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A book not  to  be judged by i ts  a trocious cover  -  a  b lack-and-white  Lewis appearing 

as  an  unsett l ing  cross  between Mage and don in  ageing robe and sui t ,  c lumsi ly 

projected  onto  a  k i tschy Technicolor  Aslan on the prowl -  Alan Jacobs’s  The 

Narnian:  The Li fe  and Imaginat ion of  C.S.  Lewis  is  a  thoughtful  and at  t imes acute  

in troduct ion to  i ts  subject .  Jacobs’s  focus is  the  developing imaginative l i fe  of  the 

man who wrote  the Chronicles  of  Narnia .  His  method is ,  in  effect ,  a  book- long 

set t ing  of  the scene,  with  episodes from the Narnia  books cont inuously inser ted  in to  

the biographical- inte l lectual  narrat ive for  commentary.  Jacobs thus offers  no 

systematic  in terpreta t ion of  the Chronicles  themselves;  instead,  h is  book provides a  

s teadi ly th ickening context  in tended to  equip  the reader  to  encounter  them anew.  

This  cumulat ive approach is  natural ly  most  successful  af ter  some momentum has 

been gained.  Thus chapter  s ix ,1 which deals  with the  f irs t  s tage of  Lewis’s  

convers ion,  f rom Absolute  Idealism to  theism, shrewdly connects  h is  famous 

re luctance to  yield  to  the God he thought  of  as  the Great  In terferer  -  as  wel l  as  his  

1930 let ter  to  Arthur  Greeves on discover ing endless  layers  of  ‘self-admirat ion’  

(even for  s topping i t)  -  wi th  Eustace Scrubb’s  ini t ia l  revuls ion at  the  country he 

f inds  himself  in ,  and subsequent  ineffectual  effor ts  a t  r idding himself  of  h is  dragon-

skin  when he does wish  to  become a real  boy again.  I t  is  only Aslan who can tear  

h im deeply enough: as  in  Surpr ised by Joy,  ‘The hardness of  God is  k inder  than the 

sof tness  of  men,  and His  compuls ion is  our  l iberat ion’ .  Chapter  seven demonstrates  

how thorough-going the impact  of  Lewis’s  exchanges with  Tolkien on myth really  

was on his  habi ts  of  thought.  In  Tolkien’s  poem ‘Phi lomythus to  Misomythus’ ,  we 

f ind the la t ter  (Lewis)  cla iming that  a  s tar  is  s imply ‘some matter  in  a  bal l ’ ;  but  the 

former  (Tolkien)  argues  that  the  act  of  naming i tse lf  ar ises  f rom ‘movements  that  

were k in  /  to  l i fe  and death  of  t rees ,  of  beasts ,  of  s tars’ ;  th is  Adamic vis ion is  los t ,  

but  not  wholly,  for  poetry and myth can recal l  us  to ,  say,  s tars  as  ‘ l iv ing s i lver’  

burst ing in to  f lame ‘ l ike f lowers  beneath  an  ancient  song’ .  The casual  rehearsal  of  



th is  argument  years la ter  in  The Voyage of  the  Dawn Treader  when the sceptical  

Eustace is  to ld  by Ramandu the star  that  even in  our  world,  ‘f laming gas’  is  only 

what  a  s tar  is  made of ,  not  what  i t  i s ,  is  sp lendidly te l l ing.  In  chapter  e ight ,  the 

pathet ic  spectacle  of  Uncle  Andrew ( the ‘magician’  of  The Magician’s  Nephew)  

present  a t  the making of  Narnia ,  but  unable  to  hear  the awful  beauty of  Aslan’s  

creat ion-song as  anything but  roar ing,  for  Jacobs encapsulates  a  wide range of  ways 

in  which people  can succeed,  l ike  that  gent leman,  in  making themselves  ‘s tupider  

than [ they] real ly are’  (MN ) .  Lewis  as  educator  insis ted that  ideas  that  current ly  

seem ‘dated’  must  s t i l l  be thoroughly tes ted  for  tru th  before they are  rejected;  to  

neglect  th is  task  is  to  succumb to  the  Screwtapean chimera of  the  His tor ical  Point  of  

