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Dear Reader
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Zak Schmoll on the Purpose of This Project

An Unexpected Journal is a labor of love.  In a way, it is the natural outcropping of our collective education at Houston Baptist University where we all met as students in the Master of Arts in Apologetics program. Some of us attended class in person while others, myself included, took advantage of the flexibility of the online option to learn with our fellow pilgrims. We came together for one very simple reason: a shared desire to present a case for the truth of Christianity using both reason and imagination.

As imaginative apologists, we do not for one second believe that God is simply a figment of our imaginations. To the contrary, we believe that God is very real, but we also believe that He gave us our imaginations to use for His glory. As HBU professor Dr. Holly Ordway writes in her book Apologetics and the Christian Imagination, “Imagination is the human faculty that assimilates sensory data into images, upon which the intellect can then act; it is the basis of all reasoned thought as well as all artistic, or what we would call ‘imaginative,’ exercise.”[1]

Arranging the objective truth about the very real existence of God into meaningful images is therefore going to be the purpose of this journal. This process of creative communication is vital to our work as imaginative apologists. In this, our inaugural issue, we think that focusing our attention on one of the true masters of imaginative apologetics is appropriate.

C.S. Lewis wrote The Abolition of Man as a dire warning to his surrounding culture. He wrote of a society that would eventually come to the point, “when all that says ‘it is good’ has been debunked,” and only “what says ‘I want’ remains.”[2] The task of the imaginative apologist could not be clearer in this vision of a dysfunctional world.

The concept of morality has lost its meaning for so many in our culture, as well. We have all heard people say, “What is right for you might be fine, but don’t try to impose your definition of right and wrong on to my lifestyle.” This type of postmodern, subjective understanding of morality comes down to a matter of wanting, as Lewis rightfully noted. We have demolished any understanding of objective good and bad, because it makes us  uncomfortable. We are therefore left with only our desires and wants. If we want something, it must be right, and if you want something different, that must also be right. Moral realities are no longer matters of objective truth but are relegated to the waste bin of subjectivity.

Not surprisingly then, many simply do not understand why right and wrong matter. They might understand the inherent inconsistency that emerges when contradictory truth claims are simultaneously accepted as true. However, this logical problem often does not matter because they do not understand why it should. The additional comfort gained by getting what we want outweighs the discomfort from an inconsistent worldview. Sometimes logic in and of itself cannot convince anyone of anything because we can become satisfied with being illogical, as long as it squares with the decisions we want to make. This is the society of wants about which C.S. Lewis prophesied.

In a culture that so often has its wants out of order and is willing to suspend logic for satisfaction, imaginative apologists can provide an alternative approach. Imaginative apologists do not seek to deny logic whatsoever, but they do utilize a different technique. Rather than argue that a world without objective truth is logically impossible, they seek to demonstrate what human experience in an illogical world would feel like. Through media like  storytelling, music, or poetry, the imaginative apologist can show the consequences of a worldview that denies objective truth. For some, seeing the implications of their espoused worldview played out imaginatively can connect them to the truth in a uniquely powerful way. They can more easily recognize that their denial of objective morality  has repercussions they do not want. Through the images the imaginative apologist creates, bad ideas can be exposed for what they are while good ideas can be glorified. The end result is the same as when using logical proofs, but the path to that destination takes a different course to get there. C.S. Lewis’s truisms in The Abolition of Man demonstrate the power and opportunity for imaginative apologists to connect with our culture of chaotic wants.

Please enjoy this inaugural issue of our publication. We hope that it inspires you to broaden your apologetic horizons. Future issues will have different themes and feature various forms of content. We plan on incorporating stories, essays, poetry, book reviews, movie reviews, artwork and other forms of media as we choose other authors, works or ideas to highlight.

Apologetics has traditionally been seen as the domain of the philosopher, using logic to prove the necessity of the existence of God. We recognize, however, that different people respond to different techniques. Some people connect very well to propositional arguments, and we do not seek to diminish that approach whatsoever. Rather, we hope to show you by our work, inspired by The Abolition of Man, that utilizing the imagination and reason together can expose the dangerous consequences of certain, popular ideas in our society of disordered desires.

In Christ,

Zachary D. Schmoll


	[image: image]


	 
	[image: image]







[image: image]



Lewis Among the Ancients . . . and Moderns
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Seth Myers on Lewis’s Trip through Literary History

C.S. Lewis’s essay The Abolition of Man, delivered as a set of lectures in 1943, was both timely for audience of the day, as well as timeless.  Subtitled Reflections on Education with Special Reference to the Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of Schools, Lewis intended The Abolition of Man (AoM) as a corrective to the tendency of English schools to entirely debunk values which they meant to critique, tossing out baby and bathwater.  

The backdrop of World War II may have played a role in Lewis’s message, as he sympathizes with the educators[3] who “may have honestly misunderstood the pressing educational need of the moment (and) see the world around them swayed by emotional propaganda,” having “learned from tradition that youth is sentimental.”[4]  But Lewis’s argument stems from his intimate familiarity with the Ancients – Plato, Aristotle and Augustine – and can also be seen to play itself out in his views of the Moderns.  A walk with Lewis among these figures as he develops his argument in the The  Abolition of Man will help us to see Lewis’s case as perhaps not quite as unique as suspected, but with the echoes of many voices in support of its truth.

Ancients

THAT LEWIS DREW FROM many - and ancient - sources can be seen in various incidental ways in AoM.  A quote from Confucius is the very first statement given as a preface,[5] and the appendix, “Illustrations of the Tao,” cites figures from cultures both ancient and modern as illustration of the universality of the code of morality for which Lewis argues.[6] And perhaps just as telling, Lewis gives this code an Oriental if not ancient title, the Tao, as if to highlight how unoriginal was his argument.

But Lewis first formally tips his hat to the Ancients in Chapter One, “Men without Chests,” as he draws on an analogy of the soul developed first by Socrates, which Plato describes in The Republic. Taking up the question of how to justly organize the polis – the city or nation of his day – Socrates likens it to a human figure (and ultimately the human soul) complete with head, chest and belly. Three such classes emerge for Socrates in analyzing society: a wise group, Guardians, which “thinks resourcefully about the whole community”;[7] a courageous group, the military, which is able to sense “the kinds of things to be feared”[8] and act; and finally the numerous masses, the artisans, who with discipline produce and consume goods, wrestle with desires, pains and pleasures, but are ruled by the guardians and military. But these classes reflect a deeper structure in the human soul, Socrates acknowledges, and it is this which Lewis grasps in developing his own analogy.  The head, or sense of reason, Plato describes as “responsible for the mind’s capacity to think rationally,” while the stomach is set in natural opposition to it, “an ally of certain satisfactions and pleasures – (responsible) for its capacity to feel lust, hunger, and thirst, and in general to be stirred by desire.”[9] In between these warring factions, Reason and Desire – the head and the appetites of the stomach – is the chest, or the “auxiliary of the rational part . . . (but) as distinct from the rational part as it is from the desirous part.”[10] Then, as if to emphasize the location of this auxiliary arbiter twixt reason and desire, Socrates then quotes Homer: “he struck his breast and spoke sternly to his heart” and notes this is the rational part rebuking the part whose “passion is becoming irrationally aroused.”[11]

Lewis follows Socrates here almost in lockstep, but with a few twists.  Lewis constructs just this same man, this same community, with:

We were told it all long ago by Plato. As the king governs by his executive, so Reason in man must rule the mere appetites by means of the ‘spirited element’ The head rules the belly through the chest – the seat, as Alanus tells us, of Magnanimity, or emotions organized by trained habit into stable sentiments. The Chest – Magnanimity – Sentiment – these are the indispensable liaison officers between cerebral man and visceral man.[12]

Lewis then, interestingly, adds:


It may even be said that by this middle element that man is man: for by intellect he is mere spirit and by his appetite he is mere animal.  The operation of the Green Book and its kind is to produce what may be called Men without Chests.  It is an outrage that they should be commonly spoken of as Intellectuals.[13] 



The training of sentiments to recognize and promote virtue (allowing reason to rule the passions) Lewis finds in many sources. “Aristotle says that the aim of education is to make the pupil like and dislike what he ought” Lewis states in the opening chapter of AoM, “Men without Chests.” He adds that Plato said as much: “the little animal will not at first have the right responses. It must be trained to feel pleasure, liking, disgust, and hatred at those things which are really pleasant, likeable, disgusting, and hateful.”[14] Lewis does not shy away from the importance of such practical training in virtue, stating “I had sooner play cards against a man who was quite skeptical about ethics, but bred to believe that a gentleman does not cheat, than against an irreproachable moral philosopher who had been brought up among sharpers”[15] (!) And not just the Greeks: the Chinese have their Tao of which Lewis states “It is Nature, it is the Way, the Road. It is the way in which the universe goes one, the Way in which things everlastingly emerge . . . the Way which every man should tread in imitation of that cosmic and supercosmic progression, conforming all activities to that great exemplar.”[16] Further, the Indians have their own Tao as well – Lewis cites the Rta from early Hindu writings, stating that  “the Indian masters say that the gods themselves are born of the Rta (righteousness) and obey it.[17]

Lewis’s argument in AoM thus is, in many senses, not his own, but that of cumulative wisdom, across both space and time.  It was important to establish this, as the problems facing his own time (the mid Twentieth Century, with Fascists, Communists and Scientific and Technological developments of all sorts) often had a Brave New World aura about them.  Scientific and political innovations were coupling themselves with moral innovations – and inventing a “moral innovation” Lewis has showed really is problematic, paradoxical, approaching the level of the oxymoronic. And Lewis will show how this contradiction begins to show up with the Romantics in the modern era.

Romantics & Moderns – and their Problems

BEYOND THE GREEK, ROMAN, Chinese and Indian Ancients whom Lewis cites, even the Romantics (some, the right ones anyway) lend their support.  Romantic poet William Wordsworth (1770 – 1850) is shown to claim that “through virtue the stars were strong”[18] while Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792-1822) “is assuming the same belief” when comparing the soul to an Aeolian lyre (harp), but with the further ability to “accommodate its chords to the motions of that which strikes them.”[19]  And it is Samuel Coleridge (1772-1834, and collaborator with Wordsworth on Lyrical Ballads), arguably the lone orthodox Christian among the ranks of the Romantics,[20] whom Lewis cites early in his essay. Lewis praises Coleridge’s example of the proper description of a waterfall as sublime rather than merely pretty, referencing something besides the observers own feelings about it.  Just as with proper training of sentiments at the level of “the Heart,” so did the waterfall itself evoke “ordinate or appropriate” sentiments worthy of it.  Lewis then jumps all the way back to the Christian Saint, Augustine (354-430 A.D.), who “defined virtue as ordo amoris, the ordinate condition of the affections in which every object is accorded that kind and degree of love which is appropriate to it.”[21] This implication of transcendence – that moral truths exist that are perceived by us, impinge on us and move us – will be a key insight as Lewis analyzes the plight of the Moderns.

Lewis’s view of history - intellectual, philosophical, literary – can be understood by examining his notion of “chronological snobbery,” through the case he builds in AoM against modern culture goes much deeper than that. In his autobiography, Surprised by Joy (SBJ), Lewis discusses how various of his Christian friends, and Owen Barfield in particular, “made short work of what I have called my ‘chronological snobbery,’ the uncritical acceptance of the intellectual climate common to our own age and the assumption that whatever has gone out of date is on that account discredited. You must find out why it went out of date.”[22] And “why it went out of date” is exactly what Lewis provides us.  Once his “chronological snobbery” was jettisoned, Lewis describes in SBJ how he proceeded to find meaning in works both Ancient and Modern – the old Norse Dream of the Rood, John Donne, George Herbert, John Milton and the like. He found such writers so stimulating (before his conversion) that he adapted a line from an epic poem to read “Christians are wrong, but all the rest are bores.”[23] But Lewis’s specific view of the twists of history provides a more explicit account for the differences between the Ancients and the Moderns, and these differences drive his argument in AoM.

“The Renaissance never happened”[24] Lewis declared in his inaugural lecture as the Cambridge Professor of Medieval and Renaissance Literature in 1954. This is quite an ironic statement given its occasion, one must admit. But it highlights Lewis’s struggle with common conceptions of history.  “The Renaissance,” Lewis continued in the lecture of Monday, November 29, 1954 at Cambridge, was “an imaginary entity responsible for anything a modern writer happens to approve in the Fifteenth or Sixteenth Century.”[25]  Lewis essentially regarded the construct as a piece of humanist propaganda, a myth constructed to cast the culture, learning, writing and life of the Middle Ages as drab and ignorant.  Lewis’s numerous studies sought to resurrect the credibility of this era, which inherited so much of its fabric of cosmic order and virtue from the Ancients.[26]

Instead, the real break in Western history occurred not with the Renaissance, but later, with the Romantics around the turn of the 19th century.  Just after the time of Jane Austen (1775 – 1817), noted Lewis Scholar Louis Markos claims,[27] is when Lewis placed the break in Western history and thought: when literature and art came to be seen more as a reflection of the writer and artist, than as expressing truths such as the truths and beauty of creation.  The timing of this break can be seen from various of Lewis’s comments. In his 1941 sermon, The Weight of Glory, Lewis asks,


Do you think I am trying to weave a spell? Perhaps I am; but remember your fairy tales. Spells are used for breaking enchantments as well as for inducing them. And you and I have need of the strongest spell that can awake us from the evil enchantment of worldliness which has been laid upon us for nearly a hundred years. Almost all our education has been directed to silencing this shy, persistent, inner voice; almost all our philosophy has been devised to convince us that the good of man is to be found on this earth.[28] 



But Lewis is even more explicit in his summary of The Discarded Image, explaining the “Model” that the Medievals inherited from the Ancients and kept alive until the moderns of the 19th century:


The glory of the best medieval work . . . often consists precisely in the fact that we see through it; it is pure transparency  one is tempted to say that almost the typical activity of the medieval author consists in touching up something that was already there . . . the aim is not self-expression or "creation;" (italics here mine) it is to hand on the ‘historical’ matter worthily; not worthily of your own genius or of the poetic art but of the matter itself.[29] [30] [31]



Thus, it is perhaps with a sense of irony and historical moment that Lewis cites Coleridge’s example of the description of the waterfall in introducing his case for the transcendent. Coleridge, one of the key figures of the Romantic Age sprouting in the early nineteenth century, but still beholden to both his Christian faith and the legacy of the Ancients and Medievals which his culture had bequeathed him. This tradition of a transcendent perspective is something at risk even today, under the all too familiar guise of “the Post Moderns.”  Lewis scholar Markos observes how the program of Post-Moderns, like Jacques Derrida, consists in turning back the clock on Western thought 2500 years, to before both Christ and Plato, and combat the transcendent, other-worldly assumption otherwise known as logocentrism[32] (logos being a received “word,” as Christ himself claimed to be just such a Word of God.[33]  He perhaps followed in the tradition of T.S. Eliot, who responded to (what Lewis would term “chronological snobbery”) the statement: “someone said: ‘the dead writers are remote from us because we know so much more than they did.’ Precisely, and they are that which we know.”[34]

That the vision of an ordered cosmos, and its moral claims, of the typically Christian Medievals has been tossed aside by Modernity is no secret; that we are tossing aside much of our moral and intellectual tradition dating to the Ancients is not quite so obvious.  And Lewis pinpoints this turning point of Western culture and thought with the Romantics of the early nineteenth century.  How might the contemporary soul recover from this great loss? We find Lewis’s answer in his unique approach to the notion of happiness, or Joy (though it will be seen, once again, to be entirely not unique or innovative!).

