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PARTICIPATORY KNOWLEDGE: THEOLOGY AS ART AND SCIENCE 
·rN C. S. ·LEWIS AND T. F. TORRANCE 

_ The thesis argues that an intriguing similarity exists 
between the theological epistemology of C. S. Lewis, a literary 
cr~tic and lay theologian, and that of T. F. Torrance, a Re-
formed theologian deeply concerned with the epistemological 
questions of modern science. Their epistemological interaction 
is brought to bear on several interrelated issues: the 
theological· roots of modern science, the nature of scientific 
obJectivity, the nature of art and the structures of-theological 
rationality, with particular inquiry into the roles of logic, 
intuition and imagination. I argue that their writings reveal 
a fundamental agreement on the nature. of rational'ity, which in 
turn reflects a universal way of knowing in the arts, sciences 
and theology. This agreement reinforces the validity of each 
of these fields of knowledge. 

I call this way of knowing 'participatory knowledge'; it 
consists of both cognitive and feeling qualities. Its object-
centred participation leads us to a realist commitment to a 
knowledge of objective reality and ontological structures, 
though not in the sense of· a detached, objectivistic knowledge. 
From this perspective, I explore the 'field-relationship' 
between science, art and theology and describe an~ posteriori 
approach to natu·ral theology implicit in Lewis and explicit in 
Torrance. 

I conclude that the theological claim to know God is like 
a science in that a real, empirical object is known, and yet 
is like an art in that a qualitative experience is of the essence 
of this knowledge--the knowledge of the living God, The inter-
mingling of the art and scien~e paradigms does not exhaust our· 
understanding-of theology, but is a promise and pledge of 
theology's maturity. · 
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PREFACE 

In his recent work, Theology·. and. the Philosophy of Science, 
Wolfhart Pan~enberg made a~ appeal for a unitary scientific 
methodology·in order to .insure the validity of knowledge in_all 

. . ·1 
fields from natural science to theology. Going even,beyond 
thfs was 'the call made some years earlier by Michael Polanyi to 
reintegrate the arts with science·in a culture dangerously torn 
by a dualistic view of life~ 2 Such questions concerning the 
nature ind auth~nticity of knowledge have been of special inter-
est· in the wake df°modern science's multifaceted advance in our 
century; In attempting to come to grips with this advance, 
moderri'°phiiosbpny _proffered numerous epistemological explan-
ation~' in different forms of idealism, empiricism and even in 

·the dissolving of many epistemological issues as the tired errors 
of mistaken cAtegories. 

There are three ongoing fields where epistemology has been . . 
released from the more traditional philosophical discuss~on and 
has· rece·ive'd quite dif:f:erent treatment. First, we have the tow-
erin~ progeny of ·modern· man-~natural science,. where n'ew knowledge 
has not be~rl a theoretical problem but a startling -f~ct. The 
discovery and understanding of this-knowledge have meant the 
triumph of the empirical, the~ posterior{ and the concret~ in 
episcemological method. Secondly, we n~ve the arts, where the 
direct, incuitive-imaginative _experi~nce is primary as· one 
apprehends the object in an immediate and quaiitative way. The 
quantitative analytic mental tools so revered in a technological 

i 

world are considered secondary and subordinate. Finally, in 
theoi'ogy, the claim is continualJ:y made to know God. Here I 
choos~ to limit myself to the claim of Christian theology. In 
this 'thesis, I argue that this knowledge claim is like science 
in that a real, concrete, particular object is known. And yet, 
theology is like art in that a qualitative experience is of the 
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essence of this knowledge, the knowledge of the personal, living 
, ' God, the enjoyment of whom is man~s chief end. 

Believing that theology may· legitimately begin with the 
object known or the knowlng process, through the study of two 
men's theological 6pistemology, I use thes~ analogies to seek a 
deeper penetration into the the·ologidil knowledge cl•aim ( the 
discbvery process and nature of·this knowledge), and thus into 
the subject ~atter of t&eology. T.~F. Tortance is a Reformed 
theologian, deeply immersed in ~he knowledge quest of modern 
science--its structures and· method; C·. S. Lewis was a profession-
al literary critic, an ·Anglican lay the'ologian, acqua!inted first 
hand with artistic experience. I argue .that the way forward in 
theological epistemology demands the intermingling of the a·rtist 
(herea.fter I use 'artist' and 'poet' interchangeably) and the 
scientist in order to do· justice ~o the unique subject matter of 

.~hristian theologj. 
Even before the tlays of ~ames Clerk Maxwell, there has been 

a heuristic tradition in Scottish science and philosophy which 
uses analogies to suggest fresh hypotheses and to throw new light 
on old problems. Torrance's ·1 theological science' stands_clearly 
in this tradition. Since this~heuristic strategy became apparent 
to me during my research, I seek to us·e two analogies, one ex-
plicl t (Torrance) and one i~plicit (~ewis), as a m~ans to form 
a more helpful approach to doing theology, and more partfcularly, 
as~ means to penetrate ~ore deeply Christian th~ology's claim 
to know God. 

The interactidn of scientist and artist leads to unexpected 
parallels and inevitable confl'ict. They alternately of-fer a 
critique of each other·, yet all the while, I seek to hold- each 
approach accountable to_ the object of t~!1r knowledge. ques~. At 
·times I argue that Torrance· misapprehends certa'in qualitative 
aspects in the knowing process. And I argue as·well that Lewis 
lapses into a rationalism more ~hilosophically based than em-
piricatly grounded. But I believe that a radical openness to 

-to . 
a reality external and other than the self is the methodological 

I'\ 
compas's which steers both men thr'ough their journey into theology. 

In this thesis I argue tnat though there is no uniform 
method of knowing which functions al'ike in all disciplines, 
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there is a universal way of think~~g and acting co~on to all 
. 3 b science and ar.t. This conviction g~ew as I egan to see a 

genuin~ co~relation between Lewis' approach tQ art and ~h~olpgy 
and TQrrance.' s. approach· to n'atural and theological science. A~ 
I trace, organize and pursue their theological~epistemologies in 
dia~ogue with the ar.ts and the, ri~tur~4 sciences, this unitary 
way .of knowing will be disclosed. I Relieve one of the fruits 
of thii:r. ·integrative s-tudy- of Lewj.s ~nd• l'orrance is that it 
hel"Ps to. clarify,a fundamental agreemen~ on the nature of 
rationa~ity and th~ way- of~knowing in the arts, sciences and 
theology .. 

From Torrance I .trace the_ theological roots of We~tern 
sci~nce. (Lqter, L will, ~ore b~iefly describe the theological 
roots of West~tn art.) I wili_ then seek to expound and inte-
grate their notions o~ rationality and knowledge, with special 
att~ntion to- the •i..maginati ve-int,ui t.i ve nature of knowledge, and 
the roJ.e, of logic (Chapters _I-IV). I then argue that this way 
of knowing culmtnates .in an und~rstanding of objectivity as 
participatory ~nowledge (Chapte~ V). From these insights into 
the knowing proces-s (object-cent~ed participation), I discuss 
what ·this teaches us about the nature of art (Chapter yr), 
science (Chapter-VII), and theolpgy {Chapter VIII). _ 

In discu.ssi:ng art and· the task of literary criticism 
( Chapter VI), I, suggest some -~ays of understanding th_e art-
theology ''-field-relati<?nship' s:ts a beginning statement in re-
constructing theology as art .{;J.nd sci_ence. In Chapter VII, I 
discuss this reconstructed natural theology and interpret Lewis' 
own 'natural th~ology' in the light of the Lewis-Torrance in½e-
gration. The· concluding chapter focuses on the implications 
of participat?ry knowledge for theology, by making heuristic 
use of the analogies of theo1ogy as art and theology as science 
in order to~offer some s~gestions about the relationship be-
tween ~an's rationality and th~ subject matter of theology. 

"To explor~ theological epistemology from the standpoint 
of poet and scientist leads to a deeper understanding of two 
inter-related ,issue!;i: f,i.rst, the nature of theology's rat:i,pnal.i ty 
and its implicat~ons for natural theology and apologetics (or 
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·Christian persuasion) and secqnd, the ~elation between the 
theoretical and tne empirical in the knowing process. 

This latter concern has red both men to explore the depths 
of theological knowledge. They have seen (if I may distinguish 
for ·the sake of analysis)" that i't involves man's cognitive, feel-
ing_ and volitiorial ~apacities. I.call this approach participatory 
knowledge and seek to show how Torrance begins his analy~is of 
participatory.knowledge from the critical realist position of 
modern s~ience and theology, while Lewis begins from the idealist 
posture· of his philosophical and literary training. 

In this thesis, I have deliberately avoided selecting any 
.one theme ~r concept to analyse the nature of thts~-participation 

7 and their epistemology by unraveling a single, al~eit masterful 
thread. I ~£fer instead a cinemascopic or stereophonic presenta-
tio~ of the multi-faceted grasp of theological knqwledge in 

' Lewis and Torrance. Though I struggled to avoid it, this leads 
at tim.es to some repetition and overlapping, but I risk .this. in 
hopes of presenting a ·fuller, fairer and more penetrating ex-
position and interpretation of their endeavours. Because my 
design has been to describe the epistemological unity of theology, 

. 

art and science in ana posteriori manner, I do not argue infer-
. -

entially or deductively from any philosophical framework or ex-
' perience to the truth of this way of knowing or to the truth of 

Christian faith. Rathe~ I expound' the epistemology implicit and 
explicit in.Lewis and Torrance and draw out its orgapic correla--tions with the way of knowing in all. fields, especially art and 
science. 

A genuine correlation in the knowing process helps uphold 
arid.reinforce the integrity .of each of these disciplines. Further, -the case for .~n underlyin~ unity of the sciences, art and theology 
suggests the inadequacy of the false polarities of a rationalistic 
scientism versus an irrational Romanticism or an objectivistic 
positivism versus a subjectivistic existentialism, which either 
vil#ify one another or paradoxically pass over into one another. 
The hefgemony of thes~ dualisms in modern culture has resufted 
not only in the unn~cessary rivalry between the arts and the 

? sciences but in the abnegation of theology. 
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In addition ·to laying out the epistemological unity 
' inh~rent in their .theol.ogies, I -have a .subsidiary purpose in 

bringtng together Lewis and Torrance. For various reasons, Lewis 
has too often been ignored by 'professional eheologians';but 
enthusiastically read by the educated, but not theologically . ' . 
~duc~ted. I believe tpa~ if Lewis could be set alongside~ 
crea~ive anq deeply le~rn~d contemporary theologian, his own 
strengths and vea~n~ss~s might be seen and qppreciated in a new 
light. On the ~ther hand, though Torrance's contribution to 
qontemp9r~ry theological scholqrship in the English speaking 
world is. imm~nse not onl.y for its-depth 'and bre-adth, but also 
creat,ivity,_ t:here 'remain .many ,theologi_cal students, both voca-
.. tional and n,on-vocational, .who are Qut dimly aware of what he 
is .do_i.ng to r~const;ruct Christia:n ,theology.· By aligning his 
t;houglrt with·Lewis,., I believe his own contribution can be seen 
more clearly. Such a comparative analysis brings Torrance's 
concerns down from the·misty -mountains of advanced philosophical 
cUld -scfentific .. abst_rac~i·ons intd dialogue with the clarity and 
concreten~ss of Lew~s•· plain man's theology. I also believe 

·that ~orrance's" own reconstruction invites and is aided in its 
task by a more ·considered ·integration of aesthetics which Lewis' 
work $Uggests ·an~ provokes. 

From chis inquiry some significant differences and agree-
ments eme.rge and ~e se'e how in each man, the subject·mat;ter of 
their inquiry teIJ)pers .artd· corrects their epistemology and pro-· 
vides them with an inva·luable "Ope,nness to rE:ali ty. , Both men 
have written -occasional or e_merg_ency .theology, -facing contempor-
ary issues and- challengi~ the status· quo. Whether their oc-
casion~l contributions become the theology of the future is 
probably idle speculation. But I believe ~heir contributions 
will ~w~~~t·theology and the; Church~ the facility to learn 
and develop an ever closer appropriateness to its subject matter. 

Iropica·lly, history rev,eals that great creative break-
throughs in a field of exploration often cripple themselves in 
their functioni,ng, ·by exaggerating their viewpoint to the detri-
ment of their competitor•~ legitimate concerns. Thus, for 
example, the task of a student of a C~lvin or a Barth is to find 
the truth underneath the overempha~is. I seek, therefore, 
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nei.ther to demoli_sh ce:rtain t~ndencies of Roman Catholic theology 
on the Qne hand? nor the importance given by ~odern Protestanti~m 
to subjective awareness.· Rather I seek to include them in a 
more empirical+~ controlled epistemo+ogical framework. 

Surely one of the exciting developments in modern theology 
is the ~arrow~ng of the gap between Reformed and Roman Catholic 
theology. They are "in the process .of converging to the benefit 
0£ both", as Torrance has put i~~ 4 In one sense, this thesis 
serv~s as a case s~~dy in this deve~opment. Lewis has ~een 
interp~eted quite ~£ten as a mere,Thomist. However, his theology 
operat~·s outsi.de a~d reaches beyon9 traditional Thomistic cate-
go~ies. T~rrance has be~n labelled 'Barthian' and naively crit-
icized on that basi~, . or _-ac·cused of writing a new apologe•tics 
which j~stif~es theologr by capitalizing on the current prestige 
of modern science. Yet his inquiries into .the knowing structures 
of mod~rn s~ien9e, as wel~ 4s his Patristic studies, have led 
him beyqnd Bar;h into a thorough Te-examipation of the under-
lying ~structuz:al u~it~ Q~ C!eation and, redemptio~. 

~ny thesis critici~es apd a~alyzes an important field 
·of knowledge involves one i~ the incongruity of a young aca~emic 
Qfferin~ a critique of thinkers pf profound gifts and statu~e. 
Since all nqvitiates inevitably cut their teeth in th{s manner, 
one must develop (in additi.qn to s.ome sense of proportion about . . 
one's analysis) a philosophy of criticism. Surely the pons 
asinorum upon.which all'theoiogical thinking may st~rnble is to 
allow one's own unquestioned assumptions and!!. priori prejudices 

.• 
to render imperc~ptible the con~ruence ~nd rationality .of one's 
subject matter. Therefo:re with. Lewis I concur that the best 
crit~cism arises from a deep app_re_9iation anc;i affection _for the 
subject matter one explores. :If one shares the, concerns and 
respects. th~ ·intentions of an author, the~ I think one has a 
chance of showing where they succeed~~ fail in their quest, 
and perhaps evep of showing rea~on~ why. When a thinker one 
likes is disappointing, then one is probably on ~o something. 
And so I unashamedly confess my obligation to these men. My 
analysis is born of the impact their work has made upon me as I 
have sought to know and learn the meaning of theology. Hopefully 
my criticisms reach to the heart of their intentions and are not 
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the t~ivial knit-pieking of a critic who feels obliged to dis-
agree for the. sake of independence, originality or some other 
scholarly chimera. Though.there a.re many difficulties in writ-
ing a thesis which deals with comparisons, I would apply to 
theological tradit-ions. St. Augustine"' s maxim "He· who knows only 
the Bible· does not know the Bible". To get inside -two different 
theological traditions and see their teal differences and sur-
prising similarities from within is to be in an enviable critical 
positi~n. Hopefully the implicit ecumenical dialogue will pro-
voke further self-c'ritici•sm within its readers as it has its 
author. 'If (as I believe) the Church's task (and joy) is .to_ 
know· a.11:d-·to make known God-, all: theology endlessly need~ to 
think and,pray self-critically through its epistemology. 

Ther·e ·are two very different kinds of research. One kind 
i,s a provocative "inquirj, into a ~small but cruciaI corner of 
knowledge, never b~fore so exposed.' ·The ·other way goes directly 
to the hear~beat· of a primary issue and explores its great.and ~. . 
intrinsic ri•ches. . I· ht:1.ve· done the latter. By bringing together 
Le~is atfd To~ranc~ on the l?entra1 Christian confession f1. knowlt~e of 

·God, I seek as far as pos$ible, to get myself out of the way, 
allow them to throw· their light upon this subject and then to 
'let the :Seas roar and the mountains shake'. The result is not 
original in these_ ns~ ·that·new ideas ~reak forth recurrently on 

· /?,cA· 1h1~ I k(,e()f . 
the pages. l:t is hgpefully systematic th'e6Togy 'in th.e ·sense . . 
that .I have sought to bring together their theological epis-
temologies in a naturaily cohesive a~d orderly manrier. 

Several final 'comments are in.order before I turn to 
acknowiedg~ those who ·have aided me in research and -wri·ting. 
First, 'the stuay'of twentieth century thinkers ancr concerns com-

'f:-iic. . "-/'~rdacJ,t'$ · . 
pels one to look over~ shoufder to ·the prolegomena of the 
past in oroer· · to 'appreciate the t.issu'es '{n their modern dress. 
This is doubly necessitated here, for both men are steeped in 
the knowledge of the theology and philoibphy of past centuries. 
This leads me to make const'ant references to ep'istemological 
issues as they have arisen at cruci~l points in the history of 
theology. Secondly, there is no serious discussion of a doctrine 
of Scripture here. This is not because such a discussion is 
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irrelevant to the knowledge .of· God, ·but because I have taken my 
1ead from Lewis' and Torrance. Though each'· displays ·a, deep re-
spect and honour for' Scripture, neither uses it as a ''starting 
point' or ground for his theological epistemology. What relevant 
comments they do make concerning Scripture, I have noted along 
the way. 

Finally, as the study moves back and forth from the poet 
to the scientist, there is some disparity in the style and tone 
of presentation. Lewis further aggravates this tendency because 
as an ex-atheist and a popular literary figure, his theology is 
richly embroidered a autobiography~ This is to our critical 
advantage· for we c:an follow empirically in his th,eological 
journey. His pilgrimage is a lived' epistemological quest. To 
igno~e this would b; to lose the peculiar flavour of his theology. 
In contrast·, ·Torrance being a profe~sional theologian, does his 

. . 
theology in the more traditional. style and vocabulary of a pro-
fessor within the University. A 'realism of presentation' de-

. . , . ' • I 

mands faithfulness. to' both men's form and individuality. Thus 
some unevennes·s of .style is unavoidable. 

I would 'like to express my thanks tb those who.helped me 
with this ·study. I warn them that these words only hint at my 
gratitude. · First, I am grateful to my supervisor, P1:ofessor 
S. B! 1orrance; for his· pastoral care, scholarly counsel and 
for giving me the emotional freedom _to disagree and criticize~ 
r also would"thank him for givil_'lg many, many students a living 
modef of devotion to the Truth and unconditional care for others, 
both those to the ·left and right of the theological spectrum. 
I wdtll~ like to thank T. F. Torrance for the generous amount of 
time he gave me one morning in tdirtburgh~ After immersing myself 
in his writings for~ year, I put.my questions to him and was 
abl~ f~ce to face to hear and see his integrative theological 
thinking. It was a great joy. Also I thank Rev. Walter Hooper, 
who, in spite of the personal and scholarly demands from Lewis 
students world over, reached into his seemingly endless hospi-
tality to give of ·himself in conversation and to give access to 
the unpublished writings of C. S. Lewis. 
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·During the second half .of· my work--writing and correlati·ng 
my research, I had the great good fortune to be a part of· an . ..... 
academic and worshipping community, St. John's College, Univer~ 
sity of Durham: The staff and my students contributed more than 
they can imagine to my wife, Sue, our daughter, Marilee (who was 
born soon after we arrived), and to myself and my writing. St. 
John's provided the transition in my thinking from an isolated 
researcher's methodological analysis to pa'rti'cipation in a loving 
'community of verifiers'. Special thanks are owed to my Prin-
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CHAPTER I 

THE NATURE OF SCIENTIFIC OBJECTIVITY 

A. Theological Roots of Modern Science 
It seems odd to us today that Galen achieved great 

-
notoriety at the University of Padua when he endorsed obser-
vation and actual experimentation as essential for the advance 
of sc~ence. But this only reveals how thoroughly modern 
science has revolutionized our structures of epistemology. 1 

It also creates the greatest question in the history ·of science: 
how to explain why Western Christendom was the one viable 
birthplace of science amidst the stillbirths of all the other 
great ancient cultures. 2 Even after we rightly credit the 
Greeks for contributing the hulloing illaterials of mathematics 
and logic, there remained a fundamental catalyst which needed 
to be suppliea. 3 T. F. Torrance believes the key to the meth-
odological upheaval in natural science lies in the great 
renewal which occurred irr the queen of Medieval science and 

4 culture. Let us then priefly explore what Herbert Butterfield 
ca:lls the "semi-technical reasons" 5 for the elasticity of 
Protestant theology which enabled it to make creative alliance· 
and give direction to the scientific revolution. 

Torrance began to express the importance of Reformed 
theology for modern scie·nce as early as 1956. 6 He argued that 
the seed of erppirical sci~nce·was spawned in the repentant 
opennE;SS of Luther and· Calv-in to rethink the~ priori Aristo-
telian framework in which Meaieval theology had been cast. In 
order to distinguishwthe real from our own mental states, the 
new way tested all traditional ideas ~nd assumptions by face 
to face interacti6fi with th& object. 7 As a result, a crescendo 
of change echoed far and wide in a fr.esh openness to a new 
vision of reality, to have done with "idols of the study" (Bacon) 
and to allow science to interpret ·che books of nature with the 
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same ,empirical directness and~ posteriori obed~ence with which 
Calvin and Luther' sought· ·to approach Scripture. 

Prior to· the Reformation winds of change, Medieval theology 1 

understood God's ete~fial nature within th~ classical Aristotelian . j 

categorles of impa~sibility and changelessness. God's mind as 
Eternal Reason was changeless and timel'ess as ,well. Nature 
existed,eternally in God's mind and hence· ref1ected the timeless 

9 . :and changel~s~ nature of her Creator. Moreover, Aristotle's 
tele.ologi,cal universe taught. that ali aspects o'f life sought to 
reach their final goal. Specifically, nature was impregnated 
with final causes. This meant that nature was studied from 
-fixed premises and proceeded by logical argument. 10 Th~ugh 
critical ,of. Augustine's Platonism, Thomas retained his notion 
that the inteilect was able to penetrate ipto the essenc~: of a 
thing only because it sha+ed in the ~ivine light. 11 

Therefore, because man possessed this innate~ priori 
connection and knowledge of the rational patterns in God's 
mind, his study of.creation applied these eternal patterns to 
the books -0£ nature. Epistemologically, this meant the real 
a~tention and focus of sc~ence was on exploring by thought and 
meditation the Eternal patterns and structµres. A concern for 

. "12 
final causes "drove out inquiry into physical causes'.'. Know-
ing nature was reduced upwards. to knowing the eternal patterns 
of rationality in God's mind. Though Thomas modified Augustine's 
notion of a sacramental universe wherein the material world 
had its meaning only as it reflecte~ its unchanging and heavenly 
form, his use of final causes insured that nature was still · 
understood by a prior notion of the eternal ideas in God. 1~ 
Christian thinking, like Greek thought before it, was dominated 
by speculative and~ priori mental habits, ultimately distrust£ul 

f . t . . t . 1 ·· t · th t · 1 · 14 o any in rinsic ra iona i yin e ma eria creation. 
Inevitably, by linking so tightly the mind of God to 

.creation and supposing (presupposing) th~t this rational pattern 
"f:~{' C.:(IQt,i-tst ((m 

eternally existed in God's mind, taere ee'trl:e not be sufficientfy 
{. 

appreciat~ the sheer novelty of creation. That is, in 
creation God had done a new, quite unnecessary thing. 15 More 
precisely, creation by God's design and decree had its own 
contingent and distinct nature, and therefore, its own contingent 
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and distinct rational order. The,new science could not be free 
to concentrate fully on nature i~self and be object-centred 
until .it had good cause to suspend it~ commitment to an onto-
logicaL bond betwe..en God's mind and nature's necessary 
refle~tion Q~ his mental patterns. 

Then came the Reformation. In effect, Luther and Calvin 
sought to ~ewrite theology by starting with God's act of love 
in ~qrist, instead Qf speculative ~nd p~ilosophical prolegomena 
concerning God·' s· existence and essence. For Cal..vin, it was 
not God~s mind which tied creation to himself in a relation of 
logical-causal necessity, bµt rather God's personal, loving 
act whic~-bound h~m to tqe world. 

Whatever the s~_ructur,es .of G_qd' s mind or .his creation, 
they were not to be known by interior,~ priori.reflection. 

' 
Episte~ologic~lly the_ p~~h was now open to view crea~ion as 
utterly distinct (even from the supposedly ete·rnal patterns 
in God's mind), yet dependent upoQ God's loving decision to 

•" 

love and create. 'rhis_ two-pronged emphasis, distinct yet con-
tingent, 111eant that. nature's order was a creaturely order,, 

·witho~t any logically necessary connection to God's mind. 
Nonetheless, becau~e it was God's creation, its patterns were 
intelligible.· But the pp~terns were creaturely patt~rns, 
knowable oniy through observation and penetration i_nto the 

_ creaturely processes. priori rational connections such as 
fina1 ~ausation w~re dropped. As a result, there emerged a 
new openness which enabled science to put its- que;,tions 
directly to nature and not be controlled QY prror assumptions 
or mediated by God. This inaugurated a new freedom to dis-
coyer the contingent creaturely patterns that were actually 
there. 16 Men like Bacon began to seek a method wh.ich would 
unite theory and experiment in a new way, free of necessitarian 
constr:ictions. 17 

The Protestant rationale, which made it scientifically 
admissible to bracket-off ultimate questions, was that since 
God had cr~~ced ~he world out of nothing, the world possesses 
a contingent reality of its own. Therefore, it must be 
studied and interpreted from its own ~ontingent, nptural 

18 processes and create4 rationalities, anp not from God~ As 
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• .. H~oykaas. i'lotes, :the ·-world came to be seen not as a living organ-
. ism generated (and,,hence part of} God, but as fabricated by God 
like a machine. 19 

Natural science as the study of- immanent rationalities, 
strategically refuses to ask the question of the ultimate 
rational ground in order to explore and understand contingent 
events and data. Medieval science, by conjoining within natu-
ral science the ultimate questions of teleology and possibility, 
could-not be op~n to direct, empirical exploration. Their (ts 
scientific questions, being philosophically controlled, were 
neither properly open nor appropriate in mode or idiom to the 
contingent rationality of the natural world. 20 In the new 
science, a mechanical world fabritated·by God out of nothing 
does not find its final cause within itself, but finds its 
reason fbr being in the plan of its maker and thus outside of 

· ·21 itself. 
~':l'he _philosophical controls of pre-Reformation Christian 

thinking g't'ew ··out of Greek and Latin cultural influences. - Of-
primary importance _was the Greek unwillingness or incapacity 
to understand the natural within its contingent happening. 
Greek thought never· grasped the rationality of the contingent, 
natural world.because it viewed the universe as necessary and 
it, _dualist·ically assumed that matter is mindless. 22 - It ~ould 
not be proper.ly open -to a rationality which empirically inheres 
in the natural world. 23 Even Aristotelian science with its 
notion of form inhering in the part~cular, erred in trying to.• 
abstr~ct a logically necessary and timeless intelligibility 
from the sensible a-ccidents. This thinks away the contingent 
ra.tibnality and epitomizes the great lack of .empirical science 
in Greek cul~ure. For the contingent and empirical are in-
s~pa~ably bound. If n~ture's order is necessary, then its laws 
are di~coverhble by~ priori, necessitarian thinking. Thus 
Greek sci~nce was limited by its necessary relation between 
God and the world and by its dualism between matter ·and mind. 

Torrance argues that the new science was possible only 
with a new understanding of nature and rationality, that na-
ture's ratlonality is contingent, not linked by logical neces-
sity to patterns. itt God's mind, but linked only by the free 
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grace of .God. Both the matter and form of creatio~ are equally 
' - 24 created out of notQing and uniteq in one rational order. 

Since the Medieval understandin~ of nature was yoked to its 
understan..ding of God, a new doctrine of God was needed. 

Thus. the great dif~e~ence be~ween the more or less static 
science· of the ancient and Medieval world and the great 
move~ent of modern s~;ence rests upon a difference in 
the doctrtne of God. 

In summary_, f:rom its grasp of the dynamic nature of God, 
Reformed theology perceived the utter contingency of nature, 
dependen~ upon God's gr~cious will and creative Logos, and yet 
pntologi.cal,ly distinct from his being (even by any mental 
ne~essity). Science, und~r Gpd, was now free to study nature 
4irectly, according to its· own 'ratipnality, free of Aristotle's 

· 26 t~leological µresuppositiops. The Greek dualism which con-
sidered matter to be mindless, sense and intellect locked in 

1 .. " . 

conflict, was dethroned. The doctrine of the inherent in-
telligibility of contingent existence had arrived and modern 

27 science, perhaps the ~reative product of the West, was born. 
If we leap into the modern world for a moment, it is > , 

striking to see that this same belief in ~he world's inherent 
rationality anp external reality has been deliberately affirmed 
a_s the basis of all creative science by Albert Einst~i·n. 28 

Bµt as we knpw, the histOFY of th~ s~ience- theology encounter 
between ·the ReformatiQn ano fielq re~~tivity has bee~ more 

· often a ~e~ate than a dialogue apd ~~veals a chequered grasp 
of the unity of these fields and the~r epistemological 
para~l.els. 

And pere a caveat. must be entered. The new science was 
not born without the proximity of~dangerous p~~asites. While 
eliminating fatal Medieval mist~kes, the Protestant- natural 
science alliance produc~d its own problems. Bacon, for all 
his empiFicism an? methodologi~al rigour, made no new dis-
coveries. His empiricism was a bare empiricism, with no sen-
sitivity to .the es.sential role of mathematical bridges connect-
ing mind and matter. This was only later rectified by Galileo 
and Newton. More problematic was Bacon's vision of knowledge 
as power which came to have a near fatal impact in the amoral 
tendencies of modern technology. 29 
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Secondly, a contingent world without necessary, logical 
dependence on God may falsely aspire ·to ontological independence 

d ' ' d 1 . · JO S h 1 i 1 an no transcen ent exp ~nation. uc onto og ca autonomy 
leads t·o an ultimate arbitrariness in nature and in science. 31 

But as •Einstein and otners -have rioted, it is. ironic that if an 
arbitrary irrationality is assumed at the beginning of science, 
man would have no confidence to ask nature his questions and 

· 32 ·co expect rational ·explanations. 
Thirdly, tne··ne"w Protestant theology emphasized manrs 

full place by way of·personal;iresponse. However, man in 
'Prote~tant tpeology has ·continuaily been tempted to usurp the 
ruajor role· in theology and emphasize appropriation in thought-
forms, emoti·onal response, self-realization .and self-under-
standing and thereby exercise a dominance properly given him 
oniy in natural science. 33 

Once we grasp the theological roots of modern science, it 
becomes ~ncreasingly clear that much of the perennial science-
Christianity controversy has been·more than unnecessary. As 
Butterfield observed, the re~igious opposition to early science , 
would not have b'een significant had it not been supported by 

priori philosophical reasons (which we have· already _discussed) 
and the conservatism of scien~ists themselves. 34 Stanley Jaki 
reminds us that harmony with Christian faith was a creative 
unity in scientists like -Copernicus (a Christian Plat;onist), 

· , 35 Kepler, Newton, ·Boyle and many others. 
Filial intera~tion continued into the seventeenth century where 

natural science was steeped in faith in ·God's wisdom. ·For in 
the worship of God who was 13.ll wise, it foilo~ed that his 
creation was rational as well. The garth's rationality was 
surely not man•~ decisio~, the data gathered not· man-made. 
The world was a unity bound together by rational laws and in 
harmony with God her Creacb"'i:-.36 Historically, the cumulative 
statements of the great creative scientists are impressive 
evidence for the theological kinship with creative science. 
Even up to the present day, the great creative scientists have 
shared a very different dogma than that of the philosophically 
based logical positivists. 37 
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But.the mood of man changed. Enlightenment culture grew 
enamoured with man's c~eative intellect. The object-centred, 
empiricar focus on the sub_ject matter was eclipsed by a pre~ 
occupation with the self and its mental structures. And yet, 
seventeenth century scepticism had not a scientific origin, but 
a literary one. 0Boyle, Newton and Kepler were all pious men. 
The increasingly secular eighteenth century Zeitgeist ass,imilated 
scientffic dis9overies into a new outlook not shared by the 
great scientists themselves: 38 Though by the nineteenth century 
science and rellgion were in open warfare, the fact remains 
that the great creativ~ scientists did not atta~k religion. 
The Engels, Huxleys and Spencers were not scientific dis-
coverers, but "propagandists of an interpretation of science" 
who claimed religion and science to be in desperate conflict. 39 

The twentie'th century has witnessed a remarkable, even 
dramatic re-emergen~e of the historical and methodological 
unity of theology and- science. 'Though scientific etiquette 

I,<. seems i:'o insist tha_t. religionAnot __. pabliealty mentioned in 
connection ~ith science, within the private letters of Planck, 
Bohr and especially Einstein,~ vigorous and vital dialogue 
concerning the inherent connection between science and theology 

. 40 has been taking place. 
Nonetheless, the bulk of academic science has yet to face 

the fact that all science failed in pagan society. 41 ' Jaki, the 
Benetjictine philosopher of s~ience, believes that the· source of 
the failure lies in the doc~rine of eternal recurrence of life. 
(pagan-pantheistic) aga1nst the Chri-sfian doctrine of once-for-

42 · all creation. Torrance, on the other hand, emphasizes the 
new understanding of contingence based upon a very different, 
Greek Patristic and Reformed doctrine of God which emancipated 
nature from an idealist, rationalist th~ology. 43 

The fruitful cross-fertilization of theology and science 
is more than intellectual history. For example., the ideas 
James Clerk Maxwell used in his field theory (so influential 
on Einstein), were deeply indebted to William Hamilton's 
metaphysics lectures at the University of Edinburgh. 44 Let 
us note in this reg~rd Richard Olson's comment: 
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Not only was J. C. Maxwell among the most brilliant 
and original'scientists of the nineteenth tentuty; he 

·was· ·also more consciously aware iof the metaphysical 
~nd methodological bases of scientific work than were 
ahy of hi~ contemporaries • . 
Maxwell's adherence to Brown's and Hamilton's belief 
in the relation'at aspect of all scientific knowledge 

·and· to Hamilton's emphasis upon analogical or meta-
phorical insights into such relations is central to his 
greatest work in electr.o-magnet:ism and kineti_c theory. 45 

It is this "h'idden wi'tness to the science-theology field relation-
ship ~hich 'I'orranc·e seeks to make explicit. His writings are 
of singular importance if only for· their pioneer discussions 
in the wake of this renewed dialogue .• 

Beyond the work of all oth'er scientists' Albert Einstein Is 
has given modern science a quantum leap forward. Though 
unforeseen-ev~n by Einstein, the implications of his discovery 
of -relativity b;~ga'n a movem·ent1 within the creative heart of 
science to reconsider tbe ontological and theological impli~ 
cations of modern science and to re'integrate the arts with 
science. It is this' new awak'eni'ng to the theological-scientific 
connection that Tor·rahce has pur'suect. He 'believes that the 
theory of relativity implic'itly but profoundly affirms from 
within cr~ative science i'tse'lf, the heuristic necessity of 
belief·. It als.o re-examin'es the nature of the rational and 
mental structures which create scientific theory (the 
!! posteriori, ob ject-ce'iitred, intuitive creation) and restores 
the val'i'cli ty of ·ontologica·l reference in the scientific world 
of contingent intelligibility. Fur~her, Torrance argues that 
this renewed and rigorous integ~ati~h of science and theology 

' I is equally beneficial to th~ subjectivity-ridden and philo-
soph'ically insecure wor'ld sof modern theology. 

B'. The· Nature of sc·ientific Ob jecti vi ty 
Simplt stated, the ai~ of science is nrit to predict but 

to comprehend re~lity. And this means seeking the simplest 
possible system of thought which will bind together the ob-

d . 46 serve facts. However, the roads of knowing which claim to 
reach this goai diverge greatly. Modern instrumentalist 
science seeks a detached and disinterested knowledge of things 
by means of controlled observation. It searches for 
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mathematical instruments to analyze and quantify nature's 
interconnections within. a sphere bracketed off from ontological 
reference. Instrumentalist theories are neither equatable with 
ontic structures: nor nece~$arily descriptive of the real 
world. Thus Ernst Mach and his philosophical descendfUlts, 
the logical positivists, opposed Max Planck and denied the 

. 47 
existence of atoms. For Mach, theories are but operational 
structures operationally defined. They are mental fictions 
which arrange nature for our convenience. The knowledge that 
results is an econ?mical .set of conceptual relations, objectiye 
only in the sense that they are necessarily the same-for all 
men and independent of the observer, but not in the sense 
that they are grou~ded in invariant structures inherent in 
th~ space-time u~iverse. 48 That is, they have no ontological 
reference to th~ external world. 

In the light of modern physics, Torrance argues that 
scienc.~ mu~t now. seek a knowledg.e JlOt me1;"ely of operational 
structures imposed.upon sense impressions, but a knowledge·of 
objective, extern.al. reality. For unless we are, up against an 
implacab+y objective real~ty independent of us, there can be 
no science. 49 For ·science ,is about "man's knowl~dge of 

. - . 
structures in nature independent of his knowing of t~em and 
over which he has no control".so 

Lest thts ~rgument appears to be just another a~tiseptic 
and academic debate, we should listen to the.cparge of C. S. 
Lewis, that tqe despai.r of objective. truth among the sciences 
has made science indifferent to truth and as a result has led 
to the devious - co_nc_entra~ion on ;echnolo~ical power. 51 ·As. 
Poianyi has shown, a science beref.t of ethical grounds has no 
safeguard against totalitarian manipulation, and leads to the 

· · 52 creation of ecological chaos. It is this notion of instru-
mentalist objectivity--that we inh~bit a~ inherently chaotic, 
irrationa+, amoral universe, which modern existentialism pre-
supposes when it claims. man must create his own meaning and 
security in an indifferent universe. 53 We must now probe 
further into the nature of the objective knowledge which 
Torrance seeks in science. Later we will explore the object-
ive experience Lewis describes in art and the objective 
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knowledge of God which both men believe to be at the heart of 
theology. 

1. The Empirical-Theoretical R~lationship in 
Science: The New Objectivity 

The genius of .scientific rationality lies in its unique 
relationship between theory and,the empirical world. By re-
plac~ng deduction from absolute principles with intuitive-
inductive openness to the object, modern science discovers a 
real knowledge of the world. Historically, the title 'dog-
matics' in the Greek sense of yie~ding definite, positive 
knowled~e, was first be.stowed on natural science. 54 

It is the grounding .o~ _the conceptual within the empir-
ical that differentiates science from philosophy, says Torrance. 
Science handles its terms and concepts within the framework of 
concrete experie~ce and existence. Whereas in p~ilosophy, the 
concrete, particular and experiential referent vanishes, scien-
tific concepts are never without factual and experiential 
referents. Unfortunately, philosophy often fails to notice 
that in transferring.the living epistemological relationship 
of empirical object ·and subject-knower into a logical frame-
work, it produces an abstraction, which vivisects the empirical 
connection that afone renders scientific statements meanirigfu1. 55 

Subtly but effectively, this subordinates the empirical to the 
theoretical. 56 · 

The modern restatement of an abstract, philos9phical 
objectivism began to influence science when Newton created a 
comprehensive rational framework for his gravitational dis-
coveries. He posited a "methodoiogical objectivity" by the 
use of absolute and relative categories and erected absolute 
space as the rigid scaffolding of his gravitational theory. 57 

Objectivity became synonymous with t~is absolute causal frame-
t -work of space and time. But in Kant, Newton's methodological 

objectivity became a regulative objectivism by first, changing 
Newton's absolute and relative categories into the ontological 
distinction bitween noumena and phenomena, and secondly, 
making this ~ntoloiica( structure a synthetic~ priori piece 
of the mind's necessary mental equipment. Kant had transferred 
Newton's empirical-theoretical notions of space and time into 
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priori forms of perception outside of and prior to experience. 
This means he had withdrawn the physical and objective con-
nections which space and time had in Newton, connecting them 
to the physical w6rld merely by a mental habit or ~e~ulative 
structure. 58 Here was an objectivity created by the' m~nd, 
uncontrolled by any empirical-onto1ogical connection. 

Kant's· philosophical framlng of Ne_wton in effect resolved 
the real world, to which Newtonian physics had point~d, into 
an~ priori, man-made mental construct. Objectivity had 
become a .-

me thodol ogi cal instrument to cope with observational: 
relativism in the absence of any control ·from the 
side of the universe through structures inherent in 
it and independent of ourselves.59 

Though Kant's intention was to restore the validity of science 
in the wake of ·Hume, his grounding of science within.~ priori 
regulative notio~s led to the later conventionalism of Mach 
and positivists, who were to reduce objectivity to a 
pragmatic necessity by which science co-ordinated its 
experiments. 

Of cours~ it is this instrumentalist~methodological 
objectivity which relativity theory challenges. Einstein 
proposed that.space and time •ctre neither independent nor 
absolµte, but "fused together with each other and with empir-
ical content in intrinsic interrelations of the universe· and 
~re -integral to·the objective structures of space-time 11 •

60 

And so when four-dimensional geometry was discovered and found 
to be empirically grounded, it was much ·more than a mental 
creatioh, but a far reaching correlation oetween abstract 
c·onceptual · .systems and physical processes. The aftermath of· 
this was a call for a profounder understanaing of objectivity· 
and· for the end· of the ancient Greek duai:i.sm of abstract form 
imposed upon a shapeless material-empirical world. 61 Einstein's 
new concep'tion of the uni verse exposed the Newtonian-Kantian 
world of causally absolute space and time to be an artificial 
device to cope with the relativities of observation. Einstein 
sought a deeper penetration into the non-observable and 
invisible field relations which glued reality together, 
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.connections deeper than perception alone allowed. By this 
achievement, EinstE!ln replaced both. ·the Newtonian methodologi-
cal objectivity and Kant's regulative· one with a profounder 
obj~ctivity grounded neitrrer in man-'s priori mental structures 
(Kant), nor in an• external objectiv,istic empirical world 
(Newton), but in "an invariant· relatedness inherent in the 
univer~e", welding 'empirical and theoretical organically to-
gether. 62 The re.su,lt is a new physical concept of objectivity, 
where form and being, structure and mat.ter coinhere in the 
space-time :structµre 0£ the• universe. 

This more profound and. empirically precise empirical-
theoretical co-ordination-means that many fields of relations 
and force·s cohere through•·the natural, correlations .of different 
levels. An examinq.tion,pf this hierarchical structure will be 
explored. la.ter, •. 63 ,. But meanwhile ·let it suffice to sq.y that 
ordina~y appearances are grounded organicatly.as real o~ their 
own levels "in correlation w±th other levels of reality and 
are tr~ated as relat-ive aspects of the totality of existence". 64 

In the light pf these developments from within science 
its~lf, certain deeply embedded Western cultural assumptions 
must be ·qualified and reconstructed. Since the days w~en 
Boethiuij subsumed the active knower into a logical: category, 
the role of the knower in objective knowledge has too often 
been-avoided. 65 ~ineteenth century objectivist· science saw 
o}?jec;•tive knowledge as the knowledge of purely objective empir-
ical facts. 

TQday we must query this proposal. How can we separate 
ourselves from the fact that we know the object? James Brown . - -
has pointedly observed that object~vity belongs to objects in 
relation to subjects, for neither subject nor object exist 
in a self-contained su£fi6iency., ~ither pole taken by itself 
is an abstraction from the living context of subject and obje~t 
in interaction. 66 Bohr, Eddington, yon Weiz~acker and above 
all, Polanyi tr~ve demonstrated that personal factors of belief, 

67 comm~tment and wilL al~ays enter into scientific knowledge. 
Man's knowing cannot transcend his own'human starting point or it 
ceases to be· human knowledge. The knower is now understood by 
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science, not as an.absolute, transcendental ego or an inter-
fe~er, but as a .relat.ional part of th.e empiric;:al world. 68 

-Sci~nce uses theqri_es, models and analogies as instruments 
through which w~ dis,cern pbjecJ:ive reality."as fp.r as we 
may ••• ~.• •. 69 Th~ f,inest physical concepts never exhaust, nor 
are th~y ideµtifiable with, the upiverse's ultimate rational-
ity. ,Paraphrasi'{lg Wittgenstein, ,Torrapce believes that no 
theoretical stat~ment can give a final account of how'our 
tpeor.et~cal statements are related to being. 70 But now science 
seekp an objectivity which does not involve the elimination 
of the s~pject, but rathe~ its admission to a proper and con-

.. 71 
trolled relption to the object. 

To4ay scienFific obje~tivity freely recognises with Kant 
man's role ~n constructing the empirical world, but this ?d9es 
not entail that .we can;iot have know1.edge of ontological structures~ 

1( : • 

Th~ active role of the mind's creative (for example) mathemati-
ca.l connections and mental architectural structures of clarity 
must be af~ipned. 7~. Scienc~ may thank Kant for forcing it to 
fac~ ~p to the profound implications 9f the knower's role in 

J • 1·• 

epistemology. This is the insight of idealism in the Kantian 
tradition. But we ·must turn a deaf ear to his conclusion that 
we settle for~ ~nowledge of phenomenal appearanc~s 9nly. 
Ontological agnosticism is a Kantian idealist assuqiption, not 
a scientific discovery. Torrance. wants to wean us from Kant's 
assumption that sci,ent{fic knowledge is -0nly a, knowledge of 
phenomena wqich therefo~e lacks any_organic cognitive link to. 
external objective reality. ~-o~ 'torrat).C-e; theoretical · struc-
tures are not~ priori regulative conc~pts imposed upon nature, 
but ar~~o-ordipated with and taught by an inherently intelli-
gible external world. 

The quest for obje<:;.tive knowledge means that we must be 
self-criti~al, seekin,g a controlled subjectivity, not a phantom 
objectivity artificially hoisted away from all involvement with 
the knower. Scientific objectivity is not a determinist know-
ledge of things apart from a human knower (as if man was not 
essentially b~und up in the knowing relationX but it points us 
outside, away from our bundles of perceptions and nerve 
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complexes, to real and external objects. And in turn, this 
leads us to revise our theories in the light of the object 
about which we learn. 

For Torrance, this new objectivity alone reconciles know-
' ing and being by connecting in a natural synthesis two things 

previously disparate; it takes seriously both the conscious 
mind of the knowing subject and the utter otherness·uf 
the empirical. And it refuses to reduce the wonder of this 
rational connection- to the mechanistic metaphors of causation, 
regulation or inference. This integration occurs only with and 
through man as the rational, yet personal element in the uni-
verse through whom the "latent intelligibility of the universe 
is bro·ught to conceptualization and expression". 73 Only a 
person is capable of referring to what is distinct from him and 
is capable of distinguishing what he knows from his subjective 
states. 74 A proper objectivity in no way minimises or ignores 
the rqie of the subject, but it does rule out any regulative 
anthropocentric theulogy, for the epistemological structure 
within man'is s~ared with the universe, of which our own 
existence is an integral part. 75 

2. Ontological Reference 
For Torrance, the insights of the new objectivity into 

the organic connection between theoretical and empirical compel 
us to reinterpret the thought-forms of science as be~ng not 
merely economic·statements but rather statements with onto-
logical reference. Einstein believed in the free creation of 
physical concepts which he defined as theoretically and logi-
cally coherent structures· organically connected to reality .. 76 

In a parable, Einstein likened the physical concepts of science 
~o a man trying td solve a~ ~ntricately devised crossword 
puzzle. There is no logical formula by which to find the 
answer and yet only one word combination really fits all the 
various pi;ces. 77 Within a post-Einsteinian framework, science 
is ultimately con·cerned with physical concepts, "movemertts of 
thought, at once tnaoretical and empirical, which penetrate 
· t tlie · · · f h · " 7 8 A E · t · in o intrinsic structures o t e universe. s ins ein 
puts it, a physicar concept's "justification lies exclusively 
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in .its clear and unambiguous relation to facts that can be 
experienced". 79 

Pure science struggles to obtain not merely a convenient 
pragmatic ordering, but a real knowledge of the world.so Ein-
stein opposed Bohr's understanding of complementarity because 
Bohr limited science to the tracking down of relations between I 
manifold aspects of our experience, and did not seek to go 
beyond to a penetration into quantum realities and describe 
their dynamic structures. 81 

Heisenbe~g attributed Einstein's inability to accept the 
Copenhagen-~Ubingen theory to a latent Cartesianism. That is, 
Einstetn was unable to accept the subject's involvement in 
science. 82 But this analysis ignores Einstein's own discussion 
of physical concepts as the free creations of the intellect 
and refl"'ects Heisenberg's Kantian assumption that 6bjecti ve 
knowledge can only mean a knowledge of things as they appear 
to us, not a polar relation of a subject seeking to apprehend 
a real, external o~je~t. 

Science seeks_ a knowledge which unites the theoretical 
and ,the empirical, thought ·and being, by discovering intrinsic 
or,ganic connections. But this occurs only by penetration into 
the connection and order inherent in the empirical--~ot by 
impDsition of a foreign order into the empirical from some 
prior conceptual schema. For when we penetrate into the in-
terior structur~l coherence of the empirical.we find ourselves 
at grips with reality. Scientific knowledge occurs by bringing 
the object's inherent rationality to light and expression. 83 

c·. The Nature of Form 
Modern science had grown to despair of.knowing objective 

reality, settling instead for instrumentalism and operational· 
definitions. This was due to undercutting the grounding of the 
theoretical within the empirical. The reason? Kant assumed 
a radical disunity. of our epistemological structures and the 
ob.jects we know, that i~ of form and being._ This was the 
l,egacy of Kant's doctiI'ine 0£ the categorfes of the under-
standing:; it is only by applying our mental structure to "che 

84 formless mass of th~ sensory world that knowledge occurs. 
David Hume had ·shown that if we limit knowledge to sense 
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experience, (following Aristotle and especially Locke), there 
is no objective, e~pirical grounds for causality, the necessary 
connection be.tween events as employed in. scienc·e from Galileo 
to Newton. It was only a genetic habit of mind. That i's, 
Newton's doctrine of causality had confounded the relations of 
matters of fact and relations of ideas. 85 · Kant's doctrine of 
the categories. was a direct response to Hume. Science needed 
a new, stable epistemot6gical structure, whi~h Kant supplied 
by making causality a built-in structure of consciousness 
through which man· imposes order on all he perceives. This 
reintroduced rational necessity into scientific knowledge but 
in an abstr~ctive, artifi~ial, obje~tifying way. Necessity 
did not spring from the objective•pole of knowledge, but from 
the subjective. Any real knowledge of the objective pole, now 
defined as the ~hing-ln-itself, was out of the quest~on. 86 

Rationality was no longer'read out of nature, but into it. 
And yet no science merely operates empirically. Bacon's 

,•· . 
radical empiricism. ·neyer discbvered any new· secrets of nature 
because he failed to see the importance of mental-mathematical 
connections. At his best, Bacon was not a discoverer of truth, 
but an exposer of fa!lacies. 87 Similarly in_theology, exper-
ience alone leads to confusion. "Religious experience can be . • 8 -
made to yield almost any sort of God." 8 

Within the predominant materialist creed in many spheres 
today, were ·a modern mat~rialist to experience with his own 
eyes, says Lewis, the heavens roll up and feel himself hurled. 
into the Lake of Fire, "he would continue forever in that Lake 
itself~ to ~egard his experience as an illusion and to find 
the explanat~on pf it in psychoanalysis or cerebral pathology 11 •

89 

There can, be no proof evep of sense experience with a materia_l-
ist; priori. "Experienc·~ by itself proves nothing. "go Follow-
ing Mart~n Buber, some have prgued there is a knowledge superior 
to the subject-object relationship; that there is a kind of 
experiep~e above knowledge. But Brown indicates this is sub-
jectivity without objectivity~ Experience alone is brute fact. 
It throws light on nothing--not even itself. 91 In science and 
theology, it is through a close integration of theory with 
experience that knowledge occurs. How then can science and 
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theology avo~d using concepts and principles which veil rather 
than reveal knowledge? 

D. Inference: The Lo ical-Causal Ex lanation. 
T omist and Reformed Rationality 

Before Kant rejected oojective knowledge of the external 
world and resolved that we could know appearances only within 
certain~ priori conditions, the ·greatest attempt to bring 
together theoretical and empirical was through the logic of 
inference. 

The Medieval sacramental universe was a masterful inte-
gration, which bound together the dichotomies of thought and 
being, sensible and intelligible, the eternal rationality of 
God's mind and the temporality of space, time and matter, all 
by the belief in a God-given, pre-established harmony· and 
inherent correspondence between Ari•stotelian logical, form and 
ontolo2ica.l re~lity. 92 Objective knowledge was poss.ible when 

l.\l{ '"(_ d\~t~~cl. 
ideas~from experience (for nothing is in the mind which is not 
first·'"in ·the ~enses taught Aristotle) ab&traet:ed ·and 
then elab6rat~d in a deductive framework of strict logical 
connection. 93 

Only- within this context can we understand Lewis' life-
long commitment to the validity of the laws of inferefice, which 
serve him as the basis for scientific and (at a lowe·r tevel) 
tfieological knowledge. 

Everything I know is an inference from sensation· •.•• 
·All our .knowledge of the uni.verse beyot;19 our 
immediate experiences depends on inferences from 
the5e experiences. If inference· does not give 

, genuine insight _into reality then we can know 
· nothing.94 

Miracles contains Lewis' most prolonged epistemological dis-
cussion and details his commi.tment to th~ logic of inference. 95 

In expounding the relation of logical thought to being, Lewis 
argues that mind is prior to nature; we build up a concept of 
nature out of reason through the rational process of inference. 
"Physical reality is an inference from sensation. 1196 "That is 
what we start from; the simple, intimate, immediate datum. 
Matter is the inferred thing, the mystery. 1197 "When logic says 

th . b N 1 1198 B · · · a ing must e so, ature a ways ·agrees. y giving prior-
ity to mental reality, Lewis falls prey to what Torrance calls 
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a reduction upwB;rd, whereby he lifts the universal and neces-
s·ary from the temporal and particular in our understanding of 
t;he·objective world. 99 Thus for Lewis, what w~ really know 
about .the objective world is its mathematics. ·"Numbers are 
the substance of our knowledge, the sole liason between mind 
and things. ,,lOO Lewis sees.-th~.s as the lesson of modern 
physics. That i~, the map of mathematical laws is the true 
reality. Yet Lewis perceives the value of the concrete and 
particular by ,.c:a,lling it the realm. of meaning. Statements 
concerning concrete woods and elm trees are metaphors which 
a~e best spoken of in a_ poem. 101 Only metaphors give,real -and 
concrete meaning to .otherwise abstract scientific truths • • 
True ideas ar~ linked to reality by abstract inferential logic 
and meaning by. the, concrete imaginative-intuitive faculty. 
Meaning is thus, t;:he more concrete and intimate conne~tj.on to 
reality, and ,t;ruth the exte•rnal, abstract-inferential link. 
Thus rea~ity consists of th~se two together: true ideas and 
concrete meaning •. 

In ~egard to objective knowledge in the natural sciences, 
Lewis held together thought and being, by giving prec~dence to 
mind or thought and seeing it as ontologically connected to 
what is beyond the merely natural,to a supernatural ~ink with 
God's mind. • This makes knowledge of the material possible, 
but at the cost of making the material. deP,endent on ~he mind's 
prio~ity. This avert;:s a fall into matter's pr;o~ity which im-
plies that irrationality and chaqce are at the base:of things. 

Lewis held (unlike K~nt) f;ha--t· fact;,s are real and concrete 
actualities "out there" whi<;:h the necessary laws oj; nature 
connect. These connections ar.e abstract, logical ones .-102 

Thus Lewis describes Christ's death a~ a fact and atonement 
theory as the "f,\7ay the fac·t wor~s which is less real than the 
fact. 103 As we will see, Torra~c~, following Einstein (and 
Barth), s,eeks a thought-being connection bas·ed on interior 
relations within th~. coherent field relationships which inhere 
in reality and not exterior, abstract, logical-causal ones. 104 

By inference then, sci.ence connects facts into a coherent 
framework. This is the objective, rational knowledge which 
Lewis believes science discovers. Science is the process of 
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"ratiocination".lOS For Lewis, the knowledge g1ven by natural 
science depends on the logical bridge between thought and 
being. Logi~~l abstractions bridge the gap between our think-
ing and our sense exp~rience of the world. 

It is important to recognize that Lewis finds in science 
an objeptive truth about;: the real, external world, .by means of 
the logical ~o~r.~lation of form to matter. If the resulting 
certainty were the product of the mi_nd alone, as in Kant, there 
would be no genuine correlation with the external world. Know-
ledge would be only about the phenomenal world we help create. 
For Lewis, the laws of inferential logic which connect our 
minds to the external wqrld are descriptive, not pres,cripti ve 
as in Kant. 106 

'fhus for Lewis, as for Torrance, man exists in a natural 
cognitive unity wit~ nature. 107 Therefore man can h~ve objec-
tive, rational ~nowledge of the external. ~orld. This is an 
impor~ant connection between Lewis (and thereby Thomism) and 
Torrance (and thereby,Reformed theology). As Torrance -notes, 
the str~ngth of Meqieval theology was its grasp that the 
objective rationality of the universe is grounded in the ration-
ality of God, and that the meaning of the uni-verse ultimately 
lies in its sacramental reference beyond the temporai and 
visible to· the eternity of God. 108 

But there is an important difference. Torrance denies 
that. the "natural link'' is an abstract, logical-causal one. 
Rather it is a concrete, intuitive organic .connection. ~As the 
p~ilosopher H. D. Lewis puts it, Thomistic ~atural theology 
fails when it breaks up into a series of logical-causal steos 
what is in fact one insight and a-iso when it seeks -lo ~""'t ~1-om 

pu~ely finite facts and reason to conclusions about the infin~ 
ite •. 109 Further, as F. W. Camfield note.s, this makes God an 
inference from the fact of the wo:rld. He,nce, the world is more 
real than God and God needs the worlq. 110 

The Achilles heel of the logical-causal link for science, 
as Jaki and E. L. Mascall both admi,t, i.s the rationalist pre-
sumption it permits. Our mental link with reality is an 

priori, logical one. Newton methodologically triumphed over 
Descartes when he aligned geometry with the experimental method 
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· against the elaborate deductive system. of Descarte_e:. 111 · A 
lack of inter.est in the empirical, contingent world is inevit-
able with a logical-causal link between thought and peing. 
This means we have access to .rational knowledge withou.t recourse 
to rigorous,!!. posteriori, empirical investigation. 112 

For Aristotl~, what lies above the moon is the necessary, 
regular .and eternal. "And of course for any Greek, what is 
necessary and eternal is more divine." 113 As we l;la,;e seen, 
only with the Reformation did Christian theology decisively 
depart from these notions and recover the implicit Christian 
teaching which saw the contingent world as inherently rational 
and therefore knowable through direct empirical inquiry and 
not through~ priori logical structures. 

With~n a logical-causal notion of rationality, natural 
theology arises as the syste~atic attempt to develop. infer- I 
ential and logically reversible connections. Had Lewis believed 
this ~.ere the only or even the primary connection of thought to 
being, he would have engaged in the task of restating the 
classical Thomist arguments. But nowhere does he do this, 
and at several places he explicitly denies the validity of this 
logical exercise. 114 As we shall see, a superior, tr~ns-
logical-causal level of rational knowledge exists far Lewis, 
which encompasses the higher levels of reality such as moral 
and theological knowledge. 

Torrance argues that the Reformation challenged the 
notion of a natural harmony between. the form structure of 

.logic and the form structure of being. ·since then,one can 
no longer assume a relation between the logical forms of reason 
and the nature of truth. Nor can.we argue necessarily from 
the forms of reason to the truth of being. 115 Rather, there 
exists an irreversible relationship of grace immediately 
maintained by God which he freely posi~s and preserves in 
1 th t . . J Ch . t 116 ove, a is, in esus ris • 

'The post Medieval understanding of God's relation to 
creation preserves his freedom: the creature does not exist 
in continuity or necessity in relationship with God. 117 

Ratiher, God in grace and love sustains the relation between 
God and Man through his Holy Spirit, and brings creaturel~ 
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relations to their telos in God through the.personal, incarnate 
activity of the Divine Logos. 

Lewis' own writings reflect ambivalence towards the 
Medieval synthesis. Though he unashamedly marvels at it and 
thoroughly enjoys both its vast scale and amazing harmonizing, 
he admits it is·not true. 118 He describes the Medieval 
synthesis as all eros climbing up to God and no agape darting --7-
·down.119 He can be quite critical of Aristotelian philosophy; 
Aristotle the philosopher of divisions made the great chasm 
between God and the.world and paved the way for deism. 120 

He is usually more symp~thetic to Platonic theology and calls 
Plato the doctor of Protestants. 121 

Lewis' concern for an objective truth and rationality 
in nature led him to support the logic of inference as the 
link·between God~_s rationality anti nature. It is a pity he 

. .f"O~ 
did not have time 11 or access to the critique of inference by 
Einstein; a thin~er no less committed to a rational universe. ~. 
Eor in the worK· of. Eipstein, modern science has seen a deeper 
confirmation ~f th~ rationality and reality of the created 

I 

universe. The belief in a natural cognitive unity between man 
and nature has been affirmed even if a logical-causal link 
(along with Euclide·~n geometry ana Newtonian physics) has been 
qualified·, but verified in a limited way, as a limiting case 
of rationality • 

. ~hrough the scie~tific advances of Galileo and Newton, 
science broke free from fixed~ priori premises and began to 
co-ordinate theoretical and empirical with quite new cognitive 
st-ructures in an!!." posteriori manner (e.g., Newton's differ-
ential calculus). However, Newton continued to elaborate his 
sci•entific method as the abstraction of certain concepts from· 

. 122 experience. 
Torrance argues that prl·or to Einstein, science believed 

its progress lay in abstracting .formal elements from being and 
logically conne~ting them--"apart from their onto-logical 
import. 11123 However, the Medievals and Newton believed 
in a pre-establish~d harmony and ontological connection between 
logical inference (and in Newton's case, Euclidean geometry) 
and physlcal reality, and not as in Kant, an ontological dualism. 
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Unfortunately, the Medieval ontologic.al connection was by a 
participation in the eternal reason of God, which finally 
broke off its empirical realism. 

Newt9n mathematically linked the empirical world in an 
exte~al way to an inertial system of absolute space and time. 
This gav~ science· an abstract theoretical link to the'.' real 
world~ By this plan Newton brought mathematical order: to the• 
world, but by means of immutable laws of nature which connected 

124 the world through causal and mechanical means. Nonetheless, 
the rationality of the universe remained objectively grounded 
in the created universe. As_Einstein and others happily admit, 
Newton's successes were ext~ordinary. 

If we omit the K~ntian idealist metaphysic which had 
grown around the philosophical borders of science, this was- the 
state of science until the later years of .the nineteenth ·~entury 
and the work of Maxwell and Faraday on field equations. 
Scientific coriceptls were understood, as Lewis puts it, as 
abstr~~ted in.feren.ces_ connecting mind to matt-er. The great twen-
tieth -century changE!s in science do not mean. (as in Kant) that 
we. can no longer believe in a natural conformity of our thoughts 
to:,r.eality. But they .do me_an, Torrance argues, that there is 
no logically necessary connection between our reason_ing capa-
cities and the truth of being. 

Neither relativity nor quantum theory has found any, 
necessary logical bridie from sense experience to concept~. 
In quantum theory a ne·w k_ind of connection appears· which does. 

· 125 not fit into the old notions of_ mechanistic causaJ:ity., If 
logic is right, quantum theory must be wrong. If quantum 
theory •is right; logic'must be wrong. Therefore a n~w quantum 
logic has been developed to c.onnect geometry !. posteriori to 
the dynamics of reality. 

·This means tha,t the eighteenth and nineteenth century vi.ew 
of physics in which basic• .concepts are "deduced from experience 
by abstraction, i.e., by logical means" has ended, says Einstein. 
"We now realize with special clarity how much in error are 
those theorists who believe that theory comes inductively fr.om 
experience. 11126 If C. S. Lewis appears naive in the wake ,of 
Einstein, so too do Newton, J. S. Mill and Ernst Mach. 127 
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There is no inductive method which leads to the 
fundamental concepts pf science. Failure to 
understand this fact constituted the basic 
philosophical error of the n!neteenth. century.128 

Heisenberg echoes Einstein when he re~arks that "data do not 
imply theoretical concepts". 129 

Nonetheless, a real and rational relation exists between 
scientific concepts and experience, as seen in physics between 
mathematical equations a~d the_ operations of nature. 130 Ein-
stein rejected Bertrand Russell's assertion that all concepts_ 
which do not grow directly out of sense experience are meta-
physical. For to exclude all concepts not directly derived 
from experience as metaphysical would be to exclude atl think-
ing.131 Experience suggests the correct mathematical concepts 
"but they most certainly cannot be deduced from it" for they 
are "free creations" of the mind. 132 Later we will _explore 
how logic and causality function in today's scientific world. 

E. Sola ·P.atione? The A ·Priori Error 
As we have •een~ the role of~ priori principles iri 

science·has often ~een debilitating. A~ Butterfield notes, it 
was the~ priori intellectual system of Aristotle, not Christ-
ianity, which retarded scientific progress in the Medieval 

. 133 . period. 
Lewis suggests the great deception of Aristo~elian physics 

lies in its artful co-mingling of observation and experi'menta-
tion. So amazing was this intellectual synthesis, that it 
seemed self-evident. The only prob}-em ( ignored fo·r many years) 
was that small pockets of empirical data did not square with 
it. 134 This problem recurrently nags science. Dominant pre-
suppositions are so very iniluentiai, they often falsify ob- · 
servation. 135 Whole generations arise with a perspective once 
seen as universal yet now seen as hopelessly provincial. From 
a modern vantage point, past controver!:iies are usually most 
notable because "the premise which neither side questioned, now 
seems the shakiest of all". 136 

Not uncommonly, the prevailing climate of opinion becomes 
the single ?reatest hindrance to progress. It is all too easy 

. for the best empiricist to observe only what he has been taught 
to look for. 137 The answers which nature gives depend entirely 
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on the questions we ask. The better our question, the better 
natOre's answer. 138 "In his own subject,'every man knows that 
all di .. ~.c;9veries are made and- all errors corrected by those .who 
ignore the climate of opinion. 11139 Therefor·e, it is essential 
to the health of every science to rid itself of deep-rooted 
and often uncritically repeated prejudices. 140 Tr~gically, it 
is often the greatest thinkers who are the most in dang~r of 

priori excess. They are the ones capable of great sacrifice 
141 and filled with a great cause. 

All priori methods of investigation de-empiri.cize their 
study by allowing their concepts to exercise a definitive con-
trol over the object of inquiry. 142 Descartes travelled this 
dead-end path when he declared that method is independel)t of 
the specific subject-matter. 143 This is the inevitable ten-
dency of the Greek mind. ~s Kitto points out, the g!eat 
characteristic of Greek form in art and in science is, that 
"the form is entirely·under his control 11 •

144 The Greeks pre-
ferred t•o .impose a. pattern on life rather than to accommodat~ 
themselves to the pattern of life. 

The history of science teaches us that sola ratione is a 
heuristi~ dead-end~ When Kepler rejected the circularity and 
uniformlty of t;h,e universe, it was a victory of Chri_stian 
empiricism over Platonic rationalism. 145 "Reason herself tells 
us not to rely on her alone," says Lewis. 

When it. become!3 clear you cannot find out by 
reasoning whether ·the cat is in the linen 
cupboard, it as reason herself who whispers 
'Go and look. This is not my job: it's a 
matter for the senses 1 .146 

Though self-evidently wrong-headed to Lewis, theoretical 
domination over nature and theology seems to be an inevitable. 
human tendency. So well ·ordered was the Medieval Thomist-Aris-
totelian synthesis that Lewis reckons the human imagination 
has never before it had anything so sublimely ordered. Perhaps 
it wa~ too ordered. 147 So expansive was man's confidence that 
his mind could possess exrict knowledge of the supersensible 
world, that he neglected the sensible worlct. 148 There were no 
empirical checks on his speculations. 

Unfortunately, the ,history of Protestant thought records 
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a similar dominance. · It took only a generation for Prete stant 
scholasticism to systematize theology into thought-forms not 
directly derived from the actual field of theological inqulry, 
but from~ formalistic Aristotelianism coupled with the new 
rigid mechanistic framework of physics. Theology became reduced 
either. to a system of philosophy based on principles of auton~ 
omous reason or a system 0£ theology grounded on principles 
self-evident to the reason (innate ideas). 149 The absence of 
empirical grounding and connection is the blindness here. If 
epistemological certainty is born of the mind alone, (as in 
Kant through s. priori impo.sed categories) there is no cor-
relation between thought and being. Reason is shut up to the 
phenomenal--its own creation. The autonomous mind triumphs 
by absorbing reality into itself. The abortive victory of the 
theoretical over the empirical is a familiar and rec~rring 
heresy in science and theology. As Kierkegaard declared, "To 
assert the supremacy of thought is Gnosticism~'!lSO 

The.end of all science is to connect theoretical with the 
empirical by fundamental principles. But in flat rejection of 
Kant, Ei~stein argued that these principles 

..• cannot be justified either by the nature of the 
intellect or in any other fashion~ priori in the 
Kantian sense. In·any ontological question, the-
only possible procedure is to seek out those 
characteristics in the complex of sense experience 
to which they refer.151 

Einstein argues that ~cience needs free, creative concepts in 
- . 

the sense that they are not logically deducible from observa-
tion and experience. Nor ought they to claim absolute,~ priori 
validity. Nevertheless, physical laws for Planck and Einstein 
describe a reality in ~pace and time independent of ourselves. 152 

How can this be? For Einstein it is the miracle of the ... 
world's rationality which he openly acknowledges in wonder. 
Out coricepts actually correspond to and harmonize with external 
reality. 

F . .i_Priori and Innate Ideas 
Nobody who has really gone deeply into the 
matter will deny that in practise the world of 
phenomena unambiguously determines the theoret-
ical system, in spite of the fact there is no 
logical bridge between phenomena and their 
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theoretical principles. Ihis is what Leibnitz 
described so happily as a 'pre-established 
harmo_ny'. 

--Einstein 153 

Einstein proceeds to arfirm that the fundamental ground of 
science is the conviction that existence should have a complete-
ly harmonious structure. "Today we have less ground than ever 
before for allowing ourselves to be forced away from this 
wondef'ful: belief." 154 

This Einsteinian credo brings us to the great divide 
between Kant and Leibnitz (now empirically radicalized by 
Einstein and Torrance). Whereas for Kant, form (e.g.,space 
and time) precedes our experience of things and as the~ priori 
structures of the mind determines their possibility, for Leib-
nitz the form lies embedded in reality and we have access to 
this form by the rapport mutual given by God between_ all sub-
stances. "God has given ••• to all real unities a perfect 
spontaneity and a perfect conformity with the whole external 
world"> 1155 Matter. contains its own inherent contingent ration-
ality, or to use Kent's language, its own power of representa-
tion.156 For Leibnitz, as for post-Einsteinian science, space 
and time are not~ priori structu~es by which the min~ orders 
experience, _but .the very intelligible framework whic_h the mind 
is marvellously able to grasp. 157 Torrance declares that tne 
unity of form inhering in being which relativity imp~ie~r, means 
that ratiorlal as well as physical properties are ~qually and 
inseparably grounded in the space-time universe independent of 

158 us. 
Thus we see that the older doctrine of innate ideas 

(versus synthetic~ priori concepts) has a vital link with 
Einsteinian science. There exists a more intimate, realist 
connection between thought and being than the Kantian formula 
permits. 

Axioms. The Triumph of A Posteriori Thinking 
For Torrance, the uncritical acceptance of any categories 

of thought as universally valid for all fields shrouds objectiv-
ity with a massive mental subjectivity. It makes and moulds 
tne object it seeks to know by the inflexible conceptual 
structure·s which condition our apprehension. 'In the Kantian 
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system Lt is only our mental.! prioris which sufficiently or-
ganize the senses for knowing to take place at all. "Thus 
the order and regularity in the appearances, which we entitle 
natu~e, we ourselves introduce." 159 

Unhappily', conceptual structures which ar-e independent 
and undetermined by experience, cannot possibly be criticised 
or ·modified by experience. This imports a prior mental sub-
jectivity into the study of the object arid unilaterally dictates 
the nature and possibility of the knowledge of the object. 160 

Inevitably, order implanted by the active intellect displaces 
and denies the possibility of a living, concrete and intrinsic 
order.~ 

Th~ Kantian dualism between form and being is a blind 
alley for science and hinders heuristic breakthroughs by its 
.! priori, independent, and logical-causal structures. Because 
the Kantian superstructure had acquired an almost wholesale 
approval among modern scientists, James Brown argues that 

. . 
natural science de~ls only with one class of objects, namely 
those which submit _themselves to exhaustive description by the 
categories of the understanding. Brown argues that 'object-
ivity' ought not to be identified with the control of the ob-
ject by the subject which most natural science entail~. 161 

Simi"larly, Torrance refuses the terms and divisions of the old 
Kantian parameters. More than anything else they have created 

.. 
t!he fatal epistemological chasm between science and theology 
(and between social and natural science), thereby risking the. 
veracity of all these fields. 162 

It is because the premises of truly scientific thinking 
cannot be anticipated by detached,! priori thought, but only 
discovered as we allow our thinking to take shape under the 
determination·· of the reafi ty into. which we inquire, that 
Torrance prefers the term 'axiom' to 'premise'. Most signifi-
cantly, these empirical or.! posteriori axioms have a surprise 
elemenb in them, for they cannot be established antecedently 
independent of empirical relations to the subject matteT. 163 

By virtue of their object-centred orientation, axioms 
are cognitive constructs which are essentially descriptive 
rather than prescriptive. 164 Ultimately it is reality-itself 
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which teaches us ,axioms a·ppropriate to it and which judges 
the truth or falsity of our axioms. 165 

Torrance seeks an~ posteriori, object-centred fbrm and 
rationality which inheres uniquely within each of the sciences 
and allows the object to teach the knower the intrinsic 
rattional categories appropriate to it. In contrast to 'Kant's 

priori thought forms, .Torrance argues that true noetic forms 
are organically related to ontic structures, em~edded within 
them, and have their own non-logical-causal nece~sity. If 
ontic structures contain their own order, the knower's task 
is not to impose artificially an abstract order on to a chaotic 
mass,-but to aiscover by attentive, humble inquiry the order 
and rationality which inheres within the object. 166 

Without ~n empirically open, object-derived order, pre-
cision and clarity are either lost or become only the precision 
·of ·an abstract barrier without integral connection to the 
object. True clarity and precision arise only by letting our 
thought forms be~o~e moulded and ·shaped by the nature of things 
as we become open to whatever the object reveals. 167 

The scientif.ic genius consists in its ability to discover 
the intimate union ·between the empirical world and its theoret-
ical components. We discover these physical concept~ ·not by 
a logical-deductive mechanism, but by an extra-logical appre-
hension (Einstein) or as Polanyi puts it, through tacit, 

f 1 · f lGB A h h" bj d non- orma in erence. s we ave seen, tis o ect-centre , 
posteriori method is exemplified in Einstein's search for 

physical concepts which are neither absolutely nor aprioristi-
cally arranged and pasted to the empirical world, but are 
empirically embedde~ and therefore.genuine pointers to reality. 

The new physical geometry developed in conjunction with· 
Einstein and several gifted ·mathematicians, was of crucial 
import'ance, for it revealed Euclidean geometry to be a dis-
torting and idealized abstraction of geometry from experience. 169 

Formerly, ~eometry was studied as an isolated and self-contained 
conceptual system, pursued ~s a theory utterly antecedent to 
physics. But the new four-dimensional geometry was se~n to be 
bound up with the space-time structures of the re~l worltl and 
could only'be pursued in "indissoluole unity" with physics. 170 
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In theology, this means (contra Leibnitz) that we cannot 
begin with any timeless truth or innate idea even such as 
'God is love'. 171 Theology as an axiomatic science sees its 
principles rooted and grounded in the empiFical self-disclosure 
of God's concrete, incarnate coming of Jesus Christ into our 
world of space and time. We dare not presume God's love to be 
true necessarily or universally apa~t from God's gracious 
.activity in Christ. 172 This further implies the cruciality 
of the empirical correlates of Christ's bodily resurrection and 
ascension if Christianity is not to lapse intq concep~ual 

173 -meaninglessness. 
Principles in axiomatic science are no longer the premises 

of our knowledge from which we deduce necessary conclusions. 
A~ Northrup says, Kant's notion of regulative.! prioris which 
are not d~veloped through dialogue and empirical interaction, 
"no longer holds"~ 174 But axiomatic principles are• cognitive 
in~truments developed through the process of questioning and 
discov~ry. 175 The result is a radical reconstruction of the 

t ff . . . 1 d h th d · d 176 Th na ure o irst princip es an ow ey are erive • ere 
have been strong reactions to this in theology and in science, 
but as Thomas Kuhn points out, the changes wrought by a para-
digm shift. inevitably cause an entrenchment by the scientific 
institutions which are comfortably settled into the older 
views. 177 

Axioms are never 'formed.! priori or in detachment from 
empirical work, but· are discovered by laying bare the rational 
structures embedded in the subj~ct matter's inherent conne~tions. 
This is how Athanasius approached the incarnation. The re,sulting, 
axioms are compelling because they so astonishingly correlate 
our thinking to empirical rea_li ty. As we_ shall see, thi,s is a 
process not of abstracting qualities we look for on the basis 
of SRme rearranged values or principles, but a process of 
indwelling in which the unique structures of reality teach us 
th . t . 178 e appropriate ca egor1es. 

This is how theology understands the fundamental concepts 
of the homoousion, the hypostatic union and the Trinity. They 
result from a deep penetration into the inner cohesion ot the 

179 Gospel. Torrance insists t~at these concepts be seen as 
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open and flexible structures, used "postulatively" and having 
a fluid revision the further they penetrate. 180 This emphasis 
is most important, for it keeps us fronr the .. nominalist iden-
tification of our concepts with reality its.elf. That is the 
danger with permanent and. fixed formal axioms. If the structures 
of our understanding involve a permanent :form, then we could 
gain our knowledge through~ mere study of the forms without 
empirical enquiry. 181 

But it remains a constant frustrat~on that the mind of 
man is so inelastic, so slow to change its frame of reference 
and so given to rigid form: 182 kll fixed categories Eabstrac~ 
objectivism) entail a ·hidden subjectivity. Here we glimp·se, 
already the cardinal problem of all epistemology, the anthro-
pological intrusion of the s~lf as the impl,icit object of 
study . 183 · It' is painful for the idealist to hear an_ Einstein 
say, "There· are no f:i'.nal categories in the sense of Kant 11 •

184 

Nonet~eless ,. after wrestling with Newtonian...;'Kantian conc·epts 
·of spa 4 ce and time .for twenty years, relativity theo~y only came 
about 'by the forming of a new empirical ·framework;. a break..,. 
through was fost~red by a commitment constantly to adapt the 
structures of knowing to the structures of tHe object we seek 
t k .... 185 • 0 now. 

· H. The Decline of Dualism 
It is a dull and obtuse mind that must 
divide in order tq distinguish; ·but it is. still 
worse, that distinguishes in order to divide. 186 --Coleri'dge 

Once. the dichotomy between form and being is no longer 
assumed !! pri:ori,, knowledge is understood to be grounded not 
in our'!! priori ca~egories of the understanding, but in the 
inherent ~elatedness that permeates the universe. 187 Within 
a non-dualist approach to the universe, science and theology 
believe .that the universe has a completely -ha:rmonious structure; 
we are not playing with mental games, but in fact we can cor-
relate theoretic components with empirical ·content. 188 

There remains an epistemolog~cal dualism in the sense 
that the proper rational st.ructures must be discovered. But 
our knowledge gap is no longer (as in Kant) made into an 
ontological gap. We may unashamedly have faith that this gap 
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can be overcome and continually lessened. And as Einstein 
reminds us, "The succ·esses reap~ed up to now by science do it 
is true, give a certain encouragement for this faith." 189 

The Eastern critic of, Western· thought, Radhakrishnan, has 
noted that ·for Hegel and Kant, there is no unity prior to the 
unity created by reflective thought. 190 nut in post-relativity 
thinking, a unitary framework of thought exists in which empir-
ical and theoretical are integrated but it is empirical reality --T 
itself which is the u~timate arbiter of our theoretical 

. i 191 prec1.s on. 
As a result of this new integration of thinking and being, 

many axiomatic dualisms of the old science are no longer rele-
vant. For instance, science now seve:ely qualifies the older 
dualism of classical physics between two substances, mass and 
energy. In relativity physics there is no essential difference 
between these two. 192 

The theological implications of non-dualist thinking are 
of equal1.y profound import. For example, the deist disjunction 
between God and the world with its axiomatic impossibility of 
God's incarnate interaction in space-time has been dis-
credited.193 The old-style 'liberal theology' which denies 
the incarnation and resurrection, has its scientific correlate 
in the equally dubious dogmas of the ola positivist .science. 194 

,The new science has "peeled away these pseudo-concepts" ·and 
calls theol~gy to be true to its own foundations l~d down 
when the Greek fathers wrestled with the duaiistic modes of 
Greek culture. 195 

When Torrance restructures th& mind's order-originating 
role, he is not tediously reasserting a naive realism and 
empiric'ism, 'wherein observed .facts are independent bf our 
scienti~ic constructions ·(the myth of uninterpreted facts) and 
the universe in itself·lacks form. 196 Though Kant realized 
that empirical and theoretical components of knowledge operate 
together, his synthetic~ priori method focused on mental 
structures independent and logically prior to the empirical. 
This embedded form solely in man's mind. The universe was 
"intrinsically amorphous". This arbitrarily weds rationality 
to the mind and divorces it from nature. Man in bis struggle 
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to understand the universe exalts and honours .himself.at the 
expense of the physical creation. German idealism thus 
expressed in a subtle new form the ancient Greek idealist 
dichotomy between sensible an~ intelligible, form~·and being. 

rn contrast, Torrance argues for a Hebraic, non-dualist 
mode of connection which sees that form and being are inter-
woven in the universe. When a physician studies~·anatomy, he 
does not impose a structure. Nor does a geologist impose 
geometric patterns into crystalline rock. 197 That is, rational 
as well as physical properties are equally, inseparably and 
organically grounded in the space-time universe (unlike Kant) 
independently of us. 198 The scientist searches the empirical 
in order to find appropriate theoretical constructs. It is 
because nature is inherently rational that reason cannot be 
separated from experience. 199 Theory is~ posteriori which 
se~ks to grasp the form inherent in the empirical. 

If the theoretical and the empirical cannot be separated, ,, 
one field of science cannot allow its mental tools to be 
dictated by a prior or autonomous thought structure. Nor 
should another field prescribe its methods or predetermine its I 
results. 200 The entire idealist scheme amounts to the estab-
lishment of a general prescriptive framework neither. grounded 
in nor corr~sponding to empirical reality. Therefore it must 
be regarded as the greatest of many idols of the study.· 

Within the quest 'for a new objectivity conceived within 
a unified structure of form and being, lies the great divorce. 
between Torrance and Kant. Kant presumed a chasm between 
sense and intellect'bridgable only by the mind's synthetic 

priori mental constructs. Instead of a chasm, Torrance 
believes form and being coinh.ere ~~intimately than the 
Thomist-Newtonian logical-causal harmony. We discover ration-
al·ity not by presuming an artificial priori causality, but 
by an intuitive,~ posteriori penetration. 

i. Form and Being in Science and Theology 
As we have noted already, nowhere has the "profound 

correlation between abstract conceptual systems and physical 
processes'' been more clearly demonstrated than in the develop-

201 ment of four-dimensional geometry. There science discovered 
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that form and being :are already .fused together in the real 
world. 202 Relativity and· quantum physics have both demon-. 
strate~ that space and time are not~ priori mental forms 
antecedent to external reality. Substance and causality are 
no,,. longer fea?ible as necessary .ca,tegories of the understanding, 
constituting the unive_rsal apd necessary frame for all empirical 
knowledge. 203 Therefore, it is sc.ientific,ally apd philosophi-., 
cally ~njustifiable to extrapolate into other fields the 
determi~istic causality of either the old Newtonian scientific 
framework, ,or ~he _philosophical necessit~rianism of the 
Kantian,i~terpretation. 

As Einstein has shown, because geometric forms coinhere 
within ~hysical reality, it is no longer feasible to pursue 
geometry as a detached conceptual schema independent of and 
prior to the space-time. universe. Formerly, the old abstractive 
science tore away surface patterns from their ob_jective ground 
and assumed t~ere cannot be a knowledge of things in their 
internal relations. Science now seeks natural coherences 
within an indissoluble unity of form and being. 

If it is illegitimate to inquire into a field by 
abstracting principles and essences, or digging out the 
kernal and shedding the husk, a new mode of inquiry is needed. 
TQat is why today science can no longer dismiss ~niquenesses 
and particularities, but seeks to find the organic and inherent 
structures within them. The resulting physical concepts have 
a direct bearing on reality itself. 

Simil~rly in theology we find that it is-qo longer 
epts;emologtcally valid to detach the being .of G9d from his 
acts. Th~ Roman Catholic ·ooctrine of God, structured within 
Aristotelian notions of subst_ance, creq.ted an priori, s~atic 
ontology and :s..tf1tic m~des of th~ught, unrelated to God's 
activity, and within which Christ himseLf was interpreted. 204 

,, A proper theologica..l epistemQlogy should instead be worked 
out within an exposjtion of the.~ontent of the Word of God 
become flesh in Jesus Christ. 205 

On the other hand, we can so focus on God's acts that we 
cut them off from God's being. This is the legacy of much 
post-Re-formation thought and is analogous to Bacon's empirical 
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focus without Newton's mathematicat integration. It cuts off 
salvation and justification from their coherence and empirical 
reality in Christ, the •inca.rnate SQn of th~ Father. 206 Inner 
content and outer form are much~ore integrally joined than 
axiomatic dualist tninking- ~an conceive~ For example, even in 
church government, our notions -of ministry must be inseparably 
bound to Word and sacrament, and, not histbrically dvbious .• 
arguments of lineage and successi--on. 207 Similarly· in theology, 
we _move from the trinitarian aatd. vi.ty in the economy of sal-
vation t;o the ontological reality with which God's saving acts 
integrally cohere. 208 

The integration of form and being in theology also tells 
us that .theological .statements should conform in form and con-
tent to its object. 209 Form cannot be separated from content 
because empirical reality should mould the form we ~se. As 
•Einstein puts it, the most satisfactory concepts are those in 
which ",the fundamental hypotheses are suggested by the world 

.,. 210 
af· experience• itselfTf. 

As in natural science, so in theological science, the 
unity of form and being requires changes in our traditional 
raLional structures as we develop new cognitive instruments 

211 · forced on us by the object. Form and,content, m~thod and 
subject-matter, belong inseparably together. But ·form and 
method are determined by the nature of the content. and subject-
rnat.ter. 212 . 

The new objectivity displays a deepened re,spect for 
reality. Nature's dimensions qf order are not man-made contri-
vances but possess an inherent ratiqna~ity which man in wonder 
discovers. Admittedly, this order _is apprehended at only 
elementary levels, but this i6 aia±n part and parcel of a 
respectful openness· to a ·reality -whose rationality far tran-
sc·ends our understanding. 213 ·For Einste,in, the scientist 
must maintain a perspective of wonder -and openness towards 
the "eterna·l mysterJ of the world". 214 Though physical con-
cepts rea~h towards the reality, they do not envelope or 
exhaust the richness of its rationality. 

The new physics has radically challenged the dualistic 
assumptions endemic in modern culture by its radical 
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penetration into the rationality which inheres in the world. 
As a result, for the first time in the history of science, 
theology may dialogue with a.natural. science which from within 
has broken down the dualist harriers between the theoretical 
and the empirical, the tangible and the intangible and there-
fore which does "11ot automatically deny the possibility of a 
continuous dynamic interaction between God and the universe. 215 

For in the ~wake of the incarnation, theology',s -interaction with 
~atural s~ience becomes not a speculative endeavour, but a 
necessary. implication for a theology ~hich is about God ac-
tively revealing himself within the space-time structures of 
the real ·world and a natural science which seeks to understand 
its own ontological implications. 

Science advances in knowledge by the creative and artful 
cracking of nature's secret code. "God is subtle, but not 
maiiciQus." 216 True knowledge •does not occur by violently 
imposing abstra~t rationalities on chaos, but is won by wooing 
nature· to ·~eveal qers~lf, by careful attention and openness. 
Objectiv~, rationa~ knowledge is. a polar relation between 
subject and obje~t, not· a~ application of rational laws to 
nature. It occurs·through ca~eful dialogue with natur~, not 
by straining nature through! pr.iori mental laws. 

Modern science's new objectivity rev.eals a fresh·object-: 
centred approach• to _rationality, and reinforces this pro~edure 
alre.ady at work in theology. I will try to show through cor-
relation with Dewis' approach to ar~, the wide ~anging breadth 
and ·coherence of this new objectivi·ty for art, science and 
theology which points towards a unitar~ epistemological way of 
approach at once. encompassing in ~cope.ancl'•rich in variation. 

J. The.Beliefs and Axioms of Sci~nce 
Though Torrance reject~ tha legitimacy of! priori con-

ceptual structures in natural and theological science, he does 
nbt deny but affirms the propriety of regulative dogmatic 
beliefs which lie ~ehind the achievements of science. When 
Kant offered his 'critical' approach as an alternative to Hume's 
sceptical method and the Leibnitz-Wolff 'dogmatic' approach, 
he in fact shrouded his own credo, namely, his belief that man's 
autpnomous intellect creates and imposes rationality, but does 

35 



217 not discover ahd obey. The history of science has shown 
·that whereas Kant's~ priori notions no longer are scien-
tifically possible, the belief in a· coherent connection between 
our thoughts and external reality has become an ever more con-
fident 'regulative belief'. 

· Is Torrance inconsistent in ·affirming certa·in regulative 
beliefs while eschewing~ prioris and inriate ideas? I think 
not. Unlike innate i'deas, Torrance sees fegulative beliefs as 
ultimately grou~ded •in empirical reality, namely, ln the 
~mpiri~al reality and givenness of God's self-revelation. 
The best of Western science, he argues, which humbly inquires 
into c-reation 

rests upon foundation ideas that science did not ·and 
could not have prqduced on its own, ideas that derive 
from the Christian understanding of the relation of 
God to ~he -uriiverse.218 

These regulative· scientific beriefs such as unitary yet multi-
varia~~e rationality, contingent intelligibility and the credo 

int~lJ:igam heuristic method are implicit in and grounded 
upon Christian revelation. Let us look at two inter-connected 
regulative beliefs which are indispensable to modern science. 219 

1. Ethics, Science and Technology 
Unfortunately, when instrumentalist science dissolves the 

search for obje~tiv~ knowledge into the economical co~o~dination 
of scientific relations (as epitomized by Ernst Mach~s Science 
of Mechanics )1, it al~so a ct·enuates scientific. theory and teduces 
it to the pragmatic orderfng of the world for tne more effec- . 
tive control by man. 220 

Due to this exploitive_ tendency and the implicit' Kantian 
metaphysic·a1 assumptions of instrumentalist science, Torrance 
distinguishes between pure •and applied science. We pursue 
pure s~ience for· its own ~ake (object-centred). Applied 
science we pursue for a sociologically or politicarly con-
dit'ioned end Xsubject-c~ntr~d). 221 The two sciences yield 
qualitatively different kinds of knowledge, and develop dif-
ferent conceptua~ frameworks determined by their different 

222 purposes. • 
Instrumentalist-technolog'ical science may yield prodigious 

technological achievements through violent questioning and 
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~ontrolled experimentation. This does not imply that nature 
lack~ .intrin~ic order, nor that we mus~ impose rationality, 
but on~y tha~ we have unequally yoked thought and being. A 
pure ~cience which seeks objectivity is at cross purposes with 
the violent .impos~tion of abstract patterns ort nature. 223 

Our current and manifold ecological and economic crises 
bear witness to the fact that a manipulative mood has endlessly, 
nagged scienc~. Perhaps, thinks Lewis, the triumphs of science 
"may have been too rapid and purchased at too high- a price and · 224 ., 
something like repentance may be required". In .. the Lewis· 
novel, Perelandra, the evil scientist, Weston, rejects the 

sake and accepts notion of science as knowledge for its own 
o~ly the id~a of knowledge for utility. 225 This is the per-
petual danger of science; its urge to us~, apply and 
appropriate knowledge overruns its primary concern for know-
ledge of the object,. Ironically, it destroys the very basis 
for sci~ntific inquiry. 

··For many the_o~o~ians, · artists and philosophers, this is 
the shape of science--a pragmatic, non-Philosophical, tech-
nological enterprise, uninterested with its 
justLfication or its ethical implications. 
science by iristrumentalism led the Scottish 

own philosophical 
The dominance of 
ph~lqso~her, John 

Macmurray, to define science as amoral, impersonal, systematic 
information valued for its own use. 226 ~imilarly, when Lewis 
defi_ned· science as that which experiments, not asking why or 
whether something exists beyonp quantitative resul-ts >. he had 
in mind the instrumentalist's methodological r~jection of 
metaphysical ~ues~ions. 227 But if many in an unguarded moment 
would happily banish science as the West's bastard son (were 
it not for its i~c-i:-edible suc_cess), for others, the very 
success of stience radicilly calls to questiop the legitimacy 
of all other fieids not directly. serving its advance or living 
strictly under its guidelines. 