View,  where a  doctr ine such as  mater ial ism may be accepted because i t  is  ‘s trong’ ,  

‘s tark’ ,  ‘courageous’  or  ‘ the  phi losophy of  the fu ture’ .  Jacobs re la tes  how such 

abdicat ion of  responsible  reasoning is  for  Lewis an  infernal  propaedeut ic  to  the 

s in is ter  pedagogy exposed in  The Aboli t ion  of  Man .  To Lewis’s  d ismay,  Alec  King 

and Mart in  Ket ley’s  The Control  o f  Language  taught school-chi ldren that  a  s ta tement 

about  value (‘ th is  waterfal l  is  sublime’)  is  actual ly  a  l inguis t ical ly  confused way of  

saying something about  one’s  own feel ings or  subjective preferences;  th is ,  he 

argued,  ir responsibly undermines the idea that  moral  value judgements  can be in  

conformity with  the real  order  of  th ings.  I f  one has become bl ind to  th is  order ,  the 

human mind appears  inf in i te ly malleable ,  and ul t imately reprogrammable.  The know-

how may be sought  through appl ied science (as  in  modern t imes)  or  by magic (as  in  

the s ix teenth  century) ,  but  the aim is  ident ical :  to  ‘subdue real i ty  to  the wishes of  

men’  (AM ) .  Hence Uncle  Andrew is  precisely a  b lend of  scient is t  and magician,  

who feels  h imself  to  be somehow above common rules  of  moral  conduct ;  in  th is  

sense,  he is  but  an  ineffectual  vers ion of  the terr ifying,  world-destroying Jadis ,  

Narnia’s  f irs t  witch.  Lewis’s  a l ternat ive to  a  purely power-dr iven human in tercourse  

is  explored in  chapter  nine,  where  the  f ierce  debates and fr iendships  of  the 

id iosyncrat ic  Inkl ings  group in terweave with Lewis  la ter  ref lect ions on ‘fr iendship’  

( ‘ th is  Appreciat ive love is ,  I  th ink,  of ten  so great  and so f i rmly based that  each 

member  of  the  c irc le  feels ,  in  his  secret  hear t ,  humbled before al l  the rest’)  and 

‘membership’  ( ‘by members  [St .  Paul]  meant what  we should  cal l  organs,  th ings  

essent ial ly  d ifferent  f rom,  and complementary to ,  one another’) .  Jacobs goes on to  

read The Voyage of  the  Dawn Treader  as  an  al legory of  the Church-a vessel  which 

moves even the odious Eustace s lowly along in  the r ight  d irect ion,  s imply because 

he is  on board.  He a lso percept ively re la tes  Lewis’s  remark in  his  sermon ‘The 

Weight  of  Glory’  that  ‘ the  worldl ings  are  so  monotonously al ike compared with  the 

a lmost  fantast ic  var ie ty  of  the sain ts’ ,  to  the great  mult i tude of  species  cal led in to  

Aslan’s  country at  the end of  The Last  Batt le .   



At i ts  best ,  then,  Jacobs’s  th ick descr ipt ion manages  to  place some of  Lewis’s  most  

compell ing imaginat ive work onto a  wider  map of  h is  thought  and exper ience.  At 

o ther  t imes,  though,  the connect ions appear  t r iv ial  or  contr ived:  the i l lness  of  

Lewis’s  mother  and Digory’s  in  The Magician’s  Nephew ;  Peter  as  a  Malvern  College 