Lewis and the Modern Ancient

THERE IS IN FACT ONE further gleaning from the Ancients which Lewis exploited, which served as a foundation for his well-known apologetic argument for the existence of God from Joy or desire.  “If I find in myself desires which nothing in this world can satisfy, the only logical explanation is that I was made for another world,”[35] Lewis states at one point.  In explaining the conflict between reason and desires (settled ultimately through the “auxiliary "liaison officer," the Sentiments of the well-trained “Chest”), Socrates states how different objects can pull at us: “Each desire is for its natural object only” and “for drink of a particular kind there is also thirst of a particular kind”[36] But Lewis translates this thirst to a more celestial realm. Of his own moments of Joy – he follows Wordsworth in pondering them[37] - he states “All said, in the last resort, 'It is not I. I am only a reminder. Look! Look! What do I remind you of?'”[38] That such desires were in fact attached to, or from, something beyond themselves – well, that is the story of Lewis’s coming to faith, first in a God Himself, then in the Christian faith in particular. Lewis argues:


But it is at the next step that awe overtakes me. There was no doubt that Joy was a desire . . . but a desire turned not to itself but to its object. Erotic love is not a desire for food, nay a love for one woman differs from love for another woman in the very same way and the very same degree as the two women differ from one another. Even our desire for one wine differs in tone from our desire for another. [39]



And perhaps more poetically, Lewis reconnects this notion with the arts, the field which demonstrates, as a litmus test, the transition from this world held by the Ancients and Medievals, to that of the self-absorbed, self-expressing Moderns:


In speaking of this desire for our own far-off country, which we find in ourselves even now, I feel a certain shyness. I am almost committing an indecency.  I am trying to rip open the inconsolable secret which hurts so much you take your revenge on it by calling it names like Nostalgia and Romanticism and Adolescence . . .We cannot tell it because it is a desire for something that has never actually appeared in our experience. We cannot hide it because our experience is constantly suggesting it, and we betray ourselves like lovers at the mention of a name. Our commonest expedient is to call it beauty and behave as if that settled the matter. Wordsworth’s expedient was to identify it with certain moments in his own past. But this is all a cheat . . . The books or the music in which we thought the beauty was located will betray us if we trust to them; it was not in them, it only came through them, and what came through was longing.[40]



Thus, Lewis’s argument of the case for virtue, morality and its transcendent ground has come full circle: the arts which give expression to human desire and longing themselves evaporate like mists (or signposts as Lewis liked to put it) in the face of enduring truths, or the eternal.  Lewis’s unique argument for God – from our desires which are not otherwise quenched – seemingly takes the Ancients beyond their arguments for right and wrong and how to practically promote them.  Lewis paves the way, in a sense, with observations like “God may be more than moral goodness: He is not less.”[41] Socrates, Plato and Aristotle were not unfamiliar with this longing for something above the din of human immorality.  Socrates’s “Philosopher Kings,” or Guardians, strove to “love every field of study which reveals to them something of that reality which is eternal,”[42] and apprehending the sight of “goodness,” which “is responsible for everything that is good and right . . . a prerequisite for intelligent conduct:”[43] morality was not so much the end, but flowed from being able to see something greater.  Likewise, Aristotle admits that virtue helps ensure not only healthy functioning of people and communities, but such practice of reason (controlling wayward desires) allows us the “highest virtue . . . that of the best thing in us,” the “most divine element in us” – a god-like contemplation of “perfect happiness.”[44]

But Lewis takes us beyond what such ancients could achieve, mere, contemplation – or as he summarized Dante’s placement of them in the level of Hades closest to Paradise (and Purgatory), “like Dante’s virtuous Pagans, 'in desire without hope.'” [45] It was, however, on the likes of these, “the most religious (Plato, Aeschylus, Virgil) were clearly those on whom I could feed” compared to the “thin” and “tinny” atheist figures such as John Stuart Mill and Voltaire.[46]  But the desire of Lewis for this beyond-morality or behind-morality he describes all along the way of his conversion process. As a youth, he found glimpses of Joy such as the Idea of Autumn from Beatrix Potter and the lines about the Norse god Balder the Beautiful which for Lewis, “instantly . . . uplifted into huge regions of northern sky, I desired with almost sickening intensity”[47] As a searching atheist, he found classics such as Euripides Hippolytus (a tale of shy but noble suffering) and “all the world’s end imagery” rising before him: he could not patronize it, but instead there was “a transitional moment of delicious uneasiness, and then – instantaneously - the long inhibition was over, the dry desert lay behind, my heart at once broken and exalted is it had never been” since his youth.45 From the philosopher Henri Bergson, famous for his notion of the principle of animating life, elan vital, Lewis learned the meaning of Romantics like Goethe, and to “relish energy, fertility and urgency; the resource, the triumphs and even the insolence of things that grow.”[48]

But, it was finally through the great Ensurer of that moral beyond pointed at by the Ancients, Medievals and (some) Moderns, that Lewis finds ultimate human fulfilment. Lewis found himself moved beyond the mere imagery of “Asgard, the Western Garden or what not,”[49]  or Plato’s ideal Republic, to find what the Christian writer John Milton (1608-1674, author of Paradise Lost) described as “the enormous bliss of Eden.”[50]  Fittingly, Lewis describes Whipsnade Zoo, towards which and in a motorcycle sidecar Lewis found himself realizing he had come to the Christian faith, after quite a bit of mulling it about, as “almost Eden come again” with its birds and bluebells and Wallabies hopping all about.[51]  The desires which the Ancients sought to keep in check – and which still need policing even today – had somehow gone in the direction that the Ancients hoped but could not fully achieve.  Lewis found them pointing to an appetite not meant to be held in check, an infinite appetite for happiness.

But for want of a nail – some practical morality, “God is more than morality: He is not less” – Lewis warns that man may never get there.  Our education system, and culture in general, has trained us to be suspicious of the very values that can energize and save us. Lewis decries the situation at the end of his first chapter, The Abolition of Man with the prophetic:


And all the time – such is the tragi-comedy of our situation – we continue to clamor for those very qualities we are rendering impossible. You can hardly open a periodical without coming across the statement that what our civilization needs is more ‘drive’ or dynamism, or self-sacrifice, or ‘creativity.’ In a sort of ghastly simplicity we remove the organ and demand the function. We make Men without Chests and expect of them virtue and enterprise. We laugh at honor and are shocked to find traitors in our midst. We castrate and bid the geldings be fruitful.[52] 



And Lewis warns us of this danger by taking us back into the world of the Ancients, through the often perverse twists of the Romantics and Moderns, to show how we can dwell in the land sought by all.
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The Abolition of Students

[image: image]





Rebekah Valerius on the Consequences of Naturalism on Campus


The beginning of wisdom is this: Get wisdom. Though it cost all you have, get understanding.[53]  Proverbs 4:7



One has only to look at recent student protests on college campuses across the nation to realize that something has gone terribly wrong with our young people.  Students are condemning their universities’ faculty and administrative bodies for improperly handling the students’ emotional needs. They are demanding that anything deemed as potentially offensive or upsetting be either labeled with “trigger warnings” or completely removed from the campuses. Righteous indignation and zeal fuel the charges of insensitivity coming from these students. They feel disenfranchised and the faculty and administration are beyond perplexed at the fragile sensibilities of these kids, worrying that academic freedom will be lost at the expense of keeping them happy.  Communication has become virtually impossible as a breakdown in language between these older and younger generations becomes more apparent.  The atmosphere is oppressive and filled with confusion and a sense of urgency. Rumors of war can be heard.

It is war indeed, but I contend that it is not primarily between the students and their faculty. At least, it is not directly between them. The core of the battle comes from deep within these young people’s hearts.  Their “instincts are at war.”[54] Their demands for sensitivity do not originate from emotions that have been harmonized with respect to some external, objective value system.  Instead, they originate from the only option left when such externals are removed and all statements of value are relegated to the subjective obscurity of their instincts.  These demands for security and comfort arise from a cacophony of disordered emotions. Christian scholar and apologist C.S. Lewis would tell us that the cries emanate from a host of untrained emotions that are screaming for validation in a world stripped of transcendence and dominated by naturalistic assumptions about reality.

Lewis predicted this instability in 1943 as he delivered a series of talks for the Riddell Memorial Lectures.  These lectures would later be compiled as one of his most prescient works, The Abolition of Man.  This short book provides needed insight into the chaos on the college campuses of today.  If Christians wish to reach these young people with the truth of our Lord, they should pay heed to the diagnosis Lewis gives in this book.  In explaining the route we have taken into this mess, Lewis also shows us a way out.

Though “naturalism” is never mentioned directly, Lewis deftly leads the reader to an understanding of the limiting and destructive effects that metaphysical naturalism has on society and human nature.  This philosophy was prominent in the writing of his book and it dominates today, permeating almost every aspect of our modern world, especially our education system.  Lewis shows that naturalism not only subjectivizes morality by insisting on a material account of its origins, but it reduces our apprehension of good and evil to mere animal instincts, stripping them of any objective value beyond that of the atoms that constitute our universe.  In practice, naturalism might have enabled us to gain more control over certain aspects of Nature, but when morality and human reason are forced into its reductionist box, Nature wins a disabling and permanent upper hand.  Through such a philosophy we pass from molecules to man and back to molecules by necessity.  Lewis writes, “as soon as we take the final step of reducing our own species to the level of mere Nature, the whole process is stultified, for this time the being who stood to gain and the being who has been sacrificed are one and the same.”[55]

Since the time of his writing, the conquest and sacrifice have advanced considerably. Lewis notes that this approach to understanding morality is unprecedented in human history.  Before now, the recognition of a transcendent, objective morality (which he refers to as the Tao), has always formed the basis of ordering human societies.  In particular, he argues, education has hitherto been approached as training the young to “feel pleasure, liking, disgust, and hatred at those things which [objectively] really are pleasant, likeable, disgusting, and hateful.[56]  In other words, education for the young involved training them to use their reasoning faculty to align their emotions with an objective truth.  Lewis calls this process the development of what he labels the “chest”, “the indispensable liaison officer” between Man’s intellect and his animal appetites.  Lewis asserts that it is by this very “chest” or “middle element that man is man.”  [57]

Admittedly, societies thus grounded have not been ideal, but the failure is on mankind’s side, Lewis contends, through his misunderstanding and misapplication of this complex moral reality.  He writes that these discrepancies can be accounted for by advancement or variations on a theme, but the spirit and heart of this Tao remain unchanged and consistent across cultures and time.  In fact, it is by this very Tao that the adaptation process is guided.

Today, however, with the destruction of such transcendence and the ascendancy of naturalism, the young are no longer taught to look beyond this world to order either their reasoning faculty or emotions.  This “chest” by which we are raised above our animal instincts is no longer developed, as a result. Lewis shows the reader that when external reference points are removed, all judgments of value must ultimately refer back to one’s own subjective feelings.  And, the measure of their validity necessarily resides no longer in the “chests” from of old, but in the emotions themselves.  The relative frequency and intensity of these sensibilities are the only means by which they can be both judged and validated.  What this teaches students is that they must “take their impulses as they come”, leaving everyone as “creatures of wholly irrational behavior.”[58]

In addition to removing this external reference point, a society that rejects a transcendent Tao is no longer able to make the kind of advancements in its application that it has in the past.  Though, as Lewis points out, “the human mind has no more power of inventing a new value than of imagining a new primary color,”[59] that does not stop us from trying, at least for now.  The Imago Dei with which we have been endowed is difficult to suppress, and the Tao still exerts its influence.  This results in society attempting to build a value system from outside of the letter and heart of the Tao, not being raised and nurtured from within.  Lacking a respect for its unity, they will grab at whatever of its virtues seem convenient at the moment.  These fragments dominate the untrained emotions left in the void where a moderating “chest” once existed.  The chasm between intellect and emotion is widened further by their unchecked force.  This utilitarian approach to building a value system leads to a host of contradictions and unhealthy emphases.  Lewis asserts, “From within the Tao itself comes the only authority to modify the Tao.”[60]  More light begins to shine on the chaos on our college campuses.

Generations later, this reductive understanding of reality and approach to virtue is now entrenched in our education system.  Its effects can be especially detected in the areas of education that surround value, ethics, morality, the social sciences, and the arts. Indeed, the university itself seems to be split along what Lewis calls “the world of facts, without one trace of value, and the world of feelings without one trace of truth”,[61] since for generations it has been divided between the utilitarian and value-stripped pursuits in the sciences and business schools on the one hand, and the ideology-laden conditioning centers of the humanities on the other.  In the end, these two areas of the modern university “confront one another, and no rapprochement is possible.”[62]

This idea of the “world of facts” and the “world of feelings”[63] being in complete discord and unable to communicate is perfectly illustrated by the clash between academic freedom and a perceived freedom to not be offended or made to feel uncomfortable.  Lewis could not have asked for a better example of his thesis that removing external reference points and subjectivizing morality creates a void between the “cerebral man” and the “visceral man,” human intellect and human appetite, and in this case, the virtue of truth-seeking and extreme feelings of discomfort.  He would tell us that communication between the two has broken down because their interpreter has been excised.  These students “without chests” are not able to moderate their feelings of discomfort when disquieting truths or subjects are discussed in the name of academic freedom in these institutions of higher learning.

And when the untrained emotion of discomfort and academic freedom clash, the emotion will win every time.  Indeed, “without the aid of trained emotions the intellect is powerless against the animal organism,” Lewis wrote.[64] Without “chests,” the students are bullying their universities into limiting a vital component in the pursuit of truth, the freedom to explore all ideas, even those that may make one uncomfortable.  That the search for truth, a value necessary for society’s advancement, could ever be impeded by fears of discomfort seems like the last thing that could have happened in an academic culture that once prized the freedom to question everything.  In fact, it seems as if many in the academic realm are still in shock that things have comes to this.  That students would be willing to place their irrational feelings over the search for reasonable truth, that they would not be able to cope with the discomfort some truths or discussions may produce, seems to have taken their professors by surprise.  That they would demand that classic works of literature and learning, even course syllabi contain “trigger warning” labels for containing potentially stress-inducing material seems ludicrous.  Why can’t these kids just simply cope?  Why must they compare the stress they feel to the post-traumatic stress of combat veterans?  Why can’t they simply control these emotions and appreciate the greater good of pursuing truth?

The Abolition of Man would provide answers for the older generations if they would stop and listen.   These students behave this way because the facility for ordering such goods as truth, tolerance, compassion, and comfort has not been developed.  The older generations did not pass on their “chests” for they were too busy paying lip-service to debunking them, all the while hypocritically retaining their own.  For these kids, all that is left to do the ordering are their instincts and emotions.  And deeper still, they have been trained to view these emotions as subjective and, in an ultimate sense, valueless. This belief alone produces its own particular form of angst that accompanies the feelings of discomfort.  The felt intensity of these untrained faculties drowns out any wisdom their reason might try to contribute to the process.  They are like toddlers who have not been taught how to control their emotions.

Lewis would not have been shocked at this turn of events though, for he predicted this infantilizing of students decades ago.  These split campuses will only be reunited when these students are given “chests” and taught to moderate their desires for security and validation with the virtue of truth. Only then can the naturalistic assumptions that are the root cause be de-throned.  The debunking process must end.  Who will do this for them?  The process of giving them “chests” to begin with will both secure and validate them in the solid “belief that certain attitudes are really true, and others really false, the kind of thing the universe is and the kind of things [they] are.”[65] There is a truth beyond the world of the science lab and five senses, and in that truth, a stability is to be found.

This inability to cope with discomforting speech is not only a threat to higher education but at a more fundamental level, it threatens the openness to any truth.  Therefore, by logical extension, and this is something every Christian apologist needs to understand, it can seriously inhibit one’s ability to pursue Him Who is Truth embodied.[66] Also, I submit that understanding this is not the only requirement for those engaged in cultural apologetics.  Understanding must be coupled with compassion or else any truth an apologist might try to impart will not be heard over the din of uncontrolled emotional reactions.  We cannot expect people to have “ears to hear”[67] without a “chest” to interpret and moderate.

Christianity contains both comforting and highly disquieting truths (like salvation and sin) and a proper understanding and acceptance of its tenets require one to come to terms with both of these aspects of the Gospel.  It is these disconcerting truths that will challenge the untrained sensibilities of this young generation.  Yet, the basis of our faith rests on an acknowledgment and acceptance of these.

