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been understood. Fuch of this has come sbou% becsuse we have not under-
stood the place of mental imagery in relation to statemsnis of fact.
And 4%t does hzave a place. A city like Hew Tork, for examnle, may bring
8 certain imgge to your mind. Provided we have been there, fhe state-
ments that we make about it will only make sense because we are making
them sbout the resl New Tork, not about the mental picture we may have
in ouwr minds. Likewise vhen we think of the distance th=zt separates the
sun from ourselves, we probably conjure up some kind of weird imesge to
make that:tremendous distance more real #o curselves. But our statements
about that distance will only moke sense if we stick to mathematics and
not to images in our own minds., Here you can see that clear thinking
may be sccompanied by some ridiculous imagining.35

Beczuge of a statement made by its mother, a child had the idez
that poison was made up of horrid red things. When the child thought
of poison, the mentsl image of horrid red things came into her mind,
The chilé really thought that the poison was horrid things. In that
mental imege she was misteken, although che thought it was true. But .
becausa her mental image was false, that doces not mean that the state-
ments she made asbout poison were in every instance false. She knew
that anyone who would swallow it would suffer pain and possible death.

We can now add to our previous statement (that thinking

may be sound where the images that accompany it are false)

the further statement: thinking may be sound in ceriain .

respects where it is accompapied not only b§6false inages

but by false images mistaken for true ones.

Yher we arve talking zbout things that our five senses cannot per-

ceive, we use words to describe that particular thing which can refer

35‘ ml.. Pe 86.
36- m.. Pe 8?0




to it in one of its meanings, for that reason any time we speak of
thing's that are beyond our sense we must spezk in a metaphoric2l sense.
We now have three guiding prindiples before us. (1) Thot

thought is distinct from the imagination which accompanies it.

(2) That thought may be in the main sound even when the false

images that accompany it are mistaken by the thinker for true

ones. (3) That anyone who talks about things that cannot be

seen, or touched, or heard, or the like, must inevitably

talk as if they gould be seen or touched or heard.37

The point to be made here is this. A statement is not to be re-
garded as true or falsé Just ‘boéanse the imagery is inadequate or false.
Mr. Lewis has pointed out that true statements are made vhen an image
is known to be false, or even in some instances when a false image is
thought to be true--as in the case of the 1ittle girl and the poison.
Thought itself is something distinct from the imagery. Absurd thinking
does not necessarily follow from absurd 1magery.38

To go on then. Christians may think of two human forms of differ-
ent ages wvhen they think of the Son and the Father. The Christians at
the same time hasten to tell us that God has no human form. The fact
that most Christians have a mental picture of two humans does not mean
that the thought behind it is absurd. The suggestlon to get rid of
imagery is of no help because imagery of another kind is merely intro-
duced. Some people choose to think of God as some vague spiritual force.
The imagery of a gas oi- fluid or electricity is only being exthanged
for the pleture of a royal-looking gentleman. Nothing has been acconplished.”

Consequently, sbsurdity of images does not invalidate doctrines.

A peasant of Galilee could have thought of Christ actually sitiing at

370 Mo. Pe 890
38. Ibid.
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the right hand of God being unaware that God had no right hand. Later
he could have found out that God did not have a right hand, and he could

change his imagery. The changing of the imagery or elimin=tion of the
right hand of God didn't change the forcefulness of the doctrine.

What mattered must have been the belief that a person
vhom he had novmn as a man in Palestine had, as a person,
survived death and was now operating as the supreme agent
of the supermatural Being who had governed snd maintained
the wvhole fleld of reality. And that bellef wouwld survive
substantially unchenged after the falsity of the earlier
images had been recoznized. . .The difficulty here is that
they were not writing as philosophers to satisfy speculative
curiosity about the nature of God and of the universe. They
belisved in God; and once a man does that, philosovhical
definiteness can never be the first necessity. A drowning
man does not analyse the rope that is flung him 40

The modern literalist and materialist gets into difficulty becamee
he comes to the ancient writers with the modern distinction bvetween
'material and immaterial! ond on that basis tries to determins where
the Hebrews stood. The charge is brought that orimitive man could not
conceive the idea of pure spirit. If that is the case, he was no more
sble %o conceive of pure matter. He could not have started out with a
ourely material concept of God and gradually spiritualized him,