‘Blood’  and Edmund as  a  young,  pr iggish ,  jealous Lewis in  The Lion,  The Witch and 

the Wardrobe ;  Lewis’s  teacher,  the n ineteenth  century ra t ional is t  Kirkpatr ick,  

benignly t ransformed in to  the Platonis t  Professor  Kirke in  the same book;  and the 

exhausted confusion of  World  War I  bat t les  replayed in  The Last  Batt le  -  these  are  

al l  juxtaposi t ions that  fa i l  to  impress .  This  is  so  not  least  because such correla t ions 

could  be made with  equal  p lausibi l i ty  about  any number  of  Lewis’s  books;  they thus  

add l i t t le  to  our  understanding of  specif ic  images or  episodes.  Even worse,  they tend 

towards the ‘personal  heresy’  denounced by Lewis h imself :  ‘The poet  is  not  a  man 

who asks  me to  look a t  him ;  he  is  a  man who says “look at  that”  and points ;  the more 

I  fo l low the point ing of  h is  f inger  the less  I  can possibly see of  him’ .2   

But i t  is  perhaps not  so surpr is ing that  Jacobs’s  book of ten fa i ls  to  d irect  our  gaze in  

th is  way,  s ince his  subject  is  not  Narnia ,  but  the Narnian;  h is  project  therefore  also  

deserves to  be assessed s imply as  an  exercise  in  in te l lectual  b iography.  I t  i s  t rue that  

h is  format  creates cer ta in  diff icul t ies  even here.  Most  obviously,  the  two f inal ,  post-

Narnia  chapters  are  lacklustre,  gossipy and ful l  of  tr iv ia l  chat ter ,  notably about  

whether-Lewis-was-a-misogynist-or-not .  In  fact ,  the per iod contains  at  least  two 

books worthy of  being t reated  as  the One That  Lewis Was Meant  To Write  All  His  

Life ,  Til l  We Have Faces  and A Grief  Observed -  but  Jacobs has already played that  

card .  Fur thermore ,  Jacobs’s  habi t  of  drawing on a  wide range of  possible inf luences  

on Lewis’s  thought  seems at  t imes to  work by associat ion rather  than evidence.  

Witness  for  example his  ass imilat ion of  Lewis’s  vers ion of  Absolute  Ideal ism to  

George Bernard  Shaw’s v is ion of  some vague evolut ionary ‘ force’  in  the process  of  

‘making God’  in  the 1907 essay ‘The New Theology’  (p.  125) .  In  fact ,  as  the 

unpublished3 1928 ‘Cliv i  Hamil tonis  Summae Metaphysices  contra  Anthroposophos’  

(a  central  document  in  the  ‘Great  War’  between Lewis  and Owen Barf ield)  

demonstra tes ,  h is  a im was to  depic t  an  Absolute  completely exempt from process ,  

and wholly dis t inct  f rom the l ife  of  the individual  mind;  i t  was  Barf ie ld the  

anthroposophis t  who insis ted on the cont inuous evolut ion of  the Whole,  and the 

possibi l i ty of  gaining cosmic and even occul t  insight  by means of  in trospect ion.   

Such f laws aside,  however ,  a  c lear  narrat ive purpose soon emerges from Jacobs’s  

book:  i t  is  a  work of  revis ionis t  biography arguing that  i t  is  Lewis’s  imaginat ive 

s ide,  ra ther  than his  tendency towards  ra t ional ism,  that  gives  us  the  real  key to  his  

personal i ty,  h is  conversion,  and his  mature l i terary voice.  Jacobs emphasises  

Lewis’s  l i fe- long chi ld l ike openness  to  ‘enchantment’ ,  while  chast is ing the young 



Lewis’s  arrogance and faci l i ty  at  out-arguing those around him.  He reads Lewis’s  

t ime with  Kirkpatr ick and his  la ter  s tudy of  phi losophy at  Oxford  as  a  long and 

par t ly  del iberate  suppression of  the imagination:  as  Lewis  put  i t  in  Surprised by Joy ,  

‘The two hemispheres  of  my mind were in  the sharpest  contrast .  On the one s ide a  

many-is landed sea  of  poetry and myth;  on the  other  a  g l ib  and shal low “rat ional ism”.  

