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P爬face

Preface

　　　　　Clive　Staples　Lewis（1898－1963）remains　one　of　the　most　popular　and

influential　Christian　authors　and】ay　advocates　in　the　U．　S．　and　in　England．

Having　taught　English　as　a　fellow　of　Magdalen　College　at　Oxford　University，　he

later　became　the　first　Professor　of　Medieval　and　English　Literature　at　Cambridge．

His　academic　works，　such　as　The！望〃ego避ソof，乙ove（1936）and　English」乙iterature

∫・伽∫㍑∫・・nth・C・・吻（1954）1　a・e　highly・・1・・d．　Y・t　m・・e　imp・・t・・tly，　h・i・

now　well　known　for　his　many　Chlis重ian　apo】ogetic　works，　chi董dren’s　literature，

science　fict量on，　and　a　nove1．

　　　　　He　is　reported　to　have　predicted　no　one　wou】d　read　his　books　af重er　he　had

been　dead　five　ol　six　years，2　but　against　his　expectation，　he　is　now　read　even

more　widely　than　before　his　death．　Not　only　is　The　Cllronicles　of　Namia　a

steady　best　selleらhis　science－fiction　trilogy　and　Christian　apologetics　are　a］so

wide］y　Iead，　His　wolks　have　been　translated　into　French，　Gelman，　Italian，

Japanese，　Russian，　Spanish　and　othel　languages，　and　new　tlanslations　and

antho】ogies　are　still　being　published　evely　year．　Ahhough　Lewis　belonged　to　the

Anglican　Church，　Andrew　Walker　te1】s　lls　that　he　is，　as“a　Christian　for　alI

Christians，”also“avidly　read　and　admired　by　thousands　of　people　in　the　Eastem

ch町ches．”3 @　Among　Catholics，　too，　Lewis　has　a　lo重of　readers　and

correspondents（for　ins吐ance，　Don　Giovanni　Calabria　of　Verona，　a　Roman

1F・・th・・ef・・ence・t・吐h・t・xt・used　i・lhi・essay，・ee　th・bibli・9・aphy・f　L，wi、・，

texts　and　their　abbreviations　at　the　end　of　this　thesis．
2
Lyle　W．　DorseU，“Researching　C．　S．　Lewis，”AChristianプbr／1”Christians：

Essays　in　Honor　of　C．　S．　Lewis，，　eds．　Andrew　Walker　and　James　Patrick（Regnery

9・重・w・y・1992）・P・213・

　　Andrew　Walker，“Under　lhe　Russian　Cross：Aresearch　note　on　C．　S．　Lewis

and　the　Eastem　Orthodox　Church，”AChristian　for　a〃Christians，　eds．，　Andrew

Walker　and　James　Patric（Regnery　Gateway，1992），　pp．63．
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Catho】ic　priest4），　which　shows　he　has　gained　a　great　deal　of　sympathy　among

them；and　Chlistopher　Derrick，　a　Catholic　and　long－term　friend　of　Lewis，　says，

‘‘

shere　is　some　scanty　evidence　to　suggest　that　Lewis’s　habiIual　disengagement

from　the　question　of　Catholicism　was】ess　than　uniform。”　Derrick　says　Ihat　he

even　had　an量mpression（admitting　that‘‘one’s　impressions，　in　such　a　matter，　can

only　be　extremely　subjective　and　unreliable，”）that　Lewis　was　close　to　becoming

a　Catholic　alound　the　year　1950．5　To　show　Lewis’s　popularity，　Kathryll

Lindskoog　i皿Light　in　the　Sliadowlands（1994）te1】s　us，‘‘There　are　five　hundred

C．S．　Lew童s　societies　in　the　United　States，　according　to　British　journalists　who

Iepeat　a　wild　estimate　from　Dr．　Andrew　Walker　of　King’s　College，　London，”6

and　in　1998，　to　commemorate　Lewis’s　cen重enary，　many　C．　S．　Lewis　societies　in

and　outside　England　and　the　United　States　held　specia董wolkshops　or　events．

Besides，　there　is　the　success　of　Sゐadowlands，　originally　a　television　play（BBC　on

22December　1985），　close】y　based　on　Lewis’s　marriage　to　Joy　Davidman，　which

has　made　Lewis，　the　man，　popu】ar　even　among　those　who　do　not　read　him．

　　　　　Even　those　academic　scholars　who　find　fauh　with　Lewis’s　logic　often　admit

his　ullfading　appea】and　influence．　Though　there　are　a　few　devastating　critics

against　Lewis　like　John　Beversluis，7　such　tota皿y　hostile　ones　are　lather　the

exception．

　　　　　It　is　tme　that　although　his　apo］ogetics　are　still　widely　read，　there　are　also

those　who　see　them　as　already　obso】ete．　For　instance，　John　Hick　in刀he

ルtetaphor（ゾGod　Incarnate　suggests　that　Lewis’s　case　for　Jesus’deity　is　no

longer　valid，　for　Lewis　bases　it　oll　Jesus’alleged　claim　to　be　the　Son　of　God　and

4Cf．η昭加伽Lette’・∫qκ．5．　Lεw’5，　Martin　Moynihan，（Crossway　Books，1987）．

5Christopher　Derric，　C．∫．　Levvis　and　the　Church（ザ、Ro加θ（Ignatius，1981），　pp．

214－215．

6Kathryn　Lindskoog，　Lightごη∫舵Shadowlands：P’・o∫εα加g　the　Rea’C．∫．　Levvis

≦Mu】重nomah　Books，1994），　p．4．
John　Bevelsluis，　C．5．　Levvis　and　the　Search／br　Rationa’Religion（Eerdmans，

1985）．
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argues，‘‘A　man　who　was　merely　a　man　and　said　lhe　soll　of　things　Jesus　said

wou］d【＿］either　be　a　Iuna重ic－－on　a　level　with　the　man　who　says　he　is　a　poached

egg－or　e】se　he　would　be　the　Devil　of　Hel1，［＿1　Either　this　man　was，　and　is，　the

Son　of　God：or　else　a　madman　or　something　worse”（Mere　Christianity，51－52）．

Yet，　Hick　remarks，　the　modern　historico－critical　study　of　the　New　Testament　has

brought　about　a　broad　agreement　among　New　Testament　scholars【＿l　that　the

historical　Jesus　did　not　make　the　claim　to　deity　that　latel　Christian　thought　was　to

make　fol　him：he　did　not　understand　himself霊o　be　God，　or　God　the　Son，

incarnate．”8　　Thus，　he　says，

A］hhis　rules　ouuhe　once　popular　form　of　apologetic　which　argues　that

someone　claiming　to　be　God　must　be　either　mad，　or　bad，　or　God；and　since

Jesus　was　evidently　not　mad　or　bad　he　must　have　been　God（e．g．　Lewis
1955，51－2）。9

　　　　　In　l　989，　Thomas　Howard　also　said　about　Lewis，“We　all　know　how　utterly

out　of　fashion　his　onto】ogy，　and　hence　his　epis重emology，　and　hence　his　way　of

handlhlg　a重ext，　are　now．”10　Yet，　Howard　also　lemarks　in　the　same　article，“I

cannot　predict　whether　Lewis’s　work　will　be　in　print　200　years　from　now．　But

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ら

【＿］virtually　every　line　he　wrote，　fiction　or　argument，　is　as　timely　now　as　the　day

it　was　written．　It　is　timely　because　it　is　all　true．”11　1do　not　understand　in　what

sense　he　says“a〃tlue”【italics　mine】after　saying　Lewis　is‘‘u候er］y　out　of

fashion，”ye吐，　it　is　adeast　obvious　that　he　is　Iecognizing　some　permanent　tmth　hl

Lewis’s　writing　that　is　stm　powerful　enough　to　move　readers　today．　Howard

says，　especia］ly　referring　to　the　fiction，“My　own　guess　is　that　if　any　stories

8John　Hick，η1εルfetaphot・げ（］od　lncai・nate（SCM，1993），　p．27，

9Hick，　P．29．

10
shomas　T，　Howard，‘‘Lookhlg　Backward，”㎞σ．　K　Chesterton　and　C。　S，

Lewis’η昭」Riddle　cゾ」（）y．　Eds．，　Michael　H．　Macdonald　and　Andrew　A．　Tadie

（Eerdmans，1989），　p．91．
11
goward，“Looking　Backward，”p．99．
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wlitten　since　Lewis　CaroU，　Bea重rix　Potte1，　A．A．　Milne，　and　Kenneth　Grahame

llave　a　chance　of　achieving　this　sempiternal　status，　The　Chronicles　of　Narnia　are

front－running　candidates．”12

　　　　What　is　Lewis’s　attlaction　that　makes　even　those　who　see　his】ogic　as

defective　adminhat　his　woπk　has　value　and　wm　be　read　for　a　long　time？　If　his

attraction　comes　only　from　his　conspicuously　Christian　character，三t　might　lose　its

power　when　and　where　Christianity　is　losing，　or　has　never　had，　its　influence．

YeI　the　case　is　oIherwise．　Ihave　noliced　that　his　Chronicles　are　very　popular

among　Japanese　children　who　usually　know　nothing，　or　very　little，　about

Christianity，　and　Peter　Schakel　also　remarks，“My　students　usually　admit　they

loved　the　Namia　books　before　they　became　awale　of　the　Christian　lhemes　and

parallels；and　children　from　non－Christian　homes，　many　of　them　readillg　the

stories　hl　state－supported　schoo］s　where　Christianity　is　not　to　be　mentioned，】ove

them　as　much　as　my　students　with　their　Christian　backgrounds　do．”If　so，　as　he

continues，“Such　popularily　of℃hristian’stolies　in　a　widely　secular　age　must　be

explained　by　elements　beyond　their　Christianity．”13　How　shou】d　we，　then，

interpret　the　unfadi19　PopuIarity　not　only　of　his　fiction　but　also　of　his　apo】ogetic

woπks　such　as　lhe　Scrervtape　Letters，ルtereα’・istianめ1，ル伽acles，　alld　The

Problem｛ガ、Pain　now　that　his　ontology　seems　to　be“out　of　fashion”？　How　can

we　understand　the　fact　that　his　Narnian重ales　are　so　popular　even　in　such　basicaUy

non－Christian　countries　as　Japan？　In　this　thesis，　I　wanl　to　show　that　Lewis’s

intrinsic　appeal　lies　in　the　fact　that　he　is　cQncerned　not　only　with　Christianity　but

also　with　the　who】e　objec重ive　Reali重y　and　that　he　perceives，　participates　in，　and

communicates　that　Reality　with　all　his　reason，　moral　consciousness　and，　above　a11，

12
goward，‘‘Looking　Backward，”p．92．
13
oeter　Schakel，‘‘Elusive　Birds　and　Narrative　Nets：the　Appeal　of　Story　in　C．S．

Lewis’Chronicles　of　Narnia，”A　Christianノ’or　All　Christians，　eds．　Andrew　Walker

＆James　Patrick（Regnery　Gateway，1992），　p．117．

4



Preface

conspicuously　strong　imagination．　His　firm　belief　in　the　objective　Rea】ity，　and

his　imaginative　way　to　approach　that　Reality，　marks　his　whole　achievement　most

significanIly．

　　　　　Iam　grateful　for　the　faculty　of　the　Department　of　English　and　American

Li吐erature　at　Gakushuin　University，　who　introduced　me　to　the　world　of　Engl三sh

Literature　and　instructed　me　for　more　Ihan敦en　years．　Iespecially　thank

Professor　Shoichi　Matsushima，　who　encouraged　me　to　submit　this　thesis　and　gave

me　precious　advice　as　my　chief　supervisor．　1　would　also　like　to　thank　Professor

Makinori　Hashimoto　and　Professor　Andrew　Fitzsimons　who　read　my　first　draft．

Iacknowledge　with　much　gratitude　the　very　valuable　advice　that　Plofessor

Fitzsimons　gave　me　in　English．　Iam　also　thankfl11　to　Professor　Hisao　Kodama

who　was　my　supervisor　in　my　student　days　at　Ga㎞shuin　University　and　its

Graduate　Schoo1．　I　would　also　Iike　to　thank　Nishoga㎞sha　Univelsiりr　fbl　its

support　and　encouragement　in　my　research。　This　dissertation　would　not　have
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Introduction

　　　　　L£wis　believes　in　GGd　as　the　supernatura1，　absolute　Reality，　a　being　who

transcends　our　spatio－1emporal　world．　He　also　be霊ieves三n　heaven　as　the　world　of

objective　reality，　or　the　Real　World，　wi吐h　his　conviction重hat，“Heaven　is　reality

itself．　All　that　is　fully　reahs　Heavenly”（Divorce，69）．　The　wolld　of　Reality　is，　for

Lewis，　the　wolld　of　meanings　and　therefore　important．　As　Robert　HousIon　Smith

says，“The　term　best　su鯉ed　to　describe　Lewis’s　philosophy　of　Ieligion　is

objectivism．”Lewis　sees“the　phenomenal　world　as　standing　in　rela重ion　to

absoluIe　reality．”11n　all　his　writing，　we　can　see　he　is　assuming　the］ogos　and

intelligibility　of　the　universe．　This　assumption　is　in　fact　a　belief　in　the　rationa】ity

of　both　man　and　the　universe，　shlce　it　assumes　not　only　the　Iogos　of　the　universe

but　also　the　validity　of　human　reason　as　a　means　of】ogically　knowing　that　logos．

This　belief　was　olle　of　the　most　important　f皿ndamental　presuppositions　in

Westem　philosophy　unt皿modern　times。　Fol　instance，　SしThomas　Aquinas　was

assuming　the　explicable　order　of　the　cosmos　as　a　fundamental　axiom　when　he

built　his　argument　for　the　existence　of　God　thus：

Natural　causes　act　fbr　definite　purposes　under　the　direction　of　some　higheI

cause，　so　that　their　effects　must　also　be　referred　to　God　as吐he　first　of　all

causes．　In　the　same　manner　contrived　effects　must　Iikewise　be　refeπed

back　to　a　higher　cause　thall　human　reasoning　and　will，　for　these　are

changeable　and　can　cease　to　be，　and，　as　we　have　seen，　all　changeable　things

and重hhlgs　that　can　cease　to　be　require　some　first　cause　which　cannot
change　and　of　itse】f　must　be．2

He　was　taking　it　for　granted　that　every　existence　and　every　movement，　or　any　sort

1Robert　HousIon　Smith，　Patches　of（70d’ight（Univ．　of　Gcorgia　Press，1981），　pp，

12－13．

2St．　Thomas　Aquinas，　Summa　17ieo’ogia8，　vo1．2，　Existence　andハ硫吻で（ザ（｝od，

Latin　text　and　English　translation，　In重roduc吐ion，　No吐es，　Appendices　and　G］ossaries

by　Timothy　Mcdermott　O．P．（Blackfriars，1963），　p．17．

6



Introduction

of　change，　has　its　causes，　so　that　he　cou璽d　infel　the　existence　of　God　thus：

Now　anyIhing　in　plocess　of　change　is　being　changed　by　something　else．

This　is　so　because　it　is　characteristic　of　things　in　process　of　change　that　they

do　not　yet　have　the　perfection　towards　which　they　move，〔＿】；whereas　it　is

characteristic　of　something　caus孟ng　change　to　have　that　perfection　already．

Fol　to　cause　change　is　to　bring　lnto　being　what　was　previously　only　able　to

be，　and　this　can　only　be　done　by　someIhing　that　already　is：【．．．l　of　necessity

therefble　anything　in　plocess　of　change　is　being　changed　by　something　else．

Moreover，重his　somethi皿g　else，　if　in　process　of　change，　is　itself　being

changed　by　yet　another　lhing；and　this　last　by　anotheL　Now　we　must　stop

somewhere，　otherwise　there　will　be　no　first　cause　of　the　change，　and，　as　a

result，　no　subsequent　causes．　For　it　is　only　when　acted　by　the　first　cause

that　the　intermediate　causes　wi］I　produce　the　change：if　the　hand　does　not

move　the　stick，　the　stick　will　not　move　anything　else．　Hence　one　is　bound

to　arrive　at　some　first　cause　of　change　not　itse］f　being　changed　by　anything，

and　this　is　what　everybody　understands　by　God．【i．e．　to　be　God】3

　　　　　As］ate　as　the　18th　century，

exists　has　a　sufficient　reason：

Samuel　Clarke　still　believed　that　everything　that

【T】oSay　a　Thing　is　produced，　and　yet　that　there　is　no　Cause　at　all　of　tha敦

Production，　is　to　Say重hat　Somethhlg　is　Effected，　when　it　is　Effected　by

Nothh19；thal　is，　at　the　Same　ti皿e　when　it　is　not　Effected　at　a】1．　Whatever

Exists，　has　a　Cause，　a　Reason，　a　Ground　of　its　Existence（a　Foundatio11，011

which　its　Existence　relies；a　Ground　or　Reason　why　it　doth　exiSt，1alher　Ihall

not　exist；）either　in　the　Necessity　of　its　own　Nature，　and　then　it　must　have

been（）f　itseゲEternal：Or　in　the　Will　of　some　Other　Being：【＿］4

　　　　　Not　all　philosophers　believe　this．　Fol　example，　David　Hume　already　in　the

18th　century　positively　denied　the　necessity　of　inferring　an　explanatory　cause　of

the　existence　of　the　world．　Hume　argues　especially　againsUhe　so－called　design

argument　preva】ent　in　his　days　which　claimed　to　exp】ain　the　natural　order　by

tracking　its　cause　to　a　prior　order　existing　in　the　mind　of　the　Creator．　He　asks，

3　Aquinas，　Su〃〃70，　vo1．2，　PP．13＆15．

4Samue】Clarke，　from　Discourse　Concerning∫舵β8加8　and．At’ributes（）f　Go4

0bligationsρブ1＞btUral　Religion，　and’乃ε　7｝°u’h　and　Certainty　ρ∫the　αノゼstia〃

Revelation，　ninIh　edition　（John　and　Paul　Knap重on，1738），　P．9．【Spell㎞gs　are
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“Have　we　not　the　same　reason　to　Irace　Ihat　idea】wolld　into　another　ideal　world，　or

new　intelligent　prlnciple？But　if　we　stop［＿】why　not　stop　auhe　material　wor】d？”5

　　　　　And　in　the　presenI　day，　more　and　more　people　seem　to　think　that　there　is

not　any　answer　about　the　cause　and　meanings　of　the　world．　Yet，　against　such　a

tendency，　Lewis　firmly　be】ieves　that　there　is　an　answer．　In　fact，　though　Lewis　is

weU　known　as　an　advocate　of　Christianity，　actually　he　is　not　Qnly　that　but　an

advocate　of　the　whole　objective　reality重hat　has　both】ogos　and　meanings．

　　　　　In　the　lnauguraHecture　as　the　Professor　of　Medieval　and　Renaissance

Eng】ish　Literature　in　the　University　of　Camblidge，　Lewis　says，　comparing　himself

to　one　of　a　few“dinosaurs”，　a　remnanI　from　the　medieval　times，山us：

1　read　as　a　native　texts　that　you　must　read　as　foreigners．【＿］It　is　my　settled

conviction　that　il　order　to　read　Old　Western　literature　aright　you　must

suspend　most　of　the　responses　and　unlearn　most　of　the　habits　you　have

acquired　in　reading　modem　literature．　And　because　this　is　the　judgement

of　a　native，　I　c】aim　that，　even　if　the　defence　of　my　conviction　is　weak，　the

fact　of　my　conviction　is　a　historical　datum　to　which　you　should　give　full

weight．【＿】That　way，　where　I　fail　as　a　critic，　I　may　yet　be　useful　as　a

specimen．（‘‘‘De　Descriptione　Temporum，’”　Selected　Essay∫，13－14．）

　　　　　Accordh】g　to　Lewis，‘‘the　greatest　of　al1　divisions　in　the　his重ory　of　the　west”

is　the　one‘‘which　divides　the　present　from【＿】the　age　of　Jane　Austen　and　Scott”

C‘‘1）eDescriptione，’”7），Since　the　18th　century，　he　points　out，　there　have　been

great　changes　in重he　politics，　art　and　religion．　In　the　politics，　where　people　used

to　expect‘‘rulers”重o　govern　them　with‘‘justice，　incorruption，　di】igence，【and］

perhaps　clemency，”now“leaders”are　ca】1ed　for．　And　of　politica】leaders，　Lewis

says，　people　now　ask“dash，　initiative，　and【＿】‘magne重ism’or‘personality’”

（‘‘‘DeDescriptione，’”8），　rather吐han　justice　or　incorrupIion．　In　the　arts，　he　finds

such　modern　wolk　as　of　the　Cubists，　the　Dadaists，　the　Surrealists，　and　Picasso　as

paodernized　by　the　present　author．】

5David　Hume，1）ialogues　Concerning　Natural　Religion，　ed，

1976），pp．34－35．

J．J．　Prince（Oxford，
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weU　as　modern　poetry　to　be“shatteringly　and　bewilderingly　new．”　The

unpreceden重ed　novehy　of　modem　alts　and　poetry　is　that　they　allow　for　numbers　of

intelpretations，　while　the　arts　and　poetry　of　the　former　ages　ale，　even　when　they

are　difficuh，　mole　inte］1igible　and　readers　can　make　agreement　as重o　what　Ihey

mean（“‘Del）escriptione，’”8－9）．　The　great　religious　change　which　Lewis

πemarks　is“the　un－christening．”We　are　now　in‘‘the　post－Christian”era，　which

is　not　pagan　but‘‘cut　off　from　the　Christian　past　and　therefore　doub］y　flom　the

Pagan　Pasf’C‘‘1）ε1）escrip’ione，’”9－10）．

　　　　　And　on重op　of　these　three　changes　Lewis　poin吐s　out　foulthly“the　bir重h　of

重he　machine．” @He　regards　this　epoch－makillg　change　as　the　grea吐est　of　the　fbur

because　he　f㎞ds　it　has　changed　even　people’s　value　judgment　and　ways　of

thinking．　In　the　world　of　the　machine，　Ihe　newel　things　are　generally　better，　and

this　image　of　progress　has　become　dominant　in　the　mind　of　ordinary　peop】e．

Lewis　says，

［＿】our　assumption　that　everything　is　provisional　and　soon　to　be　supelseded，

that　the　a重tainment　of　goods　we　have　never　yet　had，　rather　than　the　defence

and　conservation　of　those　we　have　already，　is　the　cardinal　busi皿ess　of　life

would　most　shock　and　bewilder　them【i．e。，　oul　ancestors】if　they　could　visit

・・rs【i．e．，・ur　w・・ld】。（“‘De・Des⑫伽・，”’11）

　　　　　In　the　fbrmer重imes，　peoPle　believed　in　Ihe　objective，　permanent　standards

of　justice，　order，　meanings　in　either　the　actual　life　or　il　the　arts．　They　believed

in　objective　values　and，　especially，　believed三n　Christianity　as　the　objective　tluth．

And　Lewis，　who　sees　himself　as　a“nalive”in“Old　Westem”traditions，　a］so

believes　not　only　in　Christianily　but　also　in　the　objective　standards　and　values　as

perlaining　to重he　absolute　Reali吐y．

　　　　　He　sees　the　twentieth　century　as　an　age　of　re】aIivism，　and　shows　his

misgivings　as　he　finds　that　even　in　the　field　of　ethics，　where　there　used　to　be　a

belief　in　objective　standards　of　good　and　evi】，　many　people　now　only　find　some

rela吐ive　standards（for　ins重ance，　the　newer　Ihings　ale　usually　assumed　to　be　be重ter
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simply　because　they　are　newer）or　subjective　opinions（cf．　Abolition，14－15；and

“‘ceDescriptione，’”11）．　His　philosophy　of　religion　s重arts　from　the　question：

“Why　is　there　a　universe？”“Why　does　it　go　on　as　it　does？”“Has　it　any　meaning？”

（Mere　Christianめ！，31）．　It　is　a　search　for　the　absoluIe　metaphysical　autholity　that

gives　the　ultimate　meanhlg　of　the　existence　of　lhe　universe　and　of　ouπ1ives．　In　a

sense，　all　of　his　writings，　espec童aUy重he　apologetic　ones，　are　an　a重tempUo　answel

these　questions．

　　　　　He　argues　for　Christianity　not　because　he　finds　it　good　but　because　he　finds

五tobjectively　true．　He　argues　for　the　moraHaw　and　other　standards　of　values　as

well　because　he　believes　they　are　also　objective　reality．　For　him，　the　pursuit　of

good　is　not　any　subjective　ma賃er．　It　is　a　progress　according　to　the　unchangeable

absolute　standards　of　va】ue　towalds　the　ultimate　Good．　In　Iiteraly　criticism，　he

insists　o11　lhe　va】ue　of　a11egory　and　myth　which　he　regards　as　objective

expressions　of　reality．

　　　　　Though　he　finds　that　God　is　supernatural　and　transcends　our　world　of

ordinary　experience，　he　believes　that　God　leveals　Himself　as　we】1　as　ultimate

Reality　through　our　imagination，　reason　and　moral　consciousness．　Imagination　is

an　intuitive　powel　of　Reality，　working　valious　important　ways．　Reason　is，　fbπ

him，　the　organ　of　truth．　In　his　argument，　Ieason　fh’st　of　all　works　as　a　reasoning

poweL　Secondly，　it　also　serves　as　a　counterproof　against　naturalism　and

materialism，　being　a　supematural　e】emellt　in　the　human　be三ng．　Lewis　regards　it

as‘‘God－kindled”（Miracles，33），　deriving　i吐s　rationality　flom　the　supematural，

abso】u重e　Reason，　which　must　be　identified　with　God，　On　the　other　hand，　our

inoral　consciousness】eads　us　to　p6rceive　the　existence　of　a　giver　of　the　molal　law，

who　is　to　be　identified　with　the　absolutely　good　God．

　　　　　Yet　what　is　especially　characteris吐ic　of　Lewis　is重he　fac目hat　he　not　only

believes　in　the　world　of　objective　leality　but　also　loves　it，　yearns　for　it，　and　thinks

that　human　beings　can　actually　attain　that　reality　in　heaven　as　Real　men　or　women，

becoming　a　part　of　the　Ieality．　This　attainment　of　Reality　is　always　his　first
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concern．　In　Part　I　of吐his　lhesis，　then，　I　shall　discuss　Lewis’s　apploach　to　RealiIy

mainly　from　the　side　of　his　apo】ogetlc　works，　taking　his　arguments　from

imagina重ion，　reason　and　molality　one　by　one．　We　shal1　also　discuss　his　literary

theory．　Then，　we　shall　also　see　some　of　criticisms　on　Lewis　and　d童scuss　his　style

of　rhetoric　and　move　onto　Part　II，　where　I　shall　firsl　try　to　make　it　clear　that，　for

him，　writing　stories　and　fantasies　is　not　a　negative　attempI　aI　escaping　from　reality，

nor　a　vainly　fantastic　play　of　imaginat量on　just　for　f廿n，　but　a　posit童ve　way　of

participating　in　the　metaphysical　Reality．　In　the　Test　of　Ihe　Part　II，　then，　I　shall

s重udy　his　imaginative　works　one　by　one，　from　The　Great　Divorce，　one　of　h量s

earlier　pieces　of　fiction，　to　Ti〃PVe　Have　Faces，　his　lasI　novel，　which　I　find　his

most　replesentative　and　finest　woπk。　In　these　wolks，　we　sha］l　see　how　Lewis

sees　the　world　of　Reality，　man’s　relation　to　i重，　and　how　man　can　ac加aUy　attahl

that　Reality．　In　conclusion，　I　shall　try　to　form　our　opinioll　as重o　whaI　his

approach　to　rea】ity　means　to　us　today　ln　this　twenty－first　cenlury。　We　shaU　also

see　his　significance　hl　the　light　of　religious　p】ura】ism，　which　is　now　seriously

taken　up　globally　and　which　goes　beyond　the　absoluteness　of　Christianity　as　it

pursues　the　ultimate　Rea】i吐y　in　the　wider　context．

　　　　James　Como　laments　the　scarcity　of　comprehensive　at重empts　to　grasp　Lewis，

saying，“lt　is　unfo血nate　that　thele　is　no　one　book　called　Lewis’s　Topics，

although　there　aπe　several　good　ones　on　different　aspects　of　his　thinking，”6　such

as　on　his　image　of　man，　on　his　case　for　Christianity，　on　his　case　against　scienIism．

Ibelieve　that　our　atIempt　is　one　to　undelstand　Lewis　as　comprehensively　as

possible　because　his　Realism，　or　Christian　objectivism　and　concern　for　the

ultimate　Reality　is　the　key　that　runs　through　al】his　writings．

　　　　　Since　in　this　sludy　the　words“Reality”and“Real”are　so　impoltant　as

denoting　God’s　attribute，　we　shall　capitalize　them，　especially　when　referring　to

God　or　to　the　meIaphysical　world　of　God，　the　world　of　objective　Reality．

6
　James　Timothy　Como，、Branc舵∫∫o　Heaven，η1ε（ヲεη加∫ε5（ゾC．∫．　Lεwご∫

（Spence　Publishing　Company，1998），　p．168．
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Chapter　l

Imagination

＜lntroduction＞

　　　　In　1954，　Lewis　wro£e　to　lhe　Mil吐on　Society　of　America　that　he　was　in吐rinsicaUy　an

lmaglnatiVe　man：

The　imaginative　man　in　me　is　older，　more　continuously　operative，　and　in　tha吐

sense　mole　basic　than　either　the　religious　wri重er　or　the　critic．　It　was　he　who

made　me　fhst　attempt（with　little　success）to　be　a　poet．　hwas　he　who，　in

lesponse　to重he　poetry　of　others，　made　me　a　critic，　and，　in　defence　of　that　response，

sometimes　a　critical　co皿troversialist．　It　was　he　who　after　my　conversion　led　me

to　embody　my　religious　belief　in　symbolical　or　mythopeic　forms【＿］．　And　it　was

of　course　he　who　has　brought　me，　in　the　Iast　f¢w　years，　to　write　the　selies　of

Namiall　stolies　for　childlen，　（Letters，260）

　　　　The　imagina重ion　he　thus　sees　in　himself　appears　to　be　the　same　thing　as　the

‘‘

モ窒?≠狽奄魔奄狽凵hthat　we　expect　of　good　writels　and　artists．　In　fact，　however，　this

“imagination”　means　a　lot　more　than　mere　creativity．　For　Lewis，　it　is　also　a　power　of

intuition　into　the　metaphysical　rea］ity　of　this　world　and　heaven，　and　a　power　of

communication　of　that　reality．　It　perceives　the　meaning　of　the　world，　expresses　that

meaning，　and　enables　us　to　participate　in　the　metaphysica】RealiIy．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Joy＞

　　　　He　a面buIes　such　intuitive　power　to　the　human　imagination　because　whal

convinced　him　of　the　exisIence　of　heaven　is　mainly　his　lecurrent　aesthetic　experiences

that　he　caUs“Joy”，　which　has　been　the　greatesI　concem　in　his　imaginative　life．　Since

he　was　a　child，　he　had　occasionally　been　stmck　by　an　aesthetic　sensation　which　seemed

extremely　meaningfuL　It　was　a　sensaIion　of　an　extraordillary，　indescribable　Ionging

caused　by　quite　ordinary　things　in】ife．　his　numinous，重oo，　because　he　felUhe　real

object　of重hal　Ionging　existed　somewhere　apart　from　Ihe　thing　that　brought　about　it，　buI

he　cou】d　nol　specify　what　that　real　object　was．

　　　　In　his　autobiography，　Surp’・ised　by　Joy，　Lewis　desc了ibes　his　childhood　experiences

of“Joy”．　Its　orig孟n　goes　back　to　the　time　when　he　was　around　five　years　old．　One

day　his　elder　brother　Warren　made　a　toy　garden　in　a　biscuit－tin　and　showed　it　to　him．
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He　remembers　it　as　the　filst　beauty　he　had　ever　experlenced．

Whauhe　real　garden　had　failed　to　do，　the　toy　garden　did．　It　made　me　aware　of

nature－－not，　indeed，　as　a　storehouse　of　forms　and　co】ours　but　as　something　coo1，

dewy，　fresh，　exuberant．　Ido　not　think重he　impression　was　very　important　at　the

moment　But　it　soon　became　important　in　memory．　（Joy，12）

He　says，“As　long　as　I　live　my　imagination　of　Paradise　wilhetain　something　of　my

broIher’s　toy　garden”（ノoy，12）．

　　　　The　next　thing　that　he　remembers　in　connection　with‘‘Joy”is　the　line　of　the

Castlereagh　Hills　that　he　saw　from　his　nursery　window．　Lewis　says　that　those　hiHs，

which　were　fal　enough　to　be　una鍵ainab】e　to重he　children，　taught　him　longing　or

‘‘

rehnsucht”（10ッ，12）．

　　　　The　sense　of　beauty　and　of　Ionging　eithel　in　the　toy　garden　or　hl　the　hills　may　be

called　incipient“Joys”。　However，　Lewis　does　not　count　them　as　genuine‘‘Joy”

experiences．　The　first　true“Joy”came　a　few　years　Iater　when　he　was　eight　ol　nine

years　old．　Again，　it　was　a　sensalion　of］onging　mixed　with　a　sense　of　beauty，　but　it

was　far　keener　than　those　he　had　had　before．　It　was　a　sensation　from　what　he　cal］s

“the　memory　of　a　memory，”which　was　the　memory　of　that　toy　galden　that　his　brother

had　shown　him．　He　says　thaUhe　memory　struck　him　qui書e　suddenly　and　made

everything　else　seem　insignificant　in　comparison：

It　is　difficult　to　find　words　strong　enough　for　the　sensation　which　came　ovel　me；

Milton’s“enormous　bliss”of　Eden（giving　the　fu11，　ancient　meaning　to

“enormous”jcomes　somewhere　near　it．　It　was　a　sensation，　of　course，　of　desire；

but　desire　for　what？not，　certainly，　fbr　a　biscuit－tin　filled　with　moss，　nol　even

（though　that　came　into　it）fbr　my　own　past．　ノb掘故〃π06b＊一一and　before　I　knew

what　1　desired，　the　desire　itself　was　gone，　the　whole　glimpse　withdrawn，重he　world

重urned　commonplace　again，　or　only　stirred　by　a　longing　for　the　longing　that　had

jusI　ceased．

（＊Oh，1　desire　too　much）（Joy，19）1

　　　　After　tha重incident，　lhis‘‘joy”continued　to　come　to　him　when，　for　h】s重ance，　he

read　BeaIlix　Potter’s　nursery　book　Squi〃・ε’1＞庭∫痘〃，　or　Longfellow’s　Saga（ゾKingα4汚

or　nolthem　mythology．　He　says，“Joy”has　a】ways　been‘‘unsatisfied　desire　which　is

iIself　more　desirable　than　any　other　satisfaction”（Joy，20）．　Although　it　is　called

1

　The　asterisk　in　the　quotation　means　a　note　in重he　origina1．

13



｝maginatjen

“Joy”，　it　is　different　from　both“Happiness”and‘‘Pleasure”：

Joy（in　my　sense）has　indeed　one　characteristic　and　one　only，　in　common　with

them；the　facUhat　anyone　who　has　experienced　it　will　want　it　again．　Apart　from

that，　and　considered　only　in　its　quality，　it　might　almost　equa】1y　well　be　called　a

particular　kind　of　unhappiness　or　gri6£　Buuhen　i重is　a　kind　we　want．　Idoubt

whether　anyone　who　has　tasled　it　would　ever，　if　both　were　in　h童s　power，　exchange

it　for　alnhe　pleasures　in　the　world．　But　then　Joy　is　never　in　our　power　and

P葺easure　often　is．　（ノoy，20）

　　　　It　was　natural　that　an　unsatisfied　des童re　caused　a　sense　of　unhappiness，　but　there

was　something　mole　signtficant　in　the　way　the“Joy”worked　on　L£wis．　The　main

characteristics　of“Joy”can　be　summarised　as　fbllows：1）that　it　is　a　sensation　of　keen

desire；2）that　one　cannot　know　or　control　when　and　where　it　comes　or　vanishes　away；

3）that　it　suggests　some　incalculable　impoπtance　especially　when　remembered

afterwards；4）that　the　object　of　the　desire　is　other　than　the　immcdiate　cause　of　it　and

can　never　be　specified；5）that　the　desire　is　never　satisfied；and　6）that重he　desire　itself

turns　ouUo　be　the　object　of　the　desire．　It　becomes“a　longing　for　the　longing”（Joy，

19）．

　　　　L£wis’s　eager　pursuit　of“Joy”began　sometimes　between　1911　and　1913．　Around

that　time　he　had　a　feeling　that　he　had　lost‘‘Joy”，　because　he　had　had　no‘‘Joy”

experiences　for　quite　a　long　time．　But　suddenly，　alld　qui重e　unexpectedly，　he　was

caught　again．　This　time，　the　catalyst　was　a　headline　in　a】iterary　periodica1，　which　ran

‘‘

riegfried　and　the　Twilight　of　the　Gods，”with　an　iHustration　by　Arthur　Rackham．　The

head］ine　and　illustration　together　brought　about　such　a　strong　sensation　of‘‘Joy”that　he

feh　as　if‘‘出e　sky　had　turned　round”（1（ツ，62）．

　　　　When　he　was　first　implessed　by　the　headline，　he　knew　nothing　about　Wagner　or

about　Siegfried，　yet　somehow　the“northernness”about　the　Nibelung　Saga　fascinated

him． It　had　the　same　moving　power　as　he　had　found　in　Longfel】ow’slines．　He　says，

Iknew【＿1　that　S孟egfried【．．．】belonged　to　the　same　world　as　Balder　and　the

sunward－sai】ing　cranes．　And　with　that　plunge　back　into　my　own　past　there

arose　a吐once，　almost　like　heartbreak，　lhe　memory　of　Joy　itself，　the　knowledge　that

Ihad　once　had　what　I　had　now　lacked　fbr　years，　that　I　was　returning　at　last　from

exi】e　and　desert　lands　Io　my　own　country【＿】And　at　once　I　knew（with　fatal

knowledge）that　to‘‘have　it　again”was　the　supreme　and　only　important　object　of

desire．　（Joツ，62－63）
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　　　　Since　Lewis　did　not　know　the　source　of‘‘Joy”，　his　concern　was　divided三n重o　two

parts，　that　is，　to㎞ow　the　source，　or　the　true　object，　of　Joy，　and　to　seize　as　many　a

catalyst　to　arouse‘‘Joy”as　possible．　And　though　anything　that　had　ever　caused‘‘Joy”

did　not　always　do　so，　he　found　that　Wagnerian　Nibelung　gave　him“Joy”more　often

than　anything　else．

　　　　Once　he　came　to　have“Joy”again，　its　pursuit　became　a　matter　of　such　a　special

significallce　that，　in　Surρrised　by　Joy，　he　distinguishes　it　from　every　other　aspect　of　Iife

and　calls　iuhe“imaginative　life”．　Many　Ihings　that　are　ordinarily　regarded　as

imaginative，　such　as　most　of　reading　and　erotic　or　ambitious　fancies，　are　not　regarded　as

“imaginative”in　his　context　here．　His‘‘imaginative　Iife”is　only　that　part　of　the　inner

life　which　is　concemed　with“Joy”（Joy，66－67）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Dia】ectic　of　Desire＞

　　　　The　leason　why　Lewis　connects‘‘Joy”with　heaven　is　that　it　led　him　to

Christianity．　In　his　imaginative　life，　he　was　always　seeking　fbr　the　source　and

satisfactioll　of‘‘Joy”．　He　believed　that　if　he　found　something　that　satisfied　the　desire，

it　must　be　the　leal　object　of‘‘Joy”．

　　　　ln　71he　Pilgrim’s　Regress，　an　allegory　of　Lewis’s　own　spiritual　pilgrimage　towards

Christianity，　he　describes　how　he　pursued　the　object　and　satisfaction　of‘‘Joy”．　In　it，

John，　the　protagonist　and　an　allegorical　figure　of　the　young　Lewis，　feels　sudden　sweet

desire　for　an　island　which　is　seen　far　away　through　the　window．　Strangely，　the　is】and

appears　only　occasionally　as　if　it　were　a　mere　illusion．　One　day，　then，　he　starts　off　on

ajourney，100king　for　the　is】and．　On　his　way，　he　a】so　keeps　Iooking　fol　something　that

might　give　him　ultimate　satisfaction　a耳d　subdue　his　longing，　He　tries　one　thing　after

another，　not　only　such　sensual　pleasures　as　sex　and　music　but　also　many　types　of

philosophies　that　seem　likely　to　be　the　ultimate　realiIy．　In　thal　process，　anything　that　is

not　the　true　object　of　the　desire　betrays　its　falsity　once　it　is　really　experienced，　even　if　at

filst　sight　it　has　appeared　to　be　the　most　desirable　thing　on　earth。　For　instance，　on　his

way，　he　meets　a‘‘brown　girr’，　who　says，‘‘lt　was　me　you　wan1ed【＿】．　Iam　better　than

your　siHy　Islands”（Regre∬，29）。　He　takes　her　at　hel　wold　and　embraces　her　many

琶imes．　But　one　morning　he　suddenly　realizes　that　her　appearance　is　in　fact　hateful　to
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him　and　that　his　object　of　desire　cannot　be　that　girl　at　all．　Similar】y，　the　wrong

philosophies　reveal　their　mistakes　or、insufflciency　when　they　are　tried　by　experience．

Lewis　calls　this　process　the‘‘dialectic　of　Desire”，　holding　that：

The　dial6ctic　of　Desire，　faithfully　followed，　would　retrieve　all　mistakes，　head　you

off　from　all　false　paths，　and　force　you　not　to　propound，　but　to　live　through，　a　sort

of　ontological　proof．　（」Regress，10）

　　　　　The　ontolog量cal　proof　referred　to　here　is　an　apprehensive　discrimh〕ation　of重he

true　object　of　Joy　from　false　ones．　Lewis’s“dialectic”is　different　from　the　Kantian　or

Hegeliaガ‘dialectics”，　which　is　a　method　of　solving，　or．AuLthe加ng，　two　contradictory

characters　of　the　object．　In　the　OED，‘‘d三alect孟c”is　defined　in　lhe　first　place　as‘‘The

art　of　critical　examination　into　the　truth　of　an　opinion；the　investigation　of　1mth　by

discussion．　And　Lewis’s　is　rather　to　be　taken　as‘‘dialectic”in　the　sense　defined　above

in　the　OED．　This“dialectic　of　Desire”is，　as　the　dialectic　is　usually　expected　to　be，

10gica1，　though　ploofs　that　are　employed　in　it　are　empirical　and　may　make　it　seem

nonlogical．　For，　ahhough　the　faculty　in　a　man2　which　fee】s“Joy”and　acquires　the

empirical　proofs　to　use　as　data　is　not　reason　but　imagination，　the　dialectic　process　itself，

in　which　Lewis　eliminates　wrong　objects　one　by　one，　is　sys重ematic　and，　in　that　sense，

quite　logicaL　The　impoltant　fact　hele　is　that　Lewis　thinks　that　imagination　as　weU　as

reason　has　the　capacity　to　examine　the　truth．

　　　　In　actual　life，　Lewis　realiZed　very　early　that　sexual　pleasu爬would　never　give　him

lasth】g　contentment，　and　came　to　believe　that　sex　could　not　be　the　object　of‘‘Joy”．　In

a　letter　dated　on　30th　January　1930，　to　Arthur　Greeves，　a　lifelong　friend　and

co∬espolldent　since　childhood，　he　writes　of‘‘Joy”：

2To　dehote　an　unspecified　human　indi》idual，　we　shall　use‘‘man”or‘‘a　man”and

conesponding　pelsona】pronoun“he”，“his”，‘‘him”，　etc．　And　when　referring　to　God，　I

use　the　pronoun‘‘He”，　as　in　the　traditional　way．　Iknow　more　and　more　people　are

now　concerned　that　these　usages　are　sexist。　Yet，　mainly　because　gender－free　pronouns

wele　not　much　used　til1πecently，　Lewis　uses‘‘man”to　mean“people　in　genera1”．　And

as　to　the　pronoun　for　God，　I　do　noUhink　this　thesis　is　a　proper　place　to　discuss　whether

the　traditiona1“He”is　light　or　wrong．　It　is　itself　a　tremendous　theo】ogical　issue．　And

anyway，　Lewis　himse］f　always　speaks　of　God　as‘‘He．”　For　these　reasons，　I　think　it　is

bet重el　and］ess　complicating　to　use‘‘man”and“he”，　and“He”for　God敦han　to　try　to

stick　to　gender　ffee‘‘one”，“he／her”，　etc．　This　does　not　mean　I　think　God　is　male，　or　I

　　　　　　　のam　a　sexlst．
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One　knows　what　a　psychoana】yst　would　say－－it　is　sub｝imated　lust，　a　kind　of

defecated　masturbation　which　fancy　gives　one　to　compensate　for　extemal　chastity．

Yet　af重er　all，　why　should　that　be　the　right　way　of　looking　at　it？lf　he　can　say　that　lt

is　sublimated　sex，　why　is　it　not　open　to　say　that　sex　is　undeveloped　It？一一as　Plato

would　have　said．　And　if　as　P］ato霊hought，　the　material　world　is　a　copy　or　mirror

of　the　spirimal，　then　the　central　feature　of　the　material　Iife（＝sex），　must　be　a　copy

of　something　in　the　spirit：and　when　you　get　a　faint　glimpse　of　the　latter，　of　course

you　find　it　Iike　the　former：an　Original　is】ike　its　copy：aman　is　like　his　portrait．

（Letters’oノ望”thu’ψ，338－339）

　　　　His　interpretation　here　is　that，　though　sex　gives　man　pleasure，　the　sexual　pleasure

is　on】y　a　copy　of　some　rea】pleasure　which　must　exist　elsewhere，　and　because　it　is　a

mere　copy，　it　cannot　give　him　real　satisfaction　but　sooner　ol　lateHeveals　its　deficiency

or　irrelevancy．　He　says，‘‘You　might　as　well　offer　a　mutton　chop　to　a　man　who　is

dying　of　thirst　as　offer　sexua】pleasure　to　the　desire　1　am　speaking　of［＿】．　My　feeling

could　rather　have　been　expτessed　hl　the　words，‘Quite．　Isee．　But　haven’t　we

wandered　from　the　real　point？’Joy　is　not　a　substitute　for　sex；sex　is　very　often　a

substitute　for　Joy．　Isometimes　wonder　whe塗her　all　p】easures　are　not　substitutes　fbI

Joy”（10y，137－138）．

　　　　After　the　disillusionment　with　sexual　pleasule，　Lewis　turned　to　occukism，

mistaking　the　occult　fevel　for　the　essence　of‘‘Joy”．　But　soon　again，　he　Iealized　that

the　occuh　had　nothing　to　do　with　his‘‘Joy”．

　　　　When　he　saw　that　neither　sex　nor　the　occuh　was　the　thing　he　was　after，　he

consciously　proceeded　to　ask　himself　if‘‘Joy”itself　was　what　he　wanled，　pretending　to

be　able　to　answe1‘‘Yes．”However，　it　seemed　to　him　that，‘‘Joy　proclaimed，‘You

want－－I　myself　am　your　want　of－－something　other，　outside，　not　you　nor　any　state　of

you’”（10y，76）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　Since　then，　through　other　paths　than　his‘‘imaginative　life”，】argely　by　way　of

reasoning，　he　eventually　came　to　believe　in　an　Absolute　exis重ence，　havillg　realized　that

‘‘

翌?@have，　so　to　speak，　a　root　in　the　Absolute，　which　is　the　utter　reality”（Jの’，177）．

Yet，　even　then，　he　did　not　think　the　Absolute　existence　to　be　pelsonal，　nor　did　he　expect

any　possibility　lhat　man　should　ever　encounter‘‘the　Absolute”．　However，　when　he

was　praying　to　it，　calling　it‘‘the　Spirit”，　he　had　God’s　Ievelation．
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Perhaps，　even　now，　my　Absolute　Spirit　still　diffeled　in　some　way　from　the　God　of

religion．　The　real　issue　was　not，　or・not　yeI，　there．　The　real　terror　was　that　if

you　serious】y　believed　in　even　such　a‘‘God”or‘‘Spirit”as　I　admitted，　a　wholly

new　situation　developed．【＿］［N】ow　a　philosophicanheolem，　cerebrally　entertained，

began　to　stir．and　heave　and　throw　off　its　graveclothes，　and　stood　upright　alld

became　a　living　presence．　Iwas　to　be　al】owed　to　p】ay　at　philosophy　no

longer．［＿】　He　only　said，‘‘I　am　the　Lord”；“I　am　that　I　am”；‘‘I　am．”（Joy，181）

　　　　　Lewis　says　that　before　his　conversion　he　had　a】ways　wanted‘‘no重吐o　be‘interfered

with．’” @He　says，‘‘I　had　wanted（mad　wlsh）‘to　call　my　soul　my　own’”σ（ッ，182）．　He

was　the　type　who　was　far　more　anxious　to　avoid　suffering　than重o　achieve　delight．

However，　God　did　not　allow　him　to　remain　his　own．

1　had　pretty　well　known　that　my　ideal　of　virtue　would　never　be　allowed　to】ead　me

into　anylhing　intolelably　painful；Iwould　be‘‘reasonable．”But　now　what　had　been

an　ideal　became　a　command．【＿］Total　surrender，　the　abso］ute　leap　in　the　dalk，

wele　demanded，　The　reality　with　which　no　treaty　can　be　made　was　upon　me．［＿】

In　the　Trinity　Term　of　19291gave　in，　and　admitted　that　God　was　God，　and㎞eh

and　prayed：　perhaps，　that　night，　the　most　dejected　and　reluctant　convelt　in　all

England．　（J6ッ，182）

　　　　　Thus，　the　personal　encounter　with　God　finally　made　him　believe　in　the　Christian

God　who　is　the　Creator　and　Lord　of　the　world．

　　　　　The　fact　that　Lewis　feels　as　if　Joy　itself　spoke　shows　the　strength　of　its　impression

and　the　autonomy　Lewis　feels　in‘‘Joy”．　Perhaps　partly　because　of　this　autonomous，

influential　nature，　Lewis　came　to　think　that“Joy”has　been　given　from　the　outside　by

God　to　lead　him　to　Christianity．　Because　the　desire　of“Joy”had　never　been　satisfied，

nor　had　he　been　able　to　find　what　this　desire　was　really　for，　he　was　just　forced　to

continue　his　spiritual　pursuit；yet，　as　he　writes　in、Surprised　by　Joy，　after　his　conversion，

‘‘

hhe　subject［of　Joyl　has　lost　nearly　all　interest”（」（～y，190）for　him；and　he　somehow

finds　this　to　be　a　proof　that，　after　all，‘‘Joy”has　been　a　pointer　to　heaven：

It　was　valuable　only　as　a　poin重er　to　something　other　and　outer．　While　that　other

was　in　doubt，　the　pointer　naturally】oomed　large　in　my　thoughts．　When　we　are

lost　in　the　woods　the　sight　of　a　signposI　is　a　great　matter．【＿】But　when　we　have

fbund　Ihe　road　and　are　passing　signposts　every　few　miles，　we　shall　not　stop　and

sta「e・　（ノoッ，190）
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　　　　　He　came　Io　regard‘‘Joy”not　only　as　an　indication　of　the　existence　of　heaven　but

as　a　foretaste　of　pleasures　Io　be　enjoyed　there．　It　is　a　medium　with　which　to　get　a

glimpse　of　supernatural　reality．　He　even　thinks　tha重all　the　pleasures　of　earth　are

reflections　of　those　in　heaven．

P’easures　are　shafts　of　the　glory　as　it　strikes　our　sensibi五ty．　As　it　impilges　on

our　will　or　our　understanding，　we　give　it　different　names－－goodness　or　truth　or　the

】ike．　But　its　flash　upon　our　senses　and　mood　is　p】easure．（Malcolm，89）

　　　　　From　what　has　been　seen　above，　we　can　conclude　that　imagination　for　Lewis　is，

firs重of　all，　a　faculty　that　leads　man　to　God　through　the　ever　unsatisfied　desire．

　　　　　It　is　characterislic　of　Lewis，　by　the　way，　that　he　thus　compales　his“Joy”to　a

signpost　for　the　travellers　on　earth．　As　a　metaphor，　it　gives　an　impression　thaUhe

object　of　the　Ionging　is　God’s　country，　rather　than　God　Himself，　because　the　thing　a

signpost　is　pointing　at　is　a】ways　a　p】a㏄，　not　a　person，　His“Joy”always　seems　to

have　been　like　a　yearnilg　for　some　faraway　unknown　land．　Lewis’s　early　poems　in

Spirits　in　Bondage，　published㎞1919，　befbre　his　convelsion　to　Christiallity　and　befble

he　came　to　believe　in　heaven，　a】ready　show　his　longing　for　an　unknown　paradise．　In

such　expressions　as‘‘Ah，　sweet，【＿】If　you　cou】d　flee　away／Into　some　other　country

beyond　the　rosy　West，／To　hide　in　the　deep　forests　and　be　for　ever　at　rest／　From　the

rankling　hate　of　God　and　the　outwom　world’s　decay”（‘‘Ode　For　New　Year’s　Day，”IL

43－46，）（Slpirit∫，15），　or“by　the　very　God，　we㎞ow，　we㎞ow／That　somewhere　stil1，

beyond　the　Northem　snow／Waiting　for　us　the　red－rose　gardens　blow”（“Songs　of　the

Pl】grims，”IL　64－66，）（Spirits，49），01“Beyond　the　western　ocean’s　glow，／Whither　the

faerie　galleys　steer”（“BaHade　Mystique，”11．26－28，）（Spi’・its，54），　we　see　that　Lewis　held

such　yeaming　continuously，　both　when　he　was　conceivlng　God　as　something　hostile　to

man　and　after　he　came重o　believe　in　God．　As　is　often　pointed　out，　Lewis’s　idea　of

“Joy”is　strongly　influenced　by　the　P】atonic　idea　of　ana〃mesis，　or　tbe　soul’s　yeaming

recollection　of　heaven　which　is　its　real　home．3　1n　fact，　in　Lewis’s　fic重ion，　the　mot玉f　of

‘‘

ioy”always　appears　as　that　of　a　longing　for　God’s　country．　In　Tlie　Pi’griiガs　Regre∬，

3
　　Cf．　e．g．，　Lee　Alan　Brewer，“The　An重hropology　of　Choice，”Diss．　Soulhweslem

Baptist　Theological　Seminary　1989，　pp．83－84；Plalo，」Phaedrus，　in　P’ato　1，　tr．　H．　N．

Fowler，　Loeb　Classical　Library（Harvard　Univ．　Pless；1914；rpt　1982），　p．483．

19



Imagination

it　is　expressed　as　a　yeaming　fol　a　far　away　island．　In　the　science－fic重ion　trilogy，　it　is

the　protagonist　Ransom’s　nostalgic　feeling　for　Perelandra（i．e．　Venus）in　the　heaven．

In　The　Chronicles　of　Nami亀this　longing　takes　the　form　of　longing　fol　the　Creator

Aslan’s　country　or　for　Narnia．　In　Ti〃PVe　Have　Faces，　a　retold　version　of　the　myth　of

Amor　and　Psyche，　we　see　Psyche’s　yeaming　for　the　Gπay　Mountain　where　the　God

lives．

　　　　What　is　also　important　is　the　fact　that　Lewis　finds“Joy”to　be　not　merely　a　pointer

to　heaven　but　also　as　a　sort　of　proof　of　its　exis重ence．　For，　he三nfers，　if　nothhlg　on　earIh

seemed　to　satisfy‘‘Joy”，　then　it　must　be　because　it　is　the　desire　for　something　beyond

this　natura］world，　Ihat　is，　for　heaven，　and　therefore　heaven　must　exisI．　His　reasoning

is　based　on　the　Iogic　that　there　cannot　be　any　desire　whele　there　is　no　possible

satisfaction：

Aman’s　physical　hunger　does　not　prove　that　that　man　will　get　any　bread；he　may

die　of　starvation　on　a　raf1　in　the　Atlantic．　But　surely　a　man’s　hunger　does　prove

that　he　comes　of　a　Iace　which　repairs　its　body　by　eating　alld　inhabits　a　world

where　eatable　substances　exist．　In　the　same　way，　though　I　do　not　believe（I　wish

Idid）that　my　desire　for　Paradise　proves　that　I　sha1】enjoy　it，　I　think　it　a　pretty

good　indication　that　such　a　thing　exists　and　that　some　men　will．（“The　Weight　of

Glory，”Toast，99）

　　　　As　the　words‘‘a　pretty　good　indication”imply，　this　argument　falls　short　of　a

IogicaUy　indisputable　proof．　It　presupposes　that　everylhing　in　the　wor】d，　including

such　a　desile，　has　a　sufficient　reaso1｝f6r　its　existence，　and　this　presupPosition　in　its重urn

presupposes　a　certain　Designer　of　the　wo1】d，　who　makes　nothing　wi吐hout　a　purpose，

Such　a　Designer　must　actually　be　God．　It　is　to　be　no1ed　here　thaI　Lewis’s】ogic　has

fallen　into　the　simi］ar　mistake　that　Kant　has　made（at　least，　I　believe　Kant　is　mistaken）

in　presupposing　immortality　of　soul　and　existence　of　God　as　necessary　conditions　of重he

goodness　and　realization　of　the　moral　idea1：Kant　needs　to　postulate　etemity　because　in

this　world，　no　one　in　his　short　lifetime　can　fulfill　all　the　moral　obligations　that　his

conscience　perceives　and　therefore　there　must　be　a　p］ace　where　man　can　fulfilnhem；

and　Kant　also　needs　to　postulale　God　because　Ihere　must　be　someone　who　justifies　the

moranaw，　giving　happiness　in　heaven，　if　not　on　earth，　to　those　who　try　to　obey　the】aw

conscientiously；though，　different　from　Lewis，　Kant　avowed】y　concedes　that　his　belief
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is　on】y　subjective．41n　short，　Kant　believes　tha重good　deeds　which　aτe　unfulfilled　or

unrewarded　on　earth　must　be　fulfmed　and　rewarded　in　heaven，　and　therefore　heaven

exists．　Similarly，　Lewis　believes　his‘‘unsatisfied　desire”must　be　satisfied　in　heaven，

and　therefore　heaven　exists．

　　　　In　fact，　such　logic　is　based　on　the　traditional　orthodox　belief　in　the　ultimate　justice

and　reasonableness　of　the　universe．　However，　if　we　doubt　this　be］ief，　there　is　no

necessity　to　believe　that　every　good　deed　should　bring　some　reward，　or　that　every　desire

should　have　the　possibility　of　satisfaction，　It　may　even　be　that　without　first　postulating

some　righteous　Creatol　or　Designer，　it　is　diff孟cult　to　believe　il　such　justice　or

satisfaction　as　Kant　and　Lewis　conceive．　Therefore，　ahhough　Lewis　seems　to　believe

lhat　his　logic　is　sound　enough　to　prove　the　existence　of　heaven，　or　at　least　to

substantiate　it，　those　who　do　not　share　this　underlying　belief　in　the　uhimate　rationality

of　the　univelse　may　not　fhld　his］ogic　acceptable．　Howevel，　those　people　should　at

least　understand　that　it　is　because　of　the　fundamenta］difference　ill　their　opinion　about

the　logos　of　the　universe　that　bewis’s　Iogic　seems　insufficie皿t　to　them．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜JOy　aS　a　ROmantiC　Longing＞

　　　　In　the　history　of　English　literature，　the　poets　best　known　to　have　made　much　of

imagination　as　one　of　the　highest　human　faculties　are　the　Romantics　such　as

Wordsworth，　Coleridge，　Shelley，　and　Keats．　And　with　them，　Lewis　as　an　imaginative

man　shares　many　characteristics．　Ajthough　most　of　the　Romantics　are　generally

considered　as　modern　rather　than　classical　writers，　and　although　Lewis　as　the　professor

of　Medieval　and　Renaissance　English　Literature　presents　himself　to　be　an“Old

Western”man，　describing　himself　as　a　remnant　from　the　Middle　Ages　who　reads

medieval　texts　with　the　same　mental　constitutions　as　people　of　medieval　times（“‘De

Descriptione　Temρot・um，”Selected　Essays，14），　it　is　interesting　that　his　Romanticism

and　medievalism　do　not　clash　to　exclude　each　other．

　　　　Experiences　similar　to　his‘‘Joy”are　common　to　many　English　Romantics．

4C£Immanue］Kant，　K所∫たder　practischenレ「ernunfi，　Werke〃｝Schriften　zur　Ethik

und　Rε1∫8め麗画10∫（）phiem，　herausgegeben　von　Wilhelm　Weischedel（lnse1－Verlag，

1956），p．256．
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However，　his　experience　is　probably　most　similar　to　the　well－known　madeleine

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ノexperience　in　Proust’s　A　la　Rechei℃he　du　Temps　Perdu，　which　we　shall　see　before

comparing　Lewis　with　other　English　Romantics．　In　the　first　part　of　this　long　piece　of

spiritual　joumey，　the　narrator，　on　tasting　a　crumb　of　madeleine　soaked　in　tea，　is　struck

by　a　suddell　strange　sensation　which　is　so　strong　that　he　is　forced　to　think　about　its

essence　and　meaning．

Mais註Plnstant　mεme　o血la　gorg6e　mel6e　des　mie雛es　du　g2teau　toucha　mon　palais，

je　tressaillis，　a縫entif註ce　qui　se　passait　d’extraordinaire　en　moi．　Un　plaisir

d6hcieux　m’avait　ellvahi，　iso16，　sans　la　notion　de　sa　cause．　H　m’avait　aussit6t

Iendu　les　vicissitudes　　de　la　vie　indiff6ren重es，　ses　d6sastπes　inoffensifs，　sa　br色vet6

illusoire，　de］a　meme　fagon　qu’op6re　l’amour，　en　me　remplissant　d’une　essence

pr6cieuse：　ou　plut6t　ce廿e　essence　n’6tait　pas　en　moi，　elle　6tait　moi．　」’avais

cess6　de　me　sentir　m6diocle，　contingent，　morteL　D’o心avait　pu　me　venir　ce髄e

puissante　joie？　Je　sentais　qu’elle　61ah　li6e　au　go血t　du　th6　et　du　gateau，　mais

qu’e11e　Ie　d6passait㎞finiment，　ne　devait　pas　etre　de　meme　nature．　D’o心

venait－e11e？　　Que　signifiait－elle？　　Oh　Pappr6hender？【＿］11　est　c】air　que　la　v6rit6

que　je　cherche　n’est　pas　en［1e　breuvage】，　mais　en　moi．

（No　sooner　llad　the　warm］iquid，　and　the　cnlmbs　w五th　it，　touched　my　palate　than　a

shudder　ran　through　my　whole　body，　and　I　stopped，　intellt　upon　the　extraordinary

changes　that　were　takillg　place．　An　exquisite　pleasure　had　invaded　my　sellses，

but　individua】，　detached，　with　no　suggestion　of　its　origin．　And　at　once　the

vicissitudes　of　life　llad　become　i皿d圭ffeτent　to　me，　its　disasters　innocuous，　ils

brevity　illllsory－－this　new　sensation　having　had　on　me　the　effect　which　Iove　has　of

filling　me　with　a　precious　essence；ol　lather　this　essence　was　not　in　me，　it　was

myself。　I　had　ceased　now　to　feel　mediocre，　accidenta1，　mortal．　Whence　could　it

have　come　to　me，　Ihis　a11－powerfU1　joy？Iwas　conscious　that　it　was　connected　with

the　taste　of　tea　and　cake，　but　Ihat　it　infinite］y　transcended　those　savouls，　cou】d　not，

indeed，　be　of敦he　same　nature　as　theirs．　Whence　did　it　come？What　did　it

潔瓢ら翻離1器1露3離奮識：Sl　’t　‘s　P’a血thaUhe°bjed°f

In　this　as　well　as　in　Lewis’s　‘‘Joy”，　the　sensation　is　one　of　strong　joy．　It　comes　so

suddenly　without　any　waming　as　if　it　were　from　another　world．　In　both　cases　it　is

incomprehensible　and　elusive．　A皿d　though　the　sensation　has　lasted　only　a　moment　it

leaves　such　a　strong　impression　of　pro　found　meaning　on　the　mind　that　the　pursuit　of　its

5Marcel　Proust，　A’　la　Recherche　du　Temps　Perdu，　Vol．1（Gallimard，1987），　pp．44－45

as　below；the　translation，　Remembrance　o．ブη伽8∫Po∫らVo1．1，∫wα朋’∫〃「aY，　tr．　C．　K．

ScoU　Moncrieff（The　Modern　Library，1928），　p．62．
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meaning　becomes　the　greatest　concern　afterwards．

same　as　Lewis，s．

＊ ＊ ＊

Proust’s　experience　is　almost　the

　　　　　In　the　preface　to　The」Pilgrim’s、Regress，　whose　subtide　is．An／lltegorical．4pology

fo，・C／1，’istianity，、Reason　and　Romanticism，　Lewis　describes　his“Joy”as“romant三c”

（Regre∬，5）．　In　that　preface，　he　classifies　what　is　generally　called‘‘romantic”into

seven　categories　and　emphasises　that　the　Iomanticism　he　is　concerned　with　in”le

Pilg’・伽’∫Regre∬is　different　from　any　of　these，　and　that　it　refers　to　the‘‘intense

longing”which　was　lhe‘‘particu三ar　recurrent　expefience　which　dominated［his】

chHdhood　and　ado］escence”（Regre∬，7）．　On　the　other　hand，　however，　his“Joy”is　not

totally　alien　to　what　would　usually　pass　for　the‘‘romantic．”As　it　has　a　lot　in　common

w三th　the　made】eine　experience　in　Proust，　so　has　it　also　some　quality　in　common　with　the

Eng】ish　Romantics’concem．

　　　　Wordsworth，　f6r　example，　writes　in　his　autobiographical　long　poem，7he　Prelude，

of　having　similar　expeliences　to　Lewis’s“Joy”．　He　had　it　when　he　had　seen　the

violent　anarchy　in　France　after　the　Revolution　and，　suffering　from　loss　of　faith　in　human

dignity，　turned　to　Nature．　In　Wordsworth’s　case，　the　aesthetic　feeli　lgs　strike　the　poet

main】y　whell　he　lemembers　certain　significant　experiences　in　his　childhood．　He　refers

to　such　moments　as“spots　of　time”，　finding　a　revivillg　power　imhem．

　　There　are　in　our　existence　spots　of　time，

Which　with　distinct　pre－eminence　retain

A　vivifying　Virtue，　whence，　depress’d

By　false　opinion　and　contentious　thought，

Or　aught　of　heavier　or　more　deadly　weight，

In　trivial　occupations，　and　the　round

Of　oldinary　intercourse，　our　minds

Are　nourished　and　invisibly　repa童r’d，

【＿】Such　momen重s，　worthy　of　all　gratitude，

Are　scatter’d　everywhere，　taking　their　date

From　our　first　childhood．

　　（Prelude，1805－6，　XI，258－276）6

In　such“spots　of　time”，　he　feels　communion　betWeen　man　and　nature，　in　which

6

William　Wordsworth
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，

1926），p．436．

ηhe」Prelude，　ed．　Ernest　de　Salincourt（Oxford　Univ．　Press，
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something　essential　to　human　dignity　is　revea】ed　to　us．

［1】nlife’s　every－day　apPearances

Iseem’d　about　this　period　to　have　sight

Of　a　new　world，　a　world，　too，　that　was　fit

To　be　transmitted　and　made　visible

To　other　eyes，　as　having　fbr　its　base

That　whence　our　dignity　oliginates，

That　which　both　gives　it　being，　and　maintains

Abalance，　and　ennobling　interchange

Of　action　from　within　and　from　without
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　り

The　exceUence，　pule　spirit，　and　best　power

Both　of　the　object　seen，　and　eye　that　sees．

　　　　　（Prelude，1805－6，，369－379）　7

　　　　As　another　representative　English　Romantic　and　a　friend　of　Wordsworth，　we　may

remember　that　Coleridge　has　also　imaginative　aesthetic　experiences　which　he　calls

‘‘

ioy”．　It　is　a　moment　of　harmony　betWeen　man’s　inner　world　and　the　outer：namely，

the　moment　of　reconciliation　of　man　and　nature，　similar　to　Wordsworth’s“spots　of

time”．　Coleridge　wrote　to　his　wife：

Joy，　Sara！is　the　Spirit＆the　Power，

That　wedding　Nature　to　us　gives　in　Dower

　　Anew　Earth＆new　Heaven
Undreamt　of　by　the　Sensua】＆the　Proud！

Joy　is　that　strong　Voice，　Joy　that　luminous　Cloud－－

　　　We，　we　ourselves　rejoice！8

Although　Lewis’s‘‘Joy”is　different　from　Coleridge’s　in　that　Lewis’s‘‘Joy”points　to　a

supernatural　Reality　while　Coleridge’s　points　to　an　earthly　harmony，　it　is　significant　that

they　both　caU　it‘‘Joy”。

　　　　James　Joyce　also　writes　about　sudden　reve】ation　of　hitherto　unseen　significance　in

ordinary　matters．　He　treats　it　as　the　main　theme　inσ砂∬es　and　Stephen　Her・o，　and

refers重o　it　as　an“epiphany”。　It　is　a　moment　in　which　a　thing　reveals　its　essence　to

7Wordsworth，77ze」Pre’ude，　p．468．

8S．　T．　Coleridge，　from‘‘A　Verse　Letter　to　Sara　Hutchinson，”4Apri1，1802，　Co〃ected

Lθ！ごεr∫（ゾSa〃軍配ε’Taア10／Coleridge，　VoL　II．1801－1806，　ed．　Leslie　Griggs（Oxford

C璽arendon　Pless，1956），　P．798．
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man，　when“lts　soul，　its　whatness，　leaps　to　us　from　the　vestment　of　its　appearance．”9

　　　　　Now　what　is　important　about　Lewis　is　that－－though　in　all　four　writers　above，

Proust，　Wordsworth，　Joyce，　and　Lewis，　the　moment　of　revelation　of　hidden　meaning

becomes　a　matter　of　greatest　importance－－it　is　Lewis　alone　that　has　come　to　interpret　the

sense　of　revelation　as　something　that　is　given　by　the　supematural　God　to】ead　man　to

Christianity．　M．　H．　Abrams，　discussing　the　romanticism　in　such　authors　as　Proust　and

Wordsworth，　says　in　his　Natural　Supernatu　ralism，

【T］he　genera1　lendency　was，　in　divers　degrees　and　ways，　to　natura】ize　the

supernatural　and　to　humanize　the　divine．［＿］The　Romantic　enterprise　was　an

attempt　to　sustain　1he　inherited　cultural　order　against　what　to　many　writers　seemed

lhe　imminence　of　chaos【．．．110

His　argumen重is　Ihat　the　Romantic　poets　turn吐o　imagination　for　the　means　to　get　over

alienation　of　man　from　nature，　or　flom　the　world　in　gellera】，　and　that　they　dream　to

recover　Paradise　by　means　of　imagination．　In　this，　he　includes　T．　S．　Eliot　in　the

Romantic　poets　as　wel】，　and　we　shall　presently　see　how　Eliofs　romanticism　has

something　in　common　with　Lewis’s．　In　Eliot’s　Four　euartets，　Abrams　points　out，　the

Iose　garden　at　the　beginning　of“Bumt　Norton”is　associated　with　the　peace　and

innocence　of　man’s　infancy．　It　is　an　image　of　the】ost　paradise．

The　rest　of　Four　gua’・tets　is　the　exploration　of　the　multiple　significance　of　this

obsessive　image，　figured　as　a　spiritual　quest，　by　land　and　sea　and　underground，　for

the　lost　but　unforgotten　garden．ii

　　　　　The　quest血Four　Cuartets　ends　with　the　reconciliation　of　aU　oppositions，

symbolized　by　the　reconciliation　of“the　past　and　futule”in“Incamation．”12　Yet　this

reconciliation　of　opposites　in　an　ex－temporal　dimension　is　a　recovery　of　the　paradise　h1

吐he　garden　aUhe　beginning　of“Burnt　Nolton．”　Alld　in　that　circular　joumey，　Abrams

sees　a　Christian　type　of　the　Prodigal　Son：‘‘Eliot’s　version　of　the　Romantic　genre　of　the

artist’s　self－formative　progress　is　also　a　reversion重o　its　Christian　prototype，　the

9
　James　Joyce，　Stephen、Hero（Jonathan　Cape，1944），　p．218．
10
　　M．H．　Abrams，ハran〃・al　SUpe”naturalism（Norton，1971），　p．68．
11
　　Abrams，　p。319．
12
　　T．S．　Eliot，‘‘The　Dry　Salvages，　V，”Four　guartets，　in　Tlie　Co〃rplete　Po8’ns　and

Plays　of　T．　S．　Eliot　（Faber，1969），　P．190．
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Augustinian　pe’・egrinatio　vitae．”13　Eliot　is　then　different　from　those　Romantics　who

pursue　their　ideal　within　this垂hree－dimensional　world　in　secular　terms．　In　Four

Cua〃ets，　for　examp】e，　the　timeless　world　which　is　seen　through　the　temporal　is

important，　not　as　a　recovered　paradise　on　earth，　but　as　a　metaphysical　he．aven．

　　　　Here，　Lewis　is　nearer　to　Eliot　than　to　Wordsworth　in　that　he　a】so　regalds　the　world

which“Joy”seems　to　be　pointing　at　as　an　eIemal　world　of　heaven，　which　is　beyond　this

spatio－temporal　world．　Though　the　concept　of　God　can　also　be　seen　in　Wordswor重h’s

P’・elude，　and　the　significance　in　Joyce’s　“epiphany”　ls　me重aphysica1，　Proust，

Wordsworth　and　Joyce　fild　the　sigriificance　actually　in　this　universe　where　they　live，　or

to　put　it　more　precisely，　within　the　relationship　between　the　universe　and　the　man　who

perceives　its　mystery．　They　are，　in　this　sense，　a11　man－centred，　whi】e　Lewis’s　idea　of

‘‘

ioy”is　God－centred．

　　　　To　see　the　difference　more　close】y，　it　may　be　welho　remark　that　in　Proust’s　case，

the　narrator　finds　the　meanhlg　of　the　sensation　flom　the　cake　in　the　fact　that，　in　the

memory　of　such　a　strong　sensation，　he　holds　the　past　and　plesent　simuhaneously　within

himself；for　memory　is　a　common　region　between　the　past　and　the　present．　This　is

significant　for　Proust　as　a　poeI　because　the　recovery　of　the　past　memory　has　something

similar　to　the　lecovery　of　a　lost　paradise，　which　he　finds　valuable　enough　to　take　up　as

the　main　theme　of　his　greatest　work．　He　even　finds　his　identity　as　a　poet　in　that

「ecove「y・

Oui，　si　le　souvenir，9race　註　】’oubli，　n’a　pu　contracter　aucun　lien，　jeter　aucun

chainon　entre　lui　et　la　minute　pr6sente，【＿】i】nous　fait　tout　b　coup　respirer　un　air

nouveau，　pr6cis6ment　parce　que　c’est　un　air　qu’on　a　respir6　autrefois［＿］car　les

vrais　paradis　sont　les　paradis　qu’on　a　perdus．【．．．】

　　　　　【L］a　cause　de　cette　f61icit6，　du　caract6re　de　certitude　avec　lequel　elle

s’imposait［＿1　cette　cause，　je　la　devinais　en　comparant　ces　diverses　impressions

bienheureuses　et　qui　avaient　entre　elles　ceci　de　commun　que　je　les　6prouvais　b　la

fois　dans　le　moment　actuel　et　dans　un　moment　610ign6，【＿］au　vrai，1’etre　qui　alors

gofitait　en　moi　cette　impression　la　gotitait　en　ce　qu’e】1e　avait　de　commun　dans　un

jour　ancien　et　maintenant，　dans　ce　qu’elle　avait　d’extra－temporel【＿］．

（Yes：if，　owing　to　the　work　of　oblivion，　the　returning　memory　can　throw　no　bridge，

form　no　connecting　Iink　between　itself　and　the　present　minute【＿］it　causes　us

suddenly　to　breathe　a　new　air，　an　air　which　is　new　plecisely　because　we　have

13
`brams，322．
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bleathed　it　in　the　past【。．．】since　the　true　paradises　are　the　paradises　that　we　have

lost．【＿］

　　　【T】he　cause　of　this　felicity　which　1　had　just　experienced，｛，．．］the　character　of　the

certitude　with　which　it　imposed　itself↓，．］this　cause　I　began　to　divine　as　I

compared　these　diverse　happy　impressions，　diverse　yet　with　this　in　common，　that　I

experienced　them　at　the　present　momenl　and　at　the　same　time　in　the　context　of　a

distan重momen重1＿】．　The　truth　surely　was　that　the　being　within　me　which　had

enjoyed重hese　impressions　had　enjoyed　them　because　they　had　hl　them　something

lhat　was　common　to　a　day　long　past　and　to　the　plesent，　because　in　some　way　they
w・・eext・a－t・mp・ral【．。．】．）14

　　　　Georges　Poulet　points　out　thanhe　phenomenon　of“memory”was　a　discovery　of

the　18th　century．15　Since　that　time，　phi】osophers　have　come　to　realize　that　a　mal1’s

consciousness　of　his　own　existence　depends　not　on】y　on　his　present　sellsations　but　also

on　lhe　memory　of　his　past　sensations　and　experiences．　‘‘To　exist，　then，　is　to　be　one’s

present，　and　also　to　be　one’s　past　and　one’s　Iecollections．”16　The　characteristic　of　the

romantics　is，　according　to　Poulet，　the　consciousness　that　oul　exis重ence　consists　of　two

lives：the　life　at　the　present　moment　and　the　1ife　in　our　memory．　We　live　these細o

】ives　simuhaneously．　‘‘lt　is　as　if　lo　exist　meant　to　live　two】ives　anhe　same　time：the

life　lived　day　by　day；and　the】ife　lived　before　and　beyond　the　day　or　the　moment：a　life

which】engthens　into　duration．”17　However，　those　early　romantics　a】so　have　fbund　that

we　human　beings　are　almost　incapable　of　rememberhlg　and　expressing　the　essential　part

of　our　experience．　Such　awareness　has　deprived　people　of　their　self－identity，　tearing　it

mto　the　momentary　present　existence，　the　extinct　past　existence　and　yet　unrealized

future　existence．　Pou］et　says，“To　possess　his】ife孟n　the　moment　is　the　pretension　or

the　fundamenta】desire　of　the　romantic．”

Sometimes　in　a　kind　of　lightning　flash　a　moment　seems　to　br㎞g　him　what　he

looks　for．　In　communing　with　nature，　in　merging　himself　in　love　with　a　being

similar　but　neverthe】ess　different，　man　can　project　and　find　reflected　again　from

14
l・・cel　P・…らA’・1・　・’・c舵κ舵伽・’np・卿・，　V・L　III（G・U童m・・d，1983）PP．

870－871．The　trans】ation，　Reme〃めrance（ゾ刀hings　Past，　VoL　III，　tr．　C．　K．　Scott

Moncrieff，　Terence　Kilmartin，　and　Andreas　Mayor（1981；rpt．　Peng曲1，1989），　pp．

903－904．
15
　　Georges　Poulet，、∫tudies　in　Human　Ti’ne，　tL　EIIiott　Coleman（Johns　Hopkins　Press，

1956），pp．23－24．
16
　　Pou】et，　p．24．

17
　　Poulet，　p．25．
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without　the　total　image　of　his　being．［＿］More　often　stiU，【＿】the　mind　is　able　to

feel　an　entire　past　reborn　within　itself．　This　past，　toge敦her　with　the　whole重1ain　of

its　emot童ons，　surges　up　in　the　moment　and　endows　it　with　a　life　that　is　not
　　　　　　　　　18
momentary．

　　　　　In忘uch　a　course　of　history　of　the　concep重of　time　and　memory，　it　is　ntitural　that　a

tWentieth－century　writer　should　be　eager　to　know　the　meaning　of　his　aesIhetic

experience．　Proust　is　typica］of　such　Romantics　as　those　discussed　by　Poulet　in　that　he

recognizes　his　own　identity　in　that　recollected　experience，　regarding　it　as　something　that

gives　significance吐o　h孟s　present　existence．

　　　　　Yet，　in　contrast　to　Proust，　Lewis　has　never　though吐that　the　aesthetic　experience　of

his‘‘Joy”has　anything　to　do　with　his　personal　iden血y，　or　with　his　raison　d’6tt・e　as　a

writeL　The　recollec重ed　experience　has　never　seemed　to　him　imporlant　because　of　its

influence　upon　his　present　consciousness　or　upo皿his　present　self．　To　Lewis，　the　glory

of　lemembered　beauty　Iies　i皿its　beillg　a　foletaste　of　resurrection．

【T】he　glorified　body　of　1he　resurrection　as　I　conceive　it－－the　sensuous］ife　raised

from　its　death－－will　be　inside　the　souL　As　God　is　not　in　space　but　space　is　hl

God．【＿】Wordsworth’s　landscape“apparelled　in　celestial　light”may　not　have

been　so　radiant　in　the　past　whell　it　was　present　as　in　the　remembered　past．　That

is　the　beginning　of　the　glorification。【＿l　Thus　hl　the　sense－bodies　of　the　redeemed

the　whole　New　Earth　wiU　arise．　The　same，　yet　nouhe　same，　as　this．　It　was

sown　in　corruption，　it　is　raised　in　incorruption．　（Ma　lcolm，122）

　　　　　Lewis　is　aware　of　both　similarity　and　difference　between　other　Romantics　and

himseIf．　For　instance，　he　finds　Wordsworth’s“spoIs　of　time”to　be　similar　to　his

experience　of“Joy”，　while　he　also　sees　that　Wordsworth　is　differenげrom　him　in　his

fhlal　att五tudes　towards　such　aesthetic　experiences．　He　remarks　that　Wordsworth　is

cl　inging　too　much　to　the　memory　of　pas吐emotion　and　mistaking　the　pointer　for　the　real

object．

Wordsworth，　I　believe，　made　this　mlstake　all　his］ife．　I　am　sure　that　alhhat　sense

of　the　loss　of　vanished　vision　which　fills　The、Prelude　was　itself　vision　of　the　same

】（ind，　if　only　he　cou】d　have　believed　iし　　（ノρy，135）

18
　　PQulet，　p．27．
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　　　　　Of　course，　Tlie　Prelude　is　far　more　than　a　mere　lamentation　for　lost　feelings．

Wordsworth　eventua］1y　finds　comfort　and　recovers　his　mental　health　in　the　communion

with　nature．　Yet，　Lewis　thinks　Wordsworth　should　have　gone　farther　so　as　to　attain　a

Christian　belief．

Wordsworthian　contemplation　can　be　the　first　and　lowest　forrn　of　recognition　that

there　is　something　outside　ourselves　which　demands　reverence．　To　retum　to

Pantheistic　errors　about　the　nature　of　this　something　would，　for　a　Christian，　be

very　bad．　But　once　again，　for‘‘the　man　coming　up丘om　belowり’the

Wordsworthian　experience　is　an　advance．　Even　if　he　goes　no　fUrther　he　has

escaped　the　worst　arrogance　of　materialism：　if　he　goes　on　he　will　be　converted．

（‘‘Ch】ristianity　and　Culture，”Christian、ReL17ections，22）

As　a　pointer　to　heaven，　or　to　Christianity，　we　see　that　Lewis’s‘‘Joy”is　rather　alike　to

St．　Augustine’s　longing　for　God　which　is　well㎞own　to　be　expressed　thus　in　Tlie

Confe∬iOlzs：

The　thought　of　you　stirs　him［i．e．，　man］so　deeply　that　he　cannot　be　content　unless

he　praises　you，　because　you　made　us　for　yourself　and　our　hearts　find　no　peace
until　they　rest　in　You．i9

Augustine　finds　peace　of　mind　for　the　first　time　when　he　is　converted，　with　the　feeling

that　he　at　last　finds　what　he　has　wanted　throughout　his　life．　This　is　exactly　the　case

with　Lewis．

　　　　　　　　　　　＜Lewis’s　Theory　of　Imagination　Compared　with　Coleridge’s層

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Romantic　Theory　of　lmagination＞20

　　　　Lewis’s　theory　of　imagination　can　be　classified　as　Romantic　also　because　it　has　a

Iot　in　common　with　Coleridge’s，　which　is　a　representative　of　English　Romantic　theory

of　imagination　in　the　19th　century。　What　is　especially　important　is　the　fact　that　both

hold　imagination　to　be　a　bridge　between　the　supematural　and　us．　In　Bio8raphia

19St．　Augustine，　Tlie　Confe∬ions，　tr．　R．　S．　Pine－Coffm（Penguin，1961；4）t．1971），　p．

21．

20
bf．　besides　Coleridge・s　own　works，　esp．　Owen　Barfield，　WUilat　Coleridge　Tliou8ht

（Wes］eyan　Univ．　Press，1971）；James　D．　Boulger，　Coleridge　as　Reli8ious　Tliinker（Yale

Univ．　Press，1961）；and　John　Spencer　Hill，　Imagination　in　Coleridge（Macmillan，

1978）．
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Literat・ia，　Coleridge　defines　the　faculty　of　imagination　as　follows：

The　IMAGINATION　then　I　consider　either　as　primary，　or　secondaly．　The

primary　IMAGINATION　I　hold　to　be　the　living　Powεr　and　prime／lgent（）f　a〃

human　Pei℃eption，　and　as　a”eρetition　in　the　fi’1舵繍4（）f　the　ete〃ial　act　of

creation　in　the　inLfinite∬／IM．　The　secondary　I　consider　as　an　echo　of　the　former，

co－existing　with　the　conscious　wi】1，　yet　stiU　as　identical　with　the　primary　in　the

kind　of　its　agency，　and　differing　only　in　degree，　and　in　the〃iode　of　ils　opera重iol1．

It　dissolves，　diffUses，　dissipa重es，　in　older　to　re－createL．．1．（the　first　italics　mine）21

The　primary　imagination　is　here　seen　as　a　faculty　of　perception．

　　　　In　his　marginalia　in　Tennemann’s　Geshichte　der　Philosophie．，

written　down　a　philosophical　scale　with　a　note：22

Coleridge　　has

LOi・vest

Sense

Fancy
Understanding

Highest

Reason
Imagination

Understanding

Understanding

Imagination

Reason

Understanding

Fancy
Sense

Fancy　and　Imagination

are　Oscillations，　this

connecting　R【eason］

and　U【nderstanding］；

that　connecting　Sense

and　Understanding．

Sense，　fancy，　understandilg，　imagination　and　reason　are　all　means　of　perception．　Each

of　them　has　a　necessary　parUo　play　both　in　the　experience　of　Nature　and　in　the

recognition　of　metaphysicahπuth．　Miscellaneous　sensations　of　the　physical　senses　are

not　yet㎞owledge　of　the　external　world．　They　are　related　in　fancy，　judged　and

undelstood　by　understanding　as　a　phenomeno11，　given　mental童mages　in　imagination，

and　weighed　in　relation　to　the　other　ideas　in　Ieason　so　that　they　become　a　part　of　the

whole　personal　knowledge．　Conversely，　abstract　ideas　in　reason　are　understood　or

conveyed　we1］for　the　first　time　when　they　are　given　images　by　imagination．

　　　　In　Coleridge’s　system，　as　is　shown　above，　imagination　is　the　mediatoly　facuhy

between　reason　and　understanding．　‘‘Unders重anding”is‘‘the　faculty　judging　according

21
b・】・・idg・，　Th・・C・〃・ct・d・W・・k・，　V・1．　VII，　Bi・9・aphi・加・ra・ia，　1，・d・」・m・・E・g・11

and　W．　Jackson　Bate（Princeton　Univ．　Press，1983），　p．304．
22
　　Coleridge，　Coleridge　on　the　Seventeenth　Centu’ッ，　ed．　R。　F．　Brinkley．（1955；

Greenwood　Press，1968），　pp．693－694；quoted　in　Hill，　p．177．
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to　sense．”23　Yet証is　short　of　comprehensive㎞owledge，　because　it“concerns　itself

exclusively　w量th　Ihe　quantities，　qualities，　and　relations　of　particulars　in　time　and

・p・ce”24　s・th・Uh・㎞・wl・dg・th・・u帥iI　l・1imit・d．　C・1・・idg・・ay・，・Th，

UNDERSTANDING，　Iherefore，　is　the　science　of　phenomena，［＿】．　The　REASON，　on

the　other　hand，　is　the　science　of　the　universal，　having　the　ideas　of　ONENESS　and

ALLNESS　as　its　tWo　elements　or　primary　factors．”25

　　　　Between　these　two　faculties，　imagination　works　Ihree　ways：for　the　f童rst　thing，　in

experience　of　the　physical　world，　the　primary　irriagination　builds　images　of　the　external

wolld　whlch　has　been　ullderstood　by　understanding，　and　ihen　conveys　thc　images重o

reason．　This　building　of　images　of　Nature　in　the　milld　of　man　is　what　Coleridge

maintains　in　Biographia　Literaria　as‘‘a　repetition【＿】of　the　eterna】act　of　creation．”In

this，　the　imagina重ion　is‘‘the　Iiving　power，”because　it　is　lhe　power　of‘‘natura〃aturans”

th・t　p・・d・c・・and…t・i・・“襯・・伽・・ご〆i・mi・d．26　Sec・・dly，　it　di・cem・beauty，

whose　essence　is　harmony，　or“Muheity　in　unity”．27　Besides，　it　not　only　discerns　unity

in　multitude，　but　also　has“the　effect　of　leducing　multitude　to　unity．”281ts　mediatory

nature　in　this　function　lies　in　the　fact　that“multeity”is　the　characteristic　of　pelception

through　the　undeτstanding，　while　unity　or　allness　is　the　charac重elistic　of　ideas　in　reason．

And　thildly，　it　conveys　metaphysical　ideas　from　reason　to　the　understandilg．　“An

n）EA【＿1　ca皿oI　be　conveyed　but　by　a　Symbol，”29　and　symbols　ale　works　of

imagination．　Thus，　Coleridge　calls　imagination“that　reconciling　and　mediatory　power，

which　incorporating　the　Reason　in　Images　of　the　Sense，　and　organizhlg（as　it　were）the

flux　of　the　Senses　by　the　permanence　and　se】f」circling　energies　of　the　Reason，　gives

birth　to　a　system　of　symbols，　harmonious　in　themselves，　and　consubs重antial　whh　the

truths，　of　which　they　are　the　conductors．”30　When　he　says　this，　he　seems　even　to　be

implying　some　mythical　eucharistic　powel　in　imagination，　since　the　words

23
　　Co】eridge，／望ids　to　ReLflection，（1825；rpt．　G．　Be］I　and　Sons，1913），　p．143．
24
　　Coleridge，　The　States〃laガ∫ルfanual　in　The　Co〃ected〃bt’ks，　Vo1．　VI，　Lay　Sermons

l『・inc・t・・U・i・・P・ess・1972）・P・59・

　　Coleridge，　Tlie　States〃lan’∫ノifanual　pp．59－60．
26
　　BarfieId，　W　71at　Cole’・idge　Though　t，　p．80．

iiε1畿：舞；：z；1；Zjl｝：1：19：n°te・

　　Co】eridge，　Biograp／iia，1，　P．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　156．

30
　　Coleridge，　Tlie　States〃lan’∫ルtanual，　P。29．
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“consubstantial”and‘‘consubstantiation”especially　reminds　us　of　the　Eucharist　Just

as　in　the　Eucharist　oldinaly　bread　and　w童ne　are　supposed　to　become‘‘consubstantlal”

with　Christ（the　Truth，）31　in　and　through　imagination，　symbols　are　made重o　be

consubstantial　with　the　truth．　Thus，　as　the　intelmediary　faculty　between　reason　and

understandhlg，　the　primary　imagination　works　to　make　the　external　nature　into　interna】

thought，　and重o　make　internanhought三n重o　lhe　external　symbols．　Therefbπe，　we　see

that　Co］eridge　and　Lewis　are　of　the　same　opinion　that　imagination　is　a　power　of

intuitive　perception　as　well　as　a　power　of　creat量on．

　　　　However，　there　are　also　diffヒrences　between　Lewis’s　idea　of　imagination　as

intuition　and　Co］eridge’s．　Coleridge　sees　imago　Dei　even　in　man’s　pelceptive

imagination，　which　he　thinks　Io　be　active　and　creative．　Coleridge’s　idea　is　expressed

in　his】etter　to　Thomas　Poole　on　23　March　1801，　where　he　crilicizes　Newton　for　taking

human　mind　always　as　passive．　In　his　opinion，　the　perceiving　mind　in　man　is“made

in　God’s　Image，＆that吐oo　in　the　sublimest　sense－－the　Image　of　the　C”eato〆’32　because

it　is　the　buildel　of　mental　images　of“〃atura　naturata”。

　　　　On　the　other　hand，　fbr　Lewis重he　in吐uitive　imagination　is　llot　God’s　image，　buI

lather　the　passive　medium　through　which　God　reveals　Himself　to　man．　In　The

P晦rご〃ゴ∫Regress，　God　tel】s　John，‘‘For　this　end　I　made　your　senses　and　for　this　end

your　imagination，　that　you　might　see　My　face　and　live”（Regres∫，171）．　Man’s

perceptive　imagination　is　here　regarded　as　a　receptive　facuhy，　not　any　cπeative　faculty

in　the　image　of　God　the　Creator．

　　　　This　lack　of　the　idea　of　imago　1）ei　in　Lewis　comes　from　his　consciousness　of

radical　difference　between　man’s　life　and　divine　life．　Jesus　is　the　only　one　who　is　a

Man　and　yet　shares　God’s］ife　as　the　Son．　In　Mereα’・istianity，　Lewis　insists　this

difference．　Man　is“made”while　the　Son　is‘‘begotten”（134）；and，　just　as　a　man’s

artifact　does　not　share　human　life　while　his　son　inheriεs　hisぬuman】ife，　ma11，　as　an

artifact　of　God，　does　not　partake　the　same　kind　of　Iife　with　God　the　Maker（134・．135）．

31@The　literalness　of　Ihe　idea　of　consubstantiation　in　Ihe　Eucharis吐is　highly

controversial　and　I　shall　no吐enter・far　into　that　problem　here．　Instead，1吐reat　it　jus重as　a

significant　Christian　tradition　which　has　had　great　influence　on　Colelidge　and　other

English　poets．
32@Coleridge，　Co〃ected　Letters，　Vo1．，P．709．

32



Imagination

Our　natural　self　is　not　imago　Dei　even　though　we　can　be　sons　of　God　as　regenerated

“New　Men”（ルtere　Christianめノ，181）when　we　wish　and　continuously　try，　with　God’s

assistance，　to　be　like　the　Son　of　God　both　in　will　and　in　behaviour（cf．ルtere　Christianity，

157－159）．

　　　　Lewis　and　Coleridge　are　different　also　in　their　idea　of　relation　between　reason　and

imagination．　Coleridge　attributes　to　reason　the　power　of“an　Inward　Beholding”of　the

‘‘ rpirituaL”33 @1n　Co】eridge’s　system，　imagination　does　not　perceive　the　sp三r呈tual　tnlth

directly　but　receives　lt　through　reason．　However，　in　Lewis，　imagination　itself　has

direct　access　to　divine　revelation．

ln　L£wis’s　sys重em，　both　reason　and　imagination　directly　concern　themselves　with

div㎞e　reality，　and　that，　in　different　ways．　The爬fore，　Lewis’s　imag童nation　is　not

opposite　of　reason　nor　in　a　Iower　position　than　it，　but　works　side　by　side　with　reason，

showing　God’s　reality　to　man．

　　　　　　　　Lewis’sidea　　　　　　　Coleridge’s　idea

　　　　　　　　　Reality　　　　　　　　　　　　Reality

　　　　　　　　　／＼　　　　　Reas・n
　　　　Reason－一一lmagination＊　　　　Imagination

　　　　　　　in吐uitive／creative　　　　　　　　plimary／secondary

　　　　　　　　　＼　　／　　　　　　　　　　Understanding

　　　　　　　　　Sense　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Fancy

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Sense

　　　　　　＊As　an　intuition　that　gives　meanings　to　language　activities，　imagination　also

　　　　　　works吐o　make　Iogical　thinking　posslb】e．　We　shall　come　back　to　discuss　this

　　　　　　process　in　the　next　section．

　　　　　Now，　we　have　seen　that　Lewis’s　idea　of　imagination　as　intuitive　power童s　similar

重oColeridge’s　idea　of‘‘primary　imagination” A，　though　they　are　not　the　same，　Yet　it　is

not　the　only　similarity　between　their　imagination　theories．　　Lewis’s　idea　of

imagination　as　creative　power　is　similar　to　Coleridge’s　idea　of　the‘‘secondary

imagination”．　Lewis　says　that　creative　activity　in　man’s　imaginative　mind　has

“something　that　bears　a　faint　resemb】ance”（ル伽actes，36）to　God’s　cleation　of　Nalure，

as　Coleridge　holds　the　secondary　imagination　to　be　an　echo　of　the　primary　imagination．

33
　　Coleridge，ノlids　to　ReLflection，　P．148．
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Besides，　as　Coleridge　holds　that　the　secondary　imagination　is　so　limited　in　i重s　crealive

power　that　it　needs　some　materials　whlch　it“dissolves，　diffuses，　dissipa敦es，　in　order　to

re－create，”Lewis　is　also　conscious　of　the　Iimitation　of　man’s　creative　power　and　its

inferlority　to　God’s　real　creativity：

We　faU　shor重of　creation　in　two　ways．　In　the　first　place　we　can　only

re－combine　elements　borrowed　from　the　real　univelse：no　one　can　imagine　a

new　primary　colour　or　a　sixth　sense．　In　the　seco皿d　place，　what　we　imagine

exists　only　for　our　own　consciousness－－though　we　can，　by　wolds，　induce　othel

peop】e　to　build　for重hemselves　pictures　in　their　own　minds　which　may　be

roughly　similar　to　it．　（Miracles，36－37）

As　is　shown　here，　the　differences　Lewis　finds　between　God’s　creation　and　man’s　are

bo重h量n　the“mode　of　operation”and　in“degree”，　which　are　exactly　what　Colelidge

finds　when　he　compares　the“secondary　imagination”to　the‘‘primary”，　that　is，　to　lhe

repetition　of　God’s　creation。　Especially　imporIant　is　the　fact　that　they　both　hold　man’s

creative　power　of　imagination　to　be　synthetic　and　incapable　of　creating　ex　nihilo．

　　　　Especially，　when　we　see　Lewis’s　idea　of　cfeative　imagination　closely　in　the

context　of　man’s　re】ation　to　God，　we　find　that　Lewis　even　denies　that　man　can　ever　be

original　in　his　imaginative　activity。　He　says，‘‘‘Originality’in　the　New　Testament　is

quite　plainly　the　prerogative　of　God　alone【＿】．　The　duty　and　happiness　of　every　o重heI

being　is　placed　in　behlg　derivative，　in　reflecting　like　a　mirror”（“Christianity　and

Literature，”Christian　RefZecn’ons，6）．　The　facuhy　of　man’s　creative　imagination　is

thus　mimetic．　This　Iimitation　shows　us　our　status　and　duty　as　God’s　creatures．

Man’s　art　is　valuable　only　as　a　reflection　of　God’s　creation．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　〈Imagination　as　the　Organ　of　Meaning＞

　　　　We　have　seen　that“Joy”in　his　imaginative　life　leads　Lewis　to　the　belief　in　heaven，

which　he　identifies　with出e　Real　World．　And　in　this　sense，　Lewis　finds　our

imagination　to　be　a　faculty　to　show　us　Reality．

　　　　For　Lewis，　aesthetic　experiences　are　initiations吐o　Christian　life．　For　instance，　he

finds　his　devotion　to　Wagnerian　gods　to　have　been　training　for　the　devotion　to　the　real

God．　When　he　was　a　chlld，　he　had　never　understood　why　the　Prayer　Book　told　him　to

‘‘

№奄魔?ﾄhallks　to　God　for　His　great　glory”（Joy，65），　rather　than　for　any　particular　benefi重
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God　conferled　upon　man．　Yet，　with　the　Wagnerian　gods，　he　leamed“something　very

like　adoration，　some　kind　of　quite　disinterested　self－abandonment　to　an　object　which

securely　claimed　th孟s　by　simply　being　the　objec巨t　was”（Joy，65）．　Such　adoration　and

self。abandonment　are　essential　in　man’s　relation　to　God．

　　　　Secondly，　he　finds　that　Nature　shows　him　God’s　glory．　And　this　is　also　through

imaginallon．　Na重ure　fiπst　became　important　for　him　as　a　reminder　of　scenes　and

characters　in　the　Nibelung　Saga，　yet　soon　ceased　to　be　a　mere　reminder　and　became

i吐self　a　medium　of‘‘Joy”．　In　The　Four　Loレes　he　says，

Nature　never　taughI　me　that　there　exists　a　God　of　glory　and　of　infinite　majesty．［＿］

But　natu爬gave　the　word　g】ory　a　meaning　for　me．　I　still　do　not㎞ow　where　else

Icould　have　found　one．（Four　Lovθ∫，23）

Later，　he　wriIes　that‘‘the　beauties　of　nature　are‘‘a　seclet　God　has　shared　with　us　alone”

（ルtalcolm，18）．　Animals　do　not　know　it．　h　is　only　we　human　beings　who　feel　the

glory　of　God　through　our　senses．　Thus，　once　he　has　become　a　believer，　he　finds　h量s

appreciation　of　natule　to　have　been　a　good　initiation　to　Christian　life．

　　　　Thirdly，　his】ove　for　northern　mythology，　which　a】so　became　a　catalyst　of“Joy”，

has　made　it　easiel　fbr　him　to　accept　Christian　myth．　Lewis　lalel　came　to　undelstand

Christianity　as　the　myth　which　has　become　fact，　and　this　belief　is　partly　owillg　to　the

significance　that　he　has　seen　in　no曲em　mythology（cf．　e．g．“Myth　Became　Facら”God，

66）．

　　　　In　this　sec吐ion，　we　shall　see　that　there　is　yet　another　sense　in　which　Lewis　sees

imagination　as　a　facuhy　of　glasping　Reality．　As　we　have　seen，　he　says，‘‘ρヲleasu’・es

a爬shafts　of　the　glory　as　it　strikes　our　sensibi1五ty”（ルta　lcolm，89）．　Aesthetic　pleasures

are，　fol　him，　a　concrete　objectivity　which　comes　from　God　and　shows　us　His

magnificence　through　our　sensibility．　In　Lew童s’s　opinion，虻his‘‘sensibility”is，　as　the

receptacle　of　aesthetic　pleasures，　a　faculty　connected　to　imagination．　Not　only

spiritual　pleasures　but　also　sensual　ones　convey　meanings，　and　it　is　by三magination　that

those　meanings　are　apprehended．

　　　　It　is　inleresting　to　see　that　Kant　sometimes　uses　the　word“disthetisch”34　as　a

34@C£KanI，　Ki’itic　der、Reinen

Meiner，1956），　p．11

レセ’・朋鳩heπausgegeben　von　Raymund　Schmidt（Fe1三x
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synonym　of‘‘intuitive”and（probab】y　from　the　Greek〃‘σθη解o儒aesthetic，　sensitive；

evtσθη7atg＝sense，　sensation）as　a　near　synonym　of“sensuous”，　especiaUy　when　it　refers

to　apprehensive，　intuitive　recognition　of　Ihe　outer　world　which　glves　data敦o　the　faculty

of　logical　thinkillg　which，　in　tum，　synthesizes　such　“a’sthetisch”daIa　to　get

comprehens三ve　understanding．　For　Kant，　however，　as　to　many　people　today，　aesthetic

perception　is　a　matter　of　sublectivity．　For　instance，　he　says　in，，　Uber　das（7eLfii〃des

Schδnen　l〃ld」Erhabenen‘‘：

Die　verschidenene　Empf量ndungen　des　VergnUgens，　oder　des　Verdrusses，　beruhen

nicht　so　sehr　auf　del　Beschaffenheit　der巨uBeren　Dinge　die　sie　elregen，　als　auf　das

jedem　Menschen　eigene　GefUhl，　dadurch　mit　Lust　oder　Unlust　ger廿hrt　zu　werden．

（The　various　feelings　of　enjoymellt　or　of　displeasure　rest　noI　so　much　upon　the

nature　of　the　extemal　things　that　arouse　them　as　upon　each　person’s　own
disposition　to　be　moved　by重hese　to　pleasuτe　or　pain．）35

　　　　It　is　significant　that　Lewis’s　case　is　just　the　opPosite．　Lewis　is　an　objectivist．

He　holds　that　aesthetic　sensation　is　given　directly　from　God，　and　therefore　it　has　an

objectivity　derived　from　the　real　objectivity　of　its　source．　It　gives　us　direct

information　of　heaven．　He　says　that　as　we　do　not　hear　the　roar　of　wi皿d　merely　as　a

meaningless　noise　but　know　the　wind　from　it，　so　it　is‘‘possible　to‘read’as　wel］as　to

‘have’apleasure．”

The　distinction　ought　to　become，　and　sometimes　is，　impossible；to　receive　it　and吐o

recognise　its　divine　source　are　a　single　experience．［＿】This　sweet　air　whispers　of

the　country　from　whence　it　blows．　It　is　a　message。　（ルfa　lco　lm，89－90）

＊ ＊ ＊

　　　　　The　third　sense　in　which　Lewis　calls　Imagination“the　organ　of　meaning”is　as　a

means　of　communication　of　Reality．　This　is　based　on　his　view　that　metaphors　are

fundamental　to　aU　Iinguistic　activities　without　which　even　no　logical　thinking　can　stand．

In“Bluspels　and　Flalansferes，”he　argues　that　man　is　not　capable　of　purely　abstract

thinking　and　therefore　has　to　use　some　metaphor　or　analogy　whenever　he　thinks　of

35
　　Kant，　Merke　1：レ’orkritische　Schrifren　bis　1768（lnse1・Verlag，1960），　p．825：English

translation　by　John　T．　GoldthwaiらObserソations　On　the　Feeling　of　theβεα躍顔’and

Sublime（1960；q）t　Ulliv，　of　California　Press，1981），　p，45．
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something　beyond　his　sensual　experience（‘‘Bluspels，”Selected　E∬ay∫，264－265）．

　　　　　Lewis　presents　two　cases　whele　metaphors　are　necessary．　The　fiπst韮s　when　we

try　to　expless　something　we　ourselves　do　not　understand　clearly．　The　second　case　is

when　we　try　to　explain　some！hing　that　we　clear】y㎞ow　to　those　who　do　not　know　it．

In　both　cases，　without　being　accompanied　by　some　mental　images，　the　idea　remains　not

only　abstract　buI　actually　nonsense，　and　it　is　imagination　that　bu玉1ds　mental　images　with

metaphors　or　analogies　so　as　to　concretely　express　ideas　about　something　unknown　by

comparison　to　something　clearly　known．　Therefore，　imagination　is　necessary　to

acquile㎞owledge　about　anything　beyond　sensual　experiences．　In　the　case　of　thh｝gs

within　ouπexperiences，　we　may　be　able　to　perceive　them　directly，　but　stil1，　he　says，

“When　we　pass　beyond　poin重ing　to　individual　sensible　objects，　when　we　begin　to　think

of　causes，　relations，　of　mental　states　or　acts，　we　become　incurab】y　me1aphoricar’

（‘‘B］uspels，”263）．

　　　　　Lewis　is　thus　aware　of　the　importance　of　metapllors　and　figures　in　conceptual

thinking，　and　critical　about　such　philosophers　as　Kant　and　Spinoza　on　the　ground　that

their　writings　are　too　abstract　to　have　any　real　meaning（‘‘Bluspels，”264－265）．　He

makes　much　more　of　Plato　and　says　Plalo　introduces　you　to‘‘the　great　creatols　of

metaphor，　and　therefore【．．．l　the　masters　of　meaning”（“B］uspels，”265）．　Since　Lewis

holds　metaphorical　thinking　as　more　meaningful重han　abstract　thinkhlg，　he　even　says，

for　example，‘‘【A】man　who　says　heaven　and　thinks　of　the　visible　sky　is　pretty　sure　to

mean　more　than　a　man　who　tells　us　that　heaven　is　a　state　of　mhld”（“Bluspels，”265），

though　of　course，　he　does　not　say　that　alhhe　me1aphorical　ideas　acquiled　through

imagination　ale　physical　truth．　He　says，

［11t　must　not　be　supposed　that　I　am　in　any　sense　putting　forward　the　imagination

as　the　olgan　of　truth．　We　are　not　talking　of　tmth，　but　of　meaning：meaning

which　is　the　antecedent　condition　both　of　truth　and　falsehood，　whose　antithesis　is

not　e∬or　but　nonsense．【＿】　Imagina重ion，　producing　new　metaphors　or　revivifying

old，　is　no吐the　cause　of　truIh，　but　its　condition．　（‘‘B］uspels，”265）

　　　　In　1989，　fifty　years　after　Lewis’s‘‘Bluspe］s　and　Flalallsferes”was　first　published

in　1939，　the　idea　of　imagination　as　the　organ　of　meaning　was　again　proposed　in　Ihe　field

of　literary　criticism　by　Colin　Falck　in　his　Myth，　Truth　and　Literature（1989）．　Between

Lewis　and　Falck，　there　have　been　Saussurian　literary　theory，　Structuralism　and
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post－Structulalism　which　concentrate　on　logical　or　scientific　analysis　of　the　text　and

neglect　the　questions　as　to　how　literaly　texts　and　language　relate　to　the　dimension　of

reahty．　Falck　argues　agaillst　this　tendency　of　modern　hterary　criticisms，　insisting　that

they　should　allow　for　the　function　of　imagination重hat　relates　sensory　perceptions電o　the

language　system　by　giving　meani皿9重o　sense　data：

The　notion　of　the　emerging　of　meaning　is　almost　entirely　unmarked　in　oul　serious

thinking，　　and　　tends　　ins吐ead　　to　　be　　confined　　to　　the－－philosophically

disreputable－－level　of　folk－wisdom　oHellgious　superstition　in吐he　form　of　such

no重孟ons　as“intuition，”“hunch，”“presentiment，”or‘‘sixth　sense．”【＿】Language

［＿】alises　out　of，　and　must　continue　lo　rest　on，　this　leve】of　pre－linguistic

awareness　of　other　presences－－both　animate　and　inanimate－－which　co・exist　with

us　in　the　world　around　us．【＿】

All　consciousness，　we　could　say，　is　oriented　towards　meanillg　in　this　fundamentaI

sense，　and　can　only　come　hlto　existence　through　the　meaning　which　reveals　itself，

or　is　revealed，　in　this　primary　process　of　meaning－creation．　It　is　in　fact　the

reve】ation　of　some　meaning　in　leality　which　makes　consciousness　possible．　This

purposiveness，　or　orientation　to　meaning，　is　a　pre－subjective　and　pre－objective

intentionality　which　lies　be】ow　the　level　of　thought　and　of　the　conscious
intentions　of　ordinaly　life．36

　　　　This　is　almost　the　same　as　what　Lewis　says　above．　Lewis’s　argument　has　not

become　out　of　date　but　still　throws　Iight　on　the　problem　of　alienation　of　literary

criticism　from　the　dimension　of　reality．

　　　　　In　the　idea　of　imagination　as“the　organ　of　meaning，”Lewis　owes　much　to　Owen

Barfield，　one　of　his　lifelong　friends　since　their　student　days　at　Oxford　and　the　author　of

Poetic　Diction，　Around　the　time　between　1928　and　1932　Lewis　and　Barfield　held　a

Iong　enthusiastic　debate　on　imagination，　and　Lewis　acknowledges　the　influence　he　has

got　from　Barfie】d　Ihus：“1　think　he　changed　me　a　good　deal　more　than　I　him．　Much

of　the　thought　which　he　afterwards　pui　into」Poetic　I）iction　had　already　become　mine

before　that　important　little　book　appeared”（Joヅ，161）．

　　　　In　the　book　Barfield　argues　as　fb110ws：

［P】oetic，　and　apparently‘meIaphoricaP　values　were　latent　in　meaning　from　the

beginning，［＿】that　the　ear】iest　words孟n　use　were‘the　names　of　sensible，　materiaI

36
　　Co】in　Falck，ルlyth，　Tt・uth　and　Literature（Cambridge　Univ，　Press，1989），　pp．15；37．
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objects’and　nothing　more【＿］you　must　suppose　that　they　were　noI，　as　they

appear　to　be　at　present，　isolated，　or　detached，　from　thinking　and　feeling．

Afterwards，　in　the　development　of　language　and　thought，　these　single　meanings

諜、織：躍醜．8ai「s－－the　abst「act　and　c°nc「ete・pa「ticu】a「and　gene「al’

　　　　　His　point　is　that　even　the　meallings　of　those　words　which　seem　pulely　abstract　or

metaphorica】now　were　concrete　and　literal　in　the孟r　origin．　Though　the　figurat孟ve

oligin　of　a　word　tends　to　be　forgotten　in　the　course　of　t三me，　and　the　wold　will　come　to

appear　as　a　pure　concept，　its　figulaIive　origin　will　keep　its　influence　on　the　meaning　of

the　word，　never　allowing　it　to　be　pulely　abstract　in　fact．　Here，　it　is童magination　that

originally　finds　adequate　figures　for　the　things　or　concepts　to　be　expressed・

　　　　Lionel　Aday　reported　from　the　letters　between　Lewis　and　Barfield　that　at　first

Lewis‘‘insistently　main重ained，　thauruth　or　falsehood　can　be　predicated　only　of

intellectual　judgements，　never　of　things　imagined．”38　Yet　afterwards　he　came　to

admit“to　having　under－estimated　importance【of　metaphor】．　In　so　far　as　metaphor

brings　before　the　mind　images　oHepresentations　of　objects，　metaphor，　be　agrees，　gives

life　to　abstfactions　otherwise　lifeless．”39　Furthermore，　Adey　poi11Is　out，“【H］e　was

influenced　by　Barfie】d’s　alguments　even　where　he　Ief血sed　to　change　his　mind．【＿】【H】e

continued　to　insisUhat　imagination　conveyed　meaning，　not　truth．　Nevertheless　he

based　his　fic重ion［＿】on　the　assumption　that　divine　tmth　entels敦he　human　psyche　via

myth，　dream　or　other　manifestation　of　imagination．”40

　　　　Thus，　Lewis　later　holds　that　the　validity　of　our　thinking　Iests　upon吐he　validity　of

our　imagination’s　intuitive　power：　It　is　only　as　Iong　as　the　analogies　and　metaphors

are　ploper　that　they　serve　the　meaning　well　and　make　our　thinking　va］id，　and　it　is　only

when　imagination　has　real　power　to　apprehend　the　essence　of　things　that　the　analogies

and　metaphors　will　be　proper：

［1】fthose　original　equations，　between　good　and】ight，　or　evil　and　dark，　betWeen

37
Owen　Barfield，　Poetic　Diction，2nd　ed．（1952；Wesleyan　Univ．　Press，　paperbacks

1984），p．85．
38 kionel　Adey，　C．　S．　Lewis　’s　“Great　War”with　Owen　Barfield，　English　Literary

Studies（Univ．　of　Victoria，1978），　p．34．
39
　　Adey，　p．43．
40
　　Aday，　p．17．
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bleath　and　soul　and　all　the　others，　were　from　the　beginning　arbitrary　and　fancifu1

【＿lthen　aU　our　thinking　is　nonsensical．　But　we　cannot，　without　contradiction，

believe　it　to　be　nonsensical．　（‘‘Bluspe］s，”265）41

　　　　　Lewis　can　say　this　because，　at　this　point，　he　has　come　to　assume　all　our　thinking

more　or　less　depends　on　some　metaphoL　Otherwise，　he　could　think　that　our　thinking

may　be　reasonable　even　when　our　metapholical　thinking　is　nonsensica1．

　　　　　Obvious】y　under　Ihe　influence　of　Barfield　again，　Lewis　has　become　conscious　of

the　limitation　of　pure　reason　even　in　the　field　of　logic．　Reason　draws　conclusions　from

already　acquired　data，　but　it　does　not　obtaill　the　data　by　itself．　　In　TI昭　Pilgrims

Regre∬，　the　a］legorical　Reason　says，“I　can　te1】you　only　what　you㎞ow”（67）．　It　is

our　empirical　senses　and　intuitive　imagination　or　some　trustworthy　authorities　that　gain

the　data　for　reason　to　wolk　on．　Barfield　maintains　that　all　know】edge　depends　on　the

work　of　the　intuitive　imagination　that　finds　relaIions　belween　valious　sense　data　and

interprets吐heir　meaning　to　make　up　organized　knowledge．　Barfield　says　in　Poetic

Diction，‘‘Science【．．．】insists　on　dealing　wi山‘data’，　but　there　shal】no　data　be　given，

save　the　bare　percept　The　rest　is　imagination．　On】y　by　imagillation　therefore　can重he

world　be　known．・・42

　　　　　Lewis　has　come　to　see　that　leligious　matters　especially　need　imaginative　language．

In‘‘The　Language　of　Religion，”he　contrasts　scientific　language　with　poetic】anguage，

including　Ihe　Ianguage　of　phi】osophy　and　theology　in重he　folmer．　The　scientific

description　gives　us　quantitatively　precise　information　in　abstlact　language；while　the

poetic　description　gives　us　concrete，　quali重ative　information．　Lewis　holds　that　the

】anguage　of　Ieligion，　which　is　different　from　what　he　calls‘‘the】anguage　of　theo】ogy，”

is　something　between　the　theological　and　the　poetic，　but　nearer　to　the　poetic．　He

says，

In　it【i，e，　theo】ogical　language】we　are　attemp吐ing，　so　far　as　is　possible，重o　state

religious　matter　in　a　form　more　like　that　we　use　for　scientific　matter．【．．．】We　are

applying　precise，　and　Iherefore　abstlact，　terms　to　what　fbr　us　is　lhe　supreme

example　of重he　concrete．【＿】And　this　is　one　of吐he　great　disadvantages　undeπ

41
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which　the　Christian　apologist　labours．　Apolegetics【sic】is　controversy．　You

cannot　conduct　a　controversy　in　those　poetical　expressions　which　alone　convey

the　concrete：you　must　use　terms　as　definable　and　univocal　as　possible，　and　these

are　always　abstract．　And　this　means　that　the　thing　we　are　really　talking　about

can　never　appear　in　the　discussion　at　all．　（‘‘The　Language　of　Religion，”

Christian　RefZections，135－136）

Michael　Christensen　in　C．　S．　Lewis　On　Scriptures　rightly　points　out　that，

Thomas　Aquinas【＿］　concluded　that　human　beings　can　know　that　God　is【＿］but

we　cannot　know　in　any　precise，　affirmative　sense　what　God’s　essence　is。　The

attributes　of　the　Infin量te　cannot　be　contained　in　fhlite　language　or　thought．

Aquinas　also　asserted，　however，　that　mankind［＿】can　speak　of　God　in　two　ways．

We　can　say　what　God　is　not（via　negativの，　thereby　narrowing　the　possibilities　of

what　he　is．　We　can　also　approximate　the　nature　of　God　by　employing　useful

analogies（what　can　be　termed　via　analogiの．【＿】Lewis　concurs　wi重h　Aqu童nas　and

other　theologians　who　recognize　the　prob】em　of㎞ow】edge　as　related　to　the　nature
of　God．43

　　　　Lewis　says　that　if　one　tries　to　express　God　in　purely　abstract　language，　he　has　to

use　a　lot　of　negatives．　By　way　of　illustration，　he　gives　us　an　analogy：

Let　us　suppose　a　mystical　limpet，【＿l　who（rapt　in　vision）catches　a　glimpse　of

what　Man　is　like．　in　reporting　it　10　his　discip］es，【＿】【h】e　will　have重o重ell　them

that　Man　has　no　shel】，　is　not　attached　to　a　rock，　is　not　sun・ounded　by　water．　And

his　disciples，　having　a　lit重le　vision　of　theil　own重o　help　them，　do　get　some　idea　of

Man．　But　then　there　come　erudite　limpets【＿】What　they　get　out　of　the　prophetic

limpet’s　words　is　simply　and　so】ely重he　negatives．　From　these，　uncoπected　by

any　positive　insight，　they　build　up　a　picture　of　Man　as　a　sort　of　amorphous　jelly

（he　has　no　shen）existing　nowhere　in　particular（he　is　not　attached　to　a　rock）and

never重aking　nourishment（there　is　no　water　to　drif重it　towalds　him）．【＿】Our　own

situation　is　much　like　that　of　the　erudite】impets．　（Miracles，93）

　　　　　Thus，　Lewis　is　conscious　that　man　cannot　know　God　as　He　really　is，　for　He　is

beyond　the　human　senses．　All　that　man　can　do　is　imagine　by　analogies　what　God　is

like．　He　says，‘‘Statements　about　God　are　extrapolations　from　knowledge　of　other

things　which　the　divine　illumilation　enables　us　to　know”（」Four　Loves，115），　and　holds

that　both　theological　abstraction　and　concrete　metaphors　are　important　in　Christianity．

43
　　Michael　Christensen，　C．

57－58．

S．Lewis　On　Sct・iptures（Hodder　and　Stoughton，1971），　pp．
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In　Letters　to　Malcobn，he　says　about　the　anthropomorphic　image　of　God，

［1］tmust　be　balanced　by　aU　manner　of　metaphysical　and　theological　abstractions．

But　never［＿］Iet　us　think　that　while　anthropomorphic　images　are　a　concession重o

our　weakness，　the　abstractions　are　the　literal　truth．　Both　are　equally　concessions；

ea6h　singly　misleading，　and　the　tWo　togetheT　mutually　corrective．　（Malcol’n，21）

　　　　　Lewis　admits　that　sometimes，　even　when　the　rational　thought　is　corlecl，　mental

images　that　accompany　that　thought　may　fall　short　of　rea】ity．　For　instance，　Lewis　says

that　when　he　thinks　about　London，　he　usually　has　a　mental　picture　of　Euston　Statlon．

He　may　speak　of　the　population　of　London　with　this　picture　in　mind，　but　it　does　not

follow　that　he　thinks　several　millions　of　people　live　in　that　sIation（Miracles，72－84）．

Yet，　with　the　belief　in　the　validity　of　human　thought　in　genera】，　he　maintains　that

long－enduring　traditional　metaphors　are　valid　and　Imly　illuminating．

　　　　Actually，　today，　the　general　validity　of　metaphor　as　an　objective　explession　of

reali吐y　is　not　a　universally　accepted　truth．　　It　is　based　on　the　be】ief　in紅he　validity　of

human　thought　wh五ch　is　based　on　verbal　activities　employing　human　language，　whether

literal　or　metaphorical，　but　the　objective　validity　of　such　human　thought　itself　is吐oday

legarded　as　disputable．　Yet，　Lewis’s　belief　in　the　validity　of　metaphor　is　important　for

him　as　a　literary　man，　especially　because　it　has　a　gteat　influence　on　his　attitude　towards

allegory　and　myth．　We　shall　see　in　the　next　section　how　he　be】ieves　that　traditional

allegory　and　mythology　reveal　some　metaphysica1　reality．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Allegory，　Symbolism，　Sacramen重alism　and　My重h＞

　　　　Coleridge　does　not　make　much　of　allegory．　He　says　it　is“but　a　lranslation　of

abstract　notions　into　a　picture－1anguage　which　is　itself　nothing　but　an　abstraction　from

objec象s　of　the　senses；the　principal　being　more　worthless　even　than　its　phanlom　proxy，

both　alike　unsubstantia1，　and　former　shapeless　to　boot，”44　while　he　highly　values

symbolism，　regarding　symbols　as‘‘consubstantia】with　the　truths．”　However，　to　Lewis，

allegory　means　much　more．

　　　　In．4〃θgo，ッ（ゾLoレε，　Lewis　defines‘‘allegory”ln　con重rasUo‘‘symbo】ism”．　His

way　of　contras吐ing　them　is，　however，　different　from　Coleridge’s．　He　defines　allegory

44@Coleridge，」ワie　States〃lan’∫ルlanual，　P．30．
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as　an　attempt　to　express　something　immatelial　in　Ihe　form　of　personification：　重o

embody，　for　example，10ve　or　two　opposite　views　inわe〃um　intestinum　in　human　figuπes

