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alearer light U we eee Batu.re not aa selt-exietent but onl7 a.a a 

creature. ~e oan onq be pro:;,er~ enlained if we go beyond her.31 

16 . 

Nature ia a creature with her good points and bad ~oints. heq 

-pa.rt of Nature expreasea aome characteristic which God chose to give 

her. !he quality of Nature is -present in all of Us events and happen­

ings. 

Ju.at as the Latinity of Latin 1e present in. neq in­
flection of the 10orrtggioait,"1 of Correggio in eve17 
stroke of the brush.JZ 

Bature has been oorra.pted. The same basic quality runs throughout her 

corru:ptlona and excellencies. In motherhood and 1n :par&sit1am we baTe 

the aame principle '!.'llt to work. •erything 1a·in character. 

She 1a herself. Offer her neither worship nor contempt. 
Meet her and know ••• The 1Tanityj

3
to which ahe "'8.8 subJectecl 

vaa her disease, not her easenoe. 

Just as people who know at least one other langa.age will on~ 

appreciate the Engliahneaa of English, ao on~ the Sa.perna.turaliata 

reall.7 understand 1lature and her position. Again and again Mr. Lewis 

reaffirms the noint that Bature taken aa the ultimate realit7 doesn't 

antnrer the questions vo have to put to her. !o look upon her as a 

creature with all the Tirtuea and corru.ptiona of a creature 19 to 1'}tlt 

her in her proper place. You mu.st go beyond her to understand her.34 

Explain yourself 

Much con.fusion baa resulted in religious thinking not because 

of the religion itself but becau,e language and apeeah itself bae not 

:31. DJi .• :PP• 77. - 78. 
32. 1ll.il·, 'P• 80. 
)). ll2J4. • P• 81. 
)4. llaJ.i. 
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been understood. ·Mach of this has come about lJecauH we haTe not under­

stood the place of ment.al im.agery in relati"ll to statem~nts of fac.t. 

And it d.oes he>:ve a :place. A c-ity like !Jew York, for examT:Jle, mq bring 

a certain i~ to :rour mind. Provided we have 'been there, the tttate­

ment s thet we make about it will onlJ make sense because i:re are making 

them about the real Nev York, not about the mental picture we l!13Y ha.Te 

in our minds. Likewise when we think of .the dtstmiqe th~t separates the 

sun from ourselves, ve probably conjure up some kind of weird 1m8'8 to 

make that . tremendous distance more real ·to ourselves.Bu.tour st~temeuts 

about that distance ~111 only· m9ke sense~ we stick to mathematics and 

not to 1ma.ge.s 1n our O\!Jll minds. itere 7ou can see that cl~a.r thinking 

~ be accompanied by come ridiculo~s i:magining.35 

Because of a eta.tement made b..7 it.I? mother, a child had the idea 

that poiso~ was macle up of horrid red things. ·When the child thought. 

of poison, the mental itlage of horrid ~ed things orune into her mind. 

ihe child really- ·thought th~t the -pohon was horrid things . In tna-t 

ment9.l imege she ~as mistaken, ·alt~augb.· she thought it ,ra.s trne. But : . 

because her mental image was f a.lse, · that does not mean that the state­

ments she me.de a.bou..t 'J)o1son ,,ere in ever:, instance false·. She knew 

tha.t aicy"One who would swallow 1-t would ®ffe-r paiu and 1)'l~sible death. 

We can now add to our previous stn.t.ement (that thinking 
!1181' be sound where ihe images that accomp~ it are false) 
the furthe1" statement I thinking mq :be sound 1n certain . 
respects where it is accompanied not only b~,false images 
but DY' false images mistaken ~or tl'Q:e. o~es.JO 

When we a,:re t a lking about things that our five senses csnnot per­

ceive, w-e uce ';:ord,s ·to describe that particular thing which can refer 

35. llu,4., l>• 86. 
36. ~., P• 87. 
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to it 1n one of ita meanings. lor that reason ~ \111e we epeak of 

things thnt are bey-ond our sense we met speak 1n a metapborlaal Nnee. 