Against these instrumentalist-technological tendencies 
Torrance stands ~nalterably opposed. He diagnoses the in-
strumentalist roots to lie anchored deep within the tradition 
inherited by the West from ancient Greek rationalism through 
Roman pragmatism to Kant and modern idealism, namely, a deep 
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chasm between being and phenomena, subject ard object, oper-
ational theories and empirical reality. The.se 1?Ve.r di verse 
pairs are jo1ned.only irt an •inorganic, pragmatic way and 
impose an order upon the world solely to be more efficiently 

2.28 used by man. But as we hav~ seen, Torrance believes an 
alternative framework has undergirded true scientific discovery, 
which heals. the doubts and dualisms that have incessantly 
·plag~ed science • 

. · If pragmatism and instrumentalism evaporate pure science, 
what .values and beli.efs undergird a science which seeks objecti-
vity and truth? In That Hideous Strength·, L~wis argues that 
science minus moral ~rpinnings is self-destructive, 229 

Lewis has often been criticised £or being anti-scientific, 
but this confuses technology with science. Lewis once, 
suggested that. techno'logy was the West's new means of feeding 
its materialistic addiction since it had lost its slave labour 
to the Marxists and the abolitionists. 230 

Lewis endorses t:he scienc,es as "goo~ and innocent in 
themsel:ves", but· b~lieves the "despair of• objective truth" 
and consequent toncentration on mere power over nature had 

231 . unmistakably demonic implications. As more and more 
scienti·sts have .surrendered the belief that. science _is a 
true account of objective reality, he wondered if we might be 
living "nearer than we suppose to the end of the Sci~ntffic 
A " 232 · ge .• . . 

Historically, Lewis traced the poisonous ele·ment within 
science to the new empiricism's proximity to magic. The 
magician is the ancestor of the modern applied scientist. 233 

As a literary historian, he reminds us that in the sixteertth century 
high magic (not witchcraft or astrology) and applied science · 
were often avowed and vindicated by the new learning. 234 

Today pragmatic technology contrasts science with magic largely 
because science succeeded and magic failed. But at one time 
this outcome was uncertain. To put it starkly, the dark 
motivation in the new learning desired to subdue reality to 
man~s wishes. 235 Magic sought power over nature. The 
solution was a new technique. Magic was defeated not because 
man felt it morally wrong, but because in applied science man 
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.--·-
found a more effective technique by which to control and 
dominate pature. But their goal was one. Both seek knowledge 
for tne sake of power. 236 Here then are two conflicting ap-
proache~ to science. On& seeks to conform the mind to reality 
by means of Knowledge, self-discipline and virtue. The other 
seeks to subdue reality to the wishes of man. 237 

Clearly, a dominant intellectual mood of the times was a 
new self-assertion and search for power. This'was ·the nega-
tive side of man's new freedom in thought. The loss of Rome's 
authoritarian intellectuat structures.did indeed creat'e a new 
empiricaL openness, but also a potentially'distorting pre-
occupation with the by-products of knowledge, whether it be 
theology's focus on Christ's benefits knd ~an's new spiritual 
power in Melancthon and certain Anabaptists or science's new 
power over nature. 238 

When Bacon so~ght knowledge not as an end, but as a 
means to power, he resemblea the higher Platonic theology of 
the tf~e which emphasized man's power over the universe. 239 

While Torrance admits this problematic side of Bacon's state-
ment that the function of knowledge is "to extend more wiaely 
tne limits of ahd power and greatness of man", he believes 
that Bacon's emphasis, on listening and conforming o~r ideas 
to nature kept him from the desi~e to manipulate h~ture. 240 Lewis 
sees Bacon in a more self-asserting light. Machiavelli •·s 
political power quest bears ·similar signs of a new grasp for 
power. Lewis attributed this power ·preoccupation to the re-
jection of the hierarchy •of being sc·ale wnich gul3.rantees man 
at once ·a limited freedorn. 241 This 1power urge is also ob~ 
servable in the incipient distortion of the Reformers' (es-
pecially Calvin's) new awareness oi God'~ personal election 
to :redeem man. Torrance :denies that election and predestina-
tion are the central themes in Calvin. Rather Calvin's 
theological centre is Christ and union with Christ. Though 
important to Calvin, predestination is normally spoken of 
not as the underlying theme 9f all, but in the context of 
controversies, as a ''protecting wall fo~ the central emphases 
of grate and adoption or sonship in Christ' 1 •

242 Calvin never 
taught predestination as a doctrine in itself, but rather 
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within the context of Christ, the beloved Son and mirror of 
our election~ 243 Elsewhere, Torrance admits that a problematic 
ambiguity exists in Calvin when he speaks of election preceding 

244 N h " . h k. f grace. onet eless, Calvin insists we must not tin o 
election apart from Christ ..245 The 1at,er preoccupation with 
God's election and sovereignty in Calvinists like Beza and 
Perkins and the minimal stress on God's decision as loving 
and appropriate or rational (Athahasius) created a distorting 
emphasis on'God's omnipotent will-power. 246 The fact re-
mains that·post-Reformation theology evidences a new stress on 
the mighty will of God. Both Klaaren and Hooykaas trace the 
new rational empir:ici·sm to a voluntarist theology of the 

· · 247 Creator. · ay stressing that the world springs .from God's 
will, not his being or reason, theorogy opened its doctrines 
of God and cre~tion to the danger of the arbitrary exercise of 
will-power (might makes right), which has an unmistakable 
resemblance to the power urge of technology. Torrance recog-
nizes, ·this danger and seeks to ground creation in the gracious 

. - 248 
will of the Creator Logos. 

The new theology may have ignored the chain of· being, 
but it understood man to be God's priest over creation. Man's 
freedom to know _lay under obedience to the Father. 24: None-
theless, science's proximity to an awakened urge to power in 
all fields created an inherent tension in its ensuing hi.story, 
(an~ in theology). 

It may be that modern science owes its lack of consensus 
on an objective moral framewor~ to ·its neighboring origins 
with man's dream to obtain power without paying the price of 
obedience to the Father of heaven and earth. Certainly our 
contemporary ecological-economic crisis supports lewis' con-
tention-that ·"the evil reality of lawless applied science 
(which is Magic's son and heir) is actually reducing large 
tracts of nature to dtsorder and sterility at this very 
moment". 250 

It is this same lack of commitment to transcendent moral 
obli~a~ions (particularly the love for and honour of truth) 
in modern science against which Michael Polanyi has warnect. 251 

With Marxism having severely attenuated pure science in Russia 
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and ~educed it to state-serving technology, Polanyi asks what 
philosophy.of science the West has which will maintain its 
objectivity and investigative pur!ty. He answers that without 
a pe,rsonal commi tmen~ to, and \ove for tr~th, the seduction 
of science by politica+ and natiopalistic pressure is inevit-
able.252 When the transcenden~ gro~nd o~ s~i~nce and religion 
is denied, a totalitarian state arises. That is, without a 
~elief commitment t~ the reality of truth, justice, charity 
and tolerance, the state or nation inherits in a 'value 

253 vacuum' man's ultimate devotion. Apart from a personal 
commitment to honesty and love for ·truth, scientiric•investi-
gation has as little value as an unsigned check. 25~ Moral 
belief and personal commitment alone maintain scientific 
objectivity. 255 ·As" Einstein puts it, "The achiev'ement of 
science is -based on the freedom of thought and on the principle 
that the desire for truth must take precedence of all other 
desires." 256 

·•Einstein often hinted .. at the importance of moral com-
mitment for s~ience~ ·rn commemorating Marie Curie, he lauded 
her moral courage, ·suggesting that• it had more to do with 
scientific work than intellectual skill. 257 "Most people say 
it is the iritelleci: whicb makes a great scientist. They are 
wrong: it is the character." 258 History bears witness to the 
close connection between morality and truth in the fact that 
only within a· close union of the two was' science born. Science, 
Jaki reminds us, was spawned in a freedom it did not create 
and when it quailed at Hitler, its base _of religion stood 
f . 259 1.rm. 

2. Belief': The Commitme~t to Rati01_1a_lity 
Science demands also the believing spirit. Anybody 
who has seriously eng_aged in scientific work> of a.ny 
kind realizes that over the entrance to the gates 
of the temple of science are written the words, 
Ye Must Have Yaith., It is a quality which the 
scientist cannot dispense with. _260 --Jaki 

Torrance accepts as axiomatic the need for moral commit-
ment in science. With Polanyi, he sees that our commitment to 
reality entails moral responsibility in our acts of judgement 
as the personal pole and the belief in the independent reality 
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o~,which it bears as the external pole of objectivity. 261 _ 
His own writings focus on the latter pole, tha~ is, in all 
science we believe that what we seek to know is accessible to 
rational. i,nquiry, that it is inherently intelligible. 262 

Following the developments in modern physics, it is time 
both natural and theological science acknowledge the epistemo-
logical release which belief bestows in science. As Einstein 
trenchantly puts it, 

without the· belief that i~ is possible to grasp 
reality with ou~ theoretical constructions, with-
out the 'belief in the inner .. harmony of our world, 
there could be no science •••• This belie-£ is and 
always will remain the fundamental motive of all 
scientific creation. 263. 

It remains a miraculous fact, unprovable by science, yet hold-
ing it tugether, that the universe is comprehensible and in-
telligible to the human mind. 264 

The commitment to the priority of regulative beliefs for 
all k9owledge has been an explicit and influential element 
in Scottish philosophy and theology for many years. This is 
the legacy which William Hamilton passed on to James Clerk 
Maxwell. F~llowing-Thomas Reid and common sense realism, the 
ultimate bases of our knowledge, Hamilton puts it, ar~ not 
inductively derived·concepts but regulative beliefs.-

Foremost among these fac·ts of consciousness is a 
belief that a material world exists and that it 
is this external reality itself which is the 
object of our consciousness in perception.~65 

It was Copernicus' •firm belief that. God pad arranged "every-
thing according to weight, measure, and number", which under-
girded his astronomical achievements. 266 As Heisenberg admits, 
physics believes that the fundamental laws of the universe 
can· be stat.ed in a mathematically simple form, "but no convin...: 
cing argument has yet beeri given to show that it must be so 11 •

267 

Recentiy, Wolfhart 'Pannenberg argued that any dogmatic • 
starting point or faith aisumption necessarily leads to sub-
jectivism.268 As an alternative, he endorsed the 'pancritical 
rationalism' of Karl Popper, a method, which for Pannenberg, 
supercedes empiricism and rationalism by presupposing no ulti-
mate certainties. However, Pannenberg ignores one 

42 



unacknowledged credo, namely, the Enlightenment's reliability 
on man's rational capacities to know ultimate reality •·269 It 
is an omission worth noting, that in his massive work, Theology 
and the Philosop~y.of Science, Pannenberg has not one reference 
to Einstein's scientific work or his philosophy of science and 
commitment to the priorit-y of belief. 

Though all scientific knowledge involves a give and take 
between the knower and,the object of inquiry, it is an awesome 
fact, says Torrance, tha~ if the material world was not inher-
ently rational and capable of apprehension, scientific know-
ledge would not a.rise at_. ali. 270 Though many problems baffle 
us along the way, science has the confidence to seek relent-
lessly for a solution because of its unshakeable belief in the 
universe's reliability. 271 Only within the context of a 
profound faith in the accessibility of the world to rational 
understanding can sc-ience exist. Otherwise the physical world 
would_ .. be <?paque to thought and science would be no more real 
than the nopie unicorn. 

It is in this context that we may best appreciate Lewis' 
argument in Miracles for 'the self-contradiction of natural-
ism1.272 So convinced was Lewis of God and his creation's 
rationality, that his mind balked at the very thoug~t of either 
an ultimate incoherence in nature (as ~mplied by certain in-
terpretation·s of quantum theory) or that the rationality ._we 
discover in nature has no ultimate grounding in a transcendent 
rationality. 273 Where Lewis differs from Torrance is in be-
lieving that the naturalist or.positivist position could be 
defeated by logical refutation. Lewis follows roughly the 
argument of A. J. Balfour-' s Gifford Lectures, Theism and 
Humanism. 274 It was G. E. M. Ans.combe who first attacked 
Lewis' impli~it identifi6ation of cau~ality (cause) and 
logicality (grounds), the ·very connection to be proved. 275 

Lewis rewrote the offendi~g chapter in Miracles, altering it 
from th~ 'self-contradiction of the naturalist' to the 
'cardinal difficulty of the naturalist'. But this rewritten 
chapter easily merits the label of being the most ponderous 
and opaque of all Lewis' writings. It does not carry the 
argument further. 
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Lewis' belief in the ultimate rationality of nature and· 
its dependence·uporl transcendent rationality fundamentally 
agrees _with Torrance. Torrance, however, appeals to the larger, 
non-logically fonn~lizable notion of sufficient reason and 
rejects the more limiting case of logical" self-contradiction. 
Torrance appeals to 'the p~inciple of sufficient reason' to 
suggest that the rationality of the universe·cries·out for a 
sufficient explanation. One may argue for an ultimate arbi-
t~ariness without logical contradiction. For there is no 
logical bridge between thought and be~ng. If there were, as 
Einstein and Torrance both point out, the rise of empirical 
sci.ence with its understanding of contingent intelligibility 
would have been unnecessary. Rationality could have been 
deduced~ priori, without recourse to experiment. 

The rational 'bridge between thought and being is cog-
~itive but non-discursive; it is an intuitive connection, 
immedia.'tely apprehen<:ted but not finally capable of logical 
analysis. Lewis sough~ to logicalize an ultimate intuitive 
belief-truth which a.lone renders the world rational. Following 
Einstein and Polanyi and reflecting the common sense realist 
tradition, Torrance is content to 'restore the balance·of our 
cognitive powers·' ·to certain fundamental and intuitively 
grasped beliefs, of which belief in the inherent intelligibility 
of an external reality is fundamental. 

It appears that science, as theology, must be. content to 
rely on the in~uitively perceived rationality of certain 
fundamental premises in its task of pursuing truth. Science 
be'lieves that our minds ~re informed by an intuitive and 
rational contact with reality. Without this basic belief our 
mind's found~r in fruitless surmisings and irrelevant inter-

. 27,6 pretati.ons. 
For Torrance, ·the ·human reason can never operate outside 

a framework of ~asic bellefs. 277 N€w facts alone did not de~ 
stray Newtonian physics. It was only when a new interpretive 
framework or belief system gave a new context for the facts 
that understa~ding progressed. Kuhn and Polanyi have cailed 
this a paradigm ~t u.11br~eable by logic. 278 
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In The Abolition of Man, Lewis unapologetitally appeals 
to our intuitive rational ~aculty to argue for his ~dogmatic 
belief in objective value". 279 One sees it or one does not. 
No inductive argument is appropriate. It is the same with 
the regulative beliefs of science. We must be content to 
exposit and describe the basic ration~lity of the univers·e 
without dependence upon any independent buttress"ing from 
necessitarian logic. 

Science is grounded upon certain basic beliefs or fidu-
ciary commitments (such as inherent rationality) which though· 
constantly put to the test in every experiment, are not open to 
logical proof or logical derivation. Within a hierarchical 
integration of rational-ontological levels, they belong to a 
higher rationality than logical deduction as a prior intuitive 
insight and must be employed as premises in any attempted 
proof we would make. 280 Maxwell and Einstein have b~th born 
witness to these beliefs as intuitive and religious in 

,. 281 
character. 

In his exposition of intuitive rational beliefs, Torrance 
makes two assertions. First, the object we seek to know is 
accessible to rational questioning. Science presumes an 
object's rationality in order to inquire _into it at _all. 
Secondly, we accept the object of inquiry in its givenness. 
Science approaches its object with an~ posteriori rationality. 
Speculative questions are set aside in order to probe intb the 
object as it lies before us, asking nature questions appro-
priate to it. 282 This faith in the universe's external, 
inherent rationality gave Max Planck confidence to continue 
his search for true principles until they had "revealed them-
selves to him 11 •

283 Einstein .and Planck both unashamedly held 
that in the end, "the world of phenomenon unambiguousl'Ycliat' 
determines the theoretical system, in spite of the fact~there 
is no logical bridge between phenomenon and their theoretical 
principles". 284 Apart from faith in the reality of rational 

(.. 

structures inherent within the universe, there is no barrier 
against animism, the whimsy of pagan man's a·rbitrary gods and 
cosmos, 6r at best, a ~eturn to the Greek and Medieval in-
attention to the empirical world. 
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If we wish to study theology-, to inquire into God, we 
must understand that the epistemoJ.ogical qu~stion is not utterly 
different from other fields of knowledge, but ha~ a certain 
invariant relation to all fields. If our questions are appro-
priate to the uniqueness of each field and humblY. open to the 
su~ject matter and to the rethinking of our prejudic~s- and 
4ssumptions, we are in the most hopeful position to mak~ 
progress. No science is fr~e; it is bound to its object. 285 

It is only sustained as it began, b1 the love of truth. 286 
. ' 

Of course a true relation to ai:i object will include the 
acceptance of certain statements as true. But :with Polanyi we 
$hould distinguish the assertion that a statement is true from 
the statement which is true in order to emphasize that what 
enables the discovery of objective truth is our .preliminary 
commi~ment to its reality. Only within- a commitment of belief 
can the knpwer as personal agent function properly as he sub-
mits to what is independent of himself. For Torrance, this 
commitment to tq,e _object's rationality and truth saves scien-
tific knowtedge from the subjectivist fallacies of doupt and 

287 . detachment, 
t-et{i.lJl'e, 

Two such regulative, axiomatic beliefs~ a fuller 
discussion, which I will only briefly mention in this.context. 
a.• Contingent Intelligibility. In contingent intelligibility 
we come to the deep paradox at the heart of science. Th·e 
Refo_rmed theologians used to say nihil constat de contingentia 
nisi ex revelatione, nothing can be established about contin-. 
gence ex~ept through revelation. 288 Contingent intelligibility 
r~quires us to investigate the empirical world out of its own . . . 
processes wi tp.out recourse to God. Without contingence and its 
corollary of direct empirical investigation, nature's laws 
would be derivable immediately and necessarily through logical-
deductive process~s without need of experiment. Only by means 
of the bond bet¥een contingence and order has science success-
fully yoked e~periment and theory. And yet we have seen tha~ 
this bo~ding is not the result of science, but its starting 
point, grounded and comprehensible only within a doctrine of 
God as uransc~ndent Creator of the universe. 
b. An External World. Closely related to the contingent 
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intelligibility of the world, is the b'elief in an external 
world. As Einstein puts it, "The belief in an external world 
independent of the perceiving subject ls the basis of all 

\ natural science." 289 

It is this be.lief that there exists an inherently 
rational world, independent of the observer, that Einstein 
grasped as the source of Planck's patience and endurance in 
-discovering the ·new 'physical concepts' which laid the ground-
work for quantum physics. 290 It was this same insistence in 
an externally real and rational world which lay at the roots 
of the debate ~etween Planck and Mach, a debate in which 
Einstein left no doubt about his own sympathiet: 291 

K. The Function of Logic in Science and Theolo~y 
Above all else, says Lewis, the Medieval mind was a 

logical mind. As epitomized in Dante and St. Thomas, 
we see the tranquil indefatigable, exultant energy 
of a passionately logical mind ordering a huge 
ma.ss of heterogeneous details into unity •••• They 
tidied up the ,uniyerse. 292 

For Aristotle, everything below the moo.n was the contingent 
which for him meant t~e irregular and perishable. Medieval 
science tried to study this chaotic, contingent nature by 
superimposing eternal logical patterns. The histor~ of science 
has proved the -severe limitations of such a method. 

Pure logical thinking cannot yield us any knowledge 
of the empirical world ••.•• Propositions arrived at by 
·purely logical means are completely empty as regards 
reality.293 

Logic• 'tells us nothing new. It onl'y orders and clarifies what 
we already know. 294 Logic formalizes or gives a formal account 
of our intuitive faculty of judgement. 295 

It was Occam who first _saw that we cannot understand 
the sequence and succession of events in nature by converting 
their movement ·into a logical relationship. 296 As we have 
seen, this is Lewis' error in Miracles. 

Formal l~gic connects our concepts in a coherent way, but 
at the cost of abstracting them from their material content. 
Logic is invaluable for its rigorous feats of elaborate deduc-
tion. But such knowledge benefits science only when ha~nessed 
to the material knowledge knd contingence of each sp~cial field. 
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Otherwise we have p~ecision of statement without empirical 
meanfng or content, 297 Only as the logic of·scientia generalis 
is brought to work in polarity with scientia spe.cialis, that is, 
the interior logic of each science, has abstract logic any 
value. 298 Formalized log-ic abstracted from actuality restricts 
thought to the timeless, motio~less non-empirical realm of 
possibility. 299 Inevf.tably, .the formalizing tendency of logic 
restricts order to the mind and denies that rationality and 
order inhere in the real world. 3OO 

Modern science does not banish formal, Aristotelian logic, 
but unperstands its proper limits, as it does ·Newtonian phy-

3O1 sLcs. "Practically speaking, classical physics is still 
good for small yelocities"-but not for settling fundamental 
physical questions. 3O2 The answer to the Medieval-Newtonian 
use of logical-causal connections is not an anti-rational jeer 
(as Lewis accuses Hum~nism). 3O3 Rather modern scien~e recog-
nizes through the sheer weight of empirical evidence, the 

, . 
inherent limits to pr~cision when the relation of thought to 
being is formalized into a logical-causal framework. Rad-
hakrishnan right!~ criticizes the West for its rationalistic 
mode of thinking, that is, the assumption that all reality 
can be known in a logical way. 3O4 But when on thes~ grounds 
he dis~isses Western thought, he has not taken seriously the 
whole history of modexn science's integration of thinking with 
the .empir~cal world. The genius of the West is not the pri-
macy of the log~cal, but rather its relentless search for an 
empirical integra~ion of thought arid beipg, which gives fu11 
weight to the physical and the conceptual. 

Lewis. champiun~d th~ validity of logic thrpughout his 
life because tt kept out one .kind of subjectivity which he 
called 'Bulverism'·. This was his nickname for the process 
that psychologically explains how we came to argue a thesis 
and thereby dismisses the what and who, instead of showing 
precisely how the argument it&elf is incoherent or invalid. 3O5 

Logical argument enables debate to maintain an invaluable level 
of precision and clarity by which to examine ideas in? stand-
ardi.zed fashion without· descending to name-calling ad hominems 
and psychologizing innuendoes. Thus when Lewis confronted 
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E. M. W. Tillyard in a classic battle of two schools of l.it-
erary criticism, he relentlessly unpacked hidden and false 
assumptions which undergir~ed certain assertions, pointed out 
non seguiturs and the use of question begging, emotionally 
- - 306 charged expressions posing as arguments. Logic indeed 
fre~s· us of many burdensome fallacies_, formal and informal 
which·we may implicitly earry with us. 

Lewis recognized that logic could become a game of con-
ceptual tiddly-winks. In,retrospect, he refers to the logical 
arguments of his pre-Christian days as the "thin artillery of 
a 17-year-old rationalist 11-.

307 It would be a mistake to 
inrerpret Lewis' popular Christian writings as logical in-
ferential proofs for God. To call Book I of Mere Christianity 
an inductive moral 'argument' for God not only disappoints us 
logically, but fails to do justice to Lewis' avowed _intention 
of Biblical exposition and Hls intuitive argument (similar 
to that in The Abolition of Man) for the inherent, self-evi-... - - -- 308 
dencing rationality-of the Christian message. 

At best, logic lays down a system of rules for formal 
validity which is applic~ble to every science. It tests the 
validity of arguments from true. or false premises by recast_ing 
connections in the real world into subject-predicat~ form. 
But always it must leave "the question of factual _truth ,to 
each special science to determine in its own field and in its 
own.appropriate- way" 309 . 

The mathematici~n Kurt Gtldel,_ has shown that· for formal. 
systems to be true, they must necessarily be incomplete since 
they contain propositions not definable within that system. 
Were they all completely definable within, the system would be 
a tautology, without reference to external reality. The com-· 
plete formalization or logicalization of any science would 
make that science unreal and impossible. This applies to 
logical systems as well. They must be relevant to experience, 
empirically open and flexible. Logic unconnected to reality 
is meaningless. 310 That is why a theology which ignores the 
empirical referents of theological statements and considers· 
them only in their syntactical propositional relations, 
destroys the very thing which distinguishes theological 
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statements from all others and breaks syntactical order from 
· · t l · 1 . t 311 its semantic~on o ogica - roo age. 

This means that theology uses a repentant logic, in 
accord with and subordinate to the material content of 
theology. 312 The only necessity with:which theology works·:is not 
logical necessity, but the~ posteriori necessity that God 
can only relate with man as he has done in his love and judge-
ment in Jesus Christ. 313 One of the recurring themes of 
Athanasius' De Incarnatione is that "apart from the Logos of 
God there is no truly logical thinking". 314 Theo-logic orders 
its thought forms according to Jesus Christ, the Eternal, 
concretely real "Logic" of God enfleshed in the ~ontingencies. 
and particularities of history. 315 Therefore dogmatics or 
systematic theology does not so much work out into a formal 
logical deductive system our knowledge of God, but p~esents 
in an integrated and coherent manner, the content of the Word 
of· -God and its epistemological relevance for all science and 

. '. 316 hi·story. 
T-ot'rance interprets Calvin not as the creator of a 

severely logical theology, but as the faithful, thorough 
317 pioneer of a Christological analogy. However, at times 

Calvin's ambiguous statements concerning election, ~eproba-
t~on and limited atonement (e.g., Christ died for all but only 
prays for the elect) reflects less a Christological ~nal~gy 
than a mind torn between logical deductive habits and Christa-
l . 1 . t t· 318 ogica in egra ion. 

In ~his regard, Samuel Taylor Coleridge, the English 
poet and theologian, sought to restrict logic by means of his 
hermeneutical rul·e that a statement is "true to all intents 
and purposes", not to any logical deduction one cared to 
squeeze out. 319 This Latter way gave the kind of legitimacy 
of major points of doctrine to minor or all logical correlates. 
Any facts repugnant to those conclusions had to be distorted. 320 

Coleridge justifies his limiting of logic by giving priority 
to man's practical reason and his moral and spiritual being 
over man's speculati v•e reason and logical processes. Therefore 
genuine theological statements "may not like theoretical o'r 
speculative positions, be passed onward into all their possible 
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321 logical sequenc.es" Thus, for example, Coleridge ~ejected 
the Augustinian interpretation of "no other name" which con-
demns to damnation all who are not baptized Christians except 
by explic1t b~lief and baptism. Similarly, Lewis interprets 
Christ's words about Hell as intended to address our conscience 
artd will, but not .our intellectuai curiosity. 322 Earlier, 
Athariasius had seen that when theology uses logical-causal 
-connections in an absolute way, it distortingly projects into 
God the tensiu~s and contrarities of human life .and analogies~ 23 

Though Coleridge used Ka_nt' s philosophical distinctions-, 
he gave priority to the practical, non-formalizable. reason as 
the epistemologi~a!ly higher level which controls and inter-
prets the lower, discur,sive reason. In this sense, Coleridge 
foreshadows Polanyi's recent development of the same insight. 
Coleridge, · of cour.se, could not foresee that logical formali-
zation was to be severely limited in physical sciences as well 
through the discovery of quantum and relativity physics •. 
Lewis•· thinking wa.s.u~doubtedly influence~ by Coleridge, both 
in the.priority· given to the practical reason over the dis-
cursive, and in his limited view of how logic in science 
would come to be relativised. 

For Torrance, the primary thought-being connection 
which theology employs is not the abstract, non-emp~rical 
connectio~ of abstract logic, but an organic connection,' which 
inheres within its object, namely, "a connection in the Holy 
Spirit". 324 Logical connections must be integrated into the 
actual knowledge of God which demands a "conceptual reform" 

· 325 in our mode and manner of argumentation. 
If we h~d to depend upon a logical relation 
between the death qf Christ and the ;prgive-
ness of our sins, we would be unforgiven 
whether we believe:-0r not.326 

The true empirical relation between God and man.is "a free 
co.ntingent. relation"; it ,J.s the per.sonal relation of God '·s 
16ving grace to men. To formalize the grace ·of God ±nto 
abstract logical-causal categories leads to tha twin errors 
of .limited atonement and universalism. 327 

Theology must forego ·the tendency to tra~sform the tn-
he~ent Holy Spirit connection ,of theology into a formal 
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logical connection. By the renewing of our·minds through 
Christ's vicarious life and death, all our modes of ~hinking 
a.re. renewed and rehabilitated. The renewing work· of the 
_Holy Spirit •gives <a clarity .and precisi'on to theology which 
is not mechanistic and log~cal-furmal, but relational and 
dnherentiy inteliigible. 328 

Within science and theology~ logic must now ·be seen as 
,· 4 

operation.al and relational and must allow the inherent rational-
; 

ities-. of each scientia specialis to· penetrate unshackled by 
.! priori assumptiqns._ This is the great epistemological lesson 
of which modern physics reminds all fields of science. 329 . 

1. The Rise and Fall of Mechanistic Thinking 
a. The Origins. The exaltation of mech~nistic causality as 
!h£ connecting link between thought and being, arose i-n modern 
sci·ence as· a result of seeing the universe in terms _of bodies 
in moti~n interacting externally and causal~y ,on one another. 
Though Medieval science also saw nature as. a causally ordered 
system, its notion of motion was Aristotelian and ,its causes 
were 'fingl cause~~- With Newton, ~ature's motion was 
Galilean and its causes were .mathematical and mechanical 
principles. 330 The new ~ausality became science 1·s most· highly 
prized mental tool. It' reduced the chaos of cont,in~ent events 
to order by arranging events within a universal law.~hich-
functioned impersonally and mechanically, allowing ~bstract 
mathematics to quantify the relations between phenomena. 
Galileo "abstracted from the natural cohesion of things" so-, 
cal·l,ed primary qualities which are ·quantifiable. 3-31 Quantifi-. ., 
able qualities soon beca~e the prope-r subjeot matter of science 
since they alone were open to mathematical· repre-sentation and 
(appar..ently) open to complete formalizati.an·. 

This change to mechanico-logical thinking reveals a 
deeper underlying change in man's intellectual yearnings. 
During the seventeenth and eig~teenth centuries Christian 
the"Ology grew "anxious to vindicate God's rationality" and 
opposed any kind of pan~hei~m or panpsychism, as well as any 
notion of a magical or whim~i~al universe. 332 Following 
Athanasius, theologians hatl formerly understood 1:he rationality 
of the universe on the basis of the incarnation and rethought 
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The mechanical-causal mode of thinking became deter-
minative in many other fields,· including as we shall see, 
theology. In biology, Charles_Darwin argued deductively that 
the development of all life was through a natural selection 
mechanism without recourse to any.purpose. By his own admis-
sion, he had no empiTical evidence that natural selection 

d d . 338 ever pro uce a ne~ species. 
However, essenti~l to cause-effect thinking is a neces-

sary ·connection between empirical even.ts, "and this I cannot 
find in any actual causal series", said David Hume_.339 Hume 
challenged causality's objectiv.ity by pointing out that a 
"necessary connectibn" can. be - nefther- observed nor experienced. 
Science can trace causality back 6nly to mental habits or 
belie£s, but aot to sense experience. 340 

Kant's famous answer to Hume gave ~ausality a·mental 
necessity., but ·not an empirical, external necessity. That is 
the significan~e- of hts synthetic~ priori doctrine. Kant 
s~lvaged Newton's now objectively questionable framework of 
absolute space and t~me by giving it a new objectifying frame-
work as a. universal and necessary form, not of the empirical 
wor~d~ but of the mind. 341 Kant maintained science's mechan-
istic universe by transferring causality and. abso_~ute space 
and time 'from the mind of God which holds the world together, 
to the mind of man. The price Kant extracted by salvaging 
mechapistic ~cience was the loss of an objective, rational 
or~r independent of our knowing it. 342 An objectifying mode 
of thought replaced an 6bjective mode; knowledge was limited 
to appearances Qhich the mind constructs through a priori 
patterns, 

Kant's id~alist philosophy inaugurated a new and more 
severe strain of necessitarianism and determinism, because 
as unchangeable mental l&ws, the cat~gories of understanding 
were not, amenable to empirica-1.alteration or verification.'3 43 

This prescriptive mental fr~rnework severely distorted and 
restricted empirical s~ience's openness to the contingent 

344 world. • 
ay the nineteenth century, science had reduced nature 

at all levels to the· same forces and described all reality 
54 



kl,~ cf 
/\1. 1 VA-c./ i. r I\/ IAle«. 

I 



for it penetrates far deeper to the inherent connections 
between thinking and reality tban causality allows. At one 
point Planck struggled ~ith the quantization of energy because 
its denial of mechantcal causality se~med to imperil the 
rationality of nature. Yet by sheer empirical openness and 
faith in the rationality of the universe, he had the courage 
tp believe that the end of causality did not imply the absence 
of ontological rationality. 351 Indeed, a new glimpse into the 
intrinsic ~ationality of the universe had occurred. 

When analyzing litera~y- hjstory, Lewis inten~ionally 
avoided causal explanations. .If w~ ask, for example, what 
caused the change in sentiment about women in the Medieval age, 
Lewis refused t0 answer,· that is, if by cause we seek wholly 

· 352 to account· for and explain away ,any novelty. For many years 
ph~lological criticism had been deeply influenced b~ a mechani-

. cal image transposed from science. It impli-ed that a cause-
, effect explanation accounted for all changes in meaning and in 

language deyelopment. In con.t.rast, Lewis suggested a mutual 
influence much more subtle and reciprocal., as between frrends. 353 

For· Torrance, the rationality of the universe is multi-
variable in mode, though unitary in,character. 354 The limit-
less variety of f(?rm and pattern fn·nature makes ~mpi.rical 
investigative science essential to discover, nature's subtle 
character. If· nature's patt~rns were uniform, isomorphic and 
homogeneous throughout, science could prctceeq through logical-
deductive processes alone. And y~t, the belief in the coherent 
and rational character of nature gives science the confidence 
to question nature in never-.ending variety. 

Whereas science formerly sought to reduce all events to 
causal connections in a rigidly mechanical universe, it now 
seeks to discover relations between things and events at dif-
ferent levels of complexity. The universe is not a flat-
levelled and, simple causal system, but a stratified ~tructure, 
which science is beginning to understand as a harmonious hier-
archy of relations. But certainly it is not reducible to con-
nections all on the same level. As Heisenbe~g attests, the 
world is "a complicated tissue of events with connections of 
different klnds alternating or overlapping or combining". 355 
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' 1 b. The Impact of .Logical-Mechanical Thinking on Theology~ 
Art atidEthics. Following Galileo, science pictured the uni-
yerse as consistin~ of bodies in motion which causally and 
externally act upon one another. Torrance argues that these 
qualities -were selected and abstracted from the natural co-
hesion of things and dubbed 'primary qualities', because they 
were (apparently) open to complete mathema.tical representation 

d f 1 . t' 356 an orma iza ion. 
For Newton, God inertially contains and regulates the 

universe as the absolute· container and thereby causally con-
ditions all things within and reduces them to a rigidly mechan-

357 · ical system. As self-regulating, the universe has no need 
for any adjusting ac_tivity on God '·s part. Hence Newton sup-
ported Arius. God as the immutabie container of the world of 
space and time could no more become part of the universe than 
a bucket could become one of the pieces within it. 358 God is 
so transcendently and absolutely related to· the universe that 
he is deistically detached from it, immutable and impassible. 359 

By ·t~e time of Newton, science'· s notion of God's rela-
tion to the world had come full circle. Earlier Medieval 
science had refused even to think of nature apart from God, 
and refused to understand nature out of its own c~ntingent; 
rationality. For Newtonian~, nature was so self-regulating 
and self-contained, that they had politely banished God_'s 
activity from the world he (admittedly) created. 360 Not only 
was the incarnati,on abandoned, but the role of the Holy Spirit 
in creation was seen to be unnecessary as well. As Coleridge . . 
remarked, deism taught man to view the God-world relationship 
a'S one ·of a building to. its mason, which "leaves the 
~dea of omnipresence a mere abstract notice in the state-room 
of our reason". 361 

Nineteenth century science proceeded analytically and. 
atomistically,. and broke nature down into particles to explain 
nature in terms of the causal laws of physics and chemistry. 
This led to a determinist view of all life. 362 A closed and 
mechanistic universe correlated admirably with an immutable 
and transcendent deity and produced a massive deism still so 
influential in the Western world.. 

57 

r 



This deistic disjunction between God and the world means 
that no real word from God can cross the gulf b~tween God and 
the creature. 363 Two results follow. First, the Biblical 
understanding of miracles degenerates into supernatural inter-
ferences in our world which infringe on nature's laws. This 

· 364 in turn led- to explaining the incarnation as a symbol. 
Deism denies any incarnate interaction, cuts short all onto-
logical referents .in Biblical statements and leaves theology 
with acts of God explainable only as existential happenings, 

. . 365 but not factual events in historical space and time. 
Secondly, statements with ontological referents are re-inter-
preted as the socio-rel1gious self-understanding of that time. 
With no ontological referent in God- man statements and no 
spac~""'time empirical· correlates, the Bible becomes a "nose of 
wax"· J;"eflectihg man's self-under~tanding:: 366 Wittgenstein, , 

. however, .reminds us that "turning all statements into des-
crip.tions of my inner life" is· solipsism, not theology. 367 

Through ~he combination of Newton's dualism of a mech-
anical universe and Kant's epistemological dualism of noumenal 
and phenomenal, God was conceptually shut out of the empirical 
world. 368 By an illegitimate transference of a model from 
one field to another, the static and necessary quality of ... 
Newton's mechanistic universe was imposed on to the notions 
of history. Histori•cal investigation became modelled after 
the· empirical-causal m_ethod of science. Natural causality 
replaced God's agency in history. A yawnin_g gulf arose 
between the accidental truths of history and the eternal or 
necessary· truths of reason (Less.ing). 369 This is the· cultural 
backdrop to Rudotf Bultmann's demythologizing campaign. This 
schema undoubtedly influenced Bultmann to think away the 
empirical reality of the incarnation into existential events 
devoid of empirical, space and time correlates. 

In th~ wake of quantum and relativity theory,. the mech-
anistic universe of Ne_wton is today a most interesting and 
valuable piece of scientific prolegomena, but no longer the 
primary or normative scientific model of the universe. ·Its 
obsolescence is a crushipg olow to all the apologetical and 
anthropocentric theologies forged within its guidelines. 

58 





Yet, this is a great gain for theological progress. 
Mecnanical concepts ruled out ab initio any living and dynamic 
interaction of God with the world. 370 As with science, so 
with theology. The form of connections between God and the 
world eludes all attempts to contain them within a framework 
of causal and logical relations. 371 For Torrance, the demise 
of the mechanical universe 

allows the basic doctrines of incarnation and 
resurrection to be thought out and formulated 
on their own proper ground without extraneous 
conditions unscientifically imposed_ under the 
absurd claim of a-completely formalized model 
of the '-:lniverse.·372 
Torrance argues that there can be no scientific or 

philosophical justification for extrapolating into other 
fields (hi$tory and theology) a determiz:iistic causality of 
the now outmoded Newtonian-Kantian epistemological framework. 373 

If the old mechanical problems within science are now discounted 
by .physicists as artificial frameworks .t_hat create pseudo-
problems, surely the same applies to certain theological 
problems including, and extending beyond, the incarnation and 
. t. 374 -resurrec ion. 

Here we should note the determi.nist understanding of, 
God's sovereignty in regard to the doctrine of el~ction and 
predestination. Originally the Reformers, particularly 
Calvin, emphasized the priority and initiative of grace for 
our knowledge of God. 'Pre' originally meant that the saving 
grace which redeems man is grounded in the inner, eternal ~ife 
of God himself. 375 Man does not place himself under grace by 
any thought or action, for he is there already. 

Mechanistic pseudo-problems soon developed. Through 
combining Augustine's notion of irresistable grace with the 
mechanistic notions of Aristotelian and Newtonian causality, 
predestination came to be understood as 'preceding grace' that 
i~, the causal antecedent to our salvation in time. Augustine's 
causal notions of grace depersonalized grace. 376 Within a 
Newtonian framework wherein absolute mathematical time and 
space are clamped onto relative, phenomenal space and time, 
(causally and logically conditioning them), it was not 
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surprising that this kind of mechanical prius which was be-
lieved to occur in the tepiporal-spatial realm was read back 
into God's eternal election. 377 This led some theologians 
to posit within God an irresistable decree which regulates 
and limits the incarnation and cross of Christ. From the 
original Hebraic notion of the intensely personal, dynamic 
g~ace of God, predestination was· translated into a determin-
istic and logically mecganical rel~tion. 378 If causal thinking 
distorts the epistemology'of the physical universe, it distorts 
much more seriously when applied ,to theology. 

Lewis saw the Arminian-Calvinist controversy as arising 
from an illegitimate attempt to.work out the divine-human 
relationship in· caus_al terms. 379 When he described his own 
conversion, ~ewis recalls a point. at which he was aware of 
hol_ding- something at· bay. He felt he had a choice-:...to unbridle 

. or to close up. He opened. 
Yet it did not seem possible to do the opposite ••• 
Necessity may not be the opposite· of freedom and 
perhaps a man is most free when, instead of pro- 380 ducing motives, he could only say 'I am what I do'. 
Coleridge strongly oppos~d the mechanistic determinism of 

the American theologian, Jonathan ~dwards. Edwards, Coler.idge 
claims, makes causality the fundamental la~ of re~lity--physical 
and spiritual, and in so doirig, "swallows up all attributes of 
God in the one attribute of Infinite Power 11 •

381 Lewis shares 
this opposition to an over-emphasis on God's will power, for 
"those who begin by worshipping power soon worship evil". 382 

Similarly, Polanyi see~s to re-interpret freedom in a non-
causal manner. "The fr~edom of t}:ie subjective person to do 
as. he pleases is overruled by the freedom of the responsible 
person to act as he must. 11383 

Man's freedom in the sense of a response of tntegrity to 
God rests upon the trapscendent freedom of God over a11· space 
and time·. Creation nihilo, therefore, denies that necessity 
governs the universe. Rather, God gives his creation a limited, 
contingent freedom grounded i-n his own freedom. Christianity 
frees man and the cosmos f~om the tyranny. of fate and all 
pagan determinisms which seek to impose a cyclic necessity 
within a self-sufficient and uncreated universe. Man's 
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contingent freedom, as man's contingent rationality, is 
grounded transcendently in God. 384 

For too long, said Einstein, man's moral life has been 
retarded by the deterministic frames of philosophy and science, 
which by their causal and objectifying modes of thinking leave 
many people with little room for a deepening religious and 
ethical sense. 385 Nor have the arts been left unblemished. 
The first revolt against scientific mechanism came with the 
Romantic movement. Post~Newtoriian scientific man had dis-
e~chanted from his un~verse the teeming spirits and the cosmic 
dance and .festival, and exchanged these for a cold machine of 
d'eterminate and mathematical causality. 386 The Romantic 
reaction broke out of this sterile laboratory, but only by 
r,liriquish~ng the status of objective reality for i~s aesthetic 
enjoy~ent and ethical meaning in- personal relationships; it 
det~ched value and beauty from any objective, rational gr.ound-
in~ in the universe and ultimately from the transcendent love 
and beauty of God. 387 Only through a personification or pro-
jection of the inner life of man on to nature did Romantic 
man again enjoy nature's beauty as weli as analyze her ration-
ality. (Of course, in idealism, nature's rationality is also 
· d b , · , )388 impose upon nature-- y mans- autonomous reason. d 

In a sense, the Romantic counter attack on science ended 
in a truce. It gave free rei-gn to logical-mechanical objec-
tivity in nature, and left values, theology and aesthetics to 
the security of the inner spiritual life of man's consciousness. 

Romanticism may be content to project value, beauty and 
rationality from our creativity on to a deaf and dumb universe. 
Christianity, however, seeks a deeper, objective restoration 
of rational form in both natural arid theological science.• The 
Romantic revolt failed because it insufficiently challenged 
mechanism. It still operated within an anthropocentric 
framework. 

Kant's radical distinction between noumenal and pheno-
menal was attractive to many theologians for similar reasons. 
Particularly it appeared to offer an escape for the spiritual 
and moral life 
causality 11 •

389 
from tI:ie "oppressive tyranny of omnicompetent 
As a result, the· objective, this-worldly and 
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humari was related only tangentially to the non-objective, 
transcendental and divine, with no possibility of interaction 
between God and man. Thus all historical statements about 
God's interaction with man (incarnation, atonement) were re-
interpreted as this-worldly objectifications mythologically 
projected into God. 390 

As Einstein noted, this mAlaise is evidenced in modern 
man's moral and personal life as well. ·Modern indus,trial 
society often hears the chi~lihg suggestion that life is de-
generating into machin~s. When the functionalist-atheist 
Max Bense suggests as a remedy that we·programrne beauty and 

·1 precise pleasure, he only ref lee.ts the desperately dehuman-___,.,..,_ . 
izing factors at work in the intellectuar arid philosophical 

· . 391 life ··of a t·echnological culture • 
. ·2·. Determinism: Th~ Quantum - Relativity Debate 

As we have .seen, a science which sees nature's ration-
ali~y as a system ~f logical~causal con?ections inertially 

. i~posed by a detached and immutable God leads to a universe of 
necessity and d~terminism. 392 All logical-causal systems think 
away the radical contingence of the universe upon God and . 
thereby identify ration~lity with logical necessity. This 
leads science back into a non-empirical rationali.~m. Though 
the older form of a closed mechanistic universe of cause and 
effect has been overthrown by relativity, determinism has 
emerged in a new form. 

Quantum theory asserts that we cannot get behind the 
observer and his statistical account of probabilities to 
describe an objective order. In measuring positions or momenta 
of atoms, we necessaril_y exclude the other. Both can be ac-
counted for only in a statistical approach of probabilities. 
Niels Bohr therefore concluded that there is an essential 
limitation in our description of nature. All observation 
interferes with the course of phenomena. Einstein was never 
satisfied with this. He wanted to go beyond probabilities, 
to an actual description of reality. But when he asserted 
that 'God does not play dice', he was. accused of determinism 
by his colleagues. 393 

Einstein believed the acquiesence of quantum theory 
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implied a lack of reality and real coherence independent of 
the subject. In effect, it was a return to Kant's~ priori 
assumption of form imposed on phenomena. 394 Einstein felt 
it was science's d~ty to penetrate into the inner relations 
of quantum re~liti~s and describe their dynamic structure. 
To stop at probability laws is a mere ~tatistical resolution, 
whicp fails to uncover any objective order in contingent events 
and relations. It amounts to imposing a black box on their 
. . .. t. 395 intrinsic ~onnec ions. 

Einstein's search for a direct description of reality 
is a realist position, not & determinist one. Einstein be-
lieved a real, external orde~ exists in the world which we 
can m~raculously apprehend. This does not imply a neces-
sitarian order of rigid, causally necessary connections. By 
th~ ph~ase ·,God does not pl~y dice' Einstein expreised his 
profound belief in the regularity of nature. 396 To reject 
random chance in favour of an objective but dynamic relatedness 
(as in field theory) inherent in quanta was not determinist 1 . . . 397 
but realist. As Torrance puts it, 

The Kantian notion of the objectifying activity 
of the reason is a renunciation of genuin~ly 
objective operations, and it wls .that r~lic 
of Kantian subjectivity that Einstein• . 
detected and repudiated in the Copenhagen.- and· 
G8ttingen forms of quantum theory.398 

It is quantum theory's statistical approach, not 
Einstein's relativity, which leads to determinism. Quantum 
theory operates with two distinct concepts of matter and 
field. When it assumes the two are continuously dist_ributed 
for the sake of statistical understanding, it thereby operates 
within the old mechanical notions. 'Indeterminacy' can only 
be understood within the old framework of determinacy. 399 

Quantum theory's implicit judgement that the universe is 
random and irrational for which man can only impose some 
statistical· order· also troubled Lewis. He found it almost 
impossible to believe scientists really meant that movements 
of individual units are in themselves random and lawless. 400 

Surely, thought Lewis, echoing Einstein, units of matter 
cannot be lawless in themselves, but only at present to us. 
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Since "it's the glory of science to p.rogres s '!, he believed that 
it would be sorted out and a governing principle found. 401 

This was Einstein's instinctive reaction to the contemporary 
402 forms of quantum theory. 

To reject random chance is not to affirm determinism. 
A critical reaiism seeks to apprehend and describe realities 
themselves· and not mere probabilities of occurrence. 403 

Einstein's vision of a continuou~ and dynamic relatedness-
inherent in reality, renders t~e chance-ne~essity dialectic 
irrelevant-. 404 For Torrance, the answer lies in seeing that 
there is a rationality without logical-causal necessity, a 
ratibna1ity of contingence which consists of a subtle cohesion 
of natur~l e~ents a~d one way processes. The evolving and 
expanding universe demands of science more flexible and open 
forms of rational order, "which chance and necessity cannot 

. begin to cope with". 405 

3. Abstractions: Their Strengths and Weaknesses 
As.we have seen, Medieval science, Newtonian physics and 

posit-i-vism all alle&e that the rational components of knowledge 
are derived by means of logical inference from observation. 
We abstract theory by ·observing appearances. 406 To abstract 
is to isolate the common quality by· l'eaving out a_;1 the -complex 
particulars in which i~ lies embedded. The resulting gener~l-
ities and universals are creations of the mind; they are not 
real existences, but the workmanship of man. 407 In ~uch 
schemes, cheory has an abstract and logical relation to being 
which we create from the raw data. 408 Abstract concepts there-
fore exist only and wholly for the mind which conceive~ them. 
For Torrance, chis eliminates the possibility that theory has 

tfia.,?1 ,t.11 an intrinsic relation to being,~ rather an,external, 
aostract relationship. (Of course, in the Thomist view, there 
is a real relation of abstract logical form to being which we 
are given based on a pre-ordained harmony. But this is not 
empirically grounded. Inference is an innate truth.) 

Mathematics epitomizes the abstract concept. By the use 
of abstract" mathemati'cs Gal'ileo created a new precisiort and 
clarity between our minds an~ the world. 409 The· discovery of 
abstract mathematical connections was crucial: to the advance 
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of s~ience. 410 As~ result of this achievement, science was 
drawn to things amenable to measurement.and calculation, 
namely, shape, size, quantity an~ m9tion, find not taste, 
colour, sounds and smell--Locke's secondary qualities. 

Mathematics connects us to the empirical world. It 
represents groups of connections in a c~heren~ system of 
conc~pts which are in turn represented by a mathematical 
scheme. In ·effect, we isolate and ide,alize a group of con-
nec~ions for the purpose of pr~cision. 411 

Another highly successful abstract mental proc~ss is 
analysis, by which the whole is broken up into its con&tituent 
parts for the sake of clarity and precision. Lewis defined 
natural philosophy (.scie.nce) as the product of abstraction 

412 and. analysis. • 
Lewis opposed any primary dependence upon the· mental 

activities of abstraction and analysis because he consi~ered 
them to be inherently inaccurate guides to reality. The reason? 
Analysis, says Lewis, kills what it sees and sees only by 
killing. "We murder to dissect." 413 . Analysis tempts us to 
make distinctions in thought which are not empirically real 
and hence, creates a bogus clarity. 414 

Thus in p9etic criticism, most ·analyses ar~,cheap sub-
stitu~es for an ~maginative, participatory apprehension of the 
poem. By focusing .on very specific technical problems, ana-
lytical. thinking easily avoids or ignores connections and 
implications. ~9r L~wis, the more concrete and vital the 
poem, the more hopel~ssly complicated and misread it becomes 
in ap?Lysi.s. 415 One. may with relative ease unravel a· single 
thread of_ a tapestry--an incident, a name, a motive, a doctrine 
or principle one detects, e~~rac;t it and proceed to interpret 
th,e whole from that abstracted part. But this avoids the more 
difficult and primary synthetic task of understanding the 
whole Ricture from its many ~qreads. 416 

J. R.R. Tolkien, Lewis' friend and colleague, reminds 
us that a picture is greater than and not explained by the 

417 sum of its compon~nt threads. Here then is the fatal weak-
ness of the analytic method-,-to unravel a tapestry is not to 
-explain the weavi'ng. Lewis borrows an analogy from ,Bergson to 
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explain the universe's ~ationality from a unified synthetic 
perspective. Men with ment~l limitations may regard a painting 
as made up of little coloured dots p~t together like a mosaic. 
By studying the brushwork of the painting through ·a microscope, 
they may sort thes~ relations into certain regularities. But· 
to conclude that any-departure from these regularities is 
wrong or incoherent is to misunderstand. For what the little 
men painfully reconstructed from a million dots, the artist 
produced. with a single, ·lightning quick brush-stroke, his 
eyes taking in the whole and hts ·mJnd obeying laws of compo-
sition which observers who count dots have not seen arid perhaps 
never will·. 418 This integrativ~paradigm more ~ccurately 
reflects the rationality of God who heals and reorders nature 
through incarnation, atonement and resurrection. God's 
ac~iviby in· Christ does not constlitute a bre:ach -of order, but 
reveals the living rule and organic unity, whereby God works 
from his own point of view. 

Analysis -also can .distort .when it r~structures its 
subject-matter by an unnatural abstract f;ramework conceived 
(a·lbeit brilliantly) by the interpret.er who do.es not make the 
effort to discover in the whole tts own organic structure, 
but instead dissects anq reorders ·by ~nravelling _9ne particular 
component. 419 In its attempt to lay bare the essence of things, 
abstract and conceptual analysis often divests reality of its 
substance and can easily become a superfici~l reductionism. 420 

Nonetheless, abstract concepts are indispensable. 
Einstein testif~es that the new clue ~hich set him off toward 
relat:ivity came "from an analysis of the most fundamental and 
primitive concepts 11 •

421 Analysis helps us avoid misunder-
standing by forcing us to think"Inore clearly in order to foster 
meaning. Lewi~ notes that ,at times we must go outside a work 
to read it .properly. For example, we must leave the Medieval 
poem and lo.ok up the ·unknown words in a dictionary. 42.2 

Formal analysis, like its cousin, formal logic, enhances our 
intellectual powers "by performing otherwise impossible feats 
of deductive arguments. 11423 Like paper money, abstractions 

424 are more convenient than gold for exchange purposes. Of 
course, as the abs-traction proceeds further afield from its 
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empirical base 5 it. suffers semant:b.c inflation. 
Pol'anyi suggests that analysis functions best when it 

oscilla.tes with seeing the whole. That is, through the 
rhythm of analysis and integration we move toward a deeper 
understanding of things-, but always integration should pre-
dominate.425 Analysis must always remain incomplete lest 
meaning be· destroyed by overzealous formalization. Ultimately, 
analysis and integration are complementary. Polanyi and Lewis 
see the two a~ two different ways of regard~ng the same thing, 
namely looking at it and looking from it. 426 If ·anything 2 

Lewis more emphatically asserts that true analysis can· only 
proceed properly ·from inside the concrete integrated exper-
tence.427 

, ·. The chief danger of the abs~racting process is that it 
may d:i:ssolve out of o.ur thought any empiri-cal connecti.on to 

· • nature and therefore it "lets actual change· or motion slip 
' through a mathematical mesh or system ••.• " .,428 Mathematical 
generalizations rub away the differentiating features of the 
real world in order to.create a highly abstract uniformity. 
But this resolves away cont.ingence and leads to a determinist 
view of reality. 429 This is the tendency of Greek and German 
idealist thinking: it imposes a pattern where th~re is none 
and obscures the inherent pattern which can be discerned only 

posteriori by empirical observation and experiment~tion. 430 

This is Polanyi's cardinal char~e against Kantiqn philosophy, 
that is, it imposes a bogus order without seeking a penetration 
into the interior structures of .reality. Theoretical specula-
tion i9 preferred over knowledge by experience. 431 

Mechanical~causal frameworks lack a natural organic 
coherence with their subject matter; they are only an abstract, 
inferential const~uctipn. Fortunately, the collapse of clas-
sical mechanics has forced science to see that nature ~an only 
be· understood out of its innate organization or 'dynamic field 
struc.tures. 

Following Maxwell, Eins.tein challenged the external, 
idealized mathemacics 1and sought an embodied mathemat~cs, that 
is, a geometry integrated with natural objects. By means of 
his four-dimensional. geometry, Einstein found a way t"o fuse 
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together the logital-formal aspect and the intuitive content 
of mathematics. 432 

Einstein demonstrated that even abstra~t mathematics 
is most precise when it has an embodied empirical connection 
to reality.· Four-dimensional geome~ry does not abstract away 
the empirical, contingent and particular, ·but is attacl:\ed and 
correlated with it. ,The implications demand of science a 
drastic change of 1:lrst 'principles and method. 433 Torrance has 
in mind the essential unity' of: form and being, substance and 
structure which inheres in the universe and hence, an open . . 

posteriori scientific inquiry. 
At this point, Lewis di'ffers from Torrance. He failed 

to r,ethink science radically in the wake of relativity and 
retains the nineteenth century notion of science, which pri-
ma~ily seeks prediction which abstracts'from the uniqueness of 
events in order to predict 'ab~tracted identicals'. Scientific 
experimen~ reduces to a minimum all -historical particularities 
and irrelevancies. 434 That is,,. for Lewis. the abstractive, 
logical-causal process is- science. Yet he was dissatisfied 
with this and wa~ groping for a more· intuitive and synthetic 
science. This is brought out by his positive comments about 

· · 435 the anthroposophic experiments at the G8ethe Ins~~tute. · 
Twentieth century science has 'broadened and deepened its 

own understand~ng of its nature· and scope. The fund~mental 
goal of science is not to predict, but to comprehend reality, 
says Einstein. He· clearly realizes that mathematical precision 
and comprehension of reality is "attained only by the sacrifice 
of completeness". 436 Through its mathematical tools, science 
discovers only on_e quality of the real. world. It does not 
exhaustively describe the real. 

Post-relativity, science has begun to question certain 
misreading tendencies df abstractive procedure. For instance, 
though relativity theory legitimized Newton within a limited 
area, it ·saw that ·Newton .created~ great gulf between his 
abstract, impersonal objectivism- and our ordinary experience. 
Torrance traces 'this gap to the dualism between primar~ and 
secondary qualities, subject and ob1ect, .and finally, the 
artificial connection of absolute space and time whicli Newton 
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437 introduced to overcome these problems. In contrast, 
Einstein g~ounds scientific knowledge in patterns latent in 
the world. (four-dimensional geometry) and ~hus connects the 
st~ucture of scientific knowledge with our·natural experience 
in an organic way with open field structures and fluid laws. 
And this in turn opens the way to study areas of heretofore 
h t f l ·t 438 eterogenous aspec so rea i y. 

Above all else, Einstein saw that the· abstracting process 
o·f science disengaged thinking. from the inner form embedded 
in tHe field, a marvelous harmony which Leibnitz glimpsed. 
Thus science had omitted an essential part of the empirical 
world, namely, that part already fused with form. As a ·result, 
it lacked the appropriate conceptual form through which to 
grasp the object. 439 The primary or synthetic mode of thinking 
se~~s- to connect things with other things and to think their 
interrelations, though never in arr imposing or tormenting 
way. 440 Hence·, it is crucial that science determines correctly 
the specific mode or kind of connection that truly describes 
the particular field it· studies. 

Because form and being are inherently fused together, 
integrative and not analytical thinking is the primary act in 

. 441 . scientific discovery. Analysis may ignore the_, clues within 
the natural matrix in which they exist, in favour of their 
translation into prearranged logical-causal structur~s and 
criteria. Integration fus~s clues. It does not deduce them. 442 

Einstein admitted that mathematical precision arose only 
at the cost o·f completeness. This implies that mathematical 
precision is an abstraction of nature's inherent mathematical 
qualities from its coinherence with a~sthetic and moral 
qualities. Einstein's abstractions differ from Newton's in 

I 

that they are indwelt abstractions; modern physics now isolates 
and .generalizes intuited discoveries and no longer applie~ a 
regulative logical-causal framework on to nature. Torrance 
recogntzes that following the intuitive free creations of 
fundamental physical ·concepts, science may, and indeed, must 
"connect up" by the abstractive deductive process, other 
ideas and connections in order to produce theoretic and 
1 .. 11 h t . 443 A · ·1 ogica y co eren structures in nature. simi ar 
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strength and weakness exists in Patristic theology's intuited 
penetrations into the grammar of the Gospel, which Torrance 
rightly sees as fundamental. They are, after all, abstractions, 
which considered apart from the concrete ·events of the life 
of Jesus, lose their relevance and validity. 444 

4. Abstractions in Theology and Life· 
Theologians consistently struggle with the problem of 

imposing alien frameworks in theology. Many theological 
problems arise when artificial. thought-foDDs are introduced 
to Christian faith, and encase theo].ogy in alien philosophical 
constructs. We have already noteq how the Newtonian-Kantian 

priori of space and time, a necessitqrian framework, creates 
the cultural model which led to the de-historicizing and 
spiritualizing of Bultmann. There are many other instances we 
might- mention. For example, Leo. the Great transposed Peter's 
apostolic authority into the format of a pre-Christian Roman 
law with its structure of hereditary and legal succession. 445 

S~condly, encasing the real presence of Christ in an Aris-
totelian concept of space as a receptable or container, led 
to the Latin-Lutheran-Reformed intransigence regarding an 
ecumenical eucharistic agreement. 446 . 

We have seen.that an embodied.mathematics ·gtves us a 
clear grasp of reality--at the cost of completeness. The 
inc_ompleteness multiplies when we consider non-embodied math-
ematics such as Euclidean geometry or abstractions in literary 
criticism, To examine, to analyze without a living involve-
ment i~ the literary context, is to take a red coal out of the 
fire to examine it. The coal fades to ash and dies. 447 

For Lewis, abstractions dissect living concrete things 
in order to analyze. They are accepted by formal logic as. 
true, to the extent that they embody timeless and universal 
laws. When we connect ideas to the laws of non-contradiction, 
we thereby cut off their connection in empiri~al reality. 
Such abstract ideas are only mechanical, and have no organic 
connection to empirical reality. "They are not living. 11448 

Not surprisingly, dead things are ugly to look at. But that 
does not mean living things are ugly too. As Reason telrs 
John, a ma-n cut open is not a man. "Is it surprising that 
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thing·s should look strange i~ you see them as they are not ?" 44,9 

If the man is not sewn up quickly, he will die. Only one who 
seeks to heal and restore the natu~al form should ever desire 
the transparent pictures which analytic dissection can give. 

The ~bstracting process in theology has left many strange 
sights of things as they are not. An .earlJ misunderstanding 
occurred when the idea of grace was abstracted and detached 
from God's activity in Jesus the Ohrist. 450 Perhaps the most 
towering abstraction of recent Biblical scholarship is the 
s~-called historical Jesus and the concomitant quest to dis-' 
cover it. Improper theoretical structures about Jesus are 
built up by abstracting our favour~te ingredients out of the 
living New Testamen;· empirical real:ity of Christ 'clothed with 
his Gospel' (Calvin) and pr·esenti.ng them as the real, 'histor-
ical Jesus'. They amount to abs.tracted qualities reconstructed 

, . 451 
in a personified form. Where the New Testament speaks of 
Jesus concr~teiy as the God-man, personified abstractions speak 
o~ Je-sus as merely human or m~rely spiritual. 452 Similarly, 
when the resurrection is no longer interrelated with the in-
carn,tion, Christ becomes interpreted doceiically and lacks 
concrete, empirical an4 historical authenticity. 

Lewis as~erts (through Scre~ti~e) that such critical 
reconstructions 

direct men's devotion to something which does not 
exist, for each 'historical Jesus' is unhis.torical • 
••• Eacb new historical Jesus ••. is ~ot by suppression 
at one point and exaggeration at another ••• and 
guessing •••• Such a program distracts men from who 
He· ts and what He did.453 . 

The' abstracting process drives a deep wedge between the noetic 
and ontic reality. Abstractions, that is, "detaching the great 
fe~tures of Revelation from the living conte~t of Scripture, dd 
by that very act dest·roy their life and purpose". 454 This 
destroys the spiritual life, for it replaces the. real and. 
concrete presence of Christ in Word, prayer and sacrament with 
a shadowy, historical reconstruction. 

It is not surprising to find that creeds which were 
written when the process of logical abstraction was very pop-
ular, confess a God lacking "the kindness, humanity, familiarity 
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of the' God of the Reformation", and tend towards impersonality 
and harshness. 455 Lewis reminds us that it was only the Greeks 
who were primarily analytical. The Hebrews experienced ·worship 
as God's presence and beauty, drawing no distinction or dual-
ism.456 Th~ Hebraic joyful unity inhabits a different world 
from the divorce between knowing Chri,st' s benefits and ·knowing 
Christ, which characterizes Bultmann,s approach. 

In the modern hermeneutic·s discussion, the wholesale 
appropriation of linguistic analytical methodology is seen 
when theological statements are treated merely as logical 
propositions to analyze and interpret in their syntactical 

- 457 interrelations detached from the acts of God. Such logical-
syntactic relations ·analyzed in abstracto are valid only in an 
absolute, closed and inert system. Yet theology claims to be 
about the living God. What results is a mutilation of concrete 
and intuitive knowledge of the real for an abstractive formal 
knowledge of the ideal. In contrast, Christian theology seeks 
t9 look and hear through its theological statements to God's 
personal and divine being. For theology is personal encounter 
and rational cognition in a li~ing unity. 458 

The abstracting of theology into logical sequences or 
the in vacuo analysis of logical-syrieactic relat~9ns begs the 
question of the appropriateness of using logical-causal pat-
terns or merely analytical techniques to refer precisely to 
the real world which theology investigat~s .. In the light of 
four-dimensional geometry, sci~nce now questions ahy' logical-
mathematical system or symbolic st~uctures which disregard any 
concern for the intuitive-empirical contact with the actual 
world. This is artificial thinking based only in the mintl, not 
empirically grounded in reality. 459 In the wake of four-dimen-
sional geometry, theology must learn to take seriously in its 
coherent statements the space-time referents of the cross arid 
the empty tomh. 460 

Torrance argues that our.logical systems must have a 
natural and authentic co-ordinatlon with existence. Abstract, 
causal relations grant us only an art~ficial comprehension 
which evaporates its own ontologicl:il reasons embedded within 

461 · concrete reality. Form should cohere with matter. Science 
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seeks to discover natural form and integrate its abstract con-
cepts with the concrete reality into which it inquires. The 
failure to do this leads to a loss of meaning.- Too often.in 
science, abstraction for the practical advantage of quanti-
fication has led to a logical manipulation of the empirical, 
with the empirical increasingly having less control over our 
conceptual forms. As a result, we progressively alienate our-
selves from reality by our technol~gical and pragmatic concepts. 
This is the heritage of an abs·.tractive and positivistic science. 
To think away ali empirical, inherent rationality.distorts 
reality. In his study of mythology, Lewis came to the point 
where he had amassed a hoard of technical knowledge, but en-
joyed the myths- themselves ve,y little. 462 Something had gone 
fundamentally wrong. To think away the concrete activity of 
God in space and time, for the sake of analysis and systema-
tizing, distorts the N~w Testament and leads to scepticism 
without joy. 

The implicit dualism of abstractive thinking has created 
serious epistemological problems for. theology. It led Aquinas 
to posit a knowledge of God in general, apart from knowledge 
of God as he is in himself as Father~ Son and Spirit. That is, 
he abst~acted the exis~ence of God from his acti~~ty in cre-
ation and redemption. This divorces knowing God in a general 
philosophical way from knowing God in his concrete and saving 
activity in atonement and reconciliation. 463 But to know God 
in his being apart from his acts is to know an impersonal God. 
The lure of the impersonal in theology is bound up closely 
to abstractive thinking. 

Historically, abstract and impersonal notions of God 
arose when Europe, influenced by the universalizing and ab-
stracting tendencies of its science, encountered other religions 
through increased travel. Its preference for the G~eek ab-
straction of the universal out of the particular led ~any .to 
interpret Christianity as the local version of a timeless and 
ete,rnal, tru;h which pagat;i myths reflect as well. Of course, 
local,, part.icular miracles and personal revelation needed 
pruning. 464 The resul.t was deistic, liberal Protestant;ism with 
its rationalizing, abstractive movement and the triumph of 
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principles, generalities and abstract concepts over the 
parti~ularities and concreteness of God the _Father's self-
disclosure in Jesus of Nazareth. 

Within this ~ultural context, He~el's philosoRhical 
idealism arose and grew ~o subsume all experience into a men-
tally imposed (hence abstract) conceptual synthesis. Owen 
Barfield's Anthroposophy stems from this movement. Lewis once 
criti~ized Barfield for being so abstract that he tended to 
intoxic-ate himself and others .with words. He called this 
Barfield's balloon, for it was more like-being snatched up in 

. 465 a balloon than going to heaven. 
The impact of idealism on European intellectual history 

has been quite damaging. Many post-Newtonians, Spinozans and 
pantheists have rejected tout court the knowledge of the-per-
sor;ial, Biblical God and have rested contentedly wit.h an ex-
clusive conceptu~l interest in the functioning of God within 
variations on the deistic rational comprehensive system. Such 
a God is little more than "the attributes of space with a 
notion of power •.• a fate, in short, not a Moral Creator 11 ,

466 

and by no means the Father of Jesus Christ. 
Abstract thinking tends towards an impersonal and 

functional understanding of science and life as ~~11 as the-
ology. We already noted how the abstractive transference of 
Biblical statements Lnto logical-causal relationships creates 
a deterministic and impersonal understanding_ of election. 467 

. The impersonalism which abstractions engender has been exam-
ined by Eric Kahler, who argues that, the functional and tech-
nological terms we use to interpret life and culture cut off 
our communication ?n<t' thinking from anything distinctively 
human. 468 When in· linguistic analy,sis, this procedure is .let 
lQose on language, we decompose language into its components, 
its phonic and graphic ~djuncts. An abstractive parallel 
occurs in modern music when ,a John Cage seeks to give u.p every-
thing that belongs to humanity and only talk of sounds. It 
ends in silence and the void. Syntax without semantics, form 
without content, abstraction without integration, theory wLth-
out empirical grounding, reason without faith, all lead to the 

46'9 meaningless, depersonalization of life. 
74 

r 



l ... 

The abstractive habit is a .sin of the flesh as well as 
the intellect and does moral damage as well as foster intel-
lectual and aesthetic sterility. Lewis interpreted lust as a 
personal mode of abstraction, akin to an abstract logic, for 
it singles out and abstracts sexual pleasure from its living 
coherence with commitment and love for a concrete, personal 
agent. Lust "seeks for some purely sexual, hence purely imagin-
ary, conjunction of an impossible maleness with an impossible 
femaleness." 470 . 

Undoubtedly the modern abstraction which we have person-
ified and exalted above all others is--the self, or in other 
words, our personality and its assorted quests: the quest for 
self-knowledge,· self.-understanding, and self-realization. The 
self ··is the metaphysics of a culture which transfers tran-
scendence from heaven to earth, from God to man. We regard 
the Human Self as the most r~al thing of all in itself, ab-
str~cted from right ·and wrong, personal relationships, humanity 
a~d God. 471 . For Lewis, obsession with this abstraction, this 
self-preoccupation, is the ultimate metaphor for Hell; Hell 
is the inability to escape from self-will and self-under-
standing.472 

In summary, the abstr~cting pro.cess invplve. 9 the analyt-
ical disjunction of pre-existing, mechan:i:.ca.1-'logica;l.·.c.chn~ · . 
nections together with an abstraction from the inner.organi-
zation in the field of study. This disintegrates natural form 
and replaces it with an unnatural form arising from this "art-
ificial isomorphic framework of thought". 473 

There is an alternative to .the abstraction of concepts and 
their··measurement against some self-chos~n general principles· of 
human reason. One·may seek to integrate thinking in conformity 
to the nature of the object. That, argues Torrance, is the 
fundamental realist scientific procedure for all knowledge--the 
conformity of our concepts to the object. 474 Only in this way 
can an objectiye knowledge grounded. in the ontological .depth 
of things occur. 475 Lewis believed that science is composed 
of external, logical-inferential connections which he held to 
be valid, based on a doctrine of a harmony between logic and 
being. 476 Torrance believes science is based on interior, 
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intuitive rational relations and rejects the a priori, non-
' empirtcal harmony between logic and being. Einstein in 

par.ti~ular has shown that this logical-causal framework veils 
our grasp of the real in all of its rational-ontological depth. 

Once again, the epistemological value of relativity · j 
theory emerges. By d~limiting the range and utility of the 
analytical method of classical physics, which created an atom-
istic understanding of nature, connected only ~y external 
mechanical modes of thought, it challenges science's neglect 
of "immanent patterns of dynamic connectivity", and classical 
science's mechanis,tic uni verse which it created by extrapola-

. 477 ting the abstractive procedure into philosophy and cosmology. 
The analytic, abstractive method has been found to be empir-
ically_ imprecise and ultimately misleading. But with Faraday's 
discovery of the metrical field and a new comprehension of 
~he ·unity of form inhering within the being of the real woi::ld 
(conti'ngent int'elligibility) in a "continuous indivisible 
field of relations'', a new C~pernican revolution has occurred 
in science. The emphasis has shifted f~om analysis to inte-
gration, from external an~ rigidly mechanistic connections to 
inherent and aynamic structures. 478 This ·can only spell a new 
and hopeful day for all sciences and not the least for theology. 
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61God and Rationality, p. 103. 
62The Integration of Form, p. isz. 
63c£. ,Chapter ·VII. C. 1. Levels of Rationality. 
64 · · The Integration of Form, p. 152. 
65This was then adopted by Aquinas and incorporated into 

classical Medieval .thbught. Newtonian physics accepted this 
absolut~ disjunction between subject and object from the Car-
tesian model. Theological Science, p. 306. Theology in 
Reconstruction, ·p. 181. 

66 Brown, p. 23. cf. Theological Science, p. 36- and 
Heisenoerg, p. 81. 

67Theological Science, p. 93. This will be discussed in 
detail later. 

68F. S. C. Northru~, Natu~al Science and the Critical 
Philosdphy of Kant, The Heritage of Kant, ed. by G. T. Whitney 
and D. F. Bo~ers, Princeton~ Princeton University Press, 1939, 
p. 60. . 

69Theological Science, p. 258. 
70Theology in Reconstruction, p. 71. 
71Theologi-cal Science, p. 306. This abolition of the 

subject: from nineteenth century science was protested largely 
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bY" the humani ti.es. Eor- example,. Matthew Arnold defended the 
need ·for liberal arts because natural science left: out "the 
constitut.ion of· hum~an ,nature". Matthew Arnold; Literature and 
Science, The Norton Anthology of English Literature, rev., 
ed. by M. H. Abrams, 2 vols., New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 
1968, (19&2), II, p. l137. (First published in Di~courses in 
America, 1885.) .Today's chaiige from within science can be seen 
in the work of: Sir John Eccles who in his neurology is. seeking 
to take the experiencing subject fully into account. cf. The 
Integrati'on of Form, P• .143, where Torrance refers to. Eccles' 
Facing Reality; 'Phil6sophfcal Adventures.of a'Brain Scientist, 
London: Heidelberg Science Library, vol. 13, 1970. 

72 : The Integration of.Form, p. 150. 
73 rbid., p. 167.· cf. ~lso The Ground and Grammar of 

Theology, pp. ~-4, where ~orrance refers to Sir Bernard Lovell's 
discussion of the emergence of conscious mind as a necessary 
part of the universe, thus uniting man's and the universe's 
rationality in a startling way. 

74christian Theology and Scientific·culture, p. 62. Also 
T. F. Torrance, The Place of Michael Polanyi in the Modern 

-Philosophy of Science, Ethics:in Science and ·Medicine, 7 (1) 1980, 
p. 72. (Hereinafter referred to as The Place of Polanyi.) 

75The Integration of Form, p. 167. 
76 Ibid., p. 155. 
77Albert Einstein, Out of My Later Years, London: Thames 

and Hudson, 1950, p. 64. 
78nivine and Cont,ingent Order, p. 1-2. 
79The World as I See It, p. 165. 
80Northrup, Natural Science and the Critical Philosophy 

of Kant, p. 61. 
81The Place of Polanyi_, I?· 69. Bohr tried to understand 

not reality, but only ou~ understanding of reality; for science 
knows only appearances. The Road of Science and the Ways to 
God, p. 212. For ~ohr·, one could only reason about aspects of 
reality, never reali_t:1 itself, w1iich was inherently irratiqnal. 
His complem.entarity principle is designed to hold these together. 
This, says Jaki, is what provoked Einstein's reply, "God does 
not play ~ice". Ibid.; pp. 202-207. Here we should note Ein-
stein's f~ee use ~d~scription' as a legitimate and necessary 
part of science. Torr~nce s~ks to eliminate this term for it 
implies a too visual motle of thinking. cf. Chapter IV. 

82Heisenberg, p. 81. 
83Tne6logical Science, p. xi. Owen Barfield (Lewis' 

friend); argues that moderq science deals only with abstractions 
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and has left behind concrete reality. Owen Barfield, Saving 
the Appearances, A Study in.Idolatry, New York: Harcourt, 
Brace & World, 1965, (1957), p. 55. This ignores Einstein's 
restoration of ontological reference. 

84 rmma.m.iel Kant's. Cri'tigue of Pure Reason, trans. by 
Norman Kemp• Smith, London: The 'MacMillan Company, 1978, (1929), 
p. 147 (A 125). 

85 · The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 86. Jaki vigor-
ously attacks Hume, pointing out that Hume's radical separation 
between sense and intellect led him to conclude in his own wo.rds 
"We never really' advance a step beyond ourselves". quoted in 
The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 109. Nevertheless, 
Hume did make science .face the fact that it is ultimately de-
pendent not on logic, but on certain axiomatic beliefs·, e.g., 
the rationality of the external world. 

86The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. pp. 24ff. Also 
Newto~, Einstein and Scientific ~heology, p. 240. 

87The· Road. of.Science and the Ways to God, p. 56 •.. 

88c. s. 
Grand Rapids: 
(Published in 

Lewis, God in the.Dock, ed. by Walter Hooper, 
Wm. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1972, (1970), p. 141. 

Great Britain as Undeceptions by Geoffrey Bles.) 
89 Ibid. 
90 Ibid., p. 25. 
91 Brown, pp. 186, 188. 
92T. F. Torrance, ed., with an introduction, The School 

of Faith, The Catechisms of the Reformed Church, London: James 
Clarke and Co. Limited, 1959, p. xliv. 

93Kingdom and Church,~- 5. 
94God iri the Dock~ p. 274. Also C. S. Lewis, Christian 

Reflections, ed. by Walter Hooper, Gran~ Rapids: Wm. Eerdmans 
Publishing Co., 1971, (1967), p. 61. The Discarded Image, p. 216. 

95 · · C. S. Lewis, Miracles 2 A !'reliminary Study, ,London: 
Collins Fontana, 1966, (1947), p. 27. (rev. of Ghapter Irr·, Fon-
tana, 1960.) / · 

96God in the Dock, p. 277. 
97christian Reflections, p. 64. 
98 Ibid. 
99The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 82. 

lOOGod in the Dock, p. 46. 
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101Th~ Discarded Image, p. 218. cf. also C. S. Lewis and 
E. M. W. Tillyard, The Personal Heresy. A Controversy, New York: 
Oxfor.d Uni~ersity Press, 1939, p. 110. 

102Miracles, p: 90. This is a Thomistic objectifying 
realism as opposed to a Kantian objectifying idealism. 

103.c. S. Lewi.s,_.Mere Christianity, (Being .The Case for 
Christianity .. , What· Christians Believe, and Christian Behaviour), 
London: Collins Fontana, 1971, (1943), p. 54. 

104 · Miracles, p. 46. 
105c. S. Lewis, Surprised by Joy the Shape of My Early 

Life, London: Collins Fontana, 1972, t1g55), p. 112 •. 
106 God in the Dock, p. 74. Miracles, p. 110. 
107This conviction, that man. exists in a natural cognitive 

~nity-'with nature is embodied in Thomas' five ways, argues Jaki. 
The Road to Science and the WaY:s to God, p. 37. Jaki.'s testi-
mony c~nfirms Torrance's point about the pre-established har-

·mony between logic and being in Thomistic theology. 
108 . The Ground and Grammar of Theologv, p. 82. 
109 quoted in Theological Science, p. 74 note, from H. D. 

Lewis, Our Experience of God, p. 41. The belief in a logical 
bridge between being and thought also led to the recasting of 
Anselm •·s argument into logical form, "making it dependent on 
a logical-necessary relation between our idea of God and his 
reality, which was bound to fail but which reveals. the weakness 
of the whole enterprise in that form". The Ground and Grammar 
of Theology, p. 80. 

110 quoted in Theological Science, p. 175, from F. W. 
Camfield, The Collapse ?f Doubt, p. 40. 

111Butterfield, p. 170. 
112The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 382. cf. 

The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 80. 
113 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p .• 42. 
114 e.g. C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain, New York: The 

MacMillan Company, 1972, (1940), p. 13, and The Personal Heresy, 
p. 56. 

115T,c. 1 . ..R , i <1eo og1 in econstruct on, 
I 

116Theological Science, p. 66. 
117 Ibid ... , p. 191. 
118The Disc~rded Image, p. 216. 
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11'9 Surprised by Joy, p. 119. Also C. S. Lewis, English 
Literature i.n the Sixteenth Centur., excludin Drama, (The 
Oxford History of ·English Literature, vol. III , Oxford-:-Cla-r-
endon Pre~s, 1973, (1954), p. 383. 

lZOC~ S. Lewis, The.Alle or ·of Love, A Stud in Medieval 
Tradition, London: Ox ord University Press, 197 , 1936 , p. 88. 

121 Ibid., p. 323. 
122Newton, Einstein and Scientific Theology, p. 240. 
1~3The Place of· Polanyi, p. 64. Because the ontological 

connection in Medieval thought was a participation in the 
eternal reason of God, it broke off its empirical realism. 

124 The Ground and Grammar.of Theology, p. 24. 
125God and.Rationality, p. 12. Torrance notes his indebt-

~dness· to friedrich Waismann, How I See Philosophy, London: The 
MacMillan Company, 1968, p. 232. 

·· 126out of M L Y 72 y ater ears, p. • 

_ 127 Ibid., p. 73. 
128 Ibid., p. 78. 
129Heis~nberg, p. 5. Again, it was a strength of Kant to 

grasp that causality was not a concept given by sense experience. 
Northrup, Natural Science and the Critical Philosophy of Kant, 
pp. 58, 60. 

130The Integration of Form, p. 145. 
131 Ibid., p. 157 •. _cf. Einstein's essay on Russell in 

Ideas and Opinions, .New York: ·Bonanza Books, 1965, p. 23. 
Einstein discusses the modern "fear of metaphysics". 

132The World as I. See It, p. 136. Also Out of My Later 
Years, p. 78. 

133Butterfield, p. 36. Ptolemy rejected the hypothesis of 
earth movement qecause it c-0ntradicted Aristotelian physics. p. 45. 

134 Ibid., p. 15. 
135 Ibid., p. 18. 
136English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 459. 
137 Butterfield, p. 5. 
138 The Discarded Image, p. 222. 

tB9The Problem of Pain, p. 134. 
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140'Einstein and Infeld,, p. 178. 
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Fontana, 1969, (1960), p. 29: 
142 A si t~at,ion Torrance 'cal ls c'ataphatic conceptual ism. 

Space, Time and IncaTnation, p. 26. 
143Th~ Road of Science and the 'Ways to God, p. 66. 
144H. D. F. Kitto, The Greeks, Baltimore: Penguin Books, 

1964, (1951), pp. 185, 95. 
145 · · · Hooykaas, p. 36. 
146Miracles, p. 94. cf. Karl Barth, who notes that sola 

ratione is not solitaria rat-ione even as Luther's sola fide 
has works flowi~g from it as a necessary-consequence:- Karl 
Barth, Anselm: Fi.des Quaerens Intellectum, trans. by Ian W. 
Robertson. London: SCM Press, 1~60, p. 43-44. 

147Th~ Discardea Image, p.· 121. 
148 cod and Rationality, .p. 90. 
149 Ibid. 
150s0rep Kierkega?rd, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, 

trans. _by David F. Swenson ~nd Watter Lowrie, Princeton:.Prince-
ton University Press,. 1968t (1941), p. 305. 

15-1The World as I See It, pp. ·f34, 174 •. 
152cf. Heisenberg., p. 90. Also The Road of Science and 

the Ways to God,. p. 185. Lewis criticized stream of .conscious-
ness writings (e.g., James Joyce), as deliberat!·e disorganization 
devised·on~y by a h~~nly artifj.cial introspection. An unselec-
tive chaos of images and devices is not the essential character-
istic of consciousness. "F.01.7 consciousness is from the outset, 
selective an~ ceases when the selection ceases." C. S. Lewis, 
A Preface to Paradise Lost, New York: Oxford University Press, 
1969, (1942), pp. 135-136. 

153Toe World ·as I See It, p. 126. Einstein adds, "Phy-
sicists, often accuse epistemologists of not· payirlg sufficient 
attention to this fict. Here ••• lies the xoot'~f the contro-
versy carried on some years ago between Mach and Planck." 

154 Ibid., p. 141. 
155quoted from Leibnitz's System e Nouveau in the unpub-

lished philosophy ahd pqlitical science lectures of C. S. Lewis. 
The lectur'e& were given during the Michaelmas t.erm, 1924, in 
Oxford, and are in the possession of Walter Hooper. ms. p. 3. 

156Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 280-281. (A 237). 
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157 rt is interesting to notice Lewis' exposition and 
comments on Leibnitz from his unpublished philosophy lectures. 
Lewis says for Leibnitz, the mind is ~o constructed that it can 
generate from ·its own resources, certain truths. Though no 
knowledge is prior to experience, not all knowledge is derived 
from experience. While experience .gives us objects to know, 
it is our own resources that enabl~ us to know them. Knowledge 

. is a co-operation with tnings. ms. pp. 24-25. Unfortunately, 
Lewis' lectures do not continue on to discuss Kant. We do see 
that for Leibnitz, ·the pre-established harmony is a· link of 
innate ideas with empirical reality. 

158 . · The Integration of Form, ,p. 151. ·Jaki commends Newton 
for recognizing the human mind as the intell'ectual principle 
in clqsest and most creative contact with external reality, 
though h~ did not speculate on the nature of the mind's cre-
ativity. The· Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 86. 
Torrance points out that· Newton wrongly assumed an abstract, 
logical dedu~tive connection between the mind and the world • 

. 159 . 
Ka-nt's Critique of Pure Reason, p. 147. (A 126.) 

160 · .· God and Rationality,. p. 9. 
161 Brown, p. 28. 
162This is one of the great stumbling blocks to a univer-

sal way of.knowing ..which Pannenberg seeks and not, as he alleges, 
the primacy of faith in theological epistemology. Wolfhart 
Pannenberg, Th~ology and the Pbilo$ophy of Science, trans. by 
Francis McDonagh, Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1976, 
pp. 273ff. . 

163God and Rationality, p •· 101. 
164Here is the key to Einstein's rejection of Bohr's 

complementarity. He is a critica:l reali,st, not an instrumental-
ist and certainly not a determinist. 

165The Integration of Fot'lll, p. 162. cf •. T. F. Torrance, 
Karl Barth: An Introduction to his Early Theology, 1910..:1931, 
Lon<Jon: SCM PreS"s, 1962, p •. 107, where Torrance discusses 
Barth's rejection of theological prolegomena in trre sense of an 
.! priori epistemology. One mus-t "take a preliminary leap .into 
the midst of the doctrinal knowledge of God we have in the 
Church". (Her~inafter referred to as Karl Barth: An Introduction.) 

166Torrance sees here· a g+eat, contras~ from Bacon's inter-
preting nature in humility as her servant, to Kant's treating 
nature as her judge. God:and Rationality~ p. 41. Newton, Ein-
stein and Scientific Theology,~ p. 240. In Bacon's. words, "Nature 
cannot be cu~anded except by being obeyed." quoted in Hooykaas, 
p. 65. This contextually becalms the problematic side of Bacon's 
'knowledge is power•. 

167The Integration of Fo·rm, p. 160. 
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168 Ibid., p. 161. 

"169the'W6rld a~·'I See It, P· 192. 
· 170 Ibid., pp. 180, 183. cf~ The Ground·and.Grammar of 

Theology~P:-91. This is the key to Torrance's reconstruction 
of natural theology, in ~hich Christology becomes a kind of 
four-dimensional theological geometry. 

171Locke was right to point out against innate ideas: 
1)That universal assent is not equal to innate. 2)Such univer-
sal .ass.~nt. is. not. forthcoming. 3) In fact, particular truths · 
come first. Unpublished philosophy lectures of C. S. Lewis, ms. 
p. 24. Leibnitz's restatement of innate ideas comes closer to 
the t:rue issue, namely his distinction in kind between empirical 
and! priori truth and his argument that our minds are so con-
structed that we generate from our own resources certain ideas 
which h~ppily harmonize with reality. Hence knowledge is a. co-
operation.of pur minds with things. (Lewis ms. pp. 24ff.) How-
ever,.this does not establish clearly the epistemological prior-
ity of the ontic reality for disclosing the appropriate noetic • 
forms. As Heisenberg notes,, it is only when we "empiricize" an 

.! priori that scienc~ progresses. Thus in Newtonian mechanics, 
gravitational forces were cons:idered given, and not objects for· 
further study. But in F~~aday and Maxwell, the field of force 
itsel.f became ,an object of investigation. As a result, physics 
learned how fields of force varied as functions of space and 
time. Heisenberg, p. 95. 

17iGod and Rationality, pp. 101-102. 

l7.3The radic_al s·eriousness of the link between empirical 
and theor~tical in the incarnation leads Torrance·beyond Leib-
nitz's defense of innate ideas, grounding God's loving char-
acter in the revelation of his Son in space-time. 

174 Northrup, Natural Science and the Critical Philosophy 
of Kant, p. 61. 

175Newton, Einstein. and Scientific Theology, p. 242. 
Also, Theological Science, p. 10. Heisenberg reinterprets Kant's 

priori as having a practical value, with a limited applica-
bility which may help us as lead-ins to a deeper knowledge 
(e.g., causality). Heisenberg, p. 92. 

176The Integration of Form, p. 149. 
177 Th9mas S l{uhn ,~ The Structures of Scientific Revolutions, 

2nd ed. enlarged;, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970, 
(1962), pp. 121, 148. Lewis' change to idealism from material-
istic rationalism illustrates such a paradigm shift. cf. Sur-
prised by Joy, p. 141. --

178God and Rationality, p. 100. 
179 The Integration of Form_, p. 165. 

88 



lBON'ewton, Einstein and 
181 Th 1 . 1 S. eo ogica cience, 

Scientific Theology, p. 242. 

p. 91. 
182 Butterfield, p. 59. 
183 Theological Scie?ce, p. 93. 
184 The World.as I'See It, p. 62. 
185 The Place of Polanyi, p. 80. cf. Theology in Recon-

ciliation, p. 264, where Athanasius is singled out for his 
thorough openness and penetration through his object-informed 
axioms. This ne~ empirically flexible unde~standing of ob-
jectivity lies behind·S. M. Thompson's criticism of Kant: 
"If we are willing to abandon any claim of certainty with 
respect to specific items of scientific knowledge, the separ-
ation of the phenomenal and the real no longer will be neces-
sary". S. M~ Thpmpson,, The Doctrine of Objectivity in Locke, 
Hume·and Kant, The Heritage of Kant, p. 83. 

· ·186 sa~uel Taylor Cole·ridge,. Aids to Reflection in the 
Formation of a Martly Character on the Several Grounds of 
Prudence 2 Morality and··Religion, rev. and indexed by Thomas . 
Ferlpy, London: Routledge and Sons, Limited, n.d., L1884], p.15. 
(Hereinafter referred to as Aids to Reflection.) 

187 Theology in Reconciliation, p. 74. 
188 The Integra~ion of Form, p. ·147. 
189 The World as I See It, •p; 64'. 
190 sir, Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, An Idealist View of Life, 

London: Unwin Books, 1961, (1932), p. 119. 
191 christian Theol:ogy- and Scientff~c ·Culture, p. 124. 

Torrance calls thi~ 'justifiGation by'reality alone'. Rad-
hakrishnan has not taken with sufficient seriousness the empir-
ical control in Judaeo-Christian, non-dualist thinking. 

192 Einstein and Infeld~ pp~ 207-208. 
19 3Th 1 r R . 2 6 2 eo ogy in econstruction, p. • 

, 194 i'. F. Torrance, 'Ihe.:Centrality of Christ, Devotions and 
Addresses: The General Ass~mbl of the Church of Scotland ,Ma , 
1 , E in urg : St;. Andrews, Press, ·19 , p. 2 • Hereina ter 
referred to-'as The Centrality of Christ.) 

195 The Ground· and~Grammar of Theology. p. 73. 
196 The_Integration of -Form, p. 151. cf. the ~aiv~ realism 

of Bertrand Russell when he discusses the coherence aha corres-
pondence theottes of truth: "What makes a belief true ts a'~, 
and this fact does not ••• in any way involve the mind of the 
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person who. has the belief". Bertrand Russell, Problems of Phil-
osophy,• London: OJC"ford University Press, 1962, (.1912), p-. 130. 