（Allegory，55）；while　symbolism　is　an　attempt　to　grasp　and　express　things　beyond　our

sensual　experiences．　Lewis　says，“Symbolism　is　a　mode　of　thought，　but　aUegory　is　a

mode　of　expression”（！lllegoiッ，48）．

　　　　Allegory　aims　at　revealing　theπeality　of　things　indescribable　otherwise．　Lewis

says，

【A】11good　allegory　exists　not　to　hide　but　to　reveal；to　make　the　inner　world　more

palpable　by　giving　it　an（imagined）concrete　embodiment．　（Regre∬，13）

　　　　　On　the　other　hand，　however，　whe皿Lewis　says　Allegoly　is　a　mode　of　expression，

he　does　not　mean　that　allegorical　figures　are　arbitrary．　What　is　expressed　by　al］egory

is　the　reality　and　essence　of　things　and　feelings，　which　are，　in　a　sense，　given　to　the

author．　The　allegorical　codes　such　as　giants，　dragons，　paradises，　etc．　are　not　chosen　by

him　but　somehow　imposed　on　him　Thus　it　is　revelation　not　only　to　the　readers　but　to

the　author　himself．　He　does　not　create　or　invent　aHegorica】figures　in　the　same　sellse

as　a　modem　novelist　creates　his　characters．　Nor　does　he　aim　at　novelty　or　something

specific．　Allegories　are　expressions　of　the　universal．

　　　　About　the　allegorical　embodiments，　Lewis　says，“［T】hey　are　mole　like　words－－the

words　of　a　language　which　speaks　the　else　unspeakable－－than　they　are　like　the　people

and　places　in　a　novel．　To　give　them　radical】y　new　characters　is　not　so　much　original　as

ungrammatical”（Preface，57）．　Likewise　as　figures　in　metaphor，　embodime皿ts　oI

personifications　in　allegory　are　also　attained　through　imagination．　They　are　essentially

undemonstrable　by　way　of　logic　and　yet　true．　Lewis　says，“【W】hen　allegory　is　at　its

best，　it　approaches　myth　which　must　be　grasped　with　the　imagination，　not　with　the

intellect”（Regre∬，13）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　As　for　myth，　then，　Lewis　regalds　it　as　something　above　allegory．　AIIegoly　is

basically　some　expression　of　what　the　author　knows，　though　its　traditional　codes　hold

more　significance　than　he　knows．　On　the　o重her　hand，　the　meanings　of　myth　ale　totally

out　of　the　author’s　control．

　　　　Lewis　saw　his　contemporary　twentieth　century　as　an　age　that　was　dominated　by　a
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scientific　way　of　thinkhlg，　according　to　which　ordinary　people　tended　to　believe　that

eveπything　that　exists　can　be　proved　by　science．　Yet，　he　points　out，　while　admi雛童ng

that　science　is　important　and　usefu】as　a　means　to　grasp　physical　facts　abouロhe　wo11d，

what　science　shows　us　is　short　of　the　comprehensive　reality．　For　instance，　the　question

concerning　the　glound　of　the　existence　of　the　world　and　human　beings　is　beyond　the

means　of　science（Mere　Christianity，31）．　In　his　opinion，　the　comprehensive　reality　is

to　be　approached　not　only　with　science　but　a】so　with　metaphysics　and　theology．

The　deeply　ingrained　habit　of　truncated　thought－－what　we　call　the“scientific”

habit　of　mind－－was　indeed　certain　to　lead　to　NaIurahsm，　unless　this　tendency　were

continually　colrected　from　some　other　source【＿】men　of　science　were　coming　to

be　metaphysically　and　theologically　uneducated．　（Miracles，46）

　　　　On　this　awareness　of　insufficiency　of　the　scientぜic，　materialistic　view　of　the

universe，　he　fhlds　va］idity　also　in　such　mylhological　models　of重he　universe　as　the

medieva1，　Ptolemaic　and　othel　myths　and　mythological　systems．　The　o】der　mythical

model　of　the　universe　is　a　work　of　imagination，　but　it　is　no　less　true　for　that．　On　the

contrary，　if　the　metaphysical　meanings　of重he　world　are　ever　to　be　attained，　they　may　as

weU　be　attained　and　expressed　by　imagination：　for　Lewis　regards　imagination　as‘‘the

organ　of　meaning”while　taking　reason　as“the　organ　of　truth”（“Bluspels　and

Ralansfeles，”Selected　E．∬ay∫，265）．　The　older　model　is　a　complehensive　a賃empt　to

combine　as　much　tnlth　and　reality　as　possible．　In　many　aspects　it　is　scient五fically

wrong，　but　sometimes　this　is　only　because　it　gives　metaphysica］or　theo】ogical

meanings　the　precedence　over　scientific，　physical　facts．　For　instance，　the　earth

occupies　a　large，　centra1　part　of　the　cosmos　in　the　medieval　world　picture．　Yet，　Lewis

points　out，重his　is　not　because　the　scholars　of　medieval　and　Renaissance　times　believed

this　condition　accorded　with　geometrical　facts，　but　because　they吐hought　it　was

theological　truth（Studies，46）．　Lewis　says　in　his　lecture　llote　on　the　medieval　model　of

the　universe，　published　posthumously　as　The　1）iscarded　lmage，

hl　every　age　it　will　be　apparent　to　accurate　thinkers重hat　scientific重heories【＿】are

never　statements　of　fact．　That　stars　appear　to　move　in　such　and　such　ways，　or

that　substances　behaved　thus　and　thus　in重he　laboratory－－these　are　statements　of

fact．　The　astronomical　or　chemical　theory　can　never　be　more　than　provisionaL

（1）isca　rded，15－16）
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　　　　Therefore，　the　medieval，　mythopoeic，　world　picture，　which　aims　at　expressing

both　the　facts　and　the　meanings，　is　in　a　sense　nearer　to　the　whole　Reality　Ihan　the

scientific　model　of　the　universe，　which　is　exclusively　concerned　with　the　facts．

　　　　　Ever　since　he　was　fascinated　by　northern　myIhology　as　a　child，　he　felt　profound

significance　in　the　world　of　mythologies．　Therefore，　it　seems　natural　that　he　finds

profound　meanings　also　in　the　Old　Western　wolld　picture　with　all　its　my重hological

bearings，　especially　after　he　has　read　much　of　medieval　and　Renaissance　literature．

　　　　In　holding　that　the　medieval　model　of　the　world　expresses　Ieality　in　a　diffelent

way　but　no　less　truly　than　science，　he　has　apparently　been㎞fluenced　by　G．　K．

Chesterton，　especially　by　his　The　Everlastingルtan．　Lewis　acknowledges　the　book　as

the　one　which　enabled　him　to　see‘‘for　the　first　time【＿］the　whole　Ch1量stian　outline　of

history　set　out　in　a　form重hat　seemed【＿1　to　make　sense”（Joy，178）．　Chesterton　says

in　defence　of　primitive　mythology，

Moreover，　even　where重he　fables　are　ilferior　as　art，　they　cannot　be　ploperly

judged　by　science；still　less　properly　judged　as　science・　Some　myths　are　very

crude　and　queer　like　the　early　drawings　of　chi］dren；but　the　child　is　trying　to　draw．

It　is　none　the　Iess　an　error　to　treat　his　drawing　as　if　it　were　a　diagram，　or　intended

to　be　a　diagram．　The　student　cannot　make　a　scientific　statement　about　the　savage，

because　the　savage　is　not　making　a　scientific　statement　about　the　world．　He　is

saying　something　quite　different；what　might　be　called　the　gossip　of　the　gods．
W・m・y・ay，　if　w・lik・，　th・t　it　i・b・1i・v・d　b・f・・e・th・・e　i・tim・t・・x・mi・・it．45

　　　　　In　Lewis’s　view，　what　is　expressed　in　myth　is　divine　metaphysical　reality．

Myth　comes　to　the　author　as　a　real　revelation　since　it　expresses“what　he　does　not　yet

know　and　cd．【sic】not　come　by　in　any　other　way”（Letters，271）．

　　　　　In　his　idea　of　allegory　and　myth，　Lewis　has　again　been　much　influenced　by　Owen

Barfield．　In　Poetic　Diction，　Barfield　places　myth　above　allegory　in　its　revelatory

　　　　りcapaclty：

The　dis重inction　between　true　and　fa】se　metaphor　corresponds　to　the　distinction

between　My吐h　and　Allegory，　aUegory　being　a　more　or］ess　conscious
hypostatization　of　ideas，　followed　by　a　synthesis　of　them，　and　myIh　the　true　child

of　Meaning，　bego賃en　on　imagination．【．．．】The　modem　poet　has　created　a　new

45
f．　K．　Cheslerton，17ie　Eりerlasting　Man（Image　Book，1955），　p．105．
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myth　or　made　a　true　use　of　an　old　one，　according　as　the　myth　in　question　is　the

direct　embodiment　of　concrete　experience　and　not　of　his　idea　of　that
expelience－－in　which　case　he　has　only　invented　an　allegory，　or　made　an　allegorical

use　of　a　myth，　as　the　case　may　be．46

　　　　　Here　in　Barfield，　myth　is　regarded　as　something　quite　beyond　the　narrator’s

control，　as　it　is‘‘direct　embodiment　of　concrete　experience”or　true　revelation　of　the

concrete　Reality．

　　　　　Lewis’s　idea　of　myth　can　be　seen　most　clearly　in　The　Pilg1・im　’s　Regre∬　where

God　tells　John，　the　allegorical　figure　of　the　young　Lewis：

The　words　of　Wisdom　are　also　myth　and　metaphor：but　since　they　do　not　know

themselves　for　what　Ihey　are，　in　them　the　hidden　myth　is　master，　where　it　should

be　servant：and　it　is　but　of　man’s　inventing．　But　this　is　My　inventing．　This　is

the　veil　under　which　I　have　chosen　to　appear　even　from　the　first　until　now，

（Re8res∫，171）

　　　　　What　is　said　here　is　that　such　words　as　are　used　in　science　and　lhose　in　myth　are

similarly　metaphorical　in　their　origin，　and　that　mythical　words　are　above　scienttfic　ones

in　that　they　know　the廿own　origin　and　how　their　original　meaning　is　influencing　the

reade1’s　imagination．　It　is　a］so　suggested　that　the　myth　of　Christianity　is　truly

revelational　because　it　is　God’s　own　myth．

　　　　　Actually，　even　in　pagan　mythology，　L£wis　recognizes　some　significant　truth

foreshadowing　Christianity．　For　example，　the　myth　of　the　ferIility　god　who　dies　and

is　reborn　evely　year　is　understood　as　a　herald　of　the　Son’s　Death　and　Resuπection．

This　is　why　he　caUs　Christianity“Myth【which］became　Fact”（“Myth　Became　Fact，”

God，　63）．

My　present　view　I＿】w6uld　be　that　just　as，　on　the　factual　side，　a　long　Preparation

culminates　in　God’s　becoming　incamate　as　Man，　so，　on　the　documentary　side，竈he

truth　first　appears　in　mythical　form　and　then　by　a　long　process　of　condensing　or

focusing　finally　becomes　incarnate　as　History．　This　involves　the　belief　that　Myth

in　general　is　not　merely　misunderstood　history【＿】nor　priest】y　lying【＿］but，　al　its

best，　a　rea】Ihough　unfocused　gleam　of　divine吐ruth　falling　on　human　imaglna重ion，

（ゐ1かoc’ε∫，137－138n．）

46
aarfield，　Po　etic　Diction，　p，201．

46



Imagmat】on

　　　　　Besides，正£wis　is　conscious　of　Ihe　limit　of　language　in　expressing　reality，　and

thinks　that　a　pictorial　and　mythical　presentation　sometimes　conveys　the　reality　be雛er．

He　says，‘‘【1］n　a　sense　all　words　except　proper　names　ale　genera1－－too　genera】ever　to　be

exacIly　righ亡”（Spense〆∫，115）．　In　Perelandra，出e　second　of　his　space　Irilogy，　the

protagonist　Ransom　finds　difficulty　in　describing　what　he　saw　on　the　planet　Venus．

【1］tis　words　that　are　vague．　The　reason　why　the　thing　can’t　be　expressed　is　that

it’s　too　definite　for　Ianguage．　（Perelandra，33）

　　　　　Here，　the　virtue　of　myth　lies　il　its　capacity　to　present　such“definite”Reality

concre重eJy．　Rationa】interpreta重ion　of　my重h　does　not　reveal　Rea】i重y　better　than　myth

itself，　for　Rea】ity　loses　some　of　its　truth　when　Ieduced　to　words．　Lewis　wlote　to

Arthur　Gleeves　on　18th　October　1931：

The‘doctπines’we　get　out（ガthe　true　myth　aπe　of　course’ε∬tnle：they　are

translations　into　our　concepts　a皿d　ideas　of　that　wh．［sic］God　has　aheady

expressed　h　a　language　more　adequate，　namely　the　actual　incamation，　crucifixion，

and　resurrection．　（Letters∫o／lrthur，428）

　　　　He　says，“Wha田ows　into　you　flom　the　myth　is　not　truth　but　reality（truth　is

always　oわo配∫something，　but　reality　is　about　which　truth　is）”（“Myth　Became　FacI，”

God，66）．　In　fact，　it　is　on】y　those　stories　which　reveal　me重apllysical　reali重y重hat　Lewis

calls“myth”．　If　a　story　fails　to　call　our　attention　to　such　reality，　or　the　Real　World，

Lewis　does　not　see　it　as　a　my重h　even　when　it　is　genelally　accepted　as　such．

　　　　In．An　Experiment　in　Criticis’n（43－44），　Lewis　goes　even　so　fal　as　to　define　myths

by琶heir　effect　on　the　readeL　Accord量ng　to　Lewis，　a　myth　is　first　of　all“extra－1iteraly”；

that　is，　its　story　has　a　value　and　moving　power　in　itself，　independent　of　the　style　and

quality　of　its　narrative．　Secondly，　it　hltroduces　the　reader　to　a　permanent，　rathel　than

tempora1，0bject　of　contemplation．　Thirdly，　the　story　is　to　be　preternatural，　and　the

readel　never　projects　himself　into　the　characters．　F量nally，重he　experience　of　reading　a

myth　is　always　grave　and　awe－insph°ing．　It　is　numinous．　He　says　that　the　same　story

may　be　a　myth重o　one　man　and　not　to　another　because　the　effecI　of　the　same　book　is

various　on　different　readers：“The　degree　to　which　any　story　is　a　myIh　depends　very

Iargely　on　the　person　who　hears　or　reads　it”（48）．　Therefore，　there　are　those　who　never
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read　stories　as　myths．　This　view　of　Lewis　is　accorded　with　Jesus’attitude　in　teaching

people　by　parables．　Jesus　said　to　his　audience，‘‘He　who　has　ears　to　hear，　let　him

hear！”（Mark，4：9，　NK1レ）　One　may　hear　hls　story　and　yet　failed　to　see　its　hidden

metaphorical　connotation．　Whether　or　not　one　can　receive　God’s　message　depends　on

that　person’sreadiness，　or　condition。

　　　　As　Lewis　thus　defines　myths　by吐heir　effects　rather　than　by　the　author’s　in重ention，

his　idea　may　be　regarded　as　a　forerunner　of　receptionist　theory．　Yet　he　concentrates　on

the　reader　probably　because　he　bel三eves　that　myth　reveals　reality　even　when　the　au1hor

does　not　know　it，　not　because　he　thinks　a］l　kinds　of　texts　and　narratives　are　infinitely

open　or　because　there　are　no　fixed　meanings　in　literary　works，　He　writes　to　C．　S．

Kilby　on　7th　May　1959．

　　　　If　every　good　and　perfect　gift　comes　from　the　Father　of　Light　then　alhrue

and　edifying　writings，　whether　in　scripture　or　not，　must　be　in　some　sense

inspired．［＿］　inspiration　may　operate　in　a　wicked　man　without　his　knowing　it，　and

he　can　then　utter【＿】the　truth　he　does　not　intend．　（Letters，287）

　　　　　Besides，　the　literature　he　highly　va】ues，　such　as　medieval　poelry　and　allegory，　is

often　anonymous　or　wlitten　by　p】uml　writers　as　is　the　case　with　t乃e　Romance　of　the

Rose　that　Lewis　discusses　in　lhe．A〃e80ryてゾLovε．　This　must　be　anotheHeason　why

he　does　not　lay　much　stress　on　the　authol’s　intentio1L

　　　　　In／ln」Exρeriment　in　C’・iticism，　which　is　a　book　on　literary　criticism，　Lewis　does

not　preach　any　of　his　religious　convictions　abou重myth．　However，　when　he　defines

myth　thus　by　the　effect　on　Ihe　readel，　those　who，1ike　us，㎞ow　his　belief　that　myth　is　a

f（）rm　of　divine　revelation　may　well　take　his　warning　against　oul　missing　God’s

messages　because　of　our　inattention．　Imagina吐ion　is　capable　of　receiving　God’s

revelation，　but　when　it　is　in　the　wrong　condition，　it　would　take　any　revelational　myth　as

no　more　than　an　ordinary　invented　tale．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　Lewis’s　ideas　of　symbolism　and　sacramentalism　are　expressed　most　clearly　in

“Transposition，”originally　a　sermon　given　at　Mansfield　College，　Oxford，　where　he

explains　sacramentalism　by　the　concept　of　what　he　ca11s“Transposition”．

　　　　Lewis　distinguishes　symbolism　and　sacramentalism　as　this：when　there　is
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complete　discontinuity　between重he　things　and｛he　signs　that　denote出em，　it重s

symbolism．　For　example，　the　Ielation　between　speech　and　writing　is　one　of　symbolism．

‘‘she　one　is　simply　a　sign　of　the　o重her　and　signifies　it　by　a　conven重ion”

（“Transposition，”Toasら83）．　On　the　other　hand，　when　the　thing　signified　is　rea】1y　in　a

certain　mode　present　in　the　sign，　Lewis　calls　it　sacramentalism．　A皿example　is

painting，　The　sunlight　in　a　picture，　foπinstance，　is　not　related　to　the　real　sunlight

simply　as　the　written　woπds　are　to　the　spoken．　‘‘The　suns　and　Iamps　in　pictures［＿l

seem　to　shine　a　great　deal　because　they　really　shine　a　little　in　reflecting　their

archetypes”（‘‘Transposition，”83）．

　　　　Lewis’s　idea　of　sacramentalism　is　similar　to　Colelidge’s　idea　of　symbolism．

Coleridge　holds　that‘‘a　Symbol［＿l　is　characterized【＿】　by　a　translucence　of　the　Eternal

through　and　in　the　TemporaL　　n　always　partakes　of　the　Reality　which　iI　rendels

inte11igible；and　while　it　enunciates　the　whole，　abides　itself　as　a　living　part　in　that　Unity，

of　which　it　is出e　representative．”47　Symbolism　hele　is　seen　no重only　as　true　opelation

of　intuitive　imagination　but　also　some　mystic，　eucharistic　revelation　of　reality．

　　　　What　Lewis　calls　TransposiIion　as　a　mode　of　expression　occurs　whenever　a　thing

in　a　richer　system　is　expressed　or　translated　in　a　poolel　system：for　example，　when　a

three－dimensiona】world　is　drawn　on　a　flat，　tWo－dimensional　sheet　of　paper，　or　when　an

orchestra　piece　is　re－written　into　a　piano　version．　In　such　cases，　one　single　shape　or

no重e　in　the　poorer　medium　has　to　express　mo爬than　two　fbrms　or　notes　of吐he　richer

original．　In　a　picture，　an　acute　angle　may　represent　what　is　also　an　acute　angle　in　the

actual　world，　or　it　may　represent，　in　perspective，　a　right　ang】e．　Atriangle　in　a　picture

may　represe煎an　ac｛ual　triangle　ol　a　dullce’s　cap．

　　　　This　idea　of“Transposition”，　together　with　the　idea　of　sacramentalism，　is

theologically　significan重to　Lewis，　as　i重co皿cems皿an’s　capacity　for　percejving　Reality．

When　Transposition　is　made，“what　is　happening　in　the　Iower　medium　can　be

undelstood　only　if　we㎞ow　the　higher　medium”（“Transposition，”82）．　Suppose　a

person　had　been　living　in　a　two－dimensional　world　all　his　life．　He　wou］d　not

understand　our　three－dimensional　world　co∬ect］y　when　he　sees　it　drawn　on　the　paper．

On　the　paper，　it　should　be　full　of　lines．　And　when　he　is　told　that　the　three－dimensiona1

47
　　Coleridge，　The　States’nan’∫Manuat，　P．30．
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world　does　not　consist　of　pencilled　lines，　all　he　could　understand　would　be　the　nega竈ive

fac重of　its　lack　of　lines．　Thus，　if　one重ries　to　desclibe　or　to　understand　the　higher

dimensional　world　from　below，　one　has　to　employ　many　negatives　though，　actual］y，　the

higher　dimensional　wolld　is　mole　real　and　more　visible　than　the　loweL　By　an　analogy，

therefbre，　Lewis　thinks　it　impossible　for　us　to　comprehend　God　or　our　spiritual　life　in

heaven，　because　God　and　heaven　must　necessarily　be　in　a　higher　dimension　than　the

world　we　now　live　in．　Then，　he　further　believes“thauhis　doctrine　of　Transposition

provides　fol　most　of　us　a　background　very　much　needed　for　the　theological　vi血e　of

Hope”（‘‘Transposition，”86）：

“We　know　not　what　we　shall　be”；but　we　may　be　sure　we　shall　be　more，　nol　Iess，

than　we　were　on　earth．　Our　natural　experiences　（sensory，　emotional，

imaginative）are　only　like　the　drawing，　like　pencilled】ines　on　flat　paper．　If　they

vanish　in　the　risen　life，　they　will　vanish【＿］not　as　a　candle　flame　that　is　put　out

but　as　a　candle　flame　which　becomes　invisible　because　someone　has　pulled　up　the

blind，　thrown　open　the　shutters，　and　let　in　tlle　blaze　of　the　risen　sun．

（‘‘Transposition，”89－90）

　　　　　With　such　an　idea　of　saclamentalism　in　the　light　of　the　idea　of　Transposition，　he

believes　that　our　earthly　life　reflects　our　life　in　heaven　by　already　holding　a　part　of　it．

For　we　are　told　in　one　of　the　creeds　that　the　Incarnation　worked‘‘not　by

conversion　of　the　Godhead　into　flesh，　but　by　taking　of　the　Manhood　into　God．”

And　it　seems　to　me　that　there　is　a　real　analogy　between　this　and　what　I　have

called　Transposition．　（‘‘Transposition，”91）

　　　　　In　these　ideas　of　sacramentalism　and　Transposition，　we　learn　what　Iimitation　and

capacity　Lewis　sees　i11重he　human　imagination．　hfalls　short　of　comprehending　Reality

as　i重is，　but　capable　of　guessing　what　i！wou】d　be　like　in　heaven　by　the　analoglcal

th量nking　of　sacramentalism　and　Transposition．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　Thus，　Lewis　f孟ndss　imagination　as　a　necessary　means　of　grasping　reality，

apprehending　iIs　meaning　and　having　glimpses　of　the　Real　world，　or　heaven．
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Chapter　2

Reason

＜Argument　from　Reason＞

　　　　　Lewis　calls　himself“a　rationalist”（“Bluspels，”∫θ～ected　E∬ays，265）．　When　he

says　this，　he　means　that　he　believes　in　man’s　reason　as　a　faculty　of　intellectual　pursuit　of

truth　and　reality。　In　his　writings，　Lewis　uses　the　word‘‘reason”mainly　in　these　three

senses：

　　　　1．Cause，　motive，　or　argument　to　do　or　believe　something．

　　　　2．Inte】lectual　faculty　for　logical　thinking．

　　　　3．Rational，　or　mental　part　of　man，　especially　such　a　palt　as　is　deemed　to　be‘‘the

　　　　Supernatural　element　in　man，”which　is　conceived　of　in　contrast　to　the　physical，

　　　　physiologica】olgans（Miracles，33）。

　　　　The　faculty　of　intuition　that　provides　man　with　a　p’・iori　moral　prhlciples　such　as

discussed　by　Kant　in　his　Kritik　der　practischenレ”ernunf｝1is　translated　into　English　as

“reason” C　but　Lewis　does　not　refer　to　this　faculty　as　reason　but　calls　it‘‘morality”（Pain，

9，et　passim），　which　we　shall　see　in　Chapter　3．

　　　　　We　start　our　discussion　on　Lewis’s　idea　of　reason　by　comparing　it　with

Coleridge’s　idea．　Coleridge　says，

The　Reason，（not　the　abstract　reason，　not　the　reason　as　the　mere　organ　of　science，

or　as　the　faculty　of　scientific　plinciples　and　schemes　a　prioli；but　reason）as　the

integral　spirit　of　Ihe　regenerated　man［＿】the　breath　of　the　power　of　God，　and　a

pure　influence　from　the　glory　of　the　Almighly；which　remaining　in　itself

regenerateth　all　other　powers，　and　in　all　ages　enteling　into　holy　souls　makelh

them　friends　of　God　and　prophe重s【＿】重he　Reason　w勲ぬou重beiηg　elthenhe

SENSE，　the　UNDERSTANDING　or　the　IMAGINATION　con重ains　alhhree
within　itself，　even　as　the　mind　contains　its　thoughts，　and　is　present　in　and　thlough

them　alL2

Since　he　finds　the　reason　thus，　to　him，‘‘REASON　and　Religion　differ　only　as　a

1Cf．　Immanuel　Kant，，ノ＜｝・itik　der」practischenレセr朋鳩“晩r舵ルC・

E’嫌und　Religionsphilosophie．
2
　Coleridge，　The　Statesmaガ∫ム4α〃ual，　in　Collected　Works，VL　pp．69－70．

Schriften　z‘’r
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two－fold　application　of　the　same　power．”3 @They　both　concern　themselves　in“the

complehension　of　all　as　One，”401　the“union　of　the　Universal　and重he　Individual，”50r

the　union　of　the　Infin孟te　and　the　One　as　is　realized　in　God．　To　Coleridge，　the　Reason　is

the　powel　of　direct　insight　into　the　leligious　leality，‘‘a　direct　aspe『t　of　Truth，　an　inward

Beholding，　having　a　similaHela吐ion　to　重he　Intelligible　or　spiritual，　as　SENSE　has　to

the　Material　or　Phenomenal．”61t　is　a　faculty　Lewis　a面butes　to　imagination，　In　this，

Lewis　makes　even　more　of　imagination　than　does　Coleridge，　one　of　the　greatest

Romantic　advocates　fol　imagination．

　　　　Lewis　says，“Reason　knows　that　she　cannot　work　without　materia】s”（Miracles，94）．

In　his　opinion，　reason　is　not　a　d廿ect　insight　into　reality　but　rather　the　facuhy　of　logical

thinking　us量ng　the　data　which　have　been　acquiled　through　senses　and　intuitive

imagination　or　from　some　estabhshed　authorities．　Yet，　as　he　himself　says，　Lewis　is　a

rationalist　as　well　as　an　imaginative　man，　and　reason　has　played　as　great　a　ro】e　as

imagination　in　his　pursuit　of　reality　and　in　his　conversion　to　Christianity．

　　　　　Reason　serves　Lewis　in　two　important　ways．　First，　it　works　as　the　organ　of】ogic

which　is　indispensable　in　the　pulsuit　of　the　oblective，　comprehensive　Reality。

Secondly，　as　we　are　goillg　to　see　now，　its　non－materiality　is　a　datum　from　which　he

infels　the　objective　existence　of　a　God　who　is　the　supernatural　absolute　Reason．　IIl

this，　Reason　is，　if　not　a　direct　insight　into　Reality，　another　faculty　in　man　which　is

directly　connected　to　Reality．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　Inル伽acles，　Lewis　argues　for　the　existence　of　God　and　the　probability　of　God’s

miracles，　grounding　his　argument　on　the　existence　and　work　of　man’sπeason．　There，

he　first　of　a11　refutes‘‘Naturalism”，　which　he　defines　as　the　belief“that　nothing　exists

except　Nature”（Mii・ac～es，9）．　By　reductio　ad　aわsurdum　logic，　he　argues　as　follows：

Materialism　may　see　even　man’s　Ieason　hl　terms　of　chemical　reactions　in　the　blains，　but，

if　materialism　were　rlght，　it　would　be　hard　to　be］ieve　thauhe　materialistidheory　itself，

which　has　been　a敦tained　by　such　chemical　Ieac象ions，　is　righI．　He　says，

3　Coleridge，　The　States〃la〃’∫ルtanual，　P．59．

4Colerldge，　The　Sta’es’naガ∫ルlanual，　p．60．

5　Coleridge，　The　States〃lan’∫ルlanual，　P．62．

6　Co】eridge，ノlids’o　RC／lections，　P．148．
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Thus　a　strict　materialism　refu重es　itself　for　the　reason　given　long　ago　by　Professor

Haldane：“lf　my　mental　plocesses　are　determined　wholly　by　the　motions　of　atoms

in　my　brain，　I　have　no　reason　to　suppose重hat　my　behefs　are　true＿and　hence　I

have　no　reason　fol　supposing　my　brain　to　be　composed　of　atoms．”（from　J．　B．　S．

Haldane，　Po∬ible　Wo〃ds∫quoted　in　Lewis，ル伽acles，19）

Thus，　lo　Lewis，　materialism　is　self－contradictory

discredited　for　the　same　reason．

and　cannot　be　true，　and　Naturalism　is

For　that　theory　would　itself　have　been　reached　by　thinking，　and　if　thinking　is　not

valid　that　theory　would，　of　course，　be　itse】f　demolished．（Miracles，19）

　　　　Actually，　however，　Lewis’s　defini重ion　of‘‘Natura】ism”as　the　belief‘‘that　nothing

exists　except　Nature”is　not　the　one　that　is　accepted　by　everyone．　For　instance，　P．　F．

Strawson　in　his　Skepticism　a’id　Natu’・alism　distinguishes　what　he　calls“reduct孟ve（or

strict）na紬ralism”from‘‘nonreductive（or　liberal　or　ca重holic）na加ralism．”7　He　poilts

ouUhat‘‘reductive”or‘‘strict”natulalism　is　the　sort　that　may　be　pejoratively

referred　to　as‘‘scientism”．　It　rejects　everything　that　cannot　be　objectively　explained

away　by　natural　science．　On　the　other　hand，‘‘nonreductive”na加ralism，　such　as

Hume’s，　simply　accepts　oul　belief　in　the　validity　of　reason　as　oul　natura】disposition：

Our　inescapable　natural　commitment　is　to　a　general　frame　of　belief　and　to　a

general　style（the　inductive）of　belief－formation．　But　within　that　frame　and　style，

the　requirement　of　Reason，　that　our　beliefs　shou】d　form　a　consistent　and　coherent

system，　may　be　given　full　play．8

　　　　Though“reductive”naturalism　undermines　the　va】idity　of　our　reasoning　and

knowledge　altogether，“nonreductive”naturalism　does　not．　It　admits　the　need　of

suspension　of　disbelief　as　to　the　validity　of　reason，　because　anyway　we‘‘ca皿ot　help

forming　beliefs　and　expectations　in　general　accordance　with　the　basic　canons　of

induction．”9　The‘‘Naturalism”in　Lewis’s　sense　should　be　ciass置ed㎞to　the‘‘strict”

naturalism　as　Strawson　calls　it，　and　therefore　his　charge　on　Naturalism　is　irrelevant　to

the　other　type．　Lewis，　however，　takes　it　as　axiomatic　that　if　man’s　reason　is　caused　by

7
8
0
ノ

P．　F．　Strawson，　SkepticiSm　and　Naturalism（Columbia　Univ．　Press，

StraWSQn，　P．14

Strawson，　P．11．

1985），p．40．
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some　natura】phenomenon　and　is　fully　explicable　in　naturalistic重elms，　namely，　if　Ieason

is　a　part　of　material　natur信，　it　shou】d　be　a　nonイational　phenomenon　and　would　never　be

able　to　bu孟1d　a　right　theory　about　nature，　even　about　itself．　Then　重he　very

presupposition　that　maガs　leason　is『xplicable　in　natura1量s敦ic　terms　could　not　s重and　any

longeL

　　　　Besides，　not　on】y　does　he　believe　that　nothing　that　is　caused　non－rationally　can

reason　validly，　he　also　assumes　that　a　part　cannot　comprehend　and　judge　the　whole：

【T］he　Gulf　Stream【＿］　does　not　produce［，．．】maps　of　the　Gulf　Stream．　But　if　logic，

as　we伽d　it　operative　in　our　own　minds，　is　really　a　result　of　mindless　nature，　then

it　is　a　result　as　improbable　as　that．【＿］It　is　as　if　cabbages，　in　addition　to　resulting

from　the　laws　of　botany　also　gave　lectures　in　that　subject：or　as　if，　when　I　knocked

out　my　pipe，　the　ashes　arranged　themselves　into　Ietters　which　read：‘We　are　the

ashes　of　a　knocked－out　pipe．’（“De　Futilitate，”Christian　Reflections，64－65）

　　　　Some　people　might　filld　Lewis’s　logic　unacceptable　here．　To　those　who　are

critical　of　Lewis’s　supernaturalism，　the　analogies　of　human　reason　with　Gulf　Stream

and　cabbages　might　seem　rather　far－fetched．　However，　his　analogy　hele　in　fact　wolks

fbl　i】】ustration　of　absolute　impossibility　than　fbl　logical　proof．　And　as　such，　these

analogies　are　quite　persuasive。　And　logically　speaking，　even　if　a　part　cannot　judge　the

whole，　and　if　reason　obtains　us　concepts　of　nature，　it　does　not　necessarily　follow　that　the

reason　is，　thelefore，　not　a　part　of　nature．　Suppose　reason　is　a　natural　phenomenon　and

apart　cannot　judge　the　whole　nature，　we　could　a］so　conclude　that　therefore　the　concept

of　nature　that　reason　gives　us　should　be　wrong．　However，　for　Lewis，　the　validity　of

reason　is　axiomatic．　He　bases　his　logic　on　it　without　bothering　to　prove　it　at　aU．　As　we

have　mentioned，　the　intelligibility　of　the　universe　has　been　a　traditional　orthodox　belief

ln　the　Western　world，　shared．by　such　philosophers　as　Thomas　Aquinas　and　Samuel

Clarke。　Though　today　the　ultimate　inte】lig三bility　of　1he　universe　is，　genera】1y，　no

Ionger　assumed　axiomatically，　Lewis，　who　deems　himself　as　an‘‘Old　Western”man，　is

indeed　stm　in　the　old　Western　tradition，　sharing　this　belief　in　the　logos　as　objective

metaphysical　reality．　Wilhout　this　assumption，　Lewis’s　argument－－1）if　human　reason

is　a　part　of　nature，　it　could　not　reason　validly，2）human　reason　is　valid，3）and　therefore，

man’s　reason　is　supernaIula1－－could　not　stand，　because，　in　that　case，　the　second

proposition（i，e。　human　reason　is　valid）does　not　s重and．　Or　rather，　it　may　be　thaUo
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Lewis，　the　supernaturalness　of　our　feason　is　itself　ax董omatic　though　he’felt註necessary

to　show　the　absolute　impo5sibility　of　naturalistic　view．　Ithink　these　are　among

L£wis’s　most　successful　analogies　wh童ch　work　through　both　reason　and　hltuitive

imagination，　showing　how　they　can　work　together　as　facultles　of　grasping　reality．

　　　　And　then，　another　important　aspect　of　Lewis’s　logic　hele　is，　not　only　does　he

share重he　same　be】ief　with　Aquinas，　his　argument　follows重he　same　course　as　Aquinas’s

famous“Five　Ways”argument　for　the　existence　of　God．　The　first　three　of　Aquinas’s　so

called“Five　Ways”are　all　inference　from　dependent　nature　of　earth】y　objects　to　some

autonomous　existence，　which　is　identif玉ed　with　God．　Aquinas’s　first　way　is　a　chain　of

inference　from　movement　of　a　physical　object　to　the　first　Mover，　tbe　second　is　one　from

the　immediate　cause　of　something　to　the　first　Cause，　and　the　third　is　one　from　the

world’s　contingent，　dependent　existence　to　the　necessary　Existence：evely　movement　in

the　world　Ileeds　its　mover（‘‘movement”here　includes　formal　and　qua至itative　change　as

well　as　topological　one），　an　effect　needs　its　cause，　and　an　existing　being　needs　a　giver　of

its　existence．　And　that　move1，0r　cause，　or　giver　of　existence，　imum，　needs　theil　own

mover，　or　cause，　or　giver　of　existence．　Yet　it　is　impossible　to　go　back　on　Iike　this

endless］y．　Thele　must　be　the　first　Mover　ol　the　first　Cause　or　the　first　and　the

necessary　Existence．　Otherwise　there　would　be　no　movements，　or　effects　or　existences

now．　Then　Aquinas　ide皿tifies　such　an　uhimate　groulld　or　cause　with　God　as：‘‘et　hoc

omnes　intelligunt　Deum（this　everyone　understands　to　be　God），”10　as廿it　were　too

obvious　to　call　fbr　any　fUrther　proof．

　　　　Then，　from　the　non－natural　character　of　man’s　reason，　he　infers　the　existence　of　an

absolute　Reason，　which　is　to　be　ident迂ied　with　God．　As　he　holds　that　man’s　reason　is

not　a　part　of　nature，　he　says，‘‘Reason　is　given　before　Nature　and　on　reason　our　concept

of　Nature　depends．　Our　acts　of　inference　are　priol　to　our　picture　of　Nature　as　Ihe

telephone　is　prior　to　the　friend’s　voice　we　hear　by　it”（Miracles，27）．　And　at　the　same

time，　he　reminds　us　that　though　one　man’s　reason　is　sufficiently　independent　of　nature

to　know　it　objective】y　from　the　outside，　it　is　usually　only　by　being　dependent　on　some

authority　that　it　can　be　trustWorthy　enough　on　its　judgments．　Without　he1P，　it　would　be

10
shomae　Aquinas，　Summa　Theologiae，　prima　pars．　ed．　Petri　Caramello（Marietti，

1952），QuaestioII，　P．13：The　trans】ation　from　William　Rowe＆William　Wainwright

eds．，　P痂103qρ妙ρプRe’igion，2nd　ed．（Harcourt，1989），　p．129．
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impossible　for　a　man’s　personal　reason　to㎞ow　anything　that　is　outside　his　own

experience．　For　ins重ance，　he　should　be　largely　dependent　on　the　former　generations　for

his　knowledge　of　the　univelse．

Ohe　man’s　reason　has　been　led　to　See　things　by吐he　aid　of　ano敦her　man’s　reason，

and　is　none　the　worse　for　that．　h　is　thus　still　an　open　question　whether　each　man’s

reason　exists　absolutely　on　its　own　or　wheIher　it　is　theπesult　of　some（rationa1）

cause－－in　fact，　of　some　other　Reason．　That　other　Reason　might　conceivably　be

found　to　depend　on　a　third，　and　so　on［．．，］It　is　therefore　obvious　that　sooner　or

la重er　you　must　admit　a　Reason　which　exists　absolutely　on　its　own．（Miracles，

31－32）

Hele　Lewis　uses　the　word‘‘Reason”with　a　capita］Rso　as　to　imply　that　it　is　an　absolute

reality．

　　　　From　the　condusion　that　there　is　a　self－existent　Reason，　Lewis　moves　on吐o　prove

that　it　exists　incessantly　from　eternity：

【＿】for　if　anything　else　could　make　it　begin　to　exist　then　it　wou】d　not　exist　on　its

own　but　because　of　something　else．　It　must　also　exist　hlcessantly．【＿】For　having

once　ceased　to　be，　it　obviously　could　not　lecaU　itself　to　existence，　and　if　anything

e】se　recalled　it　it　would　then　be　a　dependent　being．（Miracles，32）

Thus，　he　infers　from　validity　of　man’s　reason　an　absolute，　eternal，　self－existent　Reason．

Furthermore，　just　as　Aquinas　identifies　the　first　Movel，　the　first　Cause　and　the　necessary

Existence　with　God，　so　does　Lewis　also　axiomatically　identify　the　absolute　Reason　with

God：

Human　minds，　then，　are　not　the　only　supematural　entities　that　exist．［＿】Each　has

come　into　Nature　from　Supemature：each　has　its　lap－root　in　an　etema1，　self－

existent，　rational　Being，　whom　we　call　God．（ルtiracles，32）

　　　　And　thus，　he　infers　the　existence　of　God　and　regards　the　human　reason　as　owing

to　God．　He　says，“Where　thought　is　strict】y　rational　it　must　be，　in　some　odd　sense，　not

ours，　but　cosmic　or　super－cosmic”（‘‘1）e、Futilitate，”Christian　Reflections，65）．　He

says　human　reason　is‘‘God－kindled”and‘‘not　God’s”（Mi”acles，33），　as　he　is　conscious

that　man’s　reason　is　different　from　God’s　Reason　because　it　is　affected　by　the　physical

condition　and　may　make　mistakes．　With　this　awareness，　he　sees　Reason　in　man　as“an

offshoot，　or　spearhead，　ol　incursion　of　that　Supernatural　reality　into　Nature”（Miracles，
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32）．　It　is，　therefore，　as　important　a　bridge　between　God　the　supernatural　Reali霊y　and　us

human　beings　as　imag量nation．

　　　　Today，　different　from　the　time．of　Aquinas，　it　cannot　possibly　be　said　that

“evelyone”understands　the　fiπst　mover　or　the　filst　cause　or　the　necessary　existence　to

be　God，　nor　even　that　everyone　adm童電s　the　existence　of　those　ultimate　thhlgs　aI　aU．

The　first　movement　might　have　occurred　suddenly　and　accidentally．　The　causes　of

movements，　or　of　existences，　may　go　back　in　infini重y　without　having　the　ukimate　first

Cause．　From　a　modern　point　of　view，　i重is　also　possible　that　things　might　have

appeared　ex　nihilo，　without　any　etemal，　necessary　existence．　And　neither　does　everyone

that　admits　the　se】f－existent　ultimate　Reason　identify　it　wi重h　God．

　　　　Howeve1，　Lewis，　likewise　as　Aquinas，　presupposes　that　nothing　comes　from

no重hlng　and重ha重it　is　God　alone　tha重could　have　brought　Ihe　wolld　ex　nihilo．　He

maintains　that　aUeast　God　Himself　exists　from　e敦emity．　This　presupposition　seems　to

be　given　a　priori，　and，　in　that　sense，　it三s　a　maIter　of　faith　beyond　the　scope　of　logical

ploof．　Yet　still，　different　from　St．　Aquinas，　Lewis　sees　it　necessaly　to　prove　lhat　this

supematura1，　etemal　God　is　the　God　of　Christianity．　He　does　not　te皿inate　with　the

claim　that“ε∫hoc　omnes　inte〃igunt　Deum”but　goes　on　to　ref頃ation　of　other

philosophies　and　religions　which　he　thhlks　are　the　livals　of　Christianity：Dualism，

Pantheism，　Life－Force　philosophy　and　oIhel　mono－Theisms．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　As　to　Dualism，　L£wis　uses　the　word‘‘Dualism”to　denote　eithenhe　metaphysical

Dualism　of　Nature　and　the　supematural　God，　or　the　ethical，　or　ethicoleligious　Dua】ism

of　good　and　evi1．

　　　　In　his　algument　from　leason，　Lewis　refutes　the　Dualism　of　Nature　and　the

supernatural　God，　whose　exislence　has　been　infelred　from　human　reason．　The　idea　of

this　Dualism　is　that　though　God　exis霊s，　He　has　not　cleated　Nature；that　God　and　Nature

are　both　self－existent　and　tota1】y　independent　of　each　othe1．　In　this，　Lewis　finds　two

difficulties．　The　f廿st　difficulty　is　that　it　is　impossible　fbl　God　and　Nature書o　coexist

both　as　an　absoh重e，　aH－inclus重ve　existence．‘‘【1］f　they　were　bo重h　in　a　common　space，　or

acommon　time，　or　in　any　kind　of　Common　medium　whatever，　they　would　both　be　parts

of　a　system，　in　facI　of　a‘Nature’”（Miractes，35）．　Secondly，　there　is　what　Lewis　calls

“unsymmetrical　character　of　the　frontier　re］ations”（Mi”acles，35）．　Man’s　system
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works　well　when　physical　emotions　and　sensations　are　obeying　lational　judgmenIs，　and

goes　wrong　when　the　Ieason　submit寧　to　the　emolion．‘‘When　the　physical　state　of　the

brain　dominates　my　thinkhlg，　it　producgs　only　disorder．　BuI　my　brain　does　not

become　any　Iess　a　brain　when　it　is　dominated　by　Reason”（Miracles，35）．　Lewis　says，

‘‘

?窒盾香@observing　what　happens　when　Nature　obeys　it　is　almost　impossible　not　10

conclude　that　it　is　her　very　‘natureプto　be　a　subject”（Miracles，36）．　According　to

Lewis，　the　relation　between　Nature　and　the　supernatural　God　should　be　the　same　as　the

Ielation　between　physical　and　the　rational　elements　in　each　human　mind．　Lewis　says，

‘‘

so　believe　that　Nature　produced　God，　or　even　the　human　mind，　is，　as　we　have　seen，

absurd”（ル伽acles，36）．　And　having　thus　Iejected　Dua】ism　belween　Nature　and　God，

he　holds　it　is　far　more　reasonable　to　believe　that　God　produced　Nature．

　　　　As　for　the　Dualism　of　good　and　evil，　Lewis　again　first　stresses　the　impossibility　of

their　coexisting　side　by　side　both　as　the　abso】ute，　al1－inclusive　reality．

You　cannot　accept　two　conditioned　and　mutually　independent　beings　as　the

se】f－glounded，　self－comprehendilg　Absolute．　On吐he　level　of　picture－thinking

this　difficulty　is　symbolised　by　our　illability　to　think　of　Ormuzd　and　Ahriman

without　smuggling　in　the　idea　of　a　common　space　in　which　they　can　be　together

and　thus　confess血g　that　we　are　not　yet　dealing　with　the　source　of　the　universe　but

only　with　two　members　contained　in　it．（“Evil　and　God，”God，22）

　　　　Secondly，　the　good　and　evil　do　not　stand　equal　also　because　evil　is　judged　to　be

bad　from　the　standpoilt　of　righteousness　and　good．　For　example，　cruehy　is　condemned

because　one　should　be　kind　to　o吐hers，　but‘‘if　a　taste　for　cruelty　and　a　taste　for　kindness

were　equa1］y　ultimate　and　basic，　by　what　common　standard　cou】d　the　one　reprove　the

other？”（‘‘Evil　and　God，”23）This　shows　the　superior三ty　of　the　good　over　evi1．　Thirdly，

Lewis　thinks　that　those　who　do　some　evil　deed　do　no重do　it　just　because　it　is　evi1，　while

those　who　do　good　may　do　it　just　because　it　is　good，　Evil　deeds，　as　weU　as　good　deeds，

come　in　pursuit　of　some　good，　such　as　p】easure，　weahh　and　happiness，　but　they吐um　ou重

Io　be　evil　when　the　pursuit　is　done　by　wrong　means　or　excessively．　Lewis　follows　St．

Augustine　in　regarding　evil　as‘‘privatioわo’li．”11 @Evil　is　nothing　more　than　lack　or

perversion　of　good．　S匙．　August童ne　says，

11
rt　A・g・・ti・・，　City・・fG・d，1・H…yB・賃・n・・n（1972；・pL　P・ng・i・，1984），　P．440．
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【＿］it　is　not　a　falling　away　to　evil　llatures；the　defection　is　eviHn　itself，　as　a

defection　from　h量m　who　suplemely　exlsts　to　something　of　a　lower　degree　of

reality；and　this　is　contrary　to　the　order　of　nature．

　　　Greed，　for　example，　is　not　something　wrong　with　gold；the　fault　is　in　a　man

who　perversely　loves　gold　and　fo1玉ts　sake　abandons　justice，　which　ought　to　be　put

beyond　comparison　above　gold．　Lust　is　not　something　wrong　in　a　beauti釦l　and

a候ractive　body；the　fault　is量n　a　soul　which　perversely　delights　in　sensual　p］easures，

to　the　neglect　of　that　self－control　by．which　we　are　made　fit　for　spiritual　realit量es　far

more　beautifu1，　w三th　a　lovehness　which　cannot　fade［＿］By　the　same　token，

anyone　who　perversely　loves　the　goodness　of　any　nature　whatsoever，　even　if　he

obtains　the　enjoyment　of　it，　becomes　evil　in　the　enjoyment　of　the　good，　and

wretched　in　being　deprived　of　a　higher　good．12

In　this　light，　Lewis　sees　evil　as　something　like　a　parasite　on　the　good．　In　order　to

be　effectively　evil，　a　man　needs　to　exist　il　the　first　place　and　has　to　have㎞telligence

and　strong　wi】1．　However，　existence，　intelligence　and　will　are　in　themselves　good．

Therefore，　even　in　order　to　be　evil，　one　has　to　depend　on　good，　which　shows　the

parasitical　nature　of　evi1（Mere　Christianity，46）．

Here，　incidentally，　Lewis　is　again　in　the　medieval　tradition．　In　addition　to

agleeing　with　St．　Augustine　hl　his　idea　of　evil，　which　is　one　thing，　Lewis　assumes　that

exis重ence，　will，　and　intelligence　are　all　good　in　themselves，　while　many　peop］e　today　see

them　to　be　morally　neutral．　It　is　a　Westem，　and　Christian，　tradition　that　Iegards

existence　as　good．　St．　Anselm，　for　example，　sees　existence　as　a　greatness－making

quality　and　makes　an　ontological　argument　for　the　existence　of　God　by　defining　God　as

“something－than－which－nothing－greater－can－be－thought”：

［＿1whatever　is　understood　is　in　the　mind．　And　surely　that－than－which－a－glea窪er－

cannot　be－thought　cannot　exist　in　the　mind　alone．　For　if三t　exisIs　solely　in　the　mlnd

even，　it　can　be　thoughUo　exist　in　reality　also，　which　is　greateL［＿】therefore　there

is　absolute］y　no　doubt　that　something－than－which－a－greater－cannot－be－thought
exist曲oth　in重he　mind　and　in　reality．13’

＊ ＊ ＊

As　for　Pantheism，　Lewis　says　it・is　unacceptable　because　he　believes　that　a

religion　should　tell　us　what　God　does　toward　man，　and　noI　what　man　says　about　God．

12
b£St　Augustine，　City　of　God，　pp，480－481．

13
rt．．Ansel叫Prosto8ion，　with　English　tr．　and　introd．

Univ．　Press，1965；Notre　Dame，1979），　p．117．

by　M．　J．　Charlesworth（Oxford
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As　we　have　seen，　he　had　an　experience　of　getting　God’s　self」1evela重ion，　in　which　he　felt

that　God　demanded　him　total　surrender．　Frgm　Ihis　personal　experience　of　the　encounter

with　God，　he　insists　that　God　shou】d　be　alive　and　pursues　man　as“the　hunter，　king，

husband”（ル伽acles，98）．　In　Surp’・ised　bッJoy，　he　describes　his　feelings　at　the　moment

of　his　own　conversion：

Amiable　agnostics　will　talk　cheerfUlly　about‘‘man’s　search　for　God．”　To　me，　as

Ithen　was，　they　mighI　as　well　have　talked　about　the　mouse’s　search　fbr　the　cat．

（ノoy，181－182）

God　is　for　him　first　of　aU　the　Lord，　who　is　personal，　rea1，　and　overwhelming．　He

Iejects　aH　the　religions　that　hold　impeπsonal　or　conceptuaHdea　of　a　God，　or　gods．

Pantheism　is　unacceptable　because“【t］he　Pantheist’s　God　does　nothing　and　demands

nothing”（ルti”acles，97）．

　　　　Besides，　it　is　impossible　for　him　to　accept　Pantheism　as　a　sufficient　religion　a】so

because　it　does　not　answer　such　uhimate　metaphysical　questions　as　concerning　the

origin　and　meaning　of　the　universe．　Since　he　believes　in　the　ultima重e　hltelligibility　of

the　universe，　he　is　convinced　that　the　ground　and　meaning　of　the　existence　of　the　world

and　of　human　beings　shou】d　be　a　greatest　concem　of　philosophy　and　re】igion．

Therefore，　Lewis　could　not　possibly　accept　any　phi】osophy　or　religion　unless　it

embodies　or　explicates　the　comprehensive　reality．

　　　　Actually，　Lewis’s　argument　against　Pantheism　may　not　be　accepted　by　everyone

in　this　century．　Many　a　philosopher　no　longer　be】ieves　that　there　is　an　answer　for　the

meaning　of　Ihe　existence　of　the　universe．　As　we　have　seen　in　the　introduction，　David

Hume　in　the　eighteenth　century　already　doubted　it，　and　if　we　do　not　believe　in　the

intelligibility　of　the　universe，　we　would　not　seek　the　ground　of　such　meaning　and

inteUigibility　at　a11．　In　fact，　the　presupposition琶hauhe　world　is　metaphysically

explicable　aheady　involves　a　be】ief　in　rationality　and　logos　of　the　world，　which　easily

leads　to　the　belief　in　Ihe　DesigneL　Therefore，　when　Lewis　has　started　his　inquiry　into

reality　on吐he　assumption　that　the　right　philosophy　should　be　one　that　explains　Ihe

meaning　and　cause　of　the　universe，　he　has　already　chosen　his　course　of　inquiry　and　half

determined　its　resuh：　with　the　premise　that　implies　the　raIional　Designer，　probab】y　he

should　have　sooner　or　fater　come　to　the　conclusion　that　there　is　God　the　Designer．
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＊ ＊ ＊

Lewis　finds　it　also　necessary　to　point　out　the　insufficiency　of　Life－Force

philosophy　or　Creative　Evolutiol1，0r　Emergent　Evolution　as　Bergson　and　George

Bernard　Shaw　hold．　The　idea　of　evolution　is　often　called　Dalwinism，　but　had　been　in

fact　prevalent　slnce　befole　Darwin．　Therefore，　Bemard　Shaw　does　not　refel　to　the

evoMon　theory　as　Darwinism　but　as“Life－Force”philosophy．　What　Shaw　be】leves

in　as　Life－Force　is　a　sort　of　God，　but　different　from　the　traditionally　believed　all－loving

and　omnipotent　God　of　Christianity．　He　cannot　believe　that　a　God　of　Love　who　is　also

omnipotent　should　ever　leave　man　to　suffer　such　pains　as　cancer，　epilepsy　and　waL

His　argument　is　this：

Ibelieve　that　the　universe　is　being　driven　by　a　force　that　we　might　call　the

life－force．　Isee　it　performing　the　miracle　of　cleation，　that　it　has　got　into　the

minds　of　men　as　what　they　caU　their　wil1．　Thus　we　see　people　who　clearly　are

Carrying　Out　a　WilJ　nOt　eXCIUSiVely　their　OWn。

　　　　　To　attempt　to　represenUhis　particular　will　ol　power　as　God－－in　the　former

meanilg　of　the　word－－is　now　entkely　hopeless；nobody　can　believe　that．　In　the

old　days　the　Christian　apo】ogists　got　out　of　the　difficuhy　of　God　as　the　God　of

cancer　and　epilepsy，　and　all　the　wors重powers　that　were　in　one，　by　believing㎞

God　and　the　devi1．【＿】People　always　used　to　assume　that　the　only　way　in　which

the　devil　could　carry　out　his　wil1　was　by　inspi　iing　or　temptilg　people　to　do　what

he　wanted　them　to　do．【＿】Let　me　therefbre　ask　you　to　think　of　God　in　a　somewhat

similar　na加re，　as　someth㎞g　not　possessing　hands　and　brains　such　as　ours，　and

having　therefole重o　use　ours，　as　having　blought　us　into　existence　in　older　to　use　us

【＿】

　　　　　We　are　all　experiments　in　the　d辻ection　of　making　God，　What　God　is　doing

is　making　himself，　ge重ting　from　being　a　mere　poweriess　will　or　fbrce．　This　force

has　implanted　into　our　minds　the　ideal　of　God【＿】we　are　the　inslruments　through

which　that　ideal　is重rying　to　make　itself　a　reality－－we　can　work　towards　that　ideal

un重il　we　get　to　be　supemen，　and　then　supe卜supermen，　and　then　a　world　of
organisms　who　have　achieved　and　realized　God．14

　　　　1£wis　calls　the　popular　be］ief　in“‘Evolution’or‘Development’or‘Emergence’”

（“The　Funeral　of　a　Great　Myth，”α’ゼ∫tian　ReLtlection∫，83）as“Ihe　great　My重h　of　the

nineteenth　and　early　tWentieth　Century”（“Thβ　Funeral　of　a　Great　Myth，”82）．　He　calls

ゆ

1重a“myth”not　in　his　usual　sense　as　God’s　reve］ation　lhrough　man’s　imagination　but　in

14
f…g・B・m・・d　Sh・w，，，Th・R・ユigi・n・f　th・F・t・・e，・　Tl・e　R・ligi・u・　Sp・eche・・f

Berna’・d　Shaw，　ed．　Warren　Sylvester　Smith（Pennsylvania　State　Univ．　Press，1963），　pp．

33－35．
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the　sense　as　a　popular　belief重hat　is　not　really　based　on　the　fact　or　truth．　It　is　also　a

work　of　imagination，　but　only　an　imaginary　product。　Lewis　does　not　think　the

intuitive　power　of　human　imagination　as　infallible．　As　long　as　it　is　human，　not　divine，

it　may　make　mistakes，　and　this“great　Myth”is　a　case　of　its　error．　He　pohlts　out　that

“the　Myth”of　evolution　is　different　from　the　scientific　doctrine　of　Evolution　that　is　held

by　practicing　biologists．　Lewis　shows　that　the　general　belief　in　progress　was　a】ready

seen　even　Iong　befo爬the　publication　of　Charles　Darwin’s　Origin　of　Species（1859），　and

what　the　book　did　was　only　to　confirm　and　give　form　to　it．　As　a　proof，　he　presenls　a

clear　mallifestation　of　this　belief　in　Keats’s‘‘Hyperion”（1819），　published　even　forty

years　befbre　Darwh1’sbook：

As　Heaven　and　Earth　are　fairer，　fairer　far

Than　Chaos　and　blank　Darkness，　though　once　chief；

【．　．　．　．　．　．】

So　on　our　heels　a　fresh　perfection　treads，

A　power　more　strong　in　beauty，　born　of　us，

And　fated　to　excel　us，　as　we　pass

In　glory　that　old　Darkness．

（quot．　in“The　Funeral　of　a　Great　Myth，”Christian　Reflections，84）

　　　　　Lewis　says　that　by　the　time　George　Bemard　Shaw　expressed　his　belief　in　lhe

Life－Force　philosophy　of　Evolutionism，　the“Myth”had　already　been‘‘fully　digesIed

and　already　senile”（“The　Funeral　of　a　Great　Myth，”84）．

　　　　　Lewis　understands　Evolutionism　as　the　belief　that‘‘the　small　variations　by　which

life　on　this　planet‘evolved’from　the　lowest　forms　to　Man　were　not　due　to　chance　but　to

the‘striving’or‘purposiveness’of　a　Life－Force”（Mere　Christianity，33）．　However，　in

science，　Evolution　is　a　theory　about　changes．　And　in　evolution，　he　points　out　quoting　J．

B．S．　Haldane，‘‘【progress】is　the　exception，　and　fol　every　case　of　i重，　there　are　ten　cases

of　degradation”（」．　B．　S．　Haldane，‘Darwinism　Today’quot．　In‘‘The　Funeral　of　a　Great

Myth，”85）．　Lewis　says，“Thus　a　real　scientist　like　Professor　J．　B．　S．　Haldane　is　at

pains　to　point　ollt　that　popular　ideas　of　Evolution】ay　a　wholly　unjustified　emphasis　on

those　changes　which　have爬ndered　creatures（by　human　standards）‘bet重er’or　more

interesting”（“The　Funera1　of　a　Great　Myth，”85）．

　　　　　Lewis　argues　that　though　those　who　believe　in　Life－Force　may　or　may　not

conceive　the　Force　as　something　with　a　mind，　in　either　case　they　are　deceiving

62



Reason

themselves．“‘【A］mind　bringing　1重fe　into　existence　and　leading　it　to　perfection’is　really

aGod，　and　their　view　is吐hus　identical　with　the　Religious”（ルtere　Cliristianity，34），

though　the　believers　of　Evo】utionism　may　think　themselves　as　atheists．　What　they

actually　believe　in　is‘‘a　sort　of　tame　God”who　gives　them　emotional　comfort　to　be】ieve

but　who　does　not　impose　them　any　moral　injunction　as　the　God　of　Christianity　does．　On

the　other　hand，　if　they　believe　in　the　Life－Force　as　something　without　a　mind，‘‘what　is

the　sense　in　saying　that　something　without　a　mind‘strives’or　has‘purposes’？”（Mere

Ch’・istianiリノ，34）

　　　　　Thus　he　holds　that　if　peop】e　ever　beheve　some　cleative　mind，　they　should㎞ow

tha重it　is　in　reality“God”．　To　Life－Force　philosophy　as重o　Pantheism，　Lewis’s

objection　is　that　it　does　not　understand　God’s　vigorous　persona】ity　and　irresistible

influence　and　power　on　man．

【＿】the　Life－Force，　being　on］y　a　bhnd　force，　with　no　morals　and　no　mind，　wiU

never　interfere　wi霊h　you　Iike　that　troub］esome　God　we　leamed　about　when　we

were　chi】dren．【＿】You　can　switch　it　on　when　you　want，　but　it　will　not　bother　you．

All　the　thri11s　of　religion　and　none　of　the　cost．　Is　the　Life－Force　the　greatest

achievement　of　wishful　thinking　the　world　has　yet　seen？（Mere　Christianity，34）

　　　　Lewis　is　aware　that　the　Myth，

of　date　but　not　yet　completely　dead．

or　the　belief　in　general　progress　is　now　getting　out

all　lhe　immediate　plausibility　of　lhe　Myth　has　vanished．　But　l＿】it　will　remail

plausible　to　the　imagination，　and　it　is　imagination　which　makes　the　Myth：it　takes

over　from　rationa】thought　on］y　what　it　finds　convenient．（‘‘The　Funeral　of　a　Great

Myth，”91）

　　　　The　Myth　will　keep　on　influencing　our　imagination，　because，　first　of　all，　the　idea

of　progress　is　psycho］6gically　fiattering．　Secondly，　it　pleases　those　who　want　to　sel］

things．　People　who　beheve　in　progress　tend　to　buy　new　mode韮s　even　before　the　old　ones

are　bloken，　simply　believing　that　the　newef　things　are　be候er．　Fina】ly，　Lewis　says，　lhe

Myth　even　contlibuIes　to　modern　politics．　The　Myth　concentrates　on　plogress　and

ignores　the　possibility　of　degradalion　in　evely　change．　‘‘lf　the　cases　of　degradation

were　kept量n　mind　it　wou】d　be　impossible　not　to　see　that　any　given　change童n　society　is

at　Ieast　as　likely　to　destroy　the】iberties　and　amenities　we　already　have　as　to　add　Ilew
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ones” i“The　Funeral　of　a　GreaI　Myth，”92）．　In　this　comment　on　the　naive　belief　in

“Evolution”，　we　again　hear　his　voice　as　an　O】d　Westem　man．　Lewis　is　conscious　that

the　newer　things　are　not皿ecessarily　better　or　preferab】e，　and　he　himself　often　prefers　the

oldel　thilgs．　Indeed，　it　seems　that　he　not　only　finds　the吐heory　of　CreaIive　Evolution

wrong　but　also　finds　it　unacceptable　temperamentally．15

　　　　　Thus，　after　rejecting　Dualism，　Pantheism，　and　Creative　or　Emelgent　Evolution，

Lewis　concludes　that　only　a　theism　that　holds　one　absolu重e　God　can　be　righI，　though　he

does　not，　at重his　stage，　say　that　Christianity　is　that　single　right　leligion．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　1皿The　Pアoわ’e〃（ザ．Pain，　Lewis　points　out　three　characteristics　common　to　all

developed　religions．　Or，　since　Lewis　does　not　clarify　on　what　standard　a　religion　is　to

be　classified“developed”，　we　may　as　well　say　that　he　points　ouuhree　characteristics

which　he　thinks　all　developed　religions　share．　It　is　not　clear　either　whethe了he　thinks　a

religion　is　deve】oped　because　it　has　these　thlee　charac重eristics　or　whether重hese

characteristics　happen　to　be　common　to　all　developed　religions．

　　　　The　first　charactelistic　is　the　believe1’s　experience　of　what　Rudolf　Ot書o　ca1】s‘‘the

Numinous”．　It　is　an　experience　of　uncallny　awe．　The　numinous　awe　is　something

］ike　uncallny　fear　of　a　ghost，　which　is　different　from　ordinary　fear　in　that　while　the

ordinary　fear　usually　has　a　specific　object　that　appears　dallgelous　or　harmfu1，　the

numinous　awe　does　not．　Lewis　says　of　Ihis　awe　of　the　Numinous：

【E】i1her　it　is　a　mere　twist　in　the　human　mind，　corresponding　to　nothing　objective

［＿】or　else　iI　is　a　direct　experience　of　the　really　supernatura］，　to　which　the　name

Revelation　m五ght　properly　be　given．（Pain，8－9）

　　　　　The　second　is　the　Inorality　that　has　an　absolute　standard　which　is　givenα」priori．

The　third　characteristic　is　the　identぜication　of‘‘the　guardian　of　the　morality”（Pα加，　p，

10）with　the　numinous　power　to　which　men　feel　awe．　This　identぜication　is　not　any

logical　necessity．　Though　it　is　in　a　sense　natural　that　the　giver　of　moranaws　inspires

the　feeling　of　guilt　and　awe　in　human　minds，　the　identifica吐ion　of　the　Numinous　and　the

151・・1・tt・・t・・1・dy　L・wi・w・・t・，“l　w・・】d　like　ev・rythi・g　t・b・imm・m・・i・1－－t・h・v・

the　same　o】d　horizons，　the　same　garden，　the　same　smells　and　sounds，　always　there，

changeless，’（Letters，　p．306）．

64



Reason

righteous　molal　giver　is　not　in　the　least　obvious　when　we　see　that　the　numinous　world

bears　little　resemblance　to　that　which　the　moral　law　demands．　‘‘The　one　seems

wasteful，　ruthless，　and　unjust；the　other　enjoins　upon　us　the　oPPosite　qualities”（Pa・in，

10），　AcIually，　there　have　been　a　lot　of　religious　sects　withoμt　high　morality・as　well　as

ethics　without　religiosity．　This　identification　of　the　Lold　and　the　moral　authority　is　in

asense　pressed　upon　man　by　revelation．　Lewis　says　that　the　Jews　ale　perhaps　the　only

people　that　came　to　believe，　as　a　race，　in　the　Numillous　as‘‘‘the　Iighteous　Lord’who

‘loveth　righteousness’（Ps．xi，8）”（Pain，11）．　Histolically，　it　was　the　divine　revelation

to　Abraham　that　originally　made　the　Jews　believe　in　such　a　Lord，　or　God．

　　　　Lewis　stresses　that　none　of　1hese敦hree　characteristics　are　explicable　by　reason

alone．　Each　of　them　demands　man　to　jump　into　the　field　beyond　experience　and

logical　thhlking，　into　the爬gion　where　things　are　to　be　judged　with　intuition　or

imagination　that　is　apprehensive　of　Ieality．　Yet，　Lewis　holds　that　these　are　all

indispensab】e　to　the　right　leligion．　It　is　importannha吐although　Lewis　is　a　rationalist，

he　also　admits　the】imitation　of　man’s　reason　in　the　field　beyond　our　expeliences　and

Iums　to　the　imagination　as　a　vahd　organ　to　grasp　Reality．

　　　　Now，　besides　these　thlee　characteristics，　Lewis　points　ouUhat　Christianity　has

another　and　unique　characteristic：　namely，　the　historicity　of　Jesus　Christ．　He　finds　that

the　claim　of　Jesus　to　be　the　Son　of　God　must　have　been　very　shocking　among　the　Jews．

1吐would　not　have　been　so　shocking　among　Pantheists　who　beheve　everythhlg　is　a　part

of　God．　However，　sillce　Jesus　comes　from吐he　Jewish　people　for　whom“God”means

the　abso］ute　Creator　who　is　tlanscendent　of　this　world　and量nfhlitely　different　flom　any

human　being，　Jesus　cannot　have　meant　by‘‘God”anything　Iike　Pantheistic　gods．

Therefore，　accolding　to　Lewis，　this　claim　is　so　shocking，　so　paradox童cal　and　even

horrible　that　only　three　views　of　this　man　is　possib互e：　either　he　is‘‘a　lunatic－－on　a　lcve】

with　the　man　who　says　he　is　a　poached　egg，”or“the　Devil　of　He】］，”or　else　he　is　really

the　Son　of　God　and　therefore　all　his　words　and　deeds　should　be　accepted　as　such（Mere

Christianity，52）．　The　apparent　preposterousness　of　Jesus’claim　is　thus　taken　as　a

proof　of　the　truth　of　Christianity．

　　　　　Besides，　Jesus’claim　that　he　has　the　authority重o　forgive　other　peop】e’s　sins，

which　is　a　part　of　the　claim　of　being　the　Son　of　God，　is　also　prepostelous　unless　he　is

rea11y吐he　Son．　Because，　though　a　man　may　Iightly　forgive　those　who　have　done
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offences　against　himself，　it　would　be　wrong　fol　a　man　to　forgive　offences　to　others，　for

ins重ance，　to　forgive　someone　for　treading　on　other　men’s　Ioes　or　stealing　some　other

man’s　money　without　consulting　the　inlured　party．　However，　Jesus　told　people　that

their　sins　were　forgiven，　regardless　of　the　opinion　of　those　who　had　actually　suffeπed

from　those　sins．　Jesus　behaved　as　if　he　was　the　one　who　had　really　been　offended，　and

窒his　would　have　been　nonsensical　and　tremendous　conceit　unless　he　real］y　was　God

whose　laws　a爬broken　and　whose】ove　is　wounded　by　every　sin　committed　by　His

creatures。　On　this　ground，　too，　Lewis　algues　that　either　Jesus　was　the　Son　of　God　as

he　himself　said　ol　else　a】unatic，　or　a　Devil　of　hel1：

Now　it　seems　Io　me　obvious　tha重He　was　neither　a　lunatic　nor　a　fiend：and

consequently，　however　strange　or　terrifying　or　unlikely　it　may　seem，　I　have　to

accept　the　view　that　He　was　and　is　God．　God　has　landed　on　this　enemy－occupied

world　in　human　form．（Mere　Christianity，53）

Though　some　people　see　Jesus　as　nothing　mole　than　one　of　the　greatest　human　moral

teachers，　Lewis　rejects　the　view　completely．16

　　　　Now，　in　addition　to　these　arguments　for　the　existence　of　God　and　fol　the　Sonship

of　Jesus，　Lewis　presents　us　yet　another　Iogic　wiIh　which　he　argues　for　the　doctrine　of

the　Incamation．　It　is　an　analogy　with　music　and　li重erature：just　as　the　main　theme　of　a

symphony　or　th¢ce11重ral　part　of　a　novel　illuminates　alhhe　other　parts　of　the　work，　the

doctrine　of　the　11carnation　should　necessarily　illuminate　Ihe　whole　system　of　nature　if　it

is重rue，　Because，　such　an　event　of　great　importance　as　God’s　lncarnation　cannot　be　but

the　central　theme　of　the　who】e　c爬ation．

The　credibility　will　depend　on　the　extent　to　which　the　doctrine，　if　accepted，　can

illuminate　and　integrate　the　whole　mass．　h　is　much】ess　important　that　the

doctrine　itself　should　be　fully　comprehensible．　We　believe　that　the　sun　is　in　the

sky　at　midday　in　summer　not　because　we　can　clearly　see　the　sun（in　fact，　we

cannot）but　because　we　can　see　everything　else．（Miracles，114）

　　　　　With　this　assumption，　he　finds　that　the　lncarnation　actually　integrates　the　whole

Nature；and　concludes　that　the　doctrine　is　true．　To　i11ustraIe　how　the　doctrine

16Cf．　Lewis・s　critical　commenI　on

our　pp．70－79　below．

‘‘

gistorical　Jesus，”in　Screwtapε，　p．118；and　also
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illuminates　the　whole　of　Nature’s　system，　he　points　out　four　main　characteristics　of

Nature　which　can　be　regarded　to　have　thei1幽archetypes　in　God’s　Incarnation：namely，

“the　composite　nature　of　man，　the　pattern　of　descent　and　re－ascension，　Selectiveness，

・nd・Vicari・usness”（Mirac’…123）・

　　　　The　first　of　them，　the　compos三te　nature　of　man，　is　actually　about　the　frontier

betWeen　Nature　and　Supernature　than　somethhlg　exactly　w量thin　the　boundary　of　Natule．

1甘efers　to　the　rational　activity　in　every　human　being，　which　is　in　a　sense　supernatural

and　yet　united　with　a　part　of　Nature，　i．　e．　with　a　human　body．　Lewis　says　it　must　have

been　just　wha吐hapPened　when　God　became　Man，　that　is，　when　the　Supernatural　Creator

united　Himself　with　a　natura】creature．

　　　　The　pattem　of　descent　and　re－ascent　is　the　paItern　of　death　and　re－birth．　Lewis

illustrates　this　with　vegetables　and　animals，　which　belittle　themselves　once　as　seeds　in　a

death－1ike　condition　so　as　to　re－ascend　as　new　lives　in　a　newer　generation．　This　pa腫ern

of　death　and　re－bi曲is　seen　aU　over　the　world　in　the　myth　of　a‘‘com－king”－Adonis，

Osiris，　etc．　And　it　is　significant　because　Lewis　finds　a　figure　of　Christ　in　the　corn－king．

A】though　there　is　no　com－king　myth　in　the　New　Testament，　he　paradoxically　deems　this

absence　to　be　a　proof　of　the　lncarnation：“Where　the　real　God　is　prese皿t　the　shadows　of

that　God　do　not　appear”（Miracles，120）．

　　　　In　this　pa鍵em　of　descent　and　re－ascension　is　a　key　principle　of‘‘the　powel　of　the

Higher【．．．】to　come　down，　the　power　of　the　greater　to　include　the】ess”（Miracles，115），

which　also　shows　the　propriety　of　the　Incarnation．

We　can　understand　that　if　God　so　descends　into　a　human　spirit，　and　human　spilit

so　descends　into　Nature，　and　our　thoughts　into　our　senses　and　passions，　and　if

adult　minds（but　on】y　the　best　of　them）can　descend　into　sympathy　with　children，

and　men　into　sympathy　with　beasts，　then　everything　hangs　together　and　the　total

reality，　both　Natural　alld「Supernatura1，　in　which　we　are　living　is　more

mu】tifariously　and　subtly　harmonious　than　we　had　suspected．（Miractes，115）

　　　　As　for　Selectiveness，　Lewis　gives　us，　as　its　examples　in　nature，　the　smallness　of

the　portion　that　matter　occupies　in　the　space，　the　fewness　of　1he　planets　that　suppolt

organic　life，　and　in　the　transmission　of　organic　life，　how　few　of　the　countless　number　of

seeds　and　spermatozoa　are　se】ected　for　fertility．　In　Christianity，　Abraham　was　first

chosen　to　follow　God；the　Jewish　peop】e・are“chosen”people；and　Mary　was　selected　to
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be　the　Man’s　mother．

　　　　　Such　selectiveness　has　no伽ng　to　do　with　God’s　favolitism，　especially　in

Christianity．　There　it　is　connected　with　the　fburth　principle　of　Vicariousness．　The

people　who　are　selected　by　God　are　selected　to　bear　burden　for重hose　who　are　no重．

Abraham　was　chosen　so　that“in　his　seed，　all　nation　shall　be　blest．”　The　Jewish　nation

has　thus　been　chosen　for　suffeling，　and　as　Isaiah　sees，　their　sufferings　heal　others．　Mary

had　to　suffer　the　utmost　matemal　anguish，　and　hel　Son，　the　incama吐e　God，　was‘‘a　man

of　sorrows”（lsaiah，53，5）．　Thus，　the　plinciple　of　Vicariousness　that“The　Sinless　Man

suffers　for　the　sinfu1，　and　in重heir　degree，　a1】good　men　fbr　all　bad　men”（Miractes，　p．

122）is　a　deep－rooted　principle　in　Christianity．

　　　　In　the　natulal　world，　this　principle　of　Vicariousness　is　seen　in　in1erdependence　and

mutual　saclifice　of　things　in　the　whole　system　of　Nature．　Lewis　does　not　think　of　the

vicariousness　hl　Nature　as　something　exclusively　related　to　the　vicarious　suffering　for

redeeming　others．　The　cat　living　oll　the　mouse　or　the　bees　and　the　flowers　depending

oll　each　other　are　also　examp］es　to　show　the　vicariousness　in　natule．　‘‘Self－suffTiciency，

1iving　on　olle’s　own　resources　is　a　thing　impossible　in　her【i．e．　Nature’s】realm．

Everythillg　is　indebted　to　evelything　else，　sacrificed　to　everything　e】se，　dependent　o皿

everything　else”（ルfiracles，122）．

　　　　正£wis　adopted　this　idea　of　Vicariousness　from　Charles　Wi11iams，　one　of　his

closest　friends．　Williams　expresses　the　idea　of　what　he　maintains　as　the‘‘doctrine　of

Substituted　Love”：

nhink　when　Christ　or　St．　Paul，　or　whoever　said　bear【＿】he　meant　something

much　more　like　carrying　a　parcel　instead　of　someone　else．　To　bear　a　b町den　is

precisely　to　carry　it　instead　of．　正f　you’re　still　carryhlg　yours，1’m　not　carrying　it

for　you－。however　sympathetic　I　may　be。　And　anyhow　there’s　no　need　Io　introduce

Christ，　unless　you　wish．【＿】Y6u　must　give　your　burden　up　to　someone　else，　and

you　must　carry　someone　else’s　burden．　I　haven’t　made　the　universe　and　it　isn’t　my

fauh．　But　I’m　sure　that　this　is　a　law　of　the　universe，　and　nono　give　up　your　parcel

鐙、器離bel　asn°tt°ca「「yan°the「’s・Y°u’Ufind　iIqu髭eeasyify°ulet

　　　　　In　actual　Iife，　it　is　reported　that　Lewis　truly　believed重hat　he　was　actually　bearing

the　pain　of　his　wife，　Joy，　who　was　suffering　from　bone　cancer．　According　to

17
Char】es　Williams，　Descent　into　Hell（1937；叩t．　Eerdmans，1983），　pp．98－99，
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Humphrey　Carpenter，　Lewis　told　a　friend：

The　intriguing　thing　is　that　while　I（for　no　discoverable　reason）was　losing　the

calcium　from　my　bones，　Joy，　who　needed　it　much　more，　was　gaining　it　in　hers．

One　dreams　of　a　Charles　William．s　substitution！18

　　　　　Lewis　finds　that　all　the　four　principles，　namely，　the　composite　nature　of　man，　Ihe

patteln　of　descent　and　le－ascension，　Sglectiveness，　and　Vicariousness，　are　iUum量nated

by　the　Incarnation．“The　pattem　is　there　in　Natule　because　it　was　first　there　in　God”

（ルtira　cles，116）．

　　　　　This　is　his　case　for吐he　IncarnaIion．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Lewis　and　Liberal　Christianity＞

　　　　　Lew五s　is　keen］y　conscious　that　the　twenlieth　cenIury　is　an　age　of　science．　As　he

is　aware，　not　only　products　of　scientific　techno】ogy　have　changed　our　way　of　life，　but

the　method　of　science　has　changed　our　way　of　thought．　Science　does　not　hold　a

proposition　to　be　true　until　it　has　proved　it　by　some　objective　means，　such　as

experiments　and　statistics，　and　today　this　way　of　suspension　of　belief　affects　even

theo】ogy　and　philosophy．　Lewis　is　anxious　about　what　he　sees　to　be　the　genelaI

contemporary　tendency　to　disparage　all　that　are　scientifically　unprovable　as‘‘merely”

subjective，　or　unrea1．

　　　　　Amovement　in　theology　that　is　infiuenced　by　the　scientific　way　of　thought　is　the

liberal　Christianity　that　originated　in　19th　century　Germany．　Liberal　Chlistians　tend　to

reject　miracles　and　to　regard　God　not、　as　supematural　and　transcendent　of　this　natural

world　but　rather　as　present　within　the　world　so　that　there　is　no　disconthluity　between　the

naturql　and　the　supernatulaL　They　al．so　reject　religious　dogmas　and　rituals　that　are

based　on　authority　alone．　A】1　beliefs　must　be　assessed　by　experience　and　reason．

Even　the　Scriptures　are　not　wholly　and　uncritically　acceptable　as　divine　revelation．

Because　the　Bible　was　written　by　wi重ers　limited　by　their　historical　background，　it

cannot　be　an　infallible　record　of　divine　revelation．　Besldes，重hey　insisuhat　because　the

world　has　changed　since　the　time　Christianity　was　founded，　biblical　terminology　and

creeds　have　become　incomprehensible　to　the　ordinary　people　today，　so　that　it　is　now

’aH。mph，ey　C、，p，n・，、，窃，励ゐ9・（U・wi・，1978；P・p・・back・・98・），　P．246．
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necessary　to　reinterpret　the　Bible．

　　　　hthis　section　we　shall　survey　this　movement　of　liberal　Christianity　and　then

study　Lewis’s　criticism　against　it．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　In　1835，　D．　F．　Strauss　publishedヱ7ie」Life（ゾCh’ゼ∫∫，　a　biography　of　Jesus　as　a

human　personage．　It　was　probably　the　first　of　a　series　of　biographical　at吐empIs　to

follow　the　Iife　of　historical　Jesus，　made　by　such　his重orians　as　Emest　Renan　and　Adolf

Hamack．

　　　　　In　1901　Adolf　Harnack，　a　German　theologian　and　church　historian，　published　Das

〃セ∫εηdes　Christentums（〃乃at、rs　ChriStianity），　which　became　a　best－seller．　In　this

widely　lead　book，　he　presents　Jesus　as　an　example　of　higher　righteousness　govemed　by

the　law　of】ove　that　exists　hldependellt　of　religious　worship．　He　presupposes　as　if

axiomatically　Ihat　Ihere　cannot　be　miracles　that　break　the　law　of　Nature．19　1n　this，　he　is

anaturaHst　who　denies　the　possibility　of　God’s　working　on　Nature　from　outside　of　it　or

from　above．　However，　he　does　not　deny　the　existence　of　the　supematural　God

ahogether．　While　denying　the　possibility　of　miracles，　he　sti11　says　it　is　possib】e　that

Nature　as　a　whole　serves　a　higher　end．20　Besides，　he　is　conscious　that　we　do　not　yet

㎞ow　a1］the　powels　wolking　in　the　natural　cause　and　effect　system．　His　denial　of

milacles　as　violations　of　the　Iaws　of　Nature　is重hus　weakened　by　his　modesty　about

maガs　knowledge　of　the　laws　of　Nature　themselves．

　　　　　Forty　years　after　Harnack’s〃hat　is　Christianity，　a　German　theo】ogian　Rudolf

Buhmann　positively　rejects　the　mirac】es　and　mytholo9量cal　elements　in　the　New

Testament　On　Apr皿21，1941，　he　delivered　a　lecture　which　was　to　be　published　later

as“New　Testament　and　Mythology，”where　he　says：

We　cannot　use　electric　light　and【＿1　at　the　same　time　believe　in　the　spirit　and

wonder　world　of　New　Testament．21

’9　Ad・lf・H・mack，　D・・暁・・〃4・・ご轍伽・・，1950，　t・i・t・J・p・ne・e　by　Sy・9・

Yamatani（山谷省吾）as　Uaat　is　Christianity（『キリスト教の本質』）（Tamagawa　Univ，

Press，1977），　p．39．
20
　　Harnack，　p．40．
21
　　Rudolf　Bultmann，“New　Testament　and　Mythology，”New　Testament　and　Mythologソ

and　Other」Bα∫∫c泌f’〃ε8∫，　ed．　and　tr．　Schbert　M．　Ogden（Fortress　Press，1984），　p．4．

【Here，　however，　we　may　as　well　notice　that　Bu］tmann　does　not　deny　the　transcendence
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Here　is　seen　a　manifest　belief　that　scienρe　refutes　miracles　just　by　showing　them　to　be

‘‘浮獅唐モ奄?獅狽奄?奄メh，

　　　　Ag・inst・u・h・th・・1・gical　m…mg・t　t・・eg・・d　mi・ac1・・a・i…edibl・i・the　ag・

of　science，　Lewis　positively　be】ieves　the　milacles　in　Scriptules　to　be　true．　Inハfiracles，

Lewis　defines“Miracle”as“an　interference　with　Nature　by　supernatural　power，”as　he

thinks　the　word　would　mean　to“the　common　reader”（Miracles，9and　in童ts　note）．　if

materialism　or　naturalism　is　true，　and　nothing　exists　outside　the　inter］ocking　cause　and

effect　system　of　Nature，　we　cannot　believe　in　any　mirac】es．　However，　as　we　have　seen，

in　an　argument　for　the　existence　of　the　supelnatural，　Lewis　denies　such　matelialism，

pπesenting　us　human　reason　as　a　counterproof．　Since　Lewis　believes　in　the　existence

of　God　who　is　the　absolu重e“Supematural　Reality”，　he　fhlds　it　quite　possib】e　lhaI　God

works　milacles．　hl　his　opinion，　those　who　deny　miracles　on　the　ground　that　such

phenomena　should　be‘‘unscientific”ale　off　the　mark：

Experiment　finds　out　what　regularly　happens　in　Nature：the　norm　or　rule　lo　which

she　works．　Those　who　believe　in　miracles　are　not　denying　that　thele　is　such　a

norm　or　rule：they　are　only　saying　that　it　can　be　suspended．　A　miracle　is　by

of　God．　Rather，　he　believes　in　God　who　is　beyond　all　sorts　of　human　language．　Where

Lewis　tums　to　imagination　to　see　some　truth　in　imaginative　mythological　pictures，

Bultmann　even　sees　God’s　absolute　invisibility　not　only　to　the　human　reason　but　also　to

the　imagination：

If　we　speak　of　God　as　acting　in　genera1，　transcendence　would　indeed　be　a　purely

negative　conception，　since　every　positive　description　of　transcendence　transposes　it

into　this　world．　It　is　wrong　to　speak　of　God　as　ac重ing　in　genelal　statements，　in　terms

of　the　formal　analysis　of　man’s　existence．（Bultmann，　Jesus　Christ　and　Mytho’ogy

（CharlCs　Scribnefs　Sons，1958），　P．66）

He　also　says，

Christian　preaching，　in　so　far　as　it．is　preaching　of　the　Wold　of　God　by　God’s

command　and　in　His　name，　does　nbt　offer　a　doctrine　which　can　be　accepted　either

by　reason　or　by　a　5αcア扉c加〃1　inte〃ectus．　Christian　preaching　is　keryg〃la，　that　is，　a

proclama重ion　addressed　not　to　the　theoretical　reason，　buUo　1he　hearer　as　a　self．

（Bultmanng　Jesus　Christ　andルlythology，　p．36）

Thus，　he　is　now　regarded　not　as　a　libcra】Christian　but　a　Christian　existentia】ist　that

affirms　God’s　transcendence　but　doubts　man’s　capacity　to　know　God　directly．
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definition　an　exception．　How　can　the　discovery　of　the　rule　teU　you　whether，

granted　a　sufficient　cause，　the　rule　can　be　suspended？（Miracles，50）

　　　　　Lewis　reminds　us　that　in　order　to　say　that　miracles　never　occur，　we　have　f孟rsuo

assume　absolute　uniformity　of　Natule。　This　assumption　in　fact　implies吐he　behef　that

there　is　some　design　covering　the　whole　system　of　the　universe，　which　in　fact　assumes

the　existence　of　God　the　Legislator，　though　most　people　are　not　conscious　of　it．

If　Naturalism　is　true　we　have　no　reason　to　trust　our　conviction　that　nature　is

uniform．　It　can　be　trusted　only　if　quite　a　different　Metaphysic　is　true．　If　the

deepest　thing　in　reality，　the　Fact　which　is　the　soulce　of　all　other　facthood【＿1　if　it

is　a　Rational　Spirit　and　we　derive　our　ra重ional　spirituality　from　It－－then　indeed　our

convic重ion　can　be　trusted．【＿】Men　became　scientific　because　they　expected　Law

in　Nature，　and　they　expec吐ed　Law　in　Nature　because　they　believed　in　a　Legislator．

In　most　modern　scientists　this　belief　has　died．（Miracles，109－110）

　　　　　Lewis　admits　that　the　belief　hl　miracles　is　not　a　corollary　of　the　belief　in　the

supernatural　God．　He　says，“That　is重he　bargain”（ル伽actes，110）．　However，　he　finds

it　necessary　to　choose　betWeen　naturalism　and　Chris重ianity，　and　in　the　alternative，　takes

Christianity　to　be　more　probab］e．　While　naturalism　gives　us　no　ground　to　believe　in

the　absolute　uniformity　of　the　natural　phenomena，　Christianity　gives　us　a　ground　to

believe　in　almost　absolute　uniformity，　while　leaving　the　probabi】ity　of　miracles．　The

vely　Christianity　that　shows　us　God　the　Creator　and　Legis】ator　of　the　world　says

miracles　have　occurred，　and　Lewis　finds　it　reasonab】e　to　accept　that　doctrine．　As　to

the　Miracle　of　the　lncarnation，　he　not　only　be】ieves　i重but，　as　we　have　seen，　sees　it　as　the

central　event　or　main　theme　of　history．　He　says，‘‘lhe　more　we　understand　wハat　God　il

is　who　is　said　to　be　present　and　the　purpose　for　which　He　is　said　to　have　appeared，　the

more　credible　the　miracles　become．【＿】The　mind　which　asks　for　a　non－miraculous

Christianity　is　a　mind　in　process　of　relapsing　from　Christianity　in重o　mere‘religion’”

（Mira　cles，　p。137）．

　　　　　First　of　a11，　Lewis　is　against　such　ah　attempt　at　seeing　Jesus　exclusively　as　a

natural　historical　personage．　In　Tlie　5α・ewtape　Letters　his　devil　Screwtape　says，‘‘ln

the　Iast　generation　we　promoted　the　construction　of　such　a‘historica】Jesus’on　liberal

and　humanitarian　1iles；we　are　now　putting　forward　a　new‘historical　Jesus’on　Marxian，

catastrophic，　and　revolutionary】ines”（117）．　Lewis　holds　that　the　documents　aboul
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Jesus　are　so　limited　that　any　attempt　at　writing　a　biography　of　historical　Jesus　cannot　be

flee　from　s．upPressions，　exaggerations　and　unreliable　guessings（Screwtape，117）．

Besides，　such　an　attempt，　which　presents　Him　as　a‘‘9πeat　man”，　is　to“distract　men’s

minds　from　Who　He　is，　and　what　He　did”and“make　Him　solely　a　teacher”（118）．

Lewis’s　point　against　the‘‘historical　Jesus”movement　is　then，　that　we　should　a］ways

remembel　that　Jesus　has　supematural　divinity　while　being　a　Man，　because　he　is　the

second　person　of　the　Tri皿ity．

　　　　　Lewis　accepts　myth　as　divine　revelation．　He　also　accepts　dogmas　and　Iitua】s　as

essential　parts　of　Christianity．　Yet　before　seeing　Lewis’s　views　on　religious　myth，

dogmas　and　rituals，　we　shall　see　how　other　leading　philosophers　of　the　twentieth

century　saw　them．

　　　　　Jung　is　well－known　as　one　who　makes　much　of　myth　and　archetypes．　il

Ps：ソchologie　und　Religion，　Jung　finds　the　origin　and　essence　of　religion　in　Ihe

experience　of　the　Numinous．　He　then　sees　truths　in　dogmas　and　mythica】rituals　that

can　expless　even　more　comprehensive　reality　than　theological　theories．

［D］ogma　expresses　the　psyche　more　completely　than　a　scientific　theory，　fol　the

latter　gives　explession　to　and　formulates　the　conscious　mind　alone。　Furthermore，

a　theory　can　do　nothing　except　formulate　a　living　thing　in　abstract　terms．　Dogma，

　　　　　　　　　　　　，aptly　expresses　the　Iiving　process　of　the　unconscious　in　the　formon　the　contrary
of　the　drama　of　repentance，　sacrifice，　and　redemption．22

Jung　is　here　conscious　that　human　reason　alone　is　not　capable　enough　of　grasping

comprehensive　reality．

　　　　　Bultmann　says　in　New　Testame’it　and　Mythology，

For　the　history－of－religions　school，【＿］the　essentianhhlg　in重he　New　Testament　is

not　its　religious　and　moral　ideas　but　rather　its　religion　or　piety，　in　relation　Io　which

everything　dogmatic，　and　hence　also　a110bjectifying　mythological　replesentations
are　secondary　and　indifferent．23

What　he　thinks　essential　is　re］igious　life，　i．e．，“to　be　one　with　Christ，　in　whom

22
b．　G．　Jung　C・llect・d・W・・k・，　V・L　XI，　P鋤・’・gy　and　Religion，2・d・d．，・d・．　H．

Read，　M．　Fordham，　G．　Adler，　W．　McGuire，　tr。　R．　E　C．　Hul1（Princeton　Univ．　Press，

1969），p．46．
23
　　Bultmann，　p．13．
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God　has　taken　symbolic　form．”24 @He　says，　as　an　existentialist　Christian，‘‘Basically，

the　mytho】ogigal　talk　seeks　to　do　notlzing　o〃ler　than　to　eXpre∬the　significance　of　the

historical　event”（my　ita］ics）．25　1n　his　opinion，　the　New　Testament　has　a　mythological

framework　only　because　it　was　wri賃en　in　an　4ge　when　the　generally　accepted．world

picture　was　mythologicaL　Therefore，　he　holds，

Insofaπas　h　is　mythological　talk　it　is　incredible　to　men　and　women　today　because

for　them　the　mythical　world　picture　is　a　thing　of　the　past．　Th釘efole，

contemporary　Christian　proclamation【＿】has　to　face　the　queslion　whether　the

New　Testament　proclamation　has　a　tmth　tha1　is　independent　of　the　mythical

wolld　picture，孟n　which　case　it　would　be　the　task　of　theo］ogy　to　demythologize　the

Christian　ploclamation．26

　　　　　It　is重o　be　pohlted　ouuhat　while　denyhlg　mimcles　and　mythology　of監he　New

Testament，　Buhmann　still　believes　in　the　Incamation　as　God’s　eschato】ogical　ac吐，

though　it　is　paradoxica】to　him．　Finding　it　impossible　to　prove　the　historicity　of　Jesus

to　be　eschatological，　he　coinmits　himself　to　say，

The　transcendence　of　God　is　not　made　immanent　as　it　is　in　myth；rather，　the

麗纏、豊§・9「esence°f　the　t’anscendent　G°d　in　hist°「y　is　aff’「med：“the　w°「d

In　this，　we　see　Bultmann’s　voluntary　will　to　believe　against　the　difficulty　in　believing

in　Ieligious　dogmas　in　the　age　of　science．　In‘‘Theology　as　Science，”（1941）he　says，

【1】nthe　course　of　the　nineteenth　century　and　by　the　beginn㎞g　of　the　twentieth，

theology　became　essentially　the　science　of　religion．【＿］This　kind　of　lheology

speaks　of　faith　on　the　presupPosition　that　the　object　of　faith　is　inaccessible　to

scientific　research，　Thus，　it　speaks　of　be】ieving，　not　of　what　is　believed　in．【＿］

Fol　orthodoxy　the　fides　gμoθ　αθ4伽ア　【i．e．，what　is　believed　in】is　right

teaching，【＿］lf　the　fides　qua　creditur　（i．e．，　believing］is　viewed　as　assent吐o　a　fides

g照εcredituろitse】f　understood　as　a　sum　of　docIrines　that　one　is　supposed重o

believe【＿】which　one　could　hold重o　be　tme　only　by　a　parIial　if　not　total

sacrヴi’ciu〃inte〃εc如∫，　then　the　fides　g照creditur　has　become　a　human　work［＿】

one　cannot　believe　in　a　doctrine　but　can　only　hold　it　lo　be　‘‘credible”　or

24
auhmann，　p，13．

25
auhmann，　p．35．
26
aultmann，“New　Testament　and　Mythology，”pp．2－3．
27
aultmann，“New　TestamenI　and　Mythology，”p，42．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　28‘‘奄獅モ窒?р奄b撃?C”right　or　wrong．

　　　　After　Bultmann，　Roland　Barthes　and　Northrop　Frye　see　myth　to　be　a　tool　to　stir

and　enchant　the　public　imagination　to　make　certain　social　ideologies　social】y　accepted．

Frye　writes：

【T】he　storles　thaUell　a　society　what　is　impol重ant　for　iUo　know，　whether　about　its

gods，　its　history，　its　laws，　or　its　class　struc重ure．　These　sIories　may　be　called

myths．【＿】They　thus　become“sacred”as　distinct　from　“profane”stories，　and

form　palt　of　what　the　Biblical　tradition　calls　revelation↓．．］aunified　mytho】ogy　is

apowelful　instrument　of　social　authority　and　coercion，　and　it　is　accordingly　used

as　such．　About　two　generations　ago　there　was　a　fashion　for　crying　up　the　Middle

Ages　as　a　golden　era　in　which　all　aspects　of　human　Iife　were　united　in　a　common

body　of　beliefs　and　values．　The　intellectual　unity　of　thaUime，　however，　was

largely　a　rationalizing　of　its　centlalized　authority．　Marxism　makes　a　similar

l臨綴i。lsm繍1塾篇器s3｛、、藷溜1，濫1・血cludes　an

　　　In　Ren6　Girald，　a　French　anthlopologist，　we　find　total　denial　of　supernatural

eschato】ogical　e】ements　in　religion　and　mythologies．　In加violence　et’ε∫αα6

（1972）3°，i・L・わ・…履…か・（1982）31，・・d・in・L・・r・ut・・吻・・d・s・h・mm・・P・肥・

（1985）32，he　maintains　that　any　religious　ritual　ol　myth　has　its　origin　hl　an　actual

historical　event　in　which　some　innocent　man　has　been　killed　as　a　scapegoat　in　a　sociaI

crisis，　especially　when　potential　energy　of　social　violence　has　been　heightened．　This

scapegoat　is　accused　of　being　responsible　for　the　crisis，　directed　the　whole　society’s

hatred　and　killed，　but　by　bei皿g　so　killed　assuages　the　enelgy　of　social　vio】ence　and，

consequently，　serves　for　keeping　social　stability；and　flom　this，　the　apotheosis　occures．

　　　　　In　E∬ays　on〃∫ε，’ature，ルti〃lesis，　and／lnthropology，　Girar“expresses　his　belief

that　the　contemporaly　scientific　hypotheses　about　myth　and　rituals　illuminate　them

better重han　the　past　theologica1，　philosophica】，　or　even　anthropological　interPretations：

28Bultmann，‘‘Theology　as　Science，”New　Testamen　t，　pp．51－52．

2g　N・・th・・p　F・y・，　The　Great　C・de（1982；A・k・P・p・・back・，1983），　P．33＆P．51．

30 firard，　Ren6，　La　violence　et　le　Sacre（1972），　Japanese　tr．（「『暴力と聖なるもの』」）by

Sachio　Yoshida（吉田幸男），（Housei　Univ．　Press（法政大学出版局），1982）．
31
firard，　Ren6，　Le　bouc　emiSsaire（1982），　Japanese　tr．（「『身代りの山羊』」）by　Toshikazu　Oda

（織田年和）＆Shigeki　Tominaga（富永茂樹），（Housei　Univ．　Press（法政大学出版局），1985）．
32
firard，　Ren6，　La　route　antigue　des　ho’n〃les　pervers（1985），　Japanese　tr．（「『邪な人々

の昔の道』」）by　Takeo　Koike（小池健男），（Housei　Univ．　Press（法政大学出版局），1989）・
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Itake　the　death　of　philosophy　seriously，　I　repeat，　but　to　me　this　death　can　only

mean　once　more　what　it　has　already　meant　in　the　other　areas　from　which

phllosophy　and　the　philosophlcally　inspired　dogmatic　me重hodologies　have　been

successfully　dislodged：重he　crossing　of　scientific　threshold．　guestions　these

meth・d・1・gies　cann・t　succeSSLtiilly　answe”wi〃わθanswered　in　a　scientific

fi・ameworた．［＿］　Judging　from　past　history　it　can　already　be　seen重hat　the　old　effor吐

to　turn疏8　study（ゾlna〃〃πo　o　science　is　far　from　dead　and　uhimately童t　wi〃

triumph．（my　italics）33

hthis　statement，　we　see　his　belief　in　scientific　method　tha重does　not　demand　us

“sacrificium　inte〃ectus．”His　reject量on　of　eschatologica1，0Hevelational　elements　in

mythological　dogmas　comes　from　the　assumption　that　whatever　is　true　must　be

Iationally　explicable　and　that　religious　dogmas　cannot　endure　ra吐ional　cliticism　but　can

be　held　only　by　suplessing　intellectual　judgement．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Against　this　tendency　of　the　contemporary　age　not　to　see　myth　and　dogmas　as

rationally　acceptable　truth，　Lewis　not　only　believes　in　eschatological　divine　elements　in

the　Christian　myth　and　dogmas　but　also　thinks　them　compatible　with　reason．　Reason

is　the　faculty　of　logical　thinking　that　infers　truth　from　given　data．　The　data，　however，

need　not　necessarily　be　scientific・　They　can　be　given　either　by　experience　or　by

authority，　and　can　be　metaphyslcal　or　theo】ogical．　Lewis　is　conscious　that　science　by

nature　has　to　neglect　the　re］igious　or　the　supernatural　since　it　exclusively　deals　with

empirical　natural　facts．　He　says　that　during　the　time　when　science　was　born　and　made

progress“men　of　science　were　coming　to　be　metaphysicaliy　and　theologically

uneducated”（ルfiracles，46）．

　　　　　What　he　thinks　can　make　up　for　the　deficiency　of　science　by　supplying　people

with　metaphysical　or　theological㎞owledge　are　myths　and　authorized　dogmas　in

church．

AH　over　the　wor】d，　until　quite　modem　times，　the　direct　insight　of　mystics　and　the

reasonings　of　the　philosophers　percolated　to　the　mass　of　the　people　by　authority

and　tradition．　They　could　be　received　by　Ihose　who　were　no　great　reasoners

themselves　in　the　concrete　form　of　myth　and　ritual　and　the　whole　pattern　of

33
q・n6　Gi・a・d，“T・d・ub1・b・・iness　b・u・d，・E∬ays・n　Literat。，e，

Anthroρology（The　Johns　Hopkins　Univ．　Press，1978），　pp．216－217．

Mimesis，　and
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1ife．【＿l　A　society　where重he　simple　many　obey亡he　few　seers　can　live：Asociety

where　all　were　seers　could　live　more　fully．　But　a　society　whele｛he　mass　is　stil｝

simple　and　the　seers　are　no　longer　attended　to　can　achieve［＿】hl　the　end

extinction．（ルfiracles，46－47）

Myth　is　God’s　reveltition　to　man　and　it　is　no　less　true　j’ust　because　it　cannot　be　logica】ly

explained　away．　As　Lewis　says，“knowledge　by　revelation　is　more　like　empirical　than

rational　knowledge”（God，　277）．

Lewis　is　openly　against　such　a　liberalistic　view　of　dogmas　and　mythology　to　see

them　as　something　unessential　or　even　unnecessary　to　Christianity．　For　instance，　when

he　heard　a　lecture　delivered　by　Professor　Price　at　the　Oxford　Socratic　Club，　a　debate

c｝ub　be吐ween　Christians　and　atheists　at　the　Oxfold　University，　suggesting‘‘that　in　most

actual　religions　the　essence　is　found　in　connection　with‘accretions　of　dogma　and

mythology’which　have　been　rendered　incredible　by　the　progress　of　science；【＿］that　it

would　be　desirab】e，ぜit　wele　possible，重o　re重ain　the　essellce　puτged　of　the　accretions，”34

34
g．　H．　Price，“The　Grounds　of　Modern　Agnosticism，”Phoenix　euarterly，　vol，1，　No。1

（Autumn，1946），　p．25，　quo重ed　in　Lewis，　God　in　the　Dock，　p．129．

　　　　Dr，　Price　does　not　say　that　sciellce　and　religion　are　inconsistent．　Rather，　he　admits

that“Theism　as　such，　it　is　suggested，　is　in　no　way　inconsistent　with　science．　Indeed，　if

anything，　Science　supports　it，　by　giving　us　a　fuller　insight　into　the　wisdom　and　power　of

重he　Cleatol．”（1乃θSoeratic　D’8θ5∫，　voL　3．　p．10）He　says　tha重‘‘Oul　Iesons【sic】for

be】ieving　in　His　existence　must　be　non－scientific，　from　the　nature　of　the　case．　But　they

are　not　on　that　account　un　scientific．【＿1　scientific　method　can　never　es重ablish　the

existence　of　such　a　Being，　but　equa］1y　can　never　disprove　it．　Thus　scientific　method　as

such　is　perfectly　compatible　with　theism”（ob．　ci～．　p．13）．　lt　is　true　that　Dr．　Price　algues

吐hat　some　people　wi11‘‘distinguish　between　the　essence　of　Religion，　and　the　accretions

which　have　gathered　around　i重in　the　coulse　of　ages：accretions　of　custom，愈ladition，

mythology　and　theological　drama．　The　essence　is　belief　in　God　and　immortality”（p．9）

and　i重seems　that　Dr．　Price　is　favourable癒o　Iha¢opinion．　Thoロgh　Lewis　says重hat

“Professor　Price　maintahls．the　fbllowing　positions（1）That　the　essence　of　religion　is

belief　in　God　and　immortality；（2）that　in　most　actual　religions　the　essence　is　found　in

connection　with’accretions　of　dogma　and　mythology，　which　have　been　rendered

incredible　by重he　progress　of　science（3）that　i重would　be　very　desirable，　if　il　were

possib］e，　lo　retain　the　essence　purged　of　the　accretions；but（4）that　science　has　rendered

the　essence　almost　as　hard　to　believe　as　the　accretions”（God，　p．129），　it　is　wrong　of　him

lo　summarize　Dr．　Price，s　position　thus．　Here　we　see　what　Beversluis　has　pointed　out　to

be　Lewis’s　aggressive‘‘telldency　to　rush　into　ba縫1e，　misrepresenUhe　opposition，　and

then　demolish　it。　The　demo］ition　is　often　swift　and重he　victory　decisive，　but　the　view

refu敦ed　is　seldom　a　position　anyone　aclually　holds”（Bevelsluis，　p．41）．　Lewis　is　so

much　conscious　of　the　modern重endency　of　what　he　sees　as　scientism　that　Iegards

mlracles　and　mythological　world　pictures　as　unscientific　superstition　that　he　must　have
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Lewis　argues　that　it　would　be　impossible　to　believe　in　God　without　any　dogma　and

really　act　on　that　belief．

As　soon　as　you　do　anything　you　have　assumed　one　of　the　dogmas．【＿］The　god　of

whom　no　dogmas　are　believed　is　a　mere　shadow．　He　will　not　produce　that　fear

of　the　Lord　in　which　wisdom　begins，　and，　therefore，　will　not　produce　that　Iove　in

which　it　is　consummated．（God，141－143）

　　　　　Conscious　of　man’s　creaturely　relation　to　God重he　Crea匙or　as　we11　as　of　human

limitation　in　insight，　Lewls　thinks　it“almosI　axiomatic”that　if　God　can　be　known，“the

initiative　Iles　whoUy　on　His　s量de．【＿1　it　will　be　by　se】f－revelation　on　His　pa1重，　not　by

speculation　on　ours”（God，144）．　When　God　revea】s　Himself　in　revelation，　we　have豊o

take　it　as　a　whole，　without　inteUectuaUy　analysing　it

　　　In　Letters　toルfalcolm，　discussing　exegetics，　he　says　that　though　the　biblical　images

are　not　to　be　taken　litelally，　when　the　purport　of　the　images　seems　to　conflict　with　the

theological　abstractions，　we　should　trusuhe　pulport　of　Ihe　images：

For　our　abstract　thinking　is　itself　a　tissue　of　analogies：acontinual　modeling　of

sp廿itual　reality　in　Iegal　ol　chemical　or　mechanical　telms．　Are　these　like】y　to　be

mole　adequate　than　the　sensuous，　organic，　and　personal　images　of　Scripture－－light

and　da1㎞ess，　river　and　weU，　seed　and　harvest，　mastel　and　servant，　hen　and

chickens，　father　and　child？The　footprints　of　the　Divine　are　more　visib】e　in　that

Iich　soil　than　acπoss　rocks　or　slag－heaps．　Hence　what　they　now　ca11
‘‘

р?高凾狽?潤fogising　　Christianity　can　easily　be　　‘‘アε一〃zytho’ogising　”　it－－and

substituting　a　poorer　mytholo8yプbr　a　richer．（my　italics）（ルlalcolm，52）

　　　　　Thus，　Lewis　openly　criticizes　Bultmann’s　proposal　to　de－mythologize　Christianity．

His　point　is　that　true　religion　must　not　be　too　rationally　simp】istic　but　both‘‘thick”and

‘‘ モ撃?≠秩C，：

By　Thick　I　mean　those　which　have　olgies　and　ecstasies　and　mysteries　and　local

attachments：Africa　is　full　of　Thick　religions．　By　Clear　I　mean　those　which　are

philosophica1，　ethical　and　universalising：Stoicism，　Buddhism，　and　Ethical　Church

are　C】eal　religion．　Now　if重here　is　a　lrue　religion　it　mus重be　both　Thick　and

Clear：for　the　true　God　must　have　made　both　the　child　and　lhe　man，　bo重h　the

savage　and　the　citizen，　both　the　head　and　the　belly。【＿】Christianity　really　breaks

down　the　middle　waU　of　the　partit童on．【．．。】The　savage　convert　has　to　be　C】ear：I

have　to　be　Thick．　That　is　how　one　knows　one　has　come　to　the　real　religion．

rash］y　mistaken　Dr．　Price’s　position　for　one　of　that　scientism．
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（（］od，102－103）

The　liberal　Christians　neglect　the　thick　side　of　the　true　leligion．　Yet，　God’s　mystery

should　be　accepted　as　mystery．35 @Christianity　is　not　always　clear　nol　is　meant　to　be．

Against　liberal　Chllstians　he　hlsists，“We，　therefore，100k’ ?盾秩@Hlm　where　it　is　claimed

that　He　has　revealed　Himself　by　miracle，　by　inspired　teachers，　by　enjoined　ritual”（God，

27）．

＊ ＊ ＊

　　　　Lewis　calls　himself“a　rationalist．”He　never　believes　il　God　against　his　reason．

On　the　contrary，　he　rationally　accepts　Christianity　and　argues　for　the　existence　of　God

more　Iogically　and　rationally重han　many　of　the　Christian　apologists　in　this　century．

However，　he　is　also　conscious　of　the　limitation　of　reason　and　admits　the　lole　of

mythological　imagination　and　the　impoltance　of　submiss量ve　acceptance　of　autholity　in

the］ife　of　faith．　In　the　general　atmosphere　of　scientism，　Lewis　thus　wams　against

neglect　of　the　supernatural　reality　of　God．

35
shough　Lewis　criticizes　the‘‘de－mythologizing”movement　thus，　Bultmann　himself

admits　God’s　mystery　and　believes　hl　the　transcendental　God，　as　we　have　seen　above　in

this　section．　Buhmann　actually　holds吐hat　the　ex三stence　of　God三s　to　be　accepted

rationally　on　the　following　reason：

Myths　give　worldly　objectiYity　to　that　which　is　unworldly・［…1　All　this　holds　true

also　of　the　mythological　conceptions　found　in　the　Bible．　According　to

mytho］ogicanhinking，　God　has　his　domicile　hl　heaven．【＿】　In　a　crude　manner　it

expresses　the　idea　that　God　is　beyond　the　wolld，　that　He　is　transcendent．【＿】When

mythological　thinking　forms　the　conception　of　he］1，　it　expresses　the　idea　of　the

transcendence　of　evil　as　the重remendous　power　which　again　and　again　afflicts

mankind．　The　localion　of　hell　and　of　men　whom　hel1　has　seized　is　be】ow　the　ealth

in　dar㎞ess，　because　darkness　is　tremendous　and　lerrible　to　men．（Rudolf

Buhmann，　Jesus　Christ　and　Mythology（Charles　Scribner’s　Sons，1958），　pp．

19－20）
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Chapter　3

Morality

＜Argument　from　Morality＞

　　　　　In　the　previous　chaptels，　we　have　seen　Lewis’s　arguments　for　Christianity

from　imagination　and　from　reason．　The　third　of　his　main　arguments　for

Christianity　is　based　on　morality．

　　　　　Lewis’s　argument　from　molality　takes　the　form　of　inference　of　the　absolute

Moral　Giver　from　moral　conscience　in　individual　human　beings．　This　argument

most　clearly　shows　us　Lewis　as　Ihe　objectivist　against　the　tWentieth　cenlury

relativism。　This　is　no重on］y　an　argument　for　Chlistianity　but　for　the　objective

reality　of　the　moral　law　as　well．　He　is　conscious　that　in　this　century，　not

everyone　regalds　the　moraHaw　as　the　objective　and　absolute　Iaw　of　right　and

wrong．　Therefore，　in　Mei・e　Christianity，　he　starts　his　argument　by　pointing　out

its　objectivity．

　　　　　As　the　first　step，　he　calls　the　reader’s　attention　to　the　fact　that　no　sensible

man　finds　fault　with　another　person’s　conduct　jus重because　it　hapPens　to　be

inconvenient　to　him．　When　a　person　blames　anothel，　he　would　say　that　it　is

because　the　other　person　is　wrong　and，　saying　that，　would　be　assuming　some

standard　of　good　and　evil，　or　of　righ吐and　wrong．　He　would　also　be　assuming

that　the　standard　is　unique　and　absolute　and　that　the　other　person　must　necessarily

share　the　same　standard．　Lewis　says　it　is　in　fact　impossible　to　think　of　severaI

moralities，　of　which　some　musf　be　better　and　some　must　be　worse．

The　moment　you　say　that　one　set　of　moral　ideas　can　be　better　than　another，

you　are，　in　fact【＿】comparing　them　both　with　some　Real　Morality，

admi質ing　that　there　is　such　a　thing　as　a　real　Right，　independent　of　what

peop】e　think，　and　that　some　people’s　ideas　get　nearer　to　that　real　Right　than

others．（Mei’e　Christianiり～，23）
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　　　　　Lewis　Iejects　naturalistic　positions　about　the　moral】aw．　For　hlstance，　he

maintains，　though　morality　is　often　regarded　as　a　product　of　human　hlstincts，　or　as

social　convention　which　has　been　formed　graduaUy　in　order　to　keep　the　society　in

peace　and　order，　neither　of　these　views　is　correct．

　　　　　The　reason　why　he　rejects　the　view　of　morality　as　man’s　herd　instinct　is　this．

For　one　thing，　the　moral　Iaw　sometimes　judges　between　two　instincts・　For

instance，　when　you　hear　a　cry　for　help　from　a　man　in　danger，　Lewis　says，‘‘You

wi11　probably　feel　two　desiles－－one　a　desire　to　give　help（due　to　your　herd　instinct），

the　othel　a　desire　to　keep　ouI　of　dangel（due　to　the　insthlct　fbr　self－preservation）”

（Mere　Christianity，20）．　In　this　case　if　the　moral　law　tells　us　to　help　him　instead

of　running　away，　it　cannot　be　our　herd　instinct　because‘‘this　thing　that　judges

between　two　instincts【．．．】cannot　itself　be　either　of　them”（Mere　Clzristianity，20）．

Secondly，　the　moral　law　often　enjoins　us　agahlst　our　strong　natura】instincts　such

as　the　instinct　fbr　self－preservation　in　the　case　above．　And　th廿dly，　Lewis　says，

there　a爬no　human　impulses　that　the　moral　law　would　never　demand　to　suppress．

Even　such　instinctive　impulses　of　apparent　supremacy　as　matemal　love　or

patriotic　love　have　to　be　suppressed　in　some　occasions】esUhey　should　lead　to

unfairness重owards　other　people’s　children　or　countries．　“The　moral　law　is　not

any　one　instinct　or　any　set　of　instincts：　it　is　somethillg　which　makes　a　kind　of

tune　I．．．】by　directing　the　instincts”（Mei’e　Christianity，22）．

　　　　　He　rejects　the　view　of　the　moral　law　as　a　social　convention　formed　fbr

man’s　convenience　because，　first　of　all，　he　finds　it　universaL　Though　there

』appear　to　be　various　mora】syste血s　in　the　world　and　there　seem　to　be　differences

between　mora】ities　of　d迂ferent　civilizations　of　different　ages，　when　compared，

their　similarities　to　each　other　are　greater　than　their　differences．　Fol　instance，

they　have　all　agreed　that　you　ought　to　be　unselfish，　though　they　have　been

different　as　to　whom　you　ought　to　be　unselfish　to：to　your　family，　to　your　country，
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or　to　everyone（ルfel・θChi・istianity，17－18）．　Secondly，童t　is　beyond　man’s　control．

It　is　forced　on　us　whether　or　not　we　like．　1I　is　even　impossible　for　us　to　logica11y

explain　it　away．　For　examp】e，　if　you　ask，‘‘Why　should　I　be　unselfish？”and　get

the　answer，“Because　it　is　good　for　society，”you　may　ask　again：“Why　should　I

care　what’s　good　for　society　un】ess　it　pays　me　persona11y？”and　the　answer　would

have　to　be‘‘Because　you　ought　to　be　unselfish，”which　Ieads　back　to　the　first

question．　Thus，　Lewis　says，　it　is　no　use　asking　the　explanation　of　morality．“The

］aw　of　Right　and　Wrong”is　simply　given　a　prio’・i（Me’・e　Christianity，28－29）．

　　　　It　is　truer　when　we　realize　thanhe　behaviour　we　caU　bad　or　unfair　is　not

exactly　the　same　as　the　behaviour　we　find　inconvenient　and　that　the　behaviour　we

call　good　or　fair　is　not　always　what　we　want．　Therefole，　he　finds　the　moral　law

to　be‘‘a　real　law，　which　llone　of　us　made，　but　which　we　find　pressing　on　us”

（Mere　Christianiりノ，29）．

　　　　　The　autonomy　of　the　molanaw　is　seen　a］so　in　the　facUhat　we　cannot　invent

athorough】y　new　morality．　When　one　tries　to　es重ablish　a　totally　new　morality，　he

has　to　turn　at　least　to　some　of　the　existing　codes　of　right　and　wrong　in　order　to

have　his　morality　autholized．　Besides，㎞order　to　make　a　compleIely　new

morality，　he　should　once　go　out　beyond　amhe　codes　of　moral　law，　and　then，　he

wou】d　never　enter　any　ethical　system　again，　because“回man　with　no　ethical

allegiance　can　have　no　ethica1　motive　for　adopti皿g　one．　If　he　had，　it　would　prove

重hat　he　was　no重really　in　the　vacuum　at　aU”（“On　Ethics，”Ch”istian　Reflections，

48）．　Thus，　Lewis　holds　that　the　moral　law　is　objective，　metaphysical　reality．　It

is　the“Law　of　Human　Nature，　or　of　Right　and　Wrong”（〃ε”εChristia’iity，29）

which　exists　independently　of　humtin　arbitrariness．　Yet，　on　the　other　hand，　he

admits　that　none　of　us　fully　meets　the　obligation　we　fee］．　He　finds　that　the

consciousness　of“a　moraHaw　3t　once　approved　and　disobeyed”is　one　of　the

universal　elements　of　developed　religions（Pain，10）．　Cardinal　J．　H．　Newman

says，
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If，　as　is　the　case，　we　feehesponsibility，　ale　ashamed，　are　frightened，　at

transgressing　the　voice　of　conscience，　this　implies　that　there　is　One　to

whom　we　are　responsible，　before　whom　we　are　ashamed，　whose　claim　upon
US　we　fear．1

Lewis　likewise　concludes　that　there　is　someone　behind　the　law　who　has　given　it　to

us　through　o町conscience．　He　admits　that　this　law－giver　may　not　necessarily　be

the　God　of　Christianity．　Yet，　Lewis　moves　on　to　say，　that　law－giver　at　least　must

be　an　absolute　good　governor：

If　the　universe　is　not　governed　by　an　absolute　goodness，　then　all　our　effbrts

are　in　the　long　run　hope】ess．　But　if　it　is，　then　we　are　making　ourselves

enemies　to　that　goodness　every　day，　and　are　not　in　the　least　likely　to　do　any

better　to－mo∬ow，　and　so　our　case　is　hopeless　again．　We　cannot　do

without　it，　and　we　cannot　do　with　it．　God　is　the　only　comfort，　He　is　also　the

supreme　terroL（Mere　Christianity，37）

This　reminds　us　of　the　Jewish　law，　or　the　law　in　the　Old　Testament．　Originally　it

was　given　by　grace　of　God　who　had　led　the　people　of　Israel　from　Egypt　When

God　gave　them　the　Ten　Commandment，　He　begins：“I　am　the　Lprd　your　God，

who　brough重you　out　of　the　land　of　Egypt，　out　of　the　house　of　bondage．／‘‘You

shall　have　no　olher　gods　before　Me／‘You　shall　not　make　for　yourself　a　carved

image，　or　any　Iikeness　of　anything　Ihat三s　in　heaven　above，　or　that　is　in　the　earth

beneath，　or　that　is　in　the　water　under　the　earth【＿】”（Exodus　20：2－4，　NK〃）　FoI

the　Jewish　people，　the　law　was　and　is　blessing　and　comfort　that　has　gualanteed

them　God’s　favour．　Yet，　at　the　same　time，　when　they　are　conscious　of　their

inabiiity　of　keeping　the　law，　they　cann6t　but　remember　God’s三nexorable　warning：

“Hear，　O　Israe！【＿】／You　shall　fear　the　Lord　your　God　and　serve　Him，　and　shall

take　oaths　in　His　name．【＿1／1est、the　anger　of　the　Lord　your　God　be　aroused

1」．H．　Newman，An　E∬ay　in、Aid（ゾノ1　Grammar（ガ／霊∬ε〃∫，　in1rod．

（Image　Books，1955），　p．101．

Etienne　Gilson
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agains重you　and　destroy　you　from　the　face　of　the　earth．”（Deuteronomy，

6：4，13＆16，NKJレ）

　　　　In　the　logic　above　Lewis・presupposes　that童f　there　ever　is・an　absolute　good

govemor　of　the　universe，　it　is　God．　Otherwise，　even　when　he　concludes　that　the

mora1－g孟ver　who　is　absolutely　good　is　the　governor　of　the　universe，　he　would　have

no　reason　to　introduce　God　who　is‘‘the　only　comfolt”as　well　as“the　supreme

terror”．　And　here，　he　is　in　the　Western　tradition　lhat　axiomatically　identifies　the

absolute　good　with　God．　Besides，　his　logic　here　is　again　based　on　lhe　lladitional

Western　belief　in　the　logos　of　the　world，　that　the　world　is　in　order　and　not　absurd：

the　be】ief　that‘‘aU　oul　eff（）rts　are”not‘‘in　the　lo11g　run　hopeless．”

　　　　　Lewis　says，‘‘God　neithel　obeys　nor　creates　the　moral　law”（“The　Poison

of　Subjectivism，”Christian　R〔ザθc加〃5，80），　because　he　believes　that　the　moral

standard　is　itself　absolute　and　autonomous．　The　moral　Iaw　is‘‘the　reality　beyond

all　predicates，　the　abyss　that　was　befbre　the　Creator　Himself’（！lbolition，28）．

However，　he　does　not　infer　flom　this　that　thelefore　God　and　the　moral　standard

ale　mutuaUy　independent　and　both　of　them　exist　apart　autonomously．　Following

the　Greco－Jewish－Christian　tradition，　Lewis　axiomatically　identifies　the　Good

with　God　the　Creator：

The　good　is　uncreated；it　never　could　have　been　otherwise【＿】i口ies，　as

Plato　said，　on　the　other　side　of　existence．［＿】But　we，　favoured　beyond　the

wisest　Pagans，㎞ow　what　lies　beyond　existence，　what　admits　no
contingency［．．．】is皿ot　simp】y　a　law［＿】God　is　not　merely　good，　but

goodness；goodness　is　not　merely　divine，　but　God．（‘‘The　Poison　of

Subjectivism，”80）

　　　　　As　A　J．　Ayer　points　out，　there　are　roughly　two　kinds　of　moral　arguments

for　the　exisIence　of　God：‘‘first，　that　only　the　agency　of　God　can　account　fol　the

existence　of　morality，　and，　secondly，’ 狽?≠煤@God’s　authority　is　needed　to　give　our
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mora］　standards　some　objective　va］idity．”2　We　see　that　it　is　the　first　kind　that　the

argument　of　Lewis　and　Newman　belongs　to．　The　representative　of　the　second

kind　is　Kant’s　argument，　which　we　shall　compare　with　Lewis’s　in　the　next

sectlon．

＜Lewis’s　moral　theory　compared　with　Kantian　theory＞

Lewis　believes　in　the　objectivity　of　the　moral　law，　and　in　that，　he　is

different　from　such　philosophers　as　Kant　who　regard　this】aw　as　essentially

subjective．　Kant　postulates　God’s　existence　as　a　want，　not　reality，　when　he

senses　mora1　obligations．

【＿1wir　sollen　das　h6chste　Gut（welches　also　doch　m691ich　sein　muB）zu

bef6rdeln　suchen．　Also　wird　auch　das　Dasehl　einel　von　der　Natur

untelshiedenen　Ursache　der　gesamten　Natur，　welche　den　Grund　dieses

Zusammenhanges，　n註mlich　der　ge皿auen　Ubereinstimmung　der
G雄ckseligkeit　mit　der　Sitt】ichkeit，　enthalte，　postulielt　Diese　oberste　Ursache

aber　soll　den　Grund　der　Ubereinstimmung　der　Natur　nicht　b】oB　mit　einem

Gesetze　des　Winens　der　ve面nftigen　Wesen，　sondern　mit　der　Vorstellung

dieses　Gesetzes，　so　fem　diese　es　sich　zum　obersten　Bestimmungsgrunde　des

Willens　setzen，　also　nicht　bloB　mit　den　Sitten　del　Folm　nach，　sondem　auch

ihrel　Sittlichkeit，　als　dem　Bewegungsgrunde　derselben，　d．i．　mh　ihrer

moralischen　Gesinnung　enthalten．【＿】Nun　ist　ehl　Wesen，　das　del　Handlungen

nach　der　Vorstellu皿g　von　Gesetzen　fdhig　ist，　ehle　Intelligenz（vem廿nftig

Wesen）und　die　Kausalitat　eines　solchen　Wesens　nach　dieser　Vorstellung　der

Gesetze　ehl　Wille　desselben．　Also　ist　die　oberste　Ulsache　der　Natur，　so　fern

sie　zum　h6chsten　Gute　vorausigesetzt　werden　muB，　ein　Wesen，　das　durch

Verstand　und　Willen　die　Ursache（fo］glich　der　Urheber）der　Natur　ist，　d．i．

Gott．　Folglich　ist　das　Postulat　der　M6glichkeit　des　h6chsten　abgeleiteten

Guts（der　besten　Welt）zugleich　das　Postulat　der　Wirklichkeit　eiles

ursprtinglichen　Guts，　namlich　der　Existenz　Gottes．　Nun　war　es　Pflicht　f髄r

uns，　das　h6chste　Gut　zu　bef61dem，　mithin　nicht　a】1ehl　Befugnis，　sondern

auch　mit　der　Pflicht　als　Bed廿rfnis　verbundene　Notwendigkeit，　die

M691ichkeit　dieses　h6chsten　Guts　vorauszusetzen，　we】ches，　da　es　nur　unter

der　Bedingung　des　Daseins　Gottes　stattfindet，　die　Voraussetzung　desse】ben

mit　der　Pflicht　unzeltrennlich　verbindet，　d．i．　es　ist　mora］isch　notwendig，　das

2A．」，　Ayer，　The　Central　eues’ions（ゾPhilosophy（1973；Penguin，1990），　p。223．
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Dasein　Gottes　anzunehmen．