We now have three guiding prind1plee b~ore us. (1) 'l'hat 
thought is distinct from the imagination which aaaonroantea it. 
(2) 'l'hat thought Dl81' be in the main sound nen when the f alee 
images tbnt aocomp~ it are miataken b7 the thinker tor true 
ones. (:,) !hat &n7one who talks about things that cannot be 
eeen, or touched, or he81"d, or the ltke, met iMYitabl7 
talk AA JL 1m gqnld be aeen or touched or heard.'.37 

!he point to be made here is this. A statement 1a not to be re­

garded as true or false Just because the image?7 is inadequate or false. 

Mr. ~wh baa pointed out that true statements are made vb.en an image 

1e known to be false, or even in some instances when a false image 1e 

.thought to be true-as in the case of the little girl and the poison. 

'l'hought itself ia something distinct from the image17. Absurd thinking 

does not neoeasariq follow· from absurd imagery.38 

To go on then. Ohriatiana mq think of two lraman forms of differ­

ent ages when they think of the Son and the ~ather. The Christiana at 

the same time hasten to tell ua that Ood has no human form. The fact 

that moat Christiana have a mental picture of two humane does not mean 

that the thought behind it is absurd. The suggestion to get ri.d. of 

imagery is of no help because imagery of· another kind 1s merely- intro­

cluoed, Some people choose to think of God as· some Tague spiritual foroe. 
. . 

The imsge17 of a gaa or fluid or electr1oity ia on.q being e%.tbanged 

for the picture of a royal-looking gentleman. Noth ing haa been accompliahed.39 

Oonaequentq, absurdit7 of images does not 1trralidate doctrines. 

A peasant of Galilee could hae thoa«ht of Ohrbt actuall.7 sitting at 

)?. lll14•, P• 89. 
:,a • .w.4. . 
)9 • .lllJ.i., P• 90. 
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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. 'l'he changing of the imageI7 or elimin~tion, of the 

right band of God didn't change the forcefulness of the doctrine. 

\'lb.at mattered mu.at have been the belief that a person 
whom he had known as a man in Palestine had, as a person, 
survived death and was now operating as the supreme: . .agent 
of the supernatural ieing who had governed and maintained 
the whol~ field of reality. And that belief would stll"Vive 
substantia.111' unchanged after the falsity of the earlier 
images had been recognized ••• The difficulty here i s that 
the7 were not writing as philosophers to satisfy speculative 
c-urios1ty about the nature of God and of the universe. The7 
believed in God; and once a man does that, philosonhical 
definiteness can never be the first necessity. A drowning 
~ does not analyse the rope that is flung him. 40 

The modern liters.list and materialist gets into difficulty becen.ee 

he comes to the ancient writers with the modern distinction between 

•material and immaterial• and on that basis tries to determine where 

the Hebrews stood. The charge is brought that "Orimi tive man could not 

conceive the idea of pure spirit. If that is the case, he was no more 
' . 

able~ to conceive of pure matter. He could not have started out \11th a 

-purely material concept of God and gradual~ spiritualized him. 

For the •material' as we understand it, comes to be 
realized on~ by contrast to the 11mmater1al•. And the two 
sides of the contra.st grow at the same S'Peed. Be started 
with sometb1Dg which was neither and both.41 

'!his then leads us to the point where we must discuss the difference 

bet\'reen explaining and exple.ining awq. To some people meta-phorice.l ex­

pression means that a statement doesn't car17 much weight. Mr. Lewia 

suggests that people a.re correct when the7 think of the expression 

'hell fire• as being metaphoricel, but they are wrong when the:, think: 

40. !\a., pp. 91 - 92. 
41. lJl1d.., 'P• 94. 