Given these potential roadblocks to evangelism, how do Christian apologists proceed in such a hyper-sensitive environment?  Oddly enough, I believe that the best approach to take is one that will not only give these students the vital “chests” they need to cope with the angst that is left when their world is stripped of objective value, but it will provide apologists with the opportunity to fine-tune their own sensibilities with respect to God’s moral law (after all this law is supremely personal and relational as it is grounded in His Person). Indeed, given the latter, I suspect that the best apologetic is one that is undergirded by a harmony of properly ordered virtues, with the virtue of compassionate gentleness to soothe the untrained emotions leading the way.  Timely wisdom can be found for us in the Proverb that “a gentle answer turns away wrath, but a harsh word stirs up anger.”[68]

Also, I contend that our own Christian sensibilities have been more affected by the naturalistic cultural milieu than we like to admit.  This is evidenced by some of the approaches to apologetics that can be seen today.  We have a tendency to value truth above all other virtues and our delivery is often devoid of pity and gentleness.  It is difficult not to be repulsed by these student’s demands for validation regardless of truth, especially when we know Truth Himself.  Yet, we have to resist this reaction, for it often leads us to excise compassion from our delivery.  Such lack of grace will only ensure that walls will be built and ears will be shut because security and comfort feel threatened.  Our “chests” must be fully functioning, as well.

Therefore, a holistic approach to apologetics is required, one where all the virtues of the Spirit can be heard (and felt) in their melodious splendor.  Truth aligned with “love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, self-control”[69] is the powerful antidote to these students' inability to cope with their feelings when the painful realities of the Gospel are disclosed.  They need to be gently led from their “safe-spaces” and “trigger warnings” with a compassion that shows respect and validation in accordance with the Imago Dei that their naturalism-derived education has stolen from them.  In seeking this ideal, we will be able to both model and inculcate an operating “chest” (or conscience) for these kids.  We must become the living embodiment of what Lewis refers to as the old way of educating where “the old initiated . . . and dealt with its pupils as grown birds deal with young birds when they teach them to fly.”[70]

I strongly suspect that this apprentice-style approach will stand out, as well, from that of these students’ college administrators and professors who are caving in to demands like indulgent parents.  My hope is that they will perceive that such an approach speaks to the validation they are yearning for.  It will stand in stark contrast to the patronizing appeasements of their universities.  Ours must be an approach that appeals to the glorifying Imago Dei in all of us that raises us above the beast of the field.[71]

And, as image bearers, we can tap into the influence that the Tao still has on the instrument of their conscience.  We can simultaneously validate the isolated and swollen virtues that wreak havoc on their hearts and teach them to place them within their proper and moderating context of the Tao.  Only then can we begin to use apologetics to fully disentangle the web of deceit and obfuscation created by naturalism.  Helping these students reunite intellects and appetites will indeed raise them up, once again, above its dehumanizing forces, and prepare the way for the Gospel to be heard.

One final note, I believe that God has given apologists some wise “grown birds”[72] to learn from, as well, in this delicate “chest” transplant operation.  In fact, The Abolition of Man itself is written in such a way that is very instructive for us in this area.  Lewis’s audience was comprised of this older generation of “chest” debunkers and hyper-skeptics.  Although more moderated with the remnants of consciences they had been given from older generations, they too had their own “triggers.”  Lewis knew full well that certain words would send his hearers into shut-down mode. He tailored his message and terms such that any potential stumbling blocks, like the mention of the Bible or Christianity or Christ, were carefully avoided.  For example, instead of using the term Moral Law, Lewis called it the Tao, a term more acceptable to the sensitivities of these Western skeptics.  Of course, this approach is much more difficult, for it requires a kind of skilled maneuvering that avoids compromise.  Yet, I believe Lewis was successful.  We young birds can indeed learn from this old bird’s gentle and civilized, back door take-down of naturalism.

The wisest man wrote, “Meaningless! Meaningless . . . Utterly meaningless! Everything is meaningless.”[73]  I believe that this is the unconscious cry coming from these college students’ hearts.  And, they are correct if the naturalism that has been handed down to them by their teachers is true.  Unlike older generations, they cannot hide behind a hypocritical borrowing from objective morality, thus they cannot bury the anxiety this lack of meaning produces.  Perhaps their cries will serve as a wake-up call.  We can hope for as much.

Christians have a unique opportunity to answer their cry and demonstrate the inadequacy of the naturalistic worldview that produced it.  But first, let us get our own “chests” in order, for it will take all the fruit of the Spirit to engage these wild and untrained hearts.  There is a way to cloak the truth in compassion in our words without compromising it. That is a skill that requires much work and wisdom (and prayer!).  That is a skill that will become increasingly necessary as our culture becomes more fraught with untrained emotions.  Yet, committing to the struggle of balancing the two, as hard as it is, is the essence of grace.

And what other option do we have, being the recipients of such grace ourselves?
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"Will These Hands
  Ne’er be Clean?"
C.S. Lewis and the Apologetic Response to the Themes of Macbeth
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Edward Stengel on the Reality of 
Human Evil

Before anyone can accept the idea of salvation through Christ, they must first realize that there is something that they need to be saved from. The emotion of disgust, especially towards the evil deeds that are witnessed on a regular basis in the modern world, arouses a person’s reason to the factual conclusion that evil exists. Then the emotional response of conviction, knowing that one is capable of such evil deeds, awakens the conclusion that not only does evil exist, but it exists within everyone and thus one cannot escape it on one's own. These two emotional reactions and the logical conclusions they bring about are two of the most vital experiences a person must have if they are to realize they are in need of a savior. With an integrated (both imaginative and philosophical) apologetic approach in mind, there is one story in particular that awakens the two emotional responses, disgust and conviction, and the conclusions they bring with great clarity: the tragic tale of Macbeth by William Shakespeare.

C.S. Lewis liked to think of the human soul as having two hemispheres, the southern half being the visceral zone of emotional response (the imagination) with the northern half being the cerebral area of reasoning and logical response (the philosophical).[74] He believed that both sides of the soul needed to be in balance with one another in order for a person to be mentally healthy: “[w]e were made not to be cerebral men or visceral men, but Men . . . things at once rational and animal.”[75]  Via this balanced approach it is believed that mankind would uncover the “Tao” of mankind, or the inherent truths built into every man.[76] The idea that Lewis constructed his theory of the Tao on is thought to have first been discovered by Socrates, written about in Plato’s Theaetetus, where he realized that questions and stories “can test in every way whether the mind of the young man is bringing forth a mere image, an imposture, or a real and genuine offspring . . . [through these interactions] they have found in themselves many fair things and have brought them forth.”[77] In accordance to the line of thought that began with Socrates and was added to by Lewis, it would seem that emotions (a common reaction to questioning and story) are necessary to provoke the intellect into action to discover common Truths. It is in this way that humankind has interacted with God throughout its existence and so must seek to engage both of these sides of the soul in their work if they are to have any sort of lasting impact.

The first chief emotional response that Macbeth draws out is one of disgust, especially for the actions Macbeth takes part in:


Hear not my steps, which way they walk, for fear / Thy very stones prate of my whereabout, / And take the present horror from the time, / Which now suits with it. / Whiles I threat, he lives: / Words to the heat of deeds too cold breath gives. / A bell rings / I go, and it is done; the bell invites me. / Hear it not, Duncan; for it is a knell / That summons thee to heaven or to hell.[78]



Macbeth commits his first grievous murder in the first scene of the second act, murdering King Duncan, who was not only very kind to and fond of Macbeth, but was also viewed as quite a good king by the people of Scotland. The reader is taken aback by the new ease in which Macbeth lies to his friend, Banquo, and the king’s servants in order to get to the king while he slept. This nighttime assassination is an uncharacteristically cowardly act coming from the great warrior thane who led Scotland’s armies against the Norsemen. The reader must then continue on in horror as Macbeth has Banquo and the entire family of Macduff, babies and women as well as the men, put to the sword to protect his throne from the threats he perceived from them.[79] When one looks through human history, one does not need to search long before real events in this vein are found littered throughout it. The bloody ambition of the Tudors of England in the past or the cruel tyranny of the Kim Dynasty of North Korea in the present come to mind, and they are just two among many. Humanity has done far worse crimes in defense of far less than a king’s throne within its relatively short story. The actions of Macbeth are a clear reminder that there is great evil in the real world, and it is just as potent as it is in the pages of this play.

The emotional reaction of disgust towards Macbeth’s actions brings the reader to the classic problem of evil, or as philosopher William L. Rowe explains “[the problem of there being suffering] which an omnipotent, omniscient being could have prevented without thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse” and yet this suffering still takes place.[80]  Lewis commented on this idea in Mere Christianity but took it to its logical conclusion when writing about his former atheism:


My argument against God was that the universe seemed so cruel and unjust. But how had I got this idea of just and unjust? A man does not call a line crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line. What was I comparing this universe with when I called it unjust?[81]



This lead Lewis to the discovery of the Tao of mankind that he talks about in his Abolition of Man lectures. He realized that in order for one to even recognize that something is evil, they must first believe that there is some sort of inherent idea of good that all men naturally follow. This takes the main ideas in the problem of evil that are on display in Macbeth and flips them into the moral argument for theism, or that the "conscience reveals to us a moral law whose source cannot be found in the natural world, thus pointing to a supernatural Lawgiver."[82] So while one  may first question how any sort of good God could let Macbeth do what he does, they must then wrestle with why they think Macbeth’s ambitions are evil in the first place. Without God and the laws of Good and Evil that He enacts, it is as Nietzsche wrote “life itself is will to power” and Macbeth would have committed no crime except for following human nature and succeeding at fulfilling his instinctual will.[83]

The second chief emotional response that the reader experiences during Macbeth is one of conviction, for Macbeth is shown in the beginning of the play to be an especially valiant, courageous, and strong warrior:


The king hath happily received, Macbeth, / The news of thy success; and when he reads / Thy personal venture in the rebels' fight, / His wonders and his praises do contend / Which should be thine or his: / silenced with that, In viewing o'er the rest o' the selfsame day, / He finds thee in the stout Norweyan ranks, / Nothing afeard of what thyself didst make, / Strange images of death. As thick as hail / Came post with post; and every one did bear / Thy praises in his kingdom's great defence, / And pour'd them down before him.[84]



The reader must come to grips with the fact that Macbeth was not born a conventionally evil man and that perhaps he was a better person than even the reader themselves, for not many have had their name spoken all over a country for being a valiant warrior and leader. He does not instantly give in to delusions of grandeur but at first fights them and seeks to live his life day to day as it comes, only conceding to his dark ambition at the extreme insistence of his wife. This leaves the reader to wonder if such a valiant man can fall to his temptations, then surely they are just as, if not more, likely to fall. It must be made clear to them however, that temptation alone does not make one evil as Lewis wrote:


A silly idea is current that good people do not know what temptation means. This is an obvious lie. Only those who try to resist temptation know how strong it is . . . A man who gives in to temptation after five minutes simply does not know what it would have been like an hour later.[85]



The reader must come to understand that had Macbeth resisted his temptation successfully, it would have been to his credit, but because he did not, the evil is attributed to him regardless of how long he fought it.

Upon reflection the reader can then compare their own experience of temptation with that of Macbeth. Though they may not have been realistically tempted to murder someone in their past, murder is just one of the many sins the reader has the potential to commit. Since they have realized that good exists in this universe, then they must know that anything that misses the mark of goodness is indeed evil and that even the smallest of these evils tells a tale of temptation and failed resistance. Lewis once commented that “No man knows how bad he is till he has tried very hard to be good” and only when recounting all the times they have failed to resist temptation does the reader realize how very similar they and Macbeth truly are to one another.[86] They have, at least once in their lives, acted against their better judgement (the Tao) and like with white linen, found that one blemish has tainted the whole piece. It would be quite natural then for the reader to wonder, just as Lady Macbeth “will these hands ne'er be clean?” as it would seem that no amount of washing or good deeds can undo this blemish for “What's / done cannot be undone.”[87] At the time it would not be wholly unreasonable for the reader to believe themselves just as doomed as Lady Macbeth in the story.

The two emotional reactions of disgust and conviction that the reader experiences when reading Macbeth lead the reader to the conclusion that they have taken part in evil just as Macbeth did and are in no real way better than him, thus bringing them to the realization that they are in need of a savior of some sort to rescue them from their own mistakes. Macbeth, as retribution for his foul deeds draws near, loses all faith he had in life and purpose as he proclaims “it is a tale / Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, / Signifying nothing”, the reader might share such feelings if they continue to allow their temptations to lead them into the abyss that Macbeth found himself in.[88] This then allows the apologist to present the way out of the abyss that Macbeth never saw, the hope and forgiveness offered by the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Few would argue that anyone in this tale deserved death more than Macbeth (especially near its end) but the death of Christ was one of innocence, for only He was able to master His own temptations completely, never missing the mark of goodness. The reader will learn that Christ met the same initial fate as Macbeth so that the reader would not have to, that death, the executioner who comes to exact justice upon all of humanity for the evils they have committed, was finally defeated and his axe stayed. They then are given the chance that Macbeth refused to take, the chance to admit their wrongs and turn back:


Progress means getting nearer to the place you want to be. And if you have taken a wrong turning, then to go forward does not get you any nearer. If you are on the wrong road, progress means doing an about-turn and walking back to the right road; and in that case the man who turns back soonest is the most progressive man.[89]



With an integrated apologetic approach in mind, Macbeth clearly evokes two of the chief emotional responses one must have before recognizing the need for a savior, mainly disgust with evil and conviction of the fact that evil lies within everyone. The fall of Macbeth is the fall of mankind in general, as men often reject the good life given to them in order to follow their temptations, often with hopes of making themselves somehow greater than they would have been before. While on the surface Macbeth may be a stern warning about the dangers of unchecked ambition and adherence to fate over free will, under that very surface the pages seem to cry out “Maranatha!” as Saint Paul once did in his letter to the Corinthians.[90] With the help of the apologist, the reader can be brought forward from the morose discovery of their own personal evil to the all-encompassing hope Christ offers to even the worst of sinners, even those like Macbeth. The mark of goodness is attainable to all, if only they would allow Christ to carry them there. The reader of Macbeth must be presented with the Christian’s hope for goodness, that:


He does not think God will love us because we are good, but that God will make us good because He loves us; just as the roof of a greenhouse does not attract the sun because it is bright, but becomes bright because the sun shines on it.[91]
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Annie Nardone on the Majesty of the Cosmos

Red sky is only sun’s refracted light.

Green shades of plants are colored by mere chance.

White strands of clouds, just vapors in our sight.

Stars are not illumined, heavenly dance.

Winged flocks fly south on their appointed day,

Their season’s journey starts uncued each year.

The fragrant buds come forth in bright array

To coax each bee to nectar sweet and clear.

Each life sings of its given purpose, yet

We’ll marvel at this world and call it chance.

Complexity that is so clearly set.

It was His plan to bring us to this Dance. 

Creation shouts to say there’s Someone else.

From cell to sea You pull us to Yourself.
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The Death of Freedom
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Hannah Zarr on the Insufficiency of Nietzsche’s Innovation

“. . .God or Man, Soul or Mind, Freedom or Communism.” Mankind must choose between those irreconcilable opposites, as stated by Whitaker Chambers in his book Witness.[92] Chambers said that two faiths were on trial.[93] The faith based on God and Soul and leads to Freedom stands against the faith based on Man and Mind that leads to Communism, which is a replacement of traditional morality. C.S. Lewis and Chambers advocated the former faith and Friedrich Nietzsche the latter. When Nietzsche declared “God is dead,” traditional morality died too, causing Nietzsche much exhilaration: 


Indeed, we philosophers and "free spirits," feel, when we hear the news that "the old god is dead," as if a new dawn shone on us . . . At long last the horizon appears free to us again . . . at long last our ships may venture out again . . . the sea, our sea, lies open again; perhaps there has never yet been such an "open sea."[94] 



Nietzsche thought his faith of Man and Mind would make mankind freer, giving man endless possibilities. However, by putting Chambers’s and Lewis’s faith on trial against Nietzsche’s faith, it becomes clear that when Nietzsche abolished all limits of the horizon, Nietzsche abolished man as well, transforming him into a beast in chains. 