　　　　　Hier　ist　nun　woh】zu　merken，　da　diese　moralische　Notwendigkeit

subjektiv，　d．i．　Bedrfnis，　und　nicht　objektiv，　d，i．　selbst　Pflicht　sei【。．．】

（＿we　ought　to　endeavour　to　plomote　Ihe　sumノ鰍加bonum，　which，　therefore，

must　be　possible。　Accordhlg】y，　the　existence　of　a　cause　of　all　nature，

distinct　f沁m　nature　itself，　and　containing　the　prhlcip】e　of　this　connexion

［sic］，　namely，　of　the　exact　hafmony　of　happiness　with　morality，　is　also

postutated．　Now，　this　supreme　cause　must　contain　the　princlple　of　the

harmony　of　natule，　not　merely　with　a　law　of重he　will　of　rational　beings，　bu重

with　the　conception　of　this’aw，　in　so　far　as　they　make　it　the　supreme

determinhlg　principle　of　the　wi11，　and　consequently　not　merely　with　the　form

of　morals，　but　wi重h　their　morality　as　their　motive，　that　is，　with　their　moral

chalacteL［＿］Now，　a　being　that　is　capable　of　acting　on　the　conception　of

】aws　is　an　intelligence（a　rational　being），　and　the　causality　of　such　a　being

according　to　this　conception　of　laws　is　his　wi〃；therefore　the　supreme　cause

of　nature，　which　must　be　presupposed　as　a　condition　of　the　sum〃umわoη㍑’η，

is　a　being　which　is　the　cause　of　nature　by　intellige〃cθand　wf〃，　consequently

its　author，　that　is　God．　It　follows　that　the　postulate　of　the　possibility　of　the

highest　derived　good（the　best　wolld）is　Iikewise　the　postulate　of　the　reahty

of　a　highest　original　good，　that　is　to　say，　of　the　existence　of　God．　Now量t

was　seen　to　be　a　duty　fol　us　to　promote　the　summum　bonu’n∫consequently　i重

is　not　mere】y　a110wable，　but　it　is　a　necessity　connected　with　duty　as　a

requisite，　tha皇we　should　plesuppose　the　possibility　of　this　summu／n　bonum∫

and　as　this　is　possible　only　on　condition　of　the　existence　of　God，　it

illseparably　connects　the　supposition　of　this　with　duty；that　is，　it　is　morally

necessary　to　assume　the　existence　of　God．

　　　　It　must　be　remarked　here　that　this　moral　necessity　is　subjectiソe，　that　is，

it　is　a　want，　and　not　objective【＿13

　　　　Kant’s　point　is　that　if　we　ought　to　endeavour　for　the　supreme　goodness，　the

supreme　goodness　should　be　possible；and　that　in　order　to　make　the　supreme

goodness　poss．ible，　God　shou】d　exist．　For　Kant，吐he　most　importan重thing　is重he

observation　of　the　moral　injunctions，　which　is　the　primary　reality　to　him．　his

necessary　to　believe　in　God　not　because　God　really　exists　but　because　God，　if　ever

3Kant，。面轍48’・P・・cti・c伽Vei・〃峨“W・，’klV・S・岬・〃…E鰍und
Religionsphilos（）phie，　pp．255－256：English　tr．　T．　K．　Abbot，　Critique（ゾP’・actical

Reason　and　Other　Works　4th　ed．（Longmans，1889），　pp．221－222．
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He　existed，　would　approve　man’s　moral　endeavour　and　pay　for　it．　In　other　words，

Kant　is　proposing‘‘suspension　of　disbelief’in　God，　in　order　to　ge吐reassured

about　his　moral　life．　On　the　othel　hand，　fol　Lewis，　it　is　God　who　is　the　primary

Rea1紅y，　though　the　moral　law　is　itself　a】so　an　o切ective　reality．

　　　　　Inη18／lbolitio〃（）fMan，　Lewis　tells　us　of　the　moral　Iaw：

It　is　the　Ieality　beyond　a】1　predicates，重he　abyss　that　was　before　Ihe　Creator

Himself．　It　is　Nature，　it　is　the　Way，　the　Road．　It　is　the　Way　in　which　the

universe　goes　on，　the　Way　in　which　th血gs　everlastingly　emerge，　s田ly　and

tranquilly，　inIo　space　and　time．　It　is　also　the　Way　which　every　man　should

tread　in　imitation　of　that　cosmic　and　supercosmic　progression，　conforming

all　activities　to　that　great　exemp】ar【＿l　It　is　the　doctrine　of　objective　value，

Ihe　be】ief　that　certain　a重重itudes　are　really　true，　and　others　really　false，　to　the

killd　of　thing　the　universe　is　and　the　kind　of　things　we　are．（！lbolition，28－29）

　　　　　In　The　Pitgrim　’s　Regress，　Lewis　wr孟tes　of　a　personified“Ve血e”who

makes　a　pohlt　of　observhlg　the　moraHaw　while　yet　failing　to　believe　the　existence

of　the　absolute　Good　which　that　law　is　pointing　at．　Vertue　says，“To　traveI

hopefully　is　better　than　to　arrive．【＿11must　admit，　now　that　you　press　me，　I　have

not　a　very　clear　idea　of　the　end．　But　that　is　not　the　impoltant　question。【＿】Ihave

made　the　best　rules　I　can．　∬Ifind　any　better　ones　I　shall　adopnhem．　㎞the

meantime，　the　great　thing　is　to　have　rules　of　some　sort　and　to　keep　them”（1～egre∬，

40）．　He　thinks　he　must　observe　moral　imperatives　wholly　disinterestedly，　but　he

does　not　see　even　why　he　feels　it　his　duty　to　observe　them．　Later，　he　becomes

uncertain　of　the　authenticity　of　the　imperatives　he　fee】s，　and　says，

Imeanuo　choose　thhlgs　because　I　chose　to　choose　them－－not　because　1　was

paid　for　it．　Do　you　think　I　am　a　child　to　be　scared　with　rods　and　baited　with

sugar　p】ums？It　was　for　this　reason重hat　I　never　even　inquiled　whether　the

stories　about　the　Landlord【i．e．　God】were　true；Isaw　that　his　castle　and　his

black　hole　were　there重o　co汀upI　my　will　and　kill　my　freedom．　It【sic］it　was

true　it　was　a　truth　an　honest　man　must　not　know．（Reg”ε∬，113）

He　loses　his　voice　and　eyesight　as　if　to　show　his　inner　reluctance　and　failure　to
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see　God　and　the　consequent　inability　to　move　himself　or　to　instruct　others．

Vertue’s　fault　is　that　he　ma1（es　too　much　of　the　disinterestedness　of　the　motive　of

his　deeds．　Too　much　concem　about　one’s　own　disinterestedness　keeps　a　man

from　doing　good　works　altogether．

　　　　About　the　rules　imposed　by　the　Landlord，　Ve血】e　is　troubled　by　dhis

dilemma：

If　we　obey　through　hope　and　fear，　in　that　very　act　we　disobey：for　the　mle

which　we　reverence　most【＿］is　that　rule　which　says　that　a　man　must　act

disinterestedly．　To　obey　the　Landlord　thus，　would　be　to　disobey，　But　what

if　we　obey　freely，　because　we　agree　with　him？　Alas，　this　is　even　worse．

To　say　that　we　agree，　and　obey　because　we　agree，　is　only　to　say　again　that

we　find　the　same川le　written　in　our　hearts　and　obey　that．［．．．］and　the

Landlord　is　a　meaning】ess　addition　to　the　problem（Regre∬，127－128）

　　　　　In　these　words，　there　are　two　problems　involved．　The　first　is　whether　it　is

possible　to　obey　God　wholly　disinterestedly，　not　for　reward　or　to　avoid

punishment．　And　the　second　is　whether　we　should　obey　God’s　words　because

they　are　God’s　words　or　because　we　find　them　good．　This　is　the　same　problem　as

Socrates（or　Plato）has　taken　up　in　EUphyphro，　namely，　the　problem　that　whether

good　is　good　because　God　wills　it　or　God　wills　it　because　it　is　good．　Socrates’s

question　is，‘‘whether　where　the　right　is，　there　also　is　holiness，　or　where　holiness　is，

there　also　is　the　right．　4 @　Socrates　thinks　the　right　involves　holiness，　but　not　vice

versa．　Lewis，　however，　answers　to　the　problem　as　that　God’s　will　is　good　for　the

very　reason　that　it　is　God’s　will　but　at　the　same　time　Good　becomes　God’s　will

because　it　is　good．　Sillce　he　believes　in　the　absolute　autonomy　and　objectivity　of

the　moral　law　while　identifying　God　and　the　goodness，　to　him，　the　two

propositions　in　Plato　are　not　the　alternatives　but　two　sides　of　one臼nd　the　same

thing．　Lewis　maintains，

4Pl・t・，互吻卿・，　i・Pl・t・1，　L・eb・Classical・Libra・y，　with　E・gli、h　t，．

North　Fowler（Harverd　Univ．　Press，1914；rpt．1982），　pp．45＆47．

by　Harold

88



Morality

The　content　of　our　obedience－－the　thing　we　are　commanded　to　do－will

always　be　something　intrinsically　good，　something　we　ought　to　do　if（by　an

impossible　supposition）God　had　not　commanded　it．　But　in　addition　to　the

content，　the　mere　obeying　is　also　intrinsically　good，　for　in　obeying，　a

rational　creature　consciously　enacts　its　creaturely　role．（」Pain，88－89）

　　　　　Lewis’s　opinion　about　the　need　of　disinterestedness　in　our　moral　acts　is

expressed　in　his　answer　to　those　who，1ike　Vertue　in　17ie　Pilgrim’s　Regre∬，　fear

that　their　effort　to　be　a　good　Christian　might　be　mercenary　if重hey　make　i重wi重h　a

hope　ofentel㎞g　heaven：

Those　who　have　attained　everlasthlg】ife　in　the　vision　of　God　doubtless

㎞ow　very　well　that　it　is　no　mele　bribe，　but　the　very　consummation　of　their

earthly　discipleship：but　we　who　have　not　yet　attained　it［＿】ca皿ot　even

begin　to　know　it　at　all　excep重by　continuing　to　obey　and　finding重he　first

reward　of　our　obedience　in　our　increasing　powel　to　desire　the　ultimate

reward．　Just　in　proportion　as　the　deshe　grows，　our　fear　lest　it　should　be　a

mercenary　desire　will　die　away　and　fina】1y　be　recognised　as　an　absurdhy．

（“The　Weight　of　Glory，”Toast，　96）

　　　　　Our　desire　for　heaven　is　i重se】f　a　gift　fro皿God．　It　is　nothing　of　the　sort　that

impairs　our　effort　to　be　good．　It　is　raIher　help　and　encouragement　given　by　God．

Lewis　finds　that　God　often　gives　us　power　or　will　to　try　to　be　good　instead　of

simp］y　turnilg　us　to　be　good．　In　Mere　Cん・istianity　he　says　that　to　have　faith　in

God　means“trying　to　do　all　that　He　says【＿】Not　hoping　to　get　to　Heaven　as　a

reward　for　your　actions，　but　inevitably　wanting　to　act　in　a　certain　way　because　a

filst　faint　gleam　of　Heaven　is　already　inside　you”（Mei’e　Christianity，127）。

　　　　　Lewis　finds　that’‘‘The　rational　and　moral　element　in　each　human　mind　is　a

point　of　force　from　the　Supernatural　working　its　way　into　Nature”（Miracles，43）：

that　is，　we，　as　a　natural　creature，　are　to　know　the　supernatura1　Reality　through　our

reason　and　morality，　as　well　as　through　our　intuitive　imagination．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Morality，　reason，　and　feeli皿gs＞

　　　　　Lewis　does　nouhink　that　moral　conscience　and　reason　are　mutually

independent．　He　says　on　mora】judgments，‘‘Some　peoPle　think　that　when　we

make　them　we　are　not　．using　our　Reason，　but　are　employing　some　different　power，

Other　people　think　that　we　make　them　by　our　Reason．　Imyself　hold　this　second

view”（ル伽αc1ε∫，38）．　He　be韮ieves　that‘‘the　primaly　moral　principles　on　which

all　others　depend　ale　rationally　perceived”（Miracles，38）．

Their　lntrinsic　reasonableness　shines　by　ils　own　light．　h　is　because　all

morality　is　based　on　such　self・・evident　princip】es　that　we　say　to　a　man，　when

we　would　reca】I　him　to　right　conduct，“Be　reasonable．”（Miracles，39）

　　　　　His　argument　here　may　sound］ike　a　pun　or　word　game　of　the　two　meanings

of　the‘‘reasonab］e，”童．e．1）having　sound　judgment，　sensible；and　2）in　accordallce

with　reason（OED）．　He　seems　to　be　mixing　up　moral　reasonableness　with

】ogical　rationality．　However，　fo1正ewis，　who　believes　that　rationaliIy　and

morality　both　come　from　God’s　Reason，　it　is　not　a　pun　at　all．　What　is　morally

sensible　is　in　accordance　with　reasoll　as　welL　In　17ie　Discarded　lmagθ，　Lewis

points　out重hat“Neally　all　moralists　before　the　eighteenth　century　regarded

Reason　as　the　organ　of　morality”（Discarded，158）。　The　Rational　Soul　of　a　man

was　regalded　to　have　Iwo　faculties　of’・atio　and　intellectus：the　former　being　the

power　of　deducing　a　truth　by　progressing　from　an　unde耐ood（inte〃ecto）point　to

another；and　the】atter，　i．e　inte〃ectus，　being　the　simple　and　direct　grasp　of　an

intelligible　truth．　This　inte〃ectus　perceives　moral　axioms，　while　reasoning　on

lhose　axioms　is　an　affair　of　ratio．　It　is　in　the　eigh重eenth　century吐hat　some　people

came　to　think　that　good　conduct　comes　from　some　types　of　fee】ings，　such　as

domestic　affections，　or　that　morality　has　its　soulce　in　the　hear重（1）iscarded，

157－159）．Lewis　is，　then　on　the　side　of　older　Western　tradition　also　abou帥e

concept　of　molality．

　　　　　Yet　on　the　other　hand，　Lewis　is　also　conscious　of　the　role　that　feelings　and
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emotions　play　in　man’s　perception　of，　and　obedience　lo，　the　moral　law。　In　a

school　textbook，　Lewis　finds重he　idea　that　when　a　man　feels　something　sublime，

or　good，　or　bad，　such　morahesponses　are　only　subjective．　1皿77ie／lbolition　6ゾ

ルta〃，　Lewis　colldemns　modern　education　fbr　teaching　such　subjectivism，　thus

quoting　the　following　passage　from　a　textbook：

When　the　man　saidη鷹is　sublime，　he　appeared　to　be　making　a　remark

abouUhe　watelfa1L【．．．】Actually【＿】he　was　not　making　a　remark　abouUhe

waterfa11，　but　a　remalk　about　his　own　fee】ings．　What　he　was　saying　was

really　1加vεノllelings　associated加my　mind　with　the　word‘‘Sub’ime”or

short】y，ノhave　sublimeプ’eetin8s．（！lbolition，14）

Lewis　argues：

重he　man　who　says　This　iS　sublime　cannot　mean／have　sublime／laelings．【＿1

The　feelhlgs　which　make　a　man　call　an　object　sublime　are　not　sublime

feelings　but　feehngs　of　veneration．　If　This　is　sublime　is　to　be　reduced　at

aH　to　a　statemen重about　the　speaker’s　feelings，　the　proper　translation　would

be　I　have　hu〃lb’εノ’eelings．（！望うolition，14－15）

　　　　　In　77ie　Abolition　of〃bn，　Lewis　rejects　the　Kan重ian　notion，　which　we　have

already　seen　hl　Chaptel　I，　that　the　ethical　reaction　and　fee1三ngs　of　man‘‘rest　not　so

much　upon　the　nature　of　external　things　that　arouse　them　as　upon　each　person’s

own　disposition　to　be　moved　by　these　to　pleasure　or　pain，”5　and　emphatically

insists　that　the　value　and　mora】standard　of　good　and　evil　exist　objec重ively，

independent　of　man’s　feelings　and　that　when　man　should　abandon　the　trad童tional

value　and　morality，　nothing　but　powel　and　desire　would　move　him．　Lewis　caHs

the　reader’s　attention　to　the　fact　that　ever　since　the　ancient　times，　the　Platonists，

Aristotelians，　Stoics，　Christians　and　Chinese　philosophers　have　all　believed　in

‘‘

hhe　doctrine　of　objective　value”（Abolition，29）．　PeoPle　who　know　the　mora1

5Kan重，　English　tr．　by　John　T．　Go】dthwait，0わ581vatio〃50n　the　1セθ1∫〃8（ゾthe

BeautifUl　and　Subliine（c．1960；rpしUniv．　Of　Califomia　Press，1981），　p．45．
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law，　or　lhe　Iaw　of　objective　value，“can　hold　that　to　call　children　deligh血l　or　old

men　venerable　is　not　simp】y　to　lecord　a　psycho】ogical　fact　about　our　own　parenta】

or　filial　emotions　at　the　moment，　but　to　recognlze　a　quality　which　demands　a

certai111esponse　from　us　whethel　we　make　it　or　not”（Abolition，29）．

St．　Augustine　def三nes　virtue　as　ordo　a’noris，　the　ordinate　condition　of　the

affect三〇ns　hl　which　every　object　is　accorded　Ihat　kind　and　degree　of　love

which　is　appropriate　to　it．　Aristotle　says　that　the　aim　of　education　is　to　make

the　pup童1］ike　and　dislike　what　he　ought［＿】Plato　before　him　had　said　the

same．　The　little　human　anlmal　will　not　at　first　have　the　right　responses．

It　must　be　trained　lo　feel　pleasure，1iking，　disgust，　and　hatred　at　those　things

which　real】y　are　pleasant，　Iikable，　disgusting，　and　hatefuL（！望わo’躍o’1，26－27）

　　　　　Thus，　while　Lewis　thinks　that　moral　judgments　ale　made　by　leason，　he

Ihinks　it　impoltanUo　encourage　appropriate　emotions　that　accompanies　those

judgments：　‘‘The　heart　llever　takes　the　place　of　the　head：but　it　can，　and　should，

obey　it”（！霊わolition，30）．

　　　　　1£wis　is　conscious　that　human　beings　are　moved　by　emotions　as　well　as　by

Ieason　and　that　sometimes　rational　judgments　are　affected　by　emotions．　A

man’s　virtue　depends　not　only　on　his　reason　but　also　on　his　emotional

temperament“It　still　remains　true　that　no　justification　of　virtue　will　enable　a　man

to　be　virtuous．　WithouUhe　aid　of　trained　emotions重he　intellect　is　powerless

against　the　animal　organism”し4うo’itio〃，33－34）．6

The　head　rules　the　belly　through　the　chest－－the　seat【＿】of　emotions

organized　by　trained　habit　into　stable　sentiments．　　The　Chest－－

Magnanimity－－Sentiment－一Ihese　are　the　indispensable　liaison　officers
between　cerebral　man　a血d　viscera】man．　It　may　even　be　said　that　it　is　by

this　middle　element　that　man　is　man：for　by　his　intellect　he　is　mere　spirit

and　by　his　appetite　mere　animal．（Abolition，34）

6Cf．　Lewis，17ie　Discarded　image，　pp．165－169，　where　he　discussed　the　medieval

model　of　man　consisting　soul－spirit－body．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Problem　of　Evil＞

　　　　　The　objective　value　and　corfectness　of　the　moral　law，　or　the　law　of　Right

and　Wrong　is　axiomatic　to　LewiS．　He　also　believes　in　the　absolute　goodness　of

God　the　Moral　Giver　who　is　identified　with　the　Creator．　On　the　other　hand，　he　is

conscious　of重he　present　evi】s重ate　of　lhe　wor】d　and　knows　thanhe　existence　of

evil　has　been　one　of　the　greatest　problems　for　the　beHevers　and　advocates　of　the

Div量ne　Goodness．　It　is　the　problem　already　presented　by　Epicunls；as　Lucretius，

afollower　of　Epicurus，　wli重es，‘‘nequaguam　nobiS　divinitus　e∬e　paratam　naturam

rerum：　tanta　statp’・aedita　culpa”（“the　wolld　was　certainly　not　made　for　us　by

divine　power：so　grea吐are霊he　fauhs　with　which　it　s亡ands　endowed．”7　Lewis　il

The　P”oわ’8加（）fpain　summarises　the　problem　as　follows：

If　God　were　good，　He　would　wish　to　make　His　creatures　perfectly　happy，

and　if　God　were　almighty，　He　would　be　able　to　do　what　He　wished．　But

creatures　are　not　happy．　Therefore　God】acks　either　goodness，　or　power，　or

both。（Pain，14）

In　that　book，　Lewis　attempts　at　a　logical　solution　to　this　problem．

　　　　　As　to　the　origin　and　the　existence　of　evil，　Lewis　follows　SI．　Augustine’s

so－ca11ed　Free　Will　defence．　In　the　creation　of　man，　God　has　given　him　f止ee　wi】l

so　that　he　may　voluntarily　obey　Him，　for　voluntary　obedience　is　better　than　forced

obedience．　However，　freedom　to　obey　is　by　logical　necessity　also　freedom　to

disobey；and　man　has　misused　this　freedom　to　turn　from　God　to　himself，　w三shing

to　be　his　own　master　rather　than　obeying　God．　This　is　the　original　sin　of　man，　and

from　this　comes　a　lot　of　eviL8

　　　　　Though　God　is　omnipo重ent，　God’s　omnipotence　ca皿not　possjb】y　prevent

7LucretiuS　De　Rerum　Natura，　with　tr．　W．　H．　D。　Rouse，2nd　ed．　in　Loeb　Classical

Library（Harvard　Univ．　Press，1982），　pp．394－395．

8Cf．　St．　Augustine，　City　of（ヲod，　pp．568－569；　St．　Augustine，　On　Free　PVitt（『自

由意思論』），Japanese　tr．　Saburou　Imaizumi今泉三良＆Yasuo　Izawa伊沢彌男

（Souzousha（創造社）、1969），　pp．67－69．
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this　fall　because　giving　free　will’to　man　and　binding　him　so　as　not　to　Iet　him　fall　is

logical　incompatibility，　and　even　nonsensicaL　God’s　omnipotence　is　the　power

to　do　anything　logically　possible，’and　not　the　sort　of　power　to　do　anything

nonsensical．　Thus，　Lewis　insist『that　God　is　good　and　omnipotent　although重here

is　evihn　the　world．

　　　　　Fur重hermore，　Lewis　even　takes　up　the　seeming　absurdity　and　cruelty　of　the

world　and　makes　an　argument　flom　it　foπthe　existence　of　an　objective　standald　of

good　and　evH，　and　hence　argues　for　the　exisIence　of　the　good　Creator　behind　that

standard．　Rejecting　the　pessimistic　view　of　the　world　such　as　of　Hardy’s　that

assumes‘‘a　Brute”oπa‘‘Blackguard”（“Dε」Futi’ita　te，”Christian　Rくflections，66）

to　be　the　creator　of　the　world，　Lewis　says，

If　a　Brute　and　Blackguard　made　the　world，　then　he　also　made　our　minds．

If　he　made　our　minds，　he　a｝so　made　that　very　standard　in　them　whereby　we

judge　him　to　be　a　Brute　and　Blackguald．【．．．】If　we　reject　him　we　ought　also

to　reject　al1　his　works．　But　one　of　his　works　is　this　very　mora】standard　by

which　we　reject　him．　If　we　accept　this　standard　then　we　are　really　implying

that　he　is　not　a　Brute　and　Blackgtiard．［＿］You　must　trust　the　universe　in　one

respect　even　i1　order　to　condemn　it　in　every　other．（“De　Futilitate，”66－67）

＊ ＊ ＊

　　　　　Thus，　he　argues　from　the　morality　of　human　nature　the　existence　of　the

absolule　good　God　who　is　not　only　the　mora1－giver　but　also　the　Creator　of　the

univelse　and　of　human　beings．　It　must　be　the　God　of　Christianity，　because，　as

we　have　already　seen　in　the　previous　chapter，　other　theisms　are　all　unacceptable．
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℃hapter　4

Lewis，s　Literary　Theory

　　　　　Lewis　often　shows　quite　an　apparent　antipaIhy　against　the　modem　li重erary

tendency　of　writing　poetry　which　is　too　difficult　to　understand，　making　severe

statements　against　his　contemporaries．　He　says　that　even　seventeenth　century

metaphysical　poetry　such　as　Donne’s　had‘‘one　correct　interpretation　of　each

［conceit］and　Donne　could　have　told　it　to　you”（‘‘‘1）e　Descriptione，’”Selected

Essays，9），　while　modem　art　and　literat町e，　which　is　bewi】deringly　new，　seem　to

allow　whatever　interpretation　we】ike．　In　a　poem，‘‘A　Confession，”originaUy

pub】ished　in　Punchi　in　1954，　he　expresses　his　attitude　against　modemism　thus：

Iam　so　coarse，　the　th童ngs　the　poets　see

Are　obstinately　invisible　to　me．

For　twenty　years　I’ve　staled　my】evel　best

To　see　if　evelling－－any　evening－－would　sugges重

Apatient　etherized　upon　a　table；

In　vain．　Isimply　wasn’t　able．

To　me　each　evening　looked　far　mole

Like重he　depar加re　from　a　si】ent，　yet　cmwded，　shore

Of　a　ship　whose　freight　was　evelything，1eaving　behind

GracefuUy，　finally，　without　farewells，　marooned　mankhld．　（Poems，1）

Th董s　is　obviously　an　attack　on　T．　S．　Eliot’s‘‘Prufrock”：

Let　us　go　then，　you　and　I，

When　the　evening　is　spread　out　against　the　sky

・like　a　patient　etherised　upon　a　table．2

1‘‘
`Confession”was　a　revised　version　of　the　poem　originally　published　as

‘‘

rpartan　Nactus”in　Punch，　Vo1．　CCXXVII（Dec．1，1954），　p．685．　As　noted　in

Walter　Hooper　ed．　C．　S．　Lewis　Poems（Geoffrey　Bles，1964），　p．140．

2T，　S．　Eliot，‘‘The　Love　Song　of　J．　Alfred　Prufrock，”Tlie　Complete　Poems　and

Plays，　P．13．
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Charles　A．　Huttar　remarks，

【＿lin　1954，　a　few　months　before“A　Confesslon”appealed　in　Punch，　we

f童nd　Lewis　refefring　expliciUy　to　the　image　from“Prufrock”wi吐h　which　his

poem　commences，　as　he　writes　lo　Kathryn　Farrer　concerning

　　awidespread　tendency　in　modem　li重erature　which　s重rikes　me　as　honid：

　　Imean，　the　readiness　to　admit　extreme　uses　of　the　palhetic　faUacy　in

　　contexts　where　theπe　is　nothing　to　justify　them　and　always　of　a　kind　that

　　belittles　or‘‘sordidises”（‘‘sordidtfies”）nature．　Eliot’s　even量ng‘‘1ike　a

　　patient　etherised　upon　a重able”is　the　tocus　c1ごz55ごc配∫．　Idon’tbelieve　one

　　person　in　a　million，　under　any　emotional　stless，　will　see　evening　like　that．

　　And　even　if　they　did，　I　believe　lhat　anything　buuhe　most　sparing

　　admission　of　such　images　is　a　v【ery】dangerous　game．　To　invite　them，

　　to　recur　willingly　to　them，10　come　to　regard　them　as　norma1，　surely

　　poisons　us？【the　second　square　brackets　Huttar’s】＊

　　　（＊Letter　to　Kathryn　Farrer，9February　1954，　Wade　CenteL）3

This　Ietter　shows　Lewis’s　antipathy　to　modern　poetry　which　is　sordidly　unique

and　catches　the　reader’s　attention　by　the　unpleasant　conceit．4

　　　　　In　71he　Pilgrim　’s」Regre∬，　first　published　in　1933，　Lewis　supplies　a　chapter

in　which　he　satirizes　modern　poetry　with　the　running　headline‘‘The　poetry　of　the

Si］1y　Twenties”（50）．　There，　John，　the　protagonist，　meets　some　artists，　one　of

whom　suddenly　s】aps　him　on　the　face　without　any　particular　reason．　Here，

thinking　of　his‘‘A　Confession，”we　may　probably　be　sure　that　Lewis　has　Eliot　in

mind， For　Lewis，　who　finds　the　value　of　art　in　its　faculty　of　giving　us　glimpses

3Charles　A．　Huttar，‘℃．　S．　Lewis’s　Poe吐ry，”Peter　Shake1，　J．　and　Charles　A．

Huttar　eds．　Varord　and　Stoiy　in　C．∫．　Lewis，（University　of　Missouri　Pless，1991），

配P繋’、，g。ne，ally、h。。gh、、。　h、ve　d、、lik。d　Eli。、・、　p。，、，y　b。、、、　S、，phen

Medcalf　notices，　he　sometimes　shows　sympaIhy　with　Eliot．　For　instance，　he

pra童ses　the“peni重ential　qualities”of　E】iot’s‘‘bes吐work”（Pt・efacq，137）and

ramarks　that　the　method　of　Hamlet　is　close　to　Eliot’s　own　method　in　poetry

（“Hamlet二　The　Prince　or　Ihe　poem？”in　Selected　Litera’ッE∬ay∫，　p．102）．　Cf．

Stephen　Medcalf，“Language　and　Self－Consciousness：　The　Making　and
Breaking　of　C．　S．　Lewis’s　Personae，”Peter　Schake】，　J．　and　Charles　A．　Huttar　eds．
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of　Heaven，　such　modern　poetry　as　is　represented　by　that　of　the　early　Eliot，

“Prufrock”or　The〃’aste　Land（1921），　must　have　been　hard　to　approve．5

　　　　　Another　chapter　in　Regre∬with　the　headline‘‘The　Swamp－literatule　of　the

Dirty　Twenties”（52）shows　us　a　man　who“suddenly［＿］began　to　beat　on　an

Afrlcan　tomtom　and　to　croon　with　his　voice，　swaying　his　lean，　half－clad　body　to

and　fro　and　staring　at　them　all，　out　of　eyes　which　wele　like　burning　coals”（52）．

Because　his　impression　of　modern　poelry　is　thus　very　unfavourable，　he，　as　an　Old

Westem　man，　makes　alhhe　more　of　Medieval　and　Renaissance　poetry　than　that　of

his　con吐emporaries：more　of　Milton　and　Spenser　than　Eliot　or　Lawrence．

　　　　　In　fact，　it　is　perhaps　Iafgely　his　misgivings　about　our　get！ing　mole　and　more

man－centred　that　makes　him　turn　against　modern　literature，　which　apparendy

expresses　the　tendency．　He　excluded　from　the　syllabus　fbr　the　Final　Honours

School　at　Oxford　the　study　of　all　English】iterature　written　after　1830，　with　even

Victorian　Iiterature　being　made　optionaL　Helen　Gardner　remarks　that　the

syllabus　embodied‘‘his　belief　in　the　value　of　medieva1（especially　O】d　English）

literatUre，　his　conviction　that　a　proper　s加dy　of　modem　literature　required　the

】inguistic　training　that　the　study　of　earliel　Iitelature　gave，　and　his　sense　of　the

continllity　of　English　literature．”6 @And　here　we　see　that　the　value　he　finds㎞

medievanitera吐ure　is　just　the　oPPosite　of　thaI　which　modems　are　seeking　afte1・

　　　　　Lewis　critically　sees　the　modern　movement　in　the　history　of　the　Westem

thought　as　a“movement　of　internalization”（Discai・ded，42），　calling童t　the

movemenUowards　the“universal　black－out”（‘‘Bulver三sm，”God，271）．

It　is　a　disastrous　discovery［＿l　that　we　exist．　I　mean　it　is　disastrous　when

instead　of　merely　attending　to　a　rose　we　are　forced　to　think　of　ourselves

Word　and　S’o’y　in　C．5．　Levvis，　Univelsity　of　Missouli　Press，1991），　p．144．

51myself，　however，　see　deep　religious　meanings　and　quest　theme　in　the　Waste

Land　which　lead　to　Fo配rρ照’・’ets．

6Helen　Gardner，‘℃live　Stap】es　Lewis，”刀le　Proceedin8s　o．ブ”ie　British！lcademy，

voL　21（Oxfbrd　Univ．　Press，1965），　pp．422－423．
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looking　at　the　rose［＿】It　is　disastrous　because，　if　you　are　not　very　carefUl，

the　colour　of　the　rose　gets　attributed　to　our　optic　nerves　and　its　scent　to　our

noses，　and　in　the　end　there　is　no　rose　left．　（‘‘Bulverism，”God，271）

As　we　shaU　see　in　his　fiction，　that　black－out　from　the　significant　world　of　heaven

is　a　conspicuous　characteristic　which　Lewis　attributes　to　he1L　Therefore，　in

modem　culture，　he　sees　a　downward　slope　into　he11，　though　he　does　not　oppose

culture　itself。（cf．　for　example，“Christianty　and　Culture，”Cんゼ∫加πR（iflections，

12－27）　This　misgivings　about　the　direction　toward　man－centredness　is　expressed

also　in　his　literary　criticism．　He　says，

Literature　exists　to　teach　what　is　usefu1，　to　honour　what　deserves　honour，

to　appleciate　what　is　delightfuL　The　usefu1，　honourable，　and　delightful

things　are　superior　to　it【．．．】its　own　use，　honour，　or　delightfulness　is

delivative　from　theirs．　In　that　sense　the　art　is　humble　even　when　the

artists　are　proud；proud　of　their　proficiency　in　the　art，　but　not　making　fbr

the　ar霊itself　the　high　Renaissance　or　Romantic　claims＿．

　　　　　In　this　great　change【＿】century　by　centuly，　item　after　item　is

transf巳rled　from　the　object’s　side　of　the　account　to　the　subjecfs．　And

now【＿】the　subject　himself　is　discounted　as　merely　subjective；we　only

think　that　we　think．　Having　eaten　up　everything　else，　he　eats　himse】f　up

too，　And　where　we‘go　from　thaゼis　a　dark　question．　（Discai・4αゐ

214－215）

　　　　　　Thus　standing　against　man－centred　tendency，　he　cannot　agree　with　the

view　that　literature　should　necessarily　revea】some重ruths　of　human　life．　And

therefbre，　he　also　disapproves　the　modern‘‘Realism”in　literature　which　assumes

that　books　should　give　us　the　impression　that‘‘This　is　what　life　is　like”

（Experi〃len　t，　62）　and　that‘‘a　fiction　cannot　fil　for　adult　and　civilised　reading

unless　it　represents　life　as　we　have　all　fbund　it　to　be【．。．】in　expeπience”

（EXperim　en　t，60）．　Lewis　says　that　ear】ier　audience　would　have　seen　no　point　in

hearing　a　story　abouI　anything　that　happens　everyday．　People　wanted　to　hear

something　queer，　something　which　broadened　their　minds，　something　which　made

them　fee1‘‘Life　is　such　thaUhis　is　possible”（EXpe’・〃πε鵬64）。　Lewis’s　argument
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・g・1・・twh・t　we　c・11“・eali・m”7

the　lim三t　of　human　imagination．

comes　also　from　his　deep】y　rooted　awareness　of

Actually　it　seems　to　me　that　one　can　haldly　say　anything　either　bad　enough

or　good　enough　about　life．　The　one　picmre　that　is　utterly　false　is　the

supposed　realistic　fiction　of　the　X正X　cen加ry　where　all　the　real　horrors　and

heavens　ale　excluded，　The　reality　is　a　queer　mixture　of　idyll，　tragedy，

farce，　melodrama：and　characters（even　the　same　character）far　better　and

worse重han　are　ever　imagined．（Letters，266）

　　　　　When　men　began　to　study　themselves，　their　own　reason　became　the　object．

Now　reason　appears　to　many　peop】e　as　the　epiphenomenon　which　accompanies　a

chemical　or　e】ectllcal　events　in　a　cortex．　Then　man　began　to　assume　that　if　our

rational　thinkmg　is　a　natural　phenomenon　caused　by　some　condition，　even　our

moral　or　value　judgments　are　not　really　valid　but　are　sentiments　or　attitudes

caused　by　the　environmental　conditions　and　therefbre　has　no　authority．　Lewis

thus　points　out　man’s　twofold　retreat　from　God．　Man　first　tumed　his　eyes　from

God；and　next，　stopped　his　ears　to　H孟s　messages。　God　still　keeps　on　sending　us

messages　through　our　imagination，　reason，　and　morality　as　welL　It　is　we　that　are

wrong　if　we　cannot　receive　them．“Good　beats　upon　the　damned　incessantly　as

sound　waves　bea重on　the　ears【which　have　losUhe　power　of　hearing】，　buUhey

cannot　receive　it”（Divo”ce，123）．

　　　　　Myth，　allegory　and　fairy　lales　are，　then，　valuable　for　Lewis　also　as　literaly

defenses　against　the“lnterna】ization，”the　process　of　promoting　this　self－

centredness　of　man．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Lewis　demands　that　we　should　open　our　eyes　and　ears　wholeheartedly

toward　God　and　to　His　message．　First　of　all，　we　shou】d　have“［t】he　taste　for　the

other，　that　is，　the　very　capaci吐y　for　enjoying　good”（Pa・in，111）。　As　a　scho畳ar，　his

7
What　I　refer　to　as“realism”here　is　of　course　noI　an　attemp重at　exp爬ssing　what

99



Lewis’s　Literary　Theory

attitudes　are　the　same．　In　appreciating　Nature，　he　says，‘‘Look　Listen．　Attend”

（Four　Loves，23），　is　the　first　step，　and　so　is　it　in　appreciating　art，　music　and　also

literature．　In　either　case　what　the　object　demands　of　us　is　tota1・surrendeno　it．

hl　order　to　enjgy　either　an　art　or　literature　truly，　we　should　firs重receive　it

indifferently，　without　any　prejudice　on　our　part　“We　musI　empty　our　minds　and

】ay　ourselves　open”（即ε’°〃ηε〃ち116）．

　　　　　Books　will　provide　open－minded　readers　with　telling　illustrations　by　which

they　may三nterpret　their　own　experience　in　their　life．　Yet，　it　is　not　their　main　role，

As　Lewis　remarks　when　he　is　discussing　fairy　tales，　they“can　give　us　experiences

we　have　nevel　had　and　thus，　instead　of‘commenting　on　life’can　add　to　it”

（“Sometimes　Fairy　Stories　May　Say　Best　What’s　to　be　Said，”Of　IJEis＆0酌8r

PVorlds，74）．　This　is，　however，　only　when　we　read　books　with　a　proper　a鮭itude

which　allows　them　to　work　on　us．　We　should　not　consciously　ferret　about　for

‘‘

狽窒浮狽?@about　life”or　seek　self－improvement　by　means　of　reading．　If　we　try　to　use

literature　for　our　own　end，　we　should　after　all　fix　our　attention　on　ourselves；and

then，　Lewis　says，　we　should　see　nothing　but　the“mirrored　face”in　ourselves　hl

literature（drper〃nent，74）．　Even　though　such　readhlg　might　brighten　our　life，　it

could　add　nothhlg　to　it；many　of　the　comments　on　life　which　we　find　in　literature

can　be　got　in　ordinary　actual　life，　too．　WhaI　instmction　we　may　think　we　have

drawn　from　literature　is　in　effect　only　a　confirmation　to　what　we　had　expected　to

find　in　it．

　　　　　When　we　read，　we　shou】d　surrender　to　the　work　and　enter　fully　into“the

opinions［＿】attitudes，　feelings　and　to吐al　experience，　of　other　men”（Experiment，

85）．　Then，　in　a　parhdoxica】way，　books　may　profitably　enlarge　us．

We　want　to　be　more　than　ourselves．　Each　of　us　by　nature　sees　the　whole

wor】d　from　one　point　of　view　with　a　perspective　and　a　selectiveness

peculiar　10　himself．［．．．］One　of　the　things　we　feel　after　reading　a　great　work

Lewis　holds　to　be　the　metaphysica1　Real　world．
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is‘I　have　got　out’．

the　she】l　of　some

（Expei・imen’t，138）

Or　flom　another　point　of　view，‘Ihave　got　in’；pierced

othel　monad　and　discovered　what　it　is　iike　illside，

Therefore，吐hose　who　seek　o111y　vicarious　pleasures　in　reading　are　decribed　by

Lewis　as‘‘the　lowest　class”of　readers：

lowest，　because　reading　takes　them　least　out　of　themselves，　confirms　them

in　an　indulgence　which　they　already　use　too　much，　and　turns　them　away

from　most　of　what　is　most　worth　having　both　in　books　and　1ife．（Experiment，

55）

　　　　　The　process　of　enlargement　of　ourselves，　of　wearing　otheπpeople’s　total

experience，　begins　with　the‘‘negative　effort”and　ploceeds　to‘‘the　positive。”First，

we　should　get　ourselves　out　of　lhe　way．　“Look．　Listen，　Receive　is　the　primary

experience（EXpe’カne鵬19）．　Only　when　we　abandon　ourselves，　can　we　really

appreciate　the　work　itself　inslead　of　reading　ourselves　in　iし　Until　then　we　canno重

even　know　whether　the　work　before　us　deserves　such　a　self－surlender，　because　it

is　not　untihhen　thanhe　work　really　begins，　if　ever，　to　work　on　us．　We　must　not

“us6”literature　before　we‘‘receive”it．　Lewis　thus　emphasizes　the　need　fbr　the

receptive　reading．　In　that　he　seems　to　have　much　in　common　with　Arnold　who

stresses　that　the　important　thing　is‘‘to　see　the　object　as　in　itself　it　real】y　is．”8

And　with　this　view，　he　goes　on　to　accuse　some　critics　of　hindering　the　right　way

of　reading．

　　　　　Those　whom　Lewis　refers　to　as“the　Vigilant　school　of　critics”（Experiment，

124）are　always　on　their　guard　and　ready　to　criticize　such　lhings　as　vulgarity，

superficlality，　false　sentiment，　fbur－leUeπwords；㎞short，　anything　which　is

offensive　to　their　sense　of　decorum　in　the　actuanife．　Lewis　says　they　hindel

readers　from　appreciating　the　elusive　merit　of　good　works　and　make　the　primary

8Mattew　Arnold，“The　Function　of　Criticism　at　the　Present　Time，”Lectures＆

Essays　in　O’iticism，　ed．　R．　H．　Super（The　Univ．　of　Michigan　Press，1962），　p．258．
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1itelaly　expelience　impossible．　Any　wolk　that　is　approached　by　a　suspicious

cri霊ic　will　necessarily　seem　to　confirm　his　suspicions　and　give　him　nothlng　wolth

accepting．　Thus　the　Vigilant　schoo1・is　not　only　a　hindrance　but　a　positive　threat

to　the　proper　apPreciation　of　literature．

　　　　　Evaluative　critics　also　shou】d　not　be　overestima重ed．　‘‘The　trulh　is　noUhat

we　need　the　critics　in　order　to　enjoy　the　authors，　buUhat　we　need　the　auIhors　in

order　to　enjoy　the　critics”（Expe’加ent，123）．　He　finds　it　wolth　some　while　to

read　good　criticism，　but　it　is　not　because　of電he　help　critics　are　generally　expected

to　give　in　understanding　literature　but　because　we　naturally　enjoy　the‘‘lesponses

of　a　first－class　mind”（llbeperiment，124）to　a　very　great　work．　Lewis　thus　regards

criticism　as　a　sort　of　readable　li吐erary　work，　and重hat　dependent　on，　and　not

supervising，　the　primary】iterary　work．

　　　　　When　he　studies　old　texts，　either　Medieva］or　Renaissance，　he　takes　his

position　as　a　literary　historian　and　makes　more　of　what　the　poem　once　meant　than

of　what　it　now　means　to　the　exclusively　modem　sensibility．　The　first　impression

of　a　poem　on　oul　modern　mind　has　to　be　transcended　so　that　we　may　re・enter　the

poem　after　the　study　of　the　o】d　words，重he　background　and　rea］imp】ications　of　the

poem　as　it　was　written；re－enter　it“with　eyes　mole　like　those　of　the　natives”

（Studies，　3）．

In　sQ　far　as　you　suoceed，　you　may　mole　and　more　come　to　realize　that　what

you　enjoyed　at　the　first　reading　was　no吐really　any　medieval　poem　that　ever

existed　but　a　modem　poem　made　by　yourself　at　a　hint　from　the　old

words．【＿】Ishould　hope　to　be　led〔＿l　to　newel　and　fresher　enjoyments，

things　I　could　never　have　met　in　my　own　period，　modes　of　feeling，　flavours，

atmospheres，　nowhere　accessible　but　by　a　menta豆journey　into　Ihe　real

past．【＿l　it　would　seem　to　me　a　waste　of　the　past　if　we　were　content　to　see　in

the　Iiterature　of　every　bygone　age　only　the　reflexion　of　our　own　faces．

（Stadies，3－4）

　　　　　Those　who　apply　to　their　first　impression　of　an　old　poem‘‘the　detailed

methods　of‘practical’criticism”ale　only‘‘passing　from　uncorrected　illusions　to
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positively　invited　illusions　（Studies，4）．　Lewis　regards　this　as　the　worst　method

of　all　criticisms．　A5‘real　and　present　experience”（、EUperiment，100）that　is，　what

happens　to　us　when　we　read　1t，　is　often　based　on　our　mistranslations　or

misunderstandings　of　it．　With　the　help　of　textual　critics，　commentators，　and

lexicographers　we　can　first　enjoy‘‘the　poet’s　poem，　not　necessarily　instead　of，　but

in　addition　to，　our　own　one”（Exper加zent，101），　the　poem　with　the　meaning　which

Donne　or　Chaucer　actually　intended　it　to　have，

　　　　　While　Lewis　insists　that　we　should　receive　the　poem　as　it　really　is，　he

㎞ows　that　we　sometimes　need　humbly　to　consult　other　sources　than　the　poem

itself　in　order　to　enjoy　the　poem　as　it　realiy　has　been．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Lewis　insists　that‘‘all　criticism　should　be　of　books，　not　of　authors”（Studies，

38）．　This　is　partly　because　some　books，　especially　those　written　in　olden　times，

have　no　one　author　who　deserves　the　name　of　the　author　in　the　full　sense：for，　the

texts　were　often　retold　or　rewritten　and　did　not　remain　the　same，　while　they　did

not　become　wholly　new　either．　Therefore，‘‘the　Author－Book　unit”（Studies，38）

which　we　apply　to　modem　literature　does　not　work　fbr　the　old　texts．　For

instance，　Malory’s　LθMorte　Dα励ur　is　a　retold　vers1on　of　the　older　texts，　and

Malory　has　only　a“shared　authorship”（Studies，38）of　this　book．　Another

ground　for　Lewis　to　insist　that　we　should　concentrate　not　on　the　author　but　on　the

book　itself　is　that　the　meaning　of　a　book　is　not　necessarily　the　same　as　that　which

the　author　intended　to　give玉t．

The　meaning　of　a　book　is　the　series　or　system　of　emotions，　reflections，　and

attitudes　produced　by　reading　it．［＿］The　ideally　tnle　or　right‘meaningつ

would　be　that　shared［．．．］by　the　largest　member　of　the　best　readers　after

repeated　careful　readings　over　several　generations，　different　periods，

nationalities，　moods，　degrees　of　alermess，　private　pre－occupations，　states　of

health，　sp童rits，　and　the　like　cancelling　one　another　out　when（this　is　an

important　reservation）they　cannot　be　fused　so　as　to　enrich　one　another．

（‘‘On　Criticism，”Of　This　＆Other　Wo〃d，177）
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　　　　　This　opmion　leads　him　to　concentrate　more　and　more　on　the　part　of　reader

in　his　literary　criticism．　For　exampie，　he　begins　his．An　Elxpe’・iment　in　C’・躍cf∫，η

by　distinguishhlg　good　readers　from　bad　ones．　What　he　calls　good　readers　are

those　who　read　the　same　woπk　again　and　again　when　they　are　deep】y　impressed　by

it，　and　for　them　reading　is　never　a　means　of　killing　time　as　it　often　is　for　unliterary

readers．　Good　readers　read　books　with　their　whole　attention．　Sometimes　they

meet　some　book　which　moves　them　so　much　that　their　whole　consciousness　is

changed　by　it．　They　often　repeat　their　favouri吐e　lines　in　their　minds　or　talk　to

one　another　about　books．　This　is　the　right　sor10f　reader　who　can　real］y　receive

and　find　the　meaning　of　literary　works．　Lewis　does　not　think　that　good　readers

are　good　because　they　lead　good　books　but，　on　the　contrary，　books　can　be

regarded　as　good　when　they　are　enjoyed　by　good　readers．　Thus　Lewis　makes

much　of　the　readers　and　of　the　meaning　received　by　them．

　　　　　On　the　othel　hand，　howeve1，　he　also　makes　much　of　the　author’s　intention，

that　is，　of　what　the　author　meant　the　work　to　be．　Lewis　is　conscious　that　1he

work　is　not　only　logo∫，　that　is，　something　said，　but　also、ρoie〃la，01　something

made．　Literary　works　are‘‘complex　and　calefUIly　made　objects”（亙rρeriment，

82）．

　　　　　Not　to　treat　the　wolks　as　made　both　with　form　and　conlent　buUo　value

them　chiefly　or　solely　for敦he　content，吐he　moral　or　any　meaning　we　may　draw

from　them　is　one　instance　of‘‘using”them　before“receiving”them　as　they　really

ale。

　　　　　On　the　other　hand，　he　is’also　against　such　a　view　as‘‘a　poem　shou】d　not

mean　but　be，”which　wholly　neglects　the　logos，　or　content，　of　the　poem．　Lewis

argues　that　the　words　in　a　poem　obviously　mean　because　a　word‘‘which　simply

‘was’and　didn’t‘mean’would　not　be　a　word”（Expe”imenち28）．　We　shou】d

fully　attend　boIh　the　sou皿d　and　the　sense，　holding　ourselves‘‘ready　to　conceive，
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imagine，　and　feel　as　the　words量nvite　us”（Experime鵬32）．　For　the　same　reason，

those　who　are　concerned　solely　wilh　the　style　of，　or　words　in，　a　poem　are

unqualified　for　htelary　criticism．

　　　　　Lewis，　as　a　man　and　Christian，　finds　it　important　for　us　to　know　what　we

are　intended　to　be　by　our　Creato1，　God，　and　insists　that　we　shou】d　listen　to　Him

for　His　words．　Likewise，　as　a　li重erary　clitic，　he　thinks　it　important　to　see　what

the　auIhor　intended　the　wolk　to　be．　In／1」Preface’o‘Pai・adise　Los〆，　for　instance，

arguing　against　those　who　criticize　Mihon’s　style　as　too　remote　and　artificial，　he

stresses　that　Milton’s　style　is“a　Iitual　style”（61）which　ought　to　be　artificial，　and

that　just　as　when　we　perfect］y　participate　in　the　ritual，　we　do　not　think　much　about

the　ritual　itself　but　wholly　occupied　by　the　thing　about　which　the　rite　is　performed，

so　when　we　are　absorbed　in　the　poem，　we　are　no　longer　conscious　of　the‘‘gτand”

style　as　a　style　but　notice　afterwalds　that　this‘‘grand”ritua】style　was　the　only

method　by　which　this　depth　of　concentration　into　the　poem　could　be　attah】ed．

Lewis　here　points　out　that　if　we　refuse　lo　be　wholly　caught　up　by　the　poem　and　try

to　find　fault　with　it　on】y　because　it　is　unlike　the　poetry　of　our　own　age，　we　are　to

misjudge　Mihon’s　great　achievement．　We　mistake　his　suc㏄ss　for　a　failure

because　his　style　does　not　natura1】y　expless　his　ideas．　But　in　reality，　Milton

chose　to　use　the‘‘grand”style　even　before　he　chose　what　he　would　write　about（cf

Preface，2＆61）．　The　style　is　not　merely　a　means　of　expression，　and　this　style

i重self　is　part　of　Milton’s　artistic　work　which　is　also　a　great　success，

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Lewis’s　attitude　towards　the　problem　of　originality　is　in　sharp　contrast　with

that　of　T．　S．　Eliot．　A　touchstone’for　Eliot　in　deciding　the　greatness　of　a　poem　is

whether　it　is‘‘genuine”poetry　or　not・

Has　this　poet　something　to　say，　a］ittle　different　from　what　anyone　has　said

before，　and　has　he　found，　not　only　a　different　way　of　saying三t，　but　the

differenl　way　of　saying　it　which　explesses　the　differellce　in　what　he　is
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saying？9

As　the　perso．nality　of　the　poet　is　impQrtant　for　Eliot，　so　is重hat　of　the　reader．　Eliot

finds　an　opportunity　for　self－deve】opment，　or　for　enlargement　of　our　personality，

in　reading　many　books　by　various’authors．

The　very　different　view　of　life，　cohabiting　in　our　minds，　affect　each　other，

11。鋤瓢認瀦1葱、1臨藍1）igives　each　a　place　i”　s°me

Eliot’s　celebrated‘‘impersonal　theory”does，　after　a】1，　aim　to　achieve　a　poet’s

originality　which　is　genuinely　original　not　only　among　his　contemporaries　but　in

the　whole　history　of　Westem　cultuπe．

What　is　to　be　insisted　upon　is　that　the　poet　must　develop　or　procure　the

consciousness　of　the　past　and　that　he　shou］d　continue　to　deve】op　this

consciousness　throughout　his　career．

　　　　　What　happens　is　a　cont量nual　surrender　of　himse】f　as　he　is　at　the

mome皿t　to　something　which　is　mole　valuable．　The　progress　of　an　artist　is

acontinual　self－sacr迂ice，　a　continual　extinction　of　personality．11

　　　　　Eliot　rightly　expresses　his　aim　by‘‘selfLsacrifice．”　‘‘Sacrifice”means　the

‘‘

№奄魔奄獅〟@up　of　valued　thing　fbr　the　sake　of　ano重her　that　is　more　worthy　ol　more

important”（COI））．　It　is　different　from　Lewis’s　simple　self－surrender．　Lewis’s

aim　is　not　self－development　but　the　apPleciation　and　elljoyment　of　the　work　for

itself．　Eliot　never　tries　to　give　up　his　i皿nermosI－self．　He　keeps　his　own　self

】ooking　back　at　the　whole　tradition　or　criticizing　various　authors　so　that　in　the　end

he　may　be　mole　personal　or　more層 盾窒奄№奄獅≠戟@than　any　other　au重hor．　Such　an

9T．　S．　Eliot，“What　is　Minor　Poetry？”0πPoεの，　and　Poets（Faber　and　Faber，

1957），p．50．
1°
dli・t，“R・ligi・n・nd　Lit・・at・爬，”∫・1・c∫・d・P，・・…げZ＆E1’・ち・d．　with・n

Introduction　by　Frank　Kermode（Faber　and　Faber，1975》p。102．
11
dli・t，“T・aditi…nd　th・1・di・idua1　T・1・nt，”∫・1・c’・4　E∬・y・（F・b・・and　F・b・・，
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attitude　has　self－centredness　which　Lewis　decisively　rebukes　as　Pride．

　　　　　In　reading，　Lewis　emphatically　refuses　the　idea　that　we　are　to　find　the

poet’s　character　or“state　of　mind”（Personal、Heresy，2）in　poetry．

When　we　read　poetry　as　poet女y　should　be　read，　we　have　befole　us　no

representation　which　claims　to　be　the　poet，　and　frequently　no　representation

of　a　man，　a　character，　or　a　personality　at　all．（Personal　HereSy，4）

Lewis　holds重hat　the　personality　cannot　be　enjoyed　except　by　loving　it，　and　those

who　enjoy　the‘‘mental　pattern”（Personal　HereSy，50）of　the　poet　are　perveltedly

responding　to　the　poetry．　The‘‘1”in　a　poem　is　not　the　poet　himself　expressing

his　own　personality．　Even　in　an　autobiographical　poem，　the　rea】poet　who

describes　the“1”to　be　in　the　grip　of　some　emotion　has　already　escaped　from　that

emotion，　as　he　can　see　it　objectively　enough　to　make　poetry　of　it・What　are

presented　in　poetry　are　the　things　or　pelsons，　often　includ三ng　the　poet　himself，

who　are　seen　by　the　poet：

Ilook　with　his【i．e．，　the　poet’s】eyes，　not　at　him【＿l　The　poet　is　no£aman

who　asks　me　to　look　at　him；he　is　a　man　who　says‘look　at　that’and　points；

the　more　I　follow　the　pointing　of　his　finger重he　less　I　can　possibly　see　of

Him．［＿】To　see　thipgs　as　the　poet　sees　them　I　must　share　his　consciousness

and　not　a鎚end　to　it【＿1（Pe”sonalHereslソ，11－12）

If　one　is　interested　only　in　the“mental　pattern”of　the　poet，　he　will　ovellook‘‘that

downright　interestingness　in　lhe　real　world　which　meets，01　even　besieges　him，

daily　whenever　he　is　not　ill，　or　tired，　or　pleoccupied”（Personal　HereSy，96）．　We

must　open　our　eyes　to　the　world，　not　concentrate　on　the　human　mind　lest　we

should　miss　what　is　given　10　us．

We　must　go　to　books　for　that　which　books　can　give　us－－to　be　in重erested，

1932），p．17．
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de】ighted，　or　amused，　to　be　made　merry　or　to　be　made　wise．　But　for　the

proper　pleasure　of　personality，　that　is，　for　love，　we　must　go　where　it　can　be

found－－to　our　homes　or　our　coπimon　rooms【．．．］（Personal　Heresy，68）

Lewis　keeps　the　traditional　view　that］i重erature　should　give　us　both‘‘p】easure　and

profit”，　and　in　that　sense　the　poet’s　aim　is“ethical　as　well　as　aes重heIic”（Englis’z

Literatui・ε加the　SiXteenth　Cε〃ury，322）．　Lewis　says　in　English　Literature　f’1

the　SiXteenth　Centuty　that　for　the　poets　of　that　age，“Virtue　is　lovely，　not　merely

obligatory”（322），　and　therefore　didactic　purpose　was　wholly　consistent　wiIh

pleasure．　For　them，　and　also　fbr　Lewis　as　an　Old　Westem　man，　such　things　as

good　and　beauty　were　God’s　messages．　They　saw　the　world　with　the

whole－hearted　receptiveness．　They　speak　in　the童r　books　about　God，　Heaven　and

the　celestial　hierarchy　noUo　teach　us　the　glory　of　God　buI　because　they　want　to

“participate　as　far　as【they】can　in　the　glory”（Studies，61）．　Whauhey　did　not　do

is　to　express　their　persona】ity　in　their　work．

　　　　　Lewis　thus　warns　the　readers　against　what　he　calls‘‘persona】heresy”，　which

assumes　that“to　read　poetry　means　to　become　acquaillted　with　the　poet【＿］吐o

steep　ourselves　in　his　personali琶y”（Personal　Heresy，1）and　even　that‘‘a11　poetry

is　about　the　poet’s　state　of　mind”（Personal　HereSy，2）．　EM．W．　Tmyard　argues

against　Lewis　that　the　uniqueness　of　a　work　of　art　reveals　the　personality　of　Ihe

artist．　Lewis　is　against　Tillyard’s　view　of　uniqueness，　or　originality．　Contrary

to　Tillyald，　he　finds　litde　value　in　the　unlqueness　of　the　poet．　He　even　holds　that

the　pursuit　of　originality　both　on　the　part　of　readers　and　on　the　part　of　poets

themse】ves　is　wrong．

In　the　New　Testament　the　art　of　life　itself　is　an　art　of　imitation：can　we，

believing　this，　believe　tha口iterature【＿】is　to　aim　at　being‘creative’，

‘cleative’，‘original’，　and　‘spontaneous’．【sic】　‘Originality’in　the　New

Testament　is　quite　plainly　the　prerogat量ve　of　God　alone【＿］Iam　saying　thal

the　highest　good　of　a　creature　must　be　creaturely－－that　is，　derivative－－good．

（‘℃hrisIianity　and　Litefature，”℃hristian」Reflections，6－7）
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Concentration　on　nothing　but　humanity　ls，　fol　Lewis，　a　hell．　It　is　neally　the　same

Ihing　as　to　abandon　the　human　condition　altogether．　So　that，　he　is　a】so　critical

about　the　modern　poets　who　are　devoted重o　expressing　there　own　psycho蓋ogy，

The　older　poetry，　by　conthlually　insisting　on　cerIain　Stock　themes－－as　that

Iove　is　sweet，　death　bitte1，　virtue　lovely，　and　children　or　gardens　delightfu1

［＿］‘instmc重ed　by　delighthlg’，　fbr　poetry　was　folmelly　one　of　the　chief

means　whereby　each　new　generation　learned，　not　to　copy，　but　by　copying　to

make，　the　good　S重ock　responses．　Since　poetry　has　abandoned　that　office

lhe　world　has　not　bettered．　While　the　modems　have　been　pressing　fbrward

敦oconquemew　tenitories　of　consciousness，　the　o】d　telritoly，　in　which　alone

man　can　live，　has　bcen　lefl　unguarded，　and　we　are　in　danger　of　finding　our

enemy　in　ouHeaL（P”efacθ，57）

Lewis　here　holds　that　those　who　have　abandoned　imagination　to　guide　them　on

the　right　way　should　be　lost．　He　sees　that　the　moderns，　having　so　given　up　the

right　way，　are　losing　the　elementary　fectitude　of　responses　to　the　outer　world，　and

with　it　our　virtues，　moral　standards，　and　even　the　condition　of　being　human　beings．

The　danger‘‘in　our　rear”is　that　of　our　losing　humanity　altogether．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　Chap吐er　s

Some　Cri吐icisms　of　the　workS　of　Lewis

　　　　　and　his　s吐y雇e　of　rhetoric

　　　　　Lewis’s　cri重ics　sometimes　find　some　inconsistency，　insufficiency，　or　logical

flaws　in　his　apologetic　works．　For　example，　G．　E．　M．　Anscombe　in　1948

criticizes　him　for　the　misleading　ambiguity　of　some　key　words　in　his　arguments　in

Mir・c1・・．1　K・thlee・N・tt　i・th・助…〆・α・th・・（1958）・・iti・ize、　Lewi、　f。，

his　dogmatism，　calling　him　a‘‘neo－scholastic”．2 @Then　more　exlendedly，　John

Beversluis　in　his　C．、∫．」乙ewis　and　the　Searchプbr　Rational　Reli8ion　（1985）

systematically　attacks　Lewis’s　case　fbr　Christianity　by　separate】y　criticiZing　his

argument　from　Desire（that　is　an　argument　based　on　Imagination），　his　argument

from　Reason　and　his　argument　from　Morality，　which　are　the　three　main　strands　il

his　apology．3　Some　of　the　flaws　that　such　critics　find　in　Lewis　come　from　Ieal

mistakes　on　his　part　However，　as　we　sha】1　see　in　this　chapter，　Lewis　often

employs　pseudo－logic　or　rhetoric　which，　though　they　are　unacceptable　in　a　strictly

logical　argument，　in　fact　come　from　Lewis’s　understanding　of　human　nature　as

wel1　as　from　his　view　of】anguage．　Such　pseudo－logic　and　rhe重oric　should　not　be

regalded　as　mere　flaws　if　we　consider　his　apdogy　as　a　whole．　Sometimes，　his

claims　seem　to　lack　sufficient　proof，　but　it　is　usuaHy　when　they　are　based　on　the

traditiona】Westem　belief　in　the　intelligibi】ity　and　the　rationality　of　the　world，

which　is　simply　axiomatic　to　him．　In　this　chap重er，　we　shall　discuss　the‘‘flaws”

which　adverse　critics　find　in　Lewis’s　apologetic　works，　thereby吐rying　to　clarify

his　sty】e　of　rhetoric　and　his　characteristics　as　an　advocate　fbr　Christianity　and

’G・EM．　A・・c・mb・，“A　R・ply　t・．M・．　C．　S．　L・wi・・A・g。m・nt　Th、t・N、t。，ali、m・

is　Self－refuting，”∫ocro∫ごc　1）ご9ε∫らNo．4（1948），　P．8．（Socratic　1）’9ε∫ち漉εわ㍑118’加

蝦瓢識欝購器霊櫨謙1謙「蹴d2
　John　BeversIuis，　C、∫．」Lei，vis　and〃露8∫θoκ乃ノbア　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Rα’ionaムReligion（Eerdmans，
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objecIive　metaphysical　Reality．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　＊

　　　　　The　most　serious　charge　against　Lewis’s　logic　is　probably　the　one　made　by

G．EM．　Anscombe　at　the　meeting　of　the　Oxford　Socratic　Club　on　February　2，

1948，and　published　later　in　the　buHetin　of　that　club，∫oα・atic　Digest，　No．4．　In

the　first　edition　of　Miracles（1947），　Lewis　denies　naturalism　and　argues　for　the

existence　of　God　as　the　supema重ura】abso】ute　Reason．　Anscombe’s　criticism　is　of

Lewis’s　Chap重er　3，‘‘The　Self－Contradiction　of　the　Naturalist，”where　he　uses

”eductio　ad　absurdum　argument　to　refute　Naturalism．　There　he　says，“We　may

in　fact　s重ate　it　as　a　rule　lhat　no　thought　is　valid　if　it　can　be　fully　explained　as　a

result　of　irrational　causes”（ルfiractes，1st　ed．27）．　He　then　argues，

　　　　　Each　palIicular　thought　is　valueless　if　it　is　the　result　of　irlationaI

causes．　Obvious】y，　then，　the　who】e　process　of　human　thought，　what　we　call

Reason，　is　equally　value］ess　if　it　is　the　resuh　of　irrational　causes．　Hence

every　theory　of　the　universe　which　makes　the　human　mind　a　resuh　of

irrational　causes　is　inadmissible，　for　it　would　be　a　proof　Ihat　there　are　no

such　things　as　proofs．　Which　is　nonsense．

　　　　　But　Naturalism，　as　commonly　he］d，　is　precisely　a　theory　of　this　sort．

（ルfiracles，　t　st　ed．，28）

　　　　Anscombe　criticizes　Lewis　for　this“rule”because　here　he　fails　to　distinguish

betWeen　irrational　and　nonrational　causes．　She　points　out　that　by‘‘‘irrational

causes’”he　seems　to　mean“any　cause　that　is　not　something　rationaL”Actua1】y，

however，　what　can　be　called‘‘irrational　causes”are　qualities　such　as　passion，

se］f－interest，　obstinacy　and　prejudice，　which　actually　discredit　the　validity　of

thought；while　physica】01　physiological　ones　such　as　tumours　on　the　brain　and

tuberculosis　are　nonrational　causes，　which　are　actually　not　causes　but‘‘conditions

which　we㎞ow　to　go　with　irra重iona】beliefs　or　attitudes　with　sufficient　regularity

for　us重o　calhhem　their　causes”（Anscombe，8）．　Though　Anscombe　agrees　with

1985），p．73．
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Lewis　that　if　irrational　causes　supply　a　satisfactory　explanation　for　a　belief，　that

belief　is　discredited，　she　says，　against　Lewis，　that　since　naturalists　explain

reasoning　in　terms　of　nonrational，　physiological　causes，　that　is，　s三nce　they　explain

only　how　one　has　come　to　hold　a　belief，　their　explana重ion　does　not　impugn　the

validity　of　thought　itself．　Her　point　is　this：

Whether【a　man’s］conclusions　are　rational　ol　irrational　is　settled　by

considering　the　chain　of　reasoning　that　he　gives　and　whether　his

condusions　follow　from　it．　When　we　are　giving　a　causal　account　of　this

thought，　e．g．　an　account　of　the　physiological　plocesses　which　issue　in　the

utterance　from　the　point　of　view　of　evidence，　reasoning，　valid　argument，

truth，　at　a1】；we　a爬considering　them　merely　as　events．　Just　because　that　is

how　we　a爬consideling　them，　our　description　has　in　itself　no　bearing　on　the

ques重ion　　of　‘‘valid，”　‘‘invalid，”　‘‘rationa1，”　‘‘iπationa1，”　and　　so　　on．

（Anscombe，10）

　　　　　Bevers】uis　agrees　with　Anscombe　and　says　that　even　if　our　men重aI

processes　can　be　fUlly　explained　by　the　motions　of　atoms　in　our　brain，　our　beliefs

can　still　be　valid　as　long　as　they　are　based　on‘‘good　reasons”（Anscombe，10），

that　is，　on　good　grounds　to　prove　the　conclusions．

　　　　　Fulthermore，　Beversluis　points　out　that　although　Lewis，　in　the　levised

edition　of　Miracles，　has　admitted　his　confusion　between“irrational”causes　and

“nonrationa1”ones　and　rewritten　relevant　passages　throughout　Chapters　3　to　5，

Ieplacing‘‘irrational”　with　‘‘nonrational”　whenever　Anscombe’s　distinction

between　them　requires　it，　he　s重i11“continued　to　think，　that　if　human　leasoning

were‘fuUy　explicab】e’in　terms　of　nonrational　causes，　it　could　not　be　va】id。”

Bevers】uis　continues　to　say，

L£wis　was　wrong　about　this．　To　say　that　something　ls　fu1】y　explicable㎞

purely　causal　terms　is　only　to　deny　that　it　is　random，　unintelligible，　the

resuh　of‘‘blind　caprice”（Beversluis，73）．

Here　I　do　not　either　agree　or　disagree　with　Beversluis，　but　this　critical　comment　of
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Beversluis　makes　it　clear　thanhe　ma㎞point　of　disagreement　between　Naturalis垂s

and　Lewis　is　Ihat　Lewis　Ihi皿ks　no吐hing　that　is　in　any　sense　no肛ationally　caused

can　be　rationa1，　while　Naturalists　holds　that　it　is　possible　for　a　thought　to　have

some　nonralional　cause　and　yet　to　have　valid　rationality．　It　is　almost　impossible

Io　make　up　for　this　difference　by　adjusIi19　any　logica］flaw　ol　misunderstanding

either　on　Lewis’s　part　or　Beversluis’s　ol　Anscombe’s，　because　it　is　a　diffeτence　il

their　axiomaIic　premises　which　cannot　be　easily　changed　by　logical　argument．

　　　　　Yet　there　is　one　thing　to　be　remembered　hele．　Lewis　is　convinced　thaI　a

part　cannot　judge　the　whole，　and　therefore　believes　that　our　reason　should　be

discredited　if　it　is　wholly　exp］icable　in　terms　of　scientific　natural　causations．　If　our

reason　can　be　explained　in　naturalistic　terms，　it　should　be　a　natural　phenomenon，

and　as　a　part　of　nature，　it　would　not　be　able　to　establish　any　correct　theory　about

nature，　i．e．　about　the　phenomena1　world（cf．“1）e　Futilitate，”Ch’・istian　ReLflections，

64）．4H・w・v・・，　B・versl・i・and　A・…mb・d…t・eem　t・think・th・t　th・v・1idity

of　our　reasoning　on　nature　depends　on　whether　or　not　it　is　independent　of，　and　not

apart　of，　nature．

　　　　　Besides，　in　order　to　criticize　Lewis　further，　Beversluis　quotes　from　the　first

edition　of　Miracles：

It　is　clear　that　everything　we㎞ow，　beyond　oul　own　immediate　sensations，

is　inferred　from　those　sensations［＿】”Since　I　am　presented　with　colours，

sounds，　shapes，　pleasures　and　pains　which　I　cannot　perfectly　control，　and

s孟nce　the　more　I　investigate重hem　the　more　regular　their　behaviour　appears，

therefore　there　must　exist　something　oIher　than　myself　and　it　must　be
　　　　　　　　systemat1C．

　　　　　He　then　takes　up　Lewis’s　words：“All　possible　knowledge　1＿】depends　on

the　validity　of　reasoning，”5　and　in　them　reads　the　implication　that‘‘we　never

4
　See　our　discussion　in　Chapter　2，　p．54　above．

5
　Lewis，　Miracles，　first　ed．，　pp．25＆26，　quoted　in　Beversluis，　pp．60＆61．
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directly　perceive　persons　and　things”（Beversluis，61）so　as　to　charge　Lewis　for

altogether　denying　the　validity　of　inductive　inference，　which　is　based　on　empirical

l（nowledge．

［H】eoverlooked’the　fact　that　it　is　experience，　not　reason，　that　provides　us

with　tluths　about　the　world．　It　is　on】y　because　we　already　know　some　truths

about　the　world　that　we　can　employ　your“powers”of　reasoning　to　deduce

other　truths　from　them［＿】AU　we　have　to　grant　is　that　the　truth　of　the

statements　contained　in　an　argumenI　are　inductively　inferred　from

experience　and　that　on　the　basis　of　Ihem　we　can　deductively　infer　oth釘

statements．　Buロhis　solution　is　not　open　to　Lewis　because　when　he　rejects

inductive　h〕ferences　as　a　means重o“genuine㎞owledge，”he　is　Ieft　with　the

barren　prospect　of　validity　as　our　only　road　to　truth．（Beversluis，77）

　　　　　However，　here，　Beversluis　is　beside　the　mark；for，　in　fact，　Lewis　does　not

disparage　sense－data．　Lewis　says，‘‘it　is　clear　that　everything　we　know，　beyond

our　own　immediate　sensations，　is　inferred　from　those　sensations，”thus　admi髄ing

theh　validity．　That　is，　he　does　not　reject　inductive　inference　from　sensuous

experien㏄s．　It韮s　only　that　Lewis’s　emphasis　is　on　the　rational　powel　of　man

that　infers　knowledge　from　such　data　as　othel　men’s　knowledge　and　authorized

given　proposi重ions　as　we】1　as　from　immediate　sensations．

　　　　　Bevelsluis　often　seems　too　keen　to　f㎞d　fauh　with　Lewis．　Another

criticism　that　he　makes　of　Lewis’s　argument　is　that　though　Lewis　maintains　that

all　possible㎞owledge　depends　on　the　validity　of　reasoning，　the　validity　of

reasonillg」per　se　does　not　necessarily　lead　to　a　genuine　insight　into　the　world．　In

deductive　argument，㎞ow】edge　depends　not　only　on　Ihe　validity　of　argumenら

name］y，　the】ogical　consistency　and　soundness　of　procedure，　but　also　on　the　truth

of　each　proposition　employed　in　that　argument．　Of　course，　Beversluis’s　charge

wou】d　be　right，　if　Lewis　said　that‘‘all　possible　knowledge∫o！ely　depends　on　the

validity　of　reason．”But　Lewis　does　not　say　so．　What　he　says　is　that“a11　possib】e

knowledge　［＿1　depends　on　the　validity　of　reason，”which　does　not　mean

soundness　of　the　re孕soning　Process　is　all　that　is　required　to　get　the　right
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conclusion．　Therefore，　Beversluis’s　criticism　here　is　again　irrelevant　to　Lewis’s

argument　from　Reason．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Beversluis’s　criticism　of　Lewis’s　argument　on　imagination　is　rough】y

divided　into　two，　name】y，　of趾s　Iogical　flaws　and　of　its　lheological　inconsistency．

In　order重o　point　out　Lewis’s　logical　flaws，　Bevers沁is　first　paraph士ases　Lewis’s

fUndamental　principle　into　lhe　statement：‘‘Anything　that　does　not　u1Iimately

satisfy　us　cannot　be　what　we　Ieally　wanted，”and　then　attacks　this，　saying，‘‘the

facI　that　Sam　is　hungry　again　fbul　hours　after　breakfast”does　not　prove“that　it　is

not　food　tha重he　really　wanted”（Beversluis，16）．　Bevelsluis’s　argument　is　that　if

fbod　is　what　is　really　wanted　even　if　it　fai］s　to　give　us“u】timale”satisfaction，　Ihen，

the　aesthetic　experiences　that　caused“Joy”in　Lewis　and　gave　him　gleat　pleasure

should　likewise　be　what　were　really　wanted　even　though　they　did　not　satisfy　the

‘‘

ioy”Ultimately．

　　　　　1　do　not　say　Beversluis’s　parapbrase　is　wrong，　but　his　counterproof　seems　to

me　to　be　a　li田e　off　the　mark．　First　of　a11，　hungel　is　satisfiable　by　f60d

completely，　at　lea3t　fbr　a　while，　and　it　is　in　this　sense　able　to　give‘‘uhimate”

satisfaction，　though　it　is　not　final　or　eterna】．　On　the　other　hand，‘‘Joy”is　never，

evell　for　a　moment，　comp】etely　satisfied　by　allything　on　earth．　As　Lewis’s　point

】ies　in　this　fact　that‘‘Joy”is‘‘never”satisfied，　Bevers】uis’s　case　of　hunger　does

not　disprove　that　‘‘Joy”　is　a　desire　and　pointer　to　heaven　and　a　proof　of　its

eXiS重enCe　aS　Wel1．

　　　　　Secondly，　Lewis’s　point　is　not　merely　that　such　pleasures　as　originally

cause　joy　faino　give　fu】l　satisfaction　but　that，　when　the　pleasures　are　most　strong，

they　cause　some　numinous　desire　for　some　other　thing　that　cannot　be　specified．

It　is　this　other　desire　felt　in　the　fulfillment　of　the　original　desire　for　those　aesthelic

pleasures，　rather　than　the　insufficiency　of　lhe　fulfi1】men重itself，　that　makes　Lewis

suspect　that　those　pleasures　are‘‘pointers”，　raIher　than重he　Ieal　object．
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　　　　　There　is　yet　another　flaw　that　Beversluis　finds　in　Lewis’s　logic　here．　In

the　preface　to　The　P∫’8アf〃t’s　Regress，　Lewis　talks　of　the　desire　which　is

unsatisfiable　in　this　wolld：

This　Desire　was，　in　the　sou】【＿］the　chair　in　which　only　one　could　sit，

And　if　nature　makes　nothing　in　vain，　the　One　who　can　sit　in　this　chair　musl

exist．（10）

　　　　　Referrillg　to　t｝1is，　Beversluis　remarks　that“ILewis’s】claim　is　that　Na敦ure

does　nothing　in　vain，”and　points　out，　by　way　of　Iefutation，　thanhough　the

Natural　Law　tradition　in　philosophy　from　Alistot】e　to　Richard　Hooker　endolses

the　idea　that　nature　does　nothing　in　vain　or　that“iI　is　an　axiom　of　Nature　that

natura］desire　cannot　utte11y　fhls吐1ate”（17），6　this　belief　itse】f　has　no　ground．‘‘The

desh’e　il　and　of　itself　proves　nothh19，　points　to　nothing”（19）．

　　　　　Besides，　Beversluis　argues，　even　if　earthly　pleasules　are　pointers　to

something　other　than　the　immediate　o切ect，“the　existence　of　the　object　desired

does　not　follow　from　the　mere　fact　that　someone　desir・es　it，　no重even　from　the　fact

that　someone　has　a　desi∫e　that　nothing　on　earth　can　satisfy．　Flom　this　fact　alone

we　could　just　as　well　conclude　that　some　desires　cannot　be　satisfied．”（25）．

　　　　　As　we　have　seen，　Lewis　holds　that　just　as　there　would　be　no　hunger　in　the

world　in　which　no　food　exists，　so　wou】d　there　be　no　desire　for　Paradise　if　there

were　no　heaven．　Against　this，　Beversluis　says　the　existence　of　an　edible　thing

cannot　be　proved　by　anything　but　by　eating。　Discovery　of　the　existence　of　food

is　an　empirica】one．　In　the　same　way，　the　existence　of　Paradise　is重o　be　proved，　if

ever，　only　by　experiellce　（Beversluis，18－19）．　Thus，　Beversluis　holds　that

Lewis’s　analogy　between　hunger　and　Joy　fails　from　the　ground　up．

　　　　　Beversluis’s】ogic　is　right．　If　Lewis　claimed　the　existence　of　Paradise　this

6C£Richard　Hooker，　Of　the　Laws　of　Ecclesiastical　Poli（ッ，　ed．　A．　S，　McGrade

and　Brian　Vickers（Siegwick　andJackson，1975），1．，　p．4，　quoted　in　Beversluis，　p．

17．
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way，　he　would　be　wrong．　However，　Lewis　never　claims　it，　nor　i1】sists　it　can　be

】ogically　proved．　Lewis　on】y　says“my　desire　fol　Paradise【。．．】1砺ηたiI　a　pretty

good　indication　that　such　a　thing　exists”（my　italics．“The　Weight　of　Glory，”

Toasら99）．　He　on】y　holds｝）．e　can　subs重antiate　it，　or　proposes　it　only　as　a

supposi重ion．　In　Letters　toルfalcot〃2，　he　frankly　admits，‘‘【A】fter　all．　I　know．　It

is　ventule．　We　don’t　know　it　will　be”（120－121）．

　　　　　Lewis’s　inference　of　the　existence　of　heaven　is　therefore　based　on　his　faith

rathel　than　Iogic．　In　fact，　it　is　not　until　his　conversion重hat　he　comes　to童nterpret

his‘‘Joy”as　a　desire　for　heaven　and　infer　its　existence　from　such　a　desire．

　　　　　On重he　other　hand，　the　fact　that　Bevelsluis　has　taken　Lewis’s　words　as　a

cla三m　is　significanしActually，　I　don’t　think　Beversluis　is　altogether　m五silterpreting

Lewis　when　he重akes　Lewis’s　case　for　the　existence　of　heaven　fbr　a　cla㎞．　Lewis

often　gives　the　impression　that　he　decisively　claims　some　belief　even　when　he

makes　such　apparent　da三ms　with　some　reservation。　This　effect　is　probably

intentional　and　comes　from　Lewis’s　style　of　rhetoric，　which　we　shall　discuss

presently．

　　　　　Actually，　in　addition　to　the　point　of　Beversluis’s　criticism，　Lewis’s

inference　of　the　existence　of　heaven　on　the　premise　tha重Nature　does　nothing　hl

vain　has　another　weak　poinし　Such　a　belief　already　postulates重he　existence　of

some　perfect　designer　that　has　created　Nature　with　order，　and　therefbre　the　logic

which　uses重hat　be1童ef　as　a　premise　and　draws　the　existence　of　heaven　which　is

God’s　country，　already　imp】ies　a　part　of　the　conclusion【i．e．　God　ex童sts】in　the

pπemise．　The　who］e　Iogic　is　founded　on　his　faith，　and　therefore重autological．　If

Lewis　were　an　agnostic，　he　would　not　even　suppose　Ihat　nature　does　nothing　in

vam，　nor　come　to　believe　in　heaven　ol　God．

　　　　　However，　when　reading　hewis，　we　cannot　simply　dismiss　his　logic　as

tautology，　for，　by　the　ana】ogy　between　hunger　and“Joy”，　he　imaginatively

illuslra重es　his　belief　so　as　to　substanIiate　iし　As　this　also　concems　his　apologetic
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』style，　we　shaU　discuss　his　use　of　analogy　la吐er　when　we　consider　his　lhe吐oric．

　　　　　The　theological　inconsistency　that　Beversluis　finds　in　Lewis’s　desire

argument　is　the　confUsion　of　Greek　phi】osophy　with　Christian　theology．　Lewis

says　Illat　he　was“the　most　dejectρd　and　reluctant　convelt　in　all　England”（1ρソ，

182）．　But　Beversluis　says，　if‘‘God　is　the　ultimate　object　of　desife［＿】，　then　it

makes　no　sense　to　talk　about　shrinking　from　him　the　moment　he　is　found”（21），

Beversluis　says　that　the　seeming】y　unreasonable　a吐titude　of　Lewis　comes　from　the

confusion　of　a　Pla皇onic　view　of　God　with　lhe　biblical　one，　Lewis’s　Desi爬foI

God　is　solely　Platonic　while　his　fear　of　God，　which　must　be　from　the

consciousness　of　h童s　own　sinfulness，　is　biblical：

To　say，　with　Lewis，　that　we　desire　God　in　his　attractiveness　but　flee　from

his　severe　side　is　to　give　birIh　to　a　philosophical　hybrid，　a　conceptual

mongrel　that　lacks　the　authentic　pedigree　of　either　pa了ent．（Beversluis，22）

　　　　　However，　actually，　it　is　not　only　Lewis　who，　aftel　pulsuing　tme　happiness

fbr　a蒐ong　time　without　kllowing　that　God　is　the　happiness　he　desires，　shrinks

from　God　when　he　finds　that　He　is　the　o111y　source　of　happiness．　St．　Augustine，

for　example，　f㎞ding　his　pursuit　of　happilless　to　have　bee皿apursuit　of　God，

paradoxically　recoiled　from　Him．　He　says　in　Confe∬ions（VI．11）：

　　　　　Time　was　passhlg　and　I　kept　delaying　my　conversion　lo　you，　my　God．

　　　　　Day　af重er　day　I　postponed　living　in　you，　but　1　never　put　off　the　death　which

　　　　　Idied　each　day　in　myse］f．　110nged　foπalife　of　happiness　but　I　was

　　　　　frightened　to　approach　it　in　its　own　domain；and　yet，　while　I　fled　from　it，　I

　　　　　s重ill　searched　for　it．7

　　　　　1n　lhe　20th　century，　T．S．　Eliot　also　expresses　the　same　comp】ex　feelings　of

seeking　happiness　under　God　and　yet　fearing　Him。

Do　not　let　me　hear

7
St．　Augus額ne，　Confe∬ions，　tL尽．　S．　Pine－Coffin（Pengui1，1961），　p．128
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Of　Ihe　wisdom　of　old　men，　but’　rather　of　their

　　folly，

Their　fear　of　fear　and　frenzy，　their　fear　of

　　　　　　　　の
　　posseSSIon，

Ofbelonging　to　another，　or　to　others，　or　to　God．

The　only　wisdom　we　can　hope　to　acquire

Is　the　wisdom　of　humility：humility　is　endless．

（‘‘East　Coker，　II）8

Therefore，　Lewis’s　ambiguous　atlitude　is　nothing　new　to　the　Western　Christian

tradition．

　　　　　Anders　Nygren　in　his．Agape　and　Eros，　a　book　by　which　Lewis　was　much

impressed，　discusses　the　history　of　the　Christian　idea　of　love．　There，　Nygren

makes　it　clear　that　the　catholic　idea　of　love　syntheIically　holds　two　apparently

contradictory　types　of　love，　i．e．　Agape　and　Eros，　which　respectively　come　from

original　Christianity　and　Greek　Platonism．　He　also　points　out　thaI　Jesus’teaching

of　Iove　was　in　contrasUo重he　contempolary　Jewish　va］ue　standard　of　Nomos．

Nomos　is　a　Jewish　tradition　hl　which　one　sees　love　withil　the　legal　framework　of

the　Old　Testament．　Thele，　the　relationship　beIween　God　and　man　is　based　on

justice　and　regUlated　by　the】aw．　Accord童ng　to　Nygre11，　Eros　is　an　egocentric，

acquisitive　kind　of　desire　and　longing，　primari】y　man’s　Iove．　This　love　is　an

upward　movement　towards　God，　and　God　is　iIs　object，　noI　its　giver．　In　the　Eros

tradition，　it　is　assumed　that　man’s　salvation　is　achieved　through　his　own　work．

On　the　o重her　hand，　Agape　is　unselfish，　self匹sacrificia】，　giving　love．　　It　is

primarily　God’s　love，　and　it　comes　down　to　man　as　the　only　means　of　his

salvatio耳．　In　the　Agape　tradition，　lhe　salvation　of　man　is　the　work　of　divine　Iove．

　　　　　Nygren　points　out　that　the　Agape　motif　in　the　first　century　appealed　as　an

absolutely　new　fundamental　motif　in　religion　and　ethics，　standing　in　sharp

conIrast　to　the　contemporary　fundamental　motifs　of　Judaism　and　Hellenism，

8
　Eliot，‘‘Eas重Coker，　II，”

（Faber，1969），　p．179．

Four　gua”tet∫，　inηle　C・〃rplete　P・ems　and　Plays
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Nomos　and　Eros．　But　inevitably　these　three　were　soon　brought　into　contact，　and

as　a　result，　brought　about‘‘a　compromise　containing　clear　leminiscences　of　1he

Agape　mQtif，　though　this　is　so　far　modif重ed　as　to　be　scarcely　any　longer　an

independent　motif．”9

　　　　　The　Nomos　motif　of　the　Old　Testamen吐firs重reconciled　itself　wiIh　the

Agape　motif。　Then，　in　the　Middle　Ages，　St　Augustlne　synthesized山e　motifs　of

Agape　and　Eros　in重o　the　motif　of‘℃aritas”，　which　has　become　the　dominant

concept　of　love　in　the　Catholic　Church．　As　in　the　Efos　tradition，　Augustine∬nds

that　a1110ve　is　acquisitive　love，　but　this　acquisitive　love　is　itself　neither　good　or

bad；to　desir’e　is　simply　human，　for　it　is　God　alone　who　is　self－sufficient．“God　has

created　man　such　tha重he　mus重desile，　must　Iove　and　long　for　some重hing［＿l　thal

he　should　seek　and　desile　his　‘good，’his　‘sufficiency．’”10　‘‘In　Caritas，　both

tendencies－－upwalds　and　downwalds－－a爬united．　Theノ’ounda　tion　of　the　life　of

Caritas　is　Divine　gla㏄；but　this　is　the　same　as　Incarnation，　descen吐，　humilitas，　and

so　the　Christian】ife　also　is　marked　by　humilitas．　Buuhe　goal　of　the　Iife　of

Caritas　is　to　attahl　to　God　in　His　sublimity，　to　reach　up　with】ove’s　longing

towards　His　perfection；therefore，　there　is　also　an　upward　tendency　in　the

Chlistian　life．”11　St．　Augustine　was　deeply　aware　that　Eros，　which　is　intrinsic　in

man，　tends　to　produce　pride　and　a　feelillg　of　self－sufficiency，　fbr　the　soul　in　the

rapture　of　Eros　can　easily　fee】as　if　it　had　already　attained　the　higher　world，

become　self－sufficien£and　fbrget　the　distance　be帥een　itself　and　the　divine．　On

the　other　hand，　in　God’s　Agape，　he　sees　the　example　of　humbleness‘‘exemρlum

hu〃iilitatis．，，

To　cure　man，s　superbia　God’s　Son　descended　and　became　humble．　Why　art

gAnders　Nygren，Agape　and　Eros（Pard，1930；Part　II，1936；English　tr．1，1932；

II，1939），　Tr，　Phililp　S．　Watson，　revised　ed．3vols．　in　one（SPCK，1953），　p．449．

Lewis　refers　to　Nygren　in　English　Literature　in　the　Siκteen　Century，　p．383．

10Nygren，　p，482．

11
mygren，　pp．531－532．
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thou　proud，　O　man？God　has　for重hy　sake　become　humble．　Thou　wouldst

perchance　be　ashamed　to　imita重e　a　humble　man；imitate　at　Ieas重Ihe　humble

God．12

Thus　in　St．　Augustine，　the　Eros　motif　and　the　Agape　motif　coexist．　Man’s　desire

for　the　higher　world，　or　for　God，　and　humility　before　a　God　who　has　descended　to

save　man　work　together　in　salvation．

　　　　　When　lhe　three　ideas　of】ove，　name】y，　Agape，　Eros，　and　Nomos，　wele　thus

synlhesized，　Christian　love　inevitably　came　to　contahヨthese　apparently

con重radictory　feelings　of　awe（as　Nomos　ca11s　for　towards　the　God　of　Justice），

10nging（as　of　Eros），　and　humbleness（as　befbre　God　of　Agape）．　As　a　resull　of

such　complex　fee】ings，　it　is　possible　lhat　a　man　hesita重es　befbre　God　when　he

comes　to　realize　that　God　demands　his　self－surrender　and　obedience，　even　though

he　has　been　longing　for　happiness　and　now　knows　God　is　the　only　source　of　any

sort　of　happiness．　This　is　possible，　especiaUy　when　the　man　is　the　type　who　wants

to　live　on　his　own．

　　　　　Such　is　the　case　with　Lew孟s．　In　Surρrised　by　Joy，　where　he　writes　of　his

unwil】ingness　to　convert，　he　describes　his　mentality　thus：‘‘I　had　a】ways　wanted，

above　all　things，　noUo　be‘interfeled　with．’Ihad　wanted（mad　wish）‘to　call　my

sou】my　own’”（」の1，182）．　Besides，　mole　imporIantly，　it　is　actually　after

surrendering　to　God　that　Lewis　really　came　to　unders重and　that　his　Ionging　had

been　a　longing　f｛）r　God．　At　the　moment　of　surrender，　he　was　given　no　guarantee

of　happiness　or　of　satisfac重ion．　This　fact　made　it　even　more　natural　for　him重o

hesitate　before　God．

　　　　　Therefore，　whethel　or　not　there　is　some　confusion　here　of　Platonism　with

Christianity　does　not　seem　Io　matter　so　much　as重o　make　Lewis’s　view

unaccepIable．　The　history　of　thとmingling　of　these　ac電ually　contradic重ory　ideas

of　love　goes　back　even　to　the　first　centuries．　Nygren，　who　slresses　the　d元fference

12
　　Nygren，　pp．473－474．
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between　the　original　evangelical　idea　of　love　and　the　medieva】，　neo・Platollic　and

Augustinian　ideas　of　Iove　does　not　show　an　ahogether　negative　attitude　to　the

latter．　While　he　points　out，

The　real　and　deep　contrast　between　Ihe　Evangelical　and　the　Medimval

conception　of　grace　is　as　follows：the　Ia雌er　regards　grace　essentially　as　a

means　for　man’s　ascent，　whereas　the　former　knows　of　no　such　ascent．　The

meanlng　of　grace　is　plainly　quite　different　according　as　fe110wship　with

God　is　conceived　in重he　Catholic　manner　as　feUowship　on　God’s　leve1，0r　in

the　Evangelical　manner　as　fellowship　on　our　leve1．　㎞the　folmer　case，

grace　is　the　Divine　assistance　man　needs　in　order　to　be　able　to　ascend　to

God．　In　the　latter，　it　is　the　gracious　colldescension　of　God．13

He　also　says，

We　discover　how　much　Augustine　has　done　to　deepen　the　Christian　idea　of

Iove，　and　we　find　that　Neoplatonism　has　played　a　positive　part　towards　this．

It　has　in　fact　helped　Augustine　to　see　more　deeply　into重he　essential　nature

of　the　Christian　love－motif；and　it　has　done　this，　oddly　enough，　not　in　virtue

of　o1her　elements　which　it　contains，　but　precisely　in　its　capacity　as　Eros

theory．　Indeed，　we　might　say　that，　for　Augustine，　Neoplatonic　Eros　has

become　the　means　of　discoveling　Christian　Agape．14

In　fact，　L£wis　himself　believes　that　Platonism　is　not　altogether　incompatible　with

Christianity（cf．‘‘Religion　without　Dogma，”（lod，132）．　Besides，　as　L　A．

Brewel　points　out，　the　comp］ex　mixture　of　fear　and　love　is‘‘exact】y　the　reaction

biblical　figures　have　when　encountered　with　the　reality　of　God，　as　in　Isaiah　6．”15

When　the　prophet　Isaiah　saw　God，　he　cried　out　with　joy　and　fear，“Woe　is　me，　for

Iam　undone！　Because　I　am　a　man　of　unclean　lips，　And　I　dweU　in　the　midst　of　a

peop】e　of　unclean】ips；For　my　eyes　have　seen　the　King，　The　Lord　of　hosts”

（Isaiah，6：5，2＞K1レ）．　In　the　New　Testament，　too，　it　is　reported　that　St．　Peter，　who

3
4
「
5

1
1
1

Nygren，　pp．473－474．

Nygren，　pp．459－460．

Lee　Alan　Brewer，‘‘The　Anthropo】ogy　of　Choice，” Diss．　Southwestern　Baptist
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was　such　an　eager　adherent　of　Jesus，　expressed　the　same　feeling　of　awe　when　he

was　revealed　the　true　divinity　of　Jesus二‘‘he　fe】1　down　aI　JesusI　knees，　saying，

‘Depart　from　me，　for　1　am　a　sinful　man，　O　Lord！’”（Luke，5：8，　NKノレり

　　　　　Thus，　Lewis’s　attitude　is　nothing　contrary　to　the　biblical　tTadition．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　As　lo　Lewis’s　moral　arguments，　Beversluis　cr三重icizes　theiHhetoric　and　style

of　discussion．　We　might　as　well　consider　now　Lewis’s　rhetolic　altogethel　in　the

light　of　his　criticism，　and　then　discuss　Lewis’s　attitudes　as　a　Christian　apo玉og量st

　　　　　Beversluis　condemns　Lew童s　fol　talking　as　if　a　naturalistic　view　of　the　world

should　necessarily　make　us　think　of　the　moral　law　as‘‘subjective”：

Lβwis　was　enamored　of　the　view　that　neither　naturalists　nor　ethica］

subjectivists　are　entitled　to　their　moral　judgments【…】on［…】the　ground

that　they　cannot　satisfactorily　account　for　moral　obligation．　This　unqualified

rejection　is　surPrising　in　view　of　the　fact　that　he　examines　only　tWo　versions

of　the　position　he　opposes，　and　only　the　weakest　and　most　careless】y

formulated　ones　at　that：the　view　that　morality　is　either　a“held　instinct”or　a

mere　subjective　preference　on　the　same　level　as　a　fondness　of　pancakes　or　a

dislike　for　spasm．（40）

　　　　　He　points　out　that　Lewis　not　only　fails　to　consider　many　historically．

influential　velsions　of　ethical　subjectivism，　but　also“bypasses　without　a　word　a

host　of　objectivist　ethical　theories．【＿］Platonism，　Aristote】ianism，　Stoicism，

hedonism，　natural　law　theories，　moral　sense　theories，　self」realization　theories，

Kantianism，　act　utilitarianism，　rule　utili重alianism，　general　uti］italianism，　act

deontology，　rule　deonto］ogy，　and　so　on”（40）．　In　I£wis’s　rhetoric，　Bevers】uis

sees　a　characteristic　tendency‘‘to　rush　into　battle，　misrepresent　the　opposition，　and

then　demolish　it．　The　demolition　is　often　swift　and　the　victory　decisive，　but　the

view　refuted　is　seldom　a　position　anyone　actually　holds”（41）．　Beversluis　writes，

“My　complaint【＿】is　not　that　Lewis　fails　Io　be　as　thorough　as　the　subject　matter

Theological　Seminary　1989，　p．83，　note．
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demands，　but　that　he　gives　the　impression　of　be五ng　thorough”（42）。

　　　　　Thus，　Beversluis　cr三ticizes　Lewis　fol　his‘‘fondness　for　the　false　dilemma，”

that　is，　for　confronting　his　readers‘‘with　the　alleged　necessity　of　choosing

between　two　a1重ematives　when　there　are　in　fact　other　options　to　be　considered”

（43）．　Indeed，　we　see　that　Lewis’s　fauh　is　that　he　neglects，　or　fails　to　see，　what　D．

F．Strawson　calls“noHeductive　naturalism”that　does　not　disparage重he　moral

law　as　illusory　or　subjective．　D．　F．　Strawson　in　his　Skepticism　and　1＞bturaliSm

points　out　that：

It　is　reductive　naturalism　which　ho】ds　that　Ihe　naturalistic　or　objective　view

of　human　beings　and　human　behavior　undermines　the　validity　of　moral

attitudes　and　reactions　and　disp】ays　moral　judgment　as　no　more　than　a

vehicle　of　i1】usion．　Nollreductive　naturalism　does　not　attempt　to　counter

this　alleged　conclusion　with　argument【＿】aHeging　some　nol1－natulal，

metaphysical　fbundation　to　validate　our　general　disposition　重o　moral

Iesponse　and　mola】judgment【＿】The　non－reductive　naturalist　simply　urges，

once　again，　the　point　that　it　is　not　open　to　us，　it　is　simply　not　in　our　nature・

to　make　a　total　surrender　of　those　personal　and　reactive　attitudes，【＿］which

the　reductive　naturalist　declares　to　be　irrational　as　altogether　Iacking

rational　justification．　The　non－reductive　natura】ist’s　point　is　that　there　can

・nly　be　a　lack　wh・・e　th・・e　i・an・ed．16

　　　　　Beversluis　charges　Lewis’s　tendency　of　presenting　false　alternatives　as

“One　of　Lewis’s　most　serious　weaknesses　as　an　apologist”（43）．　However，　here，

as　was　the　case　with　his　desire－argument，　we　ale　confronted　by吐he　facl，　as

Beversluis　himself　notices，　that　the　philosophica11y　unsophisticated　readers　will

take　Lewis’s　argument　as　satisfactory．　They　will　geuhe　impression　that　Lewls

is　covering　the　ground，　and　feel　the　supernaturalistic　view　of　the　moral　law　to　be

more　convincing　than　naturalistic　ones．

　　　　　The　way　Lewis　presents　his“fa］se　dilemma”is　indeed　characteristic　of　his

rhetoric．　One　of　the　most　successful　examples　is　in　his　argument　for　the　divinity

16P．　F．　Strawson，　Skeρticism　and　Naturalism’So〃le　Varieties（Columbia　Unlv・
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of　Jesus，　which　we　have　seen　before．17　He　finds　that　the　ciaim　ofJesus　to　be　Ihe

Son　of　God　must　have　been　vely　shocking　among　the　Jews　for　whom“God”

means　the　absolute　Creator，　transcendent　of　the　world　and　infinitely　different　from

any　human　being．　According　to　Lewis，　this　claim　must　have　been　so　paradox三caI

and　even　horrible　that　only　two　views　of　this　man　is　possib】e：either　he　is‘‘a

lunatic－－on　a　level　with　the　man　who　says　he　is　a　poached　egg”if　not‘‘the　DeviI

of　Hell，”or　else　he　is　reaHy　the　Son　of　God　and　therefore　all　his　words　and　deeds

should　be　accepted　as　such．18　Lewis　says，

Nowごf∫εθπ5’ωηθo加fo麗∫that　He　was　neither　a　lunatic　nor　a　fiend：and

consequently，　however　strange　or　terrifying　or　unlikely　it　may　seem，1加v8

’oaccept　the　view　that　He　was　and　is　God．　God　has　Ianded　on　this

enemy－occupied　world　in　human　folm．（my　italics，　Mere　Christianity，53）

　　　　　This　way，　Lewis　comp】etely　rejects　the　view　of　Jesus　as　a　great　moral

teacher（Mere　（ンhristianiり～，　53：Screwtape　Letters，117－118）。19　0f　course，　his

logic　is　not　persuasive　enough　to　those　who　are　determ三ned　not　to　believe　in　Jesus．

“Seeming　to　be　obvious”is　not　the　same　as“obvious”at　all．　Lew量s　seems　to　be

saying　that　if　Jesus　was　not　the　Son　nor　a　fiend，　he　was　a　lunatic　and　his　words

and　behavioul　must　have　shown　his　insani重y．　However，　even　if　Jesus　was

mistaken　about　his　idenlity，　if　he　was　not　a　true　Son　of　God，　it　wi】1　not　necessarily

fbllow　that　his　words　had　to　be　unreasonab】e：that　is，　if　he　was　a　megalomaniac，

his　abnormality　may　not　have　been　so‘‘obvious”as　Lewis　expects　it　to　have　been．

Press，1985），　pp．40－41．
17
b£our　pp．65－66　above．
18
Pl　is　not　Lewis　alone　that　have　employed　this　logic．　Yet，　Lewis’s　argument　is　at

】east　regarded　as　a　represen重ative，　for　example，　by　John　Hick．（Cf．77ie　Metaphor

　　God　lnca’・nate，　p．29　as　we　have　seen　above　in　our　Preface，　p．3．）暫
　　㎞重he、∫α・ewtape　ILεπε”s，　Lewis　satirically　criticizes　the　Historlcal　Jesus　of　the

19th　century　as　well　as　Marxian，　catastrophic，　and　revolutional　view　of　Jesus　that

see　him　a　human　personage（pp．117－119），重aking　such　views　as　favourable　to　the

devils．
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Conversely，　though　Jesus’moral　teaching　is　reasonable　and　good，　that　is，　if　he　is

neither　a　complete　lunatic　nor　a　fiend，　it　is　quite　possible　that　he　was　still　mistaken

in　taking　himself　for　the　Son　of　God．　Actually，　as　Beversluis　points　out，　though

the　Jewish　authorities　in　Jesus’time　did　not　accept　Jesus　as　God，　neither　did敦hey

regard　Jesus　as　a　lunatic　or　a　liar（cf．　Bevers】uis，56）．　Against　the　background　of

Jewish　eschatology　and　the　expectation　of　the　imminent　coming　of　messiah，　the

daim　of　Jesus　was　quile　rational；it　was重he　sort　of　claim　that　could　have　been　true。

The　Jews　recognized　that　Jesus　did　in　fact　believe　his　own　claim；only　they　did

not　agree　with　Jesus’belief　for　various　reasons．

　　　　　Besides，　since　it　is　also　possib】e　that　a　devil　disguises　himself　as　someIhing

good，　neither　is　it　obvious　that　Jesus　was　not　a　fiend，　though　in　this　twentieth

century　the　real　existence　of　the　devil　is　no　less　difficuh　to　believe　than　the

existence　of　God　oτthe　Sonship　of　Jesus．　The　Ieason　why量t　is　obvious　to　Lewis

that　Jesus　was　not　a　lunatic　nol　a　fiend　buuhe　Son　is　that　Lewis　already　believes

in　Christianity．　Or　we　may　say　that　the　way　of　saying‘‘it　seems　to　be　obvious　to

me【＿】and　consequently【．．．】1　have　to　accept【＿】”is　Lewis’s　rhetoric　which　is，　il

fact，　only　a　pseudo－10gic．　Since‘‘seems　to　be　obvious　to　me”hl　the　premise　is　a

subjective　statemellt，　the　conclusion“I　have　to　accept【＿】”is　also　subjective．

Such　pseudo－10gic　is　employed　to　convert　those　readers　who　nearly，　but　no1　yet，

beheve　in　Christianity．　Considering　that　Lewis　uses　this　logic　about　Jesus’

identity　when　he　has　concluded　aftel　a　long　argument　that　the　true　re韮igion　should

be　monotheism，　this　passage　apparently　expects　thauhe　reader　should　already

have　come　to　think　that　ChrisIianity　might　be　the　one　which　is　true．

　　　　Beversluis　complains　ihat　Lewis　habituaUy　advances　his　argument　wi重h　such

expressions　as：‘‘we　areノ’orced　to　be】ieve。．．，”（Mere　Chriatianめ’，18）‘‘we　shall

have　to　admit＿，”（ルfere　Ch”istianity，29）‘‘I　have　to　accept重he　view　that＿，”（ルfel°e

Ch’ゼstianity，53；italics　in　these　three　quotations　are　Beversluis’s）、　He　conIinues

that
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Anyone　who　couches　his　algument　in　terms｝ike　these　cannot　faiho　give

the　impression　of　discoveπing　important　truths　rather　than　simply　casting

about」［br　a　possible　way　of　Iooking　at　things．　This　is　not　a　fussy　point

about　termino董ogy．　It　is　a　problem　that　plagues　many　of　Lewis’s　arguments

and　infects　his　apologetic　writings　with　a　fUndamental　ambiguity（51－52）．

　　　　　However，　though　such　readers　as　Beversluis，　who　are　critical　or

philosophically　trained，　find　Lewis’sway　of　employing　emot量onanelms　annoying，

it　is　meaningful　that　these　emotional　terms　have　their　effect　on　a　wider，1ess

sophisticated　public．

　　　　　Actually，　we　cannot　deny　that　Lewis’s　apology　has　been　quite　a　success，

because　he　has　in　fact　converted　a　lot　of　readers　even　though，　as　I　admit，　there　is

some　logical　insufficiency　in　his　arguments（for　example，　his　argument　from

morality　indeed　fails　to　cover　the　ground）．　Aftel　all　Lewis　as　the　writer　ofルtere

Christianity　is　a　lay　advocate　rather　than　a　ph三10sophe1，　and　we　should　not　blame

him　as　if　he　were　evading　logic　if　he　does　not　thoroughly　pulsue　philosophically

complex　arguments．　Besides，　he　is　actua11y　not　merely　evadilg　the　issue　when

he　avoids　taking　a】1　the　conceivable　altematives　into　consideration．　Usually，

when　he　is　neglecting　logical　strictness，　he　strongly　addlesses　the　reader’s

imagina重ion　or　emotions　instead　of　reason．　For　instance，　in　the　course　of　his

argument　for　God’s　creation　of　Nature，　having　denied　the　dualism　of　Nature　and

God，　he　says，“To　believe　that　Nature　produced　God，　or　even　the　human　mind，　is，

as　we　have　seen，　absurd”（Mit・acles，36）．　Here，“absuld”is　an　emotiona｝　term

ra重her　than　a　logica】one．　Having　dismissed　the　possibility　of　Nature　having

produced　God　by　calling　it“dbsurd，”Lewis　goes　on　to　say　that‘‘There　remains，

Ihen，　the　be】ief　that　God　created　Nature”（Miracles，36）．　When　Lewis　says　this，

many　readers　may　swallow　his　statement　without　criticizing　it　rationally　because

then　they　have　already　been　moved　emotionally　and　come　to　feel　that　Lewis　has

said　enough　to　Plove　his　case．
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　　　　　Thus，　ahhough　from　the　viewpoint　of】ogic　alone　it　should　be　one　of

Lewis’s　weak　points　that　he　oftell　moves　from　rationanogic　Io　emotional　oratory

as　if　to　cover　a　certain　insufficiency　and　weakness，　from　the　point　of　the

effectiveness　of　argument，　it　can　be　seen　as　one　of　his　strong　points　that　he　can

manipulate　readers　sometimes　on　the　logical　plane　and　sometimes　on　the

emoIional　one。

　　　　　Another　and　even　more　important　charactelistics　of　Lewis’s　rheloric　is　his

imaginative　style，　a】ways　with　a　lot　of　ana】ogies　and　illustrations　in　his　alguments．

Perhaps　one　of　his　most　well－known　analogies　is　the　one　in　which　he　compares

the　Trinity　of　God　to　a　cube：“He　contains‘persons’（three　of　them）while

remaining　one　God，　as　a　cube　contains　six　squares　while　remaining　one　solid

body”（Mil’acles，84）．　He　says，　just　as　peoP】e　in　a　two－dimensional　world　would

not　be　able　to　complehend　our　three－dimensional　world，　we　are　not　able　to

comprehelld　God’s　reality　which　must　have　higher　dimensions　thall　our　world．

When　we　read　such　an　ingenious　argument，　we　are　so　deeply　impressed　by　the

ana】ogy　itself　that　we　could　not　easily　suspect　that　it　might　be　mere　conceit．　Al

least，　we　are　made　to　realize重hat　the　apparent］y　axiomatic　proposition　that　thlee

thhlgs　cannot　be　one　is　not　always　tme．　In　the　case　of　Lewis’s　argument　for　the

existe皿ce　of　heaven　based　on　the　desire　for　it，　too，　we　are　easily　swept　by　his

analogy　between　a　desire　for　food　and　a　desire　for　heaven．　An　analogy　is　a　wolk

of　imagination，　and　when　we　think　by　analogy，　we　are　using　imagination　as　well

as　reason．　When　imagination　works　more　strongly　than　reason，　our　conclusion

should　be　made　largely　by　imagina吐ion．　Sometimes，　as　is　the　case　of　the　analogy

’between　the　Trinity　and　a　cube，’ 奄高≠№奄獅≠狽奄盾氏@presents　some　tn1Ih　that　reason　has

failed　to　see．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Kathleen　Nott　in　The　Emperor　’s　Clothes　criticizes　Lewis　together　with　T．　S．

Eliot，　T．　E。　Hulme，　Dorothy　Sayers　and　some　of　the　other　Christian　writers　in　the
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20th　century　for　their　dogmatic’orthodoxy．　As　I　mentioned　above，　she　calls　their

orthodoxy“neo－scholasticism”，　and　blames　Lewis　and　Sayers　for　turning　to

religious　dogmas　instead　of　carrying　on　truly　logical　arguments　to　the　end　of　their

discussion．　She　says，

Lewis　and　Sayers　have　had　their　effect　on　the　neo－scholastic　movement

only　in　so　far　as　nobody　has　seriously　read　them．　Authority　has　to　speak

in　closed　books；and　the　authorities　are　quoted，　not　for　knowilg，　but　for

appearing　to　know．（Nott，106）

　　　　　She　sees　Lewis　as　a　follower　of　such　wliters　as　Hu】me，　who　is‘‘an　overt

apologist　for　the　theo】ogical　attitude，【whose］expressed　aim　was　to　provide　iI

with　an　objective　intellectual　basis”（105）．　She　finds重heir　arguments　to　be

intellectually　so　naive　that　it　would　be　only　because　of　the　reader’s　psycho】ogical

need　of　apologetic　works　for　Christianity　thaI重hey　are　accepted　so　widely．

田u】me’s】intellectua】arguments，　which　are　se】dom　more　than　superficially

convinchlg　and　are　often　surprisingly　naive，　large】y　because　of　this

expressed　aim，　which　is　of　a　kind　to　leave　a　substantiahesidue　of　hope　hl

the　minds　of　those　w加wαπ∫疏θcoπ∫01α加η∫（ガαsatisfactory　i〃∫θ〃8c飢α1

convic’ion　without　undertaking　the　laわ・麗r∫（ザε∫∫αわlishing　it．

　　　　　This　applies　to　a　great　number　of　artists，　critics　and　writers。（my

italics，105）

　　　　　Richard　B．　Cunningham，　one　of　those　clit童cs　who　are　mole　favourable　to

L£wis，　expresses　the　same　feeling　about　the　populality　of　Lew三s：

Most　conservative　Christians・find　that　Lewis　sta重es　eloquently　whaUhey

would　like　to　state　and　gives　an‘‘intellectual　respectability”to　olthodox

階臨鎧鐸f並dthe　didactic㍑wis　1°gically　c°e「cive　and

20
　　Richard　Cunningham，　C　S．

Press，1987），　p．201．

Lewis’Defender（of　the　Faith（The　Westminster
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　　　　　On　the　other　hand，　Cunningham　also　realizes　such　weakness　in　Lewis’s

】ogic　as　is　cha】】enged　by　Nott　and　Beversluis：

It　would　appear　thaI　although　the　didactic　writings　are　high】y　appealing　to

certain　types　of　minds，　for　the　skeptical，　critical，　questioning　seeker　they　are

weakened【．．．】by　the　tendencies　to　oversimplify　difficuh　issues，　to　cover　a

weak　argument　with　a　felicitous　phrase，　to　evade　while　giving　the

apPearance　of　answering　an　objection，　and　to　contrive　an　either・・or　which

does　not　exhaust　the　genuine　logical　alternatives．　And　for　anyone　who　is

not　receptive　to　the　mora】or　rational　arguments　for　God，　they　are　hardly

persuasive　at　all．2i

　　　　　Thus，　those　critics　of　Lewis　who　approach　his　works　critically　would　see

both　appealing　power　and　weakness　in　logic　in　his　apologetic　works．　Even

Kathleen　Nott，　one　of　the　severest　challengers　to　Lewis，　does　not　deny　Lewis’s

influence　on　the　readers．　After　all，　whi】e　she　criticizes　Lewis　together　wiIh　other

‘‘

獅?潤|scholastics”for　their‘‘superficially　convincing”arguments，　she　is　conscious

that“on　matters　of　emotional　importance，　as　we　al1㎞ow，　people　are　hardly　ever

converted　by　intel】ectual　argument”（Nott，105）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　From　our　discussion　above，　we　see　that　Lewis　is　criticized　for　roughly　two

reasons：first，　for　turn㎞g　to　imagina帳on　and　emotion　in　his　logic，　where　he　is

supposed　to　be　thoroughly　rational；and　secondly，　for　turning　to　dogmas　insIead　of

presenting　sufficient　logical　grounds　for　his　belief．

　　　　　In　Lewis’s　opinion，　however，　imagina重ion，　dogmas，　alld　ernotions　are　all

proper　means　of　religious　apology．　In‘‘Religion：Reahty　or　Substilute？”he　says，

‘‘`utholity，　reason，　experience；on　theSe　three，　mixed　in　varying　proportions　a】l

our　knowledge　depends”（Cli”istian　ReLflections，41）。　One　has　to　depend　on　the

authority　of　some　other　person　or　of　the　former　generations　in　order　to　know

things　outside　one’s　own　experience，　or　beyond　one’s　personal　reasoning　ability．

21Cunningham，　p．201．
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And　in　religion，　tπaditional　dogmas’work　as　authority．　Experience　is　attained

thlougb　imagination　that　sees　God’s　revelation　in　p】easures，　myths，　natural

beauties　and　so　on　and　thus　gets　a　foretaste　of　heaven；for，・Lewis　says，

“Knowledge　by　Ievelation　is　more　like　empirical　than　rational　knowledge”

（“Bulvelism，”God，277）．

　　　　　Besides，　Lewis　is　conscious　lhat　a　person’s　belief　is　influenced　by　that

person’s　own　temperament　and　feelings．　He　sees　man　as　a　creature　that　occupies

the　position　between　angels（that　are　rational　without　being　physical）and　animals

（Ihat　are　physical　without　being　rational）in　such　a］adder　as　what　A．0．　Lovejoy

has　ca11ed　a‘‘Gπeat　Chain　of　Be加g”．22

　　　　　1n　the　preface重o　The　Pilgrim’s　Regre∬，　Lewis　says，“We　were　made　to　be

neither　celebral　man　nol　visceral　men，　but　Men．　Not　beasts　nor　angels　but

Men－－things　at　once　rational　and　animal”（13）．　Between　rationality　and

animality　are　feelings　and　sentiment．

The　Chest－－Magnanimity－－Sentimenトthese　are　the　indispensable　liaison

officers　between　celebral　man　and　visceral　man．　It　may　even　be　said　that　i吐

is　by　this　middle　element　that　man重s　man：fbr　by　his　h1重e1】ect　he　is　mere

sph’it　and　by　his　appetite　mele　anima1．（Abolition，34）

Men　are　given　senses，　feelings　and．lmagination　as　well　as　reason，　and　are

supposed　to　use　all　of重hem　to　grasp　both　the　physical　and　metaphysical　Rea】ity．

Thus，　man’s　knowledge　of　God　and　heaven　depends　not　only　on　his　reason　but

also　on　his　imagina重ion　and　emotions，　as　well　as　on　the　auIhority　of　the　dogmas．

　　　　　Ipdeed，　Lewis　is　conscious　that　a　person’s　feelings　and　emotions　much

affect　his　ra吐ional　judgmen吐．　Inル伽acles，　he　says　that　even　if　a　man　once

theoretical］y　accepts　God’s　miracles，　he　may　easily　relapse　into　his　old　belief　thaI

miracles　do　not　occur　just　becausO　miracles　feel　incredible（170－171）・　In　The

22 @Arthur　O．】rLovejoy，77ie（｝reat　Cliain

59．

くザB8加g（Harvard　Univ．　Press，1936），　p．

131



Some　Criticisms　of　the　works　of　Lewis　and　his　style　of　rhetoric

Screwtape」Letters　and　I）erelandra，　Lewis　has　his　devils　tempt　man　not　only

through　hltellect　but　also　thlough　feelings　and　emotions，　and　thus　shows　his

conviction　that　when　emotions　and　fee】ings　ale　in　adverse　conditions，　reason　does

not　work　properly　to　attain　Reality．

　　　　　As　an　apologist，　therefore，　Lewis重hinks　it　depends　much　on　the　mental

a鍵iIude　of　the　readels　whether　or　not　his　apologe重ic　works　succeed　in　convincing

them　of　the　truth　of　Christianity　and　Christian　view　of　the　world．　In　The

Discarded　lmage，　he　says　abou重the　change　from　the　Ptolemaic　Medieva】wolld

picture　to　the　contemporary　scientific　mode］of　the　world　that

We　are　al1，　vely　propelly，　familiar　with　the　idea　that　in　every　age　the　human

mind　is　deeply　influenced　by　the　accepted　Model　of　the　universe．　Bu重there

is　a　two－way　traffic；the　Model　is　a】so　hlfluenced　by　the　preva丑ing　temper

of　mind．　We　must　recognise　Ihat　what　has　been　called‘a　taste　i1　universe’

is　not　only　pardonable　but　inevitable．　We　can　no　longer　dismiss　the　change

of　Models　as　a　simple　progress　from　elrol　to　tnlth．　No　Mode】is　a

catalogue　of　ultimate　realities，　and　none　is　a　mere　fantasy．【＿］each　reflects

the　preva】ent　psycho】ogy　of　an　age　almost　as　much　as　it　reflects　the　state　of

that　age’s㎞ow】edge．（Discarded，　222）

　　　　　L£wis　thinks　it　possible　that　our　scientific　model　of　the　universe　will　be

replaced　by　a　new　one　when　the　mental　temper　of　the　people　changes　and

demands　it．

The　new　Model　wi11　not　be　set　up　without　evidence，　but　the　evidence　will

turn　up　when　the　inner　need　for　it　becomes　sufficiently　great．　It　will　be

true　evidence．　But　nature　gives　most　of　her　evidence　in　answer　to　the

questions　we　ask　her．（Disca　rded，222－223）

　　　　　With　this　conviction，　he　tries　to　bring　back　the　genera】reader’s　world

picture　into　a　Christian　one，　th6ugh　not　to　a　Medieval　one．　It　is　natural　then　that

Lewis　in　his　apo】ogy　addresses　the　reader’s　imagination　and　emotions　as　well　as

reason．　This　is　not　an　evasive　way　of　making　up　for　his　intellectual　weakness　but
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rather　a　positive　reflection　of　his　awareness　that　man　ls　emotional　as　we］l　as

intellectual．　When　he　addresses　the　reade1’s　feelings　he　prevents　the　reader’s

emotions　from　hindering　ploper　reasoning，　and　makes　them，　rathe1，・help　the

leasoning．　Lewis　is，　as　he　himself　notices　it，　intrinsically　an“imaginative　man”

（Lette’・∫，260）and　is　capab】e　of　finding　effective　analogies　and　metaphors　to　do

SO．

　　　　　Besides，　there　is　yet　another　and　more　important　reason　for　him　to　employ

imagination　so　often　while　many　philosophers　and　theologians　make　their

apologe重ic　works　almosUotaUy　in　abstract，　purely　rational，　terms．　For　Lewis，

imagination　is　as　important　an　organ　for　auaining　Reality　as　reason　is．　Man　cannot

know　God　as　He　really　is，　fol　He　is　beyond　the　human　senses．　All　that　man　can

do　is　imagine　by　analogies　what　God　is　like．　Such　analogies　are　works　of

intuitive　imagination．　Lewis　says　that“Sta霊ements　about　God　are　extrapolations

from　knowledge　of　other　things　which　the　divine　illumination　enables　us　to　know”

（Fou’°Lovε∫，115）．　Because　the　idea　to　be　conveyed　has　been　thus　a腫ained　by

imagination，　it　is　natural　or　even　inevitable　that　it　shou】d　be　conveyed　by

リ　　　　　　　　　　　ロ　　　　　　　　　

1maglnatlon・

　　　　　Besides，　Lewis　is　conscious　of　the　limitation　of　reason　alolle　even　in　the

field　of　logic．　Reason　draws　condusions　from　a】ready　acq曲℃d　data，　but　it　does

not　obIain　the　data　by　itself．　It　is　our　empilical　senses　and　intuitive　imagination　ol

some重rustworthy　authority　that　gahl　the　data　for　reason　to　wolk　on．　Hele　we　see

anoteworthy　influence　of　Owen　Barfie】d，　a　Iife－long　friend　of　L£wis，　who　even

thinks　al1㎞ow】edge　depends　on　the　work　of　the　intuitive　imagination　that　finds

relations　betvψeen　various　sense　data　and　interprets　their　meanings　to　make　up

organized㎞owledge．　Barfield　says　in　Poetic　Diction，“Sciencel＿】insists　on

dealing　with‘data’，　but　there　shall　no　da重a　be　given，　save　the　bare　percept・The

・e・ti・im・gi・・ti・n．0・ly　by　im・gi・・ti・n　lh・・ef・・c　can　th・w・・ld　b・㎞・w・．”23

23
aarfield，　Poetic　Diction：　A　Study　in　Meaning（Wesleyan　Univ．　Press，1973），　p．

1
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　　　　　On　the　other　hand，　even　when　Lewis　relies　on　his　imagination　in　his

apology，　his　reason　is　ill　a　sense　stiU　at　wolk．　In　The　Pilgri〃ゼs　Regre∬，　Reason

says　to　John“I　can重ell　you　only　what　you　know”（67）．　It　is　leason　itself　that

discovers　its　own】imitation，　As　Lewis　says重hat“reason　is　the　nalural　organ　of

tnlth；buuhe　imagination　is　the　olgan　of　meaning”（‘‘Bluspels　and　Flalansfeles，”