197 God and.Rationality, p. 42. 
198The Integration of Form, p. 150. 
199The Place of Polanyi, p. 64. 
200God·and'Rationality, p. 91. 
201T. F •. Torrance, The Problem of Natural Theology in the 

Thought of Karl Barth, Religious Studies, 6, 1970, pp. 120ff. 
202 · The Integrat~on of Form, p. 163. 
20 lnivine and Contingent Order, pp. 15-16. 
204The School of F~ith, p. xliva cf. Theology in 

Reconciliation, p. 126 • 

. 205Theologtcal Science, P•. 10. However, Torrance does 
commend Thomas for refusing to separate form and matter, soul 
and body; letter and· spirit. Hermeneutics According to Aquinas, 
pp. 260-262. 

206Newton,. Einstein and Scientific Theology, p. ·247. 
Torrance highly commends Barth for his attempt to overcome both 
Roman Catholic and Protestant dualisms by integrating ontic and 
dynamic, form and being. ~f. the el4erly Barth's confession, 
"In theology the terms 'form' and 'content' have no place, for 
they are philosophical distinctions. · I am sorry I ever used 
them". Karl Barth; Karl Barthts Table Talk, recorded and ed. 
by John Godsey, Scottish Journal of Theology Occasional Papers, 
no. 10, London: Oliver and Boyd, 1963, pp. 173-174. 

207T. F. Torrance, Conflict and Agreement in the Church, 
2 vols., vol. I: Order and Disorder; vol. II: The Ministry and 
Sacraments of the G6spel, London: L¥t~erworth, 1959, 1960, 
I, p. 89. (Hereinafter referred to as Confl~ct and Agreement.) 

208Theology in Reconciliation, p. 249. cf. The Ground 
and Grammar of Theology. p. 166. cf. also Barth's Gifford Lec-
tures, 1937-1938, Karl ft?rth,. The Knowledge of God and the Ser-
vice of God According to the Teaching of the Reformation, ·trans. 
by J. L. M. Haire, and Ian Henderson, London: Hodder and Stough-
ton, 1938, pp. 200-202. Bar~h disctls~e~ the unity of form and 
content in wor~hip. (Hereinafter referred to as The Knowledge 
of God and the Service·of God.) 

209Theology in Reconstrudtion, p. 61. 
210The World as I See It, p. 78. In regard to the issue 

of form, when we come to 'theology as art', I will discuss the 
propri~ty, of art as a mode of Gospel proclamation as well as a 
paradigm fdr .the theological enterprise itself. (Chapter VIII.) 
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211Newton, ·Einstein and Scientific Theology, p. 247. 
212The Problem.of Natural Iheology in the Thought of Karl 

B<jirth, p. 128_. cf. also Theological Science, p. 170. Not dis-
similarly, Auscin Farrer remarks that in understanding the re-
lationsliip between form and spirit, spirit always comes first. 
Austin Farrer, "The.Brink of'Mystery, ed. by Charles C. Conti, 
London: SPCK, 1976,' p. 7. -

213The Integration of Form, 152. 
214out of My Later Years~ p. 61. 
215Th 1 . "rtR"" ··•11·t·· 137 eo ogy 1 ~conci a ion, p. • 
216The Road of:Science·artd·the Ways to God, p. 348. The 

Ground and'Grammar of Theologz, p. 127. 
217Kartt,'s ·.Critique of Pure Reason, p. 668. (A856). 

~18The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 73.· 
219Einstein mentions Occam's razor as one of his pre-

supp·ositions. nsimpler fundamental principles make a new theory 
preferable to the older ••• " Einstein and Infeld, p. 238. 

220 . The Integration of. Form, p. _145. 
221The Place of Polanyi, p. 58. 
222The question for Torrance. i_s. then what is the con-, 

nection between pure. and applied, and can they really be so 
strongly differentiated? 

223Theology in Reconstruction,_ pp. 15-16. 
224c. S. Lewis, The« Abolition 6f Ma.n. or 2 Reflections on 

with Special Reference to the Teaching of English in the Upper 
Forms of Schools, Riddell Memorial Lectures, Fifteenth Series, 
New York: The MacMillan Company, 1962, (1943), p. 49. (Here-
inafter referred to as The.Abolition of Man.) 

~25c. S. Lewis, Perelartdra, New York: The MacMillan Com-
pany, 1962, · ( 1943) , p. 89. 

226John Macmurray, Reason and Emotion, London: Faber and 
Faber, 1972, (1935), p. 90. 

227Mere Christianity, p. 30. cf. also C. S. Lewis, Letters 
to Malcolm 4 Chiefly on Prayer, New York: Harcourt, Brace and 
World, 196 , p. 39. 

228The Integration of Form, p. 144. 
229That Hideous Strength, p. 203. 
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230c. S. Lewis, The Pilgrim's Regress:· An Allegorical 
Apology for Christianity 7 Rea.son and Romant-icism, with author's 
new Preface on Romanticism, footnotes and running headlines, 
(1943), London: Collins Fontana, 1977, (1933), p. 234. 

231That Hideous Strength, p. 203. Even here, the book 
that epitomizes Lewis' dislike for scientism, depicts two un-
tainted scientists, McPhe~ and Hingest, while the evil Belbury 
group are not scientists at all. 

232 ,,,.._ Miracles, p •. 11u. 
233 studies in.Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 56. 
234 . . · English. Literature iri the 16th Century, p. 1.· 
235The Abolition of Man, p. 48 • 

. 236English Literature in the 16th Century, pp. 4-13. 
The Abolition of Man, p. 48. 

237studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 56. 
238 cf. Bonhoeffer's criticism of this in his lectures on 

Chr1stology, in Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Christ the Center, trans. 
by John Bowden, (publtshed in Britain as Christology), New York: 
Har~er and Row, 1966, p. 48. 

239Englisn Literature in the 16th Century, pp. 13, 525. 
B,con believed th~ magicians h~d noble aims, says Lewis, for 
man shall be raised to perform alt things possible. p. 14. · 
Elsewhere Lewis applauds Bacon's empirical method·;· Miracles, 
p. 21. 

240Theological Science, p. 90. ,(Nov. 0rg. I. cxvi.) 
Hooykaas rejects Lewis' crit~cism of Bacon as Romantic dis-
approvat, that Lewis condemns man!s'dominion over nature. 
Hooykaas, p. 72£. But Lewis_is not s9 much critical of dominion 
a~ He. is of the tyranny and p1undering of resources in the name 
of dominion. 

241English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 14. 
242 conflict and Agreement_, vol. I., pp. 91-9_2. 
243 Ibid. 
244John T. -McNeiLl, ed., and Ford Lewis Battles, trans. and 

index, Calvin: Institutes ·of the Christian Religion, 2vols., 
in The Library of. Christian Classics, vol. XX and XXI, Phila-
delphia: The Westmin~ter Press, 1975, (1960), II, p. 934. (III. 
XXIII. 2.) (Hereinafter referred to as Institutes of.the Christ-
ian Religion.) 

245T. F. Torranc·e, Ca 1 vi rt' s Doctrine of Man, London: Lut-
terworth, 1949, p. 66. (Torrance refers to III. XXIV. 5, II. 
XVII. 1.) 92 



246 cf. William Perkins' Golden Chain, where God's eternal 
decrees are placed directly below God's essential nature and the 
second person of ttte Trinity is many chain links away. God's 
decree is seen as the·cause of salvation. Christ is subsumed 
as the mechan~sm by which God works out his plan. See R. T. 
Kendall; Calvin·ana English·Calvinism to 1649, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press\ ·1979. 

247 E. M. Klas.ren,. The.Religious Origins of Modern Science, 
Grand. Rapi,ds: Wm •. Eerdmans Publishing Co. , 1977. Also Hooykaas, 
p. 51, and article review by John Baillie·, Modern Cosmology and 
the ·Christ'i'an Idea•of God by E. A. Milne, Scottish Journal of 
Theology, 6, 1953,- p. 313.. . 

24~In Kingdom artd Church, pp. 1-2, the early Tor.ranee 
speaks of contingent creation's dependence on God's will, but 
does not mention the creative ~ogos of God as he does later. 

249 . · Miracles, p~ 154. 
250 :rbid. 
251The Place of Polanyi, p. 58 • 

. 252 science 2 Faith- and Society, pp. 70ff. That is, com-
m~tment is the responsible decision and submission to the com-
pelling claims of what in good conscience I conceive to be 
true. cf~ Personal Knowledge,•p. 64. Similarly, Lewis finds 
that all forms of subjectivism give power philosophies of total-
itarianism their golden opportunity.· Christian Reflections, p. 72. 

253 · The Pla·ce. of Polanyi, p. 59. 
254 Personal Knowledge, pp. 64~ 312. 
255Here is where Coleridge's division between abstract 

truths of science which are wholly independent of the will and 
religious truths wHicn are not, breaks down. Samuel Taylor 
Coleridge, Biographia Literaria, London: J.M. Dent and Son 
Limited, 1956, (1817), ~- 113. cf. Bernard M. G. Reardon, 
From Colerid e to Gore A Centur of Reli ious Thou ht in Brit-
ain, London: Longman Group Limited, 19 1, p. • c. also 
John Macmurray: "Apart from a passionate belief in the supreme 
value of truth ••• science could neither begin nor continue"•· 
quoted in Theological Science, p. 76, from Freedom in the Modern 
World. 

256 The World as I See It, p. 30. 
257 out of My Later Years, p. 227. 
258 quoted in The Road'of Science and the Ways to God, 

p. 309. 
259 The Road of Science·and the Ways to God, p. 305. 
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260 Ibid. , p. 399. 
261 The Place of Polanyi, p. 85. 
262 God and Rationality, P· 94 . 

. 263 E~nstein and Infeld, p.296. cf. The World as I See It, p.27. 
264 christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 57. 
265 quoted in Olson, pp. 86, 142, from Wrlliam Hamilton's 

Discussions. cf. T. F. Torrance, Review of N. Kemp Smith, The 
Philosophy of David Hume, The British Weekly, May 15, 1941, p. 48. 
Smith interprets Hume's metaphysics as one determined by a basic 
decision of an existential character. Torrance agrees that such 
crucial decisions do not rest wi~h reason as much as with feelings. 
As Hume puts it, "Reason is and ought only to be the slave of the 
passions". Ibid. Torrance thus approves Hume's inchoate insight 
that truth is fundamentally a form of being and is not a merely 
cerebral affair of logic. Lewis has no wish to defend Hume. He 
points out that Hume's rejection ··of miracles entails a rejection 
of rationality in nature, for both require beliefs which do not 
spring logically from experience. Miracles, p. 106. 

266The Road of S~ience and the Ways to God, p. 45. 
267 Heisenberg, p. 73. 
268 Pannenberg, pp. 265ff. 
269 Ibid., p. 273. 
270 God and Rationality, p. 196. 
271 Ibid. cf. The Ground and Grammar of Theology, pp. 127f. 
272 Miracles, Cnapter .III: The Self-Contradiction of the 

Naturalist, The MacMillan Company, 1947. 
273 God in the Dock, p. 141. 
274 Arthur James Balfour, Theism and Humanism, The Gifford 

Lectures, 1914, London: ·Hodder & Stough~on 1 1915. Balfour ex-
plicitly claims his argument is ••not bound together by a formal 
chain of inference'' (p. 46). Balfour ar~~es from:meaning~(value) 
to truth (design) (p. 27li). 'Naturalism destroys value, not· 
truth (p. SO). Because riaturalism destroys value, design alone 
preserves value. Thoug~ earlier Bqlfour denies dependence on 
formal logic, he weaves inference. into his thesis: "In the order 
of Logic they base reason upon- unreason. In the order of logic, 
they involve conclusions which discredit their own premises" 
(pp. Q57f). cf. Rea~don, p. 316. 

275 G. E. M. Anscombe, A Reply to Mr. C. S. Lewis' .Argument 
that 'Naturalism' is Self-~efuting, Socratic Digest, no. 4. 

276 christian Theology and Scientific Culture, pp. 63-64. 
277 Ibid., p. 61. 94 



278 Lewis was well aware of the regulative role of· inter-
pretation or belief frameworks in assessing facts. However, 
in regards to the impact of scientific change on art, he was 
content to speak of 'mod~ls', and the various insights each 
contains based on its particular ~maglnative appeal and satis-
faction. The.Discarded.Image~ ·p. 221. 

279 The Abolition ··of Man~ p. 46. 
280 christian Theology and.Scientific Culture, p. 57. 
281 Ibid. 
282 This facet of the new objectivity will be explore·d 

in Chapter V. 
283 The World as I See It, p. 128. 
284 rbid., p. 126 •. (Italics mine.) 
285Theology· in -tleconstruction, p.·268. 
286 Theological Sci'ence, p. 76. 
287 The Place of Polanyi~ p. 84. 
288 nivine and Contingent Order, p. 26. 
289 The World as I See It, p. 156. 
29Pr&id., p. 127. 
291 Ibid., p. 126. 

. 292 studies in~Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 44. 
cf. English Literature in the 16th Century. p. 29. Lewis 
reckons that tne 16th century was not, generally speaking, 
influenced by the new science. p. 4. 

293 The World as I See It, p. 133. 
294 Theological Science, p. 70. See Karl R. Popper, The Lo~ic 

of Scientific Discover,y, London: Hutchinson, 1959, (1934), p. 3. 
295 Bodleian Library, C. S .. Lewis Manuscript Facsimiles, 

C. 34, letter no. 2, (The Great War), p. 11. 
296 Theology in Reconstructioii, p-. 64. In this regard, 

Torrance contrasts the clarifying, unempirical guaestio of 
Boethius., ~ith Valla's interrogatio, which leads to new know-
ledge not inferable from the already known. Newton, Einstein 
and Scientific Theology, p. 237. 

297 Theological Science, pp. 253-254. 
298 Ibid., p. 250. 
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299 Ibid., p. 272. 

JOOibid., p. 225. 
301 Ibid., ,pp. 256, 346. 

p. 264. --
cf. Theology in Reconstruction, 

302 Einstein and Infeld, pp. 156f, 207. cf. He~senberg, 
pp. 90f. 

303 English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 29~ 
304Radhakrishnan, p. 105.: 

JO~God in the Dock, p. 272. 
306The Perso.nal Heresy, pp. 50£f • 
307111 can never resist a ludicrous piece of logic", he 

tells Greeves. C. S. Lewis, They Stand Together, The Letters 
of C. S. Lewis to Arthur Greeves (1914~~963), ~d. by.Walter 
Hoop~r, London: Wm. Collins ~nd Sons Ltmtted, 1979, p. 400. 
~Hereinafter referred to as They Stand Together~) 

308 see J. R. Christopher, A Brief Study in Implied Dis-
junctive Syllogisms, New York C. S. Lewis Society, 2, ( 3), Jan. 71, 
p; 415. Christopher attempts, to formalize Lewi~ into syllogisms 
and then points out that each argument fails. Hence Lewis' argu-
ment leads logically to agnosticism, not faith. But I have argued 
Lewis never intended to set up a formal-logical argument. Lewis' 
explicit intention is stated in Mere Christianity, pp. 38-39. 

3o9Theological Science, p. 247. 
310 Ibid., p. 255. 
311 Ibid., p._ 265. cf. God and Rationality, p. 101. 
312Theologica~ S~ience, p. 181. 
313 space, Time and, Incarnation, p. 67. 
314 T. F. Torrance, The .He~meneutics of St. Athanasius, 

Ekklesiastikos Phares, 52, 1970, pp. 446-468; 53, 1971, pp. 133-
149, p. 453. cf~ the similar train of th9ught in Anselm: Fides 
Quaerens Intellectum, pp. 23-25, where Barth sees faith as ration-
al because it is related t~, c9nceived, acknowledged and affirmed 
by the 'word' of Christ. What is conceived by the Logos of God 
cannot be illogical. , 

315 Theological Science, p. 181. 
316 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 129. 
317 conflict and Agreement, I, p. 92. 

96 



318This is not unlike Lewis' ambiguous use of formal 
logic in Miracles. L. J. Richard points out that Calvin's 
teacher, John Major, held a double doctrine of God's predestin-
ation and reprobation. Lucian Joseph Richard, ·The Spirituality 
of John Calvin, Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1974, pp. 144ff. 
Richards refers to Major's In ·Primum Sententiarum, Id. 3, 
Paris, 1509. 

3i 9Aids to Reflection, pp. 120-121. 

~20English Liter~ture in the 16th Century. p. 446. 
321Aids to Reflection, p. 112. 
322The Problem of Fain, p. 119. 
323The Hermeneutics of St. Athanasius, p. 97. 
324The School."of Faith, p. lxi. 
325The Ground antl·Grammar of Theology, p. 96. 
326christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 131. 
327 Ibid. 
328Theological Science, p. 222. cf. Christian Theology 

and Scientific Culture, p. 68. 
329This respect for inner logical connections pr~;ents us 

from simply transferring ~oncepts_attained in physics to other 
fields. The Integ~ation of Form, p·. 160, where Torrance refers 
to Stanley L. Jaki, The Relevance of Physics. 

330The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 69. 
331 christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 15. 
332 Butterfield, p. 85. 
333 Ibid., pp. 131-132. 
334Divine and Contingent Order, p • 12. • 
335 Time and Incarnation, 38. ·Seace 2 p. 
336nivine and Contingent Order, p. 12. 
337 Ibid., p. 9. 
338The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 282. Jaki 

seeks to discredit· Darwin'because his interpretation makes his 
own mind untrustworthy for i't too ascended from apes. But this 
applies logical fbrm to empirical events in the manner of Lewis' 
argument that naturalism is self-contradictory. It is better 
to say that Darwin's mechanism of natural selection has all the 
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problems that Newton's mechanical universe had, while lacking 
Newton's brilliant mathematical creativity and precision. 

33?quoted in unpublished lectures of Lewis, ms. p. 41. 
340 christian·Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 46. 
3410· i d c· t" ... ·t o·d 16 iv ne an on ingen r er, p. • 

~42christian Theology and Scientific Culture, pp. 18-20. 
343 h d d . f h 72 Te Groun an ,Grammar o T·eology, p. . . . 
344 · .. Christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 20. 

cf. also Divihe and Contingent Order, p. 16 
345Einstein and Infeld, p. 53. 

_346 Ibid. ,- p. 120. cf. The Integration of Form, pp. 145-146. 
347God and Rationality, p. ·7. 
348 · · Heisenberg, p. as·. As Heisenberg points out, on the 

bas;i.i;s of experience, "we know that a foregoing event as cause 
for the emission, [ of a particle] at a given· time cannot be 
found" • ( p • 8 9 ) • 

349Th .. I · f F 156 e ntegration o arm, p.. . 
3soibid., p. 146. 
351Jaki,, Xheological Aspects 0£ Creat~ve Science, p •. 161. 
35-2 .. -

The Allegory ..of Love, p. 11. 

. 353.Cr-S. Lewis, Studies in Words, 2nd ed. , Cambridge: 
Cambri.dg_e Uni ve-ts1 ty Press, 1975, ( 1966), (.1st, 1960), p. 27. 
Lewis seem~ to have· in m,ind a field, relationship. 

354chris~ian Theology and Sci~ntific Culture, p. 30. 
JSSH. b 107 ~isen erg, p. • 
356 Christian,Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 15. 
357 Ibid., p. 54. 
J-58 It is important ~o contrast Newton's mechanistic God-

world fietd relationsnip with Maxwell's relational understanding 
which seen .in the 1,ight of. the. incarnation., is more transcendent 

more intimat~ th~n Newt'on. Cod is neither a final factor 
in the conceptual structure of the universe, nor the Agent 
regulating a ~hain of, efficient causes. See Christian Theology 
and Scientific Culture·, p. 55. · 
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359The Ground and Grammar.of Theolo , p. 68. 
himself reckoned tat a non-mechanical agency (God) 
ately required to offer a sufficient reason. for the 
Divine and.Contingent Order~ p. 9. 

360 · · · · · God and Rationality, p. 48. 
361B· h. t·t ·. . 213 1.ograp 1.a 1. eraria, p. • 
362christian Theology at¥1 Scientific Culture, 
363spac~2 Tim! and Resurrection, p. 2. 
364 . . . 

The Ground and Grammar of Theology-, p. 71. 
365Theology in Reconciliation, p. 284. 
366 . Space, Time and Resurrection, pp. 2-3 • 

Newton 
was ultim-
worfd •. 

p. 15. 

3671 d. . . u wig 
tran.s. by G. E. 

Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, 
M. ,Anscombe, Oxford: Blackwell, 1953, p. 12. . . 

368Theology in ,Re.con~iliation, p. 46. 
369 · · God and Ratio,nality, p. 108. 
370 christian Theology and Scientific Culture, 

p. 17. 
371 Theology in Reconciliati:on, p. 259. 
372christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 17.' 
373tiivine and Con~ingent Order, p. 16. 
374space 2 ·Time and Resurrection, p. 183. 
375christian Theology and Scientific C~lture, p. 128. 
376Theology in Reconciliation, pp. 123-124. 
377cnris'tian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 129. 

Thus Torranc~ r~jectp the reasoning of B. B. Warfield, because 
he ·has a "philosophical notion of predestination, in which 
Biblical eschatology i.s ousted for an unbiblical notion of 
rational causation". T-. F •. Torrance, Review of B. B. War:rield, 
The Inspiration and Author'fty of the Bible, Scottish Journal 
of Theotogy, 7, 1954, p. 106. · 

378conflict and ·Agreement· in the Church, I, pp. 211, 306. 
Also cf. Kingdom and C~urch,_p. 5. 

379Letters to Malcolm, p. 49. cf. Chapter V for further 
discussion. 

380 Surprised by J-oy, p. 179. 
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381Aids to Reflection, pp. 95-108, 212. Farrer notes 
that Edwards' determinist conclusions follow from the structure 
of the symbols he uses (symbolizing will as a physical field of 
force where commensurable forces of ascertainable strengths 
collide), not from the· structure of reality it symbolizes. 
Austin Farrer, The Glass.of Vision, ·Bampton Lectures for 1948, 
Westminster: Dacre Press, 1948, pp. 57-58. 

382 . . .. 88 f L i f The Aliegory of.Love, p. 1 • c • C. S. ew s, 0 
Other Worlds·,. ed. by Walter Hooper, New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and· World, 1966, p. 74, where Lewis criticizes Paley's ethics. 
In Reflections on the Psalms, p. 55, he fiercely rejects· those 
who would suggest God could have easily wi"lled us to hate him 
as to love him. "It would be better and less irreligious to 
believe in no God and.to have no ethics than to have such an 
ethics and such a theology as t~is." .God commands us to love 
him because love is rooted in his nature. 

383 quoted. in T. F. Torrance, The Framework of Belief, 
Belief in Science and in Christian Life, The Relevance of 
Michael Polanyl's Thought for Christian Faith and Life, ed. by 
T~·F. Torrance, Edinburgh:· The Handset Press, 1980, p. 14, from 
Personal Knowledge, p. 309. 

384Lewis notes that ast~ology was the determinism of the 
Medieval and Renaissance age. But only a modified astrology 
was permi•ssible for a Christian poet.. He must leave some room 
for "free will". Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, 
p. 91. · In this light, Torrance regards Marxism as embedde~ in 
the obsolete foundations of the closed mechanistic universe. 
Science is now free at its foundations from this impersonai, 
mechanistic view. The hunger for spiritual realities will not 
go away by the efforts of technological or social reorganiza-
tion. The Centrality of Christ, pp. 23-24. cf. also Divine 
and Contingent Order, p. 5. 

385 Out of My Later Years, p. 18. 
386English Literature in the 16th Century,. p. 4. 
387christian Theology and Scientific Culture, pp. 124-126. 
388Following Lewis, I will argue that moral and aesthetic 

qualities inhere in creation, no less than rationality. 
389" · ~hristian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 133. 
390 · Torrance sees· a similar problem in Augustine's sacra-

mental universe, especially the identification of rationality 
with the soul or final cause of the universe. It led to under-
standing God's acting in the world only indirectly by inducing 
a change f;om po~entiality to actuality and thus a covert Aris~ 
totelian deism. The Ground and Grammar of.Theology, p. 63. 
In our own day,_ culture continues td be dominated by functional 
and mechanical modes. of thinking, which banish beauty and ethics 
from any objective inherence in reality. In art, the loss of 
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natural form has led to numerous non-radical reactions which 
ranged from pop art and spatial.poetry to punk rock. Because 
they lack any natural,.· orgapic coher~nce, they remain frus-
trated attempts at aesthetic self-realization. Without any 
objective .form and inherent beauty} the result is a courageous 
but overcompensating and~hostile irrationality or glorification 
·of ugliness. See ~rich Kahler; The Disintegration of Form in 
the Arts, New York: George Braziller, 1968, pp. 81-82. 

391 see Max Bense's critique of Christianity and Karl 
Barth's memorable 'apologetic' reply in Karl Barth, Fragments 
Grave and Gay, ed. by'Martin Rumscheidt, trans. by Eric Mos-_ 
bacher, London: Collin~ Fontan~, 1976, (1971), Max Bense, 
The Necessity o~ Athe:t,snr, _pp. -~2-39.; Kart Barth, The Rational-
ity of Discipleship, pp. 40-47. 

392The Ground and G'ramm~r of Theology, pp~ 64T ·143~ 
393Born, ed., .P• 216. So also F. S. C. Northrup in his 

introduction to ~eisenberg;s Physics and Philosophy, p. 15. 

~941,he Pla~e o~ Po+anyi, p_p. 69-70. 
395oi~ine and Contingent,Order, P~ 47. 
396The G~ou~d and Grammar of Theology, p. 112. 
3~7Heisenperg .calls Einstein a_ "dogmatic realist". Heis~ 

enberg, p. 82. 
398 · The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 113. 
399otvine ·and Contingent Order~ .PPI' l3{f_. Torrance notes 

tqat quantum theory is changing and rethinking the question of· 
the ~nity of ~ield and matter. 

4ooMiracles, p. 16. cf: Lionel Adey,, C. S. Lewis' "Great 
War" with Owen Ba.rfiJ~ld, no. 14, Engliph ~iterary Studies, Univ-
~rsity of Victoria, Victoria: University of Victoria Press, 
1978, p. 92. 

401M· 1 16 17 irac es, pp. - • 
402 Born, ed., p. 82. 
403 oivine d C . 0 d 44 an ontingent r er, p. • 

p. 225. 
cf • Born , ed • , 

404Here we re~ll Lewis' remark that freedom and deter-
minism may not be our only alte~a~ives. Surprised by Joy, 
p. 179. 

405 nivine and Contingent Order, p. 48. cf. Chapter II. A. 
406 · The Ground and Grammar of TheologI, p. 28. Torrance 

credits Aquinas for inferential reasoningrom which emerged his 
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natural theology. Hermeneutics According to Aquinas, pp. 260-261. 
407 unpublish1d lec'tures of Lewis, ms. PP· 9, 13, 17 • 

• 
408 spac~, Time and Resurrectio~, p. 8. 
409Butterfield, pp. 25-26. 
410 · · ~-, p. 100. 
411 Heisenberg, pp. 107-108. - · 
412 The .A:boli tion of Man,: p. 49 •. 

Four Loves, London: Collins Fontana, 
41 3-'l'he Ab~lition of Man, p. 49. 
414 -. -Kitto, p. 28. 
415 · The Allegory of Love, p. 245. 

Also C. S. Lewis, The 
19 6 8 , ( 19"60) , p • 8 5-. -

~1~cf. J: R. R: tolkien, On Fairy Stories, The Tolkien 
Reader, New York:· Ballantine ~ooks, 1966, (1964). In reading 
Ch;;tucer, say-s '.Lewis; we must not "substitute a neat satiric 
abstraction fox: the richly concrete human being whom Chauce+ 
has- gi'{en us''· Allegory of Love, p. 194. 

417 T lk" 21ff o 1.en, pp. • 
418 M· 1 101 1.rac es, p. • 
41 ~For example,. this is the recurring error of those. 

who comment on Bart.fi. A th~me or principle .is· selected, other 
than Barth's own, by which he is then analysed. See even the· 
irenic, thoughtful work of G. C. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace 
in the Theology of Karl Barth. The triumph is that of Jesus 
Cfirist, not some abstract principle. See Barth's response to 
Berkouwer, K~rl Barth, Church Dogmattics, ed. ,by G. W. Brcnniley 
an4 T. F. Torrance, trans. by G. W. Bromiley, IV/3, The Doctrine 
of Reconciliation, pp. 173ff. 

420 , K,ahl er, p. 42 • 
421 Ein~tein and Infeld, p. 177. See .Barth.' s remark that 

theology could just as easily. begin with analysis and end with 
synthesis. Karl Barth's· Table Talk, p. 25.-. 

422 studies in Medieval and ~enaissance Literatur~, p, 1. 
423 the Place of~Polanyi, p. 78. 
424 bhe,Personal 'Heresy, p. 110. 
425 The Place of Polanyi, p. 63. 
426 tbid., p. 69. ~f. God in thetDock, pp. 212ff. 
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42-1God in the Dock, pp. 212ff. cf. Paul L. Holmer, C. S. 

Lewis, The Shape of His Faith and Thought, London: Sheldon 
P~ess, ·1911, (1976), p. ~11. 

428 oivine li'nd Contingent 'Order, p. 49. 
429 Ibid., p. SO. 
43°Kitto, pp. 187-188. Kitto records the protest of 

this tendency by certain Greeks such as Hippocrates. 
4-31The Place of· Polanyi ,: p. 59. 

"432 christian The:ology and Scientific Culture,, p. 57-. 

·433 Th 1. · R · 1 · t. 280 eo ogy in econci ia ion, p. • 
434 Letter.~ to Malcolm, pp. 38-39~ 
435 . T~e Abolition of Man, p. 49. 
436 - · _ The,World as .I See It, p. 125. Similarly, I shall 

argue theological scrence would be incomplete if it is not 
ils~· the6logicil artistry. 

437 . The Integration of Form, p. 157. 
438 tbid. 

'439 Ibid., p. 156. 
440 cod and Rationality, p. 11. cf;· Newton, .. Einstein and 

Scientific Theology, p. 234. 
441 The Place of Polanyi, p. 65 • . 
442 Ibid., p. 64. cf. The Ground and Grammar of Theology, 

p. 11. --

~43The Place 9£ Polanyi, p. 60~ 
444 "How~ver adequate we ·may• think the Chalcedonian formula 

about ~he mystery of Christ's Person may be (and we believe it 
is) its weaknes-s is that i't i"s too ·static and abstract ••• too 
divorc~d from a"New Testament.understanding of the historic life 
and work of Ch-rL-st in terms of His birth, death and resurrection." 
J.B. Torrance, The Priesthood of Jesus, Essays in Christology 
for Karl Barth 1, ed •. by T·. H. -L. Parker\ I:.ondon: Lutterworth, 
1956, p·. is1., cf-. tlre.·comment~,by F, W. Hort, that the clauses 
of the Athanasian Creed "substitute geometry for life". quoted 
in Reardon, p. 430. In Mimesis, Auerbach sees doctrine as 
"incarnate" witqin :the- narrati:ve st-ory and is not separable. 
When due to the rise of modern criticism doctrine became severed 
from the .s.t·ory (now seen as- legends) doctrine lost its credibil-
ity, (or as Torrance would say, it lost its connection to 
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empirical reality) and became a disembodied image. Auerbach, 
p. 16. 

445 Tcheology in.-Reconciliation, p. 274. 
446 rb~d. cf. God and.Rationality, PP• 123-125. 
447 Letters ~o Malcblm~ 105. 

{ ' ' 448 T .• F. Torrance, Reason in Christian Theology, Evan-
gelical Quarterty, 14, 1942, p. 28. 

449 The· P.llgrim' s Regress_, pp. 91-92. 
450 T. F. ~orrance, The Doctrine of Grace in the Apostolic 

Fathers, Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1948, p. v. 
451 Theology in Reconciliation, p. 281. 
452 - ' · . Theological Science, p. 178 • 

. 453 c: S •. Lewis,~ Th~ Screwtape Letters,· Letters from a 
Sertior t6 a Junior Devil, London: ColLins Fontana, 1971, (1942), 
pp •. 117-119. CHereinafter re·ferred. to as The Screwtape Letters.) 

454 . · · Aids to Reflection, p. 112. 
455 The School of Faith, p. lxxix. So Torrance on the 

Westminster Confession. 
456 Reflections on the Psalms, p. 45. 
457 The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 36. 
458 theological Science, p. 143. 
459 Ibid., pp. 251-252. 
460 see Theology in Reconstruction, p. 59.-

461space, Time and Resurrection, p. 185. 
462 s · db. J 134 urprise y oy, p. • 
463 The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 89. 
464 Butterfield, p. 195-196.' 
465 0wen Barfield, In Conversat~on, C. ·s. Lewis, Speaker 

and Teacher, ed. by Carolyn Keefe, London: Hodder and Stoughton, 
19 71, p. 130. 

466 Aids to Reflection, pp. 308ff. 
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CHAPTER II 

INTUIXION AND RATIONALITY 

A. Intuition: The Bridge Across the Thought-Being Gap 
1. -·A Reconstructed Framework 

With the dethronement of an extrinsic and logical-causal. 
link-up ot:theoretical and1:mpirical, s~ience has discovered· 
a profounder integration which grasps the theoretical embedded 
within iti own empirical reality. 1 Ne~tgnian objectivity was 
cre·ated when the artificial concepts of absolute space and 
time were used· to give the universe a rigid c·ausal framework. 

l 

Einstein replaces this with an objectivity grounded in the 
invariant relatedness inherent in.th~ universe; where form and 
being c'oin~ere in space-time. 2 As ~e have noted, ..... this· new 
path rejects Kant's syri'thetic priori as an 'order without 
penetration' (Polanyi), that is, penetration-into the internal 
structures of the empiricai world. 3 Einstein also rejects 
Ernst Mach'1 s -~os·itivist philosophy and its 'offspring, the 
Vienna Circle, which understood scientific theory to be merely 
corivenient furictiorial arrangements with no relation to reality. 4 

Einstein argue·s, that a direct, intuitive structural kinship 
. . , 

exists between our primary concepts and reality, with the ·rest 
• r • 

of scientific concepts being connected to this primary basis 
by means of theorems. 5 But no logical investigation reveals 

6 this connection; it can only be experienced. 
The intui~ive' experience of the factual-conceptual con-

nection requires seeing the whole field in a new theoretical 
7 framework. Within a unified structure of form and being, this 

means the foriner notions, ~solutions and structures must undergo 
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a transpo~ition. Old problems cannot be solyed by closer 
observatiqn within the old framework because the significance 
of the facts can only be seen correctly by the new framework 
of correlation. 8 

Le~is was sensitive to the controlling power of our 
t~eoretical frameworks. "What we learn from experience.depends 
on what kind of philosophy we bring to experience." 9 One can-
not judge ~he reliability of a mLracle story, Lewis remarks, 
wit};lout first estimating the i:ntrinsic pro_bability of such an 
event. But what criteria ·could determine the intrinsic proba-

. 10 bility of such an eyent? Facts and theory, knowing -and 
being, are deeply and indissolubly intertwined. The facts 
themselves are known only within an interpretive theoretical 

. 11 construction • 
. Under the pr~ssure of empi_rical relation to the object, 

logical c~usality was ~bandoned and ~ew, intuitive connections .., 
were.discovered. This is good news for th,eology ~sit is for 
ati sciences. Theology should not be afraiq to seek new em-
pirical c;onnectiops, in its field nor be content with connections 
operative elsewhere. Theolog~cal connections should be rational 
in that they are precise and appropriate to the God-man inter-

t . 12 ac ion. . , 
We should also note the impact of the dethronement of 

c~assical physics on the subject-object relati~nship_in science 
and theology. Though modern physics has· limited the range of 
classical physics, it has grounded the classical view more 
firmly within a limited sphere. Simil~rly the distinction and 
nature of interaction betwee~~ubj~ct and object needs mod\£i-
ca_tion., in accord with its subject-matter,, but without becoming 
an identity. 13 iheology, for exa~ple, replaces the disjunction 
in the subject-object relationship for a cognitive union in 
love. 14 

Thp_ugh the subject-object relationship remains complex 
and intimate, it is not utterly myster~o~s •. Jaki npte~ that 
whereas empiricism assumes a ~omplete 1ndep~ndence of ~ind from 
nature, iqealism apsumes a complete identity of mipd and nature. 
In fact, there exi,sts, a relational:, intuit;ive connecti,on with 
man occupying a special bridging rGle. Such §1 view seems 
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unclear only if we assume there can be no organic relation 
1,5 betwaen fot'm and being. 

2. Transition from Mechanical to Relational Thinking 
Intui"tive thinking is essentially relati:onal, connec-

tional and synth~tic as opposed to mechanical, digital and 
abstractive thinking. The latter view detaches the rational 
structure of science and ~heology from its empirical reality 
and examines the mathematics (number) or statements (word) 
in abstracto, as a geometry antecedent to s~ience, or as a 
philosophical theology antecedent to dogmatic theology. 16 

This creates an inert and deterministic framework within which 
we concei:ve of the universe. 

With James Clerk Maxwell, the mechanical framework of 
sciertce began its decline. When Maxwell failed to interpret 
el~ctricity· and magnetis~ ~ithin Newton,...s·.mechanical model, 

-. _he proposed a 'relational•· model which brought electricity, 
' . . 

magnetism and iight into a coherent, unified fram.ework through . 
h~s· use of partial differential equations. Within ·this new 
frame of linked equations, MaxW'ell assumed that' the relations 
between things belong to the essence of-what things really 
are. 17 Torrance argues that this perspective transformed riot 
only the basic structures of. s.cience,. "but our 1:fa_~ic ways of 
knowfng". 18 In ·relational thinking, unlike mechanical-logical 
thinking, connections themselves have an integral, o~ganic 
link to objects, and are not prior mechanical conceptual 
systems applied to reality. 
_ Modern physics seeks to understand its concepts in the 

totality within which e~ents are found in their inh~rent,con-
nection. No single event is apprehended or particularized 
except in relation to the whole. The field replaces the 
material point. Natural and inherent relations replace those 
artificially developed from observation, particularization and 
abstraction. 19 

The Maxwell-Faraday discovery of the relational and dy-
namic quality of space meant that science could no lenser view 
space as discontinuous particles related mechanically and 
statically. This former spatial concept saw the universe as 
an infinite receptacle with an independent and absolute status 
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unintegrated with time, and indepehdent of material events 
contained in ~pace and time. Science now operates with fields 
of connection where things are not related like discrete 
bo~ies, but are connected in a continuous flow of motion. 20 

The differential equations develope~ by modern physics are 
_ interrelated with space and time, making each relative to the 

other. 21 

B. The Intuitive-Empirical Connection 
For Torrance, £ollowing Polanyi, the structure of 

scientific knowledge resembles that of perception~ That is, 
knowing takes place through implicit, tacit and intuitive 
processes. It is an ~ssential component of this intuitive 
knowing that the tru~hs we know are objectively grounded in 
rea.li ty. Therefore, ·the truth of a proposition lies· in its 
~earing.on reality. 22 There. is no empirical nature distinct 
from ·a theoretical structure, but only an empirical-theoretical 
nature in which knowing and being inhere. 23 The meaning, 
success and validity.of a theory rests on its ontological 
import or power of objective reference. 24 

It is not easy torswitch from the ingrained mental 
habit of thinking. in terms of particles and- external, imposed .. · 
connections to dynamic and continuous field and relational 
connections. 25 But this "onto-relati.onal" thinking has been 
forced upot'l physics by relativity. With the phrase "onto-
relational" thinking, Torrance calls on science, within its 
thought structures~ to take full aacount of the indivisible 
connections .. between particles and field. For interrelations 
between particle and field are as significant as the particles 
themselves. Science .is not gbout uninterpreted facts or 
theory abstracted rrom. facts, but rather theoretical-empirical 
and onto-relational realities. 26 

Field .concepts become vague and unproductive if we 
detach them from th~ field because their meaning consists in 
their connections with the field. 27 When we detach concepts 
from their natural field and analyze them merely in terms 
of their grammatical~syntactical 'connections, ipevitably their 
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meaning is altered. _we thereby "snap their line of intelli-
gible connection with reality, for i.t i.s through the field that 

28 they are correlated with reality". When this occurs, 
meaning is derived without objective reference by referring to 
the subject who makes t~e statements, and the concepts are 
left bereft of any objective claim to reality. This drives 
a wedge betwe~n sub)ect and object, phenomena and noumena. 29 

Concepts which are abstr~ctly created by logical d~duction 
from the original field are no longer empirically grounded. 
No sciepce operates with ideas that are merely the offspring 
.f 3o b f o logical necessity. Once a stracted .rom its empirical 

field, formal logic can make nonsense out of many empirically 
meaningful stat.ements. 31 Hence ,in theology; when we make God's 
love._l9gically. necessary, we create a dej:erminist 'irresist-
ible grace'. which empties love ~f its relational and personal 
content, and substitutes the irresistible. forces of Newtonian 

,· physics. Ironically, we now know such logical-mechanistic 
connections are of, only. a limited value i~ comprehend~ng 
physical., let alone spi_ri t~al, real it~. 

We find a parallel in Lewis' philological criticism. 
If a word is read out of its living cpntext (its natural 
hab~tat), it leads to misre~9ing and ·eventually the loss of 

32 ... 
meaning,. ,Only syntax remains. Ironically, it is the more 
recent uses of words which are more often misunderstood 
becaus,e we think -we already know their meani~g through years 
of contented misreading. We blissfully interpolate senses 
which could only have existed much lat.er than in the author. 33 

This is one of the problems with the existentializing of 
Biblical statements. 

"" .. t 

The utter empiricai prio~ity of sci~nce keeps it ob~ 
jective and not speculat~ve. The un~verse does not yield its 
secrets "under the coercion of logical-deductive operations". 34 

We empirically discover which theoretical possibility ia the 
true one. T~ue physical laws ·chos~n under the compulsion 
of empirical evidence. In heuristics we leap across a logical 
gap in our kn~wledge ~s experience sug~ests the appropriate 
conc~pts. Thus, true th~ories are a posteriori 'wormed-out' 35 - --r 
of nature.. The relentless confi rma.1;:t:on of intuitive th~ory 



36 by experiment keeps science creative but not fantasy. 
An implication of this truth is that someone's beliefs 

are not changed by relentless logical criticism. Only.an 
"extension of his experience" will change belief by introduc-
ing· a new factor which is incompatible with £ome part of his 
previous aggregation of beliefs. 37 

C. The Intuitive-Empirical Connection in Theology 
The intuitive-empirical connection is no less· important 

in theology. One cannot withou~ loss of meaning detach one's 
thinking and one's self from the field's own· proper object 
to think abstractly about God as if the empirical reality of 
G d . i W . d. d 38 I o w~r~ not pre~ent to us n or an sacrament. n 
accord with, its uniquely personal relational field, theology 
can only~be dialogical and proc~ed by constant reference to 
its .6bject. It cannot step outside the dialogical relation-
ship, but Tequires per~6nal 'community of verifiers', the 
· · · · 39 Church, in which to pursue its task. 

Theology needs the courage not to shy away from the 
concreteness of revelation--God's being in space-time, where 
he comes to us not in naked majesty, but in the space-time 
medium of Israel and thr6ugh -Israel in the concreteness of 
J'esus. For in him God has objectified· himself for ___ us. 40 

Jesus Christ as ·the Word made flesh "constitutes the ontolog-
ical bridge in which human knbwin~ of God exi~ts 11 •

41 

Ph~ntom problems occur when we abandon ~ur theological 
statements' empirical reference to Christ. This cuts off 
redemption from the realities of c~eation and creation from 
redemption, and transforms the concrete, empiric~l acts of 
God in- Israel and in Christ into the secret ~i~dom of the 
devout. That is, God's acts are removed from the empirical_ 
realities of history and become spiritualized•experiences 
within man's own pious heart. 

If we detach' our cbncepts from their organic an4 empir-
ical contact with Jesos bf Nazareth~ their meanings can only 
be found within either the self or the logical-grammatical 
propositipns of the Bible ~ithout regard to their empirical 
referents. Along this sterile avenue- theology returns to all 
the old. probletns with ~hich- •science and theology have struggled 
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for .so long. Theology labours under the axiomatic disjunction 
between·God and the world, sensible and intelligible, form and 
being. Thi-s ignores the whole thrust of.the discoveries of 
modern physics as well as the organic order of classical 
Patristic theology, wher~ form and being are inherently intel-
t1giole and where theoretical structure~ are derived from the 
actual field. Artif-icial frameworks which break apart form 
and being, break themselves apart in the face of empirical 

·42 reality. 
Michael Polanyi has.· sought to. explore ·the intuitive 

pawe~s .of the mind -withou~ reducing intuitiun to abstract, 
discur·sive structures. 43 Though aware of a '·creative intu-

. ' 

ition', Karl Popper .describes it as did Bergson, as an ir-. . 
rational element. But Einstein, _like Polanyi, interprets the 
intuition cognitively, and .. calls. it a sympathetic understanding 
of.experience (EinfUhlung). 44 Polanyi aligns the intuitioµ 
very<closely with what he cal ts '.participation' or 'indwelling' •. 
F?r Einscei? and Polanyi, intuition is a rational apprehension, 
though· not an inference or comple~ely reducible to formal-
. t· 45 iza ion. 

Popper has clearly seen the limi.ts of what; he himself 
calls 'the myth,.of-, inductive logic'. 46 With Ei:nstein he agrees ... 
that theories do not start as deductions from particular ob-
servation, for the ltheory decide·s what we-:- observe. 47 There-
fore, Popper argues, theories arise as inven~ions of the crea-
tive imagination and are put forward as conjectures. Science 
proceeds by critically testing each conjecture and asks for 
evidence which counts against them. Trris is Popper's famous 
falsification prtnciple, which leads, if not to verification, 
at le~st to objective probability. 48 

Torrance crttictzes Popper ·because he ignores the im-
portance of ontological reference in scientific statements and 
avoids examining the heuristic act by calling it an irrational 
element. Unlike Polanyi and E~n~tein, Popper was not an em-
pirical scientist. By scholastically·distinguishing between 
logical processes and psychological states, he defines away 
the· heuristic process as psychological, highly informative 
guesses, ultimately irrational. As a p_l:iilosopher, Popper 
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prefe.rs to focus ·on foi::mal epistemological decisions reached 
irrespect~ve qf content or empirical import in accordance with 
accepted procedural ruies. 49 That means he prefers an abstract 
criteria wi-th •no apprecia,tion for any organic connection with 
the special field Qf inquL+Y· Polanyi rejects Popper's ref-
utationist method for other reasons as well. For one thing, 
it was contrary to his experience as a scientist. Theory is 
the work of ~cientists,born of imagination seeking discovery. 
Such effort may risk defeat, bu~ never seeks it. 50 

Ther.e are other non-·cc;,gnitive interpretations of the 
intuitive faculty, besides Popper and before him, Kant·. Henri 
Frankfort describes intuitive thinking as pre-scientific, by 
which he means pre-~onnal, non-inferential thinking. It is 
essentially emotional, direct and inarticulate 'thou' thinking, 
un~ike-, deta.ched and articulate 'it' thinking. 51 

Radhakrishnan prefers his native Hindu way of knowing 
to Western knowing; ne calls it creative and intuitive think-
• · 52 i~g. He describes it as a direct k~owledge, incap~ble of 
growth, because it is individual and incommunicable. "We 
cannot verify it and therefore cannot dispute itt" 53 It-is 
ineffable, non-propositional and non-conceptual, but he denies 
it is non-rational. He contrasts .it with the Wes~ern critical 
intelligence. 54 

S~milarly, Edwyn Bevan links intuitive knowledge with 
mysticism and sees it as knowl~dge i~ a supreme degree, yet 
wi~hout conceptual content. It is. therefore not essential to 
Christiantty but only an occasional. gift. 55 The great contrast 
with Torrance and Einstein is their commitment to a rigorous 
empirical fit whereby they see intµitive knowledge as concep-
tual and as having an essential ,ontological refei:'ripg qua·li ty, 
.though it is not ultimately formalizable. 

For Coleridge, the term 'intuition' "comprehends all 
truths known to us without a mediwplf_. 56 Kant denied. there w~re 
any intellectual intuitions, but. Coleridge .disagreed. Bernarc,l 
Reardon id'entifies Coleridge's commitment to an int;u,itive kpow-
ledge of God .as ~ssentially subjectivism and contrast~- this 
with 'objectivity' which he depicts as th~ c~lcul.atio~. of prob-
abilities on the basis of adducible evidence. 57 This may be 
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subjecttve for Reardon, but intuitive knowledge for Calvin as 
well as Coleridge, 'is the ve~y ~pposite of subjectivity. Ein-
stei1;1's intuitive grasp of relativi't:y theory is more objective 
and empiri'cally fit'ted than the calculated probabilities .and 
causalities of Newtonian objectivity. 

D. The Nature of Intuition 
~et us further explore the intuit~ve activity which for 

Einstein, Polanyt, and Torra~ce is essential for scientific . 
progress•.. Torrance describes .the intuitive faculty as an 
"_implicit integrative activit-.y o'f the mind" in which we discern 
the ontological reference and distinguish right surmises from 
wrong ones. 58 Polanyi refers to it as the 'tacit coefficient' 
of a scienti._fic· theory by which "it bears on experience. ~9 That 
is,: it is the intuitive approach~ unaccountable in logical 
inferential terms~, by which we apprehend the inherent struc-

'· I 
tures of reality. And it develops our knowledge by integrating 
l~rgely,unspecifiable clues ~hich we organize in response to 
intimations of nature's true coherence. 60 We grasp the natural . , 

form which inheres in being not abstractly, but through this 
intuitive, constructive and interpretive activity of the 
mind. 

. . 
Though relativity and quantum theory have no logical or 

.! priori connection to reality-, the fac.t remains we cannot 
make sehse of the world without them. 61 Intuitive rationality 
cannot be logicallzed. No formal rules can account for it. 
Why,? I would suggest it is because by its very nature, we rely 
on intuitive rationality .!!§. it attends to something else., 
namely, its ontological referent. That is, its very difficulty 
to delineate precisely and sequentialize its insights is due 
to its object-centredness, for it cla.rifie-s and reveals' the 
structur.e •of its ob·ject., not itself. It has only a subsidiary 
awareness of its own structures. 

Genuine knowing always has an element of implicit know-
ledge or foresight, an intimation of truth which only later is 
specified. 62 By intuition the scientist ~urmis~s with a fair 
probability the presence of·•a hidden coherence ih nature. 63 

The Greek term 'prolepsis' connotes this idea of anticipatory 
glimpse, that is, a tentative, subtle reaching out. bf 'the mind 
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toward s.omething,quite new. This leap across a logical g-ap is 
an intuitive anticfp.ation of".a hitherto unkrtown 
pattern which arises compellingly und~r the 
surprising disclosure and intrinsic claim of 
the subject.-matter. 64 

Einstein gave these intuitive links the distinctive 
description of "free creations of the intellect" because t!hey 
a-re obtainable not tqrough induction f.rom .s,ense experience, 
but on1y by "speculative thinking consistent with observation". 65 

They are rational, but non-logical. tmd yet they are natural 
and true b~caus-e they arise in the mind under the impact and 
authority of the objecc's intelligibility. 66 As Einstein puts 
it~ the liberty of science's free creations is of a special 
kind, not at all li~e the lib~rty of a fiction writer. It is 

I 

like ··the f~e·edom of a Jnan trying .to sol~e a well de_signed cros~wordj 
pu~zle. He· may propose any word., but only-~ really solves 

._the puzzle. in all its forrns. 67 Einstei"n immediately adds that 
this intuitive ~process is grounded on ·the faith that nature has· 
th~ character of a subtle (but not arbi'trary) and well designed 
p~zzle. 68 · The intuitive mental creation is validated by its 
empirical fit. 

E. Intuition in Latin and Reformed Theology 
In theoiogy, Torrance sees the issue of intuitive know-- . •' 

ledge as one of the striking contrasts ·between Reformed and 
Thomist thinking. For Calvin, theology has to do with a direct 
intuitive knowledge of God through his Word.~ 9 ~his. implicitly 
shifted theology to an objectJcentred form where Christian 
faith is concerned wit~ the intuitive and evident knowledge of 
the actively present. God which is brought about by his own 

70 personal act upon us. In co~trast, Th~mism argues that God 
is kno~ onlJ from the ·sense experience of created realities 
above which we cannot rise. 71 Torrance cites the Medieval 
neglect of a doctrine that God as Spirit presents us with an 
immediate intuitive knowledge, as the source of :fts:reject:'ion 
6f intuitive knowledge. 72 

In the light of Torrance's own emphAsis QP .~esus the Word 
made ~lesh as the organic and personal form through which our 
thoughts are connected properly to God, I would argue that one 
must· embrace in unity-with the work of the Holy' Spirit, the 
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historical and empirical reality of :Jesus Ghrist as the medi-
ator of God in space-time. That is, God is not known 
immediately, for the Word has become flesh. We do not bypass 
the flesh of Jesus to know God immediately. The intuitive 
priority of Calvin and Torrance may thus legitimately be in-
tegrated and not contrasted with the Thomist sense-experience 
emphas~s if Christologi~ally and not. inferentially understood. 
Jesus Christ is the essential sense experience or empirical 
base for .knowledge of God. ·That is, theol.ogical knowledge is 
i~tuitive and grounded on 'the empirical life, death and res-
urrection of ·Jesus, whom the Holy Spirit brings immediately 
to our remembrance. We may then proceed to understand the 
Holy Spirit as the ~umble, imageless and immediate pointer to 
Chri_s.t, the One who brings our mi.nds and whole beings •into a 
fa~e to face empirical relationship with Christ. That is, 
the.Holy Spirit is the work·of the living God intuitively 
bridging the two-fold gap between the historical and eternal 
Chris~ and between Christ and man in his space-time empirical-
historical habitation. 

If we may l~gitimately argue for intuitive, rational 
knowledge in science· and. in theology, it is natural to argue 
mutati·s mutandis, that through intuitive, cognitiye thinking 
we also perceive beauty and,goodness. We cannot prove the 
value of goodness or the beauty of beauty, for "ther~ is no 
possibility of proving value or beauty to the man who does 
not see it 11 •

73 In case of disagreement here, Bevan suggests 
all one can do i-.s to ask· the person "to acquaint himself with 
it further, to go on looking a-t it 11 •

74 

F. Intuitive Knowledge in Lewis 
.Reason and reLigion,are the~T own ~vidence. 
The natural sun is in this respect a symbol 
of 'the spiritual. 

--Coleridge 75 

There. are f-ew places· where Lewis explicitly di~cusses 
intuitive knowledge, bu~ there are many places where he describes 
immediate, 'knowledge by acquaintahce' or connattre. In the 
realm of~scientific knowledge, Lewis was awa~e of a deeper in-
tuitive level as well as the more usual logical-causal level. 
He refers to scientific thinking as being more than a succession 
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of linked concepts an~ sees it as the tr~nslation of a prior 
activity. 76 But this hint is not expanded in the context of 
science. 

Did Lewis affirm ,that theology entails an Lntµitive 
knowl~dge of God? Concerning another affair of the higher 
.or Practical. Reason, Lewis argues that knowledge of moral truth 
o_r value cannot. be deduced;. its rationality must be perceived. 77 

In Lewis, all the highest truths are known intuitively. "We 
78 must be content to feel them i>µ our bones •. " Moreover,, moral 

and theolog_ical judgements ·are i!ltuj. ti ve and rational. "I be-
lieve that th~ primary mora.~ principles on which all· others 
depend are, r,at;onal_ly'. perceived·. n 79 Moral truths are self-
evident ;- we "just see" there is no reason why, a .neighbour's 
happiness ,shou,ld be sacrificed to. my; own as we "just see" that 

. . 
things. equal to tbe same thi_ng are equal to ·one ano.ther. The 
lack of a £ormal .logical proof does not imply that moral truth 
is irrational. "Their intrinsic reasonableness shines by its 
own light."SO 

However, to assert th~ legitimacy of certain claims to 
intuitive knowledge does not imply that fo~ Lewis all knowledge 
occurs through the intuitive faculty·, only knowledge of the 
higher truths.- Man has· immediate intuitive g~asp.~ "only of, 
axioms and mu$t seek all other knowledge by the laborious pro-
cess of discursive. thinking". 81 

As for intµitive theological knowledge, Lewis explicitly 
denies direct knowledge of God in terms of vision. Instead, 

' he affirms "a kind of direct e);tper;i.ence of God, immediate as a 
taste or a colour. There is no reasoning in it'-'. And yet many 
would describe it as "an experience of the, intellect--the reason 
resting -in the enjoyment of its objec_t •• : ".~2 That is how Lewis 

· 83 ~n~erprets Anselm's ontologi~al argument. One could arg~~ 
that ;or Lewis this intuitive knowle9ge of God is pot an essen-
tial aspect of Christianity. 84 But if we recall Lewi~' general 
Platonic !rame of mind, his stated argument for intuitive moral 
knowledge, and his denial of the lower, 'knowledge about' 
(savoir) of God, one must conclude that an intuitive theological 
knowledge is a~ integral part of his thinking. 85 

Lewis ~as never entirely a.tease with an appeai to 
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intuition in preference to sense experience and inference 
because of Owen Barfield's intuition gro~nded anthroposophic 
claims. In rebutting B~rfield's claims, Lewis preferred to 
answer materialism, Freudianism and empiricism not by an 
appeal to intuition, but by better reasoning (i.e., logical 
argument). As for the convicting quality of int~ition being 
as certain-as sense experience, Lewis reminds us that even 
sense experience can be rejected. by science when it conflicts 

· · 86 with other hypotheses or intuitions. Thµs because of Bar-
f~eld's self-evidencing arguments for.anthroposophism, Lewis 
was hesitant to expound Christianity explicitly on the· same· 
grounds but his discussions of Christian doctrine imaginatively 
embody Chris~ian faith and invite the -reader to 'taste and 
see'· ·the self-evidenc.ing reality of Christ • 

. ·Einst.ein would fully agree. with Lewis 1 · concern. He 
endorses intuition as the key to science, but readily admits 
that ·intuitive explanations are often wrong·. ~7 His letters to 
M~x Born reveal a deep longing for a more mechanically precise. 
and logical-inferential path to a unified field theory:and 
thus he bemoans how·he is left _only with endless probings, 
speculations and intuitive searches for the proper formula 

· 88 . 
of connection. . 

Jaki protests_a~ainst an overly zealous claim which makes 
intuitive knowledge exclusively valid. This wa~ Occam!s error. 
Occam's exclusi vist intuitioni·sm was another. scientific dead 
end. 89 Historically, the use of generali•zation on the basis 
of sense data has been an essential scientific tool. Science 
observes regularities in nature and isolates key factors which 
give rise to abstractive notions which Jaki call$ fact-laws. 
The mind discovers these theories by a process ·of idealization 
and creative postulation. Jak_i agrees with Torrance ·th'at there 
are no logical rules for discovery, bu~ this does not m~an 
discoveries are closed to any ·form of d~scursive analysis, 
unless logic.~efuses to see its own incompleteness (Gtldel). 9O 

Thus inference and intuition work together as two levels of 
rationality actually confirming one another. This is similar 
to Lewis·' intuitive-inferential approach to theological know-
ledge. Einstein asserts that basic laws are wormed out of 
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nature. "by perceiving certain general features)". But abstrac-
tive thinking is intimately involved,. for "inference follows 
inferenc~, often revealing relations which extend far beyond 
the province of reality from which th~ principles were origin-
ally drawn". 91 In redressing the cognitive balance of the 
mind and limiting the authority of logical-inferential thinking, 
~e mu~t not deny, but affirm, the value and propriety of 
abstraction, ~articularly in natural scienc~, generalization 
and sequential connections as they co-;..operate with integrated 
and participatory thinking·. 

Torrance himself points out a further limitation· of 
intuitive physical concepts. Though grounded in inherent 
structures of the universe, these structures are themselves 
con~ingenty and thereby finite an4 limited. That is, no final 
fot;nalization is possible ~s there would be if the universe 

.. were·ultimately necessary. This does not make Einstein's quest 
· for·a unified field theory quixotic, but Torrance recognizes 

i~ would be at best a co-ordinated series of equations -linking 
all physical laws. These field laws would be limited and have 1 
a measure of freedom and spontaneity and -would not be as-pre-
dictable as mathematical projections and necessities might . 
prefer. 92 

G. Lewis on Intuition: Further Remarks 
By his own confession, the central and primary man in 

Lewis is the intuitive or imaginative mari, not the logical or 
dialectica1. 93 This is his great strength and because he gave 
this side full play, he has made a profound impact on millions 
of readers. Far Lewis, the intuftion plays the primary role 
in both enjoyment of literature and in literary criticism. For 
a reader to grasp the meaning of the Medieval theory of planets, 
the notion must be "seized in an intuition rather than built up 
out· of concepts; we need to know them, not know about then\". 94 

We rationally comprehend things tmmediat'ely and prior. to linking 
them up by concepts. Concepts are the aftermath of, this cog-
nitive, intuitive grasp. 95 

At times Lewis' logical rigour·falls shorr of his intui-
tive feel for reality. By his own admission, his initial argu-
ment for the 'self-contradiction of the naturalist' in Miracles 
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failed. When he rewrote rt _as 'the cardinal difficulty of 
naturalism', his expression was never more opaque and the .real 
problem was Ieft unsolved. I ·would argue, however, that the 
fundamental power of his thinking in that book lies not in the 
admitted deficiencies of his logic, but in his intuitive grasp 
that no forms of the one-dimensional superficia-lities of 
materialism and naturalism (or more precisely positivism) with 
the-ir denial of transcendence and ontological reality can have. 
the last epistemological word.: In the majority of his writ-
ings--theology, literature and· especially his criticism, the 
dialectician never dominates, but brilliantly supports his 
powerful imaginative-intuitive ·grasp of reality. 

Lewis gave· priority to 'the imaginative "feeling intellect" 
whi~h roughly corresponds to int~itiort. He calls the discursive 
inteltect an '"''understanding from without" but the imagination 

.. an, ••unaerstanding from within". 96 He tells Barfield "that the 
discursive reason-always fails to apprehend reality, because 

· 97 i~ neve·:r grasps more than an abstract relational framework". 
Therefore Lewis agrees with Torrance. that logical thinking and 
its connections are extrinsic and abst.ract. He ~ould argue, 
however, that in the lower rational realm of natural science 
there is a Harmony_ between laws of logic ·and _law~.-of nature. 
F;xternal and abstrS:ct rational knowledge is the best rational 
connection for which science can hope. But in the light of 
hi~ Ei~steinian studies (among other things)_ Torrance cannot 
accept this. 

Here, I berieve, Lewis is using his feeling intellect in 
search of a rational connection just as organically linked to 
concrece reality as Einstein~s mathematical and imageless rela-
tional framework of {~ur-dimensiorial geometry, (which for.Tor-
rance is such an.all-important epistemological paradigm). 
There are rich deposfts of reality which Einstein's mathemat-
ical tools have left unmined. Thus imageless mathematical r 

relations are not in competition with, but· are complemeriteq by, 
the 'image-ful' relations of the imaginative faculty. Lewis' 
theological artistry complements Torrartce's theological science. 
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H. ·intuitive Rationality 
1. Discovery 

When science discovers new knowledge it is not primarily 
an act of logical inference, but a forward leap of the mind 
which apprehends the radically riew. 98 "There is no such thing 

99 as a logical method of having new ideas," says Popper. 
There is no logical path to tbe elementary laws of physics, 
claims Einstein, for "only intuition resting on a sympathetic 

· 100 understanding of experience, can reach them". The scien-
tist "worms these general princ.iples out of nature by per-
ceiving certain general features". Only then does "i~ference 

· 101 follow on inference". We cannot reduce the discovery of 
new facts to logic~l. forms, for logic consists of unbroken 
link~ with conclusions lying in the premis-es. But to discover 

. the new.involves what we do not know. That is the -mystery of 
. ' '102 knowl~dge. 
··In That Hideous Strength, when Jane is asked to join 

~ogres, she complains that they will not tell her much until 
s6e has· joined; she complalns it is like a leap in the dark. 

r Lewis states that thi~is the way of concrete, empirical 
knowledge in al'l,walks of life. So it is with getting married, 
going into the Navy, becoming a Monk, trying a new food. !'You 
cannot know what it's ·like until you take t.he plunge. 11103 

2. · Rationality as Miracle 
In order for scientific and theological concepts to be 

rational, they need an empirical and ontological referent 
which is the controlling factor. 104 This implies an astonish-
ing harmony between the world and our minds. "It is ·an out-
come of faith that nattire--as she is perceptible to our five ' . senses--takes the character. of such a well formulated 
puzzle. n 105 For Einstein, the comprehensib'ility of the world 
is a miracle. 106 This left him with an orientation of mind 
filled with wonder and mystery, which he describes as "the 
fundamental emotion which stands at the cradle of true art 
and true science". 107 

How different from Einstein's relativity is the order in 
. 108 Kant's universe, which "we oursel~es introduce". Kant 

posited a necess~ry connection between the mind and the world 
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based on our~ priori cnotlght forms. But for Torrance, these 
connections exist not through~ priori logical necessity, but 
in the wonder of the-harmony ~etwe~n our minds and the world. 

Modern science Has shown that we cannot bridge the gap 
between thought and reality by logical thought alQne. The 
abstracting habit w~ich disconnects by extracting mind f-rom 
mattl!'r, creates an artificial ga~ between sense and intellect. 
Wherrwe remove this~ prtorl, theoretical bridge we do not 
become sceptics, but recognize that though.we· cannot account 
in a theory for the comprehens~birity of an obje~t, we may 
stand with.awe .before the mystery of the rational link between 
thought ~and being·. 109 We r.eo'ognize .with "Einstein that this 
is •a .,.matter, _of ·faith. But we share his smile of confidence 
when· he. wryiy admits that '~the successes reaped up· to now by 
science, do, it is true, give a.certairr encouragement for 
this faith"". llO 

Simitarly, theol-0gy •cannot give a fully formal explan-. 
a=tion of ho-w theological knowledge ari•ses in our minds. We 
declare that !undamental conc~pts come ~o us under the gen-
erative ·power- of the Word·of God. But the mystery of 
rationality cannot ultimately be accounted for in a logical 

. · . · 111 and for-mal way in the natural world or. in.theology. Here 
the activity of th~Holy S~irit is ep~stemdlogi~ally relevant, 
for at ·least it explaLns our knowledge from the object's 

· 112 side. · That is, though we cannot redu·ce the relationship 
between our thoughts and God's being to thought, we recognize 
that though~ attains its true f~rm onl¥ as it submits to the 
impact of God's being upon it and seeks to be conformed to the 
inherent. and God-given ration~1ity, the Word made flesh. 113 

Ic is proper fo~ a realist theology tto give priority to 
the objective pole of knowledge, for it fundamentally claims. 
that ,God, and not man, :activates and susta~ns the relation 
between human knowing and divine··being. In the wake, of man's 
estrangement •in sin from God, ~theo'i'Ogy acknowledges that any 
reconciliation between.•our knowing and" God's being must be 
God.' s act. 114· 

3. Kinetic Logic 
Though we canhot completely ·formalize or logicali2e the 
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Ieap of knowledge, Torrance maintains it is rational because 
it ~s open to description and comprehension, and it truly bears 
upon empirical reaiity. It is importan~, therefore, for theol-
ogy to seek to describe the dynamic and kinetic logic which 
'binds thinktng and being together. 

If theology claims that, in Barth's phrase, the Logos 
.J 

cannot· be illogical, let us rehearse the grounds on which 
theology refuses to alibw its rationality to be judged at the 
bar of formal logic or be reduced to the logical processes of 
thought •. Christianity declares that in the incarnation, the 
eternal tfuth and being of God has entered into time and space. 
The truth and mode by whi~h Cod chooses to disclose himself to 
man is Jesus Christ. For our minds to act rationally here, we 
must·· allow the nature of that truth to prescribe the appropri~ 
at~:mode of thinking. If the eternal moves irito time, then our 

.. reason-must move with it in order to know it. Similarly, in 
modern physics we know that light is never at a sta~ic point of 
rest. To understand it we must abandon all points o-f· absolute 
rest, except light itself, and travel with it:·ltS 

This cannot but involve a break with routine habits of 
thought. Static categories of understanding, Aristotelian or 

. . 
Kantian, will need to b~ abandoned if and· when tbey· wrongfully 
convert the temporal, active and personal movement of ·God in 
our space and time into the formal possibility of logical 

· 116 relations·. !n the wake of such an event,. we must seek a 
mode of rational thought which inheres within the actualities 
of revelation, not in the possibilities of idealis~ or rat!on-
alism. That is, we must modify traditional-logical thinking 
in order to accommodate actual existence and not covertly con-
vert exrstence into necesstties and p6ssibilitie·s·. 

So it was that Einstein broke with static ~ategories· of 
thought in classical physics where space and time were under-
stood from a point of absolute rest. So i't was also, that 
S0ren Kierkegaard sought to acquire a truth that had left the 
eternal and had come and ac·ted ·i:n history. 117 Torrance calls 
this 'kine~ic thinking', for it pursues the inner or inherent 
logic' which dynamically ·coinheres with bei:ng. 

It is not accidental that. 'formal togic arose from Greek 
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t~ought. Their concern was with truth as ideas and abstract 
concepts, not dynamic, historical action. In fundamental con-
trast, Hebr~ic thinking is concerned with historical action 
and pe~sonal relations, not logical relations between concepts. 
Torrance argues that Greek ideas of God are derived from finite 
existence which are then raised to the nth degree and posited 
as· God's attributes. But Hebrew thoughts about God are not 
primarily ideas, but describe God's activity in his creation 
and in the redemptive history.of his people. "He is the Llving 
God and we know Him not as we know ideas, but as we know people 
in love and meeting." 118 

The object of theologi'cal knowletlge is truth in the form 
of personal being, Jesus Christ. Therefore the truth can be 
known only in an appropriately personal-rational mode, the 
logic of personal relationships. Otherwise the kn~wer will 
not be in a true relationship to the truth. "The very mode· of 

· · · 119 apprehending truth belongs to· the truth." i\s Lewis puts it, . 
in relation to logical thought a Christian's faith "is of 
. · . · " lZO B t k 1 d f G d . 1 · k course ex~essive • u our now e ge o o is more i ea 

"knowledge by acquaintance" of a person we believe in. 121 

Lewis reminds us.that "no man is our friend who believes our 
good intentions only when t'hey are proved". A su.spicious 
friend is blamed for his meanness of character, "not praised 
for his excellent' logic". 122 qhristian faith does not present 
us with an argument which demands our as·sent, but with a person 
who demands our confidence. 

Coherence, correspondence ·and pragmatic theories of truth 
contain valuable but partial insights into the-nature of truth. 
They presuppose a damaged relationship· (often a Kantian dualism) 
between form ~nd being. But a non-dualist, referential theory 
implies a fundamental harmony ·between the empirical (corres-
pondence) and the theoretical (coherence')' criterion. For exam-
ple, Athanasius' non-dualist notioh of meaning saw that meaning 
did not reside "in letters as such but in the divine a'Ceions 
which they express 11 •

123 Therefore the empirical and theoretical 
are intuitively held together in reference to and under the 
control of, their empirical object. 1i 4 The fundamental 
shift here from both coherence and corre~pbndence theories is 
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that the ultimate judge of the theory is reality itself. 
Torrance describes this as justification by the object al9ne--
in science and theology. For Hebraic thinking, God's truth 
' t d. h' t lZS is roo e in is na ure. 

If we seek to form a logic or rationality of response to 
God's real involvement in space-time, our reasoning must re-
ceive its structures not from behind by~ priori axioms but 

posteriori from the object itself. Thus 'God is love' must 
take its content from. the Bibl.e. We canno.t abstract it from 
Jesus Christ, or reverse the equation and say 'love is God'· ~-126 

We cannot transpose what~ posteriori is universally true, 
namely, that God loves us in Christ, into what is necessarily 
true~ priori.· The .love of God, his justice and his mercy 
are grounded· in Christ's life, death and resurrection. They 
are not premises or innate .truth,s, but~ posteriori" knowi"edge 

.. based on the empirical Christ -of the Gospels. We turn God's 
love ·into a necessary and deterministic universalism at the 
loss of its inherent meaning in the; living Son who bears the 
F~ther's love to man through the Holy Spiri~. 127 

Kinetic thinking is a movement in response to the temporal, 
historical movement of the truth of the incarnation. It seeks 
a logical mode ari~ing under the impact of its o~ject. 128 'We 
do not apprehend the truth by sitting back and thinking ideas, 
but only in an act or movement in which we participate in what 
we ·seek to·know~ 9 Our cognitive movement ~esponds and corre-
sponds to the movement of the Spirit and participates in the· 
Spirit's love. Theological thinking therefore thinks from out 
6f (not towards) the eternal-temporal movement of the incar-
nation. Torrance likens it to Einstein's abandonment of'Newton's 
absolute rest concepts of space and time, and to the physi.cist's 
heuristic leap across a logical gap. 13O 

Sadly, church history bears witness to the unchecked 
codification of theology into rigid logical structures which 

).. 

led to an open tension between a Chr1stological, spiritual form 
of the Church and the Roman jurldical, legally dominated eccle-
siology.131 Similarly, th~ static, Medieval dbctrine of God as 

• 
impassible and immutable needed to be transformed into a· dynamic 
understanding of God as known in his acts. 132 
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Erl~li Auerbach's work- on the deve~opment of Western 
literature confirms Tdrrancets ~iews in an interesting and un-
expected way. In Mimesis, '(a book Lewis highly recommended), 
Auerbach argues that the Christian belief in the incarnation 
created a new ·respect for history and brought about a new life 
and freshness in the basic conceptions of. life in Western 
literature. The 1rigid, idealized and preordained thought forms 
of the Greek culture vanish in the realist and dynamic literary 
form arid emotional expression .of Christian art. However, Auer-
bach points out tnat Christianity soon became caught up in the 
senility of classical culture and suffered, less in Germanic, 
but more so in Romantic countrfes where classical thinking was 

133 stronger. 
·. Even when theology frees itself of static and mechanical-

lo~ical ·concepts in favour of dynamic and kinetic thought 
which moves with its object, there is a danger, as Bonho~ffer 
notes, (·echoing Barth's concern), tli.at we can still make God 
into an object of t:hdught, into a principle wnich serves "as 

• • C 

an ult±mate protection against God and his intervention in 
our tives 11 •

134 Nevertheless i~ the face o'i: thi~ danger, Tor-
rance pursues d6gmatic theology as did Barth,, in the belief and 
hope that the concrete Word can and•will be spoken by the Holy 

. 

Spirtt. Without the Spirit's active presence, all concrete 
words of human speech remain abstract and unreal. 

The quest for an interior and indwelt. logic in theology 
finds itself driven to the incarnation as tits datum point which 
prescribes for theology its matter and method. 1~5 This does 
not reduce theology to Christology. Rather it orders and pres-
ents doctrine within the trinitarian coher~nce of the Father's 
movement in the Spirit and through the Son outward to the .world, 
lifting up all the fallen-creation wfth h:i:m and through him and 
in him hack to the Father. 

Because Jesus Christ in his' owµ flesh concretely bridges 
the eternal"reality of God to the cont1:ngent reality of the 
world, the proper method of theolog~cal inquiry is prayer 
to the Father through Christ. 136 Torrance relentlessly pursues 
the implications of this upon us. Thus we must not come to God 
in prayer apart from the human mind of Christ, for in theology 
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and ~orship ~esus constitutes the place where God and man meet. 137 , 

In ea~h ste~ along the way, theological activity strives : 
to reflect the'inner structural cqherence of its objec~. 138 

Torrance commends Karl Barth for his sustained int~gration of 
content and method as he sought new logical forms derived from 
the Word of- God which go beyond and behind the traditional 
· t . . f t d . t) . l l . 13 9 It . . th . 1 an 1nom1es o ra 1 iona ogic. is in is sense a one 
that theology should be systematic, that is,. in its relation 
to Christ. The logic of incaz:nate love grace judges the 
logic of causal inference ·as, a foreign and artificial criterion. 
Doctrines should not be related to. one::..another .. along the lines 
of causal inference,, but in relation to Christ. 140 

Therefore, theology mus~ give priority to an inner logic 
of grace in Ghrist over an external logic of necessary causal 
con~~ctions. Otherwise, we. conve_;; grace_ into its opposite. 141 · 

, 
Here~ Torrance has in mind the Roman Catholic understanding of 

'grace whereby grace is construed in terms of metaphysical 
relations with God as cause and his work in creation ~s oper-
ation. Grace flows from the divine to the human and humanity 
becomes divinized. Torrance argues instead for personal~ 
dynamic con~epts in which grace _is not a principle or a concept, 
but is Jesus Chris~. That is, grace is God'~ di~~ct act of 
personal love in Jesus whereby man shares in grace through 
our participat~ry µnion with Christ. 142 

When it grasps the truth of continge~~ things, science 
seeks to know them in their internal relations and not simply 

·143 their external relations to other things. The great short-
_coming of modern biology ip its failure to lay bare the inner 
order of organic fields in ac~ord with the dynamic laws of 
living organisms. ·For too l9ng Darwinistic_mechanism has 
wedded biology to nineteenth century deterministic mechanisms 
through its unwarranted idealized quantification. 144 Again 

y 

and again it is imperative to seek~ more organic ~nd inherent 
order without recourse to abstract frameworks imposed by those 
outside who lack conFidence that the object into which they 
inquire has any inherent ratiop~iity of its own. 

A certai~ kind of logical clarity and simplicity may be 
more easily arrived at if concepts are abstracted from nature 
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and deductively worked into a formal system. But this clamps 
down an artificial unity on nature. In contrast, theology 
seeks to co-ordinate its concepts and structures as fully as 

· bl · h h' . . 1· . t 145 T b 1 . th possi e wit t e given rea i y. orrance e ieves e 
future of ecUitlenical theology lies in devoting our attention 
to the "nature of logical structures" which spring from t)le 
intelligible reality of God's own being. 146 

In this ~ontext, we should mention Torrance's recon-
stru~tion of natural theology •. Let us recall that Einstein 
refused to accept an i_dealized geometry detached from exper-
ience and interpreted as an independent conceptual framework 
within which physics is pursued and organized. Instead, he 
brought geometry int_o the midst of physics, indissolubly 
united it to physics and made it the epistemological structure 
within the heart of physic~-• So.too, natural theology, as an 

·: ind~pendent conceptual system antecedent to knowledge of God, 
is refused in ortler radically to transpose it into the material 
content.of theology where, in tnis changed form, it constitutes 

147 the epistemological structure of theology. 
Ultimately, th~ various logical levels must seek t0 be 

co-ordinated within fluid empirical relations. Torrance pro-
poses at -least three conceptual-logic~l levels--th,e actual· 
knowledge, "the formalization of this knowtedge an4 the more 
g~neral interpretation of the system and.mode of connection. 
As new empfrical inquiry alters our ground knowledge, the other 
levels must be sufficiently tentative in order to be open to 

148 these ~hanges. 
Torr~nce himself ·displays a personal flexibility and 

openness when elsewhere he speaks of two log!cal levels, 
where one is a meta-language to the other. 149 For Torrance, 
tne working out of this hierarch~cal epistemological structure 
is an organic task of both ~he scientific enterprise ahd 
theology. 'Torrance·, s g;oal is to reduce the· inter-connections 
and· rel~tidns down to some unitary logical basis in ord~r 
to fflumine the ehtire fi'eld of experlence. 15O Inevitably, 
such a mo~ement to total comprenension leads one away from .the 
initial concrete knowledge into a more generalized concept-
ualizatiQn of the whole. I will argue that it is equally 
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essential to see theology as an art in order· that the focus 
and concern of theology is pever dominated by the ultimate 
comprehensiv~ urge of science, but returns again and again to 
the concrete reality, communication and representation of 
theology's object, Jesus, the Father's Word made flesh, whom 
we know;)·in the power of the Spir~t. 151 

I. Contingent Rationality 
To the Medievals, ,following Aristotle, the ~ir of earth 

ia below the moon and .excluded from the heavenly region 
of necessity and regularit.y: contingency and irregularity 

152 reign. The Greek view sees contingence as the realm of 
accidental events, the opposite· of th~ rational and necessary. 
The sensible world ~lays an illustrative role which is left 
behind- when we turn to the real apd rational. Though the world 
em9odies the divine form.s, they themselvet> are known only as 
we reflect upon the heavenly intelligible form and changeless 

•·essences -which.the world imitates. 153 That which is real is 
· . 154 o~ly conceivable in terms of changeless, eternal patterns. 

William of Occam first challenged this framework when 
he depied the reality of the eternal and universal focus.. How-
ever he also drove a wedge between the natural and the eternal 
by making nature the arbitrary p~oduct of God's i?scrutible 
will. 155 Earlier, Dun~ Scotus had ~uestioned wh~ther creation 
was causally. connected to timeless ideas in God's mi~d. He 
suggested rather, tha.t God freely produced cr~ative ideas when 
he created the world. 156 

At the Reformation a change came. The new creation doc-
trine stressed that creation was~ nihilo, not made out of 
anything. Creation was utt~rly distinct from God and yet not 
arbitrary, for it originated in God's loving will and was,. 
grounded ultimately in God's eternal truth and rationality. 157 

For Calvin; creation owes its moment-by-moment existence not 
to the mind of God ~hinking ·it (as ~tth Berkeley~ but by the 
gracious will and p.ower of God through hi.s Word. 158 The point 
6f agreement with.Medieval thought is creation's dependence on 
God; the difference is that in a contingent rationality, the 
~ational fortµ must be wo~ed out of the empiric~l world, not 
applied~ priori to it. 
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This new understandfng of creation's contingent ration-
ality finally broke away from the Greek orientation whereby 
mind and world spring from God's mind and in the fall-out man 
re~eives a divine spark. A new, clearer distinction between 
c~eated and uncreated light and rationality was articulated. 
Creation derives from the uncreated not as an extension or 
emanation, but quite independently. Yet creation is not self-
sufficient. Its rationality r~ not arbitrary, but stands in 
'contrapuntal accompaniment' to God's· uncreated rationality. 
Yet it is not essentiilly one with it. It is created light, 
contingently intelligible and possesses a God-given irtdepend-
ence.159 In Christendom, the contingent world was seen as 
rational in its lim~ted and contingently intelligible way. 
Here··then, was the groundwork for modern science • 

. For Torrance, contingent intelligibility grew out of 
.. a- freshly ineegrated understandi·n-g of the doctrines· of creation 

out of {nothing and tne incarnation of the Creator Word of God. 16·0 
. 

H~wever, it soon became overlaid with Aristotelian and then 
Newtonian necessitarian fortns. Fortunately modern physics has 
led ·to a fresh understanding of the spontaneity and order within 
the universe. 

"The lntelfigibility· of the universe pr_ovi~~s science 
with its· confidence, but the contingence of the universe provides 
science with its challenge." 161 When science tries to logicalize 
contingence into a closed and necessitarian system, its progress 
ceases. For the order of the universe takes on unpredictable 
shapes and, •reveals arf intricacy which only empirical investi-
gation can discover~ 

The empi!ical directness dmplicit in contingent rational-
ity tells us the creation process cannot be known deductiv.ely 
from our knowledge of God. ·Rather, nature is known empirically, 
out of itself. 162 This same way of.knowing holds true for 
theological epistemology. God is not known from out of man 
or nature, their ldeas or self-understanding, but only out of 
God and how he reveals himself. 

Contingent inte~ligibility freed the world from the 
determinism wherein God inertially and immutably re'lates to 
a meckanistic universe by necessary causal relations. Rather, 
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God confers freely on ~atu~e a created rationality of its own, 
derived from but not participa~ing in, God's own rationality, 
and yet transcendently grounded on it. 163 Unfortunately, this 
empirical openness demanded by contingent rationality became 
absorbed by a secularising tendency wherein many scientists 
saw the world as a wholly self-suppqrting, seLf-explaining and 
necessary system. This tur~ed science back into rationalism 
and ultimately into a self-contained and hence, meaningless 

. 164 · system. 
When Newton fra~ed science within an antecedently 

conceived system of Euclidean. geometry in which rigid.bodies 
were related independently of time, it led to a mechanistic 
and rig~d determini~m of physical law. 165 In the wake of 
Hume~ it was Kant who restored rationality to science, but 
oniy-by means of necessary~ priori mental categories. For 
Kant, contingence exists only within A series of causal links, 
which eventually.reach-back to what is unconditionally neces-
s~ry.166 This undercut empiricism. When. a logical-causal 
neces.sity ls read back int;o contingent necessity, determinism 
arises. In effect, this inverts the laws discovered~ 
posteriori into priori _regulative principles.. This reverses 

· · 167 the movement of · their actual happening •. 
Due to the irreversibility of time, however~ we can 

sp~ak of a contingent necessity. Once event$ t:i;anspire they 
cannot be changed. But it is philosophica~ determinism, not 
empi~ical science, which says that such events had to happen. 
This t~anslates a limited, dynamic pattern of events _into a 
static, deductive order. Though determinism maY. simplify 
and clarify by formalizing· away irrelevant data, it resolves 
away contingence for it converts a. dyn~mic account of the. 

'I 

expanding universe into· a non-dynamic and necessitarian 
account. This severely restricts the scope of science and 
contradicts its empirical base. 168 

A contingent universe with a contingen~ order points to 
a singular and particular origin. Greek thinking with its 
abstracting process tends to universalize and generalize from 
particulars and thereby ignores this singularity because 9£ · . 169 
its "scientific horror of unique events". In -such a 
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framework, ~cientific truths are reckoned to be universally and 
necessarily valid, for it ,identifies the rational with the 
necessary artd logical. But in the new science; the singularity 
and- co'nti'ngent intelligibility of the universe has forced -it-
self upon us. F-0r instance, today science must reckon with 
the "inescapable singularity of the invariant, finite speed 
of light". Relativity theory point.s to a finite, but unbounded 
universe, understood as a coherent singularity. 170 

. . 

To underscore 'the cosmic. singularity_ .implicit in. con-
tingent· int'e1.ligibility, T·oirrance dis'tusse·s the accumulation of 
scienti.fic evidence· for the s_ingularity of· the cosmos,- such 
as the fossil rad'iation work of· Penz'las and Wilson which, fol-
lowing Einstein~ ar~ues that the univers~ is· finite and in-
herently temporal and 1-imi ted • 

. Th~s the expansion of the universe is to be 
r~gard~d a.s .a vas.t temporal singularity, in 
fa9t an immense unique historical event 
characteri:i'ed by irrev-ersibility.171 
For 

dichotomy 
necessary 

Torrarlce this destroys the old rationalist-idealist 
between the accidental truth's of hi•story and the 

172" truths of reason. This dichotomy sprang from 
eighteenth century rationalism-which viewed science as concerned 
~ith timeless and necessary truths which are. caus_c'.!-lly related 
to nature. But as Torrance points out, ~t now appears that 
all scientific truths and physical laws "belong to and emerge 
with the expansion of the finite universe, aµd are as contingent 
as the universe itself 0 •

173 It is VBry troubling for those 
who desire to identify empiric~l science wi~h logical necessity 
to hear that creation,..is apparently unnecessary but_ c·ontingent 
on the gracious activity of -God. 

~his contingent intelli 9ibility throws ·us back upon .the 
Christian foundations of science. The new~openness of science 
to the rationality of particularity throws fresh light on the 
incarnation as the particular and singular way God has chosen 
to reveal himself. Jesus Christ embodies God's singular 
rationality, but in such a way that his lo~e and life has a 
universal range of a~plicability to m4nkind. As modern science 
teaches us that the 'singularity of natural law rules out other 
possibilities, so we see in new depth that ·tne uniqueness of 
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God's incarnation in Christ··.·t~, .. the definitive, final and 
full expression of his univers·at ratiohality and love. 174 

For theology, creation's ~ontingent intelligibility 
means that the spatia-temporal field is the carrier of order 
within the universe. Therefore if God acts within time, he 
must al~o act within space; and if God acts within space, he 
must also act within time. For post-Einstein, we know that 
time is a function of our spatial frame of reference. Theology 
-sees with new clarity and boldness that Jesus Christ is the 
divine-human axis. That is, he is the actual, empirically . ' 

particular ·and singular place·in space and time where ·the 
·175 world is made open to God. God's rationality is. therefore 

not an immanent·~os~ological principle but the uncreated ·Logos 
in whose image by grace ·we have been created and who became 
. t ; t' d h' t t . d 176 in~arna e L~ space~ ime ~n ig ory ore eem us. 

Wtth the mechanical-causal determinism now abandoned, .. 
science has begun to speak of· the freedom and spontaneous order· 
o~ the world. The universe appears to be-both free and rational· 
in a creaturely, non-necessitarian way. Creation's gift of 
rat~onality is an act of grace, not necessit~; it is a contin-
gent act·unconditioned ~y any necessity· in Goci..17? The fr~e-
dom of the universe is thus grounded ·in God's. 'own~ transcendent 
freedom. Therefore the world has a spontaneous order which 
we "cannot anticipate with at}y kind of~ priori method operating 
with logical-causal continuities". 178 

The new respect for the freetlom of creation's contingent 
order solves an aesthetic coherence problem observed by Lewis 
in the change from the teleological universe of Aristotle with 
its influences, strivings and yearnings to the non-teleological 
Newtonian univers.e qf mechanical laws with its images of obedi·-
ence to- traffic iregulations • .179 The· older system reflected 
a continuity between the physi~al woDld and our own most 
spiritual aspirations. But with the post-Reformation de- · 

ii 
'I . I 

d !~ ivinizing of the world ~e ·seem to.be. ~hrown· into a cheerless, im- f 
personal~ technologic'al and mechanical rationality. Does the 
contingent intelligibility of ·the created world· further this 
de-personalizing tendency or resolve it? 

I believe the new science resolves ,it in• several_ ways 1• 
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First, whereas Newton ,-s cosmol'ogy imposes a rigid mechanical 
coherence, Einstein's c'osmology points to an organic, living 
order in which man is a partner. Secondly, the new science 
does not deny that the whole creation groans until its culmin-
ated redemption. Einstein's coherent universe with its spon-
taneous order is stfll only a thin, albeit accurate, account of 
the universe's rationality. For the sake of mathematical pre-
cision, much harmony and richness is left out. There remains 
another primary form· of th'e WQrld' s rationality, namely, word, 
corresponding to the personal reality ofrthe world, even as 
number rationality corresponds to the impersonal reality of 
creation. In man, the two are brought together and integrated. 
Through man alone do both emerge and become audibly expressed 
in the universe. In man's stewa~dship and servanthood, crea-
tion's birthright of rationality, obtains its· inher{tance. 180 

.. . ' 

And yet even within numeric order and it.s coherence of 
quantification, we must not neglect other rational forms. The 
universe may not be full of the fairies And ~spirits of Medieval 
lore, but ·its colours, smells and tastes are charged with the 
grandeur of God. Its beauty and coh~rence constitute an 
aesthetic rationality, no less essen'tial if unquantifiable·, 
than numeric rationa'iity. ~nd unlike the· Romant;_~, the Christ-
ian artist does not project beauty 'into a colourless world, 
but delights in and playfully rearranges the inheren~ beauty of 
creation. The universe's beauty inaudibly points to Christ 
while breaking off in its contingence, so that no logical-causal 
bridge can link us formally from below to God. The weakness 
of traditional cosmological or sufficient reason arguments lies 
in ·seeking to encapsulate tne ·rationalitles ;f creation's cry 
for meaning and purpose within a formal logical syllogism~. 

I ' This transposes their true order from grace to necessary laws 
of logic, or to put it another way, from a hierarchical rational 
explanation from above to a logical-causal ascent ft¢m below. 
As Lewi·s would say, it becomes all eras climbing up and no 
agape darting down. 181 

(?eneral relativity ,understands the universe as a contin-
uous, harmonious whole; with an inherent form and order. This 

, reinforces the Christian doctrine of the creation of all things 
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by God and its resulting unitary and singular rational struc-
ture.182 But its principle of order is characterized 
throughout by the higher explaining the lower, pot the lower 
explaining the higher. It is the weaver who creates t;he rug, 
not the man who pulls it apart. The most erudite limpet is 
explained by man, not th~ man by the limpet. The teleology 
and rationality of the universe comes from God to man, not 
logically from the world to God. 

1~ Contingence in Lewis 
. . 

When we turn to Lewis' understanding of creation and 
creation's rationality,. we find him feeling his way along the 
chasm which had opened up within his lifetime-between scien-
_tific discover~es a~d their theological and philosophical 
impl_~cati'Ons. Lewi's lives between two theological under-
sta~d•i~gs of creation. ~ith no difficulty he can say wl'th . . 
Augustine that all theists must assert that the "world was 
modelled on an, idea ~xi sting in God's mind". 183 The. eari.y 
chapters of Miracles reveal a mind engrai_ned in understanding 
the laws of· nature in a logical-cau~al way. This creates the 
charge that the incarnation is an insufferable interference 
with · such laws • 

And Lewis. seeks to answer .thi.s · obje.ction· in the following 
way. He distinguishes three ways to understand natural law: 
brute facts, laws of averages. or necessary truths. Though 
the incar.:nation appears- to break the rule of necessary truth, 
i~ rather changes our understanding of what those pecessary 
truths are, and enables man to see how rules may be arranged 
with;n· a hierarchy of laws within laws. 184 Mos~ importantly, 
~ewis displays his own tacit awareness tha~ the object of 
inquiry may change. or prescribe a reorLentation of our cqgni-
tive constructs in order to apprehend the object appropriately. 
This ~xplanation implies a conceptµal and co-ordinated inter-
action qetwe~n levels of order ·similar J;:o Torrance and P.olanyi. 

In spite of his acceptance of Augustine's dictum of the 
world's eternal presence in God's mind_, Lewis also perceives 
and exults in creation's novelty. "Was not creation itself 
µnnecess_ary'?" he _:rhetorically a_sks .a friend. 185 Lewis the 
poet describes creation's lack of necessity pS "the doctrine of 
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largesse" which sets man free. "It's not chastening but 
liberating to know that one has always been almost wholly 
superfluous ••• ,·,186 Lewis also recognizes that we may be 
dealing with a rather 'untidy' rationality; it is much· less 
tidy than the logical-causal framework permits. 