For the 'material' as we understand it, comes %o be
realized only by contrast to the 'immaterial'. And the two
sides of the contrast grow at the same speed. He started

" with sometWing which was neither and both.41

This then leads us to the point where we must discuss the difference
betwveen explaining and explaining away. To some people metaphorical ex-
pression means that a statement doesn't carry much weight. Mr. Lewis

suggests that people are correct when they think of the expression

'hell fire! as being metaphoriczl, but they are wrong vhen they think

LPO- M-. Ppo 91 e 92.
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it means nothing more serious than 1.'euu:rsse.‘l"2

Some will say that the Fall spoken of in Genegig is not to be
taken literally and at the some time speak of it as a fall upwards,
- Ywhich is like saying that because 'My heart is broken' contzins a
metaphor, it therefore means 'I feel cheerful!.*43 Doctrines which
are metaphorically expressed are not for that reason untrue. Besides
the physical universe and the psycho-physical universe there is an
unereated and unconditioned reality which has a definite structure which
is expressed usefully for us in the doctrine of the Trinity. And this
reality entered the universe in a specifie point in time and became one
of the creatures of that universe. Vhatever metaphor is employed to ex-
press what happened there, very little improvement or none at all can
be made on the Seriptural 'came down from heaven' L

In the Incarnation of Christ we are dealing with two things. One
is the supernmatural or uncondit‘lon_e_d reality, and the events on the
historical level which are supposed to have happened as a result of the
supernatural interference. 0f the first type we speak metaphorically,
but of the second we can and do use literal speech becezuse they =re
events metaphorically where the slight twist is made from explaining
something to explaining it away.

And so we do not alter Christianity by rendering explicit

the fact that 'sonship! is not used of Christ in exactly

the same sense in which it is used of men. But the assertion

that Jesus turned water into wine was meant perfectly liter-

ally, for this refers to something which, if it hapnened,

was well within the reach of our senses and our language.
Vhen 1 say, 'My heart is broken', you know perfectly well

h2. Ibid., pe 95.
43. Ipid.
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that I don't mean anything you could verify at a posy-morten.

But when I say, ¥y boot-lace is broken,! then if yow own

observation shows it to be intact, I am either lying or

mistaken. The accounts of the 'miracles'! in first ggntury

Palestine are elther lies, or legends, or history.

Granted then that for the purpose of grasping something of what
goes on in the supernatural metaphor must be employed, we are not to
get the idea that metaphor is used to describe what went on in the his-
torical level cfter the supernatural interfered. We cannot at will say
that something in metaphorical in the religlous level unless it is
dealing with the supermatural part of the relizious. Mr. Iewis has
made this quite clear in the above quotation. The relation of the
Father to the Son and the Holy spirit is dezlt with in the first tweo
chapters of Beyond _,?_emgwé

God is basic Fact or Actuality

After we have now eliminated the difficulties that arise largely
Just out of poor understanding of languzge and not of religion or
miracles themselves, we can turn to the guestion proper. Christians
have @ifficulty not so much with the irreligion of people a=z with
their religion. It is the type of religloa that thinks of God 2s beauty,
truth, or goodmess or some vague indwelling force in man. & God of pur-
vose, a God of action, a God with a commanding, determin:te character
is not wanted. This vague reliziosity excludes the God of the Christians,
This religion rejects a God who would do miracles, or anythinz for that
k7

matter.

Pantheism is the name given to this type of popular religion.

’45- .‘Blii-‘t PPe 96 - 97.
k6, C. S. Lewis, Beyond Personality, pr. 1 - 13.
k7. Hirsgles, pp. 99 - 100.



1t is so appealing not because it is the final refinement of man's
religious thinking but because it is so old and obvious. Only during
the time of Flato and Aristotle did the Greelks get beyond it, Europe
only managed to rise above it while it remained predominantly Christian,
If we concede that religion is only what man ssys sbout God and not
what God does about man, then we could concede that Pantheism is the
religion. The old atomic picture is to physics vhat Pantheism is to
religion. It is the norm=1 guess about things. We can't say that it is
absolutely wrong, but we do say that it is in need of correci;i.on.l"8

Pantheism ie led in much of its thinking by o great desl of plcture
thinking.