Selec！ed　E∬ays，265），　reason　authorizes　the　truth　of　imag量nation　as　the　in吐ultive

power，　while　imagination　gives　meaning　to　logical　conclusion　whlch　is　provided

by　reason．

　　　　　Lewis　is　not　alone　in　the　20th　century　to　be　aware　of　the㎞terdependence

and　co】］aboration　of　man’s　reason，　senses　and　imagination．　Paul　Tillich　tries　to

make　us　remember　in　7he　Courage　to　Be：

One　of出e　unfortunate　consequences　of　the　intellectualization　of　man’s

spilitual　Iife　was　that　the　wold“spirit”was　lost　and　replaced　by　mind　or

intellect，　and　that　the　element　of　vitality　which　is　present　in‘‘spirit”was

separated　and　inte4）reted　as　an　independent　bio】ogical　force．　Man　was

divided　into　a　blood］ess　intellect　and　a　meaningless　vitality．【．．．】But　in　man

nothing　is‘‘merely　biologica1”as　nothing　is‘‘merely　spiri重uaL”Every　cell　of

his　body　participates　in　his　freedom　and　spirituality，　and　every　act　of　his

spiritual　creativity　is　nourished　by　his　vita】dynamics．24

　　　　　Herbert　Read　in　Reason　and　Romanticism　then　sees　the　interdependence　of

reason　and　imagination：

Areligion　like　Christianity　is　buih　up　largely　of　unconscious　symbols：it

finds　its　most　powerfu】forces　in　subconscious　processes，　Iike　prayer，　grace，

and　faith．　The　effect　of　experimental　science　has　been　Io　destroy　the

unconsciousness　of　these　symbols：it　understands吐hem　and　therefore　equates

them　with　conscious　equivalents，　which　are　no　longer　symbols　and　which　on

that　account　no　lo皿ger　compel　the　imagination【．．．］

［S］cience　cannot㎞ow；art　or　religion　may　guess．　This　limits，　not　the　sphere

of　science，　but　the　scope　of　the　intellect．　BuI　it　is　mere　supers重ition　to

28．

24
oaul　Tilli．ch， Courage　To　Be（Yale　Univ．　Press，1952），　pp．82－83，
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imagine　that　what　cannoI　be　known　ln　the　mind　and　by　intellectual　symbols

may　be　apprehended　in　some　other　indefinite　way．［＿］Art　can血deed

suggesトーcan　guess　at　what星ies　beyond　scientif三c　facts，　which　admittedly　do

not　account　for　evelything，　or　for　enough．　That　is　the　highest　fUnction　of　art，

and　always　has　been．25

Their　remarks　are　all　against　such　a　contemporary　tendency　as　to　see　man’s　reason

as　quite　independent　of　his　physical　cond髭ions　and　imagination．　Reason　and

imagination，　senses　and　other　physical　conditions　and　desires　are　all　indivisible

parts　of　man。

　　　　　Fur重hermole，　Lewis　is　also　conscious吐hat　re】igious　matters　cannot　be

expressed　by　abstract　rational　language　alone．　］［n‘‘The　Language　of　Religion，”

he　contrasts　scientific　Ianguage　with　poetic　language，　includ量ng　the　language　of

philosophy　and　theology　in　the　former．　The　scientific　descliption　gives　us

quantitatively　precise　㎞formation　il　abstract　language；while　the　poetic

description　gives　us　concrete，　qualitative　infbrmation．　Lewis　holds　that　the

language　of　religion，　which　is　different　ffom　what　he　calls‘‘the　language　of

theology”，　is　something　between　the重heological　and　the　poetic，　but　Ilearer　to　the

poetic．　He　says，

In　it｛i．e．　theological　language】we　are　attempting，　so　fal　as　is　possible，　to

state　religious　matter　in　a　fom　more　like　that　we　use　for　scientific

matteL【＿】We　are　applying　precise，　and　therefbre　abstract，　terms　to　what

for　us　is重he　supreme　example　of　the　concre重e．【＿］And　this　is　one　of　the

great　disadvantages　under　which　the　Christian　apologist　labours．
Apolegetics【sic】is　controversy．　You　cannot　conduct　a　controversy　in　those

poetical　expressions　which　alone　convey　the　conclete：you　must　use　terms

as　definable　and　univocal　as　possible，　and　these　are　always　abstract．　And

重his　means　thauhe　thing　we　are　leally　talking　about　can　never　appear　in　the

discussion　at　a］L　（‘‘The　Language　of　Re】igion，”　Christia〃、Rくflections，

135－136）

Michael　Christensen　in　C．　S．　Lewis　On　Scriptures　points　out　that“Thomas

25
gerbert　Read，」Reason　and　Romanticism（Faber　and　Gwyer，1926），　pp．16－19．
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Aquinas【＿l　concluded　that　human　beings　can　know　that　God　is［＿】but　we

cannot　know　in　any　precise，　affirma重ive　sense　what　God’s　essence　is．　The

attributes　of　the　Infinite　cannot　be　contained　in　finite　Ianguage　or　though重，

Aquinas　also　asserted，　however，　that　mankind【＿］can　speak　of　God　in　two　ways，

We　can　say　what　God　is　not（via　nagativの，　thereby　narrowing　the　possibilities　of

what　he　is．　We　can　also　approximate　Ihe　naIure　of　God　by　employing　use飼

ana】ogies（what　can　be重ermed　via　analogiの．【＿］Lewis　concurs　with　Aquinas　and

other　theologians　who　recognize　the　problem　of　knowledge　as　related　to　the

nature　of　God．”26　Actually，　Lewis　himself　says　that　if　one　tries　to　express　G（｝d

in　purely　abstract　language，　he　has　to　use　a　lot　of　nega重ives．　By　way　of

illustration，　he　gives　us　an　analogy：

Let　us　suppose　a　mystical　limpet，［＿】who（rapt　il　vision）catches　a　glimpse

of　what　Man　is　like．　In　reporting　it　to　his　disciples，【＿】【h】e　wil1　have　to　tell

them　that　Man　has　no　shel1，　is　not　attached　to　a　rock，　is　not　surrounded　by

water．　Alld　his　disciples，　having　a　little　vision　of　their　own　to　help　them，

do　get　some　idea　of　Man．　But　then　there　come　erudite】impets【＿】What

they　get　out　of　the　prophetic　Iimpet’s　words　is　simp】y　and　solely　1he

negatives．　From　these，　uncorrected　by　any　positive　insight，　they　build　up　a

picture　of　Man　as　a　sort　of　amo叩hous　jeUy（he　has　no　she】1）existing

nowhere　in　particular（he　is　not　a腱ached　to　a　rock）and　never　taking

nourishment（there　is　no　water　to　drift　it　towards　him）．【＿］Oul　own

situation　is　much　like　that　of　the　erudite　limpets．（ルtiracles，93）

　　　　　Furthemore，　in　his　scientific　trilogy，　Lewis　has　Ransom，　the　protagonist，

exp】ain　why　man　callnot　clearly　describe　the　reality　of　heaven．　He　says　that“it

is　words　that　are　vague．　The　reason　why　the　thing　can’t　be　expressed　is　that　it’s

too　definite　for】anguage”（Perelandra，33）．　Therefore，　the　use　of　metaphors　and

analogies　in　his　logical　arguments　for　Christianity　is，　for　Lewis，　a　way　of　making

up　for　the　limitation　of　the　rationa1，　abstract　Ianguage　of　theo】ogy．　In　his

26Michael　Christensen，

pp．57－58．

C．　S．Lewis　On　Scriptures（Hodder　and　Stoughton，1971），
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apologetic　works，　both　reason　and

concrete　metaphors，　are　important．

anthropomorphic　image　of　God，

．　　　　　　　　　　　ヒ　　　　　　　　　

1maglnatlon，　theological　abstraction　and

In　Letters　to　Malcol〃1，　he　says　about　the

［1］tmust　be　ba】anced　by　a】I　mamer　of　metaphysical　and　theo】ogical

abstractions．　But　never　L．．］let　us　think　that　while　anthropomorphic　images

are　a　concessio皿to　our　weakness，　the　abstractions　are　the　literal　truth．　Both

are　equally　concessions；each　singly　misleading，　and　the　two　together

mutually　corrective．（21）

　　　　As　to　dogmas　and　myths，　he　does　not　turn　to　them　for　the　negative　purpose

of　evadilg　the　logica］argument，　but　on　the　positive　conviction　that　those　dogmas

and　myths　are　such　truth　and　reality　as　revealed　by　God．

AU　over　the　world，　until　quite　modem　times，　the　direcI　insight　of　the

mystics　and　reasonings　of　philosophers　percolated　to　the　mass　of　the　people

by　authority　and　tradition【＿】Asociety　where　the　simple　many　obey　the

few　seers　can　live：a　society　where　all　were　seers　could　live　even　more　fUlly．

But　a　society　where　the　mass　is　sIill　simple　and　the　seers　are　no】onger

attended　to　can　achieve　only　superficiality，　baseness，　ugliness，　and　in　the

end　extinction．　On　ol　back　we　must　go；重o　stay　here　is　death．（Miracles，

46－47）

This　is　Lewis’s　conviction　in　turning　to　authority　and　myth．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　From　the　ancient　days　of　early　Christian　fathers，　a　lot　of　pious　advocates

have　tried　to　prove　the　exisIence　of　God．　However，　no　one　has　succeeded　in

making　such　a　successfu】argument　as　is　accepted　by　everyone　without　being

cliticized　for　any　logicall@defects．　St．　Anselm’s　ontological　argument，　Thomas

Aquinas’s　Five　Ways，　Kanl’s　molal　argument，　are　all　representatives　of　Christian

apology，　but　nolle　of　them　are　free　from　logical　flaws．　Against　the　background

of　such　a　history　of　cases　for　Christianity，　Lewis’s　strength】ies　in　the　facUhat　he

can　not　only　make　logical　arguments　which　subs重antiate　the　belief　buI　also　make
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vivid　imaginative　appeal　on　Ihe　readers，　while　presenting　dogmas　when　necessary，

　　　　　In　fact，　Lewis’s　apologetics　address　reader’s　who】e　personality　that　consists

of　intellect，　imagination　and　moral　feelings．　What　makes　the　appeal　even　stronger

is　his　Christian　objectivism，1hat　is，　his　firm　belief　that　the　world　has　objeαive

rea］ity　and　logos，　and　that　Christianity　te11s　us　the　ultimate　Reality．　A｝10f　his

apologetics　are　based　on　that　objectivism，　which　makes　his　arguments　not　only　a

case　for　ChrisIianity　but　for吐he　objective　Reali重y　as　we1L　He　says　in‘℃hristian

Apologetics，”

Our　Faith　is　not　very　Iikely　to　be　shaken　by　any　book　on　Hinduism．　But　if

whenever　we　read　an　e】ementary　book　on　Geology，　Botany，　Politics，　or

Astronomy，　we　found　that　its　implications　we爬Hindu，　that　would　shake　us．

It　is　not　the　books　written　in　direct　defence　of　Materialism　that　make　the

modem　man　a　materialist；it　is　the　materialistic　assumptions　in　all　the　other

books．　In　the　same　way，　it　is皿ot　books　on　Christianity　that　will　really

trouble　him．　But　he　would　be　troubled　if，　whenever　he　wan重ed　a　cheap

populaガintroduction　to　some　science，　the　best　work　on　the　market　was

always　by　a　Christian。（God，93）

What　Lewis　says　here　about　Christianity　is　also　true　of　objectivism．　Those　who

read　the　works　of　Lewis，　which　a11　assume　the　objective　Reality　and吐he　logos　of

the　wol】d，　are　likely　to　be　moved　by　thal】atent　objectivism．　Lewis’s　assumption

of　the　logos　of　the　universe　affects　the　readers　without　their　knowing　it，　and　whe皿

they　come　to　follow　his　argument　on　the　same　assumption，　his　apology　is　already

half　done．　Affected　by　his　firm　be】ief　and　imaginative　appeal，　the　reader　wM　not

only　inte11ectually　accept　his　argument　for　the　Real　world，　but　also　fee】it　really

exist，　and　come　to　hope　to　enter　that　world　someday．1　believe　this　cannot　be　done

by　such　purely　logical　arguments　as　Beversluis　and　Knott　apPear　10　demand　of

him．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　PartlI

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Chapter　l

Lewis，s　WorkS　of　Fiction・・Panicipation　in　Reality

　　　　　In　aU　his　writings，　not　only　apologetics　but】iterary　criticisms　and　fiction　as

wel1，　his　main　concern　is　the　absolute　and　e重emal　Reality．　As　we　have　seen　in

Part　I，　Lewis　finds　in　imagination　a　power　of　intuition　into　reality．　Yet　if　he　is

correct，　stories　written　by　imag童nation　can　reflect　thaI　reali吐y．　His　works　of

fiction　are，　then，　i11ustrations　of　his　idea　of　that　uhimate　Reality－－God　and　His

world，　re】ations　between　men　and　God，　the　way　f6r　men　to　attai皿true　reality　hl

that　World　of　Reality－－to　share　foretastes　of　that　World　with　the　readers．

　　　　　In　this　chap重er，　we　shall　see　how　even　writing　stories　and　fantasies　is　for

Lewis　not　any　negative　attempt　at　escaping　from　rea】ity　nor　mere　fantastic　play　of

imagination　in　a　less　real　world　than　ours　but　a　positive　way　to　participate　hl

Reality．　We　sha］］consider　essential　chalacteristics　of　Lewis’s　fiction　in　order　to

clarify　his　attitudes　as　an　imaginative　author－－how　he　relates　himself　to　the　wor】d

of　objective　rea】ity　by　way　of　imagination．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　The　most　conspicuous　characteristics　of　Lewis’s　stories　are，　first　of　all，　their

moral　charactel　and　p】easure－giving　quality　which　co－exist　harmoniously．　As

Clyde　S．　Kilby　points　out　about　The　Chronicles　of　Narnia，‘℃onceming　Lewis’s

Christian　purpose　in　these　stories　there　can　be　no　possible　doubt．【＿1　Yet　there　is

seldom　Ihe　sense　of　contrived　situations　for　didactic　purposes．”1　They　have，　on

one　hand，　such　manifest　Christian　bearings　as　to　even　tempt　allegorica】

interpreta重ions，　and　yet，　on　the　other　hand，　they　are　enjoyable　also　when　read

wiIhout　any　doctrinal　concern．　Secondly，　the　theme　of　Lewis’s　fiction　is　always

lClyde　S．　Klby，　Tlie　Christian　Wc）rld（of　C．S．　Lewis（Eerdmans，1964），　p．136．
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the　collflict　or　contrast　between　good　and　evi1，　which　involves　the壮heme　of

salvation．　Thirdly，　except　for　The　Screwtape　Letter∫，　all　his　fiction　is　written　in

amythopoeic　folm，　taking　p］ace　in　another　world　or　in・the　wolld　of　metaphysical

reality，　Fol　example，　the　space　where　his　science－fiction　trilogy　takes　place　is

not　such　a　scientific　universe　as　is　usually　conceived　by　ordinary　modern　people

buUhe　medieva1，　mythopoeic　cosmos　which　has　been　conceived　by　those　who

identified重he　sky　and　heaven．　There，　Venus　and　Mars　appear　as　guardian　ange｝s

of出e　planets，　and　theh　characters　are　those　attributed　to　them　in　medieval

astrology　rather　than　those　of　the　Greek，　or　Roman，　Venus　and　Mals．

　　　　　Now，　the　most　important　thing　abou重these　characteristics　is　that　all　of　these

mus1　have　come　from　his　desire吐o　express　Reality，　since，　in　Lewis’s　opinion，

Christianity，　the　moral　standards　of　good　and　evil，　and　myth　are　all　concerned

with　the　ultimate　metaphysical　reality．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Aftel　the　publication　of　Miracles（1947），　Lewis　wrote　no　apo】oge重ic　books

which　aimed　auhe　logical　substantiation　of　eithel　the　exisIence　of　God　or　the

truth　of　Christianity．　His　works　became　more　and　more　imaginalive　and

mythopoeic．　The　Chronic】es　of　Narnia（1950－1964），　and　such　theological　works

as　RefZections　on　the　」Psa　l〃ls　（1958），　and　」Letters　to　ルta　lcol〃1　（1963）　are　all

mythopoeic　in　that　they　ale，　at】easI　in　part，　an　imaginative　approach重o　the

metaphysical　reality．

　　　　　Peter　Schake1，　in　Reason　and　lmagination　in　C．　S．　Lewis，　remarks　that　after

the　fbr吐ies　Lewis　lurned　from　reason　to　imagination，　and　from】ogical　arguments

to　mythological　writings．　Schゴkel　considers　this‘‘suggesIs　that　Lewis　has

reassessed　his　earlier　heavy　re】iance　upon　reason，”and　suspects　three　causes　for

the　change・G・EM・Anscombe’s　severe　criticism　of　his　Iogic　is　one　possible

cause．　Secondly，　Schakel　thinks　of“the　expanded　concepIion　of　myth　Lewis

arrived　at　in　the　mid－1940s”；and重he　third　and　most　important　cause　of　the　change
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must　have　been“an　acknowledgment　that　an　elemenI　of　subjectlvity　is　inherent

in　pelception，　and　that　a　degree　of　self－consciousness　is　necessary　重o　sound

understanding．”2

　　　　　1n　any　case，　as　Schakel　suggests，　afterルfiracles　L£wis　must　have　become

stlongly　conscious　of　the　limitation　of　lational　argumentative　form　and　found　the

myIhopoeic　form　more　and　more　sui喧able　for　what　he　wanted　Io　express．

Schakel　rightly　points　out，“His　luming　to　myth　is　not　a　rejection　of　his　earlier

mode，　but　an　effort　to　go　beyond　it　and　to　offer　a　reader　not‘㎞owledge’of　God

bul　a‘taste’of　Divine　Reality．”3　1ndeed，　just　as　Lewis　was　conscious　that　the

true　taste　of　reality　can　never　be　transmitted　by　rational　arguments，　he　also　wrote

iガ‘The　Dechne　of　Re］igion”（1946）：

lWith　respect　to】the　spread　of　an　inteUectual（and　imaginative）climate

favourable　to　Christianity【＿Ht］hose　who　help　to　produce　and　spread　such　a

climate　are【＿］doing　useful　work：and　yet　no　such　great　matter　after　a11．［＿］

Far　higher　than　they　s重ands　【＿j　the　P’・eacher　in　the　full　sense，　the

Evangelist，【＿】the　man　who　infects．　（（ヲod，221－222）

　　　　Thus，　he　has　admitted　that　the　apologist　cannot　really“infect”，　that　is，

cannot　have　iπesistible　power　to　convelt　his　readers．　Though　apologetics　may

make　the　readel　intellectually　accept　the　doctrine，　intellectual　assent　is　differerit

from　conversion　to　a　practising　Christian．　In　his　apologetics，　Lew童s　uses　a　Iot　of

analogies　and　metaphors　to　avoid　abstract　discussion，　and　those　analogies　and

metaphols　serve吐o　move　the　Ieadel　by　imagination　as　wel】as　by　reason．

However，　the　above　passage　suggests　that　Lewis　does　not　th血k　even　such

apologetics　as　his　is　ellough　to　give止em　the　taste　of　reality．　He　then　suggests

that　if　there　is　anything重hat　gives　it，　it　is　myth．　In“My重h　Became　Fact”Lewis

says，

2Pe重er　SchakeI，　Reason　and　Imagination　in　C．

149－150．

S．Lewis（Eerdmans，1984），　pp．
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T垣sis　our　dilemma－－either　to　taste　and　noI　to　know　or　to　know　and　not　to

taste一一〇r，　more　strictly，　to　lack　one　kind　of　knowledge　because　we　are　in　an

experience　or　to】ack　another　kind　because　we　a爬outside　it．【＿］You　cannQt

stuめノPleasure　in　the　moment　of　the　nupt量al　embrace，　noHepentance　while

lepenting，　nor　analyse　the　naIure　of　humour　while　roaring　with　laughter．【＿］

　　　　Of　this　tragic　dilemma　myth　is　the　paltial　solution．　In　the　enjoyment

of　a　gleat　myth　we　come　nearesUo　experienchlg　as　a　concrete　what　can

otherwise　be　unders重ood　only　as　an　abstract童on．　（Gαゴ，65－66）

　　　　　In　fact，　Lewis’s　adoption　of　mythological　fbrm　for　his　ficIion　goes　back　to

1938when　he　published　his　first　science　fiction，　Out（of　the　Silent　Planet．　Chad

Walsh　discussed　Lewis　as　a“Myth－maker”4　even　before　Lewis　published　any　of

the　Narnia皿tales，　which　I　find　to　be　far　better　Chris重ian　mythological　s重ories　than

the　science－fiction　trilogy．

　　　　　Besides，　as　Lewis　says　in　R解εα∫oη∫o〃the、Psalms　pub】ished　in　1958，“A

man　can’t　be　always　defendilg　the　truth；there　must　be　a　time　to　feed　on　it”（7）．

The】ater　Lewis　is　thus　conscious　of　the　need　of　nourishilg　the　readers　wi1h

Christianity　instead　of　mere】y　urging　them重o　accept　it　intellectually．　The

mythical　fbrm　is，　for　him，　a　means　to　feed　on　the　truth　of　Christianity，　because，

after　all，　Christianity　is　God’s　own　special　myth　that　became　fact．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Lewis　says，‘‘The　poet　is　not　a　man　who　asks　me　to　look　at　him；ke　is　a　man

who　says‘look　at　that’and　points”（Perso〃aムHeresy，11）．　And　in　Studies加

ルtedievalα屈Renai∬ance　Liter傭εre，　he　says　that　the　medieval　peoPle　enjoyed

expressing　1heir　mythica】wor］d　views　in　art　and　liIera重ure．‘‘lt　was　rather　the

spontaheous　desile　of　us‘aliens　outside　the　city　wa1P　to　participate　as　far　as　we

can　in　the　gloly　of　the］ife　of　the　city”（61）．　Yet　Lewis　himself，　who　calls

himself　an“01d　Westem”man（“DεDε∫c’・iptione　Temporum，”5θ1εc’8d　E∬ays，

3　Schakel，　Reason　and　lmaginatio〃，　P．150．

4Chad　Walsh，　C．　S．ムei・vis’　Apos〃ε，∫o伽5ん印’ics（Macmillan，1949），　PP．39－47・
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14），apParently　shales　this　desire，　for’in　his　essay　entitled‘‘Is　Theology　Poetry？”

he　says，‘‘Every　man，　I　believe，　enjoys　the　world　picture　which　he　accepts：for　the

gravity　and　fina］ity　of　Ihe　actuahs　itself　an　aesthetic　stimulus”（τbα5ら45）．　The

Christian　mythical　view　of　the　wolld　i『a藍iterary　stimulus　fbr　Lewis・He　enjoys

writing　about　it　because　he　is　attracted　by　it．

　　　　　Ac重ually，　the　reason　why　Lewis’s　stories　are　so　much　collcerned　with

morality，　that　is，　with　the　good　and　evil，　and　yet　are　not　boringly　nor　strictly

didactic　at　all　musl　be　that　morality　is　for　him　greatly　attractive　as　a　part　of　the

Rea1　World　of　God　for　which　he　has　been　yearning．　Indeed，　if　his　stories　have

st了ong　morality，　it　is　first　of　a1】because　they　refiect　his　longing　for　the　world　of

goodness．　They　commu皿icate　this　longing　to　the　reader，　and　as　a　result，　as　Paul

Holmer　says，“【H｝is　works，　especially　the　novels，　have　a　way　of　cleating　a　kind　of

longing　for　innocence，　for　purity，　for　humility，　cando1，　and　contentment．”5　Thus，

they　have　even　stronger　moral　effects　on　the　readers　than　intentionally　didactic

teachi皿gs　of　many　other　authors．　C　N．　Manlove，　in　his　study　on“Modem

Fantasy，”says，

Narnia（at　times），　Malacandra，　Perelandra：these　are　not　only　beautifUl，　but

in　those　mortals　who　visit　them，　and　undoubtedly　in　their　author，　they

awaken　inarticulate　joys　and　longings　which，　rightly　followed，　are　a　mystic

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　6
experience　of　divine　immanence・

　　　　　Richard　Purtill　points　out　that“‘moral　didaclicism，’［＿】it　is　not，　r量ghtly

understood，　a　charge［Lewis】would　reject－－though，　as　Lewis　said　of　M迎ton，　we

may　sometimes　be　in‘danger　of　supposing　that　the　poet　was　incu］cating　a　rule

when　in　fact　he　was　enamoured　of　a　perfection，’”7　This　remark量s　true　in　many

places　in　Lewis’s　fiction．　For　example，　in　Perelandra，　Lewis　gives　us　a　sort　of

5　Pau］　Holmer，　C．　S．Lewis：Tlie　Shape（）fHis　Faith　and　77iou8ht（Harper＆Row，

1976），p．67．

6Co】lin　N．　Manlove，　M（）dern　Fantasy（Cambridge　Univ．　Press，1975），　p．110．
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hymn　expressilg　Christian　ethical　codes　over　four　pages　long（214－218），

Dona］d　G．　Glover，　one　of　the　most　sensitive　and　trustworthy　scholars　of　Lewis，

criticizes　this　part　for　be㎞g‘‘pure　information　which　once　digested　hardly

awakens　interest　in　repeated　readings　of　the　book．［＿】Myth　cannot　exhort；iI　can

move　us　only　by　the　subtlety　of　its　suggestion；it　cannot　be　too　explicit”8　Ye1，　I

think　Glover　is　wrong　here　in　Iaking　Lewis’s　hymn　as　if　it　were　wriUen　for　purely

didactic　purpose．　Rather，　Lewis　must　have　given　us　the“information”simply

because　he　has　been　enamoured　by　it．　In　Reflections　on　the　Psal’ns，　Lewis

remarks　that　plobably　the　Psalmist　who　wrote　the　Psalm　27‘‘drew　no　distinction

between　‘beholding　the　fair　beauty　of　the　Lord’and　the　acts　of　worship

themselves。　When　the　mind　becomes　more　capable　of　abstraction　and　analysls

this　old　unity　breaks　up”（48）．　In　this】ight，　we　suspect　that　the　hymn　in

Perelandra　is　an　attempt　at　recovering　the　state　of　true　worship　in　which　seeing

the　truth　and　admiring　it　is　one．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Lewis’s　view　oll　the　morality　in　his　own　work　is　expressed　in　his　essay

“Sometimes　Fairy　Stories　May　Say　Best　What’s　Io　Be　Said．”According　to　it，血

the　case　or　his　own　writing，‘‘【T】here　are　usuaUy　two　reasons　for　writing　an

imaginative　work，　which　may　be　ca11ed　Author’s　reason　and　Man’s．”What　he

refers　to　as“Author’s　reason”is　Ihe　aesthetic　impulse．　He　says　that　his　story

“ilvariably　begins　with　Mental　pictures．［＿】accompanied　with　the］onging　for　a

Form：Verse　ol　prose，　short　story，　nove1，　Play　or　what　not”（On∫’o”ies，45）・

This　Author’s　motive　always　comes　before　the　Man’s　motive　that　concerns　moral

effec重s　of　the　work．　Lewis　writes　of　his　process　of　writing　The　Chronicles　of

Narni灸an　imaginative　history　of　a　fantasy　world　of　Narnia　from　its　creation　to

eschalology　under　the　providenc60f　its　creato1」，　Aslan：

7Richard　L．　Purti11，　Lord　cゾ〃ie　Eルes　and　Eldils（Zondervan，1974），　p．60．

8Donald　G．　Glover，η虚ε／望rt（ゾEnchantment（Ohio　Univ．Press，1981），　p．103．
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Some　people　seem　to　think　that　I　began　by　asking　myself　how　I　could　say

something　about　Christ孟anity　to　children［＿】then　drew　up　a　list　of　basic

Christian　truths　and　hammered　out‘allegories’to　embody　them．　This　is

all　pure　moonshine．　Icouldn’twrite　in　thal　way　at　alL　Everything　began

with　images；afaun　caπying　an　umbrella，　a　queen　on　a　sledge，　a

magnificent　Iion，　At　first　there　wasn’t　even　anything　Christian　about　them，

tha重element　pushed　itself　of　ils　own　accord．【＿］Then　came　the　Form．　As

these　images　sorted　themselves　into　events（i．e。，　became　a　stoly）they

seemed　to　demand　no　love　interest　and　no　close　psychology．　But　the　Form

wわich　exc】udes　these　things孟s　the　failytale．　And　the　moment　I　thought　of

that　I　fell　in　love　with　Ihe　Fom　itself［＿】．　Then　of　course　the　Man　in　me

began　to　have　his　turn．　Ithought　I　saw　how　stories　of　this　kind　could　steal

past　a　certain　inhibition　which　had　para】ysed　much　of　my　own　Ieligion　in

childhood．　Why　did　one　find　it　so　hard　to　feel　as　one　was　told　one　ought

to　feel　about　God　or　about　the　sufferings　of　Christ？　Ithought　the　chief

reason　was重hat　one　was　told　one　ought　to．　An　obligation　to　feel　can

freeze　feelings．［＿】But　supposing　that　by　castil〕g　a1］these　things　into　an

imaginary　wor］d，　stripping　them　of　their　stained－glass　and　Sunday　school

associations，　one　could　make　them　for　the　first　time　appear　hl　their　real

potency？【＿】Ithought　one　could．　That　was　the　Man’s　motive．

（‘‘Sometimes，”On　Sto’・ies，46・47）

　　　　　While　a　lot　of　people　see　allegories　in　Narnia，　his　words，“Everything　began

with　images”，　have　become　so　wel1－known　among　Lewis　critics　that　sometimes

comments　are　misleadingly　written　as　if　Lewis　denied　moral　motives　in　his

imaginative　activity．9　Actual】y，　however，　Lewis　says　he　has“Man’s”，　that　is，

moral，　motives　as　well　as“Author’s”．　What　is　then　important　here　is　the　re】ation

between　the　tWo　sorts　of　motives．　In　his　case，　what　the“Man”does　is　to　notice

the　potential　morality　in　the　original　moIifs　of　the　story，　and　make　that　moral

element“appear　in　their　real　potency．” @Therefbre，　the　moral　has　already　been

latent　in　his　first　aesthetic　impulse．

　　　　　About　the　process　of　writing　Perelandra，　the　second　of　his　science－fiction

trilogy，　Lewis　says，

9
Cf．　e．g．，　Smith，　p．143．
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The　starting　point　of　the　second　nove1，　Pe’・eland’・a，　was　my　mental　picture

of　the　floating　islands．　The　whole　of吐he　rest　of　my】abours　in　a　sense

consisted　of　building　up　a　world　in　which　floating　islands　could　exisし【＿】

1’ve　never　s重arted　from　a　message　or　a　moral［＿1．　The　story　i吐self　should

fbrce　its　moral　upon　you．　You　find　out　what　the　moral　is　by　writing　the

story．　（‘‘Unreal　Estates，”On　Sto’・ies，144－145）

　　　　　Here　again，　he　started　with　an　aes重hetic　reason，　and　yenhe　moral　was　also

potentially　there　from　the　outset　so　Ihat　story　itse】f　may‘‘force　its　mora1”even

upon　Lewis　himself．　This　is　because　Ihe　world　ofπeality，　which　has　been　a

great　aesthetic　s霊imulus　for　him　is　the　world　of　ultimate　good，　and　the　aesthetic

stimulus　and　moral　s吐imu】us　are　in　fact　one　in　Lewis．

　　　　　Lewis　fhlds　a　truth　in　the　classical　poetic　theory　that　poe吐ry　instructs　by

delighting　and　says　in　The　Personal　HereSy，　a　critical　controversy　with　E．　M．　W，

Tillyald：

his　all　of　a　piece　with　what　we　want　in　other　departments　of　life：　aman

wants　his　fbod　lo　be　nourishhlg　as　well　as　palatable，　his　games　to　be　heahhy

as　well　as　elljoyable，　his　wife　to　be　a　good　compallion　and　housekeeper　as

weU　as　a　pleasing　sexual　mate．　Iconclude，　then，　thaUhe　old　critics　were

perfectly　right　when　they　demanded　of　Ilterature　the　utile　and　the伽1c8，

501α∫and　docttアne，　pleasure　and　profit．　（119）

In　Iitelature，‘‘pleasure　and　profit”should　work　together　undividedly．

　　　　　Besides，　as　a　cause　of　the　moral　bearings　in　his　fiction，　some　critics　find　an

intrinsic　mola】istic　character　in　Lewis’s　persona］constitution．　Helen　Gardner，

for　instance，　comments　on　him吐hus：

Lewis　estab】ished　his　reputation　as　a　scholar　wi山his　first　book，　The

．4〃egory（）f　Love’／1∫∫㍑4y　in　Medieval　Tradition（1936）．　This　remains　a

great　and　profoundly　original　contribution重o　Ii重elary　history．［＿］Lewis

recovered　for　the　ordinary　reader　what　had　bee1110st　for　centuries，　lhe

power　to　read　allegory　and重o　respond　to　the　allegorlca】mode　of霊hinking・

He　was　able　to　do　so　because　he　was　a　born　allegorist　himsel£　His
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imagination　was　stirred　by　ideas　and　concepts　and　theh℃ongruity，　and　they

came　to　Iife　in　his　mind　almost　as　persons．　He　was，　besides，　a　moralisno

the　depths　of　his　being，　and　was　deeply　moved　by　allegory’s　poweπto
embody　moral　concep重s　and　illuminate　moral　experience．lo

　　　　　Gardner’s　view　is　right．　Apparently，　the　Christian　doctrines　that　he

believes　in　and　the　Pto】emaic　world　picture　that　he　studies　as　a　literary　scholar　st童r

hls　imaginaIion　and　take　almost　allegorical　forms．　In　him，　the　leligious　belief

and　philosophical　convictions　are　indivisible　from　literary　expressions．　The　fact

that　he　is，　as　a　scholar，　familiar　not　only　with　the　medieva】mythical　world　picture

but　a】so　with　the　a1】egorical　form　of　expression　makes　it　even　more　natural　fbr

him重o　take　mythical　and　allegofical　elements　into　his　fiction．

　　　　　From　this，　we　can　understand　the　second　characteristic　of　Lewis’s　fiction，

the　a】legorica】conflict　between　the　good　and　eviL　Lewis　says　of　Edmund

Spenser，　the　author　of　Faerie　eueene，　that‘‘he　is　endlessly　preoccupied　with　such

ultimate　antitheses　as　Light　and　Darkness　or　Life　and　Death，”（A〃egory，313）and

this　is　also　tme　of　Lewis　himself．　He　is　occupied三n　expressing　good　alld　evi】

because　he　fhlds　the　uhima重e　an重ithesis　between　them．　Furthermore，　another

comment　he　makes　on　Spenser　is　also　true　of　himself：

And　yet　it　is　characteristic　of　him　that　the　constant　pressure　of　this　day　and

night　antithesis　on　his　imagination　never　tempts　him　into　dualism．　He　is

impressed，　more　perhaps　than　any　other　poet，　with　the　conflict　of　two

mighty　opposites－－aware　that　our　world　is　dualistic　for　aH　practical　purposes，

dualistic　in　all　but　the　very　last　resort：but　from　the　final　heresy　he　abstains，

drawing　back　from　the　verge　of　dualism　to　remind　us　by　delicate　allegories

that　though　the　conflict　seems　ultimate　yet　one　of　the　opposites　reaUy

contains，　and』 奄刀@not　contained　by，　the　other．　Truth　and　falsehood　are

opposed；but　truth　is　the　norm　not　of　tnlth　only　but　of　falsehood　also．

（！1”egoぢソ，314－315）

10 gelen　Gardne1，‘℃live　Staples　Lewls，”The」Proceedings　qプ〃le　British

Acade〃2y，　vol．21（Oxfoπd　UIliv．　Press，1965），　pp．417－428；quota重ion，　p．423．
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　　　　　His　ficIion，　especially　The　Chronicles　of　Nami灸0配∫of　the　Sile’πP’aneら

and　Perelandra，　w童thout　preachhlg　or　exhorting　makes　the　readers　naturally　Iong

to　be　good．　This　is　because　his　convictiomhat　the　reality　is　uhimately　good　and

the　good　is　pleasant　and　stronger　than　evil　is　transmitted　to　them　through

imagination．　They　are　given　some　foretaste　of　the　world　of　reality，　or　of　heaven，

so　as　to　share　Lewis’s　hope　and　longing　for　iし

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　From　the　next　chaμer，　we　shall　discuss　Lewis’s　fiction　to　see　how　Lewis

expresses　his　ideas　of　Rea】ity　in　his　imaginative　world．
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　　　　　　Chapter　2

The　Great　I）iyorce（1946）

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜ln紅oduction＞

　　　　　Lewis　wrote　more　than　a　dozen　imaginative　stories，　and　among　them　The

Chronicles　of　Narnia　and　The　Screwtape　Letters　are重he　best㎞own．　However，

here，　I　discuss　172e　Great　Diソo’℃εfirst，　because　in　this　book，　Lew三s’s　idea　of　the

Real　World　as　heaven　is　most　cleally　shown，　and　in　contrast，　the　essential

character　of　hell　is　also　presented．　Heaven　is　concre霊e　and　strong，　while　hell　is

insubstantial　and　shadowy．　Besides，　Lewis　is　also　showing　what　is　necessary　if

man　is　to　go　to　heaven，　and　although　it　is　one　of　his　earliest　fictions，　most　of　h量s

ideas　about　conditions　of　salvation　are　already　present　here，　even　in　a

rudimentary　fbrm．

　　　　This　is　a　narrative　story　written　in　a　fo皿of　dream　1三terature，　and　can　be

briefly　summarized　as　fo1】ows：

The　narrator　is　Lewis　himself．　In　the　stoly，　he　is　one　of　the‘‘Ghosts”who

take　an　omnibus　from　Purgatory，　which　is　called　the“grey　town”，　or“lhe

Valley　of　the　Shadow　of　Dea重h”（67），　The　place　at　which　they　arrive　is‘‘the

Valley　of　the　Shadow　of　Life”（67），　which　is　in　the　outelmost　palt　of

heaven．　There，　Lewis　witnesses　several　encounters　of　other　Ghosts　with

bright　Spirits，　or　Angels，　from　heaven．　Each　SpiriI　has　come　down　from

deeper　heaven　to　see　his　or　her　life－time　acquaintance，　to　tell　the

acquaintance’s　ghost　to　join　the　people　in　heaven・　However・for　some

reason　ol　another，　most　of　the　Ghosts　would　rather　go　back　to　the　grey　town

than　go　to　heaven．　The　Spirits　cannot　nor　would　do　anything　to　prevent

them　fπom　going　back．　Lewis　begins　to　wonder　why　the　Spirits　do　noUry

harder　if　they　truely　want　to　bring　their　friends　to　heaven．　He　feels　that重hey
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might　as　well　even　go　down　to　helno　bring　the　friends　out　of　iしThen，　the

Spirit　of　George　Macdonald，　an　au重hor　whom　Lewis　in　his　autobiography

Su　1’p」・ised　by　Joy　ac㎞owledges　as　the　one　who　opened　his　eyes　to“the

Holi皿ess”σ（）y，145），　appears．　Macdonald　shows　Lewis　around　the　Valley

of　the　Shadow　of　Life，　and吐ells　him　the　reason　why　it　is　impossible　for　the

Spirits　of　heaven　to　go　down　into　heU．　While　he　is霊alking　with

Macdonald，　everything　suddenly　begins　changing，　and　Lewis　finds　hlmself

awake　in　his　study，　realizing　the　who】e　trip　to　have　been　only　a　dream．

Kazuo　Takeno　remarks　that　Lewis　probably　got　the　conception　of　the　ghosts’

trip　to　heaven　from　the　theological　idea　of‘‘Re｝rigerium”，　temporary　remission

of　the　punishment　of　heU，　which　he　probably　learned　about　in　the　works　of

Jeremy　Taylor，　an　Ang】ican　theo】ogian，　and　Prudentius，　the　4th　century　Church

father，　because　the　George　Macdona】d　in重he　book　tells　Ihe　narralor　Lewis，

‘‘

cid　ye　never　hear　of　the、Refrigerium？　Aman　with　your　advantages　might

have　read　of　it　ill　Prudentius，　noUo　mention　Jeremy　Taylor”（66）．1　And　the

important　thing　in　this　book　is　thaUhe　trip　should　not　necessarily　be　a

temporary　remission　of　he1］ish　punishment　but　may　become　a　one　way　trip　to

heaven，　if　only　the　ghosts　themselves　choose　heaven　and　wish　to　remain　there．

　　　　　　　＜Choice　between　Heaven　and　Hen…Unavoidable‘‘Either－Or”＞

　　　　　In　the　introduction　to肋θσ’・eat　Diレorce，　Lewis　refers　to　William　B！ake’s

The　Marriage　of　Heaven　and　He〃and　says，

Blake　wrote　the　Marriage　of　Heaven　and　Hel】。【＿】But　in　some　sense　or

othel　the　attempt　to　make　that　marriage　is　perennial．　The　attempt　is　based

on重he　belief　that　reality　never　presents　us　with　an　abso】utely　unavoidable
‘‘ ?奄狽??秩|or”［＿l　that　mere　development　or　adjustment　or　refinement　will

1Kazuo　Takeno（竹野一雄），　The

（Sairyusha（彩流社），1999），　p．120，

Wo「ld　of　C・S・Lewis（『C．S．ノレイスの世界』）
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somehow　turn　evil　into　good　without　our　being　called　on　for　a　final　and

total　rejection　of　anything　we　should　like　to　retain．　This　belief　I　take　Io　be

adisastrous　error［＿】．　Evil　can　be　undone，　but　it　cannot‘‘develop”into

good．　Time　does　not　heal　it．［＿］It　is　still“either－or．”If　we　insist　on　keeping

Hell（or　even　eart｝1）we　shall　not　see　Heaven．（5－6）

In　respect　of　actual　content，　Lewis’s　Tlie（7reat　Divorce　has　almost　nothing　to　do

with　Blake’s　t乃e　Marriage．　While　Blake’s“He】1”is　not　necessarily　the　place　of

si皿ers’damnation，　Lewis’s　is　nothing　other　than　that．　Northrop　Frye　points

out：

By‘‘hell”Blake　means　an　upsurge　of　desire　and　passion　within　the　rising

body　so　great　that　it　will　destroy　the　present　starry　heaven，　and　hell，　and　he

calls　it‘‘heU”because　that　is　what　the　orthodox　caU　it．　Here　Blake’s

mean三ng　has　been　misunderstood，　and　deserves　more　explanation．1＿】And

though吐he　prophet　is　regarded　by　society　as　a　devil　or　messenger　from　hell，

he　never　practises　the　vice　of‘‘hindering　another．”There　is　much　that　is

really　good　in　moral　good：the　prophet　is　concerned　only　to　disentangle　it

from　the　easy　virIue　of　moral　cowardice．【＿】

Blake　attaches　two　meanings　to　the　word‘‘he11，”one　real　and　the　other

ironic．　There　is　a　real　hell　in　human　mind，　and　it　achieves　the　physical　form

of　dungeons，　whips，　racks　and　all　the　miserable　panoply　of　fear．　Such　a　hell

consolidates　a　molal　virtue　founded　on　ten幽oπwi重h　a　moral　evil　founded　on

cruelty，　and　it　exists　because　it　is　believed　to　be　a　part　of‘‘necessity．”The

mole　degenerate　the　society，　the　more　obvious　this　alliance　of　moral　good

and　evi】against　the　power　of　genius　becomes．2

Thus，　Blake’s‘‘hel1”has　such　a　complicated　meaning　as　to　get　the　above

commen重aly，　and　this　is　natural　if　the　implica重ion　of　the‘‘marriage”in　Blake’s

poem　is重hat　wha1　is　virtue　for　some　people　is吐aken　as　vice　by　others．　Ye吐，

Lewis’s　hell　will　never　be　taken　as　heaven　or　vice　ve”sa． Whal　Lewis　is

stressing　in　The（71・eat　Divoi℃e　is　the　importance　of　choosing　heaven　instead　of

hell　as　soon　as　possible．　The　moral　is　so　apParent　throughout　this　book　that　D。E．

2N・rth・・p　F・y・，　F・a・Lft・1・Symmetrツ’　A　Study　of　IVi〃i・・n・Bl・ke

Press，1947：paperback，1969），　pp．197－198．

（Princeton　Univ．
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Glover，　fbr　example，　says　that“the　tone　of　the　book　is　that　of　instruction　rather

than　se｝f－transcendent　enlightenment，　just　as　the　method　used　is　that　of　a　Iecture

illustrated　by　examples．”3　Lewis　wlites，

We　are［＿】　liv　ing　［＿】in　la　wolld　whele　evely　load，　aftel　a　few　miles，　folks

in重o　tWo，　and　each　of　those　in重o　two　again，　and　at　each　fork　you　must　make

adecision．【＿】It　does　not　move　towards　un童y　but　away　flom　it　and　the

creatロres　grow　fUrther　apar．t　as　they　increase　in　perfection．（5－6）

The　fUrther　you　go　along　the　wrong　road　the　more　difficult　it　becomes　to　go　back

into　the　right　one。　Then　there　will　be　a　point　where　it　becomes　impossible　to

retum．　A　minor　sin，　such　as　grumbling，　may　be　harmfu】enough　to　draw　a

person　into　hell　when　it　is　con山1uously　repealed　so　as　to　become　his　or　her　centra】

nature　and　destroy　his　or　heT　humanity　altogether．　A　Spirit　says　of　a　woman，

The　question　is　whether　she　is　a　gmmbler，　or　only　a　grumble．　If　there　is　a

real　woma11－－even　the　least　tlace　of　one－－still　there　illside　the　grumbling，　it

can　be　brouglit　to】逓e　agai1．【＿】But　if　there’s　nothing　but　ashes［＿j［重］hey

must　be　swept　up．（74）

　　　　　In　7乃θProblem（）f　Pa　in，　Lewis　po重nts　out　that　Jesus　describes　hell　under

three　symbols：“lhat　of　p皿ishment，”“that　of　destmc重ion，”and“that　of　privation，

exdusion，　or　banishment　into‘the　darkness　outside”’（112－113）．　In　an　attempt　to

illustrate　what　destruction　of　a　soul　would　be　like，　Lewis　compares　it　to　burning　a

log．　He　says　that　a　sou】destroyed　in　hell　would　not　be　totally　annlhila吐ed　bu重its

remains　would　be　left；just　as　a　lo9，　having　been　bumt，　leaves　its　ashes．　The

grumbling　woman，　having　turned　into　ashes，　is　therefore　in　he］1，　aheady　desIroyed・

One　has　to　give　up　any　sinfu1，　wrong　habit　immediately　or　it　will　become　Ioo　la重e，

　　　　　The　importance　of　immediate　cutting　off　of　one’s　wrong　Part　is　seen　in　the

words　of　an　Ange1，　who　has　come　to　meet　a　Ghost　with　a　red　Iizard　on　his

3
　Glover，　p．130．
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shouldeL　The　lizard　is　an　incarnation　of　the　Ghost’s　lust，　and　the　A皿gel　asks　the

Ghost　to　let　him　ki11　it．　The　Ghost　pleads　with　him　to　do　it“Some　other　day，

perhaps”（100），　for　a　mall　in　his　natura】state　tends　to　shrink　from　being　remade．

Lewis　writes　in　Mere　Chi’istianity，

The　natural　life　in　each　of　us　is　somethhlg　self－centred，　something　that

wants　to　be　petted　and　admired【＿】．　And　especially　it　wants　to　be　Ieft　to

itself：to　keep　we11　away　from　anything　better　or　stronger　or　higher　than　it，

anything　that　might　make　it　feel　small．　It　is　afraid　of　the　light　and　ail　of　the

spiritual　world【＿1．　It　kllows　thatぜ重he　spiritual　life　gets　hold　of　it，　all　its

self－centredness　and　self－will　are　going　to　be　kil】ed【＿】（Mere　Cん・istianity，

151）

　　　　Thus，　the　Ghost，　while　wishing　to　enter　heaven，　still　instinctively　hesitates

to　give　himself　up　and　wishes　to　postpone　the　vital　step．　Yet　the　Angel　tells　him，

“There　is　no　other　day．　AII　days　are　present　now”（100）．　In　heaven，　which　is　in

God’s　dimension，　all　time　is　eternally　present．　Lewis，　following　St．　Augustine，

says　in　Mere　Christianity，

All　the　days　ale‘Now’fbr　Him．　He　does　not　remember　you　doing　them，

because，　though　you　have　los吐yesterday，　He　has　noしHe　does　not‘foresee’

you　doing　things　to－morrow；He　simply　sees　you　dohlg　them：because，
th・ugh　t・－m・mw　i・n・t　y・t　th・・e　f・・y・u，　it　i・f・・Him．（145）4

Therefore，　there　can　be　no　putting　off　the　operation．　Though　it　is　pa㎞fu互fbr　a

man　to　part　with　his　self－indulging敦endency，　such　as　greed　and】ust，　it　is

necessary　10　give　it　up　immediately　if　he　is　to　enter　heaven．　The　Ghost　w量th　the

lizard　a】so　suffers　a　great　deal　when　the　Angel　approacぬes　him　to　seize　the　Iizard，

for　he　feels　the　Angel　burning　hoしAs　Eugene　Wanen　points　out，　lhis　Angel

reminds　us　of　the　Old　Testament　image　of　the　Law　in　Psa】m　19，　which　Lewis

finds　to　be　connected　to　the　Sun：‘‘1uminous，　severe，　disinfectant，　exuhant”（Lewis，

4
Cf．　St．　Augustine，　Ciリノ（）f　God，　P．452・
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Psal〃ls，64）．5　The　Ghost　even　suspects　that　the　Angel　might　ki11　him．　Howevel，

finally　he　decides　that‘‘lt　would　be　better　to　be　dead　than　to　live　with　this

creature” i101）and・tells　the　Angeho‘‘Get　it　over，”whimpering，‘‘God　help　me，

God　help　me”（101）．　This　whimper　is　heard　by　God　literally．　In　the　Bible，　it　is

said：‘‘田t　is　profi重able　for　Ihee　that　one　of　thy　members　should　perish，　and　not　that

thy　whole　body　shou】d　be　cast　into　he11”（Matthew，5，29），　yet　Lewis’s　God　not

on】y　enjoins　thus　but　also　he】ps　man　Io　get　rid　of　the　wrong　part　and　entel　heaven，

The　moment　the　Spirit　kills　the　lizald，　the　Ghost　starts　growing“solider，［＿】

brighter　still　and　stronger，”to　be‘‘an　immense　man，　naked，　not　much　smaller　lhan

the　Angel”（102）．　Even　the　lizard　turns　into　a　magnificent　stallion．　They　are

tumed　into　the　glorious　image　of　God　as　St．　Paul　pπophesies，“from　glory　to　gloly，

even　as　by　the　Spirit　of　the　Lord”（II　Corinthians，3，18）．

　　　　　The　important　points　about　this　Ghost　and　the　lizard　are　that　the　Spirit　wilI

kiU　the　lust　on】y　with　the　permission　of　the　Ghost，　alld　that　when　the　lust　dies，　it

will　resuπect　as　such　a　magnificent　being　as　a　staUion，　even　though“Lust　is　a

poor，　weak，　whimpering　whispering　thing”（104－105）．　Macdonald　says　to

Lewis，

Ye　must　ask，　if　the　risen　body　even　of　appetite　is　as　grand　a　horse　as　ye　saw，

what　would　the　risen　body　of　materna1　love　or　friendship　be？（105）

　　　　　It　is　also　significanUhat　none　of　the　Ghosts　that　choose　heaven　and　get

transformed　thus　gloriously　have　expected　such　transformation　until　they　actually

undergo　it．　In　the　case　of　this　Ghost　with　the　lizard，　he　is　even　suspecting　Ihat　he

might　be　ki1］ed　in　the　operation．　Yet　he　decides，“lt　would　be　better　to　be　dead

than　to　live　wiIh　this　creature”（101）．　The爬fore，　choos量ng　heaven　is　an　act　of

5E・g・ne　Warren，“Th・A・g・1・f　th・L・w　i・Tl・e・Great　Div・rce，”Tl・e・Bu〃eti…f

the　New　York　C．∫。　Lewis　Society，　VoL8，　No．8（1977），　p．5．；quot．　from　Lewls，

R（rflections　on　the」Psal〃ls，　p．64．
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faith，　without　any　mercenary　motive．’ln　Surprised　bツJoy，　Lewis　remembers　his

own　conversion　and　tells　us　that　wllen　he　came　to　believe　in　God，　he　felt　no

promise　nol　threat　about　the　future　life　or　anylhing，　but‘‘God　was　to　be　obeyed

simply　because　he　was　God．【＿］To　know　God　is　to　know　that　our　obedience　is

due　to　Him”（185）．　What　is　demanded　of　the　Ghosts　is重otal　commitment，01

total　self－surlender，　to　the　Spirits，　wilh　the　result　that　they　wi】l　fbllow　them　to

Heaven．　Yet，　it　is　not　so　easy，　especia11y　for　se】f－centred　ones　to　give　up　that　self

and　choose　hapPhless　in　heaven・

　　　　　In　the　case　of　one　Ghost，　who　is　too　self－conscious　and　ashamed　to　enteI

into　heaven　because　she　is　afraid　of　being　seen　by　the　heavenly　peoP］e，　she　cannot

get　courage　enough　to　follow　the　Spirit．　The　Spirit　tells　her‘‘Don’t　you

Iemember　oll　earth－－there　were　things　too　hot　to　touch　with　youl　finger　but　you

could　drink　them　an　Iight？Shame　is　like　that．　If　you　will　accept　it【＿】you　wilI

find　it　very　nourishing．”The　Ghost　almost　believes　these　words，　yet　at　the　las裳

moment，　she　says，‘‘No，　I　can’t．［＿】For　a　moment，　while　you　were　talkhlg，　I

almost　thought＿but　when　it　comes　to　the　pohlt．＿You’ve　no　right　to　ask　me　to　do

athhlg　like　that”（61－62）．　And　so　she　remains　in　hell　after　all．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　In　this　book，　Lewis　especially　shows　us　that　the　choice　betWeen　heaven　and

hell　is　made　not　necessari】y　betWeen　any　categorically　definite　vi血e　and　vice，　but

often　between　God　and　natural　objects　which　in　themse蓋ves　are　nothing　bad・

Everything　in　Nature　is　in　itself　neither　good　or　evi1，　but　becomes　good　or　ev量I　in

re】ation　to　God．

There　is　but　one　good；that三s　God．　Everything　else　is　good　when　it　looks　to

Him　and　bad　when　iロums　from　Him．　And　the　higher　and　mightier　it　is　in

the　natural　order，　the　more　demoniac　it　will　be　if　it　rebels．（97－98）

This　is　one　of　the　most　important　arguments　that　Lewis　makes　in　this　book・　In

the　preface，　Lewis　writes，
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Earth，　I　think，　will　not　be　found　by　anyone　to　be　in　the　end　a　very　distinct

place．　I　think　eart．h，　if　chosen　instead　of　Heaven，　will　turn　out　to　have　been，

all　along，　only　a　region　in　Hell：and　earth，　if　put　second　to　Heaven，　to　have

been　from　the　beginning　a　part　of　Heaven　itself．（7）

Everything　on　earth，　however　good　alld　heavenly　it　is　iIself，　should　be　put　second

to重he　real　Good，　or　it　should　go　bad　and　be　an　obstacle　to　heaven．

　　　　　Macdonald　says　to　Lewis，　the　naπator，“Hell　is　a　state　of　mind【＿］［Elvery

shutting　up　of　the　creatule　within　the　dungeon　of　its　own　mind【＿］is　in　the　end，

Hel1．”（69）　Lewis　here　refers　to　Milton’s　Satan　in　Paradise　Los’，　who　boasts，

The　mind　is　its　own　place，　and　i皿itself

Can　make　a　heav’n　of　hell，　a　hell　of　heav’n．

【＿1To　reign　is　worth　ambition　though　in　hell：【．】（Book，11．254－262）

while　within　himself　knowing　that，　far　from　enjoying　heaven　and　he］1　at・his・own

wiH，　he　is　actually　trapped　by　his　own　mind　most　miserably．　Satan　is　lamen重i皿g

when　he　is　alone，

Me　miseτable！which　way　shaU　I　fly

Infinite　wrath，　and　infinite　despair？

Which　way　1　fiy　is　hell；myse】f　am　hel1；【。】（Book，　ll．73－75）6

Those　who　reject　heaven　on　any　account　are　rejecting　joy，

self－imprisonment．　As　Macdona】d　says，

and　it　is　a　sort　of

Milton　was　right【＿】．　The　choice　of　every　lost　soul　can　be　expressed　in　the

words‘Better　to　reign　in　He］nhan　serve　in　Heaven．’　There　is　always

something　they　insist　on　keeping，　even　at　the　price　of　misery．　There　ls

always　something　they　prefer　to　joy－－that　is，　to　reality．（69）

6John　Milton，　Paradise　Lost，　ed．

1975）．

Scott　Elledge，　Norton　Critical　Edition（Norton，
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Throughout　The　Great　Divoi℃e，　Lewis　presents　various　obstacles　to　heaven　that

hinder　peoPle　from　choosing　heaven：for　example，　perverted，　fUtile　sexuality，　or

desire　for　money（13），　or　revengefulness　84）．

　　　　Yet，　above　all，　the　greatest　obstacle　to　heaven　is　Pride，　or　self－centredness，

as　it　has　always　been　regarded　as　the　gπeatest　evil　in　orthodox　Christianity．　St．

Augustine　speaks　of　the　essence　of‘‘sin”as：

When　we　ask　the　cause　of　the　evil　angels’misery，　we　find　tha重it　is　the　just

resuh　of　their　turning　away　from　him　who　supremely　is，　and　their　tuming

towards　themselves，　who　do　not　exist　ln　Ihat　supreme　deglee．　What　other

name　is　there　for　this　fault　than　pride？‘The　beginning　of　all　sin童s　pride．’

（Ecclus．，10，13）1＿1【1】n　preferring　themselves　to　him【i．e．，　God】they　chose

a　lower　degree　of　existence．7

Pride　is　the　sin　of　Satan　in　his　rebellion　against　God．

in　this，　too，　and　says　in　Mere　Christianity，

Lewis　follows　St．　Augustine

Pride　or　Self－Conceitエ＿］．　It　is　the　comparison　that　makes　you　proud：the

pleasure　of　being　above　the　lest【＿】．　In　God　you　come　up　against

something　which　is　in　every　respect　immeasurably　superior　to　yourse】f，

Unless　you　know　God　as　that－－and，　therefore，　know　yourse】f　as　nothing　il

comparison－－you　do　not　know　God　at　alL　As　Iong　as　you　are　proud　you

cannot　know　God．　Aproud　man　is　a］ways　looking　down　on　things　and

peop】e：and，　of　course，　as】ong　as　you　ale　looking　down，　you　cannot　see

something　that　is　above　you．（106－109）

　　　　　In　adual　life　people　tend　to　see　what　is　called‘‘Achilles’wrath　and

Corio】anus’grandeur，　Revenge　and　Injuled　Merit　and　Self－respect　and　Tragic

Greatness　and　Proper　Pride”（Divorce，70）as　if　they　were　a　solt　of　vi血e・

However，　Macdonald　remlnds　Lewis　that　they　are　actuaUy　nothing　but　childish

“Sulks”（Diレo’℃θ，70），　which　ale　far　from　meritorious・　Throughout　Lewis’s

works　Pride　is　evil　without　exception．　There　is　no　such　Ihing　as　proper　pride・

7
　St．　Augustine，　City　of　God，　p．477．
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Pride　always　separates　man　from　heaven　and　Reality．

　　　　Apainter，　fbl　examp】e，　who　was　famous　ill　his　life　is　shocked　to　hear　that　he

has　a】ready　been　forgotten　by　his　posterity　on　earth　and　Ihinks　he　should　hurry

back　to　life　to　mend　his　fame・The　Spirit　who　has　met　him　in　heaven　notices　pride

in　his　feelings　and　warns　him　that　such　pride　is　a　snare　every　artist　is　likely　to　fall

into：

Every　poet　and　musician　and　artist，　but　for　Grace，　is　dlawn　away　flom　love

of　the　thing　he　tells，1010ve　of　the　telling　til】，　down孟n　Deep　Hell，　they

cannot　be　interested　in　God　at　all　but　only　in　what　they　say　abou吐Him．【．．．】

They　sink】ower－一一become　interested　in　their　own　personalities　and　then　in

nothing　but　their　own　reputations．（81）

　　　　　Thus　an　artist　is　fallible　to　a　five－step　degradation　from　a　disinleresled

appreciation　of　God’s　cleation　to　exclusive　self－intelest．　It　is　a　pπocess　of

turning　his　attention　from　God　to　himself，　which　is　the　core　of　man’s　original　sin．

Unlike　Plato，　Lewis　does　not　disparage　alt　as　a　mimetic　form．　Yet　he　gives　such

cultural　activities　as　art，　music，　or】iterature　only　a　secondary　impor重ance。　In

“Christianity　and　Cultule，”Lewis　says　that　culture　is　not　particularly　good㎞

itself，　though　whell　it　gives　an　innocent　pleasure，　it　is　good　because　pleasure　is

ltself　a　good　thing，　and　when　such　pleasant　cultural　act　is　done　to　God，　that　is，

offered　to　God，　it　is　done　to　g】orify　Him　and　becomes“a　means　of　grace”（“On

Chulch　Music，”α’・istian　RefZections，97），　and　then，　it　is　better　than　when　merely

being　pleasant（cf．　Christia〃R（プアections，12－25）．　In　short，　the　wor重h　of　an

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　サartist’s　work　lies　in　its　facuhy　of　reminding　us　of　God　and　Heaven，　Lewls　ls

critical　about　theわeople　who　disregard　God　and　substi吐ute　cuhure　fbr　religion・

1皿his　view，“they　have　1aken　on　an　independent　and　therefore　a　soon　wither血9，

llfe”（Psa　lms，49）．　He　writes　to　Dom』Griffiths　that　art　and　literature　are　healthy

only　when　they　aim　at‘‘innocent　recreation”such　as　PickWick　gives　or　serve
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“religious　or　at　Ieast　molanruth”as　Dante’s　works　do（Lette’‘s，182）．　He　lherefore

lejects　the‘‘Epicurean－aesthetic”position，　such　as　Patefs8　as‘‘all　nonsense”

（Letters，148）．　He　says，‘‘【T】he　great　serious　iπehgious　al』ar重for　art’s　sake－－is

all　balderdash；and　incidentally　never　exists　when　alt　is　really　flourishing”

¢et’ers，182）．　So　here，　the　Spiri重says　to　the　pah1霊er，“Why，　if　you　are　interested　in

the　country　only　for　the　sake　of　painting　it，　you’ll　never　learn　to　see　the　country”

（81）．

When　you　painted　on　earth－－at　least　in　your　early　days－－it　was　because　you

caugh重glimpses　of　Heaven　in　the　earthly　landscape．　The　success　of　your

painting　was　that　it　enabled　others　to　see　the　glimpses　too。　But　here　you

are　having　the　thing　itself．1l　is　from　here　thaUhe　messages　came，（80）

　　　　　In　a　debate　with　E　M．　W．　Tillyard，　later　published　as　Personal　Heresy，

Lewis　argues　against　Tillyard’s　comment　on　Milton’s　Paradise　Lost　that“what

the　poem　is　really　about”is“the　true　state　of　Milton’s　mind　when　he　wrote　iし”9

He　says　that　a　poet’s　role　is　to　open　our　eyes　to　the　world，110t　to　write　about

himself：

1100k　with　his【i．e．　the　poet’s】eyes，　not　at　him．【＿］The　poet　is　not　a　man

who　asks　me　to　look　at　him∫he　is　a　man　who　says‘look　at　that’and　points；

the　more　1　follow　the　poin重ing　of　his　finger　the　less　1　can　possibly　see　of　him．

（Personal　Heresy，11）

　　　　　In‘℃hris重ianity　and　Lilelature”Lewis　reminds　us　that“‘Orighlality’in　the

New　Testament　is　quite　plainly重he　prerogative　of　God　alone”and“the　highest

good　of　a　creature　must　be　creaturely－－that　is，　derivalive　oHeflected－－good．【＿1

【P］ride　does　not　only　go　before　a　fall　but　is　a　fall－－a　fall　of　the　creature’s　a雛ention

8W・1t・・P・t・・．　Hi・f・m・u・p・・P・・a1・f・…tf・・a・喧’s　sak・”i・i・77・・

難α翻鵬脇灘認ld1131～i8温，g。、。w、，hC、、，。、ndW、。d。、，

1968），p．201．
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from　what　is　better，　God，　to　what　is　wolse，　itse】f’（Christian、RefZections，6・7），

He　does　not　regard　the　work　of　an　altist　merely　as　mimesis　of　something　i皿

Nature．　It　can　sometimes　show　the　deeper　reality　behind　her．　But　in　any　case，　the

artist’s　heart　and　mind　should　be　devoted　to　the　object　given　him　in　Nature，　not・to

himself．　To　tum　oul　eyes　from　God　to　ourselves－－this　is　a　perennia］sin　of　ma皿

evel　since　the　Fal1．

　　　　　In　heaven，　no　one　is　more　dis重inguished吐han　the　others．“The　Glory　fiows

into　everyone，　and　back　from　evelyone：】ike　light　and　mirrors．　Bu吐the　light’s　the

thhlg”（82－83）．　Peop】e　in　heaven　look　glorious　because　the】童ght　of　God　shiles

on　them．　However，　theirs　is　reflected】ighトーor　derivative　Iight－－not　the　origina1，

Those　who　are　proud　of　their　assumed　dis重inction　are　wrong　and　unable　to　stay　ln

heaven．　This　is　the　case　also　with重he　paintel　in　The　Great　Divorce．　And　thus，

preoccupied　with　h量s　reputation，　the　artist　after　death　shares　even　less三n　the

Reality　of　heaven　than　he　did　on　earth　when　he　started　painting．

　　　　　An　unrecognized　poet　whom　the　na∬ator　meets　in　heU　is重he　same，　He

complains　about‘‘the　lack　of‘Recognition’”（16）of　his　genius　on　ear吐h，　about

money，　about　his　wife，　etc．，　because　he　thinks　he　deserves　more．　He　is

self－deluded．　If　he　were　a　tmly　good　poet，　his　concem　should　not　be　his　own

reputation　or‘‘recognition．”

　　　　　Actually，　complain重is　a　characteristic　of　hell。　Sillce　pride　is　the　essential

character　of　the　damned，　those　in　hell　would　rather　blame　others　than　hllmbly

admit　their　fault　when　some吐hing　goes　wong　or　when　they　are　not　paid　as　much

attention　as　they　want．　Lewis　hears　from　a　GhosUhat　Napoleon　in　hell　keeps

comp1aining，

It　was　Soult’s　fault．　It　was　Ney’s　fault．　It　was　Josephine’s　fault．　It　was　the

fault　of　the　Russians．　It　was　the　fault　of　the　English．（20－21）
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Thus，　complaint　is　an　expression　of　a　proud　natuπe．

　　　　Howeve1，　it　is　not　only　pride　that　leads　men　to　heU．　Lewis　also　shows　that

things　that　are　generally　supPosed重o　be　even　meritorious，　such　as　an　intel玉ectual

pursuit　of　theologica】problems　ol　love　for　otheπs，　sometimes　tuln　out　to　be

obstacles　to　heaven．　He　is　conscious　that　meritorious　things　on　ea1Ih　tend　to

become　the　supreme　objectives　of　peoPle’s　life　and　take　the　place　of　God　who

should　be　the　only　ultimate　objective　of　human　life．

　　　　AGhost，　who　was　a　theolog童an　and　bishop　in　his　hfetime，　holds　that‘‘a

literal　Heaven　and　Hell”is‘‘supelstitious　ol　mythological”（38），　and　though　he　has

been　in　hell　and　is　now　in　a　paπt　of　heaven，　he　does　not　recognize　either　place．　As

the　Spirit　remarks，　his　problem　is　one　of　the‘‘sins　of　inte11ect”（39）．　He　makes

most　of　what　he　calls　an‘‘atmosphere　of　free　ilquiry”（43）and　argues　that‘‘honest

opinions　fearlessly　followed”（39）through　free　inquily　are　not　shls．　He　cares

abouUhe　inquiry　itself　even　more　than　the　answer．　He　says，

For　me　there　is　no　such　thing　as　a　fina］answeL　The　free　wind　of　inquily

must　always　continue　to　blow　through　the　mind，　must　it　not？Prove　all

things’【＿】．　But　you　must　fee】yourself　that　there　is　something　stifling

about　the　idea　of　finality？　Stagnation，　my　dear　boy，　what　is　more

soul－destroying　than　stagnation？（43）

　　　　Because　heaven　is‘‘the　land　not　of　questions　but　of　answers”（43），　the

Episcopal　Ghost　refuses　to　go　there．　He　does　not　care　for　God　Himself　but　on】y

for　the　重heological　inquiry　that　he　calls‘‘religious　life”（43），　and　in　th三s，　he　is

mistaking　a　means　to　heaven　for　the　end　itse】f．　The　Spirit　says重o　him，“We　know

nothing　of　religion　here：』 翌?@think　only　of　Christ．　We㎞ow　nothing　of

speculalion，”but　the　Ghost　does　not　understand　this（44）．　For　him，　God　is　and

should　be　mystery．　When　the　Spirit　asks　him　if　he　does　not　believe　that　God　exists，

the　Ghos重answels：

Exists？What　does　Existence　mean？【．．．］　lf　there　were　such　a　thing【…】quite
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frankly，1　should　not　be　interested　in　it．　lt　would　be　no’religious　significance．

God，　for　me，　is　something　purely　spiritual．（45）

In　the　end，　the　Ghost　parts　himself　with　the　Spirit　and　walks　in　a　different

direction　from　heaven．

　　　　　This　Ghost’s　words，‘‘honest　opinion，”rem量nd　us　of　J，　A．　T．　Roblnson，　one

of　the　liberal，　or　existentialist　Christians　of　this　century，　especially　of　his　book，

Hoηε∫∫to（］od（1963），　As　Lewis　almost　always　stresses　the　supernaヒural

transcendence　of　God　and　understands　Christianity　as　God’s　own　myth　that

became　fact　at　the　Incarna重ion，　he　is　againsUhe　movement　of重heo】ogical

liberalism－－as　we　have　seen　in　our　Chapter　2，　Part　Llo　Most　of　all，　he　is　against

the　de－mythologizing　movement　of　Ihis　century　as　is　most　expressedly　proposed

by　Rudolf　K．　Bultmann．11　Though　it　would　be　an　anachronism　to　see　any

influence　of　Robinson’s　book　on　The　Great　Divorc（ちwhich　appeared　in　1946，

seventeen　years　earlier　than、Honest　to　God，　it　cannot　be　denied　that　Lewis　here

gives　warning　against　the　danger　implied　in　such　liberal　Christianity　as　was】ater

clearly　proposed　by　Robinson．　According　to　Robinson，

Without　the　constant　discipline　of　theo】ogical　thought，　asking　what　we

really　mean　by　the　symbols，　purging　out　the　dead　myths，　and　being　utterly

honest　before　God　with　ourselves　and　the　world，　the　Church　can　quickly

become　obscurantist　and　its　faith　and　conduct　and　worship　increasingly
formal　and　hollow．i2

In　stressing　the　importance　of　re－assessing　the　traditional　symbols　and　mythical

elements　in　Christianity　by　ourselves，　he　is　incurring　the　risk　of　involving　people

in　an　intellectual　inquiry　into　something　which　must　be　in　fact　grasped　through

mythological　reve】ation　and　direct　apprehension　rather　than　through　rational

10
b£our　section　on‘‘Lewis　and　Liberal　Christianity，”especially　pp．71－79．

11
qudolf　Bultmann，　New　Testament　andルlythology，　ed．　and　tr．　Schbert　M．

Ogden（For吐ress　Press，1984），　especiaIly　pP．2－3．
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reasoning．　Though　Robinson，　in　H∂nest　to　God，　is　not　necessarily　trying　to

throw　away　all　traditional　mythological　e】ements　from　Chris重ianity，　he　is　willing

to　replace　Ihem　with　something　more　appealing　to　the　modern　mind　and

imaglna重ion．　For　example，卑an　has　Iong　referred　to　God　and　heaven　with　Ihe

adjec重ive“high，”but　Robinson　thinks　it　more　suitable　now　to　describe　God　as

deep　because　now　the　adjective　of　depth　is　more　often　used　Io　suggest　a

“profound”meaning．13 @Paul　Tillich　describes　God，　who　concemed　the　deepest

part　of　human　beings，　as　Ihe‘‘uhimate　concern．”14

　　　　　Such重heologians　as　Tillich　and　Robinson　scek　God　in　the　deepest　part　of

man’s　existence．　Although　Lewis　shares　their　belief　that　God　is　the　root　or

source　of　our　existence，15　he　is　different　from　them　in　that　he　is　expressly　against

the　modem　existen重ial　movemenI　of　coming　to　pay　more　and　more　attention　to　the

faculty　of　man’s　mind　as　a　means　of　pelception　and　builder　of　a　world　pictule．　He

cal】s　this　movement　a“process　of　Internalization”，　expressing　his　anxiety　thus：

Always，　century　by　century，　item　after　item　is　transfer爬d　from　the　object’s

side　of　the　account　to　the　subject’s．　And　now，　in　some　extreme　forms　of

Behaviourism，　the　subject　himself　is　discounted　as　merely　subjective；we

only　think　that　we　think．　Having　eaten　up　everything　e】se，　he　eats　himself

up　too．　And　where　we‘go　from　that’is　a　dark　question．（DiScarded，215）

He　fears　that　the‘‘honest”atti重ude　on　the　part　of　preachers　might　invo】ve　people　h1

lhe“process　of　Internalization，”and　unintentionally　alienate　people　from　God，

Though　Lewis　does　not　cri重icize　Tillich　or　Robinson　by　name　here，　in　an　article　in

Oわ∫ε’・vet・（24　March，1963），　he　commen乳s　on　Robinson’s　opLlion，τefening重o

kobinson’s　article　of重he　previous’Sunday：

12John　A．　T．　Robinson，　Honest　to　God（SCM，1963），　p．133．

13
　　Robinson，　p」32．
14
oau］Tmich，　Systematic刀昭o’ogy，3vols．　in　one（The　Univ．　of　Chicago　Press，

1967），Vol．1，　P．211．

15Lewis，0わserり8r，24　March，1963，　rpt．　in　7ア；θ刀b’iest　to　God　Debate，　ed．　David
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We　have　long　abandoned　belief　in　a　God　who　sits　on　a　throne　ln　a

locahzed　heaven，【＿】We　have　always　though重of　God　as　being　not　only‘in’

ahd‘above’，　but　also‘below’us：as　the　depth　of　ground．　We　can

孟maginatively　speak　of　Father‘in　heaven’yet　also　of　the　everlas敦ing　arms

that　are‘beneath’．　We　do　not　understand　why　the　Bishop　js　so　anxious　to

canonize　the　one　image　and　forbid　the　other．　We　admit　his　freedom　to　use

which　he　prefers．　We　claim　our　freedom　to　use　both．16

　　　　　In　Lette”s’oルtalcol〃，　published　the　same　year　as　Honest’o　God（1963），

Lewis　avowedly　criticizes　liberal　Christianity，　and　though　it　is　very　rare　that

Lewis　publicly　criticizes　anyone　by　name，　his　charge　there　ls　obviously　against

Robhlson．　Richard　B．　Cunningham　also　notices　this　and　points　out，　in　that　book，

Ihat　tewis　is　sarcastically　referring　to　J．　A．　T．　Robinson，　the　bishop　at　Woolwich，

　by　saying　that　God’s　immanence　must　be　emphasized　among　deis虻s，　then

cautiously　adding，‘一一〇πperhaps　in　Woolwich，　if　the　laity　there　really　think　God　is

Io　be　sought　in　the　sky。’”17

　　　　　Lewis　in　The　Great　Divorce　gives　the　reader　a　waming　that　honest

intellectual　speculation　does　not　necessarily　Iead　man　to　the　Irue　God．　What　is

yeno　be　noted　here　is　that　Lewis　himself　is　not　denying　the　immanence　of　God．

Although　he　usually　describes　God　as　someone　who　is　infini重ely　above　us　and，　fbr

instance，　pressing　on　us　with　the　moral　law　which　is‘‘above　and　beyond　the

ordinary　facts　of　men’s　behaviour”（Me’・e　Clz’・is’ianity，29），　actua11y，　he　holds　God

as　immanent　as　well　as　transcende耐，　conceiving　the　mystery　thus：

All　creatures，　from　Ihe　angel　to　the　atom，　are　other　1han　God；with　an

othemess　to　which　there　is　no　paralle】；incommensurable．［＿】But　also，　no

LEdwards，　with　a　new　chapter　by工AT．　Robinson（SCM，1963），　p．91．
16Lewis，　Observer，24　March，1963，　rpt．　ln　7フie　Honest　to　God　Debate，　eds．　John

A．T．　Robinson＆David　L　Edwards（SCM，1963），　p．91．
17
kewis，ルlalcolm，　p．74；quo重ed　in　Richard　Cunningham，　C．、S．　Lewis：Defe’ider

of　the　Fai〃1，　p．181．
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creature　is　othcr　than　He　in　the　same　way　in　which　it　is　Qthel　than　all　the

rest．　He　is　in　it　as　they　can　never　be　in　one　anotheL　In　each　of　them　as　the

ground　and　root　and　continual　supPly　of　its　reality．【＿｝Therefore　of　each

crealure　we　can　say，“This　also　is　Thou：neither　ls　this　Thou”（Malcolm，

73－74）．

Thisπecognition　that　the　ultima霊e　tfanscendenta10thel　who　exists　absolutely

outside　oneself　also　exists　at　the　same　tlme孟n　one’s　inmost　self　is　seen　in　St．　Pau1，

too，　when　he　says“iI　is　no　longer　I　who　live，　but　Christ　lives　in　me”（Galatlans，

2：20，1＞K1レ），　and　Lewis　is　not　deny玉ng　what　St．　Paul　says．　Therefole，　Lewis’s

apparent　emphasis　here　on　God’s　transcendence　must　be　a　deliberate　corrective　to

the　movement　of“intema】ization”that　he　fears，

　　　　　Thus　theology　is　one　thing　w血ich　is　usually　considered　to　lead　man　to　God

but　may　centrally　become　a　snare　that　keeps　man　from　God　and　heaven．

　　　　　Earthly　love　is　another　examp］e　of　good　thing　which　may　turn　lo　be　an

obs重acle　to　heaven．　For　example，　matemal　love，　which　is　naturally　a　most

unse】fish　Iove　and　seems　heave皿ly，　becomes　such　a　snare　when　it　comes　to　be

possessive　and　jealous．　Amother　Ghost　comes　10　heaven　to　see　hel　son　there・

However，　because　she　does　not　seek　God　but　wishes　nothing　except　to　see　her　son，

Michael，　she　is　nol　prepared　for　heaven　that　is　God’s　country．　Consequently，　she

fails　to　be　seen　even　by　her　son　because　she　is　still　no　more　than　a　ghost　of　hel】

and　as　such　on】y　a　shadowy　creature　without　real　substance．　Before　she　can

meet　him，　she　should　first　of　all】earn　to　love　God，　and　Ihat，　for　God’s　sake　and

not　as　a　means　to　meet　him．　Only　by　doing　so，　she　would　be　one　of　the　Spilits　in

heaven　that　can　see　each　other．　ASpirit　tells　her：

You　exist　as　Michael’s　moIher　only　because
creature．　That　rela重ion　is　o】der　and　closer．（92）

you　first　exist　as　God’s

Yet　she　does　not　understand　this．　She　argues：
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No　o皿e　has　a　right　to　come　between　me　and　my　son．　Not　even　God．【＿】I

want　my　boy，　and　I　mean　to　have　him．［．．．］He　is　mine，　do　you　understand？

Mine，　mine，　mine，　for　ever　and　ever．【＿】1　hate　your　religion　and　I　hate　and

despise　your　God．　Ibelieve　in　a　God　of　Love．（95）

　　　　　Her　problem　is　that　of　one　who　mistakes‘‘God　is　Love”for“Love　is　God．”

Matemal　love　is　a　natural　fee】ing，　and　as　the　Spirit　says，“【N］o　natural　feelings　are

high　o1】ow，　ho】y　or　unholy，　in　themselves．　They　are　all　holy　when　God’s　hand　is

on　the　rein．　They　a11　go　bad　when　they　set　up　on　their　own　alld　make　themselves

in重o　false　gods”（93）．　She　is　also　wrong　in　thaI　she重akes　her　son　foπher　own

possession．　It　is　this　possessiveness　which　comes　from　self－celltredness　that

makes　her　mistake‘‘God　is　Love”fbl‘‘Love　is　God．”

　　　　　Lewis’s　awareness　of　the　dangel　of　degradation　of　natura】，　or　what　we　may

call　earthly，10ve　is　also　seen　hl　the　case　of　a　woman’s　Ghost　who　complains

about　her　husband．　In　her　own　way，　she　has　lived　for　him，　motivating　him，

taking　away　his　hobby　to　make　him　work　halder　for　worldly　success，　and　cut重ing

him　off　from　unfavourable　friends．　Deprived　of　re】axa重ion，　the　hobby　and　the

friends　he　cared　fbr，　he　got　deplessed　and　came　to　hate　her，　yet　she　does　not　see

why　he　changed　thus．　When　she　visits　heaven　she　demands　to　take　back　hel

husballd　who　is　now　in　heaven　and　thus　outside　her　reach．

How　could　I　help　it　if　he　did　have　a　nervous　breakdown　in　the　end？　My

conscience　is　clear．　1’ve　dolle　my　duty　by　him，　if　ever　a　woman　has．【＿】I

wiU　not　meet　him，　if　it　means　just　meeting　him　and　no　more．　But　if　I’m

given　a　free　hand　I’ll　take　charge　of　him　again．【＿］He’s　not　fit　to　be　on　his

own．　Put　me　in　charge　of　him．【＿］Don’t　consult　him：just　give　him　to　me．

（88－89）

　　　　　She　takes　him　for　her　possession　to　work　on．　She　needs　him“to　do　things

to” i89）．　It　is　a　conspicuous　example　of　possessive，　self－centred　love．　In　fact，

it　might　do　for　her　if　she　were　given　some　other　man，　as　long　as　she　can　meddle

with　him．　She　says，‘‘It’s　simply　frightful　down　there．　No　one　minds　about　me
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at　all．　I　can’t　ahenhem．　It’s　dreadful　to　see　them　aU　sit重ing　about　and　Ilot　be　able

to　do　anything　with　them”（89）．　Late了，　in　Till〃セHave　Faces（1956），　Lewis

illustrates　such　se】f－centred　possessiveness　of　love　as　has　been　seen　in　MichaePs

mo霊her　or　in　this　wife，　and　a皿alyses　it　psychologically；bu重here　in　77ie　Great

Divorce，　he　only　presents　i重a】ittle　to　show　that　natulal　loves　are，　if　left　alone，

Iikely重o　be　devilish．

　　　　　Lewis　is　awale置ha目oves　on　earth　usually　needωbe　needed．　One　example

he　gives　in　7ilie　Four　Loves　is　the　love　of　a　mother　for　her　baby：

She　gives　birth，　gives　suck，　gives　protection．　On　the　other　hand，　she　must

give　bilth　or　die．　She　must　give　suck　or　suffer．　That　way，　her　Affection

too　is　a　Need－love．　There　is　the　paradox．　It　is　a　Need－love　but　what　it

needs　is　to　give。　It　is　a　Gift－love　but　it　needs　to　be　needed．（33－34）

　　　　　On　earth，　therefore，　even　what　can　be　called　Gift－10ve　is　in　need．　In

heaven，　however，　no　one　needs　those　whom　one　loves．　A　Ghost　is　told　by　his

wife’s　Spirit　who　has　come　from　heaven：

WhaI　needs　could　I　have【＿1　now　that　I　have　all？Iam　fulhow，　not

empty．　Iam　in　Love　Himself，　not　lonely．　Stro皿g，110t　weak．　You　shall

be　the　same．　Come　and　see．（113）

However，　to　the　Ghost　who　belongs　to　he11，　love　without　need　is　tota】ly

inconceivable．　The　fact　that　she　does　not　need　him　means　to　him　simply　that　she

loves　him　no　longer．　He　would　not　go　to　heaven　with　hel　unless　she　needed　him，

Nor　does　he　want　her　to　be　happy　in　heaven　while　he　himself　is　in　hell．　She　calls

it“blackmailing”（117）．　Lewis　is　conscious　that　there　are　people　who　use　the

love　of　those　who　love　them　as　a　weapon　to　control　them．　Such“blac㎞ailing”

is　to　be　iHustraIed　most　dramatically　later　in　Till〃珍」Have　Faces．　Yet　this　Ghost

is　also重he　case．　Whi】e　accusing　hel　of　Ioving　him　no　longer，　he　still　knows　half

unconscious］y　that　she】oves　him　and　is　using　her‘‘pily，　in　the　wrong　way”（117），
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in　an　attempt　to　have　her　in　hell　with　him．　He　is，　in　facl，　trying　to　be　a　god　to　he了，

to　replace　God　in　the　centre　of　hel　wolld，　which　is　impossib】e．　In　fact，　no　Ghosts

can　bring　heavenly　Spirits吐o　hell　in　any　way．　They　should】earn　to　be　in　heaven

themselves　or　they　have　to　go　back敦o　hel】alone．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　In　th董s　book，　Lewis　shows　severa］attitudes　that　are　required　of　a　man　if　he

is重o　share　in　the　Reality　of　heaven．　First，　the　example　of　the　Ghost　with　the

lizard　shows　that　a　man　can　be　cured　of　his　evil　part　and　stay　in　heaven　but，　in

order　for　that，　he　has　to　su∬ender　himself　to　the　hand　of　heaven．　This　surrender

is　not　to　be　passive　but　positive　in　that　it・should　be　made　by　his　free　wil1．

Humbleness　alld　a　hope　to　be　cured，　as　seen　in　the　whimper“God　help　me，”are

a1SO　neCeSSary．

　　　　　Another　thing　which　is　necessary　for　sa】vation　is　repentance．　Lewis

stresses　an　almost　too　obvious　a　fact　here　probab】y　because　he　is　conscious　that

many　a　man　today　Iacks　a　sense　of　guih．　The　self－righteous　Ghost，　who　regards

himself　fit　for　heaven　is　not　saved，　whi】e　a　murderer　is　now　gloriously　in　heaven

and　meets　him．　The　murderer　has　been　saved　because　he　had　to　give　up　any

self－righteousness　after　killillg　a　man　and　has　asked　for　God’s　mercy　and　been

heard．　He　now　sincere】y　admits，‘‘I　haven’t　got　my　rights，　or　I　shou】d　not　be

here，”and　te11s　the　Ghost，“You　wil1110t　get　yours　eiIheL　You’1】get　something

far　better”（33－34）．　Thus，　he　is　tru】y　acknow】edging　that　God　with　mercy　gives

us　more　blessings　than　we　deserve．　Yet，　the　self－righteous　Ghost，　on　the

contrary，　boasls，‘‘I　gone【sic】straight　all　my　life．［＿】Pm　asking　for　nothing　but

my　rights．【＿rI’m　not　asking　for　anybody’sbleeding　charity，”though　it　is　only　by

the　atonement　of　Jesus，　by　His　b】eedhlg　love，　that　is，　by　his　charity　on　the　cross

that　men　are　saved．　The　murde止er’s　Spirit　tells　him　literally　to‘‘Ask　for重he

Bleeding　Charity”（34）but　the　man　does　not　understand　this．　Yet　as　long　as　he

is　as　se】f－righteous　as　this　he　cannot　be　saved．　Therefore，　paradoxically　but　no1
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surprisingly，　sometimes　Ihose　who　are　very　wicked　on　earth　are　nearer　to　heaven

than　o亡hers，　as　hl　the　case　of　the　murderer．

　　　　　Those　who　oppose　heaven　may　be　neal　to　it，　too．　Just　as　Job　in　the　Old

Testament　is　nearer重o　God　than　are　his　self－righteous　friends　when　he　is

comp］aining　against　God　for　his　suffering，　Macdonald　says，

Those　that　hate　goodness　are　sometimes　nearer　than　those　that　know

nothing　at　all　about　it　and　thlnk　they　have　it　already．（79）

Indtffelence　to　God　is　worse　than　hostility　against　him．　Latel　in　Til～晩Have

Faces，　Lewis　shows　how　olle　who　is　hating　God　can　be　actuaUy　on　the　way重o

heaven．

　　　　　Another　point　which　is　emphasized　in］防εGreat　Divorce　is，　as　is　the　same

almos重hl　all　his　work　and　especially　in　The　Chronides　of　Namia，　the　importance

of　the　desh・e　for　heaven：

There　are　only　two　kinds　of　peop】e　in　the　end：those　who　say　to　God，‘Thy

will　be　done，’and　those　to　whom　God　says，　in　the　end，‘77iy　wil｝　be　done．’

AU　that　are　in　Hel1，　choose　it．　Without　that　self－choice　thele　could　be　no

He】L　No　souhhat　seriQusly　and　constantly　desired　jQy　will　ever　miss　it．

（72－73）

　　　　　As　lhe　surrender　of　the　self　to　God　should　be　voluntary，　so　should　this

desire　for　heaven　be　held　freely　by　His　creatures．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Contrast　between　Heaven　and　Hell＞

　　　　　When　we　60ntrast　heaven　and　he】1　presented　in　The　Great　1）iソorce，　what

impresses　us　most　is　the　solid　reality　of　heaven　and書he　unsubs重antial　shadowy

unreality　of　he1L　“Heaven　is　realityl　itself’（69），　says　Macdonald　to　Lewis，　the

narrator．　It　is　a　traditional　Judeo－Christian　idea　tha重existence　is　good　and重hat　Ihe

Supreme　Good，　i．e．　God　whose　name　is“I　AM，”has　the　utmost　Existence，　or
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Reality．　Thelefore，　iI　is　according　to　the　traditional　idea　that　Lewis　describes

heaven　as　solid　Reality．　Likewise，　it　is　also　traditiona］and　religious】y　orthodox

to　desclibe　hell　as　unreality．　Lewis　must　have　been　especially　conscious　of　SI．

Augustine’s　Ihought：‘‘Evil　is　not　a　positive　substance：the　loss　of　good　has　been

given　the　name　of‘evi1．’”18

　　　　　The　Spirits，　who　are　flom　heaven，　are　all　so】id　and　bright　while　the　Ghosts，

who　ale　from　hel1，　are　alhransparent　and　shadowy．　The　Ghost　of　MlchaePs

mother　is　not　seen　by　him，　and　this　is　because　she　is　not　subs重antial　enough．　The

Ghosts　are　described　as‘‘man－shaped　stains　on　lhe　brightness　of　that　air．［＿HT】he

grass　did　no1　bend　under　theil　feet：even　the　dew　drops　were　no重disturbed”（27）．

Lewis　the　narrator，　being　himself　a　Ghost，　suffeπs　seve爬pains　walking　on重he

grass，　which　feels　as‘‘hard　as　diamonds”or‘‘wrinkled　rock”（31）to　his　shadowy

feet．　He　also　fhlds　that　everything　in　heaven　is　so　much　solider　than　things　on

earth　or　hl　hell　that　he　cannot　even　pluck　a　daisy．　Its　sta】k　is　too　stro皿9重o

break（28）．　However，　to　the　so】id　heavenly　peop】e，　things　in　heaven　are　not

especia】］y　harder　than　things　on　earth　are　to　us．　When　they　wa】k，　they　crush　the

gπass　under　their　feet，　and　the　earth　is　shaken　with　their　strong　steps．

　　　　　The　actual　Lewis　believes　in　heaven　as　the　world　of　objective　Rea】ity　to

which　oul　present　wolld　is，　as　it　were，　only　a　world　of　subjectivity．　In・Letters　to

ルfalcolm，　he　imagines　wha重it　would　possibly　be　like　to　see　heaven：

It　is　like　seeing　nature　itself　rising　from　its　grave．　Wha吐was　sown　in

momentariness　is　raised　in　stm　pelmanence．　What　was　sown　as　a
becoming，　rises　as　being．　Sown　in　subjectivity，　iI　rises　in　objectMty．　The

重ransitory　secret　of　tWo　is　now　a　chord　in　the　ultimate　music．【＿］【Tlhe　hills

and　valleys　of　Heaven　will　be　to　those　you　now　experience　not　as　a　copy　is

重oan　original，　nor　as　a　substitute　is　to　the　genuine　article，　but　as　the　f】ower

重othe　root，　or　the　d童amond　Io　the　coal．（123）

18
rt．　Augllstine，　City　of　God，　p．440。
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　　　　　In　Outρプthe　Silent」P’ごz〃εろ　loo，　this　substan1iality　of　heaven　is　stfessed　by

the　solidity　of　angels，　or“eldila”as　they　are　ca】】ed　in　the　story．　Man　cannot　see

angels　clearly，　and　Ihis　is　not　because　ange】s　are　unsubstantial　but　because　human

eyesight　is　too　weak．　For　instance，　we　cannot　see　things　that　are　moving　faster

than　Iight；and，玉n　a　simi｝al　way，　we　are　incapable　of　seeing　angels　thus．

To　us　the　eldil　is　a　thin，　half－real　body　that　can　go　Ihrough　walls　and　rocks：

to　himself　he　goes　through　them　because　he　is　solid　and　fiτm　and　they　are

Iike　cloud．（Silent　Pla〃et，95）

　　　　　Another　diffcrence　between　heaven　and　he11　is　in　the　size　and　weight．

Heaven　ls　large　and　hell　is　smal】．　AGhost　tries　to　pick　up　some　apples　il

heaven　and　carry　them　back　to　he11　in　his　pocket．　However，　he　can　hardly　carly

one　apP】e，　for　the　apPles　in　heaven　are　too　heavy　fbl　a　Ghost　to　carry．　Nl　he　can

manage　to　lift　up　and　carry　staggeringly　is　the　smallest　one　of　a11，　but　when　he

draws　himself　to　the　bus，　a　bright　angel　stops　him　with　a　loud　voice：

Fool【＿】．　You　cannot　take　it　back．　Thele　is　not　room　for　it　in　He1L　Stay

hele　and　leam　to　eat　such　apples．（52）

As　Kazuo　Takeno　points　out，19　his　attempt　to　bring　the　apple　into　he】1

symbolicaUy　expresses　an　altempt　to　bring　hell　into　heaven，　wh童ch　Lewls　shows

to　be　vain．　HeU，　which　is　only‘〔p’・iレatio　boni”（the　privation　of　good），　virtually

has　no　entity．　Macdonald　says　to　Lewis，

All　Hell　is　smaner　than　one　pebb】e　of　your　earthly　world：but　it　is　smaller

than　one　atom　of　this　world，　the　Real　Wor｝d．　Look　at　yon　bulterfly．　If　it

19
jazuo　Takeno（竹野一雄），“Theological　Context　in跣θσrεo∫1）ivorce”（rC・S・

ルイスのThθGrest　Di’vorcθについて一一選択としての救いと堕地獄」），　Joshi　Sei

Gakuin　Tanki　Daigaku　Eibun　Gakkai　Kaishi（女子聖学院短期大学『女子聖学院短期大

学英文学会誌』），vol．18（1986），　p．103．
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swallowed　aU　Hell，　Hell　would　not　be　big　enough　to　do　it　any　harm　or　to

have　any　taste．（122－123）

Thefefore，　nothing　that　bとlongs　to　heaven，　where　every吐hillg　is　leal　and　has

substantial　existence，　can　be　brought　nor　held　in　he1L　　ノ㎞d　this圭s　one　of　the

reasons　why　Angels　or　Spirits　in　heaven　cannot　go　down　to　helho　save　their

friends．　Hell　is　too　smaU　for　them　to　enter．　It　is　only‘‘the　Greatest　of　alr’i．e．

Christ　the　Son　who“can　make　Himself　small　enough　to　enter　He11，　Fol　the

highel　a　thing　is，　the　Iower　it　call　descend”（123－124）．

　　　　　As　th血gs　belonging　Io　heaven　are　Iarge，　while　those　belonging　to　hell　ale

sma11，　sometimes　the　same　Ghost　gets　larger　or　smaller　according　as　his　spiriIual

condition　changes．　Adwalfish　Ghost　who　is　chained　to　a　big　one　meets　hls

wife’s　Spirit，　who　died　ear］ier　than　he，　and　now　has　come　from　heaven　to　bring

him　there．　When　she　kisses　him，　he　grows　a　litt］e】arger　and　more　visible，　which

shows　that　his　m㎞d　has　apploached　the　deep　heaven．　Yet，重hen，　the　big　Ghost，

the　Tragedian，　who　is　his　altel　ego　and　an　embodiment　of　his　pessimis重ic　side，

accuses　her　of　havi皿g　been　happy　in　heaven　in　spite　of　being　away　from　him，

He　ilsists　that　he　has　been　sad　without　her，　and　she　should　be，　and　shou】d　have

been，　as　miserable　as　he　has　been，　While　the　Tragedian　is　talking　to　her，　the

Dwarf－ghost　shrinks　again　to　be　finally　too　sma11　to　be　seen，　ref］ecting　the　fact

that　his　mind　has　moved　back　toward　the　non－entity　world　of　he11．

　　　　　This　encounter　between　the　Dwarfπragedian　and　his　wife　shows　us　the

third　difference　between　heaven　and　hell，　thal　is　in　strength．　When　her　husband

has　shrunk　to　nothing，　the　Spirit　says　to　the　Tragedian，　without　becoming　sad　or

miserable　though　she　has　lost　her　husband：

You　made　yourself　really　wretched．　That　you　can　s重iU　do．　But　you　can　no

longer　communicate　your　wretchedness．　Everything　becomes　more　and

more　itself．　Here　is　joy　that　cannot　be　shaken．　Our　light　can　swallow　up

your　darkness：but　your　darkness　cannot　now　infect　our　light．【＿】Can　you

really　have　thQught　thal　love　and　joy　would　always　be　at　the　mercy　of
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frowns　and　sighs？Did　you　not㎞ow　they　were　stronger　than　their

opposites？（118）

Her　words　would　sound　a　little　harsh　to　the　ear　of　those　who，　like　most　Buddhisls，

find　a　virtue　in　the　will　to　share　the　misery　of　othels　and　suffering　together　w童th

them　as　long　as　there　remain　mlserable　people　in　he11．　Yet　actually，　what　she　says

expresses　heaven’sjustice　as　well　as　its　streng重h　over　helL

　　　　　At　first，　Lewis　wondels　why　those　in　heaven　can　be　happy　if　they　are　reaUy

good　when　even　one　soul　is　Iost　hl　helL　He　feels　that　they　should　feel　sad　and

sorly　for　the　lost．　However，　Macdonald　tells　him　in　answer霊hat　if　they　should

be　unhappy　in　sympathy　for　those　in　hel1，　it　follows　tha重‘‘till［those　in　Hell】

consenUo　be　happy（on　theh幽own　terms）no　one　else　shall　taste　Joy”and　in　that

case，‘‘Hell　shou】d　be　able　to　veto　Heaven”（120）．

　　　　Christopher　Marlowe’s　devi1，　Mephostophilis　in　Doc’o！」Fausnts，　says，

“Sola’nen　miseris　socios　habui∬θdoloris”（To　the　unhappy，　it　is　a　comfort　to

have　had　companions　in　misfortune）．20　This　is　also　true　of　the　Ghosts　in　7he

Great　1）iレorce，　as“the　desire　to　extend　Hell【＿】into　Heaven”is‘‘very　common

among　the　Ghosts”（77）．　However，　heaven’s　happiness　is　not　at　all　so　weak　as　to

be　affected　by　the　misery　of　he】L　Though　the　damned　try　Io　use　the　pity　of　those

in　heaven　to　destroy　their　hapPiness，‘‘the　cunning　tears　of　Helr’are　never　able｛o

“impose　on　good重he　tyranny　of　evil”（121）．　Indeed，　almost　the　greatest　and

sure】y　an　essential　d三fference　belween　heaven　and　hell　is　complete　lack　of

hapPiness　in　heU．　The　joy　of　heaven　and　misery　of　hell　can　even　be　regarded　as

what　makes　heaven，　heaven，　and　heU，　hell．

　　　　　Heaven　is　in　every　respect　stronger　than　he】L　Ils　substantiality　and　larger

size　ale　expressions　of　its　powerfuhess　delived　fmm　the　Reality　of　God　the

20
bhristopher　Marlowe，　Doctor　Faustus，　ed．　John　D．　Jump（Methuen，1965；rpt．

1969），Scene　V，42．
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almighty．　Macdonald　says，

Heaven　is　not　a　state　of　mind．　Heaven　is　reality　itself．　All　that　is　fully　real　ls

Heavenly．　For　all　that　cari　be　shaken　will　be　shaken　and　only　the　unshakable

remains．（69）

The　actual　Geolge　Macdonald　in　his　written　sermon　says，“He［i．e．，　God】will

shake　heaven　and　earth，　that　only　the　unshakable　may　rema三n，（verse　27）：he　ls　a

consuming　fire，　that　only　that　which　cannot　be　consumed　may　stand　forth

etemal．”21Lewis　must　have　had　this　in　mind　when　he　made　his　Macdonald　thus

stress　heaven’s　unshakable　reality．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　In　7乃e　Great　Divo’℃θ，　alhhese　are　shown　to　be　essential　for　salvation：

desile　for　heaven，　surrender　of　the　self　with　a】l　earthly　love　and　attachment，

Iepentance，　and　prayers　for　God’s　melcy．　In　this　work　Lewis　presents　various

cases　of　men　and　women　who　choose　hell　instead　of　heaven．　Yet　all　those　who

belong　to　hell　are　depicted　as　shadowy　Ghosts　and　give　us　a　weak　impression．

Their　shadow　does　not　darken　or　weaken　the　Spirits’brightness　and　strength　but

・ath・士・h・w・th・m・ff．・Th・・ead・・s　a・e　imp・essed　much　m・・e　by　th・g1・・i…1y

regenelated　Ghost　with　the　lizard　or　by　the　blessed　Spirit　inviting　her　husband　to

heaven　than　by　any　of　the　Ghosts　who　are　damned．

　　　　　Lewis’s　stress　in　this　book　is　not　on　man’s　sins　and　damnation　but　on重he

importance　of　choosing　heaven　which　is　open　to　all　those　who　sincerely　hope　to

go　there．

No　soul　that　seriously　and　constantly　desires　joy　will　ever　miss　iしThose

who　seek　find．　To　those　who　knock　it　is　opened．（73）

This　must　be　Lewis’s　most　important　message　in　The　Great　Divorce．

21
George　Macdonald，　Unspoken　Ser〃lons，　Series　One（J．　Joseph　Flynn　Rare
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Books，　in　association　with　Suprise　Books，1989），　p．31．
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　　　　　　　Chapεer　3

The　Screwtape　Letters（1942）

On　20　July　1940，　Lewis　wrote　to　his　brother　Warren：

After　the　service　was　over［＿］Iwas　struck　by　an　idea　for　a　book　which　I

think　might　be　both　useful　and　entertaining．　It　would　be　called‘As　one

Devil　to　another’and　wou】d　consist　of　letters　from　an　elderly　retired　devil

to　a　young　devil　who　has　just　started　work　on　his　fh’st‘palient’．　The　idea

wou】d　be　to　give　all　the　psychology　of　temptation　from　the　other　point　of

view　I．．．】（Letters，188）

　　　　　The　imag童nary　epistles　written　according　to　this　idea　is　published　as　The

Screwtape　Letters，　Ietters　from　a　veteran　devil　Screwtape，　to　his　nephew

WOImwood．

　　　　　In／ln　Experi〃ent　i〃Criticism，　Lewis　points　out　that　literature　consists　of

“‘ooiem〆（something　made）”and“‘Logo∫’（something　said）”and　thaUhe

content　is　much　influenced　by　the　form（132）．　In　the　case　of　The　Screwtape

Letters，　this　is　especially　tme．　We　sha】】，　therefore，　discuss　this　book　from　tぬe

two　viewpoints　of　fbrm　and　content，　c】arifying，　first，　the　effec重s　of　its　epistolary

form　and，　next，　the　important　points　in　terms　of　content．　These　letters　espec三ally

i11ustlate　Lewis’sidea　of　evil　as　perversion　of　good　and　ultimate　weakness　of　eviL

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　In　terms　of　form，　The　Screvvtape　Letters　is，　first　of　all，　an　epistolary　fiction．

It　has　also　an　aspect　of　medieval　morality　p】ay：　in　the　preface重o“Screwtape

Proやoses　a　Toast，”published　in　1960　as　a　sequeno　The　ScrewtaPe」Lette’～s，　Lewis

writes
　　　　　，

Ideally，　Screwtape’s　advice重o　Wormwood　should　have　been　balanced　by

archangelical　advice　to　the　patient’s　guardian　angeL　Wilhout　this　the

picture　of　human　life　is　lop－sided．（‘‘Sclew重ape　Proposes　a　Toast，”Toast，9）
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The‘patient’here　is　not　what　we　call　a‘patient’in　the　modem　sense　of　a　person

under　medical　treatment　but　a　person　worked　on　by　a　devi1．　The　concept　of　such

a‘垂≠狽奄?獅煤fand‘gurdian　angel’must　have　come　from　traditiona】morality　p】ays

which　Lewis　in　his　accademic　career　has　been　familiar　with．　The　leason　why

this‘‘guardian　anger’does　not　appear　in　Tlie　Screwtaρe　Letters　is　that　Lewis　finds

it　impossib】e　for　a　man　to　make　up　a　character　so　good　as　to　counterba】ance　the

devi1’s　evil　nature．　In　discussion　on　Milton’s、Paradise　Losちhe　sees重he　reason

why　Milton’s　Satan　appears　more　lively　and　vigorous　than　God　as　follows：

To　make　a　character　worse　thall　oneself　it　is　only　necessary　to　release

imaginatively　from　control　some　of　the　bad　passions　which，　in　real　Iife，　are

always　straining　at　the　leash．［＿】But　if　you　try　to　draw　a　character　better

than　yourself，　all　you　can　do　is　to　take　the　best　moments　you　have　had　and

to　imagine　them　prolonged　and　more　consistently　embodied　in　action．　But

the　rea】high　viltues　which　we　do　not　possess　at　all，　we　cannot　depict　except

in　a　purely　external　fashion．　We　do　not　really　know　what　it　feels　like　to　be

a　man　much　better　than　ourselves．（Prefacθ，100－101）

Then，　as　to　his　own　The　Screwtape　Letter∫，　too，　he　finds　the　lack　of　angelic　advice

as　unavoidable：

But　who　could　supply　the　deficiency？　Even　if　a　man－－and　he　would　have

to　be　a　far　better　man　than　1－－could　scale　the　spiritual　heights　required，　what

“answerable　style”cou】d　he　use？　For　the　style　wou】d　really　be　part　of　the

content．　Mere　advice　would　be　no　good；every　sentence　would　have　to

smell　of　Heaven．（“Toasl，”9－10）

　　　　　As　the　morality　play　is　a　sort　of　allegory，　so　71ie　Sc’・ewtape」乙etters　holds

some　characteristics　of　that　sty］e．　Allegory　is　an　attempt　at　expressing　universal

truth　behind　some　typical　case　or　instance　of　human　story，　and　so　is　this　work．

Screwtape　reveals　what　is　univelsal　not　only　of　human　nature　but　of　the　good　and

evil　behind　the　particular　case　of　Wormwood’s　patienしThe　effec重is　in　a　sense

the　same　as　that　of　St　PauPs　EpisIles．　Likewise　as　St．　Pau1’s　letters　address　us
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today　beyond　their　historical　recipients　and　te】】us　universal　truth　and　Reality　of

God，　Screwtape’s　Ietters　show　us　the　truth　and　Reality　though　here　the　truth　and

Reali｛y　is　often　presented　in　a　crooked，　Ieversed　way　by　the　devil，　who　would

present　tluth　as　falsehood　and　falsehood　as　tru重h．　Though　Lewis　says　Screw吐ape’s

evil　advice　should　have　been　balanced　by　angelic　advice，1ack　of　the　guardian

angel　produces　several　positive　effecIs．

　　　　　For　one　thing，　when　the　good　angel　is　missing，　the　reader　is　foTced重o　think

by　himself　what　counter　arguments　are　to　be　made　against　the　devll　and重o

participate　in　the　work　more　actively霊han　when　the　good　advice　were　already

presented　i皿an　ange1’s　voice．　In　Ihat　process，　the　reader　ca皿ot　be　merely

passive　but　reflect　on　what　is　good　and　what　is　evil，　and　on　whether　or　how　far　the

devil’s　remalks　are　true．　He　wou】d　also　be　forced　to　reflect　on　himself．　Thus，

the　reader　of　7he　Screwtape　Letters，　by　lack　of　ange】ic　advice，　should　play　the

part　both　of　a　good　angel　and　a　patient，　rather　than　only　of　a　patient　as　敦he

audience　of　a　traditiollal　morality　play　wou】d．

　　　　　Secondly，　a　deviPs　letters　wi皿necessarily　show　what　the　devil　sees　and

what　he　does　not，　betlaying　what　it　is　like　to　be　a　deviL　Sometimes　Screw重ape

tells　Wormwood　about　devils’characteristic　weaknesses，　which　he　has　to　hide

from　man．　Yet　from　Lewis’s　viewpoint，　it　is　these　weak　points　of　theirs　that

every　man　must㎞ow．

　　　　　The　third　advantage　that　Lewis　has　got　by　using　epistolary　form　is　that　it

makes　it　easy　for　him重o　express　the　relation　between　devils，　for　the　letters　are

direct　words丘om　one　devino　another．　For　example，　we　see重hey　take　fbr

granted　falsehood　and　one’s　devouring　of　others．　Screwtape’s　words　as　follows

show　that　love　in　hell　is　literally‘‘devouring”10ve．

Rest　assured，　my　Iove　for　you　and　your　love　for　me　are　as］ike　as　two

peas．【＿】The　difference　is　that　1　am　the　stronger．【＿】Love　you？Why　yes．

As　dailty　a　morsel　as　ever　1　grew　fat　on．（156）
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For　him，“a　human　is　primarily　food”（45）．

　　　　　Then，　the　fourth　advantage　of　its　epistolary　sty】e　is　that孟t　enables　Lewis　to

express　wi吐hout　hortatory　didacticism　what　otherwise　tends　to　be　boringly

didactic．

　　　　　Thus，　without　ange】ic　advice，　The　Screwtape　Letters　has　many　successful

points　that　medieval　morality　plays　do　not．　And　now　we　shall　see　what　the

content　of　these　epistles．　Especially，　we　are　to　be　concemed　about　Lewis’s　idea

of　evil　and　human　nature　expressed孟n　them．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Weakness　of　Evi】＞

　　　　　In　alhhe　books　by　Lewis，　what　strikes　us　about　the　nature　of　evil　is

perversion　and　uhimate　power］essness　before　God．　This　is　also　true　in　l乃e

Screwtape　Letters．　Clyde　S．　Kilby　remarks，‘‘In　the　preface　to　the　new　edition

Lew童s　adds　a　note　on　the　source　of　his　names，　saying　that　Screw重ape　probably

arose　from　such　phonetic　associations　as　Scrooge，　sclew，　thumbscrew，　tapeworm，

・nd・・ed　t・p・．”1　Since　L・wi・　・ay・“P・・b・bly，”th・・e　a・e　n・t・・cessa・ily　the　exact

sources　of　the　deviPs　name，　but　it　can　at　least　be　said　that　when　Lewis　wrote　that

preface，　these　wele　associa重ed　in　his　mind　with　the　name“Screwtape”，　so　that　the

devil　should　be　as　self－centred　and　mean　as　the　stilgy　Scrooge，　and　a　cruel，

exacting，　worm－like，　vainly　red－Iape　thing．　Robert　Houston　Smith　says，

“‘ `lways，’［Lewis］wrote　in　one　of　his　poems，‘evil　was　an　ape．’　Lewis　and　the

church　fathers　who　used　the　analogy　of　the　Devil　as　an　ape　owed　much　to　Plato，

who　thought　not　only　of　lower　levels　of　reality　as　imi重ating　higher　ones，　but　also

of　wrong　institutions　as　perversely　mirroring　right　ones．　Just　as　images　are

reversed　in　mirrors，　so　false　structures　reversed　the　proper　values，　often　on　a

one－to－one　basis．　This　reversal　is　thus　a　form　of　imitation　and　at　the　same　time　a

1Clyde　S．　Kilby，　Tl・e・Ch・istian〃World　of　C．　S．　Lewis（E・rdm・n・，1964），　P．38．
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total　distortion　of　reality．”2　indeed，　what　Screwtape　rejoices　il　is　what　the　good

ones　find　unfavourable　or　wlong，　and　therefore　the　devi1’s　value　standard　is

reverse　to・the　right　one．　Yet　more　exactly，　Lewis’s　evil　is，　as　St．　Augustine

teaches　us，　perversion　of　good．　Screwtape　says‘‘Everything　has　to　be　twisted

before　it’s　any　use　to　us”（112）．He　knows　that　every　exis吐ence　and　other　good

things（i．e．‘‘good”from　Lewis’s　point　of　view）such　as　pleasures　are　a1】God’s

creation，　and　admits　thus：

Our　research　department　has皿ot　yet　discovered【．．．】how　to　produce　any

virtue．　This　is　a　serious　handicap．　To　be　greatly　and　effectively　wicked　a

man　needs　some　virtue．　What　would　Attila　have　been　without　his　courage，

or　Shylock　without　self－denial　as　regards　the　flesh？（146）

　　　　　Since　evil　needs　some　virtue　or　good　things　to　tWist　in　order　to　do　any　evi1，

it　is　actuaUy　dependent　on　God，　who　a】one　can　produce　that　vi血e．　When

Screwtape　thus　admits　that　the　evil　cannot　produce　even　evil　but　can　only　twist

good　things　into　evi1，　while　the　Good，　i．e．　God，　can　produce　good，　Screwtape　is

admittilg　the　evil’s　inferiority　to　the　Good．　It　is　also　noteworthy　that　Screwtape

also　admits　virtue　as　virtue　which　God　has　made　as　good．　In　judging　virtue　and

vice　with重he　standard　of　heaven，　Screwtape　is　unconsciously　adopting　God’s　law

of　good　and　evil　or　of　the　right　and　wrong．

　　　　　We　remember　that　hewis　denies　Dualism　of　Good　and　Evi】on　the　ground

that，　first，　we　call　something　good　and　something　evil　by　the　standard　of　good，

approving　good　as　right　and　disparaging　evil　as　wrong；and　secondly，　evil　is

nothing　but　per．version　of　good，　that　is，　it　only　comes　out　of　pursuing　some　sort　of

good　by　wrong　means．　Therefore，　Screw重ape　is　admitting　his　defeat　by　both　of

Lewis’s　two　grounds　for　denial　of　Dualism．

　　　　　Besides，　evil　is　not　only　incapab】e　of　creating　any　virtue　but　also　blind重o　iL

2Lewis，

212－213．

‘‘

rweet　Desire，”Poems，　p．115：Smith，　Patches　of　Godlight，　pp，
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1霊is　significant　that　while　ScrewIape　has　a　remarkable　insight　into　human　nature

in　respect　of　its　frailty，　once　it　comes　to　any　real　vir加e　or　good，　he　fails　to

understand　it・at　an．　Screwtape’s　words　about　human　weaklless　can　be　taken　as

what　Lewis　means　to　be重rue，　buI　about　God　or　about　viπ加e，　Screwtape’s　words

are　far　fπom　the　tru重h　and　often　its　reverse．　For　instance，　devils　do　not

understand　disinterested】ove．　They　suspect　some　hidden　motives　behind　God’s

creation　instead　of　believing　it重o　be　an　act　of　love，　Since　the　filst　principle　of

heU　is　self－inte爬stedness，　they　cannot　help　thinking　disinterestedness　of　God’s

love　and　chari塗y　as　mere　propaganda．

［＿］that　the　Enemy　really　loves　the　humans．　That，　of　course，　is　an

impossibility．　He　is　one　being，　they　are　distinct　from　Him．　Their　good

cannot　be　His．　All　His　talk　about　Love　must　be　a　disguise　fol　something

else－－He　must　have　some　real　motive　for　creating　them　and　taking　so　mucb

trouble　about　them．【．．】We　know　that　He　cannot　really　love；nobody　can：it

doesn’t　make　sense．　If　we　could　only　find　out　what　He　is　leally　up　to1

（96－98）

　　　　　Screwtape　does　not　understand　a　Christian　family　at　all，　either，　because　they

act　on　genuine　charity　which　he　axiomatically　denies　as‘‘an　impossibility．”

Screwtape　says　thus：

We　are　certain［＿】that　each　member　of　the　family　must　in　some　way　be

making　capital　out　of　the　olhers－－but　we　can’t　find　out　how．　They　guard

as　jealously　as　the　Enemy　Himself．（113）

The　centra］prillciple　in　Heaven　is　so　far　from　that　of　hell　that　it　is　simply

unthinkable　to　the　devils．　Moreover，　the　evil　is　incapable　of　understanding　even

evil　itself．　As　Richard　Purtill　points　out，五n　Lewis’s　works‘‘the　evil　characters

essentially　expect　their　opponents　Io　be】ike　themselves．”3　Screwtape　does　llot

know　that　his　own　self－centred　principles　are　applied　only　to　the　he！lish　mind　but

3Purtill，　Lord　of　the」Eives　and　Eldiis，　p．80．
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thinks　them　universaL　As　in　the　relation　between　Jekyll　and　Hyde，4　good

understands　evil　well　but　not　vごcθvε’・sa．　Therefore，　while　he　is　trying　to　hide　the

good　and　the　true　morality　flom　man，　he　does　not　himself　know　either　good　or

evil，　and　in　fact，　ironically　for　the　devi1，　trying　to　hide　what　he　himself　does　not

㎞ow．　h　is　a　miserable　attempt．　Lewis’s　devil　has　nothing　heroic．　Commenting

on　Mi】ton’s　Paradise　Lost，　Lewis　says，“What　we　see　in　Satan　is　the　hoπible

co－existence　of　a　subtle　and　incessant　intellectual　ac重ivi吐y　with　an　incapacity　to

understand　anything”（P’・eface，99）．　This　comment　is　perfectly　true　also　of　his

own　ScrewIape．　And　here，　we　see　Lewis’s　waming　lhat　if　we　fall　into　evi1，　we，

too，　wm　be　incapable　of　seeing　God’s　reality，　which　is　to　be　shown　again　in　his

later　works　such　as　The　Chronicles　of　Narnia　and　Ti〃肋、Have　Faces．

　　　　　Acoro11ary　of　the　fact　that　evil　does　not　understand　good　nor　ev皿is　that

those　who　come　to　understand　them　are　no　Ionger　evil　however　evil　they　might

have　been　so　far．　Just　as　Plato　nearly　identifies‘‘㎞owing　good”and“belng

good，”51n　many　of　his　stories　Lewis　illustrates　the　idea　that“㎞owing　good”

necessarily　leads　to‘‘being　good”．　AII　his　evil　characters　regard　themse】ves　as

good　and　righteous　through　self－deception　or　selfづustification．　When　one

realizes　one’s　own　sin，　one　will　repent　and　get　atonement．　This　should　be

another　reason　why　Screwtape　tries　to　hide　both　the　good　and　evil　from　man．

　　　　Besides，　because　no　one　tries　to　hide　what　does　not　exist（for　if　it　is　not　there

al　a11，　it　whou】d　not　need　to　be　hidden），　ScrewIape’s　attempUo　hide　the　real

absolute　good　and　evil　tulns　out，重o　Ihe　reader’s　eye，　Io　be　testimony　of　its

exis鑑ence．　Thus　while　trying　to　hide　the　world　of　reahty　from　the　patient，

Screwtape　is　in　a　way　i皿sisting　on　its　existence　to　Ihe　readers．　Lewis　says　that　an

evil　person　wi11，　in　doing　evil，　be‘‘used　by　God，　without　his　own　knowledge　or

4Robert　Louis　Stevenson，“Dr．　Jekyll　and　Mr．　Hyde，”Dr．　Jek［y〃and　Mr．　Hyde

and　Other　Sto’ゼes，　edJenn　Calder（Penguin，1980），　passim．

5P】ato，．Pla　toレ1・Tlie、Reρublic　1，　Loeb　Classica】Library，　with　English　tr．　by　Paul

Shorey（Harvard　Univ．　Press，1930；rev．1937；rpし1982），　pp．92－93．
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consent，　to　produce重he　complex　good”so重hat　he　should　serve　God‘‘as　a　tool”

（Pain，99），　for　anyone　will　certainly　carry　out　God’s　purpose，　however　he　may　acし

1重is　true　of　Screwtape．　AII　his　manuals重01ead　the　patient　into　hell　turn　out　to　be

rnanuals　to　lead　the　reader　to　God　and　heaven．　Likewise　as　Goethe’s

MephisIopheles，　Screw重ape　will　be“Ein　Teil　von　jener　Kraft，　Die　stets　das　B6se

will　und　s吐ets　das　Gule　schafft．”6

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Man’s　Weakness＞

　　　　　What　Screwtape　directly　teaches　Wormwood　is　a　devil’s　strategy　to　turn　a

man　towards　hell．　In　his　advice，　he　shows　keen　insight　into　human　wea㎞ess

which　cou】d　be　available　in　temptation．　In　this　book，　Lewis　reveals　the

ambivalence　of　human　nature　which　has　the　potentia］ity　of　participating　in　God’s

Reality　in　heaven　while　also　having　the　possibility　of　falling　into　helL　On　one

hand，　as　we　have　seen　in　Part　I　of　our　thesis，　he　holds　reason，　imagination　and

morality　as　three　important　facuhies　that　enable　man　to　perceive　Reality．

Imagination　is　an　intuitive　power　into　metaphysical　meanings　behind　the　factual

wor］d．　It　recognizes　reflections　of　heaven，　makes　man　yearn　for　heaven　so　as　to

lead　him　there　and　to　God．　Reason　logically　shows　the　tluth　of　Christianity　and

existence　of　God，　while　itself　participating　in　God’s　absolute　Reason．　Morality

shows　us　the　objective　law　of　good　and　evil，　or　of　right　and　wrong．　Yet　on　the

other　hand，　Lewis　is　also　conscious　that　these　facuhies㎞man　are　not　perfect．

Screwtape　tries　to　keep　man’s　reason，　imagination　and　morality　from　working

properly．　Through　his　strategies，　then，　we　shaU　see　what　wea㎞esses　Imd

fallibilities　Lewis　sees　in　these　faculties　of　man．

　　　　　Among　those　human　fauhs　some　are　universal　and　some　are　particularly

6Johann　Wolfgang　Goethe，　Faust，1（Reclam，1986），　p，39．1】．1335－1336．【“A

part　of　that　power，　which　always　wills　the　evi】and　always　produces　the　good．”】
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modem．　As　Kazuo　Takeno　points　out，　The、∫crewtape　Lette’・∫is　twofold　sath℃．7

Through　the　letters　by　Screw重ape，　a　devil　working　in　the　twen吐ieth　cenlury，　Lewis

is，　at　the　same　time，　making　satire　on　the　modern　ways　of　thought，　customs　and

manners　and　mocking　what　he　finds　to　be　the　devils’essential　foolishness　and

量ncapability　ofseeing　truth　and　Iea】ity．

　　　　　As　to　the　mattel　of　leason　or　the　way　we　think，　contemporary　relativism　is

ironically　criticized　through　Screwlape’s　voice．　Lewis　believes　in　Absolute

objective　standards　in　philosophy，　ethics，　and　human　thought　in　genera1，　regarding

them　as　having　their　root　in　the　wol】d　of　objective　Reality．　On　the　other　hand，

he　sees　such　objective　standards　are　being　lost　nowadays　and　has　great　misgivings

about　it．　Screwtape　in　his　fiπst　letter　writes　of　the　young　man　whom　Wolmwood

is　in　charge　of：

He　doesn’t　think　of　doctrines　as　primarily‘‘true”or‘‘false”，　but　as

“academic”or“practica1”，“outwom”，　or“conven吐iona1”or“ruthless”（11）

　　　　　As　long　as　a　man　weighs　the　value　of　thoughts　and　ways　of　I逓e　with　such

Ie］ative　standards　as　contemporariness，　novehy，　and　conventions，　he　is　negleding

essential　concems　such　as　Tmth，　Reality，　or　Good．　These　are　objectivity　derived

direct］y　from　God，　and　beyond　any　Ielative　value．　When　he　seriously　begins吐o

pursue　Reahty　and　Truth，　believillg　that　things　have　their　objective　reality，　he　will

soonel　or　latel　encounter　God，　who　is　the　uhimate　Rea】ity．　Screwtape　therefore

Iells　Wormwood，“Keep　his【the　patient’s】mind　off　the　plain　antithesis　between

True　and　False”（52）．

　　　Screwtape　advises　W6rmwood　to　avoid　philosophical　argument　altogether

because　argument　awakes　man’s　reason　to　attend　to‘‘universal　issues．”（12）Lewis

7Kazuo　Takeno（竹野一雄），“A　Study　of　The　Screwtape　Letters，・（「The　Screwtape

Letters研究」）Joshi　Seigakuin　Tanki　Daigaku　Kiyo（『女子聖学院短期大学紀要』），

17（1985），pp．47－48．
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says　inル伽acles，　that　our　reason　is“God　kindled”（Miracles，33）．　Human　mind，

oHeason，“has　its　tap－root　in　an　eternal，　se］f－existent，　raIional　Being，　whom　we

call　God．　Each　is　an　offshoot，　or　spearhead，　or　incursion　of　that　Supernatural

reality　into　Na霊ure”（ルfiracles，34）．　Therefore，　Sclewtape　the　devil　tells　his

nephew　that　argument　merely‘‘moves　the　whole　struggle　onto　the　Enemy’s　own

ground”（12）．　Though　a　man　may　be　dissuaded　flom　Christianity　by　logical

algument，　it　is　more　likely　Ihat　rational　thinking　leads　him　to　Christian　belief．