Lewis’s faith embraces what he calls for convenience the Tao. The Tao refers to what some people may call Natural Law or Traditional Morality.[95] He shows that it is self-contradictory to try to invent new values if traditional values have been debunked: the new values will always consist of a fragment of the Tao; the values’ validity comes from the Tao. Destroying the Tao would take away the very basis for the values in people’s ideologies, just as branches can’t destroy the tree without destroying themselves.[96] Lewis adds that rejecting the concept of value completely, however, is not contradictory. People could concede that there are no values at all if the Tao is rejected, but could then respond, “Very well: we shall probably find that we can get on quite comfortably without them.”[97] They will then declare that “ought” has just been psychological survival, and so everyone can now stop imagining value and decide for themselves what men should be and make them into that. This position states that men can master themselves and create their own destiny.[98]

That position is exactly what Nietzsche attempted to establish. As Lewis described, the Nietzschean ethic gets rid of traditional morals and leaves men with no foundation to make any value judgments.[99] Nietzsche’s morality is not an improvement upon the Tao, but is mere innovation.[100] Nietzsche wanted to get rid of morality because he believed it was a poisoner and slanderer of life.[101] It restricted men from creating their own destiny because it is against a boundless freedom and “implants the need for limited horizons. . .teaching the narrowing of our perspective.”[102]

Further, Nietzsche thought that under traditional morality, men could not decide for themselves who they wanted to be because the concept of guilt existed. Priests wanted to create for themselves the right to judge and punish. As a result, men were considered “free,” meaning every act had to be considered willed, so men might become guilty and deserving of punishment.[103]  Thus, Nietzsche proclaimed that the “concept of ‘God’ was until now the greatest objection to existence. We deny God, we deny the responsibility in God; only thereby do we redeem the world.”[104] Rejecting that responsibility to the priests’ or God’s morality could bring the greatest liberation.[105] Nietzsche sought that freedom by declaring that God is dead: “. . . the belief in the Christian god has become unbelievable.” With God “killed,” Nietzsche looked forward to what man could become now that he had unexhausted possibilities.[106]

Rather than unexhausted possibilities for mankind, traditional morality’s burial only opens the door of endless possibilities for some individuals. Lewis argues that “the power of Man to make himself what he pleases means . . . the power of some men to make other men what they please.”[107] Since complete public ownership of materials, factories, and scientific research across all nations is impossible, when man gains power, it will inevitably only be a power possessed by some men who may allow others to profit by it or not.[108] That power possessed by a few might not only affect the current generation, but other generations to come. If man gains the power through eugenics and science to make his descendants whom he pleases, all successors will be the result of a few exercising their power.[109] They will thus not have freedom, for they will be subject to the “dead hand of the great planners and conditioners and will themselves exercise least power upon the future.”[110] Such Planners and Conditioners have no norm they are subject to if the Tao has been abandoned, and thus can cut man into whatever shape they choose. In the past, teachers handed down values they had received, but now Conditioners can produce whatever judgments of value they want in their pupils. The Conditioners can control others by producing in the human race whatever artificial Tao they want to for their own personal gain.[111]

Most people’s freedom is restricted by the few Conditioners in power. As already mentioned, Nietzsche claimed that priests invented traditional morality to have the right of being in control. However, traditional morality is not what gives men control—the abandonment of morality leads to that. The Conditioners make up a morality, an artificial Tao, to be in control. Nietzsche has not escaped a morality—a type of morality will still exist with the Conditioners—but now it will not be one based on an objective standard that is good for all mankind. Nietzsche envisioned the priests the same way Lewis envisioned the Conditioners, but Nietzsche had a wrong perception of the priests: the priests are under the Tao as well. “Only the Tao provides a common human law of action which can over-arch rulers and ruled alike.”[112] Mankind’s freedom could stay intact because the Tao prevented the priests from taking arbitrary control of this generation and the ones to follow.

Furthermore, by throwing away the Tao, Conditioners reduced all mankind, including themselves, to raw material; thus, rather than man having endless possibilities, man has been abolished. As Lewis explains, “Man’s final conquest has proved to be the abolition of Man.”[113] Conditioners have sacrificed their own traditional humanity to decide what “Humanity” will mean.[114]  In deciding, they cannot be motivated by such things as a sense of duty, or a desire to preserve the species, for those are part of the Tao. Their only motivation can be their own pleasure.[115] They must merely take their impulses as they come, dependent on chance. In other words, they’re dependent on Nature. Without the Tao, men cannot be trained in which impulses are correct, and they become what Lewis calls “Men without Chests.”[116] Men cannot know which emotional states are rational without objective value.[117] Therefore, the human race is subjected to some individual men who are in turn subjected to their own irrational impulses.[118]Nature, not constrained by values, is in charge of the Conditioners and thus humanity. Man is merely raw material to be manipulated, not by himself, but by appetite, by the Nature which is controlling the de-humanized Conditioners. Nature has conquered man.[119]

Further, when Nietzsche eradicated man’s responsibility to God, he may have freed man from guilt, but in doing so, he took away the essence of true freedom in man. Nietzsche claims man’s essence is fatalistic. Free will does not exist.[120] Nietzsche therefore must think that only external freedom from traditional morality is important. Chambers, on the other hand, believes that freedom is a need of the soul, and external freedom is only an aspect of the interior freedom of the soul. Chambers declares that “Without freedom the soul dies. Without the soul there is no justification for freedom.” The Communist (materialistic) view is that man is no more than atoms in nature coming together by chance.[121] If that is the case, freedom cannot be justified because there is nothing in an atom’s essence that requires freedom. Freedom is a need of a Soul, not of an atom.

Additionally, if Nietzsche is seeking an external freedom through Man and Mind, that freedom is just a façade if there is no freedom of the Soul. If man’s essence is fatalistic instead of free, and man has no responsibility for his actions, man actually has no real choice and can merely appear to be free externally. He cannot be blamed for what his atoms determine him to do. That is why “God alone is the inciter and guarantor of freedom,” and so religion and freedom are thus inseparable, according to Chambers.[122] When Nietzsche separated freedom from religion, trying to eradicate limits by denying God’s existence, in the process he created the most restrictive limit yet: no freedom of the Soul. By trying to open the door to every possibility, freeing people from the locked doors of “thou shalt not’s” within traditional morality, Nietzsche instead slammed the door to every possibility except one: the mere external appearance of freedom.

Nietzsche’s declaration that God is dead helped build a bridge to Communism. Communism is an example of Nietzsche’s philosophy put into practice, and it is anything but the beautiful rhetorical picture of exhilaration and opportunity that Nietzsche painted. “Communism is what happens when, in the name of Mind, men free themselves from God.”[123] Communism is the vision of man without God and is the vision of man’s liberated mind redirecting man’s destiny.[124] Communists, warmed by the light of the vision, close their eyes to the crimes and horrors that are inseparable from its politics.[125] Without the Tao, there is nothing that can claim those things are wrong. The only freedom Nietzsche offered man is the freedom to commit horrors without guilt. Under Nietzsche’s system, no instinct is wrong, so sentiment and emotion have not been trained by the Tao. Communists become the "Men without Chests." Thus, most do not hear the screams of those suffering under the horrors of Communism. Chambers was a communist who eventually heard the screams of agony though. They reached beyond his Mind to his Soul, and he was able to see beyond the vision of the Almighty Man and stand before the Fact of God.[126] He then could see that his need for Freedom could only be met by choosing God and the Soul.

Nietzsche thought he was gaining more freedom and the power to control his own destiny by “killing” God and traditional morality. In reality, the result of that “murder” is the death of man. Man has been turned into an animal, only being able to make decisions by following the strongest impulse or instinct. The “animal” is even in chains, because it has no actual free choice, having been enslaved by the deterministic atoms that form it. Nietzsche gloried in the possibility of horizons being washed away and seas opened up, but no man is even left in the boat to explore the open sea because Nietzsche’s theory has abolished man. Nietzsche’s “new dawn” should not be met with exhilaration, but with mourning for the death of man and his freedom.
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Dragons in Our 'Darkest Hours': Slaying All Day the Lewis Way
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Karise Gililland on Combating the Dragon of Sexual Exploitation


It is the magician’s bargain: give up our soul, get power in return But once our souls have been given up We shall in fact be the slaves and puppets of that to which we have given our souls.[127]  

C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man



Larry Nassar. Harvey Weinstein. #METOO. The headlines are ablaze with revelations of shocking abuse of women and children. Mothers clutch their children, wondering how to avoid this. How did we come to this? How did we create malicious monsters who care not for our virtue or well-being, but see another human being as a product to be consumed? In The Abolition of Man, C.S. Lewis warns of such a battle between men, and “men who make other men what they please.”[128] In a society permeated with men who trade souls for power, we risk the ultimate consumption of ourselves. We are a village imprisoned under the gluttonous gaze of a drooling dragon. We are a people in need of a knight

Last weekend, I took my daughters to see The Darkest Hour, a PG-13 movie based on the behind-the-scenes life of Winston Churchill during those dark and early days of World War II.  The loss of life and limb was a given; it might not be for the faint of heart. I did not know that there would be shots fired at my own heart and at the hearts of my children. As we waited for the movie, the previews scrolled. As per the usual, the previews related to, and were rated about the same as, the movie we were there to see: war, adventure, leadership. Until, that is, the new Sundance film popped up. Knowing Sundance leans noir, edgy, and sometimes risqué, knowing this film was unrated, and not knowing anything about the plot, I made my children bury their heads and cover their eyes and ears.

Thank God.

The "acclaimed" Sundance film was not just rife with sexual experience, but the story of a pedophilial 

"relationship" between a man and a boy. Filmmakers didn’t even attempt to employ the "two consenting adults" argument.  We’ve rolled right past glorifying adult sex outside of traditional relationships to pederasty.

In the film, the boy is portrayed as both the instigator of the relationship and heartbroken when this obviously sexual relationship has ended. The message: it is not only right and good that such an abusive relationship exists, but you should be sad when it is over, when the abuser finally stops. It is not enough for the decidedly avant-garde filmmakers to have pushed the cultural edge, violating traditional sexual mores by utilizing relationships with a negative power differential in sexual ways, fornication, pederasty, and pedophilia in the plot line; they base the emotional pull of the movie on reinforcing the justification used by pedophiles everywhere: the child-victim "wanted it." Ministry Safe,[129] a consulting company developed by two Fort Worth, Texas, attorneys who try cases involving sexual abuse, reminds its audience that the perpetrator almost always uses this justification for his or her actions. In their training sessions, they show video interviews with convicted pedophiles in which the perpetrator rationalizes his behavior by saying that the victim got something they wanted as well; they were using some sort of a contractual favor. In interview after interview, the mind-sickness leading to such behavior has the perpetrator convinced that the victim is desirous of the abuse. Rolling nausea overcomes one watching the Nassar trial testimonies; time after time, 156 times to be exact, abuse was justified as a "treatment" or something that the child-victim "needed."[130] There is neither "art" nor "treatment" that should convince or desensitize us to abuse. The victim is a victim. The perpetrator is not benevolent.

Having understood both the consumptive nature of lust, and the errant justifications associated with abuse, it should be no surprise that Dr. Nassar had copious amounts of child porn on his computer. 37,000 graphic images and videos, to be exact.[131] The appetite fed on each viewing and experience, the dragon grew, and the flames rose higher and higher until they burned everything in sight, victim and perpetrator alike. The judge in the case said Nassar, “should never again be around children” and "would not hesitate to reoffend.”[132] He is both a prolific destroyer and utterly destroyed.  “You go down this path and then you wonder how I got down this path to begin with,” Nassar said. In The Abolition of Man, Lewis expounds on this idea philosophically, “Each new power won by man is a power over man as well.”[133] The voyeur’s pornography is a portal but also a chasm. Lewis explains the repugnant trade, “[i]t is the magician’s bargain: give up our soul, get power in return,” which results in our “be[ing] slaves and puppets of that to which we have given our souls.”[134] Thus, a man such as Nassar thinks that he controls his desires, and the subjects of those desires, only to find that his bad judgment has left him inescapably imprisoned. Edmund Spenser’s knightly epic, The Faerie Queene, explains the dragon’s trap: “The hand or foot to stir he strove in vain/ God help the man so wrapped in Error’s endless train”[135]

When it comes to victims as less-than-human targets, pornography is that ultimate reductionist experience. Humans and the beauty of sexuality are reduced to a product of consumption, a pheromonic vending machine in which one salivating customer eats what will ultimately destroy him, while the product, another person, is immediately devoured. Nancy Pearcey, in Love Thy Body, says,  "Young people . . . dissociate their bodies sexually from who they are as a whole person."[136] If anything is refuted in the testimony of victims of abuse, it is this post-modern dissociation. The ramifications of violation are emotional, physical, sexual, relational, spiritual- there is a direct correlation with sexual activity of any kind - including the viewing of pornography- and our whole selves.  In simplest terms, pornography destroys with dragon-like dereliction. What the jaws can’t bite, the claws can’t catch, the flames will reach and burn. No individual person, and therefore, no culture at large, being made up of people, can withstand it. It will, like the dragon in Faerie Queene,  “strangle us unless we strangle it.”[137]

The dragon creeps ever closer as we allow it, enticed by whatever desires rule us. Adult audiences of such aforementioned previews are, in effect, being groomed. "Grooming" is the term used to describe the process by which a perpetrator gains the trust of the victim and in the case of minors, their families. This may be through authority and medical sympathy, as in the case of Dr. Nassar. The perpetrator plays on the normal expectations and emotions felt by parents and students, using slow gateway methods of breaking down resistance. This process is used time and again by those who would abuse children, especially sexually. You, the movie-going audience, are being groomed through the gateway of beauty - enticed by a normal desire (for beauty and love) into an abnormal, abusive relationship. Slowly, the filmmakers attempt to groom the audience using stunning visuals, settings, music, and actors. The perpetrators of this crime - and that is what it is, no matter how one tries to sell it - are hoping you’ll be so distracted by beauty that you won’t see their insidious intent. The dragon lays the trap - and waits.

(If throwing out such a fully-loaded, not rated - too much for an R or NC-17 - preview in a PG-13 historical, documentary-esque movie setting, one underage, high school students will likely attend, isn’t an underhanded, backdoor tactic, I’m not sure what is!  Hitler was not above violating treaties; neither does a dragon participate in non-aggression pacts)

Such high irony as we consider the fate of Weinstein and company, who are on the one hand demonized, while Hollywood rewards this pedophilia as not just romantic but "good and true and beautiful." Make no mistake, the actors and the cinematography in that Sundance film are stunningly, engagingly, and bafflingly beautiful. Pornography and pedophilia packaged in a sophisticated and polished approach, argued by a beauty embezzled. But we have read this story before. George MacDonald’s beautiful North Wind warns little Diamond of the trap of deceptive beauty: “You must not be ready to go with everything beautiful all at once.”[138] Lewis’s White Witch was "more beautiful" and her beauty made a salivating, simpleton of Uncle Andrew.[139] Tolkien’s dragon, Smaug, sits upon a sparkling treasure, beauty so deceptive that men scarcely notice the fire that awaits them.[140] The Arkenstone enthralls the King to madness and destruction. [141]

How then to defeat such a masterminded scheme of beauty as a trap? Enter the Red Crosse Knight of Holinesse, Spenser’s champion and a favorite of Lewis, saving beauty from its violation, from its privation, from that lack which makes it not what it is but almost its less-powerful opposite; in Spenser’s world, beauty is protected, championed, and heralds the triumphant.

It is, of course, not beauty itself that is the problem. Beauty can also be a marker for the good. We ignore, at our apologetic peril, the argument from beauty. We should not dismiss beauty; we instead should acquire discernment.  We recognize that when the enemy uses good beauty for evil, he is misappropriating. In Faerie Queene, the dragon foe of the Red Crosse Knight, Error, retained half of a woman's form. There’s something especially revolting about this combination of evil and beauty. There’s something particularly nefarious about the attempt to sell us rotten goods under the guise of gorgeous fruit. There’s an immediate human engagement in beauty that makes us expect the good and true underneath it.

