1

“Most Horrible and Most Magnificent”: The Dance of Battle in Prince Caspian
  “I am doing exceedingly well and can lie on my right side (not of course on my left), which is a great treat after you have been on your back for a few weeks. In one respect I was wrong in my last account of my wounds: the one under my arm is worse than a flesh wound, as the bit of metal which went in there is now in my chest, high up under my ‘pigeon chest’ as shown: this however is nothing to worry about as it is doing no harm. They will leave it there and I am told that I can carry it about for the rest of my life without any evil results.” --Letter to his Father, 14 June 1918

“I came to know and pity and reverence the ordinary man: particularly dear Sergeant Ayres, who was (I suppose) killed by the same shell that wounded me. I was a futile officer (they gave commissions too easily then), a puppet moved about by him, and he turned this ridiculous and painful relation into something beautiful, became to me almost like a father. But for the rest, the war—the frights, the cold, the smell of H.E., the horribly smashed men still moving like half-crushed beetles, the sitting or standing corpses, the landscape of sheer earth without a blade of grass, the boots worn day and night till they seemed to grow to your feet—all this shows rarely and faintly in memory. It is too cut off from the rest of my experience and often seems to have happened to someone else. It is even in a way unimportant. One imaginative moment seems now to matter more than the realities that followed. It was the first bullet I heard—so far from me that “whined” like a journalist’s or a peacetime poet’s bullet. At that moment there was something not exactly like fear, much less like indifference: a little quavering signal that said, ‘This is War. This is what Homer wrote about.’”--Surprised by Joy
“I’m not a pacifist. If it’s got to be it’s got to be. But the flesh is weak and selfish and I think death would be much better than to live through another war.”—Letter to Dom Bede Griffiths, 8 May 1939
“To the perfected Christian the ideal of honour is simply a temptation. His courage has a better root, and, being learned in Gethsemane, may have no honour about it. But to the man coming up from below, the ideal of knighthood may prove a schoolmaster to the ideal of martyrdom.”—“Christianity and Culture” (1940)
Michael Ward in his important book Planet Narnia points out that Mars was originally not only a god of war but an arboreal god, Mars Silvanus. Lewis knew this and purposely included a wealth of tree references in Prince Caspain. (We also encountered the presence of trees repeatedly in Out of the Silent Planet.) The theme of warfare includes the hardening necessary to carry out the rough deeds of battle (for that matter of encampment), while the vegetative/ arboreal theme suggests something less ordered and controllable, Perhaps this is why the theme of the dance is also important—the theme of ordered power and that of wild energy meet in something celebratory yet still somewhat risky. In a similar manner, the chivalric life, as Lewis notes in The Discarded Image, is the mean between appetite and honor. There is the potential for hard violence when of necessity, yet there is also gentleness, meekness—that is strength restrained and in submission. For similar reasons, then, the theme of authority and command are balanced in the novel. Obedience, even martyrdom, is at the heart of the Christian martial vision.
Discussion Questions
1. What are some differing expressions of the martial spirit in Prince Caspian?

2. How is the theme of authority and kingship played out in the novel?
3. What role do the trees play in the story? Would it be the same novel without them? Why and/or why not?

4. What kinds of history are important in the book? Why?

5. Why are things not repeated in the same way?

6. Why is it not given for us to know what would have happened?

7. Compare and contrast Trumpkin’s skepticism with Lucy’s (and other character’s) belief.

8. What role does chivalry play in Prince Caspian? Why do some characters desire power (appetite) without honor?

9. Why are the fauns and other wild characters included?
10. Why is there so much dancing in the novel?

11. Why does Lewis include the two stories of the schools and the healing of Caspian’s old nurse?

12. What does the great feast symbolize?

“Why I Am Not a Pacifist” (1940 address to a pacifist society at Oxford)

	Faculties of the Reason
	Definition
	General Place in Conscience
	Reasoning about the Just War

	Reception of Facts
	The evidence of our senses and the report of other minds 
	The facts that give a context for moral reasoning are not the same thing as self-evident good and moral truths.
	The facts about the possible good or evil consequences of a military action are often hard to predict and really impossible to decide upon afterwards. (“We are not given to know what might have happened.”—Prince Caspian)

	Self-Evident Intuition
	Direct simple correlation of matters in the mind
	Rational intuition can’t be achieved through argumentation; however, Lewis insists it can’t simply be claimed—most of the time there is a deeper shared self-evident truth that is the one not actually in question
	The simple intuitions not up for debate: “Love is good and hatred bad, or that helping is good and harming bad.” Likewise, the law of beneficence suggests that one owes a special application of this to those near one. (a natural law insight)

	Logical Reasoning
	Linking together of various propositions so that they reveal the truth or falsity of the matter in question 
	The arrangement of the self-evident intuitions that are shared by parties are ordered so as to convince one that a particular course of action is just or unjust.
	1 )Lesser violence is always preferable to greater violence, but the prohibition of all  violence does not follow.
2) Absorption of certain societies by others is almost always a great evil, but it does not follow that every war is equally evil or that no good can ever be obtained through war.


Lewis, along with his three-fold examination of the reasoning against war, makes an extended argument from authority, as well as an interpretive argument about Jesus’ command in Matthew 5:38-39. The does not claim that is argument is entirely conclusive, that no one can oppose it, yet he insists that the combined Western Christian tradition (as well as a brief gesture to the pagan classical and global traditions) all stand against pacifism. He alludes to historical and literary figures, educational institutions, familial authority, as well as Christian ecclesial tradition—the Anglican Thirty-Nine Articles, the Presbyterian practice, Augustine, Aquinas, and Pope Pius XII. When it comes to Jesus’ words about not resisting an enemy, he rejects interpretations that treat the words as simple hyperbole or as a statement of total resistance for an interpretation that discourages personal revenge or hatred. He also argues that this interpretation is canonically more in harmony with Paul and Peter.  Darrell Cole has suggested that Lewis’ position on war can best be described as chivalric: “the Christian in arms for the defense of a good cause.” As such, Cole thinks that Lewis is somewhere in the just war tradition, which typically includes the following criteria for war:
· War should be a last resort;

· It has to be called for by an authorized party;

· It must be defensive in nature;

· It must be limited and achievable in its aims;

· There must be reasonable efforts made to protect civilians. 

Theologian Stanley Hauerwas, a pacifist, has argued that Lewis’ position fails on several accounts: 
1) Lewis denies the right for pacifists to have a moral intuition that rejects killing;
2) Lewis also denies pacifists the move of appealing to their own list of authorities.
3) He also does not consider the larger biblical portrait and life of Jesus nor the purpose of the church to be a non-violent community that opposes the world’s methods;

4) Finally, some of Lewis’ claims are not ones that pacifists would particularly need to debate, such as the impossibility of eliminating all war or that war is capable bringing forth some good in people.

What do you think? Does Lewis make a strong enough case for participating in war? Is the pacifist position defensible? Are there other things to consider?