it means nothing more serious than remoree.42 

Some will sq that the l'all spoken of in Geneaia is not to be 

taken literally and at the same time speak of it as a fall upwards, 

"which is like saying that because 'Iv heart is broken' contains a 

metapho~, it therefore means 'I feel che~rful•.a4J Dootrinee which 

20 

are metaphorically expressed are not for that reason untrue. :Besides 

the p~sical uni.verse and the !)Syeho--physical universe there is an 

uncreated and uncondit,ioned reality which ha,.s a definite structure which 

is expressed ue~fully._ for us in the doctri~ _~f. the Trinity. And this 

reality enter~d the universe in a specific point _i~ time and became one 

of the crea tures of that universe. Whatever metaphor is employed to ex­

.P,ree~.w~a t hap~ened there. ~ery li~tle improv~ment or none at all can 

be made on the Scri:ptura~ 'came do11n from he.aven' .44 

In the Incarnation of Christ we are. de.aling w.ith two things. One 

is the superna tural or uncondi.t .ion"~~ rea~1t71 . and t~e. events on the 

his.toric?,l level whi~h are S'.U!)p~sed ~o h.av_e hapyened as a result of the 

supernatural interfere.nee. Of the first tn,e we spe9k metaphor~ca.l~, 

but of the se.cond we can and do use literal spe~ch because the7 a.re 

events metapho~ically where the slight twist is made from explaining 

something to explaining it a~. 

And so we do not alter Chrietianit7 b7 rendering explicit 
the fact that 1 sonship' is not used ot Christ in exactl.7 
the same sense in which it is us~d ot men. But the assertion 
that Jesus turned water into wine va.s meant perfectly 11 ter­
ally, for this refers to something which, if it happened, 
,,as well within the reach of our. e.ensee. and ou.r langu.age. 
When I sq, 'My heart is broken•, 7ou know perfect~ well 

42. ll2J,,i., P• 95. 
43 • .DJJl. 
44. ~-. p • . 96. 



that 1 don•t .. mean aJl'l'thing you could verify at a nost-mortem. 
But when I sq, lb-' boot-lace is broken, t then if 70~ own 
observation shows it· to be intact, tam ettl;ler lying or 
mistaken. !rhe ac~ounts of the 'miracles• in first aent11r7 
Palestine are either lies, or legends, or history. S . 

21 

Granted then that for the purpo~e 9f grasping something of what 

goes on in the supernatural. aetaphor·mnst be em:9loyed, 'de are not to 

get the 1nea that metapbor is used to describe what went on in t he his­

torical level r.fter the supernatural interfere4. We cannot at will sq 

that something in metaphorical in the religious level unless it ia 

dea ling with the supernatura l p r.rt of the religiou.s. Mr. Lewis has 

made this quite clear in the above qttota tion. "The relation of the 

Father to the Son and· the Holy trpil:'it i~ dealt with in the first two 

chapters of Bezond Personalityt6 

God is °h'adc l'aot or Actuality. 

After we have now eliminated the d.iffieu:lt-les that arise large~ 

just out of poor under.standing of langue<ge an~ not of religion or 

miracles themselves, . we c.an turn to the question proper. Chris~ians 

have difficulty not so mo.eh with the· ·i,rre'ligion of people a s with 

the'ir ·religion. It is the type of rel'igion that ·thinks of God a~ beauty, 

truth, or goodne:ss or some vague indvelling fcrrce in man. A God of pur­

pose, a God of action, a. God with a commanding, determin~,te character 

is not wanted. This vague religiositT e·xcludes the God of the Ohristiane. 

This religion rejects a God who would ao miracles, or aD1"thing for that 

matter.4? 

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

45 •. .l1U4 .. , PP• 96· - 97 • 
46. o. ~. Lewis, Beyond Personality, PP• 1 - 13. 
47. Hitas,lee, pp .. 99 - 100. 
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It ie so appealing not because it is the final refin-,ment of man's 

religious thinking but 'beoauee it ia so old &nd obT1ous. Onq during 

the time of ?lato and Aristotle did the Greeks get beyond it. ~pe 

onq maDaged to rise above it whUe it .remained predominant~ Christ~. 