Science has already made r~ality appear less homo-
genous than we expected it to be: Newtonian atomism 
was much more the sort of thing we expected (and 
desired) than quantum physics.187 
Lewis realized the inadequacy of New~onian physic~ and 

by analogy, its contras,t with the r<:1tio.nality of the incar-, 
nation. For quite unlike an idealist construction, the 
incarnation 

is not transparent to the reason, we could not have 
invented it ourselves. rt lacks the suspicious 

~-. .! priori lucidity 6f pantheism or Newtonian physics. 
___ .... It.has ·the se.emingly a"I;bitrary and idiosyncratic 

character which moqern ?cience is slowly teaching 
us to put u~ with in this willful universe, where 
speed is not un1imited, · where _i-rreversible entropy 
g;ves time a ·real direction and the cosmos no_ 
longer static or cyclic, moves like ·a drama from a 
real- beginning to. a real end.188 
Written prior to-Miracles, this argument shows an open-

ness to understand the ~ontingence of rationality and an 
instinctive or intuitive gue,ss tha,t · there:··must be a closer, 

. 'v 

empirical fit than causality permits even in science. However, 
the formal argument fo~ naturalism-had been a piece of Lewis' 
mental furniture since his ,reading of Balfour'' s Gifford 
lectures, Theism ~nd Humanism. He was loathe to give it up 
and it remains unclear whether he did, so, even when pressed 
by Anscombe. Though priva.tely ·he admitted defeat, he tried 
to clean up his argument by some formal reworking. 189 

1.ewis never hesitated to reject any suggestion of a~ 
ultimate arbJ. trariness in the unive.rse. He was troubled by 
the apparent i.rrationalities of certain ~nterpretations of 
quantum ph~sics. 190 With Einstein and Torrance, he was not 
satisfied with a dice-pl.aying -Qod. 

Nor was Lewis unfamiliar with the notion of the singu-
larity ,yet coherence· ·of the uni ve-rs.e-. He judged Hume's 
probabi}ity argument,against ·the incarnation to be inadequate, 
for "i:ts very natµre is that it happeneq only, once (as so also 
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tl!e ~istory of the world)"~ 91 Therefore Lewis sees the incar-
nation as the event of controll~ng coherence in a multi-
dimensional approach where ultimately transcendence alone 
gives semantic coherence to all science. For if the incar-
nation happened at all, it is the central chapter of history. 192 

2. Closed and Open Systems 
What do we mean by a closed system of thought? Heisen-

berg descr~bes Newton's Principia as a closed system. That is, 
it begins with a group of defipitions and ~xioms which are 
interconnected. Each concept is represented by a mathematical 
SYIJlbol, such that any change in any one of the symbols· destroys 
the system. 193 Heisenbe~g similarly argues that Einstein's new 
system is coherent in the same way. For this is an inevitable 

d • 1· .f . 194 an .essentia, p~rt o science. . 
Torrance rejects this. interpretation of Einstein and 

. Heisenberg's scientific imprimatur for closed systems. Follow-
iqg Gedel's mathematical research, Torrance argues that any 
srstem wµich is· complete and consistent within itself and ab~ 
stracted from any ontological reference in a system or reality 
beyond itself, is a meaningless game. The issue is the wed-
ding of structure to reality or the theoreticai to the empir-
ical. Rather than begin with axioms and definiti~ns.as did 
Newton, science should construct its axioms and frameworks 
within an intim~te, posteriori contact with the empirical 
world. Any form which ia not so wedded to a~d filled by reality 
is out of empirical touch. It may have internal consistency, 
but only in an idealism unconnected to the empirical world. 
Similarly, theology seeks a rational structure appr9priate, to 
God which arises under the compulsion of God'~ own self-disclo-

195 sure. 
In art, this essential lack of empirical contact in all 

closed or ideological system~ of thought is illustrated·by 
Cervantes' Don.Quixote. Quixote dwells in an enchanted world 
of princesses and no~le warriors. When he finally sees Dulcinea 
as undeniably ugly, he nonetheless maintains his illusion by 
concltiding she is enchanted. 196 There is no lqgical exit from 
one internally consistent framework to. another.. Polanyi ,and 
Kuhn have shown that only a conv:ersion to another, pa.radigm can 
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alter one's perception of facts and of interpretation. 197 

Quixote's experiences are genuine. His love is uncondi-
tional, ideal and heroic. But his object is not genuine. It 
has no contact with reality. It is love and grace "poured 
into a void 11 •

198 

In the 1940's, Oliver Quick charged Karl Barth and John 
Macmurray ~ith living in a closed system. No discussion from 
the outside is possible, he alleged. For there are no common 
principles on.which discussio~ may take p!ace. 199 For Quick, 
a ground for discussion may rationally take place because 
Jesus as the Logos of God is ''dimly or partially revealed in 
the reason and conscience of everyman". Therefore, the 
Gospel must make its appeal to that reason and conscience.zoo 
Though on a diff~rent point, Lewis later wrote an approving 
le~·ter to Theolog'y in response t:;o Quick. ZOl 

Quick espouses the Thomist distinction between revelation 
a·nd· natural theolo'gy, the lat·ter enabling discussion or point 
of"contact with those outside the faith •. For Quick, this 
is an open system. But Torrance would argue that this system 
is not properly open to its object, allowing it to teach us 
the correct thought forms. Rather, ·rt is a dubious dogmatic 
or scientific translation of a didactic effo~t t9._ communicate 
the Gospel to unbelievers. Quick translates the Gospel into 
that part of the unbeliever's framework which overlaps with 
Christianity. His didactic concern is admirable, but he 
wrongly translates it into a dogmatic position. 

The unadmitted difficulty in Quick's approach is that in 
all 'systems of unbelief', there resides an unrepentant logos 
and conscience in man which is detached from its inherent 
connection to Christ the Logos and which claims to judge the 
validity of Christ's rationality. This means that the reality 
of Christ ceases to be the judge and instead the active mind 
judges the object with its unrepentant~ priori forms of 
knowledge and criteria. Quick do~s not appreciate that fallen 
man's logical-rational criter~a are in~ufficiently open to the 
inherent rationality of its object' because he i:llegitimately 
assumes a harn\ony between- the iogic of God's being and' the 
la~s of Aristotelian logic. Neither Torrance, Barth nor 
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Macmurray deny the ra~ionality of the c,reation or man's 
rational gift to apprehend that coherence. They do question, 
however, all.~ priori forms which claim to capture reality 
prior to rigorous empirical in~eraction.with the object 
investigated. Quick could just as ea_sily be charged with a 
closed system of an~ priori harmony between logic and being, 
of which he must break out be£ore he is properly open to an 
empirical ~nd inherent logic. Yet to deny Quick's priori 
leads to his accusation of subjectivity and a closed system. . . . 

Fortunately, mode~ science has abandon~d that system and 
sought ~nstead an~ posteriori rationality. 

The Thomist logical-causal structure is akin to the 
Newtonian-Euclidean _fram~work imposed on the physical world. 
This .. is less· of an open system than a prescriptive framework 
whi~.h c.ontr9ls our openness to physical reality. 20.2 But, 
says Torrance, our ·paradigms must be re~entantly reth9ught. 

· We must learn to be self-critical bef9re the inherent ration-
ali·ty of the object. It is illegi timat·e, ;o assume, as 
apparently Quick did, that our logic and conscience are funda~ 
mentally appropriate to God in their unrepentant state. 
Logical-causal inference inadequately describes nature's 
rationality. lt: is the rationalist myth,.insufficiently open 
to empiricai reality. 'A priori Newtonian lucid{ty' must give 
way to the surprising and unpredictable rationality and 
coherence of the living universe. Human-morality must give 
. . 
way to the foolishness of the Gospel, the righteousness of 
sola gratia which gives each la~o~rer equal pay, regardless 
of the ·1ength of labour and dalls into question all human 
judgement~. "Let God be true and every man a liar." 203 

Torrance admits there is a "proper circularity" whic~ is 
inherent in any coherent ~ystem whose axioms and logic cannot 
be derived or justified from any ground other than the inbrins.ic 
ciaim of the subject-matter. 204 He aiso admits they co~ld be 
false, even if internally con,sistent. Therefore they remain 
open to reasonable doubt. But ultimately all integrated frame-
W<?rks of fact::-theorY, stand. or fall with their power to command 
our acceptance. "Systems" abo_ut reality stand or fall by 
their empirical fit to reality. Newton's system is so valuable 
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in one sense precisely because it was capable of empirical 
falsification. 

Theology is an ultimate belief system fitted to its 
object, Jesus Christ. Its ultimate empirical verification is 
unique, for its eschatological verification is both within 
history in the incarnation and· the Spirit's witness and also 
at the end of history. Temporarily, theology's position is 
anal6gous to physic's belief in the rationality of the uni-
verse. In order to function, physics presupposes order in 
the universe. Ultimately ·theology.-t·oo has no independent 
demonstration of its truth, but only Jesus Christ himself, 
both temporally and eschatoiogically. 

Torrance oppo~es the closed one-dimensional system of 
causa and effect because once we· .peel away ,! priori idealized 
or<;ter from Euclid to Aristotle, a living uni'verse emerges 
with a dynamic•and open system of contingent ·rationalities. 
Even so, mechanical causality is not destroyed but vnderstood 
t9 hav~ a limited validity within a muitiple-layered coherence 
which is subordinate to the higher ·and non-mechanistic physical 
·levels of Einstein's relativity. The world's rationali t.y has 
an ·"i•ndefinite range. that reaches beyond the limits of our 
finite minds". 2<?5 -. . 

Heisenberg betrays an insensitivity to the unique nature 
of Einstein's breakthrough when he propbses that relativity is 
just one more closed system replacing anothe~. Following 
Einstei.n, the work: of Prigogine profoundly points to a further 
movement away from the chance-necessity, uncertainty-determinism 
antithesis in which. Heisenberg and many others are entrenched. 
Prigogine's application of thermodynamic laws to open or non-
equilibrium systems reveals a new understanding of the span-
tanei~y and open structured order of the universe. 206 A further 
pointer toward this new open approach to reality is btology's 
discovery of the unquantifiable in living organism's. multi-
variable or open field• strl,lctures. 207 

In the context of Prigogine, Einstein's words are even 
more compelling than when penned. "In so fa'r as the proposi-
tions of mathematics refer• to reality; they are not certain, and 
as far as they are certain, they do not refer to reality. 11208 
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This refl~ct,s t;he contingent intelligibi}ity of Einstein's 
finite, but unbounded universe, where theoretical components 
gr~unded in _inherent structures are themselves finite and. 
limited. Thus there can be no final, closed formalization 
principle as there would be in an ultimately necessary deter-
minist universe. Our contingently intelligible universe is 
characterized by measures of freedom and spontaneity which a~e 
indeed untidy to.the demand~ of a necessaritarian and closed 
system. 

Thfs is not a weak objectivity. That charge imprie:s that 
a strong objectivity would be a determinist description of 
things •. Rudolf Bultmann rightly refused the latt~r kind of 
objectivity (or better objectivism) as an inadequate way to 
understa~d the Gospel. But he m~stakenly believ~d the only 
alternative was to turn to. the s.ubjectivity of his :own self-

.· understanding and thus ~onfine God to hi~ own subjectivity. 209 

A theology which works integrally with the new science, 
f~nds it both unnecessary ~nd mistaken to limit modern man's 
objective world to Bultmann's closed. system of cause and effect. 
In the wake of Einstein, Gtlq.el and Prigogine, it is more. appro-
priate and accurate to integrate theology in terms of somet~ing 
like Polanyi's hierarchical model.of ·c9her~nt system-levels . . .... 
in which each system is incomplete and needs another in or~er 
to be complete and consistent. Today theology must ~eek to 
de...:.mechanize an!i de-determinize the twin·dqc!=rines of -creation 
and redemptf;on within a universe in .whose exP.ansi9n "new forms 
of coherence and order continuously appear", in all organic 
life including man hims~}rf. 210 Interestingly, Lewis ·perceived 
that man in Christ,. is~ in .fact, a new form of organic life 
an4 order which pas brokep into history from above. 211 In 
Christ the div.ine and contingent order. ar~ integrated and healed 
in a startling way thrqug~ the incart\ation of Go4'~ own order 

·whi~h judges, renews and transpo~e~ our ~roken.and. limited 
modes of order by. the God-breathed, per.sonal •renewing of all 
org.~nic life. 

It is becoming increasin~Ly apparent that the univers-e 
has an inexhaustible reality and rational.ity- whic;h maq'i,tests. 
itself in ways far surpassing our predtctive powers. Tqerefore 
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we can ~mphatlcally agree with Heisenberg when he says that 
"the accidental"._is.:.more. subtle :t.ban forl}lerly conceived and 
can be co-ordinated with "the central order of things". He 
likens this to Einstein!s references to God. 212 

Copcepts and statements about reality should also have 
this quatity of openness or· buil~-in adaptability. 213 That is 
why science favours 'disclosure' to 'picturing' models in o~der 
that theyri might. be ke_Pt ,i,pdefinitely open. 214 Open intelligi_ble 
systems require open-structured modes.of thought to match their 

· · 215 nature. 
Erich Kahler sees the search f6r open, multi-dimensional 

form in art as the crucial. breakthrough from the constraints 
of class_ical rules •. · In Shakespeare and the art of Breughel, 
for ,.e·xample, there is- no consciou~ intention to create a closed 
fo~,- but- rather the arti:s_ts l'let. go" beyond restrictive bonds • 

.. As a result their work has a living deptl\, length and breadth 
of open-form with a symbolic• quality; it moves simultaneously 
on different l.evelst which creates a richness of effect and . . . . 216 
symmetry otherwis~ unac;hievable. 

Eric Auerb~cb documents in Mimesis the renewal of 
representa~ion in lite~atur~ which he a~gues sprang from the 
cent~al Christian belief: the reality of the. inc~;nation. 
rhere Etern~ty ~ngage$ temporality in a living and empir~cal 
intimacy unknown in prior thought and culture. In i~s wake, 
Western art developed its pa~ticular realism.and comedy, and 
overthrew the idealized and highly structured tragedy of 

, . l f 217 c-.1.ass1.ca orm. 
· Because of the unbounded rationality of theology'·s object, 

111 o t- b! l"t~.e( .-c:ted a. i 
theological concepts must refP.aia from closed concepts reducible 

1 . 1 h .. 1 . 1 · 218 Th . b to ogi~a -mec an~ca manipu ations. ey must e essen-
tially open to the reality of God and not ~ltimately reducible 
in their-meaning to linguistic analysis. 219. Openness is art 
essential part of their rationality. Onl-y by openne.ss and a 
refusal to impose constraini:_ng formal defipitions do we.keep 
contact with reality. Tl\e rea;1ity of God inevitabljr- bursts· 
through the forms ,we bring to grasp i.t. 220 

1 "God sh2:J:t-ers every 
syllog~sm", boomed Karl Barth. 221 Similarly, Le~is t:est,ifies 
that "Every id~a. of him we form he must in mercy shatter. 11222 
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All of our theories and forms seeK to refer directly to Christ 
in order to allow his' reality and mystery to be revealed 

· · 223 continually to us. 
Finally, it should be said that one of the strengths of 

both Lewis' and Torrance's 'theology is that it allows theology's 
multi-dimensional rationality to be explored while permitting 
the object to teac~ us how to inquire into it. This openness 
allows criticism to emerge which may correct and/or complement 
their_ 'theology. 

3·. Dua-lism 
Behind the widely.influentfal_demythologization argument 

of Bultmann is the claim that the basic credal forms of 
Christianity are bo~nd up with an obsolete philosophy and 
cc;,smo"_logy, _which enclose eternal. truths in transitory thought 

. forms·. Therefore, we must .. find new conteptual forms more 
·: app~~priate for modern man. Torrance believes this scheme 

ass~es the Greek-idealist axiomatic assumption that form 
does no~ inhere in being and that a-radical disjunction exists 
between the sensiblE! and the intelligible. 224 

As we noted earlier, ~his dichotomy has an ancient 
lineage, descending from Plato, who divided the former unity 

225 · of body and soul. . From Plato, there grew a- s~~rp dis- · 
tinction between unchanging, necessary being and the changing 
appearances· of things. It is from within this dominant Greek 
culture that Christianity had to think through its non-dualistic 

226 Hebraic roots in the theology of the incarnation. Therefore 
Athanasius rejected the fundamental Hellenic sensible-
intelligible distinction ·because in his understanding of the 
Christ, the two worlds actualty intersect and are u~ified. 227 

Under the influence of Augustine, the dualism between 
the mun~us intelligibilis and mundus sensibilis flourished 
once more. 228 Augustine understood spirituality and intelli-
gibil'ity in nee-Platonic other-worldly terms, wherein the 
visible and physical is a counterpart to an eternal heavenly 

229 pattern. This gave the physical life a diminished, merely 
b · 230 sym olic or sacramental role, Torrance argues. Even the 

incarnation tended towards a shadow compared to the eternally 
real truth of God. 231 ' 
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By uS'ing Aristorle's principle 'nothing in the mind 
which is not first in the senses•, Thomas partially ,resolVted 
Augustine's dualism by grounding rational ideas in sense 
experience and then abstracting them out in order to logically 
order them. However, he developed a further dualism between 
natural and supernatural knowledge and between faith and, reason 
when he- split the doctrine of the Trinity based on revelation 
and th~ doctrine of one God based on natural knowledge. 232 

In the science of Newton and ~alileo, dua~ism took the form 
of a gap between geometri.cal frame and phenomenal surf ace. 
This created built-in.discrepancies, by "crushing" the empir-
ical into the framework of an fdealized geometry. It also 
created a deistlc disjunction between God and the universe 
within its m·echanistic uni verse of <:!a.use-effect. 233 

. Inevitably the sensi~le/i~telligible dichotomy leads to 
the dominance, of one at the expense of the other. Rationalism 

. . 
'identifies the intelligible with the logically necessary. 

Thus, Lessing proposed a radical dualism petween the necessary 
truths of ~eason and the accidental truths of history. History 
introduces true ideas which then stand on their own merit. All 
spatial and temporal categories in theoto·gy, fo~ example, the· 
birth, death and resurrection of Christ, are qua historical 

· · ·234 events, unnece·ssa.ry and of transitory importance. 
Edwyn Bevan indicates that this leads to a crisis in the 

relationship between event and value or the particular and·the 
universal. To consign the value of all historical events 
(cross, resurrection), to their symbol of eternal truths is 
to assign all value to the general and against the _parcicular. 
Hence, 'Jesus died on the cross' is not important as an event 
in history but as a symbol that.what is ·important is the 
general obligation for men. to· sacrifice themselves for other 
men, (or in the existentialist,,..pietist .ad·aption, the event 
which lrappens to me internally·here ·and now). 235 

The Gnostics, with their.dualism of God and creature; 
could only see God as tangentially related to creation.~ Simi-
larly, the Arians believed the divine involvement could only 
be a timeless, spaceless point. Therefore, Jesus i•s ultfmately 
only a symbol, "not the downright realit;i in spac.e and rtme of 
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the ti~eless, unchangfpg re~lity of God". 236 Bultmann's dual-
ism inevitably implies that a different series of particular 
events took place in space ~nd time. 

In theology, toibelteve that there exists a coherent 
anc;i unified field where form inheres, ,teaches us that the 
Biblical .sourc;es o~ our knoti7ledge of Christ must be allowed 
to speak out of their own coherence. 237 To detach Christ from 
God, message and event from person, ignores the comtng of Christ 
as God to man,· and uproots Jesus from his ground in the being 
of God as the Fat~er's Word to man. This makes Christ impor-
tant only as a mediator- of divine necessary ideas, not for 
his historical, ontological activity a~d being. 238 That is the 
triumph of idealism.over Christianity • 

.. How does Lewis fit into th,is analysis of dualism? Lewis 
was· ~ever ~ntirely comfortab~e ~it~ a sensible/intelligible . 
dual~sm. He interpreted the· ideali.st claim tha,t body locality 

· and: time are irrelevant to spiritual and inte"tlectual life, 
as·a symptom that nspirit and nature have quarrelled 
that i:s· our disease". 239 Ultimately, Le.wis believed 

in us, 
the new 

creation would heal this dualism and we have foretastes of it . . ' 
in the sacraments, the best of sexual love and in the experience 
of the earth's ~eauty. 240 Above all·elset he sees• in Christ's. 
death and resurrection· the 're~marriage' of spirit and nature. 
The Greek dichotomies (especially Plato's) all must die and b~ 
resurrected in the unity of sensible and. intelligible which 
. . Ch . t 241· l.S in ris • 

For Torrance, modern physics, tqo,, is a foretaste of 
dualism's intellectual excision. Instead of artificially 
integrating form with experience, Einstein discovered a.unity of 
form and being, structure and matter, wh~ch- buttresses Torrapce's 
insistent assertion that theoretical and empirical fac-tors 
already inhere in one another in objective reality. 242 . Einstein 
replaced the concep,t of material .object as the fundamental 
point of physics with that of the field and its own dynamic 
structµres. That Js, physi~al reality-was seen as an integra-
tion of form and being, n9t as an abstraction ·of form on to 
or out ot being. For_ relations of field are just a~ real as 
bodi_es themselves and are interlocked indis~olubly- together. 243 
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Prior to this field-object integrati.on, the dualism 
endemic in science following Galileo and Newton either became 
a reduction upwards ,into a necessa·ry, unchangi,ng, absolute 
mathematical determinism or the phenomenological reduction 
downwa~ds to atomic par~tcles where the real is identified 
with atomic particles and raw data. The latter reductionist 
f k . h.. . 11 . . 244 ramewor views t eory as an essentia y pragmatic ~onvention. 
This form of dualism also asserts and isolates the independent 
reality of matter. 245 This e~Rhasis ·on th,e confl,;i.ct between 
sense and intellect warps ·the organic wholeness. of. life and 

_reftects a ~ather bourgeois view of personality ~hich·isolates 
the individual and denies his fnterdependence on the 

. 246 community.· 
. • It} the·· wake of Einstein, science has profoundl.y rethought 

it~ cosmology. Newton's double distinction·of absolute and 
.. relative. tim~ and absolute and rl;!lati-ve space, made ab.solute 

time and space an inertial system independen,t of relative 
sp~ce and time and therefore· immutable.' It s:ausally -conditioned 
~11 bodies into a,mechaqical system •. Einstein replaced this 
with a four-dimensiqoal spac~-tir,ie continuum, with reciprocal 
conpections~between it and the matter and energy• of the universe. 
In so doing he replaced both rationalist .and e~p~ricist dualisms 
with a "more profoundl-y. objective but dynamic relatedness in-
herent in t~e structures of the universe, invariant for any and 
every observer: 1 •

247 This lead Einstein to a critica~ realist 
posi~ion: a position which entails the reality of the external 
world and the inseparability of empirical and theoretical 

. k 1 d 248 . components 1.n now e ge. 
4. Monism or Creation? 

The dis~ov~ry of an organic connection between mass .and 
energy, fqrm and being, does not point ~owards a Spinozan 
doctrine of only one substance, God, of which all. thoughts, 
things, and people ~re modifications~ Pantheism certainly 
transcends duali~m, but it falls short of an understandjng of 
creation, let aloqe., transcendence. _It .repuc~s the rich variety 
of heaven and earth into a mere modification of the One. Crea-
tion teaches us that reality, i:s "incorr~gibly plura):". 249 More 
importantly, pantheism falsifies the utter transcendence of God, 
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making man and creation a natural, organic and necessary aspect 
of deity. 

Torranci rejects monism for there can be no oneness of 
proportion between·God arid creation. God's incarnate inter-
vention in redemption maintains his transcendence while it 

. lt 1 d d . . 1 · t d · t · d · · t · z5o simu aneous y an ecisive y,reJec s any eis ic isJunc ion. 
, >-(A I{ , d h""1 s e ttz ra. ~, till 

The ipcarnation dashes the spli:-t between the phenomenal and 
·251 · real worlds. And yet, it is grounded in the transcendent 

Gbd-who comes· to his utterly d.istinct and _contingent creation 
that he might redeem i.t. ·Therefore on the basis of .God's 
incnrnate love, (not on.the ground~ of some secret hidden 
identi'ty), we distingutsh God· from the- world, but we do not 
dt"ive a wedge betwee.n creation and red~mption. They a-re not 
two.-separate.kingdoms, but the on,e Reality of God who through 
Chris.it· creates the world and redeems it. 252 · 

How shou~d theology communicate to those who stand within 
the.various dualistic structures of understanding? It is 
counter-productive to viljify dualist theologies. Torrance 
at times is not free from a pejorative use of terms. At times 
this may be unavoidable in the heat.of theological battle. 
Ecumenical. theology has much to.learn from the irenic model of 
Einstein who suggests that t:~e gap ·bet'ween·_New~oni.~n physics and 
himselr was not so much replacing Newton's old barn with a 
new skyscraper, 1?ut· more like climbing a i;nountaiq. ~ere we 
start still exists. But with relativity·we have ,a better view 
of the unfathomable depth of rationality still to penetrate. 253 

Like Newton's Principia, part of Einstein's achievement is that 
.it may be improved. The same applies to theology as it pene-
trates into its subject matter with more and more appropriate 
questions-of mind and -heart. A t~eology grounded in such. 
gracious forgiveness should seek not only to declare the sola 
gratia of redemption, but to embody it~in and through a life 
of witness in pray;r, worship and work. Barth is surely right 
to remind us that all theology speaks from forgiveness • 

••• regardless of my thousand reasons, I have 
to count all these people as me~bers of the 
Christian Church and, remembering tha~ I and 
my theologial work- are in the Christian Church 
oniy on the ground of forgiveness ••• 254 
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CHAPTER III 

THEOLOGY AND RATIONALITY 

A. The Object Prescribes The· Mod'e• of Knowing 
i 

Fundamert~al for Torrance's theological science and its 
analogy with natural science is the realist belief that we 
discover truth; we do not create it. He therefore fundamen-
tally opposes all R~mantlcism and subjectivism. 1 All science 
seeks to understand the distinct _nature of its object in 
order.· to develop and use categories appropriate to .it. 2 

'· . 
Theology is a rational science only to the degree it is con-
trolled and regulated "by objective states of affairs independ-

• . 3 
ent of our conceptual constructions. 

Here we must discuss the source of· authority in 
theological epistemology. In the Medieval world, the locus 
of authority was riften seen to reside in the learned tradition 
of the Church and ~lie great Greek.writers such as Plato and . . , .. 

. -especially Aristotle. Today a high view of auth!=)rity persists 
only for our own modern thought forms and curture. The past 
is either patronized or debunked, a mental h~bit Lewis calls 
chronological snobbery. 4 Nonetheless, the great advances in the 
sciences were made by ·men steeped in t'he great tradition of the 
finest teachers. 5 The heuristtc value of tradition stands 
unchallenged. Yet flexibility and openness must be a part of 
tradition lest it grow rigid and obscurantist. 

Eventually the question arises of where the ultimate 
I 

locus of authority resides. Then we must make a commitment to 
either some sort of rationalist or extstentialist individualism, 

, 

or to an irist:itution--or a rea"lity "wholly given and trans-
6 subjective", in A. E. Taylor's words. 

If our knowledge is to be more than opinion, there must 
... . 

be a direction and control of our intellectual constructs by 
something received, not made. To say that th~ object prescribes 
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the mode t:>f know~ng does not imply that a mechanistic dictation 
takes place in ~ny science'-. But it does affirm that we must 
be open to recei~e.* Luthe~ remarks that unless we see our-
selves as, spiritual beggars with empty hands outstretch~d to 
God we cannot be filled with his righteousness, but 'instead 
we desperately cling to our own feeble virtues. This lesson 
applies t'o theological epistemology just as much as to sal-
vation. ahd righteousness. 

Unless ~he object inspi~es and gives us courage through 
the sh~er impact of its truth and beauty upon us, we will 
have nei,ther courage nor confidence .to. probe and to inquire. 
Auerbach notes. that the _sheer reality in which the seventeenth 
century French·author, St. Simon lived, inspired and 

7 for~ed him.. to go beyond the rati~naiism of his day. Similarly 
for ~ierkegaard, it is God who motivates the passions of our 
subjectivity, that is, our_passi·on .and i'mpetus to respond an(! 

8 parti~ipate in th~ ~ospel. 
To allow the o~jeat to tea~h us means we must allow ·it· 

to determine the proper connections in our thinki~g-. No true 
knowledge begins with theory or method, but rather the ontic 
reality prescribes the noetic mode. Content dictates form. 9 

Knawledge is!. posteriori. Causal or logical .connect:tons· may 
distort. ·Within the field of interaction between God and his 
wor,ld, a dynamic --pattern of connection exists which eludes 
its attenuation into a logical.:...causal framew_ork. lO This is a 
radical change from the old positivist notion of science wherein 
every part of the uniyerse must be observable or objectifiable 
in the same way., open. to the same. kind of· coercive expet'imen-
tation and where all must be amenable to logical forms that 
arisa from thinking of determinate objects. Thts selects 
!. priori what kind of knowledge is possible. Physics itself 
could not have ·adV,anced with this limitation. Progress in 
physics arose only th~ough rad~cal changes in the structures 
of scientLfic ration~lity itself, with the work of Einstein, 
Bohr and others. 11 

In this context, we can b~s~ understand Torrance's 
recurring insistance .that theology is more like an exact 
science than it is like philosophy, for it insists on thinking 
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in strict accordance with the nature of its concrete object. 12 

He~e is the crucial episcemological implication of sola fide: 
for as justifi~ation makes clear the· path of righteousnes~, 
namely, fai~~ determined by the objective Wdrd of God and not 
by lesser authorities, 'so also the theologian detaches himself 
from all 6ther norms 0£ knowledge in order to commit himself 
to this•Word of God. 13 A theologian :i:s not a free ·man wander-
ing unattached to any· ·community of ideas, as Wit'tgenstein 
describes--the philosophe"r. 14 _As Lewis puts it, "I was not 

, 15 born to be free, but to adore and obey." 
Barth has frequently been labelled a Kantian. Doubt-· 

tessly influen'ced early, Barth left this behind "to take up 
a very- different position on the ground of the actual knowledge 

· · 16 of God based on his Word". Torrance points out that Barth's 
comm~·tment·· to the absolute· prio1:ity of the Word of· God is the 
opposite_ of'Kant •. God's activity is primary. He is Lord and 
never resigrts himself to-our intellectual control. 17' 

"Torrance's commitment to• ·the primacy of revelation· is 
reflected -in his regard for Scripture, whose thought forms 
have a unique "sancrosahctity" because they represent the way 
both God's revelation and reconciliation have taken within the 
mind ·of man as covenanted patterns of· r'esponse artd obedlen-ce. 

. . .. 
The Bible calls man away from' abstract and impersonal philo-
sophies to the Personal Lord who encounters us face-to-face 
' . H' W d 18 1.n 1.s or • 

The parallel with Lewis is so striking that in 1946 an 
interviewer for the Christian Century asked Lewis if he had 
read Karl Barth. Lewis repl~ed he had not read enough Barth 
to have been affected by him. But as the inter~iew~r puts it, 
"To Lewi·s, God is the centre, God rules, God c:~n interfer~ with 
men whenever he desires. The intellect is not a king. 1119 

Lewis once compl~ined that' Bultmann ~ought to accommodate the 
Gospe·l t'o our modern thought forms. "But supposing these 
thin~s [e.g., the resurrection] were the expression of God's 
th h ?1120 oug t •••. 

LeQts.• commitment to the primacy of God's reality and 
revelation is the ~round of his thinking and feeling. He 
quotes with approval Tyndalels sage view of philosophy: "Let 
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man first be grounded in Scripture". After that, we may 
wander in the fields and meadows of philosophy, but will able 
to dis~ern the hqney from the poison. 21 Lewis warmly echoes · 
Hooker's argument that no king or Pope has absolute authority 
for ultimate sovereignt;r lies "nowhere except in Heaven". 22 .. ,. 
He impatiently dismisses the rational piety of eighteenth 
century writers like Addison_, Swift and Pope. It was insuf-
ficiently doctrinal for one who preferred to be a supernat-

23 uralist, "one ·who submits Rea~on to Dogma'~~ 
The proper method for all doctrine is to consider the 

way God has t~ken. 24 · All knowledge requires this~ posteriori 
respect for reality. Lewis likens the ~ationality of our 
participation in Ch~ist·to the rationality of our physical 
birth. 

We have .to take reality as it comes to us ••• If one 
did not happen to know, I. · should never have seen 
any connection between a particular physical pleasure 25 and the appearance of a new human being in the world. 
Lewis shares Torrance's realist orientation--the 

object{ve reality always precedes our understanding and always 
exceeds our efforts to grasP. it concep.tually. 26 When Lewis 
opposed the ordination of wom~n prie·sts, he defended his view 
by saying that tho9gh it might be opaque to. reason, it was· 

••' 

not contrary to it. He reckoned that to retain only those 
doctrines justifiable before the bar of "e·nlightened common 
sense" would be to exchange revela!=ion rt.for that old wraith 
natural religion". 27 · As Lione,l Adey~ a critic of Lewis, 
observes, th~ final mode of verific~tion for Lewis was always 
to follow the lead of the subject. matter as the only guard 
aga_inst subjectivity. 28 

Lewis. perceives the object's priority in theologica~ 
knowledge in.a very persqnal way. In Narnia, Edmun~ is ques-
tioned about AsJ.an. "But who is Aslan? Do you know h:f.m?" 
"Well--he knows rqe ,." replied Edmund. 29 To be known by God .is 
man'f purest joy. That is why the words are so tragic 
which we are warned that we may hear: "I never knew you. 
Depart from me". 30 

What is the nature 0£ the ~ntic reality which w~ are 
given? Is it certain dogmatic propositions? No. G9d gives 
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to us himself in Jesus as antic' reality. Our noetic concept-
ualizations of this personal, antic reality derive from and 
rest in Christ and always stand under the correction of his 
antic reality. At the centre of our theological epistemology 
stands Jesus Christ. He is the norm and criterion of our know-
ledge.31 We must never aostract our formal Christology 

from direct dialogical encounter with God in Christ 
for it is- only through sharing in the knowledge of 
the Father by the Son that we can know God as He 
has given Himself to us-in Jesus Christ.32· 

That is, we must never reduce our knowledge of God to a co-
herent system of ideas. That would be ·to stop with concepts, 
not Ghrist. Christ's rationality and real'ity cannot be reduced 
to even the best th~ological concepts. 33 He is more real than 
either·my imagination of him or fflY cognitive reflections. 
Re~igion is destructive w~en it seeks to reach beyond the 
embodiment of· God in Word and flesh and to transcend this utter 
actuality by means either of an ineffable experience· or an 
ipentif_ication of trt.1th with a concept-. "All attempts to ab-
stract Jesus' meaning from his objective human 'reality are 
not merely exegetical mistakes, they are worshi~ of another 
God than the God of the Gospel. 1134 Theology is conte-nt to 
point td Christ by concept and image. 

This theologial partfcularity and concrete focus is not 
without its critics. For example, John McIntyre thinks theology 
has many obj~9ts--Bible, revelation, Christ,. church history, 
etc. 35 R. ~- Roberts ~~es ~arth's (and by i~plication Torrance's) 
Christ-centredness as a systematic alienation from "the concept 
of nat~ral reafity 11•36 Both thinkers prefer to ~xpa~d theology's 
centre to include a variety of abstract concepts from historical 
theology to the "shared real·ity of human existence'·'. 

But for Torrance and Le~is, this substitutes the concrete-
ness, object-centredness; and immed1acy of the incarnate Christ, 
known through the Spirit, for the abstractions of theoretical 
analysis. This bypasses the face-to-face encounter with the 
Word made flesh, for the reflection and stimulation of theolog-
ical concepts. 

The unabAshed claim of the Gospel ~s that creaturely 
beings may actually know the inner heart of God the Father laid 
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bare for us, in the flesh and blood of Jesus and through him 
share in the ~ilial love 'grounded in the eternal being of God. 37 

Theology falsifi~s the mode ot knowing when it ,substitutes a 
detached approach for a whole-personed openness and dialogue 
with the Living. God. As D. M. MacKinnon puts it, the incarn-
ation is ~od'~ prese~ce with us. And we shrink from it, pre-
ferring 'necessary' absolutes such as abstract values, concepts, 
institutions or even spiritual experiences. 

fli~ If the obje~t prescribe~ the mode o~ knowing, the question 
of;particular criterion, scientia $pecialis, arises. MacKinnon 
argues that theological statements are true or false in accord 
with principles and criteria internal to their nature. 38 There 
is no simple accoun½ 9f ·truth appli~able to all. Mathematical 
pr9ot requires reasonihg; a scientist experiments; historians 
rely on .documents; judges ins,ist,.on sworn testimony.~ 9 Each 

. . 40 
field requires a "certain faculty of recognition". . In 
geology we must find and investigate rocks. We initiate. 
Wieh animals, again we initiate the sear~h, but we _rqu~t be 
quiet. With human relationships the. initiative is divided. 
The only valid knowing is _that of free and willing indiv_idua.ls 
revealing themselves to one another. 41 Controlled experiment 
is absurd. 42 But if I will not allow myself to be -kno~, the 
other is left out. 

In knowing God,, however, th'.e initiative is all his. "If 
he.does not show himself, nothing you can do will enable you 
to find him." 43 We cannot verify Christ's •divinity by taking' 
specimens of his• blood or dissecting him. 44 Nor can we use 
a telescope or ~athematical reasoning such as we use in knowing 
dumb, impersonal obje~ts. 45 Most significantly, in accord with 
God's nature, I am-questioned before I begin .to ask questions. 
God confronts m~n as Subject, as personal Lord. Hence the 
basic mode of inquiry is not logic or reflection, but repentance 

46 and prayer. 
To know God, the instrument we use ts not external to 

the self, like a telescope, but is the whole person brought 
before God in dialogue. Herein lies the importance not only 
of prayer, but ethical obedience, int:egrity and honesty. All 
of these function within the Church, the laboratory of God 
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(LewisY, where real men and women united as a community of 
·verifiers (Polanyi), inquire into God through worship, prayer, 

· · · 47 holy living, sacrament, 'repentance and adoration. 
To know 1 God is a gift bestowed in grace. We receive by 

that same grace. Concretely this leads us to humility before 
th~ truth and therefore patience with others. aumility reveals 
whether theology finds its truth in itself or in God alone; 
patience reveals whether theology understands its object as 

h . · . . t t . t" 1 48 somet ing we canno mas er or con ro. 
1 .. The Epistemological Relevance of Election 

Christian theology claims that we know God not s·o much 
through acting ·on him or discovering him, but through his 
acting on us, his journey to the far country. This is the · _., 49 · 
doc~rine 9f ele~tion. Therefore we do not seek to know by 
pri.or. ·philosophical ontological categories· but rather "in the 
wa; wh:i.cn·he has willetl to. be known". 50 God is known· because 
of God's decision to love us. 51 He is Lord of the knowing 
e~ent a~d p'rocess. Man's role is to receive, to say amen. 
But in Calvin's rough and tumble language, vanity and pride 
are seen 

when men seeking God, measure him by the yardstick 
of their qwn-. 1carnal stupidity •• ·.for, they do not 
apprehend God ash~ offers himself.52 · 

As a result, they "end up worshipping not God, but a figm?nt of 
their imag.inatio""n". 53 

Divine election means that theological·thinking does not 
• " ,., i 

choose its own direction. One has been chosen for it. As . ., 
Lewis puts it, if there is a God at all, 

'i 

then it is s.o probahle~ a~ to be. almost axiomatic 
that 1 the- initiative lies wholly·on His side. If 
He cap be known it wiill be by self-revelation on 
His part, not by specula~ion on ours.54 ., 

Our task is to look fQr him whe~e he has revealed himself. 
' , 

The SUJ?reme curiosity about describing re:t,igipn as "man's search 
for God" is the absurd way of ,putt.ing it. One might as well 

' '55 speak of the mouse's search for the cat. Lewis reckoned one 
could compile a better guide on how to avoid God than on how 
to find him. "That is beca9se I never qad the experience of 
looking for ~o~. 1156 
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At the time of his initial conversion experience, Lewis 
had been making a sincere effor;t to obey his conscience. 
Athanasius, too, speaks about the need for a- holy mind in 
order to see God. Without faith it is Jmpossible to please 
him. But these are subsidiary considerations of r~sponse to 
the electing, loving God. The only proper context within which 
to discuss obedience and ~aith is the reality of God's seeking, 
init~ating iove. To speak of our faith or response of obed-
ience, etc., is to say that o~r knowledge and verification 
awaits upon our entering into the conditions which the object 

57· · itself prescribes. 
2. God is Revealed artd Known by God Alone 

.Teach me• ·to seek Thee •••• for I cannot seek Thee, 
except Thou teach me, nor find Thee, except Thou 
reveal Thyself. 

--Anselm 58 

Because G9d is holy and pure, sinful man cannot approach 
God. The iight of purity blinds him. Therefore no knowledge 
~s- possible unless God himself establish~s reciprocity and 
adapts himself to our finitude. That means revelation can 
only occur through reconciliation where guilt is expiated, 

h i - 59 namely, trough the incarnat on and passion of Jesus. 
God is revealed and known by God alone-. P~ilo rhetor-

ically asked, "Dq we behold the stars by any light beside that 
· 60 of the stars them,selves"? Were God not the source of all 

our knowledge of hi~? our knowledge would betray itself to be 
"one of those principles underlying human systems and finally 
identical with man hi~self". 61 

Jhe reality which confronts us in theological episte-
mology tells us.that our knowledge of God can never be fully 
comprehensi}?le or explainable in terms of our action, our 
conceptuali,?ation or as ou_r possibility. 62 To demand ful.l ., 
con~eptual understanding without recourse to knowledge- as an 
act of God does not ta~e seriously ehe Christian claim that 
it i~ God who initiates and God who reveals. "God remains 
master of our know.ledge of Him. n 63 

In ~newing God, we must admit man's estrangement trom 
God., Therefore th~ology gladly acknowledges that it is not 
man but God who activates and sustains the relation between 

167 



k · ... d h. ' 1 · t 64. our nowing ~n ~s ~ea 1 y. Otherwise we substitute the 
work of our human spirit for the work of the Holy Spirit. The 
epistemological relevance of the Spirit ts his creative agency 
in meaiating· tne Father's Son to us and in creating as the 
immediate presence and power of God our ·receptivity and under-
standing -of God's revelation in us. 65 

In his earl•y• writings, Torrance sugges'ts we understand 
man's rational comprehension· of God along the model of the 
hypostatic union. Our knowledge of God qoes not involve 
the deification of·ou~ human spirit, ~or the Spirit keeps our 
spirits. human. And yet it is the Spirit who "creates·· out of 
the matrix of the human mind the forms by which Christ is 

66 · apprehended". Man's thoughts are properly and inevitably 
human thought ·forms. Our human·knowledge must not be identified 
wi~h .. the di.vine tinde-rstanding so as to deify our concepts and 
thus turn- them into idols. But on the other hand, we must not 
ma~e our concepts subjective by regulating·and associating them· 
not with God but only with the self' and reposed upon our self-
understanding. 67 

God as·· ultimate reaiity is mor_e truly knowable, not less, 
vhan an~ other reality, says Torrance. He cannot be tlemon-
strated from any ground inferior to· himself for his demons,tra-
tion is a demonstration ~f his own Spirlt and pow~r. 68 That 
is 1 uitimately, the grouna for our knowledge is God,. n6t human 
reason. Coleridge wrote: 

I ·more thari fear the prevailing taste for Books 
of natural theolg_g_y ,. demons_!:rations of God from 
nature, etc •••• Evidences ot Christianity! I am 
weary of 'bhe word ••• you may safely trust it to 
its own eviden~e-.-remembering o~ly the express 
declaration of Christ himself: No man comes to 
~e, un~ess the- Father leadeth him!69 

For Torrance, --God's revelation is not only the uncovering of 
God but also the uncovering of the eye and ear of man for God. 
Revelation rs the bi-polar·act of the God/man. Our response 
and ,God's initiative are gath~red up and united in Christ. 70 

That means our response is truly·ours only as we participate 
in Christ's response as man to the Father. 
Ls not a new effect of our making but takes 
of Christ and manif€sts itself in us as the 

1-68 
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subjectively realizes in us what has happened in him. 71 

3. The Possibility of Th~ological Knowledge 
There is no possibility of knowing G9d unless man enters 

intc the God-requi~ed adaptation of our humanity to God, Jesus 
Christ. For Christ is he who .comes to restore our humanity 
and free man fro~ all self-enc~psed possibilities. 72 Most 
questions concerning the _possibility of theological knowledge, 
like .most questi9ns conce.:rning the existence of God, are 
abstra.ct a.nd therefore meaningless because they are independent 
of the apt4al knowledge 0£ God through Christ. 73 

Beyond any innate· ability to achieve it, God creates 
our capacity to know him. 74 Fpr Torrance, this 'means we 
operate with an incongruence, a gap,~ discontinuity, between. 
our knowin~·and Chr~$t, the _obj~ct of our knowing. 75 In the 
in9a]i'nati:on_, God breaks into our world and our cognitive 
structures and· transposes.~hem into a new key. A complete and 
f~lly formaij,z.ed epistemological .exposition from the· side . 
o_f man woul,d substitute a theory of knowledge for the free 
activity of the Spirit. 76 

Discussions about the possibility of theological k.nowiedge 
are 'after-thought.s', "'thinking in the wake of Jesus Chr.i.st·. 
As.Barth puts it, "What I mean is.that-ma·~ ca:nno~~un~eil God.,., 77 

If God could not by his own nature reveal Qimself and ma~e that 
knowledge real and rational, there would be no Chris~ianity. 
There can be no give and take, no correl'ation "allowing for 
adjustment on both sides". 78 

Once man's rationality is no longer seen as necessarily 
autonomous and able to resolve all epistemological questions 
within the circle of its own possibilities, there is a proper 
way to speak bf fulfillment or continuity, as well as the.dis-
continuity of God's breaking in, senkrecht YQ!! oben. For even 
as justification by grace does not destroy morality or·law, 
but establishes it truly- on its proper ground, namely the 
grace of God, ·so also knowledge by grace establishes our 
rationality on its: own proper transcendent ground, God himself 
in his own incarnate Rationality, Passion and Decision of Word 
m-ade flesh. 79 

Christian· theology does not so much seek to answer man's 
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quest'ions as it· seeks' to put· a 'question to man at every point 
of his life. Thi:s is the epistemological inversion theology 
requires. If it merely answered man's predisposed questions, 
it would only ~nswer what man was already pleased to know and 
the manner in which he had secretly determined how he would 
know it. 80 True theological knowledge only occurs through a 
"critical reconstructi,on of subjec.tivity in accord with the 
nature of .the object". 81 This is the road of repentance, 
intellectual and emotional. ·-This implies that at times, theo-
l·ogical thinking may impose a severe strain on our normal 

s2· . habits of thought. ~But so it is with the God who is indis-
solubly Lord. Hence, the finest result of prayer is to arise 

· as Aquinas and· say i "But I never knew before, never dreamed". 
And··of his own mighty work he humbly said, "It; reminds me 

·83 o; straw". 
B. Inherent Form in Theology 

In hunger I have come to Thee; let me not go 
unfed. I hav~ come in p9verty to the Rich; 
in misery to the compassionate; let mi not 
return empty and despised. 84 --Anselm 
rheologicai statements must struggle not to project 'into 

God wha.t we already know from else'Ahere, · but;_ to -~eek to, allow 
what is radica1iy new to come to us. This ·distinction between 
projection a~d discovery .reminds us that theological thinking 
does not primarily interroga_te its obj_ect but listens and 

. 85 . receives. 
However.,. theological terms are not immaculat~ly conceived. 

Theology pt~uggles to invent terms and_ to creatively work out 
doctrinal patter.ns,. but only frpm w~at ~tis compelled to think 
and say on the .groupds of God's self-revelation. 86 Jesus.did 
not constantly remind his disciples who he was, but wanted them 
to discover it. "He kept th~ p~ess4re of his presence µpon 
them.which forced on them the -question as to his being and 
person. " 87 Thi,s illustrates the great but fruitful tension 
between our integri~y of human response and the utter Lordship 
of the Divine obi~ct. Theolpgy reflects here the freedom for 
which Einst~in argues in the physicftl concepts of natural 
science, in which only one pattern really fits the word puzzle. 
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And the very best con~epts are those that reality forces upon 
us. 88 Even so, the connection between thought· and being, though 
intimate, must be distinguished and not, reduced one into the 
other. 

It is this intimate but non-reduci~le relationship be~ 
tween thought and being that Torrance has explored at length. 
He quot.es approvingly James Brown's assertion that "thought 

. 89 
and being are together from the beginning". In revelation, 
the Word (dabar) of God is no~ primarily the inner being of 
God, nor the activity of God, but both. The LXX translates 
'dabar' as either 'lo.gos' or 'pheuma', for in God, word·and 

_event, being and presence, coinhere. God's activity corre-
sponds with his words and his words a~e integral to his being. 90 

. In his early writings, Barth gave such emphasis to Word 
as God's act, that he existenti~lly anchored this act in man's 

.. 
decision. But he saw that this amounted to a Pelagian co-
redemption and the personal despair of -1.1ltimate ·dependence on 
one's ,own piety and not God's grace. Penetrating mor~ deeply 
into the Word,. Barth came to see its. meaning as 'Being' in Act'. 
Hence as we participate in the event of God's revela~ion in 

. 91 
Jesus Christ, we encounter t_he actual be"1.ng of God. · 

We cannot. firmly identify God's being with his· act in ... 
Christ unless that same Word dwells eternally in che trini-
tar~an heart of God. Without grounding God's Word/Act within 
his eternal being, there is no ultimate gro~nding of the 
Gospel in Gofr himself. God the Father remains µnrelated to 
and i,ndifferent to our human condition, ·having no place or 
time for us in his innermost being. Christ's love for us, 
then, is not anchored in ultimate reality. 92 

In Christ, God has established an ontological -and cqg-
nitive · bridge be.tween the world and himself·. Our, human 
capacity or natural reason doea not prescribe to God, but 
learns from his self-giving and is healed. 93 The purpose of 
our reason, passio,n and ·sensuous e?(perience cannot be to 
substitute a man-~ade bri~ge to God. Pod's being is inherently 
elo,quent and rat;i_onal and that is wha.t he gives us ,in Christ·. 
God gives us his Rationality, his .Logic, in atonement and 

94 _ forgiveness. 
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Since Ari1as, some the'ologians have accepted the dicho-
tomy b-etween the phenomenal world of sense and the real world 
of intelligibility and spirit.- As a result, they cannot accept 
that God couid or would ~ridge this gap. Therefore all our 
concepts and images are axiomatically correl~ted t6 man's con-
sciousness and powers of conceptualization but not to the 
nature and reality of God. It was this axiori1cft:ic assumption 
that Athanasius so radically rejected in thinking out the 
implicati6ns of the incarnatiqn. 95 

For Arius the Word of God was not grounded in God's 
eloquent eternal being. The Word was separate and therefore 
mutable. Athanasius rejected this Hellenic dualism of sen-
sible world and inteliigible world with its detachable 
theological· conceptuality related 'to God only by convention, 
not by nature. Athansius argued that this disrupts our 
reading of the Bible and converts its proper sense into an 
obi"ique meaning. It thereby ·interpret&'Christ in accord 
with what the interpreter concei v~s and find's acceptable. 96 

This makes man, the subJect, the point of absolute reference • 
• The perennial problem of modern Pro'testantism is' i.ts 

Arian lack of confidence that its ol>°ject is rational ·in its 
own right·. Therefore God m"4st be ··made objective ancf ratiohal 

97 · ., · by borrowing concepts from elsewhere. · This is the shared 
path of Harnack and Schleiermacher which makes the essence of 
Protestantism 'raw data' of the inward and spiritual exper-
ience. But for Torrance, the object of theology is not 
religious experi~nce, per~, but the inherently rational 
Wortl of God. Our experience is a wi·ndow, not a mirror. It 
refers outer and beyond to ·the other, namely, God who comes to 
us and whose rati'onality is inseparable from his Person. 

In his important early work on Anselm, Barth speaks of 
98 a n6etic necessity in theology. By this he means "that the 

eternal Word of God is present to man in rat·ional concrete 
form. 99 Similarly ·for 'A'.thana'si:us, the 'essential Biblica-1 
forms of thought and speech derive from the economy of 
revelation in Christ, and' in and through him are grounded in 
the eternal being of God.lOO Theology has to do i~mediately 
wfth truth in tne form of concrete being. That is, theology 
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has to _do with God's rational act in Jesus Christ. In our 
'religio~s experience', we experience Jesus the ~ogos. It 
is fundamentally wrong to see theology as an interpretation 
put upo·n a more fundamental experience. Religious experience 
is blind and dumb. It tells us only what its object gives us. 
If we must int~rpret it from out of our own rational formulas, 
we have fieard nothing new. No word has been spoken to us. 
We have only devise,d a word for our·selves. 

Closely resembling the Arian chasm between sensiple and 
intelligible, is the Kantian dualism between noumenal and 
phenomenal, which makes God unknowable in himself. God re-· 
mains unknown, for he canpot fall under the power of man's 
pbject~fying cqncep~ual·operations which are shaped by the 
actiye reason. To s~y we know God would mean God, too, is 
und.er our control like other this-worldly phenomena. lOl If 
God cannot be known like other phe~omena~ objects, he must be 
known by faith. But this faith-knowledge operates outside ail 
rational structures. It is because Schleiermacher accepted 
Kant's po~ition on concepts as objectifying projections that 
he denied the possibility of cognitive knowledge of God and 
fRrmulated theological rationality only by ~eference to the 
religious consciousness of the Chu~ch's creative spirituality 
and ·not; by reference_ to God. 102 Inevit~bly Jesus·· is· not known 
either. We only know what appeared to hi,s cont;emporaries, 
"what they made of his appearances for themselves". 103 By 
driving a wedge between_ faith and scientific or rational 
knowledge, this tradition.depriv.es faith of its objective 
ontological reference. Faith-knowledge is emptied of its 
cognitive content. Within .such a double disjunction of 
nouµien{l,L/phenomenal and faith/r~ason, only a merely moral, 
poetic or symbolic meaning about ourselves and our intimations 
of t;ran~cendence c~t;i remain. 104 Here the epistemological 
prolego~na to Bultmann's de~ythplogization programme, namely, 
a. dualism betwefln rational knowledge an4 faith, conjoined to 
the Kaf\tia,J1-Aria,IJ. duali.sm o( sensible/intelligible. lOS 

Wh~Q with Athanasius we see the ip~arnation as the coming 
of God as man whose word/act is c:\ unity, we no longer ext .. ract 
religious or spiritual experien~e from this natural unity. 
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For God comes!_! Word and conveys to. us the rational forms 
appropriate to understand· h~m. aecause the pbject reveals to 
us the correct noetic form, Lewis had the confidence to say 
that the 'God-man' is the objectively true description o .. f 

.L 
the incarnation, whereas his critic, Pitt!nger, only wished to 
sa~ that it was a Chrifotian's subjective opinion of Jesus 
Christ. 196 But for Lewis and Torrance, God in Christ carries 
us across the gap between man and God. This is why the Gospel 
is good news. · God has revealed himself as the loving-and 
forgiving judge who ta~es ·our ~in and judg~ment upon himself • 107 

For Bevan (one of Lewis' important modern guides.), the 
emphasis on religious experience (,e.g., Otto's awe, Schleier-
ma·cher' s dep~ndence->. is best understood not as the raw, 
fou~dationa1· experience of religion which theology builds 
up~n •. Rathe~, as the emotional ~elic of an abandoned belief 
s'ystem, it reflects the modern· desire for an undogmatic 

· religion, that is, one which has no concepts and no ~onfessions,. 
but ·only a nice numinous awe attached to par,ticular thing·s in 
the world--starry skys, etc. Theological concepts would be 
understood as· symbols of a Reality beyond, but what this_ is, 
no concept of mind can express. 108 For Bevan a~d Lewis ~his 
focus on meaning and feeling, may have a legitimate place <ln 
theology and need not be rejected out of court. At O'Qe leve·l 
at l~ast, the experience of awe is a genuine one ~hich is 
felt by many peop-le. _To stress man's awe or feeling of 
dependence is "not as much fal.se as partial" • 109 I_n Macmurray' s 
language, this would be an ~spect of the rationality of the . 
emotional life. 

Lewis explores this partial truth with empathy and even 
sympathy. By contra$t, Torran~e's stinging intellectual re-
buke of Otto actd Schleiermacher for their experience-centred 
pe~spective does•,not permit us to explore the 'aestheti~ 
rat~onality' their experience suggests. As an -adult convert 
to Christianity, Lewis read Otto's account of the numinous 
wi,th the keenness of one who had experienced awe without 
adequat~ cheoreticai framework within which to integrate it, 
much ·like a, maa walking along a beach who wonders why his 
heart aches with an intense longing. After all, there is no 
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causal connection between awe and plent:i:ful quant,ities of water 
and sand. Lewis found Otto's accbunc ofrthe numinous experience 
"the best analysis of this we have".llO Granted, Otto describes 
religious-experience only with reference to the emotions it 
arouse~. But his whol·e point is that we are mistaken if we 
understand the numinous merely as an affair of 'feelings'. 
"But then nothing can ·be described except in terms of its 
efi;ects in consciousness. 11111 What we feel about awe is not 
itself awe." We feel awe about something other. Both awe and 

. · 112 dependence point to that other--and break off. 
Of course, there is more to God than a Wordless; awe-ful 

presence. There is more t_o a bear than broken twigs and 
·scratched bark.· Broken twig~ and awe are both the marks left 
in _the wake of something which has passed. One may with care 
and thoroughness examine the markings. Phenomenal.description 
is. not without value. 113 A posteriori, both witness to the 

- 114 ' . 
presence of something other. The heavens indiscriminately 
declare the glory of God to all men. But nevertheless, exper-
ience alone is blind. Schlei~rmacher's God is ultimately Word-
less and hence unk~owable. Without a cognitiye Word from God, 
we are rudderless, with<::>ut a map ai;id only fain,tlr aware of° a 
reality so dimly felt but not seen and heard._ L~Jt to its' own, 
this religion becomes a self-indulgent, self-interpreted and 
self-cognized ritual. For convenience and sentiment.al r:easons, 

' . such a 'spilled religion' eventually pecomes organized into an 
institutional framework. This ts the religion which Barth and 
Bonhoeffer vigorously opposed. 

Following the way of incarnation, the basic movement of 
theologtcal concepts is from God to man. A theology of grace 

. 115 thinks from God to man, and then from man to .God. That God 
reveals himself is the root meaning of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. 116 Athanasius argued that because Jesus the Logos is 
internal to the trinitarian being of God, to know God through 
the Logos is to know God in th.~ i.nner re~lity of his own being. 
That is why the incarnation is epistemologically central to 
knowing God. 117 The thrust of the homoousios is that Jesus 
Christ establishes the objective link between our knowing and 

. 118 
God's reality. As Torrance puts it, Christ is not a mere 
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symbol o:r a representatio.t:i of Cod detached from God, but 
God in his own being and act c.ome among us, 
expressini in our human ~orm the Word which 
he is· eternally in himself •••• As the epito-
rpized e~pression ot that fact, ,the homo-
ousion is the ontological and epistemological 
linchpin of Christian theology.119 

Epistemologically, homoou~ion means that what God is towards 
us in his ·econbmic acts :in space and time, he is antecedently 
and eternally i't'l himself •120 

Nonetheless, li'tera~y critic Auerbach accurately points 
out that the New Testament itself ''-clings to the concrete 

. . 
and fails to progress to a systematization of experience in 

121 - h h new concepts". Neit er 'Trinity'nor' omoousion' are 
Biblical ·expressions. The reality of the God we know in Jesus 
Christ is infinitely grea·ter than we ca!1 ever conc~i ve. 
Therefore, it is a sin to -identify 'trinitarian structures of 
our. thought with the ·constitutive· relations in the being of 
God. All true theological statements fall short, such that 
their i-nadequacy is essential to their truth and precisi·on. 12·2 

Any conceptuat formula, any mo"vement from Jesus Christ 
to Trinity or ho'moousion, that is, from economic events;to 
ontological concepts, admi tted·ly ~ub$t'i tut~s highly at~eriuated 

. .. 
relations• for the ·concrete and historical-relations of God's 
self-giving. Here we have in mind Ei'nstein's remarks about the 
precision of rel·ativity theory bought at the price o-f whole-
ness. Those terms admittedly have real mea"ning only when we 
hold them intimatefy to ·the Father-Son-Spirit primary levels 
we read on the New Testament pages. Without their ontological 
bearing and connection to Jesus, Spirit and Father, th~ terms 
are empty. 123 ·For in Torrance, as in Anselm, the point of 
concepts and propositions is to express reality, not just· 

t 1 .d 124 men a 1. eas. 
1. Intuitive Concepts 

For Torrance, true concepts result from penetrating into 
the field of reali~y ~nd allowing the·~bject-field's inherent 
coherence to impose itself on our mirids. The hypostatic union 
and Trinity are intuitive penetrations into the inherent gram-

. ,. 
mar or syntax of theology. The meaning bf the Gospel cannot 
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be construed properly without them. 
In theology, intuitive penetration involves us in far 

more than logical analysis, but in accord with the nature of 
the object, it involves A process of indwelling through study, 
prayer, sacrament and worship. Concepts which have mere 
abstract connections to the empirical reality reflect only 
the questioner, not the object. Torrance pleads that we think 
being through concepts. A radical dualism of sense/intellect 

. . 

or ph~nomena/noumena. know_s only appearances. But if God's 
being is "inherently rational and capable of communication, 
then through intuitive penetration, knowledge of God occurs. 125 

As we have seen, for many; concepts are by definition 
abstract generaliza~ions or c;eations of the act~ve intel:lect. 126 

Thus·; for example, Bergson substitutes :tntuition for intellect 
, . · 127 · · · as the proper organ of· absolute knowledge. In an· interesting . . . 

kinship· with· Plato, (with which Lewis would agree), Athanasius 
argued for a kind of thinking· which really and naturally 
reaches reality and is more than a convention. 128 This is 
the real knowledge of God we have in Christ. 

Lewis believed that our distinction between abstract 
and concrete language was a recent phenomenon. Ori•ginally·, 
menta1-spiritual and· concrete-physical we·re a un~_~y. 129 Thus, 
at the time of Athanasius, ousia was not an abstract essence 
of being, but God's being and his presence, word and_ act 
inseparably conjoined. In this sense, c~ncepts for Lewis 
spring from' the c9ncretely real. 

If one rejects the organic~ penetrative thinking of 
Plato or Athanasius and ope~ates instead with only abstractive, 
form-imposing thinking, one sees propositions or concepts as 
the mind'· s abstract creations superimposed on to real.i ty. . There-
fore, it is impossible to have real, cognitive theological 
knowledge. 

Thus Stephen Sykes challenges this realist not.ion of a-
noetic necessity, that is, that theology's crucial concepts 
inhere in the ontic ·reality and that Py faith's process of 
intuitive indwelling; we may grasp· the object's inherent 
rationality. 130 He suggests that Barth's (and implicitly 
Torrance's) openness to the Word of God at the centre of 
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t~eology in fact disguises "the actuaJ. centrality of a partic-
ular Christologicai doctrine". 131 Sykes denies the possibility 
of intuitively derived concepts and seems -to return to Schleier-
macher1 s notion of religious experience as the raw material 
upon which theology builds and to Kant's notion that concepts 
are the creation of the active intellect interpreting raw exper-
ience.132 Therefore Sykes prefers a plurality of theological 
systems, which frees theology to be "as systematic and strictly 
cohceptual as it may be". 133 

Torrance·notes that.early in his career, Barth was ac-
cused of placing a ·massive !deology (a great Hegelian·synthesis 
of Roman Catholic and nee-Protestantism in a higher unity) at 
the core· of his· tho~ght. Torrance replies that Barth's thought 
differs from a new tdeology because Barth freely admits the 
in~erent inadequacy of theology's conceptual formalizations 
and dpenly believes they'only have their meaning as they are 
extrinsically object~centred and point to the One·whom they 
c~nnot _fully describe or define. Torrance d~scribes this form 
of thinking as the strongest safeguard against all ideology, 
"for it is a form of thinking that from first to last is. under 
criticism of the object". 134 Ideology claims truth for itself, 
intrinsic to its statements. Theological thi_nki~~- renounces 
this and seeks only to point away from itself, like John the 

' ' . 
Baptist in the Isenheim altar piece. Theology seeks to serve, 

to submit to the claims of its obJect upon it 
and point away to tne truth Beyond it~elf, 
m~king all theologi~al thoµght a refere~ce 
to the mystery of Christ, hot a law, but a 
pointing to Gdd's grace. Christ himself 
i~ tpe reality which breaks through all 
ideology.135 
To prefer a 'plurality of theological systems', denies: .. the 

inherent eloqu~nce and rationality of theology's object to 
communicate itself. 136 ·Bonhoeffe~ reminds us such "systematic 
thinking remains far from reality••. 137 In the wake of the 
incarnation, a pluraiity of conceptual altars to the unknown 

• God is obsolete. Phenomenological systems grounded in man's 
self-understanaing or cultural expressions fail to take 
seriously the fact that empirical realities are already 
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interfused with relations and patterns so that the 
theoretical and empirical components of our know-
ledge arise together, indissolubly conjoined in our 
knowing from the very start.138 

Without this epistemological perspective, theology cannot· grasp 
the radical intervention arid primordial unity of God's being 
in his act whi.ch the incarnation reveals. 

True theological propositions arise out- of imnied~ate 
intuitive encounter with Christ·as mediated through the 
Scriptures. Otherwise, with Schleiermacher, we are thrown 
b_ack upon ourselves to create thought forms about God". With-
out a cogniti-ve Word from God,· we cannot distinguish our words 
from his. 

2. · Ontic Reality Breaks In 
It is a common and lamentable weakness of modern theology 

th~t-it habitually deals ~itn theological language ·and concepts 
by ~bstractly detaching them from the reality of God. 

Concepts are seerr·not t~ arise frcim God but from 
our own consciousness; sµbstituting-the self-
expression, self-understanding of the community 
for ·a conceptuality forced upon us from the side 
of God.139 

When man encounters reality in a new and more profound way·, a 
reaction inevitc;ibly occurs. The instinctive normal ,guesses of 
man seem much more plausible. For we told it to.ourselves. 
Thus Lewis notes that SchrBdinger's account of atoms does not 
seem as plausible as Democritus, for he knows too much. "The 
first sho~k of the object's real nature, breaking in on our 
spontan~ous dreams .of what that opject ought to be, always has 
these characteristics." 140 

The ontic r~ality has a way of d~srupting and breaking 
into our cognitive- patterns (that were running rather smoothly 
without them). And yet the new categories of thinking which 
emerged from Christianity, when app4ied to the epochs and inner 
l'i,fe of ma_n, were at once more e111pirically fitting to reality 
than the Classical ones and ush~r~d in with tremendous energy 
a .whole new understanding of lifie, culture and man, based on 
the dynamic new empirica~-coqcepts of la~, sin, gracei faith, 
justice, love, power ~nd spirit. 141 Hence Auerbach sees in 
the rise of the New Tes~ament a fundamental shift in the 
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thought, fo~s of Western civilization. In the Ne~ Testament, 
the 'tdeep, subsurface layers [ ofi Western thought] which -were 
static for the obsecvers of classical antiquity, began to 
move" •142 A-new, organic form had arisen.. Though the New 
Testament itself 'clings to the concrete', new concepts 
inexbrably flowed in a spontaneous generation of thought forms 
which sprang organically from the generative power of reality. 
For instance, in the experience of Peter, Paul and the early 
Church, the· ethicism of the ancients -los~ its q~finitive 
standing. A· new moral experience emerged which was grounded 
in a justification by faith, not works. Ethics a~ usual was. 
inadequate to judge a~d understand Jesus Christ and Christ-
ianity. A new expe~ience and a new reality had arisen which 
would not fit into 'the former genres and categories. The 
theo~ogy of ~he Church Fathers is only coherent in-this light--
a new light, which had broken forth. 

· · The new wine of Christiapity not only burst ~hrough 
Hel.lenism' s philosophical-conceptual win~skins.. It burst 
through the old established literary wineskins. In Dante, we 
see a revolutionary mingling of the high style of Class~cal 
poetic dignity with the low apd popular, the tragic with the 
comedy of .Christianity. "Nowhere· does mingling of styles -come 
so close to violation of all styles. 11143 

These revolutionary changes were evident, not on1¥ ~n 
science as we have ·seen ekrlier, and in art as we have just 
noted, but primarily in theology itself. To realize that God 
is known not by our search, but by his coming and his conde-
scension, revolutionizes theology from -the Greek worship of t~e 
unknown God to the dogmatic, positive declaration that He is 
among us. He is risen. 144 

This way of knowing, this b~ing gripped by reality, has 
its parall_el in science. In retrospect_, Einstein confesses 
that in the discovery of new breakth~oughs in a scientific 
field, "the products of his imagination appear §.2 necessary and 
natural that he regards th~m·and would have them regarded by 
others, not as crea4ions of tho4gpt .but as given realiti~s 11•145 

Similarly in aesthetic rationality,, Lewis argues that the 
connection bet.ween romantic love and a- 'red, red rose' is no.t 
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optional, but is forced upon our imagination,. even though it 
is only men of a certain training or taste who may grasp its . 146 . . 
truth. One can deny the necessity of fundamental concepts 
only i~ as nevan suggests, one retreats into an emotional 
relic of a former unity of the cognitive-emotional indwei'ling 
in the ontic reality. 

The noetic necessity of theology resides not in itself, 
but in the object. Theology's concepts have no necessity but 
the necessity of God acting upon us. Theqlogical thinking 
means that absolute and final certainty rests in God, not in 
man. Consequently the rethinking of our.noetic forms is ~lways 
proper for our thinking lives urider the Lordship of theology's 

b . t 147 0 JeC • 
. As we 'have seen, the contemporary 'conceptual letting 

go of God'. (Buber), has its root;s in Kant's proscribing of 
kn~wledge of objects i~ their internal relations. 148 Implic-
itly~ this denies the trinitarian love of God which reaches 
out to man in Christ and seeks to bring him into the com-
m~nion of love interior to Father, Son and Spirit. 149 

Within such~ cultural context, Torrance cal1s our. active 
intellects to repent so we may alloi the reality of Christ to 
seize our minds and set up within· them the law o~- his own , 
rattonality through a direct and intuitive apprehension of 
God's reality. 150 Theo-logical thoughts arise a posteriori 

- I 

out of encounter with God-' s reality, not· out of necessary 
. f 1 .. 1 . 151 in erences or ana ogica reasoning. 

Of all the ancient theologians, Athanasius was supremely 
aware of the epistemological stakes involved here. Fundamental 
to objective knowledge is the belief that the mind assumes con-

. ) . 

ceptual forms under the pressure upon our thought of the ob-
jective reality of God. Man's active role is his response of 
repentance as he al:lows his old forms of thought to fall away 
and to be called in question. Only this way roots our thought 
in the Word, the eternal being of God. 152 Doctrines such as 
the homoousion and the Trinity are "forced upon the Church as 
it penetrates into the Biblical witness 11 •

153 The truth of 
these state~ents prove themselves "by bringing our minds under 
an imperative obligation that we cannot rationally resist 0 •

154 
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~twas under the ~~eer .impress of God's reality that 
An~elm penned qis ontological argument. And so it is that 
theology calls itself· dogmatic theology, _for it consists of 

·t· t' f d b the l't study. 155 posi ive asser ions orce upon us y rea i y we 
Theological knowledge is knowledge in the sense of acknowledge~ 

·~; it is the kind of k~owing wh~re the driving power lies 
not in tµe knowe~ but ~n Cod. Thus theological knowin~ is 
alw~ys a humbling, repentant knowing. We are not di,scoverers 
or conquerors; we are lost sheep fo~nd. 

lhoughts are but 
instead of Thee, 
Thy head. 

3. Noetic Limits 
coins. Let me not trust 
their thin-worn image of 

L . 156 -- ewis 
. -!tis w~ong to argue that because the maturing and deep-

ening 0£ love between two people ~ranscends duality that there-
~o;e perfect love abolishes individuality. Similarly, it is 
mistaken to argue th~t though the true appre~ension of God 
transcends all intellectual formulation, the quest for the 
f . t t . · d' t d 157 ines concep sis mis irec e. 

In scien~e, Einstein points out that our knowledge ~f the 
external wo~ld throqgh sense perception is indirect. We grasp 
reality .through speculative and intuitive means. "It 'follows 

.. · 
from this that our notion of physic'al reality can never be 
final." 158 Thus the mathematical invariance of relativity is 
no~ identical t9 the objectiv~ invariance in the universe, but 
is relativized by it and is revisable in the light of it. 159 

Theological statements are contingent statements essen-
tiaily and inherently. As such ~hey point beyond themselves 
to what is infinitely greater than what we can ever conceive 
or ·express. Our belief that all our theological statements 
faLi short of what God is results from revelation and f~ith~ 16O 

Our concepts do not compel God into connections with our 
thoughts, but seek to serv~ and point to the path of God's 
incarnate cqming which inevitably cuts across our expectations. 

Though it is wrong ~o identify theological statements 
with antic structures Ln Gqd, i; is unfaithful to revelation 
to discard· all .objective .statements as, a ·fot;m qf objectifying 
thought~ 161 In poetry, the grandeur of the reality we inhale 
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is not denied by our failure to describe it exhaustively in 
oQr expression. • 

Torrance speaks not of theoretical transcripts of 
reality but of disclosure mod~ls. Through them we 
allow reality to disclose itself from beyond our theoretic 
constructions. 162 Patristic thought forms did not seek to 
aboli~h the .subject-object relationshi~, for they understood 
their concfi!p~s to grasp God in the sense of apprehending him 

.. 163 
without exhausting his transc~ndence. .~n knowing God we 
know what transcends us. · That is, our consciousne·ss and cog-
nitive understanding of _God does not tr,;lp God: wt.thin our minds, 
for we cann~t fully ~ccoun~ for God's mystery. 164 Similarly, 
mathematical formulas do not project laws we observe into 
nature as if they are the actual.laws objectively inhering in 
nature. They are noeti~ const~cts tha~ reflect and point to 
o~tic stru9tures~ Only through_ them.£!!! ~-know nature. 
Hence they cannot be- eliminated from our context of knowledge. 165 

It is a part of their truth that theological statements 
acknowledge a discrepancy between themselves and God's reality 
for they essentially rely on a relati-on -which "God from.his 
side established between Himself and our knowing. That rela-
tio~ship is Jesus _Christ where. truth· meet"s us ••• ~, __ •166 In this 
way we can under,stand the nature of the human words of the 
Bible· as also the Word of God to man. Their identity lies not 
in the essence of the words, but rests on Gqd's decision and 
presence to which the words authentically and au~horitatively 
point. They point beyond themselves to what God ha~ done and 
who he is. It is God who decides to allow the frai+.human word 
to be by his Spiri.t "the holy expression of that Word in human 
form" •. 167 "The Word has so .impri,nted its own imag~ upon 1;:he 
human word as to make it a faithful reflection of its own 
revelation. 11168 

The limita.tions of theological science ~re a healthy 
reminder to all sciences of their relativity. In the wake of 
a reality always gr~ater tq~n o~r grasp, Lewis was keenly aware 
of the provist.onal nature of our "zµodels 11 •

169 With relish, 
Lewis recalls the exRerience of foR~ Grego~y in the Paradiso 
when he ~ounc;l that the ~l\e.o.ry qf hi~rarchies wi tl:\ which he had 
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taken great pains, was ·quite wrong. "We are told how the re-
deemed saint behaved; ••• It was the funniest thing he had ever 
h d 11170 ear. 

C. God ''s Mi-nd and Ours ----
How shall we think then, of the relation between God's 

uncreated light' and man's creaturely rationality? St. Augus-
tine clearly d~stinguished between nacure and human mind as 
created light~ and God's mind as uncreated and intelligible 
light. But, says Torrance,· Augustine worked within a duatism 
of intelligible and sensible which "trapped" him in the 
Platonic view that our minds are ~apable of knowledge·only 
to th~ degr~e they ·participate through an infusion of God's 
grace in the eternal uncreated light of God. 171 This has 
bee.n·· called ·Augusti~e' s ontologism. 172 As well as man's 
pa:rticipation i·n 'the unc,:eated Tight, Augustine envisioned a 
sacramental universe wherein the.visible, phy~ical universe 
mirrors the eternal and heavenly patt~rns within God's mind. 173 

Lewis was clearly influenced by this Platoni-c-Augustinian 
tradition. "God. pierces ·nat!ure wherever there is' a human 
mind. 11174 "A man's rational thinkin~ is just so mucb of h~s 
share in eternal Reason as the state of his brain a•llows 'to 
become opera-tive. 11175 In this se~se~ l:.ewis tole;:ates a great 
continuity between God's reason and man's. For Lewis, "super-
na~ural reason enters my natural being ••• like a beam of light 
which iliumines or a prfnciple of organization which unifies 
and develops." 176 Lewis may also oe hearkening ·back to Sir 
Phi!ip Sidney who similarly believed tnat the unchangeable 

· 177 forms of human nature exist in the mind of the Creator. 
Clearly, 'for Lewis, reason has a special place wit:hin 

nature as God'' s li'nk with man. His strongest statements on 
reason came early i-n his life a:nd were later modi-fied. In 
his autobiography he states, "I must admit· that· mind was no 
late-come phenomena: that tne universe was in the last resort 
mental; that our logic was participation in a cosmic Logos." 178 

But in confrontation with Pantheism ~nd Barfield's religious 
idealism (Anthrop~sophy) ·Lewis champiorled Christian creation. 
Creat'i:6n for :Lew-is meant "to come to be, wit:hollt pre-existing 
mciterial ,· that is, to cause both form and matter of something 
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preconceived ih · the caus·er' s thought; which" after creation is 
otli.er than the causer"'. 179 Lewis unastramedly used. the same 
word for m?n's reason and God's "because I think that in 
creating rational creatures God created things which qua 
rational are like himself". 180 Therefore the difference 
betweerr God. and man is not one of quality or degree as in 
immanentism, but a disti~ction of substance. Lewis reje~ted 
idealism~s whole 6nd part relation in favour of Creator-

181 · creature. That is, God gives'man a subjectivity other 
than his own. 

Without this qualitative ,11nk between man':s rationality 
and God's Lewis feared that ·science and ¢heology would be 
•irrationa1. 182 - Le~is w~s ill-disposed towards the theological 
tradition which emphasized God's.incomprehensibility. Within 
t~is,tradition, L~wis had in mind Pseudo-Dionysius~ the Croud 
of Unknowing and certain German Protestants and existentialists -of the modern period.· Lewis firmly rejected their assertion 
qf-the primacy of God's will over his mind. 183 However,. 
Lewis also recognizes that we share in God's reason only in 
arr imperfect and interrupted way. He strongly cha~lenged. 
Dorothy Sayers' comment that "between the mind of the maker 
and the Mind of his Maker" there is a differ~ncet not of , 

184 . category, but only 0£ quality and degree. 
Torrance's doctrine of contingent intelligibility has 

some similarities with Lewis' distinction between a difference 
of substance or be-ing of God and man, as the key to under-
standing the nature of their rat'ionality. Torrance seeks to 
unaerstand their distinctness and also their unity in such a 
way ,that he avoids, the Augustiniart ontologism or a necessary 
ontological connection betw,een man's mind ahd God's. And. yet 
he also rejects a unity based on God's sheer will power alone. 

As c9ntingent, creation is not arbitrar~ly related to 
God. The two are related becaus·e in grace God .. crea-ted con-
tingent rationality and in Christ he assumed created truth r 

and rationality. He made them his own, 6lthough he r~mains 
distinct from them. 1~5 The ultimate ground of creation's · 
rationality is God's act of love in creating us. This love 
is hi,s fihal rationality and sheer mystery "which knows no 
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reason beyond .. its ·own ul:timatenes.s as the love tha-t God is". 186 

God's lov~ therefore, is the ultimate ground for creation's 
rationality which evokes in scientists such as Einstein a deep 
wonde~ and awe&187 

(J., 
Does this mean that God is ultimatel¥ inscrut£ble as 

Lewis feared when creation springs from God's will, but not his 
rationality? To-rrance answers that Occam failed to see thcilt 
our knowledge of God and of creation itself is co~nected both 
to God's will and God's being~ Our knowl~~ge of God is ·ra-
tional, as _Anselm- ~aw, because it arises under the compulsion 
~f the Divine being~ l·SS Similarly, creation is rational be-
cause it springs from the Creator Logos of God. 

Torrance,suggests·we think of the mind-God conrection 
in :terms of· an infinite dif_feren~ial between our rationality 
and God's in order to pres~rve God's freedom from necessity 

' · 189 without making him arbitrary-. That is, theological. state-
me~t~ are not~ priori and necessarily related to God, for the 
~ation~lity of God is correlated and understood in terms·of, 
God's active grace and love. This means an eschatological 
ingredient must be factored into the infinite_ 4iffere~t;ality 
in God's relation to creation. To reduce it to an~ priori 
necessity falsifies i 4 • But understood.! posteriori, as the 

. . ~· 
way God's love has taken, we find-coherence and rationality 
which we could not have predicted,. 190 

Thomas rejected· Augustine's ontologist? e.nd illumiqation-
ism and bridged the sensible-i~telligible gap by deveLoping 
a unitary and realist basis £or knowing God through the es-
tablishing of a perennial philosophy in which an inherent 
likeness exists between God's mind -;tnd the logical forms .of 

·191 reason. This grants to •Aristo.telian logic a univers~l .. 
validity and creates a praeambula fidei ~hich is used tq 
interpret revealed theology within its pfirameters. 192 -Ground-
ing all knowledge in the abstra~t~on of, log~cal fo~ from sense 
experience led Thomas to, rej~ct Augustine's tntuitive_ knowledge. 

Together, Wes.tern I..atin thinking: .(def.inition-controlled 
thoughts) and Hellenic thinking (discernment of eternal forms) 
won out over Hebraic thinking as Latin theo~ogy became sub-
ordinate to phi 1.osophical ontology. I_n ~striking contrast, 
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Hebraic thinking understands cognitive ,relations with God, 
not primarily as logical,·but as dialogical. For God is per-
sonal, and when h~ objectifies himself he .does so as Person 
and involves us tn co~munion with a personal Being, not just 
concepts or stories. Hence a personal response of faith and 
obedience is part·of truly -rational theological thinking. 193 

But in Latin thinking, the dynamic personal element of faitn 
was reasoned out of theological knowledge and bracketed only 
within the sphere of faith and authority. 

For Torranc~, the integration of ratipnal and personal 
occurs in Christ, wh.ere· personal recorfciliation is !nseparable 
from rational and cognitive apprehertsiqn. In the incarnation, 
God's mind e_nters our darkness in order to redeem even our 

· . 194 human understanding. 
Thus.our knowledge of God .is bound up indissolubly with 

the ,space-ti~e, historical Jesus, in such a way that theologi-
cal knowledge .is at once intuitive and sense-experiential. 
F_or the Holy Spirit brings us into immediate contact with the 
concre.te, historical Jesus and grounds our knowledge in the 
sensory, .spa~e-time• world. It is Christ who forces ·us to be 
med~ately re~ate~ to God, in order that personal dialogue and 
encounter may tak~ place. An infusion or· immedi~~e iflumi~ 
nation would be tnsufficient. Though it might affect our 
consciousness immediately, it would lack any personai, cog-
ni~ive response on our part. Therefore,' I would argue that 
the Thomist emphasis which grounds knowing in sense-experience 
an~ Torrance's call for an intuitive knowledge of God are~ 
~-met in Jesus Christ. Personal, intuitive encounter and 
empirlcal reality of space-time me·et and become indissolubly 
united. The true,'particular bridge betw~en t~ought and being 
took place when Word became flesh. Henceforth, there can be 
no intuitive and unmediated kno~ledge wifhout an organic 
correlation to sense e~perience, space and time. Nor is there 
any logically necessary process in this knowleage, but rather 
our indwelling and participation through the Holy Spirit in 
Jesus Christ. 

1. The Nature of Rationality 
. To appre~iate Lewis' views on reason, we must journey 
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with him back to the ancient historical foundations of key 
terms and their meanings. Historically, there emerges a 
fun.dame~tal tlistipction between the higher intellectus, the 
understanding (kennen, connattre) and the lower reason·, ratio, 
(wissen, savoir),: 195 ~ue tQ Col~ridge's commanding influence, 
these meanings have been reversed in modern English, with 
intellect being the lower faculty (ratio), reason the higher 
(intellectus). 196 

By intellectus (the hig~er faculty) comes the simple, 
indivisible, intuitive grasp of truth; ratiocinari (the _lower) 
is the progression to· a truth by going from one po.int to an-
other, reasoning. Truths of the ,intellectus (Torrance's 
intuitive rationality) are self-evidencing. Truths of the 
ratio groceed step by step, indu~tively or deductively. Ul-
ti~~tely, the cognitive life depends on the self-evident 
truths. The~ together.~ake up man's rational soui. 191 

Through the one, man appr,eheRds the higher truths of God and 
~orality; through the other, man apprehends the truth? of 
natural science. 

Man knows God intuitively in a 'knowledge by acquain-
tance•,198 that is, by the direct and higher faculty of 
connattre, not by the logical steps, probability ___ and inference 
of savoir. Lewis translates connattre as 'knowled~e by 
acquaintance'. It is a tasting, immediate kind of knowledge, 
self-evidencing in its reality. W~·have no 'knowledge about' 
Go~ savoir; 199 there are no logical steps to God. In the 
realm of ratio, .w~ only have a.nalogies. "We do not see the 
Light, though by light we see other t;:Jling,s. ,,ZOO 

Prior to t;he eighteenth century, t_his larger segs~ 
pervaded thinking.· Rea·son was also the organ of morafity_. 
That is, moral truths were intellec~ually grasped. They were 
not mere affairs of the emotions, b~t the work of intellectus, 
not ratio. Lewis only hints at the reasons for these changes 
and is content to record them. No doubt the remarkable 
advance in scienti~ic knowledge its logical-causal think-
ing was a catalyst •. By the eighteenth century rapid changes 
occurred. 'Reason' beg~n ta be reg~~ded no longer as intel-

. 201 lectus and ratio, but ratio only. Butler declared that 
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'conscience', not reason, is the source of morals. Others 
attributed morality to taste or sentiment. Wordsworth dis-
tinguished head from heart. By the nineteenth century, 
domestic affections constituted morality. Linguistically, 
the result was to narrow the meaning of Reason and to de-
value the integrity of moral and theological truths. The 
current' use of reason has often shrunk to mean little ·more 
than "the po~er of ~educing:one proposition by another 11 •

202 

From this historical vantage; we can see-that Torrance, 
Macmurray and Polanyi have sought to renew the scope of 
reason,and to expand the domain of intellectus to the foun-
dations of science as well a~ the ifiaispensable attri?ute 
of everyday sci'enc.e. 

Thi,s larger sense of Reason dominated the ancients. 
F~r- P!ato~ Ari·stotle·, the· Stoics and s·t. Paul, moral and 
'theologicar knowledge is reasonable or rational in the sense 
that knowledge of God and value invol~e a cognitive knowing. 203 

Concerning the relation between intellectus and the laws 
of logic or the lower reason,. in later years Lewis asserts 
there is no· logical connection. For ·Lewis, the higher under-

. - . 
girds and explains the lower. The lower canrtot explain, ~on-

. 204· . ' 
tain or account fdr the higher. 

The lower reason or logical-inferential thinking has an 
indispensable role to play for Lewis. In Pilgrim's Regress, 
he calls her a "sun-bright vrrgin clad in complete steel, with 

. 205 a·sword naked in her hand". Her sword destroys false 
think~ng, question-begging, Freudian psychologizing,_ Bulverism, 
propaganda and other formal and informal fallacies by which 
most people's minds are fuddled through tne devilry of Screw-

d hi f . d · 206 . tape an s rien s. 
For Lewis, the laws of logic and inference are a valid 

if external and formal grasp of reality. If they are not, 
we are cut off and cast adrift. If they are just an irrational 
habit as Hume argued, all knowledge fails. 207 However, this 
insight is not inferred; it is intuited. Logical thought 
has to be assumed. Logic itself cannot be logically proved. 

. 208 You etther grasp its necessity or you do not. Hume's 
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comment ·may be seen to devastate the rationality of science 
or it may be seen as·a legittmate acknowledgement that logic 
is grounded upon,a regulative intuitive belief,~ as Torrance 

. 209 . puts it. This does not disparage reasoning but 'restores 
the cognitive balance of the mind' to its fundamental credo 
and rejects as illegitimate the wedge between faith and reason. 

As we have seen, Lewis extended his regard for inferen-
tial thinking to the potnt of asserting that "events in the 
remotest parts of space appear to obey the._ laws of rational 

210 . . thought". Here he fails to grasp. the contingent intelli-
gibility of the universe and the non~necessitarian nature of 
empirical-rational knowledge. This rehearses a point made 
earlier, namely, that at the scientific level of rationality, 
Lewis posits· an priori harmony between the laws of nature 
ah~ laws of logic·. Torrance accepts a modified God-given 

.. harmony, not one reducible to .! priori logical links, but 
one· discovered.! posteriori through intuit±ve-empirical pene-
tration. 

Here: let us recall that in his. '.self-contrad1ction of 
the naturalist' argument,' Lewis tried .to falsify naturalism 
by logical arguments. But as G. E. M. Anscombe argued one. 
night at the Socratic Club, this argument·overst~ps its 
bounds. 211 Lewis had confusedly identified causality and 
logic, the very connection to be proved. This brings us to 
the whole problem with the Newtonian framework which made 
causation_a logically necessary link with physical reality. 
Quantum and relativity physics have decisively challenged this 
.! priori correlation. 

A recen~ article by Walt~r ~oope~, Lewis' literary 
> 

executor 1 reveals that 
of Einstein's work and 
disproved normal logic 

Lewis was aware of .certain implicat.~ons 
in particular, that relativity "haq 
from a higher and unassailable plane". ' . 

According, to notes taken d~ring a Socratic Club lectµre, 
L~wis admitted th~t formal logic was only a more or less 

212 valuable tautology. But earlier in Miracles (and elsewhere), 
Lewis asserts ;he organic harmony between physical reality 
and the iaws of logic. Anscomb~'s criticism.was inevitable,. 213 

Lewis' error lay in transferring an intuitive, intellectus, 
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grasp of the need for a. sufficient reason for the rationality 
of man.and nature into a formal logical-causal (ratio) argu-
ment. 'That is, he wrongly tried to use logic to connect the 
lower rationality of mind and nature with the higher, intui-
tive truths. But following Einscein ar.d Torrance, we have 
seen chat even in natural science the bridge between thou~ht 
and being is not ('as· Lewis thought) .g causal-logical bridge, 
but an intuitive-fiducia~y, non-log~cal connection that evoked 
in Einstein the greatest awe and wonder. 

The ·two· hemispheres~ ratio and •intellectus, mutually 
interact with one another, like synthesis· and analysis. Lewis 
sees man's mipd as ·an int~l~ectual faculty employed in both 
-practical and theoretical judgement, capable of good or evil, 

· · 214 and ·in need of regeneration. _For Lewis, logic is never 
the final a~biter or organ of t~th or falsehood. ·Even when 
highly valued, it is only the lower rational faculty. The 
discursive reason, as he·calls it elsewhere, grasps only 

· · 215 an abstract and exteTnal framework. 
The relation between ratio and intellectus is often a 

subtle one. In many areas 
ttonal in exercising other 
one breaks·a horse, writes 
syllogising. 

of life, "there is nothing irra-
. 216 powers than our reason". No 

poetry· o·r · begets children by 

It's rational not to reason or not to limit 
oneself to reason, in the wrong place and the 2 more rational a man is the better he knows this. 17 

2. Lewis and Kant 
Given the Coleridgean ·bifurcation in Lewis' ba~kground 

b~tween reason and understanding, we must inquire into the 
extent to which Lewis was influenced by Kant. Certainly his 
early, pre-Christian letters reveal a Kantian influence. ·He 

.. ,; • ,!:: 

tells Arthur Greeves that a tree or any object is not beautiful 
in itself but the beauty arises mysteriously out of the relation , 
be~ween the perceiver and the tree. Colour comes only in our 
brains. Only by mental habit, says the young Lewis, do we 
call these mental impressions th~ 'thing in itself. 218 "We 
have no knowledge of the external world', but only a tolerable 
phenomenal substitute for knowledg.e as a result of abstract 
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reason ,plus sense experience plus habits. 219 

In· letters to Barfield, Lewis quotes Aristotle approvingly 
that the suffering side "Of the mind is transitory; the creative 
mind 6:ious poietiko~ is' everlasting. But when Barfield flatly 
ask-s if Kant was right, Lewis replies, "I don't know'~. 220 

these letters predate, his conversion. By his own admis~ion, 
Lewis progressed,to faith by way of Absolute Idealism • 

In his post conversion writings he rarely refers to Kant. 
In Surprised by Joy he affirm~ Kant's phepomenal/noumenal 
distinction in regard to the self. But he~ this distiriction 
to -argue that the phenomenal self one investigates through 
introspection is untrustworthy· in the extreme. This forever 

·cured him of the quest for a self-taught self-understanding. 221 

In,an. early.but important essay on semantics, he severely 
questions 'the ·value of Kan.t' s heavily abstract epistemological 

' 222 · analysis. Lastly., in a 1940 letter to aarfield, he remarks 
that Julian of Norwich in the fifteenth century seems to have 
proleptically rivalled Thomas' reconciliation of Christianity 
. . · /1\ '11.d?1"1(T <;;11n,L'fr -+v-fh.iior: 223 
with Aristotle J.t'by'ftCa~l:-y:.d~ing-so with Kane-'. 