Pantheists and Christians agree that God is present
everyvhere, Pantheie%s conclude that He is 'diffused! or
'concealed! in a1l things and therefore a universal medium
rather than a concrete sntity, because their minds are
really dominsted by the picture of a gas, or fluid, or space
itself. The Christian, on the other hand, deliberately rules
out such images by saying that God is totally present at
every point of space and time, and logally vpresent in none.
Again the Pantheist and Christian agree that we are all de-
pendent on God and intim-tely related to Him. But the Christ-
ian defines this relation in terms of Maker and made, vhere-
as the Pantheist (at least of the popular kind) says, ve
are 'parts! of Him, or are contained in Hym. Once more, the
victure of = vest extended something which can be divided
into areas has crept in. Because of this fatzl picture
Pantheism concludes that God must be equally present in
vhet we call evil and what we call good and therefore in-
different to both (dther parmeates the mud and the marble
impartially). The Christian has to reply that this is far
too simple; God is present in a great many different modes:
not vpresent in matter as He is present in man, not oresent
in all mesn as in some, not present in any other man as in
dJegus.,

Christianity confronted with popular religion finds itself

oocunied with the troublesome task of correcting common notion. It is

48, Mirseles, ppe 100 - 103; Qzge, pp. 33 - b
L9, Hiracles, v. 103.
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a nuisance as the historian is & nuisznce to anyone who wents to dream
about the good old days. The point is worth emphasizing that this type
of popular religion has its appeal as long as we are only concerned
about what we want to say gbout God rather than what He wants to do for
us. As long as we keep God an indefinite being, Pantheism will do the
Job for us. But what are we going to do with all the concreteness around
us!5°

Iaws do not explain this concreteness. They can only give us a
series of If's and And's. The Laws only tell_ us that there must de
connections of some sort. There must be éometh!.ng to which these con-
nections connect. There must be some opaque actualities fed into the
system. If God them created this world, he must be the source of all of
these concrete things. If God then is the source of all these concrete
things, He Himself must be concrete and individual in the highest de-
grees,

7 For there is no conceivable -means whereby -wha.t is abstract

or general could itself produce concrete reality. Book-keep-

ing, contimed to all eternity, could never produce one farth-

ing. . .If anything is to exist at all, then the Original

Thing must be, not a principle nor a generality, much }less

an 'ideal! or a 'value'!, but an utterly concrete fact.

Here again the Pantheists or vague religionists run into the
difficulty of explaining the source and origin of the concreteness we
see round about us. The vague, the indefinite, the indeterminate cannot
produce the concrete reality. Also in this point Mr. Lewis does away
with peovle who are guite Gilling to be religious but religious in such

a way that nothing is definite and thereby eliminste anything that

50. M-. p. loh'l
51. Ibid., p. 106.



might deal with responsibility =nd certainty.

Again in point of language. Just beceuse the Christians say that
God 12 infinite, we ore not to ge t the impression that He has no form
or is only = vague reality. We should not be afraid to say that God is
a particular Thing. At one time He wae the only Thing, But He chose to
create and mslkte things outside Himself, If He were ‘Universal Beinsz!,
He could make nothing because generality can mske nothing. It would be
best to say that He is The Absolute Beinz because He along exists in
his own right.52 .

Possibly to say that God is a 'particular Thing' somewhat lessens
the difference between Himself and all of the derivative creatures. But
we should remember that their principle of existence is not in them-
selves as God's principle of existence is 1n Himsgelf.

Touw can distingulish yhat they are from the fact fhat they

are. The definition of them can be understood and a clear

"idea of them formed without even kmowing whether. Existence

is an 'opaque' addition to the idea of them. But with God 4%

is not so: if we fully understood yhat God is we should sce

that there is no question whether He is. I4 would slways

have been impossible that He sheould not exist. He is the

opaque center of all existences, the thing that simply

and entirely is, the fountain of :ﬁ'z'.ci'.ln.q:;ml.-5

It is only becauge this God has now created that we are bound to
say that He is a particular Thing. We must do that so we do not confuse
Him with the creatures and things He has oreated. We can say that He
was so full of existence that He could and did give some of it away.

