  wasn’t  rea l ly  his  –  an Old  

Western Man in Modern t imes .  I f  he  

fa i led as a  teacher ,  he said ,  he might  a t  

least  serve as  a  specimen of past  forms 

of l i fe .  Everyone a lso kno ws,  and knew 

at  the t ime,  that  he was cer tainly not  

going to  fa i l  as a  teacher :  he was a  

success.  However ,  Lewis did  no t  

mention speci f ic  ways  in which he  

thought o r  hoped  his  pecul iar  s ta tus  

was working in his  a l together  

successful  academic  career .  Obviously  

this  had to  be ga thered from his work –  

wi th the dinosaur ian metaphor  as a  key.  

And ever  s ince tha t  inaugural  lec ture,  

most  o f those who heard  or  read i t  must  

have fe l t  that  this  sel f -descr ipt ion had  

a  wider  meaning than could  be wel l  

expressed in s tr ic t ly academic terms.  

For  anyone intr igued by Lewis’s se l f -

descr ipt ion i t  would indeed be unwise  

to  seek i t s  meaning in his  academic  

work only.  What this  volume offers is  

an unprecedented chance to  watch this  

eminently ar t iculate  dinosaur  in ful l  

spa te ,  opera t ing in a  f ie ld  where his  

capac ity for  apprec ia t ion and cr i t ic i sm 

is  evoked  by the grea test  var iety o f  

contemporary wr ite rs and wr it ings and  

f inds expression in consis tent ly sharp  

and  pi thy language:  I  mean the field  o f  

book reviewing.  The  Chr ist ian,  the  

moral is t ,  the fantas ist  and the scholar  

are  here rubbing shoulders,  advis ing 

one ano ther  bo th pub lic ly and secre t ly,  

shaking hands and also shaking their  
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heads ,  and of ten keeping their  

collect ive distance f rom the Moderns.  

Precisely because o f the var iety o f  

subjects,  th is  book may serve to  

remove any doubts that  Lewis was ,  as  

he  himsel f  once  dec lared,  a  sing le  

author .  Now that  we have this  vo lume,  

Lewis scho lars may do  best  simply to  

admit  tha t  they have  always been 

miss ing an indispensable book.  

To give just  one example,  in a  1937  

review the phrase dialect ic  o f  desire  

appears in connec tion wi th Wil l iam 

Morr is  (318) .  Apart  f rom two ra ther  

dense  but  clear ly impor tant  

autobiographical  passages in Lewis’s  

pub li shed work,  there was  unt i l  no w 

only one other  passage  where he used  

that  phrase;  and i t  was a  paper  on 

Will iam Morr is  dat ing from the same 

year ,  1937 .  For  anyone comment ing on  

the so -cal led  ‘argument from desire ’ as  

an element o f Lewis’s legacy (who  

never  used the phrase,  which was  

coined long after  his  death by a  cr i t ic) ,  

i t  would no w seem to  be not  just  

in teres t ing but  obligatory to  consider  

what  Morr is  taught  Lewis  on the  

subject .  

Indeed the rea l  point  o f watching the  

ar t iculate  d inosaur  in act ion i s ,  as he  

would himsel f have ins isted,  not  to  see  

him,  but  to  see what  he saw.  Perhaps  

the most  s tr ik ing example –  cer tainly  

the longest  p iece –  i s  not  a  review but  

an 8 ,500-word piece cont r ibuted to  a  

1963 volume of Essays on Malory ,  i . e .  

on the grea t  la te -medieva l  compila t ion  

of Bri t i sh medieva l  legends ca l led Le  

Morte  Darthur ,  f i r s t  pr inted by Caxton 

in 1485 .  After  many centur ies the  

book’s or iginal  manuscr ipt  was  

discovered in 1934,  ed ited by Eugène  

Vinaver ,  and publ ished  in 1947.  The  

interpretat ion o f the di fferences  

between the c lassical  text  and the  

newly found or iginal  was o f course a  

major  subjec t  o f  scholar ly deba te  

among medieva li st s .  Whi le  this  may 

not  exact ly be an appea ling subjec t  for  

the general  reader ,  Lewis a t  once turns  

i t  into  a  feas t  o f  fasc ina ting and  

crys tal -clear  re f lec t ions,  working his  

way towards the conclusion tha t  

Vinaver ’s edi t ion ‘smacks of our  

century as Caxton’s smacked of his ’  

(275) .  The conclusion i s  arres t ing and  

amusing,  devasta t ingly well‑argued,  

and  highly ins truc t ive about  bo th the  

pas t  and the present .  

In i t s  or igina l  context  of 1963,  this  

piece was fo l lo wed by a  long rep ly in  

which a  gra te ful  Vinaver  concedes tha t  

‘a lone among cr i t ics you [ i . e .  Lewis]  

have perceived the s igni f icance o f  

Malory’s  t rea tment o f the supernatural  

and  the  re l igious’ ;  but  then in the  same 

breath Vinaver  be trays  a  crucia l  

misapprehension of prec isely this  point  

in Lewis’s essay.  Adding this  reply to  

the essay in the present  vo lume would  

sure ly have added dep th and colour  to  

the d inosaurian drama;  but  s ince  this  

would have a lso added  another  4 ,700  

words ,  i t  i s  easy to  see why i t  hasn’t  

happened.  