From Miracles, we know Lewis was firtnly committed.to 
objective scientific kndwledge by means of infer.encl!. Tttf·s 
is the classical Thomist rationale·for the legitima-cy of ; . . .. 
scientific thought, the harmony ~etween laws af logic and. of 
being. This is a strongly realist orientation, qui~e different 
from his friend .Barfield~s idealist, esoter~c ~hristianity, 
and from Kant's own denial of ontologicalknowledga~ .. How-
ever, one might still wonder if Lewis accepts Kant's pheno-
menal knowledge as what in fact our scientific knowledge 
discovers when it grasps its abstract, external framework. 
But here again, this framework is conceived of in strongly 
realist-Thomist terms which assumes an objective harmony of 
logic and being-and which sees the knowledge of heaven and 
earth as realms of "objective- facts-;....:hard determina~e facts" 
which we learn and discover rather than create. 224 If our 
knowledge of the world, says Lewis, is "not. a genuine insight 
into realities beyond them--if it me~ely r~presents the way our 
mind-s happen to work theri wE! can pave no knowledge". 225 

Lewis contrasts the world we ,build up out of our bundles of 
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sensations which is very far from the, "real world of ·Einstein's 
mathematical relationship •.•• to which we must agree". 226 The 
determining extent of· Kant's influence would be found in 
Lewis' view of the higher level of rationality in ethics and 
theology, namely, the Practical Reason! We first turn to 
Coleridge's adaption of these Kanti~n terms. 

For Coleri~ge, Reason is the .self-evidencing, higher 
level of rationality; underst~ndi~g is the piscursive faculty 
of r.aflection. '!Reason (says :our great Hooker) is a qirect 
aspect of truth, an inward behold_ing ••.• " 227 The two spheres 
of rationality differ in kind, neit.her faJ_lipg under the 
definition of the other. With the understanding, we can re-
flect and generalize a~d are dependent ·oQ the senses. But 

· . 228 Rea,s·on is independent and anteceqent to .upderstandi-ng. 
Prt1ctical Reason alone, says Coler,idge ,- is· Reason ''in the 

· · 229 full, sub,stantive sense; s-o,-.irce of ,ideas!'. The theor- -
etical·or pure reason is the •light of reason in the under-
standing. The Practical Reason as Col~ridge calls it, is the 
~~urce of ·wisdom, "of1living and act_ual truths"" 230 

Absent here is the meticulous ar:ialysis of. the cate-
gories of the understanding, as in Kant. Reardon correctly 
concludes <.that Kant's influence on Coleric:ige _was Jilore formal 
than material. He usefr Kant's neg~tive statements that the 
understanding, though valid for science, by its very nature 
cannot establish truths of theology and ·ethics. For Coleridge, 
Kant delivered the most important truths from mere logic. Yet, 
whereas Kant denies the possibility of metaphysical knowledge, 
£or Coleridge, practical Reason i_s reason in its truest, most 
substantial sense. 231 In fact, Reardon recai~s that Coleridge's 
critics accused him of using Kant to reassert a Platonic 
·. 232 epistemology. 

Fundamentally, Lewis' use of. 'P~actical Rea~on' is 
Coleridgean, not Kantian, Lewis champions the rationality 
of ethical values, and a,:-gues thay ~e must ext;end "Reason" 
to· include the. "Practical Reason!' ~l~st value lose its ratioqal 
core. 233 Lewis' u~e of Practtcal Reason reflects a Platonic-
Augustinian-~alvini_st epistemology in i_ts commitmen½ to an 
intuitive, immedi~te knowl"edge of values a-qd of God. For 
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Lewis, knowledge of the higher tfuths is grasped immediately 
and intuitively by the gift of man's rationality. 

D. The Limit·s of Reason 
All epistemological anaiysis ls tempted to understand 

the search for truth only within intellectual terms because 
it involves the mind and it thereby turns truth into proposi-
tions one can syllogistically arrange and re-arrange. Ulti-
mately this makes truth the logical-syntactical relations of 
statements, rather than the reference of statements to reality. 
This reduces truth to ideas a~d assumes we can express in 
ideas how ideas are related to being. Truth is reduced to 

234 statements. 
I_t is this ra_tionalizing of truth ·which Torrance criti-

cize·s in St~ Thomas. For when Th?mas defined being. ultimately 
wi_th- an emphasis on cognitive truth, he bx:idged the thought-
being gap by means of thought. Calvin revolted from Latin 
thinking at this point by emphasizing truth as God!,!! his . . 
being, _not as cognitive statements about God. Biblical 
statements are the paradigm of all theological statements and 
they have their truth not in themselves, but in Christ, -their 

t . f , 235 seman ic re erence. 
Another form of rationalism occurs·~he~ ce~ta-in mental 

forms or structures take on through constant use a permanent 
configur~tiop ~nd become seen a~ part of man's esseqtial being 
and hence, substantival. Both Aristotelian,logic and Kant's 
categories of the understanding ha~e been used in this manner 
to judge the rationality of any and all objects. Therefore, 
substantival reason accepts as r~tional only what fits these 
forms of· a, now autonomous intellectual act'ivity •. 236 Ration-
alism occurs -when ·rational forms claim to be the judge of.all 
reality. 

Torrance consistently opposes such a substantival under-
standing 'of reason. Our reason is never ultimate, but it seeks 
to be used in service to nature and in service to God. An 
autonomous and ]udging reason ls the result o'f the alienated 
mind disrupted from Goa~ Athanasius called the mind of a 
sinner alogos, or as Calvin puts' it, mefite alienatus. The 
autonomous mind judges all bdt knows no judge. For Torrance, 
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such a rationai structure secretly ,identifies transcendence . . 237 
with itself and ends in self-detfication. 

When the Athenian city-state failed, it was not so much 
a judgement· on,the Gree~ political system as a criticism of 

· , 238 the capacities of human nature. Reason appears a dull and 
~uperficial thing only when it claims to judge all by certain 

priori criteria. Tliere are varying levels of trust and 
mistrust of reason. To deny reason ulti'macy is not to 
advocate irrationality. In Till We Have Faces, Orual respects 

--:---- .. 239 
the Greek slave (reason),-but the slave has no answers. As 
lewis notes, reason herself tells ·us to .experience or. to act 
or to trust--depending on the situation, and that is the more 
.reasonable thiqg to. do.· That· is; we should. understand reason 
as a servant, not a·s a master of the truth. 

'·.i. ' .. _-one lrimit of reason to which Lewi.s refers is• t_he problem 
of free.will and election.- tewis admits the logical-causal 
ratio is not adequate to. resqlve this conflict. But· he thinks 
the higher reason gives us a glimp$e of resolving this issue 
,. h . 1 i i d i . 240 . . wit out aps ng nto eterm nism. . 

Lewis was not a rationalist in the sense that the mind 
was the autonomous judge of reality.~ 41 He was open to r~al-ity 
in a much broad~r and richer way.· .After .al:l, he writes, , 

. . 
consider our mental equipment, 

five senses; an inexorab!y abstract intellect, 
a hapha2:Ardly selective memory;. a• set· of pre-
conceptip~s and assumptions so n'4-fiiero~s I can 
never become even conscious of them all. How 
much of tQtal -reality can such an apparatus let 
through?242 _ 
However, Lewis believed, on the ground of the Practical 

Reason~ that the truths of theology and ethics were self-
evidently true. This is not dissimilar to Torrance's emp~_asis 
that the fundamental beliefs of science and theology, though . 
not demonstrable logic~lly, are the very foundation of 
rational thipking in either field, and are grasped ~ntuitively 
and seen.to be rational by their own light. 

Around the time. of his letter in response to Oliver 
Quick's. ~rticle in Theology, Lewis ,mused to his brother that 
he had blundered into..,th~ world of modern theol.ogy, 
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imagining that I was tne upholder o.f_the old, 
stern d9ctrines against modern quasi-Christian 
slush; only to' find that 'my' st:ernness·was their 
.slushi They all talk like Covenant~rs· or Old 
Tes~ament p~ophets. !hey don't ~hfnk human 243 reason or human conscience of any'value at all •••• 

To Lewis, it appeared that modern (probably 'Barthian') 
theology had utterly denied the rationality of theology and 
ethics·. Theologi•cal truth was a non-cognitive, non-conceptual 
a'ffair. But this is.certainly not Torrance's view' (nor. 
Barth's). Torrance argue~ that theological truth, like 
scientific truths of ~ature, are grasped intuitively as self-
evidencing on their own intrins'ic· rational grounds. 

For Lewis, there is a real connection between our reason 
and reality~ He re£used to abandon all cog~itive claims for 
theo1ogica~ $knowledg·e, as he thought m~dern theolo~y was 
demanding. This would .imperil any connection betwee·n the God 
of .r.evelatiori and the intuitively-derived knowledge of ethics 
an~ the inferentially-grasped'kno~ledge of science. And 
-tli 1l>J<1711 of · 

ju.dgia-g-by certain brands of Calvinism, he thought it· nearer 
to devil worship or sheer will-power worship than worship of 
the true, good and holy God. 

To the question oe what wo~ld ~appen if there were an 
absolute darkne·ss between God's will and ·our. cons~lence, that 
is, "if God was bad, or alternat~v,ely we are moral idiots", 
Lewis had no answer, even as be had no answer to what would 
happen if he found absolutely demonstrative,evidence for two 
contradictory propositions. 2~4 Yet Lewis knew that God's 
rationality may seem unr.easonable to o~r ~tandards. .. "Doubt-
less, by.definition, God was Reason itself, but would he be 
'reasonable' in his demands?"- 245 

In literary .critici.sm, Lewis· once argued that a proper 
interpretation of a text must include logic, emotion, and 
imagination. If he found an interpretation which fitted log-
i~ally, it must also fit imaginatively and emotionally. 
"Indeed if we had -tto choose, I should· prefer a logical to an 
imaginative and emotd.onal .incongruity. 11246 

Lewis' many-and varied writings reveal a search for a 
proper unity of al:.l the gifts of the rational soul:: logic, 
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imagination, emotions. Ha r,cognizes that intellect .(ratio) is 
invariably abstr~ct and· grasps., only external frameworks, and 
yet our experience ·is rich and concrete, where we taste rather 
than abstractly know. Within him, the abstract and concrete 
epfsterriologica.l experienc-e can be in conflict. "As thinkers 

.we are ,cut off from what we-think about; as tasting, touching, 
willing, loving/ hating, we do not clearly understand. n 247 

We cannot study pleasure abstractly in the moment of embrace. 
Lewis sought to unita the abs~ract intell~ct with ·the\ feeling 
~ntellect which apprehends· immediately and intuitively, yet 
without the logical precision of abstraction which the discur-
sive reason~yields. 

It is a similar search in ~hich Michael Polanyi engaged 
when he sought to resto~e the cognitive balance of tQe mind 
to the intuitive, believing sid~ of rationality. The great .-
d_ifference lies in Polanyi' s g"t:asp of the intuitive·,. personal 
anci ·fiduciary element at· ·the ·heart of natural scientific know-
~edge ~hich gives the logical-causal or abstract intellect a 
distinctly subsidiary though valid role even.in physical 
science. 

E. Rationali~y~in.Torrance 
One,·.of the most r.emarkable-•·features of· the Scottish, 
t;heological tradition is the way, in wl:lich I:t pa~ 
maintained its conviction that tne human mind has 
the capacity for a rational knowledge of God and 
his ways. · 248 

--Reardon 
Unquestionably, Torrance stands {n this tradition as ·much 

as in the Calvinist Reformed tradition. 'His collect~d writings 
are a monument to his faith in the rationality of God and ·his 
universe. He is most ill at ease with a disjunction b~tween 
science and religion, -nature and grace, reason and· revelation. 
He has sought to learn from many thinkers, including Einstein, 
Maxwell and Polanyi, as well as f;om Athanasius, Calvin and 
Barth. 

This comprehensive unde~standing of rationality is notably 
expressed by the Britts& philosopher, John Macmurray, who also 
prefers a functional to a substantival understanding of ration--
aiity. He describes -rationality as ·"the 'primary characteristic 
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of the personal life", namely, man's capaclty for objectivity, 
which he describes as the "capacity tb behave in' terms of 
the nacure of the object". 2·49 Macmurray examines science, art, 
and religion as the three interlocking areas of the personal 
life, for each reflects.a decisive and determining aspect of 
human nature. By its very nature, "Reason is not self-regard-
ing. It is concerned with its object". 250 Irrationality is 
the failure to behave in terms of the real situation. The 
re~ent the~logical revolt fro~ theory tow~rd praxis· finds 
a philbsophical foreshadowing. in Macmurray' s restat.~men.'t of a 
wholistic-Hebraic view of_ knowledge and ~iving. Macmurray's 
Gifford lectures are a sustained attempt to re-interpret the 
rational li~e away from the Kantian and Ca~tesiAn focus on the 
thi.nkihg. seif to a Hebraic understanding of rationality Ain 
te_rms of man as agent, wh~se thin~ing, ·worshipping· and feeling 
all contribu~e to the fundamental core of rationality, namely, 
our capacity to act in love for others without regard for 
ourselves. 

For·Torrance, rationality occurs when 
we act in accord with the nature of the object 
and allow it, to pre~cribe the ·specific mode of 
rationality we need to adopt as well as the 
kind of demonstration approprla.t_e. 2·?1 _ . , 

Rationality is not a substantival and innate structure of 
ca~egories of unders_tanding we impose. Man's capaci_ty for 
objectivity is not a static possession, ·but _the dynamic inter-
action of subject with object. 252 Torrance equates 'substance' 
rationality or~ cogitans and the thinking self of Kant with 
man's desire for autonomy, the very essence of sin, whether of 
will or mind. For Torrance, reason must be seen not as a law 
unto itself, abstracted from :i:ts r'eaiity in God and turned 
inward, but should be turned outwaro to its maker in an appro-
priate re~ponse to reality. 253 Therefore reason stands under 
the fiduciary assumption that man in fact is able tq·know 
reality aright. This is the fi·duciary commitment to rationality, 
in science, theology and art. 254 

Th.is functional or relational und~·rstanding or rationality 
in a natural harmony with faith commitments, has enabled 
Torrance to make creative alliance with science. By rejecting 
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an attenuated notion-. of_ reason as logic, Torrance has been 
able to· appreciate the different kinds of (non-logical-causal) 
order which inhere in nature. This is nature's contingent 
intelligibility, which resists conversion into a logical 
relation as in Medieval science or necessitarian relations as 

- 255 in Newtonian physics. 
One of Lewis' long standing complaints with modern man 

is that he has emptied qualities from their existence in the 
real world' and put them inside man's head. Torrance's emphasis . . . 
on a contingently raticin~i ·intelligibility which exists ~n the 
real world, is a profound·· confirmation of Lewis' realist commit-
ment to an objective rational reality. 

For Torrance,. the· Reformation gave priority to this 
. , Hebr.aic way- of knowing, where ·the personal and dialogical in 

know~edge take .precedence ~ver ~he Medieval. emphasis on the 
logical at\cf .dial-ectical •. But the fundamental difference in 

' the Hebraic way is the change in the locus. of authority from 
the subject_ (whether collectively or ind~vidually) t~ the 
object, and not as ·i·s argued by som~, from the authority of 
the corporate church to the individual believer. 256 

Calvin also understood man's rationality_ functionally, 
not substantiva_ily. Of course, it -i•s part of Christian faith 
to believe .that man is ... speci~lly quali.,fied by creation to 
receive revel-ation. 257 Though a "shapeless ruin" after the 

. . 
Fall, God maintains man's reason and· ·by• gr?,ce renews the mind 
to a right reason. Thus the knowlEdge of God is beyond our 
natural capacities, for God descends to us and at the same 

i . i ~--d 258 me ra ses our mi:.,u. 
For Torrance and. Lewis> the knowledge of God is rational. 

Both are unh,appy wi-th- Kant's abolition.:0f cognitive knowledge 
to make room for faitn. However, even if we accept Macmurray's 
positive assessment that ·Kant, .like Coleridge, opposed. a narrow 
reason in or~er to find~ new and deeper understanding of 

259 . . ratio,nality., · lat.er phi.losophy used his di"chotomy and mental 
structures to. expel theology's rationality. In this .context, 
Torrance ~as sought ta re~integr~e faith and reason, and 
thereby expose Kant's dualism o~ ~uye, and practical r~ason 
as an artificially abstract,!. priori, and unscientif.ic structure. 
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As we have seen, ~an's rationality is his capacity to 
relate himself appropriately to the object of inquiry. Yet 
within this pervasive rational capacity, we find in the uni-
verse multi-variable modes of rationality which all require 
distinctiye mode·s of thinking, acting and feeling. Torrance 
lists at least four such modes of rationality--numerical, 
verba~, organic or organismic, and aesthetic. 260 To pursue 
only one mode rigorously to the exclusi~n of the others is 
an artificial· abstra·ction "which nature p~~ishes by limiting 
our discoveries through it". 261 

True thoughts and true statements are those which refer 
properly to reality. Thoughts·cannot be true which refe:r 

-to personal being as if" i·t were mei::ely a thiIJ.g ·or a proposi-
· 262 . tion. To proceed a step furt~er., once rationality is no 

long~r confined. to the i'ntellect, but is a cap·acity .belonging· 
t~ ever1:· facet of our pers.onal life, (art' religion ~nd 
science), a far-reaching ·integrat:,ion of rat.ionality an(\ being 
is· possible which does not continually· convert. or reduce 
these modes into logical evaluation$ or propositional analyses. 
This resonates with Lewis' statement ~h~t it is mQre re~sonable 
to act, or to feel at times than ~o-· think, according to th~ 
si.tuati.:on. 

Theological rationality is unique t"n that 'nowh~te else 
do we find truth in the form of personal ·being and nowhere else 

263 do truths cohere in.a person. Hence-a properly systematic 
theology requires thatitruth in the form of personal being 
dictate the appropriate mode or system. Therefore Torrance 
replaces the Medieval system, which gave a coherent a·cc6un·t of 
being through a system of rational ideas based on. a reali~t 
doctrine of. universals with. "consistent obedience· to Jesus 
Christ". 264 In bhe personal .field, iove is the capacity to· 
behave rationally in regards to the other person. In theology, 
if. God is love, to be rational means to act in terms of his 
being/activity in love and not in terms of our self-
understanding.265 

, Lewis agrees that love is the essential elem~nt in ~QQW-
ing God for its passioh and power~alone enable us to leap the 
"massive wall of our selfhood". 266 Love is the great capacity 
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for objectivity--to be truly and appropriately related to 
reality. 

F. Whole Knowledg~ 
For Plato, to say something was beautiful was not a mere 

aesthetic judgement but moral, intellectual and aesthetic 
appraisal all at once. Similarly, sin is neither a rational 
error, n9r a moral shortcoming. It is both. Mental 

267 errors are moral~y blamew9rthy.- Knowledge, too, for Plato 
was much deeper than· ratio, b~t was moral_~nd intellectual; 
it was the culmination of·the search for rationality, the 
true, ~ooa · a,nd beauti"ful. 268 

So it iij with theological knowledge; an intellectual 
.grasp alone is .unwo-rthy· of the object_._ Christ's teaching 
"cannot be grasped ·by the intellect alone, cannot be 'got up' 
as i.f .. _.it: were 0 • a.'subj~~tJ". 269 Rat:.ionali-sm errs. when .ie thinks . 
that. thinking about'something·i~ identical with making genuine 

' corit·act. This 'destroys empirical discovery· and insulates man 
270 within,a self;-made conceptual prison. The mind can~ot cross 

the gap between itself and reality by its own ideas and con-
cepts. Mari's E!tltire being, including_his mind, is separated 
from God. Th~~fore saving .knowledge must invqlve our whole 

271 .· · beings,. not jus~ our minds. T~e gap_ can. be brids.ed., how-
ever. This leads us in awe· before a rationaiity··~we cannot 
control or dominate, but which inheres in the world and which 
in·wonder we may discover. 

, 
The modes of rationality which Torrance disqusses are 

interlinked. Even the pure science of mathematics has b_~en 
praised for sanctifying the minds of those who earnestly 

. ' 

inquire. . But a special place belongs to theology, fo·r "of all 
disciplines, theology is the faire$t, the one that.moves the 
head ancl heart most-fully, the one that comes closest to human 
reality". 27Z 

Before we discuss this whola or participatory knowledge 
more fully, we will first have to examine the respective epis-
temological linchpins of Lewis and Torrance, the intuition and 
the imagi:nation. But in closing this di.scussion on rationality, 
we should remind ourselves thae we ~ould easily over-emph~~ize 
Lewis' distinction between the lower and ~he higher reasoning 
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facultles, that is, his. commitment to logic and to the 
intuitive faculty. Austin·. Farrer _said in defending Lewis 
from his critics who interpreted him as a split personality, 
"I "<iill not call sp'lit pe-r:sonality one brave enough Doth to 
think and feel, nor will I call it integration which is 

"' • 273 achieved by halving human nature". 
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117Theology in Reconciliation, p. 222. 
118Theolo&y.in Reconstruction, p. 39. 
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pp. 262, 278. 

.., 

177sir Philip Sidney, An Apology for Eoetry, The Norton 
Anthology uf English Literature, I, p.- 491-. 

178. · Surprised-by Joy, p. 168. 
179Bodlefan Library, ms. ·facs. c. 53, Letters of C. S. 

Lewis, p. 191. (Italics .mine.) 
189Ibid., p. 194. 
181 Ibid. -
182M· 1 31 47 irac es, pp. , • 
183The Discarded Image, p. 70. 
184c .. S. Lewis, review of The Mind of thE! Maker by Dorothy 

Sayers, Theology, XLIII, Oct. 1941, p. 249. 
185 Space, Time and Incarnation,- p. 65. 
186nivi.ne and Contingent Order, p. 12. 
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CH~PTER IV 

' ' INTUITION AND IMAGINATION 

A. Introduction 
It is important for· this study to consider the relation-

ship between the imagination and intuitidn, fdr these two terms 
designate mental-affectional capacities which are the respective 
epistemological iinchpins for Lewi~ and Torrance. Their, simil-

·, 

arities and aifferences clartfy the differences. and ?imilarities 
. . . 

between Lewis the literary critic~theologian and Torrance the 
. scient.ist-theologian. 

. The wrong uses• of imagination ~re· many .and probably . . 
account for Torrance·' s negative ·view. But on t,he positive side, 
Lewis sees that firstly, the imagination helps us to understand 

1 others, and secondly, it helps us respond to and produce art. 
Its bad use is .. 

ta provide for us in shadowy form, a substitute 
.for vi~tues, successes, distinctions ~etc .• , which 
ought to be sought outside in the rea°J:·world. 
For example, picturing all I would do tf I were· 
rich instead of earning and saving.2 
The fundamental dif~erence between the imagination and 

the intuition is tha~. the latter connotes a knowledge claim 
. 

which the former lacks. Coler~dge r~ma~ks fhat intuition 
denotes· an immediateness of any account qf an object pf 
knowledge. 3 In English, R:i:,chard Hooker m~de early us~ of 
'intuition' to des~ribe the cognitive act especially appro-
priate for theological knowlegge, namely, an immediate grasp 
or looking upon the t,ruth. 4 ;Whe,reas intu~tion entai.ls a 
judgement bran evalu~tion of the object!s truth claim, imagin-
ation suggests that the conception may not correspond to 
reality. 5 Epistemologic_ally it serves us by offering heuristic 
suggestions. The two share_, however, the qualities of immediacy 
and vivid mental apprehension which has, led to their usage 
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' 6 as synonyms. 
What imagination is to aesthetics intuition is to the 

sciences. As a truth judging faculty, the intuition tastes, 
that is, immediately appr~hends, truth as the imagination 
tastes meaning. Part of their difference is that tfie imagin-
ation suggests the immediate entertainment of its subject 
matter tnrough symbols and intuition refers to the immediate 
entertainment of reality through abstract br imageless concepts. 

In Lewis' thought, the: imagination· serves as a kind of 
. . 

outer·mental boundary whereby the mind may indwell the seman-
tic intention of an object or thought without any judgement of 
its truth. It is the mind's "wise passiveness" before the 
object.? Unless the intellect receives meanings and not just 
ciphers, its judgement and analysis will apprehend only super-
ficialities and not the reality of its subject matter. "Sym-
bols exist precisely for the purpose of conveying to the 

8 imagination what the intellect is not ready ror." · 
Art, the domain of the imagination, allows the mind to 

rest upon a story or object if it were rea·l. Coleridge 
describes this "willing suspension of disbelief", as the essen-
tial precondition of all aesthetic_ ~xperience; whether enjoy-
ment of a play or a poem. Art leaves the question of truth 
to philosophets and scientists~ Poets enjoy; they laugh, play, 
weep and rub their noses into the quiddities of life. Dante 
shows what God is like. He does not entertain the abstract 
question, "Does God exist?". 9 

In science, the appropriate mode of knowing prescribes 
that we consider the object's truth and authenticity. In art", 
the object prescribes a different but appropriate mental-
emotional response. In art, meaning lies not in an empirical 
referent but in the imagination's sensuous representation of 
its object, without any ontological commiCment to· its reality. 
It seeks to -enjoy its ooject, ·not to vet-Ify it. · But science's 
concern for truth compe!s it to evaluate the object's reference 
to empirical reality. 

The differences between science and art, intuition and 
imagination, become at once problematic and fruitfully pro-
vocative in· theology. They confront us with the relation of 
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truth to beauty. For in ·,theology, the suoject matter compels 
the poet's imaginat~ve belief and enjoyment to consider the· 
object's intuitive truth' claim. And it compels the scientist's 
interpretive ~nd abstractive process to be short-circ~ited by 
the object's concrete particularity and call for worshipful 
enjoyment. 

B. Concepts and Images 
Because Torrance, the scientist-theologian, gives 

priority to imag'eless, intuitive connections between thought 
and reality, he rejects the Roman -Catholic (an9 Orthodox) 
emphasis on symbols and images. He argues that the Roman 
view assumes all knowledge rests upon an Arfstotelian depen-
dence on inference ·from sense-perception and speaks of· direct 
cognitiv:e a·cts onl~ in terms of .the beatific vision. 10 

Torrance's aversion to images has its historical ante-
cedents in Calvin's criticism of the Lutheran and Roman 
Catholic use of icons· iri worship and in the 'intuitionism of 
his fellow Scotsman, Thomas Reid, the advocate of common sense 
realism. · Reid opposed all representationalism and phen9menal-
ism and argued that external objects are known iminediatety 
wit!hout th~ intervention of vicariotl·s phenomenon. 11 · 

• Austin Farrer, Lewi:s' clos~· f;iend ;_ agrees .. wfth Tor;ance 
that we Have a direct understanding of God, but only by means 
of symbols derived 'from sense experience. 12 Torrance agrees 
th::it· theo·logy may use symbols as transparent media for ~og-
nition. But he accuses Farrer of thinking only with~his eyes, 
by insisting on 'tne· importance of symbols and images. lmages 
point to or signify God, but never picture him visuat'ly, 

T 13 T 1,. 1" • • 1 .. 11 . F ' says orrance. · orrance iconoc astica y reJects arrer s . .. . 
'descriptive theology' and proposes instead a 'paradigmatic 
theology'. And Torrance rejects Farr~r's belief that we 
"cannot by-pass the images to seize an imageless truth 0 •

14 
• r 

Torrance argues th~t images point away from themselves to the 
imageless Word. Even the Bible's images, are adapted to the 
human subje.ct rather than the divine object, helpful to man 
rather than fitted to God, in Hifary' s words .·15 Torrance's 
real concern here is that we might assert a "general justifi-

16 cation of human forms of thought and speech". Torrance 
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rejects any inQerent correspondence between God and man other 
than a correspqndence by grac~. He would agree, however, that 
in and through Christ, God has laid hold of and adapted basic 
human images for knowing him. 17 Or, as Lewis recalls Hooker's 
words, "If nature hath need of grace, yet also grace hath use 

18 of nature". 
Lewis readily agrees that images may act as mere links 

to theolog~cal knowledge. A wafer has no resemblance t,o 
Christ, yet links u~ to Christ ~n the eucharist. In fact, 
this non-resemblance· is quite advantageous, for "I need Chri-st, 
not something that resembles Him11 •

19 Images in the mind or on 
paper are not important in themselves. Among the great 
lessons of Lewis' que~t for joy, was his discovery that images 
and se~sations in his' mind were only the mental track left 
by the passage of joy·. But ~f id~latrously focused on as 
valuable in and of themselves and taken for the true object, 

·all images confess thems~lves inadequate. "I am only a 
reminder. 1120 

There is a problem, however, wit~ denying that Bibli~al 
images are descriptive or appropriate to God and merely ad_apted 
to and accommodated to man. Torrance's desire to ~eny any 
analogia entis, in its negative tone,• also risks denying the' .~ 

· integral unity between the economies of creation and redemption 
and the ontological reali;y of God ,1 which he elsewhere power-
fully maintains. 'Fitted to man, not God'~ suggests an ugly 
gap between God's self-disclosure ~pd 9is eternal reality. 

Torrance says images have a signitive, not a mi~etic 
relationship to God. Again, Torrance fears that 'mimetic' 
implies a~ analogy of proportion which understands God in 
terms of some inherent likeness with man, rather than out 
of sheer grace. 21 He argues that Biblical images are irrev-
ersible, unlike those in fotmai logic. 22 As we listeti, truth. 
breaks in apart from the image. "Their functioq is ostensive 
and persuasive, not de~criptive. 1123 But to say truth breaks in 
apart from the image is ;1ke saying that as we listen to Christ, 
the Father breaks in apart from Christ. It is better to say 
that image and word are a unity in Christ. Both the 
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Biol~'s images and words point to Christ as Christ points to 
t-ne Father. However·, Torrance is right to stress that the 
·validity or the images ·springs not from the words or expres-
sions themselves, but in the activity of God to which they· 

24 ·point • 
. Torrance says that ·Biblical images are fitted to man, 

not God. This is doubtlessly true in regard~ to many images. 
Bread or the communion wafer is no doubt suited to man, and 

• not, save by it·s function,- suited- to God •.. It awakens anti 
prompts us to Christ's presence. But A wafer as a corporeal 
symbol is by no means our sole access- to God. But what 
access to God have we apart from the -incarnation? If the 
·incarnation is 'not _a real resemblance to God, in a way quite 
unlike t~e conventiona~ link bet~~en a wafer ·and Christ, then 
Go_d .the Father remains unknown. . If a real symbolic ·appropro-
priateness does not exi~t between the economy of Biblica~ 
images, words and events and the ·ontologica•l reality of God, . ' 

the i:ntegrity of revelation as God's genuine self-di-sclosure 
is thrown·into question. We may not _identify images as des-
criptive of God's being for fear of anthropomorphism.. But 
we deny their'appropriateness for God at the risk of agnos-
ti'cism or some intuitive gnosi's'· 'a.part from the i~carnate, ·' 
sense-experience and historical activity of Jesus Christ•, the 
express image of God, as Paul says. Bevan concludes his 
~ifford Lectures by saying that certain·sytnqols tell us that 
though God is unimaginable, Scripture's symbols really are 
appropriate to God, "the best po·ssible way the t'ruth could be 

25 .. expr--essed in human ideas". Elsewhere, 'Torrance strikes a 
much surer balance as he approvingly expounds Athanasius on 
Biblical ima~es. 

The ·ima.'ges us~d are not arbitrary~ for they- are 
drawn from the ~orld which God has created through 
his word and which he has provided to direct man's 
gaze upward to the Creator, 'but even so they ~re 
meaningful onl 2 when interpreted in- the light of 
God's Word •••• 6 
Nonetheless, it i~ significant for the comparison of 

imagination and intuition that Torrance chooses to contrast 
his theological approach with that or Farrer's. Because 
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Torrance diminishes the imaginative-sypibolic and stresses 
imageless, intuitive concepts, his theology is a rigorously 
precise map, but wea~ on par~ble and story. His is a theolog-
ical science, not a theolo~ical artistry. Lewis teaches through 
story and analogy; Torrance probes and seeks to understand his 
object through precise, indw~lt concepts. 

r Torrance's emphasis on .a scientific referential theory 
of meaning leaves him little r~om to appreciate the kind of 
imaginative meaning which art provides. Re~~'s argument for 
immediate apprehension of reali~y resolves many epistemological 
problems and is correctty associated with a modern critical 
realism, but as S. Graves points out, thoughts about what 
does not exist involved Reid in his "only sustained obscurity", 
in which he tried to avoid having ideas for non-existent 
obje_cts. 27 The artistic experience see1<,s primarily the qual-
ity. of lif€ and brackets off questi~ns of objective factuality. 
Though not the same as scientific knowledge, the mental-
em~tional activity involved here is of the l:1tmost impor_tance 
for man's aesthetic rationality and is a crucial ingredient of his , . 
rational life and hence of his th~ological ratioqality. 

However, Torrance too desires a ·unity whereby image and 
concept are 'thought together' with coricrete reality. Even· 

d 

more, explicitJy than Lewis, he sees the incarnation as the 
healing of concept, image and being, or as Lewis puts it, the 
marriage of heaven and earth, myth become·fac~ and word become 
flesh. 28 

The great appeal of Lewis' writings, like the Medieval 
poets he pra~ses, is in no small part due to the steadfast 
focus of his eyes and~ upon his subject matte~. 29 This 
emphasis is certainly ~ppropriate for theological epistemol~gy, 
for the sensuous imagery of Scripture invites us to ~aste and 
see' God as well as he9-r true concepts·. Images deepen our 
knowing into a whole which inv.olves the child and poet as well 
as the philosopher and scientist. This is th~ goal of a 
repentant descriptive theology. Its mimetic representations 
seek to point tra~sparently to Chri~t. 30 Biblical images, 
parables and narrative are mirrors by which we apprehend Christ, 
with head and heart, emotion and intellect. 
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Pictorial symboks and imageless concepts both have the 
paradigmatic functfon bo·point away from themselves always 
to Christ, the Word made flesh. Conceptual maps such as 
homootisiOs or ·the Trini·ty, or cognitive symbols such as Aslan 
all in their res·pective ~ays, serve the truth. They are not 
ends iri themselves. Audits and images are servants only. 
Neither symbol nor audit was the chosen vehicle by which God 
revealed himself, in Jesus of Nazareth. 

Epistemologtcallyr this leads us to the notion that 
concept and image must be allied, with neither given priority, 
for :ln Chris.t' t"he Word' has become indissolubly united with 
flesh. The inearnat:ion is the .. coming of the invisible God 

· into visibil~ty. 1 fherefore the antic descent, (Jesu& as God's 
image), becomes normat~ve for our noetic constructions. We 
cannot know God behind the back of Jesus, God's unveiling of 
his face. Nonetheless, ontologically the imageless ana in-
vlsible eternity o·f God is the controllfng source of God's 
revelation in Jesus. 

With scientific maps and precision statements, "theology 
speaks to the academic world and science, but it must" represent~ 
with parables, analogy and story fn order to address the 
multitude. Torrance's theological ~cience is read by ttto~sands; 
Lewis' theofogical artistry is read by millions. While Lewis 
speaks to the multitudes with story and image, Torrance's 
scientific theology evangelizes the limited. but influential 
world of academic philosophers and theologians. If imagination 
arid intellect, word and image, are merged indissolubly in 
Christ, •then theology must' refuse to give priority to either 
in its witness ~o Christ. 

It is good to remind ourselves that mathemattcal numerals 
and meta~hors, imageless relations and i~ages, are all- symbols 
in that· each refer· •t:hought in a differertt way to its object. 31 

A symbol is ·tnat wHich ~epresents or stands for something 
other than itseli. 32 Einstein's universe is symbolic in that 
it uses imagel-ess Ifla-~hematicaL ·symbols to link thought and 
being. 'Einstein filmself reminds· us tha·t formalized mathemati-
cal symbolization deliberately leaves out vast tracts of 
reality in order to obtaln its peculiar (mathematical) precision. 
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I The formalized precision of the· theolog-ical concept, homoousion, 
is similarly restrictive in order to be precise. Imageless 
symbols ao not exhaust our cognitive knowledge of reality. 
Therefore we must explore•with Lewis the role of art and the 
imagination, for the realm of aesthetic rationality and its 
theological appropriateness as an objective penetration into 
reality has: been qui'etly ignored by academic theology. 

C. Meaning and Imagination 
In the English· literary tradition, .the im'agination has 

been seen as the greater,·power of the mind, which unilies and 
synthesizes the cognitive .and emotional. Its work is epito-
mized in the pbet who brings the total mind of man into 

·activity, blending -and fusing each £aculty of man "each into 
ea~h by that synth~tic and magi~al power ••• the imagination". 33 

For .. Shelley, the imaginat.ion perceives· and weighs the 
value of qual_itie's which reas·on enumerates. Whereas- reason 
r~~~ects differences, imagination focuses on the si~ilarity 
of things. 34 The imagination reproduces· and arranges materials 
of knowledge "according to a certain rhythm and order which 
may be called the beautiful and the good". 35 With this. back-
ground 0£ literary influence, we can appreciate the high · 
respect Lewis has_ for this mentai attribute;_ he -~rants it' the 
pivotal role in experiencing reality and in preparing the 
ratio and intellectus to evaluate the object's trut~. 36 

As we have noted, Torrance the scientist ties meaning 
or semantic intention to empirical, ontological reference. 37 

Lewis the literary critic and story writer ties meaning to 
the empirical-sensuous imaginative apprehension without com-
mitment to ontological status. These need not be seen as 
hopelessly contradi•ctory if we allow the object in art ta 
prescribe the appropriate mode of apprehension, even as in 
theology, the object prescribes that meaning entails a commit• 
ment to empirical truth. As a literary critic, Lewis could 
not operate with such empirical-factual criteria of meaning 

. since this would ent:ai'l a rejection of all art as meaningless 
unless it were committea to spatio-temporal factuality. This 
would eliminate as meaningless the m~jority of literature, 
painting, and music of mankind. Therefore meaning refers to 
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its qua_lity of story and :its impac!= upon .. our imagination, "the 
s~rie~ or syst~m of emotion, reflection and attitudes produced 
by reading it". 38 

Lewis disaP.proves of Crocean aesthetic theory which 
eonceives of the imagina,tion as non-cognitj..ve and i:is bearing 
on~y on feeling and self-expression. Instead, he wishes to 
"reaffirm the Romantic doctrine of the imagination as a truth 
bearing faculty, though not quite as the Romantics understood 
i.t 11 •

39 l'hat is, symb~ls may _have a co~ni_tive content without 
necessarily being reducible to imageless c~ncepes. For Lewis, 
·if .~iblical. images lack any signitive and cognitive contept 
(but not conceptual as in Torrance,..},, .there is no real cor-

. relation ~it~ God.~O 
The dlfference bet,ween ,Le~is and the English Ro]Uanti,qs 

lie~ in his distinction b~tween_ imagination. a~d reason. For 
Lewis, imaginat:i:OP; is .~qe organ of meani:ng, the antecedent 
condition of truth or falsity. 41 He tells Barfield, "We are 
really at one about imag~nation as the source of meanings ••• 
We both agree that it is the -p.rius of -trutl,i:. ,,42 Through the 
~maginatio~ the opject is not learned. by definition, but "you 
rather get to know Jt as. you get to·k~ow a smell or a taste; 
the atmosphere of a family pr a village,~or th~personality 

43 · ... 
of an indiviqual". Too often philosophy and theology end-
lessly go on "explaining ,a thing, wi,thout knowing what it is" 
because they have not concretely apprehende? meaning through 
the imaginative grasp prior to abstract and analytic eval-
uations.44 Abstract concepts rigorously define, but imagin-
.ative symbols· fill ,in the outline with qualiJ:ative a·nd exper-
iential attributes of the object which transcenp formalization 
and are essential for communication. 45 

Lewis rejected B.~rfJelQ' s Roµiantic- n9tion that to imagine 
is .to know. Therefore he distingui~hes between imagining what 
God, is like if h.e exists (which gives the meaning, ~he quali;y, 
the_ whatµess), from, the factual quest;on, "Does God exist?". 
For Lewis, t,ruth, in contrast to meaning, "is known not by 
its c;ontenti but by its connection with other concepts ••• linking 
i~ with .. things ou~:5ide ,i; tself". 46 Lewis' Narnian Chronicles· 
illustrate how the imagination is p~ior to coher~nce and truth, 
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Lswis wrote N~rnia when pictures begarr to.enter his imagination. 
Oniy later did he discover the coherence of the total work. 
Thus imaginatively, The •Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe (re-
demption) is written first, while chronologically and logically, 
The Mag~cian's Nephew (creation) is the initial Narn{an event. 47 

Hence, years later he still maintains we cannot decide between 
the truth-claim of materialism and theism by reading Lucretius 
and Dante, but we read them in order to learn what it feels 
like to be a materialist or a. theist. 48 - -

Lewis' a'ffirmation ·of. 'the imagination as a truth bearing 
faculty "implies a kind of truth or rightness in the imagin-
a-tion itself", which Lewis admits amounts ·to something like 

· a psycho-physical paral.lelism built into the universe. 49 He 
sees the equations between goodness and light, evil and dark-
n~ss, breath and soul, all to be genuine insights ·into the 
the universe. This aesthetic and moral harmony parallels the 
rational 'pre-established harmony' of the universe which Leib-
~itz and Einstein were fond of speaking. 

For Lewis, there are important "moods", non-ldgical but 
nonetheless real and embedded within the universe. Such a 
mood includes the experience of awe at great size. Tne truth 
of these mood equations is discerned by the imag~nation. 50 

There is no logical link between size and importance, but our 
imagihation tells us there is. This is a psycho-physical 
parallelism. Poetic images which link a red rose to romantic 
love are given to us by the real world. A rose couid not be 
replaced by an onion in love poetry. It would not do.st Yet 
this rose~love equation is not automatic or forced upon us. 
A certain training or sensitivity ls required to appreciate 
it.52 

As conceptual, imageless thought enables a mathematical 
precision otherwise unobtainable~ so the· imagination allows 
the mind to focus.on non-quantifiabte qualities of experience. 
A poem about death enables us to experience more of life's 
uniqueness than a real danger would permit us. For in a real 
danger we would be so practically preoccupie·d with staying 
alive Esubject-centredness) we could not drink in the depths 

1 . 
of the experience (object-centredness). We could not experience 
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the·real as it really ts, for our focus would be subjectively 
sfanted towards what might happen to us. But in the imagined 
experience of a poem or novel, we can focus unself-consciously 
on a terror or a joy more deeply and fully than the practical-
ities of life would ever afford. 53 This imaginative represen-
tation of iife and ·experience grants us a unique qualitative 
precision which though limited is a~ valuable an insight into 
reality, as mathematical precision. 

In Torrance's epistemology, this di~cussion would belong 
to his references to the unexplored region of aesthetic 
rationality. Torrance regularly refers to aesthetics· as a 
rational mode, but never integrates it ·with his penetration 
into the numeric and word rationality of science and ·theology. 
This· absence f!om his writings may 'be due to his innate mis-
t~st of the imaginative faculty as either unneces·sary in 
theology or, following Reid, as misleading in the philosophy 
of perception. 

As a scientist, Torrance discusses ·belief and participa-
tion in the context of the truth claim of Christian~ty viewed 
sci~ntifically. There are several limitations .in this approach. 
Christianity's revelation involves history and hence narrative 
or story. Its concrete events cry out to be understood and 
treated"' in terms 0£ their aesthetic rationaiity .·s4 Auerbach 
has shown that Christian faith~s influence on the·Western 
experience of reality is of unrivalled importance for its 
literature. Secondly, if ih one sense, Christians and un-
believers lack a common ground, they must nevertheless search 
for better ways ·to understand and communicate. If· I can only 
believe and commit myself to one t~th, how do I as a Cnristian 
dialogue with and communicate· to other religions and oth~r 
experiences? I cannot pretend not to be~ Christian while 
reading the Koran. But if I imaginatively suspend my dis-

, ' . belief as far as possible-in an aesthetic and imaginative 
openness which Lewis describes, I am in a positive position 
to comprehend and appreciate, thus seeing real differences 
and real similarities, ·yet without the believing commitment· 
which the scientific and intuitive knowledge claim entails. 

Fin~lly, Lewis' paradigm also has value for a scientist, 
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unhappy with the old fram~work, but yet not sure if this new one 
will work. There is a ~roper 'tentative and exploratory work 
of creative imagining ini ~cience ~swell as in art. The imagin-
ative thinker is free from the domination of "observed fact" 
and is free to e~plore new connections and relationships. 55 

The imaginative writer uses myth and story to communicate 
meaning, in order that once the meaning is apprehended, the 
truth of the matter can· be properly considered. He presents 
as much of the quality of his. subject matter as possible with-. . 

out its factuality. Of course, the factuality bf the subject 
matter does indeed 1 affect its quality. Though art and imagin-
ation do not assert:, Lewis denies Cros::e's claim that 'nothing 

.cognitive enters in_to aesthetic experience. For Croce, the 
dis~irtct-ion· between real and imagined disappears in aesthetic 
experience. For Lewis, this distlnction not only ·survives, 
but makes aesthetic difference. 56 

In the Christian revelation, story and truth claim en-
counter one 'another. Hence in Torrance's language, aesthetic 
rationality (art) and word or numeric rationality (science), 
cannot be ultimately divorced in theol~gy. Lewis presents 
the quality of Christianity by means of story and analogy, 
believing that if we experience the ·imaginative meaning 
(or aesthetic rationality) of the Gospel, we are··•close to 
the Kingdom'. By this artistic route, we sneak past ·the 
'watchful dragons' of unbelief, scepticism and subjec·t-
cent~edness which ordinarily preclude man's enjoyment .and 
participation in the Gdspel. Thus in· Out of the Silent Planet, 
Ransom plans to get people to listen to his story by· publish-
ing ic as fiction first. For if presented as fact, people 
would not suspend their disbelief_- 57 

Art casts an epistemological spell which disarms our 
many-faceted~ priort barriers to belief. 58 So it was that 
George MacDonald's fairy tales 'baptized' Lewis' own. imagin-
ation. Though there was no belief commitment, a certain 
quality of Christianity was tasted. As a result, he could 
now see and taste the beauty and coherence of the previously 
cold and hostile facts. 
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1. Varieties of Imagination 
Lewis describes and distinguishes various imaginative 

styles. The Classical im~gination (e.g., the Parthenon) 
embraces its object completely within a simple, symmetrical, 
ha~onious self-explanatory whole. The Romantic imagination 
loves to lose itself in a labyrinth and surrender to the 
inextricable. 59 Lewis· also discusses the transforming imagi-
nation of Wordsworth and the penetrating imaginqtion of 
Shakespeare. He particularly lauds Sha~espeare for hip u~ique 
combiniz:ig of the.creative, "richly wrQught phrase"- with the 
natural, true to life or tmimetic'. 60 

Most dea~ to his heart is the realising or mimetic 
. imagination 9f Medi_eval thought. Lewis values this mimetic 
imagination· for its extremely factu~l and descriptive word 
painting which insures t:hat we s·ee what the author saw. This· 
is done by giving us m~ltipl~ sensory impressions which en-
able us to imaginativety exercise our five senses. 61 Herein 
li•es the Medieval vividness, "feeling the seized moment wherein 
the artist seeks to let us actually hear a vo~ce rather than 
hear t~e. character's mind". 62 This imagined exercise of all 
the senses, is what so intimately links the imagination to-the 
vivi~nes,s and c;oncreteness of sense-experience. It is this 
mimesis of sense experience which gives art its ·meaning~ In 
Medieval literature and its un:i::que mystery plays, Lewis be-
lieves, the mimeti~ or realising imagination flourished for 
two reasons. Firstly, it rejected the classical~ priori of 
decorum. But even more important was "their devout attention 
to their matter and their· confidence in it 11 •

63 - In other words, 
object-centredness and confidence or commitment to the subject-
mat.ter are the 9utstanding qua..lities of the realising imagina-
tion.. This bears strj.king resemblance to Torrance's criteria 
for theological science. 

2. Th~ Feeling Intellect 
Wh~n the imagination work~ at th~ h~ight of its power, 

Lewis calls it the- "feeling intellect". 94 "Imagination ••• is 
but another name for absolutte pow~r and clearest insight, 
amplitude of mind 1 and Reasoq in ~er most exalted mood. 1165 

Without this imaginative~intetl~ctual effort, .the meaning of 
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many objects cannpt be grasped. This includes theology's 
object. Thus Lewis says that trying to grasp the meaning.,of 
Christ's words by the in~ellect alone is "like trying to bottle 

,a sunbeam". 66 

Plato opposed all mimetic or representational art in his 
Republic because of the danger of mistaking art for science. 
Art for Plato is a copy of a copy, the natural world already 
being,a copy or ·shadow of the transcendent world of forms. 67 

But Christian theology rejects Plato's account of the Demi-
Urge's creation in favour of a Biblical doctrine of creation 
as contingent reality~ nihilo. Thus we see that Jesus is 
the image of God, nQt in the sense of~ copy of God, but in the 
sense that he embodies ·forth God in space and time. To say 
that Jesus is the image of God means that he incarnates what 
previousJy had been invisible and ima&eless. In the incar-
nation, God descends. to the less real, or better, the contin-.,, 
g~ntly real; he descends from uncreated reality to the created ., 
and contingent reality of space and time. In so doing, his 

I 

incarnation heightens, revivifies and truly establishes 
contingent reality's claim to be real, though ~imited by 
transcendence. Jesus as God's image holds forth God to man 
to see, hear, taste and toµch in a,startling new way. This. 
is.the scandal of the Gospel to the Greeks and to the idealists 
of al~ generations who prefer principles of transcendence, 
irtv~sible and non-sensu~us and abhor not only the virgin's 
womb, but anything empirical, from Christ's making of wine to 

• "-i: -.. 

his bodily resurrection. 
In this light, mimetic art is not, as Pl.ato accused it, 

a copy of a copy. Rath~r, its function is not unlike mathe-
matics. That is,,it is~ precision instrum~nt.used to a~pre-
hend aesthetic moods and moral qualities which inhere in the 
universe. 

F~rther, this implies that, th~ artist, like the scientist, 
is free to re-arran~e and bra~ket of~ c,ertain factual questions 
in order to draw attention to other salient features. He does 
this not for technolpgical prowess, bu~ playfully for sheer 
enjoyment of the marvels of creation's beauty and goodness, 
and in so doing casts a semantic richness upon its truth. 
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,l'his is the justification of Lewis'' theological artistry. 
The_ imagination may therefore quite properly and play-

~ully- tndwell and re-arrange nature as did the poetry of six-
teenth century En$land. To not only imitate nature but to play 
wttli her is as legitimate a focus on non-mathematical qualities 
of nature as are the freely creative mathematical inventions 
of mind whtch draw out aspects of the numeric rationality of 

. 68 the universe otherwise unobtainable by inference or deduction. 
3. The Visual Element 

Man's imaginative power involves more than having mental 
pictures. Images or mental pictures are merely the elements 
left in the wake of imaginative activity. All such images are 
provisional and liII_l-ited, 7ach to be dropped as it serves its 
turn. In fact, an image too clear and static inhibits th~ 
f~rther ··play ·of imagination. These images are the· slag from 
the furnace, which easily become the bane of reading and writ-
ing. Here, too, is the danger of icons in worship: their 
rigidity and permanence may be a barr~er to d~~per penetration 
· t · 1 • t 69 in ore.al. y. 

Similarly, reasoning involves more than the succession 
of linked concepts we use when offering an argument. The· 
forrriai argument merely translates a 'prior activity. Here'. 
Lewis suggests that the discursive intellect is ·the after-effect 
of the mind•s ·intuitive grasp of an ob)ect's truth •. The in-
tuitive grasp is the primary'rational power~ Hence for Lewis, 
the imagination is not' really about the'pictures or representa-
tions it produces, but about something outer and other to which 
the pictures point. 70 Hdwever, the imagination does form 
pictures or images, even as the intuition does form concepts. 
Lewis records writing his stories when '.'pictures came 
into my head". 7·1 

Mental and external images in thought and prayer have a 
limited 'value. lhey may help concentration when th~ visual 
stimutates mental activity, but inevitably the artistic merits 
or demerits distract from the icon's true object--God. 

!nternal visual images have similar 
problems, particularly .for those who have 
visualizing. The images get in the way. 
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elaborate hi:s images indefini•tely and forget- the spiritual. 
Lewis concludes that images. are most helpful in prayer and in 
tho~ght when they are mos·t fleeting. "Kiss it as it flies. 1172 

Fleeting images render a qualitattve· impact on us, but do not 
re~ain and make our spiritual and imaginative life stale and 
.static. With regard to theological beliefs, accompanying 
mental images are inessenfial. For example, tne fmage of a 
parachutist is irrelevant to our belief that Christ "came down 
from heaven". 73 

The use of visual images is not utterly discarded even 
by Calvin. He refers· to Chri·st as a mirror of our ·e·lectio~. 74 

Of course, a mirror is not the same thing as what it reflects, 
-but there j.s a close l,ink. · The imaginati:on' s pictures are not 
th~ -same ·thing as th_e object they represent. They are pointers. 

. . · The embodying power ~f th~ imagi-nation may involve 
actions as well as pictures. For example, Gower combines 
image and event, and thus gives us a c,inematographic imagin-
atlon. 75 Lewis explicitly denies that· the imagination is 
· 76 merely visual. The imagination allows us entry into- nature's 

"moods" or "spirits", as well as views- of her surface -p'henomena. 
Terror, gloom, cruelty, lust and innocence' are all images given 
by nature which art draws out and quaritatively explores.~ 7 

Images, like music, richly express· mood and atmosphere. Lewis 
found Spenser's Fairie Queen particularly evocative. Its 
images "are in every possible relation of contrast, mutual 

, 78 support, development. variation, half-echo ••• ". Atmosphere, 
as well as events and piccures, ar~ qualities which the imag-
inati-0n comprehends, And often, the imaginative portrait of 
differences in weather or envlronmen~ are even more poignantly 
and cl~arly felt than in real life because our feelings are 
not changed and diluted into action. 79 

4. Images, Emotion and Will 
The great power of the imaginative life is its special 

ability to arouse our emotional life. It helps feelings 
respd'nd appropriately (and herice ratlonally) to reality. 8O 

But poetry moves emotions only incfirectly by way of an imagined 
appeal to· our senses. 81 Emotions are not -moved by inteTlectual 
orders. ''Be gratetul!" "Feel shameP' Such.lead only to · 
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artific,ia.l• sco'lding efforts -to intluce existential feelings by 
will pdwer. When we try" to change ·feelings by intellectuat 
effort ~i'lone, we 'only· inoculate ou'il§elv~s and others from the 
proper mood. Unless our liearers are imaginatively receptive, 
concep~ual confrontation may only insure they will never feel _, 

the weight or taste the meaning of our concepts. 
It is beeause the im~gination awakens the emotions ana 

thereby the intellect to attend to reality, that Jesus- so· 
frequently spoke in parables •. Without first comm~nding truth 
to our fee-lings by way of the imagination, the intellect fe_els 
no sufficient desire·to change its hatlitual mental patterns 
to genui:rrery consider new conceptual 'material. In this light 
we cart ~ee ho~ vital it is for theol6gy to be Sensitive to 
aes~hetic rationality in aligning feelings properly to reality. 

We have seen that the heart· of the imagination is its 
appeal to.our five senses. The concrete appeal to our senses--
to· feel, taste anq t~uch stirs us to openness. Imaginative 
symbols arouse feelings in us of beauty by their sensuous use 
of nature. 82 The imagination does not seek to interpret its 
subject matter or analyze it, but is a "continual statement" 
of it, a representation of it, a glorxing in it, a partici-

' "83 patory celebration. Thus in theology, once we have tasted 
t "'ti 

ana seen the 'fafroeauty of the Lord', we are in a proper 
position to interpret and reflect. That is why dogmatic, 
c6nceptual statements spring from doxological statements. 

For Lewis, the imagination also serves~ unique didactic 
function by incarnating the rational truth of concepts. We 
might liken the relation of a concept to a symbol as the 

. 84 
relation of a line to a solid or a map to a walk on a beach. 
Our beliefs and truth commitments are filled out or incarnated 
through the images gathered from nature's sensuous resources. 
Nature. does not inferentially imply God, as in Thomism, but 
it does sensuously embody our beliefs and create meaning 
where there had previously only been abstractions. · "Nature 
never taught me there exists a God of glory and of infinite 
majesty ••• But na·ture gave the word 'glory' a meaning for me. "BS 

The sto,ry of the prodigal son carrles us on a journey 
into the land of the_ Trinity. The statement homoousion serves 
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us conceptually as a precision symbol to help interpret and 
thus fully enjoy the story. The parable stirs and heals our 
feelings. ·Both in their own way bear witness to reality as 
transparent mediums, pointing mind and heart to Christ. 86 

The limitation of concepts is that they have only a formal 
precision. The qualitative. reality which images revivify may-
have been long forgotten or ignored; they may be conceptually 
tru~ but ~ur arfections are frozen. 87 Thus Lewis reckoned it 
was one of the tasks of literary criticism to help readers to 
reco~struct for themselves th~ feelings of (for example), 
Medieval man, and how his concepts about the univers~ felt. 
Unless critic~sm aids the reader•s feelings, he will not 

. genuinely grasp th~ me'aning of the s.tories with which he is 
... 

cer~brally fa~iliar. To know Medieval stories aright, 
You must go out on a starry ni~ht and walk about 
for ·a batf hour trying ..to· se~ the sky in terms of 
tqe. old cosmqlogy ••• .You·must conceive yourself 
looking up at a worla lighted, warmed and resonant 
wi-th- music ;.88 
Lewis believed the imagination occupies a fundamental 

role in moving• the will, for ~t evokes in our feelings a 
willingness or desire to learn of truth, regardleas of the 
cost. 89 Imagination mo'les ,. stir~., ~nflames the mind with . -. . 
desire for the good and the beautiful·. In his mo.st notable 
sermon, "The Weight of Glory", Lewis deliberately appeals 
to the imagination ·"to ~nergize morality by letting-us imagine 
the joys. 'of he-aven that await the redeemed"·. 90 

·The •imagination educates by delighting (which aids 
memory). 91 It~moves us. to act by accompanying its ~essqns 
with ~leasure. 92 By arousing our imagination, Lewis admits 
he 'weaves a spell', but only to reverse the evil enchantment 
of worldliness and to encourage ...an emotJonal-volitional. open-
ness to reality which has been missing. 93 Lewis seeks to 
engender personal participation in the reality of truth. 

Th~ use of intaginati:ve .presentat:hon is ubiqui-tous in 
Lewis. As Austin Farrer remarked in his analysis of The 
Problen\ .Qf '.:f.a.in, though we ostensibly listen to an argument, "we 
in fact come to see". We are presented with an intellective 
vision and· it is the vision which car.ries conviction. 94 This 
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is Lewis' intellectual imagination, by which he,. like Lang-
land in Piers Plowman, renders doctrinal truth imaginable 
where before it was only intelligible. 95 We feel the truth 
where before we only knew about it. to taste the Trinity in 
the prodigal son parable makes the formal doctrine a celebra-
tion. Again, that is why the original context of dogma was 
its use as doxology in worship. 

The imagination with its power of image-making and 
myth-making is a "natural human activity" like reasoning·, 
no better, no w~rse, as J. R.R. Tolkien putsit. 96 It is 
neither the road to heaven nor hell. The creation of fantasy 
literature is not necessarily a degenerate and fallen activity, 
even as thinking i~ not necessarily a disease of the mind. 97 

It may be redeemed. We make antl enjoy in our own derivative, 
c~ntingent measure. Imag_e-making, like reasoning~ may serve 
the truth. That is its true vocation. 

It is a symbolic narrowness for Karl Barth to assert that 
"pictorial and symbolic .representation are out of place in the 
Protestant Churchu. 98 He argues that the reality of Christ is 
represented solely by the activity of the cominuriity -~n' ~orship 
and in life. Undeniably, the Church is a repre'sentatioh,. a 
living symbol. But it is one peculiarly narrbw_~mage, and 
may lack in qualitative richness. Surely _the author who uses 
concepts as symbols to point to Christ in the rationality of 
dogmatics cannot deny the poet and artist ·the same privilege 
of serving the truth in their mode of rationality and using 
their gift of image-making to serve Christ. The heighth, 
depth, breadth and tength of God's beauty and goodness far 
outrun our imagination's efforts to bear witness to it, even 
as our word 'rationality' cannot exhaust his rational 

. h 99 r1.c ness. 
D. Imagination, Truth and Communication 

For Lewis, images are true or false only if we decide 
to refer them to rea•lity by saying, "I beiieve this is like 

-100 realityu. Images are meaningful, not true or false. For 
Barfield, the imaginative faculty (which links us to God's 
creative being) creates truth. Truth is not a fact or a 
known object, but 'is the process ot' knowing, "reality taking 
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the form of consciousness 11 •
101 

Having allowed us to entertain the object with all its 
power and vividnes,s, the imagination·' s duty e.rrds. All that 
we ente~tain 6r consider imaginatively, we need not and do 
n,ot believe. iO.Z Lewis recalls that he never believed in the 
imaginative world. he created in childhood. "I never mistook 

·103 imagination for reality." 
Many religions initially are more appealing to our 

imagination than is Christianity. Omnipotence appeals less· 
.imaginatively than Odin fighting against· the odds. 104 This 
tells us that .imagination is. never the· criterion of belief. 
Lewis found Christianity less a,esthetically·plea.sing qua 
aesthetics than un~tarianism's monolithit grandeur or poly-
theism's richness.' Christianity neither caters to, nor 
satisfies the Classical or the Romantic imaginative aesthetic 
,. . . 105 pr1.or1.s. 

For Lewis the appeal to our~ .priori imaginative and 
emotional desires accounts for the immense popularity of the 
·myth of evolution or development. It. is a hanger-on, the 
offspring of one of the most imaginatively mar~etable· sc-ien-
tific theories of our modern era. The primordial development 
and ascent of man over his environment was the ~hem~ of Keats' 
poetry-and Wagner's music forty years prior to Darwin. Even-
tually, such a powerful Romantic image found sci,entific em-
bodiment·. It moves and satisfies .the imagination by its 
whi~pers between the lines that ultimat~ly 'man, by the swe~t 
.of his brow, will become God. 106 

Once Christianity is seen in its own light, imagina-· 
tively enjoyed and then believed as true, its imaginative 
appeal deep~ns furth~r. B~lieved a~ true, Christianity gives .. 
aesthetic pleasure in abundance. Lewis' novels and stories 
reflect the beaut~ of a lived experience and participation 
in Christian faith •. The real has an aesthetic attraction 
which depends on its very reality. THat God actually entered 
history a~ a peasant-born infant in a minor satellite of the 
Roman empire creates .the deepest wonder and .joy in all who 

. 1 'd ·r 107 serious y cons1. er 1~ •· 

To imagine and to· judge are different mental activities. 
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Statements may be true but meaningless if their object is not 
participated in and enjoyed. Or statements may b~ false but 
meaningrul. Unless we have~enjoyed and indwelt first, our 
judgements are liable to Qe faulty and merely the analysis of 
statements·, not the perception of reality throµgh statements. · I 
The jutlging man is conscious of different requirements such 
as internal coherence, external corresponden~ce with reality, 
etc. , in a way in .. which the imagining. man i_s not bothered. lOB 

As we have noted, Lewis seeks by imaginativ~ writing to . . 
engender a personal openness to truth. This rese~bles 
Torrance's demand.that belief is nece~sary fo~ p~oper under-·. 
standing. The difference is that whereas. Torrance tells us 
what the truth is, Lewt.s describes it. Torrance qeclares 
while Lewis portrays. As an imaginative writer, Lewis invites 
us ~o enjoy first and rep~nt o~ our epistemological errors 
later.. By means of fanta·sy and fiction, Lewis thereby evades 
certain• kinds of subject-centredness. In.contrast, Torrance 
lays down.an intellectual challeng~ to man. "I~ you believe 
·and repent, then you will understand the Gospel." This may 
be true, but when it is implicitly. cast in a legal (if-then) 
form, like all law, it may increase· trespasses ra'ther than 
abolish them. Lewis offers an invitation to ~he imaginat~on. 
He says, "This is what the Gospel means., Taste .. and enjoy. 
There is goodness, beauty and yes, truth yet to be imagined. 
Now, having done that, will you repent and believe?" If 
Torrance's challenge to the intellect is read by one emotion-
ally and imaginatively open, -his cognitive arguments are 
compelling. But if one is unrepentant, his precise·scientific 
statements fall on deaf. ears. 

f believe· Lewis~became increasingly self-conscious of 
his deliberate appeal to the imagination prior to the intel-
lect later in his career. • He tel·ls .a correspondent th~t if 
he is 'good for any.thing now, it is "catching" the reader 
unawares through fiction and symbol. ,"I have done what I 

109 could in tlfe way of frontal attacks." By this, he refers 
of course, to his popular doctrinal .and apologetic works, 
with thel~ didactic and argumentative style, albeit rich in 
metaphor and image, as Farrer has noted. 
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We might ask what is the Telation between one· who loves 
Aslan but aoes ,not know or believe in Christ. (And there are 
those who lo~e Christ but dislike ~slah.) The difference is 
that td love Christ involves a total commitment of the whole 
person, unconditional ·surrender, not just a willihg suspension 
of disbelief and imaginative embrace. It is the difference 
between a romantic attraction for a lady and asking her to 
be your wife. Christ puts to us the question--~ill you marry 
me or just entertain my beau~y and holine_ss in your imagination 
and feelings for a while? This is a crucial difference, yet 
it points' to an important continuity like that be·tween belief 
and understanding. There can be no commitment of the whole 
person (symbolized.by the will) if the imagination has not 
beeri converted, ba.pt:ized. One cannot commit the will before 
one enjoys and understands. We have noted Lewis 1 ·great debt 
t'o the imaginative writings of the Scotsman, George MacDonald, 
who· "baptized my imagination ••• Naturally the rest of me took 
a•bit longe~'.llO· ~hrough MacDonald, Lewis fell in love with 
·the truth of Jesus Christ. The courtship began. His vows 
of obedience and fidelity came later. 

As for the Christian who feers guilty of idolatry for 
loving Aslan more than he has ever· loved Christ~v Lewis speaks 
to this concrete problem in 1 his correspondence with a nine ·year 
old American boy. Lewis wrote his mother that when the boy 
thinks he is loving Aslan, he is really· lbv_ing Jesus. For 
Aslan merely represents and describes Christ imaginatively. 
"The things he loves Aslan for doing or saying are simply the 
things Jesus really did and· said. 11111 

Dietrich· Bonhoeffer's one nagging criticism of Karl Barth 
(which Barth never understood) was that Barth laid down~ 
'positivism of revelation'--take it or lea~e it. 112 Part of . 
Bonhoeffer's co~cern may have been tnis practical incongruity 
in Barth's theology of' God's unconditional love. F9r at times 
the very forcefulness of Barth's dogmatic-conceptual exposition 
of the Gospel appears to be a prerequisite which we must affirm 
before we enjoy or understand 'the Gospel. 113 One wonders 
whether the·very form of d¢gmatic theolbgy, (that is, abstracted 
from its intimate doxological role) dois not create severe 
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i~aginative-affectional barriers. When theology translates 
Gospel events into the formal concepts of academic and scien-
tific theology, i~ must co~respondingly seek to represent the 
con~rete events of Jesus' life, death and resurrection. Per-
haps this is but anothe~ way of ~aying that even in fighting 
false doctrine, dogmatic statements must never stray far from 
their doxological origins, where Christ's words and acts are 
represented in a living unity of Word and eucharist. 

It is a gre~t strength of Lewis' imaginative presentation 
of the Gospel that he embodies within them what Calvin would 
·call evangelical repentance. 114 The imaginative re-~elling of 
the Gospel does not demand ~ognitive assent before the meaning 

. of the Gospel _is vividly presented and (hopefully) grasped. 
Erich Auerbach has clearly seen that the problem of 

reading.the BiQle correctly is so difficult because it demands 
not merely· the imaginative ef;ort of a willing suspension of 
disbelief, but total obedience and unconditional submi~sion 
to the Lord of heaven and earth. 115 These are the terms we 
·are offered. Nonetheless, an initial aesthetic description 
and presentation of m~aning allo~s the. exhortation to intel-
lectual repentance to become not an intellectual order! but 
the apP,ropriat~ response to the truth which has in~uitive.ly 
declared itself. · For in theology the i~agiriatively enjoyed 
p~sses orga~ically on to ·irttuitive-~6grtitive:assent to·truth. 
Ultimately for theology, imaginative meaning and intellectual 
truth "are each into each and cannot stand 'divided". 116 

' For Lewis, imagination is to meaning what wonder or 
belief is to knowledge in Torrance. And yet in many cases to 
wond~r is prio~ to and not the same as to believe. Unl~ss we 
have imaginativeiy embraced and enjoyed the subject-matter 
in art, science or theology, we cannot understand ·why·· we· must 
bother to r~pent or have our selF~satisfied mental categories 
~enewed, renovated and transformed inside out by the forgiving 
Fathe~ of Jesus ~hrist. 

As incarnation logically precedes and engenders repen-
tance and faith, so I would suggest the imagination's concrete 
representatio~ precedes and enge~ders the intuitive conceptual 
understanding and. judgement.. ,Imagination gives us the necessary 
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prel~minary aspect ·of a participatory embrace of the truth. 
The seed of science lies within belief; all knowledge ,springs 
from wonder. They' are· int'imately bound together. Yet a proper 
order is crucial. 
precedes belief. 

As grace is prior to law, so imagination 
I If a proposition is not meaningful for the 

imagination, it carinot be believed to be true or false. 
E. The Inter~elation .. of' Reason and Imagination 

For many years Lewis was hopelessly divided between his 
imagination and inte-llect. war raged I?etween "the two hemi-
spheres of my mind". 117 All that he loved, the "many-slanted 
sea of poetry and myth", he believ~d was untrue. And all that 
he believed real, "atoms and the void", he t'hought grim and 

· dull. llB-

As we have noted, certain differences between imagination 
and intellect remained throughout his lif€. Imagination gives 
us meaning and reason (intellectus and ratio) grasps truth. 
But more importantly, Lewis' conversion to Christianity brought 
tfie two together. 

As Shelley noted, the synthesizing, similarity seeking, 
integrative orientation of the imagina,tion cont·rasts greatly 
with the abstract intellect's penchant for analysis and 
breaking things down into their components: 119 The synthes-... 
izing mind is the superior cognitive tool for Lewis as for . 
Shelley. Though Torrance only discusses it in the context of 
intuitive rationality, he too sees the synthetic mind as the 
primary rational quality too long dominated by the analytic 
intellect. 

In many instances, ·imagining and thinking may occur 
simultaneously without one beirig significant for the other. 
In his story of 'horrid red things' Lewis tells how a li~tle 
girl's image of little red beasties kept her from eating too 
many aspirins.· Though in fact aspirin does not contain (so 
far as -we know) horr~d red things, the girl was quite correct 
to thi~k that eating too many aspirins is poisonous. 120 Her 
image was ludicrous; her thinking correct. When Lewis thought 
of London, he alw·ays had a mental picture of Euston station. 
His thinking,however, was hot about the image, but about London, 
for which there is no adequate menfal image. 121 "To think is 
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one thing; to imag-ine is another." 122 

When the little gir! learns that no evil things· in-
habit aspirin, she wilt nave found that nothing essential 
was misunderstood. SimilArly, Christians who receive philo-
sophical training do not feel misled by the !'details of 
celes·tia·l furniture" whE!n the Son is described as sitting 
at the right hand of the Father's throne. The point ·was 
"the assurance that the once crucified Master was now the 
Supreme Agent of the Unimaginable Power on whom the whole 
univer.se depends". 123 

Should we therefore seek to rid our minds of mental 
images? No. Lewis, like Tolkien, argues that the imagination 

. is a natural and i~curable mental activity. If we get rid 
of ~nthropomorphic~ Biblical images, we will invariably sub-
stitute others. If we think 'Father" too anthropomorphic, 
and prefer a 'spiritual force', we let in images of winds, 
tides, electricity and gravitation. Pantheism's doctrine 
that we are all parts of one great Being evokes images of a 
widely extended gas or fluid. Lewi~ knew a student brought 
up by 'higher thinking' paren'ts who imagined God to be _a vast 
tapioca pudding. 124 Often; so-called. advanced (abstract)·· 
philosophical concepts are accompanied by vague images, much 
more absurd than Christian anthropomorphic ones. After.:a.11, 
man is the highest form of life we meet in sensuous experi-
ertce.125 

Language is inevitably metaphorical. If we reject 'He 
came down from Heaven' in favour of 'God enters the natural 
order', we still have a spatial image, but a horizontal one 
instead of a vertical one. For L~wi~, the Bible's images are 
as important as its concepts. Images of good and evtl -p~rvade 
the inherent aesthetical-rational order which is embedded in 
the universe. 

Torrance, following Frege, ar-gues that words ~ay awaken 
pictures, but that rto necessa~y connection exists between 
word and image. Torrance concludes that words without -pictures, 
or imageless thoughts, are not lack~ng in content or meaning. 126 

Thus, in theology, t!he re·tation between' concepts and the 
re~lity to which they refer is o!ten beyond the imaginable 
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rangeA However, Lewis would remind us at this point, that 
God has not left our imaginations empty or free to create 
indiscriminately, but has guided us with revelatory images 
as well as authoritative words. Father, Son and Spirit are 
not negotiable metaphors to be replaced by Mother, Daughter, 
etc., to enliven our preaching. 127 

However, metaphors and images can influeµce our thinking 
in good ways and bad. The impact of metaphor upon our think-
ing is greatest when it is unp~rceived. For instance, there 
is· a.great difference between thinking about atoms and think-
ing atomically. Unnoticed, mechanical and mineral metaphors 
have dominated whole minds in·the modern world. 128 As we 
have noted, the un?cknowledged metaphor of mechanical causality 
oft~n reduces all 'the riches of an intricately ordered universe 
to the image (or model) of mindless and impersonal forces, 

· · 129 the stronger of which prevails unless acted upon by a greater. 1 

When the Newtonian model of natural. law replaced the 
Medieval image of' cosmic longings and yearnings, a new and 
different tone of mind resulted. ~n impersonal mechanistic 
model easily evolved, especially following the industr~al 
revolution~ 130 We have already discussed the damage t~is has 
created in man's moral and spiritual, as well as intellectual 

. . ... 
life. Torrance has pointed out that this mechanistic model 
is obsolete ·in modern science. Our notions of physical laws 
must not be pushed into necessitarian forms, for this abandons 
contingence. Fortunately, the concept of open systems has 
begun to free scientific thinking from its entrenched mechanico-
causal imagination. 131 

F. Image and Concept--Priority? 
The question arises whether concepts or images are 

superior. Lewis and Xorrance would agree that what we believe 
is the im?geless reality toward which the pi~ture and concept 
point. Thus§ the answer is--neither concepts nor images are 
superior. Both point us to reality in their own way. In 
science, the picture of atomic· structure helps to explain the 
reality. But the diagram is not what the scientists believe. 
"What they believe is a mathematical formula. The pictures 
are there only to help you to understand the formula ••• they 
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are on'ly meant .to help. 11132 When science discusses the atom, 
"the thing itself cannot be pic.t\lred, it can only be expressed 
mathematically''· Lewis draws a parallel here to the ChrisCian 
doctrine of the atbnement. Were any theory fully to express 
the· ·event it 

would show·that it was ~ot what it professes to 
b~--the inco~ceivable, the uncreated, the thing 
from beyond nature, striking down into nature 
like, lightning ••• HeJ:""e the formula we believe is 
that 'Christ wa~ killeQ ,for us, that his death 
has washe'd out our sins and that by dying he 
disabled d~attt itself.133 

That is the formula.· Lewis makes the dichotomy that.theories 
as to how Christ did this are-another matt~r, because as a 

. poet he wants to drive·us back relentlessly to tthe empirical 
co~creteness of the peasant man, Jesus, impaled on Roman 

. . 

wood·. The very word 'aton~ment', when· lifted from .that con-
crete happehing, is an abstraction. However, here· Lewis falls 
back to viewing the theoretical as external relatio.ns which 
is a form imposed.'upon ,facts. Torrance se~ks a prog!essive 
penetrati-0n into t~e organic theor~tical structures which 
inhere within the reality of Christ's atoning _life and death. 134 

The Bible '.s own J..mages of Father, Son and Spirit have an 
organic correlation in Chri&t with our finest noetic concept-
ualizations, such as '~rinity' or homoousion. Howeve~, tne 
images disclose a cogniti~e-aesthetic rationality of reality 
which cannot be matched by the intuited precision of basic 
credal for-mulas. Even gr.anting for alL futher theological 
ref·ledtion the primacy of fundamental intuited concepts, the 
Biblical images of. Father, Son and Spirit have an epistemolog--
ical and logical priority. ~he concept 'Trinity' is abstract 
and meaningless i:-f we forget it is a symbbl which points to 
the empirical event of the Father sending his Son. Fat~er, 
Son and ~pirit stand to 'Trinity' a~ sol~d to a line, as 
concrete reality to mathematical formula. Lewis' theological 
art invites·us to indwetl the~e im~ges and to taste and feel 
their reality. Such indwelling comes naturally to the imag-
ination even as it, does for ·the :khtuition in Polanyi and 
Torrance. Let -us recall th~t fo~ Torrance only a participatory 
indwelling couid have led to the scientific precision of the 
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theological formulas of 'Trinity' and homoousion. 
Many believing Christians have. indwelt the story of the 

Father sending his 9nly Son, but have remained only tacitly 
aware of the conceptual precision qnd beauty of the trinitarian 
fprmula. Inevitably, when rational reflection about the saving 
events took place, the homoousion became the integral grammar 
of the Gospel. Nonetheless, semantic meaning precedes the 
syntax. One i~a~inatively eµjoys the Gospel story before one 
works out its ration~l and grammatical ~oherence. Indwelt 
participatory enjoyment of the story precedes indwelt concept-
ualization. Historically and psychologically, as well as 
theologically, this is true. The theological work of the 

. Greek Fathers _has noetic inevita,bility which has lost none 
of Jts relevance; 'it always serves and refers to the Biblical 
reality. The Biblical images are an ontic part of God's 
revelatio~ and ~re given in a way unlike the theological con-
cepts of our own making. 

Rightly understood, images and concepts are complementary. 
·The images are the building blocks; the theological concepts 
are the invisible grammatical mor.tar which holds the meaning 
together. The homoousion ,is the 'physical concept.' which· 
inherently ind~ells Father, Son and Spirit images. 

Th~ symbols of the New Testament are many: bread of 
lifa, vine and branches, bridegroom, light of the world, living 
water. The list is long and rich in sensuous appeal. Why 
are Biblical images so richly sensuous and Yaried when theology 
is norma1ly content to discuss formulas which ~re rather 
limited and repetitive? Why are there so many sensuous images 
yet so few theoretical fo,rmulas to be believed? Because ,no 
one symbol is adequate to release our emotional life to ~njoy 
worthily its qbject. Each helps cover what another lacks. 
Wear~ given "a dozen changing images cqrrecting and relieving 
each other, lest the joy of his presence be too exclusively 
understoo~, in a narrow, poor experience of personal love". 135 

But fundaiiierlt~l theolp'gical concepts are- necessarily few for 
the~r fun~ti9P, eie: preci~ely and with conceptual simplic~ty't~ 
lay bear the in~er l~gic of the Gospel events. 

In theplogy, says ~ewis, image and event are both 
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necessary to maintain a palance. Nei,ther is. more true than 
the other. J3oth are concessions. to our weakness. Together 

· 136 the two are mutually corrective. The image of 'personal 
encounter' associa.ted w_ith Martin Buber can be a useful anthro-
pomorphic balance to philosophical abstractions~ 37 And yet, 
as well as the One who encounters, God is omnipresent; He 
is above, within and below. Lewis advocates that we alter-
nate between conceptual and scriptural symbols. We can get 
no closer to conceptuai knowledge (savoir) about God. How-
ever, the intuitive knowledge-by-acquaintance (connattre) 
i-s given in our devotional and s~cramental life. The latter 
(tq.ou) knowledge is closer to reality .than our mental image 

· (H~), which is close~ than philosophical abstraction (it). 
The·· image points beyond to the imageless_.. "We must worship 
t~e Thou, not the He in our minds which is just as much an 
image (therefore possible idol) as a figure of wood or stone. 11138 

In all exegesis, Lewis advocates a great respect for 
Biblical images. If we ~ake the expressions, 'God grieves, . . 
pities,.' etc., literally and translate them into theological 
abstractions, we will reap the absurd consequence of extrap-
olati~g eve~y possible lo$i~al deduction. Ins~ead, Lewis 
suggests that when.eve%:. the image says to our wil:I. and affec-
tions •that which conflicts. with the logical extrapolation, 
"trust the purport of the im,ages every. time", rathe:r than 

. . 
logic.al inference. That .is, God the father: is primary to 
'omnipotence' or 'omnipresence'. The sensuous and Hebraic 
images of ~cripture refer us more closely to reality than to 
ab~t;-~ct thinking, the "tissue of analogies", which models 
"spiritual reality in legal o-r chemical or mechanical terms 11 •

139 

Simii~rly, for Athanasius, Biblical images are not 
~Ji?.Vention,s, but .are "provided by revelation ••• ". They are 
R9intersj but in no sense arguments or types from which we 
can assert any inference which happens to follow. This leads 

140 to heresy. 
Biblical im~ges ,must 9e, restricted to what we may legi-

timately extract from them. Thus the potter-clay image of 
Romans r~veals one qual}ty, ~nd oqe q~alit~ only, of God's 
loving character, namely the love "an artist feels for an 
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artefact". 141 We 'are God's handiwork and God is at work 
perfecting us. The peculiar quality in love presented in this 
image is the thoroughness by which God perfects. But we 
utterly misread the image if we extrapolate/from it an answer 
to the question of God's mercy and justice: 

Bevan points out that a symbolic phrase such as "hand 
of ·God", as opposed to the more abstract "this event came 

. about in order to realize a particular value" has a truth 
for the feeling and the passion as important and vital as the 
conceptually more precise abstraction for the intellect. 142 

The hand· symbol makes us feel the event as the simple, direct 
act of God, by sensuously arousing our imagination_. This 
emotional realization is as important as, and perhaps more 
fundamental than, the precise but abstract intellectual notion 

· 143 · · of 'providence'. 
What are some of the consequences of· neglecting the 

importance of images? Reformed piety and worship suffers when· 
it excludes or ignores an imaginative focus on the Gospel and 
regards the task of theology and preaching only as the correct 
diagramming and interpretation of the Gospel. The Church 
must both enjoy and interpret; The finest interpreta·tion is 
the btoom from· t'I'.lle enjoyment and i~dwelling. ~xposition of 
true doctrine without imaginative embrace and participation in 
the! life of 'Chri::st becomes a rigid list of theologi.cal con-
cepts. It creates the psychological grounds for an existen-
tialist revolt whereby man tries to fill his heart and mind 
with a self-understanding or a self-consciousness, which he 
substitutes for the truth which has been bottled and packaged 
into ptecise theological 'formula, but which he has inadver-
tently been forbidden to taste, represent and celebrate •. The 
ab&ence or infrequency of the ritual, liturgy and drama of 
such artistic re-enactment ( though not in the sertse of repeti-
tion) within vast areas of the 'Prdtestant Church, has· con-
tribributea to an emphasis on either preaching as interpre-
tation ·of true doctrine or on appropriation as primary. 
Worship as the celebration and p'articipation in the life, 
death and resurrec'tion o·f Christ is largely ignored. By the 
process of abstract!on, worship becomes an event of pure Word, 
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n9t Word made flesh. Such worship often takes the form of 
divine imperatives and exhortation with concomitant social and 
per~onal moral ·appropriations. This reflects the loss of 
free participation· by grace in the s?ving life,·death and 
resurre~tion of Jes~s. The Church is left with (more or less) 
worthy moral standards and precise doctrinal formu\a, but· 
with only a vague awareness of the living presence of the Son 
of th~ Father who comes in the power of the Holy Spirit. 

Torrance '.s emphasis on :imageless r~lations and cogni-
tively precise theological concepts must be yoked with an 
equal emphasis on participation in the Biblical images and the 
reality to which they po~nt, that is., imaginative participation 

. by retellir;ig, .remeII)bering and enjoying the Gospel events. 
This deficfency is· seen in Torrance's hierarchical structure 
of theological knowledge ~inde~ted to Einstein), which pre-
sc,ribes the third or higher scientific level as the true subiect 
matter of theology~ .over the doxological and theological. 1 4 

Otherwise, the Gospel can easily pe subverted into a~ invisible 
piety,: wit;:h little ill)aginat:ive enjoyment which leads in the 
end to a.n emotional atheism. In Christ the experiential and 
the doctrinal are a up.it.. Word and· sacrament, science and 
art, myth become .. ;act, ar~ united in Chr~st. weaknes~ 
of ~oncepts which are abstract, when stripped of their ~eta-
pbors, is that tho~gh very clear.and logically precise, they 

145 are "so far away fr9m real things, that· they say nothing~'. 
To say, "Our Father in heaver,i", represents a concrete e~peri-
ence in the minds of its users, whereas "the supreme being wlJ.o 
t~anscends $P~Ce and time" i.s ~. dext,rou~ use of counters. 

The ~elief in sensuous-empir~cal representatior,i as the 
f0~t of meaning in art, led Lewis to follow Dante in art~sti-
cally treating.as ~onqr~~e God's __ tra~scendence and the temporal 
and contingent as less real. This is Lewis' "almost sensuous 
intensity about things .not sen~uous 11 •

146 Lewis sees the 
positive or COI].Crete n9tion of. the spirit!,lal realm as a constant 
theme in Chri~t,ian .aqd t{ebraic thinking. 147 Apart from the 
notion pf the ~oncre~enes, of the ~piritual, theological 
CQncepts lack -~ich ~ar~hly images and do not command the 
imaginative power ~nd force to evoke feeling and will. Here 
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theolpgy only imitates its Lord, for this iS ,the way God has 
caKen, coming not as pure Word, bu~ Word indissolubly united 
to the flesh of Jesus'Christ. 

For Lewis, the task of an apologist is. to move the im-
agination and to convert ~he reason. 148 Most misunderstandings 
of Christianity are due to presuppositions which forbid the 
perception of its beauty and coherence. Torrance sees the 
task of Christian persuasion primarily as the reconstruction 

149 · . of our frameworks of thought.. But with Lewis and Macmurray 
I would suggest .thAt, at least· for·many of us, the· key which un-
locks our int'ellectua1· habits is our emotions. They are what 
move us to act and to change our minds. Theological episte-
mology must take both seriously. ·That is why theology must be 
seen •as an· art as well as a science. The imagination induces 
m~vement tn our feelings;.concepts calm us and direct us, and· 
they purify our minds. 

We have noted ~hat often~images are not essential to our 
_tboughts. Th~s· is because we have access to the object apart 
from ~he ·image. I can go to London and see the city ,myself. 
But with certain "magisttal metaphors" my only access to the 
-reality is· through the image~ 15~ !iucn itnages are essential, 
even though we-know •they are metaphor and n~t l~Feral truth. 
Father, Son and Spirit are ~e~~aied images ~hich tell us things 
about God without whtch we have no access. Further, they are 
so integrated with the li"fe or Jesus withit1; Israel's history 
that t'o ·extract a meani:ng which abandons these metaphors is 
either to create a meaningless· abstracl:Um or to ·create a new 
meaning. Theology must avoid any gl'immer of the Hegelian 
conceit wnereby the picture-thinking of reli~i~n suitable• for 
pupils in~ their- p'rimary stages i•s repla~ed· by a pµre and. image-
less conceptual philosophy as the ~inal truth to which we may 
progress. 

Let us recalr tne analysis o!the Anglican theologian, 
Dean Mans'ell, which Bevan discusses in Syniboli•sm and Belief. 
Mansell hel:d to a real conhec'tion "bet'Ween Seripture' s images 
and God, but one cannot extract palft of the· 'symbol as a real 
resemblance and part a-s not. "You have tcf take the represen-
tation in ·its entirety· as offered. 11151 
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Torrance would agree that a proper anthropomorphism in 
our concepts is derived from the "profound reciproei:ty that 
God establishes with us through ni's Word". 1,52 However, 
Torrance i:s mo~e confide_nt; than Mansell that the doctrine of 
the incarnation and the Holy Spirit teaches us what parts of 
the image really resemble God and what parts-do not. Both 
agree that the Biblical images have an authority and normative 
standard as God's revelation. Both agree they are trivialized 
if interpr.eted as mere _products of the early Church's creative 
_imagination and are amendable as our c~eative understanding 
improves. Such thinking makes our theological images evolve 
like the varying images of Hinduism, where gross and crude 

· images s·tand a-longsi9e ;advanced mystical spec_ulation. 153 In 
such a framework, there is ~no progr~ss and no empirical norm, 
o~ly the endless· projection of images. 

This is tne error of J. A. T. Robfnson's picture-thinking 
method. He invenes new pictures which help him grasp the 
:nature of his ultimate concern_. 154 This implies there is no 
organic l'ink between Biblical images and the reality of God 
to which they point. God gives to us neither images nor 
concepts by which he reveals himself, but throws us back upon 
ourselves to create both and so to· spin a sflvery web of 
images to heaven. 155 For Torrance~ Biblicat ;m~ges are ··not 
detachable, mutable and relative, but are derived from within 
the Godhead , and perm·anent. 15 6 

For Lewis, when Jesus uses 6read, water, wine and 
most importantly, ~when he takes our flesh upon himself, he 
thereby hallows these things. We may not ignore the organic 
and sensuous images from crea'tion wnich he filled with meaning 
and within whicn he teaches us about himself. This is far 
from Robinson's use of images detached from reality to express 
human suojectivity in its search for meaning. For Lewis, the 
meaning lies objectively embedded within the images, which 
in turn have ·their objective reference in the reality of· God. 

Is Lewis' theology basically irrational in the sense 
that he' t·s ultimately' ,conc·erned with a symbolic understanding 
of theo•logy and not with a rational theology? No. Lewis' 

,. 
great strength as a theologian {s his sensitivity to the 
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imagination, the feeling. intellect. Yet he does not espouse 
it as, the crite11:f..on of truth. Our in.iages of Messiah must all 
be shattered. God's transcendent beauty comes to us in th,e 
very bre~~ing of our~ priori aesthetic criteria even as God's 
own Logos flashes as lightni~g from a clear sky to rend our 

priori canons of rationality with his own Living Logos. 
Torrance argues that G9d is not imaginable. Therefore, 

all images we .invent are idols. 157 But Lewis is not defending 
the primacy of self-made images, but the authority of the 
_images given -us in Bibl:l,cal revel.ation. God ·tells us he\ is 
Father in a qirect way he never uses to tell us he is Trinity. 

But this ism~ inventing, this is the veil under 
which I _have chosen to appear even from the first 
until now. For this end I made your senses and 
your imagination, that you might see my face and 
live. 15~ . 
Torrance opposes any understanding of theology as story, 

for· it implies that theology is non-cognitive. 159 lfut I beli•eve 
we may legitimately understand theology as art which in_ no way 

• ' t ,. • 

<lenies the unity of Word and image in Christ, but instead 
serves it. Theology as art embodies one aspect of truth and 
then anqther, just as a more systematic s~yle of theology. in 
scientific fashion discusses one-aspect of the Gospel--inspir-
ation, Christology, etc., in order to pen~trate .. inore deeply 
into its cognitive truth. Without the complementary under-
standing of theology as art, theology becomes emoti·onally 
barren and leaves aesthetic and affectional rationality at the 
mercy of the idiosyncrac~es of individual theologians and 
clergy. 

1. Science and Images 
( ' . 

In all scientific advances, De Broglie admits that "some 
theoretical picture is ~lways necessary for the clear statement 
of r~sult~ of an experiment". 160 Einstein consistently 
emphasizes the impor~ance of idealized ~xperiments for scien-

; 

tific discovery. Repeatedly, he calls upon scientists to 
161 imagine and to worry later about verification. He describes 

• V 
his physical theories as the result of an attempt to form a 

- 162 . picture of reality. He acknowledges that it was by means 
of a field re~resentation, a diagram or picture of how the 
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fo~ces int~ract and exist, that he came to see that the 
actions in a solenoid and a bar magnet are the same. 163 That 
is, the field concept or word-image or better, embodied word, 
led him to new experimental. facts. 

In view of this, Torrance overstates himself when he 
argues that all mental pictures in modern science are rejected 
as distortions •. 164 True, science believes the imageless, 
mathematical formula, not the picture. But the picture ser~es 
a crucial role. It is better. to say as he does elsewhere, 
that in all rigorous science, the images "serve the objective 

. . 
ontological reference, the importance being their reference 
to the invisible, intangible realities at levels beyond appear-
ances and observation" •·165 

. 2. The Representation Theory of Perception 
Torrance's ,aversion to images stems in part ·from his 

positive assessment of Thomas Reid and the common sense realism 
so influential in Scotland and also the precursor of realist 
philosophies. in America (C. S. Pierce)° and England (Gilbert 
Ryle). Reid rejected the view that-nothing is present to the 
mind but an image, for this rests on a subjective bias •. He 
identified this as$umption as the unnecessary prejudice behind 
David Hume's devastating scepticism." 166 · Ins:tea<3:~ he defended 

. the common sense belief that we perceive external objects 
immediately and genµinely. 