In The Abolition of Man, Lewis recalls that we cannot decry the lack of honor among men when it is we who have created “Men without Chests.”[142] It is, Lewis says, a case of “man choos[ing] to treat himself as a raw material” – human beauty is only used for commerce, for gain, for sale.[143] Such a trade is no good exchange; one barters instead for the ultimate lie. To touch the treasure, to be within reach, ever so close to the gold, one must placate the beast that guards the hoard. One feeds the dragon, the appetite for lust (a sure deviation of beauty), until it reverses and consumes him.

Distracted desire is not the only chink in the armor. Cold reason and justified power alone will also leave us vulnerable.  In The Abolition of Man, Lewis reasons that, “the power of Man to make himself what he pleases means, as we have seen, the power of some to make other men what they please.”[144] To reduce beauty in sexuality to a bartered product is dangerous. To be purely analytical about this is to risk the consuming dragon: “analytical understanding must always be a basilisk which kills what it sees and only sees by killing.”[145] Unleashed, unguarded, it bites the hand that feeds it and keeps eating. We would only comprehend our fate from the depths of its bowels.

We must not play Chamberlain to such a dragon nor can we settle for an army of "hollow-chested" men to battle such a beast.[146] Beware proximity to the dragon’s mouth - and dragons need not bite, they also burn. This dragon of lust, once fed, only grows. That which we would feed, will grow. As Oxford philosopher Richard Swinburne says, “Once a man has done good, it is easier next time to do good. And once he has done evil, it is easier next time to do evil.”[147]  Saint Thomas Aquinas concurs, “a habit of virtue cannot be caused by one act, only by many.”[148] The Red Crosse Knight fights many battles of virtue along his journey. Aquinas asserts that the "passive power is moved by active principle."[149]  In That Hideous Strength, the fictional counterpart to Abolition of Man, the scientists are horrifically consumed by the evil that they thought they had harnessed.  The Abolition of Man says it like this:


All Nature’s apparent reversals have been but tactical withdrawals We thought we were beating her back when she was luring us on What looked to us like hands held up in surrender was really the opening of arms to enfold us.[150] 



The principle of cold power emboldened became the motivation of passive power, destroying those that hold such principles dear

Lewis reminds us that we’ve already separated ourselves from the connection to nature when we “cut [trees] into beams.”[151] We think nothing of what the first man to cut them might have felt.  Lewis says that the “bleeding trees” of “Spenser may be far off echoes of that primeval sense of impiety” which separates a man from the holiness of nature, and from man himself as God’s creation.[152] Such a separation “exacts” a price, “even if we have ceased to count it.”[153] It is this particular evil of separation to which the fictional scientist "Conditioners" in That  Hideous Strength had already sacrificed, willing that others should be consumed, separated from their value as human beings, that the Conditioners might have their power-pleasure: That Hideous Strength, indeed.

This exploitation for the sake of power is not unlike the exploitation for sex trafficking, for pedophilia, for all sexual activity that requires the sacrifice of some other person for the gain of power or pleasure of another. What we once thought tamed and contained will turn on us - we should not be perplexed to find this the case. Having fed the dragon, having made the "magician’s trade," we should not be surprised to find it has devoured us. It will do no good to call the army if it is comprised of hollow men; straw burns fast in the dragon’s flame. A man with a chest, a man of virtue is the bulwark.  Spenser reminds us, “Virtue gives her self light, through the darkness for to wade.”[154] That Red Crosse Knight’s virtuous light is sorely needed in this battle with the dragon, in this our "Darkest Hour."
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Searching the Stars
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Annie Crawford on the Modern Difference between Quality and Quantity

Last weekend, my youngest daughter and I attended a "Sky Party" offered at the Guadalupe Mountains National Park campground. Beneath the dark and wonderfully star-studded sky, we fleece-clad campers sat clustered on rows of benches while the host shared why he found astronomy so exciting.

As we prepared to look into the two large telescopes, Mr. Astronomer instructed us to be mindful of how amazing these sights were going to be. We weren't about to look at just photographs of Saturn or the Andromeda galaxy; we were looking at the real Saturn with our own eyes! Saturn itself! And why is this amazing? Because the things we were seeing are so far away and so old. These astronomical sights are amazing because they represent big numbers. That's it. That was the only reason he had to give. Abstraction. Quantity. Size. But what is so meaningful or amazing about a big number? It's just more of the same measurement repeated over and over again. In and of themselves, big numbers actually mean very little.

Yet this astronomer and all the people gathered at the star party were made to be worshipers. They have in them the insuppressible faculty of worship. They must breathe, they must worship. They must awe at something. Yet, as C.S. Lewis prophesied in The Abolition of Man, naturalism has reduced nature to “the world of quantity as against the world of quality.”[155] For modern man, nature cannot possess the qualities that are truly awesome: transcendent meaning, eternal value, and divine purpose. “The stars lost their divinity as astronomy developed,”[156] and so all our star-gazers have left to worship is quantity, things being really big or really far away or really old. But such quantities are just meaningless numbers unless you have a story to tell.

I was hoping this astronomer would show us the constellations and tell us their names and their myths. I was hoping to look up into the sky and see some meaning, some signs of something beyond the world. I was hoping to join what the poet Malcolm Guite calls “the long tradition in which human beings, amidst the struggles and sufferings of their life on earth, [have] looked up to the heavens and found in the stars emblems of hope and glory.”[157] But the priests of scientism have stripped the world of its qualitative properties, stripped it of the sacramental meaning which God has poured into the heavens so they might declare His glory, and now all we have to admire and worship are some big numbers. The sky is no longer a sacred sign of the heavens; it has become a hauntingly old and spacious tomb.

There was another moment this weekend when I did look into the sky and see qualitative properties. Each morning I made a cup of coffee as the sun rose over the eastern desert and lit up the limestone cliffs behind me. The fiery edge of the sun peeked over the purple-orange horizon. It shone molten and blazing like the forges of Hephaestus. As it crept its way over the rim of the world, I recited my favorite Psalm. "Like a bridegroom coming out from his chamber, like a champion running his course . . ." That great star was telling me about the glory of God; it was rising to tell me about the joy that our Lord has over his people, over his Bride. He rejoices over us with a blazing love, an ecstatic love like that of a bridegroom on his wedding night. This is what the sunrise means, this and many more glorious things. I do not want to look at the sun and only think about numbers, about how big it is, how far away it is, or how much energy it makes. I want to look at the sun and see the glory of the risen Lord, coming to light our darkness and dispel the night and gather up His people into the glory of everlasting day.
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The Separation of Narnia and Tao
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Zak Schmoll on the Destruction of Objective Truth in The Last Battle

The Last Battle, C.S. Lewis’s beautiful conclusion to the Chronicles of Narnia, begins with the undermining of truth. Once the people surrender their beliefs in the actual objective truths in the world, the consequences are vast and dangerous. In The Abolition of Man, Lewis  calls this set of real truths “the Tao” and  explains what would happen to a society if it departed from that collection of universal realities. Through The Last Battle, it becomes quite clear that separating a society from the foundation of the Tao is a direct pathway to destruction.

After finding a lion skin in the Cauldron Pool, Shift, the devious ape,  comes up with a plan to deceive the free beasts of Narnia. By dressing his best friend, Puzzle the donkey, in the lion’s skin, he thinks he can trick his countrymen into believing that Aslan had arrived. Surprisingly, the fake Aslan then  tells them to do  exactly what Shift himself had wanted. He sees an opportunity to seize power through this act of misunderstanding and confusion.

Even before Shift reveals his intentions to Puzzle, the donkey begins to protest. He does not  believe that it would be respectful to Aslan, the truly great lion, if another creature like a donkey began walking around impersonating a lion. His fears are quickly quashed by Shift, who questions his qualifications for even thinking in the first place.


"You know you’re no good at thinking, Puzzle, so why don’t you let me do your thinking for you? Why don’t you treat me as I treat you? I don’t think I can do everything. I know you’re better at some things than I am. That’s why I let you go into the Pool; I knew you’d do it better than me. But why can’t I have my turn when it comes to something I can do and you can’t? Am I never to be allowed to do anything? Do be fair."[158]



The hierarchy is clear. Shift was to be the thinker while Puzzle was to be the mindless follower who accepted the truth from the mouth of Shift without reservation. Because he did not have the strength of will to resist the ape’s challenge, Puzzle eventually consented to wearing the lion’s skin and became an accessory to the highly successful crime of perverting the Narnian conception of who the true Aslan actually was.

Thus, the slippery slope began with this very simple lie: Puzzle should not think for himself.  He was then unable to comprehend the truth without the help of Shift. Once Puzzle bought into that lie, he could be used by Shift as a weapon of moral destruction. If Puzzle had refused to be the fake Aslan, much of the rest of the plot could not have unfolded in the disastrous way that it did for the land of Narnia.

The importance of objective truth plays a central role in much of Lewis’s writing just as it does in The Last Battle. He defines the existence of the Tao in The Abolition of Man as, “The doctrine of objective value, the belief that certain attitudes are really true, and others really false, to the kind of thing the universe is and the kind of things we are.”[159] He argues that there are certain universal truths affirmed by humanity, regardless of geography, creed or religion.  These accepted truths defined some type of path for human morality to proceed down in a way that all people could affirm. Humanity was designed to recognize certain things as true, and this collection of external ideas built the collective Tao.

According to Lewis, undermining this collection of truths would have disastrous results. He wrote, “In a sort of ghastly simplicity we remove the organ and demand the function. We make Men without Chests and expect of them virtue and enterprise.”[160] By rejecting that which is true, humanity destroys the very virtues that they desire. We ripped out the heart of discernment by arguing that goodness is only a matter of individual perception and feeling, but we continue to expect conformance to traditional, objective conceptions of virtue. In one breath we insist that something like theft is truly wrong, while preaching that right and wrong are subjective. It is reminiscent of the proverb that one cannot have one’s cake and eat it too. Is it reasonable to demand virtue while simultaneously rejecting that virtue itself exists? It is a self-defeating cycle.

This cycle begins just like the deception by Shift. It begins by telling people that they are not capable of discerning truth. They must listen to someone else for the interpretation of that which is true. In The Abolition of Man, Lewis takes aim at two writers, whom he labels with the pseudonyms Gaius and Titius, for,  this  inability to discern truth (whether intentional or not).

Speaking about the concept of sublimity, Lewis said of these authors’ perspective, "The feelings which make a man call an object sublime are not sublime feelings but feelings of veneration. If This is sublime is to be reduced at all to a statement about the speaker’s feelings, the proper translation would be I have humble feelings."[161]

The deception then is the same: it is not possible for anyone to perceive the objective truth that a particular waterfall is sublime. The only truth that any one person can know is his or her reaction to something. Feelings can be known, but they cannot be universalized. That universal, objective truth is beyond comprehension, and all statements must therefore be reduced to subjectivity. Shift alleges that objective truth is beyond the reach of Puzzle as well. All he can do is say how he feels about particular situations, but that is not reality. Reality is the way that Shift defines it.

After executing this deception, Shift imagines and creates a Narnia that is much different than what would have ever developed on its original trajectory. Just like Gaius and Titius produce “Men without Chests,” Shift turns his attention to literal production. Consistent with his species’ appetite, he wants a world with more oranges and bananas. Puzzle is again confused and points out that, “There aren’t many people - in fact, I don’t think there’s anyone but yourself - who wants those sort of things.”[162] Shift creates the world in his image. He wants the world to reflect his desires and produce what he desired to consume.

Puzzle realizes that the world is not really that way. The reality is that there is only so much demand for bananas and oranges, but Shift continues to insist that the actual truth was quite a bit different because everyone should want what he wants. This was a change in production for the land of Narnia in a way that no one would want. All of the other creatures who apparently had no desire for bananas or oranges would not like this new world. They would want the virtue of their old world back where production was distributed to the wants of all, but when Shift begins to interfere with the objective reality of the demand in Narnia, the entire nation is literally destroyed.

Lewis’s warning is clear. The world operates based upon a set of unspoken yet universally understood laws.. If it is possible for deception to find its way into the intelligentsia and convince the populace that they do not possess the capability to discern objective truth, the results become worse and worse. Objective truth does exist and, as Lewis laid out clearly in The Abolition of Man, people all over the world across the centuries have recognized it. We ought not be bullied into separating ourselves from that great tradition.
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Abolition of Man as Sci-Fi: C.S. Lewis’s Space Trilogy
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Seth Myers on the Integration of the Abolition of Man into Lewis’s Fiction

All good sci-fi series have at their heart some unique observation about man and his place in the cosmos.  Whether it be the swashbuckling defense of humanity in Captain Kirk or the divide between reason and emotion of a Commander Spock or Data, space seems to (rather oddly) bring out the humanity in its explorers.  C.S. Lewis's ill-named Space Trilogy[163] ("ill-named" for reasons that will soon be made apparent) is no exception in this sense.  The trilogy is set in a series of planetary explorations: first to the masculine-themed Mars (“Malacandra”) in Out of the Silent Planet (OSP) then to the feminine Venus (”Perelandra”) in Perelandra (PER), with the finale back on Earth (“Thulcandra” or the Silent Planet) in That Hideous Strength (THS).  In the series, the sinless, unfallen planets of Malacandra and Perelandra endure the arrival of the characters Weston and Ransom from Earth (the Silent Planet), and their fallen ways and proffered temptations (particularly from Weston).  Lewis’s Trilogy is thus more than merely entertaining Sci-Fi: “this is a tall story about devilry, though it has behind it a serious point which I have tried to make in Abolition of Man."[164] Lewis states in the preface to THS.  Further, it is a story full of insights on gender, and we will see that these insights relate to the fundamental message of Abolition of Man (AoM).  The themes of AoM – the rejection of natural, revealed morality in favor of a man-made one, the proposed domination of the many by the few, and the sacrifice of humanity for such “accomplishments” – are entertainingly on display throughout the entire Space Trilogy.