1短din　this　Iespect，　relative　thinking　is　not　in　fact　either　logical　or　philosophicaI

because　it　is　not　concerned　with　any　uhimate　reality　which　is　the　ploper　concern

of　true　logic　and　philosophy．

　　　　　Since　human　leason　is　not　God’s　but　only“God－kindled，”it　somelimes

sleeps　or　fails　to　function　we1L　Lewis　says　that　human　reason　is‘‘the　natura】

organ　of　truth”（‘‘Bluspels　and　Fla］ansferes，”∫θ’ected　Essay∫，265）and　as　Iong　as

it　is“natura】”and　human，　it　might　be　kept，　by　relative　thinking，　from　pursuit　of

Reality．　Relativism，　which　denies　objective　standards　and　therefore　necessarily

fails　to　pursue　objective　va】ues　and　tmth，　keeps　human　reason　from　pursuit　of

Reality．　lf　a　ma皿says，　for　example，　malelialism　is　worlh　ho］ding　because　it　is

strong，　or　because　it　will　be　the　philosophy　of　the　future，　and　not　because　it　is重rue，

it　is　in　reality‘‘practical　propaganda”（12）and　not　argumen1　at　alL

　　　　　Another　thing　that　Screwtape　encourages，　and　therefbfe　Lewis　warns

against，　is　what　Screwtape　calls‘‘the　Historical　Po童nt　of　View”in　reading　old

books．　It　demands　the　reader’s　a鍵ention　to　be　fbcused　on　such　mattels　as

infiuences　on　the　author，　or　on　its　1extua量consistency　rather　than　the　tnltl】of　what

he　says．　It　reduces　ancient　writers　to　be　no　more　than　subjects　of　historica1　study

who　are　to　be　judged　by　the　present　standards．　It　takes　them　as　simply　wlong　oI

primitive　if　their　views　are　different　from　modern　ones，　instead　of　tak孟ng　them　as

sources　of　living　knowledge　or　thoughts　that　can　s重ill　now　enlighten　and　modify

people’s　Iife．　However，　in　fac重，　there　are　cases　in　which　generally　accepted
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views　of　the　present　age　are　wrong　and　those　of　former　ages　are　right，　since

human　reason　is　so　limited　that　it　is　impossible　for　the　reason　of　one　generation

a】one重o　grasp　the　whole・reality．　Each　generation　has　its　own　characterislic　eπoπs．

Reading　old　books　as　living　tex重s　is　a　way　of　corlecting　such　contemporary

mistakes，　but“the　HisIorical　Point　of　View”would　cut　that　way．

　　　　　Screwtape　says　as　a　tempter，

【W】here　learning　makes　a　free　commerce　between　the　ages　there　is

always　the　dangel　that　characteristic　errors　of　one　may　be　corrected　by　the

chalacteristic　truths　of　another．　BuUhanks　to　our　Fatheπ【i．e．　the　Father

Below，　or　Satan】and　the　Historical　Poillt　of　View，　great　scholars　are　now　as

｝撫望謹鵬gast　as　the　m°sd卿mechanic　wh°h°1ds重hat

　　　　　T．S．　Eliot，　who　claims　himself　to　be　a　classicist，　in“What　is　a　C】assic？”

finds　in　the　literature　of　former　ages　a　power　of　correc重ing　contempolary

“provincialism　of　time．”9　He　main重ains　that‘‘the　perfect　c】assic　must　be　one　il

which　the　whole　genius　of　a　people　will　be　latent，　if　not　aU　revealed；and　that　it

can　only　appear　in　a】anguage　such　that　its　whole　genius　can　be　present　at　once．”10

Therefore，　a　classic　has　such　complehensivenessll　and　universality12　as　modify

　　　　　　「

a皿dcorrect　each　generation’s　provincialism．　With　this　idea，　Eliot　tries　to

evaluate　the　modern　age　objectively　in　the　whole　perspective　of　tradition．　Lewis

also　finds註greatly　illuminating　and　even　necessary　to　know　both　ancient

thoughts　and　contemporary　ones，　though　different　from　Eliot，　he　seems　to　hold　it

impossible　for　a　silgle　generation　to　grasp　the　whole　tradition，　for　he　says，

Perhaps　every　new】eaming　makes　room　for　itself　by　creatlng　a　new

8The‘‘danger”here　is　a　danger　from　Screwtape’sviewpoint．

9T．　S．　Eliot，“What　is　a　Classic，”On　Poetry　and　Poets（Faber，1957），　p．69．

10Eliot，　p．67．

11
d】iot，　p．67．

12
dliot，　p．67．
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ignorance【＿］Man’s　power　of　attention　seems　to　be　limited．（English

Lit（lrature，31）

In　his　inaugural　lecttire　at　Cambridge，　he　says，

In　the　individual　life，　as　the　psychologists　have　taught　us，　it　is　not　the

remembered　buUhe　forgotten　past　that　enslaves　us．　Ithink　the　same　is

true　of　society．　To　study　the　past　does　indeed　liberate　us　from　the　present，

from　the　idols　of　oul　own　market　place．　But　1　think　it　liberates　us　from　the

past，　too．　Ithink　no　class　of　men　are　less　enslaved　to　the　past　than

historians．　The　unhistorical　ale　usua11y，　without　kllowing孟t，　enslaved　to　a

fair】y　recent　past（“‘De　Descriptione　Temρorum，’”Selected　E∬ay∫，12）

　　　　　What　is　important　is　to　read　the　text　of　the　past　as　a］iving　nourishilg　thing．

㎞the　twentieth　celltury，　many　peop】e　accept　scientific　texts　on　the　universe　as

true　and　neglect　mythological　ones　as　simply　fantastic．　Even　theo］ogy

sometimes　sees　the　old　mythological　world　picture　as　obsolete，　and　proposes　to

demytho］ogize　Scriptures．　Against　such　a　tendency，　Lewis　proposes　true

impartial　historical　points　of　view，　ins重ead　of　simply　modern　point　of　view　which

Screwtape　ironically　calls‘‘Historical．”　As　a　scholal　and　loving　reader　of

medieva】and　Renaissance　literature，　Lewis　cal］s　himself　an　Old　Wes重em　Man，

and　seems重emperamentally　to　be　so．（Selected　E∬ays，14）　Yet，　as　Dabney

Adams　Hart　points　out，

Sometimes　Lewis　seemed　to　be　guilty　of　chronolog三cal　snobbely　in　reverse，

that　is，　of　assuming　that　the　past　was　superior　to　the　present．　H孟s

designation　of　himself　as“Old　Western　Man”can　be　thus　interpreted，　his

role　seen　as　exemplar－－but・［＿】Lewis’s　frequent　disparagemenl　of　the

present“period”was　a　deliberate　corrective重o　some　moderns’patronizing
attitudes　toward　earlier　periods．13

In　the　above　mentioned　lecture　at　Cambridge　University　Lewis　warns　against

13
c・b・・y　Ad・m・H・rt，　Tl・r・・8厨厩脚D・・r（Th・U・i・．・f・Al・b・m・P，ess，
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what　he　thhlks　to　be　the　dominant　contemporary　tendency　of　taking　it　for　granted

that　the　newer　things　are　always　better．　In　this　as　well　as　in　the　criticism　of‘‘the

Histolical　Point　of　View，”Lewis　insists　we　should　judge　the　things　and　opinions

with　the　objec重ive　standard　of　the　true　or　fa】se，　using　ouHeason　properly，　and　not

with　re］ative　standards．　The　pursuit　of　newness　or　novelty　as　such　is　wrong．

Screwtape　says，

The　humans　live　in　time，　and【＿］they　must　experlence　change．　And　since

they　need　change，　the　Enemy【i．e．Godl（being　a　hedonist　at　heart）has　made

change　pleasurable　to　them．［＿】He　has　balanced　the】ove　of　change　in　them

by　a】ove　of　permanence．　He　has　contrived　to　gra霊ify　both　tastes　together

［＿】by　that　union　of　change　and　permanence　which　we　call　Rhythm．　He

gives　them　the　seasons，　each　season　different　yet　every　year重he　same，　so重hat

spring　is　always　fek　as　a　novehy　yet　a】ways　as　the　recurrence　of　an

immemorial　theme．【…］　Now　just　as　we　pick　out　and　exagge耐e　the　pleasure

of　eating　to　produce　gluttony，　so　we　pick　ouUhis　natulal　pleasantness　of

change　and　twist　it　into　a　demand　for　absolute　novehy．　This　demand　is

ent辻ely　our　workmanship．（126－127）

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　＊　　　　　＊

　　　　Lewis　foIIows　St．　Augustine　in　holding　that　the　eviI　is　privation　or　perversion

of　good．14　This　idea　is　clearly　demonstrated　h17乃e　Screwtape　Letters．　Too

eager　a　demand　for　novelty　is　an　inordinate　exaggeration　or　perversion　of　natural

pleasure　of　change．　Lewis　sees　sensual　pleasures　as　foretaste　of　heaven．　They

reveal　a　part　of　its　Rea】ity．　And　he　thinks　it　is　imagination　as　an　intuitive　power

of　reality　that　receives　such　revelation．　However，　in　man，　imagination，　as　is　the

case　with　reason，　has　limitation．　It　is　sometimes　perverted　or　spoiled・

Especially，　when　reason　is　asleep，　imagination　is　liable　to　be　affected　by　feelings，

emotions，　and　mood　of　the　person，　which　are　changeable　and　easily　affecled　by

physical　conditions．　In　such　a　case，　it　ceases　to　be　a　true　intuitive　power　and

may　even　affect　man’s　raIional　bel三ef　adversely　so　as　to　draw　him　back　from

1984），p．122．
14
bf．　St．　Augustine， City　of　God，　pp．480＆569：Lewis，‘‘Evil　and　God，”Doc尾
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Reality．　For　instance，　the　natural　pleasure　of　change，　when　turned　into　a　demand

for　novelty　for　the　novelty’s　sake，　may　be　aggravated　into　what　Lewis　calls

through　Screwtape’s　mouIh，“the　horror　of　Same　Old　Thing”（128）．　People’s

tendency　to　be　moved　by　new　vogues　or　current　fashions，　for　example，　comes

from　this“horror　of　Same　Old　Thing．”Lewis　interprets‘‘the　general　Evolutionary

oπHistorical　characteπof　modern　Europeall　thought，”that　is　the　general　tendency

of　Evo】utionism，　to　be　a　ph孟losoph童ca】justification　of　this　horror，　and　expresses

his　critica］attitudes　through　Screwtape’s　statement　as　a　tempter：

Now　if　we　can　keep　man　askhlg‘‘Is　it　in　accordance　with　the　general

movement　of　our　time？　Is　it　progressive　or　reactionary？　Is　this　the　way

that　History　is　going？”they　will　neglect　the　Ielevant　questions．　A皿d　the

questions　they　do　ask　are，　of　course，　unanswerab］e；for　they　do　not　know

the　fUture【＿】Once　they　knew　that　some　changes　were　for　the　better，　and

othels　for　the　worse，　and　others　agail　indiff¢rent．　We　have　largely

removed　this㎞owledge．　For　the　descriptive　adjective“unchanged”we

have　substituted　the　emotional　adjective‘‘stagnant”．（129－130）

　　　　　Thus　Lewis　wams　us　against　thc　confusion　be1ween“Evolution”and

“progress　for　the　better，”reminding　us　that　evolutions　and　changes　are　not

necessalily　for　the　betteL　His　point　is　again　that　we　should　go　back　to　the

objective　value　standard　of　good　and　evil，　knowing　that　the　newer　is　not　always

the　better。

　　　　　Lewis　calls　the　popular　version　of　Evolutionism　as“a　Great　Myth”（“The

Funeral　of　a　Great　Myth，”Christian　RefZections，82）．15　and　points　out　that　for　the

real　scienIist，‘‘Evolution”is　a　theoly　about　changes　alld　not　belief　in　progress，　as

he　quot6s　J．　B．　S．　Ha】dane，“We　are【＿】inclined　to　regard　progress　as　the　rule／in

evolution．　Actua1】y　it　is　the　exception，　and　for　every　case　of　it　lhere　are　ten　of

？S21t，，e・Th。　G，ea，　M，、h・・、ef，，s，。　E。。1。，i。n、、m、nd。。t　t。。，，。，y

reveals　metaphysical　reality　or　meanings．

which　truly
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degeneration．”16@1n　Tlie　Screwtape　Letters，　Lewis　presents　the　belief　in　general

progress　as　the　devi1’s　work　who　has　concealed　the　Ieal　nature　of　evolution．

Here，　so－called　Evo】utionism　is　presented　as　a　serious　sin　that　keeps　man　away

from　God．　In　fact，　in　this　work，　Lewis　shows　relative　thinking　combined　with

this　Evolutionism　as　a　characteristically　modern　vice　which　is　as　serious　as　pride，

which　has　traditionally　been　regarded　as　the　greatest　sin　in　Christianity．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　As　the　devil　also㎞ows，　there　are　yet　other　cases　in　which　human

imagination　goes　wrollg　and　misleads　man　away　from　Reality．　For　instance，

Lewis　points　out　that　when　a　man　rationally　came　to　believe　that　Christianity　is

true，　and　that　God　and　heaven　are　real，　his　melltal　habits　will　take　longer重o　get

accustomed　10　the　new　belief．　At　first　it　will　be　difficll】t　for　him　to　feel　it　true

and　rea1，　fol　it　is　natura1】y　difficuh　for　a　mall　to　feel　something　beyond　his　sensual

experience　to　be　reaL　His　mental　habit　is　Iikely　to　make　him　think　that　the

visible　daily　life　is　more　reahhan　God．　Screwtape　advises　his　nephew　to　take

advantage　of　this　human　tendency：

Your　business　is　to　f玉x　his　attention　on　the　stream【of　immediate　sense

experiences］．　Teach　him　to　call　it“leanife”and　don’t　let　him　ask　what　he

means　by“rea1”．（12）

　　　　　In　Miracles，　after　presenting　a　rational　argument　for　the

Christian　God　and舳th　of　His　miracles，　Lewis　says，

existence　of

　　　　And　yet＿and　yeI＿It　is　that　and　yet　which　I　fear　more　than　any　positive

　　　　algument　against　mirades　I．。J　The　moment　rational　thought　ceases，

　　　　imagination，　mental　habit，　temperament，　and　the‘‘spirit　of　the　age”Iake

　　　　charge　of　you　again．　New　thoughts　until　they　have　themselves　become

　　　　habitual，　will　affect　your　consciousness　as　a　whole　only　while　you　are

　　　　actually　thinking　them。　（ル伽acles，170）

16
i．　B．　S．　Haldane，‘‘Darwinism　Today，”Po∬ib’θWorlds，　p．28；quoted　in　Lewis，

“The　Funeral　of　a　Great　Myth，”p．85．
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　　　　Lewis　points　out　in　Mere　Christianity　that　it　is　not　always　easy　fbr　a　new

convert　to　keep　his　faith．　There　wiU　be　some　moment　when　Christianity　seems

unlikely　or　inconvenient　to　him，　for　instance，　when　there　is　a　bad　news，　or　he　is　in

trouble，　or　he　wants　to　do　something　thaI　Christianity　foπblds．　In　such　a　moment，

Lewis　says，‘‘The　battle　is　betWeen　faith　and　reason　on　one　side　and　emotion　and

imagination　on　the　other”（ルtere　Christianity，120）．　Thus，　ahhough　human

imagination　is　in　itse】f　a　reality　perceiving　facuhy，　it　is　liable　to　be　misled　by

wrong　emotions　and　give　man　wrong　idea　of　the　world　and　Reality．　FoI

example，　in　the　case　of　the　new　convert，　disclepancy　between　his　precollceived

image　of　what　Christians　would　be　like　and　the　actual　Christians　he　meets　ill

church　can　be　an　obstacle。　Where　he　was　expecting　especially　spiπitual　people，

he　would　find　ordinaly　people　who　seem　no　different　from　others　outside　church．

He　may　feel　disappoinled　about　the　church　people，　and　then　about　Christianity　as

awhole．　Yet，　in　rea］ity，　if　the　church　people　do　not】ook　pious，　it　does　not

fa】sify　Christianity　at　a】L　Such　disappointment　is　in　a　way　God’s　ordeal　to

stlengthen　the　new　convert　and　make　him　obstinate　in　his　belief．　Screwtape

knows　this，　and　wams　about　the　ambivalent　effect　of　this　first　disappointment．

He　says　to　Wormwood，

The　Enemy　allows　this　disappointment　to　occur　on　the　threshold　of　eveπy

human　endeavour．［＿11n　every　department　of　life　it　marks　the　transition

from　dreamillg　aspiration　to　laborious　doing．［＿】If　once　they　get　through

this　initial　dryness　successfully，　they　become　much　less　dependent　on
emotion　and　therefore　much　harder　to　tempt．（17－18）17

　　　　　Lewis　finds　faith　to　be‘‘the　art　of　holding　on　to　things　your　reason　has　once

accepted，　in　spite　of　your　changing　moods”（Mere　Christianity，121422）．　So：

17
The‘‘SuccessfUlly”here　is　told　from　hewis’s　viewpoint
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If　we　wish　to　be　rationa1，　not　now　and　then，　but　constantly，　we　must　pray

for　the　gift　of　Faith，　fonhe　power　to　go　on　believing　not　in　the　teeth　of

reason　but　in重he　teeth　of　lust　and　terror　and　jealousy　and　boredom　and

indifference　that　which　reason，・authority，　or　experience，　or　all　three，　have

once　delivered　to　us　for　truth，　（‘‘Religion：Reality　or　Substitute？”

Christian　ReプZections，43）

　　　　　Faith　is　not　an　art　of　belief　against　reason．　On　the　contrary，　we　need　failh

to　keep　our　rational　belieL　Screwtape　points　out　thus：

Human’s　are　amphibians－half　spirit　and　half　animaL【＿l　As　spiri｛s　they

belong　to　the　etemal　wodd，　but　as　animals　they　inhabiuime．　This　means

that　while　theil　spirit　can　be　direc重ed　to　an　eternal　object，　their　bodies，

passions，　and　imagillations　are　in　continual　change，　fbr　Io　be　in　time　means

to　change．（44）

　　　　Imagination　which　is　connected　with　feeling　and　emotion　is　like】y　to　draw

man　back　to　the　mutable　world．　In　order　to　avoid　that，　man　has　to　know　that

feeling　real　is　one　thing　and　being　reai　is　another．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Likewise　as　reason　and　imagination，　morality　of　man，　which　is　capable　of

connecting　man　to　reality，　can　also　be　perverted　or　kept　from　working　well　and

lead　man　astray．

　　　　As　to　the　moral　law，　all　tha縫he　devil　can　do　is　to　hide　or　pervelt　it．　They

cannot　re－create　it　who11y　anew　as　they　like，　for　they　are　after　all　no　more重han

perversion　of　good，　while　the　moral　law　is　an　autonomous　objective　reality　which

cannol　be　changed　by　anything．　Screwtape　therefore　says，

humans　must　not　be　allowed　to　notice　that　all　great　moralists　are　sent　by　the

Enemy　not　to　inform　men　but　to　remind　them，　to　restate　the　primeval　moral

platitudes　against　our　continual　concealment　of　them．　（118）

　　　　　Yet，　what　Screwtape　thus　wants　to　keep　man　from　noticing　is，　of　course，　a

vital　truth　Lewis　wants　us　to　remember．　All　that　the　devils　can　do　about　the
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good　moτal　law　is　to　concea1髭，　and　this　fact　again　Ieveals　111eir　power】essness．

They　cannot　even　demoJish　the】aw，　to　say皿o重hing　of　making　an　altemat童ve．

　　　　　Whe皿1he　patient　ls　getti皿g　near　to・hel1，　the　devil　tries　not　to　let　him　realize

his　fate　until　it　is　too　late　to爬pent．　It　is　anothel　concealment．　The　way　to　hell

should　be　unnoticed：

Murdel　is　no　better　than　cards　if　cards　can　do　the　trick．　Indeed　the　safest

road　to　Hell　is重he　gradual　one－－1he　gen重】e　s】ope，　sof重underfoot，　wi重hout

sudden　tumings，　without　milestones，　without　signposts．（65）

　　　　　Hell　does　not　want　the　patient　to　notice　his　own　degradation　because　on㏄

he　notices　it，　he　may　turn　back　toward　God．　Lewis　finds　that　a　man　would　go

deepel　into　evil　when　he　does　not　know　he　is　committing　a　sin　than　when　he　is

consciously　or　evell　determinedly　do童ng　eviL　Evil　is　weak　befble　Good．　げit

openly　figh1s　wi重h　God　in重he　hear重01　mind　of重he　pa重ienらthele　is　no　possibility

of　i重s　vic重ory．

　　　　　Now，　in　Mere　ChriStianめノ，　Lewis　points　out　that　mora盈ity　is　concemed　with

thlee　things：first，　with　relation　between　man　and　man；secondly，　with　harmony

inside　each　man；and　thirdly　with　Ielation　betWeen　man　and　God（cf．67－70）．　A

Christian　is　enjoined　to　have　love，　faith　and　hope．　Among　these　three，　faith　is

the　particular　viltue　conceming　maガs　relationship重o　God．　Love　is　concemed

with　morality　between　man　and　man，　and　hope　is　a　ma縫el　of　harmony　inside　each

man．　These　Chlistian　virtues　should　also　fail　when　morality　fails．

　　　　　In　T］ie∫α・ewtape　Lε惚”s，　perversion　of　morality　is　shown　to　occurre

through　self－deception，　selfイighteousness，　and　most　of　all　through　man’s　pride

which　is　tladitionally　identified　with　man’s　original　sin，18　and　which　Lewis　is

always　reminding　us　of　as　the　greatest　sin．　As　Lewis　sees　ambivalence　of　human

nature　which　has　both　po敦entialities　of　attaining　reality　in　heaven　and　of　falling

18
bf．　e．g．，　St．　Augustine，　City　of　God，　p．477．
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into　hell，　a　man　may　waver　between　pride　and　humi】ity：　Sa吐an’s　vice　and

Christ’s　virtue．　　In　the　relationship　between　man　and　God，　humility，　or

humbleness　on　the　part　of　man　is　indispe皿sable．　Lewis　says，‘‘ln　God　you　come

up　against　something　which　is　in　every　respect　immeasurably　superior　to　yourself．

Unless　you㎞ow　God　as　that－－and，　therefore，　know　yourself　as　nothing　in

comparison。－you　do　not　know　God　at　all”（Mere　Chl・istianity，108）．

　　　　　When　Lewis　became　a　Christian，　one　of　the　greatest　problems　for　him　is

apparent　impossibility　of　sincere　prayer．　In　a　letter　to　one　of　his　life－10ng　fliends，

Arthur　Greeves，　he　writes　how　he　finds　it　difficult　to　make　prayer　withou重feeling

proud　of　being　humble　enough　to　pray：

What　worreys【sic】me　much　more　is　Pride【＿】Sitting　by，　watching　the

rising　thoughts　to　break　their　necks　as　they　pop　up，　one　learns　to　know　the

solt　of　thoughts　that　do　come。　And，　will　you　believe　it，　one　out　of　every

thlee　is　a　thought　of　self」admiration：when　everythilg　else　fails，　having　had

its　neck　broken，　up　comes　the　thought‘What　an　admirable　feUow　I　am重o

have　broken　theimecks！’Icatch　myself　posturing　before　Ihe　mirror，　so　to

speak，　all　day　long．【＿】Its【sicl　like　fighting　the　hydra（you　remember，

when　you　cut　off　one　head　another　grew）．　There　seems　to　be　no　end　to　it．

（Letters　to／lrthUJ～339）

　　　　　When　a　man　is　conscious　of　his　humbleness，　he　easily　gets　proud　of　his

humbleness，　and　it　is　the　end　of　the　true　humbleness．　His　humbleness　wil1　then

be　no　more　than　disguised　pride，　even　though　he　may　still　be】ieve　it　to　be　sincere

humility．　Screwtape　advises　Wormwood：

Catch　him　at　the　moment　when　he　is　really　poor　in　spiTit　and　smuggle　into

his　mind　the　9ratifying　reflection，“By　jove！rm　being　humble”，　and　almost

immediately　pride－－pride　at　his　own　humility・・－will　appear．　If　he　awakes

Io　the　danger　and　tries　to　smolher　lhis　new　fbrm　of　pride，　make　him　proud

・fhi・att・mpt－一・・d…n，重h・・ugh・・m・ny・t・g・・a・y・u　please．（71）’9

191n　this　quotation，‘‘danger”ls　danger　from　Lewis’s　viewpoint，　showing　how
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　　　　　Thus，　once　a　man　gets　conscious　of　h童s　humility，　he　may　be　driven　into　a

vicious　circle　of　getting　the　more　humble，　Ihe　mole　proud．　Lewis’s　sugges【ion

agai皿st　such　a　vicious　circle　is　to　stop　taking　the　dilemma　between　pride　and

humility　too　seriously．　Scπewtape｛elIs　Womwood　that　when　a　man　comes　to

see　the　dilemma　with　a‘‘sense　of　humour　and　ploportiol1，［＿】he　will　merely

laugh　at　you　and　go　to　bed”（71－72）．　This　is　especia］1y　an　important　remark，

Naoyuki　Yagyu　even　sees　this　as　Ihe　main　theme　of　7he　Screwtape　Letters．20　1n

the　epi重aph　at　the　beginning　of　this　book，　Lew三s　quo重es　Lu重hel　and　Thomas　More：

‘‘

she　best　way　to　dlive　out　the　devil，　if　he　will　not　yie｝d　to　texts　of

Scripture，　is　to　jeer　and　fiout　him，　for　he　cannot　bear　scom．”　Luther

‘‘

she　devi1＿the　prowde　spirite＿cannot　endule　to　be　mocked．”17iomas
ルto”e（7）

The　sense　of　humoul　protects　a　man　from　being　proud　because　it　enables　him　to

see　himself　in　a　de重ached　mannel　and　laugh　at　his　own　pride　as　absurdity。　If　he

can　so　laugh　at　his　pride，　he　is　no　longer　proud　but　rather　humble．

　　　　　1皿some　cases，　pride　appeals　with　self－deception．　Lewis　shows　how　man

can　disguise　his　pπide　in　humili敦y，　even　to　himself．　Whenever　one　thinks　he　is

consciously　showing　condescension　to　others，　he　is　actua】1y　proud．　For　example，

if　an　intel！ectual　thinks　of　himself　as　above　the　o重hers　in　his　church　and‘‘thinks

that　he　is　showing　great　humility　and　condescenSion　in　going　to　ch町ch　with　these

‘smug’，　commonplace　neighbours　a重al1”（18－19），　he　does　no重have　any　rea】

humility　at　a11．　It　is　an　example　of　self－deception　into　which　man　easily　faUs．

　　　　　Moreover，　while　he　lnwardly　believes　he　is　in重ellec重ually　supelior　to　others

in　church，　he　may　be　also　feeling　to　be　spiritually　superiol，　for　example，　to　his

intellectual　circle　outside　church．　In　that　case　he　is　actually　proud　in　two

difficult　it　is　to　keep　diabolical　viewpoint．

20 maoyuki　Yagyu（柳生直行），　Theology　of　the　Fairy　Land（『お伽の国の神学』

（shinkyo（新教出版社），1984），　p．43．
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self－conceited　ways，　as　Screwtape　says，

Thus，　whHe　being　pelmanently　tleacherous　to　at　leas重two　seIs　of　people，　he

will　fee】，　instead　of　shame，　a　continual　undercurrent　of　self－satisfaction．

（56）

In　this　case　se］f」deception　spoils　the　person’s　morality　in　respect　not　only　of

things　within　himself　but　also　in　respect　of　relation　between　he　and　other　people．

　　　　　Among　the　weaknesses　of　human　nature　that　Lewis　presents　in　this　book，

tendency　to　self－deception　that　comes　from　the　original　sin　of　pride　is重he　most

serious　one．　It　is　natural　for　a　selfLconceited，　self－righteous，　proud　man　to

hesitate　Io　stand　before　God　and　show　Him　his　real　se】f　which　he　is　hiding　even　to

himself．　Screwtape　says　that‘‘real　nakedness　of　the　soul　in　prayer【＿］the

humans　themse］ves　do　not　desire　it　as　much　as　they　suppose”（28）．　This

hesitation　to　stand　befbre　God　wm　be　a　centra】problem　in　Lewis’s　last　novel　Ti〃

耽Have　Faces，　which　shows　the　depth　of　his　concem　about　the　difficulty　man

has　in　facing　God　honestly．　Until　self－conceit　is　overcome，　man　cannot　be　in　the

right　rela重ion　to　God，　and　therefbre　never　a重tajn　Reality　either．

　　　　　Love，　a　matter　of　morality　between　man　and　man，　is　a】so　shown重o　be

corruptible．　An　example　in　this　book　is　prayer．　Lewis　shows　that　self－deception

can　also　occur　in　prayer　for　others．　When　one　prays　for　another　person’s　soul，　or

asks　God　for　fbrgivelless　of　the　person’s　sin，　he　will　likely　to　count　as　sin　any　of

the　person’s　actions　which　is　not　itself　wrong　but　happens　to　be　inconvenienI　or

unpleasant　to　himself．　Then　the　devi1‘‘can　keep　rubbing　the　wounds　of　the　day　a

】i貿1e　sorer　even　whi】e　he　is　6n　his　knees”（21）．　It　is　difficult　for　a　man　to　forgive

others　from　the　bottom　of　his　heart　while　it　is　quite　easy　to　feel　selfLrighteous．

Thinking　himself　to　be　asking　God　forgiveness　of　the　other’s　sin，　he　is　likely，　in

fact，　to　be　judgilg　and　punishing　the　othel　inwardly．　Such　self－righteousness　is

hidden　even　to　himself，　for　he　would　rea】1y　Ihink　thaUhe　other　person’s　action　js　a
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sin．

　　　　　In　The　Screwtape　Letters，　Lew量s　appears　to　be　opposed　to　prayer　for　the

others’souls・ahogether，　though　as　for　petitionary　prayer，　he　elsewhere

爬commends　it　to　us　not　only　for　ourselves　bu重also　fbr　othels．2エ

　　　　　In　prayer　fbr　the　sou】　of　others，　besides　the　danger　of　disgu茎sed　self－

righteousness，　there　is　danger　thaUhe　prayer　should　be　made　for　an　imaginary

pelson，　because　a　man’s　ideas　about　another　person’s　soul　will　be　necessarily

crude　and　erroneous．　Screwtape　tells　Wormwood　to　have　his　patient　pray　for　his

mother’s　soul　and，　in　that，　to‘‘make　that　imaginary　person　daily　Iess　and　less　like

the　real　moIher”（21）．　The　devil　wan重s　the　cleavage　tQ　be　so　wide　that　people

‘‘

モ盾浮撃п@be重urned　at　a　momen重’s　notice　from　impassjo皿ed　prayer　for　a　wife’s　ol

son’s‘sou1’to　beating　or　insulting　the　real　wife　or　son　without　a　qualm”（22）．　It

is　another　case　of　a　man’s　self－deception　that　he　often　mistakes　unreality（in　this

case，　fol　example，　the　imaginary　wife，　or　son）for　reality　and　self－contenledly　acts

on　the　illusion．　In　this　self－deception，　man　can　wrong　others　without　guilty

conscience．　Because　he　consciously　wishes　the　others’good　a口eas重on　one　hand，

he　does　not　no重ice重hat　he　is　actually　doing　wrong　to　them　on　the　other．

　　　　　It　is　further　shown　that　a　man　would　sometimes　hurt　others　without　feeling

guilty　even　when　he㎞ows　he　is　hurting　them．　As　long　as　he　believes　he　is

doing　or　saying　the　right　things，　he　can　think　it　is　the　party　who　is　being　hurt　tha重

is　wπong．　The　devil　Screwtape　recommends　Wormwood　to　take　advantage　of

such　self－righteous　cruelty　in　man．　In　domes重ic　life，　fbr　example，　Screw重ape

points　out　that　people　hurt　each　other　often　by　the　tone　and　timing　of　remarks

without　using　harsh，　offensive癖olds．　Because　those　words　would　be　innocent　if

taken　literally，　even　when　they　are　in　such　an　unmistakably　offensive　tone　as

never　to　be　taken　literally，　the　one　who　has　said　them　could　feel　it　wrong　for　the

other　to　get　offended．　Screwtape　says，

21
bf，　Lewis，　Malcolm，　pp．37－39，40，＆50．
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You　know　the　kind　of　thing：“I　simply　ask　what　time　dinner　will　be　and　she

flies　into　a　tempel．”　Once　this　habit　is　wel】established　you　have　the

delightfu］situation　of　a　human　saying　thing3　with　the　express　purpose　of

offending　and　yet　hav㎞g　a　grievance　when　offense　is　taken．　（23）

This　is　another　self－righteous，　self－conceited　tendency　of　man　which　is　available

to　the　devil　in　order　to　pervert　human　morality，

　　　　　Lewis　finds　that　other　sorts　of　vices　such　as　gluttony　may　be　combined　with

self－conceitedness　and　spoil　the　right　rela重ion　between　individuals．　An　example

he　shows　in　this　book　is　what　he　calls‘‘A］1－1。want”state　of　mind”（87）．　Screwtape

writes　of　the　patient’s　mαher．

She　is　always　tuming　from　what　has　been　offered　to　her　to　say［＿］“Oh

please，　please＿all　I　want　is　a　cup　of　tea，　weak　but　not　too　weak，　and　the

teeniest　weeniest　bit　of　really　crisp　toast”．　You　see？Because　what　she

wants　is　smaller　and　less　costly　than　what　has　been　set　before　her，　she　never

recognises　as　gluttony　her　determination　to　get　what　she　wants【＿】At　the

very　moment　of　indulging　her　appetite　she　believes　that　she　is　practicing

temperance．（86－87）

　　　　　　Aman　genera1】y　does　not　want　to　apPear　selfish．　As　another　example　of

perverted　morality　betWeen　indiViduals，　Lewis　points　out　a　case　in　which　seeming

unselfishness　together　with　self」righteousness　produce　an　effect　Screwtape　Iikes．

He　ca］ls　it‘‘the　Generous　Conflict　Illusion”（133）．　Suppose　one　person　wants　to

do　something　and　other　persoll　consents　to　do　it　not　because　he　wants　to　do　it

himself　but　just　because　he　does　not　want　to　apPear　selfish，　the　first　person　will

know　it　and　will　withdraw　the　prbposal　to　show　he　is　as　unselfish　as　the　other．

In　such　a　situation，　nothing　but　bitterness　will　occur．

［J】ust　because　the　con重ention　is　reversed　and　each　side　is　fighting　the　other

side’s　ba田e，　alnhe　bitterness　which　really　flows　from　thwarted　self・

righteousness　and　obstinacyエ＿］Each　side【．．．】manages　to　feel　b］ameless

and　i11－used　itse】f，　with　no　more　dishonesty　than　comes　natural　to　a　human・
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（134）

　　　　　As　we　see　from　his　words：‘‘with　no　more　dishonesty　than　comes　natulal　to

ahuman，”Lewis　sees　such　self－righteousness　as　an　almost　unavoidable　natural

tendency　of　man．　All　the　same，　however，　he　gives　us　warning　through

Screwtape．

　　　　　It　is　because　self－sacrifice　and　self－abandonment　are　principles　of　heaven

that　Screwtape　tries　to　hindenrue　self－sacrifice　and　generosity．　In　T］ie　P’・oわ1θ’η

of　Pa加Lewis　points　out　that　God　Himself　obeys　that　plinciple．“What　is

ou重side　the　system　of　self」giving　is　not　earth，　nor　natUre，　nor‘ordinary　life’but

simply　and　solely　Hell”（Pain，140）．　Yet，　the　true　se］f－abandonment　in　heaven　is

not　at　all　painful　but　as　pleasant　and　joyful　as　a　dance．

The　golden　app】e　of　selfhood，　thrown　among　the　false　gods，　became　an

apple　of　discold　because　they　sclambled　for　it．【＿】But　when　it　flies　to　and

fro　among重he　players　too　swift　for　eye　to　fb110w，　and　the　great　master

Himself　leads　the　revelry，　giving　Himself　etemally　to　His　creatures　in　the

generation，　and　back　lo　Himself　h曲e　saclifice，　of　the　Word，　then　indeed

the　eternal　dance‘‘makes　heaven　drowsy　with　the　harmony”．［．．．】As　we　draw

nearer　to　i重s　uncrea重ed　rhythm，　pain　and　p】easure　sink　almost　out　of　sight

There　is　joy　ill　the　dance，　but　it　does　not　exist　fbr　the　sake　of　joy・【…】It童s

Love　Himself，　and　Good　Himself，　and　therefore　happy。（Pain，141）

　　　　　In　The　Four　Loves，　Lewis　illustrates　how　supposedly　selfless　Iove　may　be

twisted　into　false　by　an　example　of　a　lady，　wllo　boasted　herse】f‘‘111at　she　lived　fol

her　family”and　spent　all　her　life　in　taking　care　of　them，　doing　evelything　she

coμ1d，　even　things　they　did　not　wan！nor　did　they　need，　In　reality，　her　devotion

is　only　for　her　self－satisfaction（Four」Loレε∫，48）。　Her　needless　devQtion　enables

her　‘o　enjoy　no巳　only　the　sense　of　selflessness　but　a】so　‘‘the　pleasures　of

resentment，”because　her　family　do　not　appreciate　it　and　she　is　able‘‘to　feel

i11－used，　therefore，　to　have　a　continual　grievance”　（Four　Loソθ∫，　54）．　In　The

Screwtape　Letters，　too，　what　is　originally　selfless　love　beIween　family　membels　is
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shown重o　be　Iiable　to　tum　into　self－centred　noxious　love，　boasting　self－righteous

false　selflessness　and　enjoying　the　pleasures　of　resentment

　　　　　In　morality　between　individuals，　where　love　is　the　most　lmpoltant　virtue，　it

is　natural　that　Lewis　emphasizes　the　importance　of　the　actual　Christian　deed．

Thus，　Screwtape　tries　to　prevent　the　patient　from　pe㎡orming　rea］acts　of　charity

by　sticking　him　to　the　self－examination　of　his　own　inner　life　and“spili重ua1”prayer

for　others：

Keep　his　mind　on　the　inner　life【＿】Keep　his　mind　off　the　most　elementary

duties　by　directing　it　to　the　most　advanced　and　spiritual　ones．【＿】Make　sure

that【the　prayers】are　always　very“spirituar’，　Ihat　he　is　always　concerned

with　the　state　of　her　soul　and　never　with　her　rheumatism．（20－21）

　　　　　Whether　one　actually　behaves　as　a　Christian　is　a　matter　of　will　and　not　one

of　feelings．　Whatever　viltue　a　man　may　have，　it　means　nothing　unless　it　is　put

into　practice　by　will．　Hence，　Screwtape　says，

It　is　only　in　so　far　as　they　reach　the　will　and　there　embodied　in　habits　that

the　virtues　are　rea1】y　fatal　to　us【．．．】All　sorts　of　virtues　painted　in　the

fantasy　or　approved　by　the　intellect　ol　even，　in　some　measure，】oved　and

admired，　will　not　keep　a　man　from　our　Father’s　house．（37－38）

　　　　　Fantasy　virtues，　that　is，　virtue＄which　a　person　does　not　have　at　all　but

vainly　imagines　what　it　would　be】ike　if　he　had，　have　no　mean孟ng．　（Here，　what

he　calls‘‘fantasy”has　nothing　to　do　with　the　intuitive　faculty　of“imagination”；for

L，wi・d…n・t・・e　th・w・・d・f・ntasy・as　a・y・・nym・f・im・ginati・・”．22

Approvement　of　any　sort　of　virtue　by．　heart　or　mind，　that　is，　in　feelings　or　in

inte11ec重，　is　also　different　from　realization　of　that　virtue．　Screwtape　knows　this

welL

　　　　　Conversely，　if　a　man　feels　any　weakness　or　flaw　in　himself，　it　does　not

22
bf．‘‘a　safe　god［＿】soon　proclaims　himself　to　any　sound　milld　as

（Lewis，　Malcolm，p．76）．

　　　　　　　，，
a　fantasy
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mat重er　seriously　if　it　does　llot　influence　his　actual　behaviour．　If　a　man　feels

himself　a　coward，　for　example，　and　yet　acts　bravely　in　some　crisis，　he　is　in　fact

brave，　not　a　coward．　As　Screwtape　says，“the　act　of　cowaπdice　is　all　that

matters” i150），　it　is　no　sin　to　feel　fe4r．　Only，　we　have　to　get　ovel　it　and　act

courageously．　Paradoxically，　if　a　man　fee】s　h孟mself　cowardly，　it　can　even　do

him　good，　for　it　may　make　him　humble　before　God，　and　this　humbleness　is　the

oPPosite　of　pride　and　a　virtue　in　itself．

　　　　　　The　same　as　feeling　real　and　being　real　a爬not　the　same，‘‘feeling　faithful”

is　differen重from　‘‘being　faithfuJ”．　The　si皿cerity　of　fai重h　does　not　depend　on

devotional　feelilgs．　What　is　important　is　to　be　fai1hful，10ving，　and　courageous

instead　of　merely　feeling　to　be　such．　Screwtape　tells　Wormwood，

Keep　them　watching　their　own　minds　and　trying　to　produce　feelings　there

by　the　ac重ion　of　their　own　wills．　When　they　meant　to　ask　Him　for　charity，

Iet　them，　instead，　start　tryhlg　to　manufacture　chalitable　feelings　fbr

山emselves　and　no重notice重hat　this　is　what　they　are　doh】g．　When　they

meant　to　pray　for　courage，！et　them　really　be　trying　to　feel　brave．　When

they　say　they　are　praying　for　forgiveness，　let　them　be　trying　to　feel　forgiven．

（26）

　　　　　Lewis　always　stresses　the　importance　of　explessing　faith　in　thc　fbrm　of

action．　Faith　wi亡hout　ac霊ion　is　no重in　fact　real　faith　because重o　have　faith　hl　God

means“重rying　to　do　all　tha田e　says．”　When　Womwood’s“patient”，　who　has

strayed　fπom　Ieal　faith　for　some　time，　makes爬pentance，　Screwtape　says，

As　long　as　he　does　not　convert　it　into　action，　it　does　not　matter　how　much

he　thinks　about　this　new　repentance．　（69）

　　　　　It　should　be　noted，　however，　that　Lewis　does　not　think　that　the　feelings　have

no　importance　or　meanings　nor　that、t血ey　are　not　real　a｛alL　On　the　contmry，　In

1he　matter　of　moraliIy，　Lewis　stresses　the　object三ve　rea】i重y　of　ethical　emotional

reactions　and　moral　feeli皿gs．　As　we　llave　seen，　Lewis　is　against　the
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contemporary　moral　theories　which　regard　man’s　moral　feelings　as　melely

subjective　and　which重end　to　bring　about　general　loss　of　confidence　in　the

au重henticity　of　the　moral　law．　Later　in　That　Hideous∫かength，　Lewis　is　to

express　at　length　his　misgivings　about　such　mora】subjectivism　and　consequent

corruption　of　mora】ity．　Ye吐here　in　7乃εScrewtape　Lε惚rs，　he　only　suggests，

through　Screwtape’s　words，　the　mistake　and　incons童stency　of　Ihose　who　would

not　recognize　objective　mean童ngs　in　feelings：

The　general　rule　which　we　have　now　pretty　well　established　among　them　is

that　in　all　experiences　which　can　make　them　happier　or　better　only　the

physical　facts　are‘‘rea1”while　the　spiritual　elements　are‘‘subjective”；in　all

experiences　which　can　discourage　or　corrupt　them　the　spiritual　e】ements　are

the　main　reality　and　to　ignore　them　is　to　be　an　escapist．　Thus　in　birth　the

blood　and　pain　are‘‘real”，　the　rejoicing　a　mere　subjective　point　of　view，　in

death，　the　terror　and　ugliness　revea】what　death‘‘really　means”．［＿】Your

patient，　properly　handled，　will　have　no　difficulty　in　regarding　his　emotion　at

the　sight　of　human　entrails　as　a　reve】ation　of　Reality　and　his　emotion　at　the

sight　of　happy　children　or　fair　weather　as　mere　sentiment．（155）

　　　　　These　words　expresses　Lewis’s　misgivings　about　the　general　loss　of　normal

sensibility　and　moral　reaction．　There　may　be　those　who　igriore　their　pleasures　as

nothing　more　than　a　state　of　mind，　yet　they　could　not　help　feeling　their　own　pains

or　anguish　as　in・esistible　reality．　For，　though　pleasures　can　be　ignored，　pains　and

anguish　cannot　be　ignored　so　easily．　But　then，　they　see　o皿】y　half　of　reality．

Lewis　finds　a　lot　of　peop］e　today　see　the　world　in　such　a　wrong　way．　To　hide

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　half　of　reality　and　present　the　rest　as　if　it　were　the　whole　is　a　way　the　devi】twlsts

reajity．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜‘‘Screwtape　Proposes　a　Toast，”（1960）＞

　　　　　In‘‘Screwtape　Proposes　a　Toast，”the　sequel　to　Tiie　Screwtape　Letters，

Sc了ewlape　addresses　young　devils　at　the　Tempters’Training　ColIege．　In　it　he

especially　draws　the　audience’s　attention　to　those　fauhs　of　modern　democracy
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which　are　favourable　to　the　devils．　In　terms　of　content，　then，　this　is　L£wis’s

criticism　of　the　modern　democratic　society．

　　　　　Democracy　is，　as　Lewis　remarks，“propelly　the　name　of　a　political　sys重em，

even　a　system　of　vothlg［＿】And　of　course　it　is　connected　wiIh　the　political　ideal

that　men　should　be　equally　treated”（“Toast，”18）．　Yet，　this　ideal　is　Ilow

transfbrmed　into‘‘a　factual　belief　that　all　men　are　equar’（‘‘Toas｛，”18）．　Lewis

criticizes　this　because　he　finds　this　belief　leads　to　apProve　jea】ousy　against　those

who　are　superior．　S㎞ce　the爬is　perversion　h1重his　change　of　an　ideal　into　a　false

belief，　it　must　have　been　convenient　for　him　to　use　the　form　of　the　dev置’s　speech，

because　perversion　of　the　truth　is，　hl　Lewis，　devil’s　wQlk．　Through　Screwtape’s

remarks　Lewis　expresses　his　opinion　thus．

［Y】ou　can　use　the　word　Democlacy　to　sanction　in　his　thought　the　most

degrading（and　also　the　least　enjoyable）of　aH　human　feelings．　You　can

get　him　to　practise，　not　only　without　shame　but　with　a　positive　glow　of

self・approval，　conduct　which，　if　u皿defe皿ded　by　the　magic　word，　would　be

universally　derided．　The　feeling　I　mean　is　of　course　that　which　prompts　a

man　to　say　I’mas　good　as　you．【＿j　The　claim　to　equality，　outside　the　strictly

political　field，　is　made　only　by　those　who　feel　themselves　to　be　in　some　way

翻1；吉惣懸灘1聯i臣asbeen　kn°wn　t°the　humans　f°「

　　　　　Screwtape　remarks　that　modern　men　not　only　tend　to　disapprove　someone

else’s　supefiority　to　or　even　mere　diffelence　flom　olhels　as‘‘undemoclatic”but

sometimes　those　who　have　good　qualities　suppress　them　since　they　are　afraid　of

becoming‘‘undemocratic”and　want重o　be　the　same　or　as　low　as　the　others

（“Toast，”20）．・Talented　children　in　modern“democlatic”education　are　not　given

enough　opportunity　to　improve　theil　quality．　In　such　a　society　today，　Screwtape

sees“the　vast，　over－all　movement　towards　the　discrediting，　and　finally　the

e】imination，　of　every　kind　of　human　exceUence－－mora】，　cult町a】，　socia】，　or

23
she‘‘1east　enjoyable”here　means　least　enjoyable　from　Lewis’s　viewpoint．
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inteUectua1”（‘‘Toast，”20。21）．　He　says，‘‘‘democracy’in　the　dialobical【sicl

sense（1’m　as　good　as　you，　Being　like　Folks，　Togethemess）is重he　finest　instrument

we　could　possibly　have　for　extirpatillg　political　Democπacies　from　the　face　of　the

earth”（‘‘Toast，”24）．　The　society　which　is　opposed　to　evely　sort　of　excellence

will　produce　Ilo　excellent　personage　who　will　lead　and　improve　iし　Therefore，

‘‘狽??@whole　aItitude　of　mind，　which　democracies　naturany　like　and　enjoy【．．．】wiU

destroy　democracy”（‘‘Toast，”25）．　工£wis　criticizes　this　feeling　of‘‘1’m　as　good

as　you”especially　because　he　finds　this‘‘as　a　state　of　mind【＿】necessarily

excludhlg　humility，　charity，　contentment，　and　all　the　pleasures　of　gra重itude　or

admiratio11，　tums　a　human　being　away　from　almost　every　road　which　might

finally　lead　him　to　Heaven”（‘‘Toast，”25－26）。

　　　　　If　77ze　Scre吻pe　Letters　shows　us　individual　human　beings’weakness　and

obsIacles　to　heaven，“Screwtape　Proposes　a　Toast”expresses　Lewis’s　anxiety

about　the　loss　of　hldividuality　in　modem　society．　That　loss　is　serious．

Sclewtape　says，‘‘the　Ieal　elld　is　the　destruction　of　individuals．　For　only

individuals　can　be　saved　ol　damned”（‘‘Toast，”25）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　In　lhe　Screwtape　Letters　and‘‘Screwtape　Proposes　a　Toas重，”Lewis　thus

criticizes　such　modern　tendencies　as　relativism，　materialism，　and　false　democracy，

Yet　these　are　not　at　all　mere　works　of　didacticism．

　　　　　Wormwood’s　patient　after　all　goes　through　the　devil’s　fingers　and　is　saved

by　God．　Then　Screwtape，　condemning　Wormwood，　be重rays　that　man　ls

essentially　made　for　heaven　and　that　the　b］essings　prepared　for　man　cannot　be

understood　by　th6se　in　he1L　The　following　words　of　Screwtape，　which　John　R・

Willis　finds　to　be“Lewis　at　his　finest，”24　will　be　Lewis’s　final　message　to　us，

expressing　his　own　hope　for　heaven．

24 iohn　Randolph　Willis，　Pleasures　Forevermore（Loyola　Univ．　Press，1983），

p．132．
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Those　who　turn　down　the　devil’s　temptation　wi】l　enjoy　such　blessings　in

heaven　as　this：

He　had　no　fa量ntest　conception　till　that　very　hour　of　how　they　would　look，

and　even　doubted　the量1　existence．　But　when　he　saw　them　he　knew　that　he

had　always　known　them　and　realised　what　part　each　one　of　them　had　played

at　many　an　hour　in　his　lif¢when　he　had　supposed　himself　alone，　so　that　nQw

he　could　say塾o　them，　one　by　one，　not“Who　are　you？”but‘‘So　it　was　you

all　the　time”．［＿】He　saw　not　only　Them；he　saw　Him．【＿】What　is　blindhlg，

suffocating　fire　to　you，　is　now　cool　Iight　to　him，　is　clarity　itseif，　and　wears

the　form　of　a　Man．　You　would　Iike，　if　you　could，　to　inte叩ret　the　patient’s

prostration　in重he　Presence，　his　self・abhorrence　and　utler㎞owledge　of　his

sins［＿］on　the　analogy　of　your　own　chokhlg　and　paralyzing　sensations

when　you　encounter書he　dead】y　air　tha重breathes　from　Ihe　hear重of　Heaven，

But　it’s　all　nonsense．　Pains　he　may　still　have　to　encounter，　but　they

e〃brace　those　pa三ns．　They　would　not　barter　them　for　any　earthly　pleasure．

All　the　delights　of　sense，　or　heart，　or　intellect，　with　which　you　could　once

have　tempted　him，　even　the　delights　of　virtue　itself，　now　seem　to　him　hl

comparison　but　as　the　half　nauseous　attractions　of　a　raddled　har】ot　wou】d

seem　to　a　man　who　hears　that　his　true　beloved　whom　he　loved　all　his　lif¢

and　whom　he　had　believed重o　be　dead　is　a1三ve　and　even　now　at　his　door．

He　is　caught　up　into　that　world　where　pain　and　pleasure　take　on　tra皿sfinite

values　and　all　our　arithmetic　is　dismayed．　（Sct’εw確ρε，158－160）
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　　　　　　　　　　Chapter　4

Science・fiction　Tri｝ogy（1938・1946）：

The　Battle　between　Good　and　EviI

IIntroduction

　　　　　Out　O／the　Si’ent　Planet　（1938），」Pεrε’andra　（1944），　and　刀hごπHid〔～ous

Strength（1946）are　a　science－fiction　series　which　is　usually　referred　to　as　Lewis’s

S．Etri】ogy　ol　the　Ransom　tri】ogy　after　the　name　of　its　plotagonist　Elwin

Ransom．

　　　　　The　centra】theme　of　this　trilogy　is　mythopoeic　struggle　between

metaphysical　good　and　evi】．　The　stories　show　such　a　strong　theological　and

ethical　concem　that　they　may　as　well　be　classified　as　theological　science　fiction，

ol　rather，　even　theology　in　the　flamewolk　of　science　fiction．

　　　　　0躍（ゾ疏εSilent　P’anet　and　Pθ”elandra　are　imaginative　attempts　aI

depicthlg　paradisaical　wollds　that　have　never　fallen．　They　show　what　it　is　like

when　evil　is　blought　into　completely　innocent　worlds．　7kat　Hideous　Strength，

on　the　other　hand，　is　an　eschatological　story，　taking　place　on　the　earth　where　evn

has　already　taken　root　deeply．

　　　　　As　the　tri】ogy　moves　from　O㍑’（ゾthe　Si’ent」P’a〃et　to　Tliat　Hideous　S〃επ8’1多

the　intrinsic　nature　of　good　and　evil　becomes　more　and　more　cleaL　At　the　same

time　the　salvation　theme，　or　the　theme　of　each　individua1’s　attaining　Reality　also

becomes　more　and　more　manifest．
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II　Out　of　the　Silent　Planet（1938）

The　story　of　Out　of　the　SilenムP’a〃et　is　as　follows：

　　　　　Elwin　Ransom，　a　Cambridge　Philologist，　is　kidnapped　and　brought　to

Mars　by　his　old　classmate　Devile　and　Devine’s　companion　Weston．　On

Mars，　or“Malacandra”as　it　is　called　in　this　book，　they　are　goi皿g　to　offel

Ransom　to　Malacandrian　inhabitan吐s　as　a　sacrlfice．　However，　Ransom　is

not　killed　by　Ma］acandrian　people　nol　is　he　even　harmed　at　a11．　On

Malacandra，　there　are　three　rational　species，　or　three　kinds　of“加α配”㎞

重heir　language．　They　are　hro∬a（‘‘〃o∬a”being　the　p】ula】form　of

‘‘

?窒盾唐刀h），　an　o候er－】ike　species　that　is　good　at　poetry　and　hunting；sroni（sg．

sorn）wi重h　a　tall　man－1ike　figure　that　have　the　widest　knowledge，　and

pfifltriggi（sg．、pfifltrigg）that　are　the　best　craftsmen　of　the　thτee．　Ransom

finds　that　each　of　the　three　species，　having　its　own　merit，　respects【he　o【her

and　amive　toghether　peacefully．　He　also　leams　thaUhe　Malacandrian

people　are　obeying　theil　Creatol　whom　they　call　Maleldil，　that　there　is　a

sort　of　ange】ic　species　ca11ed　e】dila（sg．　eldi1），　and　that　the　chief　eldil，　caUed

Oyarsa，　is　acting　as　the　genius　angel　of　the　planet．

　　　　　While　living　among　hro∬a，　Ransom　realizes　how　advanced　they　are

in　religion　and　ethics，　though　at　fh’st　they　looked　little　different　from

unintellectual　animals　on　the　ealth．　He　notices　that　their　morality　is　even

superior　to　that　of　human　beings．　Then，　when　talking　with　a　sorn，　he

realizes　how　learned’ 唐窒盾獅堰@ale，　and　how　ignorant　he　himself　is　compared　to

them．　Thus，　he　Ieahzes　that　it　is　wrong　to　think　as　many　people　on　the　earth

that　the　Malacandrians　are　inferior　to　human　races．

　　　　　However，　Weston　and　Devine　nevel　realize　this，　and　shooUhlee

ん・o∬owith　a　rifle，重hinking　they　ale　mere　beasts．　After　the　murder，
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Devine　and　Weston　are　caught　and　judged　by　the　Oyarsa　and　sent　back　to

the　earth。　Ransom　comes　back　with　them　of　his　own　will．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Evil　in　Out　of　the　Silent　Planet＞

　　　　　Lewis　stresses　that　the　essence　of　evil　is‘‘pride”．　As　a　Christian　he

follows　St．　Augustine　in　believing　that　the　origina1　sin　of　our　ancestors　was　the　sin

of　wishing　to　be　on　their　own　and　turning　from　God　to　themselves．1 @1t　was　a

proud　attempt　to　try　to　set　themselves　in　the　centre　of　their　life，　instead　of　seeing

God　to　be　the　centre．　In　the　orthodox　Christianity　selfLcentredness　is　identified，

or　a目east　closely　co皿ected，　wiIh　pride，　which　has　been　regarded　as　the　mos皇

serious　sin．　Lewis，　too，　regards　them　as　almosI　iden重ical　and　treaIs

self－centredness　as　the　most　conspicuous　characteristic　of　evil．　ln　Out（）f　the

Sitent」Planet，　the　self－centredness　appears　especially　in　man’s　way　of　measuring

everything　accolding　to　human　customs，　common　sense，　or　conveniences．

Weston’s　humanism　is　shown　to　be　self－centred　and　treated　as　evi1．　Weston

aims　to　invade　Mars　hl　order　to　open　a　new　territory　for　man　so　as　to　make　the

human　species　survive　etemally　in　the　universe　if　the　earth　should　bc　some　day

uninhabitable．　In　Out　cゾthe　Silent　Planet　it　is　shown　that　though　man　is　the

sovereign　of　the　crea重ures　on　the　eafth，　in　the　universe　as　a　who】e　he　is　no重en£ided

to　dominate　other　cleatures　on　other　planets．　This　denial　of　man’s　unlimited

right　over重he　outer　space　comes　probably　flom　the　medieval　idea　of　man，　w勲h

which　Lewis　is　so　familial，　that　man　is　no　more　than　one　of　the　many　species　of

creatures　that　is　allocated　i重s　place　between　angels　and　anima】s　in重he　hierarchlcal

ladder　of‘‘the　Gleat　Chain　of　Being”2　and　not　privileged　with　such　supreme

power　as　God’s．　If重hele　ale　other　species　on　o重her　p】a皿els，　they　may　have　the

1C£St．　Augustine，　City　of　God，　pp．471－473＆552－554；S重．　Augus重ine，　On　Free

Will，　Japanese　tr．　by　Imaizumi　and　Izawa，　pp．67・69．

2C£Arthur　O．　Lovejoy，ηhe（7reat　Chain（）fBeing（Harvard　Univ．　Press，1936＆

1964），p．59．
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same　right　to　their　planets　as　man　does　to　the　earth；and　if　man　were　to　invade

other　p｝anets，重he　acI　should　be　unlawful　and　wrong，　even　for　the　humanistic

purposes．　his　significant　that　Lewis　thus　sees　the　generally　plaised　modem

humanism　as　li麗1e　more　than　ego－centrism　of　human　beings．　In　1963，　thirIy

years　after　the　publication　of　O㍑∫（ゾthe　Si’εη∫∫）lanet，　Lewis　saw　the　new

tendency　in　science　fiction　to　express　the　sinfulness　of　human　kind，　and　apploved：

most　of　the　earlier［science－fiction】stories　start　flom　the　oppos藍te

assumption　that　we，　the　human　race，　are　in　the　righl，　and　everything　else　is

ogres．　Imay　have　done　a　IiUle　towards　alteling　that，　but　the　new　point　of

view　has　come　very　much　in．　We’ve　lost　oul　confidence　so　to　speak，【＿】

This　is　sure］y　an　enormous　gain．（‘‘Unreal　Es重ates，”On　Stories，　p．147）

Though　it　is　well　known　among　Lewis　critics　that　Lewis　says　he　has“never

started　from　a　message　or　a　moral【＿1　The　story　itse］f　should　force　its　moral　upon

you”（“Unreal　Estates，”145），　in　Out（）f　the　Silent　Planet，　the　ethical　message　is

qu並e　intentiona】，　for　he　says　in‘‘A　Reply　to　Professor　Haldaneノ’

Out　of　the　Si’ent　Planet【＿】　is　an　attack，　if　not　on　scientis重s，　yet　on

something　which　might　be　called‘scientism’－a　certa童n　out】ook　on　the

world　which　is　casually　connected　with　the　popularisa重io皿of　the　sciences

【＿1the　belief　that　the　supreme　moral　end　is　the　perpetuation　of　our　own

species，　and　that　this　is　to　be　pursued　even　if，　in重he　plocess　of　be量ng　fitted

fol　surviva1，0ur　species　has　to　be　stripped　of　all　those　things　for　which　we

value　it．－of　pity，　of　happiness，　and　of　freedom．（‘‘A　Reply　to　ProfessGr

Ha］dane，”On　Stories，71－72）

In‘‘Religion　and　Rocketry”

he　can．”

Lewis　says，“Man　destroys　or　enslaves　every　species

It　is　intelesting　to　wonder　how　things　would　go　if　they　met　an　unfallen

race．　At　first，　to　be　sure，　they’d　have　a　grand　time　jeering　at，　duping，　and

exp】oiting　its　innocence；but　I　doubt童f　our　half－animal　cunning　would　long

be　a　match　for　godlike　wisdom，　selfless　valour，　and　perfect　unanimity．　I

therefore　fear　the　practica1，　not　the　theore重ical，　problems　which　will　arise　if

ever　we　meet　rational　creatures　which　are　not　human．　Against　them　we
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shal1，　if　we　can，　comlnit　all　the　crimes　we　have　already　commiUed　againsl

creatures　certainly　human　but　diffeling　flom　us　in　features　and

pigmentation．（‘‘Religion　and　Rocketry，”隔そ刀・ld’∫，89－90）

Thus，　he　finds　an　archetype　of　self－centred　fallen　human　behaviours　in　the　acts　of

the　white　toward　the　black　and　lhe　Ied　men　in　the　past　age　of　colonization　and

expresses　anxiety　about　man’s　futule　attempt　at　colonizing　the　other　p】anets．　He

even　says，“I　have　wondered　befole　now　whether　the　vast　astronomical　distances

may　not　be　God’s　quaranIine　precautiolls”（‘‘Religion　and　Rocketry，”91）．

　　　　　In　重his　work，　Lewis　shows　his　opinion　against　such　man－centred

ph圭losophies　as‘‘scientism”，　not　by　condemning　them　with　critical　words，　but　by

presenting　other　ways　of　thinking　so　as　to　suggest　by　contrast　that　many　of　human

s重andards　or　human　ways　of　thinking　are　not　necessarjly　right　or　absolute．　The

art　he　employs　here　is　similar　to　that　which　Swift　does　in　Gulliver’s　Travels．3

Swift　sees　the　English　ways　of　life　and　thought　from　outside　and　presents　newer

points　of　view　by　introducing　imaginary　species－such　as　dwarfs，　giants，　or　a

horse－1ike　race－－and　by　looking　at　English　life　through重heir　eyes．　Likewise，

Lewis　leaves　the　ealth　and　introduces　new三nnocent　species¢o　reflect　on　man’s

ways・of　life　and　thought　so　as　to　overcome　what　Chad　Walsh　calls　our“planetary

provinciality．”4

　　　　　First　of　a1］，　Lewis爬verses　the　common　assumption　that　man　is　more

advanced　than　the　inhabitants　of　Mars。　Malacandrian　inhabitants　have　be重ter

mora］ity，　wider　knowledge，　deeper　insights，　and　more　ingenious　skill　inαafts

than　we　humans．　Furthermore，　unlike　man　who　is　contamina重ed　by　original　sln，

th6y　are　not　fallen，　and，　in　the　sens6　of　being　free　from　evil，　can　be　caned】itera11y

‘‘№盾盾пh　and　‘‘better”　than　the　terrestial　people．　　This　innocence　of　the

Malacandrian　world　is　implied　in重he　planet’s　name：as　Roger　L，　Green　and

3Jonathan　Swift，σ㍑〃ごv8〆∫Tra　ve　ls，　eds．　Peter　Pixon　and　John　Chalker；illtrod・

Michael　Foot（Penguin，1967；rpし1987）．

210



SF20ut　of　th　e　Silent　Planet

Walter　Hooper　suggest，“Malacandra　for　Mars　might　derive　from　the　Lath1

〃ia　lo－一‘I　would　rather　be’一一‘would　to　God　that　we　were　there’，【＿】in　this　case　a

straightforward　desire　in　an　unfallen　world．”5

　　　　　1n　contrast　to　the　earth　under　Satan’s　control，　there　is　no　evil　on　Malacandla．

The　nearest　thing　to　evil　on　Malacandra　is　a　large　sea　animal　caUed“hnak，・o”

which　reminds　us　of　a　Leviathan．　However，　even　that　hnakra，　with　large　black

jaws　that　swallow　hro∬a，　is　not　seen　as　evil．　A・hro∬says，

The　hnakra　is　our　enemy，　but　he　is　also　our　beloved．　We　fee1　in　our　hearts

his　joy　as　he　looks　down　from　the　mountain　of　water　in　the　north　where　he

was　born；we　leap　with　him　when　he　lumps　the　falls；and　when　wilter

comes，　and　the　lake　smokes　higher　than　o町heads，　it　is　with　his　eyes　that

we　see　it　and㎞ow　that　his　roaming　time　is　come．　We　hang　lmages　of

him　in　our　houses，　and　the　sign　of　all　the　hrossa　is　a　hnakra．（75）

　　　　　Lewis　has　felt　a　keen　longing　for　no曲em　my霊hology　since　he　was　a　boy．

In　Lewis，　tぬe　nor重h　is　associa重ed　wi重h　my重ho】ogical　wor】d，　and　here　also　hnakra

can　be　seen　as　a　mythological　figure．　It　has　both　aw負11ness　and　a雛ractiveness

like　mythological　gods．　In　reading　myth　we・accept　the　two　seemingly

incompatible　sides　of　holiness．　Hアo∬a　see　and　accept　hnakra　lhe　same　way．

Or　we　may　see　it　as　an　embodiment　of　the　force　of　Nature　which　is　sometimes

threatenhlg　and　sometimes　pleasant．　Chad　Walsh　suggests　that“The加akra【＿】

seems　to　supply　an　element　of　menace　that　makes　every　day　significant　because　a

shade】ess　certain，”6　and　this　is　plobably　one　of　the　right　interpretations．　Al　any

rate，　Lewis　holds　that　myths　are　beyond　the　grasp　of　reason，　for　Ihey　are　a　way　to

grasp　holy　rea】ity　directly　Ihrough・imagination　without　logical　analysis　or

criticism．　In　Ti〃”（e　Have　Faces，　a　pagan　priest　says，‘‘Holy　wisdom　is　not　clear

and　thin　like　water，　but　thick　and　dark］ike　blood．　Why　should　the　Accursed　not

4
5
6

Chad　Walsh，η1ε加θmリノLε8α（ッ（ゾC∫．　Lewis（Harcoult，

Gleen　and　Hoope∫，　C．　S．　Lε蛎∫，　p．172．

Walsh，　Lite”ary　Lega（：y，　P．93．

1979），p．107．
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be　bo霊h　the　best　and　the　worsI？”（50）and　in　Out（ゾ〃le　Sile’π」Planet，　too，　we　do

noI　have　to　ilterpret　h〃akra　exclusively　one　way．　At】east　it　is　clear　that　hnakra

is　not　such　an　evil　crea吐ure　as　to　be　the　oPPosite　of　the　good．

　　　　　On　Ma】acandra，　where　there　is　no　evi】，　creatures　naIurally　fo】low　Maleldi1，

There，　alhhe　rational　species　are　caned“加傭”．　But　as　the　story　moves　it

becomes　clear　that　it　ls　only　those　volunlalily　fo】】owi皿g　Maleldil　that　can　be

rightly　called“hnau”．　Those　who　disobey　the　Creator，　such　as　Weston　and

Devine，　are　nothing　more　than‘‘bent”hnaus．　Here　we　see　Lewis’s　opinion“that

good　shou】d　be　orlginal　and　evil　a　mere　perversion，”7　as　he　follows　St，

Augustine’s　idea　of　evi】as　perversion　of　good．　This　idea　is　consistendy　shown

thloughou霊0μ’cゾthe　Si’ent」Planet．

　　　　　Since　Malacandra　is　a　paradise　without　any　evi1，　its　inhabitants　do　not　have

even　a　word　referrh〕g　to‘‘evi1”or“bad”．　The　nearest　equivalent　they　havdo1

“bad”is“bent”．　This　successfully　shows　that　the“bent”relation　with　Maleldil　is

the　essence　of　evil，　fo1，　as　Hart　points　out，‘‘The　hteral　meaning　of‘bent’makes

its　metaphofical　sense　much　more　precise　and　pOwerful　than　the　vague　term

‘evil．’”8　The　Oyarsa　of　Malacandra　calls　Satan，　or　the　Fa11en　Ange1，“the　Bent

One”（121）With　capitalization　as　if　it　were　his　proper　name（and　because　it　is

】iteraUy　the‘‘proper”，　or　fit，　name　for　him）．　Satan’s　rebel　against　God　is　the

archetype　of　bent　deeds，　which　makes　him　the　personification　of‘‘bentness”．

The　Malacandrian　Oyarsa　tells　Ransom　that　Satan，　or　the　Bent　One，　was　expelled

from　heaven　to　be　confined　to　Thulcandra（i．e．　the　earth）as　its　Oyarsa　when　he

reveled　against　God．　The　Malacandrian　Oyarsa　tells　Ransom　fur重her　Ihat　the

earth，　whose　guardian　ange】is　Satan，　is　now　cu吐ouげrom　the　rest　of　heaven　undeπ

Satan’s　influence．　The　Oyarsa　says，

7Lewis，‘‘Evil　and　God，”God，　p．23．　Cf．　St．　Augustine，　Tlie　City　of（］od，　p・

472．

8Dabney　Adams　Hart，7hrough　the　Oρen　Door（The　Univ．　Of　Alabama　Press，

1984），p．34．
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Ransom　of　Thulcandra．　Creatures　of　your　kind　must　drop　out　of　heaven

in重o　a　world；for　us　the　worlds　are　places　in　heaven．【＿｝Thulcandla　is重he

world　we　do　not　know，　It　alone　is　outside　the　heaven，　and　no　message

comes　from　i吐．（120）

　　　　　The　earth　is　a　silent　p】anet，　as　the　title　of　this　book　shows．　M．　C．

Sammons　suggests　that　the　idea　of　the　earth　as“the　Silent　Planet”has　possibly

come　from　a　medieva1　diagπam　of　the　universe：

There　are　eight　strings，　eight　musical　modes，　and　eighI　celestial　spheres．

But　earth　makes　nine－－one　too　many－－thus　destloying　the　perfection　of　the

scheme．　In　Su”vival　cゾthe　Pagan　Gods，　a　book　Lewis　refers　to　several

times　in　The　Discarded　lmage，　we　leam　that　in　1518　Gafurio，　basing　this

theory　on　Cicero，　conrected　this　Iittle　inconsistency　by　declaring　that　earth，

being　moIionless，　was　therefore　silent．　So　earth’s　Muse（Thalia）does　not
take　part　in　the　Music　of　the　Spheres．9

However，　whaεis　more　importan重is，　as　the　Ma】acandrian　Oyarusa　says，　thanhe

earth　is　now‘‘the　very　stronghold　of　the　Bent　One”（142）and　has　cut　itself　off

from　heaven．　Having　lost　communication　with　heaven，　it　is“si】ent”to　God’s

tern敦ory．

　　　　　Lewis　i】1uslrates　how　a】ienated　the　earth　is　from　the　rest　of　the　heaven　by

the　bent　man’s　incapacity　to　communicate　in　Ma】acandrian　language．　Weston’s

case　is　conspicuous．　He　and　Devine　do　not　see　Oyarsa　nor　eldiis（which　is

another　symbolic　fact　to　show　how　evils　fail　to　recognize　the　heaveniy　things，　and

which　will　Iead　to　an　important　theme　in　Ti〃〃セ」Have　Faces），　and　think　the　voice

of　Oyalsa　comes　from　one　of　Iheん・o∬a　by　venIriloquism．　Then，　as　he　presumes

that　the　Malacandrians　are　not　intelhgent　enough　to　understand　the　complicated

adul口anguage　of　the　human　beings　and　treats　them　as　if　they　were　much　more

plimitive　levels　of　species重han　man，　he　shouts，‘‘Every　one　who　no　do　all　we

gMartha　C。　Sammons，　A　Guide　Through　C．　S．　Lewis’s　Space　Trilogy
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say－－puuff！　Bang！一一kiU　him【＿］　You　do　all　we　say　and　we　give　you　much

pretty　things，” @And　lhen，　showing　a　cheep　necklace　of　beads，　he　says，“Pretty，

pretty！See！See！”・and　bobbing　up　and　down　from・the㎞ees　and　holding　his

head　on　one　side，　he　repea重s，‘‘Diddle，　diddle，　diddle”（127－128）be墨ieving　this

buffoonely　of　his　should　be　very　impressive　to　重he　Malacandrians．

Malacandlians，　watching　him，　jus目augh，　but　Weston　does　not　undelstand　their

Iaughter　and　1hinks　they　simply　do　not　understand　him．　After　that，　when　he　has

somehow　realized　that　Malacandrians　ale　inteHigent　enough敦o　communica重e，　he

stiU　fails　to　make　himself　understood，　even　with　Ransom’s　help　as　his　translator．

His　words　betray　their　fundamental　meaning】essness　once　put　into　the　s孟mple

Malacandrian　language．　Thus，　just　as　Swift’s　Gulliver　finds　it　hard　to　make　the

Houyhnhnyms　understand　the　corruption　ofjudicia1　officers　of　England　and　has　to

translate　the　words‘‘p呵ery　and　bribery”into“the　art　of　proving　by　words

multiplied　fol　the　purpose，　that　white　is　black，　and　black　is　white，　accolding　as

they【i．e．，　those　who　perjure】are　paid，”10　so　Ransom　finds　it　difficu】t　to　translate

Weston’s　seemi皿91y　heroic，　humanitarian　justification　of　the　invasion　of

Malacandra　into　Malacandrian　language．　He　has　to　paraphrase　WesIon’s“To

you　I　may　seem　a　vulgar　robber，　but　I　bear　on　my　shou】ders　the　destiny　of　the

human　race，”into‘‘Among　us，　Oyarsa，　there　is　a　kind　of　hnau　who　will　take　other

hnau　’s　f60d　and－and　things，　when　they　are　not　looking．　He　says　he　is　not　an

ordinary　one　of　that　kind．　He　says　what　he　does　now　will　make　very　different

things　happen　to　those　of　our　people　who　are　not　yet　born”（135）e重c．　Thus，　for

instance，　here，　he　has　to　confess　that　on　the　earth　there　are　such　evil　conduct　as

robberies，　and　Ieminds　us　readers　that　to‘‘bear　the　destiny　of　the　human　race”is

not　necessarily　a　good　thing　but　rather　neutral，　and　can　easily　turn　to　evi1，　as

Weston’S　aim　does．　Then，　when　Weston　says，　Life　is　greater　than　any　syslem　of

（Cornerstone　Books，1980），　p．48．
10
rwift，　Gulliver’s　Travels，　p．295．
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morality，”Ransom　finds　it　rea｝ly　hard　to　translate　his　words：　‘‘He　says［＿】that

jiving　creatures　are　s竈10nger　than　the　question　whether　an　act　is　bent　or　good－－no，

that　cannot　be　right－he　says　it　is　better　to　be　alive　and　bent　than　to　be

dead－no一一he　says，　he　says－－I　cannot　say　what　he　says，　Oyarsa，　in　your　language”

（136）。Weston’s　point　is　that　human　beings　are　more　advanced　in　science　and

life　style　than　the　Malacandrians，　and　as　such　have　right　to　supersede　them

because重he　higher　people　has　the　natural　right　to　supersede　the　lowel　ones．　Yet，

when　it　is　translated　into　the　simp】e　language，　we　see　it　is　nothing　othel　than重he

self－cen重ered　policy　of　aggression　and，　as　KazuQ　Takeno　remalks，　the　logic　of

cruel　murder　behind　the　mask　of　scientism．11　And　as　Ver玉yn　Flieger　points　out，

hele　is　seen　Lewis’s　belief　in　the　powel　of】anguage　as　the　conveyer　of　truth　and

his　favourite　motif　that　the　evils　betray　their　emptiness　through　the　emptiness　and

meaninglessness　of　their　words：

One三s　inclined　to　agree　wi重h　Humphrey　Carpenter　tha重‘‘1he　serious　themes

of　Out　of　the　Silent　Planet　come　dangelously　near　to　being　lost　in　farce

when　Weston　and　Devine　behave　like　a　cartoon－stlip　caricature　of　the

E皿glishman　among　the　natives．”＊［＿】But　it　is　precisely　here　that

knowledge　of　Barfield’s　theory　makes　alnhe　difference．　Westoガs
inability　with　the　language　is　not　simply　a　satiric　device，　it　is　a　part　of

Lewis’s　theme．【＿l　As　Ransom　tries　to　mediate　betWeen　modem　and

archaic　modes　of　thought　and　speech，　we　experience　with　an　immediacy

which　no　amount　of　paraphrase　could　convey　the　dissociation　and
abstraction　that　separate　man　from　his　surroundings，　dissociation　typical　not

just　6f　the　language，　but　of　the　spiritually　arid　sociely　it　represents・　Every

windy　phrase，　every　rhetorical　abstraction，　appears　absuld　and　inflated
wh・n　t・an・1・t・d　i・t・P・im・1，・・nc・et・p・・ti・di・ti・n．’2

In　this　prima　facie　farce　scene，　we　see　Lewis’s　criticism　of　modern　world，

11 sakeno，η28骸）7・ld（ゾC．∫．　Lewis；p．208．

玉2Verlyn　Flieger，‘‘The　Sound　of　Silence：Language　and　Experience　in　Out（ゾf舵

5「ilent　Pla鵬”in　PeIer　Schakel　J，　and　Charles　A．　H瞭ar　eds．，〃∂r40π4、∫’o，：y　in　C

∫．Lewis（Univelsity　of　Missouri　Pless，1991），　pp．55－56．（＊Carpenter，　Ink伽gs，

220）
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including　ourselves．　As　Fliegel　points　out，

Ransom，　as　tongue・tied　as　the　worried　mother　on　the　road　back　in　England，

cannot　bend　his　language　to　Weston’s　ideas．　And　the　fact　that　those　ideas

are　not　only　familiar　but　acceptable　to　modern　science，　to　modern

philosophy，　and　to　anyone　who　can　read　a　newspaper　of　a　textbook，　that

they　a爬easily　expressible　in　modem　English，　says　much　about　how　far
Lewis　feels　we　have　come，　and　in　what　direction．（ltalics　mine）13

Because　the　earth　is　thus　a】ienated　from　heaven，　it　is　natural　that　the　standards　of

value　and　the　measure　of　good　and　evil　on　the　earth　have　become　different　from

those　in　heaven．

　　　　　For　example，　Weston　aims　at　colonization　of　Mars　from　his　humanistic

hope　for　the　preservation　of　human　species．　However，　it　is　unthinkable　on

Malacandra　that　anyone　should　hope　for　eternal　continuity　of　his　own　race．　The

people　of　Malacandra　readily　accept　it　as　Maleldil’s　way　that‘‘a　world　is　not　made

to・last・for・ever，　much・less・a・race”（100）．

　　　　　Weston　thinks　that　Malacandrian　people　do　not　go　out　to　gain　a　new　planet

in　the　universe　because　they　do　not　have　the　necessary　skills　and　knowiedge．

However，　in　reality，　Malacandrian　people　are　advanced　enough　in　science　to

travel　through　space．　They　have　not　invaded　other　planets　not　because　they

could　not，　but　because　their　morality　is　so　advanced　as　to　rightly　control　the

advanced　science．　The　Malacandrian　Oyarsa　says　to　Weston，

Many　thousands　of　thousand　years　before　Ihls【＿】the　cold　death　was

coming　on　my　harandra．　Then　I　was　in　deep　trouble【＿］for　1he重hings

which　the　lord　of　your　world，　who　was　not　yet　bound，　put　into　their　minds・

He　would　have　made　them　as　your　people　are　now－－wise　enough重o　see重he

death　of　their　kind　approaching　but　not　wise　enough　to　endure　it．【＿】They

were　well　able　to　have　made　sky－ships．　By　me　Maleldil　stopped　them・

13@Flieger，　p56．
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（139）

Weston　laughs　at　the　Malac年ndrian　people　as　they　are　going　tg　die　with　the　planet

Mars　without　making　any　efforUo　avoid　such　a　fate．　Howevel，　the　Oyarsa　of

Malacandra　te11s　him窒hat　it　is　first　of　all　not　wiser　to　try　to　survive　so　desperately：

The　weakest　of　my　people　does　not　fear　death．　It　is　the　Bent　One，　the　lord

of　your　world，　who　wastes　your　lives　and　befouls　them　with　flying　from

what　you㎞ow　will　overtake　you　in　the　end．　If　you　were　subjects　of

Ma】eldil　you　wou】d　have　peace．（140）

　　　　　For　the　people　on重he　earth　death　is　a　punishment　for　their　fall　and　therefore

fearful．　Yet，　for　those　who　believe　in　Maleld麺，　death　is　the　way　to　His　country．

For　them，　it　is　a　bliss．　The　fact　lhat　most　people　on　the　earth　are　afraid　of　death

is　an　indication　of　how　much　we　human　behlgs　have　fallen　away　from　the　origina！

paladisaical　confidence　in　Maleldi1．

　　　　　Moreover，　it　is　self－centred　of　man　to　think　of　the　continuity　of　the　human

race　as　something　of　the　greatest　importance．　This　self－centredness　of　man　in

pu吐ting　his　own　race　in　the　central　position　in　the　universe，　failing　to　see　it　as　no

mo爬than　one　of　the　various　races　made　by　God，　comes　from　pride，　which　is

Satan’s　sin．　Thus　man’s　fear　of　death　shows　again　that　Ihe　earth　is‘‘the　Silent

Planet”，　alienated　from　the　uncorrupted　heaven．

　　　　　In　contlast　to　Mars，　the　ea曲is　so　under　Satan’s　influence　that　even

ordinary　people　tend　10　disobey　Maleldi1。　Ransom，　who　is　not　especially　bad　by

lhe　terrestrial　standard，　is　not　an　exception．　When　he　has　to　go　and　see　the

Oyarsa，　he　chooses　to　go　hnakra　hunting　before　that・　In　that　choice　he　is　not

conscious　of　his　own　dislnclhlation　to　obey　the　order　of　the　Oyarsa，010f　MaleldiL

He　honestly　believes　that　he　is　jusUhinking重hat‘‘Thele　is　time　for　that　after　the

hunt，　We　must　kill　the枷oた’・a　first”（80）．　However，　it　is　all　the　same

disobedience　and　a　sin．　In　the　O】d　Testament，　King　Saul　of　Israel，　once　blessed
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by　God，　has　to　lose　his　throne　for　a　seemingly　unavoidable　and　therefore　small

transgression　of　making　a　burnt　offering　10　God　when　the　prophet　Samue1，　who

should　have　come　to　do　the　offering，　came】ate（I　Samue113：13－14）．　1I　is　the

same　with　Ransom．　From　his　small　disobedience，　too，　comes　a　serious　result：

the　murder　of　the　h’・o∬a　by　Weston　and　Devine　could　have　been　prevented　if

Ransom　had　obeyed　the　order，　and　Ransom　is　not　only　guilty　for　the　disobedience

to　Maleldil　and　the　Oyarsa　but　is　also　responsible　for　his　friends’death．　It　is　the

death　of　hlnocent　ones　for　the　sin　of　Ransom．　Ransom　has　to　make　atonement

by　suffering　a　long　journey　to　see　the　Oyarsa　and　the　dangelous　return　trip　to　the

earth．　In　Lewis’s　fiction，　every　sin　has　to　be　made　up　through　hardship　before註

is　forgiven－－though　it　is　also　important　by　the　way　Ihat，　in　Lcwis，　the　one　who

undergoes　the　hardship　by　way　of　atonement　always　gets　help　from　God．

Ransom　is　he】ped　by　a　sorn　in　achieving　his　atonement．

　　　　　When　we　think　of　pride　and　self－centledness　as　the　greatest　sin，　we　find　that

the　most　egoistically　self－centred　one　in　this　book　is　Devine．　He　is　wholly

ob§essed　by　self－intelested　greed　for　money．　He　does　not　care　for　others　at　all

and　offers　Ransom　to　Malacandrian　people　when　he　thinks　some　sac1ぜice　is

needed　in　older　to　take　gold　flom　Mars．　Seeing　Devine，　who　wishes　nothing　but

to　live　a　luxurious　life　back　on　the　earth，　Oyarsa　says　thus：

this　Thin　One　who　sits　on　the　ground　he　has　broken，　for　he　has　left　him

nothing　but　greed．　He　is　now　only　a　talking　animal　and　in　my　world　he

could　do　no　more　evil　than　an　animal．　If　he　were　mine　I　would　unmake

his　body　for　the　hnau　in　it　is　already　dead．（139）

　　　　　In　The　Problem（）f　Pain，　Lewis　illustrates　his　idea　of　peoPle　in　hell　as　the

“remains”of　man，　who　has　been“banished　from　humanity”（113）．　Devlne　ls

now　only　the‘‘remains”of　a　human，　not　a　human．　He　is　thus重he　mos重hellish

type　in　this　story．

　　　　　However，　everything　that　is　treated　as　unfavourable　by　Lewis　in　this　book　is
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not　such　an　overt　evil　as　Devine’s　greed．　As　we　have　seen　above　in　the　case　of

Weston’s　humanism，　some　ideas　which　we　usually　take　fbr　granted　or　even　regard

as　virtuous　are　seen　critically．　Ethics　and　value　standards　of　the　fallen　earth　and

those　of　Malacandra　cannot　be　the　same霊hough　not　essentially　different．

　　　　　Desire　for　power，　which　is　everywhere　on　the　earth量s　not　to　be　seen　on

Ma】acandra，　because　there，　everyone　is　contented　to　serve　Maleldil　through　the

Oyarsa．　Different　from　them，　man　is　always　pursuing　power　and　always

intelested　ln　who　is電he　ru］er　Qr　the　head　of　a　tow皿，　a　country，　a　planet，　etc．

Ransom　asks　which　of　the　three　races　of　the　hro∬a，　the　sroni，　or　the」pfifltriggi　is

the　ruling　class．　However，　on　Malacandra，　all　the　hnaus　are　equal　under

Maleldil，　and　no　one　thinks　of　becoming　a　ruler．　They　live　in　ha皿ony，

Iespecting　otheHaces　for　their　respective　meriし　Ransom　at　first　guesses　Ihe

sroni　to　be　the　ruling　class　because　they　are　the　most　advanced　in　science　and

have　the　widest㎞owledge　about　the　universe．　He　is　then　axiomatically

considering　that　the　most　intelllgent　race　must　be　superior　to　the　o重her　two．　Yet，

as　Lewis　believes　the　tluth　of　myth　and　allegory　as　well　as　that　of　science，　so

Malacandrian　people　according！y　know　that　poetry　and　craf重smansh董p，　the　vi血es

of　hro∬a　and　pfiitiiltri8gi，，　are　as　important　as　scientific　knowledge．　Sc三ence　and

techno】ogy　are　an　art　of　power　that　enables　us重o　do　and　con重rol　a】o重of重hings．

And　to　see　scientific　knowledge　more　important　than　art　and　craftsmanship　is　a

sigp　of　man’s　fallenness　connected　w量th　the　desire　for　power．

　　　　　Besides，　it　might　also　be　seen　that　Ransom’s　keen　interest　in　the　ruling

power　is　another　indication　that　the　earth　is　a　fallen　planet　under　Satan’s　control．

For，　as　we　have　seen　in　Tlie（ヲ’・eat　Divorce，　Lewis　says　quoting　Mihon’s　Satan，

‘‘she　choice　of　every　lost　soul　can　be　expressed　in　the　words‘Better　to　Ieign三n

HeH　than　serve　in　Heaven’”（Divorce，69），

　　　　　The　foUowing　dialogue　among　some　sroni　about　human　wars，　slavery　etc，

shows　Lewis’scritic孟sm　of　man’s　attachment　to　power．
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　‘‘It　is　because　they　have　no　Oyarsa，”said　one　of　the　pupils．

“It　is　because　everyone　of　them　wants　to　be　a　little　Oyarsa　himse】f，”said

Augray．
‘‘

shey　cannot　help　it，”said　lhe　old　sorn．　“There　must　be　rule，　yet　how

can　creatures　rule　themselves？　Beasts　must　be　ruled　by　hnau　and　hnau　by

eldila　and　eldila　by　Maleldi1．　These　creatures　have　no　eldila．　They　are

Iike　one　trying　to　1ift　himself　by　his　own　hair【＿】”（102）

　　　　　Furthelmore，　the　inhabitants　of　Malacandra　are　free　not　only　from　the　desire

for　power　but　a】so　from　the　desire　for　possession．　For　example，　a　sorn　says

when　Ransom　gives　him　a　watch，‘‘This　gift　ought　to　be　given　to　a　pfifltrig8i．　It

rejoices　my　heart，　but　they　would　make　more　of　it”（107）．　He　sees　the　watch

quite　disinterestedly　and　considers　what　is出e　best　way　to　treat　it　rather　than

whether　he　wants　it　or　not．　The　contrast　between　this∫oア・n　and　greedy　Devile

shows　the　difference　betWeen　Malacandrians　and　men．

　　　　．Malacandrian　people　know　how　to　control　their　desires．　Or　rather，　they

have　Ilo　excessive　desires　and　therefole　do　not　have　Io　control　themselves　in　order

to　fbllow　Ma】eldil’s　voice．　For　instance，　though　makhlg　chi】dren　is　as　greaI　a

pleasure　for　hro∬a　as　for　men，　they　do　not　make　too　many　children．　A　hro∬is

surprised　to　hear　that　men　are　so　eager　to　repeat　the　sexual　pleasure　that　they

sometimes　make　too　ma耳y　children　to　provide　them　with　enough　food．　He　says

it　is　the　same　as　wishing　to　eal　all　day　long　or　to　sleep　after　enough　sleep。　When

Ransom　asks　him　in　retort，“But　a　dinner　comes　every　day．　This　love，　you　say，

comes　only　once　whi］e　the　hro∬1ives？”（72）the　h’・o∬answels，

But　it　takes　his　whole　life．　When　he　is　young　he　has　to　look　for　his　mate；

and　then　he　has　to　court　her；then　he　begets　young；then　he　rears　them；then

he　remembers　all　this，　and　boi】s　iI　inside　him　and　makes　it　into　poems　and

wisdom．［＿］Apleasure　is　full　grown　only　when　it　is　remembered．　You

are　speaking【＿】as　if　the　pleasure　were　one　thing　and　the　memory　another・

his　aU　one　thing．（73）
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　　　　　Lewis　is　not　ascetically　against　having　pleasures．　On　the　contrary，　he

positively　apPreciates　pleasures，　s圭nce　he　finds‘‘pleasui‘ε5　are　shafts　of　the　910ry”

sen重from　God（Malcolm，89）．　What　he　is　against　is　pervertedly　excessive

attachment　to　pleasures．　Pursuit　of　pleasures　goes　wlong　when　the　repetition　of

Pleasures　apart　from　its　source，　i．e．　God，　becomes　the　primary　objective，　and　on

Malacandra，　there　ls　no　such　inoldinate　pursuit．

　　　　　Besides，　on　Ma］acandra，　that　is　wi重hin　the　Reality　of　heaven，　pleasures　also

become　Ieal　the　way　they　do　not　on　the　earth．　In　Lette”s　to　Malco”η，　Lewis　talks

of　resurlection　in　heaven　lhat　it　would　be　the　senses　rather　lhan　the　body　that　ale

to　lesurrect：

At　plesent　we　tend　to　thhlk　of　the　soul　as　somehow‘‘inside”the　body．　But

the　glorified　body　of　the　resurlection　as　I　conceive　it－－the　sensuous　life

raised　from　its　death－－will　be　inside　the　soul．　As　God　is　not　in　space　but

space　is　in　God．1＿l　in　the　sense－bodies　of　the　redeemed　the　whole　New

Earth　will　arise．【＿】Sown　in　subjectivity，　it　Iises　in　objectivity．（Malcolm，

122－123）

The　sensual　pleasures　we　have　on　earth　are　subjective・They　are　feh　only　in

ourselves，　and　theil　memory　ca皿ot　be　communicated　to　othels　without　words，

pictures　or　some　other　means，　But　no皿e　of　these　means　are　objective　enough　to

express　the　inner　pleasu爬s　exactly　as　they　are　felt　inside　us．　However，　as　can　be

seen　in　the　above　quotation，　Lewis　believes　that　such　pleasures　on　earth　will　be

revived　in　heaven　as　objective　realities．　On　Malacandla，　the　apPreciation　of　a

pleasure　does　not　end　w重Ih　the　moment　of　the　p】easan重experience．　It　is

consummated　for　the　first　time　when　the　pleasure　is　given　concrete　Reality　in　a

remembered　form，　for　examp】e，　in　poetry，　as　if　it　were　raised　in　heaven．

Compared　to　this，　the　way　we　have　pleasures　on　the　earth　is　incomp］ele．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Thus，　on　Malacandra，　neither　the　1〃°o∬a　nor　the　sroni　nor　the　pfiflh・iggi

have　too　much　attachment　for　such　desires　as　power，　possession　or　sexua】
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pleasures，　all　of　which　are　often　inordinate】y　strong　on　the　earth．　Attachment　to

one’s　own　desile　is　attachment　to　one’s　self，　and　the　absence　of　attachment　to

desire　means虻he　absence　of　self」attachment．　In　7乃εProblem（ゾPain，　Lewis

says，

What　is　outside　the　system　of　self－giving　is　not　ear塾h，　nor　nature，　nor
‘‘盾窒р奄獅≠窒凵@life”，　but　simply　and　sole】y　HelL【＿l　The　golden　apple　of　selfhood

【＿］To　be　found　with　it　in　your　hands　is　a　fauh：to　cling　to　it，　death．

（140。141）

　　　　　Throughout　Out　of　the　Silent　Planet，　thus，　it　is　implied　that重he　earth　is　now

out　of　the　heavenly　region，　for　general　ideas　on　the　earth　are　based　on　the

plinciple　of　hell，　though　most　people　are　not　aware　of　it　At　the　same　time，

however，　iI　is　also　implied　that　such　dominance　of　the　hellish　principle　wiU　not

last　for　ever．　Though　the’earth　is　at　present　keeping　silence　to　the　rest　of　heaven，

it　will　be　opened　in　the　near　fUture．　Malacandrian　Oyarsa　says重o　Ransom，

【Y］our　world　is　not　so　fast　shut　as　was　thought　in　these　parts　of　heaven．【＿】

The　year　we　are　now　in【＿l　has　lo！1g　been　prophesied　as　a　year　of　stirrings

and　high　changes　and　the　siege　of　Thu】candra　may　be　near　its　end．　Great

things　are　on　f60t。（142－143）

This“Great　things”must　be　refe∬ing　to　the　second　coming　of　Chπist　or，　within

the　framework　of　the　Ransom　science　fiction　trilogy，　the　eschatologica】victory　of

good　over　evil㎞1乃ごzt　Hideous　Strength．
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III　Perelandra（1944）

　　　　　The　second　of　Lewis’s　space　trilogy　is　Pe”elandra．　This　is　a　story　of

‘‘

垂≠窒≠р奄唐?@protected”or‘‘Parad童se　Iでost　prevented”based　on　the　story　of　Satan’s

temptation　of　Eve．　Especially，　Milton’s　Paradise　Lost，　one　of　Lewis’s　favourite

poetical　works，　must　have　been　in　his　mlnd　when　he　wrote　Perela〃di’a．

　　　　　The　outline　of　its　sIoly　is　as　follows：

　　　　　Elwin　Ransom，　who　has　been　to　Mars血0躍（）f　the　Sitent　P伽et，　is

now　called　from　heaven　a皿d　carlied　in　a　coffin重o　Vepus，　which　is　called

Perelandra　hl　this　trilogy．

　　　　　This　Perelanda　is　still　a　young　planet　where　islands　float　in　the　sea，

changing　their　shapes　according　to　Ihe　movement　of　waves．　It　is　a

paradisaical　world．　As　in　the　garden　of　Eden，　trees　grow，　and　they　bear

such　aromatic　and　sweet　fruit　as　Ransom　has　nevel　tasted　befbre．　On　an

island　Ransom　meets　a　woman　who　is　green　from　the　top　to　the　toe，　who　is

called　Green　Lady　in　this　story．　She　is　the　filst　Queen　of　Perelandra　and　to

be　the　first　Mothel　as　we1】．　Unlike　man　who　has　long　since　fallen，　she　is

still　in　a　completely　innocent　state．　While　man　has　fallen　through　misuse

of　free　wHl，　she　is　no重even　consclous重hat　she　is　fbllowing　Maleldil　of　her

free　will．　She　is　not　aware　that　one　could　possibly　disobey　Ma｝e】dil　at　alL

She　is　surprised　to　hear　from　Ransom　that　men　on　the　ealth　live　on　fixed

】ands；because，　though　there　is　a　fixed　land　also　in　Perelandra，　Maleldil

forbids　her　and　King，　her　husband，　to　live　on　that】and．

　　　　　In　the　mean　lime，　Weston　arrives　at　Perelandra　by　spaceship．　Now

he　has　become　a　worshlpper　of重he　Life－force，　believing　in　the　Creadve

Evo］utiQn，　He　insists　that　the　Life－force，　the　Spirit，　God　and　also　Evil　a爬

aU　one　and　the　same　thing　under　different　names．　He　even　tries　to　identify

himself　with　the　Evi1，　who　he　thinks　is　the　same　as　God　and　Power．
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However，　when　he　calls　out，“I　am　the　Universe．1，　Weston，　am　your　God

and　youl　Devil．　Icall　that　Force　into　me　completely…”（96），　he　suddenly

fa11s　down　as　if　in　a　fit　When　he　wakes　up　again，　he　is　possessed　by　the

Devil　and　become　Un－man　who与as　completely　lost　Weston’s　humane　parし

He　begins　the　temptation　of　Green　Lady，　trying　to　seduce　her　to　settle

herself　on　the　fixed】and　against　MaleldiPs　folbiddance．　Then，　Ransom

realizes　that　the　prevention　of　her　fall　is　the重ask　imposed　on　him　by

Ma】eldiL　The　temptaIion　goes　on　ceaselessly　days　and　nights，　as　Un－man

does　not　need　to　sleep．　Through　long　struggle，　first　by　argument　and　then

by　physical　combat，　Ransom　finally　breaks　Un－man’shead　and　thlows　him

into　the　infernal　fh・e　undelground，　while　he　himself　is　wounded　hl　the　ankle

bitten　by　Un・man．

　　　　　Aftel　that　there　is重he　coπonation　of　the　first　King　and　Queen　by　the

Oyarsas　of　Mars　and　Venus，　followed　by　the　naming　of　lands　and　animals

by　the　new　King　Having　attended　the　coronation，　Ransom　is　sent　back　to

霊he　earth　in　the　coffin　again．

　　　　　The　story　was　originally　published　as‘‘Voyage　to　Venus，”and　reprinted　as

1）erelandra，　suggesting　the　significance　of　the　planet’s　name．　Martha　Sammons

points　out，“Per　means　perfect　in　Latin　Peril　suggests　the‘almost　Fall．’Lewis

・p・11・it・P・・el・nd・a・i・05P【0班励・∫伽P1…∫L・ug9・・ti・g・P・・adi・e’．”14

Hoopeτand　Green　suggest‘‘Peri－landra”，　i．e．‘‘fairyland”，　as　well　as‘‘Paladise”

f，。m・P。，el、nd，a・i。　th，　first，diti。血。f・O。t・。f・h，∫伽P’。鷹15　B，・id・・，　I

see　that‘‘Perelandra”also　suggests‘‘perennia1】and”，　as　it　finaUy　avoids　Un－man’s

tempIation　and　wiU　enjoy　eternal　bliss　from　Maleldil，　free　from　that　death　or

decay　which　is　Ihe　punishment　f6r　sin．

　　　　　Lewis　says　Ihe　story　of　Pere’伽4ro　began　with　his‘‘mental　pic吐ure　of　the

14
lar重ha　C．　Sammons，A　Guide刀zrou8h　C　S，　Lewis’s　Space　Trilogy，　P． 170．

224



SF31）erelandra

floating　islands”（“Unreal　Estates，”On　Stories，144）．　On　the　other　hand，　Lewis’s

biography　and　his　own｝e藍ters　show　he　wrote　it　just　after　17ie∫c”ewtape　Letters

andノ望P”eface　to‘Paradise　Lo∫∫’．　Therefole｝三t　is　probably　because　he　had　been

concentla重edly　considering　the　natule　of　temptations　in　studying　Mi1Ion’s　Satan

and　in　writing　17ie　Screvvtape　Lettei・∫that　the　image　of　floating　islands　developed

into　the　present　s重ory　of　temptation．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Essential　Character　of　Evi】in　Perelandra＞

　　　　St　Augustine　defines　evil　as　privatio　boni，　deprivation　of　good，01　perversion

of　iし　He　says，‘‘it　is　not　by　nature　but　by　a　perversion　thauhe　rebellious　creation

differs　from　the　good，　which　adheres　to　God，”16　and　th童s　is　especially　re！evant　to

Perelandi・α．

　　　　Evi1’s　perversity　is　conspicuous　in　the　way　Un－man　tempts　Green　Lady．　He

first　tries　to　persuade　her　by　logical　argument，　and　when　he　has　fai】ed　in　this，　tries

重omove　her　through　her　imagination．　（This　is　a　reflection　of　Lewis’s　conviction

that　man　consists　of　reason　and　imagination　and　is　influenced　by　both　elements．）

And　Un－man’s　temptation，　eithel　logical　or　imaginative，　always　consists　of

perversion　of　Reality．

　　Un－man’s　logic　is　perverted　because　he　takes　up　truth　and　then　infers　fa】se

implica重ion　from　lhat重ru重h。　For　instance，　he　first　pretends　to　accept　Maleldi1’s

forbiddance　and　Ihen　argues　that　although　to　live　actually　on　the　Fixed　Island　is

prohibited，　to　make　a　story　about　it　is　not　He　says，

The　world　is　made　up　not　only　of　what　is　but　of　what　might　be．　Maleldil

knows　both　and　wants　us　to　know　both．（104）

The　logic　is　not　totally　wrong，　since　its　premiss（i．e．，　Malaldil’s

15@Hooper　and　Green，　P．172．
16
rt　Augustine，αリノ乙ゾ（］od，　p．472．
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forblddance）at　least　is　true，　but　subtly　crooked．　He　speaks　as　if　Green　Lady’s

disobedience　is　a　possibility　or‘‘what　might　be，”though　in　fact，　it　is　nothing　but

what　should　never　be．　Therefore，　his　Iogic　is・a　perversion　half　depending　on　a

false　proposition．　Besides，　it　is　wrong　also　because重o　think　of　disobedience　in

mind　even　without　actually　doing　it　is　itself　a　sin：as　Jesus　teaches　his　disciples

that　a　sin　in　one’s　heart　is　a11eady　a　sin　before　commiUed　in　action（cf　Matthew

5．28）．　Furthermore，　making　such　a　story　would　be　a　misuse（that　is　again　a

perversion）of　imagination　which　is　given　by　God　as　a　faculty　to　grasp　Reality．

　　　　　When　Un－man　thus　suggesIs　to　her　to　make　up　a　story　of　breaking

MaleldiPs　fblbiddance，　Green　Lady　reveals　her　innate　hlnocence　and　faith　in

Ma］eldil，　telling　Un．man，

But　if　I　try　to　make　the　story　about　living　on　the　Fixed　lsland　I　do　not　know

how　to　make　it　about　MaleldiL　Fol　if　I　make　it　that　He　has　changed　His

command，　that　will　not　go．　And　if　I　make　it　that　we　are　livilg　there　against

His　command，　that　is　like　making　the　sky　all　black　and　the　water　so　that　we

cannot　drink　it　and　the　ail　so　that　we　cannot　bleathe　it　But　also，　I　do　not

see　what　is　the　p】easure　of　trying　to　make　these　things．（112）

　　　　Since　she　recognizes　Ma】e】dil　as　the　source　of　the　whole　world　as　we】l　as　of

hel　life，　she　cannot　even　imagine　doing　anything　against　Him　Disobedience　is

not　at　a11‘‘what　might　be”for　he1；it　is　merely　an　impossible　unreality，　and　that，　a

most　miserable　one．　Besides，　here　we　see　her　belief　in　MaleldiPs　reasonableness

and　justice．　She　cannot　imagine　He　would　change重he　command　caprjciollsly．

Such　strong　faith　in　Maleldihs　what　defends　Green　Lady　againsUemp重ation，　and

it　is　this　faith　that　Eve　fails　to　keep　either　in　Genesis　or　in　Milton’sPa’・adise　Lost．

　　　　　Un－man’s　perversion　is　seen　also　in　his　next　assai1．　He　tells　Green　Lady

that　to　make　up　a　story　is　a　new　good　which　she　does　not　yet　know．　He　says　that

｛fshe　refhses　it，　it　should　be　like　refusing　the　waves　of　new　good　which　Maleld鎧

sends　to　heL　In　thus　talking　of　supposed　disobedience　as　if　it　were　someIhing

good，　he　is　trying　to　lake　advantage　of　the　fact　that　everything　still　looks　good匙o
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her　lnnocent　eyes・　Plesenting　ev童l　as　a　good，　he　is　perverting　the　idea　of　both

good　and　evi】，

　　　　　Furthermole，　seeing　Ransom　hesitate　to　te11・hel　about　death，　Un－man　says

that　death　is　a　new　good　and　yet　Ransom　is　rejecting　it　only　because　he　is　a　sort　of

person　who　sticks　to　the　old　goods重oo　much　to　accep重new　ones；that　because

Ransom　is　h量mself　rejecting　the　new　good‘‘death”，　he　wants　to　keep　it　a董so　from

heL　Un－man　even　calls　Ransom‘‘evil”foHelecting　death．　In　this　argument，

Un－man　presents　death　as　a　good　though　it　is　in　fact　a　great　evi1，　and　then，　on　that

false　premise，　condemns　Ransom　as　eviL　if　death　were　really　good，　Ransom’s

a嘘重1加des　would　be　wrong，　but　Un－man’s　logic　is　false　akogether　because　the　fifst

premiss‘‘death　is　good”is　false．

　　　　　As　man’s　original　sin　of　disobedience　was　committed　through　misuse　of

free　wiU，　Un－man　tries　to　make　Green　Lady　use　her　free　will　wrong　way．

While　talking　with　Ransom，　she　notices　lhat　she　also　has　free　wiU　and　that　she　can

disobey　Maleldil　if　she　choose＆　This　means　that　the　one　who　brings　the

consciousness　of　free　will　into　Perelandra　is　not　Satan　or　Un－man　but　Ransom

Though　he　is　Maleldil’s　agent　on　Perelandra，　as　a　man　who　is　from　the　human

society　infected　by　original　sin，　he　is　no重able　to　avoid　infecthlg　the　innocent

G爬en　Lady　with　the　characteristic　of　fallen　men，　that　is，　with　the　tendency　of

regarding　free　will　not　as　God’s　gift　but　man’s　owll　a重tribute．　On　the　other　hand，

the　fact　that　Ransom　has　made　her　aware　of　her　own　free　wiU　can　also　be

interpreted　as　an　indicaIion　that　it　is　Maleldil’s　will　that　she　knows　of　her　freedom

to　choose．　When　obedience　to　God　is　in　question，　free　will　is　always　ambivalent

It　enables　one　to　obey　God　freely，　but　on　the　other　hand，　it　also　makes　it　possible

fbr　one虻o　fall　away　from　Him　Of　course，　if　the　awareness　of　free　wlU　on　the

part　of　Green　Lady　is　MaleldiPs　wil1，　Maleldil　wants　her　flee　obedience．　But

ins重ead　of　telling　her　so，　Un－man　tells　her　that　Maleldil　has　made　her　aware　of　it

as　the　fhst　step重o　her　independe轟ce　from　Him：

227



SF3　Pei・elandra

Maleldil　is　beginning　to　teach　you　to　walk　by　yourself［＿】You　are

becQming　your　own．　That　is　what　Maleldil　wants　you　to　do．［．．．］But　could

the　taking　away　of　your　hand　from　His－一出e　fUll　growing　up－一Ihe　walking　in

your　own　way－－could　that　ever　be　perfect　unless　you　had，　if　only　once，

seemed　to　disobey　Him？（115－116）

When　Green　Lady　asks　him“How　could　one　seem　to　disobey？”Un・man

answers，

By　doi皿g　what　He　on】y　seemed　to　forbid．【＿】Areal　djsobeying，　a　rea】

blanching　out，　this　is　what　He　secretly　Iongs　for：secretly，　because　to　tell

you　would　spoil　alL【＿】These　other　commands　of　His－－to　Iove，　to　sleep，　to

filhhis　world　with　your　chi】dren－－you　see　fbr　yourself　that　they　are　good

And　they　are　the　same　in　all　worlds　But　the　command　agains目iving　on

the　Fixed　Island　is　not　so．　You　have　already　leamed　that　He　gave　no　such

command　to　my　world．　And　you　cannot　see　where　the　goodness　of　it

is．【…l　It　is　mere　command　h　is　f。rbidding　for　the　mere　sake　of

forbidding．【＿］ln　order　that　you　may　break　it．【＿】　Do　you　think　He　is

not　weary　of　seeing　nothing　but　Himself　in　a11重hat　He　has　made？【＿1　To

find　the　Other－－the　thing　whose　will　is　no　longer　His－－that　is　Maleldirs

desire．　（116－117）

Because　what　Maleldil　wants　is　a爬al　obedience，　Un－man’s　interpretation　is　again

perverted．

　　　　　These　wo【ds　of　Un－man　involve　the　theo】ogical　ploblem　of　the　difficu1吐y　of

knowing　God’swi11．　111　real　life，　it　is　impossible　for　human　beings重o　prove　any

commandmenUo　be　in　facI　God’s　wi11，　and　it　is　natural　for　them重o　wonder

whether　or　not　a　commandment　is　really　God’s　wi】1，　especially　when　the

commandment　seems　unreasonable．　In　that　case，　if　one　is　to　accept　it　as　God’s

will，　one　shou］d　accept　it　through　faith，　just　on乳he　ground　that　it　is　told　by　the

authority　of　God，　or　of　Jesus．

　　　　　Green　Lady　has　the　faith　required　here．　When　Ransom，　opposing　Un－man，

says，“Where　can　you　taste　the　joy　of　obeying　unless　He　bids　you　do　somethlng

fol　which　His　bidding　is　the　only　reason？”she　instantly　understands　him，　saying：
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Oh，　how　well　I　see　it！We　cannot　walk　out　of　Maleldil’s　wlll：but　He　has

given　us　a　way　to　walk　out　of　our　will．　AIld　there　could　be　no　such　way

except　a　command　like　this．　Out　of　our　own　wil1．　It　is　like　passing　out

through　the　world’sroof　into　Deep　Heaven．（118）

　　　　　The　two　interpretations　of　MaleldiPs　fblbiddance，　i．e．　Un－man’s　and

Ransom’s，　are　noI　real　alternatives　fbr　Green　Lady，　whose　understandi皿g　js　no重

clouded　through　original　sin，　and　who　1｝olds　a　true　disclimina重ion　betWeen　fa！sity

and　the　real　truth．　Hel　response　to　Ransom　is　as　if　she　has　just　been　relninded　of

重he　obvjous重lu重h　by　him

　　　　Perverse皿a重ure　of　evil　becomes　clearer隻n　the　next　temptation，　where

Un－ma皿tries　to　build　up　anothel　false　logic　by　perver｛ing　a　trut｝L　Pretending　to

agree　with　Green　Lady　that　she　must　give　up　her　own　will　and　obey　Maleldirs

will，　he　tells　her　that　in　order　to　give　up　hel　own　wimruly，　it　is　necessary　to　give

up　her　innermost　will　and　desire，　that　is，　the　desire　to　fo！low　MaleldiL　His　logic

is　like　putting　the　cart　before　the　horse．　When　the　ultimate　objective　is　to　follow

Maleldi1，　in　order　to　abandon　one’s　self　will　for　achieving　that　objective，　he　says

one　should　abandon　even　one’s　intrinsic　will　to　obey　MaleldiL　Actually，　it　is

only　when　one’s　self－centred　will　hinders　one　from　followi皿g　Maleldil　that　one

should　abandon　one’s　owR　will．

　　　　　Then，　when　Ransom　tells　her　the　story　of　the　Fall　of　Adam　and　the

disastrous　corollary　of　disobedience　to　Maleldil，　Un－man　takes　his　story　and

continues　it　to　tell　her　about　the　Incarnation，　as　a　gleatest　good　resulting　from　the

disobedience．

　　　　Thβide容that　Adam’sfall　has　in　the　long　run　turned　out　to　be　good　because　it

brought　about　God’s　Incarnation，　Passion，　Death，　and　Resurrection，　opening　a

way　for　men　to　become　sons　of　God　is　called　the　idea　of　feliX　culpa．　Amost

we11－known　passage　expressing　this　idea　is　in　Milton’s　Paradise　Lo∫ちwhere

Adam　exclaims　to　see　a　prophetic　vision　of　Chlist’s　redemption　and　regained
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Paradise　on　the　earth：

Ogoodness　infinite，　goodness　immense！

That　alnhis　good幽盾?@evil　shall　produce，

And　evil　tuln　to　good；more　wonderful

Than　that　which　by　creation　first　brought　forth

Light　out　of　darkness！Full　of　doubt　I　stand，

Whethel　I　should　Iepent　me　now　of　sin

By　me　done　and　occasioned，　or　rejoice

Much　more，that　much　more　good　thereof　shal1　spring，

To　God　more　gloly，　more　good　will　to　men，

From　God，　and　over　wrath　grace　sha11　abound．（XII，11．469－478）17

This　is“Milton’s　version　of　the　idea　expressed　in　the　Mass　for　Ho】y

Saturday：0プ’eliX　cutpa　tate〃軍ac　tantum〃leruit　habere　redemptoru〃1－‘O　blessed

・i・（・・c・im・）th・I　was　rew・・d・d　by・・9・・d・nd・・9・eat・・edeem・・！”’18　A・th・・

0．Lovejoy　in“Milton　and　the　Paradox　of　the　Fortunate　Fall”points　out　that　this

idea　offeliX　culpa　is　not　Milton’s　invention　but　a　recurrent　Christian　thought　since

as　early　as　the　fourth　century　or　even　before　that　time． He　exp］ains　the　idea　thus：

It　is　a　paradox　which　has　at　least　the　look　of　a　formal　antinomy．　From　the

doctrinal　premises　accepted　by　Milton　and　imp】icit　in　the　poem，　the　two

conclusions　betWeen　which　Adam　is　represented　as　hesitating　were　equally

inevitable；yet　they　were　mutua】1y　repugnanし　The　Fall　could　never　be

sufficiently　condemned　and　］amented；and　Iikewise，　when　a111ts
consequences　were　considered，　it　could　never　be　sufficiently　rejoiced　over・

【＿］No　devout　believer　cou】d　hold　that　it　wou】d　have　been　better　if　the

moving　drama　of　man’s　salvation　had　never　taken　place：and　consequently，

no　such　believer　could　consistently　hold　that　the　first　act　of　that　drama，　the

event　from　which　all　the　rest　of　it　sprang，　was　really　to　be　regretted

Moreover，　the　final　state　of　the　redeemed，　the　consummation　of　human

history，　would　far　su叩ass　in　felicity　and　in　moral　excellence　Ihe　pnstlne

happi皿ess　and　innocence　of　the　first　pair　in　Eden－－that　s吐ale　in　which，　bul

17John　Milton，」Paradi∫e　Lost，　ed．　Scott　EIIedge（Norton，1975），　p．276．

18 rco賃EHedge，‘‘Backgroulld　Noles　on　Certain　Important　Concepts　and　Topics

in　Pα’・adise五〇5ら”in　Paradise　Lost，　by　John　Milton，　ed．　Scolt　EIledge（Norlon，

1975），p．398．
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for　the　Fal1，　man　would　presumably　have　remained．19

　　　　　However，　ill　Perelandra，　Lewis　opposes　this　idea　offeliX　culpa．　The　idea

can　Iead　to　approval　of　Adam’s　sin　and　involves　possibility　of　seeing　the　Fall　as　a

part　of　God’s　providence。　Lewis’s　emphasis　is　on　the　po三nt　that　evil　is　evil　even

when　it　lesults　in　whatever　good．

For　though　the　healing　what　was　wounded　and　the　straightening　what　was

bent　is　a　new　dimension　of　glory，　yet　the　straight　was　not　made　that　i重mlght

be　bent　nor　the　whole　that　it　might　be　wounded．（215）

　　　　　Ransom　says　to　Un－man，“Of　course　good　came　of　it　Is　Maleldil　a　beast

that　we　can　stop　His　path［．．，】？Whatever　you　do，　He　wnl　make　good　of　it　But

not　the　good　He　had　prepared　for　you　if　you　had　obeyed　Him．［＿】And　there　were

some　to　whom　no　good　came　nol　ever　will　come”（121）．　The　some‘‘to　whom　no

good　came　nol　eveπwi】1　come”are　those　who　are　i11・heH，　especially　Satan

Ransom’s　question，“teIl　her　al止　What　good　came　to　you？”（121）is　directly

addressed　to　Satan　in　Un－man，　and　Un－man　cannot　answer　him　but　only　gives　a

long　howl　like　a　dog　This　howling　is　Satan’s　confession　of　his　defeat　to　God

and　of　the　misery　he　has　been　tasthlg　ever　s三nce　hls　fall．　㎞Lewis’s　fiction，　evil

is　always　powelless　when　faced　by　the　real　good．　Here　is　no　exception．

　　　　　In　fact，　the　powerlessness　of　evil　can　be　seen　not　only　here　but　throughout

Perelandra．　Filst　of　a］1，　Satan　could　not　have　taken　Weston’s　body　if　Weston

had　not　called　him　into　himself　Then　it　is　because　Satan　has　no　power　to　do　any

positive　evil　strong　enough　to　destroy　Green　Lady’s　soul　thauhe　worst　he　could

do　is重o　cut　her　from　God，　the　positive　Good．　The　case　is　the　same　as　that　of

Screwtape　the　devil　who　advises　a　younger　devil　to　try　to　keep　men　away　from

God　rather　lhan　try　to　positively　pu吐any　evil　though重in垂heir　minds，　as　we　have

1g　Arthur　O．　Lovejoy，“Mi1lon　and

（1937），pp．162－163。

the　Paradox　of　the　Fortunate　Fal1，”ELH
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seen　in　our　previous　Chapter．200f　course，　the　devil　tries　to　cut　man　off　from　God

also　because　alienation　from　God　is　itself　the　worst　state　of　life．　And　the　fact

that　this　most　evil　state　of　life　would　make　men　miserable　again　shows　the

negative　power】essness　of　evil：while　the　good　has　a　positive　power　to　make

creatures　happy，　evil　can　never　make　anyone，　even　the　evil　ones　themselves，

happy．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Un－man’s　temptat三〇n　through　imagination　reflects　Lewis’s　conviction　that

although　imagination孟s　an　intuitive　power　into　truth　and　reality，　it　has　also　its

frailty，　susceptible　to　the　devi1’s　attack．

　　　　　He　stirs　pride　in　Green　Lady　through　her　imagination．　Telling　Green　Lady

about　women　on　the　earth，　that　they　have　greater　wisdom　than　men　and　that

wisdom　gives　them　almost　divine　beauty，　he　suggests　to　her　that　if　she　should

dare　to　live　on　the　Fixed　Is】and，　the　know】edge　from　that　new　experience　would

greatly　increase　her　beauty：

They　always　reach　ouUheir　hands　for　the　new　and　unexpected　good，　and

see　that　it　is　good　long　befbre　the　men　understand　it　Their　minds　run

ahead　of　what　Maleldil　has　to］d　thenL　They　do　not　need　to　walt　for　Him

to　tel1　them　what　is　good，　but　know　it　for　themselves　as　He　does．　They　are，

as　it　were，1itt】e　Maleldils．　And　becallse　of　their　wisdom，　their　beauty　is　as

much　greater　than　yours【．。．】（106）

In　the　Book　of　Common　1）7αyεr（1662）of　the　Church　of　England，　the　well　known

‘‘ orevent　us，　O　Lord，　in　all　our　doings，”　is　a　prayer　asking　God’s　grace

an重icipaIing　one’s　actions　ol　need（‘‘prevent”coming　from　Latin　prevenir，　i．e．‘‘to

・・m・b・f・・e，P・eced…anti・ip・t・，”）21　S・，　if・h・・h・uld“・un・head”・f　M・1・ldi】，

instead　of　asking　Him　to‘‘prevent”her，　it　shou塁d　be　a　proud　act　of　rejeding　God’s

20Cf．‘‘lt　is　funny　how　mortals　always　picture　us　as　putting　things　into　thei「

minds：in　reality　our　best　work　is　done　by　keeping　things　out”（Screwtape，　P・25）・

21
?狽狽吹F〃www。wor】dwidewords．org／topicalwords／tw－prel．htm．
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grace，　wishing　to　be　a“li賃le　Male】di1，　and　should　be　her　falL　Though　Un－man

talks　as　if　being　a“1ittle　Maleldil”were　a　virtue，　it重s　only　a　false　pretense．　Or，

Un－man　may　really　believe・it　to　be　a　virtue．　Yet　if　so，・it　is　a　mistake

characteristically　devilish，　for　it　was　Satan’s　sin　that　he　thoughI　it　good　and　tlied

to重ake重he　p】ace　of　God　a皿d　became　a　rebellious　angel．

　　　　Un－man’svarious　stories　of　heroic　women，　who　achieve　great　self－sacrificial

deeds　for　the　good　of　their　family　even　without　the　family’s　understandj皿g，　affecま

Green　Lady．　He　nearly　succeeds　in　building　Green　Lady’sself－image　as　a　heroic

great　Queen　who，　in　spite　of山e　King’s　opposit三〇n，　carries　out　the　great　deed　of

getting　independence　of　Maleldil　so　as　to　be“like　Maleldil”herself　“［T］he　first

hint　of　a　self－admiring　inclination　to　seize　a　grand　role　in　the　drama　of　her　world”

（133）is　a　symptom　of　pride，　the　essence　of　the　Fal1．

　　　　　Then，　as　Un－man　gives　her　a　feather　coat，　showing　her　her　image　in　a

mirror，　we　see　him　try　to　teach　her　vanity　and　thereby　further　stir　her　pride．　Just

as　a　picture　of　a　woman　with　a　mirror　in　her　hand，　expressilg　her‘‘vanity”，　has

been　traditionally　an　emblem　of　Plide，22　when　Green　Lady　is　looking　into　the

mirrol，　Ransom　clearly　reads　hlcipient　pride　in　her　face，　which　makes　him　decide

to　prevent　further　temptation　by　killilg　Un－man　through　physical　combat

　　　　　Ransom’s　act　of　crashing　Un－man’s　head　and　throwing　him　into　the

subterranean　fire　can　be　interpreted　as　an　execution　of　the　sentence　of　God　on

Satan　that　the　seed　of　Eve‘‘shaU　bruise　your　head，　And　you　shall　bruise　His　hee1”

（Genesis，3，15，1＞K1レ），　and　so　is　it　that　Ransom　is　bitten三n　his　ankle．　And　thus，

in　Pe’・elandra，　iI　is　shown　that　in　the　long　run，　Lewis’s　evil　is　weakel　than　the

good，　both　intellectually　and　physi6ally．

＜Misery　of　Evi1＞

22 bf　for　example，　James　Hall，　Dictiona’ッ（）f　Su　bjects（ft　Symbols　in　Art（Harper

＆Row，1974），‘‘Pride”，　p．253。
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　　　　　Lewis　portrays　evil　as　intrinsically　miserable．　This　is　also　true　of　Weston

His　misery　is　revealed　when　Un－man　recovers　Weston－consciousness　for　a　short

time，　For　those　bound　to　hell，　life　is　continual　degradation　into　dar㎞es＆

Weston，　who　is　now　in　hell，　has　come　to　see　man’s　life　that　way．

Picture　the　universe　as　an　infinite　globe［＿】We　are　born　on重he　surface　of　it

and　a110ur　lives　we　are　sinking　through　it　When　we’ve　got　all　the　way

through電hen　we　are　whaビs　called　Dead：we’ve　got　into　the　dark　part　inside，

the　rea】globe．　If　your　God　exists，　He’snot　in　the　globe－－He’s　outside，1ike

amoon．　（168）

　　　　　In　WesIon’s　view　all　men　are　bom　on　the　surface　of　the　ea曲and　gradually

sink　down　deep　into　the　abso】ute　darkness．　This　darkness　is　decisively　alienated

from　God．　Lewis　in　77ie　Great　Divorce　expfesses　his　idea　that　for　those　who

choose　heU，　the　world　will　tum　out　to　have　been　from　the　beginning　a　part　of　hel1