J:f we concede thv.t r~ligion is only what man s-eys about God and not 

what God does about man, then we could concede that Pantheism i9 -

~ligion. The old atomic picture is \o plcy'sics vhat Pantheism is to 

religion. It is the normal guess about thi~. We can't Sfq' t hat it ie 

absolutely wrong, but we do Bl\1' that it is in need of correction.48 

Pantheism 1.a led in much of its th~nking by. a great deal of picture 

thinking. 

Pantheists and Christians agree that God is ~resent 
e,rerywhere. Pantheists conclude that Re is 'diffused' or 
•concealed' in all things and therefo~ a universal med1'1l!ll 
rather than a concrete entity, because their minds are 
reall7 dominated by the picture of a gas, qr fluid, or space 
itself. 'lhe Ohristian, on the other hand, deliberately rules 
out such images by sqing that God is totally present at 
every point of space tm<l time, and locallY :present in none. 
Again the Pantheist and Christian agree that we are all de­
pendent on God and intim::• tely related to Rim. l3ut the Christ-· 
ian defines this relation in terms of Maker and made, wh~re­
as the Pantheist (at least of the PO"P\llar kind) says, "19 

are 1pa.rts• of B-im, or are contained in B1m. Once more, the 
victure of a. vast extended something which can be divided 
into areas. has crept in. :Because of this f atal picture 
Pe.ntheism concludes that God llm.st be equally preaent in 
whP.t we call evil and what we call good and therefore in­
different to both (elther parmeatee the mud and the marble 
impartially). The Christian has to repl.7 that this is far 

. too simple; God is present in a great maey different !:lodes: 
not ~resent in matter as Be is present tn man. not ~reoent 
in ail me,m as in some, not present in any other man as 1n 
Jesus.49 

Christianity confronted with popular religion finds itself 

o~cupied with the troublesome task of correcting common notion. It is 

48. M&r11:;lee, PP• 100 - 10'.3; Qg,se• Pl>• 33 - 34. 
49. Mirggl4:3, P• 10:3. 



a nuisance as the historian ia a nuisance to aDl'One who vanta to dreaa 

about the good old dqa. !he point la worth emphaeidng that this tn,e 

of popular reli~ion baa its appeal aa long as we are onl1' concerned 

about what ve want to aq about God rather than what Be wants to do fol' 

ua. A' long aa we keep God an indefinite being, Pan.theim vlll do the 

job for ua. But what are ve going to do with all the concntenesa around 

ua,so 
lava do not explain this concreteneaa. 'l'he7 can onq give us a 

aeries of If1a and And'•• 'l'he Lava onq tell us that there must be 

connections of some sort. 'l'here ma.at be something to vhich these con­

nections connect. !here muat be some opaque actualitiea fed into the 

ayatem. If God then created this world, he muat be the source of all of 

these concrete things. If God then 1a the source of all these concrete 

things, He Himself must be concrete and individual in the highest de-

grees. 

•or there is no conceivable ,meane llhereb7 what is abstract 
or general could itself produce concrete realit7. Book-keep­
ing, continued to all eterni\7, could never produce one farth­
ing. • • If ~thing 18 to exist at all, then the Original 
!h.ing must be, not a principle nor a generalit7, much sfH 
an 'ideal' or a 1value1 , but en ~tter'.q concrete fact. 

Here acain the Pantheists or va~e religi, n~ste run into the 

difficulty of explaining the source and origin of the concre t~ness ve 

see round about us. The vague, the indefinite, t~e indeterminate cannot 

produce the concrete reallt,... Aleo in thiB poin~ Mr. Levie does avq 

with 1')90~le who are quite willing to be religious out religious iu auch 

a wq that nothing 1e definite and therel>7 eliminate ~hing that 

50. !ll14., P• 104. 
51. 1Jl1i., P• 106. 



might deal with responsibilit7 and certaint,'. 