Near ly al l  that  I  loved I  bel ieved to  be imaginary;  near ly al l  that  I  bel ieved to  be  

real  I  thought  gr im and meaningless’  (quoted p.  49) .  His  convers ion is  s ignif icant  

for  Jacobs not  so  much for  what Lewis descr ibed as  i ts  in i t ia l ly  purely phi losophical  

motives ,  but  because he subsequent ly found a  way to  ‘ inhabi t’  the Chris t ian  s tory of  

Incarnat ion,  crucif ix ion and resurrect ion by seeing i t  as  God’s  self-expression 

through his tor ical  events ,  as  the Pagan dying-and-reviving-god myths were His  

(prel iminary and par t ia l)  self-expression through the minds of  poets .  Jacobs 

especial ly  notes  Lewis’s  comment  to  Arthur  Greeves ( le t ter  of  18 October  1931) that  

the doctr ines  developed out  of  that  s tory represent  a  reduct ion to  abstract  concepts  

of  what  God has already expressed in  more adequate  language (p.  149) .  This  point  is  

la ter  developed in to  a  contras t  between Lewis the  Apologis t ,  se lf-confessedly never  

less  sure  of  the real i ty  of  the fai th  than af ter  a  ‘successful’  publ ic  defence of  some 

doctr ine,  and Lewis the honest ly  s truggl ing Chris t ian ,  faced with  Chris t ’s  own bare 

imperat ive,  ‘What is  that  to  thee?  Fol low thou me’  (Jn  21:22) .  Here,  for  Jacobs,  is  

the  key that  unlocks the  passage to  Narnia  i tse lf .  Lewis himself  speculated  that  a  

fa iry- ta le  for  chi ldren became so necessary for  him to  wri te  because i t  forced him to  

leave out  whatever  could  not  be expressed in  act ion and words t ied to  act ion,  thus 

checking his  tendency to incessant  exposi t ion;  th is  format ,  with i ts  ‘ inf lexible  

host i l i ty  to  a l l  analysis ,  digression,  ref lect ions,  and “gas”‘  (quoted p .  243) ,  

accordingly imposed a new kind of  d iscipl ine on his  wri t ing.  Jacobs suggests  that  

such ‘gas’  is  emit ted by none other  than the Apologist ,  and that  the d iscipl ine 

involved a  k ind of  spir i tual  nakedness:  in  al lowing the or ig inary images of  a  faun 

carrying an umbrel la ,  a  queen on a s ledge,  and a  magnif icent  l ion to  take narra t ive 

shape,  Lewis  would  also be submit t ing to  a  tes t  of  how fundamental ly  h is  own 

imaginat ion had been shaped by Chris t .  The pivot  of  Jacobs’s  argument  here is  

Lewis’s  expl ic i t  reject ion of  the  idea that  he  set  out  to  embody pre-def ined Chris t ian 

t ru ths  in  a l legorical  form;  instead,  one should  wri te  by le t t ing  ‘ the p ictures  te l l  you 

their  own moral .  For  the moral  inherent  in  them wil l  r ise  f rom whatever  spir i tual  

roots  you have succeeded in  s tr ik ing dur ing the whole course of  your  l i fe’  (quoted p .  

244) .   

Now, while  there is  no doubt  that  t ransformation by the l iv ing God was of  paramount 

importance for  both  Lewis  the wri ter  and Lewis  the Chris t ian,  i t  nonetheless  seems 

to  me that  Jacobs’s  ins is tent  revaluat ion of  reason (as  capable  chief ly of  preparation 



for  the  Gospel)  and imaginat ion (as  the  s i te  of  authent ic  confrontat ion with  Chris t )  

g ives a  somewhat  misleading account  of  Lewis’s  thought  and development .  For  one 

th ing,  i t  ignores  the danger ,  keenly fe l t  by Lewis ,  of  s imply imagining himself  to  be 

hol ier  than he actual ly was:4  

Another  f ine  th ing in  The Pr[incess]  & the Goblin  is  where Curdie,  in  a  dream, 

keeps on dreaming that  he  has  waked up and then f inding that  he  is  s t i l l  in  bed.  