（Divorce，7）．　Weston　has　been　in　hel1’s　dar㎞ess　since　the　beginning　when　he

ident迂ied　God　with　the　Devil　and　chose　that　Devil　for　God

　　　　　Weston　cries　out　from　hell，　describing　the　world　around　him　as，“Da1㎞ess，

worms，　heat，　pressure，　sah，　suffocation，　stink”（169）．　HeU　is　such　a　hideous　and

awful　place　even　for　those　who　have　chosen　the　Devil’s　way，　while　being　at　the

same　time　such　darkness　and　void　as　almost　nonexistent　Weston　now　fee｝s　that

hellish　darkness　even　more　realistic　than　heave且　It　is　another　example　of　the

perversion　of　eviL　He　does　not，　oπcannot，　believe　in　God’s　salvation　and　finally

drawn　into　hell　by　Satan，　crying，

Oh，　my　God！【＿］Oh！RansomゴRansom！We　shall　be　killed．　Ki］led　and

put　back　under　the　rind．【＿】Don’t　leI　Ihem　get　me　again．【＿】0，　God，　here

comes　the　dark！（171）

　　　　　His　repentance　and　cry　for　heaven　come　too　late．　Weston　is　lost　forever

the　same　way　as　Marlow’s　Faustus　who　cries　to　God　for　salvation　when　it　has
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already　become　too　late．23 @Lewis　believes　that“No　soul　that　seriously　and

constan塗1y　desires　joy　will　ever　miss　it”（1）iレorce，72－73）and　therefore　thaεall

who　Ieally　wish　heaven　can　enter　it　On　the　othel　hand，　however，　he　also　admits

that　when　a　person　goes　too　faπhlto　evil　he　wou］d　not　be　able　to　come　back　to　the

way　to　heaven，　even　when　he　has　Iea董ized　the　hideousness　of　heH．

＜Faith　and　Providence＞

　　　　　In　Pereland’・a，　as　in　other　works，　Lewis　expresses　his　idea　of　the　right　faith

in　God，　Lewis　admits重hat　the　existence　of　evil　can　be　an　obs重acle　to　faith．24　1n

Pere’andra，　too，　Ransom　in　his　stnlggle　with　Un－man　cannot　help　doubthlg　the

goodness　and　jus重ice　of　Maleldi1・He　wonders　why　Maleldil　does　not　come　and

help　him　in　the　battle　against　the　eviL

Why　did　no　miracle　come？Or　rather，　why　no　mlracle　on　the　right　side？For

the　presence　of　the　Enemy　was　in　itself　a　kind　of　Miracle，［＿】He　could　not

understand　why　Maleldil　should　remahl　absent　when　the　Enemy　was　there

in　Person．（140）

　　　　　Ransom　feels　as　if　Maleldil　is　Deus　aわsconditus，　but　hl　Lewis’s　storles－－hl

The　Chronicles　of　Narn三鶴童n　Ti〃We　Have、Faces　and　also　in　the　Ransom　trilogy

－－
fod　is　never　absconditus　even　when　He　seems敦o　be．　Sincere　prayers　and

questions　are　a王ways　answered：

as　suddenly　and　sharply　as　if　the　solid　darkness　about　him　had　spoken　with

articulate　voice，　he㎞ew　that　Maleldil　was　not　absent【＿l　And　then－－he

wondered　how　it　had　escaped　him　till　now－－he　was　forced　to　perceive　that

23Christopher　Marlowe，　Doctor　Faustus，　ed．　John　D．　Jump（Methuen，1965；rpし

1969），pp．146－147．　Faustus　at　his　last　moment　cries　thus：

　　　　My　God，　my　God！Look　not　so　fierce　on　me！

　　　　Adders　and　serpents，1et　me　breathe　awhile！

　　　　Ugly　hell，　gape　not！　Come　not，　Lucifer；

　　　　1’11burn　my　books！－Ah，　Mephostophilis！（Scene　XD（，　IL187－190）

24Cf　Lewis，　Pain，　passlm．　etc．
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his　own　coming　to　Perelandra　was　at　least　as　much　of　a　marve】as　the

Enemy’s．　That　mirac】e　on　the　right　side，　which　he　had　demanded，　had　in

fact　occurred．　He　himself　was　the　miracle．　（140441）

　　　　　With　this　revelation　about　his　Iole　on　Perelandra，　he　remembels　the

implession　which　he　had　on　the　voyage　to　Mars，　that“the電riple　distinction　of

truth　flom　myth　and　of　both　from　fact　was　purely　terrestrial－－was　part　and　parcel

of　that　unhappy　division　between　soul　and　body　which　resulted　from　the　Fal1”

（143－144）．

　　　　　Since　Perelandra　is　continuous　with，　or　in　fact　a　part　of，　heaven，　the

physical　combat　of　Ransom　against　Un－man　in　its　material　dimention　of　lhat

world　is　at　the　same　time　a　metaphysical　battle　of　Maleld皿through　Ransom

against　Satan。　The　victory　of　Ransom　over　Un－man　means　not　only　the

prevention　of　Venus’s　fall　at　the　crucial　point　of　its　history　but　also　tliumph　of

Good　over　Evil　on　the　mythologicanevel．

　　　In　Pere’a〃dra，　Male】di1，01　God，　saves　Venus　through　Ransom　as　His　agent

On　the　earth，　He　got　incamated　Himself　for　the　redemption　of　mankind．　AUhe

same．time，　He　has　made　men　sons　of　God　thlough　the　Son．　Once　men　have

become　sons　of　God，　then，　God　can　use　one　of　them　on　Venus，　instead　of　sending

the　Son，　his　second　person，　aga三n・

　　　　　The　name“Ransom”means“redemption”．　And　this　family　name　of

R・n・・m・ug9・・t・M・】・ldi1’・p・・vid・nce　th・t　R・n・・m　h・・been・elect・d　and

predestinated，　since　the　time　of　his　forefathers，　to‘‘ransom”Perelandra．

　　　　　As　Walsh　points　out，　on　Perelandra“he　tru］y　eams　the　name　of　Ransom，　as

he　enacts　the　role　of　a　kind　of　savior，　a　little　Christ，　in　rescuing　that　virgin　planet

from　the　downfall　that　Tellus　suffered．”25　Setsuko　Nakao　also　sees‘‘a　Christ

fig・・e・i・R・n・・m　as　th・“S・vi・u・f・・th・P・・el・nd・a”，　while　n・ti・g・n　th・・thef

25Ch、d　W。lsh，・Reeduc・ti・n・f・th・Fea・f・1・Pilgrim，”i・P・t・・S・h・k・1・d・，・The

Longing　for　a　Form（The　Kent　State　Univ．　Press，1977），　p，71．
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hand　that“Ransom　is　not　Christ　personified，　for　their　situations　are　radically

different．【＿】Ransom　is　Christian　fajth　personified，”26　and　poilts　out　the

similarity　between　Jesus　Chlist　and　Ransom：the　vehement　agony，　exhaustion，　the

bleeding　wound　in　the　hee1，　etc．　She　also　says　that　Ransom’s　joumey　thτough

the　underwor玉d　in　the　struggle　wiIh　Un－man　remilds　us　of　Christ’s　death　befble

the　Sabba重h．27 @Robert　Smith　also　sees　a‘℃hrist－imagerゾ’in　Ransom．28　Yet，

nei｛her　Walsh，　or　Nakao，　er　Smith　says　Ransom　is　an　ai】egoly　of　Chris！，　and　lhey

are　right　o11重his　point　For，　we　leam　iJ】Lewis’s刀｝ε．411egory（ゾLove　that　he

thinks　of　allegory　as　an　embodiment　of　something　immaterial　or　less　real　than山e

allegorical　figure29　and　Christ　is　definitely　not　less　reahhan　Ransom．　It　would

be　better　to　see　Ransom’s　v童ctory　as　a　case　of　fUlfillment　of　the　Old　Testament

prophesy　of　Satan’sdefeat

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　＊

　　　　　In　Mihon’s　Paradise　Lost，　Eve　is　tempted　by　her　own　physical　hunger　as

well　as　by　Satan．

Meanwhile重he　houl　of　noon　drew　on，　and　waked

An　eager　appetite，　taised　by　the　smell

So　savory　of　Ihat　f沁it，　which　with　desire，

Inclinab】e　now　grown　to　touch　or　laste，

Solicited　her　longing　eye【．．．】　（IX，1L　739－743）30

　　　　　However，　Lewis　has　excluded　such　physical　temptations　as　hunger　and

focused　the　problem　on　such　spiritual　matters　as　reason　and　pride．　By　this　he

stresses　the　point　that　obedience　to　God　depends　on　man’s　will．

　　　　　Lewis　says　about　the　obedience　to　God，‘‘lf　you　ask　why　we　shou】d　obey

26 retsuko　Nakao，‘‘Surprised　by　Joy：the　theme　of　Salvation　in　the　Fiction　of　C　S．

Lewis，”Diss．　Sophia　Univ．1985，　p　l82．
27
makao，　pp，180－181．
28
rmith，　P．74．
29
bf．　Lewis，　Allegotッ，　p．45．
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God，　in　the　last　resort象he　answer　is，‘I　am．’　To　know　God　is　to　know　that　our

obedience　is　due　to　Him”（」の｛，185）．　He　finds重hat　God　deserves　our　unconditional

obedience　just　because　God　is　God．　Yet，　while婁he　apple　in　Genesis　is　regarded

as　a　p】edge　of　obedience，　eating　of　which　is　evil　on｝y　because　it　is　the

transgression　of　God’s　hlhibi重io皿，　Lewis’s　Fixed　Island　lurns　out　to　be　more　than　a

mere　pledge　of　faith，　Maleldil’s　inhibition　has　a　positive　good　in　itself．　Green

Lady　no重ices　this　and　says　to　Ransom，

How　could　I　wish　to　live　there　except　because　it　was　Fixed？And　why

shou】d　I　desire　the　Fixed　except　to　make　sure－－to　be　able　on　one　day　to

command　where　I　should　be　the　next　and　what　should　happen　to　me【＿】to

draw　my　hands　out　of　Maleldil’s，　to　say　to　Him，‘Not　thus，　but　thus’．【＿】

That　would　have　been　cold　love　and　feeble　trust　（208）

　　Try量ng　to　live　on　Ihe　Fixed　Land　is　like　trying　to　keep　today’s　manna　fbr

tomorrow’s　use．　It　is　a　wish　to　get　an　assulance　for負加re．　Such　a　wish　cannot

come　except　from　a　doubt　about　God’s　providence，　that　is，　doubt　that　God　should

see　and　provide　befbrehand　all　what　we　need．　Tnle　faith　does　not　a110w　for　any

such　doubし　As　Kilby　and　Manlove　suggest，“the　floating　islands　adjus重ed　to　the

movement　of伽e　water【could】be　a　symbol　of　the　Christiaガs　abandonment　to

God’s　daily　direction，”31　and‘‘a　near－perfect（重he　element　missing　is　choice）

emblem　of吐hat　endless　de】ighted　self・resignation　which　is　at　the　heart　of　the

Lady’s　innocence．”32　To　have　faith　means　to　believe　that　God　always　gives　us

enough　and　be　satisf孟ed　with　what　is　given．　Green　Lady　in　her　innocence　sees

this，　while　Un－man　has　never　seen　any　good　in　Male】dil’s　forbiddance　nor　notlce

anything　wrong　in］iving　on　the　Fixed　Island．　Thus，　while　the　innocent　knows

good　and　evi1，　the　evil　one　does　not　understand　either　good　nor　evi1．　The　evil　ls

weaker　than　the　good　even　also　in　understanding　Green　Lady　says，

30
lilton，　Paradise　Lost，　p．201

31
blyde　S．　Kilby，　The　Christian〃b〃d（ゾC，∫，　Levvis（Eerdmans，1954），ひ99．
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it　is　waking　that　understands　sleep　and　not　sleep　that　understands　waking

There　is　an　ignorance　of　evil　that　comes　from　being　young；there　is　a　darkel

ignorance　that　comes　from　doing　it，　as　men　by　sleeping　Iose　the　knowledge

of　sleep。1＿］It　was　by　the　Ev三10ne　himself　that　he　brought　us　out　of　the

flrsしLittle　did　that　dark　mind　know　the　errand　on　which　he　really　came　to

Perelandra！（209）

　　　　　We　may　as　well　notice　here　that　the　problem　involved　il　Maleldil’s

forbjddance　is　also　that　which　Socrates（or　Plato）has　taken　up　in　Euρh／l）hro，

namely，　the　problem　of　whether　the　good三s　good　because　God　wiUs　it　or　God

wills　it　because　it　is　good．　SocraIes’s　question　is，‘‘whether　where　the　right　is，

there　also　is　hQliness，　or　where　holiness　is，　there　also　is　the　Iight．”33　Socrates

sees　that　the　right　involves　holhless，　but　not　vice　versa．　Lewis，　however，

answers　to　the　problem　as　that　God’s　wiU　is　good　for　the　very　reason　that　it　is

God’s　will　but　at　the　same　time重he　good　becolnes　God’s　will　because　it　is　goo己

Maleldirs　fbrbiddance　should　be　observed　no重only　because　it　is　His　forbiddance

but　also　because　the　forbiddance　itseヨf　is　good．　The　two　propositions　in　Plato　is

not　leal　ahernatives，　buUwo　sides　of　one　and　the　same　thing　Lewis　maintains：

‘‘ fod　is　not　merely　good，　but　goodness；goodness　is　not　mere】y　divine，　but　God”

（‘‘The　Poison　of　Subjectivism，”Cん・istian、RefZections，80）．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Thus　in　this　book，　Lewis　attempts　to　answer　the　long　discussed　theological

problem　of　the　relationship　between　God’s　will　and　free　will　of　man　as　His　moral

agent　When　a　man　tries　to　do　some　hard　task　which　he　believes　to　be　what　God

wants　him重o　do，　does　he　do　so　because　he　has　chosen　to　do　it　or　because　God

wills勲？In　Ransom’s　case，　when　he　feels　unavoidable　responsibility　to　plotect

Perelandra，　he　does　noI　see　the　task　as　merely　forced　upon　h量nL　In　the　fa油in

Maleldil，　his　will　is　at　one　with　His．　Then，“Predestination　and　freedom　were

32
lanlove，　p．120．
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apparen重1y　identical．　He　could　no　longer　see　any　meaning　in　the　many

arguments　he　had　heard　on　this　subject”（149）．　He　hears　the　voice，“My　name

also童s　Ransom”（148）．　This　must　be　the　voice　of　Jesus　who　has　once　sacrificed

H三mself　to　ransom　the　humankind，　the　One　that　really　deserves　the　name　of

‘‘ qansom”。　True　redemption　can　be　made　only　through　true　faith，　and　in　true

faith，　man’s　wiil　and　God’s　will　is　ultimately　at　one．　This　ls　the　atonement　in　the

real　sense　of　the　word，“a卜one－ment”，　Moreover，　here　is　also　expressed　Lewis’s

conviction　that　true　faith　must　go　together　with　action，　and　that，　in　every　momenl

of　one’s　life．　He　holds　in　Letters　to　Malcolm：“We　have　been　speaking　of

religion　as　a　pattern　of　behaviour－－which，　if　contentedly　departmenta1，　cannot

leally　be　Christian　behaviouf’（Malcotm，31）．　He　says　that　the　Lord’s　prayer，

‘‘

shy　will　be　done，”is　the　pe面on“not　merely　that　I　may　patient】y　suffer　God’s

wm　but　also　tllat　I　may　vigorously　do　it．【＿l　In　the　long　run　I　am　asking　Io　be

given‘the　same　mind　which　was　also　in　Christ’【＿］‘Thy　wiH　be　done・－by

me－－now’” iルfalcolm，26）．

　　　　　Ransom　gains　such　true　atonement　through　the　physical　combat　against

Un－man。　Therefore　the　combaUurns　ouUo　be　not　only　fbr　the　ransom　of

Perelandra　but　also　fbr　the　sake　of　Ransom’s　redemp重ion　of　himself．　011a重her，

when　we　remember　that　Perelandra　is　still　in　a　sta重e　of　unfallen　innocence　and

needs　no　redemption，　the　significance　of　his　name‘‘Ransom”1ies　in　the　vely　fact

that　he　is　the　one　who　achieves　lea】ransom　of　himself　from　original　s皿

Actually，　Ransom　ceases　to　get　older　since　his　voyage　to　Perelandra，　which　is　a

sign　of　the　fact　Ihat　he　has　regained　the　paradisaical　state　of　Iif¢，　as　a　regenerated

man．　His重rip£o　and　from　Venus　in　a　coffin，重he　battle　against　the　devil　deep

under　the　sea　and　in　the　long　way　through　womb－like　darkness　are　al1

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　のsymbolically　suggesting　Ransom’s　death　of　old　self　before　regeneration，　showlng

him　undelgo　mythical　death　and　rebirth　in　what　may　be　called　a“metaphysical”

33@Plato，　Euphyphro，　Plato　I，　PP．45－47。

240



241

SF3　Perelandr

world　of　Perelandra



SF4　That　Hideous　Stren8th

IV　That、Hideous　Stren8th（1946）

　　　　　The　last　of　the　Ransom　trilogy，　Tliat　Hideous　St”ength，　is　a　story　of　battle

betWeen　evil　that　is　trying　to　dominate　the　earth　and　Ma】eldil’s　good　force　that

tries　to　prevent　it．　The　protagonist　of　this　story　is　a　young　couple，　Mark

Studdock　and　his　wife　Jane．　Though　they　are　human，　they　are　involved　in　the

metaphysical　battle　between　supernatural　powers　and，　in　spite　of　being　a　man　and

wife，　join　the　oPPosite　palties　and　respectively　experience　the　evil　and　the　good

from　withi皿．

The　outline　of　the　story　is　as　follows：

　　　　　Mark　js　a　feHow　at　Bracton　Co1】ege　at　Belb∬y，　where重he　National

Institute　of　Co－ordinate　Experiment（ironically　abbreviated　as“N，1．C．E．”）is

going　to　be　established．　This　institute　claims　to　be　aiming　at　scientific

control　of　Ihe　mankhld　so　as　to　efficiently　improve　the　human　race　as　a

whole　and　offers　Mark　a　post　which　at　first　seems　to　be　good，　though　the

first　thing　he　is　told　to　do　is　nothing　better　than　writing　fraudulent

newspaper　articles　in　ordel　to　make　the　public　accept　Ihe　N．1．C．E’s

blainwashing　experiments　on　crimina】s，　under　a　pπetext　of　psychological

treatment．　He　hesitates　a】ittle，　but　begins　working　for　the　N．1．C・E

anyway，　even　without　consulting　his　w迂e．　As　a　resuh，　then，　he　loses　his

original　post　at　the　Conege．

　　　　　Meanwhile，　Jane　sees　in　her　dream　a　prisoner　having　his　head

screwed　off．　The　prisoner　is　Fragois　Alcasan，　a　guillotined　murderer，

though　Jane　does　not　know　abouUhe　execution　until　she　reads　the　nexl

morning　paper．　As　she　is　scared　by　the　dream　for　the　iden出y　of　the

prisoner　in　the　dream　and　the　executed　Alcasan，　one　of　Mark’s　colleagues　at

Brac重on　College，　Mr．　Dimble，　and　his　wife　advise　her　to　go　to　St．　Anne’s　lo

see　a　woman，　Grace　Ironwood．　At　St。　Anne’s　Jane　is　told　by　Grace　that
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she　must　have　a　power吐o　see　real　things　in　her　dream　because　one　of　her

ancestors　had　such　clairvoyant　power　and　she　has　probably　inherited　that

powe1・

　　　　　The　people　at　St．　Anne’s　are　a　group　of　men　and　women　who　are

preparing　for　a　war　under　Ransom　againsUhe　evi】power　which　is　now

working　through　the　N．LC．E　They　ask　Jane重o　join　them．　At　first，　Jane

refuses　the　offer　because　she　wishes　to　be　left　alone，　buUhen　she　has

anothel　dream　back　at　home－一ヒhis　time，　a　dream　of　a　corpse　with　a　long

beard－－and　goes　to　SしAnne’s　after　aU．　There，　she　meets　the　Pendragon　of

the　group，　who　is　Ransom，　now　called“the　F量sher　King”．　He　is　unab】e　to

walk　because　of　the　wound　he　got　in　the　struggle　with　Un－man，　but　he　has

got　younger　since　he　came　back　flom　Perelandra　and　now　looks　as　if　he

were　little　more　than　twenty　though　in　fact　he　is　in　his　late　forties．

Somehow　Jane　feels　comfort　when　she　is　with　him．

　　　　　In　the　N．LCE．，　Malk　is　shown　a“Head”，　which　is　the　executed

Alcasan’s　head　kept　from　decayilg　in　the　laboratory，　provided　nutrition　and

oxygen　through　tubes．　The　N．LCE．　peop】e　calhhis‘‘resurrection”and　try

to　hypertrophy重he　brain　in　an　attempt　at　creating　a　new　intellectual　species

of　mankind．　They　even　regard　it　literaUy　as　their　own“Head”，　or

commandeL

　　　　　Meanwhile，　the　dead　old　man　with　a　long　beard　who　appeared　hl

Jane’s　dream　turns　out　to　be　an　ancient　druld　Marlin，　a　famous　magician　at

the　time　of　King　Arthur，　bulied　somewhere　under　Bracton　Wood．　Both

the　N．LC．E．　and　Ransom’s　company　believe　that　the　party　which　succeeds

in　geUing　Marlin’s　he】p　wiU　win　the　battle，　and　try　to　find　his　burial　place

wiIh　Jane’s　dream　as　a　clue．　However，　he　wakes　up　ill　hls　grave　before

either　of　lhem　finds　h孟m，　and　comes　to　SしAnne’s　by　himself．　He

becomes　Ransom’s　man，　while　the　N．LCE　mistakes　a　tramp　for　Marlh1
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and　takes　him　back　to　their　institute．　Since　the　members　of　the　N．1．C．E．

believe　that　Marlln　speaks　in　Latin，　they重a】k霊o　the　tramp　in　La重in　aηd

naturally　fail　to　make　themselves　underslood．　Ransom　sends　the　reai

Marlin　into　the　NJ．C．E　in　the　disguise　of　an　interpreter．　At　a　banquet

there，　Marlin　confuses，　by　magic，　speech　of　the　N．1．C，E．　people　and

completely　demojish　the　NJ．C．E．’s　organization．　In　the　confusion，　most

of　the　centlal　men　of　the　N．LC．E　die，　killing　each　other　or　comm簡ng

suicide，　or　in　a　flood　and　an　earthquake．

　　　　　　The　end　of　the　N．LC．E．　is　the　end　of　Ransom’s　task　on　the　earth．

Pelelandra’s　Oyarsa，　the　gurdian　angel　Perelandra，　comes重o　take　him

away　to　his　planet，　where　Ransom　is重o　be　healed　his　wound　and　Iive　an

eternal　life，　Mark　and　Jane　start　their　new　life　together．

　　　　　The　structure　of　this　story　is　the　most　diagrammatically　meticulous　of　all

Lewis’s　wolks．　Throughout　the　book，　there　can　be　seen　clear　dichotomy　of　good

and　evi1：　St．　Anne’s　and重he　N．LCE．，　Ransom　and　the　Head，　h）gres　and　Britain，

and　Mark　and　Jane．　In　the　N．1。C．E，　distrust，1ies　and　inner　conflicts　are　daily

loutine，　while　at　St．　Anne’s，　people　live　in　tmst　and　honest　harmony．　The

N．LC．E’s　Head　is　altificially　kept　from　decaying。　It　is　unnatural．　On　the　other

hand，　St．　Anne’s　head，　Pendragon　Ransom，　can　be　sajd　sUpernatural　who　has

ceased　to　get　older　since　his　voyage　to　Pelelandra．　The　parallelism　is　such　that

D．E．　Glover　comments　on　it：

In　fact，　the　one　major　criticism　which　we　might　make　is　that　the　very

elaborateness　of　and　precision　of　balance　and　antithesis　in　the　struc加re重end

to　deflect　our　attention　from霊he　theme　so　that重he　struc重ule　beconles
sometimes　overelaborate　and　draws　attention　to　itself．34

Through重he　oPPosi重ion　of　the　NLCE。　and　St．　Anne’s，　Lewis　makes　the
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natuτe　of　the　good　and　evil　into　relief　against　each　other　and　especially　draws　our

a象tentlon　to　those　evils　which　Ihreaten　the　peop塁e　in　the　modern　scientific　era。

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Morality　and　scienctism＞

　　　　　Lew三s　has　often　been　regarded　as　against　science，　especially　for　writing　this

slory，　in　which，　the　N．1．C．E．，　a　scientific　orgallization，　is　a　mallifest　evH．

However，　Lew三s　avowdly　denies　that　he　is　against　science　itself．　He　admits　its

utility　and　explicitly　writes　in　a　passage　in　the　story　that　the　physical　sciences　are

‘‘

№盾盾п@and　innocent　in　themselves”（203）．　In“A　reply　to　Plofessor　Haldane，”

Lewis　writes
　　　　　　　　　　，

The‘good’scientist　is　put　in　precise】y　to　show　that‘scientists’as　such　are

not　the　target．　To　make　the　point　c］earer，　he　leaves　my　N．1．C．E．　because

he　finds　he　was　wrong　in　his　original　be｝ief　that‘it　had　something　to　do

with　science’【＿1　To　make　it　clearer　yet［＿】the　man　almost　h幽resistibly

attracted　by　the　N．1．C．E　is　desclibed【＿】as　one　whose‘education　had　been

neither　scientific　nor　classica］一一merely“Modern”．’［＿］And　finally，　what　we

are　obviously　up　agahlst　thloughout　the　story　is　not　scientists　but　officials．

【＿】

What，　then，　was　1　attacki皿g？Firstly，　a　certain　view　about　values：the　attack

will　be　found，　undisguised，　in　7he　Abolition（）f　Man，　Secondly，　I　was

saying【＿］that　to　be　a　friend　of‘The　Wor】d’is　to　be　an　enemy　of　God。（On

Stories，73）

　　　　　What　he　thinks　wrong　is“‘scientism’一一a　celtain　outlook　on　the　world　which

is　casually　connected　with　the　popularisa霊ion　of　the　sciences”（‘‘A　reply　to

Professor　Haldane，”On　Stories，71），　which　sometimes　neglects　the　vilal　moral

law．　Lewis　is　also　againsUhe　naturalism　which　assumes　that　nothing　exists

outside　the　naIural　world　that　is　objectively　provable　by　scienIific　expeliments，

and　this　naturalism　is　also　involved　in　scientism．　By　holding　naturalism　and

denying　Ihe　intuitive　power　of　aes重hetic　imagination　and　moral　consciousness，　the

34
c．　E．　Glover，　p．115．
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sc童entism　depr重ves　peoPle　of　the　way　to　the　metaphysical　objec重ive　Rea】i霊y，　Le，，

God’s　Reality．　The　only　tluth　left　for　the　people　will　be，　then，　scientific　material

facts，　which　they　cannot　buUake　as　the　only“reality”．　Ful吐hermore，　since　those

facts　are　proven　by　science　and　h1重hat　sense‘‘object董ve”，　scien重ific　facts　become

the　o皿1y“objective　reality”to　them．　The　moral　Iaw，　which　is　an　integral　part　of

the　true　objective　Reality，　is　wrongly　taken　as　merely　subjective．

　　　　　As　we　have　seen　in　Chapter　3，　Part　I，　Lewis　in　lhe！lbolition（ザルtan

strong夏y　expresses　his　misgivings　about　the　mora】subjectivism，　emphatically

insisting　that　value　and　moral　good　and　evil　exist　objectively，　independent　of

man’s　feelings．　When　man　should　abandon｛he　traditional　value　and　morality，

nothing　but　power　and　desire　would　move　the　mankind．　Then　whatever　progress

science　may　make，　it　would　be　used　not　for　lhe　good　of　alhhe　men　but　for　only　a

few．

Man’s　conquest　of　Nature，　if　the　dreams　of　some　scientific　planners　are

realized，　means　the　rule　of　a　few　hundreds　of　men　over　billions　upon

billions　of　men．　There　neither　is　nor　can　be　any　simple　increase　of　power

on　Man’s　side．　Each　new　power　won　by　man　is　a　powel　over　man　as

we1L【＿］

The　final　stage　is　come　when　Man　by　eugenics，　by　pre－natal　condit1oning，

and　by　an　educa重ion　and　propaga1】da　based　on　a　perfect　apPlied　psychology・

has　obtained　full　control　over　himself．　Human　nature　will　be　the　last　part

of　Nature　to　surlendel　to　Man［＿】

For　the　powel　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・

（Abolition，71－72）

　　　　　In　Tliat　Hideous　Strength，　Lewis　gives　illustmtions　to　what　he　says　in　The

Abolitionてゾル毎〃．　Scie皿ce　has　i！s】imitations，　It　cannot，　a口eas重not　yet，　gfasp

all　the　objective　truth　even　on　the　material　leve1．　When　scientists　come重o　doubt

their　scientific　capacity　of　attaining　truth，　there　is　a　possibility　of　their　degrada110n，

especlally　when　they　have　abandoned　morality　on重he　ground　that重he　moraj　law　ls

not‘‘objective”，　i．e．　scieIItific，　truth：
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The　physical　sciences［．．．］had　already，　even童n　Ransom’s　own　time，　begun

to　be　warped，　had　been　subtly　manoeuvred　in　a　certain　direction．　Despa三r

of　objecIive　　甘uth　　had　　been　increasingly　insinuated‘into　the　scientists；

indifference敦o　it，　and　a　concentration　upon　mele　powe1，　had　been　the

result［＿］The　very　expeliences　of　the　d童ssecting　room　and　the　pathological

laboratory　were　breeding　a　convlction　that　the　stifling　of　all　deep－set

repugnances　was　the　first　essentlal　for　progress．　AIld　now，　all　this　had

reached　the　stage　at　wh量ch　its　dalk　contlivels　thought　they　could　safely

begin　to　bend　it　back　so　that　it　wou｝d　meet　that　other　and　earlier　kind　of

power．［＿】You　cou】d　not　have　done　it　with　Nineteenth－Century　sc童entis重s．

Thelr　firm　oblective　ma重eria】ism　would　have　excluded　it　f「om　their　minds；

and　even　if　they　could　have　been　made　to　believe，　their　inherited　morality

would　have　kept　them　ffom　touching　dirt．【＿】1霊was　different　now．

Perhaps　few　or　none　of　the　people　at　Belbury　knew　what　was　happening；

but　once　it　happened，　they　would　be　like　straw　in　fire．　What　should　they

find　incredible，　since　they　believed　no　longer　in　a　rational　universe？What

should　they　regard　as　too　obscene，　since　they　held　that　all　mola至ity　was　a

mere　subjective　by－product　of　the　physical　and　economic　situations　of　me11？

The　time　was　Iipe．　From　the　point　of　view　which　is　accepted　in　Hel1，　the

whole　history　of　our　Earth　had　led　up　to　this　moment．〈203）

In　1992，　John　Lucas　says　in　a　lecture　given　to　mark　the　50th　anniversary　of　The

ノlbolition　ofMan，

‘The　Abolition　of　Man’，【＿1　was　a　sustained　attack　on　hard－line　scientific

anti－humanism．【＿l　The　interven童ng　f孟fty　years　have　largely　vindicated

Lewis．【＿】the　values　of　the　humanistic　West　are　in　the　ascendant，　and　even

in　philosophy，　though　there　are　still　subjectivists　who　maintain　that　all　our

values　are　but　projections　of　our　personal　attitudes，吐hey　mostly　now　admit

that　this　is　an‘error　theory’，　which　goes　against　the　grahl　of　our　ordinary

understanding，　and　needs　to　be　argued　for　pretty　conv量ncingly・if　it　is　ever

to　get　off重he　ground．　The　onus　of　proof　is　on　the　sceptic，　not　the　defender

of　objectivity，　and　talk　of　Ihe　ineviIable　decline　of　western　values　seems

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　35
strangely　dated　to　modern　ears．

Lucas　also　says　that‘‘Lewis　was　particularly　afraid　of　genetic　engineering， and　in

35John　Lucas，“The　Res重oration　of　Man，　Theology　Vol．　XCVIII，　No．786
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this，　agahl，　he　was　plescient．”36

　　　　　Frost　in　the　N．LC，E．　tells　Mark“to　be　strictly　objective，”　Whe旧he

NJ．C．E．　people　charge　Mark　of　murder　that　Mark　has　actua皿y　had　nothing書o　do

with，　Frost　says　to　him，

Resentment　and　fear　are　boIh　chemical　phenomena．　Our　reactions　to　one

another　are　chemical　phenomena．　Sociahelations　are　chemicahelations．

You　mus重observe重hese　feelings　jn　yourself　in　an　objective　manner．　Do

not　let　them　distract　your　attention　from　the　facts．（255）

　　　　’He　reduces　every重hing　to　the　level　of　chemical　science　which　he　thinks

explains　even　our　mental　attitudes　by　Ihe　moveme飢of　atoms　in　our　bralns．　He

tries　to　repress　or　destroy　man’s　na施ral　nlolal　reac重ions，　for　he　believes　such

moral　reac重ions　are　nothing　mole出an　subjective　distractions　from　the　chemical

facts　which　he　takes　fol　the　only　reality．

　　　　　Lewis　thinks　of　morality　as　consisting　of　three　parts：harmony　withln　each

individua1，　harmony　between　man　and　man，　and　relationship　between　man　and

God（Mα・e　Christianity，67）．　In　the　N．1．CE　all　of　three　parts　of　morality　are

shown　to　be　comlpted．

　　　In　the　relationships　to　othel　people，　the　N．1．C．E　members　do　not　have　any

standard　of　good　and　evil　to　move　or　bind　them　through　their　conscience，　fol　they

have　abandoned　morality　ahogether．　They　might　do　anything　without　guihy

feelings．　Therefbπe，　no　one　can　trust　even　his　own　feHows．　They　try　to　control

others　by　deception，　by　lies　and　power，　and　even　take　it　for　gπanted　to　do　so．

Miss　Hardcastle　says　to　Mark，“don’t　believe　everything　you’re　told”（70）．

　　　　　DecepIion　and　secre重are　manifbld　and　everywhere　in　the　N．1．C．E　The

Director　of　the　N．LC．E．，　Horace　Jules，伽nks　he　has　the　real　power　as重he　head　of

the　insti重ute．　However，　he　is　actually．noihing　but　a　flgurehead　who　is　set　to　lhe

（Nov．A）ec．，1995），　pp．445－456．
36
kucas，　p．450，

Quot．　from　p．446．
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position　just　because　he　hapPens　to　be　well－known　among　the　nation．　The

person　in　the　real　power　is　the　Deputy　Directo1，　Wither．　But　still，　he　does　not

have　the　highest　power　in　the　NJ．C．E　though　most　members　of　the　inst三加te　are

deceived　and　beheve　he　does。　In　the　centrahoom　of　the　NI．CE，　thele　is　the

guillotined　Frangois　Alcasan’s“Head”that　only　a　few　of　the　innelmost　circle　of

the　institute　know．　Those　few　in　the㎞ow　are　taking　orders　given　through　its

mou重h，　be】ieving　them　重o　be　orders　of　Alcasan　who　has　survived　deatL

However，　the　orders　are　actually　coming　from　the　supematural　evi】power　that　is

now　invading　the　earth　through　the　N．1．CE．　Only　Wither　and　Straik㎞ow　that

fact　and　they　keep　s孟1ent　about　it

　　　　　Deception　and　untruthfulness　is　also　seen　in　the　way　the　NJ．C．E。　people

dπaw　its　would－be　membels　inlo　the　institute．　When　Mark　is　offered　a　post，　he　is

not　to］d　the　details　of　the　work，　nor　whethel　his　position　would　have　a　viable

fUture．　While　he　is　still　undecided，　the　NJ．C．E．　entraps　him　by　making　it

impossible　for　him　to　keep　his　present　job　at　the　college．　Ma正k　is　then　hired　by

the　NI．C．E．　for　less　than　half　the　salary　offered　him　at　fir・st．

　　　　　The　ultimate　means　by　which　the　N．1．CE　controls　men　is　by　threatening．

As　Straik　says，“No　one　goes　out　of重he　N．1．C．E．　Those　who　try　to　tum　back　will

per三sh　in　the　wilderness”（80），　a　true　scientist　Hingest，　who　has　found　the　N．LC，E．

wrong　and　tries　to　go　out，　is　kllled　on　his　way．　The　N．LC．E．　steals　Mark’s　wallet

and　Ieaves　it　near　the　spot　of　the　murder　so　as　to　tlump　up　a　charge，　and　tries　to

keep　him　in　their　control　by　thπeatening　him　with　arrest．　Even　when　there　is　not

so　much　as　to　be　called　deception，　there　is　no　honesty　nor　frankness　in　the　N．1．C．E

Miss　Hardcaslle　says重o　Mark，“Making　things　clear　is　the　one　thing　the　D．　D．【i．e．

the　Deputy　Dlrectol，　Wither】can’t　stand，【．．．】Tha喧’s　not　how　he　runs塾he　place”

（97）．Wha重is　expected　of　lhe』members　of　the　N．1．CE　is　whauhey　caU

“elasticity”（94f£），　or　puppet－hke　obedience　to　whatever　orders　given　them．

　　　　　The　NJ．C．E．　will　take　any　means　to　achieve　its　aims．　It　makes　a　mock　riot
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and　puts　the’whole　town　undel　its　own　emergency　police　so　as　to　cut　the　town　off

from　the　outer　world　and　establish　absolute　control　over　it．　Then　it　fablicates

some　articles　in　the　papers　to　justify・that　emergency　contro】．

　　　　　Such　lawlessness　is　justice　from　the　viewpo量nt　of　the　N．1．C．E．　peoPle，　to

whom　reign　by　vi血e　or　the　moral　law　is　from　the　first　outset　out　of　the　question．

Besides，　since　they　reject　any　objective　standard　of　good　and　evi1，　they　find

everything　jqstifies　itse】f　by　the　mere　facl　of　occurling：as　Frost　says，‘‘Existence

is　its　own　justification”（295）．　This　corruption　of　morality　is　prominent　when　we

compare　the　NJ．CE　to　St　Allne’s　and　see　the　clear　difference　between　the　good

and　the　evil　parties．　In　St，　Anne’s　there　is　no　need　for　deception　where　the

people　voluntarily　get　together　around　Ransom　and　are　ready　to　fight　for　the　good，

　　　　　If】awlessness　alld　deception　are　two　chalacteristics　of　the　N．1，CE，　its

slight　on　personal　d三gnity　is　another．　Though　the　N．1．C．E　aims　at　improving　the

Ievel　of　man’s　intelligence，　it　does　not　try　to　achieve　that　end　by　the　education　of

alnhe　peoPle．　Frost　says，

AIalge，　unintelligent　population　is　now　becoming　a　deadweight．［＿】You

are　to　conceive　the　species　as　an　animal　which　has　discoveled　how　to

simphfy　nutrition　and　locomotion　to　such　a　point　that　the　old　complex

organs　and　the　large　body　is重heref（）re重o　disapPear．　Only　a重enth　par重of　i重

will　now　be　needed　to　supPort　the　brain．　The　individual　is　to　become　all

head．　The　human　race　is　to　become　a1】Technocracy．（258－259）

　　　　　Lewis　ho】ds　that　man　was　created　by　God　as　having　both　mind　and　body．

Senses　and　emo重ions　are　as　importan重as重he　in重e】1ec重ua1“head”for　man　not　only

in　keeping　physical　life　but　also　in　getting　knowledge　about　the　reality　of　his　own

existence，　such　as　about　his　relationships　with　others　or　about　his　relationship

with　God，　so　that　he　might　be　able　to　remain，　or　become“man”as　is　intended　by

God．　However，　the　NJ，CE．　people　fai1重o　see　man　in　this　way　and　do　not

hesitate　to　liquidate　those　whom　it　finds　unnecessary．　Other　people，　whom　the

N．LC．E．　finds　worth　keeping，　are　kept　alive　only　to　be　used　by　it，　having　had　thel「
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humanity　and　individuality　destroyed　or　deprived．　Mark　is　told，“You’ve　got　to

make　yourself　usefu1”（70）．

　　　　　Wither　says　to　Frost　on　greeting　Mark，“You　need　not　doubt　that　1　would

open　my　arms　to　receive－－to　absorb－－to　assimilate　this　young　man”（243）．　These

words　of　Wither　sound　as　if　he　were　abou口o　devour　Mark　to　show　his

wholehear重ed　welcome，　And　here，　we　see　Lewis’s　idea　which　is　also　in　Tlie

Sc”ewtape　Letters　and　late了in　Ti〃PVe　Have　Faces，　that　evil　ones　devour　those

whom　they　love．　Ac重ua】1y，　by　absorption　and　assimilation，　the　N，1．C．E　is　going

to　reduce　Mark　to　its　mechanical　part．　In　order　for　thaUhey　force　him　to

undergo　a　series　of　objectivity　trainings　to　kill　his　humane　sens三bihty．

　　　　　It　is　also　shown　that　in　the　N．1．C．E，　morality　within　each　individual，　thaI　is，

theπight　harmony　in　each　man　is　also　broken．　The　people㎞the　NJ．CE．　not

on］y　neglect　or　destroy　others’humane　personality　but　also　willingly　give　up　their

own　humanity．

　　　　　The　most　conspicuous　example　of　this　is　WitheL　In　this　book，　we　see　a

ladder　of　people　from　heaven　to　hell　and　this　Wither　is　the　most　hellish　damned

one，　who　has吐hrown　away　his　own　humanity　comp］ete】y．

　　　　　In・Tlie　P’°oble〃i　of　Pa　in，　Lewis　writes，

The　characteristic　of　lost　souls　is‘‘their　rejection　of　everything敦hat　is　nol

simply　themselves”．【＿］The　taste　for　the　othel，　that　is，　the　very　capacity　for

enjoying　good，　is　quenched　in　him　except　in　so　far　as　his　body　sti】l　draws

him　into　some　rudimentary　contact　with　an　outer　world，　Death　removes

this　last　contact．1＿］And　what　he　finds　there　is　Hel】．（Pain，111）

Wither　has　long　rejected　the　world　around　him，　and　that　rejection　has　now　become

his　nature．

What　had　been　in　his　far－off　youth　a　merely　aesthetic　repugnance　to

realities　that　were　crude　or　vulgar，　had　deepened　and　darkened，　year　after

year，　inIo　a　fixed　refusal　of　everything　that　was　in　any　degree　other　than
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himself．　He　had　passed［＿｝into　the　complete　void【＿］（353）

Like　Un－man　in　Peretandra，　he　needs　little　sleep，　and　works　like　a　machine．

He　had　Iearned　to　withdraw　most　of　his　consciousness　from　the　task　of

living，　to　conduct　business，　even，　with　on】y　a　quarter　of　his　mind．

Colours，　tastes，　smells，　and　tactual　sensations　no　doubt　bombarded　his

physical　senses　in　the　normal　manner：they　did　not　now　reach　his　ego．

The　manner　and　outward　attitude　to　men　which　he　had　adopted　half　a

century　ago　were　now　an　organization　which　　functioned　almost

independently　like　a　gramophone　and　to　which　he　could　hand　over　his

whole　routine　of　interviews　and　eommittees．（250）

Since　he　has　determinedly　refUsed　all　the　realitjes，　to　say　nothing　of　the

Reality　of　heaven，　he　has　already　been　damned　before　he　dies．　When　he　is

confronting　his　physical　death　it　does　not　come　home　to　him　at　a1L

is　physically　dead　ol　not　does　not　make　any　difference　to　him：

Whether　he

He　had　willed　with　his　whole　hearUhat　there　should　be　no　reality　and　no

truth，　and　now　even　the　imminence　of　his　own　ruin　could　not　wake　him．［＿］

With　eyes　wide　open，　see童ng　that　the　endless　terror　is　just　about　to　begin

and　yet（fbr　the　moment）unable　to　feel　terrified，　he　watches　passive】y，　nol

moving　a　finger　for　his　own　rescue，　whi］e　the　last　links　with　joy　and　reason

are　severed【＿］（353）

　　　　　A皿other　examp】e　is　Frost．　He　has　long　been　a　materialist　who　believes

that‘‘all　which　apPears　in　the　mind　as　motive　or　intention　is　merely　a　by－product

of　what　the　body　is　doing”（357）．　He　is　the　type　of　such　a　strict　naturalist　as　we

have　seen　Lewis　argue　against　in　Miracles　that　holds　if　our　mental　pπocesses　were

determined　wholly　by　the　motions　of　atoms　in　our　brains，　we　should　have　no

reason　to　suppose　that　our　beliefs　are　true；and　hence　we　should　have　no　reason

fbr　supposing　our　brains　to　be　composed　of　atoms（cf．ルti’・acles，19）．

　　　　　To　Lewis，　materialism　is　self－contradictory　and　cannot　be　true，　and

natura1孟sm　is　discredited　for　the　same　reason．　In　Tliat　Hideous　Strength，　Frost’s
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materialism　which　denies　ally　vo】untary　motive　or　intention　may　have　been　o皿】y　a

theoretical　belief　at　first，　but，　since　he　got　into　the　NJ．C．E．，　he　has　actually　come

to　taste　that　cerebrally　entertained　theoly：

Increasingly，　his　actions　had　been　without　motive．　He　did　this　and　that，

he　said　thus　and　thus，　and　did　not㎞ow　why．　His　mind　was　a　mere

spectator．　He　could　not　understand　why　that　spectator　should　exist　at　a11．

He　resented　its　existence，　even　while　assuring　himself　that　resentment　also

was　merely　a　chemical　phenomenon．　（357）

　　　　　He　has　reduced　himself　to　a　mechanical　being　without　any　free　wi11．　Only

once，　he　has　nearly　realized　that“he　had　been　wlong　from　the　beglnning，　that

souls　and　personal　responsibility　existed”（358），　However，　he　so　much　hates　to

accept　this　half－seen　truth　that，　instead　of　admitt量ng　it，　he　fiings　himself三nto　fire，

half　suspecting　that“death　itself　might　not　after　a】1　cure重he　il】usion　of　being　a

sou1”（358）．

　　　　　In　Frost，　L£wis　shows　how　strict　mater三alism　can　Iead　to　denia亙of　genuine

free　wi1L　Although　man　as　a　soul　has　freedom　that　always　accompanies　personal

responsibility，　Frost　has　given　up　his　free　will　given　by　God，　thereby　denying

himself　the　status　of　a　respectable　soul，　and　by　himself　ceases　to　be　a　man．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Weakness　of　the　N。1．C．E．＞

　　　　　The　N．1．CE．　appears　as　a　powerful　institute　to　its　members　as　well　as象o　the

ou敦er　wor】d，　with　a　strong　hierarchy　inside　and　wi重h　its　own　private　police　force

outside．　However，　when　confronted　by　the　genuine　good，　it　reveals　its　wea㎞ess

likewise　as　the　evils　in　刀le　5c1・ewtape　Lettei・5，0ut（ゾthe　Si’ent　Planet，

Pei’ela〃dt’a　and　in　The　Chlollic】es　of　Narnia．

　　　　　Frost　has　clairvoyallt　power　and　reads　Jane’s　mind　from　within　the　N．1．C．E．

when　she　is　at　home．　However，　once　she　is　in　St．　Anne’s，　he　can　no　longer　look

inIo　her重houghts，　while　Jane　sees　Ih量ngs　go三ng　on　in　the　N．LCE．，　such　as
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A重casan’s　head　and　Hingest’s　murdeL　This　asymmetry　is　an　example　of　the

good’s　superiori｛y　over　eviL

　　　　　Another　example　of　the　N．1．C．E’s　weakness　when　faced　by　good　is　the　fact

that　contrary　to　the　expectations　of　Ihe　NJ．C．E．，　plans　carried　out　by　them

sometimes　had　an　effect　favourable　to　St．　Anne’sobjectives．

　　　　　In刀をe　Problem（ゾPain，　Lewis　says，

Amerc血l　man　aims　at　h量s　neighbour’s　good　and　so　does‘‘God’s　wil1”，

consciously　co－operating　with‘‘the　simple　good”．　A　cruel　man　oppresses

his　neighbou1，　and　so　does　simp】e　eviL　B田in　doing　such　evi1，　he　is　used

by　God，　w盆hout　his　own　knowledge　or　consent，　to　produce　the　complex

good－－so　that　the　first　man　serves　God　as　a　son，　and　the　second　as　a　too1．

（Pain，99）

　　　　　This　is　true　in　this　story．　Jane　is　once　arrested　by　Miss　Hardcastle　and

tormellted　physically，　burned　by　a　cigarette，　BuUhis　torment　drives　hel　to　loin

St。　AIlne’s，　though　befbre　the　arrest　she　would　rather　stay　alone　without　joining

either　the　N．1．C．E　ol　St．　Anne’s．　Therefore，　by　arresting　Jane，　the　N．1．C。E　only

pushes　her　into　Ransom’s　hand　and　thus　works　for　the　good　without　knowing　it．

　　　　　Likewise，　Mark　sees　significance　in　Christianity　for　the　first　time　when　he

is　involved　in　the　N．1．C．E．　His　interest　has　never　been　in　religion，　or　justice，　or

pleasure，　or　beauty．　What　he　has　wanted　all　his　life　is　to　get　into　some　inner　ring，

‘‘狽潤@be　an　insider”（245）of　some　exclusive　elite　group　in　the　society　that　he

be】ongs　to．　When　he　has　bee皿caught　in　custody　as　a　suspect　of　Hingesビs

murder，　he　realizes　that　he　has　neveHeally　liked　the　peop】e　in　such　hlneHings

and　how　foolish　he　has　been　to　have　kept　himself　away　from　p】easant　good　people

in　order　to　be　with　Ihose　he　did　not　like．

The　hours　that　he　had　spent　learning　the　very　slang　of　each　new　circle　tha1

a重tracted　him，　the　perpe重ua】assump重ion　of　jnterest　i11敦hings　he　found　dull

and　of　knowledge　he　did　not　possess，　the　almost　heroic　sacrifice　of　nearly

every　person　and重hing　he　actually　enjoyed，　the　miserable　attempロo
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pretend　that　one　could　enloy　Grip，　or　the　Progressive　Element，　or　the

NJ．C。E．・・－al1　this　came　over　him　with　a　kind　of　heart－break．　When　had　he

ever　done　what　he　wanted？Mixed　with　the　people　whom　he　Iiked？Or

even　eaten　and　drunk　what　took　his　fancy？（246－247）

　　　　　The　confinement　by　the　N．1．C．E　thus　leads　him　to　self－recognition．

Likewise，　when　the　N．LC．E．　forces　h孟m　to　undergo　the　objectivity　training，　the

result　turns　out　to　be　something　quite　unexpected　to　the　N，1．C．E　ln　the　tlaining，

the　NI．CE．　exposes　Mark　to　abnolma1，　disgusti皿g　things　one　after　another　so　as

to　desens量tize　his　ability　to　make　moral　and　aesthetic　judgments，　expecting　that　he

will　in　the　end　get　used重o　such　things　and　cease　to　react　to　them　psychologically．

However，　the　abnormal，　disgusting　things　only　make　him　notice，　in　comparison，

the　beauty　and　rightness　of　ordinary　th㎞gs　which　he　has　taken　for　granted　and　in

which　he　has　not　till　then　seen　any　particular　goodness　at　all．

　　　　　Furthermore，　when　Frost　tells　Mark　to　step　on　a　figure　of　Christ　on　the

cross，　Mark　feels　himself　too　helpless　not　to　obey　the　command，　and　in　that

helplessness，　suddenly　realizes　that　there　is　a　real　meaning　in　the　figure．

Obviously，　if　he　disobeyed，　his　last　chance　of　getti皿g　out　of　Belbury　alive

might　be　gone．［＿】He　was　himself，　he　feh，　as　helpless　as　the　wooden　Christ．

As　he　thought　this，　he　fbund　himself　Iooking　at　the　crucifix　in　a　new

way－－neither　as　a　piece　of　wood　nor　a　monumenl　of　superst三tion　but　as　a　bit

of　history．　Christianity　was　nonsense，　but　one　did　not　doubt　that　the　man

had　lived　and　had　been　executed　thus　by　the　Be】bury　of　those　days．【＿］It

was　a　picture　of　what　happened　when　the　Straight　met　the　Crooked，　a

pic沁re　of　what　the　Crooked　did　to　the　Straight－－what　it　would　do　to　him　if

he　remained　straight．　It　was，　in　a　more　emphatic　sense　than　he　had　yet

understood，　a　cross．（336）．

　　　　　This　is　Mark’s　first　religious　experience．　And　thus，　the　N．1．CE

unintentionally　Ieads　him　towald　Christ，　and　again　works　for　the　good　while

trying　to　do　eviL

　　　　　Furthermore，　at　the　end　of　the　ba鎚le　between　St．　Anne’s　and　the　N．1．C．E．，
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the　guardian　gods　of　Venus　and　Mars　come　down　on｛he　earth　and　give　power　to

Ransom’s　party，　but　it　is　the　NJ．C．E　that　has　lnitia11y　opened　the　way　for　them．

As　is　said　in　O躍（ゾthe　Sitent　Planet，　the　earth　was　cut　off　from　heaven　and　there

were　no　comings　and　goings　between　them．　However，　since　lhe　N．LC．E．　ca11ed

in　the　supernatural　evil　power　in　order　to　dominate　the　earth，　the　frontiel　between

the　earth　and　the　outer　supernatural　region　of　heaven　has　been　broken．　Ransom

says，

The　Hideous　Strength　holds　all　thjs　Ea1重h　in　its　fist重o　squeeze　as　ll

wishes，【＿］If　of　their　own　evil　will　they　had　not　broken　the　frontier　and　let

in　the　ce】estial　Powers，　lhis　would　be　their　moment　of　vic吐ory．　Their　own

strength　has　betrayed重hem．　They　have　gone重o重he　gods　who　wou】d　nol

have　come　to　them，　and　pulled　down　Deep　Heaven　on　their　heads．

（293－294）

　　　　　Just　as　Satan　in　Mihon’s　Pa’°adise　Lost　is　definitely　powerless　before　God

though　he　is　as　strong　as　the　God’s　general　archangel　Michae1，　so重he　evil　power

embodied　in　the　N．LCE．　is　weak　before　the　power　of　Deep　Heaven，　or　Maleldil，

though　it　is　as　s重rong　as　Ransom’s　fbrce．　Now　that　it　has　called　gods　before　the

oldained　time　of　the’ kast　Judgment，　it　has　to　be　judged　and　executed　without

waiting　Jesus’s　Second　Coming．

　　　　　Wither，　one　of　the　few　that　know　the　evi】power　behind　the　Head　of

Alcasan，　also　knows　its　intrinsic　powerlessness　thus：

powers　mole　than　human　had　come　down　to　destroy　Belbury【＿］It　meant

that　his　own　dark　Masters　had　been　completely　out　in　their　calculations・

They　had　talked　of　a　barrier　which　made　it　impossible　that　powers　from

Deep　Heaven　should　reach　the　surface　of　the　Earth．1＿】All　their　poli1y　was

based　on　the　be】ief　that　Tellus　was　blockaded，　beyond　the　reach　of　such

assistance　and　left［．．．］to　their　mercy　and　his．　Therefoπe　he　knew　that

everything　was　lost（352－353）．

The　confusion　of　language　at　the　banquet　of　lhe　N．1．C．E，　especially　the
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confusion　of　Jule’s　speech　before　the　NJ．CE．　members，　reminds　us　not　only　of

the　Tower　of　Babel　but　also　of　M孟lton’sSatan　who　is　transformed　into　a　serpent　in

the　middle　of　his　speech，　being　deprived　of　language．37

　　　　　Marlhゴs　sentence　on　the　NJ．C．E。　peop］e，“‘Cuiレセ’加m　Dei　contempserunt，

eis　auプ珍rε’ur　etiamりerbum　ho’ninis’（They　tha自ave　despised　the　word　of　God，

from　them　shall　the　word　of　man　a】so　be　taken　away）”（351），　is　Heaven’s　sentence

on　the　falsehood　and　lying　in　the　NJ．C．E．　In　the　epitaph　to　77iat　Hideous

Stre〃g〃1　Lewls　quotes　David　Lyndsay’s　description　of　the　Tower　of　Babel：

THE　SHADOW　OF　THAT　HYDDEOUS　STRENGTH
SAX　MYLE　AND　MORE　rr　IS　OF　LENGTH
（from／Ane　1）ia　log）（Hideous，3）

The　N．LC．E．’s　a重tempt　at　making　a　new　hfe　is　as　serious　a　hubris　as　building　the

Tower　of　Babe1，　and　is　punished　accordingly．　Besides，　in　Lewis’s　fiction，　the

creature’s　command　of　language　is　a　token　of　the　right　relationship　between　the

creature　and　the　Cπea霊or．　Just　as　God　in　the　New　Testament　is董dentified　as　the

Word，　the　word　cannot　stay　with　those　who　are　against　God．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Salvation　theme－－Attainment　of　Reality＞

　　　　　In　That　Hideous　Strength，　side　by　side　with　the　conflict　bctween　the

supernatural　good　and　evil，　the　theme　of　salvation　of　ind童viduals　is　of　central

importance．　It　concems　morality　between　man　and　God，　or　of　the　right

relationship　of　man　to　the　ultimate　Reality．

　　　　　Wither　and　Fros重have　chosen遭o　abandon　and　destroy　their　own　spiritual

existence　and　succeeds　in　it．　They　will　never　be　saved，　for　they　have　rejected

吐heir　own　s重atus　as　a　living　spiritual　creature，　alienated　themselves　from　God．

They　wish　to　be　Crea重ors　themselves　like　God，　try量ng重o　make　a　new　life，　but

37 lilton，　Paradise　Lost，　X　l1．504－509，　p．226．
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actually，　they　have　become　even　less重han　human　beings．　There　is　not　a　human

】eft　in　them，　and　they　will　never　get　into　God’s　Real　wolld，　either．

　　　　　Mark，　the　only　person　in　this　book　who　moves　into　the　N．1．C．E．　and　then

】eaves　it　for　St．　Anne’s，　descends　the　ladder　of　good　and　evil　and　then　re－ascends

it．　Mark　alone　experlences　the　evil　of　the　N．LC．E．　and　the　good　of　SしAnne’s

bolh　from　within．　His　degradation　is　qui吐e　gradual　and　the　process　is　often

unnoticed　even　by　himself．　When　he　joins　the　N．LC．E．，　he　does　noI　suspect　the

evil　nature　of　the童nstitute．　He　is　surprised　when　he　is　told　to　write　false　press

articles　on　a　riot　which　has　not　occurred　yet．　He　asks　the　N．1．CE　peop】e，“But

how　are　we　to　write　it　tonight　if　the　thing　doesn’t　even　happen　till　tomorrow　at　the

ealliest？”（130）　They　｝augh　at　him　and　say　there　is　no　need　to　wait　for　a　thing　to

happen　when　he　is　writing　a　story　about　it　in　order　to　control　the　public　opinion．

When】aughed　at，　Mark　does　not　get　offended　but　joins　the　laughter　h三mself，

throwing　away　the　hesitation　to　do　the　wrong　deed，　ca1］ing　the　hesitatio皿as‘‘a

faint　prejudice”（130）．　As　the　devil　in　The　Screwtape　Letters　remarks，“the

safest　road　to　Hell　is　the　gradua】one【＿］without　sudden　tumhlgs【＿］without

signposts”（3crewtape，65），　so　the　N．LC．E．　draws　in　Mark　withou口etting　him

notice　his　degradation；though　in　his　heart，　Mark　knows　the　fabrication　of　the

articles　to　be　wrong：

This　was　the　first　thing　Mark　had　been　asked　to　do　which　he　himself，　before

he　did　it，　clearly　knew　to　be　criminal．　But　the　moment　of　his　consent

almost　escaped　his　notice；certainly，　there　was　no　strug91e，　no　sense　of

turning　a　corneL【＿】　it　a11　slipPed　past　in　a　chatter　of　laughter，　of　tha重

in重imate　laughtel　betweell　fellow　plofessionals，　which　of　all　earthly　powers

is　sIrongest　to　make　men　do　very　bad　things　before重hey　are　yet，

individua】ly，　very　bad　men．（130）

It　is　his　fear　of　being　excluded　from　the　N．LC，E’s　inner　ring　that　makes　him　take

the　wrong　step．　And　the　atmosphere　of　the　seemingly　warm　laughter　helps　to

take　it．　As　we　have　seen，　Lewis　Says　he　is　showing　in　this　book　that‘‘to　be　a
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friend　of‘The　Wolld’is　to　be　an　enemy　of　God．”Then　it　is　Mark’s　case　that　he　is

referring　to．　The　wish　to　be　inside　some　exclusive　worldly　socie重y　would　cloud

one’s　moral　judgment　and　makes　one　do　whatevel　w避l　please　that　society

regardless　ofwhether　it　is　right　or　wrong．

　　　　　He　comes　Iowest　when　he　is　ordered　to　bring　Jane　to　the　N．1．C．E。　He

inluitively　knows　that　Jane　would　not　fit　h】the　N．1．C．E　and　hesitates重o　obey　the

ordeL　However，　when　the　oπdel　changes　into　a　threat，　he　makes　up　his　mind　as：

‘‘

ge　must　get　her，　to　save　his　life．［＿】They　would　k童11　him　if　he　annoyed　them：

perhaps　behead　him【＿】”（185）．　Here　he　is　no　more　than　a　self－centled　coward

who　would　sacrifice　his　wife　to　save　his　own　life．　We　ale　remhlded　of　a　passage

in　Lewis’s／霊Preft～cε∫o‘・Pa　radise　Lost，’where　he　poin重s　out　that　Eve’s　decision

to　make　Adam　share　her　fate　of　death　is　actua1】y　a　decision　of“Murder”（P’・eface，

125）．If　her　decision　is　a　murder，　then　Mark’s　decision　to　take　Jane　with　him　to

the　N．1．CE．　is　also　to　be　seen　as　an　incipient　case　of　murdeL

　　　　　Yet，　while　getti皿g　so　mean　towalds　Jane，　Mark　is　conversely　saved　by　her

existence；and　significanUy，　the　very　moment　of　his　meanest　decision　against　her

a］most　coincides　with　the　beginning　of　his　salvation．　It　accords　with　the　fact　that

Jesus　says，“For　I　did　not　come吐o　calhhe　righteous，　but　sinnels，　Io　repentance”

（Ma重thew　9：13　NKJりas　weU　as　that，　in　Christianity，　Salvation　and　repentance

occur　often　when　the　sinner　is　most　sinfU1－－as　is　the　case　wilh　St．　PauL

　　　　　When　he　thinks　of　bringing　Jane　to　the　NJ．C．E．，　he　reallzes　the

fundamental　diff巳rence　and三ncompatibility　between　Jane　and　the　N．LC．E．　Then，

he　comes　to　see　the　baseness　of　the　N．1．CE．　for　the　first　time．

Her　presence　would　have　made　all　the　laughter　of　the　Innel　Ring　sound

metal｝ic，　unrea1；and　what　he　now　regarded　as　common　prudence　would

seem　to　her，　and重hrough　her　to　himself，　mere　flat重ely，　back－bit量ng　and

重oad－eating．　Jane　in吐he　middle　of　Belbury　would　turn　the　whole　of

Belbury　into　a　vast　vu】garity，　flashy　and　yel　fUrtive．（171）
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The　presence　of　the　good　in　the　middle　of　evil　necessarily　shows　off　the

hideousness　of　that　evil．　Later　i皿the　N　I．C．E’s　custody，　Mark　realizes　that　Jane

embodies　the　whole　good　world　where　he　has　never　entered：

She　seemed　to　him，　as　he　now　thought　of　her，　to　have　in　herself　deep　wells

and　knee－deep　meadows　of　happiness，　rivers　of　freshness，　enchanted

gardens　of　leisure，　which　he　could　not　enter　but　could　have　spoiled．　She

was　one　of　those　other　people［＿】who　could　enjoy　things　for　their　own

sake．　She　was　not　1量ke　him．　It　was　well　that　she　should　be　rid　of　him。

（247－248）

　　　　　As　has　been　seen　in　the　case　of　Wither，　the　loss　of“the　taste　for　the　olher”

（Pain，111）is　a　sign　of　damned　souls．　‘‘The　taste　for　the　other”，　the　capacity　of

enjoying　thhlgs　for　themselves，　i，e』ot　for　their　pragmatic　or　economic　value，　is　a

mark　of　good　ones．　When　Mark　recognizes　this　capacity　in　Jane，　and　comes　to

see　othel　people　as　Jane　wou］d　see　them，　he　begins　to　change．　He　comes　to　care

fbr　the　good　things，　and　begins　to　hate　evil，　and　so　comes　to　hate　the　N．1．C．E．

His　first　religious　experience　of　seeing　a　significance　in　the　cross　occurs　because

he　has　thus　already　turned　himse】f　towards　the　good．

　　　　　In　the　end　Mark　runs　to　St。　Anne’s，　having　been　slapped　on　his　back　by

Mallin。　The　pain　he　has　got　from　the　slap　has　been　such　that“Mark’s　bones

ached　at　the　memoly　as　long　as　he　lived”（352）．　This　pain　that　he　bmgs　m

himself　all　his　life　is　that　of　expiation　of　his　sin　commi候ed　in　the　N．1．C。E．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Jane　is　by　nature　on　the　good’s　side，　which，　for　ins吐ance，　is　shown　by　the

fact　that，　at　the　first　encounter　with　Ransom，　she　feh　comfort　and　beauty　in　hls

voice．　It　is　the　beauty　intrinsic　in　a　heavenly　existence，　and　unless　Jane　does　not

have　an　inner　eye　to　recognize　it，　she　would　not　find　his　voice　even　attractive．

　　　　　Sti11，　at　first，　she　had　also　quite　a　strong　egocenIricity．　Before　she　meets

Ransom，　she　told　herself　to　be　carefuhot　to　be　let　in　for　anything．　Though　she

is　inclined　to　help　Ransom’s　group，　she　is　still　unwilling　to　surrender　herself　to
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them．　She　wants　to　be　in　a　detached　position，　as　she　has　a］ways　wanted　to　be　on

her　own．　Such　unwillingness　to　self－surrender　is　in　fact　one　of　her　conspicuous

characteristics，

One　had　to　live　one’s　own　life．　To　avoid　entanglements　and　interferences

had　long　been　one　of　her　first　principles．　Even　when　she　had　discovered

that　she　was　going　to　marry　Mark　if　he　asked　her，　the　thought，“But　1　must

still　keep　up　my　own　life，”had　arisen　at　once　and　had　never　for　more　than　a

few　minutes　at　a　stretch　been　absent　from　her　mind．　（72）

　　　　　As　she　hates　to　get　tied　down，　she　has　avoided　even　having　children．　This

wish　to　be　self－centredly　on　her　own　is　a　sin　to　be　repented，　for　it　is　the　wish“to

become，　as　it　were，　based　on　oneself，　and　so　remain”38，　which，　as　Lewis　is　never

tired　of　stressing，　is　the　core　of　man’s　original　sin　and　an　expression　of　pride．

　　　　　However，　when　she　sees　Ransom，　everythilg　goes　differently　from　her

original　intention　of　keeping　her　own　life　without　getting　involved．

Jane　looked；and　instantly　her　world　was　unmade．　On　a　sofa　before　her，

with　one　foot　bandaged　as　if　he　had　a　wound，　lay　what　appeared　to　be　a　boy，

twenty　years　old【＿1

“Thank　you，　Grace，”the　man　was　saying，“ls　this　Mrs．　Studdock？”

And　the　voice　also　seemed　to　be　like　sunlight　and　gold．［＿】She　was　shaken：

she　was　even　shaking．　She　hoped　intensely　that　she　was　not　going　to　cry，

or　be　unable　to　speak，　or　do　anything　silly．　For　her　world　was　unmade：

anything　might　happen　now．　（143）

　　　　　Ransom　poinIs　out　to　her　that　she量s　wrong　abo田her　idea　about　marriage

and　obedience．　She　has　thought　it　has　nothing　to　do　with　Mark　whethel　she　is　to

remain　at　St．　Anne’s　or　to　go　home．　When　Ransom　says　it　is　difficu】uo　accept

her　as　one　of　his　group　because　Jane　is　the　wife　of　a　N．1．C．E．　member，　she　feels

bilter　wilh　Mark：“Why　should　he　ahd　his　affairs　with　the　Feverstone　man　intrude

themselves　at　such　a　moment　as　this？”（145）　She　has　insisted　on　the“equality，

38
rt．　Augustine，αリタ（）f　God，　p．571。
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and　free　companionship”（148）of　the　two　sexes　in　marriage．　But　what　she　has

actually　meant　by‘‘equality”is　nothing　but　lack　of　mutual　responsibility．

Ransom　tells　her　that　free　companionship　belongs　not　to・marriage　but　to

friendship．

【O］bedience－－humility－－is　an　erotic　necessity．　You　are　putting　equa】ity　just

where　it　ought　not乳o　be．［．．．】But　you　see　that　obedience　and　rule　are　more

like　a　dance　than　a　drilレspecially　between　man　and　woman　where　the　roles

are　always　changing．（148－149）

　　　　　This　image　of　obedience　as　a　dance　is　Lewis’s　image　of　heaven。　He

stresses　in　The　P’・oわ1ε〃1ρプPa　in　and　in　several　other　places重hat　the　pr量nciple　of

Heaven　is　mutual“self－giving”（、Pain，140），　which　has　a　rhythm　like　a　dance．

Even　God　Himself　is　in　Ihe　dance．　He　has　given　His　Deity　away　and　become　a

Man　on　earth．　Jesus　Christ　the　Man　has　surrendered　Himse］f　back　to　God　the

Father，　and　been　raised　to　heaven　again．　Apattern　of‘‘descent　and　re－ascension”

produced　by　such　acts　of　self－surrender　makes　up　the　universal　movement　in

Heaven’s　dance．　In　Pε’・elanda，1£wis　describes　the　image　of　heaven　as　a

self」giving　dance：　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　・

In　the　plan　of　the　Gleat　Dance　plans　without　number　interlock，　and　each

movement　becomes　in　its　season　the　breaklng　into　flower　of竃he　whole

design　to　which　all　else　had　been　di爬cted．　Thus　each　is　equally　at　the

centre　and　none　aTe　thele　by　being　equals，　but　some　by　g孟ving　Place　and

some　by　receiving　it，　the　smalhhings　by　their　smallness　and　the　great　by

their　greatness，　and　all　the　patterns　linked　and　Iooped　together　by　the　unlons

of　a㎞eeling　with　a　sceptred　love．（Perela〃dra，217）

　　　　　In　this　image　of　heaven　as　a　ever－changing　dance，　not　as　a　fixed　equality，

we　see　Lewis’s　conviction　that　democracy　and　legal　equality　is　only　lhe　second

best　to　the　order　through　mutual　voluntary　obedience．　Ransom重ells　Jane　that

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，‘‘dquality　guards　life；it　doesn’t　make　it．　It　is　medicine，　not　food”（148）．　Lewls

supPorts　democracy　as　a　system　of　government，　but　this　is　only　because　he　thinks

262



SF4　Tliat　Hideous　Stren8th

“that　no　man　or　group　of　man　is　good　enough　to　be　trusted　with　uncontrol星ed

power　over　others．　And　the　higher　the　pretensions　of　such　power，　the　more

dangerous【＿］both　to　the　rulers　and　to　the　subjects”（‘‘A　Reply　to　Professor

Haldane，”On　Sto’・ies，75）．　Yet　hele，　Lewis　suggests　that　though　voluntary

obedience　would　be　impossible　in　the　world　of　politics，　in　marriage，　where　the

husband　and　the　wife　are　connected　by　love，　harmony　by　mutual　obedience　can，

and　should，　be　lealized．

　　　　　To　go　back　to　Jane，　hel　arrest　by　the　N．LC．E／s　emergency　police　on

her　way　and重he　following　physical　torment　she　geIs　from　M量ss　Hardcastle

symbolically　atone　foπher　pride　of　wlshing　to　be　too　independen重．　It　is

especially　true　when　we　remember　that　she　becomes　a　real　member　of　St．　A皿e’s

when　she　has　come　through　that　Iormellt．

　　　　　At　the　St．　Anne’s　she　learns，　through　her　faith　in　Ransom，　to　love　Mark　and

to　obey　Maleldi1．　When　asked　if　she　obeys　Maleldi1，　she　confesses　to　Ransom，

“Iknow　nothing　of　Maleldil．　But　I　place　myself　in　obedience　to　you”（229）．

Ransom　answers　to　this，“lt　is　enough　for　the　present．【＿l　when　you　mean　wel1，　He

a】ways　takes　you　to　have　meant　better　than　you　knew。　It　wil1　not　be　enough　for

always．　He　is　very　jealous．　He　will　have　you　for　no　one　but　Himself　in　the

end”（229－230）．　As　Yahweh　said，‘‘1，　the　Lord　your　God，　am　a　jealous　God”

（Exodus　20：5，1眠1レ），　and　demands　his　people　to　worship　him　alone，　Ma】eld皿

also　wants　to　have　his　people　to　himself　alone．

　　　　　Ransom’s　words　turn　out　to　be　true　la重er　when　she　suddenly　fee】s　Maleldirs

presence．　When　she　gets　His　self－revelation，　she　has　been　thinking　about　love

for　Mark　and　Iove　for　MaleldiL　She　was　told　by　Ransom　that　in　rejecting　Mark，

she　was　rejecting“the　mascu】ine　itself：the】oud，　irruptive，　possessive　thing”

（315－316）．　She　was　told　that　it　is　pride　that　made　her　reject　such　possessive

masculinity，　He　said，

The　male　you　could　have　escaped，　for　it　exists　only　on　the　biological　level．
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But　the　masculine　none　of　us　can　escape．　What　is　above　and　beyond　all

things　is　so　masculine　that　we　are　all　feminine　in　re】ation　to　it．　You　had

better　agree　with　your　adversary　quickly．（316）

　　　　　When　she　heard　this　she　did　not　understand　why　Mark　and“What　is　above

and　beyond　aU　things，”that　is，　Maleldil，　can　be　thus　connected．　However，　when

she　feels　Maleldi1’s　presence　just　beside　her，　all　at　once　she　understands　His

masculine　force　and　apprehends　that　she　is　femininely　dependent　on　Him．　In

this　revelation，　she　realizes　that　Maleldil　is　really　demanding　her　whole　being　and

that，　the　demand　is“the　oligin　of　all　right　demands”（318）．　This　is　the　same

experience　as　that　which　Lewis　has　had　in　his　conversion　and　describes　in

Su’prised　by　Jのノ（cf．」の㌧181）．　Before　his　conversion　he　always　wanted‘‘not　to

be‘interfered　with．’”　He　says，“I　had　wanted（mad　wish）‘to　ca1】my　soul　my

own’” iJoy，182）．　Howeve1，　God　did　not　allow　him　to　remain　his　own　masler．

Lewis　remembers　God　said　to　him，“I　am　the　Lord，”“I　am　that　I　am，”“I　am”（10ヅ，

181）．Likewise，　Jane　is　swept　by　Maleldirs　presence　and　undergoes　a　spirituaI

transformation．

In　this　height　and　depth　and　breadth　the　Ii田e　idea　of　herself　which　she

had　hitherto　called　me　dropped　down　and　vanished，　unfiuttering，　into

bottomless　distance，1ike　a　bird　in　a　space　without　air．　The　name　me　was

the　name　of　a　being　whose　existence　she　had　never　suspected，　a　being　that

did　not　yet　fully　exist　but　which　was　demanded．　It　was　a　person【＿】yet

also　a　lhing，　a　made　Ihing，　a　thing　being　made　at　this　very　moment，　without

its　choice，　in　a　shape　it　had　never　dreamed　of．　（318－319）

This　is　the　religious　faith　Jane　has　attained　in　the　end．

　　　Huw　Mordecai　in“The　Problem　of　Co－Inherence”points　out　that　in　Charles

William’s　idea　of“Co－inherence”or　of“the　Practice　of　substituted】ove，”it　is　to

be　undelstood　thaピ‘Sin　dispossesses　us　of　our　capaclty　for　free　wm，　reason　and

love．　It　is　only　by　the　indweHing　of　the　Spirit　of　God　that　we　begin敦o　possess

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，these　qualities，　and　so　become　our　true　selves．　Because　this　act　of　indwelling　ls
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also　an　act　of　creation，　it　would　be　wrong　to　conceive　of　the　Spirit　as　a　gift　given

by　God　which‘1’receive．　It　is　only　through　this　receiving　that　the‘1’exists，　that

‘1’become．”39　Mordecai　then　quotes　from　R．　C．　Moberly’s　Atonement　and

Pε’・sonality　the　following　passage，　which　Mordecai　finds“1egitimate　Williams’

argument”that　all　Christians　need重o　bear　another’s　burdens　while　having　his　own

burdens　borne：

never　am　I，　as　I，　so　capable，　so　persona1，　so　real；never　am　I，　in　a　word，　as

really　what　the　real‘1’always　tried　to　mean；as　when　by　the　true　indwelling

of　the　Spirit　of　God，　I　enter　into　the　realization　of　myself；as　when　I　at　Iast

correspond　to，　and　fulfi1，　and　expand　in　fUlfilling，　all　the　unexplored

possibilities　of　my　personal　being，　by　a　perfect　mirroring　of重he　Spirit　of

Christ；as　when　in　Him　and　by　Him　I　am，　at　last，　a　true，　willing，　personal

response　to　the　vely　Being　of　God．40

Here，　Jane　has　achieved　her　own　atonement　by　giving　up　her　own　burden　of　sin　of

pride　to　Ransom　so　as　to　exist　as　a　real　personality　for　the　first　time．　Jane’s　sin，

Pride，　is　regarded　as　the　mosI　serious　s童n　in　the　Christian　tradition，　but　in　spite　of

that，　she　is　saved．　This　is　because　she　has　a　wiU　to　follow　Ransom，　and，

following　Ransom，　she　is　in　fact　following　Maleldil　thlough　him；and　no　one　who

has　a　wiU　to　obey　God　wiU　be　damned童n　I£wis’swork．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Ransom，　who　has　led　Jane　to　Maleldll，　is　raised　to　Heaven　by　eldila．　Thus，

in　this　book，　Jane　raised　Mark　up　to　the　world　of　Ransom，　Ransom　leads　Jane　up

to　Maleldil，　and　eldHa　from　Heaven　raises　Ransom　to　Deep　Heaven．　In　each

case，　it　is　someone　just　one　level　nearer　to　Maleldil　who　leads　Mark・Jane　oI

Ransom　in　the　direction　to　Heaven．

39 gum　Mordecai，“The　Problem　of　Co－lnherence：Can　R　C．　Moberly　Bear　the

Burdens　of　Charles　Williams？”Th　eology，　Vol　XCVIII，　No．786（Nov．／Dec．，

1995），pp．456－461．Quot．　from　p．460．
40 puoted　by　Mordecai　from　R．　C．　Moberly，　Atonement　and　1）ersonalilty（John

Murray，1901），　p．　252．
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　　　　　In　Tτe　Discarded　Image，　Lewis　points　out　that　in　the　medieval　and

Renaissance　times　people　believed“the　Princip】e　o負he　Triad”：　‘‘it　is　impossible

that　two　things　only　should　be　joined　together　without　a　third。　There　must　be

some　bond　in　between　both　to　bling　them　togetheL【＿］god　does　not　meet　man，

They　ca皿encounter　one　another　only　indirectiy；there　must　be　some　wire，　some

medium，　some　introducer，　some　bridge－－a　thild　thing　of　some　sort－－in　between

them”（Disca　rded，44）．

　　　In刀泌Hideous　Sn’ength，1hen，　we　see重he　tliad　of　Mark－Jane－Ransom，

Jane－Ransom－Male】di1，　Ransom－eldila－Male】diL　There　needs　some　agent　when

someone　is　to　go　up　onto吐he　next　step　of　the　ladder　toward　Ma】eldiL

　　　　　Anolher　important　point　in　the　salvation　of　Mark　and　Jane　is　that　in　each

case，　it　is　the　existence　of　Jane　or　Ransom　itself　that　moves重hem．　That　is，　they

are　not　per．suaded　by　the　words　but　feel　some　heavenly　quality　in　the　other　and　aτe

attracted　by　it．　When　there　is　something　good　in　a　person，　it　reveals　by　itself，

and　moves　others．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　〈Problem　of　Suffering＞

　　　　　In　That　Hideous　Strength，　those　who　are　gifted　some　specia】power　suffer

much　more　than　the　others　in　trying　to　work　for　good．　The　problem　of　suffering

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　の　　　　．in　this　book　is　then　mainly　that　of　the　suffering　of　those　selected　by　God．　Thls　ls

connected　with　Lewis’s　belief　in　vicarious　suffering　of　Jesus　for　our　fallen

humanity．

　　　　　Jane　is　annoyed　by　her　role　as　a　seer．　She　says，‘‘I　want　to　lead　an　ordinary

life．｛＿11t’s　unbearable．　Why　should　I　be　selected　for　this　horrible　thing？”（66）

and　tries重o　avoid　seeing　prophetic　dreams．　Marlin　is　also　afraid　when　he　has　to

go　alone　into　the　N。LC．E．　to　destroy　i敦，　and　tries　to　avoid　that　role．　But　still，　both

Jane　and　Marlin　have　to　overcome吐heir　fright　and　carry　ouUheir吐asks．　Above

a11，　Ransom　is　se】ected重o　bear　a　continuous　pain　from　his　wound　in　the　ankle
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which　he　got　in　combat　with　Un－man．　When　he　has　made　his　own　atonement　on

Perelandla，　he　still　has　to　suffer　pain　fol　the　othels．　The　blood　that　never　stops

dlipping　from　his　ankle　now　is　shed　for　the　redemption　of　the　other　humanity．

Once，　Christ　died　on　the　cross，　and　as　it　is　written　in　the　New　TestamenUhat

‘‘

meither　by　the　blood　of　goats　and　calves，　but　by　his　own　blood　he　entered　in

once　into　the　holy　place，　having　obtained　eternal　redemption　for　us”（Hebrews

9：12），he　is　ralsed　to　heaven　aftel　the　ledemption．　The　blood　of　Christ　is　the

重oken　of　ledemption　fol　us　a11，　and　so　is　Ransom’s．　The　name‘‘Ransom”may

then　have　come　from　God’s　plovidence　that　he　was，　together　with　Chlist，　to

redeem　mankind．

　　　　　工£wis　in　Miracles　finds　vicariousness　to　be　one　of　Natule’s　fundamental

characteristics　that　has　culminated　hl　Jesus’vicarious　death　for　the　whole

humanity．　The　vicarious　suffering　is，　to　Lewis，　a　part　of　the　Natulal　order．

Therefore，　though　the　Ieader　may　suspect　an　allegory　of　Chlist　in　the　suffering　of

Ransom　or　Jane，　their　sufferings　are　not　to　be　regarded　merely　as　aUegories　of

Christ’s　agony．　Nor　shou】d　we　see　C励st’s　own　suffering　in　their　pain．　Lew量s

is　noUhe　same　as　such　a　theologian　as　Tillich，　who　sees　Christ　in　every　man’s

suffeling　thus：“God，　as　manifest　in　the　Christ　on　the　Cross，　totally　participates　in

the　dying　of　a　child，　in　the　condemnation　of　the　crimina】，　in　the　disintegration　of　a

mi。d，　i。，t・，v・ti・n・・d　f・mi・・，・nd・v・n　i・th・h・m…ejecti・n・f　Him・e1£”41

Ransom　and　Jane　endure　and　surrender　themselves　to　the　pain　and　it　is　they，

helped　by　Maleldil，　who　suffeL　Yet　at　the　same　time　their　suffelings　are

sufferings　for　others　as　Jesus’s　suffering　was　for　the　whole　human　race．

41 oaul　TiHich，　The　Eternal　Now（1956，Charles　Scr三bner’s　Sons，1963），　p．46．
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V　Myth

　　　　　Lewis　believes　in　the　truth　of　myth　as　an　expression　of　reality．　Christianity

is　fol　hlm，“myth　which　is　also　a　fact”（“Myth　Became　Fact，”Dock，66），　and　even

pagan　mythologies　have　some　truIh　in　it．

My　present　view【…］wou】d　be　that　just　as，　on　the　factual　side，　a　long

preparation　culminates　in　God’s　becoming　incarnate　as　Man，　so，　on　the

documentary　side，　the　truth　first　appears　in　mythical　form　and　then　by　a

long　plocess　of　condensing　or　focusing　flnally　becomes　incama吐e　as　History．

This　involves　the　belief　that　Myth　in　genera】is　not　merely　mlsunderstood

history【…］nor　priest］y　lying【＿1　bu書，　at　its　best，　a　real　though　unfocused

gleam　of　divine　truth　falling　on　human　imagination．（Miracles，137－138n．）

　　　　　This　belief　is　refiected　many　ways　in　this　trilogy．　As　Martha　C．　Sammons

points　out，“much　of　his　materia］is　actua11y　roo重ed　in　the　ancient　medieval　way　of

・eei・g　lif・，”42　w・・ee　much・f・th・m・di・v・1　myth・】・gi・・】Pt・1・m・i・idea・f　th・

universe　here．　In　the　trilogy，　Sammons　sees　the　ideas　of　Music　of　the　Spheres，　the

Great　Dan6e，1he　Great　Chain　of　Being，　and　angels　and　guardian　angels　of　the

planets．　As　to　the　Music　of　the　Spheres，　we　have　a】ready　seen　in　relation　to　the

connotation　of“the　Silent　Planet．”43 @Ahhough　I　suspect　Sammons　reads　more

meaning　than　Lewis　intends　about重he　silence　of　the　earth，　Sammons　is　very

i】】uminating　in　pointing　out　the　medieval　cosmology　and　mythical　ideas　in　the

trilogy．　The　idea　of　the　Gleat　Dance，　that　compares　the　ideal　harmony　of　alhhe

creatuπes　to　a　dance，　is　manifestly　explessed　in　the　hymn　of　eldila　in

Pereland・a・44　B・・id・・，　i・Th・t・Hid．e・u・・St…8・ノ1，　th・ideal　m・r・i・g・i・c・mp・・ed

to‘‘Dance”，　where　man　and　woman　are　a】ways　changing　their　roles　and　becoming

the　ru】er　in　turns（149）・　The　Oyarsas　and　eldila　are　respectively　equivalents　of

2
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Sammons，　P．41．

See　above，　p．214；and　Sammons，　p．　48．

See　above，　P．263；and　Perelandra，　P，217．
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guardian　angels　and　angels　in　the　medieval　cosmo】ogy，　and　the　idea　of　the‘‘Great

Chain　of　Being”，　that　is，　from　A　O．　Lovejoy’s　famous　definition，“an　immense，

or【＿］infini重e，　number　of　links　ranging　in　hieralchical　order　from　the　meagerest

kind　of　existents，　which　barely　escape　non－existence，重hrough‘every　possible’

grade　up【＿】Io　the　highest　possible　kind　of　cleature，　between　which　and　the

Absolute　Being　the　disparity　was　assumed　lo　be　inf童nite－－every　one　of　them

differing　from　that　lmmedia重ely　above　and　that　immediate］y　below　it，”45　is　seen

ln　the　ladder　of　Maleldi1－eldiトhnaus（including　man　and　Gleen　Lady）－animals

（e．g．　Dolphins　on　Perelandra　and　animals　hl　St．　Anne’s）．

　　　　　As　in　the　actual　life　Lewis　denies　such　scientism　as　consideπs　the　scientif童c

world　view　to　be　the　only　right　way　of　seeing　the　universe，　in　the　trilogy，　he

presents　these　mythological　concepts　as　a　sort　of　reality．　Whlle　travelling　from　the

earth　to　Mars，　Ransom　finds　the】ight　around　the　spaceship　so　overwhelmingly

bright　and　realizes　it　was　wrong　of　him　to　have　thought　the　universe　to　be　emply

space・

［H】efound　it　night　by　night　more　difficuh吐o　disbelieve　in　old　astrology：

almost　he　feh，　wholly　he　imagined，‘sweet　hlf】uence’pouling　or　even

stabbing　into　his　surrendered　body．（Sile’lt」Planet，31）

　　　　　The‘‘influence”here　is　the　power　of　plane重s　that　was　bel量eved　in　the　o】d

cosmology　to　flow三nto（fπ＋fluo）people　on　the　earth　and　affects　their　fates　and

humours．　Lewis　must　have　written　this　passage　with　the　medieva】idea　of　the

universe　in　mind．

　　　　　Ransom　feels　on　his　way　back・to　the　earth　from　Malacandra，“thaUhe

distinction　between　history　and　mythology　might　be　itself　meaningless　outside　the

Earth”（Silent　Planet，144－145），　Such　a　way　of　regard量ng　myth　as　truth　is

actually　a　reflection　of　Lewis’s　own　conviction．　In　Miracles，　Lewis　says　of　a

45
`rthur　O．　Lovejoy，　Tlie　Great　Chain　of　Being（Harvard　Univ．　Press，1936＆
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time　when　the　New　Creation　through』Christ　wil1　be　accomplished：

The　archaic　type　of　though重which　could　not　clearly　dis霊inguish　spiritua1

“Heaveh”from　the　sky，　is　flom　our　p6int　of　view　a　confused　type　of

thought　But　it　also　resembles　and　anticipates　a　type　of　thought　which　wil】

one　day　be　true．　That　archaic「 唐盾窒煤@of　thinking　will　become　simply量he

correct　sort　when　Nature　and　Spirit　are　fu11y　harmonised－－when　Spirit　rides

Natule　so　perfectly　that　the　two　together　make　ralher　a　Cen重aul　than　a

mounted　knight．（164）

Heaven　in　the　trilogy　is　uncorrupted，　and　therefore，　the　estrangement

between　the　spiritual　world　and　Nature　has　never　occurred．　It　is　sti11　a　mythica1

world，　and　Lewis　is　suggesting　it　is　the　original　and　proper　state　of　the　universe　as

is　intended　by　God．

1964），p．59．
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VI　Conclusion

　　　　　In　this　trilogy，　Lewis　thus　presents　the　natule　of　good　and　evil　through　the

contrast　or　conflict　between　them．　EspeclaUy，　he　mustrates　the　perversion　and

power】essness　of　ev童L　In　Out　of　the　Silent　P’anet　he　calls　for　ouHeflection　on

fallen　humanity．　In、Perelandra，　he　shows　evH　to　be　miserable　as　wel1，　while

stressing　God’s　absolute　goodness　and　justice，　denying　the　notion　ofノセ1㍑culpa．

　　　　　In　Tliat　Hideous∫〃’ength，　there　ale　various　themes　and　questions　woven

within　the　framework　of　romance：the　elements　from　Arthurian　legend　such　as　the

conflict　between　Logres　and　Britain；criticism　of　the　modem　lack　of　attention重o

moral　Iaws，　Ieflections　as　to　the　right　re｝ationship　between　a　man　and　his　wife，

and　between　man　and　God；the　problem　of　suffer三ng　and　redemption，　and　so　on．

Through　the　conflict　betWeen　the　NJ．C．E　and　Ransom，　Lewis　again　depicts　the

hideousness，　falsity，　and　weakness　of　evil　befole　the　good．

　　　　　Lewis，s　evil　in　the　trilogy，　as　in　his　other　stories，　may　appear　too　idealistic

in　that　it　does　not　show　such　powerfUl　inexorability　as　it　does　in　the　actual　world，

but　this　weakness　of　evil　is　a　reflection　of　Lewis’s　conviction　that　in　Reality，　on

the　metaphysical，　mythical　level　in　the　world　of　God，　evil　is　ultimately　the　loser

and　weaker　than　the　good，　being　no　more　than　its　perversion．
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　　　　　　　　　　　Chap吐er　s

The　Chronicles　of　Narnia（1950・1956）

IIntroduction

　　　　　From　1950　to　1956，　Lew重s　published　a　selles　of　fairy　tales　for　children：The

Chronicles　of　Namia．　This　series　consists　of　seven　books　of　77ie　Lion，　the　Witc乃，

and　the　IVa’・drobe（1950），　P”ince　Caspian（1951），　Tlieレ1）yage　cゾ∫乃εDaw’1

1ンeader　（1952），コワle　Si’ver　Chair　（1953），　lhe」Ho”se　and　his」B（～y　（1954），　The

ルlzgician’∫Nephew（1955），　and　the　Last　Battle（1956），　describing　the　history　of

an　imaginary　country，　Namia，　from　its　genesis　to　apocalypse．　The　Cleator　of　the

Namian　world　is　a　lion　named“Aslan”（the　Turkish　wold　for“Lion”1（L8’ters・to

Children，29）），　who　is　said　to　be‘‘the　Ki皿g　of　the　wolld　and重he　son　of　the　great

Emperor－beyond－Ihe－sea”（Lion，75）．　He　is　not　only　the　Creator　but　also　the

Lord，　the　Saviour，　and　the　Judge　at　the］ast　judgment　at　the　end　of　Narnian　world，

being　a　counterpart　of　both　the　Father　and　the　Son　in　the　Holy　Trinity．

　　　　　Yet，　despite　the　obvious　paraUel　between　Aslan　and　the　Christian　God，

Lewis　is　lejecting　allegorical　intelpretations　of　his　stories．　As　we　have　seen，　he

says‘‘【e】verything　began　with【his　menta】】images，”which　had　nothing　to　do　with

Christianity（“Sometimes　Faily　Stories　May　Say　Best　Whaゼs　to　Be　Said，”On

Stories，46）．　The　Chronicles　is，　first　of　al1，　a　work　of　imagination．　The　Narnian

World　is“supposition”rather　than“al】egory”．　He　wrote　in　1954　in　a　reply　letler

to　a　fifth　grade　class　in　Maryland，

Idid　not　say　Io　myself‘‘Let　us　rep爬sent　Jesus　as　He　really　is　in　our　world

by　a　Lion　in　Narnia。”：Isaid‘‘Let　us　suppose　thaUhere　were　a　land　like

Narnla　and　that　the　Son　of　God，　as　He　become　a　Man　in　our　world，　bccame

aLion　there，　and　then　imagine　what　would　happen．”　（Le惚rs’o　Cltildren，

44－45）
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　　　　　This　way　of　wrlting　is　different　from　making　an　a11egory．　If　we　read　the

Chronicles　on重he　assumption　that　it　is　a　biblical　allegory，　our　reading　should

necessarily　be　static　and　allows　us　little　flee　response，　for　it　is　to　be　a　sort　of

corresponding－passages－hunt．　On　the　othel　hand，‘‘supposition”allows　for　far

freer　responses．

　　　　　And　yet，　on　the　other　hand，　there　is　no　denying　that，　as　Lewis’s　own　letter

above　suggests，　in　a　sense　Aslan　is　the　Narnian　equivalent　of　God　and　Chlist．

He　is　the　cemral　figure　of　the　whole　Chron三cles　in　relation　to　whom　all　the

characters　and　their　behaviour　can　be　assessed．　There，　we　see　Lewis’s　idea　of

how　and　when　creatures　are］ikely艦o　be　right　or　wlong，　and　what　kinds　of

characters　are　in　a　right　or　wrong　relation　to　God．

　　　　　Now，　in　writing　The　Chronicles　of　Namia　hl　the　fbrm　of　fantasy，　Lewis　has

two　advantages　in　express三ng　his　idea　of　Reality，　especiaUy　of　the　reality　of　good

and　evil．

　　　　　One　is　that　in　fairy　tales，　good　and　evil　ale　divided　so　manifestly　thauhe

reader　may　see　the　difference　between　them　more　clearly　than　in　actual　life．

There，　it　is　possible　to　present　even　all　the　characters　e藍her　as　good　or　evil

without　presenting　middle　ones，　so　as　to　show　off　their　different　natures，　just　as

plesenting　black　and　white　without　plesenting　gray　would　show　off　Ihe　contrast

betWeen　the　two　colours．

　　　　　In　the　Chronicles，　dicho重omy　of　the　good　and　evil　can　be　seen　everywhere．

In　The　Lion，疏ε〃「itch，　and読8陥r4roうe，　for　example，　Aslall　is　opposed　to　the

White　Witch；Edmund　is　opposed　to　the　other　children　when　he　is　on　the　Witch’s

side；and　alnhe　good　animals　are　opposed　to　those　undel　the　Witch．　In　P1ゼπcε

CaSpian，　the　o】d　Namians　ale　against　the　new　comers；Caspian　ls　against　Miraz；

and　Trumpkin　is　in　contrast　with　Nikabrik，　respectively　representing　the　good　and

evil　in　some　way　or　other．　The加∫∫Battle　noI　only　shows　us　the　conflict

1This　is　written　in　a　letter　to　his　goddaughter，　Sarah．
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between　Narnia　and　Calormen　but　also　such　oPPositions　as　between　the　King　and

the　wicked　ape，　As］an　and　Tash，　the　faithful　and　the　sceptic，　and　those　who　are

saved　and　those　who　are・not．

　　　　　In　fairy　tales，　the　good　are　good　and　become　happy，　while　the　evil　are　bad

and　to　be　conquered　and　punished．　Differenl　from　the　acmal　life　where　lhe

prob】em　of　suffer三ng　of　innocent　people　who　do　not　deserve　it，　or　at　Ieast　do　not

seem　to　deserve　iトd三sease　of　newly　born　babies，　dea霊h　of　young　people　in　wars，

eIc．一一presents　difficulty　in　believing　God’s　goodness　and　omnipotence，　fairy　tales

make　one　easily　and　naturally　fee】God　as　good　and　almighty．　If　this　feeling

takes　root　bl　the　reader，　it　may　help　him　or　her　to　believe　in　God’s　goodness　and

power　in　actual　1ife，　too，　because　one’sconviction　is　often　influenced　by　his　or　her

feelings　and　sensibility　as　well　as　by　intellectual　thinkings，　especially　when　the

tn貢h　of　the　conviction　is　hard　to　prove　by　Ieason　alone．

　　　　Another　advantage　is重hat　in　the　fairy　tales，　Lewis　has　the　best　opportun孟ty　of

dh℃ctly　impressing　the　readeπ’s　imagination　with　such　sense　of　good　and　evil　as

he塾hinks　is　disappealhlg　nowadays　and　necessary　to　preserve．　As　we卜ave　seen

in　ollr　Part　I，　Chapter　4，　Lewis　maintains　that　literature　can　be　an　important　means

by　which　each　generation　leams　to　make“the　good　Stock　responses，”tha重is，

pπoper　and　fundamenta】aesthetic　or　ethicahesponses．　such　as“love　is　sweet，

death　bitter，　vi血e　Iovely”（Prefacθ，57）．　In　the　Chronicles，　Lewis　is　sowing　the

seed　of　such‘‘good　Stock　response”by　illustrating　wha貿he　good　and　evil　are　like，

rather　than　theologically　ol　theoretically　discussing　them．　As　Pder　Schakel

suggests，　the　plimary　apPeal　of　the　Chronicles‘‘would　be重o　the　heart，　noロhe

head．・・2

　　　　　Besides，　what　is　charac重eristically　important　about　Lewis　is　that　he　thus

shows　the　good　and　evil　not　because　he　in重entionally　aims　at　moral　effecI　but

because　he，　as　an　author　and　not　as　a　teacher，　just　finds　it　fit　for　the　story　he　wants

2Peter　J．　Schakel，　Readi’ig　with　the」Heart（Eerdmans，1979），　p．6．
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to　write．　He　says　in“A　Reply　to　Professor　Haldane，”“In　my　romances　the

‘good’characters　are三n　fact　rewarded．　That　is　because　I　consider　a　happy

ending　approprlate　to　the　light，　holiday　kind　of　fic霊ion　I　was　a重tempting”（‘‘A

Reply　to　Professor　Haldane，”On　Stol・ies，69）．

　　　　　Schakel　also　right董y　suggests，

The　Chronicles　are　classics　because　of　the　way　the　intellectual　Ieinforces

the　imag童native，　and　there　is　value　for　adults血seeing　and　d三scussing　both

aspects　together；for　them，　and　for　children童ncleasingly　as　they　grow　older，

a　response　with　the　head　can　and　should　follow　a　response　of　the　heart．3

　　　　　In　the　Chronic｝e亀imaginative　enchantment　is　the　primary，

follows　it　naturally．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

and　the　moraI

　　　　　Inルte’・e　Christianity，　Lewis　Iists　up　seven　virtues　that　have　ever　since　the

medieval　church　enunciation　traditional】y　been　regarded　as　necessary　for　sa］vation

（Me’・εChristianity，70－74）．　Four　of　them　are　called‘℃ardinal”vi血es　which　are

sometimes　c】assified　as　four“natura1”viltues．　They　are‘‘Prudence，　Temperance，

Jus重ice　and　Fortitude”which　are　originaUy　found　by　Plato　to　be　virtues

colresponding　to　the　natural　constitu重ion　of　man，　that　is，“Pmdence　corresponded

重othe　intellect，　temperance　to　feeling，　and　fbftitude　to　wiU．　Just三ce　was　a　social

virtue　and　regula重ed　the　others．”4 @The　other　three　are‘‘Theologica】”vir重ues

which　are　particularly　Christ童an，　representing　the　Pauline　triad　of‘‘Faith，　Hope，

and　Charity”that　are　enjoined　in　I　Corinthians，13：13（1レtere　Christianiり～，71　＆

113）．　These　three　th6010gical　virtues　that　SI．　Paul　flnds敦o　be　essential　are　of

vital　importance　also　in　The　Chronicles　of　Narnia．　Therefore，　we　shall　discuss

the　Chronicles　first　in　respect　of　faiIh，　charity　and　hope，　and　then　consider　the

3　Schake1，　Rε04fη8　wi’乃ぬθ1メαzrちp．135．

4R．　H．　Mounce，“Seven　Cardinal　Virtues，”Evangelical　1）’c∫’o’町y｛ゾTheology，

Walter　A．　ElweU　ed．（Baker，1984），　p．193．
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problem　of　disbelief　and　evil．　To　do　this　coherently，　we　discuss　the　seven　stories

of　the　Chronicles　together，　instead　of　discussing　each　volume　one　by　one，　as　we

did　in　the　Ransom　tri】ogy．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

The　history　of　Nalnia爬colded　in重he　Chronicles　is　as　follows：

　　　　　In　Tlieルlagician　’s　2＞Oρhew，　the　Narnian　wo11d　is　created　by　Aslan．

Two　chi】dren，　Digory　and　Polly，　come重o　Narnia　by　the　magic　rings　made

by　Digory’s　uncle，　Andrew，　and　witness　the　creation．　The　creation　is

absolutely　good，　and　yet，　already　at　the　time　of　the　creation，　an　ev皿Witch

has　entered　the　Narnian　world，　whom　Digory　on　his　way　from　England

uninlentionally　picked　up　and　brought　in　with　him．　Aslan　tells　him　to　get

amagic　app］e　from　a　garden　beyond　the　Western　Wild　and　to　plant　it　i皿

Narnia　so　that　the　tree　shou】d　keep　the　Witch　away．　Digory　achieves　that

task，　and　a　long　spell　of　peacefUl　time　begins　in　Narnia．

　　　　In　the　age　of　77ie」Lion，　the　PVitch，　and　the　Wardrobe，　however，　that

peace　has　been　broke皿，　and　Namia　is　reigned　by　a　White　Witch，　who　is

keepipg　Namia　in　the　winter　alnhe　year　around．　Four　brothers　and　sisters

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　from　Eng】and，　Peter，　Susan，　Edmund　and　Lucy　Pevensie，　come　to　Namla

through　a　magic　wardrobe．　Lucy，　who　has　entered　Namia　first，　and　Peter

and　Susan　at　once　make　friends　with　good　Narnians　and　begin　fighting　fo1

them　against　the　Witch．　Yet　Edmund　is　snared　by　the　Witch’s　enchanted

candies，　betrays　them，　runs　fbr　the　Witch，　and　is　nearly　killed　by　her．　In

order　to　save　him，　Aslan　offers　himself　to　the　Witch　and　is　killed　instead・

Yet，　the　Witch　enjoys　her　victory　only　for　a　short　time，　for　Aslan　comes

back　to　life　and　he星ps　the　children（including　Edmund，　who　has　Iepented

and　become　good）who　finally　kill　the　Witch．　Aslan　enthrones　the

children　as　the　Kings　and　Queens　of　Namia　and　they　long　reign　the　country
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very　wel1，重ilhhey　come　back　to　the　human　world　where　onIy　a　few　minutes

have　relapsed　since　they　went　into　Narnia．

　　　　　In　Prince　CaSpian，　Caspian，　the　lawful　prince　of・Namia，　has　his

throne　and　life　endangered　by　his　uncle　Miraz，　and　calls　fol　help　by　a　magic

horn．　By　its　magic，　the　Pevensie　chlldren　are　drawn　into　Namia．　They

he】p　Caspian　in　his　battle　against　Miraz　and　make　hlm　the　King．

　　　　　Theレ’oya8e　of　the‘Dawn　7》・eade〆is　the　story　of　Caspian’s　voyage

in　search　of　seven　lost　faithfunords　who　have　been　banished　by　Miraz．

Lucy　and　her　cousin　Eustace　Scrubb　join　the　voyage．

　　　　　In　The　Silver　Chair，　Caspian　is　now　old　but　his　heir，　Plince　Rilian，　is

missing．　Eustace　and　one　of　his　school　mates，　Jill　Pole，　are　called　from

the　human　world　and，　on　Aslan’s　order，　find　Rilian　in　custody　of　a　Green

Witch　and　rescue　him．

　　　　　The　Horse　and　his　Boy　begins　in　Calormen，　Narnia’s　neighbour．　A

boy　named　Shasta，　who　has　discovered　that　h三s　fa敦her　is　going　to　sell　him　as

aslave，　starts　a　joumey　for　Namia　before　being　sold，　A　talking　Namian

horse，　Bree，　hoping　to　go　back　to　Namia，　gives　him　a　Iide．　On　their　way，

they　meet　an　arisIoclatic　Calormene　girl，　named　Aravis，　who　has　escaped　a

folced　marriage　and　is　now　journeying　for　Namia　with　he1重alking　horse，

Hwin，　and　join　them。　Then　they　hear　that　the　Calormenes　are　going　to

attack　Narnia．　Shasta　luns　to　Archenland，　which　is　an　aUy　to　Narnia，　and

tells　its　Ki皿g　about　the　crisis．　Narnia　is　saved．　Meanwhile，　it　tums　out

that　Shasta　is　lhe　crown　prince　of　Archenland　who　was　kidnapped　when　he

was　a　baby．　Shas重a　gets　married重o　Aravis　and　becomes　the　King．

　　　　　The　Last　Battle　sbows　us　the　eschatological　picture　of　the　Namian

world．　Awicked　ape，　Shift，　covers　a　donkey，　named　Puzz】e，　with　a　lion’s

hide　and　presents　him　as‘‘Aslan，”assuming　himself　as　his　priest．　He　says

Aslan　and　the　Calormene　god，　the　evil　Tash，　are重he　same　Ihing　and
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demands　worship　and　offerings　from　the　Narnians．　The　King　Tirian

argues　against　Sh迂t　and　gets　caughし　As　Tirlan　prays　for　he1P，　Jill　and

Eustace　are　drawn　illto　Narnia　by　magic　and　rescue　him．　A　battle　occurs

between　the　Narnians　and　the　Calormenes．　Tash　appears．　Yet，　Aslan

also　appears　and，　with　Aslan’s　coming，　Tash　disappears．　Aslan　opens　a

dool　that　leads　to　Aslan’s　country，　or　heaven，　and　before　that　door，　a11　Ihe

Namians　are　judged　and　divided　into　two　groups：one　is　to　enter吐hrough　the

door　in重o　As］an’s　country　and　the　other　is　to　be　banished　into　darkness．

Alhhose　who　love　and　keep　faith　in　Aslan　enter　Aslan’s　country．　The

children　from　human　world　also　come　in敦o　Aslan’s　country，　never　to　be　sent

back，　fbr　they　are　dead　in　England㎞atrain　accident．　Yet，　Iheir　ealthly

death　is　not　their　end：the　tnle　story　begins　here　when　the　Narnian　world

ends　and　they　begin　to　live　in　the　Aslan’s　country．
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II　Faith

　　　　　Terence　Penelhum　in　his」Proわ’ems（）f　Religious．Beli〔ゲpoints　out　that　the

word“faith”means　eiIher　acceptance　of　the　preposition　that　God　exists（its　Latin

equivalent　is　fides）ol　personal　commitmenuo　God（fiducia．）5　He　says　that　one

can　believe　God’sexistence　without　committing　himself　to　Him；i．e．，　there　is　fides

withoutfiducia．

　　　　　Lewis，　too，　is　conscious　of重he　difference　between　these　two　kinds　of　faith，

though　he　does　not　use　the　words，‘‘fides”and‘‘fiducia．”In　all　essay“Is　theism

important？”whele　he　discusses　the　utility　and　necessity　of　theological　proofs，　he

disthlguishes　what　he　calls‘‘faith－A”and‘‘faith－B．”　Faith－A　is‘‘a　seUled

intellectual　assent”that　God　exists．　Faith－B　is‘‘a　trust，　or　confidence，　in　the　God

whose　existence　is　thus　assented　to．　This　involves　an　attitude　of　the　wiU”（Dock

172－173）．

　　　　　The　problem　of　faith　in　Narnia　is　in　the　main　in　the　realm　ofガ伽c如，　or

personal　commitment　to　Aslan．　In　Narnia，　Aslan’sπelation　to　his　creatures　is

easiel　to　be　seen　than　that　of　God　to　man　in　our　actual　wor】d，　because　while　the

Chlistian　God　of　ours　is　supematura1，　Aslan　is　not　In　Narn童a，　there　is　no

division　between　supernatulal　reality　and　the　acIual　ljfe。　Aslan　interferes　in　the

creatures’1ife　in　person．　He　is　the　Lord　not　only　metaphysically　but　also

secularly．　Or　rather，　to　the　Narnians，　what　we　call　metaphys三cal　world　is　not

metaphysical　at　all．　In　Narnia，　then，　diffelent　from　our　world　where　the

existence　of　God　is　often　in　question，重here　ale　only　a　few　who　doubt　the　existence

of　Aslan．　His　au重hority　as　the　L61d　is　also　so　obvious　that　the　problem　fol　the

most　characters　is　not　whether　they　should　obey　him　but　how　they　should　obey

him．　Lewis　is　always　emphasizing　the　importance　of　whole　commitment　of　self

to　God　in　all　the　departments　of　life．　In　Letters　to　Malco〃π，for　instance，　he　says，

5Terence　Penelhum，　Pアoわ’θη23ρプReligious　Beli｛ブ（Macmillan，1971），　pp」12f£
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“We　have　no　non－religious　activities；only　religious　and　irreligious．【．．．】We　have

been　speaking　of’・eligion　as　a　pattern　of　behaviour－。which，　if　contentedly

departmenta1，　cannot　really　be　Christian　behaviour”（30－31）．　It　is　not　enough　to

㎞ow　that　God　exists．　One　should　always　try　to　see　and　carry　out　God’s　wi11．

Lewis　finds　the　Lord’s　Player，‘‘Thy　will　be　done”重o　be　lhe　petition：“not　merely

that　I　may　patiently　suffer　God’swi11　but　also　that　I　may　vigorously　do　it．　Imust

be　an　agent　as　well　as　a　patient．”　He　says，“I　am　asking　that　I　may　be　enabled　to

do　it．　In　the】ong廻n　I　am　asking　to　be　given‘the　same　mind　which　was　also　in

Christ’”（ルla　lcolm，26）．　Thus，　lrue　faith　shou】d　be　accompanied　by　action．

　　　　　In　Narnia，　the　importance　of　active　commitment　to　Aslan　is　explessed　by

the　fact　that　only重hose　who　are　carrying　ou吐or　at　least　trying　to　carry　out　Aslan’s

will　are　able　to　know　him．　Even　those　who　believe　As】an　faino　recognize　him

when　they　are　momentarily　not　ready　to　see　and　do　what　he　wants　them　to　do．

　　　　　In　P’ゼnce　C醐ρ∫απ，　for　instance，　when　the　Pevensie　children　are　hurrying

their　way　to　rescue　Caspian，　Aslan　appears。　Then，　it　is　Lucy　alone　tha重

recognizes　him　at　once．　She　reads　his　will　in　his　face　that　they　shou】d重ake　a　path

up　the　gorge　through　the　forest　and　go　where　he　is　waiIing。　However，　Peter　does

not　see　him　and　chooses　the　way　down　in　the　opposite　direction．　Susan　almost

sees　Aslan，　but　she　feels　too　tired　to　go　up　and　wouldn’目et　herself　see　him　lest

she　should　have　to　come　up　to　him．　Next　day，　she　confesses　this　to　Lucy　afte了

she　eventually　came　to　see　Aslan：

Ireally　believed　it　was　him－－he，　I　mean－－yesterday．【＿】Imean，　deep　down

inside．　Or　I　could　have，　if　I’d】et　myself．　But　I　lusI　wanled　to　get　out　of

the　woods　and－－and－－Oh，　I　don’l　know．（Casρian，132）

　　　　　It　is　difficult　to　keep　following　Aslan’s　will　incessantly．　The　way　he

points　to　is　not　necessarily　an　easy　one，　though　it　is　always　the　right　one．　Those

like　Susan，　who　is　not　strong　enough，　are　easily　tempted　to　choose　lhe　easier　way

even　when　they　suspect　that　the、　harder　way　should　be　the　one　to　take．　They
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consciously　or　unconsciously重ry　not　to　see　him，　because　they　know　that　once　they

shou】d　meet　him　they　should　have　no　choice　but　to　obey　him　however　hard　the

way　may　be．　Leanne　Payne　remarks，“A　root　meaning　of　the　term　to　obey　is　to

listen．”6　Christ　always　follows　the　Father　by　listening　to　His　wiU．　For　those　hl

Namia，　too，　seeing　is　following　and　when　they　do　not　wanI　to　follow　they　would

not　see。　Men　can　shut　thelr　mental　eyes　and　give　up　the　eyesight　of　their　own

will．　Untihhey　leopen　their　eyes　of　faith，　their　physical　eyes　do　not　see　Aslan

even　when　he　is　before　them．　This　is　why　Susan　fails　to　see　him　in　the　woods

though　she　fundamentally　believes　in　him．　Faith　hl　the　sense　offiducia　caUs　for

the　will　to　follow　the　Lρrd　incessantly，　and　she　lacks　it．

　　　　　Later，　Susan　tums　out　to　be　the　only　one　who　has　been　to　Narnia　and　yet

fblgets　it．　Back　in　the　human　world，　she　gets　wholly　occupied　in　her　daily　life

with　dresses，　parties，　etc．，　and　loses　interest　ill　Narnia．　She　comes重o　regard

Namia　as　no　more　than　an　imaginary　country　which　she　made　up　with　her

brothers　and　sister　hl　theh℃hildhood　just　for　fun．　In　lke　Screwtape　Letters，　Lewis

points　out　thaUhe　ordinary　every　day　routine　has　the　power　of　makhlg　people

吐hink　of　the　supernatural　as　something　unbelievab】e　and　unrealistic（Screwtape，

13）．　The　visible　world】y　life　tends　to　feel　more　realistic　than　the　supematuraI

world．　This　is　also　tlue　to　Susan．　As　Evan　K．　Gibson　remarks，　she　is　the　most

practical　one　of　the　fbur　children．7 @1t　is　Susan　who　firsuhinks　of　provisions

against　cold　and　hunger　both　in　7乃εLion，　the　Witch，　and疏ε　VVar°d’°obe　and　in

P”ince　CaSpian－－and　therefore　the　one　that　would　most　easily　feehhe　practical

ordinary　life　to　be　the　most‘‘rear’thing（cf．　Lion，54；Caspian，98）．

　　　　　On　the　oIher　hand，　just　oPPosite重o　Susan　who　loses　sight　of　Aslan　whom

6Leanne　Payne，　Real　Presence，　p．162．　Payne　does　not　give　any　etymological

explanation　here，　but　John　Ayto’s　pic’ionalツρブ凧）rd　Origins敦ells　us　that‘‘obey

comes　via　Old　French　obeir　from　Latin　obedire，　which　mean目itera】ly‘】isten

重o．’” iJohn　Ayto，　Dictiona’ッof　Word　O’・i8ins（Archade，1990），　p．369）．

7Evan　Gibson，　C．5．　Lewis，　Spin〃erげTa’es：　／l　Guide∫o　His　Fiction
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she　has　nearly　seen，　Edmund　comes　to　see　Aslan　when　he　be】ieves　Lucy　who　says

she　has　seen　him，　Ihough　at　filst　he　did　not　see　him　at　alL　Edmulld　believes　heI

because　he　remembers　that　when　they　first　came　to　Namia　it　was　also　Lucy　who

first　found　and重o】d　them　about　Namia，　and　that　though　they　did皿ot　believe　her

story　aI　fiπst，　eventually　they　themse】ves　strayed　into　Narnia　to　find　out　that　she

had　been　right．　When　all　the　Pevensie　children　meet　Aslan　face　to　face

afterwards，　Aslan　says　to　him“Well　done”（Caspian，133）．　Edmund’s　sight　of

As］an　is　a　reward　for　his　believing　without　seeing．　As　Jesus　once　said　to

Thomas，‘‘Blessed　aπe　those　who　have　not　seen　and　yet　have　believed”（John：

20：29，NKJV），　Edmund　is　b］essed　by　Aslan．　In　Edmund’s　case，　then，　it　is　his

belief　that　a110ws　him　to　see．

　　　　　The　reason　why　Lucy　sees　Aslan　when　the　others　do　not　is　that　she　alone

keeps　her　eyes，　with　all　her　heart　and　m童nd，　open　to　him　alhhe　time．　She　never

doubts　he　is　good，　and　follows　him　unconditionally　with】ove．　When　she　sees　him，

she　runs　to　him　almost　before　she　knows　it．

She　never　stopped　to　think　whether　he　was　a　friendly　lion　or　noしShe

rushed　to　him．　She　felt　her　heart　would　burst　if　she　lost　a　moment．

（122－124）、

She　is　an　anima　natu1・aliter　Christiana，　a　born　Christian，　who　naturally　loves　God・

She　believes　in　Aslan　literally“as　a　child．”（cf．　Matthew　18：3）And　it　is　because

she　believes　in　Aslan　so　firmly　that　she　is　able　to　lead　the　other　children　to　Aslan

when　they　have　Iost　sight　of　Him．　In　Prince　CaSpian，　it　can　be　said　that　Peter

and　Susan　come　to　see　through　Lucy’s　perseverance　and　suffering　for　them，　for

Lucy　has　had　considerable　difficulty　in　getting　them　to　see　Aslan．

　　　　　In　the　Chronicles，　Lewis　repeatedly　emphasizes　the　importance　of　will　to

believe．　While　in　his　apologetic　works　such　as　in　Mere　Cliristianity　and

（Eerdmans，1980），　p．136，
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ル伽acles　he　tries　to　establish　logica】arguments　fol　the　existence　of　God，　in　his

fiction，　he　admits　that　all　that　human　reason　can　do　for　the　acquirement　of　faith　is

to　show　the　high　probability　of　God’s　existence．　After　al1，　we　need　to　be】ieve

without　a　decisive　proof．　In　The　Voyage｛）f　the‘Dawn　Treade〆，　the　daughter　of

aretired　star　tells　Edmund　who　is　wondering　whether　he　can　tmst　her　or　not，

You　can’t㎞ow［＿］You　can　only　believe－－or　not．

（1）αレレπTreader，170）

　　　　　Though　her　words　in　this　context　do　Ilot　refer　to　the　be】ief　in　God，　or　hl

Aslan，　Ihey　show　us　what　Lewis　thinks　to　be　the　essence　of　fai山．　St．　TertuUian

says“credo　quia　impo∬iわile　est”（DεCarne　Christg　V）．　And　St．　Augusthle　aIso

is　believed　to　say，‘‘credo　quia　aわsurdu〃1”（Co乖∬ions，　vi5）。8　Ever　s三nce　then，

along　line　of　ph慧osophers　has　seen　man’s　limitations　in　logical　thinking　in　the

attempt　to　know　God’s　existence　and　found　the　wilno　believe　necessary：Kant，

Descartes，　Pasca1，　William　James，　etc．　are　all　in　this】ine，　and　Lewis　hele酬ows

them．

　　　　　In　Namia，　such　volitional　faith　is　approved　most　strongly　in　The　Silver

C加か．There，　two　children，　Jm　and　Eustace，　with’their　Namian　guide　called

Pudd】eglum　are　nearly　ensnared　by　the　Witch　who　has　ho】d　Prince　R皿ian　captive

underground　foπyears．　She　tries　to　make　them　believe　that　Aslan　and　all　the　upper

wolld　are　nothing　but　dreams．　She　says　tha重Aslan　must　be　a　caUransfbrmed　in

their　dream，　and　thaUhe　sun　is　no　more　than　a　imaginaly　copy　of　a】ump．　When

she　tells　them　thus，　it　is　impossible　for　them　to　produce　counter－testimony　againsl

81t　is　generally　accepted　that　St．　Tertullian　says　this　i1　De　Carne　Christi，　V；and

St．　Augustine，　in　Confe∬ions，　VI．5．，　ye重，　in　fact，　there　is　no　exact　equivalent

passage　by　Tertullian　in　lhe　extant　texts，　and　as　far　as　I　see　in　the　Loab　edition，

there　cannot　be　found　the　passage　by　St．　Augustine，　either・一一Cf・St・Augustine，

Confe∬ions　I　of　2　Vo】s．，　tr．　By　W．　Watts　in　1931，　Loeb　Classical　Library

（Harvard　Univ．　Press；Heinemann，1977）；Dictionary（of　Christianity（『キリスト教大
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her，　because　in　the　underground　where重hey　are　now，　neither　the　sun　nol　Aslan　is

ever　to　be　seen．　When　the　Witch　plays　an　enchanting　lyre　which　deprives　them

of　clear　thinking，　the　children　and　Puddleglum重hemselves　almost　believe　the

Witch’s　words．　Puddleg］um，　however，　manages　to　keep　sane　by　stepping

barefoot　on　her　fire　of　incense　and　extinguishing　it．　When　the　pain　of　the　burned

feet　awakes　him　from　Ihe　enchanted　dreamy　state，　he　declares　to　go　on　believing

in　Aslan　and　Narnia　whatever竈he　Witch　may　say．　He　says，

Suppose　this　b】ack　pit　of　a　kingdom　of　yours　is　the　only　wolld．　We11，　h

strikes　me　as　a　pretty　poor　one．　And　tha重’s　a負mny　thing，　when　you　come　to

think　of　it．　We’re　just　babies　making　up　a　game，　if　you’re　Iight．　But　fouI

babies　p】aying　a　game　can　make　a　play－wor】d　which　licks　your　real　world

hollow．　That’s　why　I’m　going　to　stand　by　the　play－world．　1’m　on

Aslan’s　side　even　if　there　isn’t　any　Aslan　to　lead　it．　1’m　going　to　live　as

like　a　Narnian　as　I　can　even　if　there　isn’t　any　Narnia．（156－157）

　　　　　Puddleglum’s　logic　is　similar　to　that　of　Pasca1，㎞own　as“Pasca］’s　Wager，”

in　his　1）εη∫6θ∫．　Pascal’s　idea　is　this：we　have　ei吐her　to　believe　in　God　or　no重to

believe　but　our　reason　is　not　capab】e　enough　to　judge　which　position　to　take・

Therefore，　our　choice　is，　as　it　were，　a　wager　in　which　we　have　to　chose　our　side

without　any　guarantee　of　the　resuh．　In　the　wager　of　faith，　if　you　bet　that　God

exists　and　win，　you　can’ ≠狽狽≠奄氏@God　who　is　etemal　beauty　and　even　if　you　lose，　you

lose　nothlng．　Therefbre　you　had　be雛er　bet　on　God’s　existence，　Ihat　is，　you　had

better　believe　in　God．9

　　　　　This　Iogic　may　seem　meπcenary　and　insincere，　Actually，　however，1t　ls　a

posllive　confession　of　the　wilho　beheve　in　God　in　a　world　where　His　existence且s

never霊o　be　proved　definitely．　As　a　basic　assumption　of重his　logic，　there　is　at

IeasUhe　belief　that　a　life　in　God’sworld　is　more　desirable　than　anything　else．　In

事典』）（Kyo　Bun　Kwan（教文館），1963；rpt．　rev．1968．）

gBlaise　Pascal，　Penses，　ed．　Lon　Brunschvicg（1897；Garnier－Flammarion，1976），

pp．113－114．）
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the　statement　that　in　case　God　does　not　exist，　even　if　we　lose　the　world，　we　lose

nothing，　it　is　implied　that　if　God　does　not　exist　the　wolld　is　worthless　and

meaningless．　Above　a11，　here　is　a　will　to　put　the　whole　self　at　stake　for　the　belief

in　God．　It　is　the　wi11　for　the　total　commitment　to　God，　and　can　be　called　positive

“faith”or　fiducia．　Therefole，　in　The　Chronicles　of　Narnia，　falth　is　a　matter　of

voluntary　will　even　on　the　cognl重ive　level．　No　one　is　aUowed　to　remain　passive

if　he　is　to　be　in　the　right　relation　to　Aslan．

　　　　　On　the　Ievel　of　action，　it　is　even　Iruer．　Inη1εSilver　Chair，　Jill　is　caUed　for

敦obe　active吐hroughout　the　story　in　her　relation　to　Aslan．　At　the　beginning，　in

England，　she　prays　with　Eustace　to　Aslan　to　bring　them　to　Narnia　and　has　that

prayer　granted．　In　Namia，　when　JiU　first　meets　Aslan，　he　tells　her　that　he　has

called　them　from　England　for　a　task．　Jm　is　surpr量sed　to　hear　this　because　she　has

thought　it　was　because　they　prayed　to　As】an　thaUhey　have　been　brought　to　Narnia．

Yet　Aslan　says　to　her，

You　would　not　have　called重o　me　unless　I　had　been　callilg　to　you．（Silver

Chair，28）

Just　as　Christ　said　to　his　disciplines，“You　did　not　choose　Me・but　1　chose　you　and

apPointed　you　重hat　you　should　go　and　bear　fruit，　and　that　your　fruit　should

「emain”（John，15：16，ノ＞KIIり，　Aslan　is　tellilg　her　that　even　in　her　wish　to　come　to

his　counlry，　there　was　Aslan’s　providence　that　she　should　come　and　accomplish　a

good　deed．　But　all　the　same，　it　was　necessary　for　her　to　call　on　Aslan　of　her　own

wi】L　Aslan’s　providence　and　her　prayer　worked　together．　Here，　there　would　be

no　point　in　asking　whether　lt　was　Jill’s　will　or　Aslan’s　that　brought　her　to　Narnia．