Again in point of language. Just bees.use the C'hrf.stian.J' aq that 

God is infinite, ve e.re not to get the impression that Ke has no fora 

or h only a Tague ree.11 ty. \'Te ehould not be afraid to sq that God 1e 

a particular fhing. At one time Be was the onq !bing. :But Be choae to 

create and make things outside Himself. J~ lie were 'Unive·rsal Being', 

He could make nothing because generality can make nothing. It would be 

best to S8J" that Be is k Abgolute BeJu because Re along e:dsts in. 

his nwn right·.s2 

Possibq to aq that God 1a a 1pa.rUau.lar fhing' somewhat leesena 

the difference between Himself and all of the derivative creatures. But 

we shoulcl remember that their principle of existeme is not in them­

selves as God.' s principle of existence is 1n llimsel.!. 

You. can diatingu.ish l&bai, they s.re from the fa.ot .lltal, thq 
are. The .de.finition of them can b.e imders·tood. and a clea r · · 

· 1dea of them formed without even knowing yhether. Existence 
1s o.n •opaque' addition to the idea. of· them. But ,nth God !t 
is not so: if we full.7 und.erstood l!AI\\_ God is we should see 
that there 1e no q_ues tion whether He is-. Jt would e.lwqs 
hgve been impo~sible that He should-not exist. He is the 
opaque C9nter c,! all erl..atence,s, t~e t h ingS~het simplJ' 
and enti!'.9l.Y 11.. the fountain of fac·thood. 

It ia on~ because this God has nov created th~t we s.re "bound ~ 

sq that He is a parUcular Thing. We i;msi do that so we ~o not confuse 

Him with the c"atures and things Be hae .created. We can sq that B~· 

was so full of e:dstenoe th~t lie could and· did give. some of i~ o.i~, . . ' 

B,e caused things .to be that vere other than Himself. We oa.n nen . sq 

that God made the . ata.temont unt~e to BaT th:~.t Be wa s eTer.,thing. 

52. l»J.i. ~ P• 106. 
53. Jllld. •• !>• 101. 
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We need more than e. surface understanding toge\ a -picture of the 

relation of God to Ria creation. :in s,qing Re is a. parUcu.ler. separate 

!bing we are not . lim!ting Him in tJ1J.7 wq but reall.7 shoving Ria greatneat1. 

!he Absolute Being capable of crea ting things other trum HimSJelf is the 

true picture we get'. when wa get &We.'¥ from the im~e of· something vague 

and indefinite. God as existence personlfied. aa the I AM 1s difficult 

to grasp. As Mr. Lewis -put~ it. 'God is the fountain of faethood.•S4 

Great prophets and saint~ h ave had :pictures of Go"d ,fhich haTe been 

:pos1t1ve in the highes t degree. l3ut since there was nothing in the 

vocabulary of their peoples to express adequately the ·ingi ght~ th91" had. 

been given. they usually employed negatives to eliminate s:ny false ~im­

presaion their countrymen might get. 'l!b.ey said that God was not this. 

no~ that. Along every step of the~ it is necessa~ to strip off 

some human attribute of our idea of God. As St. Paul said,, the -purpose 

was not tha t God should stand before us in Kia nakedness, but thnt 1n 

this fashion he could bd reclothed. The onJ.:' difficulty is t..1\a.t m..,qn c~ 

not 8111)p'.cy" the neceasary reelothing. I~ is for that- reason that we mq 

come to & Tague picture ~f God. Imagination cs:n·help a little but not 

a great deal. 

That is wb7 the Christia.ii statement that only Be who doe• 
the will of the i'ather will ever know the true doctrine is 
ph11osophica!17 aaourate. The imagina.tion11l~~ hel~ e lit t le: 
but in the moral life, and {still more) 1n the devotional 
life we touch something concrete which will at once begin 
to correct. the growing emptineH of our idea of God. One 
moment even of feeble oontri tion or blurred tharJcful~i-e 
vill, at least 1n some degree, head us off from the ab788 
of abstraction. ·.It is Reason herse1f which teaches us :not , 
to rely. on Beason onl.7 1n this matter. 1or Reason knova 
that she cannot work without materials. When it becones 
clear that you cannot find out by reasoning whether the cat 