This  means the same as  the passage where Adam says to  Li l i th  ‘Unless  you 

unclose your  hand you wil l  never  die  & therefore  never  wake.  You may th ink you 

have died and even that  you have r isen again:  but  both  wil l  be a  dream.’   

This  has  a  terr ible  meaning,  special ly  for  imaginative people.  We read of  

spir i tual  e .or ts ,  and our  imaginat ion makes us  bel ieve that ,  because we enjoy the 

idea of  doing them, we have done them. I  am appal led to  see how much of  the 

change wh.  I  thought I  had undergone lately was only imaginary.  The real  work 

seems s t i l l  to  be done.  I t  i s  so  fatal ly  easy to  confuse an  aesthet ic  appreciat ion of  

the spir i tual  l i fe  with  the l ife  i tself- to  dream that  you have waked,  washed,  and 

dressed,  and then to  f ind yourself  s t i l l  in  bed.5  

The imaginat ion,  then,  tends  towards  a  cer ta in  irresponsibi l i ty-even when te thered to  

fa i th .  On Lewis’s  own mappa mundi  in  the 1932 Pilgrim’s  Regress ,  that  o ld 

Romantic ,  ‘Mr Halfways’,  l ives  South of  the  Main Road:   

‘What is  t ru th?’ said the o ld  man.  ‘They were mistaken when they to ld  you of  the  

Landlord:  and yet  they were not  mistaken.  What  the  imagination seizes  as  beauty 

must  be t ruth,  whether  i t  exis ted  before  or  not .  The Landlord  they dreamed to  f ind,  

we f ind in  our  hear ts :  the Is land you seek for ,  you already inhabi t .  The chi ldren of  

that  country are  never  far  f rom their  father land’ .6   

This  kind of  breezy asser t ion that  imaginat ion creates i ts  own ‘ truth’ ,  that  some 

spark  of  the d ivine is  already ‘ in  our  hear ts’  and that  Paradise  is  a  country we can 

vis i t  when we please was a t  one t ime fata l ly a t t ract ive to  Lewis .  Jacobs’s  phrase  

‘openness  to  enchantment’  acquires  a  dis turbing r ing here,  for  i t  is  no  accident that  

fur ther  South  on Lewis’s  map one reaches the county of Occul t ica.7  However ,  Mr 

Halfways’s  rhetor ic  was ul t imately unacceptable:  the need to  make imaginat ion 

responsible  to  reason and t ruth- to  Real i ty  i tself- is  as  constant  a  Lewisian  theme as  

the d is t inction between arguing about  that  Real i ty  and actual ly  trying to  submit  

oneself  to  i ts  nature .   

According to  Lewis,  George MacDonald’s  s tories ,  which he s tar ted  reading at  age 

s ix teen,  had already,  a lbei t  unconsciously,  begun the necessary process  of  

‘bapt is ing’  h is  imaginat ion.8  The le t ter  to  Greeves just  quoted hints  a t  the meaning 



of th is .  God wil l  demand an ut ter  surrender ,  a  leap in to His  o therness  which wil l  be 

a  k ind of  death  for  the subject :  for  Li l i th ,  th is  entai ls  opening her  hand and le t t ing  

go of  her  precious  Self ,  which she cl ings to  so  desperately but  which,  Mac-Donald 

explains,  does not  real ly  belong to  her .9  The specif ic  symbol  of  the  Self  that  is  

c lung to  by any one person can of  course d iffer .  For  the r ich  young man of  the 