Aslan’s　ini1ial　ca11ing，　the　unconscious　response　of　Jill　who　did　not　know　herself

that　it　was　response，　and　Aslan’s　response重o　her　respondent　prayer－－all　of　them

worked　together　in　union．　At　any　rate，　even　though　the　first　initiative　was　on

As］an’sside，　Aslan　demands　man’s　playing　an　active　part　in　their　re｝ationship．
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　　　　　In　The　Horse　and　his　Boy，　Aslan　accompanies　Shasta　on　his　journey　for　a

long　time　without　revealing　himse】f，　like　Chrisl　on　the　way　to　Emaus（Luke

24：13－16）．　Shasta　notices　that　some　very　large　creature　is　following　him，　gets

frightened，　and　at　Iast　ventures　to　ask“Who　are　you？”Then　Aslan　speaks　to　him

for　the　firsuime　ill　answer，“One　who　has　waited　long　for　you　to　speak”（Horse，

138）。　Communication　between　Aslan　and　a　man　has　to　be　on　the　man’s　own　will

as　well　as　Aslan’s．　Revela敦ion　of　Aslan　thus　calls　for　active　commitment　of　the

man　who　receives　it．

　　　　　What　is　a】so　important　is　that，　to　be　able　to　recognize　Aslan’s　revelatlon，

one　should　be　honest　befbre　him．　As　Lewis　is　to　take　up　as　a　main　theme　later血

刑1〃セHave」Faces，　as　long　as　a　man　hides　his　sinfulness　under　the　veil　of

self」justification　or　self－deception，　he　can　never　meet　God　face　to　face，　because

while　he　hides　his　true　face，　he　has　no　face　with　which　to　encounter　God．　In　The

Silver　Chair，　Eustace　falls　off　from　a　high　cliff　soon　after　their　anival　in　Nalnia」t

is　Jilrsfault．　He　falls　to　save　hel　from　falling　when　she　has　gone　needlessly　too

near　the　edge　of　the　cliff　just　to　boast　her　courage　and　got　dizzy．　When　she

meets　Aslan，　she　confesses象hat　she　is　to　blame　for　his　fa1】．　When　Jill　says　to

Aslan，‘‘I　was　showing　off，　sir，”he　says，‘‘That　is　a　very　good　answef’（Si’ver

C加’ろ28），　It　is　heI　honesty　he　approves　of　here．　And　it　is　this　honesty　that　has

癒st　of　all　made　it　possible　for　her　to　meet　Aslan．

　　　　　Furthermore，　even　when　one　gets　Aslan’sπevelation，　it　is　not　the　end・

Nor　is　Sola　fides　enough．　The　revelation　is　to　be　kept　alive　in　the　mind　of　the

recipient　through　conscious　effort，　In　7乃εSitver　（：hait～　Aslan　gives　Jill　four

ins匙ructions　to　achieve　her　Iask　and　te11s　her　to　Iemember　them　by　heart　and　repeat

them　alhhe　time．　Revelation，　unless　it　is　consciously爬membered，　will　be

forgotten　sooner　or　Iater．

　　　　　It　is　also　necessary　for　a　man　to　keep　his　mind　consciously　cleaL　In　ou「

actual　world，　even　if　there　is　God，　it　is　difficu1Uo　know　His　wil1．　This　is　the
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Same　alSO　in　Narnia．

signs，

Aslan　gives　warning　to　Jill　after　he　has　given　her　the　four

Here　on　the　mountain　I　have　spoken　to　you　clearly；Iwill　not　often　do　so

down　in　Narn三a．　Hele　on重he　mountain　the　air　is　clear　and　your　mind　is

clear；as　you　drop　down　into　Narnia，　Ihe　air　will　thicken．　Take　great　care

that　it　does　not　confuse　your　mind．（Silver　Chair，30）

Aslan　thus　demands　continuous　effort　on　the　part　of　man　to　keep　his　mental　eyes

open．　The　essential　thing　is　invisible．　Aslan　says　to　her　further，

And　the　signs　which　you　have　learned　here　will　not　look　at　all　as　you　expect

them　to　look，　when　you　meet　them　there．　That　is　why　it　is　so　important　to

know　them　by　heart　and　pay　no　attention　to　appearances．（Silver　Chair，

30－31）

　　　　　In　spite　of　As］an’s　warning，　however，　JiU　neglects　to　repeat　the　given　signs

when　she　is重iπed．　As　a　result，　she　soon　forgets　some　parts　of　them　and　confuses

others　so　as　to　miss　thlee　of　them．　Lewis　is　conscious　that　man　is‘‘at　once　rational

and　animal”（Reg’℃∬，13）so　that　one’s　physica1　weakness　may　sometimes　hinder

his　spiritual　faith．　In　the　Chronicles，　Jilrs　case　is　an　example　showing　how　that

weakness　may　hinder　one’s　active　faith．　Still，　people　in　the　Chronicles　are　ca1］ed

for　to　get　over　such　difficulty　and　carry　out　their重asks．　They　may　go　astray　but

finally　would　be　able　to　achieve　Aslan’s　wiU　as　long　as　they　are　trying　to，　and　as

long　as　they　are　honest　enough　to　admit　their　faults　and　ready　to　come　back　to　the

right　way．　As　Clyde　S．　Kilby　poinls　ouI，　in　Narnia，‘‘though　evil　succeeds　it　is

never　quite　able　to　take　over　completely．　Though　Prince　Rilian　was，　by　normal

standards，童nsane　twenty－three　hours　of　the　day，　he　was　himself　one　houL　The

suggestion　is　that　a　very】i田e　bit　of　genuine　reality，　with　Aslan’s　he】p，　is　capable

・f・1…i・gthe　ai・・f　th・un・eality　whi・h　f・・1・m・n　m・・t・f　th・tim・・”’°Thi・ca・

10Clyde　S，　Kilby，　Tlie　Christian研（orld（of　C．　S．　Levvis（Eerdmans，1964），　p．137．
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also　be　said　of　Jill　when　she　flnal茎y　succeeds　in　finding　Rilian　and　rescuing　him

after　repenting　her　negligence．　The　fburth　sign－－that　is　the】ast‘‘bit　of　genuine

reality”to　use　Kilbyis　words－－clears　the　air　of　the　Witch’s　unreality　for　her．

Robert　Hous吐on　Smith　sees　Plato’s　theory　of　recoHec重ion　in　Jill’s　forget重ing　the

signs　given　on　lhe　mountah1：

It　follows　from　this　conception　of　the　sou】’s　descent　into　the　earth】y　miasma

that　the　soul　will　grow　forgetful　of　its　heavenly　origin　during　its　earthy

incamation．【＿】Jill’s　mind　does　indeed　grow　forgetful　and　confused，　as　it

must　ln　spite　of　Aslan’s　caution．　But，　clouded　though　the　soul’s　vision　of

the　good　is　on　Ealth，　there　remains　in　each　person　a　flickering，　sputtering

fiame　of　divine　truth　that　can　be　fanned　into　a　clearer，　more　illum量nating

light　under　suitable　cilcumstances．　This　concept　is，　of　course，　Plato’s

謙鵡！孟゜f「ec°llecti°n・an曲wis　acceμed　the　insight

There　is、apohlt　in　this　remark．　Yet　ill　Jm’s　case，　it　is　because　of　her　laziness敦hat

she　forgets　the　signs　and　should　not　be　Iegarded　as　a　natural　consequence　of　her

descent　into　Namia　as　if　she　were　not　responsible　fol　that．　It　is　her　sin．　And

what　is　also　impoltant　is　that　it　is　heHepentance　and　regained　will　to　achieve

Aslan’s　will　that　enable　her　to　find　the‘‘truth”that　has　been　c】ouded．

　　　　　All　those　who　truly　wishes　10　foUow　a　good　God　is　following　Aslan．　1書is

also　true　when　an　ho皿est　man　has　believed　in　the　wlong　god．　A　young

Calormene，　Emeth，　in　The　Last、Battle　has　worshipped　lhe　god　Tash　a11　his　life，　as

he　was　bom　and　brought　up　in　a　country　where　Tash　is　believed　in　as　the　good

deity　though　in　fact　he　is　an　evil　and　awful　god．（Lewis　expresses　the　crooked

nature　of　Tash　by　the　description：‘‘having　a　bird’s　head，　he　cou】dn’t　look　at　you

straight”（Last　Batt’θ，121）．）When　Emeth　meets　Aslan　for　the　first　time　in　his

life　at　the　entrance　to　Aslan’scountry，　Aslan　Iells　him，

Child，　all　the　service　thou　hast　done　to　Tash，　I　account　as　service　done　to

11
Smith，　Patches｛of　Godlight，　pp．186－187．
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me．　Nαbecause　he　and　I　are　one，　but　because　we　are　opposites．　I　take重o

me　the　services　which　thou　hast　done　to　him，　For　I　and　he　are　of　such

dぜferent　kinds　that　no　service　which　is　vile　can　be　done　to　me，　and　none

which　is　not　vile　can　be　done　to　him．　Therefore　tf　any　man　sweal　by　Tash

and　keep　his　oath　for　the　oath’s　sake，　it　is　by　me　that　he　has　truly　sworn，

though　he㎞ow　it　not，　and　it　is　I　who　Ieward　him．　And　if　any　man　do　a

cruelty　in　my　name，　then，　though　he　says　the　name　Aslan，　lt　is　Tash　whom

he　serves　and　by　Tash　his　deed　is　accepted．（Last」Battle，149）

　　　　　As　long　as　one　is　trying　to　do　the　will　of　the　good　god，　it　does　not　matter

whether　one　calls　the　god　Tash　or　As韮an．　Areal　act　of　pursuing　good　is　in　reality

an　act　of　faith　in　Aslan．　Aslan　knows　better　than　the　young　man　himself　that　it　is

Aslan　whom　he　belongs　to；that　he　is　obeying　him　though　unconsciously．　The

name　Emeth　must　have　come　from　the　Hebrew　word“emeth，”［〔nx】that　means

‘‘狽窒浮狽?hwith　the　implication　of“falthfulness”and‘‘permanence”as　Lewis　says　he

has　l・・m・d　f・・m　Ency・1・P・d三・Biblica（1914）．12　A・1・n　t・ll・Em・th，“B・1…d，

［＿］unless　thy　desire　had　been　for　me　thou　wouldst　not　have　sought　so　long　and

so　tru】y．　For　all　find　whaUhey　truly　seek．”（Last　8attle，149）

　　　　　The　salvation　of　Emeth　who　has　worshipped　the　wlong　god　might　be　seen

as量mplying　univelsalism．　However，　the　point　here　is　not　that　every　believer　of

any　religion　wi1］be　saved　in　the　long　run．　What　is　stressed　here　in　the　case　of

Emeth　is　that　no　one　who　truly　seeks　fbr　good　cannot　long　keep　following　what　is

actually　an　evil．　These　words　of　Aslan　remind　us　of　what　Lewis　refers　to　as“the

dialeclic　of　Desire”in　his　autobiographical　allegory，　Tlie　Pilg’・伽’∫Regress，

which　we　have　seen　in　the　ParI　I　of　this　thesis　i1　the　chapter　on　Lewis’s　a∫gument

from　Imagination．13　A　man’s　true　desire　to　attahl　what　is　really　vital　fol　his　life

is　never　satisfied　un重i】he　gets　the　object，　wh三ch，　in　Lewis’s　view　in吐he　actual　life・

is　God，　heaven　and　Christianity．　In　the　process　of“the　dialectic　of　Desire，”

anything　that　is　not　the　true　object　of　the　desire　betrays　its　falsity　once　it　is　really

12
bf．　Lewis，Abolition，　p．28n．
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experienced，　even　if　it　has　appeared　to　be　the　most　desirable　thing　on　ealth．　This

is　why　the】ong　endurance　of　Emeth’s　faith　is　a　proof　of　its　rightness．

　　　　Yet，　on　the　other　hand，　Lewis　never　advoca吐es　leligious　pluralism．　Rather，

he　seems　to　be　nearer　to　Karl　Rahner　who　sees　some　truth　ill　pagan　religions

while　admitting，‘‘lt　is　possibly　too　much　to　hope，1＿】吐hauhe　religious　p】uralism

which　exists　ill　the　concrete　situation　of　Christians　will　disappear　in　the

foreseeable　future．”14 @Then　we　see　Emeth　as　a　type　of　what　Rahner　conceives　as

‘‘≠氏@anonynmous　Christian”15　as　follows：

God－pleasing　pagan　was　already　a　theme　of　the　Old

estamellt，　and　especially　since　lhis　God－pleasing　pagan　cannot　simply　be

thought　of　as　living　absolutely　outside　the　concre重e　soc三ally　constituted

τe］igion　and　constructing　his　own　religion　on　his　native　foundations【＿】if　we

wish　to　be　Christians，　we　must　profess　belief　in　the　universal　and　serious

salv孟fic　purpose　of　God　towalds　all　men　which　is　true　even　within　the

post－paradisean　phase　of　salvation　dominated　by　original　sin．［＿】

Christianity　does　not　simply　confronUhe　member　of　an　extra－Christian

re］igion　as　a　mere　non－Chris重ian　but　as　someone　who　can　and　must　already

be　regarded　hl　this　of　that　lespect　as　an　anonymous　Chlistian．　It　would　be

wrong　to　regard　the　pagan　as　someone　who　has　not　yet　been　touched　in　any

way　by　God’s　grace　and　tmth．　If，　however，　he　has　experienced　the　grace　of

God【＿j　then　he　has　already　been　given　revelation　in　a　true　sense　even　before

he　has　been　affected　by　missionary　preaching　from　without．16

　　　　In　the　Chronicles，　faith　in　Aslan　is　vital　for　every　creature．　And　that　faith

should　be　both　fides　and　11ducia’belief　in　Aslan’s　existence　and　authority　as　1he

Lord，　and　commitment　of　the　self　to　him　with　the　active　wil1　to　do　his　will．

13 @See　above，　PP．15－21，

14
jarl　Rahner，　Tlieological　Investigation∫，　vo1，5，　tr．　Karl－H．　Kruger（London：

Darton，　Longman　and　Todd，1966），　p。133．
15
qahner，　p．133．

16
qahner，　pp．122－131．
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III　Charity

　　　　　Inルfere　Christia’疲y，　Lewis　points　ouUhat‘‘Charity”or‘‘‘Love’in　the

Chris重ian　sense”is　a　state　not　of　the　feelings　buI　of　the　will．　It　is　different　from

na重ural　likings　or　affection．　Natural　likings　and　dislikes　are　ne互ther　sin　nor　virtue．

They　are　just　facts．　Charity　towards　another　pelson　or　another　self　is　the　wish

and　will　to　do　it　good“just　because　it　is　a　self，　made（1ike　us）by　God，　and

desiring　its　own　happiness　as　we　desiπe　ours”（ルfere　Christianity，114－115）。　In

man’s　re］ation　to　God，　Charity　means　the　w孟ll“to　do　His　wi】1，”for，　Lewis　says，

‘‘

撃?@we　are重rying　Io　do　His　will　we　are　obeyhlg　Ihe　commandment，‘Thou　shalt

Iove　the　Lold　thy　God’”（MεrεChristianity，116）．

　　　　　In　this　lighI　and　from　what　we　have　discussed　o皿the　problem　of“faith”hl

the　Chronicle馬　we　see　that　in　Narnia，　charity　and　faith　are　hldivisib】e．　We　may

say　that　what　Lewis　sees　in　faith　in　the　sense　of　fiducia，　or　the　active　will　and

commitment　of　oneself　to　do　Aslan’s　wm　is　in　large　part　what　he　sees　in　charity

towards　God．　Lucy’s　faith　i1　Aslan　is　unconditional，　childlike　love　thal㎞volves

her　wish　to　follow　him　for　eveL　In　lhe　Last　Battle，　those　who　are　to　follow　the

way　into　Aslan’s　country　are　marked　not　only　by　their　faith　but　also　by　their】ove

fbr　Aslan　himself．　Therefore，　it　can　be　said　that　real　faith　in　Aslan　is

accompanied　by　charity，　and　vice　versa．
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IV　Hope－－lnto　Narnia　and　to　Aslan’s　Country

　　　　　The　third　of　the　theological　virtues　is　Hope：that　is，　the　hope　for　God’s

kingdom　and　for　a　regenerated　life．　It　is，　in　Lewis’s　words，‘‘a　continual　looking

forwald　to　the　eternal　wor】d”（Mere　Ch’・istianity，116）．　In　Narnia，　this　hope

takes　the　fom　of　hope　for　Aslan’s　country．　In　the　Chronicles，　three　worlds

exists：Narnia，　the　human　world　from　which　children　visit　Narnia，　and　Aslan’s

country　which　is　the　counterpart　of　heaven，　that　is，　God’s　Kingdom．

　　　　　When　human　children　go　to　Narnia，　or　when　Narnian　people（or　beasts）go

to　Aslan’s　country　from　Namia，　it　is　usually　Aslan　who　sends　them　from　one

world　to　another．　The　comings　and　goings　between　lhe　human　wor】d　and　Narnia

are　either　by　magic　ol　through　Aslan’s　direct　working．　In　either　case，　there　is

some　supernatulal　power　at　work　It　is　said　that　magic　is‘‘the　only　way　of

getting　to　Namia”（Dawn　1｝・eader，11），　though　it　is　not　necessarily　magic　by　a

human　magician．　Actually，　except　in　Theルlagician　’sハTephew　where　it　is　by

magic　rings　made　by　Uncle　Andlew　that　human　children　go　to　Namia，　the

children　are　all　drawn　into　Namia　or　stray　in重o　it　by　a　certain　power　which　is

beyond　human　contro1．　The　initiative　is　on　Aslan’s　side．　Besides，　i重is　always

Aslan　who　dec三des　when　they　should　go　back　to　the　human　wor】d．　Chi！dren

have　no　choice　even　of　whether　to　stay　ol　to　go　back．　Then，　there　is　Aslan’s

providence　also　in　the　Children’s　roles　in　Narnia．　Tasks　are　always　assigned　to

them，　rather　than　chosen　by　them，　and　they　have　to　carry　them　out　readily　and

voluntarily。

　　　　　Besides，　it　is　only　children　who　can　go　to　Narnia，　which　symbolica11y

shows，‘‘unless　you　are　converted　and　becomc　as　little　children，　you　will　by　no

means　enter　the　kingdom　of　heaven”（Matthew，18：3，2＞K〃）．　Thus，　Narnla　ls

not　only　ano重her　world　for　the　children　from　human　world．　It　is　also　an　entrance

to　the　Real　Aslan’s　country，　or　heaven．　When　Lucy，　Edmund，　and　Peter　are
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kiUed　in　oul　world　in　a　lailway　accident，　they　are　moved　to　Narnia　and　then　go　to

Aslan’s　country　from　Narnia．　Namia　is，　for　them，　a　world　blidging　the　human

world　and　Aslan’s　heaven．　As　Michael　Edwards　points　out，　they“enter　it　by

magic　as　the　figure　of　grace，　and　although　it　is　not　heaven（it　is　not　Aslan’s　own

country）alhhe　children　who　are　admitted　theπe　know　it　to　be　better　than　this

world．　It　stands　between　ou1】ife　on　ealth　and　our　future　l迂e三n　heaven，　and　it

represents　in　part【．．．］the　experience　of　heaven　that　we　have　on　earth．”17

　　　　　From　the　genesis　in　7he　Magician　’s　Nephew　to　the　apocalypse　in　71te　Last

Battle，　we　see　aκαtρoζ　under　Aslan’s　providence　leading　to　the　com呈ng　of　his

kingdom．　Aftel　the　invasion　of　evil　into　the　innocent　young　Narnia　in　lhe

ルlagician’s　Neρhew，　that　is　a　disaster　equivalent　to　the　Fall　in　Genesis，　the　long

term　of　the　White　Witch’s　evil　Ielgn．　At　the　same　time，　there　also　is　a　plophesy

that‘‘when　two　Sons　of　Adam　and　two　Daughters　of　Eve　sit　in　those　four　thrones

【aUhe　castle　of　Cair　Paravel】，　then　it　will　be　the　end　not　only　of　the　White

Witch’s　reign　but　of　he1】ife”（11ie　Lion，77）．　This　is　a　plophesy　of　the　conquest

ofヒhe　original　evil　in　the　Narnian　world，　as　there　was　the　prophesy　of　Jesus

Christ’s　victory　in　ours．　Also，　just　as　Jesus　prophesied　his　Suffering　to　the

disciples，　when　in　r7ieルtagician　’sハ「ephew　Aslan　prophesies　Narnia’s　hard　times

under　the　Witch，　he　suggests　his　own　suffering　to　come：

Evil　will　come　of　that　evi1，　but　it　is　still　a　long　way　off，　and　I　will　see　to　it

that　the　worst　fall　upon　myself．　（Magician　’5，126）

　　　　　Aslan’s　death　on　the　Stone　Table　is　vicarious　death　for　Edmund．　It　is　a

sacrifice　of　the　innocent　for　the　hfe　of　the　guilty　who　really　deserves　death．　It　is

an　act　of　tota11y　disinterested　love，　and　his　resurrection　with　the　break　of　the　Stone

Table（which　has　laws　on　it　as　Mose’s　tables　of　testament　did）symbolizes　the

17
lichael　Edwards，“C．S．

No．2（1992），　pp．111－112．

Lew孟s：Imagining　Heaven，”Literature（隻Tlieology，6．
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victory　of　love　over　the　melci］essly　exacting　laws．　Here，　as　G］over　points　out，

“The　Deeper　Magic　of　mercy　t血mphs　over　the　Deep　Magic　of　the　law　of

justice．7’18　Sammons　also　sees“the　stone　knife　as　symbols　for　God’s　law，　wh量ch

Iequires　death　as　a　penalty　for　sin．　When　the　sacrifice　is　over，　the　Tab｝e　is　divided

in　two　as　was　the　veil　in　the　Tabernacle　after　Christ’s　crucifixion．”19　AI重he

same　time，　Aslan’s　death　and　rebirth　is　also　a　prototype　of　the　death　of　old　self

and　regeneration　through　the　atonement，　though　in　Aslan’s　case，　the　death　he　has

suffered　is　not　for　his　own　sin　but　Edmund’s．　Through　Aslan’sdeath　and　rebirth，

Edmund　is　remade　into　a　good　being．　Tamnus吐he　Faun’s　being　turned　into　a

stone　statue　and　coming　back　to　life　by　Aslan’s　breath　also　significantly　follows

most　clearly　the　pattern　of　death　of　the　old　self（which　was　under　1he　power　of　the

White　Witch，　the　evil）and　rebirth　by　Aslan（or　by　God）．

　　　　　Lfη昭ルlagiciaガ∫ハrephew　is　Narnia’s　genesis　and　d　8加∫’Battle　is　its

apocalypse，　lhe　Lion，　the　Witch，　and　the　PVardrobe　is　its　equivalent　to　the　story　of

Jesus’s　atonement　of　original　sin．　lhe　Horse　and」His　Boy，　P励cεCaspian，　The

レbyage　of　the　Dawn　Treader，　a皿d刀ie　Silver　Chair　are　stories　of　people　who　live

betweell　that　atonement　and　the　end　of　time　when　Aslan　comes　back　to　judge

them．　During　that　time，　as　in　the　anno　domini　eras　of　oul　wolld，　people　may

know　Aslan　and　come　to　live　in　faith，　or　they　may　drift　away　from　him．　They

are　given　free　choice　whether　or　not　to　obey　him．　Lucy　and　Reepicheep　are

among　those　who　believe　and　follow　Aslan　from　the　first．　Edmund　and　Eustace

are　regenerated　h】to　his　followers．　Thele　are　also　those　in　Calormen　who

follows　the　god　Tash五nstead　of　Aslan．　Yet　the　people　are　no重forever　given　that

fπee　choice．　Aslan　opens　a　door　which　leads　to　another　wolld　from　Narnla　twlce，

that　is，　in　Prince　Caspian　and　in　The　Last　Batt’e．　Each　time，　the　door　divides

people　into重hose　who　follow　Aslall　and　those　who　do　noし　YeI　it　is　only　ln

18Donald　E。　Glover，　The．Art（ゾE〃chan〃ηθ〃∫（Ohio　Univ．　Press，1981），　p．142．

1g　Ma曲a　C．　Sammons，A　GuideThroughハ励η如（Halold　Shaw，1979），　P．124・
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Pノ・ince　Caspian　that　people　are　free　to　choose　which　way　to　take．

　　　　　In　P’9加cθCaSpian，　the　door　leads　to　the　human　world．　It　is　for　those

Narnian　people　whose　ancestors　came　from　there．　Aslan　lets　them　themselves

decide　whether　to　go　to　the　human　world　through　the　door　or　to　stay　in　Narnia．

None　have　to　go　out　through　the　door童f　they　want　to　stay　in　Namia；ne量ther　are

those　who　choose　Io　go　out　of　Narnia　condemned　for　preferring　beilg　away　from

Aslan’s　wolld．　They　ale　even　approved　by　Aslan　for　their　faith　in　him　to　believe

his　words　that　the　door　really　leads　to　the　wol】d　for　men，　Aslan　says　to　the　first

man　who　has　decided　to　go　through　the　door：

It　is　well　chosen【＿】And　because　you　have　spoken　first，　strong　magic　is

upon　you．　Your　fUture童n　Ihat　world　shall　be　good．　Come　forth．

（Prince　Caspian，186）

　　　　　It　is　probably　because　Narnia　is　not　made　up　as　an　allegory　of　the　Christian

City　of　God　that　these　peop】e　are　not　punished　for　choosing　to　live　out　of　it。　Or

it　may　be　because　when　one　believes　in　Aslan，　Aslan　is　there　with　him　whatever

world　he　is　in．

　　　　　However，　in　The　Last　Battle，　the　case　is　different．　Aslan　opens　a　door重o

his　country　from　Narnia，　and　then　people（and　talking　beasts）are　divided　by

Aslan　before　the　door　into　two　groups：those　who　are　going　to　Aslan’s　country

and　those　who　are　not．　It　is　the　Last　JudgmenしThis　time，　no　one　has　any　choice

which　group　to　join．

But　as　they　came　up　to　As］an　one　or　other　of　two　things　happened　to　each

of　them．　They　all　looked　stralght　in　his　face；Idon’nhink　they　had　any

choice　about　that．　And　when　some　looked，　the　expression　of　their　faces

changed　terribly－－it　was　fear　and　hatred【＿］lasted　only　fbr　a　fraction　of　a

second．　You　could　see　thaUhey　suddenly　ceased　to　be　Talking　Beasts．

They　were　just　ordinary　animals．　And　aU　the　crea重ures　who　looked　al

Aslan　in　that　way【＿］disappeared　into　his　huge　black　shadow，　which【＿】

streamed　away重o　the】eft　of　the　doorway．1＿l　But　the　othels　looked　in　the

face　of　Aslan　and　Ioved　him，　though　some　of　these　were　very　frightened　at
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the　same重ime．　And　all　these　came　in　auhe　Door，　in　on　Aslan’s　rlght，

（Lご～∫∫Bc～ttle，140）

Their　Iove　for　Aslan　may　be　mixed　with　feaf　and　yet　be　true　expression　of　faith．

Here，　Lewis　is　suggesting　his　belief　that　God　is　awful　as　weU　as　attractive．

　　　　　It　is　significant　that　the　judgment　is　done　not　through　inquily　and　answer，

but　simply　by　meeting　with　Aslan　face　lo　face．　Thele　is　no　room　for　pretence　or

Iying．　Clyde　S．　Kilby　says，‘‘Narnia　is　less　a　place　divided　il1吐o　good　and

bad－ac重ing　cleatures　than　those　with　a‘germ’of　goodness　or　badness　developing

towards　fulfiUment．”20　Above　al1，　meethlg　with　Aslan　has　such　strange　and

strong　powel　as　to　revea】and　fulfill　that‘germ’and　esselltlal　character　of　the　one

who　sees　him．　In　Prince　Caspian，　when　a　man　beating　a　boy　sees　Aslan，　he

turns　to　a　tree　with　Ihe　bea重ing　stick　as　one　of　its　branch．　Pig－1ike　nasty　boys

become　pigs，　and　a　teacher　who　immediately　loves　Aslan　begins　dancing．　This

meeting　with　Ihe　Lord　is　then　the　most　cruciahhing　to　determine　whether　one　is

to　be　saved　or　not，　which　is　to　be　an　important　theme　later　in刑I　We」Have　Faces．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Longing＞

　　　　　Many　of　those　who　go　to　Aslan’s　country　or　to　Narnia　have　had　a　special

solt　of　longing　for　Aslan　or　for　Aslan’s　country．　The】onging　is　the　same　sort　of

desire　as　that‘‘Joy”，　which　we　have　seen　in　Chapter　l　of　the　first　part　of　this　tわesls，

that　Lewis　sees　to　have　been　a　desire　for　heaven．

　　　　　Shasta　in　7乃ε」Horseαη4　hisβρy　longs　for　Narnia，　which　is　to　the　north

beyond　the　hill．　He　has　been　brought　up　hke　a　slave　by　a　Calormene　but，　in　fact，

he　is　a　Narnian　prince　kidnapped　by　the　man　when　he　was　a　baby．　He　does　not

know　his　own　identity，　and　his　yeaming　for　Namia　is　an　unconscious　longing　for

the　place　he　really　belo璋gs皇o．　his　described　as　Ihis：

20
jilby，　The　Cht’istian　JVorld（of　C．　S．」Lewis（Eerdmans，1964），　pp．141・142．
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【H］ewas　very　interested　in　everything　that　lay　to　the　Norse　because　no　one

ever　went　that　way　and　he　was　never　allowed　to　go　there　himself．　When

he　was　sitting　out　of　doors　mend㎞g　the　nets，　and　all　alone，　he　would　often

look　eagerly　to　the　Norse．［＿】Shasta　thought　that　beyond　the　hill　there　must

be　some　delightful　secret．（Horse，12）

This　description　reminds　us　of　the　young　Lewis’s　own　longing　for　the　Castlereagh

Hil］s　that　he　saw　from　the　nursery　windows，　which　he　remembers　thus：

They　were　not　very　far　off　buuhey　were，　to　children，　quite　unattainable．

They　taught　me　longing－－Sehensucht．（10y，12）

　　　　　Jewel，　the　unicorn，　has　also　an　unconsclous　longing　for　Aslan’s　country．

Aslan’s　country　is　the　real　and　etemal　home　for　his　people，　and　it孟s　why　Shasta，

Jewel　and　others　fee】such　a　longing　for　it．　It　is　a　sort　of　homesickness．　Jewel

cries　out　with　joy　when　he　comes　and　sees　Aslan’s　country：

Ihave　come　home　at　last！　This　is　my　real　country！Ibelong　here．　This　is

the　land　I　have　been　looking　for　all　my　life，　though　1　never　knew　it　till　now．

The　reason　why　we　loved　the　old　Narnia　is　that　it　sometimes　looked　a　little

like　this．　Bree－hee－hee！　Come　farther　up，　come　farther血！（Last　Battle，

155）

H・・e，Smith・g・i・・ead・P1・t・’・th…y・f・ec・Ilecti・n．21　B・ew・・ag・ee・wlth

Smith　and　adds　to　reminds　us　that“This三dea　follows　the　earlier　conception　of

Augustine　as　welL”221ndeed　Plato　says　in　Phaedrus　that“evefy　soul　of　man　has

by　the　law　of　nature　beheld　Ihe　rea｝ities”and“gain　from　earthly　things　a

recollection　of　those　realities”（249E）．23

Few　then　are　left　which　retain　an　adequate　recollection　of　them；bul　these

when　they　see　here　any　likeness　of　the　things　of　that　other　world，　are　stricken

1
2
弓
」

2
【
∠
凸
∠

Smith，　pp，188－189．

Brewer，　p．12n．

Plato，」Phaedrus，　in　Plato」r，　P．483．
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　　　　with　amazement　and　can　no　longer　control　themselves；but　they　do　not
　　　　understand　their　condition，　because　they　do　not　clearly　perceive。（250　A－B）24

Likewise，　Jewel　somehow　recognized　images　of　Aslan’s　country　in　Narnia　and

loved　them，　though　he　did　not　understand　his　condition，　because　he　did　not　clearly

　　　　じ
pe「celve・

　　　　　The　most　conspicuous　and　straightforward　of　all　who　Iong　for　Aslan’s

country　is　Reepicheep，　the　mouse．　He　got　a　prophesy　when　he　was　still　in　his

cradle：

Where　sky　and　water　meet，

Where　the　waves　grow　sweet，

Doubt　not　Reepicheep，

To　fi皿d　al】you　seek，

There　is　the　utter　East．　（Dawn　Ti・eader・，24）

　　　　　Ever　shlce　thaUime，　he　has　yearned　for　the　utter　East，　believhlg　that

Aslan’s　country　is　thele．　He　is　glad　to　join　King　Caspian’s　voyage　to　the　east

because　he　thinks　it　is　the　way　for　realization　of　his　lifelong　dream．　He　rejoices

to　hear　that　in　order　to　wake　three　Narnian　Iords　from　enchanted　sleep，　King

Caspiall　has　to　sail　as　near　to　the　world’s　end　as　he　can　and　leave　at　least　one

member　of　his　crew　there．　It量s　said　thauhe　one　who　is　to　be　left　behind“must

go　on　hlto　the　uttel　east　and　never　return　into　the　world．”　Reepicheep書hen

eagerly　insists　that　he　should　be　the　one　who　is　to　be】eft，　saying，‘‘That　is　my

heart’s　desire”（Dawn’Treader，175）．　The　firmness　of　his　determination　to　go　to

Aslan’s　country　is　expressed　in　his　words　on　his　parting　from　others．

While　1　can，　I　sail　east　in　the　Dawn　Treader．　When　she　fails　me，　I　paddle

east　in　my　coracle．　When　she　sinks，1　shall　swim　east　with　my　four　paws・

And　when　I　can　swim　no　longer，　if　I　have　not　reached　Aslan’s　country，　o「

shot　over　the　edge　of　the　world　in　some　vast　cataract，　I　shall　sink　with　rny

24@Plato，　Phaedrus，　pp，483－485．
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nose　to　the　sunrise｛＿】（Dawn　Trea　der，180）

　　　　　This　obstinagy　and　courage　in　the　pursuit　of　Asl　an’s　country，　against　every

possible　hardship，　take　him　there　at　the　end　of　the　voyage．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Courage＞

　　　　　It　is　significant　that　Reepicheep，　who　is　the　first　in　the　Chronicles　to　go　to

As玉an’s　country　is　so　courageous．　　In　fact，　his　first　characteristic　llas　been

courageousness　all　his　life．　When　Caspian　and　his　councils　are　discussing　how

to　fight　with　Miraz，　Reepicheep　and　his　mice　are　the　first　that　propose“storming

Miraz　in　his　own　castle　that　very　night”（Caspian，77）．　During　the　voyage　on　the

Dawn　Tl・eader，　he　jumps　into　the　sea　all　by　himself　as　soon　as　he　sees　a　9roup　of

sea　people　with　Iong　spears　in　their　hands，　who　look　hostile．　When　the　ship　comes

near　the　end　of　the　sea，　his　courage　as　well　as　yearnilg　for　Aslan’s　country　keeps

him　going　without　fear，　while　Caspian　and　Edmund　show　a　little　hesitat量on

because　no　one㎞ows　what　is　beyond　that　end．　Furthermore，　Reepicheep

chivalrously　values　his　honour　most，　which　fortifies　his　courageous　attitudes

although　he　cares　fbl　his　honour　rather　exccssively　that　once　Aslan　te1】s　him，“I

have　sometimes　wondered，　friend，［＿1　whether　you　do　not　think　too　much　about

your　honour”（CaSpian，177）．　Too　much　concern　about　one’s　honour　can］ead　to

pride，　and　Aslan　is　here　warning　against　it，　reminding　him　that　his　honour　musI

not　be　the　primary　thing．　Yet，　Aslan　does　so　affectionately，　as　he　knows

Reepicheep　is　noI　ploud　of　his　honour　though　he　much　values藍and　that　he　is

firmly　on　the　right　way．

　　　　　In　any　case，　courage　is　regarded　as　a　necessary　condition　if　one　wants　to

follow　As］an　as　far　as　his　country。　When　Susan　has　failed　to　see　Aslan　in　the

wood　because　of　her　unconscious　desire　to　avoid　taking　the　harder　road　to　him，

Aslan　tells　her，“You　have　listened　to　fears，　child”（Caspian，133）．　Without

courage，　it　is　difficult重o　overcome　hardships　and　keep　following　Aslan．
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　　　　　Inルfe”εChristianity，　Lewis　tells　us　that　the‘‘Fortitude，”or　courage，

enunciated　as　a‘℃ardinal”virtue　in　Christianity　includes　not　only　the　kind　of

coulage　to　face　danger　but　also　the　courage　to　s吐ick　to　virtues　under　hardships，

He　says，‘‘You　will　Ilotice，　of　course，　that　you　cannot　pradice　any　of重he　other

virtues　very　long　without　bringing　this　one［i．e．　For重itude］into　play”（ルtere

ChJ’istianity，73）．　Susan　is　an　example　of　those　who　thus　someヒ三mes　faino

follow　God　even　though　fundamenta11y　having　faiIh　and　love　for　him．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　door　to　As董an’s　coulltry＞

　　　　　On　the　other　hand，　while　one　needs　courage　and　faith，　the　way　to　enter

Aslan’s　country　is　at　least　ope皿lo　everyone　of　every　wor】d，　to　humans　as　well　as

to　Narnians．　When　Aslan　sends　Lucy　and　Edmund　back　to　the　human　world，　he

says　to　her，　who　says　she　wi11　miss　him　in　her　world，　　・

But　you　shall　meet　me，　dear　one【＿】But　there　I　have　another　name．　You

must　learn　to㎞ow　me　by　that　name．　This　was　the　very　reason　why　you

were　brought　to　Narnia，　that　by　knowing　me　here　for　a　little，　you　may㎞ow

me　better　there．　（Dawn　Treader，209）

　　　　　These　words　imply　that　God，　Jesus　and　Aslan　are　a】10ne　under　the　differen敦

names．　Lewis　believes　in　God’s　Incamation　as　a　myth　thaI　became　a　facし　As

R．J．　Reilly　points　out，皿ot　on］y　Narnia　but　in　the　human　history，　too，　after　1he

Incarnation，

fact　and　myth　do　not　necessarily　exclude　each　other；pre－Christian　myth（as

in　Lewis’s　scale）may　be　largely　non－factua】，　but　post－Christian　history　will

be　not　only　factua1　but　still　mythic　as　well．25

What　Aslan　says　above　is　that　when　we　have　an　eye　of　faith　we　will　meet　him

25
q．　J．　Reilley，　Ro’nantic　Religion：／望StUdy（）f　Ba’プ｝eld，　Lewis，

Tolkien（Univ．　of　Georia　Press，1971），　p．115．

J）Villiams，　and
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here童n　this　world，　too．　Aslan　says，“There　is　a　way　into　my　country　from　all　the

worlds”（209）．

　　　　　John　Hick，　who　has　seen　people　in　many　races　holding　different爬ligions

and　seem　to　be　saved　by　their　religious　belief　and　practices，　says　in　Theルte’aphor

6ゾ　God　Inca”nate　that　‘‘ahhough　our　age　is　increasingly　post－traditiona11y

Chlistian，　it　may　weU　be　receptive　to　a　non－tladitional　Christianity　centred　upon

lhe　universally　relevant　religious　experience　and　ethical　insights　of　Jesus　when

these　are　freed　from　the　mass　of　ecclesiastical　dogmas　and　praαices　l＿］Unlike

the　traditional　version，　such　a　non－Iradit孟onal　Christianity　must　of　course　see　itself，

not　as　the　one　and　only‘true　religion’，　but　as　one　authentic　sph’itual　path　among

oIhels，　open　to　influences　from　the　wideHeligious　experience　of　humankind．”26

　　　　　Although　Lewis　himself　fir皿1y　believes　that　Christianity　is　the　only　way　to

salvation，　in　Nalnia，　he　perhaps　unintentiona1互y　heralds　the　movement　of　today’s

multi。cultura】，　multi－religious　movement．　When　Lucy　asks　Aslan　how　to　get　to

his　country　from　the　human　wolld，　he　says，

Ishall　be　telling　you　all　the　time【＿］But　I　wilhot　tell　you　how］ong　or

short　the　way　will　be；only　that　i重lies　across　a　riveL　But　do　not　fear　that，

for　I　am　the　great　Bridge　Bu韮deL（Dawn　Treader，209．）

　　　　　For　us　human　behlgs，　the　way　to　Aslan’s　country，　ol　heaven，　will　open

when　we　die，　that　is，　when　we　go　across　the　I量veL　Yet，　Namian　people，　fol

whom　Aslan’s　country　is　not　meIaphysica】but　is　in　the　same　spatio－temporal

dimension，　can　go　there　even　without　once　dying．　For　them，　dools重o　heaven　ale

hidden　in　quite　ordinary　places．　In　llie　Last　Battle，　for　instance，　those　who　keep

faith　in　As】an　find　As】an’s　country　in　a　stable，　where　those　who　disbelieve　him

find　nothing　extraordinary．　Then，　the　fact　that　it　is　hidden　thus　from　the　unfaithful

people　emphasizes　again　the　importance　of　having　an　inner　eye　of　faith．

26John　Hick，　lhe、Metaphor（）f　God　lncai・nate（SCM，1993），　pp． 13－14，
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　　　　　Aslan’s　country　is］ike　Plato’s　world　of　Idea．　In　it，　Narnia　looks　just　like

the　old　Narnia　but　holds　deeper　reality；only　it　is　more　reaL　Lewis　compares　the

new　Namia　in　As】an’s　country　to　the　world　reflected　in　a　looking－glass．

the　scene　in　the　mirro1，0r　the　valley　in　the　mirror，　were　in　one　sense　jus“he

same　as　the　rea1270ne：yet　at　the　same　time　they　were　somehow

different－－deeper，　moπe　wonderfu1，　more　like　places　in　a　s重ory：in　a　story

you　have　never　heard　but　very　much　wanUo　know．　The　difference　between

重he　old　Namia　and　the　new　Narnia　was　like　that，　The　new　one　was　a　deeper

country：every　rock　and　flower　and　blade　of　grass　looked　as　if　it　meant

more．（Last　Ba　ttle，155－156）

　　　　　Looking　at　the　new　Narnia，　Digory　says，“h’s　a］】in　Plato，　a1】in　PlaIo”（加∫∫

Battle，154）．　It　is　the　real　countly　of　which　our　world　is　only“the　Shadowlands”

（Last　Battle，165）．　It　might　seem　peculiar　that　Lewis　sees　the　world　in　the　mirror

more　real　than　our　actual　wor】d，　but　it　is　probably　an　influence　of　the　medieval

mode】of　the　universe　that　he　has　studied　as　a　li1eraly　scholar．　In、∫tudies　in

ルtedieソal　a〃d　Re〃ai∬ance　Litei・ature，　Lewis　says　thaUhe　Medieval　my重hical

model　of　the　world　is‘‘our　universe　inside　out”（Studies，62）．　Convelsely，　if　our

universe　is　inside　out，　it　a］so　follows　that，　anothel　world　which　opens　inside　this

actual　world　natulally　seems　g爬ater，　or　sometimes　more　significant．　The　light

of　the　sky　which　is　outer　than　the　earth　in　our　universe　is　shinning　inside　in　lhe

Real　World．　Thus，　in　the　eschatological　scene　in　lhe加∫ごβ副ε，　Jewe1，1he

u皿icom，　Ieads　the　others　farther　and　farther　into　Aslan’s　country，　crying，“Come

faτther　up，　come　fathel　in！”（144，155－157）

　　　　　1募Ihe　new　Namia　Lucy　finds　a　garden　up　the　hill．　Inside　it　she　recognizes

yet　anothel　Namia　which　looks　just　like　the　first　new　Narnia　that　she　has　found　in

the　Aslan’scountry・

27
Pn　this　context‘‘real”means“actual”and　not

idealistic　rea】ity．

in　Platonic　sense　of　havlng
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Lucy　looked　hard　at　the　galden　and　saw　that　it　was　not　really　a　garden　at　all

but　a　whole　world，　with　its　own　rivels　and　woods　and　sea　and　mountails，

But　they　were　not　strange：she　knew　them　al1．

　　　‘Isee，’she　said、　‘This　is　still　Narnla，　and，　more　real　and　more

beautifuhhan　the　Narnia　down　below，　just　as　it　was　more　real　and　more

beautiful　than　the　Narnia　outside　the　Stable　door！　Isee．，．world　within

wor】d，　Narnia　within　Namia＿’

　　　‘Yes，’said　Mr　Tumnus，‘1ike　an　onion：except　that　as　you　go　in　and　i皿，

each　circle三s　larger重han　the　lasし’（Last　Battle，162－163）

　　　　　Thus，　in　the　Real　World，　such　as　Aslan’s　country，　what　is　in　the　smallest

innermost　point　can　also　be　the　greatest．　This　is　sometimes　true　also　in　our

actual　world，　when　we　consider　the　meanilg　of　things：　the三nnermost　things

often　have　the　most　plecious　meanilg．　Seeing　the　new　Narnia　in　the　stable，

Lucy　reminds　us　of　Christ’s　Incarnation：

In　our　world　loo，　a　Stable　once　had　something　inside並that　is　bigger　than

our　who】e　world．（Last　Battle，128）

Here　Kathryn　Lindskoog　sees　Lewis’s　claim‘‘Ihat　everywhere　the　great　en吐ers　the

littl・，・nd　th・t　it・p・w・・t・d・…Im・・t　p・・v・・it・9reatness．”28　H・P・㎞th・

Chronides　is　the　hope　for　such　a　meaningful　country　of　Aslan　that　lies　inside　of

and　at　the　same　time　further　up　the　Narnian　world．

　　　　　Besides，　Aslan’s　country　is　also　something　like　the　empirical　heaven　that

surrounds　the　whole　cosmos量n　the　Ptolema三c　world　picture．　In　Ihe　New　Narnia，

Lucy　finds　that“the　huge　mounta三n　which　they　had　called　Aslan’s　country”童s

‘‘垂≠窒煤@of　a　great　chain　of　mountains　wh量ch　ringed　round　the　whole　world．”（乙ast

Batt’e，163）．　Imhe　medieva】pic重ure　of　the　universe，　the　empirical　heaven　which

is　spacially　thc　most　outside　has　the　most　profound，　greatest　sign童ficance．

Likewise，　Aslan’s　country　which　is　the　most　meaningful　is，　while　in　the　deepest

28Kathryn　Lindskoog，　C＆」乙ewis，ルft～アεChristian（1973；rev」nter　VarsiIy　Pless，

1981），p．39．
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and　highest　part　of　the　New　Narnia，　paradoxically，　at　the　outelmost　as　well，

What　is　significant　here　is　that，　for　thosg　who，】ike　Lucy，　has　real　eyes　to　see，　such

outermost　reality　is　not　at　aU　a　far　away　thing．　She　finds‘‘whatever　she　looked

at，　however　far　away童might　be，　once　she　had　fixed　her　eyes　steadily　on　il，

became　quite　clear　and　close　as　if　she　were　looking　tbrough　a　telescope”（Last

Bo〃ε，163）．　As　Lucy’s　words　above　suggest，　in　our　world，　too，　things　and

momen重s　of　great　impoltance　may　be　hidden　in　a　quite　ordinary　place　and　time，

and　we　may　notice　them　if　our　minds　are　open；and　once　we　notice重hem，　however

far　away　they　may　seem　at　first，　if　we　keep　our　eyes　on　them，　they　will　become

near　and　clear　to　us．
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VDisbelief

　　　　　Yuko　Noro　sees　the　theme　of　Prince　Casρian　as　the　battle　against

disbelief．29　Caspian　says　to　Trumpkin　who　asks‘But　who　believes　in　Aslan

nowadays？’

Ido，［＿】And　if　I　hadn’t　believed　in　hinl　before，　I　would　now．　Back　there

among　the　Humans　the　people　who　laughed　at　Aslafi　would　have　laughed　at

stories　about　Talking　Beasts　and　Dwarfs．　Sometimes　1　did　wonder　if　there

really　was　such　a　person　as　Aslan：But　then　sometimes　I　wondered　if　there

were　really　people　like　you．　Yet　there　you　are．（65）

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Open　scepticism＞

　　　　　Though　most　of　the　inhabitants　of　Namia　believe　in　As】an，　there　are　a　few

that　are　sceptical　about　him．　Trumpkin　in　Prince　Casρian，　who　is　a　dwarf　and

subject　of　Caspian，　is　one　of　the　few　that　take　Aslan　for　a　superstition・　When

Caspian　is　going　to　blow　the　magic　horn　which　is　believed　to　bring　Aslan’s　help，

Trumpkin　does　not　believe　its　power　and　says　to　the　prince，“Your　Majesty　knows

Ithink　the　Horn　l＿］and　your　great　King　Peter－－and　your　Lion　Aslan－－are　all　eggs

in　moonshine”（85－86）．

　　　　　And　yet，　his　scepticism　is　different　from　a　sett】ed　disbelief．　He　eventually

meets　Aslan　and　comes　to　believe　in　him．　When　he　first　sees　Aslan，　though　he　is

afraid　of　him，　he　totters　towards　him　instead　of　getting　away．　This　is　a　deed　of

self－surrender．　At　a　glance，　he　apPrehends　the　authority　of　Aslan　as　the　Lord　and

f。11。w・him・t・nce．　We　c・n・ay・fr・m・thi・th・t，・ince，・・w・h・v・・een・b・v・，3°

29 xuko　Noro（野呂有子）“Prince　Caspian－Fighting　against　disbelief’（「『カスピア

ン王子のつのぶえ』　不信との戦い　　」）in　KazumiYamagata（山形和美），　Kazuo

Takeno（竹野一雄）eds．，　A　Reader　’s（7uide　to　the　Chron　icles　of　1＞brnia，（Kokken

（国研出版，1988），pp．123－141．

30Cf．　this　chap重er，　section　II‘‘Faith”，　pp．282－283　above．
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on韮y　those　who　are　ready　to亡rust　in　Aslan　have　an　inward　eye　to　recognize　him　as

the　Lord，　Trumpkin　is　a　type　who　is　already　on　the　way　to　fai重h　even　while　he　is

still　doubti皿g　Aslan’s　existence．

　　　　　VirtuaUy，　Trumpkin　has　already　been　obeying　Aslan　since　the　time　when　he

was　still　a　sceptic．　Having　once　told　the　Prince　that　he　thinks　As】an　and　the

magic　of　the　horn　to　be　mere　superstitions，　when　he　sees　the　Prince　still　keep　his

belief　in　Aslan　and　in　the　powel　of　magic　horn，　he　not　only　agrees　that　the　Prince

should　blow　it　buI　also　willingly　offers　to　go　on　an　elrand　to　meeUhe　saviour　or

saviours　who　are　expected　to　come　by　the　magic．　He　says，

Iknow　the　difference　betWeen　giving　advice　and　taking　orders．　You’ve

had　my　advice，　and　now　it’s　the　time　for　orders．（87）

Through　this　obedience，　he　is　obeying　Aslan　through　Caspian．　It　is　this

Ieadiness　to　act　in　obedience　to　the　orders　of　the　one　he　has　once　decided　to

fbllow，　even　in　face　of　occasional　doubt　abouUhe　vi血e　of　the　ordels，　that　is

characteristic　of　him　and　Ihat　eventually　leads　him　to　the　faith　in　Aslan．　When

he　meets　Peter，　Susan，　Edmund　and　Lucy　who　have　been　dlawn　to　Narnia　by　the

horn，　he　does　not　at　once　lecognize　their　capacity　as　saviours，　since吐hey　apPear　to

be　merely　ordinary　children．　B頃once　he　finds　their　fighthlg　ability　in　archery

and　sword　to　be　even　stronger　than　his，　he　comes　to　believe　thaUhey　are　the　true

ancient　Kings　and　Queens　brought　back　by　the　magic　as　saviours；and　once　he

believes，　he　becomcs　a　most　faithful　subject　of　the　four　children．

　　　　　Trumpkin’s　scepticism，　then，　can　be　called‘‘opell　scepticism”．　It　is

scepticism　of　those　who　have　an　open　mind，1eady　to　admit　the　mistake　in　its

disbelicf　and　acccpt　bclief　when　sufficient　evidence　lurns　up．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜C】osed　scepticism＞

On　the　other　hand，　there　is　such　scepticism　as　can　be　called‘‘closed
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scepticism”that　would　nevel　lead　to　faith．　Nikabrik，　who　is　also　a　dwarf，　is　one

with　this　sort　of　scepticism．　He　somehow　misconceives　that　the　dwarfs　are　not

treated　right】y　hl　the　Narnian　society，　and　th孟s　misconception　has　nurtured　hosti｝e

feelings　in　him　towards　other　species．　His　inner　hostihty　keeps　him　flom

collaboration　and　sympathy　with　others　in　the　critical　moment　of　his　country．

He　thinks　thaUhey　might　as　weU　call　on　the　Witch　for　help　lf　lhe　Witch　cou】d　be

stronger　than　As】an．　If　the　Witch　is　evil　and　Aslan　is　good，　it　does　not　matter　to

him　at　all．　In　that　sense，　he　is　amoral．　The　only　thing　that　is　important　to　h量m

is　such　power　as　wi11　be　strong　enough重o　bring　his　party　victory．　Besides，　he

doubts　that　Aslan　is　really　on　their　side．　When　the　help　does　not　come　for　some

time　after　Caspian　has　blown　the　horn，　he　says　to　the　Prince，

If　there　ever　was　a　High　King　Peter　and　a　Queen　Susan　and　a　King　Edmund

and　a　Queen　Lucy，　then　either　they　have　not　heard　us，　or　they　cannot　come，

or　they　are　our　enemies［．．．］Either　Aslan　is　dead，　or　he　is　not　on　oul　side．

Or　else　something　stlonger　than　himself　keeps　him　back．　And　if　he　did

come－－how　do　we　know　he’d　be　our　friend？（Caspian，143－144）

　　　　　When　he　says　this，　he　has　broughUwo　friends　with　him，　who　are　allegorical

figures　of　‘‘hatred”　and　‘‘hunger”　that　express　Nikabrik’s　inner　hatred　and

dissatisfaction．　He　projects　these　negative　host氾e　fee】ings　on　other　peoP］e　and

suspects　enemies　in　Peter，　Susan，　Edmund，　Lucy　and　As】an，　fol　those　who　are

fundamentally　opposed　to重he　outer　wo11d　shou】d　necessari韮y　see　enemies

everywhere．　After　all，　Nikabrik　is　killed　by　Edmund　and　Caspian　who　prevent

him　from　calling　up　the　Witch　by　black　magic．　Hatred　makes　people　go　astray。

Caspian　shows　sympathy　for　Nikabrik　who　died　out　of　hatred．

Iam　sorry　for　Nikabrlk【＿］重hough　he　hated　me　from　the　first　moment　he

saw　me．　He　had　gone　sour　inside　from　long　suffering　and　hatlng．　If　we

had　won　quickly　he　might　have　become　a　good　Dwarf　in　the　days　of　peace．

（149）
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　　　　　H孟sscepticism　is　in　clear　contrast　with　the　firm　faith　of　Trufflehunter，　a

badgeL　Truff】ehunter　never　doubts　the　power　of　the　horn　when　the　help　they　are

expecting　does　not　come　soon．　He　says，“The　help　will　come【＿】Istand　by

Aslan．　Have　patience，　like　us　beasts．　The　help　wiU　come”（CaSpian，141）。

　　　　In　Narnia，　animals　are　often　more　faithfunhan　mall　and　dwarfs．　The

animals　who　believe　do　so　firmly　to　the　end．　Truffiehunter　takes　such　obstinacy

in　belief　f6r　granted．　He　says。

No　credit　to　me，　your　Majesty，1’m　a　beast　and　we　don’t　change．1’m　a

badger，　what’s　more，　and　we　hold　on．　（149）

　　　　　There　is　nothing　ploud　about　him　here．　The　fact　that　men　and　dwarfs

often　fall　into　scepticism　when　animals　hold　on　to　faith　shows　that　in　Narnia，　man

is　not　necessarily　superior　to　anima］s．

　　　　　The　most　obstinate　sceptics　ill　the　Chronicles　are　the　dwarfs　in　I7ie　Last

Battle．　When　they　have　once　been　deceived　by　Shift，　they　become　determined

no　longer　to　believe　in　anyone　rathel　than　believe　and　be　deceived　again．　Even

when　they　meet　the　Ieal　Aslan，　they　reject　him，　saying，

No　thanks．　We’ve　been　foo】ed　once　and　we’re　not　going　to　be　fooled　again．

（69）

They　have　decided　to　live　their　own　Iife　not　depending　on　any　authority，　and　thus

closed　by　themselves　the　way　to　faith．

　　　　　Their　principle　now　is：‘‘The　Dwarfs　are　for　the　Dwarfs”（135）．　Here，

Lewis　again　fbllows　SしAugustine　to　see　man’s　original　sin　as　essentially　the　sm

of　falling　away　from　God　in　an　attempt　to　be　on　his　own．31　The　dwarfs　with　this

princip】e　are　guilty　of　the　same　sin　as　Adam’s．　They　see　only　dar㎞ess　even

when　they　ale　in　the　bright　fie】d　that　Ieads　to　Aslan’s　coun重ry，　and　this　is　because
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of　this　sin．　In　Mere　Christia’iity，　Lewis　says，

God［＿］shows　much　more　of　Himself　to　some　peop！e　than　to　othgrs－－not

because　He　has　favoulites，　but　bebause　it三s　impossible　for　Him　to　show

Himself　to　a　man　whose　whole　mild　and　character　are　in　the　wrong

condition．　（140）

Those　who　reject　Aslan　canno重recognize　any　blessing　Aslan　is　offeling　to　them。

So　it　is　natural　that　they　cannot　enjoy　anything　good　in　Narnia，　for　every　good

thing　in　tha重world　comes　from　i書s　creatol　Aslan．　Dwarfs　therefore　have　come　to

see　no　any　Iight　when　Ihey　have　c】osed　their　spilitual　eyes　to　him．　Lucy　feels

soπy　for　them　and　asks　Aslan　to　do　something　for　them．　Yet，　while　Aslan　treats

them　to　a　gleat　feast　on　heHequest，　he　says　to　her，‘‘I　will　show　you　both　what　I

can，　and　what　I　cannot，　do”（Last　Battle，134）．　When　the　dishes，　such　as　pies，

tongues　and　good　wine，　appear，　they　eal　and　drhlk，　but　they　taste　like　a　raw

cabbage　leaf　or　an　old　tumip　or　dirty　wateL　Here　again，　it　is　shown　that　by

rejecthlg　Aslan　altogether，　they　have　abandoned　the　capacity　for　tasting　Aslan’s

blessing　Propelly．　They　physicaUy　receive　the　food，　but　cannot　receive　spiritual

good，　that　is　the　enjoyment　of　eath19，　which　is　to　accompany　the　physical　good・

As］an　says　of　them　who　have　spiritually　imprisoned　themse｝ves　in　the　darkness：

They　wi1】not　let　us　help　them．　They　have　chosen　cunning　instead　of

behef．　Theil　prison　is　only　in　their　own　minds，　yet　they　are　in　tha書prison；

and　so　afra量d　of　being　taken　hl　that　they　cannol　be　taken　out（135）

William　James　in　his　The　PVill　to　Believe　stresses　the　importance　of　the　will　to

believe　in　God，　pointing　out　that　in　our　relation　to　God　we　ca皿ot　remain　neutral：

We　cannot　escape　the　issue　by　remaining　sceptical　and　waiting　for　more

light，　because，　although　we　do　avoid　error　in　that　way　if　religion　be　untrue，

we　lose　the　good，　if　it　be　true，　just　as　certainly　as　if　we　positively　chose　to

31
bf．　S重．　Augustine，　City　of　God，　p．477．
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disbelieve．【＿］Scepticism，　then，　is　not　avoidance　of　option；it　is　option　of　a

certain　particular　kind　of　risk．　Better　risk　loss　of　truth　than　chance　of

error，一一that　is　your　faith－vetoer’sexact　position．32

　　　　　The　dwarfs，　who‘‘have　chosen　cunn三ng　instead　of　belief’are　precisely

among　such　fahh　vetoers　as　are　debunked　by　James．　After　a11，霊he　dwarfs　never

again　accepl　As】an　either　as　重heir　Lord　nor　as　their　Creator，　nor　enter　Aslan’s

country．　This　is　the　resuh　of　theil　closed　scepticism．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Scepticism　about　Aslan’s　goodness＞

　　　　　The　scepticism　of　Trumpkin　and　Nikabrik　is　about　Aslan’s　existence　and

power　as　the　saviour．　1皿The　Last、Battle，　the　King　Tirian　and　others　suffer　frorn

another　kind　of　scepticism，　that　is，　scepticism　about　Aslan’s　goodness．

　　　　　The　wicked　ape，　Shぜt，　pretends　to　be　Aslan’s　priest　and　begins　to　have　the

animated　Namian　trees　cut　down　and　sold　to　Calormen．　As　the　trees　are　cut

down　one　by　one，　the　dryad　of　each　tree　falls　dead，　crying　for　help　from　Tirian，

the　Ki皿g．　Tirian　a］so　hears　that　a　Narnian　horse　was　harnessed　and　whipped　by　a

Calormene．　When　he　heals　that　these　awful　deeds　were　all　done　by　Aslan’s

order，　he　cannot　but　lose　confidence　about　the　nature　of　As】an’s　goodness・

When　his　unicorn　Jewel　asks　him　how　As】an　could　command　such　dreadfU1　things，

he　can　only　say，

He　is　not　a　tame　Lion【＿】How　should　we　know　what　he　cou｝d　do？（28）

　　　　　This童s　not　the　expression　of　his　doubt　about　the　righleousness　or　rationality

of　Aslan．　Neither　does　he　doubt　that　Aslan　is　the　absolute　Lord．　Yet，　he　has

now　come　to　fear　that　Aslan’s　absolute　transcendence　and　freedom　beyond　a11

32 vilham　James，　The　Wi’1　to　Believe　and　Ot／2θr　E∬ays　in」POpular　Philosophy

（Longmans　Green，1898），　p．26．
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human　prediction　are　such　that　Aslan’s　good　mighI　be　someth三ng　that　has　been

called　evil　in　human　eth量cs．　He　says，

Do　you　think　I　care　if　Aslan　dooms　me　to　deaIh？［＿】　That　would　be

nothi皿g，　nothing　at　al1．　Would　it　not　be　better，　to　be　dead　than　to　have　this

horrible　fear　that　Aslan　has　come　and　is　not　like　the　Aslan　we　have　believed

in　and】onged　for？　It　is　as　if　the　sun　rose　one　day　and　were　a　black　sun．

（28－29）

　　　　　Aman’s　concept　of　good　and　evil　decides　the　way　he　lives．　His　e重hica1，

moral，　and　much　of　his　social　pr㎞ciples　depend　on　it．　Therefore，　if　he　comes　to

suspecuhat　God’s　goodness　mighI　be　diffelent　from　what　he　has　believed　to　be

good，　he　should　lose　himself　not　knowing　whether　he　should　obey　God　or　follow

his　own　conscience．　Thus，　though　Tirian　is　ready　to　obey　As】an　whether　or　not

Aslan’s　demands　appear　to　him　good，　he　fears　that　his　ethica】standards　shou】d　be

overturned．　Tirian’s　doubt　about　As】an　is　different　from　Nikabrik’s．　Nikabrik，

though　he　suspecls　that　Aslan　might　be　their　enemy，　does　not　care　whether　Aslan

is　good　or　evil　at　alL

　　　　　Tirian’s　doubt　and　fear　are　soon　cleared　when　he　has　discovered　Shtft’s

tricks，　and　he　is　reassured　that　Aslan　is　good　and　absolute　the　same　way　as　he　has

believed　him　to　be．　However，　this　problem　of　scepticism　about　Aslan’s　goodness

deserves　further　consideration．　Especially，　the　recognition　that‘‘He　is　not　a　tame

lion，”has　a　special　importance　when　we　consider　Lewis’sidea　about　God．

　　　　　Throughout　the　Chlonicles，　it　is　emphasized　that　Aslan　is“not　tame．”

A】ready　in　772e　Lion，　the　Witch，　and　the　PVardrobe，　Lucy　is　Iold　so．　When　she

first　heals　that　Aslan　is　a　lion，　shとasks　Mr．　Beaver，“Then　he　isn’t　safe？”　Then，

Mr．　Beaver　definitely　answers，“Safe？1＿］don’t　you　hear　what　Mrs　Beaver重ells

you？Who　said　anything　about　safe？℃ourse　he　isn’t　safe．　But　he’s　good．

］日le’s　Ihe　King．　Itell　you”（Lion，75）・

　　　　　Lewis’s　God　is　always　awful　as　well　as　good．　Jung　thinks　that　God　has　an
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evil　side　besides　Ihe　thπee　Persons，33　but　in　Lewis’s　opinion　God　is　awful　because

He　is　God　of　righteousness　as　well　as　God　of　love．　He　is　not　such　a　maternal，

tender　God，　as・is　thought　of　by　Shusaku　Endo，　a　Japanese　Catholic　novelisし34

Lewis　is　aware　that　in　the　Bible，‘‘Alhhe　most　terrifying　texts　come　flom　the

mouth　of　Our　Lold”（Doc鶴232）．　He　says　in　Lette’・s　to　Malcolm　that“a　safe　god，

atame　god，　soon　proclaims　himself　to　any　sound　mind　as　a　fantasy”（ルlalcol〃！，

76）．

　　　　　Lewis’s　God　is　described　as“good　and重errible”（Lion，117）．　Marlha

Sammons　pohlts　out，‘‘This　paradox　of　being　at　the　same　time　both‘重errible’and

‘good’is　a　key　idea　in　Chal］es　William’s　Descent　into．He〃，　where‘te∬ible’

means‘full　of　tenor．’”35　Thus，　in　Theルlagiciaガs　1＞ephew，　when　Po】1y　and

Digoly　first　see　Aslan，　they　are　fascillated　by　Him，　while　at　the　same　time　afraid

of　Him．

【T］hey　were　terribly　afraid　it　would重um　and　look　aUhem，　ye重in　some

queer　way　they　wished　it　wou】d．（100）

　　　　　In　The　Last　Battle，　the　statement‘‘He　is　not　a　tame］ion”is　repeated　even

three　times　in　exactly　the　same　words．　In　the　first　context，　it爬fers　to　the

complete　freedom　of　Aslan，　that　his　comings　and　goings　are　unpredictable　by

such　things　as　movement　of　stars　because　he　is‘‘not　a　slave　of　the　stars　but　their

Maker”（20）．　This　recognition　of　Aslan’s　freedom　gradually　comes　to　involve

the　fear　that　his　freedom　might　be　something　tyrannous．　When　Tirian　is

dismayed　at　the　news　that　Narnian　trees　are　being　cut　down　by　Aslan’s　order　and

33 b．　G．　Jung，‘‘Answer　to　Job，”　PSychology　and　Religion，　Ulest　and　East，　vol．11

0f　the　Collected　Works｛of　C．σ．　Jung，　second　ed．，　tr．　R．　F．　C．　Hu1】，　eds．，　Herbert

Read，　Michael　Fordham，　Gerhard　Adler，　and　WiHiam　McGuire（Princeton　Unlv・

Press，1969），　p．383＆pp．423－424．
34
bf．　e．g．，　Shusaku　Endo（遠藤周作），　Silence（『沈黙』）（Shincho（新潮社），1981）・

35
lartha　C．　Sammons，A　Guide　through　Narnia，p．76．
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asks　Jewel，“ls　it　possible？”Jewel　answers　him，“I　don’t㎞ow【＿】He　is　not　a

tame　Lion”（24）．

　　　　　In　the　third　context，　Tirian　expresses　his　own　doubt　about　Aslan’s　goodness，

as　we　have　seen　above，　that　since　A『lan　is　not　tame，　he　might　be　totally　beyond　all

the　limited　conception　of　mortal　creatures，　and　then　his　goodness　might　not

necessarily　agree　wi霊h　such　ideas　of　goodness　as　conceived　by　them．

　　　　　From　the　ancient　days　of　Gleece，　man　has　been　asking　questiolls　about

God’s　goodness　as　well　as　His　existence．　Lewis　summarizes　the　problem　in　The

Proわle〃1（）fPain：

If　God　were　good，　He　would　wish　to　make　His　creatures　perfectly　happy，

and　if　God　were　almighty　He　would　be　able　to　do　what　He　wished．　But

the　creatures　are　not　happy．　Therefore　God］acks　either　goodness，　or

power，　or　both．（14）

Even　if　evi］is　theoretically　explained，　for　example，　by　the　orthodox　Augustinian

doctrine　of　Free　Will，36　actua】ly　men　do　not　think　of　their　own　miseries　or

unhappiness　in　terms　of　Adam’s　fall　when　they　are　actually　suffering．

　　　　　This　problem　of　pain　leads　to　the　problem　of　evil　and　suffering　as　we　shall

discuss　in　the　next　sections，

36
rt．　Augustine，　City　of　God，　pp．471－473＆552－554；

PVill，　Japanese　tr．　By　lmaizumi　and　lzawa，　pp．67－69．

St．　Augustine，　On　Fj’ee
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VI　Evil　in　The　Chronicles　of　Narnia

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Nature　of　Evil　in重he　Chronicles＞

　　　　　As　is　a】ways　the　case　in　Lewis’s　works，　the　core　of　evil　nature　in　the

Chronicles　is　pride．　Especially，　self－centredness　of　those　who　are　ploud　is

emphatically　i】lustraIed．

　　　　　In　the　Chronicle亀the　one　that　is　most　proud　is　Queen　Jadis，　the　Witch，　in

Theルfa8iciaガs　Nephew．　She　has　made　war　with　her　sister　for　the　throne，　and，

finding　it　hard　to　win，1uined　hel　sister　togethel　with重he　whole　world　by

destructive　speUs　of　magic．　She　wou】d　rather　destroy　everything　lhan　let　others

domina重e　iしWhen　she　has　ruined　the　world，　howevel，　she　does　no重feel　gui】ty　at

a11．　In　her　opinion，　the　one　to　blame　is　her　sister．　She　says，

It　was　my　sister’s　fault．［＿］　At　any　moment　1　was　ready　to　make　peace－－yes，

and　to　spare　hel　life　too，　if　she　would　yield　me　the　throne．　But　she　would

not．　Her　pride　has　destroyed　the　whole　world．（ルtagician’∫，59－60）

　　　　Actually，　it　is　Jadis　herself　who　is　proud．　A　proud　man，　or　woman，　would

find　it　unbearable　Io　see　any　other　pelson　assume　a　superior　position　to　him－or

herself．

　　　　　In　The　Magiciaガ∫Nephew，　Unde　Andrew　is　presented　as　another　proud

person．　Likewise　as　Jadis，　he　is　se］f－centred，　and　thinks　himself　to　be　especially

Plivileged　to　do　anything．　He　does　not　care　whether　or　not　others　may　suffer

from　it　at　all．　He　says　to　Digoly，

Men　like　me，　who　possess　hldden　wisdom，　are　freed　from　common　rules

lust　as　we　are　cut　off　from　common　p】easures．　Ours，　my　boy，　is　a　high　and

星onely　destiny．（ルfagician’5，23）

　　　　　Digory　at　once　sees　through　Andrew’s　conceit　and　says　to　himself，“all　it

means［＿】is重hat　he　thinks　he　can　do　anything　he　likes　to　get　anything　he　wants”
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（ルtagiciaガ∫，24）．　Andrew，　who　regards　himself　as　above　all　laws，　is　prac書ically

amoral　and　does　not　feel　guilty　when　he　kills　gu孟nea－pigs　in　his　experiment．　In

his　op童nion，　he　has　a・proper　right　to　do　so　because　they　are　his　own，　which　he

bough重fbr　himse1£　To　him　they　are　no　more　than　materials　for　his　experiment．

He　does　not　see　these　animals　as　God’s　creatures　that　have　been　given　right　to　live．

Not　only　that，　he　even　uses　human　children　for　his　experiment　as　if　they，　too，　were

nothing　but　materials，　In　order　to　prove　that　his　magic　rings　really　have　power　to

send　people　into　other　worlds，　he重ries　one　of　them　on　Polly　by　deception，　and　thaI，

without　having　any　guilty　conscience．　He　gives　it　to　her　as　if　it　were　an　ordinary

omamenta1πing　and　has　her　put　it．　When　Polly　has　disappeared　from　his　room，

though　Digory　condemns　him　for　playing　such　a　nasty　trick　on　a　gir】，　he　even

boasts　about　himself：

1　am　the　great　scholar，　the　magician，　the　adept，　who　is　doing　the　experiment．

Of　course　I　need　subjects　to　do　it　on．（27）

　　　　　He　treats　her　as　an　object，　having　abandoned　humane　relationship　with　her．

He　sees　others　not　in　what　Martin　Buber　calls　an“lch　und　Du”relationship　but　in

that　of　lch　und　Es．・・37

　　　　　Besides，　here　we　see　Lewis’s　cri重icism　of　experiments　on　living　animals　il

laboratories．　In　a　pamphlet，‘‘Vivisection，”he　says　that　those　who　vivisect

animals　are　usually　materialists　who　do　no重believe　that　animals　have　souls．　Yet，

he　also　points　out　that　the　very　same　materialists　in　other　contexts　often　do　not　see

any　radical　difference　betWeen　man　and　the　other　animals．

Once敦he　old　Christian　idea　of　a　tota】difference三n　kind　between　man　and

beast　has　been　abandoned，　then　no　argument　for　experiments　on　animals

can　be　found　which　is　not　a】so　an　argument　fol　experiments　on　inferior　men．

If　we　cut　up　beasts　simply　because　they　cannot　plevent　us　and　because　we

are　backing　our　own　side　in　the　struggle　for　existence，　it　is　only　logical　to

37 larIin　Buber，　Ich　und　Du（Verlag　Lambert　Schneider，1979），　p．　9　et　passim．
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cut　up　imbeciles，　criminals，　enemies，　or　capitalists　for　the　same　reasons．

Indeed，　experiments　on　men　have　already　begun．　We　all　hear　that　Nazi

scientists　have　done　them．　We　all　suspect　that　our　own　scientists　may

begin　to　do　so，　in　secret，　at　any　moment．（1）oc馬227）

　　　　　One　of　the　characteristics　of　fairy　tales　is　that，　in　them，　evil　can　be　shown，

without　seeming　unrealistic，　in　such　an　emphatic　and　visible　foπm　as　it　would

never　be　seen　in　our　actual　hfe．　Here　also，　Andrew’s　false　Iogic　is　presented　in

such　emphasized　words　as　cannot　be　heard　other　lhan　in　sIories．　But　we　may　as

we11　notice　that　the　same　sort　of　logic　as　Andrew’s　sometimes　passes　for　vahd　il

our　actual　Iife，　where　experiments　are　made　on　animals，　or　even　on　human　bei皿gs

as　in　hospha】s　and　various　other　places。　Only，　in　our　wor】d，　the　evil　is　hidden

under　the　pretext，　fbr　example，　of　the　co煎ribution　to　the　progress　of　science　or

medical　treatment．

　　　　　The　selfLjus吐fication　of　Jadis　for　having　destroyed　the　world　with　all　the

people　in　it　is　exactly　the　same　as　Andlew’s．　The　peop】e　of　Charn　are　her　people，

and　because　they　are　her　own，　she　has　a　legitimate　right　to　ki11吐hem　if　she】ikes．

She　says　to　Digory，

You　must】eam，　child，　that　what　would　be　wrong　for　you　or　for　any　of　the

common　peoPle　is　not　wrong　in　a　great　Queen　such　as　I．　The　weigh重of

the　world　is　on　our　shoulders．　We　must　be　freed　from　a11　rules．　Ours　is　a

high　and　Ionely　destiny．（ルla8ician’∫，61）

Though　the　queen　Iooks　more　majestic　and　her　words　at　first　sound　truer　than

Andrew’s，　Digory　soon　sees　that　what　she　is　saying　is　nothing　differenげrom　wha1

his　uncle　said．　Jadis　and　Andrew　are　wlong　in　believing　tha重the　one　who　is　in　a

position　above　oIhers　and　has　powers　to　control　their　destiny　has　a　right　to　do

anything　to　them．　They　have　abandoned　the　moral　Iaw，　or　the　laws　of　human

nature，　which　one　must　keep　in　order　to　remain　human．　Through　Iheir　pride・

Jadis　and　Andτew　have　strayed　out　of　the　natulal　way，　and　gone　outside　of
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humanity．

　　　　　In　our　life，　men　sometimes　approve　of　pride　when　it　seems　to　be　an

expression　of　self－respectゼ　However，　in　The　Chlonicles　of　Narni亀as　in　any

o重her　writ血g　of　Lewis，　pride　is　without　exception重reated　as　serious　evil　and　iI　is

never　regarded　so　trivia］as　can　be　condoned．　For　instatance，　it　is　only　a　little　bit

of　pride　on　the　palt　of　Jill　that　makes　her　show　off　on　the　cliff　and　causes　Eusヒace

fall　off，　and　yet　she　has　to　make　up　for　it　Iater　by　carrying　out　a　task　given　by

As】an．　In　7乃εルlagiciaガ∫NeρheW，　Digory　strikes　the　mystedous　belho　see

what　would　happen，　though　he　knows　by　a　warnilg　poem　that　the　stroke　might

bring　abouI　something　terrible．　Jill　has　tried重o　stop　h三m，　bul　his　culiosity　has

been　too　strong．　Curiosity　is　one　of　Digory’s　characteristics　and　in　itself　not　a

bad　th血g．　When　grown　up，　certainly　because　of　this　keen　desire　for　knowledge，

he　becomes‘‘a　famous　leamed　man，　a　professor，　and　a　great　traveller”

（ルtagiciaガ∫，170－171）．　However，　too　much　curiosity　is　a　wish　to　overreach

human】imitations　and　a　sin　known　as　hubris　ever　since　the　days　of　Sophocles．

As　with　the　case　of　Oedipus，　Digory　wants　to㎞ow　even　what　he　should　not

know．　As　a　result，　he　wakes　Jadis　from　an　enchanted　sleep　and　causes　her重o

come　into　Namia．　The　same　as　Jill，　Digory　has　to　atone　fbr　the　shl　by　carrying

out　a　task　which　is　assigned　by　Aslan．　L£wis　says　in　17ie　Problem（）fPain，‘‘The

guilt　is　washed　out　not　by重ime　but　by　repentance　and　the　blood　of　Christ”（49）．

Passing　of吐ime，　a】one，　does　not　take　away　any　man’s　sin．　A　man　who　has

commi鍵ed　a　sin　needs　to　make　up　for　it　before　he　can　get　atonement．　In　Namia

this　is　the　same．

　　　　　In　de　Horse　and　his　Bq）～，　pride　of　Aravis　and　Bree　shows　off　its　falsity　in

contrast　to　the　humble　modesty　of　Shasta　and　Hwin．　Aravis　comes　from　a　house

of　high　rank　in　Calormen．　Bree　is　a　talking　horse　who　has　served　as　a　war　horse．

They　are　both　strongly　conscious　of　their　lineage　and　proud　of　it．　However，　their

pride　is　in　fact　nothing　more　than　vanity。　Aロhe　ci重y　gate　of　Tashbaan　Aravis
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feels　unhappy　because　she　is　in　her　disguise　as　a　common　travelling　girl　and　not

paid　any　reverence　from　the　people　of　the　city．　She　thinks　she　deserves　more

and　complains　to　Shasta，

IoughUo　be　riding　in　on　a　Iitter　wi竈h　soldiers　before　me　and　slaves　behind
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　コ
and　perhaps　going　to　a　great　feast　in　the　Tisroc’s　pa童ace（may　he　Iive　for

eve1）一一not　sneakillg　in】ike　this。　It’s　djfferent　for　you．（Horse，51）

ln　this，　we　see‘‘the　sense　of　injur’d　merit”which　Lewis　sees　as　a　conspicuous

・h・・act・ri・ti・・f　Mi】t・n’・S・t・n．38　Sh・・t・d…n・t　und・rst・nd　h・・feeli・g．

　　　　　Bree　also　vainly　boasts　to　Hwin，

Ithink，　Ma’am【＿】that　I　know　a　little　more　about　campaigns　and　forced

marches　and　what　a　horse　can　stand　than　you　do．（Horse，117）

However，　actually　the　stronger　one　is　Hwin　who　insists　on　going　even　when　Bree

says　he　is　too　tired　to　walk．　She　says，

Ifeel　just　like　Bree　that　I　can’t　go　on．　But　when　Horses　have　humans（with

spurs　and　things）on　their　backs，　aren’t　they　often　made　to　go　on　when

they’re　feelillg　like　this？and　then　they　find　they　can．　I　m－mean－－oughtn’t

we　to　be　able　to　do　even　more，　now　that　we’re　free．　It’s　all　for　Namia，

（Ho’。∫θ，116－117）

Then，　it　is　Shas重a　who　runs　by　himself　to　he】p　Aravis　from　a　lion　which　is　almost

tearing　her　with　its　claws．　That　time　Bree　frees　himself　away　from重he　danger，

betraying　his　cowardice，　and　Alav量s　is　saved　by　the　one　whom　she　has　despised・

Humbleness　is　the　oPPosite　of　pride．　It　is　a　great　virtue　of　Jesus　who“humbled

Himself　and　became　obedient　to　the　point　of　death，　even吐he　death　of　the　cross”

（Phi】ippians　2：8　NKJJっwhile　pride　is　the　greatest　vice　of　SaIan．　Shasta　and　Hwin

are　humble，　but　being　humble　does　not　lessen　their　courage　in　the　face　of　hardship・

38
　　John　Milton，　Paradise　Lost，　ed．　Scott　EI｝edge（Norton，1975）L98：cf． Lewls，
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1I　is　the　proud　ones　who　are　in　reality　weaker　and　inferior．

　　　　　Bree’s　vanity　is　also　seen　in　the　fact　that　he　is　much　too　anx孟ous　about　his

appearance．　As　he　was　brought　up　in　Calormen　away　from　Namia，　he　does　not

know　much　about　the　way　talking　horses　behave　themselves．　When　he　comes

near重o　Narnia，　he　gets　nervous　just　becallse　he　is　afraid　that　his　manners　would　be

different　from　those　of　other　talking　horses　in　Narnia　so　that　he　might　look　foolish

among　them．　When　he　hears　that　in　Narnia　no　one　mounts　a　talking　horse，　he　does

not　feel　like　Iejo三cil19．

This　reminded　poor　Bree　again　of　how　little　he㎞ew　about　Namian

customs　and　what　dreadful　mistakes　he　might　make．　So　while　Hwin

strolled　along　in　a　happy　dream，　Bree　got　more　nervous　and　more

self－conscious　with　every　step　he　took．［＿】‘‘Do　Talking　Horses　IoU？

SupPosing　they　don’t？　　I　can’t　bear　to　give　it　up．”（Horse，176）

Hwin，　who　is　much　wiser　and　less　self－conscious，　answers　rightly：

1’mgoing　to　roll　anyway【＿］Idon’t　suppose　any　of　them　will　care　two

lumps　of　sugar　whether　you　roll　or　not．（Horse，176）

When　Bree　and　Hwin　meet　Aslan　and　find　him　a　real　Lion，　although　they　are　both

frightened，　Hwin　choses　to　give　herself　up　to　Aslan，　She　said，‘‘Please，【＿1，

you’re　so　beautiful，　You　may　eat　me　if　you　like．　1’d　sooner　be　eaten　by　you

than　fed　by　anyone　else”（Horse，169）．　Gerald　Reed　hele　remarks，‘‘Hwin’s

humility，　presenting　her　body‘‘a　livi皿g　sacπifice”（Rom．12：1κ〃）to　Aslan，　was

the　key　decision　in　her　life．”39 @Aslan　answers　to　her　with　blessing，　saying，‘‘I

knew　you　would　not　be　long童n　coming　to　me”（169）．　And　while　Hwin’s

humility　thus　gives　her　courage重o　surrendcr　herself　to　Aslan，　Bree’s　pride　only

leads　to　cowardice　which　makes　him　mn　away．　His　fright　is　terrible　all　the　more

Pt’efa　ce，　PP．95－96。

39
ferard　Reed，　C．　S． Lewis　and　the　Bright　Sliadow（ゾHo伽θ∬（Beacon　Hill
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because　he　didn’t　expect　Aslan　to　be　a　real　lion　but　thought‘‘Ihe　Lion”was　only　a

metaphor　to　expπess　As】an’s　strength．　He　even　told　to　Aravis，“Even　a　little　girl

like　you，［＿］must　see　that　it　would　be　quite　absured　to　suppose　he　is　a　real　lion。

Indeed　it　would　be　disrespectful”　（、Horse，168）．　（This　remark　of　Bree　reminds

us　of　the　Episcopal　Ghost　in　the　G”eat　Divorce　who　we　saw　above．）40　Aslan　tells

him，

Now，　Bree，【＿】you　poor，　proud，　frightened　Horse，　draw　near．　Nearer

stiU，　my　son．　Do　not　dare　not　to　dare．　Touch　me．　Smell　me．　HeTe　are

my　paws，　here　is　my　tai1，　these　are　my　whiskers．　1　am　a　true　Beast．（Horse，

169）

This　calling　of　Aslan　makes　Bree　realize　his　self－conceit．　Bree　answers，“1’m

afraid　I　must　be　rathef　a　fool．”As］an　approves　this，　saying，“Happy　the　Horse

who　knows　that　while　he　is　still　young．　Or　the　Human　elther”（Horse，169）．

This　symbolically　shows，　as】ong　as　one　is　proud　or　se】f－conceitedly　believes

oneself　wiser　than　one　really　is，　one　cannot　even　dare　to　come　llear　to　ultimate

Rea】ity，　that　is　God，01，　in　Narnia，　Aslan．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　　＊

　　　　　If　pride　is　the　greatest　sin，　and　the　essence　of　evil　as　L£wis　conceives　of，

another　conspicuous　characteristic　of　evi】is　alienation　from　others，　especially

self－alienation　from　anythillg　good．　In　Lette’・∫’oルta　lcol’n，　Lewis　wriles，

‘‘

垂撃?≠唐浮窒?刀@are　shafts　of　the　glory　as　it　strikes　our　sensibility”（89）．　All　Pleasures

are　from　God，1eflecting　His　glory．　It　is　natural　then　that　those　who　reject　tha重

source　cannot　possibly　t町ste　what　comes　from　it．　Therefore，　those　who　reject

Aslan　in吐he　Chronicles　are　cut　off　from　enjoying　pleasures．　Thus，　in　TI2e　Last

Battle，　we　have　seen　that　the　dwarfs　who　have　chosen　to　Iive　by吐hemselves　away

from　Aslan　lose　the　power　of　enjoying　the　good　as　it　really　is，　and　taste　the　most

Press，1999），　p．122
40
　　See　above，　pp，162－163；and　Lewis’s1）ivorce，　p．45．
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delicious　dishes　as　almost　uneatab】e　food．　Then，　for　the　same　reason，　they　see

nothi皿g　but　darkness　when　they　are　bathed　in　the　light　which　comes　from　Aslan’s

country（Last　Battle，131－132）．

　　　　　It　is　also　the　same　with　Andrew，　He　hears　nothing　but　a　lion’s　roaring

when　he　is　actually　healing　Aslan’s　songs　of　creation．　Although　at　first　he

nearly　undelstood　it　to　be　a　song，　he　hated　the　song　and　tried　hard　to　make　himse工f

believe　that　it　is　only　roaring　so　that　even琶ually，　he　actually　comes　to　hear　it　as　he

wanted．　Lewis　makes　a　comment　on　this：

Now　the　trouble　about　trying　to　make　yourse】f　stupider　than　you　really　ale

is　that　you　very　often　succeed．（ルlagician　’∫，117）

God　has　given　man　the　freedom　of　wiU，　enab】ing　him　not　to　obey　God．　Andrew

also　has　this　fleedom　not　to　hear　Aslan’s　voice．　Though　he　is　not　exacIly

Aslan’s　creature，　we　may　regard　Andrew’s　attitude　towards　Aslan　as　an　examp】e

of　the　way　evi】people　behave　themselves　towards　God，　since　Aslan　once　teUs

Lucy　that　he　is　also　in　our　world　under‘‘anothel　name”（Dawn　Treader，209），

which　we　understand　to　be‘‘God”or‘‘Jesus　Christ．”　Those　who　want　to　avoid

encounter　with　God’s　reality，　as　Andrew　who　dislikes　to　hear　Aslan’s　song，　would

in　the　end　lose　the　power　of　seeing　it．

　　　　　Self－alienation　from　the　good　means　not　only　alienation　flom　good　things

but　a］so　flom　good　people．　When　Andrew　says　to　Digory，“Ours，　my　boy，　is　a

high　and　lonely　destiny”（ルtagician　’s，23），　he　is　right　though　only　partly．　He量s

indeed】onely　but　he　is　deceiving　himself　in　regarding　himself　higher　than　other

peoPle．　He　is　Ionely　not　because　he　is　surpassing　others　but　just　because　he　is

se】f－a］ienated　from　them　by　seeing　them　not　as　human　beings　but　as　too】s　and

materia】s　to　use．　Edmund　in　77ie　Lion，　the　JVitch　and　the　Wai・di’obe　is　also　in　a

s重ate　of　alienation　from　the　other　children　when　he　is　blibed　by　lhe　Wi重ch　with

candies．
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　　　　　The　most　conspicuous　example　is　Eustace　Scrubb　in　Theレ’oyage（ゾ〃le

‘Dawn乃・eade〆．　He　is　so　self－centred　as重o　care　nothing　about　o重her　people．

When　drinking　water　is　runnhlg　short　on　board，　he　thinks　it　is　quite　fail　that　he

should　be　provided　enough　even　when　the　othe了s　are　having　their　rations　cut　dow皿．

He　tries　to　steal　some　water，　and　even　ill　that　act，　actually　believes　he　is　right．

He　writes童n　his　diary：

Woke　up　in　the　night　knowing　1　was　feverish　and’nust　have　a　drink　of　water．

Any　doctor　would　have　said　so．　Heaven　knows　1’m　the】ast　person　to　try

to　get　any　unfair　advantage　but　I　never　dreamed　that　this　water－rationing

wou】d　be　meant　to　apply　to　a　sick　man．　In　fact　I　would　have　woken　the

others　up　and　asked　for　some　only　I　thought　it　wou】d　be　selfish　to　wake

them．【＿11always　try　to　consider　others　whether　they　are　nice　to　me　or　not．

（66）

　　　　　AIeally　self－centred　person】ike　Eustace　here　sees　everything　by　his　own

measure．　It　is　a】ways　the　others　tha1　a爬wrong．　Therefore，　he　always　thinks

himself　to　be　in　the　right　even　when　it　is　obvious　to　the　others　that　he　is　wrong．

Eustace　thinks　others　to　be　unfair　and　iU－natured　to　him　when　they　actually　treat

him　as　weU　and　khldly　as　they　can。　When　he　is　sea－sick，　Lucy　comes　lo　give

him　some　cordial　but　he　only　aggressively　growls　to　her，‘‘Oh，　go　away　and　leave

me　a】one”（28）．　He　finds　his　room‘‘the　worst　cabin　of　the　boat，　a　perfect

dullgeon”and　complains　that　he　has吐o　share　it　with　Edmund　and　Casplan　while

Lucy，　who　is　the　only　girl，　keeps　a　room　to　herself（31）．

　　　　　About　himself，　he　does　not　see　any　fauhs　or　weak　points．　Fol　ins重ance，

though　he　is　a　coward，　he　does　．not　admit　it　even　to　himse】f，　He　gets　frightened

when　large　waves　wash　the　ship，　Yet，　finding　the　others　take　such　waves　for

granted，　he　can　even　legard　them　as　cowards　with　the　following　dis重orted】ogic：

Ihave　seen　the　boat　near】y　go　under　any　number　of　times．　All　tわe　o重hers

pretend　to　take　no　notice　of　this，　either　from　swank　or　because　Harold

【Eustace’s　fatherl　says　one　of　the　most　cowardly　th孟ngs　ordinary　people　do
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is　to　shut　their　eyes　to　Facts．（31）

As　Jaφis　projects　her　own　pride　on　her　sister，　Eustace　projects　his　own

self－centredness　alld　cowardice　on　others．　And　thinking　himself　in　every　respect

right　while　seeing　others　wrong　in　almost　evely　poinI，　he　has　alienated　himself

from　1hem　alL　The　fact　that　he　turns　into　a　dragon　in　an　island　shows｛his　in　a

visib】e　form．　As　Payne　points　out，‘‘A　dragon　is　not　only　a　selfish　monster　that

hoards　treasures，　but　it孟s　also　a　very　lonely　creature．　One　cause　of　its　lone】iness

is　that　it　likes　nothing　betIer　to　eat　than　fresh　dragon　as　well　as　othel　animals　and

human　beings．”41　Adragon　lives　alone　away　from　human　society．　It　is　a

symbol　of　alienation　from　others．　The　fig訂e　of　a　dragon　that　Eustace　has

changed　into　is　an　externalization　of　his　inner　self　which　has　been　cut　from　all　the

others．

　　　　　Besides，　as　C　N．　Manlove　points　out“the　islands　are　potential　symbols　of

selfishness，　cut　off　from　one　anotheL”42　The　voyage　of　the　Dα剛Tr・eader　can

symbolically　be　seen　as　the　children’s　pilgrimage　of　getting　over　the　selfishness，

and　this　is　especially　true　of　Eustace．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Another　characteristic　of　evihhat　Lewis　perceives　is　its　effecUo　make

people　unab】e　to　distinguish　the　right　from　the　wlong　ol　to　undelstand　either　of

them　whi】e　good　people　unders重and　both．　As　Green　Lady　in　Perelandra　says，“it

is　waking　that　understands　sleep　and　not　sleep　that　understands　waking”

（Peretandra，209），　those　who　are　hl　the　wrong　do　no重understand　that　they　ale

wrong．　For　instance，　Eustace　writes　his　condemnation　of　others　in　his　personal

diary，　which　shows　that　he　real｝y　believes　in　the　faults　of　others．　And　this　wrong

belief　strengthens　the　evil　ones’self－centred　conviction盆hat　evelything　they　do　is

41
P£anne　Payne，　RεαムPresence，　P．64．

42 b．　N．　Manlove，　C．＆Lewis：Hご∫加εro’ッAchieソε加ε雇（Macmillan，1987），　p．

148．
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approvable．　Again，　we　see　it三s　an　intrinsic　weakness　of　evinhat　it　even　lacks

self－knowledge．

　　　　　In　Lewis’s　work，　evil　is　always　weaker　than　lhe　good．　Though　in　the

Chronicles，　evil　fights　againsUhe　good，　and　though　the　evil　is　never　completely

extinguished，　it　is　always　the　evi】side　which　is　defeated　in　the　end，　For　example，

in　lhe　Lion，　the　PVitch，　and　the　JVai・dl・obe，　when　Aslan　comes　into　Narnia　which

has　long　been　suspended　in　winter　by　the　White　Witch’s　magic，　lhe　spell　is

broken　and　snow　begins　to　thaw　even　before　Aslan　works　anything　against　the

Witch．　His　mere　presence　is　strong　enough　to　break　her　magic．　At　one　point

she　makes　an　agreemenl　with　Aslan　that　she　will　spa爬Edmund’s　Iife　on　the

condition　that　Aslan　be　killed　instead．　However，　when　she　tries　to　make　su爬

that　Aslan　will　keep　his　promise，　she　is　fielcely　grow】ed　at　by　him　and　cannoI　but

run　away　for　her　Iife，　Furthermore，　though　the　Witch　has　once　killed　Aslan　and

appeared　to　have　won，　Aslan　comes　back　to　life，　and　she　is　defeated．　After　al1，

in　killing　Aslan　as　a　sacrifice，　she　has　done　nothing　but　he】p　Edmund’s　atonement．

Once，　Christianity　says，　Satan’s　temptation　brought　about　Christ’s　Incamation，

Suffeling，　Death　and　Resurrection，　which　opened　f6r　every　man　possibillty　of

becoming　a　son　of　God．　In　Narnia，　too，重he　Witch’s　tempta吐ion　of　Edmand　and

fbllowing　fall　of　him　resuh　in　the　good　which　she　never　expected．　Here　is　again

Lewis’sfavorite　theme　that　evil　becomes　the　Good’s　tool（cf．、Pain，99）．　Such　an

evil　one　as　the　Witch　works　for　the　good　without　any　intention　to　do　so．

　　　　　Another　characteristic　of　evil　as　Lewis　conceives　of　is　the　Ioss　of　speaking

abi1童ty．　In　the　last　of　L£wis’s　science－fiction　trilogy，77iat　Hideous　Strength，

proper　speech　is　taken　away　from　the　’ ?魔奄戟@party　of吐he　N．1．C．E．（343－351）．　Thele，

Lewis　uses　languagc　as　something　which　symbo】izes　Ihe　propeHe】ation　betwcen

the　giver　of　the　language，　i．e．God，　and　the　creatures　who　are　given　it．　In　Namla，

too，　the　powel　of　speech　is　a　token　of　blessing　of　and　selection　by　Aslan，　At　lhe

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．beginni190f　Narnia，　Aslan　chooses　a　pair　from　each　species　of　animals　and　glve
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them　wolds，　giving　a　warnlng　noUo』ose　them：

Creatures，　I　give　you　yourselves．［．．，】The　Dumb　beasts　whom　I　have　not

choseh　are　yours　also．　Treat　them　gehtly　and　cherish　them　but　do　not　go

back　to　their　ways　lest　you　cease　to　be　Talking　Beasts．　For　out　of　them　you

were　taken　and　into　them　you　can　return．　Do　not　so。（ルlagician　’∫，109）

Adam　was　made　from　earth，　and　when　he　disobeyed　God，　he　was　doomedヒo

retum　to　ashes．　What　Aslan　tells　the　animals　noUo　do　is　to　turn　away　from　him

as　Adam　did　from　God．　As塁ong　as　they　ale　Aslan’s　people　they　will　hold

speech．　When　they　cease　to　be　so，　they　should】ose　it　The】oss　of　speech　then

shows　the　loss　of　his　blessing．　This　is　a　sort　of　testament　between　Aslan　and　the

beasts．　Thus　hl　The　Last　Ba’tle，　a　cat　named　Ginger　that　pretends　Io　be】ieve　in

Aslan　without　any　real　faith，　using　Aslan’s　name　in　an　act　of　cunnhlg，　goes　dumb．

For，　by　committing　pe加ry　and　profanity，　he　has　bloken　the　orlginal　testament

with　Aslan．

　　　　　When　the　creatuπes　are　wrong，　even　when　they　are　not　positively　evi1，　theh

speech　may　be　affected，　if　not　altogether　taken　away．　In　The　Horse　and　his　Boy，

when　Shas1a　talks　as　if　there　is　litt】e　difference　between　riding　a　horse　and　riding　a

donkey，　Bree　gets　offended　because　he　thinks　himse】f　to　be　be賃er　than　donkeys。

It　is　a　sign　of　his　pride，　and　because　this　pride　is　wrong，　his　words　become　mole

like　the　neighing　of　an　ordinary　horse，　rather　than　speech・

　　　　　Lewis　depicts　evil　as　unmislakab呈y　haIeful　and　hideous，　and　often

despicable　and　awkward　as　we】L　The　Witches　and　Shift，　fbr　example，　are

wholly　hatefu1，　while　Andrew，　and　Bree　in　his　wrong　moments，　Iook　absuld　and

despicab］e．　As　we　have　seen，　Lewis　finds　one　of　the　important　role　of　litera重ule

in　its‘‘insisting　on　certain　Stock　themes－－as　that　love　is　sweet，　death　bhter，　viltue

】ovely，　and　children　or　gardens　deligh重fur’（1）”（rface，57）・　And　those　stock

themes　surely　must　includes　that　evil　is　hideous　and　hatefuL　Besides，　as　Lewis

says“mere　Christianity　commits　every　Christian　to　believing　that‘the　Devil　is（in
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重he　long　nm）an　ass’”（P’・eface，95），　it　must　be　from　his　actual　conviction，　and　not

simply　fbr　amusing　litelary　effects　that　he　depicts　his　evil　characters　as　often

laughably　absurd．　David　Holbrook　criticizes　Lewis　for重he　hate　which，　Holbrook

thinks，　Lewis’s　Nalnia　invokes　in　childlen．　He　says　in　his　psycho】ogical　study

of　Namia，

There　are　parents　who【＿l　found　their　children　were　unduly　upset　by電hem

li．e．‘‘Narnia”books】．　Ieven　heard　of　one　psychotherapist　who　would　not

allow　his　children　to　read　the　books　because　they　were‘‘so　full　of　hate．”【．．．l

However，　there　is　one　thing　about　which　Lewis　is　always　solemn　and

serious：the　need　to　chastise．　Throughout　aH　his　work　Ihe爬are　passages

that　invite　the　enjoyment　of　hurting　and　humilia重ing　others．【＿］How　is　it

that　Lewis’s　incitements　to　enjoy　what，　after　a11，　seems　to　be　cruelty　has

come　to　be　accepted　as　a　religious　message，　and　good　children’s　fidion？

Because，　I　believe，　it　is　offeled　as　having　a‘‘corrective”message；and　also

because　it　is　especia11y　d廿ected　to　those　who　don’t　believe．　In　a　way　it

Iepresents　a　kind　of　mi】itant　fundamentalism．43

Yet　I　be】ieve　this　remark　of　Holbrook　is　misleading．　Evan　if　Narnia　is“so　full　of

hate”against　evil（though　I　myse】f　feel　thaUhe　overall　atmosphere　of　Namia　is

full　of　love　and　joy，　not・of・hatred），　the　Chronic藍es　will　not　give　cbi】dren，　nor　adult

leadels，“enjoyment”of　hurting　the　evil　ones．　We　see　no　characters　in　Narnia　feel

enjoyment　of　that　sort，　and　neither　would　the　readers　if　they　are重o　sympaIhise，　or

identify　themselves，　wiIh　the　characters．　Ishould　rather　say，吐he　Narnian　books，

by　i】lustrating　evi1’s　absurdity　and　weakness　as　well　as　its　hatefulness，　teaches

children　to　learn　the　right　courage　to　face　the　adverse　conditions　and　evi］s　of　life・

43
cavid　Holbrook，　The∫舵’eton加‘舵〃h74roわe’C．、∫．　Levvis’s　Fa’ltasies’・’l

Phenomeno’ogicaム∫伽dy（Associated　University　Presses，1991），　pp．9＆24－25．
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VII　The　Problem　of　Suffering　in　Narnia

　　　　　What　is　closely　connected　with　the　problem　of　evil　is　the　problem　of

suffering．

　　　　　Lewis　has　interpreted　man’s　suffer量ng　as　God’s‘‘megaphone　to　rouse　a　deaf

wolld，‘‘which　calls　men’s　attention　back　to　God　Himself，　preventing　man　flom

settling　hl　eaπthly　happiness　apart　from　Him（Pain，81）．　Sometimes，　Lewis

compares　God　to　a　dentist　who　gives　his　patient　pain　in　order　to　cure　him（ルtere

Christianity，169），　or　to　an　allist　who　never　gets　tired　of　rubbing　and　scraping　so

as　to　improve　his　work（Pain，30－31）．　He　says　that　we　are　as　it　were　God’s

patients　or　artefacts．　And　yet，　when　he　has　lost　his　beloved　wife，　Joy，　of　canceπ，

he　finds　it　hard　to　keep　such　straight　forward　faith　in　God’s　goodness，　tbough，　as

the　case　with　Tirian，　he　does　not　doubt　God’s　existence　or　genuine　author証y．

Lewis’s　feelings　of　those　days　are　expressed　in．A（7rief　Obserソed，　written　soon

after　Joy’s　death：

If　God’s　goodness　is　inconsistent　with　hurting　us，　then　either　God　is　not

good　or　there　is　no　God：for　in　the　only　1ife　we　know　He　hurts　us　beyond

oul　worst　fears　and　beyond　all　we　can　imagille．　If　it　is　consistent　with

hurIing　us，　then　He　may　hurt　us　after　death　as　unendurably　as　before　it．1＿】

No，　my　real　fear　is　not　of　materialism．【＿1　Sooner　or　later　I　must　face重he

question　in　plain　language．　What　leason　have　we，　except　our　own

desperate　wishes，　to　believe　that　God　is，　by　any　standard　we　can　conceive，

‘good’？Doesn’t　all　the∫刀・ima　fc～cie　evidence　suggest　exactly　the　opposite？

What　have　we　to　set　against　it？（θ’・ief，　25－26）

　　　　　Eventually，　Lewis　resumes　his　trust　in　God　as　he　has　reflected　on　his　sceptic

feelings　about　God　and　found　them　to　be　testinony　of　weakness　of　his　faith．

Then　he　comes　to　understand　the　pain　he　has　suffered　from　his　wife’s　death　as

God’sordea1：

God　has　not　been　trying　an　experiment　on　my　faith　or　love　in　order　to　find
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out　their　quality．　He㎞ew　it　already．　It　was　I　who　didn’t．【＿】　He　a｝ways

knew　that　my　temple　was　a　house　of　cards．　His　only　way　of　making　me

rea］ize　the　fact　was　to　knock　it　down．（（］rief，　pp．　42－43）

When　everything　seems　all　right，　we　tend　to　be　conlented　with　ourse】ves　as　well

as　with垂he　wolld　around　us．　However，　it　wou】d　be　a　self－deception　to　think　that

our　earthly】ife　apart　from　God　is　enough　to　make　us　happy．　Yet，　Lewis　says，

when　we　have　pain　we　cannot　deceive　ourse】ves　but　are　folced　Io　leflect　on　what

it　is　that　is　wrong　with　us．　Through　reflection，　we　might　notice　that　it　is　God

a】one　that　can　g童ve　us　real　lasting　happiness．　Consequently，　pain　wiU］ead　us　to

God．

　　　　　In　the　Chronicles　pain　as　As】a11’s　megaphone　works　on　Eustace．　He　has

been　so　self－centred　that　he　could　not　have　possibly　heard　olhers迂they　had　tried

to　change　him．　However，　when　he　has　transformed　into　a　dlagon，　he　is　fbrced　to

reflect　on　himself．　As　Payne　says，“Eustace　begins　to　experience　how　lonely　lt　is

to　be　a　monste1．　He　begins　to　realize　what　kind　of　person　he　has　been．”44

He爬alized　that　he　was　a　monster　cut　off　from　the　whole　human　race．　An

apPalling　lone】iness　came　over　him。　He　began　to　see　that　the　others　had

not　really　been　fiends　at　a11．　He　began　to　wonder　if　he　himself　had　been

such　a　nice　person　as　he　had　always　supposed．　He　longed　for　their　voices．

（Dawn乃eader，　83）

After　this　recognition，　he　becomes　considelate　for　the　others，　positively　ready　to

help　them，　Thus，　when　he　becomes　a　dragon　outside，　he　becomes　human　inside．

It　is吐he　first　step　for　his　regeneration。　The　pain　of　loneliness　in　his　heart　has

been　a“megaphone”to　awake　his　humanity　and　conscience．

　　　　　Converse】y，　it　is　also　true　that　in　the　Chronicles　where　pain　is　Aslan’s

tribulation　or‘‘megaphone”for　the　good　of　the　sufferers，　it　is　only　good　people，　or

people　belonging　to　Aslan，　that　have　capacity　for　feeling　Pain　in　their　heart．　The

44@Payne，　P．64．
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evi】ones，　such　as　Jadis，　Andrew　and　the　White　Witch　never　fee］it．　They　are

simply　defeated　by　Aslan　or　physically　perished．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Lewis　follows　St．　Augusline　in　be】ieving　that　the　origin　of　evil　and

sufferings　in重his　wor］d　is　man’s　disobedience　to　God　through　misuse　of　free　wi11．

Yet　as　John　Hick　in　his　Evil　and　the（｝od（ザLoレe　points　out，㎞the　Christian

tradition，　there　is　another　view　of　the　problem　of　evi】which　is　as　noIeworthy　as

that　of　Sし　Augustine．　It　is　St．　Irenaeus’s　view，45　1renaeus，　alike　with

Augusline，　sees　original　sin　as　the　resuh　of　misuse　of　fee　wil1．46　However，

different　from　Augustine，　who　sees　the　original　paradisaical　state　of　man　as　llearly

perfect，　Ilenaeus　sees　the　man　in　his　original　state　as　infantile　and　imperfect．　He

thinks　man　is　intended，　by　God，　to　grow　into　maturity　thlough　experiences．

God　had　the　power　to　give　man　perfection　from　the　beginning，　but　man　was

incapable　of　receiving　it，　because　he　was　an　infant．［＿］

Man　had　received　the　knowledge　of　good　and　eviL【．．．l　Through　the

magnanimity　which　God　gave　him，　man　has　known　both　the　good　of

obedience　and　the　evi】of　disobedience，　so　that　the　eye　of　his　mind，　having

expelienced　bo重h，　might　with　discernment　choose　the　better，　and　be　neiIher

slo重hfUI　noπneg］ectful　of　the　commandment　of　God．　He　Ieams　from

experience　that　disobey量ng　God，　which　robs　him　of　life，　is　ev叫＿】But　how

could　he　have　discerned　lhe　good　without㎞owing　its　opposite？For
first－hand　experience　is　more　certain　and　reliable　than　conjec吐ure．47

　　　　　In　Irenaeus’s　view，　experience　of　evil　is　even　necessary　to　a　man’s　spiritual

growth．　Therefore，　it　becomes　natural　that　through　the　bi撹er　experience　and

following　tribulation，　a　man　may　come幽 奄獅狽潤@the　right　relation　with　God．　Although

in　Augustine’s　view，　which　Lewis　follows　in　his　avowedly　Christian　apologies，

45
モ?D　John　Hick，　Ev”αη4茄8　Go4ρμovε，　second　ed．（Macmi11an，1970），　passim．
46
rt．　Irenaeus，η3ε∫cαη4α’（ゾ涜θ、incarnation，　tr．　John　Sawald，　selected　and

introduced　by　Hans　Urs　von　Bahhasar（Ignatius，1981），　p．68．
47@1renaeus，（IV，38，1＆39．1），　pp．66＆68．

329



Narnia　7　The　Problem　of　Suffering　in　Narnia

there　seems　no　necessity　of　tribu】ation　for　a　man’s　salvation，　in重he　ChronicleS

Lewis　takes　in　Irenaeus’s　view　of　suffering　as　well　and　treats　tribulation　also　as

God’s　tool　for　the　spiritual　growth　of　the　creatures．　Evil　causes　suffering，　but

Aslan　also　makes　people　suffer　when　it　is　necessary．　As　ill　the　Old　Testament

Yahweh　has　givell　the　people　of　Israel　a　Iot　of　sufferings　and吐ribulations，　so

Aslan　also　gives　the　chosen　ones　hard　times　for　their　good．　This　is　especially

true　of　Shas重a，　who　does　not　seem　to　have　committed　any　particular　sin　to　atone

for　when　he　is　given　a　hard　task　by　Aslan．

　　　　　The　task　is　to　run　to　the　King　Lune　of　Archenland　to　tell　him　that　Rabadash，

Ihe　Prince　of　Calormen，　is　invading　Alchenland　so　as　to　make　it　a　fbothold　to

make　war　with　Narnia．　Shasta　is　at　thaUime　exhausled　from　fighting　with　a　lion

to　save　Aravis’s　Iife，　but　he　has　to　do　the　errand　all　the　same．

Shasta’s　heart　fainted【＿】for　he　felt　he　had　no　strength　left．　And　he　writhed

inside　at　what　seemed　the　cruelty　and　unfaimess　of　the・demand．　He　had　not

yet　learned　that　if　you　do　one　good　deed　your　reward　usually　is　to　be　set　to

do　anoIher　and　harder　and　better　one．（Horsε，　P．124）

Shasta’s　suffering　here　is　taken　as　good　f6r　his　own　spiritual　growth　as　well　as

for　Ihe　good　of　Archenland．

　　　　　Likewise，　Digory　a］so　grows　through　suffering．　In　the　Chronicles，

sufferhlg　is　often　tribulation　as　we〃as　ledemption　of　a　sin．　In　order　to　keep

Jadis，　the　Witch，　whom　he　brought　inIo　the　Narnian　world　out　of　Narnia，　Digory

has　to　go　to　Ihe　paradisaical　garden　oll　Aslan’s　errand　to　take　a　magic　apple．　At

the　tree，　he　meets　the　Witch，　who　tries重o　seduce　him　to　take　one　for　his　mother

instead　of　bringing　it　back　to　Aslan．　It　is　a　great　temptation　for　him　because　his

mother　is　now　i11　in　death　bed　and　the　magic　apPle　would　cure　her．　The　errand　is，

first　of　a】1，1edempIion　of　his　sin　to　have　brought　evil，　i．e．　Jadis，　inlo　Narnia．　Yet

al　the　same　time，　it　is　a　tribulation　for　him．　After　a　severe　inner　conflicI，　he

finally　rejects　the　Witch’s　words　and　comes　back　to　Namia　wi重h　an　apPle，　without
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having　taken　one　for　his　mother　or　fol　himself，　for　he㎞ows　that　his　mother

would　approve　him　of　keeping　his　promise　with　Aslan，　rather　than　of　getIing　hel

the　healing　app】e　in　the　wrong　way．　When　he　meets　As】an　again　for　the　first

time　after　the　errand，　he　finds　himself　havhlg　changed．‘‘This　time　he　found　he

could】ook　straight　into　the　Lion’s　eyes．　He　had　forgotIen　his　troubles　and　feh

absolutely　conIent”（ルfagiciaガ∫，154）．　It　shows　that　through　the　hard　task　he

has　made　atonement　for　his　sin　of　too　much　curiosity　and　resumed　the　right

reiationship　wiIh　As】an．

　　　　　JiU　in　T7ze　Sitレer　C加かalso　grows　through　hel　task　of　rescuing　Rilian，

acquil三ng　humbleness　to　adm証her　fault　in　neglecting　Aslan’s　orde1，　and　learns　to

believe　in　As】an　even　when　he　does　not　seem　to　exist．　The　hard　task　is　a

tribulation　fbr　her　as　well　as　the　atonement　fbr　her　pride　that　made　Eustace　fa110ff

the　cliff．

　　　　　It　is　important　that　Jill　and　Digory　get　helps　froM　Aslan　in　their　tasks．　Ji11

is　given　signs　and　a　great　helpel　Pudd】eglum，　and　Digory　is　given　Fledge，　a

winged　horse　to　carry　him．　Aslan　caUs　for　atonement，　but　at　the　same　time　helps

people　in　making　it．　Fulthermore，　when　Digory　has　Iost　the　hope　of　cu血g　his

mother　and　is　feeling　desperately　sad，　Aslan　Iewards　him　for　his　suffering　and

honesty　with　a　magic　apple。　The　apple　is　a　gift　that　is　more　than　Digory

deserves．　Yet，　it　is　also　given　right】y．　Aslan　tells　Digory　that　if　he　had　stolen　an

apple　in　the　garden，　it　wou】d　have　cured　his　mothel，　but　things　more　terrible　than

death　would　have　fallen　on　her　and　Digory．　He　says　also　that　now　that　the　apple

is　given　properly　from　his　own　hands，　it　will　bring　her　joyful　hapPiness．　Here

we　see　another　important　conviction　of　Lewis　that　though　God　demands　people　to

make　up　for　their　sins，　when　the　atonement　has　been　made，　He　gives重hem　more

than　they　deserves．　God　is　not　only　just　but　more　than　just－this　we　shal］see　as

acentrahheme　in　his　last　nove］Ti〃VVe　Have　Faces．

　　　　　When　we　think　of　Aslan’s　love　thal　is　more　than　justice，　we　musI　thhlk　of
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his　deaIh　for　Edmund．　Edmund　would　have　been　killed　by　the　Witch　as　the

result　of　his　sin　of　betrayal．　As　the　Witch　reminds　Aslan，“every　traitor　belongs

to　me　as　my　lawfUl　prey　and　that　for　every　treachery　1　have　a　righ吐重o　a　kil1”，　that

is　the　law　fixed　by“電he　Magic　which　the　Emperor　put　into　Narnia　at　the　very

beginning”（Lion，128）．　Yet，　though　Witch　does　not　know　herself　while　boasting

to　be　the　executioner，　even　in　that　apparently　merciless】aw，　there　is　a　hidden

mercy　of　God，　fol　it　is　not　necessarily　to　be　the　trai吐oπ（in　this　case　Edmund）

himself　that　shou】d　be　killed；and　in　fac吐，　it　has　been　God　the　Emperor’s

plovidence　that　Aslan　should　die　for　him．　As　the　Witch　says，　heHight　is　to“a”

kiU，　not“the”killing　of　the　traitor．　And　when　As】an　prophesied　in重he　creation

of　Namia，“I　w童U　see　to　it　that　the　worst　falls　upon　myself’（Magician　’∫，126），　he

is　referring　to　his　death　to　ransom　Edmund．　Fur紅hermore，“though　the　Witch

㎞ew　the　Deep　Magic，　there　is　a　magic　deeper　sIill　which　she　did　not　know．【＿】

that　when　a　willing　victim　who　had　committed　no　treachery　was　killed　in　a

traitor’s　stead，　the　Tab］e　wou】d　crack　and　Death　itself　wou】d　stal1　working

backwards”（Lion，148）．　Tllis　deeper　magic　is，　as　Kayoko　Kawasaki　remarks，

surpassing　the　Deep　Magic，　while　fu】fiUing　it．48　Aslan　has　come　to　Narnia　to

fuIfill　the　law　just　as　Christ　has“not　come　to　destroy　but　to　fulfi11”the　law

（Matthew，5：17，1眠〃）．

　　　　　In　Narnia，　the　deeper　magic　of　love　has　been　there　since　befbre　the　dawn　of

time　when　the　deep　magic　of　the　law　was　set。　This　signifies　that　Iove　is　more

fUndamental　and　of　more　radical　importance　than　the　law　of　justice．　The　law三s

fbr　the　peace　of　1he　world　and　cannot　have　been　there　before　the　world；yel　the

】ove　of　God　is　eternal　and’ 狽??@first　princip］e　of　all　the　relations。　St．　John　says

“God　is　Love”（I　John，4：8）and　Lewis　in　The」Four」乙ovθ∫also　stresses　the　same

48Kayoko　Kawasaki（川崎佳代子）・The　Lion　and　the　Witch＿An　Adventure　of

theWordrobe”（「『ライオンと魔女』一一衣装だんすの冒険」）in　Yamagata　and

Takeno　eds・，　A　Readers　Guide　to　the　Chronicles　ofNarnia（『「ナルニア国年代記」
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by　calhng　God“Love　Himself’（7）．　Besides，　what　is　also　important　about

Aslan’s　death　is，　as　John　Willis　points　out，“Aslan　died　only　for　the　boy　Edmund．

Simil・・1y・th・passi・n・f　Ch・i・t　m・・I　b・und・・st・・d　as　apPlyi・g　t・th・・i・gl・

indlvidua1．　It　would　be　quite　false　to　infer　that　the　extreme　suffering　of　the

Passion　was　due　to　the　large　number　of　people　who　needed　saving．　It　wou】d

have　been　just　the　same　even　if　only　one　individual　had　been　involved．”49

　　　　　Thus，　Aslan’s　relation　to　the　creatures　is　also　individua】，　and　since　Aslan

does　not　destroy　but　fulfills　the　law，　not　only　does　he　show　mercy　to　everyone　that

obeys　the］aw　but　also　does　he　do　justice　to　every　individual，　and　that，　without

breaking　even　natura1（i．e．　scientific　physical）】aws　of　cause　and　effect．　The　Witch

had　an　apple　by　stealing　it　but　Aslan　does　not　prevent　it　from　bringing　her　eternal

life．　Yet，　it　does　not　make　her　happy．　He　says，

Things　always　wolk　according　to　their　nature．　She　has　won　her　heart’s

desire；she　has　unwearing　strength　and　endless　days　like　a　goddess．　But

】ength　of　days　with　an　evil　heart　is　only　length　of　misery　and　already　she

begins重o　know　it，　All　get　what　they　want：they　do　not　always　like　it．

（ル1αgician’s，162）

　　　　　Lewis　shows　that　nothing　in　Natule　is　in　itself　good　or　bad　or　evil．　Each　is

good　when　it　is　used　properly　and　in　right　relation　with　God；it　becomes　evil　when

its　re】ation　with　God　goes　wrong　or　when　it　is　used　wrong　way．　Hele，　the　apple

goes　evil　fol　the　Witch　who　has　got　it　wrongly．　It　makes　her　suffer，　while　it

works　good　for　Digory　and　his　mother　who　have　got　it　rightly．

読本』），p．117．

49
iohn　Randolph　Willis，　Pleasures　Forevermore，　p．67．
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　　　　　　　　　　　　　Chapter　6

Ti〃We　Have　Faces：A　Myth　Retold（1956）

　　　　　　　・・…1£wis，s　Last　Fic吐ion：

　　　　　　　　Attainment　of　Rea］晦

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜lntroduction＞

　　　　　All　Lewis’s　fiction　and　stories　have　been　concerned　with　the　World　of

Reality，　or　heaven，　and　with　man’s　attainment　of　it．　As　we　have　seen，　in　Tlie

Great　Divorce，　Lewis　writes，“Heaven　is　reali重y　itse】£　All　that　is　fully　real　is

Heavenly”（69），　and　describes　Heaven　as　a　firm，　concrete，　objective　Reality．　In

7he　Screwtape　Letter5・the　devil　Screwtape　Iries　to　conceal　from　man　not　only　the

truth　of　Christianity　but　all　kinds　of　reality：the　leal　state　of　one’s　true　self，重he

molal　law　of　right　and　wrong，　and　above　all，　the　existence　of　heaven　which　is　the

metaphysica1・objective　world・There，㎞owledge　of　reality　is　always　assumed重o

be　a　way　to　the　Rea1，0r　to　God．　The　mythical　world　in　the　science－f三ction

trilogy・Outρプthe　Silent　1）lanet，　Perelandra　and　77iat　Hideous　Stren8th，　is　an

illustra吐ion　of　I£wis’s　concept　of　heaven．　One　of　the　most　important　themes　of

the　tri］ogy　is　the　antithesis　of　good　and　evi】，　which　is　an　aspect　of　the　ultimate

reality　and　closely　related　with　another　main　theme：the　theme　of　salvation，　or　of

regeneration　in吐he　Real　Wor】d．　ln　The　Chronicles　of　Narni馬the　right　relation

of　the　creatures吐o　the　Creator　As】all　is　a　most　important　theme．　In　it，重he　Real

World　is　called　Aslan’s　country，　which　is　the　object　of　keen　longing　of　many　a

character．　At　the　eschatological　end　of　the　Narnian　world，　al】good　crea重ures

find　etemanife　there．

　　　　　Thus・Lewis　consistently　keeps　on　presenting　us　man’sway　10　Realily．　As

anovel　that　deals　with　man’s　par重icipaIion　in　that　ReaMy，刑1〃（e　Haレe　Faces　is

the　consummation　of　Lewis’s　imagina吐ive　works．　In　the　ear】ier　works，　such　as

The　Chronicles　of　Narnia　or　the　science－fiction　trilogy，　main　characters　go　so　far
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as重o　enter　heaven　and　enjoy　the】廷e　thele，　but，　except　for　the　Spirits　in　2ワle　Great

1）ivorce，　they　do　not　yet　really　share　the‘‘Rea1，”objective，　concrete　existence　of

that　World．　They　are　still　observers，　though　it　is　implied　that　they　are　soon　to　get

in“farther　up　and　farther　in”as　the　people　of　Narnia　at　the　end　of　their　world

（Last　Battle，144，155－157）or，　as　Ransom　at　the　end　of重he　trilogy，　be　healed　hl

heaven　and　become　a　part　of　it（Hideous，367）．　In　Ti〃Me　Have。Faces，however，

the　protagonist，　Orual，　finally　regenerales　as　a“Rea1”woman　hl　God’s　country

and　litelally　acqu廿es重he　true‘‘Reality．”

　　　　　Besides，　in　Ti〃〃’e　Have　Faces，　several　important　themes　and　ploblems　that

Lewis　has　deah　with　hl　the　earlier　works　reappear　as　crucial　problems　in　the

process　of　Orua1’s　sa】vation，　and　are　given　solutions。　Pride　is　the　sin　that　Lewis

always　warns　against　as　the　greatest　evi】，　and　it　is　also　presented　here　as　the　most

serious　factor　of　OruaPs　fa1L　The　ploblem　of　possessiveness　of　natura】maternal

】ove，　which　has　been　presented　h1刀le（］reat　Divorce，　is　again　presented　here　in

Ti〃〃セHave　1『aces．　In　The　Chronic】es　of　Narniζthe　b】indness　of　those　who

leject　God　is　stressed　and　their　h】capacity　for　enjoying　good　is　shown；and　the

same　is　true　also　in　this　work，　resulting　in　the　central　catastrophe　in　the　story．