54,. lJlli • 
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is in the ~inen,;.oupboud. it is BeB.son herself Yho whiS'Ders 
1Go and look. Th.is 1s not my job; it is e matter for the • 
.senses•. So here·. b.e ma~erb.ls for correcting our a.'bstrac\ 
conception of God. cannot be supplied by Beeson: she will be 
the f ir.etsJO .tell 7ou to go abtl try experieno·e--'Oh, taste 
and seal' 

~. Lewis has a suggesti-:,n whiuh mi-gb.-t halp us get the :picture of 

.G:od as the source of· all fitets, -the baaic Fact or Act\1.ality. WordR like 

inoorporeal and· impersonal are somewhat misleading. !he te?'?Dl'!- trans­

corporeal and trnnspersonal would be more o.ccurete. Grmamaticall7,, we 

have indicated that the things we say o--! God. are meta';)horica.1, ~ut 1n 

a deeper sense it is our own powe·rs and energies that are mere meta!)hora 

on the real Life which is Goa.S6 

MP~ people ba.ve been \!!'Orried about the in1agery of the Old fest~ 

ment. Strange'.cy' enough these pictures of .a threatening God, of a God 

thunde1•ing and lightning ont of dens~ amo!te • ev~n of a God ~ho cha.ngea 

His milld transmit a ver:, definite impr.eMl-on of a living deity. Abstract 

thought manages to s~elch this impress1Qn. lf we t'lould then wish to 

reject the imagery of the Old ~estement, we should do so not bees.use 

it is too strong; but becnuse it is ·too weak. Much M.mage has 'been done 

bJ' a confu_s1on between the words 'S3)irit1 and 1.ghost-1• Ghoets ~JYoear to 

be ·shadowy beings. Spirit is quite the op:9osite. !he traditional picture 

we have of God i .s not a shadowy being at all. When human dead are glorUied 

in Ohrist, they are no longer ghosts but saints. 

The cliff·e.rence in a.tmoenhere wldch even now su.rro1Jnds the 
words ' ~I se.w a ghost• and the 1>Jord~ 1.I · ~al! a s$t.•-i:.11 ~e 
pallor and .1-nsubstantialj.ty of the one, and the ~ld and blue of the other--contuin.s more wisdom. than ,,hol~ libraries of 
'relt.gion•. If we ~Bt hnve a mental pJ.c~re to symboli.ze 
s~1r1,. we ahould re:pre0ent it as Bomet~1ng heaTier than aatter.57 

55. lb:li.·, PP• 109 - 110. 
56. lbj,tl • . , ,m. 110 - 111. 
57 • Jllll., P• 112. 
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!heme and sub-plot 

If we take for granted than that the ultimate ~act is the living 

God, we want t 'o ask whether Re would perform ~ miracles. We feel that 

_. it would not be in place. We think that only an incompetent workman 

would construct something that would require interference. !o help us 

across this barrier Mr.· Lewis mentions the beginning scholar, and the 

man who is merely a critic. tlhen irregularities ware discovered in 

... shakespeare, the critics were surprised. In some of the great :poets 

irregu.larities and half-ryhmes were discovered. At first theJ" were 

charged to stupidity, but they actually ser,ed a definite purpose. 

There was something higher than mere superficiel obser,ance of metrical 

ro.les. We could sq that there were and are rules behind the rules, a 

deeper uni t7. 

A supreme workman w-111 never break by one note or one 
-s7llable or one stroke of the· brush the living and inward 
law of the work he is producing. lm.t he will break without 
scruple any number of those superficial regularities and 
orthodoxies which little, unimaginative critics mistake for 
its laws. The extent to which one CP.n distinga.ish a just 
'license• form a ~ere botch or inward significance of the 
work as a whole.5 

!Ihe so-called invasions of Nature ·by God are unexpected only so 

long as we look at the superficial. A miracle 1s to Nature what. an 

unexpected half-rb1me or line of prose is to poetry. These so-called 

brean in the usual are the real signs that the author is concerned with 

a deeper unity of his subject than mere artificial rules and regu.lationa. 