He caused things to be that were other than Himself. We can even say

that God made the statemont untrue to say that He was everything.

52. m., Pe 106.
53. Ibid.; p. 107.
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We need more than & surface understanding to get a picture of the
relation of God to His creation. In sayinz Ee is 2 particular, separate
Thing we are not limiting Him in any way but really showing His greatness.
The Absolute Being capable of creating things other than Himself is the
true picture we get when w2 get away from the image of something vague
and indefinite. God as existence personified, as the I AM 4s diffienlt
to grasp. As Mr. Lewis puts it, "God is the fountain of fasthood."S¥

Great provhets and saints have had pictures of God which have been
vositive in the highest degree, But since there was nothing in the
vocabulary of their peoples to express sdeguately the insights they had
been glven, they usually employed negatives to eliminate any false im-
pression their cou.ntrymen' might get. They said that God was not this,
not that. Along every step of the way it is necessary to strip off
some human attribute of our ides of God. is St. Paul said, the purpose
was not that God should stand before us in His nokedness, but that in
this fashion he could bd reclothed. The cnly difficulty is that man can-
not supply the necessary reclothing. It' is for that reason that we may
come %o & vague picture nf God. Imagination can help a little but not
e great deal.

That is vhy the Christian statement that only He who does

the will of the Father will ever kmow the true doctrine is

philosophically zccurate. The imagination m=y help o little:

but in the moral 1ife, and (still more) in the devotional

1ife we touch somethingz concrete which will at ouce begin

to correct the growing emptiness of our idea of God. One

moment even of feeble contrition or blurred thankiul:ape

will, at least in some degree, head us off from the abyss

of abstraction. It is Remcon herself which teaches us nod -

to rely on Reason only in this matter. For Reason knows

that she cannot work without materials. Wher it becomes
clear that you cammot find out by reasoning whether the cat

5k, Ibid.
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is in the linen-cupboard, it is Resson herself who whispers,

'1Go and look. This 4s not my Job; 4%t is = metter for the

sences'. So here. The materials for correcting our shstract

conception of CGod canuot be supplied by Reason: shs will be

the first ;o tell you to go and %ry experience--'0Oh, taste

and seel 12

Mr. Lewis has 2 suggestion which might help us get the picture of
God as the source of all facts, the basic Fact or Actuslity. Words like
incorporeal and impersonsl are somewhat misleading, The terms trans-
corporeal and transpersonal would be more accurate., Grammatically, we
have indicated that the things we say of God are metaphorical, dut in
a deeper sense it is our own powers and energles that are mere metsphors
on the real Life which is Gofl.ss

Many people have been worried about the imagery of the 01a Testa-
ment, Strangely enough these victures of a threatening God, of a God
thuondering and lightning ont of densz smoke, sven of a God who changes
Bis mind transmlt a very definite impression of a living deity. Abstract
thought manages to squeleh this impression. If we would then wish %o
reject the imagery of the 014 Testement, we should do so not bacause
it ia too strong; dbut becouse it is too weak. ¥mch damage has bzen done
by =2 confusion between the worde 'spirit'! and 'ghost'. Chosts apoear to
be shadowy beings. Spirit is cuite the opnosite. The traditional picture
we have of God is not 2 shadowy being at all. When human dead are glorified
in Christ, they are nmo longer ghosis but saints.

fhe difference in atmosphere which even now surrounds the

words 'I saw a ghost' and the words 'I saw a saint'——cll the

pallor and insubstantiality of the one, and the gold and dlue

of the other-—contains more wisdom than whole libraries of

Ireligion'. If we must hove a mental picture to symbolise
Spirit, we should represent it as something hesvier than na.tter.57

55. Ibid., pp. 109 - 110.
56, Ihid., pp. 110 = 111,
57. Ibid., p. 112,
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Theme and sub-plot

If we take for granted than that the ultimate Fact is the living
God, we wont to ask whether He would perform any miracles. We feel that
it would not be in place. We think that only an incompetent workman
would construct something that would require interference. To help us
across this barrier Mr. Lewls mentions the beginning scholar, and the
man who is merely a critic. Vhen irregnlarities were discovered in
Bhakespeare, the critics were surprised. In some of the great p:oets
irrezularities and half-ryhmes were discovered. At first they were
charged to stupldity, dbut they actually served a definite purpose.
There was something higher than mere superficizl observance of metrical
rules. Ve could say that there were and are rules behind the rules, a
deeper unity.