Torrance believes that behind Kant's. active intellect 
with its subjective bias lies the Medieval representational 
theory. It distingui~hed the active intellect which renders 
intelligible what the passive intellect receives from the 
senses. 167 Hence the mind only experiences its object through 
the image or phantasm. This approach was taken up later by 
Kant in his interpretation of the active mind. Early opponents 
of this view and harbingers of an intuitive and immediate ap-
prehension.of objects included Occam and John Major, Calvin's 

168 teacher. Following Kant came Ernst Mach and his sensation-
alism with its rqdical subjectivism. 169 As we have seen, this 
subjective trend has been powerfully opposed within science 
by Planck and later by Einstein and his commitment to an 
objectively existing wqrld. 
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rt is ·interestfng t:o note tha.t Lewis, even with his 
high view of theLimagination and image-making, was not a 
devotee of tne iaea or ~epresentational theory·of perception. 
This i.s because he understood images to be the aftermath of 
the prior imagfnaeiVe activity, its by-product, and not its 
fulness. 

In his 1924 lectures on philosophy, Lewis criticized 
John Locke's repres·entationalism, and challenged Locke on two 
as'Sumptions. First', Lewis q~estioned the tabula~ mind. 
Second, lie rejected the notion that only ideas are immediately 
prese·nt to the m~nd. L6cke' s assumption that secondary qual.-
i ties bel-ong t:!o the ideal world only (colour, etc. , ) is the 
"great fountainhead of ·subjective idealism", Lewis records. 170 

Further, Le.wis 'notes as pointedly as Reid or Torrance that in 
sciehtific knowledge we believe "that we are experimenting 
o~ ~al bodies and seeing what really happens to them". 171 

Therefo're Lewis argues~:-that it is science itself which con-
stitutes ,fhe -chi'ef difficulty i~ all -representational 
t:heories•. 172 Lewis pro·ceeds to criticize Berkeley and notes 
that his argument against matter is valid only if one can 
prove Locke's assumption that a colour or 
a state of-mind a~d not a p-rimary quality 

G. Th~ Limits of Images 

a smell is merely 
173 of the world. 

Torrance gives priority to audits over im~ges and prefers 
,;. t· t "" t· 1 t' 174 H ·· . 't t h · a~ous ic o mime ic re a ions. e gives priori y o earing 

over seeing and argues· that early Christian art was essentially 
signitive and sacramental, not mimetic. That is, it passes on 
a meaning not· -embodied in the art form. 175 The Platonic ten-
dencies of the later Greek Fathers, however, posited a recip-
rocal relacionship between the two. 176 

In my defence of images ana th~ imagination, I have 
argued first that it is G'oo who establishes a reciprocal re-
lationship between Biblical [magds and himself. This reci-
protity does not imply one may move in~ logically necessary 
manner from the creaturely to the heavenly. Secondly, Lewis 
would quite agree ·fhat·images are not primary. They are the 
aftermath of the· fe~lfng !ntellect which grasps its object 
with a ·sensuous fntensfcy and' concreteness like that with which 
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we experience t~e physical world. Images are thus transparent 
pointers t.o a ·reality beyond~ 

~1~rrance ~rgues that b,y intuitive penetration scientific 
thinking gterce~ ~nto the inner ontological connections and 
leav~~ behinq external images as primitj,ve, pre-scientific 
thought. 1?7 How~ver, this ignores the positive function of 
imagination in artt where with the feeling intellect we par-
ticipate in and enjoy the •subject and do not seek to judge 
its veraci~y, -0ut tQ know it~ meaning. In scientific imagining, 
we allow eyen potentially false pictures to be considered. 
·Science c+eatively invents diagrams and pictures, which may 
or may I].Ot be. true. Oui; intuitive and analytical empirical 
reason then considers the question -0f truth. 

To give priority to audits over images or vice-versa, 
cop.f-qses the issue. If the Wor_d becam~ flesh, it ·can no longer 

. . 
be co~strued a~ pure voice o~ gearing any more than we can 
deny the inherent articulateness of the Word of God. Our , . 
sinsi.ble an?'logJes poin·t t..o the concrete Christ, whom we must 
hear, y~s, l;>ut .t~ste and see as well. 

Certainly ,the, mis:use, of ,image;s has encourageq_ tl}e: error 
of. 'q_emythoi-0g;z~ti-on' and antl}ropoJogical self-projection. 178 

Ju~; as easil~, h~wever, can the.emphasis on he~~ing or audits 
lead to t~e ~bstraction of ~~pure Word without connection to 
Christ's person and an exhortation for people to submit to the 
true dogmatic',formu~a. 

Le~is often t_hinks not onl.y of the radica,l differences 
between the Christian vi.:~w of reality and others., but a].so 
of the simi.:tarities •. Jhus, he q~ppily concedes that a Christian 
understandi-ng of literar.y t~eory has "re.rµote" affini,ties with 
the Platonic doctrin_e o£ transc~ndent form partly ,imitable on 

179 . 
earth. Further, Le~is often bo,rro~s pagan concep;s and 
bapti.ze.s them, allowing truth to shine th'I_'.ough them. But he 
never identifies them with the,:T~t~. This is not unlike 
Tor.ranee.' s use. o~ scientific ana1ogi~s .to show the· ,similarities 
with~ and hen~e rationality of,. Ch+istian theology. 180 

Torrance criticizes Thomas' epistemological dependence 
on sense experience and asserts the need for an intuitive and 
immediate knowledge which tran~cends sense limitatiot].S. On 
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the ·other hand, Lewis reckons that we are the kind of creatures 
who grasp things best when they ire pictured or embodied--
incarnated. In tne inca~nation, God has accommodated himself 
to our own physical arid mental limitations in the divine-Word 
erifleshed, both aurally and visually. 

Lewis views Plato as the philosopher who teaches that 
we are taught.internally arid hence, imagelessly by God, and 

· 181 not as Aristotle stressed, through the senses. But dangers 
. : 

are not absent here. For if _we are not taught by external 
senses, it can appear we are self-taught or taught ~y that 
part of the divine Self in which we participate. The Christian 
claim that we are taught by Christ tells us that revelation is 

1 .·• ,\. 

where a Word i-s spoken to us from without in space-time events 
· wh,ere God concretely comes to u~. Unfortunately, Bultmann so 
e~phasizes the event of proclamation when the Word is spoken 
to us i~agelessly, that he strips the message of all its 
original images and empirical historicities. I would suggest 
~e say with Thomas that we are epistemologically dependent on 
sense-experience, that is, on the empirical reality of Jesus 
Christ for knowledge about God. But also we should affirm 
that in and through Jesus transcendence becomes concrete in 
our contingent- existence where a cognitive Word ___ is given to us 
immediately, not inferentially, as we indwell that reality 
through the Holy Spirit; 

Torrance is right to emphasize that ~11 thinking does 
not rest upon concept or image, but on the reality which we 

· 182 perceive through and beyond the concept or image. Lewis 
\ 

would agree that "all reality is iconoclastic". In.coming to 
terms with.his wife's death, Lewis became aware that ~he dead 
are like Goa--unima~inable. Images of his wife often go~ in 

' the way of her reality. For with images, unlike the real 
person, there is the_disadvantage that we may do with them 

1 " . 
whatever we want. Le.wis could make his image-wife gay, tender, 
or argumentative, as his own mood demanded. 183 Therefore, 
images in mind or on paper are not important for themselves. 
They ~re merely links. 

The danger of all images, like all concepts, is that 
"images of the Holy easily become holy images--sancrosanct 11 •

184 
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But "my iclea of ·God is not er tli vine. idea'~. It needs to· be 
shattered. This i~ the great mark of God's presence, for, God 
is the great icono~last. The tn~arnation. itself leaves all 
previous ideas of th~ Messiah in ruins. Though many a~e uf-
fended by· the iconoclasm; ""blessed are those who ~.r.e not". 185-
A prio~i concepts, images and passions all stand in the way. 
A paradigm shift, or inte'llectual repentance,, as Torrance says, 
is ne~ded, 186 · :Wemust stretch out arms·and .hands of love, not 
just .eyes or ears, ·to God r·s· reality, across and through the 
changes of our thoug_ht!s ·and images. ,We cannot rest content 
with our i.'dea·s, .. ar .images and worship them as God. "Not my 
idea [c,r ·image] of God, but God."lS7. In Tne Screwtape Letters, 
the tempter se_eks t:o direct hi•s pattent' s prayers to his men-
tal. images and to stop- ttie.re •. "Get him to pray to it--to· ,the 

188 thing he has madei--even thoughts." . True praye1: is' addressed 
"not ·-'to what L think Thou art, bot to what Thou knowest t~yself 
to be". 189 

There is one other important Limit to images or stories 
especially for 'theology. When the artist uses images t"o pre-
sent truths or describe· what it means to know God, they are, 
after all, imaginaey ,artd not identical to the reality. "I know 
them, Lew>is," says Ransom. "That'$ what you can't get into a 
stoey~"190 

H. Images and Analogy 
Torrance's opposition to read~ng back the Bible's crea~ 

turelJ ima:'ges in the Godh~ad as inappropria.te is related to his 
criticism .(followtng1Barth) bf the Roman Catholic doctri"ne of 
the anal:ogy of being (analogia enti:s). For Torrance, the chief 
difference between Latin and Reformed thinking centres on a 
renewed emphas~,s on di·alagical contact wi,th the Word of God. 191 

Scholastic theology translated a dynamic relation in grace 
between God And man into a natura~ substantival and logical 
one. This, argues Torrance, makes God a prisoner of ·a general 
conception.of being. 192 Grace becomes the cause of°.our re-
demption with Godr creation becomes the operation. It leads 
to the doctrine of an inherent likeness between truth and the 
loglcal forms of reason. 1And thus it eliminates personal 
dialo~ue by a philosophical ontology. 193 Here Torrance follows 
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Athanasius and rej~cts Origen's notion that the world exists 
eternally in God's mind. For Athanasius, the world is created 
by God, and th~s implies a di~parity of natures. By contr,ast, 
Jesus is begotten or generated, and this implies an identity 
of natures. 194 Thus there is no likeness in the being of, God 
and the being of the worl~. Yet God in his personal activity 
tends and sustains his creation so that we do not know God ' . 
~y inference fro~ the world, but rather in his saving activity 
towards us, h~s self-revelation in the world of space and time. 

Latin thinking traditiqnally ·tries to steer between 
a univocal un~erstanding of God's attributes which is too 
anthropo~orphic and an e~uivocal view which is meaningless. 
It does so by th~ ~nalogy of proportionality, in which, £.or 
exa~ple, there is something in G9d resembling wisdom in man~195 

The problem is that it is difficult to. combine an-understanding 
' . 

of God's att;r,i~utes by means of t.he neo-Platonic via negativa 
with a positive Christian underst~nding of God's attributes. 196 

Torrance argues that to say there is some likeness and some 
differenc,e is only a frame, which tells- us nothing unless we 
look to the _incarnation for our ,positive theological know-

197 . . 
ledg~. If the positive stress on God's attributes leads us 
to anthropomorphisms, we must accept that charge, for Christian 
theolo~y ~ust preserve the concreteness of the God wh9 has 
come to us in C.hrist. For in that; encounter, we are "confronted 
with somethi~g comfellingly anthropomorphic, something command-
ing reciprocity, a.primary Thou". 198 Simultaneous with th~s 
admitted anthropomorphism, the Christian also put~ an .immeQse 
stress 01\ Go~'s sublime 9bjectivity and transcendence. 'l'pe 
anthropomorphic yet tra~scendent qualitr of. the incarnate 
Lord conveys God's concreteness, not subject~vity or cos~o~ 
logical immanence. 199 

Augustine found an image of God in our minds .. prio.r to 
our knowledge of God. This, argues Bart;h, denies- the ~iblical 
understanding pf grace for it makes God's image a patural 

200 . ' . possession. Or as Calvin put it, we err when we turn, the 
gift o; relationship into a substantival one or a likeness pf 
being w~ich may lead to an idealism or pantheism. The po~er 
and substance of the image lies not in the witness itself, but 
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in the object to which 'the witness i.s given. ZOl Our image 'is 
restored by 'the grace of God in Chrlst, not by nature. 202 

Barth argues that a proper analogy, an analogy of faith, 
does exist: between God and--man, and this is dynamic and p'er-
sona-1, 'not logical and necessary. 203 Christ's parables reveal 
a different kind of· human analogy -w:hich has at its heart ''an 
eschatologicarevent which, until it actually overtakes us, 
nothing in·the material or historical order can begin to 
revea"l '!. 204 For Torrance, oti:r intra-mund.ane language is 
stretched ano aaapted to point beyond spatio-temporal li~ita-
tions, and yeti~ ought not to be detached from the contingent 
world out of which- its reference came. 205 As Lewis puts it, 
we speak of supers~nsibles in the language of sense oojects. 

The movement of revelation is God-manward. We stretch 
o~t e~pty-hands in order that they be filled. For Calviri, 
Bibl·ica{ analogies are not ontologically related t·o God, ·but 
fuhctionally; God accommodates himself.Zo 6 This creates a 
sacramental' relation "which Has its validity through the Word 
~nd Spirit using the analogy in order to convey the truth 11 •

207 

Flesh and blood ad not •reveal the kingdom of God. Analogies 
of themselves are uria'ble to point to the truth~ZOS Ho"'7ever, 
once we emphas1.ze God-'s. elect:ing and per~onal i1?-~tiative,'-we 
should' also stress the~ post~riori appropriateness of the 
analogy once it is- g~ven by God to be genuine and rationa~ly 
linked by Word and Spirit to the reality of_ God. Otherwise 
we have a mere functionalism w~thout an integral and ontologi-
cal link, which can become a nominalism and empty even Biblical 
images of their trans-temporal charact~r. God halTows 'Father, 
Son and Spirit 1' when he uses them and makes them normative for 
our.worship and thinking. They are not to be discarded -:!;or 
imageless thoughts or idealist-egalitarian language. Scriptural 
images are not good news from nowhere, but news from God's 
creation and redemption. God's eschatological hallowing ·o~ 
nature and sensibles as pointers to eschatological realities 
fulfills and truly orientates contingent rationality and· 
beauty to Its transcendent source. We must not neglect a proper 
understanding of nature which is perfected through,the cross. 

Let us iook briefly at Lewis in regard to this issue.· 
256 



Bede Griffiths recalls that Lewis was "very unsympathetic to 
the Thomist revival of the 1930's and 1940's and neo-Thomism 

' ' "209 he objected to most strongly". We shall see part of this 
' 

reason when we consider ·his understanding of analogy. Unlike 
the Thomist, Lewis refuses to .structure the God-man relation-
ship within a lo_gical-suhstantival philosophical ontology. . 

For Lewis, Plato with his transcendent forms, is behind 
the Protestant approach to image and analogy. Aristotle with 

· · · 210 his immanent ·forms is ~he· ph~losopher of Roman Catholicism. 
The Latin Church.gives material form to that of which Prot-

• l l 

e~tants would stop short an~ symbolize only with a concrete 
image. Thus a yrotestant uses spiritual whips for penance artd 
seeks in an impor_tant sense to live cut off from the world. 
Th~- Ro~an c·athol.ic· uses material whips and J,uilds a monastery 
with. walls of real bricks and ~ortar, with ruies in red ink.· 
The actuality for which Roman's aim, Protestants deliberately 

I 
avoid, and argue that "no.thing retains its spirituality if 
pushed to that degree and in that way". 211 

' Torr~nce echoes Lewis' criticism of the Latin over-
concretizing. He argues that Lu~her saw in~ opere operato 
a focusing on the formal office pf a priest so as to create 

,..t, ... \.. • "' 

a "great respecting of persons", and made priests into idols 
' 212 ... 

we serve, but who do not serve us. Similarly, the doctrine 
of Papal infallibility parallels the rigidifying of_ t:he thought-
being link into a formalized relationship o_f Aristotelian logic. 
Th~ .Latin s~spicion is that spiritual gifts o~ rationality are 
fflsely claimed if they cannot be embodied in "bricks_ and 
mortar or official positions, institutions", definitions or 

-( ,1 • ,. t . 

formal logical laws. By overly formalizing and materializing, 
Latin thinking makes God a prisoner of theological doctrines 
and concepts. 

Lewis sees one of th~ values of allegory and, by impli-
cation,'· art, for Christians. on both sides of the Roman-Protestant: 

·"" ..... 

divide is its use in presenting theological truth. · tn the . . 
natural yprld, we may disagree over the degree of incarnation 

1 

or embodiment whi'ch we· sh9uld give to the spiritual or the con-
ceptual. In the imaginative realm of art, necessary ana un-
limited embodiment is proper to both. 213 The greatest force 
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for Christian unity_,. of course, is Ch):'ist himself, for in hi-m 
a:,lone <:toes the concrete embodime~t take ,Plac_e, whi~h Latin 
theology demands everywh~re and.Protestants negate. He unites 

· transcendepce·and contfngence in his own person. 
L~wis argues that Medieval art at its best did not, as 

we normally supppse ,. f.ashion heaven in the likeness of earth, 
b~t quite the other way around, even to the point of insensi-
tivity to conting~nt rationali~y and beauty. 214 Medieval .. 
social pageantry a~d ecclesi~logy "were dim reproductions of 
celestial hierarchies". 215 · · 

: . .. 
This leads to a m9st ~triking Lewisian theme i~ the 

light .of the ~nalo~y pf being.versus ~nalogy of faith' dis-
cussion. Le~fs re~erses t~e usual v~ew of the concrete to 
ref~ect ~he priority of transcendent reality. God is nothing 
lik~ an .Original Principle or Generali_ty, but is supremely 

d-
1

1 f . d . 1· 216 C d h" an utter y concrete act ~n rea ity. ompare to im, we 
217 - . . -

are.mere metaphors. Our sensuous experience, for example, 
our biologicai sonship, is a flat .representation of which his 
celestial Sonship is the solid reality. Our body and person-
ality are "what's left of God's positive being when it is 
sufficiently diluted to appear-in temp~ral or finite forms". ZlS 
If we set aside- the rath~r neo-Pl.atonic _t,one ( the potenti.al 
suggestion of continuity and emanation), Lewis displays a 
profound understanding, that_ our cr.eaturely reality is contin-
gent and dependent on 9od's transcendent richness of beauty 
and truth. For all their dimness, we marvel at our coptingent 
riches. With this in mind, we can understahd Lewis' art as . . 
an attempt. to help us taste and fee,l God's pos~tive and con-
crete reality. 219 Lewis recognizes that it is very hard for 
us ~o grasp ~hat God is concre~e but immaterial. This is why 
he follows the form of his incarnating Lord and embodies.by 
(imagined) sensuous-empirical means., ~he reality he wants us 

220 ... ' to tas~e. This too, was Dant~•s metbod of using an emotion 
or experience we do know to express one we do not know in 
order to give us an indir~ct but sensuously analog?us exper-
ience.221 The indirectness of this imaginative feeling-
meaning is similar to discursive-rational thinking in that we 
experience directly the imag~native reaiity and then must 
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inferentially transfer it to God. But in the imaginative 
experi~nce of theological art, when images are singularly 
appropriate, as in Biblical images, the link is not logical-
inferen~ial, but intuitive and immediate. Lewis' n9tion 
p~rallels that of Hilary, who discusses the use of analogies 
to communicate to others the knowledge of God, not directly, 
but indir~ctly. The· gap between our inadequate analogies and 
th~ truth i,s not bridged by some comparison or principl,e of . 
proportion, but.rather by Go~'? immediat~_activity upon us. 222 

Lewis saw creatio~ and redemption in an Athanas·ian-like 
unity. Images li;iking·a lamb to the Son of God were .seen as 
uniquely appropriate to revelation, but images of a whale or 

.a b8.;dger would not .have been. The rationality of redemption 
cr~ates some natural, on~-pimensional discord, but brings 
do~. eschatological harmo1:iy fr~m above·. 'l;hough not. logically 
inevitable -or ba:sed on formal rules, theological ra~ionality 
is· grounded in the peauty and God-established coherence in 
creat_ion and histor.y which he personaLly cliJnaxes an~ ~ulfills 
in the downright immediacy of his p~esenc~ in incarnation. 

I. The Unity of Word and Image 
There is, as we .have noted aiready, an imp9rt~nt sense 

in which images are prior to concepts. The Father·and Son 
image takes precedence over all our later artistic represen-
tations and conceptualizations. Revelation speaks of God as 
Father. Theqlogians spe~k of God as Trinity. And ftS Lewi~ 
muses, "naturally God knows how to describe himself much 
better than we know how to d~scribe,him". 223 

·For Lewis, the symbolic 'God is moved with bowels of 
compassion.' is epistemolog~ca1ly more valuable than •~od is 
an absol~te being: to which hum~n attributes are· inapplic~ble'. 
To prefer ~he qon~ept is in effect to prefer our abstract 
conceptual symbol~ for 9qd's coQcrete symbols. 224 

In the GO~~e~ting of the mind, therfirst fron~ier is 
often the imagination, not the intellect. Only if both are 
converted,, does.~~he will follow. If we are not imaginati~ely 
open, no,.exposition of the ration~! coherence of Christianity 
will move us to repent. Though these ,:distinction.s. of intellect, 
imagination and will are themselves tqe product of ,an an~lytical 
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breakdown ·of an interconnected'mental process, it is a helpful 
way of a~knowledging that· the discovery of knowledge is far 
from a mere intellectual affair. 

Lewis the poe·t- was not shy or apologetic about anthropo-
morphic imagery and founa increasing pleasure in using it to 
enjoy the rationality, beauty and passion'of the Christian_ 
revelation. Images are natural and organic. Btit ~ewis is an 
artist; Torrance is a ·scientist. For Torrance true concepts 
are indwelt' and organic as· well. Thus his confidence in noetic 
reflectioh is ~rounded irr the same organic empirical .proximity 
which Lewis firrds so arresting in images. 

Bevan hotes that Biblical symbols like 'God is light' 
have a unity and simplicity which gives them-much greater 
power than that of tthe analytic.breakdown of God's various 
attributes in scholastic· theology, Rom·an Catholic· or Protes-
t~nt. 22? For here, concept and image are in organic union. 
That is the power of Biblical reality. The symbol ·{s not 
_literally true, however·. God is not literally the physical 
force and energy known as light. But tfie metaphor te!ls us 
that our apprehension of God tnvites "somethin~ analogous to 
the feeling now aroused in us by'highly concentrated light". 226 

If in Je·sus, God actually became a m'an, BiJ::,li:<:al re'ality 
is inevitably anthrdpomorpfiic. Theb1ogical doctrine'consists 
in freely invented concepts, and fherefore is essen~ialiy 
limited and can never ·exhaust the meanfng c.ontained in Scrip-
ture. tewis often prefers to work directly with ·the anthro-
pomorphic images and seeks to communicate their meaning to 
others primarily with tlie mortar·of conceptual truth implicit 
if not explicf..t, as the invi.-sil:He scaffolding which holds to-
gether the sensuous emptrical images. For as Torrance has 
demonstrated, the two cannot really be separated. Here ts the 
propriety of Torrance's insiscent focus ·on the rationality of 
theology ~nd tts cognitive link to reality. To ~ay. we have 
only a picture link, only images, dest'roys the Biblical unity 
of word and image. It is as if God-gives us fascinating pic-
tures a_nd· -then f eaves ·us on our own to interpret them according 
to ·self-understanding drawn from •our cultural experiences. 
That is foreign to boch Lewis and Torrance and would deny the 
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fnnererit ra:tional·i:ty of t:he self-incerpreting Word internal . 
'to the tr1.nitarian heart of God. 

Lewis ·was once asked if he ~aw Jesus as a poet or a 
philosopher. His ans·wer: "Nefther and tloth". 22'7 That is, 
fn Jesus was 'implicit perfection· of both, but neither was 
developed. At times rnbre ~dcratic than Shakespearian, Christ's 
words contain what Lewis called a homely, peasant shrewdness. 
So the corning ·of the Sbn o~ man. 

Bede Griffiths and Owe~ Barfield both speak of a great 
gap o~tween the imagination and the intellect in Lewis. 228 

Lewis himself admitted the gap in his autobiography,·and 
wrestled with it throughout his writings. But he sought in 

• these same writings to give an account of the healing of this 
old-. wound. Rough edges ·certainly appear. His imagination was 
slanted to':.vards the Meaievals· ~na _the Romantics. Modern art , 
held· li"t·tle appeal to hiin·. ·Due to his idealist background, 
his.theology lapses into a rationalism which ·his debate with 
Anscornbe hignlights. But after taking these things into 
a<!count, I would suggest that in Lewis there is 'neither ah 
irnaglnative synthesis nor a rational integration, but a 
Gtldelia.n-·like demand for an explanation in which imagination 
and reason break off and yet in so· doing point ~-o reality'. 
The reality· to which they poin~ is what Lewis describes as the 
marriage of heaven and earth, myth betome fact: th~ God-man, 
Jesus· Christ. In Jesus, not in the interior world of his 
imagination or his reason, Lewis found fri,s integration. 

Barfield found his synthesis of reali'ty within his own 
imaginat'ive c·onsciousness. As some· of his advocates put it, 
in the imagination we e~peri'ence the ultimate homogeneity· of 
world anarnind. 229 By its ultimate allegiance to the imagi-
nation, Anthroposophy claims to be.free 1 of all intellectual 

_abstractions. 230.. But its focus and answer is a dynamic . 
internal-mental event which links~them to God the cosmic 
ocean of~mental-imaginative energy. Griffiths advocates an 
lrttegratibn by a 'Return to the Centre' which for him is the 
highest Self's inherent union with the Divine, in a union of 
Hindu and Roman Catholic mystical piety. 231 Lewis' frlendly 
~ccuseis reject his own point· of integration, or rather, the 
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Person who integrates his imagination and intellect. For ., .... .. 
Lewis, the ~magination's task is to represent and enjoy this 
unexpected ~esolution in all its titanic power •. His intellect 
seeks to serve with its borrowed coherence and clarity the 

'\ ' 
purity and rati?-nali~y of its true object. Within himself, 
Lewis may have remained a man besieged by two giants. But 
in union with Christ, he had experienced an eschatological 
foretaste of the ultimate resolution. This resolution, t,his 
surprise of jQy, came from without, 'plumb down from above'. 
His responJe was one of gratitude and thanksgiving, serving ·, 
'Christ with all his mind and body--imagination, intellect 
and will. 

It is h~re, ~ost·importantly, that Torrance and Lewis 
spe~k with .one voice. The incarnation ov.ercomes the d~s-
·ruption bet~een language ~nd being, word and event. 232 It 
is the tncarnate Logos, not human logic, the Image of God, not 
human imagination, who concrete~y integrates .and reconciles 
intellect and ~mag~nation. In Christ we meet God, h~ar his 
Word and see his face. That is why Athanasius spoke of Jesus 

233 as the only logos and eidos of God. Jesus is not only the 
image of God, but also th~ reali~y ·and substance of God. 234 

In Christ, the vision-image emphasis of Thomism and the 
Word-audit focus of Torrance are ~nited. In Christ, Word and 
Image are not in conflict. This unity held indivisibly to-
&ether by Christ is called a mystery bi the New Testament, . . 
and though not ultimately reducible or explainable in concepts 

I , • 235 
or symbols, it throw 9 light on vast oceans of experience. 

' : l ' "We believe that the sun is in the sky at midday in summer, not 
because we c~n clearly see the sun (in fact, we cannot), but 
because we can ~ee ev:eryt:b.ing else." 236 

The imagination truly enjoys. The intellect truly 
•( . 

judge~ and re£:lect~. '1'.,heology does not seek to suppress, but 
to renew ~nd convert human thought forms and the imagination 
" - • 237 F . 

to the se~vice of its ~prd. Theologi~al writing at its 
best reflec~s the inher~nt integratio~~of its objec~. The 
two oyerlaR and i .. nteranimat=e one another. In reading Torrance, 

k t. 

one 
h~s 

is often ~motionallf aroused, as when one reads Lewi&, for 
intellect is not merely analyti9al but intuitive and 
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participatory. Though we distinguish th~ gifts of both men, 
~e err to separate them. 

Imagination does not with some sort of aesthetic inevit-
ability lead one to Christ? evan as logic does not necessarily 
lea4 one to faith. As myth transcends thought, says Lewis, so 
. i d th . . t· 238 I t· incarnat on transcen s my or ~magina ion. ncarna ion 
explains myth, not vice-verpa. 

For Lewis, the unifying apd cohesive power of the Gospel 
and its ,object--Jes1,1s ,, means .that the incarnation is the truth 
~hich throws a flood of light upon all reality: the9logy, 

_ science and~lLf~. Jesus compels us. He slays all the dragons 
and captures all the ,epistemolo~ical fortresses. 

In the wake <?f fhrist., theology is an art ~nd ,a science, 
concerned fully with word and image, aesthetic rationality 
a~d -word o~ conceptual ratio~ality. In theology as in science, 
we penetrate into the 'physical concepts' which serve as the 
glue holding· the image-event bricks of the Gospel together. 
9ne cannot by.pass or ignore the, foundational work of, for 
exampl~ the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, the only creed 
accepted by all brancl\es of the Christian Church, for it 
enshrines the physical concepts of homoousion ahd the t"rini-
tarian formula. 

However, theology as art performs its OWl;l irreplaceable 
task. Art seeks to re-.present and re-arouse the qualitative 
encounter with rea1ity by a revivification or rebirth of 
images •. The foundational images are God~given jn Script~re. 
The ongoing' representation serves the Truth as a humble 

. . 

'sub-creation' (Tolkien), and points to that primary Reality 
with a~'"a.valanche· of i~ages, evoking desire and whetting the 
appetite to taste and see for ourselves that God is good. 
indeed. We see glimpses of this in works like Dostoye~sky's 
The Idiot (Alyoska), Lewis' Aslan or the little Christs which 
are Chri-st.:.figures recurrent in Western art and lit.erature. 
In their diminutive w~y~, these multitud;nous character-
'izattons and evocative scenes represent, as little dim incar-
nations, ,the beauty and love -which breaks itself in pieces 
to heal, and which regathers in a resurrection beyond hope. 
In all these fs a glimpse·, a hint, a whiff of Christ's 
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incarnation. They ·serve as reminders, goads and pointers to 
the ,ane incarnation, that mar~s -the turning point of history, 
art and science; Theology as art is an unending probe into 
the beauty, truth and goodness o,f Reality, which is God come 
down • 

. Lewis would be tl)..~ firs't to admit thi:3.t Aslan is not 
definitive for the imagination as homoous~on is for the 
intellect. Bo~h point to the reality of Christ, but quite 
d~ffe~ently. ·The former is a revivification, a tour-de-force 
retelling of the old, old story. The latter is a physical 
concept, ~ot a closed definition, but rather an intellective 
penetr.ation into ,the lleality itself. The epistemological 
g~ammar and synta~·inherently indwell the original semantic 

· intention. Neither exhausts the reality, but each serves it 
i i 

239. n ts own way·. 
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I've been thinking and feeling about these books are things You 
don't like aµd are bad for me, please take away those thoughts 
and feelings. Sut if they are not' bad, then please stop me from 
worrying about them. And help me every day to love You more 
in the way that really.matters far more than any feelings or 
imaginations, by doing what You want.and growing more like You." 
Lewis adds a· postscript; "And if Mr. Lewis has worried any 
other childr~n by.his books or done them any harm, then please 
forglve him ancl help him to never do it again." 

l1~Dietrich Bonho~ffer, L~tte~~ ahd Papers from Prison, 
the enlarged epition, ed. by Eberhard Bethge, New York: 'The 
MacMillan Company, 1974-, (1953)·, p. 286. "The positivism of 
revelation" sets up "in the last analysis, a law of faith, 
and so mutilates what is--by Christ's incarnation!--a gift for 
us". 

113The other side of Bonhoeffer's concern may have been 
Barth's avoidance of .·a broader philosophical discussion whereby 
the rationality of the Logos was connected to the rationality 
of other fields. Barth was content to plunge relentlessly on 
with completing his dogmati1:s. I believe this important task 
_has been significantly rectified by Torr~nce, and is one of 
the crucial contributions of his theological writings. er. 
Newton, Einstein and Scientific Theology', p: 248. 

114 rnstitutes of the Christian Religion, III. iv. 2, 
pp. 624ff. 

115 Auerbach, pp. 14-15. 
116 . d . 7 f Wordsworth, 'The 'Prelu e', Book XIV, lines 1 0 f, , 

p. 208. 
117surprised by Joy, p. 138. 
118 rbid. Two exceptions were certain people and nature. 

Also the grim world wa-s at least free from the Christian God. 
119shelley, A Defense of Poetry, pp. 488ff. 
120God in the Dock, p. 69. cf. Miracles, p. 76. 
121 Miracles, p. 74. 
122 Screwtape Proposes a·Toast, p. 51. 
123God in the.Dock, p. 71. 
124M ... l irac es, p. 78. 
125:Ibid. 
12~God and ·Rationality, p. 23. 
127cod in tHe Oock, p. 236. 
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128M· 1 133 1. rac,, e.s , p • • 
l.29 The Glass of Vision, -pp. 48-58. 
130 studies in Medievat and Renais~ance Literature, p. SO. 

UlTorrance has born _further witness to the metaphorical 
influe~c~ upon thinking in his analysis of the receptacle versus· 
the relational model of space which divided Lutheran and Calvin-
ist notions ~f Christ's real presence in the eucharist. God and 
Rationality, pp. 126, 128. cf. Space, Time and Incarnation. 

132M Ch. t" ·t ere ris 1a91 Y, p. 58. 
133 Ibid. 
134 The Ground -and Grammar of Theology, pp. 124-125. 
135 · · Screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 101. 

·136 Let-ters• to Malcolm, p. 21. 
137 Thoog?r '"Lewis praises ·Buber for grasping the immense 

depth of the 'Ihc;n.1, e~pe.rience, he critici~es Buber a) for ignor-
ing the incarnation, ·wnere God objectivizes himself in history 
and ·becomes a 'he'; b) LewLs also notes that Buber ignores the 
'ye' (you plural) experience. Bodleian Library, Ms. Eng. Lett. 

·c. 220/1 CSL, p. 141. 

\ 38Bodleian Library, ms. fa,cs. c. 48, p. 183. 
139 ',/ Letters to Malcolm, p. 52; In thi,s way, follo~ing 

Coleridge, Lewis rejects the log,ical-causal reduction of, reality 
by denying logic right of entry into the imagination. 

140The Hermeneutics of St. Athanasius, pp. 101-102. cf. 
Con. Ar. I. 26, II. 74, IV. 2, 25. . 

141 The Problem of Pain, p. 42. 
142 Be¥an, 

143Ib ··d ~--' 
p. 259. 

p. 260 ~-
144The Groun4 and Grammar of Theology, p. 156ff. 
145Letters pf C. S. Lewis, p. 147. (1932). 
146 studies ,in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 92. 
147M~racles, p. 87. The ~ocu~ on the negative side of 

the spiritual (e.g., imfnater·ialTty) is a recent development. 
The modern distinction between lit-eral and spiritual is not a 
part of th~ ancient Hebrew (or Gte~k) mind. Ibid., pp. 81, 82. 

148 God in the Dock, p. 222. 
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149 God and Rationality, pp. 196~197. 
150 selected Literary Essays, p. 254. 
151 Bevan! pp. 337, 332. cf. Torrance on Mansel in Theo-

logical Science, p. 23, where he says Mansel l~mits intuitive 
knowledge ·to the visual element. 

152 christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 8. 

153n~ • 253 .w:::van, p. :. 
154 Gdd and Rationality, p. 81. 
155 Ibid~ 
156 The Hermeneutics of St. Athanasius, pp. 240-241. In 

science; says Jaki, interpreting science by means of its images 
or paradigms (Kuhn).:. is unhelpful unless we face the question 
whether such images are merely part of the ~ubjective state 
of the scientist.or ha~e objective·referents. The Road of 
Science arid the Ways to God~ p. 285. 

157The6logy iri Reconstruction, p. 90. 

· lSSThe Pilg~im~s.Regress, p. 217. 
159 ~h. d d · f Th 1 29 T e .. Groun an Grammar o eo ogy, p. • 
160 quoted in 'Theological Science, p. 291. 
161Einstein and Infeld, p. 214 .. ·Heron seems to have a 

similar ~xploratory notion as fruitful for theology in his 
notion of 'models' as heuristic preparations for more permanent 
paradigms: Alasdair Heron, 'Logos, Image, Son': Some Models 
and Paradigms in Early Christology, Creatton Christ and Culture, 
pp. 44£. -

162 Einstein and Infeld, p. 294. 
163 I?id., p. 133. 
164 ~od and Rationality, p. 102. 
165 The Ground and Grammar of Theology, pp. 115-116. 
166 · · f Th R "d 142 review o omas ei i p. • 

l6 7Theological Science, p. 77. 
168Th 1, '. eo ogy 1.n 

I ' 
Reconstruction, p. 91. 

·169 The Road of Science and the Ways to God, pp. 172ff. 
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170Lewis' philosophy lectures, ms. p. 22. 

,171Ioid. 
172 Ibid.·; p. -23. 

173 Ibid., p. 37. 
174Theology in Reconstruction, pp. 20, 58. 
175 ' Royal Priesthood, p. 29, 93. 
176 · Ibid., p. 94. 
177The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 115. 
178Theology in Reconstruction, p. 255. 
179christian Reflections, pp. 5-6. 

·lSOTl1.e .differenc;e t.s !=hat .~cience is itself grounded 
ultimattely on axioms whose source. is Biblical revelation. 
Lewis would s,e PldtQ 1 $ ~rue Jnsights as God-given too, within 
his limited conceptual framework. 

181christian Reflections, p. 8. 
182Theology in Reconstruction, p. 89. 
183A·Grief Observed, P.· 20. 
184 Ibid., p. 52. 
185 tbid. 
186Theology in Reconstruction, p. 74 • . 
18IA Grief Obser;ed, p. 52. 
188The Screwtape Letters, p. 27. 
189 Ibid. 
190 out of the Silen~ Planet, p. 155. 

I 

-191The 'schoo1 of Faith, p. xiv. cf. _God and Ratipnality, 
p. 31,, where Torrance argues that with Calvin begins modern 
theology, claiming that God is not known in himself, but only 
irl reciprocal relationship established by revelation. Yet the 
eciphasis ii alwlys on the objective pole. 

192God and 1 Rationality, p. 103. cf. The School of Faith, 
p. lxx. 

193The School of Faith, p. xiv. This makes Latin theology 
"the most dete.rminist oJ; al,:1 Christian theologies". For Barth, 
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this is a "pandering after direct signs" w~ich Jesus gave no 
man. Brown, p. 157. Even post resurrection appearances are 
not theophanies which confo~nd all possible unbelief. Signs 
reveal Jesus,~but db not prove him logically. cf. Th~ol6gical 
Science, p. 238. cf. Chapter VII. E. Theology--Realist or 
Idealist? 

194The¢16gy•in Reconciliation, pp. 220f£. 
195 Bevan, pp. 313f. 
196 Ibid., pp; 309f. 
197 Conflict and Agreement·; I, p. 246. cf. Theological 

Science, p. 2~8. 
198 T~" 1 · 1 S · 309 ueo ogica cience, p. • 
199 Ibid. 

-.Z00Th 1 · R . t t. 1r,.,,c. . eo ogy, in econs rue ion, p~. vu. 

201 ( Calvi·n's .. Doctrine of Man, p, 58: 
202 Ibid., p. 153. cf. Reason in Christian Theology, p. 40, 

where Torran~e explore~ the proximity of pantheism to the 
analogy of- being. Tolkien describes the "eucatastrophe" i.e., 
the good catastrophe with its sudden and joyous turn as the 
true form of fairie. Here we see an aesthetic structure grounded 
in grace~ for consolation is always miraculous, "never to be 
counted on". Tolkien, p. ·68. 

203 th~ology i'n· Reconstruction, pp. 113-114 • ., 
20q ' Conflict·and Agreement, II, p. 60. 
205 s· t· d I t· 56 pace; ime an ncarna ion, p. . cf. Theological 

Science, p. 309. 
206 calvin's Doctrine of Man, p. 141. 
207 Ibi~. (Italics mine.) 
2O8Torrarice opposes C.H. Dodd's understanding of parable 

as truth showing through "because of the divineness of the· 
natural order". quoted ·iri Conflict and Agreement, II, p. 60. 

209 Gr,iffiths,. The Adventu-,:e of '.Faith, p. '11. Al~o Bodleian 
Library, ms. facs·; c. 48, Letter to C. S. Carnell, 1958, p. 110, 
Lewis sa3/~ it~ is a ,false ½rack to see himsel£ ipf~~~nced by 
Thomism, though he is i.nfluenceq by Aristotle's ethics. Lew~s 
also tells Carnell that on points at issue between Christian 
Platonism and Christian Aristoteliani~m, "I have, not got a clear 
line". p. 1-11. 

ZlOThe Allegory of.Love, p. 323. 
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211 Ibid. 
212Kingdom and Church, pp. 36-37. 
213Lewis does not leave Protestants uncriticized how~ver, 

noting the perennfal danger is that without the material embodi-
ment of Christianity in liturgy and_history, its piety and 
theology easily degenerate iflto "a vague mist of ethical plat.i-
tudes": The Allegory of Love, p. 323. 

214 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 60. 
215 Ibid. 
216To know God is to know "this particular character". 

Miracles, p. 92. 
217 Ibid., p. 95. For Lewis, the best kind of allegories 

treat the spiritu{ll as concretely real and enable others to 
exper~ence them as such. The Allegory of Love, pp. 276, 289. 
For example, Lewis ~ooks at the man-dog relationship and its 
tra~ning wbich involves pain to see if it sheds any light on 
the proble~ of human.pain and a loving God. The Problem of 

·Pain, p. 43. 
218Miracle§ p. 95. 
219cf. Miracles, p. 95. 
220cf~ Letters to Malcolm, p. 114. 
221 studies in Medievai and Renaissance Literature, p. 70 . 

. ~· 222Hermeneutics According ~o Hilary of Poitiers, p. 54. 
223 M Ch' t· ·t 147 ere ris 1an1 y, p. • 
224Bodleian Library, ms. facs. c. 48, Letters of C. S. 

L~wis, p. 183. 
225 Bevan, pp. 141, 150. 
226 Ibid., p. 150. 
227christian Reflections, p. 3. 
228Griffiths, The Adventure of Faith, p. 15. Barfield, 

Introduction, Light on C. S. Lewis, p. x. 
229w~ C. Johnston, Jr., C. S. Lewis, Barfield, and Imagin-

ation, Man's 'Natural Powers', p. 36. 
230Barfield, Introduction, Light on C. S. Lewis, p. xv11. 

For Barfield, Lewis never encou~tered ideas immediately for he 
refused to acknowledge the value of Barfield's introspective 
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beta-thinking. See Barfield's Saving the Appearances, chapter 1. 
231 Alan Bede Griffiths, Return to the Centre, London: 

Collins Fontana, 1978. 
232God and Rationality, p. 150. cf. The Scbool of Faith, 

p. xxix. See here John Zizioulas, Human Capacity and ~uman 
Incapacity: A Theological Exploration of Personhood, Scottish 
Journal of Theology, 28, 1915, pp. 434ff. Zizioulas sees the 
turning of differences (e.g., reason and imagination) into 
divisions as the breaking pf man,' s communion with God, the 
purpose of creation. Christ is the one who heals and restores 
all divisions. 

233ood and Rationalit~,.P· 166 • 

. 234Hermeneutics Accordirtg to Hilary of Poitiers, p.· 47. 
This is also the point of the doctrine that the Logos is homo-
ousios with the father, i.e., the Word of God is identical with 
the reality of God. ~- 44. 

235 Theological Science, p. 150. 
236Miracles, p. 114. 
237 . . Theological Science, p. 278. Though Torrance omits it, 

I have included~ the imagination in hi? notion of renewal and 
conversion. 

238God in the Dock, p. 66. 
239 As a postscript, if we recall that even the homoousion 

is not to be i<;lentified with the tru~h, but is .a paraqigmatic 
pointer to the trut_h, .then in the light of the fruitfulness of 
theology as art and science, we shou}d ponder the suggestion of 
Lessli~ Newbigin for th~ future of ecumenical- theology, partic-
ularly Christology. "It is by no means to be assumed that a 
truly 'ecumeni'cal Christology' wiil be found 'in the form of 
systematic statemeots framed ,in the sty~e of -We~t~rn p~ilosophy 
rather than in the form of story and pa~able typical of much 
African and· Asian' thought--and t:ypical of the Gospels!'' Lesslie 
Newbigin, Christ and the Cultures, Scottish Journal of Theology, 
31, 1978, p. 8. 
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CHAPTER V 

OBJECTIVITY AS PARTIQIPATORY KNOWLEDGE 

A. Introductiort: The Denial of Doubt and Detachment 
Once we recogn~ze the seminal role of beli'ef for dis-

covery, we can reconsider the notion of objectivity ·as detach-
ment. The germ of sciencets ,disinterest and detachment from 
nature, instead of.·dialogue with it, probably lies in its 
rejection of alchemy and medieval science's false fusion of 
meaning or telos with science. A disinterested science seeks 
only a knowledge which man controls and dominates, where 
d~ai6gue-and listening arerr~placed by controlled manipulation. 1 

Reaching its zenith of popularity in the nineteenth 
century, detachment as a laudable scientific habit received 
pnilosophical buttressing and was r~dicalized in Descartes' 
venture of systematically doubting~~ll until he could arrive 
~t something which he could not doubt. Thereby.he could 
build deductively all further knowledge from this ground core. 
T~e modern habit bf doubting probably stems more directly from 
Kant's deman'c! that we investigate nature as. judge and re qui re 
answers in strict accordance wfth prior sc!pulations. 2 Kant's 
motive was to restore a stable epistemofogical structure to 
science in the ~ake of Hume's denial of necessary connections 
in the rea1 world. 'Kant boldly strode forth, but was a knight 
infinitely resigned to the corivi'ction that a rationar::-structure 
could not inhere in the external worid. His self-acclaimed 
Copernican revolution counterattacked Hume by transferring 
causality from an·unpredictable world to man's mind, and thus 
gave it a new and safer home. This forceful reply was achieved 
by aband'on'ing the' quest for the knowledge of dntological struc-
ture's in the real: world. Kant retreat'.ed to a knowledge of 
phenomena, and reformulated Greek dualism in ·terms of an un-
bridgeable gap between phenomena and noumena. Doubt aoout 
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objective knowledge was the inevitable result. 
Torrance .calls upon a Kantian-permeated theology to a 

dialogue with a modern science which has abandoned these 
id~alist categories, and has replaced them with a non-dualist 
approach which ,is grounded in actual scientific procedure. 
"The scientist does not doubt the object of his inquiry, for 
he is committed to a profound belief in its intelligibility· 
or else 'he would not be involved in its investigation." 3 In 
freeing science from a legion of~ priori presumptions, this 
approach also ends doubting questions. The doubter's implicit 
self-certainty does not permit his own views to be questioned 
by further empirical investigation. The only escape from this 

· self-reflecting lens ts to replace self-authority (and all 
it_s·-mental ·habits and accoutrements) with the authority of 
t~e.object. Attachment to the .object and commitment to seek 
the truth at whatever cost· detaches the questioner from his 
presuppositions and frees him to know the object. 4 

L~wis, too, had little sympathy £or detached and self-
confident inquiry. He found "the boundless self-assurance of 
th~ pure text-book" to be repugnant. 5 Lewis also. mistrusted 
the·detached objectivity of che journalist and his "air of 
being a specialist in everything •• ·• of taking in all points . ... 6 
of view, and being always on the side of ·the angels". 
Detached objectivity trivializes both subject and o~ject. 
This is epitomized in. the television photograpHer/journalist 
who with his technology (a camera), distances and insulates 
himselfi from the sheer immediacy of experience. While re-
cording. experience in flat, two-dimensional images, he fails 
to participate in the mystery that is there. 7 

Doubting questions are unreal, for they are posed . 
in self-isolation from the object. But sctentif~c questions 
are .open to whatever the object may disclose. 8 The proper 
role of doubt in the scientist•~ toolbox is doubting his own 
pr.i:or assumptions about the object .. 

And~yet., a certain validity underlies the principle· of 
detachment and doubt, namely, that one cannot pass true judge-
ment on an·object if one's active relation with it affects 
and distorts one's knowledge of it. Col~ridge quite properly 
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describes impartiality as .. an honest ~nd enlightened adherence 
to a code of intelligible principles previously announced and 
faithfully referred to in support of every judgement on men 
and events". 9 This implies not detachment, but submission to 
the object in order that we might think in terms of it and not 

10 in terms of what we think.we already know. 
·Should science detach itself from presuppositions about 

its object? Yes. Science has a passi:on for the truth and 
this means a readiness to repent of presuppositions •11 But should 
science detach itself from its object? No. Kierkegaard saw 
that disinterestedness is a mental disease, a sign of indif-
ference to reality. 1~ The ~a~l t~ objectivity is a call for 

· indifference and.impartiality toward all things outside of the 
object, a methodological diseng~gement from other points of 
v;ew. By ·~his means our knowledge will not be an ·il,legitimate 
relationship between knowing and being, but a relationship 
governed by the ob3ect, and not by things and concepts outside 
of it. 13 The desire for the honest tmpartiality implicit in 
detachment is valid when we "direct it to oursel.ves and our 
assumptions, 'not to our object of inquiry. Besides, si.nc-e 
we are inevitably and inescapably Lnside the knowing relatfon-
ship, we cannot step out to an indi££ere~t stan~point. 14 , A 
detachea and formalistic pursuit of science isolates itself 
from man's higher faculties, both ~ational and ethi~al, and 
severely r~st~icts its range and power of insight and under-
standing.15 .Beyond all else, the actual historical record 
of scientific discovery makes the heuristi·c· benefit of" doubt, 
detachment and scepticism m9st dubious. We have already 
documented Ein~tei~'s.belief in the world's rationality as 
essential for discovery. 

In the cas~ of theology, Austi~ F?rrer reminds us that 
a d~tach~d impartiality toward~ the. Gospel is, impossible. No 
man can serve two masters. Believers err whq over-~ndulge 
the scepticism of th~ir hearers~ It is our own unadmitted 
and un6uestiqned preconception~ which limit our freedom to 
know. 1 As in science, so in theology; preoccupation with~ 
mental states of consciousness (Hume) or with prior rational 
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categories (Kant) engender~ a do4bting attitude towards the 
object which makes one unaole to properly attend to it and 
q:s rationality. 

Lewis actually lived this epistemologic~l mistake. Due 
to fflse burdens,h~ had b~gun to lay upon his prayer life~ 
Lewis began to dread Christianity. He thought that true re-
pentance required him to feel deeply eaqh sin he confessed 
and to grieve.agonizingly over it. This only increased his 

' . 
qistr.ess because he .was not .qt tending to .. the supposed object 
of his pray~rs, God,. but was seif-preoccupied with his (lack 

· • · · '17 _of) emotiona,l respqnse. He began to doubt • 
.!i .,,,,. •• 

The reductio ad absurdum of doubt in theology occurred .. 
in the radical scep£.icism 9f those critics·who deni~d the 
hi_.st;oricai exiistence of Jesus. . In literary criticism., a 
similar kind of critic denied the canon and text 6f Shakes-. 18· , '.. . . ' 
peare. In fairness to Descartes, Butterfield reminds us . . . 
that he sought to use Qis met~odological doµbt at a high level 
and under strict descipline.r 9 Its regr~ttable vulgarisation 
into the si_rpple and pe,rsistently unbelieving attitude ,was t;he 
very thing that he sought to eliminate\ Fortu~ately, the era 
of scep,ticis,m seems to have run out· of credibility. As Polanyi 
puts it, "Since tpe scepti~ 

1 
qoes· n·ot consider i~ .. rational to 

doubt what he himself pelieves, the advocacy of rational Qoubt 
is ,merely the sceptic's way .of adyocating his own belief. 1120 

Lewis a~~dly comments that, 
It's reasonable to suspect that this [scepticism] 
method~wtl't soot\ be used only'on Christiah 1 docu-
ments and survtve only·in the ·Thinkers Library and 
the theolqg;cal coll~ges.: , •. Everywhere, ~xcept in 
"the"ology, there has T:seen a vigorous growth of 
scep·t·i_-c:tsm about -sceptici::sm itsel,_f. 21 

· We have s1een that ob ject_i ve know!edge. comes not ·by· de-
tachment, nor through 1;ational laws mechanically joined to 
nature, nqr th~ough 1 sifting and ,ordering what is indefinite 
and unintelligible by A priori patterns. ·Nor does it arise 
from doubt and scepticism. Itjstead, by believing, probing 
questions, the knower opens himself,.to the mystery, O'f a reality 
which is other and outer ·to himseLf. 
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B. The Nature of Participation 
We have ·seen that for Torrance, theory and experience 

are linked ·not by impres$ing on to nature external laws of 
reason, but rather by penetrating into the organic structures 
which inhere within nature. 1n this mutuality wherein the 
knower listens to the object and perceives the form which 

22 i-nheres in being, the-wonder of knowledge. occurs •. That is, 
the noetic form· appropriate to ontic structure is discovered 
as the knower penetrates into reality's structures with 
empirical axioms and mental tools formed under the impact of 
the empirical. This penetration, whether one calls it an 
extra-logical, intuitive appr,ehension (Einstein) or tacit 
non-formal inference (Polanyi), is the primary movement of 
ac.ti ve and kinetic thought which produces objective, rational 

. . · · 23 · 
k~owledge, a knowledge which has real•, ontological depth. 
The question of an objective rationality is bound up with the 
question of a participator~ penetration into the subject 
_matter. 

To think of objectivity in participatory terms requires 
the (previously discussed) twin fiduciary axioms of commitment 
to truth and commitment to belief in the rationality of the 
object. The knower must relate to· the -object it;i. good fai'th 
and rigorousl~ respact honesty in research and in communication. 
And the knower's respect for the givennes~ of the object en-
tails the belief that the ?bject is rational and capable of 
being understood. Polanyi describes this 'personal knowledge' 
which. springs from an attitude. of trust and openness to the 
obje~t as an informal but true relation to the object. 24 John 
Macmurray further points out that the quality of our awareness 
in large part determines the quality of response we receive 
from any object of inquiry. 25 An appropriate openness is the 
sine qua !!2!! of rationality. Thus, an objective knowledge 
which seek:s to penetrate ·and to participate in ,the intrinsic 
rational structures of the object, demands far more from us 
than the empiricist Aggassiz's accurate observatfon of his 
fish: 26 Mere observational accuracy trains us to act towards 
objects only cerebrally. This arbitrarily and prematurely 
limits our inquiry. To apprehend an object in its full 
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rationality demands· tli:e training of the ·emotional ·life's 
capacity to sense the ·qualitative depth of object~. The 
objec,t may have more to reveal to us than quantitative, 
digital information. 

Torrance has applied Macmurray '·s insights in the follow-
ing manner. Science's concern to "think connections" 27 between 
the theoretical and the empirical, compels it to push beyond 
detached, quant~tative analysis. If science pursued only one 
rational mode exclusively, (say, number or quantitative 
rationality), then it ~rtificially abstracts number from the 
9rganic coherence in which i't naturally resides. This is 
a conceptual folly "which nature punishes by limiting our dis-
coveries through it 11 •

28 

I~ 5w IJt·cj,5/-.v1(1:5 /'tole I 1. 'Indw~lling 
. A crucial aspect of intuitiv~, participatory knowledge 

is the process. of indwelling. -It connotes a 'looking from' 
awareness, rather tnan a 'reasoning to 1 •

29 (Polanyi's notion 
_of indwelling replaces phenomenology's shailower riotion of 
empathy and differs from Gestalt participation (e.g., Kuhn) 
chiefly by its ontological commitment. That is, the thought 
fonns ·we derfve from i·ndwelling ·are grounded ontological'ly. 30 ) 
Similarly, Lewis describes 'looking ··a.long' a sii~_beam ( indwell-
ing) from out of a dark tdolshed. He sees green leaves.swaying 
on tree branches and the sun shining. Lewis contrasts this with 
'looking at" the sunbeam: all one sees is• .little specks of 
dust. Thus a man 'in love' ·has a very different experience 
from the psychologist who 'l:ooks at' love and ·sees only an 
affair of genes and biologic'al stimulation • .31 The :i:mplication 
is that knowledge occurs not by carving up the continuous 
field of experience into its ~articulars through analysis, 
but rather as we penetrate into the interior connections of 
the theoretical~empirical field. 32 

Auerbach describes a similar artistic process as the 
"romantic penetration into the total atmosphere of a milieux 11 •

33 

This indwel·t grasp of the situation is' not :argued for ration-
ally "but is presented as a striking and immediately appre-
hended state of things''-. 34 The artist communicates this "state 
of things" by an appeal to "memory pictures of sfmilar persons 
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. 35 
and simi\ar mi~i~_us which he may have seen". When this 
indwelt appr~qensi9n is aesthetically re-presented, Auerbach 
calls it 'atmospheric realism'. 

In the scienc~/ar~ of Biblical hermeneutics, it is br 
indwelling that we apprehend the author's intention. That is, 
we allow ourselves t·o "get drawn into, its process and operate 
within the subject-object relationship inherent in the situ-
ation" ."36 I:n the Biblical documents. we find ourselves con-. ' 
fronted with God's own invor~ement in hi~tory. To indwell 
these events de~ands t~atiwe consciously allow ourselves to 
become implicaied ~n··this int~raction~ 
apprehend the mea~ing of th~ pass~ge. 

) 

. the answer to the question of what the 

Otherwise, we cannot 
We shall never know 
text actually sa~s. 37 

Fo~--Torrance, the key to the relation between Christ's speech 
(lalia) and hearing his word (logos) is abiding. ·As we abide .. 

. in Christ and he ·abides in us, we dwell within the Truth, 
and therefore know the truth. 38 

1 fl.I-$ [-.ll,i,t /ti#1s - r /-n. /,I 0 ,t- fY"b Tlie questioh arises: "How do we understand a poem, play 
/. 
or book written in a different time period?" Lewis describes 
one answer as the 'doctrine of the unchanging human heart•. 39 

This way removes _all the differences between_ that context 
and ours and concentrates on those· things which remain the ' . . ' , 
same. It assumes that all differenc-es and historical partic-

1 

ularities are sup~rficial. Strip them away and we ~iscover 
what the play or poem really is about. Logically it certainly 
follows that when all ~ifferences between ages are remove~, 
wha~ ~emains is the unchanging human heart. However, the least 

. l I 
common multiple may not be the actual theme of any particular 
poem we are readin~. "Our whole study of the poem will then 
become a battl~ between us and the author in which we are try-40 . 
ing to twist his work into a shape he never ~ave it." 

Ther~ is an.alternative. Instead of strieping the 
knight of his armour, Lewis suggests we try to put it on and 

\ • r 
immerse ourselve~ into the very differences and changes which 
the work exhibits. Otherwise, when we have stripped what was 
actually a heart.in this or that culture, "you are left with 
a miserable abstraction totally unlike the life lived by any 41 · .. 
human being. For Lewis, all criticism not based on reading 
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authors as they'· wi•shed to be read1 i.e. , for what they have 
i h . . . l 42 ~o say, s c 1mer1ca. · 

Lewis sees .the quest for an· unchanging essence, the true 
ketnh without the li.usk, as a misunderstanding of the nature 
of a universal. 

The idea is that an engine is most truly an 
e~gine~if it i.s neither driven by steam nor 
gas nor electricity, neither stationary, nor 
locomotive, neither big nor small. But in 
reality, yoµ, understand engi~ehood or humanity 
or any other universal precisely by-studying 
all the different things it can become--by 
foll.owing the branches of a tree, not by cut-
ting them off.43 

The task of hermeneutics, therefore, is to indwell. We must 
plunge right into the specifics and peculiarities, "to see 
t::.' . ld . ,,44· . 
al.S WOT • • • • - ... . 

In Tfieological Science, Torrance.describes two views of 
' · '· 45 universals, one as concrete and one as abstract. Abstract 

• • '°?" 

u~iversals are used in exact science to analyse particulars 
in order to abstract, compa~e and generalize common forms. 
But a concrete universal is apprehended not through abstrac-
tion, but 'through penetration into its own innate pattern. 46 

Lewis would designate ttie 'unchanging human heart' as 
"' .... . . . r .. , 

a way of using the text ins~ead of receiving. it •... By receiving 
an object (book, poem, or person) we~ in it. 47 For the - ' 
receive~, it is ~n. end (temporarily at least). In receiving a 
play or book·, we e~ert all ·out sensory, intellectual and imag-
inative powers "according to the pattern invented by the 
artist". 48 It is like being taken 

1
for a ride on a b_icycle 

by a man who knows many roads we have never explored. But in 
i k' . ' l • i . h ' . i . 49 us ng a wor, we use ;t to ass st us wi.t our o~n acti.v ti.es. 

It is like adding a motor attacbment to 
1

our own bicycle and 
going on' a familiar route. Ironically, a user never fully 
uses the object, for he only wants enough of the object to use 
for his present concern. 

Lewis catalogue~ various ways readers may use instead 
of receive a text. The 'professional' user is one who, due 
to economic necessity, overwork, ambition and hostility: no 
longer enjoys or appreciates his object. Reading and study 
have become work.so The 'status seeker' is one who read~ in 
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order to make himself acc~ptable to ~is literary or theqlogical 
circle. The 'devQtee of culture' reads to improve himself. 
(As earl~ as, 1916, Lewis tells Greeves, he is out for enjoy-
ment, not improvement)~ 1 The grave weakness of all these 
approaches _is that they "fix the ultimate intention on one-

lf " 52 se • 
Another inadequate way of participation is a subjeqt-

centred longii:tg ,or as Lewis calls it, "egoistic ·castle build-
ing", which is exempli.fied in, "twaddling _school stories" 
wherein one enjoys vicariouslY. the triµmphs of the hero. In. 
'adult' literature, they are the usual 'best sellers'- which 
consist of mil].-ionaires, -beauty queens, posh hotels, palm 

· 53 · beaches. and, bedroom s.cenes. Rather than existing to lose 
the·•reader in the -new, the st~a-pge or the other, such liter-
a~ure exists precisely to feed ~he reader's own ambitions. 54 

These• psychological fantasies ~re the opposite o~ fantasy 
literature. The egoistic 9r subject-centred reader wants to 
be deceived and to imagine the story might be or could pe 
about himself, or that it sho~ld have happened to himself if 
he had been•given a fair chaIJ.ce. 55 Therefore, the story 
must be. closely realistic in order that the reader may pre-, · . . 56 
tend that "maybe this could happen to me .. •. 

2. Ra~ical Openness 
The nobler or worthier the object, the greater 
our disappointment to find it approached with 
anything-like languor or constraint. 57 

--Keeble 
Following well-publicized comment of the Russian 

spaceman who saw no God in ou~er space, Lewis retorted, "Much 
dep~nds on the seeing ~ye 11 •

58 Similarly, Farrer notes that 
when we judge the'world looking for evidences of God, we.do 

· 59 so by~ standard, not Gpd's. Hence, we do not find him. 
The only solutio"9 is to "ident1-fy myself with the mind of the 
mak~r" and to see the world from his perspective. 6O Only when 
that is d~ne can we echo the joy of the psalmist who crie~, 
"The Heavens declare the glo:ry of God". 

If we re~d Shake~peare, says Lewis, by trying to psych-
ologize it, we misread it. Or if we study fairies in Medieval 

, "' 
literature by bringing to it a ready-made, modern concept of 
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a fairy and reaa old texts in the light of this concept, we 
reverse the' 'proper procedure. "We must go to the texts with 
an open m!hd and learn from them what ·the word 'fairy' meant 

. ,,61 to our ancestors. 
The inteltectual-affectional shift from analysis to 

indwelling, from centrifugai to centripetal thinking, only 
occurs a·s we surrender our trust from the self and its rational 
categories to trust in the object. Torrance finds in the Bib-
lical-Hebraic tradition the source of this kind of objectivity. 
That is, here we have a radical openness in which we know some-
thing as it is, not as· we think of it! priori. 62 

Lewis' literary discussion casts valuable light on the 
· issue ln theology.· He roundly rejects all~ priori methods 

whi'ch judge literature by some fully developed value system, 
f!)r example, judging a work to .be bad ·if it does not teach or 
exemplify such and such a criterion. To accept such criticism, 

. . . 
one must accept its whole pbilosophy of life. For Lewis, this 
is utterly wrongheaded. "You cannot be· armed to the teeth, 
.and surrendered at the same moment .•"63 Rather, we "must empty 
the mind and· lay ourselves open'.'. 64 

Lewis first began to practice a radical openness in his 
. . 

yduthful enjoyment of nature. He tells ·Greeves.~e was in the 
habit of keeping himself free from thought in order to become 
a "mere sponge" for sense impression·s. He called i.t "mind 
emptying" in order to be fill'ed experientially with sense 
impressions. 65 At Oxford·, he met A. K. H. Jenkin who con-
tinuea. and d'eepened Lewis' training as "a seeing, listening, 

·111 . . • " Gfr sme ng, receptive creature • 
I learned from him that we should attempt a total 
surrende~. td whateve~ atmosphere was offering 

, i~~~lf at the moment ••• a_ serious ye~ .gleefµl 
determination to rub one's nose into the very 
qu±adi~•of, each:thing, to·rejoice in its being 
(so· magnificently) what it was.67 

Though nature dpea not teach us there is a God, -it does teach 
us qne cruc:i,~l ~pistemolpgical lesson. "The only imperative 
nature utter 9 \S '-Look. Listet}. Attend. " 168 

Though Lewi5: acknowledge<;! ,the imp.ortance of ;radical 
opent1-ess to. ot).e 's subject of study, as early as 1916., Lewis 
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recogrtized a loathing to ·open himself up to transcendence. 
He _admits to ~reeves he might be keeping the door shut. 69 

Refl'ecting,upon the difficult:y of attaining a proper 
object-centred participation helps us to appreciate the task 
Lewis set hims~lf .~n.Miracles. There he labours for nearly 
200 pages of- "prel~minary inquiry" and deals with the philo-
sophical question of 'fitness'. Lewis believed that unless 
one is genuin~ly open to the question of miracle as reality, 
(which. many· inqui'-rers are not), it is more than pointless to 
·undertake a study of ~he historical records (namely, the New 
Testament) to see if· the 'Grand Miracle.', that is, the incar-
nation, reall~ took place. If one is genuinely open, then one 

.-goes to the 'N~w Testament (not works about it) to examine 
the. records themselves and allows them to disclose the truth 
on ~heir own mer:its .• ?O Thus for Lewis., a fundamental problem 
with Bultmann's exegesis is it presupposes miracles cannot 
occur. Man, Bultmann announees, is a "self-subsistent unity 
immune. from the interference of supernatural powers". 71 Lewis 
·complains this is not ·learned from the text. It is a pure 

priori pnilosoplti~al assumption brought to the text. 72 

Torrance would describe it as an obsolete, nineteentrr century 
cosmology obtruded on to the text which distorts its meaning 
and tharefore forces Bultmann to spiritualize his exegesis. 73 

The modern awareness of the subject's relation to truth 
as an essential part of knowledge was one of· the new develop-
ments of the Reformation. Thomism tended to use Boethius' 
definition of·man as a logical ·entity. This presupposed that 
the object· of -knowledge is "entirely determinate and posits 
a necessary and timeless relation between the knower and the 
object". 74 But in the Reformer.s, a renewed emphasis arose on 
personhood not as an-~ndivi~ual subsistence of a rational 
essence (Boethius) but as communion with the Father through 
th~, Son. 75 Hence they stressed the relational and anthropo-
logical element in knowledge. To know the truth is to be in 
active relationship with it. 76 

More rece~tly, Torrance has~written that true science 
transcends subject-object relations and·relates with object-
object relations. 77 Fonnerly, he retained the subject-object 
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V 

form:::1t for fear that;: in giving up the duality, the subject 
might sub~ume the-object as has been the tendency in modern 
Protestant thought. 78 But ;his recent 'object-object' talk may 
be .in danger of the opposite. That is, how can we speak of 
.human knowledge (apart from a mystical experience) without 
having a human subject and inkorporating the subject into 
the structure of objective knowledge? Nonetheless, his goals 
have not cha~ged, namely, to. restore the primacy of the dia-
logica~ and relational in th~ol?gy and t?_ restore the ceµtre 
of gravity to th~ objective truth of God to which all human 
· · 79 thought forms are subordinate. 

The need for radical openness brings us to the heart of 
. Kierkegaard's .star~liqg ra,ising 9£ the question of truth in a 

sub.jective-II}anner.~ Kierkegaard forced modern man out of a 
' . ;;.,, 

pseudQ~idealiat objectivi~¥, to a focus on his relationship 
tQ truth. Kierkega~rd .saw clearly that a right relationship, 
or a proper subjectivity in relation to truth is crucial to a 
true knowledge qf· reality. 80 

But as Lewis experienced early, there is a peculiar 
aversion to this ~ubjective or relational question in theology 
because here the object is the Lord God, and this ~equires 

· 81 an "epis~epiological inv,:ersion" in our order of knowing.. · 
. ·-· 

Torrance's stress~ like Barth's, on the primacy of the objec-
tive pole does not seek to .~vade or deny the role of,subjec-
tivity and experience, but; to focus it appropriately in ac-
cordance. wLth the object. 82 Thus for some critics to say 
B?rth's emp,hasis O? the primacy of the object does not insulate 
us from the issu~ ,of experi~pce, is irrelevant. Barth has no 
desire to· insulate., us .•. , In his introduction to Theological 
Science, Torrance- states ~hat on, of th' purpopes o~ h\s boo~ 
is to clarify the ,implications.for. the subject of the fact 
that .. he is add:essed by ~od. 83. Wl\ereas Martin Heidegger, in 
desiring to carry on the search for objective reality, describes 
man the subject as his own.object, (a human is "a being that 
makes itself"),, for Kierkegaarp;, this s~arch is successful 

· 84 only when man appropriates an Object. 
T~e diffi~ulty for the impartial (pr objectivistic) think-

er in coming ~o ~rips ~ith th~ personal and sovereign nature 
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of tl;ti~ object is the staggering 'cost--engaging in a dialogical 
re.lation wj.th the Lot:d God and not a hypothetical monologue. 
Ofte~, in subject-object relati~ns, the object is seen as pas-
sive when it is interrogated by the SJ.Ibject. But in theology, 
the object we know is -One who actively reveals himself. Man 
receiv~s. He does npt discover. 8? In Kierkegaard we see the 
denouement of Ge4man Idealism's pride. 86 Though man truly and 
genuinely rf;?Ceives, it is, "bracketed within" the .enabling, 
soliciting and disposing of God. Our human subjecthood is 
enlarged and lifted up by the action of the divine Subject. 
Therefore Kierkegaard's 'truth is subjectivity' does·not mean 
that, truth is created by the subject but that man the subject 

· is summoned to empty himself, in a way which parallels Christ's 
own-self.;.emptying. 87 

For Torrance, th~ final i:esolution to the question of 
subjectivity in theological reference comes by seeing it in the 
context of the vicarious humanity of Christ. In this way, ·the 
_issue _of subjective appropr~ation never becomes a separate 
theme for theology. Why? "rhe humanity~ the subjective 
reality of the trutb is already ~nclosed in the objective re-
ality of the ti::uth • .,BB Our subject.ive role is to· parti.cipate 
by the Holy Spiri_t in the objective· reality of ~.hrist' s l'ife, 
death and resurrection, which has enclosed within it our re-
sponse of faith an~-obedience. The Church is the place where 
this subj~ctive realization of the obje·ctiv:ely and subjectively 
fulfilled revelation and reconciliation in Christ, based on 
the Apostolic structure, takes place. 89 

Finally, in cqnsidering the ne~d for ope~pess,~ it is 
typical of Lewis to call upon his reader to pa_rticipate. 
After dealing with the intellectual proble~ which the do~trine 
of Hell provokes, Lewis reminds his read~rs that this chapter 
was not primarily about Nero and Judas, but about "you and 
me".90 

3. Emotional Openness 
There lies deep within all of us the desire to retain 

the be!i~fs to which we are emotionally attached. Thus the 
quest for knowledge is a continuing p~oce~s of disillu~ionment 
as we struggle to subordinate this desire to the nature of the 
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world as it is, not as we would like, it to be. 
difficult to overestimate tne difficulty whicn 
emotional life create for genuine knowledge. 91 

tlte technotogical, mechanistic world of popular 

It is therefore 
barriers sin our 

Growing up in 
science, it 

is easy to see how even expert thinkers develop~ mentar-
emoti-onaL bias against certa'in ideas and attitudes such as 
partidipation. Lewis admits that the loss of his mother in-
his childhood no doubt gave his mind its earliest bias, "its 
habituaI sense of wha~ is or :is not- plau~ible", and contributed 
to his atheism and intellectual pessimism. 92 

Often we are emo~io~ally closed to an object because of 
our personal famiLiarity with it. Lewis sees tliis as a common 
nemesi-s of Shakespearian crit 1icism. 93 "The first thing is to 
su:rrender oneself to the poetry and the situation"·, but that 
i~ very difficult to do w_ith a _play as criticized ·and analysed 
as, 'for. example~ ·Hamlet. 

An insufficiently obedient reception of.the text (object) 
~s the pons asinorum of ·all herineneutical (and epistemotogical) 
endeavour. At times this might be merely the barren result of 
"siinp1e •men trying to be 'subtle ••• the oovious 

· 94 fact or document was always suspect". Such 
father. He was not easily informed; his· mi~d 
to be an accurate receiver. 

meaning of any 
a man-was Lewis' 

• was too active 

4. Subject-Centred Participation 
Exaggerated inwardness is barren ••• withdraws ·us 
too far f~om what we c~n see, hear and fee;. 95 --Pater 
Though the Reformation gave man his full place over . 

against God in dialogical relationship, there also emerged a 
tendency to give man the dominant place in thee.logy by making . . 
man's appropriation of salvation, his thought forms about God 
or his expe;ience of God t~e hidden (or not so hidden) starting 

(" 

point. Eventually, Protestant theology could speak only ob-
liquely of God, and his act of salvatio? for us by referring 
to man's religious self-expression. This had the effect of .,. 
tearing theological statements away from their context in 
historical narrative. As a result, no longer does God in 
Christ meet us in the concrete world of our earthly existence 
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and address us. God's presence in his activity is nearly 
dissolved away into a timeless event or an eschatological 
happening indistinguishable from man's own existential deci-
sion.96 Theological statements are seen to derive not from a 
real Word spoken to us, but from an interpretation of our 
existence. 97 Theological statements have their referent in 
man's consciousness, that is, his understanding of his relation-
ship to God. They are only obliquely or inferentially related 
to God, but .dt·rectly related :to man and h_is consciousness. 

Kant greatly promoted this "subjective tendency or self-
consciousness of the knowing mind", which in turn promoted· a 
very non-empirical, speculative philosophy and theology. 98 

As Jame·s Brown· observes, Kant's acta.. ve reason fashions what it 
apprehends and thus exercises determining control over the 
o~ject. 99 · Once we grasp both the importance and difficulty of 
radicai openness and the inevitable tendency of man to use an 
object rather than receive it, Kant's claim that knowledge 
comes not by conformity to arl object, but rather by 'imposing 
form on the objects we perceive, appears fundamentally mis-
directed.lOO When Kant made space and time fixed~ priori 
forms of man's consciousness, he transferred the point of 
absolute rest in philosophy and thinking·_to ~an_?imself. 'That 
is, Kant~s one fixed point, his starting point, was man's self-
understanding. -~ 'rheologically, this amounts to an immanent 
ideaLtsm; there could be no God for man· outside of himself or 
independent of his consciousness. 101 The logic of this process 
was not missed by Kant, for his revolution·went so far as to 
identify the categorical imperative with the self-consciousness 
or inwardness of human spirit with the Divine Spirit. 102 He 
ended his life a panthei~t, referring to the self as God. 103 

The nature of participation with the object is closely 
linked to one's starting point. Schleierinacher's focus was on 
man's consciousness of God, not ,God, hence anthropological and 
not theologicaL. As Lewis (using Alexander's words) would put 
it, Schleiermacher 1·s starting point was man contemplating his 
consciousness of God,-not contemplating God. 
and reflect on my·experience-in-conscioosness 
immediately on God. 
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Lewis' main complai~t against the feeling-centred fo~us 
or starting point• is that, besides p~ing incomplete, it makes 
a state of consciou,sness the object and true interest of our 
thinking and feeling. For Lewis, thts is like "trying to 

' ' 
take out .one\s eyes instead of keeping them in th~ right place 
and seeing with them". 104 

Lewis learned this epistemological lesson the hard way. 
For consciousness or subject-centredness nearly ruined both 
his' imaginative life and his ~piritual life. In each case, 
wit~the goos of Asgard and the God of the Bible, the exper-
ience becomes problematic. Once we focus on our consciousness, 
our feelihgs, they cannot bear the strain. Screwtape advised 
·Wormwood to fuddle his patient's prayers by teaching him to 
watch himself and try to produce piou~ feelings by will-
power. Ra.ther than ask for love, he should try to· manufacture 

· 105 feelings of charity. 
When Lewis out and o~t soug~t a feeling, what happened 

wa·s that he' wanted a state of lris own mind. Having thus· 
falsely made a stat~ of mind (joi) his obj~ct, he used myth, 
poetry and even God to produce it. He us~d them. When these 
things ceased st'imulating him ·ta joy, ·he dropped them and 
sought it elsewhere. 106 The errcir·i's simply that our states 
of consciousness-~joy or ·absolute dependence·, (a~d including 
'intuitive concepts') are by-products of an object. They are 

' 107 the mental track left by, th,~ 9bject's passage. To focus 
on these. sta_tes of. consciousness makes God the means to the 
end of a religious,, aesthetic or intellectual experience-in-
consciousness. For Lewis, feelings alone--joy, sorrow, de-
p~pdence, are of lit~le importance. We experience sorrow .. 
when w~ repent and joy when we ~dor~, but both are by-products 
of our attentiqn to a

1
parficul;r Object. 108 Their value \~es 

in their referral quality to the object they are about. To 
paraphrase Lewis, all imag~s, thoughts or feelin~s (states 
of consciousness--religious or aesthetic) if ~d~la.trously 

' mistaken for the true object, confess themselves inadequate. 
109· •i 

"I am only_ ,a remind~r." 
The solution is object-centred p4rticipation. Lewis 

' . 
enjoyed the Psalms be.cause they were not suffocatingty 
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spiritual or religious, but experienced worship as God's 
presence. In the P~alms, says Lewis, 

I found an e~perience fully God-centred, 
asking of God no gif~ more urgently than 
his presence, the gift of Himself, joyous 
to the highest degree and unmistakeably 
real.11O 
In his own way, Lewis rejects subject-centred participa-

i .. - 1 - .. T lll I 1· h h t pn as vigorous y as orrance. n iterature ot er tan 
the Bible, he designates psycho-analytic criticism (a form. 

. . 

of consciousness-centred criticism) as misreading. When 
Freudian criticism a·rgues that 'once upon a time there was 
a King_ and Queen' means 'there was a Father and Mother', 
Lewis asks what 'means' means. It certainly was not what the 
author intended or how.the hearers consciously understood the 
story. 112 · To make the meaning of books primarily·a reference 
t'o the self is to exchang~ the. original meaning intended by 
the· author for a subjective reinterpretation. If we are con-
t~nt to understand the words only in terms of their effect 
on modern man and his unrepentant pre-understanding, etc., 
"then of course we do not read the poem the old writer in-
tended11.113 The meaning we extract is~ mea,ning, not the 
writer's. For. Lewis, "this isn't reading the old poem~',,and 

· · i lf d tp 114 to say it is, s se - ecep ion. 
Of course any man is entitled to say he pref~rs 
the poems he makes for himself out of his mis-
translations to the poems the writer intended. 
I have no quarrel with him. He need have none 
with me. ea·ch to his· taste .115 
With literary criticism, Lewis goes no further. The 

questfon of truth is not at issue, only that of meaning. But 
the implication for theological statemerits is plain. If the 
subjectiviiing of Biblical statements is another meaning· than 
wha't is intended' by the Biblical writers, they ccrnnot both 
be true. 116 

C. Participatory Objectivity as'Object-Centredness 
We have seen from various angles how indifference or 

detachment shackles science and theology within an unacknow-
ledged subjectivism. Unless s·omething is prior to the self 
and its mental/emotionai equipment, subjectivism follows. It 
is this high regard for that which is beyond the selr, the 
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other, the external person or thing, that makes participatory 
knowledge a· penetration into the object and not merely into 
objects of consciousness. 

An undiminished respect for the irreducible otherness 
of the object epitomi'zes Torrance's quest for obJectivity. 
It leads him to ~nderstand rationality as thinking and acting 
in accord with the facts, with what is the case. 117 Because 
objective form and pattern re·side in the object, not in the 
subject, 118 science cannot invent theory_ willy-nilly by 
giving free reign to the imagination. It is the richness of 
the facts (those qualities which inhere in the external world) 

119 which "force us to invent new physical concepts". 
It is this c~nscious focus on the object, within the 

subject-object interaction, which differentiates Polanyi's 
ut:1derstandlng from that o~ Niels Bohr's regarding the stick 
a~ an investigative tool. For Bohr, the stick necessarily 
e~tails subjectivity. !t interferes with the thing-in-itsel~ 
(Bohr's Kant'ian assumption). For Polanyi, the stick does n_ot 
by definition interfere with our experience of the object. 
Salt does not necessarily distort our experience of a steak. 
We can use the stick to lead us deeper into ~hat is.beyond 
ourselves •120 Every apparatus, physical or conc~ptuar.,. 
functions by looking from it, through it, to che object and 
re!ching out bey;nd to reality. 121 One may misuse ~he stick--
even viotently so, and compel nature to jump through one;' s 
hoop. Too much salt ruins a good steak. This means th~ 
intrinsic rationality has remained dumb. But sti'cks and sait-
have their proper pla:ce in laboratory and at ·table. ·Both 
places would be impoverished without t~em. 

If the object indeed dictates the appropriate noe~ic 
structures, it follows that the "reshaping of thinking" which 
Holmer lauds in Lewis was the result of his relentlessly 
allowing the ·object of his thought to renew his mind. 122 His 
old idealist wineskins simply would not hold the new wine of 

123 the Gospel. 
In his autobiography, Lewis recalls that his favourite 

uncle was a man who "didn't talk grown up talk", but talked 
about things. "Our attention was tixed not on one another, 
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but on the subject." 124 A recent critic has noted that tpe 
distinctive ,element in Lewis' lecturing was that he "above 
all ••• handed ou~•information". 125 Though not intended as a 
~ompliment, this remark demonstrates Lewis' preoccupation with 
facts, data, and experiences of all sorts about the object 
of inquiry. The point of the data, of course, was to help 
his students ·get inside the subject matter. In his critical 
introduct1on to Spenser's The Fairy Queen, Lewis describes 
his- criticism as a means onlr. "The sooner you toss my selec-
tions impatiently aside and so out and buy a copy of The 
Fa:-iry Queen, the~ -b~tter I shall have succeeded. 11126 

It was Lewis' mental-emotional habit of utter openness 
.towards and concen~ration upon his subject-matter which is 

the .. methoddtogicat· gecret of his literary achiev~ment and his 
pilgrimage from various philosophtes, to philosophical theism, 
to Christian faith. This is how I will interpret his quest 
for.joy which is the theme of his autobiography. Ultimately, 
tnis quality of joy could only inhere properly and abundantly 
in its true object--God. 

Lewis' personal theological journey was rescued from self-
centredness when as a precocious undergraduate at Oxford, he 
discover~g tn Samuel Alexander's Gifford lectures, Space,~ 
and·Deity,., the explanation for the diminishing returns in his 
quest for joy. 127 

Alexander uses the words "cont~mplation" and "enjoyment" 
as technical terms to describe two.v.ery different mental events. 
When I see a table, r~enjoy the· act of seeing and I-contemplate 
the table. In bereavement, I contemplate the beloved and enjoy 
the loneliness or. grief. 128 The one essential property of love~ 

-
hate, fear and desir~ is at.t.ention to their object. When one 
ceases thinking of and~attending to, for example, the dreaded 
object (be it a revenue agent or a dragon), one ceases being 
a'fraid. "But to attend to your own love o·r fear [or feeling 
of absolute dependence], is ~o cease attending to the loved or 
dreaded t>bject. " 129 It is to contempla,te the enjoyed·. .One 
cannot love and think about loving simultaneously. Though 
these two activitfes may alternate rapidly, they are distinct 
and incompatible. Further, thinking ~ased on one's thoughts 
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about the object and not the obj~ct it;self (contemplating 
the state o~ con~ciousness instead of the obje~t), b~comes 
increasingly subjectivist and aqstract, and is related to 

• ! 

the object only indire9tly, either through an abstract ·con-
ceptual link or through the self-consciousness, but not through 
ar intuitive-ontological link. 

The i~plica~ions for theological science are enormous. 
"Newman," Le~i,s writes, "makes my blood run cold", when he 
says ,religion is the one subject of heaven, because it sub-
stitutes rellgion for God. 130 In attending to one's feelings 
or reflection~ about God, one ceases attending to God. There-
fore when theplogy begins with a subject-centred approach 

· (man's pi~ty, rationality, cris~s, etc.), it is inherently 
and·.unavoid~bly sub jecti ~ist. A_. theology qf reflections upon 
God~ of feelings about God or of propositional definitions, 

I 

but not a direct, empirical involvement with God, is actually 
a convoluteq form of anthropology, homo religiosus. 

For Lewis, we do not read poetry in order to get ac-
quainted with the poet. Nor do we read the New Testament to 
know the early church's cons~iousness of God. When reading 
a poem or the New Testament documen~s, ~he author invite~ us 
to loo~ with him.through his eyes -at a tree and -~eaf in poetry 
--or to Sdn,rSpirit and father in the Gospels. He ts n9t 
c,ontemplating himself and h,is p;ety. He is contempl~ting his 
object.. Therefore,, if we are to read aright, we do not look 

the ~~;hor. We share his-consciousness, but we do not 
study it. That i~, we enjoy the poet's consciousnes~; we do 
not contemplate it. If we focus on the poet's consc·iQusness, 
we hay.e ~bandoned the leaf and the tre~. For Lewis, we must 
1-ook where the poet p~ints .and at the poet or wr.iter . 
himself. 131 If we start contemplating or studying th~ author, 
w~ h~ve ceased attending tQ hts. conce1m. We have paid him 
an,~nwprtQy cqmpliment., As we look through th~ ~rit~r's per-
sona_Lity. to sqme.thing else, we ?har~ in wha_t is public, common 
and obj~ctive, not what is private and persq~al to the poet 
only.132 

As I enjoy the Gospels, I rqe~t Jesu~ Christ, whom they 
portray. If I insi.,st 9n coi/templating the Gospels,. I may see 

l\ 
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'the e~ternalization of the Cnurch's subjectivity', but that 
is an· abstraction. It is something which! create by· intro-
verting. th~ Gospel gaze inward upon itself. It is not really 
what the Gospels were ~ritten about. It is to rewrite them, 
giving them a ~~subJect-matter. The New Testament is not 
an oblique autobiography, of the early church, but represents 
and portrays the chu~ch's encounter with Jesus. 

Lewis was not selective in his object-centred thinking. 
He considered the traditiona~ cosmological argument to be 
guilty of the same error as the sYbjectivist interpretation 
of the New Testament.· That is, to infer God from nature is 
like inferring knowledge about the poet .from the poem. Both 

7 God and the personality o·f the poet are inferences twice 
removed ·from the poetic experience or the experience of nature. 
s;milarly, to infer that the New Testament tells us about the 
early Church's spiritual personality is as problematic as 
irtferring that n~ture points us to God.J 33 

This brings us to the major difference Torrance.finds 
between the Reformation and the later Reformed catechisms, 
especially the Westminster catechism. Whereas the Reformation 
catechisms focus on the Word of God· as God's activity among 

v menj the later,confessions of Pr6te~tant scholasticism focus . -·· 
on the consequences of· God's -tevelation, namel:y, .man's appro-

) 

priation of salvation through faith and the working out of 
· 134 . one's sanctification. · 

When theology attends to and focuses on the consequences 
of God's free salvation and forgiveness in ehrist, that is, 
appropriation and sanctification, it ipso facto ceases attend-
ing to God. To paraphrase Lewis, the moment I think about ·!!!Y 
faith and !!!,Y·hope in God, I have ceased believing and hoping 
in him·. Therefore, fo"t t'orrance, faith is always an extrinsic 
act of looking to Chris~, never an introspective analysis. 
I cannot trust in Christ for ~y salvation and think about 
or evaluate my faith at the same time. One cognitive-
affection~l.activity precludes the other. This is why the 
search for internal or external evidences or grounds for one's 
salvation is pastorally devastating. It leads people either 
to despair for their lack of f,aith or to self-righteousness 
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wheq. they dis~over piet;i.es stnd good deeds done (bracketed 
off by introspection fro~ Christ's indwelling activity and our 
participation in hi& rjghteousness). 135 

For Lewis, the reJevance of all Christian doctrine stands 
or falls on whether or not it is object-centred, For example, if 
the belief in heaven ceases to mean "union with God" and hell 
"separation", the "b~lief in either is a mischievous super-
stition".136 Elsewhere, Le~is argues that to understand the 
doctrine 'God is Love', "we ~ust not begin with mysticism, 
with the creature's. ,love for God ••• We begin at the real be-
ginning, with love as the divine energy 11 •

137 

If object-centr~d participation alone leads to genuine 
-objective knowledge, theology must begin, focus and partici-
pa!=e where God actually is pJ:"esent with us, says Torrance, 
in the cortcrete sp~ce and time of h~s activity in ·Jesus Christ. 
Tol;"ranc~ dpes not begin with an abstract c;l.efinition of GQd 
or· a numinous feeling of him as wholly other, or as Reason 
personified. 138 Nor does he begin witµ an intellectual argu-
m~nt which leads us inferentially to "God". Such a "Godt' 
would remain an abstract, albeit cerebrally stimulating in-
tellectual concept. Nor is the ol]jec,t of theology "historical 
theology" or "church history'' or· "systemati~ theology". These ... 
latter are all h~ghly formalized reflections upon God. They 
are not the object ~tself. 139 

In abrupt and shocking contrast, Torrance begins 4~ad 
on with his r~al object. "It is immensely important for us 
to recover this concentration on Jesus," for it is Jesu:; 
Christ hiI;Ils~lf who is ".the creative source and centre of our 
faith", ,;J.nd as -light is the unique constant and,. dynamic base 
of all regularity·and order inltpe universe, so by analogy 
is Jesus the light of the world, the divine constant pf God's 
love. 140 Hence, theology begins in worship and prayer to 
Father, Son and Spirit. Worship and prayer have al~ays been 
"staggeringly important" in the life of the Church because 
"it was real interaction with th~ livipg God himself 11 •

141 -It 
is a significant omission for both men, that tpe Bible is 
not their starting, point. As Lf?wis puts it, -,quite boldly, the 
Gospels are in no way the basis 9f CQristianity. Rc\ther-, the 
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event's of Chrts-t 's life, his acts, words, (particularly the 
resurrecti•on and its consequences) are the basis of the 
Bib~e And of the Church. 142 

No~ all objects are ready-made for the subject's accept-
ance. In theology, to know God requires knowing him in his 
uniqueness and in •his Lordship, that is, in terms· of himself. 143 

As we pursue the object of theological inquiry, ·the rationality 
of the incarnate Word directs and controls our emotional 
approach, our mental habits, ·_our logic. Where this ·situation 
is reversed, ..where we begin by reflecting upon instead of 
receiving--by contemplating the enjoyed instead of first 
enjoying, (using Alexand~r's language) we misconstrue our 

-subject-matter by insulating our thinking and feel'iag within 
it$elf, with no empirical referent. 

1. ·Empirical Questioning in Lewis and Torrance 
Edmund Husserl rightly pointed out that science flour-

ished by fencing itsel'f off from speculative questions about 
the -posibility of its knowledge. Instead, it_ boldly presup-
posed the realtty of its object and. the possibility of kn~wing 
it further. 144 

In effect, science has it·s own dogmatic starting polnt. 
It refuses to attend to scepticism- by st~pping ~~tside of· its 
own ar~na and leav~s its epistemological justification to 
its own positive content. 

The priority· of ·bh-e· pa·rticipatory· object-centred approach 
to knowledge has implications for the kind of questions which 
are appropriate in science. For Torrance, the ihit{ating 
force behind)this epistemological re~ersal from speculative 
to concrete, emp~rical questioning, is the genius of the 
Reformation .. But the Reformation is in an important sen~e a 
re-awake:ning ,of a fundamental Chrfstian insight long imprisoned 
in a Medieval zwilight. 

,~dieval theology followed Aristotle's order of ques-
tioning. It began with an abstract question, what is the 
essence of an object (quid sit) and proceeded to ask about the 

,-ti .f,.Hde-..ce. possibility o( slJC:bJicaowle.d-ge ~!!! sit). Only then did it ask 
1-k .(.f-'1..S.'H/flt'C about• the actual nature and state• of tha"c- kuowieage (guale 

·sit). 145 This process begins with abstract questions about 
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possibility and 
Calvin reversed 
question first. 

then proceeds to questions of actuality. 
this .procedur~ by beginning with the last 
What is it we actually know? He allowed the 

actual object w~ know to determine the ~nswe~ to the question 
of how we· know it. As Husserl noted, this is the way of 
modern science. It begins with the actual epistemological 
situation, not with abstr~ct questions of essence and possi-
bility. 