The　honesty　to　the　Lold，　which　is　approved，　for　example，　ill　Ji］1　in刀he　Silver

C加かof　the　Chronicles，　is　also　an　essen吐ial　condition　of　OruaPs　salvation．

Especially，　man’s　potentiality　to　partake　of　Reality　is　more　manifestly　expressed

here　than　in　any　of　the　earlier　works．　With　all　these　recurrences　of　important

moIifs，　this　is　to　be　seen　as　the　perfection　of　Lewis’swork．

　　　　　Moreover，　this　work　can　also　be　seen　as　the　consumniation　of　Lewis’s

approach　to　the　Reality　because　in　this　story　the　knowledge　of　severa】aspects　of

重he　Reality－－or　realities－－and　the　aquisition　of　that　Reality，　which　have　been

regarded　as　separate　matters　in　earlier　works，　are　fbcused　into　the　one　point　of　lhe

prolagonist’s　getting　Reality　in　the　whole　sense。　Orua1’s　fecogni吐ion　of　God　the

uhimate　Reality，　heHealization　of霊he　reality　of　her　inmost　guilty　self，　together
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with　her　lecognitio皿of　the　1nle『cause　of　min　of　her　sister，　Psyche，　and　the

consequent　salvation　of　Orual　and　her　attainment　of　Reality，　are　closely　united

and・achieved　almost　simultaneouslyゼ

　　　　　Yet　noI　only　that，7W〃セHqve　Faces　achieves　the　deepest　psychological

profundity　of　all　Lewis’s　stories．　Up　to　this　nove】all　of　Lewis’s　characters　are

either　good　or　evi】．　Though　some　characters　change　from　ba由o　good　or　vice

versa，　it　is　hard　to　find　those　who　have　aspects　of　both　serious　vices　and　strong

virtues　simultaneous】y．　Plato’s　view　that　knowing　good　is　one　with　being　goodl

has　beell　a】so　tme　of　Lewis．　In　his　fiction，　up　to　7躍晩、Haレe　Faces，　evil　lacks

tme㎞owledge　of　good　and　evil．　In　Screwtape　Letter∫，　in　Pereland’・a，　and　in

lhat　Hideous　Strength，　the　evil　ones　do　not　understand　good，　and　in　The

Chronicles　of　Namia，　the　evil　ones　are　all　self－conceited　and　do　not　know　they　are

wlong．　Indeed，　there　are　no　evi璽characters　who　well　undersIand　their　evilness

and　yet　keep　on　being　evi1．　True　self－recognition　necessarily　turns　a　man　to

good，　which　leads　to　his　salvation，　however　sinful　he　may　have　been　till　he

Iealizes　his　real　self．　Yet，　in　our　actual　1ife，　there　are　a　lot　of　people　who　know

their　own　sinfulness　and　yet　cannot　get　rid　of　it　St．　Paul　says，‘‘For　what　I　am

dohlg，　I　do　not　understand．　For　what　I　will　to　do，　tha重1　do　not　practice；but　what

Ihate，　that　I　do”（Romans，7：15，　NKJV）．　As　this　is吐he　universa］situation　of　man，

such　a　clear　dichotomy　as　Lewis　has　presented　so　far　seems　too　simple　in　aclual

hfe．　Such　simpleness　is　a　characteristic　of　fantasy　worlds，　and　perhaps　has　much

to　do　with　the　fact　that　al1　his　stories　so　far　have　been　mythopoeic　or　written　in　lhe

form　of　fantasy．　The　form　of　a　novel　demands　more　complex　and，　in　a　sense，

more　realistic　treatment　of　the　problem’ 盾?@good　and　evi1．　Now　for　the　first　time

in　Ti〃We　Have　Faces，　Lewis　goes　beyond　such　simple　moral　dichotomy　and

treats　the　matter　more　profbundly　in　the　form　of　a　nove1，　which　is　yet　also

1Plato，」Plato　V：The　Re　oublic　1，　pp．92－93．
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mythopoeic．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　Ti〃一（e　Have　Faces　is，　as　its　subtitle　A　Myth　Retold　shows，　a　retold　version

of　the　myth　of　Cupid　and　Psyche，　based　on　that　story　inルteta〃iorphoses　by

Lucius　Apuleius（ca．123－ca．170）．　In　Apuleius’s　version，　the　story　goes　as

fo］10ws：

Once　there　was　a　king　who　had　three　beautiful　p1孟ncesses．　Especially　the

beauty　of　the　youngest，　named　Psyche，　was　such　that　the　men　of　the　counIry

began　to　worship　her　inslead　of　Venus．　Venus　got　jealous　of　hel　for　that，

and　ordeled　her　son　Cupid　to　make　Psyche　fall　in　love　with　the　basest　man

in　the　world．　Cupid，　however，　fell　in］ove　with　heL　On　the　other　hand，　it

was　decided　by　Apollo’s　oracle　that　Psyche　should　be　offeπed　to　the　God　of

the　mountain　in‘‘deadly　nuptial　rites。”It　was　said　that　she　was　to　be　the

bride　of　some　immortanhhlg，　mischievous　and　fierce，　who‘‘flies　through

aether　and　wiIh　fire　and　swold／Tires　and　debilitates　aU　things　that　are．”2

The　King　and　the　Queen　left　her　on　the　mountain　in　deep　grief，　Iamenting

that　she　should　die　there　as　a　sacrifice．　In　the　meantime，　Cupid　prepared　a

stately　pa】ace　for　Psyche　and　had　the　West。Wind　carry　her　away　from　the

mountain　to重he　palace．　There，　he　visited　her　by　night，　but　forbade　her重o

see　his　face．

　　　After　that，　Psyche’s　two　sis重els　went　to　the　mountail　to　moum　for

Psyche．　Unexpectedly，　however，　they　found　Psyche　alive　in　the　god’s

palace．　They　burned　with　envy　upon　seeing　the　palace　because　it　was　far

more　splendid　than　theirs．　Therefore，　they　conspired　to　rob　Psyche　of　that

happiness．　They　made　her　believe　that　hel　husband　was　a　monstrous

2　Apu］eius，　The

100．

Golden／Ass，　tr．　Robert　Graves（Farrar，　Straus＆Young，1951），　p．
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dragon　and　induced　her　to　cut　his　head　off　by　Ihe　ligh重of　a　lamp　while　he

was　s】eeping．　When　Psyche　lit　the　Iamp，　however，　she　saw　the　glorious

face　of　Cupid　which　was．　fal　from　a　hideous　dragon．　She　was　so

fascinated　by　it　that　she　gazed　on　him　insatiably，　till　a　drop　of　hot　oil　fell　on

his　shoulder　and　woke　him．　Cupid，　being　aware　of　her　betrayal，　flew　away

without　a　word．

　　　Psyche　set　off　wandering　in　search　of　Cupid，　while　the　two　sisters　were

Ied　to　their　death　by　deception　and　so　revenged．　Then，　however，　Psyche

fell　into　Venus’s　hands．　Venus　set　upon　her　a　series　of　tasks　which　were

meant　to　be　impossible　to　f玉nish，　but　she　managed　to　carry　them　all　out，

each　time　with　some　unexpected　miraculous　help．　㎞the　end，　she　was

made　a　goddess　by　Jupitel　in　order　to　marry　Cupid　who　had　already

folgiven　her．　Venus　also　was　reconciled　with　her　and　they　were　all　happy

ever　after．

　　　　When了ewriting　the　myth，　Lewis　has　taken　great　liberties　in　altering

Apuleius’s　velsion，　as　he　says　in　the　note　to　the　text　that　in　Ielation　to　his　work・

Apuleius　is‘‘‘a　soulce，’not　a11‘influence’nol　a‘mode1’”（313）．　For　instance，　he

has　named　the　cou煎y　Glome　and　cal］s　the　two　elder　sisters　Orua】and　Rediva1，

who　have　no　names　in　Apu】eius’s　version．　He　has　also　changed　Psyche’s　name

to　Istra，　and　uses‘‘Psyche”as　the　nickllame　used　only　by　OruaL　He　has　then

newly　in重roduced　some　important　figu爬s，　such　as　the　Fox，出e　tutor　of　the

princesses，　and　Bardia，　the　captahl　of　the　King’s　guards，　respectively　a　type　of

Greek　rationalist　and　a　naive，　unsophisticated　yet　pious　worshipper　of重he　natlve

goddess，　Ungit（the　Glome　equivalent　to　Venus）．

　　　　　Furlhermore，　Lewis　mak6s　the　mythical　world　of重he　gods　spacially

continuous　wiIh　the　actual　human　world．　The　gods’mountain　is　within　a　few
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hours’journey　from　the　King’s　pa董ace．　Thus　myths　and　gods　are　as　real　as

visible　daily　life　to　the　peop】e　of　Glome．　With　all　these　alterations，　Lewis　shifts

the　focus　of　the　story　from　the　mythical　world　to　that　of　men，　in　order　to　make・the

story“a　work　of（supposed）historical　imaginatlon．　A　guess　of　what　it　might

have　been　like　in　a］ittle　barbarous　state　on　the　borders　of　the　Hellellistic　world　of

Greek　culture，　just　beginning　to　affect　it”（Lette’°∫，273）．　From　this　and　othel

information　in　the　text，　Doris　T．　Myers　even　argues重hat“It　seems　plausible　that

Glome　is　in　Scythia，　wherever　that　is，　and　this　conclusion　fits　with　the　thematic

unity　ofコri〃　肋・Have　Faces，　for　‘Scythia’had　a　literary　significance　for　the

ancient　Greeks　comparable　to重hat　of　Conrad’sAfrica．　It　was　the　Greek‘heart　of

darkness．…　3

　　　　　1nstead　of　Psyche，　the　eldest　sister　Orual　is　the　protagonist，　and　hl　Lewis’s

version，　the　responsibi】ity　fol　Psyche’s　ruin　rests　solely　on　this　Orua1．　Unlike

the　sistels　in　Apuleius’s　version，　who　go　to　the　mountain　and　see　Psyche’s　palace

together，　Orual　alone　visits　the　mounta㎞，　to　see　Psyche，　and　on　her　personaI

judgment　ordels　her　to　Iight　the　Iamp．　Then，　she　even　uses　threats　in　making

that　order，　because，　unlike　the　Psyche　in　Apuleius’s　version，　this　Psyche　would

not　easily　agree　to　betray　hel　husband．　The　fbcus　of　the　story　is　on　the

psychological　make－up　of　Orual　that　causes　her　to　ruin　Psyche；and　on　Orua1’s

spiritua】growth　and　salvation　after　1he　ruhl　of　Psyche．

　　　　　In　the　note，　Lewis　says　that　when　he　first　read　Apuleius’s　story，　he　felt

Psyche’s　palace　must　have　been“血vis童ble　to　normal，　mortal　eyes”（313）．

3Doris　T．　Myers　Barefacε，　A　Guide　to　C　S．　Lei・vis’5　Last　1＞bvε1（Univ．　of

Missouli　Press，2004），　p．165．　The　otheHeasons　Myels　gives　are，　for　example，　it

“lies　in　a　northwesterly　direction　from　the　ciIy　of‘‘the　Great　King，”which　is　what

the　Greeks　always　ca11ed　the　king　of　Persia，”and“Tarin　is　an　ambassador　from

the‘Great　King’（㎜君254）．　Herodo重us　repolIs　that　some　Scythians　paid　tribute

lo　Persia　in　the　time　of　Darius　I（d．486　B．C．）．［＿r’（pp．164－165）。
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Accordillgly，　in　his　version，　Psyche’s　pa】ace　is　invisible重00rua1，　and，　as　a　result，

she　thinks　Psyche　is　either　seeing　an　illusion　or　otherwise　deceived　by　some

villain　i皿to　a　behef　that　such　a　palace　exists．・　She　folces　Psyche　to　betray　her

husband　not　because　she　wants　Io　destroy　Psyche’s　happilless　but　because　she

sincerely　be】ieves　that　it　wou】d　be　for　Psyche’s　good　to　discover　his　true　na吐ure．

It　is　not　ti11　Psyche　has　done　the　fatal　deed　that　Orual　Iealizes　her　mistake．　Thus，

Orual　is　not　malicious．　Different　from　Psyche’s　sisters　in　Apuleius，　she　has

cherished　and　brought　up　Psyche，　evell　though　Psyche　is　only　her　half－sister　from

adifferent　mother，　who　died　delivering　Psyche．　While　Apuleius’s　sisters　ale

beautifUl，　Orual　is　extremely　ug】y．　HeT　ugliness　is　such　that　even　heHeal　fa1her

says　to　her，‘‘You’re　not　asking　me　to　believe　that　any　woman，】et　alone　such　a

fright　as　you，　has　much　love　for　a　pre重ty　half－sis重er？　1重’s　not　in　na重ule”（60－61）．

However，　she】oves　Psyche　in　fact　so　deeply　as　to　even　ask　her　father　to　let　her　die

instead　of　Psyche　in　the　Gleat　Offering．　This　eldest　sister，　who　is　only　a　nasty

villain　i1　Apuleius’s　version，　has，　in　bewis’s　version，　certain　virIues　as　well　as

defects．　In　Ti〃We　Have　Faces，　Lewis’s　concern　is　not　with　such　clearly

dualistic　conflict　betWeen　good　and　evil　people　as　we　have　seen　in　his　other

stories　but　with　the　frailty　and　sinfulness　of　human　nature　that　seem　almost

unavoidable，　even　to　good－minded　people．　He　shows　how　such　human　frailty

hinders　man　from　experiencing　the　true　reality，　and　that　through　salvation　by　God

man　can　get　oveπ，　or　be　cured　of，　that　frailty　so　as　to　attain　Reality．　Orual　is　to

be　seen　as　an　Everyman　rather　thall　a　type　of　either　good　or　evi1．　Then

theo】ogica1】y，　コ覧〃　肋　Have　Faces　i1】vo】ves　t】】eodicy，01　Ihe　problem　of　the

righteousness　of　God　the　Creator，　who　seems　Io　be　responsib】e　for　the　intrlnslc

weakness　and　fallibility　of　man．

　　　　　The　s重ory　is　told　all　from　Orua1’s　viewpoint，　instead　of　an　omniscient

viewpoint　used　in　mythology．　When　Psyche　has　liUhe　lamp，　the　god　appears　ln

agreat　storm　alld　passes　sentence　on　Orual：
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‘Now’Psyche　goes　out　in　exile．　Now　she　must　hunger　and　thirst　and　tread

hard　roads．　Those　against　whom　1　cannot　fight　must　do　their　wil1　upon　her，

You，　woman，　shall　know　yourself　and　your　work．　You　also　shaU　be・

Psyche．”（173－174）

　　　　　Evef　since　thel1，　she　cannot　but　live　with　this　sentence　hl　mind，　reflecting

upon　her　deed　against　Psyche．　The　fact　that　the　god’s　palace　was　invisible　to　heI

is　interpreted　and　re－interpleled　by　Orual　herself，　The　whole　narrative　expresses

the　change　in　her　view　of　herself，　of　other　people，　and　of　the　gods，　Thlough　that

change，　the　process　of　Orual’s　salvation　by　the　god　is　presented，　With　Orual，　the

reader　is　also　forced　Io　re－interpret　the　invisibility　of　the　castle　and　to　think　over

the　chalacter　of　Onla1，0f　God，　and　of　Rea1孟ty．

　　　　The　narrative　of　Ti〃〃セ」Have　Faces　is　divided　into　Book　I，　which　occupies

about　foul－fifths　of　the　vo】ume，　and　Book　II．　The　filst　book　is　written　in　the

form　of　Orua1’s　accusation　of　Ihe　gods，血which　she　remembers　how　she　has

loved　Psyche　ever　since　she　was　a　baby，　how　tbe　gods　have　deprived　her　of

Psyche，　and　how　she　has　beell　driven　by　their　trick重o　dcstroy　Psyche’s　happiness。

Then，　in　the　second　book，　we　see　heHegeneration　through　true　self－recognition

and　atonement　with　the　gods．　Following　this，　I　shall　now　considel　her　fall　by

analysing　her　psychology　and，　after　that，　examine　the　process　of　her　salvation，

considering　also　Psyche’s　fall　and　salvation．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Fall　of　Orual＞

　　　Orual　at　first　thinks　it　is　because　the　god　has　h量dden　the　truth　from　her　that　she

has　failed　to　see　the　palace．　She　thinks　therefore　it　is　by　the　gods’malice　that

she　has　mistaken　the　identity　of　Psyche’s　husband．　However，童n　Ieality，　the

cause　of　Orua1’s　fai］ure　Iies　on　her　own　part．　Only，　iI　is　so　complicated　that　she

is　not　aware　of　it　herself．　We　can，　however，　identify　at　least　four　causes．　In　the

first　p］ace，　there　is　an　intrinsic　weakness　of　human　senses．　Secondly，　there　is　the
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naturalistic　education　Orual　has　got　from　the　Fox．　The　thiπd　is　the　latenI　self・

centredness　in　her　affection　for　Psyche，　and　the　last　but　the　greatest　is　Oruars

pride，　combined　with　a　complex　fee】ing　of　jealousy　both　towards　the　god　and

Psyche．

　　　　　The　first　cause　may　make　us　feehhat　her　missing　the　palace　is　nono　be

Iegarded　as　entirely　her　sin．　From　Lewis’s　first　impression　of　the　myth，　Orual　as

an　oldinary　human　be童ng　wou】d　not　be　ab】e　to　see　it（Letters，273）．　Lewis　is　so

conscious　of　the　limitation　of　human　senses，　and　writes，　for　example，　in．4　Grief

Observed：

Five　Senses；　an　incurably　abstract　intellect；　a　haphazardly　se］ective

memory；aset　of　pleconceptions　and　assumptions　so　numerous　that　I　can

nevel　examine　more　than　a　minority　of　them－－never　become　even　conscious

of　them　all．　How　much　of　total　reality　can　such　an　apparatus　let

through？（51）

　　　　　Then，　the　second　cause，　natura】ism　and　materia】ism，　is　what　Lewis　in　actuaI

life　finds　to　be　hinde．ring　many　twentieth－century　people　fπom　believing　in　the

supematural　Christian　God．　In　Glome，　whose　capital　is　within　an　hour　from　the

god’s　mountain，　Orual　has　been　blought　up　betWeen　the　pagan　Ungit　worship　of

the　native　people　and　the　rationa】materialism　of　the　e111ightened　Gleek重utor，　the

Fox．　Ungit’s　priest　insists　on　the　nonsense　of　trying　to　explicate　or　find　Iogical

inconsistency　in　the　god’s　mystery．　He　says，“Holy　places　are　dark　places．　It　is

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ゆ］ife　and　strength，　not　know］edge　alld　words，　that　we　get　in　them。　Ho］y　wisdom　ls

not　clear　and　thin　like　water，　but　Ihick　and　dark］ike　blood”（50）．　On　the　other

hand，　the　Fox　teaches　Oruanha重everything　is“part　of　the　same　web，　which　ls

called　Nature，　or　the　Whole”（85），　and“gods【＿j　are　all　folly　and　lies　of

poets　（28）．　Thus，　she　has　been　infiuenced　by　both　rationalism　and　re］igious

mys重ely．　As　a　result，　when　Psyche　is　seeing　a　palace　where　she　sees　nothin9，

Orual　wonders　whether　Psyche’s　husband　is　a　real　god　and　has　prepared　a　palace
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which　is　seen　only　by　Psyche，　or　he　is　a　mountain　vagabond　and　somehow

deceiving　Psyche　into　seeing　an　illusion．　Yet，　after　aH，　sti1】wondering，　she

unconsciously　manages　to　believe　that　the　husband・is　not　such　a　good　god　as

Psyche　finds　him　to　be，　because　she　inwardly　hates　to　give　up　Psyche　to　the　god．

And　this　is　the　third，　and　much　greater　cause：the　self－centredness　of　her】ove．

　　　　　Since　Orual　has　brought　up　Psyche　by　her　own　hand，　she　has　been，　as　it

were，　Psyche’s　molher　as　well　as　sister．　She　is　happy　to　be　so，　and　wishes　to

keep　Psyche　dependent　on　her　foreveL　However，　if　Psyche　has　rea11y　become

the　god’s　bride，　and　lives　in　a　cast】e　which　is　even　invisible　to　her，　it　means　thaI

Psyche　is　now　definitely　out　of　her　reach，　Orual　Iemembers　hel　own　fee】ings　a重

the　moment　when　she　learned　that　Psyche　saw　a　palace　where　she　saw　nothing：

Isuppose　my　first　thought　must　have　been，‘‘She’s　mad．”Anyway，　my

whole　heart　leaped　to　shut　the　door　agahlst　something　monstrously　amiss－－

not　to　be　endured．　And　to　keep　it　shut．　（117）

Though　in　fact　the　palace　is　real，　its　reality　is，　to　Orual，“something　monstrously

　　．　　　　　
amlSS．

　　　　　The　reality　is　so　completely　unacceptable　to　her　that　she　Iejects　iI

unconsciously，　taking　heed　only　of　such　propositions　which　justify　an　a廿empt　to

take　back　Psyche．　In　fact，　there　is　a　moment　when塾he　cast】e　appears　befole　her

eyes．　Yet　it　does　not　work　as　a　true　Ievelation　to　her，　for　she　would　noI　believe

what　she　sees．　In　Mかac’ε∫，　Lewis　says，“See血g　is　not　believ量ng”（7），　Iemarking

that　a　matelialist　cou】d　remain　a　matelialist　even　when　he　sees　something

supernatural，　because　he　would　take　the　phenomenon　merely　as　an　illusion，

Whelher　or　not　a　person　understands　the　real　meaning　of　God’s　revelation

depends　on　his　philosophica】stance．　Orua1，　too，重akes　the　palace　as　an　nlusion・

and　here，　the　Fox’s　rationalism　he】ps　it．　Yet，　her　true　feeling　then　is　expressed　il

her　own　recollection：
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Imust　ask　forgiveness　of　Psyche　as　weU　as　of　the　god．　Ihad　dared　to

sco】d　her［＿l　but　all　the　time　she　was　far　above　me；herself　now　hardly

molta1．＿if　what　I　saw　was　real．　Iwas　in　great　feaL　Perhaps　it　was　not

real．　Ilooked　and　looked重o　see　if　it　wou】d　not　fade　or　change．　Then　as　I

rose［＿］almost　before　I　stood　on　my　feet，　the　whole　thing　was　vanished．

（133）

　　　　　AUhis　moment，　Orual　does　not　understand　what　it孟s　she　fears，　Yet，　it　is

the　fear　of　decisively　losilg　Psyche　who　has　been　obedient　to　heL　From　this　fear，

she　rejects　the　revelation，　and　it　is　always　the　case　in　Lewis’s　fiction　that　anyone

who　tries　to　reject　reality　would　miss　it

　　　　　Lewis　writes　to　Clyde　S．　Kilby：

Orual　is（not　a　symbol）but　an　instance，　a‘case’of　human　affection　in　its

natural　condition，　true，　tender，　suffering，　but　in　the】ong　run　tyrannically

pos．sessive　and　ready　to　turn　to　hatred　when　the　be】oved　ceases　to　be　its

possession．　What　such　love　particularly　cannot　stand　is　to　see　the　beloved

passing　into　a　sphere　where　it　cannot　follow．（Letters，274）

　　　　　Psyche　cans　Orua】“Maia，”which　means　in　Greek“good　mother，

fostermother，　nulse．”4　As　Doris　T　Myers　points　out，　this　name　signifies　Oruars

chief　le］ationship　with　Psyche．5 @Some　critics　saw　lhe　Hindll　conno重ation　of

“Maya”（meaning“i11usion），6　and　as　Myer　says，“This　significance【i．e．Maya】is

not，　of　course，　impossible：　it　is　a　Ioose　pun，　and　certainly　Orual　Iived　under

illusion　fol　most　of　her　life．”　However，　I　agree　with　Myer　who　continues，“the

Greek　meaning　is　arguably　more　important　to重he　novel　as　a　whole，　since　Orua1’s

role　as　mother　to　Psyche　is　her　chief　justification　for　her　decision　to　force　Psyche

to　betray　her　loveL”7

4“ﾊαしα”βめ’e〃b廊，Version　5．0．0．34a　Liddell－Sco重t　Lexicon，（Bible　Works，

LLC，2001），

5Myers，　p．188．

6Cf．　Schake1，　Reason　and　1加gination　in　C．5．　Lewis，　P．188　note；Myers，　P．188・

7Myers，　p．188．
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　　　　　Orual’s　fear　of】osing　Psyche　comes　from　two－fold　jealousy．　For　one

1hing，　she　gets　jealous　of　the　gods　for　takhlg　her　child．　Lewis　says　natura】

matemal　love　tends　to　be　se】f－centled　and　possessive．　It“needs　to　be　needed”

（Fou’・Loves，34）．　Many　a　mother　cannot　stand　it　when　her　children　no　longer

need　her　support　and　become　independent．　This　is　also　true　of　OruaL　Though

she　would　not　forgive　those　who　accuse　Psyche　of　assuming　the　goddess，　neither

can　she　bear　to　let　anyone　else　make　Psyche　happy，　Iet　alone　to　have　her　taken

away．　Oma】self－centredly　wants　to　be　the　most　important　one　for　Psyche，　and

in　Lewis’s　works，　such　self－centredness　is　ident童fied　with　the　sin　of　pride，　which

is，　with　the　jealousy　caused　by　it，　the　greatest　cause　of　Orua1’s　failure　in

perceiving　the　god’s　leality．　Fol，　in　a　jealous　attempt　to　keep　Psyche，　Orua】is

ploudly　trying　to　put　heTself　in　a　God－like　position　to　Psyche：重he　Bible　says　God

is‘‘jealous”（e．9．，　Exodus　20：5）in　the　sense　that　He　is‘‘requiring　exclusive

loyalty　and　who］ehearted　worship　and　service，”8“Into】elant　of　disloyalty　or

infidelity；autocratic，”9　and　Orual　is　demanding　the　same　from　Psyche．　Then，　as

Lewis　warns　in　7he　F（）ur　Loves，‘‘Love，　having　become　a　god，　becomes　a　demon”

（54）．　Though　her】ove　for　Psyche　has　been　good，　when　it　claims　pliolity　oveI

the　god’s　love，　it　turns　out　to　be　evil，　just　as　the　lebellious　angel　in　the　Christian

legend　was　thrown　out　of　heaven　and　became　the　Devil　in　hell　when　he　demanded

superiori重y　over　the　Son．　The　serious　consequence　of　this　is　that，　as　Lewis

emphasises　in　Mereα’ゼstia〃ity，　as　long　as　a　person　is　proud　and　looking　down

on　others，　he　cannol　see　anyone　above　himself，　and重herefole　cannot　know　God，

who　is　infiniIely　above　any　human　being（」Me’・θCliristianめ1，109）．　Thus，　it　is

inevitable　that　Orual，　setting　hergelf　proudly　in　a　god’s　position，　misses　the　god’s

rea］ity　and　fails　to　see　the　pa】ace．

80xford　Adva〃ced　Lea，’ner’∫Dictiona’y　of　Curre’it　En81ish，　revised　ed三tion，　ed．

A．S．　Homby（Oxfold　Univ．　Press，1974）．

9TheA’nerican　Heritage　Dictionaiッ（）f　the　English　Languagε，31d　ed．（Houghton

Mifflin　Company，1992；Electronic　version　licensed　from］NSO）．
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　　　　　Then，　at　the　same　time　as　being　jealous　of　the　god，　Orual　is　also　lealous　of

Psyche，　which　comes　from　OruaPs　hidden　inferiority　complex　about　hel　featules．

In　the　pagan　society　of　Glome，　people　do　not　know　a　god　who　loves　the　ugly　as

weU　as　Ihe　fair　and　beautifU1．　Ungit　is　believed　to　prefer　the　fair　Psyche　to　the

ugly－faced　Orua1．　Orual　herse】f　expects　no　love　from　gods．　As　a　woman，　she

has　completely　abandoned　the　hope　of　being】oved．　Thus，　the　Fox’s　affection

and　friendship，　Bardia’s　loyalty，　and　Psyche’s　love　are　the　only　loves　tha艦she

thinks　she　can　expect．　Among　1hese，　Psyche’s　love　counts　for　the　most．

Because　Orual　has　seen　it　as　her　right　and　duty　to　give　Psyche　maternal

instruction，　as　Psyche’s　supervisor，　Omal　can　be　indulged　in　a　sense　of　superiority．

Therefbre，　the　fear　she　has　felt　at　the　sight　of　the　palace　is　also　the　fear　of

allowing　Psyche　to　be　superior　to　her　as　a　god’s　bride．　Actually，　in　the　deepest

part　of　her　heart，　Orual　has　long　been　jealous　of　Psyche’s　beauty，　though　she　has

hidden　such　feelhlgs　even　from　herself．　However，　when　Psyche　comes　to　obey

the　god　instead　of　her，　she‘‘leamed【＿】how　one　can　hate　those　one　loves”（127）．

This　hatred　is　a　mantfestation　of　the　jealousy　which　has　always　been　latent　in　her・

This　jealousy　can　also　be　seen　in　her　later　determination，　when　she　is　facing　hef

first　s血gle－handed　combat，　to　be　braver　than　Psyche　was　in　lhe　Great　Offeling．

She　recollects　her　feelings　of　the　time：

How　would　it　be　if【＿】my　courage　failed　me？［＿】And　so　she　would　be

far　above　me　in　everything：in　courage　as　we1］as　in　beauty［．．．］．“She

sha］】not，”　1　said　with　my　whole　soul．（200）

＊ ＊ ＊

　　　　　With　these　feelings　of　competitive　envy　and　self－centredness，　Orual　can　sti11

believe　her　love　for　Psyche　to　be　genuilely　selfless，　because　she　does　not　realize

her　own　jealousy　aI　the　bo賃om　of　her　heart，　She　would　kill　Psyche　as　well　as

herself　unless　Psyche　lights　the　lamp，　believing　she　is　making　the　threat　solely　oUt

of　Iove　for　Psyche．　In　fact，　as　the　Fox　rightly　remarks，　it　is“one　part　love，　five
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parts　anger・and　seven　parts　pride”　（148）that　drives　Orual　to　重hillk　of　killing

Psyche　rather　than　leaving　her　with　hel　husband．　Lewis　says　that“Pride”is

essentially　competitive　because　it　is‘‘the　pleasure　of　being　above　the　rest”（Mere

Cltristianity，107）．　So　when　she　finds　she　can　no　longer　indulge　herse］f　with　that

pleasure，　she　becomes　cruel　even　to　that　Psyche　whom　she　thinks　she　selflessly

】oves．　Psyche，　promisillg　her　to　betray　the　god　in　order　to　keep　Orual　alive，

rightly　identifies　Orua1’s　self－centred　anger　and　despair：

You　are　ildeed　teaching　me　about　kinds　of　love　I　did　not　know．　It　is　like

Iooking　hlto　a　deep　pit．　Iam　not　sure　whether　I　Iike　your　kind　better　than

hatled．　Oh　Onlal－－to　take　my】ove　for　you，　because　you㎞ow　it　goes

down　to　my　very　roots　and　cannot　be　dim童nished　by　any　othel　newer　Iove，

and　then　to　make　of　it　a　tool，　a　weapon，　a　thing　of　policy　and　mastery，　an

instrument　of　to血re．（165）

　　　　　Lewis　is　keenly　conscious　of　the　cruelty　of】ove　perversely　used　as　a

weapon．　In　The　Great　Diレorcε，　we　have　seen　a　case　of　a　dwarf　Ghost，　who　takes

the　piIy　of　his　wife　and　uses　it　as　a　weapon　in　an　a鍵empt　to　keep　her　in　hell　with

him．㎞刑’－i7e　Have　Faces，　the　Fox　once　tries　to　keep　O川al　from　fighting　hl

combat，　crying　and　addlessing　Orua1’s　pity　for　him　because　he　should　miss　her　if

she　were　killed，　though　he　soon　admits　he　was　wrong　to　have　tlied　to　move　her　by

taking　advantage　of　her】ove．　01ual　is霊he　same　as　the　dwarf　Ghost　in　7乃ε（ヲ’℃αご

Dごvorcθ．　In　a　revelational　vision　towards　the　end　of　her　life，　Orual　sees　how　she

and　the　Fox　kept　Psyche　flom　her　happiness，　pretending敦haUhey　would　miss　her

too　much　to　live　without　hel，　and　knowilg　Psyche　loved　them　so　much　that　she

could　not　possibly　ignore　their　suffヒrings・

　　　　　Yet，　on　the　other　hand，　Omal　is　in　fact　confused　at　Psyche’s　marliage，　and

that　confusion　is　aggravated　by　the　facUhat　while　already（unconsciously）jealous

of　the　god　and　Psyche　in　their　marriage，　she　still　wonders　if　Psyche’s　husband三s　a

real　god　or　not．　In　7乃8　Four　Loves，　Lewis　describes　the　fee】ings　of　those　who，

．1ike　Orual，　have　had　their　beloveαtaken　away　by　God，　in吐o　a　Ieligious】ife　whlch
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they　do　not　understand：

‘‘

shis”is‘‘AII　nonsense，　all　bloody　high－brow　nonsense，　all　canting

humbug．” @But【＿］‘‘Stipposing－－it　can’t　be，　it　musth’t　be，　but　just

supPosing　thele　were　somethin琴in　it？”【…】How　if　the　deserter　has　really

entered　a　new　world　which　the　Iest　of　us　never　suspected？But　if　so，　how

unfair！［＿】Why　was　it　never　opened　to　us？“A　chit　of　a　gir1［＿】being

shown　things　that　are　hidden　from　their　e】ders？”And　since　that　is　clearly

incredible　and　unbearab】e，　jealousy　Ieturns　to　the　hypothes童s‘‘ノMI　nonsense”，

（47）

　　　　　Those　who　feel　this　way　usuaUy　do　not　notice　their　jealousy　hidden　behind

theh℃onfusion．　This　is　also　true　of　OruaL　Though　it　is　mostly　because　of　her

jealousy　and　plide　that　she　fails　to　see　the　palace，　we　could　not　b】ame　it　as

preposterously　unnatural　tha重she　does　not　see　the　jea］ousy　and　pride　in　herself，

Lewis　seems　to　be　sympathetic　to　those　people，　induding　himself，　who　do　not

even　notice　how　they　are　sinful　in　nature．　He　says，

Ido　not　think　it　is　our　fault　that　we　cannot　tell　the　real　truth　about　ourselves；

the　persistent，】ife－long，　inner　murmur　of　spite，　jealousy，　prurience，　greed

and　self－complacence，　s㎞ply　will　not　go　into　words．・But　the　important

thing　is　that　we　shou】d　not　mistake　our　inevitably　limited　utterances　fαa

fU11　account　of　the　worst　that　is　inside．　（Pain，48）

　　　　　Leanne　Payne　says，‘‘As　L£wis’s　great　mythic　work　Ti〃We　Haりe　Faces

dramatically　illustrates，　the　fallen　self　cannot　know　itself。［＿］Orual　is　really　Lewis，

and　her吐ale　is　not　only　his　but　it　is　the　story　of　all　men：it　is　the　story　of　the　old

Adamic　self，　faceless（or　having　a　thousand　faces）and　fallen　from　the

Presence．”10 @This　story　is　an　attempUo　go　beyond　the　intrinsic　subjectivity　of

the　fallen　self，　and　to　acquire　the　true　objectivity　of　that　which　is　rea］ity．

　　　　　Oruars　na∬ative　is　retrospective，　and　in　吐hat，　something　like　an

autobiography．　Lewis　himself　published　his　autobiography，　Su”prised　by／oy，1n

10@Payne，　Real」Pi’esence，　pp．53；57．
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1955・one　year　before　Till〃（e　Have　Faces，　and　as　Peter　Schakel　suggests，　the

experience　of　writing　it　might　have　made　him　realize　that　the　autob孟ographical

fbrm　is　suitable　for　expressing　what　is　intrinsically　subjective　as・objectively　as

possible：

The　subjectivity　and　selectivity　in　SurpJゼsedわツ」の・seem　to　have　opened

the　way　for　Lewis　to　write　Til’晩」Have　Faces，　his　next　book［＿］．　As

Lewis　had　before　attempted　to　telnhe　story　of　his　conversion　objectively

and　at　a　distance，　so　had　he　also　attempted　much　earllel　an　obledive

account　of　the　story　of　Cupid　and　Psyche，　but　had　been　unable　to　find　the

right“form”foπit．　Now　the　right　folm　comes　to　him【＿］Orual’s　account

of　her　life，1ike　Lewis’s　account　of　bis　own　in　Surl刀・isedクy　Joy，　is

letrospective，　subjective，　and　selective．11

　　　　　Yet　still，　while　we　have　to　admit　the　unavoidab】e　subjectivity　of　any　human

being’s　self－account，　the　important　point　of　this　story　is　that　Orual　is　also

responsible　for　her　failure　to　perceive　objective　reality　and　has　to　realize　her　fault

before　she　gets　her　sa】vation．　Especially，　Lewis　shows　how　pride　and　jea】ousy

are　in　fact　two　sides　of　one　and　the　same　thing　which　may　hinder　one　from　God

and　His　rea】ity．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Fall　of　Psyche＞

　　　　　Lewis　writes　to　Kilby　that　Psyche　is　a　born　Christian，‘‘anima　naturaliter

Christiana”（Letters，274），　She　never　doubts　that　her　husband　is　a　real　god

though　she　has　never　seen　him．　This　shows　her　naturaheadiness　for　the　god．

While　Omal　Iejects　the　god’s　mystery，　saying，“What　lover　would　shun　his

blide’s　eyes　unless　he　had　some　terrible　reason　for　it？”（152），　Psyche　apprehends

the　god’s　divinity　and　accepts　it，

　　　　Lewis　says‘‘every　good　man　or　woman　is　like　Christ”（Lette’・∫，274），　and　we

11
rchakel，　Reason　and　imagination，　P．160．
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fhld　that　Psyche　lesembles　Jesus　in　many　ways．　She　has　hea】hlg　hands；She

longs　for　lhe　god’s　mountain　as　heHea】home；she　dies　on　the　tree　as　a　sacrifice

and　receives　a　new　life　at　the　god’s　palace－－aU　these　remind　us　of　Jesus　Christ，

For　by　these　Psyche　also　works　miracles　and　experiences　her　incamation（bom　in

acountly　which　is　not　heHeal　home，　that　is，　in　the　god’s　moun吐ain），　passion，

death　and　lesurredion．

　　　　　Yet　she　is　s重ill　d五ffelent　from　Jesus．　For，　af重er　all，　she　commits　the　sin　of

disobedience．　In　her’forced　betraya1，　she　does　not　see，　or　tries　not　to　see，　that　tlle

god　is　Ihe　god　of　justice　as　well　as　the　god　of　love．　She　believes，　like　S重．　John，

that‘‘God　is　Iove”（I　John，4，8）．　She　says　to　Orua1，‘‘He　cannoI　be　cruel　lil（e　you．

1’Unot　believe　iしHe　will　know　how　1　was　to血red　into　my　disobedience．　He

will　forgive　me”（166）．　When　she　says　this，　she　inwardly　knows　that“a】1【heτ】

happiness　may　be　destroyed　forever”（166）．　Yet，　against　her　fear，　she　is　trying　to

keep　her　trust　i皿her　husband．　As　Lewis　says　inルfere　Christianity，‘‘Love，　in　the

Chlistian　sense，　does　not　mean　an　emotion．　It　is　a　state　not　of　the　feelings　but　of

the　wilr’（Mere　Christianity，113）．　Psyche　probably　knows重his　in重uitively　when

she　says　she　wi〃not　believe　the　god’s　cruelty，　However，　as　Lewis　says　that“To

trust［God】means，　of　course　trying　to　do　all　that　He　says”（Mere　Christianめ1，

127）．　Psyche　also　understands　that　an　act　of　disobedience　is　contradictory　to　her

trusI　in　the　god，　even　though　it　is　forced　disobedience，　and　that　perhaps　the　god

would　not　condone　it．　Psyche　is　right，　though，　she　is　still　a　little　mistaken　lo　call

i1　a‘‘cmelty”。　It　is　because　the　god　is　righteous　that　she　cannot　simply　be

forgiven　her　sin　of　betrayal．　As　we　saw　the　White　Witch　in　Narnia　say，“回very

traitor　belongs　to　me　as　my　Iawfu】prey　and［＿】for　evely　treachery　I　have　a　light

to　a　kil1”（Lion，128），　the　same】aw　of　justice　is　also　working　here．　Until　some

atonement　is　made，　the　sinner　sh6uld　be　in　evi】’s　hand．　The　god　tells　Orual　on

the　night　of　Psyche’s　fall，‘‘Those　against　whom　I　cannot　fight　must　do　their　wi11

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ロ　　　　　upon　hef’（173－174）．　Unlihedemption　of　her　sin　againsI　the　god　is　made，1重1s
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impossible　even　for　him　to　forgive　Psyche　and　take　her　into　heaven　again．　By

the　god’s　providence，　that　redemption　is　to　be　made　not　so】ely　by　herse｝f；but　all

the　same，　until　it　is　made，　she　is　banished　from　heaven．

　　　　In　Apuleius’s　veπsion，　Psyche’s　wandering　is　not　necessarily　a　pun童shment

for　her　betrayaL　It　is　to　find　her　husband　who　has　angri】y　flown　away　that　she

sets　out　on　the　jourlley．　In　Ti〃馳・Have・Faces，　however，　Psyche’s　wandeling　is

aforced　exile　as　a　punishment　for　her　sin．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Vei1：0rual’s　Recognition　of　Rea］ity＞

　　　The　night　she　has　ruined　Psyche，　Olual　has　resolved　to　go　veiled　permanentiy

so　as　to　hide　her　face　from　all　others．　h£wis　originally　intended　the　title　of　the

book　to　be‘‘Bareface，”and　changed　it、into　Till　We　Have　Faces　at　the　publisher’s

request　on　the　ground　that　Bareface“might　be　mistaken　fol　a　Westem。”12　But

Lewis　himself　thinks　the　original　title　to　be　more　appropriate，　as　he　wrote　in　a

letter　on　29　February，1956：

One　other　possible　title　has　occurred　to　me：Till　We　H［ave　Faces．【＿］1　must，

however，　wam　you　that　no　one　on　whom　I’ve　tried　it　thinks　it　an

improvement　on　Bareface．i3

This　shows　the　centra】significance　of　the　veil　and　the　plocess　of　OmaPs

unveiling　in　the　whole　story．

　　　　　On　the　day　of　her　father’s　second　wedding，　she　is　told　to　wear　a　veil　Iest　she

should　frighten　the　bride　with　her　ugly　face．　Ever　since　Ihen，　Orual　has　always

regarded　veils　simp】y　as　a　means　for　the　ugly　to　hide　their　ugliness．　For　ins1ance，

when　she　sees　the　priest　wearing　a　bird－mask　aI　the　House　of　Ungit，01　the　girls

serving　the　goddess　with　their　faces　painted　as　thick　as　masks，　Olua1

12 qoger　Lance】yn　Green＆Walter　Hooper，　C．　S．　Lei・vis（Harcourt，

13
freen＆Hooper，　C．　S．　Lewis，　p．261．．

1976），p．261．
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misconceives霊heir　masks　to　be　the　same　disguise　as　her　vei1，　though　in　fac重，　they

are　symbols　of　the　goddess’mystery．　She　thinks　that　it　is　because　the　gods　are

ugly　thaUhey　need　such　veils　and　masks、　When　she　hears　that　Psyche’s　husband

does　not　show　his　face，　she　says　to　her，

Ho】y　darkness，　you　call三t．　What　sort　of　thing？Faugh！it’s　like　Iiving

三nthe　house　of　Ungit　Everything’sdark　abouUhe　gods．（124）

　　　　　She　conceives　that　the　gods　ale　awful　because　they　are　hidden，　and　suspects

they　have　kept　Psyche’s　palace　from　her　sight　just　out　of　malice，　so　that　what　she

does　fbr　Psyche’s　good　shou】d　work　adversely．　Thus，　whi］e　she　is　blaming

herself　fbr　having　ruhled　Psyche，　she　also　pities　herself　fol　having　been　driven　to

do　such　a　deed．　She　is　collvinced　that　the　gods　hate　her（4）．　Her　veil，　which

she　wears　to　cover　hel　ug】iness，　is　also　the　means　to　hide　and　keep　herself　as　far

away　flom　them　as　possible．

　　　　　However，　after　dozens　of　years　since　Psyche’s　ruin，　she　happens　to　find　a

little　shrile　whose　goddess　is　named　Istra，　the　same　as　the　true　name　of　Oruars

Psyche．　The　myth　of　Ihis　goddess　Istra　gives　her　a　great　shock　because　it　is

almost　the　same　as　the　story　of　herself　and　Psyche　and　different　only　in　that，　in　the

myth，　the　eldest　sisteHuined　Istra　solely　from　jealousy．　It　is　this　sacred　story

that　makes　her　write　a　case　against　the　gods．

Fol　years　llow　my　old　quarre］with　the　gods　had　slept．【＿】Ino】onger

meddled　with　them．【＿】Now，　instantly，1㎞ow　I　was　facing　them－－1　with　no

strength　and　they　with　a11；Ivisible　to　them，　they　invisible　to　me．【＿］　Wel1，　I

cou】d　speak，　I　could　set　down　the　truth（244－245）．［．．．】

　　　　　They　would　noUe1】me　whether　she　was　the　bride　of　a　god，　or　mad・

01abnlte’s　or　villain’s　spoi1．　They　would　give　no　clear　sign，　lhough　I

begged　for　it【＿】And　because　I　guessed　wrongly　they　punished　me－－what’s

worse，　punished　me　through　her．　And　even　that　was　not　enough；they

have　now　sent　out　a　lying　story　in　which　I　was　given　no　riddle　to　guess，　but

knew　and　saw　that　she　was　the　god’s　blide，　and　of　my　own　wiU　destroyed

her，　and　that　for　jealousy．　（249）
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　　　　　As　we　have　seen　above，　ac重ua11y，　it　is　not　the　gods重hat　have　hidden　the

truth　from　her　but　Orual　herself．　Shutting　the　door　of　her　mind，　she　has　covered

her　eyes　with　a　spiritual　veiL　Therefore，　the　ve皿that　Orual　wears　after　Psyche’s

ruin　is　an　externa】expression　of　heπcovering　hel　inner　eyes　to　the　god’s爬ality．

Or　raIhel，　it　is　even　a　symbolical　manifestation　of　hel　rejection　of　the　god

altogether，　wi吐h　alhhe　b］essings　he　would　give　her。

　　　　　This　is　apparent　in　the　fact　that　when　she　has　rejected　the　god’s　reality，　she

also　fails　to　taste　the　honeycake　and　wine　wh量ch　Psyche　gives　her　in　his　country．

To　her　eyes　and　pa】ate，　they　ale　nothi皿g　but　dalk　berries　and　water．　In　Zhe　Last

B副ε，we　have　seen　Dwarfs　who　reject　Aslan　see　only　darkness　in　the　bright　light

and　taste　delicious　dishes　as　almost　inedible　lhings（Last　Battle，132－135）．　By

rejecting　Aslan　altogether，　they　have　abandoned　Ihe　capacity　fbr　tasting　Aslan’s

blessillg　properly．　They　physically　receive　the　food，　but　cannot　receive　spiritua］

good，　that　is，　the　enjoyment　of　eathlg，　which　is　to　accompany　the　physical　good．

The　same　is　true　with　Orual　here．　Besides，　as　Leanne　Payne　points　out，　Lewis

believes　in　communion　as　a　mythical　way　of　participating　in　God’s　reality．14

Thelefore，　it　is　natural　that　Orual　here　fai】s　to　taste　the　god’s　honeycake（a　sor重of

bread）and　wine，　since　she　is　here　rejecting　his　reality　altogether．　She　would　not

participate　and　is　so　unable　to　share　in　the　god’s　communion．

　　　　　When　she　becomes　the　Queen，　her　persona　of　the　queenship　a］so　works　as　a

veil　for　heL　Just　as　in　the　Greek　theatres　personae　are　masks　that　actors　wear　to

hide　their　faces，01uars　persona　a】so　hides　her　real　face　and　charac重er・　She　even

tries　to　hide　them　from　helse】f，　too，　because　when　Orua1　awakes　in　the　Queen，　she

has　to　suffer　from　remembe血g　Psyche　and　her　ruin，　and　from‘‘a　great　and

anguished　wonder”（184）whether　Psyche　is　alive．　Howevel，　what　she　is　trying

14 @Payne，　P．29　ff．
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to　hide　from　others　as　well　as　from　herself　is　so　deep－rooted　in　her　self　that　the

process　of　hidi19　it　under　the　veil　of　the　queenship　becomes　a　process　of

banishing　her　personality　altogether：

［T］he　Queen　of　Glome　had　more　and　more　part　in　me　and　Orual　had　Iess

and　less．　IIocked　Orual　up　or　laid　her　asleep　as　best　I　could　somewhere

deep　down　inside　me；she】ay　curled　there．　It　was　like　bei皿g　with　child，

but　reversed；the　thing　I　carried　in　me　grew　s】owly　smaller　and茎ess　alive．

（226）

　　　　　In　Gleek，　the　word‘‘psyche”means‘‘soul．”　When　Orual　loses　her　Psyche，

she　loses　her、ρSyche，　too，　under　the　persona　of　the　Queen．　The　term　of　Psyche’s

exile　is　a　term　of　exile　also　fbr　Orual’s　souL　This　is　an　achievemen重of　the　god’s

sentence，‘‘You　also　shaU　be　Psyche．”　This　becomes　even　tmer　when　we　see　the

statue　of　the　goddess　Istra，　for　it　is　covered　with　a　vei王between　the　harvest　season

and　splhlg，　and　this　veil　is　a　symbol　of　the　ex皿e　and　absence　of　the　goddess．

Thus，　Orual　and　Istra　wear　a　veil　the　same　way，　and　both　of　them　are　void　of　their

soul　while　they　are　veiled．

　　　　　Unti10nlal　hears　the　myth　of　Ihe　goddess　Istra，　Orua］has］ived　thus，　having

her　self　shut　up　inside　helself，　and　avoiding　meeting　with　the　god。　And　then，

even　the　god　has　not　been　able　to　fbrce　her　to　turn　to　him．　1£wis　believes　that

since　God　has　given　us　men　free　wiU，　it　is　impossible　fbl　even　the　omnipotent

God　to　keep　us　from　turning　away　from　Him　against　our　wi11，　because　it　would　be

to　give　and　keep　back　free　wiU　aUhe　same　time，　which　is　logically　and

intrinsically　impossible　and　nonsensicaL　“His　omnipotence　means　power　to　do

all　that　is　intrinsically　possible，　noUo　do　the　intrinsical】y　impossible”（Pa　in，16）・

When　she　begins　to　make　a　charge　against　the　god，　however，　she　has　ceased　to　be

wholly　turned　away　from　the　god．　In　accusing　him，　she　is　addressing　him　and

calling　for　an　answeτeven　though　she　does　not　have　any　real　hope　of　getting　one・

Orual　ends　her　book　of　complaint　with　these　words：
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Isay　the　gods　deal　very　unrightly　with　us．　For　they　will　neither［＿］go

away　and　leave　us　Io　live　our　own　short　days　to　oulse璽ves，　nor　wiU　they

show　themselves　openly　and　te11　us　what・they　would　have　us　do．【＿］But　to

hint　and　hover［＿】吐o　be　dead　s皿ent　when　we　question　them　and　then　glide

back　and　whisper（wolds　we　cannot　understand）in　our　ears　when　we　most

wish　to　be　flee　of藍hem，　and　to　show　to　one　what　they　hide　from　another［＿】．

Let　them　answer　my　chaπge　if　they　can．　It　may　well　be　that，　instead　of

answering，　they’ll　strike　me　mad　or　Ieprous　or　tum　me　imo　beast，　bird，　or

tree．　But　wi】l　not　alhhe　world　then㎞ow（and　the　gods　will㎞ow　it

㎞ows）that　this　is　because　they　have　no　answer？（249－250）

Agailst　her　expectation　that“they　have　no　answer，”however，　the　god　answers　her．

His　answels　come　hl　an　unexpected　way，　and　on　several　occasions　they　lead　her　to

㎞ow　herself　gradually　but　tlu】y．

　　　　　First　of　a11，　she　hears　from　a　man　that　when　she　Ioved　Psyche　and　neg】ected

Redival，　Redival　felt　lonely，　missing　Orual　terribly．　Orual　is　surprised　to　hear

this，　because　she　nevel　suSpected　that　Redival　could　suffer　loneliness．　She　has

been　jealous　of　Redival　fol　her　beauty．　In　her　se吐t】ed　conviction，　it　is　Orual

herself　that　is‘‘the　pitiable　and　ill。used　one”（256）．　Therefore，　at　first　she　would

not　believe　the　man．　Yet　all　the　same，　his　wolds　force　her　to　reflect　on　her　cold

attitudes　to　RedivaL　This　is　the　first　time　that　she　finds　any　fault　in　herself，　who

has　so　fal　been　totally　se】f－righteous．

　　　　　Secondly，　when　Bardia　is　dead，　his　wife　Ansit　accuses　Orual　of　exhausting

him重o　death　with　piles　of　work　at　the　coult．

He　had　worked　himself　out－－or　been　worked．［＿】Iknow　wel】enough　that

you　were　no口overs．　You　left　me　that．　The　divine　blood　will　not　mix

with　subjects’，　they　say．　You　left　me　my　share・When　you　had　used　him，

you　would　let　him　steal　home　to　me．［＿】Faugh！You’re　fu】］fed．　Gorged

wiIh　other　men’s　lives，　women’s　too：　Bardia’s，　mine，　the　Fox’s，　your

sister’s－－botll　your　sisters’．　（260－265）

On　hearing　this，　Orual　does　not　understand　the　tluth　of　these　words．　Instead，　she
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sees　jealousy　in　Ansit　who　blames　her　thus．　This　jealousy　is　dilected　to　Oruai　as

awoman，　not重o　the　Queen，　and　stils　up　Orual　under　her　queenship・　Inwardly，

Orual　has】oved・Bardia，　but　because　of　hel　ugly・face，　she　has　given　up　hopilg

even　so　much　as　to　be　seen　as　a　woman．　Thelefore，　by　wearing　the　veil　and

ceasing　to　be　Orual，　she　has　escaped　f士om　the　sense　of　despair　and　humiliation　of

loving　someone　without　any　hope　of　being】oved　back，　However，　now　that　she

sees　Ansit　jea】ous　of　her　as　a　woman，　her　hitherto　repressed，　jea】ously　compe重itive

self　bursts　out．　Befbre　she㎞ows　it，　she　jumps　up，　puU三ng　her　veil　aside，　and

shows　her　face　to　Ansit，　shouting，‘‘Ale　you　jealous　of　this？”（262）as　if　mocking

Ansit　for　being　jealous　of　such　an　ugly　woman，　and　aUhe　same　time　deriding

helself　for　her　ugliness．　The　moment　she　has　unveiled　herself，　the重rue　Orual

that　has　hidden　under　the　Queell　comes　out．　On　her　face，　Ansit　sees　her

concealed　love　for　Bardia．　And　this　unveiling，　though　it　is　only　momen重ary，　is

the　begi皿ing　of　the　true　self」knowledge　which　she　has　firmly　rejected．

Alld　now　those　divine　Surgeons　had　me　tied　down　and　were　at　work．　My

anger　protected　me　only　for　a　short　time；anger　wearies　itself　out　and　truth

comes　in．　For・it・was　all　true－－truer・than・Ansit・could　know．　Ihad　rejoiced

when　there　was　a　press　of　work，　had　heaped　up　needless　work　to　keep　him

late　at　the　palace【＿］．　Anything　to　put　off　the　moment　when　he　would　go

and　leave　me　to　my　emptiness．（266）

　　　　　The　next　new　year，　Orual　sees　a　dream　in　which　the　King，　her　deceased

father，　tells　her　to　take　the　veil　away，　and　takes　her　down　deeper　and　deeper　into

the　rooms　underground．　As　Schakel　points　out，1his　going　down‘‘from　Pi11ar

Room　to　Pillar　Room　below　it－－clearly　symbolizing　a　psychological　descennnto

herself’15　reveals　her　own　deep　Psychology．　In　the　deepest　room，　the　King

shows　her　face　reflected　in　a　mi∬or，　but　what　she　sees　there　is　the　face　of　Ungit

whom　she　has　feared　and　hated：

15 @Schake］，　Reason　and　I〃lagination，　P．74．
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But　my　face　was　the　face　of　Ungit　as　I　had　seen　it　that　day　in　her　house．

“Who　is　Ungit？”asked　the　King．

“1　am　Ungit．・”　My　voice　came　wailing　out　of　me　and　1　found　that　1　was　in

my　own　chamber．　So　it　had　been　what　we　call　a　dream．（276）

When　she　wakes　up

self－recognition．

from　the　dream，　she　moves　on　to　yet　another　step　of

This　vision，　anyway，　allowed　no　deniaL　WIthout　question　it　was　I　who

was　Ungit．　That　ruinous　face　was　mine．　Iwas［＿】that　all－devouring

womblike，　yet　barren，　thing．　G】ome　was　a　web－－I　the　swollen　spidef，

squat　at　its　center，　gorged　with　men’s　stolen　lives．（276）

　　　　　Once　Psyche　was　offered　to　the　god　as　his　bTide．　Then　the　god　was

be】ieved　to　be　also　the　Shadowbrute，　who　would　devour　the　bride．　Ansit，　who

sees　divine　blood　in　Orual，　says，‘‘Perhaps　you【＿】】ove　like　the　gods．　Like　the

Shadowbrute．　They　say　the　lov血g　and　the　devourilg　are　all　one，　don’t　they？”

（264－265）　So，　here，　Orua1’s　recognition：‘‘lt　was　I　who　was　Ungit，”is　the

recognition　that　she　has　been　greedily　exacting　and　devouri皿g　the　Iove　of　the

people　around　her．　Since　Orua】has　thought　of　the　god　as　someth㎞g　horrible・

her　recognition　here　is　on】y　of　the　ugliness　of　her　mind．

　　　In　Glome，　what　is　considered　as　Ungit　herself　is　a　shapeless　stone．　The

sacred　stone　is，　like　the　rock　out　of　which　Moses　got　water（Exodus，17：1－6），　a

blessing　to　those　who　believe　in　Ungit，　but　a　barren　destructive　thing　to　those　who

do　not　hear　hel　words，　as　the　rock　which　marred　Jeremiah’s　girdle　is　a　symbol　of

such　a　destructive　power（Jeremiah，13：3－7）．　Here，　this　sacred　stone　of　Ungit

plays　the　same　ro］e　as　the　rocks　in　thc　O］d　Testament，　in　which　a　rock　often

provides　faithful　men　with　a　place　of　safety（e．g．　Jeremiah，48：28），　but　gives“no

peace［．．．】for　the　wicked”（lsaiah，48：22　NKIレり．
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　　　　　Thus，　Orual　finds　no　blessing　in　the　jealous　goddess

herself　with：

whom　she　identifies

Ithought　how　the　seed　of　men　that　might　have　gone　to　make　hardy　boys

and　fruitfロl　girls　was　drained　into　that　house，　and　nothing　given　back；and

how　the　silver重hat　men　had　earned　hard　and　needed　was　also　drained　in

there，　and　nothing　given　back；and　how重he　girls　themselves　were　devoured

and　were　given　nothing　back．　（269－270）

　　　　　In　fact，　however，　the　god’s　lealousy　and　devouring　are　different　from

Oruars．　Though　the　god　is‘‘jea】ous”the　god’sjealousy　lhat　demands　exclusive

loyalty　of重he　beloved　is　for　the　good　of　his　beloved　because　what　it　aims　a重is　the

tme　atonement（in　the　sense　of　at－one－menりof　the　beloved　man　and　the　god　who

is　the　only　source　of　all　hapPiness。　On　the　other　hand，　Orua1’sjealousy　is　futile

and　hinders　the　beloved’s　true　happiness．　It　ruins　Psyche’s　happiness　wi重h　the

god．『It　plevents　the　Fox　from　going　back　to　his　home】and　which　he　has　keenly

longed　for．　It　breaks　the　peaceful　Iife　of　Bardia　and　his　wife　by　keeping　him

needlessly　at　court　and　making　her　jealous．　In　the　same　way，　the　god’s

devouring　and　that　of　Orual　are　different．　Though　the　god　devours　the　beloved，

it五s　fbr　the　good　of　the　one　devouled．　Just　as　when　we　eat，　the　fbod　is　once

unmade　and　lives　again　as　a　part　of　our　body，　so　when　the　god　devours　men，　they

are‘‘unmade”to　be“no　one”（307）so　that　they　may　live　more　fully，　united　with

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　サ　　　　　　　　サGod　and　participating　in　the　god’s　Iife．　On　the　other　hand，　OruaPs　devouring　ls

only　destruct三ve，

　　　　　However，　although　she　does　not　see　this　difference　yet，　she　is　at　least　right

in｝ealizing　her　self－centred　greedin6ss．　When　she　has　reaIized　such　ugliness　of

her　heart，　she　tries　to　kill　herself　to　put　an　end重o　it．　Significantly，　then，　fof重he

first　time　in　many　years　she　goes　out　barefaced．　She　says　it　is　because　the　veil

would　no　longel　help　her　to　wa】k　in　the　street　unrecognized，　now　that　all　men

know　the　veiled　Queen．　However，　as　we　have　seen，　her　veil　has　been　the
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expression　of　her　inneτdisguise　as　well　as　outer，　so　the　fact　that　she　has　thus　gone

ouI　unveiled　shows　that　she　has　now　unveiled　her　mind．　Now　she　is　ready　to

accept　the　god　whom　she　has】ong　rejected．　When　she・is　about　to　throw　herself

in　the　riveらshe　hears　the　god’s　voic．e，‘‘Do　noI　do　it”（279），　and　follows　the　order

obediently　at　once，

　　　　　The　god　says　to　Onlal，‘‘You　cannot　escape　Ungit　by　going　to　the　deadlands，

for　she　is　there　also．　Die　before　you　die．　There　is　no　chance　afteL”（279）In

Christianity，　God　is　the　God　for　the　dead　as　well　as　for　the　living，　but　man　is

given　opportunities　to　start　a　new　］ife　on】y　before　his　physical　death．　Only　those

who　choose　to　die　to　their　o】d　self　and　to　live　il　Christ　can　be　given　an　etema1，

Iegenerated　life　after　death．　As　Naoyuki　Yagyu　remarks，　the　god’s　words

remind　us　of　St．　Paul　expressing　1he　state　of　having　died　to　his　old　self　before　the

physical　death：‘‘I　have　been　crucified　with　Christ；it　is　no　longel　I　who　live，　but

Christ　lives　in　me”（Galatians　2：20，　NKJレり．16　0rual　is　enjoined　to　follow　St．

Paul　and　to　learn　to　obey　God　instead　of　being　hostile　to　Him　as　she　has　been　al】

her　life．

　　　　　It　is　interesting　that　when　she　has　come　to　see　herself　as　an　Ungit　by

misunderstanding　the　goddess’s　true　nature，　she　begins　to　change　to　be　really　like

Ungit．　When　she　realizes　her　ugliness，　she　startS　trying　to　be　good　though　not

successfUlly　at　first：

Iwould　set　out　boldly　each　momhlg　to　be　just　and　calm　and　wise　in　all　my

thoughts　alld　acts；but　before　they　had　finished　dressing　me　I　wou］d　find

that　I　was　back【＿】in　some　o］d　rage，　resentment，　grlawing　fantasy，　or　sullen

bittemess．【＿】Icould　mend　my　soul　no　more　than　my　face．　Unless　the

gods　helped．　（282）

Orual　feels　as　if　the　gods　do　not　help　her．　Actually，　however，　they　are

16Yague，7フ2eology｛of　the　Fair　yland，　p．350．
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working　for　her　good．　Hele　Orual　has　acquired　the　humbleness　to　admit　she

needs　to　be　helped　by　the　gods，　and　in　Lewis’s　fiction，　no　one　who　sincerely　asks

God　fbr　he】p　is　ignoled．・Lewis　says　in　Mere　C12ristianity，

You　must　ask　for　God’s　help．　Even　when　you　have　done　so，　it　may　seem

to　you　for　a　long　time　that　no　he】p，　or　less　help　than　you　need，　is　being

given．　Never　mind【＿】and　try　again．　Very　often　what　God　fit’st　helps　us

towards　is　nol　the　virtue　itself　but　just　this　power　of　always　trying　again．

（91）

At　this　stage，　however，　her　proud　self－1ighteousness　is　not　yet　completely

rooted　out． Having　realized　the　self－centredness，　she　is　st皿1　boasting　IhaI　her

love　for　Psyche　at　least　has　been　true　and　selfless． It　is　again　in　a　dream　that　she

fmally　recognizes　her　self－centredness　towards　Psyche，　too，　and　knows　herself

truly． In　the　dream，　she　is　made　to　read　her　complaint　against　the　gods．　While

reading　it，　she　realizes　that　it　is　not　the　one　she　has　wlitten　with　great　care　but

only　a　grumbli19． She　finds　herself　saying：

You　said　a　brute　would　devoul　hel．　We11，　why　didn’t　it？1’d　have　wept

for　her　and　buried　what　was　left　and　buih　her　a　tomb　and＿and＿But　to　steal

he1］ove丘om　me！【＿l　The　girl　was　mine．　What　righ象had　you　to　steal　her

away　into　youl　dreadful　heights？You’11　say　I　was　jealous．　Jealous　of

Psyche？　Not　while　she　was　mine．【＿】But　to　hear　a　chit　of　a　girl　who　had

（or　ought　to　have　had）no　thought　in　her　head　that　I’d　not　put　there，　settlng

up　for　a　seel　and　next　thing　to　a　goddess．．．how　could　anyone　endure　it？【＿］

We　want　to　be　our　own。　I　was　my　own　and　Psyche　was　mine　and　no　one

else　had　any　righUo　her．【＿】Mine！Do　you　not㎞ow　whanhe　word　means？

（290－292）

She　now　realizes　it　was　her　self－deception　that　made　her　think　she　loved

Psyche　totally　unselfishly：

The　cornplaint　was　the　answer．　To　have　heard　myself　making　it　was　to　be

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．answered．　Lightly　men　talk　of　saying　what　they　mean．［＿】　When　the　time

comes　to　you　at　which　you　wiU　be　forced　at　last　to　utter　the　speech　which
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has　lain　at　the　center　of　your　soul　for　years【＿］you’11　not　talk　about　joy　of

words．　Isaw　well　why　the　gods　do　not　speak　to　us　openly，　nor　Iet　us

answeL　Tilhhat　word　can　be　dug　out　of　us，　why　should　they　hear　the

babble　that　we　think　we　mean？　How　can　they　meet　us　face　to　face　till　we

have　faces？（294）

　　　　　In　order　to　meet　God　face　to　face，　we　must　have　a　real　face．　We，　however，

usually　conceal　our　wicked　self，　that　is　our　real　face，　under　its　complex　disguises，

for　we　are　apt　to　hesitate　to　see　the　dark　side　of　our　minds．　Yet，　Orua｝now

comes　to　see　it，　and　it　is　because　she　has　had　at　leasI　s㎞cere　honesty　while

accusing　God．　She　wrote，

Since　I　write　this　book　against　gods，　it　is　just　that　I　should　put　into　it

whatever　can　be　said　against　myself．　（74－75）

Such　honesty　before　God　is　essential　to　recover　a　right　relationship　with　Him．

　　　　　The　self－recognition　she　has　thus　acquired　is　painful　to　her．　Yet，　it　is　the

beginning　of　her　real　atonement．　It　is　a】so　tme　of　Oruahhat‘‘If　we　say　tha重we

have　no　sin，　we　deceive　oulselves，　and　the　tnlth　is　not　hl　us，　If　we　confess　our

sins，　He【God］　is　faithful　and　just　to　forgive　us　our　sins　and　to　cleanse　us　from　a】1

unrighteousness．”（I　John，1：8－9，ノ＞Kノレ）。

　　　　　In　a　selies　of　dleams　after　that，　Orual　tπies　to　do　the　several　tasks　which

Psyche　in　Apuleius’s　versioll　carries　out　with　great　trouble．　Orual　fails　in　all　of

those，　but　then，　she　sees　her　sister　Psyche　carry　them　out　easily　and　even　happily．

The　Fox　appears　and　tells　Orual　tbat　this　is　because　she‘‘bore　near】y　aU　the

anguish”（300）for　Psyche．　Now　that　she㎞ows　how　selfish　she　has　been

against　Psyche，　these　words　are　a　great　comfort　to　hel．　She　Ilo　longel　boasts　of

her　suffering　fbl　Psyche．　She　is　now　humb】e　enough　to　be　gratefu】to　the　god　for

allowing　her　to　suffer　for　her．　The　on】y　task　Psyche　has　to　do　with　great　pain　is

Io　go　down　to　lhe　Deadland　to　fetch　the　beauty　to　make　Ungit　beautifU1．　In　these

sufferings，　Orual　atones　for　Psyche’s　sin　of　betraying　hel　husballd・and　Psyche
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redeems　Oruars　ugliness．　This“bcaring　anguish”of　Orual　and　Psyche　fbr　each

other　echoes　Charles　Wi】1iam’s“doctrine　of　substituIed　love，”17　which　leUs　us

that　it　is　a　law　in　the　universe　that　all・creatures　have　to　bear　someone　else’s

bulden．　In刑1晩Have　Faces，　the　atonement　of　Orual　and　Psyche　are　made

thus　through　theh噌sufferings　for　each　other．

　　　　　Besides，　Lewis　perhaps　owes　this　idea　of　dividing　the　sufferer’s　role　into

two　to　Shelley’s　Prometheus　Unbound．　There，　Lewis　fillds　Asia’s　vicarious

suffering　for　Prometheus．　Lewis　holds　that　Asia’s　difficuh　descent　to　the　depth

of　the　earth　and　her　final　re。ascension，　which　brhlgs　about　Prometheus’s　liberation，

have　an　obvious　dramatic　advantage．　He　says，

Most　of　us，　while　we　read　this　act，　are　too　absorbed，　I　fancy，　by　the　new

sensation　it　creates　in　us．【＿】Ibelieve　that　no　poet　has　fe】t　more　keenly，　or

presented　more　weightily重he　necessity　for　a　complete　u皿making　and

remaking　of　man，　to　be　enduled　at　the　dark　basis　of　his　being．（“She】ley，

Dryden　and　ML　Eliot，”Selected　E∬ays，207）

　　　　　In　the　eschato］ogical　scene　at　the　end　of　the　story，　when　the　god　has　come

down‘‘to　judge　Orual”（307），　she　stands　side　by　side　with　Psyche，　looking　at　their

figures　refiected　in　a　pooL　Her　face　is　no】onger　ug】y　but　as　beautiful　as

Psyche’s：

Two　Psyches【＿】both　beautifU1（if　it　mattered　now）beyond　all　imagining，

yet　not　exactly　the　same．（307－308）

　　　　　This　is　the　final　achievemellt　of　the　sentence‘‘You　also　sha11　be　Psyche．”

The　god，　who　seemed　to　hemever　to　help　her，　has　in　fact　been　helpi　19　her　so　that

her　ugliness　should　be　thus　redeemed．　Orual　is　now‘‘united　with　the　Divine

Nature”（304），　as　Psyche　has　been　as　a　god’s　bride．　As　Schakehemarks　here，

17
Charles　Williams，　Descent　into　He〃，　pp．98－99．
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this‘‘ultimate　union　with　Love，　with　the　divine”is　the　point‘‘toward　which

everything　in　Till　We　Have　Faces　has　been　pointing．”　18

　　　　　Lewis　believes　that　the　redemption　Christ　has　achieved　for　man　is　more

than　mere　atonement　for　man’s　original　sin．　It　opens　the　possibility　for　man　to

share　the　Son’s　1運e．

God　became　man　to　tum　creatures　into　sons：not　simply　to　produce　better

men　of　the　old　kind　but　to　produce　a　new　kind　of　man。　It　is　not　like　a

horse　to　jump　better　and　better　but　like　luming　a　horse　into　a　winged

creature．（Mere　Christianity，180）

Lewis　conceives　of　men　in　heaven　as　gods　and　goddesses．

It　is　a　serious　thing　to　live　in　a　society　of　possible　gods　and　goddesses，　to

remember　that　the　dullest　and　most　uninteresting　person　you　can　talk　to

may　one　day　be　a　creatule　which，　if　you　saw　it　now，　you　would　be　strongly

tempted　to　worship，　or　else　a　horror　and　a　corruption　such　as　you　now　meet，

if　at　all，　only　in　a　nightmare．（“The　Weight　of　Glory，”Toast，109）

Lewis　in　Mere　Christianity　calls　those　who　have　come　to　share　hl　Jesus’life　as

“New　Man”（181），　and　it玉s　such“New　Man”who　becomes　these“gods　and

goddesses”in　heaven．　The　beauty　of重he　unveiled　Orual　befbre　hel　death　is　that

of　such　a　ledeemed‘‘New”woman　who　is　to　be　like　a　real　goddess．

　　　　　At　the　end　of　her　life，　Orual　writes　to　the　god：

Iended　my　filst　book　with　the　words　no　answeL　Iknow　now，　Lord，　why

you　utter　no　answer．　You　are　yourself　the　answer．　Before　youl　face

questions　die　away．　What　other　answer　would　suffice？　Only　words，

words；to　be　Ied　out　to　battle　against　other　words．　Long　did　I　ha重e　you，

10ng　did　I　fear　you．　Imight－一（308）

We　do　not　know　what　she　intended　to　write　after“I　might”because　she　falls　dead

18@Schakel，」Reason　and　lma8ination，　P．84．
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before　she　has　finished　the　senIe皿ce．　But　it　is　clear　that　she　dies　in　a　state　of

profound　faith　in　the　god．　Her　words，‘‘Before　your　face　questions　die　away，”

remind　us　of　Job　who，　in　the　midst　of　his・complaint　about　his　suffering　and

objection　to　God，　was　met　by　God　and　at　once　surrenders　himself　hl　faith　to　God．

Job　said“I　have　heard　of　You　by　the　hearing　of　the　ear，　But　now　my　eye　sees

You．　Thelefore　I　abhol　myself，　And　r6pent　in　dust　and　ashes”（Job，41：5。6，2＞K〃），

God　is　beyond　all　words　and　Himself　is　the　answer　to　all　doubts　and　queslions．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊　　　　　　＊

　　　　　As　to　the　problem　of　theodicy，　that　is，　the　prob］em　of　God’s　responsibility

fbr　OruaPs　fall　and　suffering，　Lewis　defini重ely　shows　that　it　is　Orual’s　pride　that　is

to　blame，　and　God　is　not　only　just　and　b】ameless　but　more　than　just　in　helping

O】ma】a醗a三n　Reality．

　　　　　Milton　once　wfo重e・Paradise・Lost・to・‘justify　the　ways　of　God　to　men．”1g　So

Ti〃Me、Have　Faces　justifies　the　ways　of　God（the　one　tme　God　to　L£wis）to　Orual．

As　in　the　fa110f　Milton’s　Adam，　predestilation　is　denied　and　man’s　free　will　is

emphasized，　so　in　the　fall　of　Onla1，　hel　pride，　not　the　god’s　will　or　ma］ice，　is

shown重o　be　the　cause．

　　　　　No皇only　that，　but　just　as　God　in　Paradise　Los’is　shown　to　be　more重han

merely　just，　so　is　the　god　in　Ti〃晩」Vaレe　Faces　not　on］y　righteous　but　also

mercifuL　Orual　is　writing　her　charge，　calling　for　justice．　Yel　the　Fox　says　to

her，‘‘lnfinite　hopes－－and　fears－－may　both　be　yours．　Be　su爬that，　whatever　else

you　get，　you　wiU　not　get　justice”（297），　He　is　right．　Orual’s　salvation　beglns

even　while　she　is　still　accusing　the　god，　when　she　rather　deserves　punishmenUhan

salvation．　If　the　god　is　merely　just　without　mercy，　she　would　not　have　been

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，saved．　He　demands　Iepentance　and　atonement，　but　what　he　gives　in　return　ls

more　than　fbrgiveness．　As　God　not　only　fbrgave　Adam’s　sin　but　opens　a　way　fo「

19Milton，　Paradise　Lost，　Book　I，1．26．
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men　to　be　sons　of　God　when　they　have　accepted　atonement　by　Jesus，　so　Ihe　god　ill

Ti””（e　Have　Faces　not　only　folgives　Orual　but　gives　her　a　regenerated】ife　in

which　she　is　far　more　splendid　and　beautifu】than　in　her　original　state．　Though・

she　fails　to　change　herself，　she　is　changed　by　the　god．

　　　　　When　she　dies，　she　has　become　like　Ungit　imhe　real　sense，　having　atoned

for　hel　sinful　self－centred　jealousy　through　her　sufferings　in　life　as　well　as　in　her

dreams；and　part】y　by　having　had　it　ransomed　by　Psyche　in　Ihe　visions，　too．

Although　she　does　not　know　it，　she　is　loved　and　admired　by　the　people．　The

young　Priest　Amom　praises　her　thus：‘‘the　most　wise，　just，　valiant，　fortunate　and

merc血10f　all　the　princes　known　in　our　parts　of　the　world”（308。309）．　Lewis

shows　in　Orual　that　though　human　beings　may　never　be　able　to　be　free　of

self－centredness，　if　we　eamestly　endeavoul　to　be　good，　with　our　eyes　towards　God

in　whatevel　manne1（as　long　as　it　is　sincere），　we　wiU　be　saved　and　made　good　by

God’s　providence．

　　　　　Orua1’s　faith　at　the　end　of　her　1昼e　is　the　strongest　faith　a　person　can　acquire．

Lewis　always　insists　thaUrue　faith　is　not　only　all　intellectual　assent　to　the

proposition　that　God　exists　l）ut　also　an　unreserved　commitment　of　one’s　self　to

Him．　It　involves　active　will　and　endeavo肛to　do　God’s　wi1L　In　The

Chronicles　of　Namia，　man　is　shown　to　be　intended　by　God　to　keep　fbllowing

God’s　wi11，　though　on　earth　iI　is　not　always　easy　even　to㎞ow　wha田e　wants　us

to　do．20 @1n　Mere　Christianity，　Lewis　proposes　that，　in　older　to　be　good　sons　of

God，　we　should　first　preIend重o　be　a】ready　His　sons　by“dlessing　up”as　the　real

Son　of　God　instead　ofjust　trying　to　follow　Jesus’commandments．

If　you　simply　ask　your　conscience，　you　get　one　resuh；if　you　remembel　that

you　are　dressing　up　as　Christ，　you　get　a　d量fferent　one．　Thele　are］ots　of

things　which　your　conscience　might　not　caU　defillitely　wlollg（specially

things　in　your　mind）but　which　you　will　see　at　once　you　canno重go　on　doing

20
bf．　e．g．，　Silver　Chair，　p．30；Casρian，　pp．110－113．
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if　you　are　seriously　tlying　tσbe　like　Christ（Mere　Christianめノ，159）．

It　is　in　a　sense　very　hard　to　be　really　good】ike　Ch；ist　himself，　but　Lewis　believes

that‘‘in　another　way　it　is　far　easier”than　keeping　rules　because，　mysteriously，

‘‘ she　real　Son　of　God　is　at　your　side”（Mere　Christianity，159）．

It　is　a　living　Man，　still　as　much　a　man　as　you，　and　still　as　much　God　as　He

was　when　He　created　the　world，　really　coming　and　interferhng　with　your

very　self；killing　the　old　natural　self　in　you　and　rep］acing　it　with　the　kind　of

self　He　has．【＿】turning　you　permallently　into　a　different　sort　of　thing；into　a

new　lit重1e　Christ【…］which　shares　in　His　power，　joy，㎞owledge　and

eternity．　（Mere　Christianity，161）

　　　　　Though　Omal　does　not　conscious】y　try　to　be　like　Christ，　what　she　actually

does　is　the　same．　She　surlenders　her　old　self　and　tries　to　become　a　legenerated

being，　wishing　help　from　the　gods．　Four　days　befbre　her　physical　death　on　earth，

Omal　in　hel　vision　finds　Psyche　has　been，　or　has　become“a　real　woman”（306）

whom　Orual　herself　has　become　exac重1y］ike．　Oma】and　Psyche　both　become

tmly　like　Chris重，　who　is　the　real　Man．

　　　　　Of　aU　the　characters　hl　Lew玉s’s　fiction，　Onlal　is　the　only　one　who

undergoes　this　final　regeneration　into　a　Real　woman，　who‘‘shares　i　1【the　Son’s］

power，　joy，㎞owledge　and　eternity”（Mere　Ch”istianity，161）．　The　knowledge

Orual　has　acquired　about　Reality　is　filsthand㎞owledge　that　only　regenerated

ones　can　acquire．　The　knowledge　is　firsthand　because，　for　one　thing，　she　is　now，

through　the　visions，　withhl　the　realm　of　Reality．　Moπe　importantly，　however，

this　i串because　she　is　now　sharing　in！he　Real　Existence　of　God　as　a　Son（or　a

Daughter）of　God，　herself　having　become　a　paπt　of　Reality．　We　have　seen　Lewis

believe　that　human　beings　are　capable　of　perceiving　Reality　thlough　ou「

imagination　as　we11　as　our　reason　and　morality．　However，　such　perceμion　by

means　of　our　limited　imagination，　reason　and　morality　is　different　froln　real

experiellce・　Yet，　Orual’s　experience　is　actual　and　gives　her　the　true　knowledge・
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　　　　　In　Till晩Have　Faces，　Lewis　shows　how　real　faith　and　real　knowledge

accompany　each　other．　Faith　and㎞owledge　never　contradict　each　other　il

Lewis’s　belief．　On　the　contrary，　it　is　only　through　real　faith　that　man　can　know

the　Real　World　truly．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜The　Corinthians＞

St．　Paul　writes　Io　the　Corinthians：

Love　suffers　long　and　is　kind；love　does　not　envy；Iove　does　not　parade

itse】f，　is　not　puffed　up；does　not　behave　rudely，　does　not　seek　its　own，　is　not

provoked，　thinks　no　evi1；does　not　rejoice　in　iniquity，　but　rejoices　in　the

truth；bears　aU　things，　believes　all　things，　hopes　all　things，　endures　all重hings．

（1Corinthians，13：4－7，　NKIJっ

　　　　　OruaPs　love，　at　first，　has　not　been　charity．　It　has　been　a　natural　affection

a皿dfalls　sholt　of　true　love　in　almost　every　quality　that　is　mentiolled　by　St．　Pau］，

though　she　assumes　her　Iove　is　true．　Though　Orual　is　conscious　of　her　long

suffering　for　Psyche，　the　cause　of　the　sufferi皿g　is　i1】fact　Orual　herself，　and　Psyche

is　also　suffering　fbr　her．　Then，　though　she　believes　she　has　been　most

affectionate　and　kind　to　Psyche，　actUally　she　has　cruelly　destroyed　her　hapPiness．

Though　Orual　never　suspects　that　she　holds　any　jealousy　against　Psyche，　deep　in

her　heart，　she　has　envied　Psyche　for　her　beauty　and　nuplial　hapPiness．　She

boasts　about　herself　for　lov㎞g　Psyche，　and　in　a　nlde　way　forces　her　to　obey　her

command　even　with　a　threat．　Though　she　demands　justice　and　truth　of　the　god，

what　she　really　wants　is　only　such　justice　and　truth　as　is　pleasant　or　convenient　to

herse】f．　She　has　had　to　leam　true】ove，　which　she　does　through　suffering　and

self－recognition．　Indeed，　she　lives　through　St・Pau1’s　lessons　literally・　St・Paul

continues　thus：

But　when　tha重which　is　perfect　has　come，　then　that　which　is　in　part　will　be

done　away．　When　1　was　a　child，　I　spoke　as　a　child，1　understood　as　a　child，
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Ithought　as　a　child；but　when　became　a　man，　I　put　away　childish　things．

For　now　we　see　in　a　mirror，　dimly，　but　then　face　to　face．　Now　I　know　in

part，　but　then　1　shal1　know　just　as　I　also　am　known・And　now　abide　faith，

hope，10ve，　these　three；but　the　greatest　of　these　is　love・（I　Corilthians，13：

10－13，NKJ｝り

　　　　　At　first，　she　sees　darkly　w貢h　a　ve皿before　her　eyes，　as　if　through　a　glass．

When　she　comes　to㎞ow　herself“as　she　is　known”by　the　god　wilhout

se】f－deception，　she㎞ows　and　sees　the　god“face　to　face．” @Then，　what　is

imperfect　in　her，　that　is，‘‘that　which　is　in　part”is　done　away　with　to　be　unmade，

and　she　is　Iemade　as　a　new，　regenerated　woman．

　　　　　In　fact，　Orual　at　first　lacks　not　only　charity　but　a】I　the　thlee　cardinal

theological　viltues　that　St．　Paul　enjoins．　She　does　not　have　faith　in　the　gods　at

a】1。　She　sees　Ungit　as　awful　and　hostile　to　her，　and　even　thinks　the　gods　ale

malicious．　She　says，‘‘［T】here　is　no　creature【＿】so　noxious　to　man　as　the　gods”

（249）．　Then　she　has　no　hope，　eithe1，　f｛）r　she　has　despaired　of　being　loved　by　any

bu重afew．　She　does皿ot　hope　to　be　loved　by　the　gods，　nor　wish　to　be　in　the　gods’

country　with　Psyche，　eithe1．　She　does　not　evell　hope｛hat　the　gods　will　answer

her　charge　against　them。　At　the　end　of　the　novel，　howeve1，　she　dies　with　faith　in

the　god，　and　with　tme】ove　not　only　fbr　the　god　but　for　Psyche，　the　Fox，　and

others，　blessed　in　hope　and　with　a　new，　eternal　life．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　＜Myth＞

　　　　　In　Part　I，　we　have　seen　that　Lewis　has　a　conviction　that　a　myth　can　revea】

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ロ　　　　　　　　　，
some　deepel　reality　than　wha重we　see　in　our　daily　life．　This　convictlon　ls

reflected　also　in　this　work．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Orua】’s　dream　of　a　descent　in重o　the　deep　underground　to　see　her　own　face　M

amirror　gives　her　a　true　revelation　of　hel　hidden　se】£　As　myth　is　Io　be

undeπstood　by　the　imagination，　so　is　this　vision　seen　thlough　the　imagination：The

King　says　to　Orual　in　the　vision，“There’s　no　Fox　to　help　you　here，【＿］We’re　fa「

368



TiU　JVe　Have　Faces

below　any　dens　that　foxes　can　dig”（275）．　Since　the　Fox　stands　foHationalism，

as　Schakel　points　out，　the　play　on　the　word“fbx”in　these　words　sign迂ies　that

‘‘

she　level　of　understand血g［＿】for　which　she　now　is　reaching　lies　beyond　the

scope　of　reason．”21　　A　true　divine　revelation　is　to　be　leceived　through

imagination，　whether　it　is　in　the　form　of　myth　or　of　vision．　And　here，

incidentally，　we　see　that　though　Lew三s　Iegards　himself　as　all　medievalist　and　sees

the　wor】d　as　a　medievalist　would　have　seen　it（cf．“De　Descriptione　Temporumノ’

∫ε’ected　E∬ay∫，13－14），　he　is　sti】1　a　twentieth－century　man　who　knows　something

about　depth　psycho】ogy．　This　d爬am，　as　a　reve］ation　of　Orua1’s　sub－conscious

ego，　is　true　and　IeaL　Yet，　what　is　mole　important　is　that　OnlaPs　atonement　is

made　in　her　visions　and　dreams．　Thus，　these　dleams　are　Ieal　in　a　more　positive

sense　than　in　bei皿g　a　revelation　of　the　truth．　What　has　happened　imhem　actually

changes　the　relation　of　Oluaho　the　god，　or　God，　i．e．　to　the　uhimate　Reality．　The

dreams，　therefore，　belong　to　the　sphere　of　reality．　According】y，　Omal　comes　to

f三nd　dreams　and　visions　as　real　as　actual　life，　or　even　mole．　She　says，

And　fbr　a111can　tell，　the　only　difference　is　that　what　many　see　we　call　a

leal　thhlg，　and　what　only　one　sees　we　call　a　dream．　But　things　that　many

see　may　have　no　taste　or　moment　in　them　at　all，　and　things　that　ale　showll

only　to　one　may　be　spears　and　water－spouts　of　truth　flom　the　very　depth　of

truth．　（277）

　　　　　Now，　if　we　think　of　the　myth－theme　in　lhe　plocess　of　Orual’s　conversion，

we　shall　find　that刑’a（e　Have　Faces　is　not　only　a　retold　version　of　Apuleius’s

myth　but　also　a　quite　meticulous　retold　version　of　the　Christian　myth．　In　the

Christian　myth　that　Lewis　finds　to　be　a　myth　which　has　become　fact（cf．　God，66），

he　sees　five　stages　of　man’s　salvation．　First，　God　has　given　us　men　conscience

and　imagination，　in　order　to　send　us　messages　through　them．　Through　our

21@Schakel，」Reason　and　Ima8ination，　P．74．
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conscience，　we　perceive　the　universal　moraHaw，　though　no　one　in　human　history

has　ever　succeeded　in　obeying　the　law　completely・　AUhe　same　time，　through

our　imagination，　we　receive　foretastes　of　heaven　in　beauty　and　pleasures，　which

s重il　oudonging　fbl　heaven　and　move　us　towards　it．　Secondly，　when　we　do　not

listen　to　His　messages，　God　gives　us　some　pain　to　reminds　us　that　all　is　not　we11

with　us．　When　we　become　uneasy　and　re月ect　on　ourselves，　we　may　find　through

oul　conscience　that　we　have　broken　some　molal　laws　and　done　wrong　to　the　One

who　has　givell　them　to　us，　or　we　may　notice　that　pleasures　on　earth　are　from　the

first　not　meanUo　be　evellasting　noπto　give　us　u】timate　satisfaction。　Pain　is

intended　to　make　us　Iealize“God　is　the　only　comfoπt”though“He　is　also　the

supreme　terror”（Mere　Christia〃めノ，37）．　Thirdly，　God　has　given　men　pagan

mythology，　especially，　myths　of　dying　gods　who　die　and　come重o】ife　again．

These　heathen　myths　foretell　the　Christian　myth（Miracles，117－119）．　Fourthly，

He　has　revealed　Himself　to　the　Jewish　people．　Finally，　he　incarnated　Himself　as

Jesus　Christ　and　saved　the　whole　human　race．　This　incarnation　is　a　historical

fact，　but　at　the　same　time　God’s　myth．

　　　　　When　we　see　Orual’s　growth，　Ti〃VVe　Have　Faces　follows　this　development

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　■　　　　　of　Christiall　myth　closely．　Pala】leho　the　man　in　the　first　stage　of　the　Chnstlan

salvation　myth，0皿al　canmt　he】p　feeling　the　pleasantness　of　nature　even　when

she　misconceives　both　the　gods　and　the　wor］d　as　hostile　lo　heL　When　she　goes

to　the　mountain　to　gather　Psyche’s　remains，　she　is　struck　with　sudden　joy：

Icame　on　a　sad　errand．　Now，　flung　at　me　Iike　frolic　or　inso】ence，　there

came　as　if　it　wele　a　voice【．．．】“Why　should　your　heart　not　dance？”【．・・］My

heart　to　dance？Mine　whose　love　was　taken　from　me，1，　the　ugly　plhlcess

who　must　never　look　for　othel　Iove【．．．】．　And　yet【．．．】The　freshness　and

wetness　a11　about　me【＿］made　me　feel　that　I　had　misjudged　the　wor】d；it

seemed　kind，　and］aughillg，　as　if　its　heart　also　danced．　Even　my　ugliness　I

could　not　qui重e　believe　in．　Who　can　feehgly　when　the　heart　meets

delight？（95－96）
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This　feelillg　of　delight　and　beauty　that　penetrates　into　her　is　a　foretaste　of　the

god’s　country．　Secondly，　she　suffers　much　flom　her　conscience，㎞owing　it　was

she　that　ruhled　Psyche．　She　knows　she　has　done　wrong　to　the　god　as　well　as　to

Psyche，　while　she　still　believes　that　she，　too，　can　blame　the　gods　fbr　misleading

her　to　ruin　Psyche．　The　continuous　pain　i1　her　heart　makes　her　refiect　on　herself，

and　on　her　relation　to　the　god　and　to　Psyche．　Th廿dly，　the　god　reveals　the　t】vth

through　the　myIh　of　Istra，　the　goddess，　as　well　as　through　dreams　and　visions。

Finally，　the　god　comes　to　Orual　to　meet　her　face　to　face　and　gives　her　a　new　Iife．

　　　　　Besides，　i110rual’s　visions　and　dleams　hl　Ti〃PVe　Have　Faces，　we　see

patterns　of　descent　and　re－ascension，　vicarious　suffering　and　se］ectiveness，　which

Lewis　hl　Mhacles　remarks　to　be　conspicuous　charactelistics　of　Jesus’Incamation，

suffering，　death　and　rebirth　that　are　Ieflected　in　the　whole　Natule．22　The　pattem

of　descent　and　le－ascension　is，　for　one　thing，　in　Orua1’s　veiling　and　unveilh19．

During　the　peliod　when　Orua】is　h三dden　under　the　persona　of　the　Queen，　she　is

buried‘‘deep　down”inside　her　and‘‘lay　curled”（226）as　a　baby　in　a　mother’s

womb，　but　she　is　eventually　to　be　bom　again．　Secondly，　Psyche’s　exHe　is　also　a

part　of出is　pattem．　It　deprives　Orual　of　her　psyche，　ol“soul．”As　a　separation　of

soul　and　body，　this　is　a　sort　of　death　and　mythical　descent．　When　Orual　and

Psyche　meet　again　aUhe　end　of　the　story，　the　body　and　the　soul　are　re－united　and

the　mythical　re－ascension　is　fulfilled．　Third】y，　Orual　in　hel　dream　has　to　go　deep

underground　to　recovel　her　identity，　and　this　is　also　a　part　of　the　pa冠em　of　descent

and　re－ascension．

　　　　　As　fol　the　vicaliousness，　we　have　seell　in　the　visions　of　Oruahhat　Oma1’s

hard　labour　relieves　Psyche’s　hardship，　while　Psyche’s　pain　in　getting　beauty

from　the　Deadlalld　is　for　the　good　of　OmaL　Thus，　each　vicariously　suffers　and

redeems　the　otheL　The　atonement　need　not　necessarily　be　made　by　the　sinner

22Cf．　for　the　four　principles　of　Nature　that　Lewis　finds　to　have　their　archetype　in

Ihe　Incarnation，　our　pP．66－69　above。
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him／herself．　In　our　world，　it　was　Chrisuhat　died　on　the　cross　for　our　sills．　This

is　the　same　here．　Besides，　we　see　here　a　combilation　of　the　pattern　of　mu重ual

vicarious　sufferings　and　the　theme　of　descent　and　re－ascension，　which　implies　that

the　total　conversion　and　atonement，　the　death　of　the　old　self　and　the　regeneration，

done　from　the　bottom　of　one’s　deepest　part　of　existence，　can　be　possible　wi紅h　the

help　of　others－－or　hl　our　case，　with　Christ’s　help　and　vicarious　suffering．

　　　　　Selectiveness　is　seen　first　of　all　in　Psyche’s　selection　as　the　god’s　bride．

This　selection，　which　is　fbr重unate　fbl　Psyche，　is　also　the　selection　of　Orual　for

suffering．　For，　through　Psyche’smarr童age，　Omal　is　selected　lo　suffer　from　being

confronted　by　the　god’s　reality　whell　she　is　not　yet　ready　for　it　The　important

thing　is　that　just　as　the　suffering　of　Jewish　peoPle　is　reckoned　to　be　a　token　of

their　status　as　the　peoPle‘‘chosen　fbr　heaven，　Oruars　selection　for　suffering　is

also　a　selection　fbr　salvation．　The　selectiveness　of　Onlars　salvation　is　especially

seen　in　the　fact　that　it　is　the　sin血110nla1，　who　has　beell　hostile　to　the　gods，　and　not

the　Priest　or　the　pious　peop】e　of　Glome，　who　is　to　be　saved　by　the　god，　mee吐ing

him　face重o　fa㏄．

　　　　　This　retold　version　of　the　my重h　of　Cupid　and　Psyche　is　also　a　re－

interpretation　of　it．　The　reader　reads　the　myth　from　a　new　angle　through　Orua1’s

viewpoint．　That　process　of　readilg　is　first　to　be　an　attempt　to　see　the　myth　with

】ogicahationality。　The　significant　thing　abouuhis　novel　is，　howeve1，　that　as　a

result　of　Onlars　repetitive　re－interpretations，　the　rational　interpretation　turns　out

to　be　wrong，　or　insufficient，　and　the　mythological　inte叩retation　turns　out　to　be　the

literal　truth．　In　the　twentieth　century，　there　was　a　general　de－my出01091zlng

movement　in　and　outside　the　church．23　We　have　seen　that　such　philosophers　as

Northrop　Frye　and　Roland　Bar重hes，　as　weH　as　Liberal　Christians敦hink　that

rational　interpretations　of　a　myth　are　more爬ahhan　the　myth　itself．24　However，

23Cf．　e．9．，　Buhmann，ムrew　Testament　andルlytholo8y．

24 b£e．9，，　Northrop　Frye，7he（ヲreat　Code（1982；Ark　paperback，1983），　PP・31
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in　Lewis’s　version，　it　is　the　myth　that　is　real．　In　it　rationalism　is　only　a　veihhaI

covers　the　deeper　truth．　Orual　te］1s　Psyche　to“come　back　to　the　real　wor］d”

（124－125），but　eventually，　the　real　world　turns　out　not　to　be　the　human　world　of

Glome　but　that　of　the　gods。

　　　　　What　is　also　important　is　that　when　the　story　revea］s　lhe　reality　of　the　god’s

world，　it　does　not　come　back　to重he　original　Gleek　mytho】ogical　wor】d．　The

myth　it　shows　to　be　real　is　OruaPs　salvation　myth，　ending　with　her　becoming　a

Real　Woman，　as　Jesus　was　the　Real　Man．　This　myth　is　Christian，　rather　than

pagan　Greek．　It　goes　beyond　the　Greek　version　in　that　OnlaPs　story　is，　like　that

of　the　story　of　Cupid　and　Psyche，　one　of　alienation　from　and　reunion　with　the　God

of　Love；but　the　God　in　Ti〃JVe　Have　Faces　is‘‘Love”in　the　true　Christian　sense

who　is　righteous　as　well　as　loving，　and　not　condoning　or　doting　but　always

working　fol　the　true　good　and　happiness　of　the　beloved．

　　　　　According　to　one　of　Lewis’s　le重ters　to　Kilby，　this　story　takes　place　when　the

Hellenistic　wor】d　of　Greek　culture　began　to　affect　the　barbarous　states　around　it

（Letters，273）．　Howevel，　OmaPs　story　shou］d　not　be　regalded　as　something　of

the　faraway　past　which　has　little重o　do　with　us　imhe　presenuime．　In“God　in　the

Dock，”Lewis　says　that　accusing　God　imhe　face　of　such　disastels　as　war，　poverty

and　disease，　instead　of　reflectillg　on　the　sinfulness　of　human　beings，　is　one　of　the

characteristics　of　modern　men．

The　early　Christian　preachers　could　assume　in　their　hearers，　whethel　Jews，

Methuentes　or　Pagans，　a　sense　of　guih．1＿】Thus　the　Christian　message　was

in　those　days　unmistakably　the　Evangelium，　the　Good　News．【＿l　The

ancient　man　approached　God（or　even　the　gods）as　the　accused　person

approaches　his　Judge．　For　the　modem　man　the　roles　a【e　reversed．　He　is

the　judge．（God，244）

Therefore，　essentially　the　same　story　might　occur　even　today． Richard　B．

＆51；Roland　Barthes，　Mythologies（Seuil，1957），　passim．
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Cunningham　sees　in　Orual　a　type　of　post－Christian　man，　who，　because　of　the　lack

of　awe　before　God，‘‘is　more　ready　to　present　a‘case　against　the　gods，’if　they

exist，　than　to　hear　the　case　of　the　gods　against　man．”25　We　can　read　the　story　of

Orual　as　our　own　story，　since　pride，　jealousy，1imited　perception，　deep　but

egocentric　affection　for　our　family，　and　doubt　about　God’s　Reality　are　all　our

prob】ems　as　much　as　Orual’s．　Hel　fall　might　possibly　be　our　fa1】，　too．　Yet

more　importantly，　Lewis　presents　us　with　the　fact　that　we　have　a　way　to　achieve

Real　Existence　in　the　Real　World　as　does　Orua】in刑’〃セ1％v8」磁cω．

25
qichard　Cunningham，　C　S．　Lewis，　Defender　of　the　Faith（The　Weslminste「

Press，1987），　p．65．
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Conclusion

　　　　　We　have　seen　how　the　ultimate　objective　Reality　has　always　been正ewis’s

concem．　Af重el　the　spiritua】pursuit，　the　answer　he　has　fbund　is　that　the　world

was　cleated　and　is　govelned　by　the　absolute，　only　and　unique　God，　as　is　asserted

by　traditiona】olthodox　Chlistianity。　He　has　also　come　to　believe　in　Heaven　as

God’s　country　and　the　world　of　objective　Reality．　As　an　objectivist，　he　has　a

firm　be］ief　hl　the　intelligibility　and　logos　of　the　universe，　which　is　govemed　by

the　objective　moranaw，　which　leads　to　the　belief　in　God，　the　Logos　and　an

absolutely　good　Designel　of　the　world．　This　belief　of　the】ogos　of　the　universe

nlns　thlough　all　his　writings，　of1en　latent】y　as　an　underlying　assumpIion　and

affects　the　readers　both　through　their　hearts　and　minds　even　when　they　are　reading

his　nonapologetic　works，　such　as　The　Chlonides　of　Namia　and　Ti〃〃k　Haレe

Faces．　And　what　makes　this　possible　is　his　conspicuously　strong　imaghlative

power　as　wel】as　his　rational　power　of　i皿ference　and　argument．　He　reassures　us

that　our　existence　has　Ieal，　objective　meaning，　because　we　have　been　created　by

such　a　God　and　because　we　wi】1　someday，　in　heaven，　participate　in　God’su］timate

Rea】i吐y．

　　　　　As　a　conclusion　of　this　book，　the11，　I　could　now　say　Lewis’s　world－wide

popu］arity　both　in　and　outside　Christian　countlies　gleatly　depends　on　this　fact　tha重

he　lepresents　not　only　Christianity　but　a】so　the　whole　objective　Reality．　He　calls

our　attelltion　to　the　objective　tnlth　of　what　is　really　vital　for　us　as　human　beings，

appea】ing　to　something　which　is　common　among　almost　all　the　people　of　all　faiths，

as　a血mdamenta】strand　of　hu’ 高≠氏@religious　experience　and　psycho】ogy．　His

argument　from　molality　has　been　not　only　an　argument　fol　Christianity　but　an

argument　fol　the　objectivity　of　the　moral　law　as　wel1，　emphasizing　it　as　the

universaHaw　of　Human　Nature。　Human　nature　as　well　as　the　miverse　is

in重rinsically　good．
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　　　　　　With　this　belief　in　the　logos　and　goodness　of　the　universe　he　has　been　able

to　give　many　readers　today，　both　in　and　outSide　Christianity，　a　sense　of　security

and　significance　in　their　lives，　reassuring　them　that　the　world　is，　afteπa11，　not

absurd，　whatevel　evil　and　pain　one　may　suffer　in　it．　Lewis　assumes　he　is

addressing　the　readers　ill　the　post－Christian　ela　in　which　scientism　is　dominant．

However，　in　fact，　the　world　today　is　not　so　adverse　to　Chτistianity　as　he　supposes．

Many　people　want　a　firm　foothold　in　life　and　are　ready　to　accept　Christianity　only

if吐hey　are　given　sufficient　ground．　And　many　of　such　people　find　Lewis

convincingly　enough．　Evell　when　his】ogic　is　found　to　have　some　insufficiency，

it　does　not　seem　to　weaken　his　argument　seriously，　for　his　power　lies　in　the　fact

that　he㎞ows　the　limi重ation　of　our　reason　alone，　and　moves　us　not　only　by

ra重ional　argument　alone　but　by　addressing　our　who】e　being，　to　our　imagination，　to

our　feelings，　as　well　as　to　our　intellect．

　　　　　Now　in　the　21st　century，　a　lot　of　people　are　also　aware　of　the　limitation　of

pure】y　rational，　theoretical　belief，　and　telld　to　Spiritualism．　And　some　of　them

f㎞dLewis’s　writings　illuminathlg，　especiaUy　for　his‘‘Joy”experiences　and　such

remalkable　i皿tuition　into　evil　and　human　nature　as　is　found　in　Tlie　Screwtape

Letters・　For　instance，　Simon　Chan　in　his　Spiritual　17ieology，　quoting　Lewis，　says，

“When　it　comes　to　devils，　C．　S．　Lewis　identifies　two　errols　to　avoid。‘One　is　to

disbe】ieve　in　theh’existence。　The　otheπis　to　believe，　and　to　feel　an　excessive　and

unheahhy　interest　in　them．　They　themselves　are　equally　pleased　by　both　errors

and　hail　a　materia】ist　or　a　magician　with　the　same　delight．’＊　Our　present　world，

unfo血nately，　seems　to　be　polarized　between　these　extremes．　A　rationalistic

worldview　has　created　a　backldsh　of　spiritualistic　reductionism　and　Sa1an

wolship，”1 @Lewis’s　work，　then，　is　exact｝y　what　is　wanted　for　not　neglectin9

1Simon　Chan，　Spirituat　Theology，！l　Systematic　Stuめノof　the　Cliristian　Life

（lnterVersity　Press，1998），　p．69．　＊Quot．　from　Lewis，　The　Screwtape　Lette「s

（New　York：Macmillan，1943），　p．9．
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either　rational　side　nor　spiritual’side　of　man，　and　neither　faUing　into　spiritual

reductionism　nor　into　materialism．

　　　　　Secondly，　his　case　for　Christianity　more　heavily　depends　on　the　argument

for　the　existence　of　God　than　on　Christology　or　on　the　theology　of　the　Cross，2

and　in　that，　his　apologetics　wiH　be　quite　relevant　to　all　those　who　are　concemed

with　the　Ultimate　Existence．　He　is　generally　sympathelic　to　other　leligions，

though　he　himself　is　a　firm　believer　in　the　unique　truth　of　Christianity．　He　grants

Pantheism　as“the　permanent　natural　bent　of　the　human　mind”（Miracles，86－87），

and　fmds　that　the　essential　parts，　or　the　best　parts，　of　Buddhism，　Judaism，

Platonism，　Islam　and　Hinduism　are　all　true。

unacceptable　only　because　they　are

“heresies”30f　some　other　religions．

These　world　religions　are

insufficient　or　because　they　are　only

2Fol　instance，　in　Surρrised　by　Joy，　Lewis　spends　more　than　188　pages　of　the　total

190to　show　how　he　became　a　mono－theist　befbre　describing　how　he　became　a

believer　in　Jesus　Christ．　Yet　even　thele，　he　does　not　give　us　a　definite　Ieason．

He　just　says，“1㎞ow　very　well　when，　but　hardly　how，　the　final　step　was　taken．　I

was　driven　to　Whipsnade　one　sunny　mornhlg．　W血en　we　set　out　I　did　not　beHeve

that　Jesus　Christ　is　the　Son　of　God，　and　when　we　reached　the　zoo　I　did．　Yet　I

had　not　exactly　spent　the　journey　in　thought”（1の㌧p．189）．

30n　Pantheism，　he　says，‘‘lf‘religion’means　simp】y　what　man　says　about　God，

and　not　what　God　does　about　man，　then　Pantheism　almost　is　religion”（ルfiracles，

87）．　As　to　Hinduism，　Buddhism　and　Islam，　he　expresses　an　awareness　that　they

also　ho］d　much　or　at　least　part　of　the　truth，　as　he　says；

【T】he　only　two　things　Ieally　worth　considering　are　Christianity　and

Hinduism．　（Islam　is　only　the　gleatest　of　the　Chlistian　heresies，

Buddhism　o111y　the　greates．t　of　the　Hindu　heresies．　Real　Paganism　is

dead．　All　that　was　best　in　Judaism　and　Platonism　survives　in

Christianity．）【，．］We　may【＿】divide　religlons，　as　we　do　soups，　h】to

‘thick’and‘clear’．　By　Thick　I　mean重hose　which　have　orgies　and

ecstasies　and　mysteries　and　local　attachments：Africa　is　fU1】of　Thick

re】igions．　By　Clear　I　mean　those　which　are　philosophica1，　elhical

and　universalizi　lg：Stoicism，　Buddhism，　and　the　Ethical　Chulch　ale

C】ear　re】igions．　Now　if　there　is　a　true　religion　it　must　be　both　Thick

and　Clear；For　the　tme　God　mus重have　made　both　the　child　and重he
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Significantly　then，　in　his　fiction，　we　see　some　pagans　who　receive　salvation，

Aconspicuous　example　is　the　young　Pagan，　Emeth，　i117］he　Last　Battle，　whose　Iife

10ng　worship　fol　the　evil　god　Tash　is重aken　by　Aslan　as　true　service　to　Aslan

Himse！f．　His　salvation　in　this　story　must　have　come　from　Lewis’s　actual　belief．

Fol，　Lewis　wrote　a　letter　to　a　lady　on　8　November　1952：

Ithink　that　every　player　which　is　sincerely　made　even　to　a　false　god　or　to　a

very　imperfectly　conceived　true　God，　is　accep重ed　by　the　tnle　God　and　that

Christ　saves　many　who　do　nouhink　they　know　Him．　Fol　he　is（dimly）

present　in　the　good　side　of　Ihe　inferior　teachers　they　follow．（Letters，247）

ActuaUy，　Lewis　thinks　that　the　people　who　never　hear　of　Christianity　as　well　as

who　honestly　reject　it　can　be　saved，　though　those　who　know　Christianity　but

without　serious　consideration　chose　not　to　follow　Christ，　whether　from　laziness　or

from　easy　skepticism，　cannot　be　saved．　Discussing　the　problem　whether　man

can　lead　a　good　life　without　believing　in　Christianity，　Lewis　says，

We　all㎞ow【＿】　men　1ike　Socrates　and　Confucius　who　had　never　heard　of

it，　or　men　like　J．S．Mill　who　quite　honestly　couldn’t　believe　it．　Supposing

Christianity　to　be　true，　these　men　were　in　a　state　of　honest　ignorance　or

honest　error．　If　their　intentions　were　as　good　as　1　suppose　them　to　have　been

（for　of　course　I　can’t　read　their　secret　hearts）Ihope　and　believe　that　the

skill　and　mercy　of　God　wi】1　remedy　the　evils　which　their　ignorance，1eft　to

itself，　would　naturally　produce　both　for　them　and　for　those　whom　they

man，　both　the　savage　and　the　citizen，　both　the　head　and　the　belly・

And　the　only　tWo　reユigions　that　fu】fil　this　condition　are　Hinduism　and

Christianity．　But　Hinduism　fulfils　it　imperfectly．　The　CleaI
religion　of　the　Brahmil　hermit　in　the　jungle　and　the　Thick　relig三〇n　of

the　neighbouring　temple　go　on　side　by　side．　The　Brahmin　hermit

doesn’t　bothel　about　the　temple　prostitution　nor　the　worshipper　il　the

temple　about　the　hermit’s　metaphysics．　But　Christianity　really

breaks　down　the　middle　wall　of　the　partition．　It　takes　a　convert　from

central　Africa　and　tells　him　to　obey　an　enlightened　universalist　ethic：

it　takes　a　tWentieth－century　academic　plig　like　me　and　tells　me　to　go

fasting　to　a　Mystery，　to　drink　the　blood　of　the　Lord．（God，

pp．102。103）
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inf】uenced．（“Man　or　Rabbit，”1）och　110）

　　　　　Alan　Lee　Bπewer　points　out　that‘‘Lewis，　like

salvation　to　those　who　are　a　part　of　the　vislble　church．

absolute　necessity　in　salvation，　this　does　not　mean

Barth，　does　not，1imit

Although　Christ　is　the

that　one　must　have　a

k・・wl・dg・・f　Ch・i・t　i・thi・lif・tim・in・rd・・t・be　sav・d．”4　B・ewer　say・，

His　stress　lies　upon　the　more　personal　aspects　of　Christianity，　and　most　of

the　references　to　the　church　which　he　does　make　are　in　this　personal　context。

Insti重utional　religion　is　Iargely　ignored，　especially　in　his　fiction．【．．．］One

primary　reason　for　this　is　Lewis’s　own　admission　that　he　had　a　great　deal　of

difficulty　with　mainstream　movements　and　wi重h　the　colporate　activities　of

重he　church　such　as　worship．　Lewis　fealed　the　church’s　tendency　to　become

aclub，　a　social　or　poli重ica】organization，　rather　than　p］ace　of　worship．5

John　Hick　in‘‘The　Non－Absoluteness　of　Chlistianity”Iemarks；

The　Second　Vatican　Council（1963－1965）highlighted　and　consolidated　the

new　thinking　that　had　been　taking　place　fol　a　numbel　of　years　among　some

of　the　more　adventurous　Roman　Catholic　theologians．　Vatican　II　in

effect－－though　not　of　course　in　so　many　words－－repealed　theαヶαεcc1ε∫如朋

〃麗〃ごzsalus　doctri皿e　by　declaring　that　there　is　salvation　outside　the　visible

chulch；the　redemption　bought　by　the　blood　of　Christ　is　offered　to　a1】

human　beings　even　withouUheir　fbrmal　entry　into　the　church．　Thus，

speakhlg　of　Chrisビs　Iedeeming　sacr苗ce，　Vatican　II　taught：

All　this　holds　true　not　only　for　Christians，　but　fbr　a11　men　of　good　wil】

in　whose　hearts　grace　works　in　an　unseen　way．　For，　sillce　Christ　died

for　all　men，　and　since　the　ultimate　vocation　of　man　is　in　fact　one，　and

divine，　we　ouglit　to　believe　that　the　Holy　Spirit　in　a　manner　known

only　to　God　offers　to　every　ma11重he　possibility　of　behlg　associated

with　this　pascha1　mystery．＊

The　possibi】ity　of　salvation　was　thus　officially　ex重ended　in　principle重o　the

wholc　world．　This　extension　was　rei重erated　even　more　strongly　in　the　first

4
　Alan　Lee　Brewer，‘‘The　Anthropology　of　Choice，”Diss．

Theological　Seminary　1989，　p．176．
5
　　Brewer，　pp．169－170．

Southwestern　Baptist
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encyclical，　Redemptor　Hominis（1979），　of　Pope　John　Paul　II，　in　which　it　is

declared　that‘‘man－－every　man　without　exception　whatever－－has　been

redeemed　by　Christ7【＿】because　with　man－－with　each　man　without　any

exception　whatever－・Christ　is　in　a　way　united，　even　when　man　is　unaware

of　it，’，＊＊

（＊Pastral　Constitution　on　the　Church，　par．22．

　　＊＊Rede〃4ptor　Hom　in　is（London；Catholic　Truth　Society，1979），

　　par．14．）6

　　　　　Fτom　this　we　may　say　that　in　advance　of　the　global　ecumenical　movement

of　this　centuly，　Lewis　here　sees　the　truth　ouIside　of重he　principle　extra　ecclesiam

nu〃a　salus．

　　　　　Hick，　who　has　seen　various　races　of　people　with　different　religions

apPalent】y　saved　by　the廿Ieligious　belief　and　practice，　thinks　of　the　poss童b韮ity　of

“multiple　hlcamations”thus，

When　God　became　incarnate　as　Jesus　he　was　human］y　conscious　of　that

aspect　of　the　divine　which　can　be　conceived　in　Jewish　terms，　namely　as　the

personal　heavenly　Father．【．．］　But　incarnated　as　Gautama　Siddhartha，　the

Buddha，　the　Logos　was　human】y　conscious　of　that　aspect　of　the　divine

which　could　be　conceived　in　quite　different　terms，　as　the　eternal　reality　of

nirvana【＿】．　There　would　thus　emerge　a　theology　of　religions　which

stresses　the　infinite　nature　of　the　Godhead，　exceeding　the　scope　of　all　our

concepts，　and　the　salvific　efficacy　of　the　variety　of　ways　formed　around　the

different　incarnations　that　have　occurred　throughout　human　history．7

We　see　Lewis　conceive　of　something　like　multiple　incarnation　in　his　imaginary

world，　for　he　writes　about　the　Christ－figures　in　his　own　fiction：

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Aslan【＿】is　an　invention　giving　an　imaginary　answer　to　the　questlon，
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　の‘What　might　Christ　become　like，　if　there　really　were　a　world　like　Narnia

6John　Hick，‘‘The　NoルAbsolutehess　of　Christianity，”in　John　Hick　and　Paul　E

Knitter　eds．　The　Myth　of　Christianし「niquene∬（SCM，1987），　pp．16。36．　Quot．　PP・

20－21．

7Hick，　P．98．
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and　He　chose　to　be　hlcamate　and　die　and　rise　again　in　that　world　as　He

actually　has　done　in　ours？’@This　is　not　allegory　at　al1．［＿】The　hlcarnat三〇n

・fCh・i・t　i・・n・th・・w・・ld　i・m・・e・・pP・・al；b・t・9・ant・d・th・・upP・・iti・・，　H・

would　really　have　been　a　physical　object・in　that　world　as　He　was　hl

Palestine［＿】Again，　Ransom（to　some　extenりplays　the　role　of　Christ　no匙

because　he　allegorically　represents　H孟m（as　Cupid　represents　falling　in　love）

but　because　in　reality　every　real　Chlistian　is　rea】ly　called　upon　in　some

measure　to　enact　Christ．（Letters，283）

From　what　we　have　seen　above，　we　can　say　that　in　Lewis’s　fiction　and　in　his

actual　be］ief・too，　all　the　believers　in　good　deities　virtually　believe　in　the　God　of

Christianity　whether　or　not　they　themselves　know　Whom　they　are　rea】ly　believing

in，　alld　in重hat　sense，　they　are　virtually　Christian．　Then，　as　he　says　here　that　all

tnle　Christians　are　to　enact　Christ，　it　fo】lows　that，　in　his　writings，　alhrue　believers

of　good　de五ties　are　lo　enact　Christ　whether　they　are　on　the　conscious　leve1

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．

Christian　ol　pagan，　and　by　so　doing，　they　are　Io　attain　their　salvation．

　　　　　Now　in　such　an　imaginary　country　as　the　fantasy　world　of　Narnia　ol　of　the

Ransom－trilogy　ol　Glome　in刑1　We　Have　Faces，　if　a　pagan　enacting　Christ　call

be　seen　as　another　Christ（by　supposition），　instead　of　being　an　a］】egory　of　Christ，

this　is　very　near　to　the　concept　of　the　muhip】e　incamations　that　the　religious

p】uralists重oday　think　of，　in　spite　of　the　facUhat　L，ewis　is　one　of　the　most

avowedly　confident　and　positive　advocates　of　Christian　absolutism．

　　　　　It　is　interesting　to　see，　too，重hat　Hick　himself　finds　a　certahl　multiple

incamation　theme　in　Lewis’s　imaginary　wolld，　seeing　Namia　as　an　allegory，

whether　or　not　he　knows　that　Lewis　denies　its　being　an　allegory．　Hick　says，

‘‘

`nd　many重oday　have　had　the　scope　of　their　theological　imaginations　enlarged

by　C．　S．　Lewis’allegory　of　Narnia　with　the　numhlous　figure　of　Aslan，　who　is　the

divine　Logos　incarnate　as　a　mighty】ion．”8　1f　what　Hick　says　is　true，　Lewis　is

contribu重ing　to　world－wide　sympathy　between　people　of　different　religions，　now

thirty－five　years　after　his　death　through　his　uniquely　Christian　imagination．
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　　　　　Furthelmore，　there　is　yet　another　significant　affinity　of　Lewis　for　religious

pluralism　today．　Hick　says，　to　see　various　great　world　religions，‘‘I　suggest　that

these　different　conceptions　of　salvation　are　specifications　of　whaI，　in　a　generic

f（）rmula，　is　the　transfomation　of　human　exis重ence　from　se】f－centredness　to　a　new

orientation　centred　in　the　divine　Reality．”9　And　this‘‘transforma重ion　of　human

existence　from　self－centredness　to　a　new　orientation　centred　imhe　divine　Reality”

is　exactly　what　Lewis　as　a　fiction　writer　keeps　on　iUus重rating．　In　the　Iast　of　Ti〃

JVe、Have」Faces，　Orual　finds　herself　to　have　been　transformed　from　a　self－centred

existence　into　a　goddess。1ike‘‘rea】woman”（306），　and　as　we　have　discussed

before，　this　is　the　consummation　of　a】nhe　pieces　of　his　fiction．　Such　an　image

of　a‘‘real”goddess－like　woman　is　presented　also　in　one　of　Lewis’s　most

impressive　sermons，“The　Weight　of　Glory，”which　we　have　already　referred　to血

the　previous　chapteLlo @There，　he　compares　our　potential　glory　after　this　life　to

that　of“a　society　of　possible　gods　and　goddesses”（“The　Weight　of　Glory，　Toast，

109）．　This　may　sound　too　pagall　to　some　ears，　especially　because　it　is　in　a

church　sermon，　and　seem　embarlassing．11 @Even　though　there　is　a　passage　h曲e

8HicK　p．90．

9Hick，　p．136．

10@See　p．365．

11 she　passage，　which　we　have　seen，　states，　‘‘It　is　a　serious　thing　to　Iive　in　a

society　of　possib］e　gods　and　goddesses，　to　remember　thaUhe　dullest　and　most

uninteresting　person　you　can　talk　to　may【＿】”　Yet，　significantly　for　instance，

John　A．　Sims　in　his、Mi∬io〃aries　to疏θ5短ρffc∫，　quoting　from　this　paragraph，

silently（eithel　consciously　or　unconsciously）omits‘‘to　live　in　a　socie吐y　of

possible　gods　and　goddesses”　and　quotes　instead，　‘‘lt　is　a　serious　thing　to

remember　that　the　dullest　and　most　uninteresting　person　you　can　talk　to　may　one

day　be　a　crea加re　which＿you　wou】d　be　strongly　tempted　to　wolship，　or　else　a

horror　and　a　corruption　such　as　you　now　meet　only　in　a　nightmare”（John　A．　Sims，

ルti∬ionaries’o　the、Skeρtic∫，　Chr’istian／lpologists　fo〃he　T〃entieth　Cennのノ，　C　S・

Lewis，　Edward　John　Carnell，　and　Reinholdハriebuhr，　Mercer　Univ．　Press，1995・

p．85）．Sims　quotes　from　The　Weight〔）f　Glory　and　Other　E∬ays，　ed．　By　Wahe「

Hooper（New　York：MacmiUan　Publishing　Co．，1965），PP．18－19，　Ye1　in　this

Macmman　edition（1965），　Lewis’s　original　is　the　same　as　in　the　Collins　edition
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gospel　of　John　where　Jesus　says　to　the　Jews，‘‘ls　it　not　written　ill　your　law，‘Isaid，

‘‘

xou　are　gods’”？”（John，10：34，ハK1レ），“gods　and　goddesses”would　not　be

generally　legarded　as　a　Jewish　image　nol　a　Christian　one．　Yet，　now　that　we

understalld　Lewis’s　affinity　for　pagan　mythologies，　we　can　understand　this

passage　and　assume　thaI　the　words　might　have　slipped　natuπally　in　through　his

literary　imaginatiOn．

　　　　On　the　other　hand，　Lewis　has　never　gone　so　far　as　to　be1孟eve　in　rellgious

pluralism．　Rather，　his　view　seems　to　be　nearer　to　Chlistian　inclusivism．　And　the

most　important　thh】g　here　is　that，　if　there　are　pagan　e】ements　hi　Lewis’s

imagilla重ive　world，　i重is　the　pagan　world　aftel　Christ，　that　is，　the　world　for　whom

Christ　has　already　atoned　and　opened　the　way　for　salvation．　There，　those　who

have　eyes　of　faith　that　idelltify　the　way　can　filld　the　door　to　heaven．　In　The

レ「oヅage　of　the‘Dawn　Treader，’the　thhd　of　Ihe　Chronicles，　when　Lucy　asks　Aslan

if　he　is　a】so　there　in　our　human　wor］d，　As】an　answers　her‘‘I　am，”and　tells　hel　that

in　the　human　world　he　has‘‘another　name”（209），　and　she　must　learn　to　know　Him

by　that　name．　As　Paul　Fiddes　in“C．　S．　Lewis　the　Myth－Maker”comments　here，

‘‘

shough　the　name　℃hrist’is　not　spoken，　we　not三ce　that　the　enigmatic

Christological　tit】e‘I　am’has　been，　and　often　is．”12　The　worlds　il　Lewis’s

fiction　ale，　though　pagan，　an　the　same，　the　worlds　which　are　to　be　saved　by　the

same　Christian　God　that　Lewis　believes　in．　They　are，　if　we　may　use　Karl

Rahner’s　words，‘‘anonymous　ChrisIian”13　worlds。

　　　　　A員he　end　of　the　Namian　world，　when　Jewel，　the　unicom，　enters　Aslan’s

country，　he　finds　that　his　real　l迂e　begins　now　in　tha目and．　He　realizes　that　his

life　on　earth　has　only　been　a　prelude　to　the　Iife　there．　His　shouts　with　joy，‘‘I

have　come　home　adast！　This　is　my　real　country！　Ibelong　here．　This　is　the

which　1　am　using　as　the　text．
12
oaul　S．　Fiddes，“C．S．　Lewis　the　Myth－Maker，”AChristianプ’or　All　Ch’°istians，

eds．　Walker＆Patrick，　p．145。
13
qahner，71ieological　lnvestigations，　V，　p．133．
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land　I　have　been　looking　for　all　my　life，　though　I　Ilevel　knew　it　till　Ilow”（Last

Battle，155）expresses　Lewis’s　hope　and　conveys　it　to　us　so　powerfully　that　we

almost　share，　even　for　a　while，　his　hope　and　conviction　that　man　is　made　for

heaven．　We　almost　feel　assuled　that　heaven　is　the　real　objective　World　of

Reality　and　we　are　someday　to　enjoy　the］ife　there：　Our　life　on　ear重h，　with　all　its

pains　and　p】easures，　is　only　a　prelude　to　the　rea1，　joyfu】1ife　in　heaven・　And

because　this　world　is　a］ready　redeemed　by　Christ，　and　we　are　to　be　sons　and

daughtels　of　God　through　Jesus　Christ　our　Loπd，　our　existences　have　plecious

meanings．　This　hope　and‘‘Yes”to　our　life　here　and　now　is　fe】t　throughout　his

fiction　and　moves　readers　so　much．　Many　of　those　who　read　The　Chronicles　of

Namia　or　his　science－fiction　tlilogy　read　them　repeatedly，　and　what　so　attracts

them　to　Lewis　again　and　again　must　be　this　bright　hope　fbr　the　life，　both　imhis

world　and　in　the　Real　World　of　heaven，　which　is　God’s　countπy．
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