Abolition of Man - Rehash

JOY AND DESIRE – HALLMARKS of Lewis's unique approach to apologetics – lay the foundation for Lewis's argument in the Abolition of Man. “We are half-hearted creatures, fooling about with drink and sex and ambition when infinite joy is offered us . . . we are far too easily pleased”[165] argues Lewis for the validation of our longings.  But these longings were in danger of being manipulated by propagandists, so said the authors of The Green Book, due to wartime propaganda while England and all of Europe were occupied with the Nazis (in 1943 when AoM was written); the specters of a Marxism claiming scientific validity as well as other evolutionary thought also loomed large at the time.  Hence The Green Book (a fictional name given to what Lewis claimed was a very real book) was written, though its sloppiness in seeking to debunk manipulative appeals put at risk, claimed Lewis, our very ability to properly fight for the values we hold dear.  Our problem is not “a weak excess of sentimentality” but “the slumber of cold vulgarity,” Lewis argues, continuing “the task of the modern educator is not to cut down jungles, but to irrigate deserts,” providing a “defence against false sentiments” by “inculcat(ing) just sentiments.”[166]  These sentiments are properly located as an intermediary between our sense of reason and our pleasure-seeing appetites.  Lewis uses Plato's anthropomorphic explanation of the state (or soul) – a body in which the head (reason or rulers) and stomach (appetites or working classes) are moderated by the chest (sentiment or the warrior class) – to argue for the essential roles of both reason and sentiment in morality.  The chest, or traditional moral sentiments, help to enforce the dictates of reason on the often warring and pleasure-seeking appetites, serving as “indispensable liaison officers between cerebral man and visceral man.”[167]  This proper alignment produces the virtuous behavior that Lewis argues Ancients and Moderns alike have promoted. Mess with this, remove the sentiments (creating what Lewis phrases “Men without Chests”), and dysfunction ensues: 


In a sort of ghastly simplicity, we remove the organ and demand the function. We make Men without Chests and expect of them virtue and enterprise. We laugh at honor and are shocked to find traitors in our midst. We castrate and bid the geldings be fruitful.[168]



The corpus of such time-honored, virtuous behavior Lewis calls the Tao.  Virtues such as self-sacrifice, mercy, justice and duty to children and elders are traced across cultures such as the Greeks, Norse, Hindu, Australian Aborigine, Judeo-Christian, Chinese, Babylonian and Egyptian.  Ideological Innovators, or even simple skeptics, of such sentimental, traditional morality pose a constant threat to mankind.  In seeking to go beyond this Tao of universally accepted morality, they cannot find any new basis outside of the Tao on which to stake their claims, so they must instead look underneath the Tao for something more basic, often instinctual, to claim.  Such instincts they find, such as the preservation of the species, prove problematic.  First, if it were an ingrained instinct, then why do we need to be instructed to follow it? But beyond that, proposed instincts such as the “preservation of the species” (an argument offered by Weston in OSP) are much more akin to a stated programmatic goal than an emotional sentiment.  For that, the sentiments promoted by the Tao suffice quite well (“thank you”) as for instance, the natural familial love of child has proved an effective deterrent to proposed schemes such as found in Plato's Republic to have young children raised by the state, Lewis observes:


Instead of suggesting truly novel bases for behavior and morality, moral and ideological innovators instead do one of two very perverse things: they distort the Tao or they simply deny it.  By stressing and promoting some particular virtue at the expense of others, such as equality by the Communists or cultural homogeneity by the Nazis, they necessarily trample some if not all of the rest of the virtues found within the Tao.  But just as common, and insidious, is the hijacking of what would appear to be noble goals by the oldest perverse game in the book – the domination of man over man.  The conquest of Man over Nature often amounts to the conquests of science at the disposal of a privileged minority of mankind, and then deployed over their imperial minions who constitute the remainder of mankind.  Lewis cites such breakthroughs as the airplane, wireless communications and contraception is examples of such domination, the airplane as a machine of war, communications as a tool for propagandists, and contraception as a domination of the current generation over a future one.[169] [170]



But perhaps the most dangerous innovation is the conquest of the nature of humanity itself.  Such programs (see Nazis and Communists above) simply reduce, once again, to the conditioning of a large portion of humanity for the benefit of a smaller.  Just as Lewis argues that “Man's conquest of Nature turns out, in the moment of its consummation, to be Nature's conquest of Man,”[171] the same ironic result holds those bent on domination of their fellow man.  In seeking to remake man in their own ideological image, the crassness of their plans to simply subjugate their fellow man becomes apparent.  The theme of domination is reminiscent of J.R.R. Tolkien's “One ring of power” from his Hobbit and Lord of the Rings series. Just as Lewis, in his preface to That Hideous Strength, recommended waiting for Tolkien's manuscripts revealing the nature of Numenor and the True West, Lewis shows us in THS how domination arises and becomes justified by the oppressors.

Space Trilogy

THE THEMES OF AoM – the rejection of natural, revealed morality in favor of a man-made one, the proposed domination of the many by the few, and the sacrifice of humanity for such 'accomplishments' – are entertainingly on display in the entire Space Trilogy.  In Out of the Silent Planet (OSP), the scientist of imperialist bent, Weston, most directly represents all that AoM warned about. When Weston states “To you I may seem a vulgar robber, but I bear on my shoulders the destiny of the human race,” it gets translated tellingly as “there is a kind of hnau who will take other hnau's food and – and things, when they are not looking. He says he is not an ordinary one of that kind. He says that what he does now will make very different things happen to those of our people who are not yet born.”[172]  His morality is thus shown for the lack of morality that it is – “stepping outside of the Tao, they have stepped into the void”[173] as Lewis states in AoM.  And the virtue for which it is performed – simple domination – in this case, over those not yet born, and later in the speech, over the hnau of Malacandra themselves: “Our right to supersede you is the right of the higher over the lower life” becomes “because of all this . . . it would not be the  act of a bent people if our people killed all your people.”[174]  Lewis thus perfectly illustrates his argument from AoM with the dialogue from THS, in a straightforward and even entertaining fashion.

Just why the moniker “The Space Trilogy” is so ill-suited to the theme of the series is useful to take up at this point. Just as Perelandra was shown to be brimming with life (and pleasure – Ransom describes his first drink while on Perelandra as “almost like meeting Pleasure for the very first time”[175] ) - so does Lewis very early on state his objection to the term “space . . . the dismal fancy of the black, cold vacuity, the utter deadness . . . the very name 'Space' seemed a blasphemous libel for this empyrean ocean of radiance in which they swam.”[176]  Instead, Lewis cites “older thinkers (who) had been wiser when they named it simply the heavens – the heavens which declared the glory . . .”[177] of God, as the Psalmist penned.[178] “Space was the wrong name.”[179] This conception of the lively heavens rather than the cold, lifeless space fits in with the natural harmony between Creator and created that obedience to the Tao implies.  By contrast, Innovators throughout (what has been suggested its proper name) The Ransom Trilogy constantly suggest some artificial life-force as a pale substitute.  Whether an impersonal elan vital or life-force,[180] or the lifeless, disembodied head of reason divorced from the fullness of humanity (which shows up in THS) – they all pale next to the lively source, and what we will soon see as the eternal masculine to our feminine – that Other which must be obeyed.

Perelandra also directly illustrates AoM's arguments, particularly about obedience to the Tao.  It is perhaps curious that the races on the unfallen Malacandra, in OSP the first book in the Space Trilogy, embody the aspects of the psyche or soul – reason, sentiment and appetites – described in the first of three chapters in AoM, “Men Without Chests.”  Similarly the sequel Perelandra illustrates obedience to the  Tao, described in the second chapter of AoM, “The Way.”  But Lewis, perhaps a (non-perverse) innovator of his own, plumbs the familiar concept of law and presents a unique insight on it.  Whereas the dysfunction of following false laws, pseudo-Tao as it were, is shown in AoM, in Perelandra Lewis presents the fundamental law of Perelandra as beyond the category of something that is merely good for us.  The fundamental law of Perelandra (akin to that singular law in the Garden of Eden) - that no one is to spend the night, or sleep, on the solid ground - Lewis suggests is given solely for the sake, and joy, of obedience, and not “for our own good” at all.  “Where can you taste the joy of obeying unless He bids you do something for which His will is the only reason?”[181] Tinidril tells Ransom.  This obedience counters Lewis's old unrepentant self who desired “to call my soul my own:” instead, Tinidril explains how, “we cannot walk out of Maleldil's will: but He has given us a way to walk out of our will.”[182] Later, as Queen, she shows how the Fixed Land itself was but a symbol of self-will:


Why should I desire the Fixed except to make sure – to be able to one day command where I should be the next and what should happen to me? It was to reject the wave – to draw my hands out of Maleldil's. . . that would have been cold love and feeble trust. And of it how could we ever have climbed back into love and trust again? [183] 



But it is in That Hideous Strength (THS) that the themes of domination and of the erosion of humanity are most clearly presented (as if Weston's speech in OSP was not quite enough!)  The disembodied head of Alcasan is perhaps the most direct symbol of the Belbury Innovators attempt to remake humanity itself.  It goes beyond an AoM - esque “Men without Chests” - it is the epitome of lifelessness itself: “They have cleansed their world, broken free (almost) from the organic . . . they are almost free of Nature, attached to her only by the thinnest, finest cord”[184] Filostrato explains.

The agenda of Belbury nearly reads directly from AoM: “Man has got to take charge of Man. That means, remember, that some men have got to take charge of the rest”[185] Feverstone explains to the new initiate, Mark Studdock.  Then the real predation begins: “sterilization of the unfit, liquidation of the backward races (we don't want any dead weights), selective breeding”[186] Feverstone continues.  Later,  Filostrata apes AoM just as explicitly:  “You know as well as I do that Man's power over Nature means the power of some men over other men with Nature as the instrument. There is no such thing as Man – it is a word. There are only men.”[187]  

Thus does the dehumanization, the abolition of men, come to fruition.  Instead of following the Tao – the law made for man (preserving his very humanity) – and not the other way around – the Belbury Innovators seek the destruction of men, and lots of them. In so doing, they reap the bonus, as it were, of losing their own humanity.  And the only man left standing is not even human, as Filostrato continues: “No! It is not Man who will be omnipotent, it is some one man, some immortal man. Alcasan, our first Head, is the first sketch of it.”[188]  The domination of the few over the many, and the abolition of man – these are illustrated perfectly in THS.

Finally, it is through gender that the fundamental principle of AoM, the yielding of oneself to the great Other, the Tao Giver, is strikingly illustrated.  The entire trilogy is thick with it, as the masculine Mars (OSP), the feminine Venus (PER) and their marriage on Earth (THS) is a significant theme of the trilogy. In this finale to the series, we observe the struggling marriage of Mark and Jane Studdock. Mark is a researcher at the scientific, secular (and cut-throat) Belbury and its National Institute of Co-ordinated Experiments (N.I.C.E.), while Jane works under the Director (Ransom) at the Society of St. Anne’s, which functions more like a loving family. Whereas the most memorable highlight of OSP was arguably Weston's speech as decoded by the unbent hnau, for PER that moment might likely be Ransom's contemplation on eternal gender, the eternal masculine and feminine.  Beyond the mere sexes, male and female, these complements nevertheless underlie the sexes, and much of what we consider masculine and feminine in general.  Complementary as rhythm and melody, yet as contrasting as an alert hand gripping a spear to a welcoming, open hand, and initiator and a recipient,[189] the genders reflect, even embody, ultimately the masculine and feminine aspect of the relation of the Creator to the created.  Just as Mark learns that his love for Jane had only been for what he could obtain from her and not for her alone, so does Jane learn that her wish to “call her soul her own” likewise violated the humility of true love.  That “equality is not the deepest thing,”[190] as Ransom the Director instructs Jane, is the antidote to Tinidril's temptations in PER to become the tragic, self-possessed woman, disregarding her husband's roles, and with the world on her shoulders.  The cost of such sole possession of soul is in fact the love which sustains it: “you do not fail in obedience through lack of love, but have lost love because you never attempted obedience”[191] Ransom advises Jane.  In fact for the sake of her marriage, and that of the eternal feminine to the eternal masculine, Ransom further advises that “no one has ever told you that obedience – humility – is an erotic necessity.”[192]

While the Apostle Paul and Solomon would be challenged to combine their thoughts on such topics so powerfully, the story does not stop with man and wife: it is symbolic of a greater humility, that between created and Creator.  We are feminine to the eternal masculine: “but the masculine none of us can escape. What is above and beyond all things is so masculine that we are all feminine in relation to it. You had better agree with your adversary quickly”[193] Ransom the Director advises Jane.  Fittingly, Jane continues “Then I had better become a Christian?” to which Ransom responds “It looks like it.”[194] And Jane's temptation (similar to that offered by Weston to Tinidril in PER) to allay her “haunting female fear” and become “her true self (and) soar upwards and expand in some freer and purer world” in fact gave way to her molding by the (eternal masculine) “strong, skillful hands thrust down to make, and mend, perhaps even to destroy.”[195]  The work of these hands would act according to a demand “not . . . like any other demand” but the  demand which “was the origin of all right demands and contained them,” in which “in its light you could understand them, but apart from them you could know nothing of it.”[196] And finally, not just hands and demands, but it is a person who stands behind them, for whom we were “made to please Another and in Him to please all others.”[197]

Further, the dynamics of the male-female relationship mirror truths of the masculine-feminine, and ultimately the created – Creator relationship.  Just as Jane is advised that her “beauty was made for others,” and ultimately for the Director (who “could even decide not to keep it for himself but to order that it be given to another”),[198] so is Mark reminded that neither is his masculinity for his own self-serving love.  At the gender level, thus is the eternal feminine a beauty to be shared and enjoyed by others, while the eternal masculine in its strength serves.  Tinidril's Eve-like Garden of Eden temptation in PER is to become someone tragic (bearing her own self-importance; for Jane, the temptation extends to pirating a share of her husband's importance, as Jane is tempted to misunderstand and minimize his masculinity). Similarly, in THS Jane comes to realize she might be “a thing after all – (but) a thing designed and invented by Someone Else” and for qualities different than she had might have imagined.  Jane admits that perhaps others had been right who “had infuriatingly found her sweet and fresh when she wanted them also to find her interesting and important.”[199]  Thus Jane and Tinidril have not forfeited all of their humanity or even femininity, but revel in their share of the eternal feminine.

Jane's husband Mark does not undergo such a temptation, though the temptation to the male and the masculine is implicit in the masculine exploration of the trilogy, the first book, Out of the Silent Planet.  Weston's speech about his vague, and ultimately empty and domineering, vision to further the fate of the human species, at whatever cost to others and hence to himself, suffices as the male analog to the temptation of Tinidril, the Green lady of Perelandra.

But the dynamics of the masculine – feminine relation is just as powerfully telling of the relation of man to God.  Just as, in humility, Jane selflessly shares her essentially feminine beauty, Mark finds that he yields himself both to Jane and to God.  Mark’s masculinity consists in sharing love-for-her-own-sake with his wife Jane, but he also yields his own masculinity – his vision and work in the world – as the essentially feminine to ultimately Masculine, an act of submission, humility and letting go of the “desire to call one's soul one's own”[200] to the Creator.  Thus do both genders offer, uniquely, their submission.

The lesson of the Abolition of Man thus lies in not just the Tao, nor in how its violation destroys humanity, Man, and the society of men, but in this fundamental relation: that of our role as the eternal feminine to the Tao giver's masculine, our reception to His initiation, and our obedience to find His love. The moral codes of ancient Egyptians, Babylonians, Greeks and Romans thus come to life in the Empire of the Eternal King. As Mother Dimble puts it:


Of course there are universal rules to which all goodness must conform. But that’s only the grammar of virtue. It’s not there that the sap is. He doesn’t make two blades of grass the same: how much less two saints, two nations, two angels. The whole work of healing Tellus [earth] depends on nursing that little spark, on incarnating that ghost, which is still alive in every real people, and different in each. When Logres really dominates Britain, when the goddess Reason, the divine clearness, is really enthroned in France, when the order of Heaven is really followed in China – why then it will be spring.[201] 



And it is this lesson, of our need to yield to the Tao and its Giver, thereby preserving our own humanity, that is the lesson of The Abolition of Man, as fully fleshed out in The Space Trilogy and in That Hideous Strength in particular.
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From The Green Book to The River:  Lewis, Relativism, and Constructivism in Education
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Carla Alvarez on the Shortcomings of Constructivism

Looking for an endorsement, a publisher sent an elementary grammar textbook to C.S. Lewis for review. What he read within, based as it was on a relativistic worldview, so disturbed him that it prompted the essay, The Abolition of Man.  Unfortunately, the ideology within what he called The Green Book did not end with its authors, whom Lewis referred to as Gaius and Titius. It has spread from isolated pools of educational theorists to an inundation throughout the academic landscape, from curricula in the classroom to academic conferences and think tanks.  Always looking for the next new idea, modern educational thought has become enamored with itself, ignoring the outcomes which disprove its validity.

What is At Stake

A HALF A CENTURY AGO, Lewis warned his fellow British academics that the acceptance of the ideology in The Green Book would certainly lead to "the destruction of the society which accepts it."[202]  His warning was true just as it is true for us in the United States today as the fabric of our nation is dependent upon an educated and engaged populace.  As G.K. Chesterton observes in Orthodoxy, the foundation of the democratic process is based on "an attempt to get at the opinion of those who would be too modest to offer it."[203]  In a country whose governing institutions are based on the assumption that it is "of the people, for the people, and by the people,"[204] all its people must be capable of participating in charting its course rather than a select few. 