SimilarlY., if in theology our answer~ are to derive 
from the !?,bject of inquiry, an,4 not elsewhere, the question 
becomes _who is the object we actually k~ow and experience 
in the Church? Valid prescriptions and questions about the 
essence of God_. aris_e from, not apart from, the actual know-
ledg~ of God in Jesu~, the incarnat~ c9ming, of God. 

. . 
The problem with ~enerali~ed.and abstract questions 

concerning God is that they do not attend to the specific and 
146 . 

actual coqtext of knowledg~. But cqncrete quest~ons ~lter 
our general questions sind,. make them open to the specific and 
empiri~al. In the f9rmer pr?ce~s our questions struggle to 
clarify anq elucid~te ~nowledge we already possess and 
straighten out logical connectipns in ideas. 147 In c;:ontrast, 
Calvin's empi~ical, interrogatiye questioning sought a new 

. 148 knowledge not inferable from previous knowledge: It is a 
direct, intuitive aR~~ehenston of object. Thus one 

149 cannot say in logi,cal terms how the knowledge occurs. 
Empirical questioning is not the art of drawing distinctions 
or untying k,nots in old kno~ledge 1 but is the art of finding 
things out--of d~_se;ov~ry. Concrete questions do not rely on 
the mind's ability ,to. infer,, ~ut rely; on the object; to dis-
clo~e itse~f. It was this .direct, a~tive questioning which 
Calvin app:t-ied to the books of God,. 

It~ f_ollo,ws that we must -qot J>racket off our actual 
150 knowledge in order .to• discuss the question of ppssibility. 

'-

We-sin agains.t the empirical method when we ignore the empir-
ical evidence and instead defer to how detached, generalized· 
questions of t~e knowledge of God ought to arise based on 
certain ~.priori cultural stan~ards. The approach to the 
natural world with an implicit,~ priori self-certainty was 
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one of the baliast stones of Greek.dualism which had to drop 
off be£ore modern science could become airborne. It was 
dogmatic science -which advanced real knowledge of th~ world 
and replaced-knowledge by deduction· from abstract principles 
of reason with direct and intuitive empirical discovery of 
the object's own inner connections. 151 

The movement from ignorance to knowledge is a creative, 
intuitive discovery. Though each object prescribes its own 
unique (subtle bu~ not malicious) road, the road signs, the 
working axi~ms of discovery recur again and again. The once-
athei·st Lewis and the theologian Torrance could only· progress 
along the same road. 

On the issue-of abstract questions of possibility versus 
concrete and emp1rical questions of actuality, we have a 
remarkable comparison between Torrance and Lewis which shows 
at once their epistemological unity and divergence. The issue 
arises in the context of communicating the Gospel to the non- · . 
believer. How does one teach the nonbeliever to move from the 

I abstract question of the possibility of ·God to the empirical 
question of his actuality? 

This is a practical epistemological problem. Theology 
as a practical science must probe here t"oo.. Wh~~ a nonbeliever 
encounters the question of G~d's existence and beneficence, 
L~wis reckons it "must appear as a speculative question like 
a~y other". 152 Lewis is content to operate within the sphere 
of specula1:ive questioning,. for that is where most inquirers 
habitually begin. As an artist seeking to communicate wtth 
an audience which does not share his beliefs, Lewis appears far 
apart from~Torrance''s scientific-dogmatic purity which brackets 
off questions of .possibility. Lewis goes on to say, "Indeed, 
it is a speculative question as long as it is a question at 
all." But once this question is answered positively, "then 
you get a new situation". For to believe this God exists 
"means you are·now standing in his presence. And now instead 
of variations of opinions, there are variations of conduct 

153 before a person ••• "· Our response to what is real Qoth is 
and ought to be quite different from our 1:'esponse t9 the 

· 154 imaginary or hypothetical. Lewis tells the speculative 
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inquirer that his questions will not do for very long •. A pos-
'itive answer to the question of God demands a change in our 
intellectual approach and a change in our.behaviour. The 
alteration "from int·ellectual opinion to personal conduct be'fore 

;/ j 1;. ... i :. 

the Ltving Goa· himself demands we cast off.the proud bearing 
of impartial judge from wht~h intellectual discus~ions atiout 
religion begin, and stand naked before one who is the Lord. 155 

Thus w~ see'that for Lewis and Torrance, the quality of 
the obj~c't d~terniines the nat.ti"re of our questions and inevi-
tably alters our approach·. This is an implication of Lewis' 
radical openness and.receiving, and not of usin~. From the 

.J 'i.: ( " outset, therefore, we must be open to change our approach to 
th1 object. A radical ·openness to the object means that the 
inquirer's speculative beginning is self-aborting if and when 
it ge-nuinely fac~s its object .. The key is to allow 'the object 
to form and alter ohr question. When this is done, a ·transi-
tio~ occurs wi'thin the epi~temological process. We move dynam-
icai'ly' from abstra·ct refl-ection to personal participation in 
the ooject of inquiry. Here is scientffic questioning in 
action. ·The nonbel.'iever does not begin his thinking in. the 
oepth' of the a posteriori scientific objectivity Torrance· ,. . 

prescrii:>es. i .• But i'f he is t'o pass from !. priori ~pinion to 
empirical knowledge 'he must end there'. Wbere t~~rance pre-
scribes, Lewis describes the-cognitive journey that must occur 
ff ·we are to move on fr'om abstract questioning to real en-
counter 'with empirical reality. 

He·re is the difference between a scientist arid an a'rt'ist:. . . . Obje'ct...;·centredness, ·empirical openness and restructuri"ng of 
orle .. 's mental framework are all implicit or de facto in Lewi~' 

"· scenario. But significantly, unlike Torrance, in the in~erests 
of communication there·., is no outright or dogmatic rejection of 
the initial speculative questiorl. Instead, Lewis describes 
how the intrinsic rationality ~f the object of inquiry compels 
us, if we are honest, to change and adapt our inquiry 'to 'the 
empirical si~uation.· As a matter of strategy in theological 

: r ,, 6c'>t,e / 
persuas'ion, of better, as a ma'tter of)\ style i'rr theological 
artistry, Lewis ~oes not condemn the s'peculative approach. 

r 
Rather he s·e·eks to display how reality itself demanas we· move 
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beyond it. 
The transformation from centripetal to centrifuga~ think-

ing had a fruitful ending for Lewis. In 1921, Lewis postulates 
' "some sort of God as the least objectionable theory; [in regards 

to matter] but of course we know nothing". Ten years later, he 
writes the same correspondent: "I am a Christian''. 156 

For Lewis, as questions move trom the speculative outer 
fringe, where they are most subject-laden, and proceed on to the 
concrete, empirical, they pecome increasingly objec~-centred and 
hence, object taught. Lewis portrays the transformation of P?S-
sibility, speculative questions into actual, empirical questions 

• I 

and.penetration in which objective knowledge occurs. This same 
moveme~t from ,speculative questions of possibility to empirical 
questions of actuality will be seen in Lewis' imaginative de-
scription of the~ posteriori_epistemology with which he impli-
citly- operates, ·and that which _Torrance scientifically prescribes. 
Formally, T9rrance notes,~ put our questions to nature, but in 
appropriately open questions? the material content of our ques-
tions alters in the wake of the object's impact upon our under-

t d . 157 s an ,1.ng. 
Torrance. says we must know-God as triune from the 

start. 158 But Lewis, as an adult convert, did not·begin his 
inquiry into God with an explicit belief in the triune God. His 
conversion has severa'l prominent landmarks. on the journey to 
trinitarian faith: idealism, theism, and only then belief in the 
incarnation. Along the way, the Trinity was just another foreign 
and rather arrogant dogma--un~il he had experienced the risen 
Christ. Lewis had to live the ontological argument. His theolog-
ical and fictional works describe this liv~d ontological argument, 
tha~ is, the impress of God's b~ing on his thoughts and feelings. 
It was a heuristic process. He began with abstract, rationalisti~ 

• l 

questions and ended by indwellipg the reality he had grown to 
I 

trust. But his radical commitment to objectivity, his· rational 
and emotional openness~ and this object-centredness were cruciai 
in leading hi~ on. In communicating his own pilgrimmage to 

• . I 

Christ, he well understood how the nonbeliever can be so far· away 
f>om comprehending. Lewis the pilgrim-artist portrays the heur-• 
istic process; Torrance the theologian-scientist dogmatically 
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expounds the rationality of the credo. 
Lewis· and Torrance agree that credo ut intelligam is the 

beginning of all krtow1edg~, that rad1cal openness is essential 
and ·that presuppositions must be questioned in order to allow 
the object to teach us appropriately. What is the difference 
b~tween-them? The answer is that tewis is an artful teacher; 
Torrance is a master scientist. Lewis as an artist concerned 
with communication, uses a didactic, descriptive method wh~ch 
de facto ·represents the intelle~tual adventµre of discovery or 
_ratner of being discovered by God. Didactically, Lewis begins 
where nonbelievers begin, with God as a dilemma. This ·is illus-
trated in Mere Christianity. He begins phenomenologically with 

11 man'' s predicament as a i;;inner who is aware of a morality he can-
not and does not fulfill. Lewis then shows how Christianity 
both created and addresses this c~isis. ·Jesus is thus Lewis' 
."secret starting point''- whose presence and Lordship is in, with 
and under, his anthropologlcal discussions and descriptions. 159 

Torrance starts dogmatically with God--his object. Revelation. 
He asks the question 1 .£!!! deus homor' from the point of view of 
his object, not of man's p~edicament. Lewis writes a theologi-
cal detective story, Torrance a precise, scientific fermula~ 

Does Lewis seek' to· establish a natural theology, t·hat, is, 
. -~ 

a natural point of contact with the Gospel based on some natural 
link, some analb&ia entis through which God encounter~ us? No. 
The point of contact is God initi~ting, God p~netrating 6ur self-
chosen autonomy. As an artist, Lewis expresses-a three-
dimensional reality on· to a flat two-dimensional surface. He 
does this in' order to accommodate· his knowledge of reatity to 
his hearers by suggesting depth through the· device of per- 1 

spective. That is, Lewis seeks to communicate the re~lity of 
God to people w~o· do not know God, by using factors within their 
experience as pointers to something outside their experience. 160 

Lewis would agree wfth Athanasius that there is' no comparison 
or proportion on the same level, "but of a para-bolic' reference 
from one level to another that utterly transcends it". 161 One 
might· argue this amounts to conveying the' truth by means o~ a 
deception.i 62 That' rs, he uses symbols to communicate reality. 
But all symbols, conceptual and imaginative, are inadequate in 
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dotng justice to the reality they seek to convey. Though dog-
matically, no point of contact exists but God's own in Christ, 
the artist may use his aesthetic tools to point to the reality 
qf God's coming artd trust the Holy Spirit to make use of his 
offering. 

The endeavour to·communicate God's point of contact 
through symbols .is not unlike the theologian-scientist who en-
deavours to reflect the reality of God with imageless conceptual 
symbols. Similarly; Lesslie N~wbigin notes that if he is to 

. communica·te at all to another culture (and unbelief may be re-
garded as another culture from the Church), he necessarily must 
describe Jesus in a way which inevitably will become increas-
ingly less satisfact9ry as he grows to understand and absolutely 
accept Jesus ·as tord. 163 

None of us can begin to understand· anything except 
by relating ,it;to what he already knows and there-
f_ore to ,the models by which he has hitherto 
organized his experience.164 
these two approaches need not be utterly opposed. For 

example,· the artist in portraying the quest for truth begins 
phenomenally bl describing man's first experience of the re-
ligious life--"a knowledge of the broken law". 16~ Phenomenally, 
I am punished. But dogmatically, one points out that this ex-
perience reveals that· the Father's love undergirds~ and is the 
reason behind the discipline. At times Goq's love is experienced 
at the ppint of our rebellion against it, that is, in my exper-
ience of dfsobedience. I am conscious of my self-will. Man 
stews in guilt and sin over against the reality of Goo's love. 
Lewis the theological artist communicates God's love by beginning 
in the middle with man's estrangement and his failen awareness 
of the self-will. It would be wrorig to translate the (de facto) 
awareness of disobedience to the dogmatic (de jure) statement 
that God loves us only once· we have repented. That would be to 
allow experi'ence to control dogmattcs. One· must not abstract 
dogmat~c statements from an artis~'s or an psychologist's vivid 
phenomenological descriptions. That is akin to extracting the 
logical implications of Biblical statements, without regard to 
the intention. When M~lton describes the war in heaven and 
Satan's powerful assault, he is not making the theological 
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statement that heaven might have been.f defeated.. That is beyond 
his proyince. He wants us to grasp the power and arrogance of 
he_ll, not to speculate o~ their respective strengths. Theologi-

, 166 
ca\~Yt the result was never in doubt. 

~he knowledge of sin implies God. The portrayal of man's 
sinfµl st~te ~escribed in Romans, is re-presented in ~ook one 
of Mere Christianity. Le~is penetrates. artistically into non-
be~ng a~d ~eeks to underst~nd it, in the wake of Christ. He 
identifies the step~ that ~ed him to Christ ~nd communicat~s 
hi& pwn experience of reality io others who need to ma~e (he 
betie'1es) a ~.imilar journey. ·The non-believer reading. the 
phenomenal account (testimppy) ,moves along with Lewis o~ hi~ 
jou~ney. He is .then_given by:_artistic suggestion the resolution, 
what theologians term. inca~ation, atonement and resurrection. 
1:-Jawis .the artist is an apostle to ·the ,imagination; Torranc.e the . . 
sc~eptLst is an a~ostle ~o the intellect. 

2. Object-Centredness as A Posteriori 
The genius of the objec~-centred involvement of the knower, 

i•s that it allows the object to prescribe the mode of knowing. 
It follows that we must always be strongly~ posteriori in our 
ep~stemology. All theory must be rig·orously contex,tualized and 
mould~d by the object and allow each. parti~ular field_ o~ knowtng 
to direct tq~ human role. Fo~, Torrance reminds us, we can-
not abstract method from the actual process of concrete empirical 

167 · investiga 4ion and cqnsid~r it•autonomous~y. Lewis artisti-
cally descrities this epistemological process ·and thereby gives 
us the taste and f~el for an~ posteriori epistemology. That is 
the genius of his use· of analogies. 168 

' ALl th~ory must have an organic connection to empirical 
structures. A scientific question in one field wilL need to be 

169 reframed in order to be appropriate tp th& new field. Some-
times question$ anQ Rrocedure&.in one fiel~ m~y be q~~te inap-
proprlate ;in theol,ogy and may be meani~gless. Lewis once .. mused 
that perhaps h?lf the great theological questions w~re not 
even answerable. 170 

There are soll]e [.questions] to which I may never 
know the answer: If I asked them even in a better 
world, I might (for all I know) be answered as a 
far greater questioner was answered: 'What is that 
to thee? Follow thou me.'171 

306 



This ~elf-critical process is a necessary ingredient of 
the~ posteriori quest. Torrance warns us that unless the im-

, ' 
pact of the object alter·s our questions, we end up with the 
"possibility" l<i-nd of ·questions tne Pharisees asked, questions 
which demand evidence and verification only within prescribed 
conditions that are in accord with one's predisposed desires. 
But such questions presume a self-authority which is completely 
unself-critica1. 172 · ·And so when-Jesus responded with a ques~ion 
concerning the authority of J~~n the Baptist, tha~ is, with a 
question which asked them a question about their sin and need 
for repentance, they avoided further d.iscussion. 

Because form and method in any field are determined only 
by the actual content, a·proper theory of knowing in its par-
ticulars emerges only towards bhe end of scientific inquiries. 173 

A posteriori science means~ posteriori epistemology. As Lewis 
.. puts it, to ask if the universe looks like the work of a good or 

an evil God ¢mits all the important facts. Christianity is not 
the:conclusion of a pnilosophical debate, "but a catastrophic 
historical event following the long spiritual preparatiort of 
manRind". 174 Torrance sees this as th~ precise reason for Karl 
Barth's vtgorous opposition to natural theology. In tneir 
traditional forms, natural theol~gles·consistently ignore this 
basic~ posteriori ·scientific procedure. If the object yields 
its own· rational structures, its own physital concepts, 

It is the actual content of our knowledge of God, 
together with the ratipna~ metho? that inh~res in 
it, that excludes any movement of thought that 
arises on some other indepel'laent· ground as ulti-
mately ivrelevant and as an inevitable source 
of confusion when it is adduced as a second or 
co-ordinate basis for positive theology.175 
As theoretical problems arise within a field of ·krtowledge, 

orte must not retreat from an object-centred,~ posteriori ap-
proach. Theology deals with conceptual and pra~tical dif-
ficulties "from within our ~ctuaL knowledge of J~sus Christ". 176 

TO' ab"stract theological statements £rom ·the centre to Which they 
refer and' where they have their truth and try to answer critical 
questions from a standpoint foreign to thetr object is artifi-
cial and unreal. 177 
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3. Obj~ct-Cent~edness as Empirical Investigation 
"Nev~r _rely on second ha,nd information when first .hand is 

av,,ailable. ",178 Lewis' brisk maxim apt·ly exp;resses his concur-
rence with Torrance ~hat the secret of ~~ience's superb ration-
ality lies in experimental empiricism. Natural science tri-
umphed Qecause it directly explored the object and-yielded a 
f~rtile h~rvest of concrete knowledge. As Macm~rray notes, 
me~aphysi~i~ns may talk ~he most abou~ mat~er, but scientists 
know tpe mo~t about it because th~y discuss it in the imme~iacy 
of act~ ve. inyestiga~ion into m~terial facts·. 179 

The great @Odem hindrance to immediate, empirical inquiry 
must b~ tra~ed to Kant's categories of the understanding, which 
dictateq prior~ to_nature what she could or could not reveal 
apoµt .. her own structures. Kant's critical idealism entails 
the triumph·of abstractive, theoretical knowledge over the con-
cret~ ~nowledge gained by experience. This is the capitulation 

·tQ iq.ealism which· :_r'orrance decries in_ modern philosophy. 180 

In all our theoretical reflections we must never forget that 
"all knpwledge of reality begins with experience and ends with 
experienc.e ~it}:11 arduous inte~lectual work in between" •181 

What then are the implication~ of. a forthright, empirical 
commit~ent for t~~ology as well as· natural science? Lewis .was 
adamaµtly committed to the priority of experience~~first hand 
knowledge, as, }:le .says, in all 'fields of knowledge for the 
reason that. e~perien~e is very honest. !hough we may take many 
wrong t~rns, ,if we keep our eyes and ears open, we will not;. 
go too far wrong be-.fore warning signs appear. "You may have 
de~eived yourself, but e~perience is not trying to deceive you. 
The universe ripgs true wher~ver you fairly test it. 11182 Here 
·is a remark~ble -confession of ~aith in the heuristic benefit of 
empirical iµvestigation. 

Lewis' t-rust in the e~pirical encounter as the true guide 
to reality is reflected in his ~pproach to philology and se-
mantics. "Only by ~J:Cperience, not presuppo,sition, do we find 
out wha't peopl~ mean by :Yords. n 183 When the Church of England 
sought to.~hange its liturgy, Lewis hop~d th~ revisors would 
prepare· for it with a· "prolonged empirical study of popular 
speech as it actually is, not as we(~ priori) assume it to 
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be 11 •
184 Discarding what we presume people mean by words, "We 

must oe wholly empirical. We must listen, note' and memorise 11 •
185 

Wlien asked to speak about evangelism, Lewis prefaced his remarks 
by clearly nottng that his thoughts on the matter were "purely 

.. 1" 186 emp1.r1.ca • 
This grasp of the empirical presence of God coupled with 

an awareness~of h1s ontic priority for our epistemological 
reflections, led Lewis to conclude that how God thinks, has 
acted and acts towards us, takes ontological and epistemological 
priority over how we think and act towards him •. "Indeed how . '-
we think· of-God is of no im~ortance except in so far as it is 

· 187 related to how he thinks of us'." 
Because theology as an empiricAl science is about 

inquiry into its object, prayer as active dialogue with God 
be~omes of funaamental tmportance. One must not abstract a 

. "theo!ogical method" that worlcs by itself, but one must dare 
· . 188 to learn· first hand of God. If theology must not cut itself 

o~f· from God by beginning with presuppositions and definitions -
or formu!a about God (even excellent ones), it must instead 
begin with worsh~p, prayer and thahksgiving. 

4. Embtion in Science and Art 
We have already discussed the scientist's dual axiomatic 

commitment to truth and honesty in research and to the ration-
ality of the object he explores. The point I wish tq make 
here is that the scientific method is not a $Ophisticated 
mechanism. Modern historiography of science has refuted the 
empiricist tnterpretatioh of science. 189 Our commitm~nts 
play such a crucial factor in axioms of belief and in the de-
s!re'for truth that science can and must be called personal 
knowledge, as Polanyf has so ·tnorouglily documented. Objec~ 
tivity andrpersonal commitment are not polar opposites, (nor 

l 
are faith and reason). Properly understood they are the 
dynamic of scfence in the ·making. 

Science as something existing and complete is 
t~e ~ost objective t~ing known to man. But 
science in the making, science as an end to be 
pursued, is as subjective and psychologically 
conditioned.as any qther branch of human 
endeavour.190 
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Einstein h~s born compelling witness. to the "passions" 
,of science. He clearly recognized "the devotion which pioneer 
work in th~oretical p~ysics demands", 191 and deplored the fact 
that most of science's interpreters and followers "fail to 
grasp the strength of ~motion out of which alone, such work ••• 
~an issue". 192 In this way Max Planck laboured to unite 
quantum theory and electro-dynamics into a single logical 
system. His work came not fro~ self-discipline or will power, 
but was "altin to that pf .the religious worshipper or the lover; . 
• • • straight, ,from. the, ,heart". 193 . ?i~ilarly_, Butterfield has 
spoken of Coperni,cus ' .. ''obsession'~ with unifoi:m circular motion 
and tpe sphere as a p~rfect shape, which led to t~e overthrow 
of Artistotelian phy_sics:.. and Pto~emaic astronomy. 194 His 
passi9n affected his whole view of the ~~iverse. 195 Similarly, 

-: 

Keple~. combined mathematical gen~us with rel.igious fervour • 
.. Hi~ Eassion for order a~d. the ~a~ony of numb~rs led to a 

mechanical universe of clockwork precision whicp for him was 
glorifying. to God. 196' Scientific activity must not be mis-
construed as primarily a ce,rebral ~chievement. Einstein says 
it quite clearly: "Most people say it is the int;ell~ct which 
makes~ great scientis~. They are wrong: it is th~ charac-
t " '197 er .• 

When KLerkegaard made th~ shocking s~atement 'truth is 
subjectivity.,_', he was asi;;erting that true thinking is "infin-
itely interested thinking". 198 It is the very opposite of 
irrational or solip~istic ~bought or the wish~fulfiJling desire 
to believe. For Torrance, ,any true scientist is passionately 
involved in his object, for the sake of rationality and the 
control of s.ubjectivities! ,The result; .is not deta~hed 
think,ing, but an object-c~.11,tre4 thinking, which "lays itself 
open to-whatever it finds in order to take its sh~pe from the 

b . t" 199 o Jee • 
A proper passion is esseptial to acquire meaning. Lewis 

was especially iond of Spenser's poet~Y.? in part· because ·he 
stood at .the, opposite :Pole from a scholasti 1c philosopher. For 
Seenser (and for..Lewi;) the intensity of passion purifies. 200 

Their whole qutlook -had been formed by radical openness and 
iµdwelling in t}:le works for their own sake_, seeing them in their 
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inherent cohet'ence, and being illumined by their own brilliance. 
Such a passion purified Lewis, a lover of myth, legend, story 
and poem, and led him to consider 'new': theories 'about the real 
meaning of Shakespeare's piays or a 'demythologized' meaning 
of the New Testament utterly wrong-headed. "I see--I feel it 
in my bones--I know beyond argument--that most of their inter-
pretations are ~ly itnpossible. 11201 

5. Participatory Verification: The Way of Suffering 
As our theological knowledge develops, we test and 

clarify our beliefs and steadily sift out the true from the 
f~lse so that we do no·t have a bli:nd commitment to God. 202 

The journey to verification means we 1'must be prepared to com-
mit or refrain from committing ourselves" as we allow reality 
to ~eveal itself.zo 3· Ultimately,_verification comes only as 
we abide in· the Word of God.' s own circle of love·. 204 No 

-~isclosure takes place apart from participation in Christ's 
own reality. Only he who indwells reality can weigh its 
e~idence properly. 

Participation may become for us a very paipful objectiv-
ity •. This creates a dilemma. Macmurray describes how our 
acculturation process has trained us--we train ourselves and 
our children--not to be open and s·ens:i. ti ve to reality ·because, -- . . , 

practically speakihg, we know it hurts to be' sensitive. By 
developing a capacity to enjoy beauty we have ipso facto 
acquired a new awareness of ugliness. The c~pacity for joy 
means a new sensitivity to pain as we11. 205 But generally 
speaking, we preter the absence of pain (hence, stagnation), 

206 . 
to the 'joy of knowing. 

Here lies the unacknowledged psychological attraction 
·of an epistemology which entails a detached, abstractive 
objectivity. The participatory experience of suffering, there-
fore·, is one of the most important and neg'lected elements of 
particfpatory objectivity. Small wohder. Genuine sympathy is 
only real as we 'share a dist~ess. Epist~mologically, as we 
"suffer" an object, we also reduce our own autonomy, our self-
control to t~e reality in which we share. If, as Christianity 
asserts, we are rebellious creatures, our aversion to allowing 
tlie reigns of knowledge to pass front us is an agonizing 
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procedure. To know God, there~ore, is not primarily a self-
realization, 'self-fulfillment o~. self-understanding, but a 
death to self. The roadblock to theological knowledge (the 
avoidance of suffering and p~in), is therefore enlarged to a 
feverish pitch, making theological knowledge an impossible 
venture. The only question which grasps the enormity of the 
probiem is St. John ''S: "How shall any of us be saved?" And 
Christ's answer is t&e call to suffer death to autonomy, self-
priority and auto-salvation. The judgement of Christ's answer 
upon all human possibility must be fac·ed. 

6. Participatory Objectivity. 
' To describe scientific knowledge, as Polanyi does, as 

personal knowledge, is not subjectivism. It is a confession 
of ama~ement·at the "uhion which the act!: of knowledge creates 
between the·· knower and the k11own • .,. • "~o7 - The. mind does not cre-

_ ate this uni~n (Kant), nor is it a rubber stamp impression of 
·external objects (Locke). Union is a process of indwelling, 
not"abstraction. 208 This has nothing to do with imposing sub-
jective factors on to the content of knowledge, but relates 
to t~e bearing of one's thoughts upon reality. 209 That ~s why 

/ Polanyi thought Dilthey was quite wrong to see empathy (a less 
I 
I precise act than_ :i:ndwelling)_ as wh·at chiefly distinguishes -the 
I 
1 humanities from the sciences. A proper indweiling underlies 
i all knowledge. 210 

In his literary criticism, Lewis openly warns his readers 
that he is a Christian. Thus h~ does not feign impartiality 
to Milton's viewpoint in his ·analysis of Phradise Lost. 211 

Similarly, in all science, Torrance argues the difference be-
tween subjective prejudi~e and belief· is that beliefs are ad-
mitted openly-and tested as th"'e scientist deliberately employs 
them in the actual scientific work of discovery and verifica-
tion.212 Lewis does not apolog1ze to readers for his non-
neutrality. It is' an advantage to understanding and expounding 
Milton. "What would you not give to have a real, live Epicurean 
at your elbow while reading Lucretius? 11213 A simila-r rejection 
of neutrality is· made by Newbigin in the dialogue with other 
religions. Newbigin argues that the only proper way for Christ-
ians to engage i~ dialogue and evangelism is by· openly confessing 
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Jesus Christ as Lord~ 214 Newbigin sees John Hick's dialogue 
with other religions as a feigned objectivity which hides his 
own ~ommitment to an intellectualized f9rm of idealism and 
which fails to take ·seriously the uniqueness of either Christ-
. · ·t H1 di 215 1.an1. y or n u sm .• 

Similarly, Lewis criticize~ the 'Green .book' in Th~ Aboli-
tion of Man,, for arguing that .all .values are subjectiv~--except 
their-own .unacknowledged ones. Their scepticism is reserved 
for other people's values, not for their own. 216 When Pannen-
berg critieizes BaTth for the supposed subjectivism which his 
credo.posture entails, he too is guilty of ignoring or refusing 
to adm~t his own fiduciary commitment which conflicts with 
Barth's- acknowledged_faith. That is, Pannenberg shares the 
post-$nlightenment confidence that man's· critical reason can 
and ought to prescribe what is and is not rational.~ 17 

FQr Lewis, only from within do we really understand the 
Tao, the moral law. Significantly, Lewis even goes sp far as 
to say that only those practising the Tao will understand it. 218 

Hence it ia Paul, the Pharisee, the man who takes the Law 
s·eriously "who learns where and· how the Law was deficiept". 219 

To judge anything properly--Christiapity or Eliot's poetry, 
"it's- nece·ssary to ,have got inside both". 220 

In his inaugural lecture as the Pre,sident of·· the OJ:Cford 
Socratic Club, -Lewis gave classic expression to his 'committed 
rationality'. At once he l,auds· Socrates' exhortation to follow 
the argument wherever it leads and yet he clearly announces 
that those who founded the Socratic "do not for- one moment pre-
tend to be neutral". 221 The subject matter was Christianity 
and specifically, the conflict between Christians and non-. 
believers. But Lewis saw.no incompatibility between reason 
and commi-tment. 222 One unfore.see~ but. happy result of this 
endeavour was that "everyone found how little he had known 
about evetyone else". 223 -This worked both ways. The differ-
ence'"was indwelling. "We must attempt to enter for ours~lves 
into the attitudes :f:nvolved." 224 

Torrance expounds the call for participatory objec~ivity 
when he urge·s science to 

recover the natural un!ty of. knowing and being. 
This demands an integrative, intuitive thinking 
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in which oersonal and obje~tive are fused 
together.Z:l.:> 

Once we grasp that rationality inheres in reality we replace 
a process of• indwelling for abstracting, participation for 
detachment and belief for scepticism. 226 Participatory 
objectivity brings us to a unitary understanding of rationality 

• ' 't,_. 

which grasps "th'e difficult but essential truth that knowing 
is an activity wnich involves the wh6le !!!!,!! in correlation with 
the who.leness· of one's object· .• 227 

Here a question arises which may help us evaluate other 
religious truth claims. Can ~n ugly or bad object be received 
fo~ ~ts own.sake o~ only used? In art, Lewis suggests that 
.pornograph~ cah· only be.used, not enjoyed. 228 It is essen-
tially self-centred, tfot object-centred. Once at a bus stop, 
he +~calls how he sincerely tried to receive an advert of a 
gt°~l and a fellow in a- pub. "It would not endure the treat-
ment·. 11229 •The post:er was not a pleasing object. But it could 
be·used to gratify sexual- desires. 

We may enjoy ideas presented to us by bad art, for 
example, a wish-fullfillment su~gestion about entertaining a 
pretty girl in a~pub. By. the peculiar state of enjoring what 
is not there and-ignoring the real person:· I am, ,l..may use the 
poster f~r its images and ideas. Similarly, I may not be able 
to enjoy an unattractive picture of an old man and his dog. 
But I ·may~ the picture to enjoy the idea of 'fidelity'. 
The striking limitation a£ such z method is that a picture so 
enjoyed "never- gets' }'OU oeyond yourself. A picture' so used' 

' •' 230 · calls out of you only what is already t!he·re". 
When Bultmann demyfnologiz~s the Gospels, the question 

we must: put to him is: ":Do you do more thah use it to enjoy 
the valuable existential truths of Marttn·Heidegger!s philo-
sophical anthropology or do you receive in them Jesus as 
absoluce Lord of heaven and earth?" The problem is getting 
beydnd one-sel"f. Does ,the Gosp·el so used call out of us only 
what is already there ,or what an ,important crltic or philo-
sopher has perceived~ Has a new frontier been cro'ssed into 
th~ strange riew world of the Bible? Or has one come heavily 
armed with a prior-understanding, namely, to enjoy only what 
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correlates wit~what we know already, that.i,..s, .,,the understanding 
of human aexistence 'fhich the New Testament itself enshrines",? 23 1' 

It is interesting to noticf? that what ~e have just done 
(with Lewis' proctoring) is to make use of a subject-centred 
method for the purpos~ o~ analysing our object. To focu~ on 
the activity. of reading, thinking or worshipping may teach us 
that different objects lend themselves to diff~rent kinds 
of ,enjoyment. But some objects cannot possibly be en~oyed, 
only used. ·Thus enjoying a wo~an's or a man's magazine is a 
very different activity from enjoying Dante. In enjoying the 
former, we facus on the self and therefore really use the 
magazine~ The latter is a focus on Dante's world, and thus 
a. receiving. Dante ·~ay, ·of ~ourse, be used if it is subjec-
tive~y interpreted a~ a veiled psychological portrait. The 
New Testamettt may be read subjectively as a portrait of the 

. . . t\a(ISU17'1 
_early Church's religious psychology (and ad nasctlffl the por-
trait of the early Church is really a portrait of our own self-
understanding of the early Church) and not_ of J~sus. 

7. Participation as Enjoyment 
One need not be a terribly observant reader to notice 

from Lewis' constantly joyous descriptions of nature in his· 
letters to Greeves, how open he was -to nature's beauty and how 
deeply he enjoyed it. 232 In knowing nature, there··can be 
either an arid classification knowledge· or a rich sensuous 
delight whi'ch is far deeper than, but n(?t excluding, intellec-
tual satisfaction. 233 In An Experiment in C~iticism, Lewis 

... ... . . 
defends the ,excitement anq joy ~ne feels in reading literature, 
as· being· as valid as the classificatory. inquis.i.tivenes_s which 
i~ aroused in the scientist or phiiosopper. He wholly a~proves 
of-a vicarious participa~ion through ~he characters in their 
pleasure,vthe winding up and down of their anxieties, etc. The 
weakness LS enjoying stories for no other reason. 234 

So it is wi.th theological kn9wledge. "Love by definition 
seeks to enjoy •its object," says Lewis. 235 If God is our object, 
then enjoying him is an organic part gf kno~ing him. This open 
enjoyment and delight therefore should be unashamedly confessed 
at the very heart of what it me~ns to know God. 

Lewis believes enjoying God was the living cen~re o~ 
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Judaism. Tlius in tne Psatms, this delight "is fuily God-centred, 
asking of God no gift more urgently than his presence ••• ". 236 

From the Psalms· to the Westminster Confession, there is a re-
markable continuity of experience that man's chief end is to 
"glorify -God and enjoy him ft>rever". Chesterton once remarked 
that one can always measure a man's happiness by his gratitude, 
for gratitude is a fundamentally other-centred joy. 237 Thus 
it is significant to note tha~ in the earlier Reformed catechisms 
the role of the Holy Spirit in creating and calling forth man's 
res·ponse of faith and understanding came under the rubric of 
"thanksgiving". 238 

If all theological knowledge springs from gratitude, the 
,best way to thank God is," as Austin Farrer suggests, to taste 
his-goodness with our palate. I~ is dishonest to make speeches 
of thanks to a musician who has bored~us. We may deceive a 
musician, but God knows oor hearts. "Enjoyment is the sincerest 
thanks." 239 "'Pully to enjoy is to glorify. In comniandin~ us to 
glorify him, God is inviting us to enjoy him: 11240 As we shall 
see, the road to joy, as to knowledge, is the way of obedience. 241 

8. Participat~ry Knowing and Childlike~e~s 
. l 

In wonder all phitosophy began: in wonder it ends ••• 
The first wonder is~the offspring of 'ignorance: 
The last is the. parent of adoration. ·· 

C 1 'd 242 -- o eri ge 
In all true knowledge, the road is the way of childlike-

ness. 'Chi!di:sh" is often used d·isappro-~i~~ly, but Lewis 
isolates the negative! qualit1es--f:i.ckle,. cruel; boastful, ig-
norant, easily frigntened, and uses 'childiike' to stress the 
positive·: 'tireless curiosi"ty, intensity of imagina~ion, readi-
ness to wonder, pity and admire· (not to mention energy, a well-
thatched scalp and easy sleep). 243 The striking adva~tage of 
children over adult's is' their minimal stumbling blocks to 

r 
object-cent.red e'njoyment. They have devised fewer ways to 
eclipse the object with subject-centred motives. A child is 
unaware of tne latest critical tastes and.canon r_!:lnkin~s. He 
reads not to improve himself, gain professional stature, etc., 
but "only to enjoy". 244 ' ,. 

Until recently, modern criticism has commbnly defined 
or ranked fantasy literature as belonging to children. Lewis 
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the literary historian notes how modern and· local is ·such a 
notion. 245 The adult taste for fantasy·has been temporarily 
atrophied by a literary fashion to which children are obviously 
indifferent. Today, many who dislike fantasy or faerie are 
simply unable to enjoy it because of prior considerations. 

Humphrey Carpenter considers Lewis' counsel of childlike-
ness 'to be a guise. Once inside, Lewis feeds his readers plenty 
of adult argum·ent·. 246 But for Lewis, childlikeness is no guise, 
but the~ gua non of genuine knowledge. Childfikeness· has· 
nothing to do•with age. "Youth and age only touch the surfa~e 
of: our lives." 247 

Childlikeness is essential in all literary criticism. No 
'prig' can enjoy Spei:iser's poetry. Why? "It demands of lls a 
child.' s love ·of marvels and dread of bogies, a boy's thirst for 
adventures, a young man's passion for physical beauty .• n 248 

Witnin Spenser lies a great palace of splendour, but for the 
·sophisticate th'ere is a real di'fficulty: "the door into it 
is so low that you must stoop to go in". 249 The same childlike 
approach is necessary for Shakespeare. One comes to enjoy a 
play (for exampre, Hamle't) only by a 'willing suspension _of . . 
disbelief', with the sense's and the imagination. "If I err, I 
err in childishness, not in sophisti.cation. " 250 · 

The whole point in reading, says Lewis, is to receive 
first, and only afterwa-tds to evaluate. "Otherwise, we have 
nothing to evaluate." 251 And young readers have this· ability 
in abundance. But ~or an adult to acµieve this ability demands 
a repentance, th~ hard work of "inner s,ilence ••• that emptying 
out of. ·ou;-sel ves by which we .ought to make room for the total 

· 252 reception of the work". To read with the knowledge that we 
must, judge (as do most professional critics and theologians) 
impedes our reception and pa~ticipation. 

The epistemological value of childl~keness comp~ls Lewis 
to side with. the ancie~ts and the Meaievals against the Humanists 
(Erasmus, etc.,). ·He characterizes sixteenth century Humanism 
as full of "spectral solemnity, the graded epithets, the .diction-
ary language, the decorum which ·avoids every contact with senses 
and soil ••• " which seeks a richness and sobriety which never 
existed even in the classical writers themselves. 253 
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Le·wis also pr.ai·s'es the child for attending to the con-
creteness of s~nses and imagination as the keys to approaching 
li-terature. "I am trying to recall attention from the things 
an intellectual adult nt:>tices 'to the things a child or a peas-
ant notices •.• night, ghosts, a castle, etc ••. 11~54 Children 
attend to the ve.ry details which a grown-up may regard indif-
ferently as worithy fodder for demythologizing. Lewis thinks 
the child is right when he points out that the second time the 
story is told, the details have been confused. "You think it 
makes·no difference because ~ou are not living the story at 
a11. 11255 Thus Lewis deplores literary criticism which' is pre-
occupied primarily with motifs, themes and the like. They are 
abstractions and therefore interchangeable--"but the concrete 
imagination knows nothing of them 11 •

256 The child loves the 
details and the realism of ~airy_tales because "their absense 
hinders the serious suspension of disbelief which he wishes~to 

k .,,. 257 ma e • 
Lewis seeks in Coleridge's words, to "carry on the feel-

ings of childhood into the powers of manhood". 258 Tolkien 
points out that a childlike willingness to believe ts not 
necessarily gullibility, but extsts for the purpose of enjoying 
and knowing. "I had no special 'wish to believe' ; I wanted 

259 to know." Granted, to enter faerie one must have the heart 
of a little child, but 

that possession is necessary to all high adventure 
into kingdoms both ~ess and zreater than Fa~rie. 
But humility and innocence ••• do not necessarily 
imply a~ unctitical wonder, nor indeed an 
unc~itical tenderness.260 
Lewis never advocates childishness of intelligence. God 

wants us to be 
wise as. serpents •••• H.e wants a child's heart,- but 
a grown up's head. He wants us to be as simple, 
single-minded·, affectionate and teachable as good 
children are ••• but also wants ou~ int~lligence 
to be in fighting trim.261 · 

Children grow up, not (hopefully) to lose their wonder, but 
. / that peril, sorrow. and the shadow of death inay bestow· a deepened 

wisdom to their wonder. 2&2 .. 
In science, no less a rigorous empiricist than Francis 

Bacon likens the access to the Kingdom of natural knowledge to 
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the "entrance into the •Kingdom.of heaven, where into none may 
enter ,except as a. little child". 263 Torrance refers to Bacon 
in this regard. He especially has in m~nd the ~leansing away 
of all idols of the mind {n order that our understanding I.llight 
be free and clean to observe reality more ~ruly. 264 

We have rtoted that childlikeness respects and revels in 
concrete details. This leads us. into the .theological implica-
tions of childlike partic:C.pation. Lewis speculates that the 
monotheism of· the Egyptian kin~, Akhenatem? failed to blossom 
because it was too transcendent to show us that God is an 
utterly concrete being. Since Christian faith tells us we must 
come to the utter particularities of Calvary and Bethelehem, 
perhaps it is best to begin at Passover, Ark and Temple. 265 

God's. transcendent reality come~ to man in the concrete partic-
ularities of space and time: Be~hlehem, a Roman cross, and 
Nicodemus' tomb. A transcendence which strips these concrete 
empirical realities away is like the adult who confuses the 
details of a story the second time he tells it because he is 
not really.living the story. 

Torrance has written that the most important attribute 
of his mentor, Karl Barth, was his deep, childlike humility be-
fore the truth •. •"Barth has an unc·anny ability to listen which 

. . .. 
is ·accompanied by an astonishing humility and childlikeness 

266 in which he. is always ready to learn." These accolades to 
his· mentor reflect Tor.ranee's own priorities. It might be said 
that his own oft-rep~ared pt.ocedure, 'the object prescribes 
the mode of knowing', gives ·expression to· the foundational 
emotion of childlike humility which seeks to learn and not to 
prescribe. 

In the incarnate Christ, Lewis finds the central and con-
crete reality whose beauty and 1::ationali~y echoes throughout 
his creation and which is central to art as well as theology. 
For a grown man to become as a child,means he must empty himself 
and be "born again". Only as we empty oursetves of our wisdom 
and righteousness, may we participate in Christ's wisdom and 
righteousness. If in the incarnation, God himself. actually 
became a ltttle child, the, principle, "in dying do we live;. only 
in descending do we reascend" is a dim echo, 11 reflection of 
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that truth in all avenues of knowing. 267 

Through this bottleneck, this b~littl~m~nt, the 
high~oad ne~rly always lies ••• The doctrine of the 
Incarnation, if accepted, puts this principle 
even·more emphatically at the centre.268 
Of course there is an alternative to childlikeness. Lewis 

has portrayed it in the vapid Episcopal ghost, who, on the brink 
of heaven,waxes eloquent upon his free mind and the impossibil-
ity of ultimate answers. The ahgel-ic spirit replies, 

Once you were a child. Qnce you kne~ what 
inquiry was for. There was a time when- you 
asked quest~ons ~ecause you wanted answers 
ana were glad when you had found them. 
Become that child again, even now.269 

But the ghost can only mumble som~thing about putting away child-
ish t~ings. The Spirit's unanswerable answer: "Thirst was made 
for water; inquiry·for truth." But the ghost's inquiry has 
little more to do with the ends of ·intelligence than mastur-

•bation with marriage. 270 

D. Participatory Knowledge: Ari Epistemology 
0£ the, Five Senses 

No net less wide than a man's whole heart, 
nor less fine of mesh than· love, will hold 
the sacred fish. --Lewis27~ 

For Lewis and Torrance, while theoiogical k~~wledge is 
empirical,. it is not a matter of surface observation. Only 
mental, emotional and imaginative/intuitive experience, which 
culminates in action describes the true way of knowing. Christ-
ianity allows no separation between truth and reality, says 
Torrance. Truth cannot be apprehended apart from the real •. 
"A man cannot form a genuine idea of the Truth without: being 
altered in being. •1272 ·-Knowiedge of Christ is existential 

~. 
knowledge in the sense that it is a unified act of cognitiQn 
and decision. The will, intellect and whole person are in-
volved in its apprehension. 

Mere men.tal assent (like ;ere mental rejection) to doc-
trines is not primary, especially as one's climate of opinion 
can make one or the other at least temporarily inevitable. 
James remtnds us that "Even the devils believe". 273 Wh;t is 
primary is the opening up of the entire self to know and to 
receive. This implies that the emotional life must be trained 
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just, a.~ much as the- iJ.1telle~tual, and the body as much as the 
mind~ Acting towards objects 9nly with our brains must be 
replaced by acting with our whole selves. 274 Lewis reminds us 

:that systematic, ordered knowledge was never ziven by Christ, 
the Bible or even Paul. This. ver;y elusiveness to our system-
atizing intellect is because the Gospel demands a response from 
the ~hole man. This 

should make it so c~~ar that there is no question 
of learning a: subject but of steeping our·selves in 
a Personality, acquiring:a new outlook and temper, 
breathi~g a new atmosphere, suffering Him, in His 
own way, to rebuild in us the defaced image of 
Himself.275 

1. A Sensuous-Intelligible Unity of Experience 
The whole man is· to drink joy from the fountain 

.. of joy. 
--Lewis 276 

·christianity is for Lewis, the poetry of the 'defeated 
·senses', in that by its unfulfilled invitation to the senses 

277 lures us beyond them. For Lewis, even our favourite bodily 
pleasures ("eye hath not seen nor ~ar hath heard") ar~ "dismal 
fancies ••• wide of the mark" compared to what lies in store. 

278 Why? Because "the body was made for the Lord". Reason and 
sense ·.were both made to rest in God •. Biblically, the two 

. . 
are a unit. The Latin 'sentio' means either '-I think' or 'I 

' . 279 f~el', and is unaware of the bifurcation we indulge. To 
'sense', (originally 'sensus'), means "to experience, to know 
~t first hand 11 •

280 'Kno~l~dge' in the Authorised Version 
refers to sexual intercourse. 'To see' is not necessarily 
visual, but like 'to feel', 'to catch', 'to suffer' or 'to 
taste' is a cognate which refers to first-hand experience. 281 

The point is that together, sense and intellect are meant to 
know and enjoy God. Faith and reason t~ll us God is adorable, 
but to find him so, we must act; we must "taste and see 1•~

82 

Truly to know and love God is -45-e-sensuously;°enjoy his 
presence. In the wake ·of Christ, Lewis sees each sensuous 
pleasure creation gives us (for example, splashing water from 
a brook on to our faces) as shafts of God's glor~ striking our 
sensibility.~ 83 Lewis penies that nature gua nature manifests 
God's glory, but when the pleasing experience is integrated 
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christoldgically, and thereby seen and felt in _its true 
·th~oretical-empirical ~nity, each creaturely joy is channelled 
organically into adoration of the Father, in the Spirit through 
the Son. Thus reality is a single, unified-experience which 
we have cut up. Pagans cut up this unity and simply adore the 
thing. Secular-man cuts thanksgiving and adoration right out 
of the experience and merely experiences. 284 (This is akin to 
Schleiermacher's cutttng out all personal and objective cog-

. . 
nitive content away from 'depepdence' and making it the raw 
e~perience of all reli'gton.) 

It is this sensuous-empirical quality of participatory 
knowledge that we will now explore. We will linger over what 
the senses ·can teach. us and how the sensuous-intelligible unity 
work •together as we taste and see. Lewis' great capacity for 
oh~ect.-cent.red openness ga~e him a gift· of depiction for he 
listened with al~ of his senses as well as reflected, and is 
able ·to reproduce his own tasting of reality for others to enjoy·. 
as we 'enjoy' his co.nsciousness and 'contemplate' his object. 

2. An Epfstemology,of the Five Senses 
In reflectin~ on epistemology, Lewis is concerned to 

emphasize all five· senses. So too, is John Macmurray. For 
· · 285 him, the senses .are the ·gat·eway of awareness. · ~e·reminds us 

that even knowledge of God is possible only through our senses 
of the empirical world. Therefore·, it is vital that in order 
to be fully alive, we increase our sense·capacity of the world. 286 

For Macrnurray, the key·to using the senses, as with.all ·things, 
is to use them not ~s means ea an end, but for their.own sake. 
They lead us to enjoy and to tove the object, not ourselves. 
Hence ih thec,logy, adoration and pra1.se is an inevitable out~ 
come. 287 

It is quite noteworthy Eor this thesis to see that Lewis, 
by his sensuous-empirical foctis,demands we face up to the fact 
~hat Christianity is the religion o~ space and ~ime, matter 
and sense. Spiritual joy must not lfe construed• as sensuous 
things from which we need protection. Flesh and blood cannot 
inherit God's kingdom because they are too flimsy, not because 
they are too solid or distinct. 288 A negati~e spirituality 
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is forbidden to Christians because "their God is the God of 
corn and oiL and wine. He is the glad Creator. He has himself 

289 become inc~rnate." 
Our language is also deeply indebted to our senses. Lewis 

reminds us that whenever we think of objects not percep'tible 
by the five senses, we us~ words which refer to things that 
are sensible. Though thought ,is distinct from its accompanying 
images, our speech about things non-sensible "must talk as if 
they could be seen and heard".~ 99 This enables us to reach 
into the emotions of- reality as well as its reasons, its 
aesthetic as well as fiumeric and word ratidnality. 

Lewis'· concern for a full sensuous-empirical knowledge 
i.s seen in his appro~ch to nature. He found that to enjoy 
natur~ genuinely dem·ands more than a keen observational eye. 
When ta.Sting the mood of a scene as well as its number, "my 

· . . 291 . skin and nose were as busy as my eyes". The danger is to 
'lapse back into a cerebral reflection upon nature, and to 
d~vour sense_knowledge and relegate it as the ordering intel-

. . 
lect controls, itemize~ and brganizes nature's bounty. 

Radical sensol!"y receptivity is an underlying reason why 
Lew~s defends the doctrine of b¢dily·resurrection. The sout, 
says Lewis, crie~ out for the resu·rrection of the senses. 2~2 

Lewis takes little .pleasure in demearting the value and wdrth 
of the physical world. He never envisages the physical body 
as the seat of sin~ He reckons that if the imagination were 
obedient, bodily appetites would give man little trouble. 493 

Without the body, one vast realm of God's glory which we re-
ceive through the senses, would go unpraised. 294 

gest 
than 
ible 

The Christi:an artist us~s an avalanche of images to sug-
the glory of heaven, 1'but each ~s no sooner suggested I 

it fades--or dare I say? brightens into something invi•s-
d · t- · bl " 295 I L i ' t L f h h an 1.n a.ug1. e • n ew s por ray a o eaven, t ere-

fore, the sens~s, far from being dtminished, are increased. 
There one may (for f:!xample) experience a waterfal,l as -a whole--
both its distant awe and immediate power. "I exulted. 11296 

It is a serious attenuation of the riches of first hand 
/ knowledge to represent it only by visual metaphors. Lewis, 

(not Torranee), says artists "lose something of the real love 
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of the earth by seeing it in eye-sensations only". To look in 
depth, not just in the flat, means a scene is "not merely a 
question of lines and colours but of smells, sounds, and tastes 
as well. 297 

Different objects call forth different senses. Pictures 
demand we look. Music asks us to listen. In knowing God, 
Lewis echoes the Psalmist's invitation to 11taste and see". 298 

Each organ has a special and unique function which receives 
some aspect of reality's richness. The epistemological impor-
tance of touch--the tactile .dimension, is often ignored 
because we fear the. immediacy .it gives. Yet touch is the 
organ of fruition and of action. 299 Not surprisingly, Mac-
murray, the philosopher of man who acts, stresses this lost 
insigµt. 300 ·However~- each organ has different talents, privi-
leges and obligations. The ear cannot say to the eye or nose, 
"I ·ha~e no need of thee". 301 

· It is the task of descriptive theology (theology as art) 
to bring us to a full awareness of reality in a five sensory 
way, that we might enjoy theology's object in a multi-dim~nsional 
unity. Nowhere does Lewis ,the a~tist accomplish this better 
than in his Chrontcles·of Narnia. There we 'have no argument, , , . 302 
"only that 'quiet fulness of ordinary· nature'"• The special 
cog~itive tool Lewis uses for d~scriptive theology is the imag-
ination which reminds us by ~ay of image~ ~o employ all our 
senses in knowing God. 

A descriptive theo,logy wh:i_cq 7 ar~ue cpmplements Torrance's 
scientific theology, finds its confirmation in the incarnation 
itself. The Christian God is not ~~own immediately, which as 

'"'~ 303 Kierkegaard reminds us woul~ be .paganism~ God comes to us 
in spac~ and time,-matter and sensef( C~d comes in his pec~ndary 
objectivity (Barth}, i_ndi.r~ctly, unde~ tqe ~ign, and covering 
of the incarnate Christ. Because o~ th~ incarnate co,min& there 
are· things we kno~ about Go4 '.s love that ang~ls nevei- shall, 
Lewis .muses. 394 For angels_ ~re purely inteliectual and, spiri-

- '" 
tual bein~s, but we ha~e sensuous experience by whi~h reality 
(God) is mediated to u~. 

Though Torr~nce is more silent on the role of sensuous 
awareness in epistemology than either Lewis or Macmurray, it 
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is signi-ificant that his thinking is most informed by these con-
cerns when he reflects on Christian worship. The $ensuous-
theoretical unity of our knowl~dge of God is most boldly re-
vealed when in worsQip we engage in sacramental participation 
in Christ. In worship we meet Christ, God's bein~ and act in 
unity. Therefore our- ~orship is _a proper response when faith 
wholly respoµds to God's activity by hear~ng his Word eroclaimed 
and by participa~ion in the eucharist where we respond to God's 
activity in an event. In 9ur worship, Word and sacrament are 
bound together as an eschatological si_gn, first of the future 
healing .anG integration of man in total redemption, physical and 
spiritva1. 305 And secondly, as we take to our lips the bread 
and wine, we eschato~ogically participate by means of a physi.cal 
sign~. in the·risen Christ, in whom that healing is a living 
reality we may taste and feel, cognize and contemplate. In 
this framework, the Reformed stres? on the Word proclaimed does 
not•diminish,Christ's sacramen~al presence, 

for through Word Christ comes to us perso~ally and 
worship reaches its focal point and culmination in 
personal encounter with the living Christ. It is 
theq that Holy com~union has its rig~tful place 
crowning faith w~th vision and.enacting in our 
flesh and blood the real presence of Christ.306 

As with other symbols, problems emerge when we look at the 
eucharist and stop instead of looking through it t.o Christ. 307 

Thougn Torrance gives priority to Word over sacrament (as wor-
ship culminates in hearing· the Word),,he nevertheless sees the 
necessity of their unity in Christian worship and in Christian 
life. 

Finally, a warning about a sensory epistemology: we are 
always tempted to desire experience and subjectivity without 
proper·coherehce or re~rence to reality. Auerbach r€cords how 
the realism of Roman description degenerated into an emphasis 
on the magical and s~nsory at the expense of ttte human and 
objectively rational. Ironically this led to a sensory de-
humanization.308 The later sensory vividness was not imitative. 
That is, it did not allow characters to speak and be known by 
readers l'out of 
and judges 11 •

309 

in an industrial 

their own premises, but look's down from above 
Wordsworth grimly prophesied that the artist 
society would seek to excite the mind "with 
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gross, -anct •vj.olent ;sb.imµlants, _yhich only cr~ate~ a degrading 
thir.st after outrageous .sti,Jn\llation". 310 It is deh~anizing, 
says Kahler, ~or multi-meqia· art to overload the senses to the 
point of blocking ratiunal ju..dgement and choice. Far f~om ex-
panding consciousness, it drive_s the senses to numbness. Mere 
perception is not cQnsciousness. ithat is, a large~ scope of 
understanding and coherence). 311 Modern man does not watch 
television for depth and involvement, "but for the. sensuous 
-involvement i{l the happeµing _i!,:,seif". 312 rhere are similar' 
superficialities anq prob+ems Jn worship that is not consciously 
grounded in the ,r,elp.~io,ns oJ F~ther, Son and Spirit. Both 
sacrament wi~hout personalizi~g Wor~ and ,event without grounding 
in God's b~ing,-pecomes a ,s~n~i~ental, mechanistic incantation, 
or an existe~tial happe~i~~, where God is. brought out and we 
partake- of h,-m.in a dehumanizing display of magical' priestcraft. 

In scienc,e, Max Planck reminds us- how the phy_sicist pro-
gressively ignores the· anthropomorp.hi~, sensory specificity of 
hea-t, poun~ and tactile f-0rce$., in .order to work out- a mechanism 
based on energy. 313 .. Cl.assical mechanics, with ·its three-
·dimen~ionab space ,open tp flat~percep~iop was by-passed for an 
understanding of non-observable four.:.dimensional space and ·a 
continuous whole•. 314 

~er~ experience, sis· .noted.. e,arlier, without a conceptual 
· . 315 integrati:on, is useles.S: tt'Qd proves nothing. A mystical 

vision of trµth does not verify true religion. Rather, true 
religion ~erifies mystical ~xperience. 316 Verifiqat~on and 
.t:J:"uth remf!.Jn a mys.terious ,µni..-ty of intellect and sense_, Word 
and ev~nt. 

3 ,· 1 SJg)lt apd Mental Vision 
Jn discussing ,the,£iv~-sensory, mental-af,fectional g~asp,, 

of -reality, we ,cannot ignore the yisua-i aspec!= of our indwelling 
in ,_..eality. Fi.rst, ~S? ,should qiff.e,re'1tiate vari0\1§> kiµds of 
seeing or vi·s-ion. 1 Tolkien r.,emipds u~ .... that.,. fant~sy is not 
ea~ily dramatized because ~he former i~ ~magined wpereas. th~ 
drama is actu~lly b~held. 317 The imftgi~ation is a mental, 
cognitive facul~y, nob§ visu~l faculty. However, it gives us 
mental pictures •. 

On the other hand, though the eyes look, they may not, see 
32'6 
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what is actually there. If the inner light, the eye of the soul 
is darkened, we shall see nothing. 318 The epistemological 
relevance' bf the visual imagination is that its mental pictures 
give us a lens through which we can focus our rather blurred 
intimations. Artfµl depiction is crucial in literature for 
it helps us "see through words ••• to the object". 319 

For· tewis, poe~ry's task is to produce a mental vision, 
which includes passion as well. 320 Lewis recalls Aristotle's 
notion that the inteliect itself proves nothing. The .transition 
from thinking to doing can be aided by a proper state of feel-
ings. This proper feeling state only· occurs by a proper vision 

v of the object. Hence,. the imagination contributes indirectly 
to ~ight acti~ns. 321 . The poet is ~he midwife of action. His 
_picto-rial efforts are especially important· for aesthetic ra-
tionality because most people see better than they think. For 

f Spenser as for Plato, it is reminders of beauty which most 
acutely inflame ~s. This is not because ·beauty in itself is 
more desirable, than goodness or truth, but because (though we 
see only through a glass darkly) reminders of beauty are visual 

322 a~d sight, Lewis reckons, is our clearest faculty. Lewis 
believes in the future, the direct vision of wisdom will recover 
fr,om beauty's unfair advantage of visibility. Regardless of 
Lewis' point here, it is the concr~te manifestation and unity 
of God's beauty, goodness and truth in. the incarnation which 
provokes be1ief. ' 

By indirectly stimulating our feel-ings, an image as a 
represedtational object aids our worship and our thinking. An 
icon does not exist to fix attention on itself "but to 'Stimulate 
and liberate certain activities in the ••• worshipper 11 •

323 A 
crucifix "exists in, 017der to.direct a worshipper's thollghtis a'nd 
affections to the Passion". 324 But images are like teddy bears. 
They exist iti order to be, endowed with life and personality. 
Too close attention to them reveal~ their dullness and impedes 
a child's play. The more transpar~nt and permeable the image, 
the better because the worshipper "wants to pass through the 
material-image and go beyond". 325 

A question arises. If we walk by faith and no.t by sight, 
should not a Christian epistemology deny the value of the VLsual? 
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Lewis would answer that in Scripture, worship, and above all 
in Christ·, we unmistakeably beho·ld the 'fair beauty of the 
Lora'. Unfortunately all such experiences come and go, es-
pecially go. 

The bperation of faith ls to retain so far as the 
will and intelle~t concerned, what is irresistable 
and obvious during the moments of special grace. By 
faith we believe always what we hope hereafter to 
see always., perfectly and have already seen imperfectly 
and by ~lashes."326 · 
Torrance criticizes the '.vision' emphasis in Augustine for 

making understanding a kind of illumination. This resolves 
word into light, communication into illumination. Ultimately, 
it swallows 'word' as a metaphor for the shining of God's 
truth and as an illum~nation beyond reason and .above w:rds. 327 

One could _also criticize Augustine's ontologism for its, imper-
sonal and nearly,pantheist unipn of divine and human minds 
which ignores the incarna~ion and union with Christ as the back-

) i 

bo~e of participatory theol9gi~a~ knowledge. But as·for 
Torrance's concern, St. P~ul himself is no more problematic 
for theological knowledge when he writes that knowledg~ and 
faith _shall one day pass away. "But the greatest of these is 
love. 11328 Mart's desire for the clarity of vision does not 
deny our need f!Jr faith. It U; not necessarily t.be desire for 
an observationalist proof. Seejng is not believing. No senses 
are iQfallible. Seeing and hearing belong together as do Word 
and sacrament, and are brought together in Christ. 

4. Jmageless Thinking 
There remains, a realm of cl~ar, precise thinking "which 

is whoily lacking in sensory contents", but not describable as 
~ensation or perception. 329 It is this 'imageless thinking' . . 
that has been rediscovered in our centu~y, particularly by the 
new science, which has come to hold that the inherently invis-
ible structure of space-time is prim~ry iµ objective. knowledge. 330 

This new mode of thinking frees acience from a digital, causal 
sense-experience limited to perc~ption. 331 Knowledge, Torrance 
argues,_ results from indwelling the invisible, non-observable, 

332 imageless rela_tions inherent in reality. Torrance call_s 
this the rediscovery of imageless thinking because he finds 
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Hebrew thought relentlessly imageless. The ,Hebrews had "an 
ability to think without images" which was derived from the 
intuitive and immediate impact of the Word of God. 333 

One of Torrance's·m~jor goals has been to correlate theo-
logical and natural science by the use of non-picturing analogies, 
which disclose while not picturing. 334 He has drawn upon both 
Gtldel's mathematical work to help clarify and co-ordinate 
language and epistemological structures, and Polanyi's hier-
archical structure of levels of meaning, without images and 
picturing. Thus levels of reaiity are connected in a hier-
archical manner but are not trans-ferable down into sense-
experience language without confusion. Each system is open 

' qownwards, but ~ot upwards. In this imageless manner, Torrance's 
theol~gical science seeks to refer to God without having to 

335 read back creaturely content, into God. Any yet the fact 
renfl§ns that Gtldel's theorem and Einstein and Polanyi's 

, hierarchical levels are natural, symbolic paradigms which were 
developed in natural science, and which Torrance then uses to 
express theological and transcendent truths. 

In Torrance's theology, his 11main concern is Word or 
logos". For Torrance, as for Calvin, the knowledge of the Word 
is intuitive, auditive knowledge. 336 . Theological knowledge is 

·337 therefore a heard knowledge. Torrance realizes that image-
less relations are prone to fall into an empty formalism which 
are detached from their objective reality in the sensuous, 
empirical incarn~tion of the Word of God. 338 Nonetheless, ante-
cedent to the incarnation, the imageless Trinity is the ground 
and grammar of theology which invisibly coheres with the em-
pirical reality of Jesus Christ. 

In this regard, Lewis agrees that in science the real 
universe is not picturable. As Jeans notes in The Mysterious 
Universe, pictures which illustrate quantum physics move us 

339 further away from reality, not nearer to it. If this be 
so in science, we cannot expect theological truths to be any 
more picturable ultimately--"or even explicable in terms of 
abstract thought". 340 

Lewis interprets the importance of hearing not primarily 
in terms of clarity, for seeing serves that function, but 
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inter~~tingly, in terms of communication. In good writing, 
sound is an important p{:J.rt of meaning and. the ear is as 

· 1 1 th 341 M · . . 1 h d essentia top ease as e eye. usic is pure ya ear 
art and ~ommunicates emotion most purely. 342 Torrance acknow-
ledges that 'theology as hearing' has limits. He notes that 
when John the Baptist refused ~o answer the Pharisee's unre-
pentant qu~stions, he was refusing to answer in word when an 
act was req~ired. 343 Though Luther refers to putting our eyes 
in our ears in order to.hear Goel, h~ also speaks of the visi-• 
bility of God and his revealed kingdom, where the incarnate 

' 344 God rules and performs· mighty deeds. In theology, "there 
is no disembodied ~ord". 345 Christi~µ faith takes place, 
Torrance notes~~in a_kingdom which ~hough it cannot be felt by 
hands, takes place in Word and ~acrament thro~gh a spiritual 

t b t f ' h · t t · t 346 even, ut not on~ apar rom seeing, earing,- as ing, e c. 
As Athanasius puts it, ~odts Wo];d is his h~nd a.,nd his tongue. 
"For it is through his Word that God acts immediately without 
separation between his will and his acts which characterize 
human beings. 11347 

In science, ~ames Clerk Maxwell was a str.ong proponent of 
'embodied mathematics'. He preferred geometrical images and 
physical ex4mples over merely abstract, imageless mathematical 
symbols. 348 Olsop notes how unhappy he was with a purely analy-
tical mathematics which lost sight o~ physical phenomena. 

Scientific truth should _be regarded as equally 
scientific, whether it appears in the robust 
form and the vivid colouring of a physical 
illustration, or in the tenuity and paleness 
of a symbolical expression.349 

Maxwell of course never identified any of his emb0diments with 
ontological reality. 

In science, imageless symbols of mathematics give us·the 
finest precision of numeric rationality. In art, images give us 
sensuoup-empirical contact, which engenders a precision of feel-. ' 
ing and emotion. It is important for a theology of th~ Word 
never to emphasize imageless relation~ or a 'atsembodied Word' 
(Torrance) at the expense of God's Word-become-flesh. This 

. t 

would unnecrssariiy make abstract what is concrete and foster 
' . an intellectualistic focus on ideas and conceptualizations (even 
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for example, homoousion), instead of a whole personed listening, 
tasting and responding in act and being to the act and being of 
God in Christ. 

5. The Feeting Self and the Thinking Self 
Lewis records that for Medieval man (following Plato at 

many removes) the total min~ consists of a triad of Reason, 
Emotion and Appetite·, the rational soul ( thi.nking-head) govern..: 
ing his vegetable soul (emotions-belly) through his sensitive 
soul (moral vatues-heart). 350 In the epi•stemology of the 
ancients, the Hebrew word Paul calls kardia would be more nearly 
translated 'mind'. 351 In Latin, a· cordatus man is a man of sen~e, 
not of feeling. The mind of man is neither pure reason·nor mere 
emotioh. For Calvi-rt, piety (reverence and love of God jo'ined) is 
an espential prereqtiis~te to theologic&l knowledge. 352 Genuine 
knowledge is a product of ~11 these elements culminating in 
activity. Thus Lewis tlells Greeves that though he·did not think 
Chri'stiani-ty false, ("My wliole reasonable mind is convinced.") 
often he col.!ld not- feel it was true. This was probably due, he 

. admits, to the sceptical habits of the spirit of the age and 
the cares of the day. 353 Earlier he wrote in his diary that his 
cold fogic and £acts were straight but shallow,, whereas G~eeves 
had feelings to offer. "Hence, t dealt in superfices, but .he 
in solids,. n 354 The head keeps us straight, but the emotions 
give us depth. True knowledge brings these together. 35~ Lewis 
see·s the two as ultimately complementary. Yet in a masterful 
piece of self·-criticism, Lewis sees that he was overbalanced 

-v intellectually to the detriment of em6tions, 'because of his 
repulston at his father's ups and downs. He came to dislike 
and distrust emotion as uncomfortable, embarrassing and 
dangerous. 35·6 

Following'his conversion, Lewis diagnoses the fear of the 
v emotional life as a shallow and crippling feature of'mode.rn 

educaeional life. Thus rather than safeguard children against 
emotion, like his pale opponents i.n The Abolition of Man, •Lewis 
seeks to irrigate the emotional dese~ts of modern man and weed 
out false sentiment by planting right (rational) sentiment. 
Edticatio~ which denigrates emotions as subjecttvism, only 
s'tarves students and makes them.~easy prey for propagandists. 
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"Famished nature will be avenged and a hard heart is no in-
fallible protection against a soft head. 11357 

In~ Christianity, Lewis confesses that whereas he once 
assumed the human mind was completely ruled by reason, he now 
sees that emotion and imagination are influential too. 358 Of 
cou~se Screwtape seeks to make emotion unfashionable when every-
one is luke~arm. When the world is Byronic, we decry mere 

d d . d t' 1· 359 un erstan ing an ra iona ism. 
A_conversion i'S a movement and change in the whole of 

man. So it is that in a fla~h-of insight Mark Studdock hears 
positivist-behaviourist slogan_s gush from Frost's mouth, and 
sees that such a view le~ds to Frost and his cruelty. The ex-
perien,ce of tha~ face and_ his prison experience "effe<;ted a 
conversion ·in his thinking". 36O The value of this literary 

•• :r •• .. 

p9rtrai t is- th~t iJ: give~ us a concrete,. non-analytic glimpse 
of_ the mind at work. That is poetry's eJ?istemological value: 
it harmonizes att~tudes with intellect into a wholesome, equtl-
iprium and presents th~m in their living·immediacy and inter-

rt . t· 361 a ima ion. 
Depending on the angle and genre, Lewis mixes mental and 

affectional qualities in varying degrees. Thus in~ Problem 
of Pain, Lewis writes a philosophical-theological essay on 
suffering. It is writter_by a man who has felt paln, but who 
s~~ks to have faith and to reaspn properly in the wake of the 
emo;ional agony which suff~rin~ produces._ On the other hand, 
his book,~ Grief Observed, journies through Lewis' feelings 
and th~ quarrel with faith and faith's reasons. In both, a 
feeling inteflect struggles, ("Lord I believe. He.lp my unbe-
lief.") but in a different balance. 

~·1 • 

When Macmurray understands reason as the capacity to act 
(not think) properly towal;'dS an object, he is affirming t·he 
validity of the feeling 1i£e to be as essential as the. thinking 
life for rationality. 362 In fact, for Macmurray, thinkipg (like 
imaginatipn for, Lewis) _is only indi;-ec~ly related to acting, 
whereas emotion~ are dir~ctly rel~ted. (Similarly, the imagin-
ation for Lewis, is only indirectly related to emotion, by pro-
ducfn~ s~nsuous "images which arouse our f~elings:) But as 
Lewis has ngted, often we must act first and trust our feelings 

332 

L 



J 

t~~ollow.~ 63 Properly understood, intellect and emotion make 
up the rational life which is crowned in the activities, not 
the thoughts or emotions, of a personal agent. 

In his own way, Macmurray makes a strong case for a feel-
ing intellect. Only the emotional life unifies and brings 
wholeness whereas analytical thinking divides. Hence if the 
emotional life is ignored, we do not know how to act and live. 364 

Characteristically, Torrance asserts that both feeling and think-
. · 365 · ing must be brought under control of reality. This is not 

dissimilar to Lewis' point that unless our imagination repents 
and changes (for it speaks to our passions), the intellect can-
not apprehend properly or change its views. Therefore as an 
apostle to the imagination, Lewis seeks to baptize our pass~ons 
through appealing to our imagination. Then we may see and love 
the_ beauty of truth in order to come to know the doctrine. 

Lewis approvingly notes I. A~ Richards' comment that 
belief-feelings do not follow reason except by long training. 366 

Instead, they follow grooves and ruts which already exist in the 
mind. The•mind therefore needs its emotions trained and re-
routed. But how? This is also Einstein's urgent question. For 
in the wake of a mechanized, technological society, man's 
emotional and personal life seemed much the worse, not better, 
for all his scientific progress. 367 Einstein int~itively asks 
the right question, aware that the emotional life of man is 
crucial. It is, Einstein reminds us, the character that makes 
th . t· t 368 e scien is • 

It is crucial, says Macmurray, to recognize that the 
emotional life needs education.· Many of our feelings ought not 
to be felt; many we mistake or misrepresent because we are too 
insensitive to have the appropriate feelings. 369 Lewis argues 
that in a universe where values such as rationality and beauty 
objectively inhere,. certain emotional responses are either 
congruent or incongruent. That is, emotions must be _trained. to 
feel pleasure, disgust, etc., at things which really are pleas-
ant or disgusting. 370 But, says Macmurray, the emotional l·ife 
cannot be trained~ thinking. 371 In Lewis'- words, no theoret~ 
ical justification of virtue can make a man vi~tuous. The 
intellect on its own is powerless against the animal organism. 372 
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Expourrding· Plato, Lewis argu~s that the emotions are trained 
when the reason rules the appetites by the heart--the seat of 
magnanimity. That is, the emotions are organized by trained 
habit into stable sentiments. 373 

Macmurray believes we must recover the use of sense exper-
ience in order to be fully alive, fo+ through the senses is the 
gateway to all experience. 374 And from Lewis we have seen that 
to be taught by sense experience means we must be taught through 
the mental organ which teaches. by means of analogy from the 
five s-ense experience organs, namely, the imagination. ~f Lewis 
and Macmurray are right; the only man capable of thinking pro-

/ perly is the man whose belief-feelings are attuned to re·ality. 
Science flourishes in our society because modern man believes 
it is- valid and he is prepared to give emotional and personal 
effort to labour in it. 

Lewis is keenly aware of how important proper emotions 
are.and so he meticulously -avoids giving intellectual orders to 
them. The intellect, as we have seen, cannot teach the passions 
directly. When we give them cerebral orders, they ignore them 

, J (at the cost of~guilt). This was Lewis' mistake ear11er in his 
quest for joy. One ends up focusing on one's nervous system, 
trying to alter it by ,will-power. 375 · If we consc~ously will 
to have the right emotion, we exhaust ourselves. But if we 
focus on the object and contemplate Jt for its own sake, the 
proper emotion comes as a natural by-product. That is, an 
object-centred indwelling organically arouses the proper emo-
tion·. Thus self-pity and ,self-assertion are equally wrong. 
The answer is to shift our centre of feeling_ from the· self to 
the wor:l:d outside. As Mac:mur:ray puts it,, if w.e are taught as 
a child to see, J:iea.r·, taste, and ,smell objects for thei:r own 
sake, without ulterior motiv~ or concern for consequences, then 
our emotions can be healed.: 376 For the object alone is the 
ultimate. criterion of whether or not our emotions refer to it 
appropriately. 377 

In the a~~a of theological persuasion, Torrance admits 
there is a need. to move people emoJ:ionally as well as t,o con-
vince· ·them rationally. 378 ·But ignoring or minimising the 
imaginative-aesbhetic link to emotional rationality, he has 
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pursued the course of theological science, not theological art. 
He fears if we lead with feelings without word rationality, we 
lose integrity.3'79 In contrast, Macmurray and Lewis believe 
that unless feelings are moved, rational argumentation is in-
effectual. If emotions are closed, genuine knowledge cannot 
occur. 

In spite of making use of the ancient distinctions be-
tween reason, feelings and will, Lewis rightly questions whether 
the will and emotions are ulti~ately distinguishable. Perhaps 
"the great distinction .between a great passion and the iron 
resolution are not all that different 11 •

38° Certainly the will 
and the passions are interwoven. Lewis praises the exquisite 
health of Spenser's imagination for combining moral purity and 
aesthetic power. 381 This combination reflects the special task 
of the poet: to stir the emotions to db the right and to teach 

. them the beauty of goodness. 382 

The chief reason our minds fail to grasp reality is that 
WE: do not sufficiently desire parting with the comfort and 
familiarity of our own opinions. We often know very well right 
from wrong, but have not the will to follow the gpod when it 
concretely might cost us. We do not lack knowledge of the good, 
"we want_the creative faculty to imagine that whi~h we know; we 
want the generous impulse to act that which we imagine, we want 
the poetry of life.~." : 83 In his Defense of Poetry, Shelley 
suggests that the great secret of morals •is love and to be very 
good one must "imagine intensely and 
put himself in the place of an other 
greatest instrument of moral good is 
answer in part comes through poetry. 

comprehensively; he must 
and of many others ••• the 
the imagination". 384 The 
Through poetic images art 

. 385 . "entices" us to virtue. Poetry enlarges the circumfere~ce of 
our imagination by making enjoyable something besides the self. 

Hence for Lewis, the intellect moves the will to good 
action by way of the imagination's illuminating the beauty of 
righteousness. Intellec.tual efforts to move -us to ri-ght action 
which by-pass our aesthetic rationality move us only by rational 
and moral exhortation. The· -will desires the good when it sees 
the beauty of goodness. Here is an obje~t-centred rather than 
consequence-centred motivation:; 
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Because to~rance interprets theology prim~rily ~s a 
sci~nce and does not. str~ss the art of theology or the correla-
tive £unction of th~ imagination~ he has a tendency to make 
theology primarily an affair of correct thought forms, even 
though for Torrance, these are the result of a whole personed 
indwelling in the object. Torrance, using -precise,, image less 
symbols, points intellectually· to the truth and implores us to 
participate. Lewis, the imaginative man, believes that unless 
we see truth's beauty, we will not be persuaded. Therefore by 
u~ing poettc ianguage he arouses our emotions to risk the cost 
of participatory knowing. 

Ultimately for Lewis, the beautiful and the good are a 
unity. The ethical_• j.s the aesthetic par excellence. Lewis 
applauds Sir Philip Sidney, who harmQt;1ized for his ··generat~on 
art, t~eoiogy and ethics theology and the good). 386 

His synthesis suc~eeded because it is not a manufactured syn-
thesis, but the natural form these things took upon Sidney's 
reflection. 387 

Lewis descends to ou=r five senses by i-ncarnating the truth 
of Christianity in the pass~on and visual clarity qf -the imagin-
ation. Chad Walsh has testified that Perelandra gave him "the 
taste and smell of, Christianity". An intellect't14l. abs.traction 
"had become flesh .and dwel·t in its solid bodily glory" .• 388 Thus 
in Narnia, Lewi.s brings.: us inside Christj.ani ty imagin~ti vely, ,to 
taste ~nd feel the Christian· vision of life lived in ,the presence 
of the incarnate Lord. This imaginative experience P.½epares us 
to under$tand the d·octrine, its rationality, and its commitment 
to history, ~pace and time. L~wis gives the will a prqpe~ pas-
sion i~ order to al1ow the mi~d to think correctly. Of course 
all this may be suq-C}lris~ian. A time. comes jvhen the lover of 
Asian must dive into the baptism of Christ and his fellowshtp. 
Tpen Jesus Christ m~st confirm his own reality to ~ven as· 
Aslan, does to the c;Jlildren. One- canno~ but rema.rk that if Lewis 
desc~ndp to the imagination in order to ~onvert, ho~ much more 
compelling is the .saint who qescends to the flesh a,nd b~ood of 
love-in~action to .his netghbo~r, where imaginative beauty is 
quickened to real life by healing han~s and feet of love. 

Macmurray is adamant that religion remains immature if 
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symbol, ritual and imagination do not culminate in action. 389 

Similarly, for Lewis, the imagination is merely the outer core 
of real man. 390 He rejects Tillyard's "poetolatry" which lauds 
the courage of the poet to bravely "meditate on human fate 11 •

391 

Sola· art demands less virtue and takes less courage than step-
-- 392 ping into a cold bath. Screwtape would prefer that all men 
confine their virtue to their imaginations and be malicious in 
their actions. For the will is the arena of concrete event •. 
To imagine is not to act and only indirectly does it lead to 
action. It may never produce one good act. 393 "As long as he 
does not convert .it into action, it does not matter how much 
he thinks about this new repentance. 11394 In fact, the more 
we feel without acting, the. less we will ever be able to act 
and in the long run, the less able to feel. Nonetheless, the 
po~t has a·valuable role to play. For to the degree he makes 
his readers enamoured of virtue and modifies behaviour, art 
produces· genuine results in _our historical world of space and 
time. 395 

6. The Choosing Self and the Thinking Self 
The notion of indwelling implies an act~ve mind in that 

it does more than simply receive objects "but can in some way 
be said to enter rnto them". 396 Col~ridge saw the will as· the 
basic energy which indwells. Within a participated u~derstand-
ing of knowledge, the interweaving of the thinking and choosing 
activity is radicalized. There is no will abstracted from in-
telligence; no intelligence exists apart from the personal 
agency of decision. Therefore Coleridge saw in the Calvinism 
of Jonathan Edwards the abstraction of will from intellect which 
make~ God's po_wer or will swallow up all other attributes. 397 

Similarly, one cannot discuss the mind without reference t·o 
the conscience, for the rational and ethical are also insepar-
ably combined. Hence, as Farrer sees, to ask ;f the mind and 
the conscience denote menta~ faculties or habits is fruitless. 398 

Lewis echoes these concerns. Pride corrupts the whole of 
man. "The same rebeliion which means misery for the feelings 
and corruption for the will means nonsense for the intellect. 11399 

Elsewliere Lewis states "intellectual ••• error is inextricably 
mixed with moral instability, and the soul's desertion 
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. of truth ••• has an element of willful rebellion as ,weLl as of 
illusion. , . .400 A primary error of -the Enlightenment was that it 
had "no co~ception that the purification of the will (cete.ris 
paribup)leads to the enlightenment of the ·intellect". 491 In 
later life, LewiS; writes "when I say 'intellect' I inci.ude will. 
Attention is an act of will~ Intelligence in action is will 
par excellence•. 402 As. a matter of strategy, Screwtape seeks 
to engender "nonsense in the intellect" ii.n order .to "reinforce 
corruption in•:the will". 403 But Screwtape' s modus operandi as 
often darkens the intel,lect fi-rst by way of propaganda and half 
truths in· order to assault man morally. 404 

For Coleridge, the fallen will is the key to the fallen 
reason. 405 Sin's essence is the willful desire for autonomy. 406 

Wher~as the Greek way to truth was by enlarging and informing 
the inteliect in order to purify the moral character, for Christ-
ianity the first step to truth is to cleanse the heart. 407 

Christianity restores the intell·ect as well because it presents 
to·man "objects so great and bright ••• they cannot but enlarge 
the Organ by which they are contemplated 11 •

408 

The implication is that though truth be all around man, if 
the light reaches him against his will, he.will reject tthe 
light. In ~he Great Divorce, this is tge real tragedy, of, the 
dwarf/tragedian's refusal of his wife. 409 The question ·is sim-
ply: shall we choose to be open to reality as it is, or shall 
we selectively seek to control it, imposing ourselves on to it 
and thus creating our own reality? To speak of 'the 'submission 
of will' is to ~peak th~ language of obedience, for obedience 
is the only roG1-d to love and. peace. "Obedience is the key 
to atl doo~~; teeltngs come, (or do not• come) and go as God 

410 . 411 pleases." Heaven 1:s a place of unt,mpeded obedience. 
In theology the epistemological question reduces simply 

to Von Weizsttcker's comment: "we must in fact know. qnly whether 
we want to hear God at al+--~ot where we wish to hea~ him, but 

412 where he r~ally speaks to us". For Torrance,., to apprehend 
Christ involves our cognitive and volitional capacities. 4~3 

That is, a change in our being is demanded as much as in our 
thoughts. This is why Kierkegaard steadfastly refused to iso-
late thinking from the whole activity of the empirical subject. 414 
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As John's ~ospel puts it, we must not se~arate Truth from the 
way and the life. 415 The erro~ would be to ~racket relation 

/ with God and turn it into a logical-formal relation. Because 
God's truth is his life, we cannot know truth without sharing 
or participating in his life, that is, without living the truth, 
doing the tru~h and without becoming true. 416 

7. The Act -0f Knowing 
Because God gives us knowledge of himself.through his 

reconciling act in Jesus' life,. our knowl-edge of God is bound 
up in our activity of love and prayer as the response of our 
whole person to God. 417 Man's whole being is climaxed in his 
choice of action. This notion of a knowing agent is crucial 
for Lewis' parti~ipa~ory knowledge of God. As Coleridge notes, 

'-
we re~ain ignorant "as long as we attempt to master by the re-
f];ex act·s of ·the understanding what we can only know by the act 
of be~omirig 11 •

418 Lewis once asked a correspondent, "Do all 
theoretical problems conceal shirkings of the will? 11419 · Lewis 
was -pondering the nature of gratitude--is it a feeling? His 
answer is to act your graticude. The feelings will take care 
o.f themselves. 

To ~ay we know in an act implies that theologicar know-
j ledge is primarily relational and ontological, not logical or 

an experience-in-consciousness. 'Knowledge as an act or event 
separates Lewis and Torrance from idealism. F. H. Bradley 
could quite eloquently state that. "thought, feeling and voli-
tion are blended into a whole in real knowledge 11 •

420 In fact, 
this meant for Bradley what virtue means for Barfield, namely, 
"the state of ·~trtue is a conscious realization that all parts 
cons~itute one whole". 421 Idealism thus transforms the knowing 
of the livin~ God through imitative participation in hi~ cort-

J crete acts of love, ~nto a mere affair of consciousness, an 
internal reatiza.t-i.on. Lewis describes how he had long held 
a "theoretic ethic", namely, to cease selfishness one must 
real-ise we are all part of Spirit. But following his conversion, 
he knew he must "attempt complete virtue and beg:nn to do the 
will o( the Father". From this concrete obedience, not a mental 
virtue, he began to "know the doctrine". 422 This, in turn, led 
him to see his true self as a legion of lusts and selfishness 
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for which repentance was needed. Knowing the truth and doing 
the truth are intimately connected. The importance of the 
volitional in epistemology has implications for our doctrine 
of God. When Occam gav~ priority to God's will, he separated 
it from God's intellect. 423 Calvin, in contrast, held to the 
primacy of God's intellect over will, and thus saw the knowledge 
of God not as a~bitrary and inscrutible. 424 For Lewis, God's 
goodness is his truest rationality; love is reason's final 
power and--;:-s much more important than God's omnipotence. 425 

Therefore he sees ~an's humanity as his participation in the 
4'26 'concrete r~ality·' of the moral life. 

For Lewis, how a man acts -is the core of wbo a man is. 
He may feel benevolent because he hates no one. But if he qas 
never .. done a sacrificial act in his life, he is self-deceived. 427 

For Macmur.ray, knowledge without application is worse than · . 428 . . , 
useless. We are driven to conclude that knowledge in action 
is the primary form of knowing. 429 The knowing self is funda-
meneally an agent who lives Jn space &nd time, and not merely 
a thinker or feeler. Abstract knowledge is valid but second~ry, 
dependent on the primary kqowledge gained in action. 430 ~hink-
ing becom~s perverse wh~n it becomes a substitute for feeling 
and action. 431 This·. ·contrasts with the concern in Greek , 
thinking for an ideai world of ideas., 'not of actions, says 
Torrance. While Greek lan~uage has i~s formal 1,ogic, abstract 
concepts a~d substances, Hebrew language is a language of 
action. 432 

Torrance finds in Athanasius a constant urging ~o- integ-
rity of life because P.roper thought f9rms or u~derstand~ng 
cannot be• separate~ from a way of life. 433 The kµowledge ,of 
God is not only through Chr~s~, but with Christ and i~ the Holy 
Spirit. 434 Knowledge is ontological~ epistemological. · 
Torrance finds the, same point made powerfully in Anselm--where 
truth and doing are intimat~ly connected. To partictpate in 
righteousness is to be in ~he truth and therefore to know the 
truth. Nothing is true except by participatiop in w~at is 
true. 435 R. Campbell has noted that here is a great dj~ference 
between Plato and Anselm, Whereas for flato truth is funda-
mentally an object of contemplation ( theoria) and e~joyment., for 
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Anselm, truth is somethtng which is don~ (praxis). 436 

Si,milarly, for Barth, "knowledge 9f G~id is obedience to 
Go~'. 437 Christian truth is identical to the Christian life. 
As Lewis puts it, "At the maximum a man is what he does; there 
is nothing of him left over or outside the act. 11438 Paul Holmer 
is right to argue, therefore,- that the self in Lewis is a re-
lation, not a thing. 439 The s~lf as agent relates truly or 
falsely to reality, and his being is his relationship to what 
is real. True knowing is not~ pure cerebral and conceptual 
accuracy, but involve~ emotion, imagin~~ion and intellect--each 
appr9priately relating· to the real. Th~se aspects of rational-
ity are then gathered up in a knowle~ge which involves us in 
con~rete acts of enjqying, praising, loving and caring for God, 
for ot;he.rs and for creation. 

J-esus, therefore, is neither a poet nor a philosopher-
scientist, thinks Lewis, for ~is words are directed, not pri-
marily to the imagination or the iRtellect, but to the heart, 
that is, the will and affection. 440 To Lewis' mind, the Christ-
ian apologist is one who speaks to the imagination and intellect, 
but the preacher is one who reaches the will. The apologist is 
one like Jphn the Baptist; the preacher represents Christ 
htmself. 441 

... 
Now we have come to the epistemological implications of 

Christ's command to love our neighbour. "Next to the sacrament, 
••• your neigf.lbour is ·the holiest object presented to your 
sens.es. 11442 In our Christian life of obedient service to all 
men1 we serve and know Go~ as we bodily participate in ½he truth. 
Imitating Christ in our actions is epi~temologicalty crucial for 
what one wills to do is the core of the p~rsonal life. Conarete 
loving acts are the arena of the real. 443 Screwtape, we r~call, 
seeks _to_keep benevolence in the imagin~tion an4 ehe intellect. 444 

For the Christian, person to person ,relationships in the 
world .are not the absorption of others into ourselves which 
increase 9ur sp~re of power aRd a~thority. They are relation-
ships of freedom: free of self-aggrandizement, which love the 
other for· his o~ sake. This reflects and embodies God's pwn 
wa~ of union,. a .union with loving sons who live in free conform-
,ity to his will. To act in this way fulfills our imagining, 
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thinking and desiring and leads to deeper joy, desire and 
rationality as we continue to iob~y and love. 445 Qur deepest 
desires are fulfilled, not by attending, brooding and cherish-
ing them. Rather a,s we attend to our duties and obligations, 
"then it [desire] will blaze". 446 

Of course in concrete t~rms, this means the epistemological 
breakthrough is often linked closely with suffering. 447 The 
via crucis becomes the road to joy, an unavoidable station on 
the road to freedom, In Bonhoef~er's words. For all that we have 
discussed: indwelling, rec~iving, emptying, object-centredness 
and obedience, point to a death, the pain of self-death through 
which one must descend before one can be resurrected by grace 
alpne. Our physical .life is a concrete parable of this fact. 
We die in order to live. The eternal, eschatological life is 
sigx:1 posted by the valley of tears, the way of suffe"ring, 
.the cross. 

8. Theological Participation 
Divine Gra,ce is Dancing. Dance ye all: Ye_ who 
are not dancing know not what we are knowing. 

--The·Apocryphal Gospel of John 448 

To know God and to love him are not distinct from one 
anotqer, nor from him. 449 Nor is his ·1ove and knowledge. In 
C 1 . k . G d . b · t · k ·1·· d 45o a vin, nowing o is never a mere o Jee ive now e ge. 
Abraham Heschel point~ out how for the .Hebrew, to know God is 
to have sympathy for God, to b~ affected by the daath Elohim. 451 

Again in Calvin, the act of knowing God involves man in re-
living qualitatively the movement of grace. 452 Therefore Christ-
ian knowledge and participation.in Christ cannot be separated. 
This does"not imply there is a fusion between human reason and 
God's being. The cognitive truths o~ Christian theology a~e 
related to Chri•st along the analogy of the hypostatic union. 
That is, Christian trutWs are not connected by logical necessity 
but by a personal and ·relational necessity. 45 3- The· coherence 
of·Christiaff 1theology is the coh~renc,e which re-lives encounter 
with its object. As the Christian allows himself to be re-
addre~sed by God and responds to the Divine activity, he trans-
lates statements sd 
selves but in the'ir 

that their necessity· does 
b .- 454 
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Athana'sius' th~ology of unlon with Christ has greatly 
influenced' Torranc-e. For Athanasius, the relation between 
Father and Son is a relationship that gives mutual and exclusive 
connection between the knowledge of the Father and the knowledge 
of the Son through the Spirit. In the incarnation, that in-
timate relationship·has been inserted into our own human flesh 
and blood·. 455 

Since in Chri'st all things are now fulfilled and 
he i~ the way back to the Father, we may take 
that way only through participating in the 456 relation of the incarnate Sdn to the Father. 

It is as we participate in the incarnate life of Christ himself 
that we partake of Christ's benefits and blessings. If he does 
not give himself· to us, his blessings are not ours. 457 

·Thus our· forensic justification rests upon our union with 
Chr~st and our union with Christ .is our participation in the 

.coming of God into our humanity in Jesus. Torrance points out 
that this understanding was reversed in the Westminster Con-
fession, which inverts this relationship and makes judicial 
justification and faith prior to our entering into union with 
Christ. As a ·result, the judicial 'and cognitive relations 
displace the koinonia of the Spirit. Within a judicial-cognitive 
scheme, the Holy Spirit is only introduced incidentally and 
instrumentally. 458 

But for Torrance, following Athanasius, our union with 
Christ is not a result of our faith, but is reality through the 
koinonia of 'the Spirit, mediated to us from the Father, through 
th S , 459 e on. 