4 

Perhaps the conclus ion from such 

di lemmas should be tha t  here is  a  

useful  direct ion for  fur ther  addi t ions or  

appendices to  the Lewis  canon.  Replies  

to  Lewis,  or  th ings he was  rep lying to ,  

have so far  made some very rare  

appearances in volumes ed ited by 

Walter  Hooper  –  usual ly as  quotat ions  

in foo tnotes and perhaps only once as a  

ful l  paper  (C.  E.  M. Joad’s 1950 reply 

to  Lewis’s speculat ions on ‘Animal  

Pain’) .  One valuab le  and sharp ly 

cr i t ical  response from Owen Bar field  i s  

included in the present  volume.  Such 

things have t i l l  now invar iab ly proved  

worthwhi le .  The ful l  publicat ion of the  

Socra tic  Diges t  in 2012 might  therefore  

be considered the greatest  boon for  

Lewis s tudies s ince  the Collected  

Let ters .  Many more  useful  and  

enjoyab le projects  would be poss ible ,  

such as a  ful l  compila t ion o f the  

eighty-four  extant  le t ters exchanged  

between Lewis and Dorothy Sayers;  a l l  

the pieces making up Lewis’s  

in termi t tent  debate wi th  philosopher  H.  

H.  Pr ice in the years 1944-1953; or ,  

most  urgent ly needed,  a  ful l  

pub licat ion of al l  surviving documents  

rela ted to  his  ‘Grea t  War’  wi th  Owen 

Barf ie ld  in his  las t  few pre -Christ ian 

years.  

In conclusion to  th is  al l  too br ie f  

account o f an embarrassment o f r iches,  

two things should be noted.  Fir s t ,  the  

t i t le  essay “Image and imaginat ion” i s  

long and d i ff icul t .  I t  is  one o f the two  

pieces never  previously  pub lished,  and  

one  sees why i t  wasn’t .  The readab il i ty  

problem here could have been more  

immediately obvious i f  the ed itor ia l  

in troduction to  th is  p iece had preserved  

Lewis’s foo tnote to  the passage quo ted  

(34)  from a le t ter  to  T .  S.  Eliot :  as  

Lewis no ted,  the essay needed to  be  

recast  in ‘a  less technical ly  

phi losophical  form’.  What might  also  

have helped readers today i s  so me 

exp lana tion o f what  he meant  by ‘a  

frontal  a t tack on Crocean aes the t ics’ or  

why he engaged in one.  As i t  i s ,  the  

reader  does well  to  consul t  Lewis’s  

Col lected  Let ters ,  vo l .  3 ,  using the  

index for  ‘Croce’.  In the  end,  Lewis’s  

argument here turns out  to  be perfect ly  

wel l -considered  and to  conta in as many 

good ideas and memorable passages  as  

anything he wro te.  The  t i t le ,  Hooper ’s  

cho ice ,  i s  wel l  chosen as a  pointer  to  

the chief and perhaps unique  

importance o f th is  piece .  What remains  

to  be spelled  out  i s  exact ly how and  

where  this  ear ly piece  fi ts  in to  (and  

perhaps eluc ida tes)  the s tory o f  

Lewis’s defec t ion from Ideal ism in the  

per iod around 1930.  

Secondly,  whi le  Hooper ’s edi tor ial  

work and arrangement of the mater ia l  

in  s ix sect ions  i s  general ly a s exper t  

and  he lpful  as could  be  expec ted  a f ter  

his  ha l f -century o f  dedica t ion to  

Lewis’s  legacy,  the  book does  seem to  

suffer  from at  least  some inadequacy of  

proofreading.  Inexp licably,  the t i t le  o f  

Rougemont’s book i s  changed  from 

Passion and Society into  Poetry and  
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Society (59)  and ‘ the Haggards r ide no  

more’ in to  ‘a re  no more’ (321) ;  ‘ fai led  

to  invent ’  (146)  makes no sense and  i s  

indeed  an incorrect  t rans lat ion o f  

French fa i l l i  inven ti r  (144);  the  

obituary for  Char les Will iams i s  dated  

two months before his  dea th (147) ;  a  

Roman numeral  ‘V’ has,  rather  

confus ingly,  been converted from the  

correc t  1963  or igina l  in to  the incorrect  

Arabic ‘5 ’ (265) ;  and there i s  more.  I f  

none  of these  defects i s  in i t se l f  fatal ,  

the po int  about  dependable correc tness  

is ,  o f course,  tha t  such real  d i f f icult ies  

as occur  must  not  be compounded by 

doubts whether  one i s  wrest l ing wi th  

mere textua l  defec ts.  For  example ,  in  

the t i t le  essay,  d id  Lewis ac tual ly wr i te  

‘ that ,  i f  i t  were  real ’  or ,  as  seems more  

l ike ly,  ‘ that  which,  i f  i t  were real ’  (49,  

l ine  10)?  Or ‘wi th imaginat ion’ rather  

than ‘wi thin imagina tion’ (47 ,  bot tom)?  

However ,  i f  such occasiona l  prob lems 

are a l l  tha t  can be sa id  aga inst  having 

this  wealth o f mater ial  a t  such a  

fr iendly pr ice,  no one should hesi ta te  

to  buy i t  and be gra te ful .  

Arend Smilde  

Utrecht ,  the  Nether lands  