The importance of fighting to create a society that agrees on the existence of objective truth is especially true for Christians.  We have a Savior who engages and interacts with us through experience in the physical world, but he also calls to us through reason.  Christ, as Michael Ward points out in Heresies and How to Avoid Them, is Truth personified.[205]  Those who seek Truth seek him.  It is hard to witness to the salvation of Christ as Truth if the one to whom we are witnessing has been conditioned in the classroom that there is no truth outside of their own construct of reality.  Because of this paradigm shift towards relativism, the dynamics of evangelism have dramatically changed in the past two decades as Nancy Pearcey explains in Saving Leonardo.  Rather than demanding evidence for the truth claims of Christianity such as "the existence of God or the deity of Christ or the resurrection," offense is taken that Christians assert that there is any truth at all.[206]

Relativism as Constructivism

THE IDEOLOGY LEWIS warned of is widespread in modern education.  The idea that truth is subjective has taken form in education as constructivism where the  current buzzwords in educational thought include  "individualized learning" where students learn in "innovative" ways by "constructing" knowledge[207] based on their existing information frameworks.   However, as Barbara Jaworski notes in a review of Constructivism in Education, education does not involve students alone but rather it is "fundamentally about students and teachers and the process of teaching."[208] Pedagogy is a two-way process.  Information is transmitted to the student, and the teacher must be able to discern if that information has been received and understood.  In his discussion "The Meanings of Truth," Thomas Aquinas reasoned that for a thing to be investigated, there must be absolute truth apart from and outside of the individual and the state of being, otherwise "all science and knowledge of things would perish."[209]  Regardless of educational ideology, an effective teacher is one which can both engage the students' interest and modify their teaching to the students' unique needs and learning styles.    While both are "student centered," practical constructivism ranges from focusing on the characteristics of all forms of effective teaching which incorporates feedback from the learner and what Aquinas would call the "diverse ways"[210] in which a particular truth can be understood to radical constructivism which operates on the basis that all knowledge is subjective and reality is "objectively unknowable."[211]

The relativist approach to education of constructivism is presented as a novel and forward thinking approach. Rather than being a 21st century innovation, we see Lewis decried it in the mid-twentieth; however, it goes further back than this.  Five centuries before the birth of Christ Protagoras made the claim, "man is the center of all things."  He believed knowledge was, as Gaius and Titius later claimed in The Green Book,  based on the interpretation of the observer.  It was this sophistry which Socrates argued against in a dialogue titled Protagoras and strongly refuted.  He argued that reality, truth, and principles themselves are objective and absolute.  Man's perception can misconceive reality, but it does not change it.  Not only does the learner have an obligation to seek the most correct understanding of the truth, but ignorance is equated with evil.   This is in opposition to the view of radical constructivism.

Constructivism and the Teacher

WHILE CONSTRUCTIVISTS identify with the Socratic method as it incorporates the same practices of "eliciting relevant preconceptions, clarifying preconceptions, testing one's own hypotheses, and deciding whether to accept the hypotheses or propositions,"[212] the incompatible difference between the Socratic method and radical constructivism is that the former begins with the assumption that there is truth to be found.  In the Socratic Method, the learner begins in the position of seeker, one who is searching for the true and who is ready to lay aside previous misconceptions.  In radical constructivism, the learner continues to build out their own position regardless of whether or not that position is worthwhile.

The position of a teacher is one who has an understanding of a particular objective truth and whose role is to transmit that truth effectively.  However, in an ideology where truth can be constructed and is subjective to the learner's own perspective, the logical conclusion of this position is the elimination of the necessity of a teacher.  This is seen in the current educational landscape where constructivism is the foundational mindset, the position of teacher is not only devalued but seen as superfluous.  Technology is considered a valid substitute for personal transmission, the focus is on student "outcomes" as data points rather than the enrichment and engagement of a human being, and teachers are seen as nothing more than a distraction from the purpose at hand.[213]

It is not only "individualized learning," but "individualized truth."  A student conditioned in constructivism can easily believe that their position is the correct one regardless of all evidence to the contrary because in the constructivist approach, all information is interpreted through their own perceptions and existing knowledge.  If one of the common goals of an educational system is to create "global citizens"[214] and "good communicators," a constructivist mindset undermines that goal.  A community is that in which individuals come together for a common goal and purpose.  Communication is achieved through the transmission of ideas and concepts through agreed upon language.  If we cannot begin on common ground and discuss differences of opinion with an assumption that there actually is a point of agreement that can be reached, we condemn ourselves to living on isolated islands either in contention or domination of another.   As Lewis notes, "For the power of Man to make himself what he pleases means, as we have seen, the power of some men to make other men what they please."[215]   Citizenship is about community.   When we talk about citizenship, it should mean there is a coming together in agreement on certain truths.

The Purpose of Education

WHEN EXAMINING WHICH educational approach has the greatest validity, we must first look at the purpose of education itself. The purpose is to teach a person what he should know, to inform where there was once ignorance, and to enlighten what was once dark.  Aquinas describes the gaining of knowledge and thus education itself is achieved by the "assimilation of the knower to the thing known."[216] Louis Markos in Restoring Beauty notes that "children need guidance in judging what is right and wrong, wise and foolish, just and unjust."[217]  It is not enough to simply have a thought about something.  We must have right thoughts about that thing in order to have true understanding.  It is very easy to believe that one has knowledge about a particular thing and yet, when all is said and done, miss the point entirely.   The more unfamiliar a topic, the more important it is to have a guide, a teacher, to navigate the new terrain of knowledge, one who not only understands the subject matter, but can identify and bridge the gaps in one's own understanding.  Who one is taught by can make all the difference.

Isolation in Constructivism

HOWEVER IN A CONSTRUCTIVIST setting, the student's existing knowledge is given precedence and all new learning must conform to what is already known.  Rather than the educational setting being a place where, as Lewis states, students learn and enter into a "little portion of the human heritage,"[218] parts of the greater community, individuals are seen as "shut operational systems, auto-referential."[219]  There is no coming together in a community of shared knowledge and understanding, because in constructivism reality is subjective, the individual experience and understanding reigns supreme.  The ideology is in complete opposition to what Lewis refers to as the "Tao," which he defines as "the doctrine of objective value, the belief that certain attitudes are really true, and others really false, to the kind of thing the universe is and the kind of things we are."[220]  Constructivism is the indoctrination of relativism and is based on what Paul Boghossian refers to as "equal validity"[221] of ideas.  If we believe all ideas are equally valid, there is no cause to examine our own.  Rather than searching for the true, the right, and the best, it instead becomes a war of opposing ideas where whomever can impose "their truth" wins.

An Illustration of the Consequences of Constructivism

WHILE LEWIS AND BOGHOSSIAN argue against relativism and the precepts of constructivism philosophically, The River by Flannery O'Connor presents a dramatic illustration of the dangerous consequences of learning in an entirely self-referential system.  The  story begins with a boy, Harry, being given over without handkerchief or breakfast to the care of a Mrs. Connin for the day whom he has never met.  Neglectful, his parents were in a habit of handing him from sitter to sitter and so accustomed is he to this sort of treatment, he accepts the state of affairs passively, "like an old sheep waiting to be let out."[222]  Harry is an example of a child which, as Lewis describes in The Abolition of Man, needs "to be awakened from the slumber of cold vulgarity."[223]

This excursion begins to awaken Harry's curiosity.  It is the start of his educational process. Mrs. Connin, by exposing him to the new experiences of her world, is one who is "irrigating the deserts"[224] of Harry's bleak life as Lewis would say.  Harry learns through firsthand experience that pigs were not actually "small fat pink animals with curly tails and round grinning faces and bow ties."[225]  He learns from Mrs. Connin that he "had been made by a carpenter named Jesus Christ"[226] and not, as he previously believed, "a doctor named Shadewell."[227]  It was an exciting day for Harry and he discovered "you found out more when you left where you lived."[228]

These new experiences and concepts are completely outside of his previous construct of the world.  As Harry and Mrs. Connin walk through the idyllic setting of the red clay highway making its way among the honeysuckle and through the woods to the river to hear a preacher believed by Mrs. Connin to be a healer, Harry, who began the day "bumping his feet together as if he had trouble walking,"[229] begins to "make wild leaps and pull forward . . . as if he wanted to dash off and snatch the sun."[230] His passivity has transformed into active interest.  His "desert" has been watered and he is primed for the input of a teacher.

At the river meeting, Harry encounters the earnest young preacher, Bevel, who is intent upon bringing his listeners to the redemption of God.  Among their fellow listeners are a woman who claims she saw the preacher heal, even though Bevel stated he had not, and the incongruously named Mr. Paradise, the local skeptic and gas station owner.   Each character has their own "construction" of reality: Mrs. Connin with her simple faith; the woman who believes indiscriminately without supporting evidence or testimony; Mr. Paradise who believes nothing; and Bevel the preacher for whom beliefs are all important.  There is no mediation between the competing worldviews.  In a gathering that is supposed to be about communion, there is none.  Each person is occupying the same location; however, there is no agreement.  There is no shared truth or coming together because each has constructed their own reality and no one is interested in stepping outside of their creation.

In the middle is the boy, Harry.  While Mr. Paradise looks on and mocks, the preacher urges his followers to "lay their pain . . . In the rich red river of Jesus' blood."[231]  A river which, as the preacher tells his listeners, "goes on . . . slow to the Kingdom of Christ."[232]  At the urging of Mrs. Connin, Harry is baptized by the preacher and realizes that "this was not a joke."[233]  He seemed to have stepped into the real world, one that was solid and with meaning.  He had come from a world where he was discarded to one where, as the preacher assured him, he counts.  This flood of new information is overwhelming to him. Nothing in his life before has prepared him, he has no framework through which to process these new ideas.  He came from a home where everything, including himself, was a joke, to one where words and actions are of utmost importance.  He went from one where life was superficial and pedantic to one where transcendent truths are presented in metaphor.   Lewis states, the "right defense against false sentiments is to inculcate just sentiments"[234]  but because Harry has never been taught right from wrong or what matters from what is irrelevant, he is left without grounding.    He is both without his own discernment and without a discerning guide.

He is takes information and interprets it based on his previous experiences and knowledge, which was limited.  As Mortimer Adler points out in How to Read a Book, "Thinking is only one part of the activity of learning.  One must also use one's senses and imagination.  One must observe, and remember, and construct imaginatively what cannot be observed."[235] Harry does this in spades; however, learning is just one part of the educational process.  The second part, the teacher, is just as important as the recipient of the instruction.  His mind went from a parched desert to a wild "jungle"[236] sprouted from the seeds planted by all of these competing ideas.  It is a learning completely unguided, without pruning or training by an experienced hand.   His self-guided synthesis of these various presentations of truths results in a fatal outcome.

The River ends with the death of Harry.  Back with his parents in his home of neglect, Harry decides to return to the river . . . alone.  Remembering the preacher's words that the river led to the Kingdom of Christ, a place where he counts, he finds his way back to the place where the door to this new world had opened and he "intended not to fool with preachers any more but to baptize himself and to keep on going this time until he found the Kingdom of Christ in the river.  He didn't mean to waste any more time."[237]  Eschewing a guide completely and confident in his own interpretation, he threw himself into the river determined to reach his destination, leaving Mr. Paradise arriving too late to save him, "staring with his dull eyes, as far down the river line as he could see."[238]

The Falsity of Constructivism

HARRY'S BELIEF THAT he could ride the river to the Kingdom of Christ as he would a train  to a stop did not make it true.  There was objective truth that he missed.  In our post-modern society, we hesitate to speak in absolutes, but as Pearcey writes,


. . . To say that something is objective does not mean that everyone agrees, or that you know it for certain.  It only means that it is capable of being true or false.  If you are working on a complex mathematics problem you may not be certain you have the right answer.  But you are certain that there is a right answer, not merely personal preference.[239]



Fundamentally, we all know this to be true. We take jobs and enter into contracts based on the confident understanding that all parties agree that an hourly rate is based on an hour that is made up of 60 minutes and 360 seconds paid for with dollars that are the equivalent of 100 U.S. cents. When a student studies medicine, her future patients are not interested at all in what that would-be doctor's "perception" is about human anatomy, the patient wants to know that the person who holds their life in her hands has been trained and educated according to the latest and best medical practices. There is a universal standard to be upheld.

Fragmentation versus Integration

O'CONNOR'S HARRY IS a little boy without guidance or training.  He finds himself in a community which is populated by those who are more than ready to share their own beliefs, but yet are unconcerned with the impact those beliefs have on those around them.  Some of the beliefs were true; however, they were transmitted without regard for how the hearer received them.  Quoting Catholic philosopher Louis Deupre, Pearcey writes,


The central challenge of our age . . . is the lack of any integrating truth.  "We experience our culture as fragmented; we live on bits of meaning and lack the overall vision that holds them together in a whole." As a result, people feel an intense need for self-integration.[240]



It was this search for self-integration, for meaning, and his role in it which Harry sought when he immersed himself in the river.  He had caught a glimpse of part and was searching for the whole.

To Love Truth


"Listen, said the White Spirit, " Once you were a child.  Once you knew what inquiry was for.  There was a time when you asked questions because you wanted answers, and were glad when you had found them.  Become that child again, even now." [241]   

- C.S. Lewis, The Great Divorce



CHILDHOOD IS A TIME of inquiry, of exploration, and of growing into knowledge.  The goal of education, whether the person is to become a plumber or a physicist, should above all teach the student how to recognize truth along with equip them with the tools to discover those truths.  Radical constructivism is an enemy to that endeavor poisoning the wellspring of inquiry.  To the question so famously asked by Pontius Pilate so long ago, "What is truth?" constructivism answers "Whatever you want it to be."  Nothing can stand upon the shifting foundation of the constructivist, not an educational system, not a society, nor a faith.  We must agree that there is truth that is beyond us as individuals which we can be united in agreement when it is reached.
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An Unexpected Journal is published quarterly; however, the conversation does not end.  Join us on social media for discussion with the authors weekly:

An Unexpected Journal online:  http://anunexpectedjournal.com

On Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/anunexpectedjournal/

On Twitter: https://twitter.com/anujournal

On Instagram: https://www.instagram.com/anujournal/

On Pinterest: https://www.pinterest.com/anunexpectedjournal/

Comments and feedback can be submitted at http://anunexpectedjournal.com/contact/

Be sure to sign up for our newsletter for announcements on new editions and events near you:  http://anunexpectedjournal.com/newsletter
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When discussing theology, or philosophy, or literature, or art, one is stepping into and taking part of a larger conversation that has been taking place for centuries.  Each essay within the journal contains not only the thoughts of the individual author, but draws upon works and thinkers of the past.  It is our hope that the writing not only engages your interest in the specific essay topic, but that you join us in the Great Conversation.

To read more, please visit http://anunexpectedjournal.com/resources/ for a list of the works cited within the essays of the journal.
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Yearly subscriptions to An Unexpected Journal are available through our web site.  Please visit http://anunexpectedjournal.com/subscribe for more information.  For bulk pricing, events, or speaking requests, please send an email to anunexpectedjournal@gmail.com.
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The Inspiration

J. R. R. Tolkien and C.S. Lewis, both members of The Inklings writers group, are well-known for their fiction embedded with Christian themes.  These fantasy writers, who were also philosophers and teachers, understood the important role imagination plays in both exercising and expanding the faculties of the mind as well as the development of faith.  

Beyond the parables of Jesus, their works are the gold standard for imaginative apologetics.  The title, An Unexpected Journal, is a nod to the work to which Tolkien devoted much of his life, The Lord of the Rings.  

Our Story

AN UNEXPECTED JOURNAL is the endeavor of a merry band of Houston Baptist University Master of Arts in Apologetics students and alumni. What began as simply a Facebook post on November 1, 2017 wishing that there was an outlet for imaginative apologetics quickly organized by the end of the year into a very real and very exciting quarterly publication.

Over the next approximately three months, we began to create. Of course, we had to produce our content, but a very important part of our publication is our own peer review process.

Our Mission

AN UNEXPECTED JOURNAL seeks to demonstrate the truth of Christianity through both reason and the imagination to engage the culture from a Christian worldview.
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Dear Reader


[1] Holly Ordway. Apologetics and the Christian Imagination (Steubenville: Emmaus Road Publishing, 2017), Kindle Locations 334-336, Kindle Edition.

[2] C.S Lewis. The Abolition of Man (New York: HarperCollins, 2009), Kindle Locations 545-546, Kindle Edition.

Lewis Among the Ancients . . . And the Moderns


[3] Gaius and Titius,” the names Lewis gives to the authors of a text, which Lewis further masks with the pseudonym The Green Book.