A supreme workman wlll never break by one note or one

g¢yllable or one stroke of the brush the living and inward

law of the work he is producing. But he will breask without

seruple any mumber of those superficial regularities and

orthodoxies which little, unimzaginative critics mistake for

ite laws., The extent to which one czn distinguish a just

license! form a gere botch or inward significance of the

work as a whole.d

The so-called invasions of Nature by God are unexpscted only so
long as we look at the superficisl. A miracle is to Nature what an
unexpected half-rhyme or line of prose is to poetry. These so-called
breaks in the usual are the real signs that the author is concerned with
a deeper unity of his subject than mere artificisl rules and regulations.

If the unusuval event is really the subject about which you are
writing a ghost story, the introduction of such beings will be very

mich in place. If, however, we are writing zbout a very normal

580 M'! P 1.17.
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situation, it is not permissible to bring in a ghost to solve 2 sit-
uation just becanse ve are in a tight place. Some people put this kind
of interpretation on the story of the Resurrection. It seems to be a
last minute move to save the hero of a story. Here comes the point of
the matter.
Death and Resurrection are vhat the story is zbout. . .

If you have hitherto disbelieved in miracles, it is worth

pausing a moment to consider whether this 1s not chiefly

because you thought you had discoversd what the story was

really 2bout?--that atoms, and time and s;oace and economics

and politics wers the main plot? 9

The writer suggests that if we saw th=t not Nature but that Death
and Regurrection are what the story was 2bout, the aprarent irregularities
would disappear. It is whenr we try to maintain that the story or voem is
written about the regular lines and not =zbout those which superficially
appear to break the rythm that confusion zbout the prooriety of miracles
arises. It's & matter of deteccting and separating the svbh-plots from the
main theme. This entire objection seems to rest on the old thesis that
Nature is the whola show. It betrays a hesita;nqy to remove that concep-
tion from the pathways of thought. And as Mr. Lewis intimated it may
be caused by the discovery of the real piot behind the universe. the
fact that something outside of man is at the center of thinge.éo

Gould it be?

VWith the previous evidence as a background we have to set ont to
find out what criterion we should establish for the probability of any
miracle. Hodern historizns will accevt the most improbably 'natural!

explanation of any event before they will say that a miracle has occurred.

59. Ibid., p. 120.
60. Ibid., p. 119.



Collective hallucination, hypnotism of unconsenting
spectators, widespread instantaneous conspiracy in lyinz by
persons not otherwise known to be liers and not likely to
gain by the lie--all these are known to be very improbsable
events: eo improbable that, except for the specia) purpose

- of excluding a miracle, they are never suggeg%ed. But they

are preferred to the admission of a miracle.

In a sense all events before they have happened are improb:ble;
but vhen they have once happened they do not at .all sprear incredible,
It is highly improbable that a certain man should win 2 lottery. Once
he has won 1%, we d_.on't say that it is incredible. When we consider the
meny number of meetings and fertile uniogs_of our ancestors that were
necessary before we individually appeared on the scene, the faét that
we should be born at all seems improbable. Oncé we have been born, there
doesn't seem to be anything incredible about it at all. Our problem
rests not so much with this kind of antecedent p;'obability but with
historical proba'bility.62 LELe) 7 ‘

Hume's Egsay has made it aprear that miracles are the most im-
probable of =ll historical events. Hume suggests that = miracle depends
on 2 kind of majority vote. If a tﬁing is known to happen often before,
than it is more probable that it will hapven again in the future. That
essumption 19- true if there is uniform expxrience against ;nire.cles.
But that uniform experience can only he maintained if all reports about
miracles are regarded as false. All of these reports can be ragardgd as
false only if we know that miracles have never occurred. And as Mr. Lewis

aptly indlcated this is arguing in a cirele.53

Hume's entire argument regarding probsbility depends on the

61 . M‘ 9 PP L] 121 SeE 122!
620 Mo s Pe 122,
63 (] mﬂ. » pp (] 122 ot 123.