Gospels ,  i t  was h is  weal th (cf .  Mt 6 :1922).  As for  Lewis,  he  wanted to  retain  the 

exper ience of  Joy-an acute,  sometimes painful  longing,  desired  even though i ts  

object  is  deeply myster ious and apparent ly unat tainable ,  and evoked for  h im chief ly 

by ‘ inanimate  nature  and marvel lous  l i tera ture’10 -within  a  universe  with  ‘ l imited 

l iabi l i t ies’ ,11 containing no Great  In terferer .  But  the ‘surprise’  a l luded to  in  the 

t i t le  of  Surprised by Joy  i s  th is :   

Joy i tse lf ,  considered s imply as  an event  in  my own mind,  turned out  to  be of  no 

value a t  a l l .  Al l  the  value lay in  that  of  which Joy was the desir ing.  And that  

object ,  qui te  c lear ly,  was no s tate  of  my own mind or  body at  a l l .12  

I t  was not  f inal ly  Joy that  he  had sought ,  but  ‘ the naked Other ,  imageless  ( though 

our  imaginat ion salutes  i t  with  a  hundred images) ,  unknown,  undef ined,  desired’ .13  

This  real isat ion turned out  to  be a  devastat ing one.  One chapter  in  Pilgrim’s  Regress  

i s  s imply cal led ‘Caught’ ,  and contains  th is  outbreak of  despair :   

Oh,  for  but  one cool breath  in  seven,   

One air  f rom nor thern cl imes,   

The changing and the cast le-clouded heaven  

Of  my old Pagan t imes!   

But you have seized al l  in  your  rage Of  Oneness.  Round about,  beat ing my wings,  a l l  

ways,  with in your  cage,  I  f lu t ter ,  but  not  out .14  

‘Above al l’ ,  Lewis  wri tes  of  h is  protagonis t  John,  ‘ i t  grew upon him that  the re turn  

of  the Landlord  had blotted  out  the Is land:  for  if  there  s t i l l  were such a  p lace he was 

no longer  f ree to  spend his  soul  in  seeking i t ,  but  must  fol low whatever  designs the 

Landlord  had for  h im’.15 This  is  the inexorable  conclusion in  a  cosmos governed not  

by ‘ resonableness’  but  by Reason:  

Doubtless ,  by def ini t ion,  God was Reason i tse lf .  But  would he  a lso  be  ‘reasonable’  

in  that  other ,  more comfortable,  sense?  Not  the  s l ightes t  assurance on that  score  was 

offered me.  Total  surrender ,  the absolute  leap in  the dark,  were demanded.  The 

real i ty  with which no treaty can be made was upon me.16  



In  Pilgrim’s  Regress ,  John tr ies  f rant ical ly  to  escape this  conclusion,  only to  face 

the al legor ical  f igure of  Reason,  ‘a  Ti taness ,  a  sun-br ight  v irg in clad  in  complete  

s teel’ ,  with her  sword drawn.17 He yields  under  compulsion;  and goes on to  be 

received by Mother  Kirk.  This  involves having to  jump in to  a  great  pool  far  below a 

cl i f f ;  for  to  learn  to  d ive is  precisely to  cease  doing something,  to  le t  oneself  go.  

John resolves  to  do i t ,  and ‘ the  making of  that  resolut ion had seemed to  be  i tse lf  the 

b i t terness  of  death ,  so that  he half  bel ieved the worst  must  be over’ ;  but ,  l ike  

MacDonald’s  Li l i th ,  he is  yet  only dreaming of  the leap.18 An array of  f igures  he 

has  faced on the way then appear ,  advis ing caution:  Mr Halfways argues  that  a l l  th is  

has  nothing to  do with the Is land as  John used to  imagine i t ,  and that  he should 

return  to  hear  the famil iar  songs again .  In  the end,  however ,  he ‘shut  h is  eyes,  

despaired,  and le t  h imself  go’ .19  

At  th is  point ,  Lewis’s  ent ire  ‘ imaginat ive l ife’-and ul t imately the very Joy he had 

for  some years  been trying doggedly to  re-produce in  h is  mind20 -might,  for  a l l  he  

knew, have to  be completely set  as ide in  th is  l i fe  as  spir i tual ly dangerous for  h im.  