[4] C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (New York:Collier Books, 1955), 24.
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[7] Plato, Republic 428d (Oxford World Classic translation, Robin Waterfield, New York:  Oxford University Press, 1993).

[8] Ibid., 429c.

[9] Ibid., 439a.

[10] Ibid., 441a.

[11] Ibid.

[12] Lewis, Abolition of Man, 34.

[13] Ibid.

[14] Lewis, Abolition of Man, 26-27. Here Lewis is quoting Republic 402a.

[15] Ibid., 34.

[16] Ibid., 28.

[17] Ibid. Lewis here cites A.B. Keith’s Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics.

[18] Ibid., 27-28.

[19] Ibid., 26. Lewis cites Shelley’s Defense of Poetry, 1821.

[20] Louis Markos argues this in the Great Courses lecture series From Plato to Postmodernism (Chantilly, VA: The Teaching Company, 1999). Online Available www.thegreatcourses.com/courses/from-plato-to-post-modernism-understanding-the-essence-of-literature-and-the-role-of-the-author.html

[21] Ibid. Lewis Augustine’s City of God, XV.22, IX.5, XI.28.

[22] C.S. Lewis, Surprised by Joy (Glasgow:William Collins, 1986), in Ch, 13 “The New Look”, 167.

[23] Ibid., 172.

[24] Alister McGrath, C.S. Lewis: A Life. Eccentric Genius. Reluctant Prophet (Carol Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2013), 290, Nook.  See also https://www.crosswalk.com/special-coverage/c-s-lewis/i-c-s-lewis-a-life-i-summary-analysis-and-recommendations.html.

[25] Ibid.

[26] Lewis’s works in this explicit vein include A Preface to Paradise Lost, Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature and The Discarded Image: An Introduction to Medieval and Renaissance Literature.  He argued that this “model (that) the Middle Ages adopted and perfected” owed its being to “not only ... Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoical (elements, but also) “Christian and Pagan elements” too. Discarded Image (Cambridge: Cambridge University press, 1995), 12

[27] Louis Markos, The Life and Writings of C.S. Lewis (Chantilly, VA: The Great Courses, 2000), Lecture 6 “Lewis the Scholar – Apologist for the Past.” CD. Online available www.thegreatcourses.com/courses/life-and-writings-of-c-s-lewis.html

[28] C.S. Lewis, “The Weight of Glory” in  The Weight of Glory and Other Essays (New York: Collier Books, 1980), 7.

[29] C.S. Lewis, The Discarded Image: An Introduction to Medieval and Renaissance Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 208-211.

[30] An excellent discussion of the Medieval Model can be found on Rebekah Valerius’ site: https://alongthebeam.com/2017/10/13/the-medieval-model-of-the-cosmos/.

[31] My own site aspires to the elegant insights of [28] above - https://narnianfrodo.com/2018/01/10/models-of-the-medievals-and-dante/.

[32] Louis Markos, From Plato to Postmodernism.

[33] John 1:1-18; John 1:1 states “In the beginning was the Word (logos), and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.”

[34] T.S. Eliot, “Tradition and the Individual Talent” in The Sacred Wood: Essays on Poetry and Criticism (Mansfield Centre, CT: MARTINO Publishing, 2015), 46. Also available online http://www.bartleby.com/200/sw4.html accessed Feb. 2018.

[35] C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity, (New York: HarperOne, 2000) 136.

[36] Plato, Republic , 437e, 439a.

[37] Wordsworth’s poem by the same name as Lewis’s autobiography, Surprised by Joy (1815 www.poetryfoundation.org/poems/50285/surprised-by-joy) lamented lost moments of joy (due to the death of Wordsworth’s daughter at age 3); Lewis discussed his own early glimpses of them in Chapter 1 of his own Surprised by Joy, as well as exposited on them in discussing his conversion in the later chapters of SBJ.

[38] Lewis, Surprised by Joy, 176.

[39] Lewis, Weight of Glory, 6-7

[40] C.S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain (New York: Collier Books, 1986), 65.

[41] Plato, Republic  485b.

[42] Ibid., 517c.

[43] Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, trans. David Ross, Oxford World Classics (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009) 1177a.

[44] Lewis, Surprised by Joy, 169 (Ch. 13 “The New Look”)

[45] Ibid., 171.

[46] Ibid., 21.

[47] Ibid., 173.

[48] Ibid., 160.

[49] Ibid., 175.

[50] Ibid., 19.

[51] Ibid. 190.

[52] Lewis, The Abolition of Man. 35.

The Abolition of Students


[53] Proverbs 4:7 (NIV).

[54] C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1955), 91.

[55] Ibid., 83.

[56] Ibid., 27.

[57] Ibid., 34.

[58] Ibid., 79.

[59] Ibid., 56-57.

[60] Ibid., 59.

[61] Ibid., 29-30.

[62] Ibid.

[63] Ibid., 30-31.

[64] Ibid., 33-34.

[65] Ibid., 29.

[66] John 14:6 (NIV).

[67] Mark 4:23 (NIV).

[68] Proverbs 15:1 (NIV).

[69] Galatians 5:22-23 (ESV).

[70] Lewis, 32-33.

[71] Genesis 2:15 (NIV).

[72] Lewis, 32.

[73] Ecclesiastes 1:2 (NIV).

"Will These Hands Ne'er Be Clean?" C.S. Lewis and the Apologetic Response to the Themes of Macbeth


[74] C.S. Lewis, “Preface to the Third Edition” from The Pilgrims Regress: The Wade Annotated Edition ed. by David C. Downing (Grand Rapids: Eerdman’s Publishing October 12, 2014) 13.

[75] C.S. Lewis, Preface to The Abolition of Man: Reflections on Education with Special Reference to the  Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of Schools. (Oxford: Oxford Press, 1943) 2.

[76] Lewis, The Abolition of Man, 11.

[77] Plato, Theaetetus,  trans. by Joe Sachs. First Edition (Newburyport, MA: Focus Publishing, 2004)  51.

[78] William Shakespeare, “Macbeth” from William Shakespeare: Complete Plays ed. Arthur Henry Bullen (New York: Fall River Press 2012) 864.

[79] Shakespeare,  870-876.

[80] William L. Rowe, God and the Problem of Evil, First edition (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 2001) 26.

[81] C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco 2001) 16.

[82] Ibid., 18.

[83] Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil: Prelude to a Philosophy of the Future, Unabridged Edition (Mineola: Dover Publications, 1997) 53.

[84] Shakespeare, 860.

[85] Lewis, Mere Christianity, 196.

[86] Ibid.

[87] Shakespeare,  867.

[88] Ibid., 870

[89] Lewis, Mere Christianity, 202.

[90] 1 Cor. 16:22 VOICE.

[91] Lewis, Mere Christianity, 194.

The Death of Freedom


[92] Whittaker Chambers, Witness, 50th ed. (Washington, DC: Regnery Pub., 2001), 16.

[93] Ibid., 4.

[94] Friedrich Nietzsche, Gay Science (handout), 280.

[95] C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man, Or, Reflections On Education with Special Reference to the Teaching of English in the Upper Forms of Schools (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 2001),  43.

[96] Ibid., 44, 51.

[97] Ibid., 51.

[98] Ibid., 51.

[99] Ibid., 46.

[100] Ibid., 46.

[101] Friedrich Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols in Forrest E. Baird and Walter Arnold Kaufmann, Philosophic Classics, 5th ed. (Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Pearson/Prentice Hall, 2008-), 1034.

[102] Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil (handout), 292.

[103] Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, 1034.

[104] Ibid., 1035.

[105] Ibid.,  1035.

[106] Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 308.
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[108] Ibid., 55-56.
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[111] Ibid., 62.
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[121] Chambers, 16.
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Dragons in Our 'Darkest Hours': Slaying All Day the Lewis Way


[127] C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (New York: Harper One, 1974), 58.

[128] Ibid., 59.

[129] www.ministrysafe.com.

[130] Vic Ryckaert, "What we know: Larry Nassar and the USA Gymnastics abuse scandal," Indy Star, January 25, 2018, accessed April 1, 2018, https://www.indystar.com/story/news/crime/2018/01/25/what-we-know-larry-nassar-and-usa-gymnastics-abuse-scandal/1064636001/.

[131] Matt Mencarini, "FBI: Ex-MSU doctor Nassar had 37,000 child porn images, abuse videos," Detroit Free Press, December 21, 2016, accessed April 1, 2018, https://www.freep.com/story/news/local/michigan/2016/12/21/larry-nassar-child-porn-msu/95712364/.

[132] Justin Hinkley and Beth LeBlanc, "Ex-USA Gymnastics doctor Larry Nassar sentenced to 60 years in federal child pornography case," Indy Star, December 7, 2017, accessed April 1, 2018, https://www.indystar.com/story/news/crime/2018/01/25/what-we-know-larry-nassar-and-usa-gymnastics-abuse-scandal/1064636001/.

[133] Lewis, 58.

[134] Ibid., 72.

[135] Edmund Spenser, The Fairie Queene, trans Roy Maynard (Moscow, ID: Canon Press, 1999), 27.

[136] Nancy Pearcey, Love Thy Body (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 2018), 118.

[137] Spenser, 27.

[138] George MacDonald, At the Back of the North Wind (CCEL, 2009), accessed April 1, 2018, https://www.ccel.org/ccel/macdonald/backofnorth.ii.html.

[139] C.S. Lewis, The Magician’s Nephew (New York: HarperCollins, 2013).

[140] J.R.R. Tolkien, The Hobbit (New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2012).

[141] Ibid.

[142] Lewis, The Abolition of Man, 35.

[143] Ibid, 72.

[144] Ibid, 59.

[145] Ibid., 80.

[146] Ibid.

[147] Oxford Union, "Prof. Richard Swinburne | Religion Debate | Proposition (5/6)" (video), posted March 2, 2018, accessed April 1, 2018, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DldKPf5QBn4.

[148] Saint Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica, eds. Mortimer J. Adler, Philip W. Goetz, and Daniel J. Sullivan, trans, Laurence Shapcote, Second Edition. Vol. 18. Great Books of the Western World (Chicago: Robert P. Gwinn, 1990), 14.

[149] Ibid.

[150] Lewis, The Abolition of Man, 68.

[151] Ibid., 70.

[152] Ibid.

[153] Ibid.

[154] Spenser, 25.

The Separation of Narnia and Tao


[155] C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (1944; repr., New York: HarperOne, 1974), 69.

[156] Ibid., 70.

[157] Malcolm Guite, Faith, Hope, and Poetry: Theology and the Poetic Imagination (New York: Routledge, 2012), 151.

[158] C.S. Lewis, The Chronicles of Narnia (New York: HarperCollins, 2001), Kindle Locations 14236-14239. Kindle Edition.

[159] C.S Lewis. The Abolition of Man (New York: HarperCollins, 2009), Kindle Locations 170-171, Kindle Edition.

[160] Ibid.  Kindle Locations 231-232.

[161] Ibid., Kindle Locations 45-46.

[162] Lewis, The Chronicles of Narnia,  Kindle Locations 14279-14280. 

Abolition of Man as Sci-Fi: C.S. Lewis's Space Trilogy


[163] C.S. Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet (1938), Perelandra (1943) and That Hideous Strength (1945).

[164] C.S. Lewis, That Hideous Strength (New York: Scribner, 2003), 8.

[165] C.S. Lewis, “The Weight of Glory” in The Weight of Glory and Other Addresses, ed. Walter Hooper, (New York: Collier,1980), 4.

[166] Lewis, The Abolition of Man (New York: Collier Books, 1955) 24.

[167] Ibid., 34.

[168] Ibid., 35.

[169] Some argue that Lewis had an overly pessimistic view of technology, but that is beside the point – his point was about man left to his own (selfish) law-making. Such a critique is discussed at Matthew Schmitz, “Ayn Rand Really, Really Hated C.S. Lewis” in First Things, March 27. 2013. Online available www.firstthings.com/blogs/firstthoughts/2013/03/ayn-rand-really-really-hated-c-s-lewis.

[170] A recent compilation of articles examining modern Sci-Fi in light of Lewis’s Abolition of Man (Science Fiction and the Abolition of Man: Finding CS Lewis in Sci-Fi Film and Television,  ed. Mark J. Boone and Kevin C. Neece, 2016) makes the point that science and technology are of less importance than the people behind it. It is an excellent book, but is beyond the scope of this review.

[171] Ibid., 80.

[172] Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet, 134.

[173] Lewis, Abolition of Man, 77.

[174] Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet, 134-5.

[175] Lewis, Perelandra, (New York: Scribner, 2003) 32.

[176] Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet, (New York: Scribner, 2003) 14.

[177] Ibid., 34.

[178] Psalms 19:1.

[179] Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet, 34.

[180] In Surprised by Joy, Ch. XIII, Lewis claimed in his pre-Christian state to have been inspired and awoken by thinkers like Henri Bergson, 1859-1941, who posited such elan vital (“vital force”), which helped him to more deeply appreciate art, music and “the more exultant Psalms.”

[181] Lewis, Perelandra, 101.

[182] Ibid., 102.

[183] Ibid., 179.

[184] Lewis, That Hideous Strength, 173.

[185] Ibid., 40.

[186] Ibid.

[187] Ibid., 175.
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[194] Ibid.
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[198] Ibid., 149.

[199] Ibid., 315.
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Thoughts from a Fellow Traveler

[image: image]





By Jack Tollers

If you aren’t a Christian and have somehow gotten to the point where you are reading this, then I must warn you about the pebble in your shoe. For that is what it is like to be around Christians who discuss things together, whether or not they are “Christian kinds of things” that are discussed. At a certain point you will notice something about their point of view, something in their underlying assumptions, and to be honest when you do it will become quite annoying.

That is the pebble I was referring to.

But it gets worse.

Maybe it is not your fault that you happen to be reading this, and you’ve done a pretty good job milling about life without bumping into too much of this sort of Christian stuff. It could be the case that you haven’t really made a conscious effort to avoid Christianity, but chances are (if you are reading this) that is going to change. Somewhere along the line, perhaps even in the course of reading this journal, even, a pebble has worked its way into your shoe, and eventually the pebble will have to be dealt with.

It’s not my job to tell you what it is. (I don’t really know what “it” is in your case. All I know is that when the pebble got into my shoe, it got to the point where I couldn’t walk much further without annoying my heel something terrible.) What I can do is suggest to you something that would have helped me if I had come across it in the back of some obscure academic journal: The pebble does not exist for itself. The pebble makes you stop and deal with the pebble. Stopping to deal with the pebble leads to thinking about your shoe. Then you start thinking about how much further up the trail you’d be if it weren’t for that blasted pebble, which leads to thoughts about the trail itself and the path you’re walking ... and so on.

A particular Christian, or a particular thought expressed by a Christian, or perhaps just the particular quality you meet in places and things of Christian origin will eventually function to put you in mind of something beyond or behind themselves. I say something because I’m trying to be non-partisan, but really I mean someone. Because at some point, the context for these thoughts will change to an awareness that this Christ person has been behind all of it.

When this moment comes, avoid mistaking Jesus for the pebble in your shoe. (If you do, it won’t be long before another pebble gets in there and starts the whole thing off again. It took me years to figure that out.) Instead, consider the possibility that he is more like the path than the pebble. He said as much himself when he told Thomas, “I am the way, the truth and the life. No man comes to the Father except by me.”

The truth aspect of Jesus’ claim is, of course, exclusive. But there is more to his self disclosure. The other terms, “the way” and “the life” point us beyond a mere static assertion of fact or a single point of view toward a dynamic process of relational involvement. The pursuit of truth leads to knowing Jesus (if he indeed is truth incarnate). Thus, just as travelers come to know a country by living in it and exploring it, so people will grow in their knowledge of Truth as they make their way through life, the path itself bringing us in proximity to Jesus.

Such a journey, so conceived, is bound to take a person through some interesting experiences, and to unexpected places. Once the pebble is out of the shoe. 


All the way to heaven is heaven for he said, “I am the way”  — St. Catherine of Sienna




“And ye shall seek me, and find me, when ye shall search for me with all your heart.” — Jeremiah 29:13
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