If the unusual event is really the subject about which 7ou are 

writing a ghost story, the introduction of such beings will be ve%7' 

much in place. If', however, we are writing about a very- normal 

58. lll1si·, 1>• 117. 
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situation, it is not permissible to bring 1n a ghnst to solve a sit­

uation Just because we are 1n a tight place. Some people put this kind 

of i~terpretation o~ 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 matt er. 

Death and Resurrection are what the story is about ••• 
If· you haV'e hitherto· disbelieved in miracle~, it is worth 
pausing a moment to consider whether this is not chiefl.7 
because you ·thought you had dlscovered: what the story vu 
really aboutt~that atoms, and time and space and economics 
and pol1 tics were the main plott59 · 

IJ.lhe writer ,snggesta that U we saw that not Batu.re but that Death 

and Resurrection are what the stoey was a.bout, the a.pl'.larent irregnlarities 

woulc disappear. It is 'when we try to maintain that the story or !JOe!ll is 

wr1 tten a.bout the regular lines and not a.bout those vhich superficiall.7 

appear to brenk the .r;ythm that confusion about the propriety of mi.raclea 

arises. It's a matter of detecting and separating the sub-plots from the 

main theme. This entire objection seems to rest on the old thesis that 

Nature is the whole show. It betrays · a hesitancy to remove that concep­

tion from the pathways of thought. And as Mr. Lewis intimated it m.q 

be caused b7 the discovery of the real plot behind the universe. the 

fact ~hat· something outside of man is at the center of things·. 6o 

Could it bet 

With the previous evidence as a background we have to set OP.t to 

find out what criterion we should establish for the ~robabilit7 of 8'113 

miracle. Modern historians will acc91)t the most im:9robably 1nstural1 

explanation of 8.'D:3' event before the7 wills~ that a miracle has occurred. 

S9. lJlli., P• 120. 
60. Jlwl.., P• 119 • 



Collective hallucination, ~notimn of unconsenting 
spec ts.tors• w1d"spre~d insta~taneous conspiraCT 1n 11'1ng by 
persons not otherwise known to be liera and not likely to 
gain by the lie-all these are known to be veY7 imJ,robabll!! 
events: .so improbable that, except for the special purpose 
of exolu4ing .a m.lre.cl,t,. thq a~e never. auggevted. But they 
are preferred to the admission of a miracle.01 · 

29 

ln a sense all ev.ents before ~ey have happened are improbable; 

but when they MV.e once happened t~ey do :not at · all a.pnear increcible. 
• . • "i • • 

It is high4' improba,.b1e that a certa~n man should ·win ·a. lottery. Once 
' . . . . 

he has won. it, we 4on•·~ e~ that ·it . i~ incre_dible •. 1:lhen we consider the 

m~ number of .Det~etings and fertile unions of our ancestors that were 
• •' • ' • I 

neceesa.17 ~efore .we individ,µu.ly appeared on the scene, the fact th~t 
• • r • • • • , • 

we should be boi:n ai all seems improbable. Once we have been born, there . . ' . . 

do~sn I t . see~ to be ~thi~. incredible about it at all. Ou.r problem . ·, . . . . 

rests not . so ~h. with. .~his .ki~d of an~ecedent probability but with 
• • ' • • • 1 • 

historical :probabili t:. 62 . 
,' : 

Hume's llHU: .. ha.s made it appear that miracles are the most im­

probable of all hLstoric~l events~ Hum~ sttggests that a miracle depend.a 

on a kind of maJority vote~ If a thing is. kn.own to happen often before; 

than, it .is ~or.e pro~able that it will hapn~n again in the future. That 

~asumption is true if there is uni:fQrm expxrience against miracles. 

Bo.t that uniform experience can on~ .be maintained if ~11 reports about 

miracles are regar~ed as false. All of these reports can be regarded as 
• I 

false onl7 if "{e kn<;>w that miracles have never occurred. And as Mr. Lewis 

apt.ly indicated this is arguing in a. ~ircle. 63 

Home's entire argument regarding probab·i~it7 depends on the 

61. JkU.., PP• l,21 - 122. 
62. ,llu.s\e I :P• 122 e 
63. llu.sl.-, 'PP• 122 - 123. 