And i t  is  Reason that  compels  h im to submit .  Only la ter  could  he receive back ‘an  

hundredfold’  what he had renounced (cf .  Mt 19:29) ;  for  with  the v is ion of  the 

Incarnat ion as  ‘myth made fact’  came the realisa t ion that  the  world  i tse lf  i s  God’s  

poem, and that  the Pagan myths,  too,  might have contained gl impses of  the t ru th.   

I t  is ,  then,  evident  that  Jacobs’s  s imple exal ta t ion of  imaginat ion and demotion of  

reason wil l  not  do.  However ,  h is  basic  in tu i t ion of  the importance to  Lewis  of  the 

idol-smashing encounter  with  God’s  Otherness-with  Chris t  as  Lord- is  undeniably 

crucial .  Perhaps we can say that  Lewis’s  par t icular  path  to  convers ion led  him to  an  

acute ,  in terconnected appreciat ion of  God as  Love and  of  God as  Reason.  If  we are  

prone to  th ink of  this  Reason only as  cold,  detached and quasi-mathematical ,  

imaginat ion can come to  our  aid  by offer ing gl impses of  a  ravishing Beauty which 

demands our  very hear t-b lood:  of  God as  lover  and consuming f ire .21 Jacobs’s  br ief  

t reatment  of  Til l  We Have Faces  i s  here  very much to  the  point .  On the o ther  hand,  i f  

we tend to sent imental ise  love as  mere unthreatening ‘benevolence’  (The Problem of  

Pain  evokes a  semi-seni le  ‘grandfather  in  heaven’) ,  or  to  imagine ourselves far ther  

advanced in the moral  l i fe  than we real ly  are  (a  pr incipal  theme of  The Screwtape 

Let ters) ,  Lewis is  quick to  remind us (as  in  Mere Chris t iani ty)  that  the moral  law is  

inscr ibed into  the very fabr ic  of  creat ion,  and that  nothing shor t  of  perfect ion is  

u l t imately demanded of  us .  God is  inexorable  and unyielding as  Lover  because he 

wants  to make the creature capable of  enjoying Him; as  Reason because there  s imply 

is  no way to circumvent the created order .22  



Character is t ic  of  the  ‘spir i tual  roots’  s truck by the  man who wrote  Narnia,  then,  is  a  

par t icular ly deep sense  that  Reason and Desire  f low from the  same divine  source.  An 

Allegorical  Apology for  Chris t iani ty ,  Reason and Romantic ism  could in  th is  sense be  

the subt i t le  not  just  of  The Pi lgrim’s Regress ,  but  of  Lewis’s  ent ire  subsequent  

oeuvre;  and the mappa mundi  f irs t  sketched out  in  that  book can,  I  think,  be fel t  as  

an  implic i t  context  behind every traversal  of  a  par t icular  region on i ts  map in  his  

la ter  wri t ings.  I  wish  to  conclude here by suggest ing that  because Jacobs misses  th is  

uni ty between ‘reason and romantic ism’ in  Lewis,  he  a lso misses  a  pecul iar ,  and to 

my mind essent ia l ,  qual i ty  in  the Narnia  books themselves.  This  is  epi tomised by the 

scene in  Prince Caspian  where the par ty is  lost  in  the woods and Lucy,  but  not  the 

others ,  has seen Aslan beckoning them in  a  cer ta in direct ion:   

‘Where d id  you th ink you saw him?’ asked Susan.   

‘Don’t  ta lk  l ike  a  grown-up,’  said Lucy,  s tamping her  foot .   

‘ I  d idn’ t  th ink I  saw him.  I  saw him.’23  

Don’t  ta lk  l ike  a  grown-up .  Like Lucy,  we as  readers  come to  ins is t  that  Narnia  and 

i ts  Lord are somehow real ,  somehow trustworthy;  and the books are fu l l  of  h in ts  that  

those who can become l ike chi ldren may yet  get  there.24 This  premise is  most  

expl ic i t ly  defended in  The Si lver Chair ,  when the Green Witch presents  the  most  

d irect  and insid ious assaul t  upon i t  in  a l l  of  the Chronicles .  This  Queen of  the 

Underworld almost  manages to  enchant  Prince Ril ian,  Eustace,  J i l l  and Puddleglum 

into the  belief  that  the Narnian sun and Aslan himself  are  mere chi ldish  fantas ies ;  

the sun is  ‘copied’  f rom the lamp overhead,  she in tones,  while  a  l ion  is  but  an  

enormous ‘copy’  of  a  cat .  There is  no other  world  but  hers .  This  is ,  however ,  an 

argument already exposed by Reason in  The Pi lgrim’s  Regress ,  who saves  John f rom 

‘darkest  Zeitgeis theim’.  The giant  who keeps i ts  inhabi tants  in  thral l  to  the  idea that  

our  desire  for  Joy is  but  a  wish-fulf i lment  dream is  f inal ly  vanquished by her  th ird 

r iddle ,  ‘By what  ru le  do you te l l  a  copy from an or iginal?’ .25 As Reason la ter  

explains:   

They indeed wil l  te l l  you that  their  researches have proved that  i f  two th ings are  

s imilar ,  the fa ir  one is  a lways the copy of  the foul  one.  But  their  only reason to 

say so  is  that  they have already decided that  the  fa i res t  th ings of  a l l- that  is  the 

Landlord ,  and,  if  you l ike,  the mountains  and the Is land-are  a  mere copy of  th is  

country.  They pretend that  their  researches  lead to  th is  doctr ine:  but  in  fact  they 

assume that  doctr ine f irs t  and in terpret  their  researches by i t .26   

This ,  crucial ly ,  leaves open the quest ion Tolkien put  to  Lewis in  ‘Phi lomythus to  

Misomythus’ :  ‘Whence came the wish,  and whence the power to  dream?’ (quoted p.  

145) .  Here is  Puddleglum:  



All  you’ve been saying is  qui te  r ight ,  I  shouldn’ t  wonder .  I ’m a chap who always 

l iked to  know the worst  and then put  the best  face I  can on i t .  So I  won’t  deny 

any of  what you said .  But  there’s  one th ing more to  be said,  even so .  Suppose we 

have only dreamed,  or  made up,  a l l  those  things- trees  and grass  and sun and 

moon and s tars  and Aslan himself .  Suppose we have.  Then al l  I  can say is  that ,  in  

that  case,  the  made-up things  seem a good deal  more important  than the real  

ones.  Suppose th is  b lack pi t  of  a  kingdom of  yours  is  the only world.  Well ,  i t  

s t r ikes  me as  a  pret ty  poor  one.  And that’s  a  funny th ing,  when you come to  

th ink of  i t .  We’re  jus t  babies  making up a  game,  i f  you’re  r ight .  But four  babies  

p laying a  game can make a  p lay-world  which l icks your  real  world  hol low.  That’s  

why I’m going to s tand by the p lay-world.  I’m on Aslan’s  s ide even if  there  isn’ t  

any Aslan to  lead i t .  I ’m going to  l ive  as  l ike a  Narnian as  I  can even if  there 

isn’ tany Narnia.27  

‘Narnia’  here becomes something l ike  a  synonym for  ‘Joy’ ,  and i t  is  the  very 

const i tu t ional  g loominess  of  the marsh-wiggle  that  teaches h im to l ive  so completely 

by Hope (for  he knows in  his  hear t  he has ,  somehow, vis i ted  that  country)  and Fai th  

(for  there can be no guarantees) .  But he could  not  do so unless  Reason had f i rs t  

enabled him to  d ispel  the enchantment  that  would  convince us  that  i t  is  a l l  just  too  

good to  be true.   
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