We are not saved by the act of believing, but saved 
in.the very ~ct of believing by the faithful and 
_obe?ient Life o~ Jesus Christ on who~. we rely, for 
He· has already bound us up in covenant-and 'carnal' 
uni-0n with him.460 

Our faith is not a causal mechanism releasing God's love,.but is 
J our participation in the free gift of the incarnate, atoning God. 

Our faith .response is ''made, within the ring of faithfulness 
Chri.st has already thrown: around us". 461 Following Athanasius, 
Torrance argues that Christ not only died for us, but believes . -
for us. Justifi.cation by Christ therefore is God's "revelation 
which already includes a true and fully human response as part 
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of its achievement. for us· and to us a~d in us". 462 

Torrance believes Athanasius also had a profound influence 
on Calvin's understanding of _justification as our real and sub-
stantial union with Christ. Justification is _no mere legal 
fiction, but has ontological reality. 463 Calvin rejected the 
notion of an infusion of grace or righteousness as christo-
logically untenable. That is, it confuses the divine and human 
natures. But we receive the human righteousness of Christ. 464 

By way of contrast, theological participation in Aquinas 
is wedded to nee-Platonic notions of grades of be~ng and par-
ticipation in a higher form of being. Thus "to know something 
is to become it", in a process by which one takes on a part of 
something and receiv~s particularly what belongs to another 
more generally. 465 But for Torrance, as Christ dies for the 
whole man, we live in personal relational union with the whole 

_Christ, not with an i~fusion of deity. 466 Therefore for Calvin, 
from the very beginning our knowledge of God involves a union, 
not·a disjunction between subject and object. 467 As a crea-
turely r·elational union, it is an ontological relation, not a 
fusion of divine attributes into man, which change his s~b-
stance into deity, but a relational participation of koinonia 
and abiding through the Holy Spirit. 468 

. . .. 
Torrance notes that New Testament ~oinonia refers pri-

marily to our participation in Cnrist and only secondarily to 
469 communion with one another. As such, our koinonia is governed 

by Chalcedon's union of divine and human in Christ. It is not 
methexis, a participation in eternal realities, but koinonia--
partici_pation which entails an ontological union with Christ in 
his humantty. Man's 'humanity is not deified but recreated in 
its humanity. 470 The result of this is theosis, which Torrance 
interprets ~ot as a divin;zing of man, but an attempt to describe 
the power of Pentecost--the reality of man's encounter with the 
Spirit. 471 

Partly in response .to d~Cerminist and mechanistic notions 
of grace and ~acrament, Lewfs stresses the volitional aspect of 
our relational union with Christ through baptism, bel~ef and 
c_«;>mmunion. 472 ,Our pa'r~icipatio~ is a "vol9ntary thing,". 

It is not vol~ntary in~the sense we of ourselves 
couid have chosen to take it or could'even have 
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imagined it; but it is voluntary in the sense 473 tha~ when it js offered to us we can refuse it. 
In other words, participatory union with Christ is not a mechan-
ism yet Christ is th~ man "in whose suffering, resurrection and 
victories all men (unless they refuse) can share 11 •

474 For Lewis 
we appropriate salvation as we 1 ~lay ourselves open to the Real 
Man ••• He will do it in us and for us 11 •

475 As always, the pri-
mary agent is the initiating, seeking Father. Even i.n the 
eucharist, which Lewis sees as the central act of~ worship, 
Lewis reminds us it is not .our :sacrifice, but "there it is 
manifestly, even phys~cally, God who gives and we who receive". 476 

An aspect of volitional participation Lewis particularly 
reflects on and•which is closely related to knowing as an act,. 
is imitation, whereby· in our deeds Christ becomes formed in us. 
Man's·. task is not so ~much to be creative, free or spontaneous 
as to ·copy, reflect and mi::-ror the Son, .as the Son does the will 

·of th~ Father. Through this process we are shaped (morphotha) 
and_conformed to his image. 477 Our imitating of Christ clearly 
has no.thing to do with acquiring salvation, but rather the re-
sponse of those who have been loved is to participate in that 
love with their lives. Our participa~ion in Christ is an 
imitation of the human.life of our.Lord--

not only pf Calvary, but of the workshop, the 
roads, the crowds, the clamorous demands and 
surly oppositions, the lack 4~a all peace and 
privacy, tpe interruptions. 

Such is "the divine life operating under human conditions. ,,4 79 

A further wa~ of describing theological participation is 
to see it as a new centre for living--from subject-centredness 
to object-centredness .. Auerbach speaks of· the Christian blending 
of the ~ublime with the low and everyday, of tragedy with comedy, 
which. breaks all previous classical rules which kept them apart. 
Gre~k tragedy especially is superceded in Christian art because 
no matter how serious or horrific life became 

above them stood the towering and all-embracing· 
digni~y of. a single ,ven~, the appearance of 
Christ, and everything tragic was but figure or 
reflection of a ••• complex of events ••• The Fall, 480 Christ's birth and passion and the Last Judgement. 

Auerbach's point is that life's centre of gravity has be~n 
transposed from life on earth to life beyond. It is better to 
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say that the .centre has shift~d from autonomy t,o union with God 
in and through Christ~ 

A theology which takes seriously feeling or emotional 
rationalitl is no more subjectivist than one which takes thinking 
seriously. Our thinking, feeling and our deeds must be re-
directed to liv~ from a centre in Christ. This occurs within 
the hiatorical particularity of space-time where man in Christ 

J can live no longer out of ~imself, but only out of the ,Father's 
love for the Son. It is this love which has in carnal union 
come to g+iP us within pur own frail flesh. Our lives are not 
devalued of their i~portance, b':}t our tragedy is. conque_i::ed as 
divine love tranaposes the self-centred catharsis of Greek 
t~agedy into our_ participation through a death to self into 
union wi-th Christ. 

As a result of this union, there are not two separate 
kin~d9ms--~~ayen and earth, grace and nature. For in the 
incart;iatj.on God himself comes and gathers man to himself: •within 
space an~ time. Therefore by _participa;ion in Christ, within 
union with ~he incarnate Christ, we stand at~ in the reality 
of the world and of God. 481 

9. Metanoia 
An object-centredness in theological epist.emology summons 

us to "allow ourselves, to be stripped of all .our prejudgements 
t 482 · 

and presuppositions". In stµdyin~ ltterature (e.g., the 
history of the _Romantic sen,timent), Lew,.is beli~V~J:i we must en-
gage in imaginative re~ent.ance. Thflt is,, one JDU;St "by an 
effort of .hi_stori.cal imagination," reconstruct a now long-lost 
state of mind. 483 It is, ~ery difficult fo~ mod~rn man to 
im~gine what it would be lik~ !!.Q! to ,experience th~ sentiment 
of romantic love. lt takes a severe imagina~ive effort to 
reconstruc~ a world without it.,. But,:only if one endure_~ this 
imaginative emptying can one re~lly hav~ a new imagina~ive 
filling. 484 

In B_iblica~ interpretation, Lewis find~ !. priori, herme-
neuti~al habitj of both liber~l and conservative to be major 
roadblocks to un~erstanqing._ Le~is has been accused by liberals 
of fundamentalism because he believes in the historica_l char-
acter of ~iracies. But his openn~ss to historicity of the 

346 



miracle stories ,is riott due to a "prior belief that every sen-
tence of the Old Testament has historical or scientifi~ truth". 485 

Lewis rejects a doctrine of infallibility which is based on 
the argument that 'God must have ,done it this way because this 
is the best way. Therefore· God has done it.' It is "dangerous 
to prescribe what God must have done--especially when we cannot 
for the life us us, see that He has after all done it 11•486 The 
conservative~ priori demands the orderly and lucid conceptual 
answer. But Lewis thinks neither .Christ nor Paul ever gave any. 
He concludes that the orderly, precise answer we want~ priori 
must not be best, because Jesus wants a response from the whole 

t · t f h. b · 487 man, no JUS rom is rain. 
On the other h~nd, liberal scholars come to the Bible 

full of naturalist1c· assumptions which beg the question of 
miracle. 488 Such men are. not necessarily hypocrites, for "we 
all have n~turalism in our bones". Therefore the task for a 
Western man is to re~educate himself, to learn intellectuai 
repentance, to "sniff out like a bloodhound" those steps in 
argument which depend not on historical and linguistic know-
ledge, "but on the co11-cealed assumption that miracles are im-
possible11.489 

The naturalistic a priori is· a peculiar problem of·Western, 
secular man in his approach to Biblical study. rri· part, Lewis 
a~tributes che problem with miracles to chronological snobbery, 
that is,.. the uncritical acceptance of the intellectua't climate 
of the current age and its assumption that what is out of date 
is therefore discredited. 49O 

Methodologically the alternative· to the Torrance-Lewis 
concern for intellectual repentance would be, to bring a prior 
framework to theology, a··piece of literature, science or phil-
osophy, and use it as a _lens to grasp the meaning of the s~bject 
matter •. The most openly acknowledged and sophisticated form of 
this in T.ecent Biblical studies is· undoubtedly the "prior-

491 understanding" .of .Rudolf Bultmann. • Through his 'prior-. 
understanding', Bultmann- seeks to distin~uish the valid from the 
invalid, the kerygma from the myth. 

Torrance recalls that Barth saw the 'prior understanding' 
as a flight from reality. For· instead of wrestling with the 
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difficult and scandalous passages, one sets aside as Jewish, 
Hellenistic or mytholo~ical whatever one finds irrelevant to 
modern man based on, for example, Heidegger's anthropological 
analysis. 492 For Barth, only by wrestling with the scandals 
and stumbling blocks do we break through to what the Bible 
itself has to say. The ·Bible cannot be fitted to any man-made 
synthesis, or be co-ordinated with any philosophical, cultural 
presuppositions. For exam~le, the incarnation is a scandal 
and a paradox to an Arian beca~se of his .Platonic presupposi-
tions--matter·is evil, spirit is good. 493 Good exegesis requires 
a tearing down of all modern or ancient scaffoldings in order 
to understand the text on its own terms. 

A plethora of reasons exist why a proud mind would avoid 
a f'Ul-1 and unprotected encounter with God. Some are profound, 
others- are rather mundane. Once diagnos·ed, many .2, prioris are 

· -494 ludicrous. Often we are simply not aware how false our 
assurtfions are. 495 Einstein notes it was not malevolence that 
made nineteenth century science ~ontinu~lly introduce new sub-
stances in order to shore up its faltering mechanical explan-
ations.496 They ·simply never considered that a non-mechanistic 
universe was possible. 

Our feelings incessaptly alter and mould all our experience, .. 
delimiting what we can enjoy and unperstand. Lewis says he 
tolerated the war, for example, because he expected it would 
be b~d, but his schooling was a disaster because he anticipated 
it' would be fun. 497 We avoid physicians because we fear some-

. 498 thing may be wrong. We put off seei'ng a dentist because we 
know it will hurt. Many unbelievers fear God. Hence they want 
to avoid him. They are not impartial. As Farrer puts it, 
"Unbelievers are a.fraid of God ahd evade the evidence. Of 

' r ~99 • course. What else could one expect?" Some reckon that 1.f 
God forgives honest disbelief and one can be good without 
Christianity, that should be the end of it. Lewis says such a 
man is shirking. He has not really done his best to discover 
the truth because he forsee's trouble. "You may not be certain 
yet whether you ought to be a Chris'tian; but y'ou do know you 
ought to be a man, not an ostrich, hiding its head in the 
sand~"soo 
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Lewis ·admits to an element of wtsh fulfillment in his 
rejection of Christianity-, -even though in other areas, ·he sought 
to be free 6f wisti fuifillment. 501 Creative evolu~ion is a 
pleasantly comfortable faith. Its "tame God" offers "all the 
·thrills of religion and none' of the cost". SOZ Lewis describes 
his own adolescent rejection· of Christianity as a great r.elief. 

From the tyrannous no·on of revelation, I passed 
into the cool evening twilight of Higher Thought 
where there was nothing to be obeyed and nothing 
to be· believed except what was either comforting 
or exciting.503 · 
Man has a nat~ral reluctance to think about God, muses 

Screwtape, "but when thinking of him involves facing and inten-
sifying a whole vague cloud of half-conscious guilt, this re-
luctance is increased ten-fold". 504 And religion as man's 
search for God is the very thing which subtly is gr9unded on 
this r~luctance. For religion-dictates the game, initiates the 

· proceedings.. Not not s~ the 'tyrannous high noon of revelation' • 
Men are reluctant to pass over from the .notion 
of an abstract and negative deity to the tiving 
God •. I do not wonder ••. An 'impersonal God'--
~ell and gopd. A subjective God of beauty, 
truth and goodness, inside our own heads--
better stilt. A formless life~~orce surgirtg 
through us, a vast power which ~e can tap--best 
of all. But God Himself, alive ••• perhaps 
approaching at an infinite speed ••. that is 
quit.e another matter.SOS 
Our ordinary men;al-emotional habits o~ten keep us f~pm 

understand~11g or considering Christ. Ou~ sheer conservati~m 
dislikes to change its.habits, mental or phy.sica1. 506 All the 
patient's bodily hapits, says Screwtape, are in the f~vour of 
Satan. 507 This state of being is see~ in Matthew Arnold'~ 
confid~:mt comment, "Ypu ought to know that miracles do .not 
h~pp~n". SOS Similarly, Tor-ranee attributes pult;mann,' s need to 
re-inte!pret all supernatural events as myt~ical .to his natural-
istic habit o~ mind. 509 Men'~ th~ugh~ formp have grown adapted 
to a world out of harmony with its Creator. 510 In retrospect, 
Lewis sees his atheism as a "whirl qf c.ontradictions".. "I main-
tained that God did not exist. I was als~yery angry with God 
for not existing. I was equally

1
a~~~~ with h~m for creatin~ a 

wo.rld. n 511 T}:le rqtionality of these '{iews. wa~ deeply tainted, by 
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his lop-sided temperament, namely, more violent in its negative-
demands than in positive hopes. 

Often emotional self-confidence tells us we understand the 
meaning of a word or concept when we in fact are mistaken. Thus 
Lewis thought he knew the meaning of the nineteenth century use 
of 'world', because of its proximity to the .twentieth century 
usage. Only later did he discover his error by studying an 
earlier century's use (which he did not assume he understood). 
Confident feelings do not prove we understand, but only that we 
have met a familiar expression· and feel no· shock. 512 To pene-
trate into,a true unders~anding means we must cut back into 
ourselves and our assumpt.ions. 

If emotional over-confidence can mislead us, no feeling 
is a ._worse guide to understanding than dislike. Many Milton 
critics misread Paradise Lost because they simply cannot under-
stand what the Fall is about, since it invo1ves "an idea so 
uninteresting or so intensely disagreeable .to them that they 
have been under a sort of psycholpgical necessity of passing 
tt over ~nd hushing it up 11 •

513 When the American theologian 
Norman Pittenger reviewed Lewis' books, he consistently accused 
Lewis of ideas which Lewis explicitly ~enies. Lewis did not 
accuse Pittenger of dishonesty because "we all know too well how 
difficult it is to grasp or retain the substance 6£ a ~ook one 
finds antipathetic 11 •

514 

It follows that negative criticism is the most difficult 
to write. What we think bad writing or bad theology, we 9ate. 
Hence criticism easily degenerates to blows delivered in battle 
for my theological or literary school against my opponent. 515 

But Lewts argues .that hatred, liki? evil, always overreaches it-
self and.becomes impotent. U$ually such cr~ticism, i=ns~ead of 
helping the reader see the inadequacies of our opponent riv~ts 
his attention on the author. The very desi·re to ,pulverize the 
opponent is a signal, therefore, that spmething is wrong within 
us. 516 

It is not surprising that the languag~,of conversion and 
repentance is increasingly used in all areas of knowledge. 
Einstein describes the heuristic process as a pa~nful struggle 
between new ,physical concepts and old ideas because ~he initial 
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and fundament~l steps in new adv.ances "are always of a revol-
utLonary characte~ 11 •

517 The breakthroµgh is -not the result of 
new observation or information, but a transposition. in the mind, 
giving the t~ngled mass of data a new interpretive framework. 
Butterf\eld ca11·s this the of science, rarely discussed. 518 

Butterfield recall~ that Harvey's triumph in understanding the 
cir~ulatory system is the power of seeing by depiction and 
imagination the whole-subject. in a new framework and re-stating 
the is~ue in~ way which ~ade ~he pr~blem manageable. 519 This 
mental conversi.oi;i i.s., the gi='ec:t paradox of science. Things so 
easi.ly instilled in a schoolboy once defeated the greatest minds 

, -
for centuries. A sci.entist who clearly broke through in one 
area could remain quite primitive in 
ear\ier, theie ~s no logical road_ in 
Th~y -~re separated by a +o~_ical gap. 

·s20 another. As noted 
and out of these frameworks. 

Thus Niels Bohr had to 
reconstruct the logic of science in order to understand nuclear 

· 521 activity. Such a mental rearrangement requires a logical 
reconst~uction ot our prior knowl~dge and a me~anoia of our 
prior understanding. 

For To~rance, the ~~rly Church's struggle and conquest of 
the pagan thought forms came about only by re-creating the very 
foundations of philosophy, sc;ence and culture. It could not 
merely operate with:i-p the ancient paradigms. 522 Similarl_y, 
the Church today cannot borrow rea~y-made thought-forms of 
mod~rn man, Qut must struggle to woi;k out a logic and ratio9-
ality which is appropriate to its ob.ject. 523 When theological 
science does borro~w .terms aztd, notions, it must always bap 4ize 
them, in order that thei~feaning,is not grounded in their old 
frameworks but is adapte,<! and .op~Aed to i~s new ob je.ct. 

Ther~fore, no thought fprms are sacrosanct. Torranc~ 
rejects ~he Thomist belief .that God created certain rational 
categories with which we mus,t think in order to be. rational. 

4 

This is a kind of nominal~~m Jn that it identifies our propo-
sitions,. ~ategories and statements of truth with the truth 
itsel,f., thereby swallows up th~ real into our concepts of the 

' . 
real. 

What caq d~live~~s from the vario~s fears,~ priori 
concepts and prejudice~ which keep us entrenched within 
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familiar opinions? Only empirical encounter with the object of 
ifiquiry. In.1iterature, this means that rather than fix atten-
tion on the marginal or subsidiary themes which appeal to our 
prior·framewotk; we submit to the theme and passion of the play 

. . d 524 as 1.t stan s. 
Finally in the context of metanoia, the subject-object 

question arises with peculiar intensity: does the object ·evoke 
our change of 'heart, paradigms and thought structures, or does 
the subject, the knower re-ori~nt hiin"self?. We must avoid -a 
causal solution heie which reduces the subject's role to a 
cipher, or th~ object's role (especially in theology) to a 
by-stander. The problem is that repentance can only be done 
by a good man, but we are not good. "Only a good person can 
repent perfectly.u 525 I may try ~o be obedient and moral, to 
wipe my eye·s clean in order. to s~e the sun, as Athanasius puts 
it, but how can I possibly be pure enbugh? 526 

Lewis answers that we must not put the two into water-
tight compartments. God is "inside you as well as outside". 527 

In,prater,·"I speak to God, yet if the Holy S:pirit speaks in 
528 the man, then in prayei:' God §peaks to God". God's act does 

not exclude ours. Lewis refuses the.mechanical-causal antinomy 
which ultimately. makes repentance ·and· faith a cau_~al manipu-
lation of man by God, or vice-versa. "Remember, this repentance, 
this willing submission, is not something God demands of you 
before He will take you back ••• It is a des·cription of what 
going back. is like. 11529 Shame and guilt arise when we cease 
'going back' because of those things which occasion the guilt. 530 

For'Torrance, true repentance springs from·gratitude to God 
for sins forgiven (object-·centred); it• does not coerce God to 
f . ( .. b. d) 531 org1.ve consequence or su Ject-centre • 

Torrance refines this question:_ How can we ever ade-
. quately repent-.-unless we receive the truth into our mi"nds? 
Yet, how can~ receive truth into our minds unless the whole 
of our minds has been altered by che Spirit· of God uniting us 
to Christ's mind, so we can recognize the truth? 532 The problem 
is our estrangement ·and hostility towatds the truth. The Bib-
lical answer is tHat God "enters into the very heart of our 
enmity and by revelation arid atonement" overcomes and reconci'les 
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us. 533 Relational participation·, not logical-causal explanation, 
is the key. As Lewis puts it, if God became a man, we could 
share in his death, as we share in his reason, love, etc. Then 
we could repent. 534 Torrance says Jesus Christ is the sole man 
who can repent perf~etly. He takes the place of all men. What 
is not taken up into Christ!s vicarious Humanity and offered 
to the Father cannot be redeemed. 535 The Old Testament exhibits 
concretely (not abstractly) and schools us in how the Word of 
God wrestles with our stubbornness and deals faithfully with 
us in mercy and judgement,• that-we might l~arn obedience. 536 

Lewis destribes ·the relat1.onal nature of repentance· in 
,the undragoning· of Eustace Scrubb in The Voyage 2f the Dawn-

treader. Through gr~ed and seifishnl:?ss, Eustace has turned 
into a dragon. Here is the sequence of events. The Lion, 
Aslan, comes to Eustace in his d~stress and takes him to a 

. pool of water. He t~lls him to undress. Three times Eustace 
tries· to claw his dragon scales off, but each time they grow 
back even deeper and crustier. It had done no good. The 

· 537 Lion says, "You will have to let me undress you." Very afraid 
of the Lion's ¢laws, but desperate by now, Eustace lets him. 
It hurts worse than anything he could have imagined, gy 
contrast, his owp peeling had not really hurt. Thert Aslan' 

--· throws him into the water and upon coming out, dresses him in 
new clothes. 

10. Engendering 
As Torrance discusses intellectual repentance, ther.e is 

little to critic·ize and much to learn. Of special importance 
is his ·provocative demand that repentance involves changes in 

·our mental framework, from a correlation to the subject, to a 
correlati6n with the object, and not merely the participation 

538 . of our will. I believe Lewis' concerns complement this idecf 
and build on to it a thorou~h grasp·of the epistemological 
problem. Inevitably, Lewis' C'ontribution lies in the realm of 

· art as it affects pedagogy and communication. 
Torrance perceives with utter clarity that the conversion/ 

discovery process is not a logical step made by a nl:?utral mind. 
In natural or theological science, a.rgoment within the old 
framework cannot induce -conversion. 539 In this light:, evangelism 
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is a call to, r~pent, wh~ch seeks to persuade m~n. that they exist 
in ,emni~y and need conversion if they are to~know the truth. 540 

Torrance concludes that the prim~ry task of ~~angeiism is to 
•• d. • 1 • • 541 in uc~ rationa_ co~yiction. 

Inevitab~y, Torrance's concern to induce 'rational con-
viction', tends towards intellectualism, that is, a focus on 
changing our thought forms. A symptom of this is his giving 
priority to the hearing ~f the Word ov~r tasting, feeling 
and seeing- of the Word. ·The importance of the other senses is 
dimtnished as w~ are admonished to hear true concepts about 
Christ. ~hts unnecessaTily impoverishes his theology as we 
have noted earli~r. The fact is, (as documented by Lewis· and 
Torrance) that cognitiv~ affectional and volitional all make 
up oµr .mental-emotional world. Attitudes are bound up with 
the cognitive. 

Refusing to give priority to any sphere of man's rational 
li(e~- we s~quld recognize that all parts are intrinsicaLly 
important and interanima~eg. An intellectual assault on un-
belie£, may like the preaching of the good law, only increase 
tresspasses. The truth needs to be felt as well as understood, 
and it is difficul~ to listen to,what you cannot see. The drama 
and beau.ty of the• Gospel ~eed to be ~een and God's love felt as 
well as his truth h~~d. Torrance himself puts this case most 
clearly~when p~. says that in the upity of Word and sacraments, 
the true nature of communication i~ enshrined and the ,t,rue 
nature of .instruction ~evealed~ 542 For the finest teaching "must 
be an event. of communication which is also an event of recon-

. 1 • t • II 543 ci ia ion. 
One might reflect Lewis' concern for communication by seeing 

the problem of evangelism as a process of tempting or rousing the 
non-belieyer out, of his customary and definite ways of regarding 
th~ngs. iewis the artj.st, who sees ,art as communication, takes 
with utter seriousness the prejudices, fears and poor logic 
that all pepple bring to the study of theology. In his intro-
ductiop ~o Reflections on the Psalms, Lewis notes the oddity 
of education.in ~hat two schoolboys often solve and understand 
their problems better t~an does their master--because he is 
too far ~way in learning and sympathy. A fellow student 

354 



can help "because he knows less 11 •
544 ,'.l'he difficulty is more 

easily understood and explained because he has more .recently 
met it. The theologian's proplem ps dp~matic scientist is like 
the Master's; his attention and energy are elsewhere. He lacks 
imagination and empathy. The theologia~ as artist seeks to in-
carnate his subject to where the ~upils, are. 

Often in the interest of communication one must first 
remove~ priori ,and p~pular p;ejudices. 545 That is no doubt how 
Lewi$ understands the task of Christian apologetics as well as 
much of the literary criticism he wrote. That is, in order to 
enjoy, one has to remove some emotional-intellectual-imaginative 
baggage to ij-ee what is really there. Lewis mak~s a ma.ssive 
effort to use his logic and imagination with sensitivity to the 

facto starting pla·ce of his audience not unlike the way Jesus 
t . t 1· d h' d' 546 con ex ua ize is iscourses. 

Because c,_f false interpretations (heresy), theology is 
forced· to continue to take. the riJ;k of structuring the Gospel 
into'dogmatic statements, that is, to abstract a conceptual form 
(aibeit an internal form) from the concreteness and immediacy of 
the dialogue and ev~nts of the Gospel. 547 But the glory of art 
is to retain this emotional immediacy of dialogue and event in-
herent in Biblical· revelation. The· artist.has a special way of 
tempting us out ofi our old frameworks. He does not" battle di..;. 
rectly the intellectual position of the old view or within the 
old frame of reference, for he knows that .a man intellectually 
silenced is by no means converted. Instead, the artist subverts 
or sneaks past the 'watchful dragons' of subject-centredness, 
worTies, fears of consequences, etc., by appealing to our imagin-
ation or the a~sthetic rationality. 

Lewis uses metaphors, parable, analogy, fairy tale and 
story to communicate Christianity. H~ knows there is a great 
risk in knowin~ God, namely our loss of auto~omy. ~ut a parab~e 
or story seems safe. Therefore one may abandon one's self (at 
least in one'~ imagination) to entertain a story without fear of 
the consequences (subject-centredness). The ·story is_far enough 
away from Christi_anity that when we see meaning, we can really 
discover the poin~ of Christianity with which familiarity has 
bred contempt. 548 Theology as poetry "purges from our inward 
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sight the film of f~miliarity which obscures from us the 
d f · b . " 5.49 won er o our eing • 

In natural science, an extraordinary appeal to the imagin-
ation 'is unnecessary, partly because the a prioris are not so - . 
strong as our religious ~·priori. For man's religious~ priori 
is man at his most st~bborn. rn theological knowledge man's 
volition is most acutely bound up with his cognition. And as 
Torrance has, shown, there is .no revelation, no knowledge of God, 
without reconciliation.SSO 

1Brian Goodwin, _Science and Alchemy, Rules of the Game, 
ed .• by T. Shanin-, Lon<:fon: T"Etvistock Press, 1972, _pp. 360, 364. 

_. -~Ne~t:o.n, Einstein and· ,S.cientific Theology, p. 240. 
3, . 

, God and Ratiortality, p. 8. · Psychology now suggests that 
detachment is a sign ~f imbecility. cf. Michael Polanyi, The 
Logic of Liberty, Reflections and Rejoinders, London·: Routledge 
and Kegan ~aul, 1951, p. 25. 

4Theol~gy in_Reconstruction, p. 123. 
5 Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 122. 
6Ibid., p. 97. -7see Richard Holloway, New Vision of Glory, London: Mow-

'bray, 1974, p. 24. 
8Theological Science, p. +23. 
9Biographia Literaria, p. 120. 

lOTheological Scien~e, pp. 34-35. 
11Thi's· is the "masterful objectivity of the Reformation", 

Theological Science~ p. 7 5,. 
12Kierkegaard, p. 282. Lewis describes a lack of commit-

ment or indifference'between the choice of faith or atheism as 
"floating", be9ause one can admit the comforts. of one without 
the dis·cipline and enjoy all the liberty,, of the other without 
its .philosophj.cal and emotional abstinacies. "There·' s no good 
Jjr'etending it is uncomfortable." God in the Dock, p. 251. 
Some hav~ described atheism as courageous, but as Lewis, a 
former ath~lst puts it, such statements usually occur in pub-
lish~r's, a,q.verts. There one is daring "when he defies gods 
who he does ·not believe in, or conventions that have no author-
ity in ,the qnly circles he frequents". "The Personal Heresyj 
p. 107. 
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13.:fhe Place of 'Polanyi, p. 84. 
14 Brown, p. 170. 
15Belief in Science and in cbristian 
16The Brink of Mystery, p. 111. 
17 r Surprised by Joyf pp. 53-54. 
18God in the Dock, p. 135. 

1.9Butterfield, p·. 186·. 
ZO ., d- 298 Personal Knowle ge, p. • 

Life, p. xv. 

21christian Reflections, P'- 182. In an almost: farcical 
scene irt Out of the Silent Planet, Lewis portrays the learned 
scient~st, Weston, whose :! pr:i.or-i scientism leads him into 
absurd ~ntics in trying to communicate to the natives and to 
their God. pp. 122-126. 

22The. Integration of Form, p. 161. 
-23 Ibid. 
24The Place of Polanyi, pp. 63-6.4, 72. 
25R~ason and Emotion., pp. _19_ff •.. 
26 cf. Howard T. Kuist, These Words Upon Thy Heart, Richmond: 

John Knox .Press, 1947, pp. 77-78. Kuist sees Agass.iz as a model of true research. 
27T. F. 'Torrance, personal interview, Edinburgh, .1979. 
28Dtvine and Contingent Order, p. 17. 
29 . The Place of Polanyi, p. 86. 
30rbid. 
31God in the Dock, pp. 212£. 
3i Space, Time and Resurrection, p. 10. 
33Auerbach,_ -p. __ 473. Elsewhere Auerbac,h calls it "perietra-

_ting "to the existential", which he contrasts with Voltaire's 
stylized portrait of a Jesuit. (p. 428). 

34Ibid., p. 471. 
35rb:f.d. 
36The6logical ·Science, p. 332. 
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37rbid., pp. 332f. 
38conflict and Agreement, II, pp. 63, 71. 
39 A Pre£ace ·to· Pa·radi s!i Los·t, p. 62. 
40 Ibid., p. 63. 
41 -Ibid., p. 64. cf. Samuel Johnson: "To judge rightly 

of an author, we must transport ourselves· to his 'time and exam-
ine wh-a.t were the wants of his contemporaries, and what were 
his means ~of .supplying them."'' from Lives of the Enrish Poets., 
(1779), En lish Critical Essa s · 16th 17th and 18t Centuries, 
tt'he World's Classics, num er O, e. y Edmund D. Jones, 
London: Qxfo~d University ~res~, lo/61, (1922), pp. 326~327. 

42Bodl~ian Library, ~s. Eng. Lett. c. 220/5 d. 21 iii. p. 73. 
43A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 64 • 

. 44Ibid. -
45Theological Science, p. 24-3 • 

. 46 Ibid·,, p .:. 301. Also cf. Bevan, p. 266, where Bevan 
says that science's value lies in eliminating the peculiar, 
individual quality and exemplifying it objectively as a general 
type or laQ. · 

47 An Exper·iment in Criticism, p.· -89. 
48 Ibid., ·p. 88. 
49.Ibid: ,Far too often our listening is,-, as Barth puts i't, 

"in factastrange mixture of. hear-ing and our own speaking, and 
in accord with the usual rule., it is most likely that our own 
speaking wili ~e. the really decisive eve'nt". ·quoted in Karl 
Barth:· An Introduction, p. 22. 

50An Experimen~ in Criticism, p. 7. cf. Barth's remarkable 
chapters on 'The Threat to Theology', in Karl Barth, Evangelical 
Theology, An Introduction, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
1963. 

51 . They S"tand Together, p. 106. . . . 
52An Experiment in Criticism, pp. l-9. cf. also pp. 28-30, 

where·Lewis describes five other 'users'. Alsa p. 35, .wher& 
he- discuS'ses-the S'tylemongers "who ·attend to words .too much" 
tp ~~ading,i ~o~centrating on style, and (for example) engaging 
in witch hunts for Americanisms! 

' 
53of Other Worlds, P• 30. 
54sutprised by.Joy, p. 33. 
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55of Other•Worlds, p. 30. 
56An Exp~riment in Criticism, p. 56. Paul Holmer's com-

ment, "By paying attention to the subject one discovers the 
object", can- be fundamentally mis.leading. Holmer, p. 104. But 
it is true that Lewfs uses a phenomenological analysis of the 
way people read to reveAl •what their true object is, i.e. them-
selves or the story, :perspn ,. e·tc. a~ an end in itself. 

57John Keble, Sacred Poetry, (1825), 19th Century English 
Critica•l Essays• tt'he _World's Classics, number 206), ed. by 
.Edmund D. Jones, London: Oxford University Press, 1961, (1916), 
p. 171. 

58chr~stia~ ~eflections, p. 171. 
59The Brink of Mys.tery, p. 142. 
60 rbid. --
61 · The Discarded Image, p. 123. 
62Theology in Reconstr~ctio~, p. 15 • 

. 63An Experiment in Criticism, p. 128. 
64 Ibid., .p. 116. -It- is an- i11teresting_ psychological aside 

to hear Ernest Becker describe Kierkegaard'~ knight of faith as 
...one who is fully with the world on its terms and yet wholly 
·beyond it ·in his trust in the inyisible d~mension. This allows 
him to be.·open, generous, and courageous, to touch other's lives 
and enrich tnem and open them in turn.' Fear of life and death 
is absent in ,the, knight' 0£ f.a•ith. Becker sees thi·s portrait 
as the ideal of mental health, "the continuing openness of life 
out of the death throes of· death". Becker, p. 258. 

65TWey Stand Together, pp. 324, 326. 
66s · db J 160 urprise y oy, p. • 
67 Ibid. 
68The Four Loves, p. 23. 
69They ·-stand Together, p. 97. Interestingly, this se"if-

criticism ·was uttered not about Christianity, but about the 
mystical philosophy of -Maeterlink and George MacDonald's fairy 
romances. Screwtape questions if humans really want to exper-
ience the iiml)ediacy of God's presence as much as they-claim. 
The Screwtape Letters, p. 28. 

]OMiracles, p. 168. 
71 Rudolf·_Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology, Kervgma 

and Myth; ·,A theological Debate, ed. by Hat'\s-We.rner- Bartsch-, London: 
SPCK, 1972, p. 7. 
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72christian Reflections, p. 158. 
7 3s pace,,, Tfme and Resurrection, p. 4. 
7 4Th 1 · · 1 . S . 8 5 eo ogica · cience, p~ . ' . 
75The Ground .and Grammar.of Theology, p. 174. Torrance 

refers to the 12th century theologian, Richard of St. Victor. 
76Theologfcal Science, pp. 85-87, 311, 308. Theology in 

Reconstruction, p1
• 69. 

77e.g. The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 115. 
78).'heological Science, p. 169. 
79 h 1 . • R . 181 Teo ogy· in econstruction, p. . 
80 · · Theological S~ience, pp. 5-6. 
81 Ibict·., p. 131. 

~2Rtcha~d W; A. McKinney, Historical Relativism, the Appeal 
to Experience and Theological Reconstruction, Creation Christ 
and Culture~ pp. 242~243. 

83Theological Science, p. ·xvii. For Torrance, the .ques-
tion of subjectivity is legitimate when we ask it in the context 
of how'Gpd_ bears wit,ness to himself, i.e •. which organs he touches, 
how"Te implants knowledge, now he gives us himself. Theology 
in Reconstruction, p. 30. 

84Brown, pp. 39, 91, 100. 
85 rbid., pp. 146, 148. 
86 Ibid. , p. 194. 
87!bid. 
88Theology in Reconstruction, p. 134. 
89Ibid., p. 135. 
90The.Problem of Pain, p. 128. ~-
91Reason and Emotion, pp. 21-23. 
92surprised. by Joy, p. 56. 
93selected Literary Essays, p. 90. 
94 , · , Surprised bX Joy, p. 30. cf. Studies in Words, p. 87, 

where tewis notes tnat.careful reading of ,the context often 
keeps us from misunderstanding meanings of words because the 
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context insulates words from contamination by later meanings. 
95walter Pater, Coleridge's Writings, 19th Century English 

Critical ~ssays, p. 445. 
96Theology in Reconstruction, p. 267. 
97God and Rationality, p. 48. 
98w. H. Sheldon, Some Bad Results of Kant's Thought, The 

Heritage of Kant, pp. 170, 179. 
99Brown, p. 26. cf. Theological ·science, p. 76. 

lOOTheological Science, p. 88. So_ Werner Heisenberg says 
in order to und~rstand, "we have to introduce some kind of 
order". Physics.and Philosophy, p. 62. 

101 space, Time and Incarnation, p. 44. 
102 Theological Science, p. 82. ' 
103The Road of Science·and the Was. to God, pp. 113, 125. 

·Jaki notes tat Popper approves of Kant here- p. 381.) 
104 · L·etters of C. S. Lewis, p. 221. Bultmann says, "To 

believe in the cross of Christ does not mean to concern our-
selves •.• with an objective event turned by God to our advantage, 
~ut rather to make the cross of Christ our own, to undergo 
crucifixion with him"·. New Testament and Mythology, p. 36. 
Bultmann's theology thus stands squarely in the subject-centred 
tradition of Schleiermacher, though he exchanges a psychological 
analysis for an ~xistential, a sensible/spiritual dichotomy for 
a mythical/scientific and the religious consciousness for the 
self-unaerstanding. Conflict·and ~greement, II, p. 126. 

105 The Screwta 6e Letters, p. 25. cf. p. 39, where Screw-
tape tries to teachis patient to focus on the object of evil 
or sin and on the self in all good things, that is, to approach 
good self-consciously and evil object-centredly. 

lOGS · · db J 136 urprise . y oy, p. • 
107 Tb"d 175 ~-, p. • 
108 christiari Reflections, p. 139. 
109 Surprised by Joy, p. 175. 

llOR fl i ·. h. p· 1 48 · e ect ons on t e sa ms, p. • 
111were Torrance not s.u~ficiently con::;istent~ i~ reminding 

us t}:lat our thought forms have their meaning only by reference 
to their object, his own ,stress on thought forms woµld be guilty 
of an imprope'r focus on thoughts about God, not God. 

112 se·tec·ted Li ·' E 291 terary ssays~ p. • 
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p. 92. 

113studies in Words, p. 3. 
114 Ibid~ 
115 Ibid. 
116The Discarded Image, p. 68. 
117Th' 1· . 1 S. 2° eo ogica cience, p. ~. 

llSTheological Science, p! 331 . . 
119Eins~ein and Infeld, p. 297. 

cf. God and Rationality, 

120The Place of Polanyi, pp. 72-73. 
121 · Ibid., pp. 70-71. 
122 . Holmer, p. 95. 
123c£. Christian·Reflections, p. 141. 

~24That is, the subject matter. Surprised by Joy, p. 41. 
125Humphrey Carpenter, The Inklings, London: George Allen 

and Unwin, 1978, p. 59. 
126s tua'te-s in Medi.eval and Renaissance Literature, p. 141. 
127Alexander, II, pp. 37ff. 
128s · db J 173 _u_r.._p_r_~_s_e __ y __ o_y, p. • 
12 9 I b i.d • , p • 174 • 
130Let'ters to Malcolm; p'p. 29-30. Lewis voices his ap-

proval of Bonhoeffer on 'religion'. 
131 The Personal Heresy, p. 11. 
132 · IbicL , p. -19. 

. 133 Ibid. , .PP. 4, 56. c.f. Lewis' remarks about the cos-
mo1ogica1 argument in The Problem of Pain, pp. 13f. 

134The School of Faith, p. xviii. 
135Barth'"s· pastoral concern presses him to ask Bultmann 

i.;· hL~ kerygma really speaks of an act ·of 1Goa as he intends i~ 
Cd-- or' is it rather an "act of man .•. of the transition which 
man achiev~&)>y his own obedience--though he is supposed not to 
be capable of it·?". Karl Barth, Rudolf Bultmann--An Attempt to 
Understand Him, p. 97. But for the other side, cf. Bultmann, 
New Testam~nt and Mythology, pp. 32-34, where he writes movingly 
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of the concrete love of God in Christ. Though even here Barth's 
question {s both ·proper and penetrating. Barth also inquires 
(p. 96) whether the 'Christ event' Bultmann speaks of is Jesus 
himself or a princtp~ found in kerygma about him and in 
those who accept the kerygma and obey it. For Barth, Christ is 
the kerygma. Bultmann diminishes Christology and merges it with 
soteriology. 

136Reflections on the Psalms, p. 39. 
137The Four Loves, p. 116. 
138Torrance shares Barth's passionate concern for a 

theology of God's_Word, not a theology of reflections of faith. 
Theology and Church, p. SO. cf. Karl Barth: An Introduction, 
p. 46. 

139Mcintyre is not sensitive to this important distinction. 
cf. Theology and Met~od, pp. 204-205. 

·-140The Centrality of Christ, pp. 13-14. cf. Christian 
Theology and Scientific Culture, pp. 76-78. Torrance expresses 
this in many-different ways. cf. Theology in Reconstruction, 
p. 129 • 

. 141The Centrality of Christ, p. 26. cf. Karl Barth: An 
Introduction, p. 186. 

142Miracles, p. 148. From this Lewis concludes, "Nothing 
could be more unhistorical than to pick out selected sayings of 
Christ from the Gospels and ~o regard those as the datum and 
the rest of ~he New Testament as a.construction upon it". 

143rheologicat,$c~ertce, p. 302. 
144 qudted in Theological Science, p. 2, from Ideas: Gen-

eral Introduction to ~~re Phenomenology, pp. 9Sf. 
145God and Rationality, p. 33. cf. Theological Science, 

p. ·xiii. 
146Th l: • 1 -s·. 44 eo og1ca c1ence, p. . 
14? Torrance identifies the luaestio with Socratic thinking 

where. the thinker is the centre o reference. Theological. 
Science, p. 120~1 cf. GQd and Rattionalit~, p. 34, and Newton, 
Einstein and Scientific Theology, pp. 23 -237. 

148Torrance notes that Calvin made use of Valla's inter-
rogatio approach to la~, appl1ing it to th~ology. Theological 
Science, p. 120. 

149Theoldgical Science, ~- 130. 
150 rbid. 
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lStG d d' Rt'" 1·t o an a iona i y, p. 89. 
152screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 71. 
133 Ibid. 
154 The Personal Heresy~ p~ 61. 

'• 
155s p ' T 71ff · crewtape reposes a oast, pp. . 
156Baker, Near the Beginning, I?· 10. 
157--:rheological Science, p. 121. 
158The Ground and Grammar.of Theology, p. 148. · 

' i 

159Thi,s is Barth's phrase to describe Calvin's catecheti-
cal discussions· which for didactic purposes discuss anthropolog-
ical issuas. Church Dogmatics, III/2, The Doctrine of Creation, 
p. 186. 

160chris-tia~ Reflections, p. 133. 
161 Th H · f S Ath . 99f e e-rmeneutics o t. anasius, pp. • 
162Horlowa.y, p. 19. 
163Newbigin, Christ and-tl:l_e- Gultu-res, pp. 2-3. 
164tesslie Newbigin, The Opert Secret, Sketches for a 

Missionary_:heolo 9y, London: SPCK, 1~78, p. 98. 
165The Pjlgrim's Regress, p. 28. 
166A Preface to Paradise Lost, pp. 97, 131. 
107Th,. 1 · 1·s. 106 eo og,ic~ cience, p. . 
16 SM Ch · t · . t 13 9 ·· ere, ri.s iani ;y, p. . 
169God and Rationali•ty, p. 53. . . 
170 A Grief Observed, p. 55. 

"'.. ,., .. 
1 71u Ch · . t · · t 6 J.'lere ris iani y, p .• 
172 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 119. 

; 73The ~roblem of Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl 
Barth, pp. 128f. · 

174The Problem of Pain, p. 24. ,. 
175The Problem of Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl 

Barth , p • 12 7 • 

364 



176n~eological Science, p .. 186. 
1771he epistemological error of abstracting theologica~ 

issues from, their living ground in Christ can be seen in the 
Galatian error of beginning the Christian life by faith in Christ, 
but then abstracting that living reality from their present 
experi~n~e~and-seeking a new centre for sanctification somewhere 
besides Christ and his loving pr~sence. 

178S . db J 76 urprise y oy, p. . -179Reason and Emotion, pp. 208-209. 
' 

lBOThe Place of Polanyi, p. 59. 
181The Integration of form, p. 153. 
182 surprised by Joy, p. 143. 

_183 God in tbe Dock, P~ 96. 
184Letters to Malcolm, p. 7. 
185cod i~ the D6ck, p. 254. 
186 Ibid. So too with enjoying literature. We cannot 

know a book is bad unless we try to read it as if it was good 
and end up unable. An Experiment in Criticism, p. 32. 

187Bodleian Library, Ms. Eng. Lett. c. 220/2 CSL, p. 10. 
188Theological Science, p. 106. 
189 The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 249. Jaki 

notes that it is the virtue~of Kuhn's The Structures of Scien-
tific Revolutions, ,that he has registered a "spirited challenge" 
to 19th century rationalism and empiricism's hypothetico-
deductive understanding of scientific progress. ·(pp. 243-244). 

190The World as I See It, p. 139. Polanyi has profoundly 
explored the informal structures of knowing beyond Einstein's. 
brief sugge~tions. The Place of Polanyi, p. 60. 

191The World as I See It, p. 27. 
192 Ibid"' 
193 rbid., p. 126. 
194 Butte~field, pp. 43-44. 
195cf. That Hideous Strength, p. 152. Jane, having seen 

the directo~, was joyful. This affected her whole view of life, the 
way she saw the-sun, trees, etc. They were never more glorious. 

196 · Butterfield, p. 75. Later, of course, this utter 
completeness and thoroughness of the mechanism began to worry 
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eve~ Newton ~s apparently not having any need of God (p. 137). 
197 quoted in The Road of Science and the· Ways to God, p. 309. 
198 Br6wn, p. 51. 
199God and Rationality, p. 9. 
200The Arlegory of Love, p. 330. 
201 c~ristian Reflections, p. 158. 
202 christtan Theology and Scientific Culture, pp. 68-69. 
203 rbid., p. 28. 
204 Space, Time· and Resurrection, p. 38. 
205 , , . Reason and Emotion, p. 46. 
206 Lewis admits he sought to avoid pain rather than pur-

sue pleasure. Surprised by Joy, p. 182. 
207 Th~ Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 426. 

ZOSibid. 
209 1he Place of Polanyi, p. 74. 
210 Michael Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension, London: Routledge 

and Kegan Paul, 1966, p. 17. 

The 

211 A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 65. 
212 christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 63. 
213· A Prgface to Paradtse L6st, p. 65. 
214 · The Open Secret, pp. 187ff. 
215 Ibid. ' . 
216 T~e Abolition of Man, p. 17. 
217 Pannenberg, p. 339. 
218 The Abolition of Man, p. 32. cf. Chapter IV. D. 

Act of Knowing. 
219 The Abolition of Man, p. 32. 
220 Ehglish -Literature in the 16th Century, p. 331. 
221God in the Dock, p. 128. 
222cf,. Von Balthaser, who comments that the beauty of 
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Barth's theology Js _that, unlike the all too discredited ob-
jectivism of ,many a Cabho1ic theology, it combines p~ssion and 
objectivity. quoted in Karl Barth: - An Introductton, p. 216. 
Torrance adds that Barth always looks from the standpoint of 
faith to its material content. As Lewis would put it, Barth 
enjoys faith and contemplates his object (God), not his faith. 

223 God in the Dock, p. 127. 
zz4A .. _E · · C . • . 13 n xperiment in riticism, p. . 
225 christian !neology and Sc"ientific Culture, p. 62. 
226 The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 56. 
227 The Place of Polanyi, p. 67. 

ZZSA ~- · t · C ··t· . 20 n ~perimen in ri icism, p. . 
229 rbid. T~e ,implications for our Western consumerist 

society arenot pleasant. 
230 An Experiment· in Criticism, p. 21. 
231 Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology, p. 12. 
232 They Stand Together, p. 406. Here I use the word 

'enjoy' in tts usual sense, not Alexander's technical meaning. 
2~3Surprised by Joy, p. 66. 
234 A E . t. C "t" . n xperimen in. ri icism, p. 38. 
235 The Problem of Pain, p. 145. 

Z3-6Reflec£ions on the Psalms, p. 48. 
237 quoted.in Ford. "The ~est of all happiness is grati-

tude." p. xv:ii. 
238 The School of Faith, p. cv. 
239 The BrinR of Mystery, p. 68. 
240R fl t · · th P 1 82 e ec ions on e sa ms, p. . 
241 cf. Chapter IV. D. 7. The Act of Knowing 
242· · Aids to Reflection, p. 171. 
243 An Expe~iment in ·criticism, p. 71. 
244 of Other Worlds, p. 41. 
245An Experiment in Criticism, p. 70. 
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246 Carpenter,_ p. 218. Carpenter calls this Lewis' boy-
ishness and sees it as betraying a basic immaturity in Lewis 
the writer, critic and man. 

247 That Hideous.Strength·, p. 21. 
248 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 132. 
249 Ibid .• 
250 selected Literary Essays, p. 97. 

i 

251 A E · · t· · •. C ·t· . 92 n xper1men in ri icism, p. • 
252 rbid. Lewis' avow~d commitment to childlike openness~ 

and :!.mmediacy :of experience .m~kes. Barfield's accusation that he 
pref~rred ,reflection to immediacy,-so profoundly inaccurate that 
only a fund~mental disagreement can explain Barfield's commepts. 
Barf_i·el_d, In_t-r.odt.1_ction, p. x, Light on C. S. Lewis. cf. A Pre-
face to Paradise Lost, pp. 52ff. 

25 ~English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 84. 
254 selec~ed Literary Essays, p. 104 • 

. 255 Ibid. 
256 Ibid. -
257 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 107. 
258 B· h" L*t . 49 iograp ia 1 eraria, p. • ' . 259 To1kien, p. 40. 
260 rbid., p. 43. 
261 Mera: Christiani"ty, p·. 70 .• cf. God and Rationality, 

p. 74, where Torrance characterizes childishness as believing 
purely on the grounds of External authority. 

262 Tolkien, p. 44. 
26 ~quoted in The Road of Science and ~he Wals to God, .P• 

351. (Nov. ·organon, book'. I, aph ... ,68·, in Works 4: 9). cf. 
Hooykaa~p. 69. 

•264 Theol'ogical Science, p. 76. 
265 · Reflections on the Psalms~ p. 75. 
266 -Karl Barth: An Introduction, p. 21. 
26 7M. l 1rac es, 
268 Ibid. 

p. 165. 
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269 The Great Divorce, R· 44. 
Zlpibid. 
271 Reflect!ons on the Psaims, p. 100. 

?72Reason in Christian Theology, p. 33. Torrance notes 
that for Hilary, God the eternal and invisible, must be felt 
or experienced (sentiendus). Hermeneutics According to Hilary 
of Pbitiers, p. 53. 

2 7 J James 2: 19. 
274 Reason and Emotion, p. 44. This point is also attested 

to by Pa~l Tillich, who sees faith (but not knowledge) as an act 
of the totaL personality. See Paul Tillich, The Dynamics of 
Faith, Harper and Row, 1958, p. 4. Lewis writes, "We were made 
to be neither cerebral men nor visceral men, but men ••• ". The 
Pilgrim's Regress, p. 18. 

· 275 ·Reflections on the Psalms, p. 95. 
?]6 - Screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 108. 
277 Taliessin Through Logres, p. 281. 
278 Screwtape Proposes· a Toast, p. 108. cf. I Cor. 6:13. 
279 st d" ' W d 136 u ies in ors, p. . 
280 I,bid., p. -134. · 
281 Lewis is not denying a difference between sensuous and 

intuitive knowledge,~ but is pointing 04t that lingui~tically, 
there is a centraI semantic area which resists dichotomizing. 
Other .uses tend to -separate from each other and work togeth-
er in producing knowledge. Hence the five inward wits (memory, 
fancy, imagination, common wit, estimation) combine in Medieval 
thought with five out~ard wits or senses to turn, in a pre-
established -harmony, mere sensation into coherent experience. 
Studies in Words, p. 14,7. This similarity to Kant has not gone 
unnoticed by Lewis or Torrance. As we have seen, Lewis with 
the Medievals, retains objective knowledge in this scheme by the 
realist commitment to-God's. pre-established harmony. Torrance 
holds with Einstein to the miracle of knowledge which occurs 
through ·serise and intellect work:i:-ng together (even through 
freely~creat~d physical concepts) but seeks to con~tantly trans-
fer inward intellect"ual activity to objective indwelling in the 
external reality. 

282 Letters to Malcolm, p. 91. 
283 Ibid., p. 89. 
284 tbJd., p. 90. Calvin also witnesses to this unity of 

experience ~hen he says the 'mute t~kens' of God's grace in 
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creation only are given voice through the Word of God. Without 
the Word, ,the "''splendid representation of~ glory of God , 
would profit man. nothing". quoted irt'Calvirt's Doctrine·~f Man, 
p. l3. Lewis has a penetrating discussion of obstac-les to this 
theoreti~al-empirical unity of experience. 1. Inattention, i.e., 
no openness or par.ttcipation. 2. The w~ong ·kind of attention, 
i.e.,subj~c~-~entred:~earticipation, focus only on the experience 
in the ne1:,vous sys te1!1. 3. Greed. Instead of adoring it, to say 
'encore'. 4. Conceit. 'Lo.ok a.t me. I see God's .glory even 
in bread and butter.' 

28¾.eason and· Emotion,. p. 39. 
286 Ibid~ 
287 Ibid., p. 41. -
288S . p 'T . 90 crewtape roposes a oast, p. . 
289M. l . irac es, p; 16 7. 

76. 290 · Ibid., p. 

291s . db J 66 urprise y oy, p. • 
292 · · · Letters to Malcolm, p. 121. Lewis was concerned to 

interpret the :r,esurrection ·positively and not merely spiritually. 
Thus Jesus is stil~ a man,elsewise his resurrected body was not 
objective~ but just an appearance. Miracles, pp. 151£. 

293 Letters to Malcolm, p. 17. 
294 Ibid. 
295 Taliessin Through Logres, p. 381. cf. Screwtape Pro-

poses a Toast, p. 88: 
296 The Great Divorce, p. 44. 
Z97:. ~etters 0£ C. S. Lewis, p. 63. 
29'8The Great Divorce, p. 44. 
299 T 1· · Th h L 330 a iessin roug ogres, p. • 
3ooR d-.E·. t· . 39 eason an,• mo ion, p. • 
301 T l' · Th . h L . . 330 f I C 12 16£ ,a iessin roug ogres, p. • c • or. : • 
302 John Lawlor, The Tutor and the Scholar, Light on C. S. 

Lewis , p • 81 • . 
303 cf. Brown, p. 152_. 
304 God·in the Dock, p. 216. 
305 God and·Rationality, ,p. 160. The School of Faith,_p. xxii. 
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306 conflict and Agreement, I, p. 55. cf. here the sermons 
of Robert Bruce, which .. Torrance edited and translated, where 
Bruce cal'ls the sacrament a "visible Word". The sacrament con-
veys meaning to the mind by the eye and preaching conveys mean-
ing to mind by the ear. Robert Bruce, The Mystery of the Lord's 
Supper, Sermons on the Sacrament preached.in the.Kirk of Edin-
burgh in A. D. 1589 by.Robert Bruce, trans. and ed. with an 
introduction, by T. F. Torrance, London: James Clarke, 1958, 
p. 54. 

3o 7Tb ' 1 . R .. 1 . ·. t . eo ogy in econci ia ion, p. 122. 
308 Auerbach, p. 53. 
309 Ibid., p. 56.· 
310william Wordsworth, Poetry and Poetic Diction, (Preface 

to the Second Edition of.Lyrical Ballads, 1800), 19th Century 
English Critical Essays, p. 6. 

311Kahler, pp. 102-103. This is Marshall: McLtihan'.s mis-
take. The only beneficiary of a sensuous overload is the busi-

·nessman whose adv.erts benumb consciousness and induce panic 
purchasing. 

312 Ibid., p. 100. This is not rea:1 involvement. "What 
they seek----rspure surface, the opposite of depth." 

313The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 175. 
314The Integration of Form, p. 148. 
315 God in the Dock, p. 25. 
316Letters to Malcolm, p. 65. 
317T lk" 51 o ien, p. • 
318 cf. Hans Dieter Betz, Matthew vi. 22f and Ancient 

Greek Theories of Vision, Text and. Interpretation, ed. by E. 
Best and R. McL. Wilson, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
197 9 , p • 54 •-

319 An' Experiment in Criticism, 'P· 31. cf. Mere Christfan-
ity, p. 21. The inner eye judges clarity; the inner ear judges 
rhythm, says Lewis~ 

320 A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 53. 
321 Ibid. , p. 54. 
322 I • English L1·terature itr the' 16th Century, p. 377. Were 

the other attributes of God to strike us with a similar power, 
"terrible wouid be the fire of l_onging that would burn". 
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324 Ibid. 
325 Ibid. 
326 God in the Dock, p. 176. 
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328 I Co+. 13:13. 
329Alexander, I, p. 213. · 
330The Integration of Form, p. 168. 
331Newton, Einstein and Scientific Theology, p. 240. 
332The Integration of Form, p. 161. 
333 Israel: People of God--God, Destiny and Suffering, p. 4. 
334Theological Science, p. 240 . 

. 335 space, Time, and Incarnation, p. 88. cf. God and Ration-
ality, p. 25. Christian Theology and Scientific Culture, 
pp. 88-89 .. 
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337Theological Science, p. 23 •. cf. God and Rationality, 

p. 205. 
338 chri~tian Theology and Scientific Culture, pp. 110-111. 
339noted in The Problem of Pain, p. 86. 
340 rbid. 
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342 They Stand Together, p. 112. 
343 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 119. 
344 cf. Kingdom and Church, pp. 22, 23. 
345 Ibid., p. 47. 
346 Ibid. 
347The Hermeneutics of St. Athanasius, pp. 244, 245. 
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350 studies in Medieval and"Renaissance Literature, pp. 
58-59. Macmurray sees the Stoic dichotomy between reason and 
passion, with right living arising when reason dominates, as 
the forerunner_of Kant's ethic of duty. Reason and Emotion, 
p. 123. Lewis seeks to integrate the emotions with the ethical 
and rational in order to account for the desire and joy element 
in Chr:i:-s-~ian faith. cf. his sermon, 'The Weight of Glory', in 
Screwtape Proposes a Toa~t, pp. 94ff. 

351 English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 160. 
352 rnstitutes 
353 They St.and 
354Ib"d 

of the Christian Religion, I. II. 1. p. 39. 

Together, pp. 398£. 

1. • ' p. 25. 
355 Letters to Malcolm, p. 45. cf. The Allegory of Love, 

p. 222. 
·356 . . 

Surprised by Joy~ p. 9. 
357 The Abolition of Man, pp. 8, 9. 
358Mere,Christ,'iani'ty, p. 120. cf. Carpenter, p. 37, where 

Carp~nter correctly sees that it was probably Barfield who 
taught Lewis that he_ could not separate his "emotional experi-
ences from his intell~ctual process". What Lewis did, however, 
was to give this integration an object-centred focus. 

359 The Screwtape Letters, p. 129. 
360 That Hideous Strength, p. 296. 
361 A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 54. 
362 Reason and Emotion, p. 15. 
363 Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 216. 
364 Reason and Emotion, pp. 75-77. Butterfield thinks 

that· in the last resort, intellectual changes spring from al-
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365 cod and Rationality, p. 198 . . 
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368 Ibid., p. 227. 
309 Reason and Emotion, p. 34. cf. Arthur Janov's asser-

tion that modern psychology has failed to heal mental disease 
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Abacus, 1978, pp. 180ff. 
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371Reason and Emotion, p. 36. 
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379 Ibid. 
380 surprised by Joy, p. 189. 
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383 Ibid. 
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387 Ibid. 
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397Aids to Reflection, p. 97. 
398Austin Farrer, Lord I Believe, Suggestions for Turning 

the Cre~d into Prayer, London: SPCK, 1962, p. 83. 
399A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 97. 
4ooThe Allegory of Love, p. 334. 
401 Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 255. (1954). 
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"The question whether the· final vision of God is an act of in-
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p. 8. 

403 The Screwtape Letters, p. 129. 
404 rbid., p. 106. 
405 Reardon, p. 64. 
4o?Ibid., p. 79. 
407 Aids to Reflection, p. 134. 
408 rbid. 
4o9The G~eat Divorc~, p. 115. 
410 Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 225. 
411 Bodleian Library, ms. facs. c. 47, letter to Griffiths, 

412 quoted in Theological Science, p. 101, from The History 
of Nature, p. 178. 

413 Reason in Christian Theology, p. 33. 
414 Theological Science, p. 153. 
415 John 14:6. Theological Science, p. 155. 
416 Theological Science, p. 158. cf. God and Rationality, 

p. 155. 
417 Karl Barth: An Introduction, p. 186. 
418 Biographia Literaria, p. 287. 
41 ~Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 202. Once we grasp the 

notion of knowing agent, we see clearly the strength of Bevan's 
point that unbelief is neither safer nor more scientific than 
belief, for in the realm of action, negative propositions are no 
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Appearance and Reality, p. 160. 
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422 sµrpr.ised by Joy, p. 180. cf. Miracles, pp. 94, 162. 
423 The Road of Science and the Ways to God, pp. 40, 42. 
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434~., p. 264. 
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467 Theological Science, p. 307. 
468 conflict and Agreement, I, p. 51. cf. Space, Time and 
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504 The Screwtape Letters, p. 62. 
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513 A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 71. 
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515studies in Words, p. 329. 
516 Ibid., p. 330. 
517Einstein and Infeld, p. 26. 
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520_Ibid. , p. 14. 
521Theology in.·Reconstruction, p. 74. For Coleridge, 
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the pure reason. Aids to Reflection, p. 90. 
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' 523Theology in Reconstruction, p. 74. 
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527Mere Christianity, p. 128. 
528Letters to Malcolm, p. 68. 
529Mere Christianity, p. 56. 
530The Problem of Pain, p. 86. 
531cf. God and Rationality, p. 174. 
532Theological Science, pp. 49-50. cf. The Hermeneutics 
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533Theological Science, p. 49. 
534Mere Christianity, p. 56. "Hence we have a true and 

faithful knowledge of God when through union with Christ by 
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536 in Reconstruction, 143. Theology p. 
537The Voyage of the Dawntreader, 
538 God and Rationality, p. 10. 
539 Ibid., p. 204. 
540 Ibid., p. 206. 
541 Ibid. 
542 The School of Faith, p. xxiii. 
543 Ibid. 

p. 

544Reflections on the Psalms, p. 9. 
545 · Selected Literary Essays, p. 195. 
546 Reflections on the Psalms, p. 9. 

95. 

547 Th' · h f H'l f H t· . is is my parap rase o i ary. c • ermeneu ics 
Ac~ording to Hilary of poitiers, p. 64. 

548 cf. Studies in Words, p. 311. Familiarity also dis-
torts our vision. This is the proble.m G. K. Chesterton per-
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of the mundane by looking at the everyday from a fresh angl~. 

549 Biographia Literaria, p. 169. 

SSOThe School of Faith, p. xxxvii. 
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CHAPTER VI 

AN OBJECT-CENTRED APPROACH TO ART 

A. The Nature of Art 
In art, we enter the field of beauty where man· feels and 

thinks in a living unity. Often art is used as a vehicle for 
self-expression •. For thi~ reason, Torrance criticizes certain 
theologies as _artistic, and hence subjectivist •1 But when he uses 
this term as_a polemical weapon, Torrance does not t~ke into ac-
count the breadth of this subject which, concerns Lewis, nor has 
he reckoned with- an object-centred aesthetics. 

When: Torrance links artistic thinking with self-expression 
and. self~p.rojection, he resemble·s Lewis when he restricts science 
to what is opservationally controlled and quantifiably analyzed. 
But as w~th Lewis! larger concept of s~ience, there is within 
Torrance's thought. an appreci·atioh of art's many parallels with 
creative science and similar perils.fr~m subject-centred methods. 2 

In Lewis, we have a man who was inside arbistic experience, 
both as critic ,and c~eator. As an Oxford don and later Cambridge 
Professor of Medieval and Renaissance Literature, he WqS Qne pf 
a handful of great critics in this century. ·For over thi·rty years 
Lewis grappled with epistemological and-methqdological problems 
as they pertained to art. 3 It is of no small significance for 
this thesis that Lewis' lit~rary crtticism contains -a- most tqor~ 
ough correlation with Torrance's theological ep~s.t.emology. 

As a professional literary critic·, Lewis considered his 
theological works a leisure ·occupation. "They have· been done at odd 
moments. u 4 This provides a clue a·s to the importance of his 
literary critical method for evaluating ·h~s theology. Hrs the-
ology illustrates "at odd moments" important epistemological 
patterns, and ·profoundly coheres with his li-terary critLcism. By 
his awn admission, the imaginative, literary man, who rnspi~ed 
his many writings, was deeper and older than either the ethical 
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or dialectical man. 5 

The question arises: did Lewis' discovery of God, early in 
nis professional·life, influence his developing philosophy Of art 
or did nis literary development i.gnite his smouldering religious 
intimations into Christian faith? I propose no causal link 
either way, for the relationship between his love for literature 
and his love for God is probably misunderstood if we i~pose a 
causal explanation. What is essential to see is that a unitary 
epistemological·method is at work in each field •. Together, his 
religious and literary experience mutually confirm each other 
and integrate his· theological reflection and literary experience 
into a rich correlation of his emotional and rational life and 
unite the poet and scientist in him. His way of approaching the 
object in theology and in art, though manifold in variation, is . 6 
one in substance. 

1. Art as Logos and Poiema 
Lewis remarks that as an author and a man, he wrote to 

please and instruct; the former (the artist) writes to please, 
the latter (the Christian) seeks to edify. 7 Art is wisdom and 
beauty moulded into one. 8 In later years, Lewis encapsulates 
his views on literary art by claiming ·that art is both something 
said .(logos) and something made (poiema). 9 

For Lewis personally, art as somethin~ said (logos) seeks 
to edify and instruct his audience in the way of Christ. This 
is what Lewis the Christlan had to say. He speaks of truth and 
goodness as he discovered it in Jesus. But no less important for 
Lewis, art as something made (poiema) seeks to please, to enter-
tain. The art form in which Lewis especially delighted above all 

10 others was mythopoeia and fantasy. 
Wa must explore how Lewis weaves together these two aspects 

of art. For all ar~ consists of the woven tapestry we analyt-
ically describe as form and content. As Erich Kahler put·s 1t, 
it is art's genius to see and create the unit~ between external 
shape and internal structure,, "£or ,, content' and 'fortn' ~re but 
two aspect~ of one and the same thing--the what determines the 
how, and conve~sely the how •does not exist withbut what ic is 
meant to convey 11 •

11 Thus as Hans Frei points out, to attempt to 
extract a meaning from a story which is "something· different from 
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the stories themse-lves •• -. is contrary to the character of a 
realistic story" •12 Similarly, Lewis argues- there is t10· real 

·Hamlet" if we abstt'a.ct him from the poetry, clothes and stance 
as they are within the play. These things together ar~ "the 
substance; the character 'as ft would have been in real life' 

13 is only a• shadow". The implication is that in art, and in 
ttieology, 'the two are intimately wedded. Of course in theology, 
since form and content· ar~ already bound· together in Jesus the 

.e... 
Logos and Morph," of God, theology -as art merely re-presents 
this reality by its revivification or recovery of Ghrist throu~h 
imaginative portrayal. 

Though some zealous adherents attempt to wed art and 
reality, they ar~ dis_tinct. The critic who says, for example-, 
trageqy is reali-ty fails to laugh at the comedy which abounds 
in the world. The point is that by selection, isola-tion and 
patterning, art crea~es of life's cornucopia. 14 Similarly, 
Lewis• ·argues, science is n_ot reality, but quantitative (anti 
quaYitative) patterns selected to yield intellectual satis-
faction. Art does not admit all reality helter skelter, but 

" 
selects patterns qualitatively "chosen for· their harmonious 
unity ••• balanced in a fashion which real 'life never- permits. 
artd ultimately shaped to give satisfaction .• 15 

. . , 

2. The Priority of Poiema . 
Before art can instruct, it must please. The first elemen-

tary condition of a good book,- without which other merits are 
of no avail, is that it be "completely and certllinly readable". 16 

It should be interesting, enjoyable, attractive and pleaslhg. 17 

Lewis strongly believes that art may quite propeTly provide 
innocent entertainment. It is a noble form ·of man at play. The 
philosophy of art for art's sake treats art too seriously and 
turns it into ~n ersatz religion. 

Nontheless, art as poiema implies that for the artist, art 
is work as well as play. And work entails· creating and selecting 

18 a form. Lewis congenially dismisses much mociern art as "-fra-
grant ·puddles of reflection" or ·"spilled sensibility", tnat ~re 
not works of art. Before his conversion, Lewis wrote that music 
is purest art because it consists of pure' emotion. 19 It is 
an emotion which is its form and its coberence, a·s an ordered 
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relationship of tones. Where there is no coherence, there is 
no music. 20 The wines, oils and medicines of experience are 
but art's raw materials. Art demands a form designed and crafted 
to capture and to enflesh that· quality of reality which has 
gripped the imagination. 

Eric Auerbach contrasts two notions of form: the static 
and determinist form of the Roman Catholic hero, Don Quixote, 
and the dynamic, co~tingent coherence of a Protestant hero, 
Hamlet.. Quixote is nearest in all Spanish literature to being. 
a problematic figure, but behind his questions, God, king, love, 
class and decorum stand immutable and undoubted. 21 "Co~pare 
the bewildered, easily interpreted and ultimately curable mad-
ness of Don Quix~te with Hamlet's fundamental and many-faceted 
insan~_ty which can ne~er be cured in this world. 1122 

~ith which kind of form does Lewis operate? Peter Schakel 
sees Lewis as lying within the classical form of pre-existing 
and traditional types, in cont~ast to that of Coleridge who 
undeTstood form as something organic which discloses itself in 
intuition. 23 Schakel thinks Lewis' choice of form is "alinost 
total1y rational'', ln contrast to Coleridge's intuitive, spon-
taneous and self-determining process. And yet, Lewis himself 
comments that when he came to write Narnia, for example,, "the 
moment I thought of -that, I fell in love with the .. ·F.orm itself". 24 

This suggests that Lewis sought a concr~te and organic form 
which best fitted what he,had to say. 25 The narrative character 
of a fairy story seemed perfect for Lewis in communicating the 
empirical poncreteness and personal nature of Christian faith. 
In his autobiography, Lewis records that the Romantic man in 
him gave him his first taste of beauty. Natural or classical 
form had made no im~act until one day he saw his brother's 
biscuit tin garden. 6 Schakel's interpretati:on unnecessaril"y 
polarizes pre-existent, rational form and intuitive, organic 
form. This is a very non-Protestant dichotomy. Art, as Kahler 
puts it, operates at the frontiers of the expressible.and seeks 
to break into new depths and hence integrate. tthis new experience 
into' a fur~her and completed whole in order to reach.a more 
comprehensive perfection of form. 27 (This is also the unending 
quest of one who seeks to integrate form .with being in-science 
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or as does Torrance in theology.) Lewis takes the traditional 
genre of children's story as it stands, but then baptizes it, 
changing and bending it to accommodate his message. Similarly, 
Karl Barth reconstructed the older dogmatics, by re-integrating 
traditional doctrines around a new integrating centre, namely, 
God in his being/act in Christ. 

The form of communication, the poiema, constitutes the 
uniqueness of art. What is said (logos) belongs. to other spheres 
as well, as in science or history. But art cannot be reduced 
to scientific, philosophical or theological reflection. Art 
invites us to come inside the empirical data to taste and feel 
as well as to survey the shape and contextualize the contours. 
By this creative, poiema element, the logos penetrates beyond 

' the ce_rebral to the emotional and affectional level. Poetry's 
goal~ ;r. S. ~ill wrote, "is admittedly to act upon the emotions". 28 

Kah!~r describes poetry as being based on feelings, with its 
·intense, conc·entrated ansi vibrant language. 2.9 Its rationality 
consists in receiving, discovering and communicating the organic 
'feeling qualities' which inhere in its object. To paraphrase 
JohrrMacmurray, art is the rationality of the emotional life. 30 

Lewis goes one step further. He argues that art as 
poiema binds reason to emotion. That is, art integrates our 
cognitive and emotional life. Its tool in accompifshing this 
is the imagination. Art moves our emotions ]2y ~ay of the imag-
ination's representations of sensuous-empirical reality. For 
Lewis, the imagination or the feeling intellect, organically 
bridges empirical presence and intellectual concepts. 31 

3. Art as Logos 
Though Lewis felt art should please, he did not want 

simply to say that art's value consists in evoking pleasure. 
' ' Jl. . 

The work of Italian philosopher Beneditto Croce sets up the 
aes,thetic 5:1.s an experience irreduci:bly distinct from the rational 
and the ethical and views art as valuable for this alone. 32 

Under his influence, art has been construed as a mere arrangement 
of shapes, of which it is a mistake to ask what they represent. 33 

In the w.ake of his conversion, Lewis rejec'ted thisview because 
"it had nothing to sa.y". 34 When poetry exalts technique above 
content, the result is "indeed a wasteland 11 •

35 Lewis wrote these . 
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words in the flush of Christian faith, when content, logos, 
had never loomed larger. In its wake, mere aesthetics-as-usual 
seemed trivia1. 36 Hence, it is a mere abstraction to say that 
art's value is aesthetic pleasure. There is more to art than 
poiema. All entertainment is not innocent. It should edify 
and instruct as well as please and entertain. Nor should art 
depreciate the logical and rational in favour of the vaguely 
suggestive or existential. How then does Lewis fit the two 
together without reducing art to clandestine ethics or phil-
osophy? 

His mature answer is that in the aesthetic experience, we 
experience the logos by means of the poiema. The poiema con-
cretizes the logos for us and in us. In his e~rlier writings, 
Lewis ·describes this "something said" as instruction, edification, 
or "the handmaid of religious and. moral truth", which may even 
ser~e to "evoke the divine presence 11 •

37 In his later thinking, 
Lewis draws these strands together by ·arguing that t~e value 
of art lies in what happens to us while we read (listen, view) 
and not in its consequences. 38 Art enlarge~r being by enabling 
us to experience feelings vicariously that we otherwise would 
never know. "Literary experience heals the wound, without under-
mining the privilege, of individuality ••• In reading great liter-

. 39 
ature, I become a thousand men and yet remain myself." In the 
imaginative experience, w~ voyage outside ourselves into a new 

d f . 40 mo e o. consciousness. 
4. Truth Claims and Art 

In enjoying art we need not believe the characters and 
events in poiema really exist nor need we approve of it as we 
would in science or theology. 41 As Lewis puts it, a poem tells 
you what meeting an elm tree is like qualitatively, but it .dbes 
not entertain the question of whether this particular elm exists. 
Art is not concerned with the question of factuality, but is a 
way of experiencing the qualitative dimension unencumbered. 
That is its great strength and its great limit~tion. 

B. The· End of Art: Object-Centred Participation 
At its heart; art receives and communicates the ~uality 

inheren't in the living poiema/logos (form/content) unity of its 
subject matter. Art permits us entry into concrete qualities 
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of life and makes _our knowledge more than just abstract and 
. . 

scientific data conceptually coded and filed. In ar,t, the_ 
" ' 

living qualley of nature (and what is beyond nature) is tasted, 
sniffed and touched, and it involves all man's empirical-
sensuous capacities. Whereas science delibe~ately eschews 
these so-called secondary and non-measurable qualities, art 
eagerly pursues and delights ip them. 

The poetic experience-, therefore, is a pearl of great 
epistem?logical. pric~, for it opens u_p· the _internal meaning 
of the other fields of knowledge. Only in art do the dry bones 

42 I 

of scientific facts live. In the rhythm of s~lf-emptying and 
participating in the other, the external, our own enlargement of 

43 . being takes place. 
. . 

-.Art explores and enjoys reality in its qualitative. and 
concre_te parti.cularity. 44 It is not subjective in the s,ense of· 
_self-preo~cupied, non-real or non-rat!onal. The encounter with 
·reality in literature is as genuine in its aesthetic mode of 
ratfonality as th~ fa~tual ancl,. scientific encounter is in its 
n~eric and- word rationality. 45 

Thus in an object-centred and realist theory of aesthetics, 
qu~liti~s of value and emotion inhere.in the object along with 
rational thought forms. Art i~ not concerned wit~_.what can·be 
formed through its own fashioning and conceiving. It does not 
stare in the window pane of its own emotions, but foc~ses on its 
object and its qualities. Lewis contends as adamantly for the 
objective depth of qualitative emotions and values inhering in 
the. object as

1
Jo;rance does fpr word and number ~ationality in~ 

hering ~n ir:,object. Sense an~ intellect alike must adapt them-
selve$ t9 th~ir object. The rationality of our emotions. as well 
as our thoughts. depend upon wheth.er or not their qualities _inhere 
in the object or only in the self's subjectivtty. 

_-Because Lewis believed that emotional qualities inhere in 
na~ure, he_arg~es that art must be willing to make commitments 
to the ontological r~ality of beauty and value. Lewis therefore 
en9orses a psycho-physical parallelism, which. Edwyn Bevan's 
Symbolism and Belief classically expresses. Bevan des~ribes how 
images drawn from earthly experience are recurringly used.to 
characterize the spiritual or divine life. Thus spatial height 
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as connoting spiritual worth is attributed to God. Though there 
is no logical correlation between distance from the earth's sur-
face at right angles ·and spiritual worth, many of our words to 
describe God (superior, excellent, transcendent) have Latin roots 
which signify height. 46 Light has a similar relation. "The 
languages of mankind bear witness to the fact that this sort of 
feeling cnnnected with bright light is universally human." That 
is, there is a feeling analogous to admiration in the moral 
sphere which is evoked by bright light in the natural sphere. 47 

Time with endless duration,, light signified by knowledge and 
glory and Spirit identified with breath are other inevitable 
physical-spiritual unities which Bevan explores at length. 

Lewis begins his Riddell Lectures-, The Abolition of Man, 
by arguing that when the poet Coleridge refers to a waterfall as 
sublime, he is not making a remark about "himself ("I.have sub-
lim~ feelings.") but about the waterfalt. 48 To turn •sublime' 
into a subjective description of one's feelings is nonsense. For 
if the quali~y 'sublimity' is only something projected on to 
the waterfall by the emotions, the emotions which prompt the 
projections are correlatives and hence the very opposite of 
the quatittes projected. That is, if I merely project sublimity 
on to the waterfall, the emotion which· prompts it ~-s veneration 
and humility, not sublimity. Even if a coherent subjective 
translation were made for all value statements, the wqrking as-
sumption would-be that such subjective statem~nts are irrational 
and by implication, says Lewis, contemptible. One who believes 
that values do not inhere within objective reality will not seek 
to educate people in experiencin~r·the sublimity of a waterfall, 
but in debunking sublimity as a false sentimentalism. Lewis 
believes this only anaesthetizes us from reality. 49 We do not 
impose qualities of value and emotion on to reality, but they 
objectively inhere.· ~'Certain things, if not seen as lovely or 
detestable, are not being correctly seen at all."SO 

1. Stock Responses 
Lewis defends the validity of 'stock responses' in art as 

the "fundamental tendencies of the humart imagination". 51 For 
example, love is sweet, death bitter, virtue lovely, children 
and gardens delightful. 52 In contrast, I. A. Richards ,deplores 
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stock responses and equates them with a substitution of "delib-
erately organized attitude" for the "direct free play of exper-
ience'1.53 Richards prefers to have a special sensitivity and 
openness regarding each choice and experience. Lewis sees this 
as '(fery anti-Christian~ 54 He argues that "such deliberate 
organization is one of the first necessities of ·life and one of 
art's main functions is to assist it 11 •

55 Beauty. (and hence, art) 
serves the good. "Every virtue is a habitus--that is, a good 

56 stock response." Lewis does I_1ot see stock responses as simply 
'given', but as a "delicate balance of trained habits, laboriously 
acquired and easily lost. On their maintenance depend our virtues 
and our pleasures". 57 Lewis believed that since the Romantics, 
the proper stock response to pride has been lost and is no 
longer. a cultural habit. Today Milton's Satan is a mystery of 
interpretation, a development which Milton could not·have pre-
~icted when ne portrayed Satan in Paradise Lost. 58 

"In contrast to Richards, Lewis believes that the "free play 
of experience" is "too free and too direct in most of us for 
safety or happiness or human dignity". 59 That is, Lewis denies 
that a raw or value~free experience exists. All data are theory-
laden in science and are equally so in art. What Lewis sought, 
therefore, was to. express the natur·a1 form which corresponds· .. · 
to the nature of the object or experience. When these natural 
coherences between r~ality and beauty and between reality and 
value are rejected in favour of raw experienc~, the realm of art 
is (in Jorrance's words) cut 1oose from ontology and the natural-
coherences of stock responses disintegrate away. 60 Thus Screw-
tape can seduce humans into believing that 'bare physical facts' 
are wha~ is real ~nd emotipns are mere subjective sentiment~~ 
Thus to feel joy at a baby's birth is false sentimentality._ Of 
course, if th~ physical event is bad, Screwtape unscrupulously 
and illogically does not seek to dissuade us that our emotional 
response to it is true, that wa~ is really horrible and death is 

---. 61 terriple and ugly. 
Lewis steadfastly opposes the notion that literary realism 

is an unorganized stream of consciousness. He sees such raw 
experience in conscio~sness as a highly dubious discovery (and 
perhaps creation) of introspection. For Lewis, introspection 
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artificially suspends the normal function of mind (intention, 
morals and logical coherence), deliberately stops these natural, 
integrating and cohering processes of consciousness and tries 
to see what goes on when these are terminatect. 62 The unselective 
chaos of images and desires which result is hardly the essential 
characteristic of consciousness. Rather, "consciousness is from 
the outset selective and cea?es when selection ceases". 63 

Thus for Lewis, our mode of response to a work of art must 
accord with its own inherent structures. Our feelings of lbve, 
pity or anger should be the proper evocations pressed on us by 
intrinsic qualities demanded by the work. A passage from 
Chaucer is funny because the author is true to nature. And 
th.e author is true to nature bec;ause he "keeps his eye on the 
object~ 1 •

64 Wordsworth remarked that if he had any conscious 
"style" of writing, it was that "I have a.tall times· endeavoured 
~o look steadily at my sub_ject". 65' 

Auerbach calls imitative art that art which seeks to build 
the character before our senses (eyes, ea~s, nose, skin, mouth) 
"out of their own premises", to let them speak, feel and think 
out of their own nature. 66 The aiternative is not to allow 
people to speak their o"wn lan~uage, but to look down from above 
and judge. Coler~dge considered Wordsworth's genius to lie in 
his natural organic images which 

like the moisture or the polish on a pebble ••• 
neither distorts nor false colours its object; 
but on the contrary brings out many ·a vein and 
many a tint which escapes the eye of common 
observation, thus raising to the ranks of gems 
what had pften been kicked away by the hurrying 
foot of the traveller on the dirty highroad of 
custom.67 
Whereas poor literature tells u~ whi~h emotions we ought 

to b,e feeling, good literature pr~sents an object or event in 
such a way that we feel certain appropriate emotions as obJ"ective 

68 -correlatives. 
Lewis thought that the current state of ethical ·education 

was very low. Kant's philosophy of duty fbr its own sake, with 
no thought of -reward, was a pale and negative modern trahslation 
of the Christian ethic. By contrast, a Christian sees the 
reward of joy to inhere essentially in obedience, not as causal 

391 



reward, but as the emotional reality inherent in goodness. That 
is why the psalmist cries out, "I delight in thy Law, o Lor'd". 69 

In Lewis' quest for joy, his pre-Christian experiences 
of joy left the common everyday world (~toms and the void~ be-
hind as a desert. Real clouds and trees only reminded him of 
imaginary worlds "and I did not like the return to ours 11 •

70 

But in the baptized Romanticism of George MacDonald, Lewis 
experienced the reverse. MacDonald's web of beauty led Lewis 
into the contingent world he· lived in. This was the world 
where the 'glad Creator.' of .oil and wine had himself become en-
fleshed, and in so doing, had reinforced, enriched and redeemed 
creation's goodness and beauty. He did not ignore or minimize 
or abandon it. MacDonald's fantasy made the erotic and perverse 
look bad and the common world enchanted. "For the first time 

' 
the song of the sirens sounded like the voice of my mother or 
my nurse. 1171 The bright shadow had come out of the book and 
rested on the real world, says Lewis. "My imagination had been 
baptized .. 1172 Lewis now saw that real beauties inhere.in the 
real worl~ and he was now free to enjoy the world in a manner 
fundamentally different from the paga~ or Romantic-idealist. 
The teeming richness of beauty and joy_were gifts scattered 
broadcast, not auto-projections. The union of utte.rly concrete 
and empirical reality with inherent beauty was indeed wonderful 
to bf?hold. 

Though for Lewis art seeks to be object-centred and not 
self-centred, he does not for one moment disregard or minimize 
a proper subjectivity which participates in and reflects the 
qualities which inhere in the work. Art desires to entertain , .. 
the subject. But the subject never dictates to art. The 
audience or reader receives the artist's participated experience 
of the object into himself in order that by acquain~ance and 
participation he may know an experienc·e, person or thing, which 

73 is utterly not the self, but something marvelously other. 
What is the primary !$ymptom of bad art-? A lack of objec-

tivitr. If an author desires to please or instruct the reader 
by writing what he thinks the reader wants or needs or should 
want, whether or not he himself is interested or enjoys the 
story himself, a bad book will inevitably result. Why? The 
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author's focus has not been on the subjec_t-matter, but on .the 
audience. Instead of attention to the object one describes,, the 
plot, the characters, etc., are all subsidiary and suffer from 
the artist's true preoccupation: he wants to please his audience. 
Because the author's focus has no object within the story, it 
lacks depth and reality. Because he fails to attend to his 
characters, they lack reality. Art cannot bear such an emptiness 
at its co-re. 74 

2. The Obj~ctive Form of Art 
Modern critics often eulogize art for its creativity, 

spontaneity and freedom while, they denigrate derivatives, con~ 
ventions and rules. Great authors are pioneers and innovators. 75 

All of this suggests~ very different temper, if not an outright 
contradiction to an object-centred understanding of art. For 
Lewis, of all literary virtues, mere originality has· the shortest 
life. 76 Lewis praises art which follows (or obeys) nature and 
natural form and blames art which departs. 77 The Medieval cos-
mology had a form, a· meaning "buiJ.t-in'!. 78 It did not have to 
be.wakened into beauty or purpose. In contrast, the modern 
writer often seeks.to discover a form or meaning out of his owrt 
subjectivity and to thrust his meaning on to what in itself has 
" none. But if the world and its purpose has a built-in signifi-
cance, the re-tellingof that story is always worth ... the effort. 
A d~llness of re-presentation is the chief aesthetic vice. The 
greatest vixtue is an absence of strain, a graceful retelling. 
But always, the poiema is a ma.tter in which the people, artist 
and audience have a "complete confidence in the intrinsic value 
of th~ir matter 11 •

79 Hence the goal of Medieval art was neither 
self-expression nor creation. It sought a "handing on worthy 
not of one's own genius, but of the material itself". 80 In 
contrast to an objective form of .art, the Rpmantics felt a tale 
valuable only "as ·an opportunity for, lavish and highly individ-
ual treatment 11 •

81 

Rather than say art creates form, Lewis suggests that the 
best art discovers the form appropriate to the nature of the 
matter it seeka to communicate. For example, allegory a~ an 
art form is valid only when it does what could not be "~9~e ,.,.~:~1y .. 
other way. 82 The object dictates the form. Th~s prin~l~ie 
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applies even ea our manner of· reading. Lewis reckons that 
"mouthing" is ehe infallible mark of the man who truly enjoys 
poetry. To read poetry any other way than with the lips, turns 
it into noble ideas or social history, etc., but it ceases to be 

83 poetry. 
Lewis rejects any notion of art as self-expression. The 

artist seeks either· to reflect or to reassemble natural fo~m. 
Rather than striving to create beauty or wisdqm which has never 
existed before, he strives to embody in his art a reflection or 
revivification of eternal beaut~ and wisdom~ 84 The loss of 
natural form (the technologizing of art) has become in modern 
aesthetics a major alternative which parallels the positivist 
and technological man~s cynicism towards objective truth in 
science. Thus in mus.ic, Johrl Cage intentionally pursues a pur-
poseless, uncontrolled and inorganic conjunction of consciousness 
~nd unconsciousness. 85 The loss of belief in objective beauty 
has also led to 'action painters' whose concern is the act of 
painting~ not the finished product. This values painting as it 
guides the painter on his own quest for personal identifica-
tion.86 Such an approach utterly dismisses any object-centred 
reception, for it uses painting solely as a technique to achieve 
self-understanding. 

,' 

Kahler sees pop art as one more symptom of the "disinte-
gration of form" whereby all human sentiment, al:l ··orga'nic re·la-
tionship between human subject and art object, is intentionally 
eliminated. What remains is a new formalism which reduces art 
to sheer materiality, raw data and a supposed factuality ·un-
tainted by theoretical integration. This aesthetic version of 
radical, positivist empiricism paints only a fr~t realtty which 
is immediately palpable and sensory and denies to art ariy d~pth 
or vital, coherent ,and internal form. 87 The attempt to eliminate 
the personal in art goes hand in hand with the elimination of 
natural form. 88 Rationality and language are divorced from their 
human and personal inter-re~ationship. 89 

Because for Lewis art is not a subjective mental creation, 
but an imaginative discovery of a form which has a natural fit 
and connection with the object, Lewis opposes ~ichards~ and 
Leavis' understanding of art because in ~ts extreme application 
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it leads J:o subjectivism. '.'Since the real. wholeness is not for 
them, in the objective universe, it has to be located inside the 
poet's head." 90 As a result, like the Romantics before them, a 
quite disproportionate emphasis is laid on the poet to the ex-
clusion of the object dealt with, the work of art itself and the 
reader. 91 

Lewis thinks his view stands "somewhat" alongside the 
Platonic doctrine of the form partly imitable on earth, and has 
remoter affinities with Aristotle's mimesis. 92 But more im-
portantly, Lewis found Biblic~t' confirmation of this objective 
theory of form in the Chr~stian's encouragement to imitate Christ, 
t;o participate in his new humani.ty. These imperatives suggest 
that the qualiti~s of form we seek are not self-devised, but 
objec~ively inhere in the object. Lewis concludes that art's 
highest goal is not to be creative, but to be creaturely. 
J. R.R. Tolkien, Lewis' friend and colleague, proposed the term 
"sub.;..creation" as a more appropriate way to designate art's true 
. t. 93 inten ion. 

3. Art as Communication 
Early in his academic life, at a meeting of the Oxford 

Martlet Society, Lewis challenged the· theory that what mattered 
above all in art_was for the artist to express his e~otion. 
perfectly. Mere expressionism., he argues, · is relatec;i- to art as 
N · · t E 94 A ' 1 h t k t arcissus is o ros. s a socia p enomenon, ar sees o 
communicate de jure, not only de facto. 95. It does not merely 
express the emotional quality of its object (tragedy~ drama, 
etc.,) or the author's feeli-ngs. The artist passionately and 
arduously alters phrases which are "merely expressive to himself", 
and hunt.s for those "which will reproduce_ th~ right emotion in 
the audience". 96 Though Lewis' view is an unpopular opinion 
amongst most poets, i·~ has a noble lineage. As Wordsworth 
puts it, 

Poets do not write for Poets alone, but for men ••• 
The Poet must descend from this supposed height; 
and in order to excite rational sympathy, he 97 must express himself as other men express themselves. 

4. $ubjectivism in Art: Didacticism 
• 

To write a novel, play or poem solely. with a didaG~ic 
purpose is another interference with objectivity. ,When a story 
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is simply used as a ,means of teaching ethic~, it usually results 
in bad art. The artist, with only one eye on the subject, blurs 
his vision and divid~s his contact with the reality he is ex-
ploring. His concentration is shaken. 

What is the alternative for those who wish to communicate· 
truth and goodness? ·Lewis answers, "the story itself should 
force its moral upon you. 1198 The encounter with the object's 
inherent nature, when appr9priately communicated,entails a true 
moral which springs forth, not ~n imposed moralization•with~· 
out org-anic grounding in the .work itself. nLet the pictures 
tell you their own moral. 1199 A faithful recording of the quality 
(moral, etc.,) inherent in the object, discloses the o~ject's 
urgency. and aRpropria·teness to the reader. Otherwise the work 
lacks reality because the author is. double-minded. Lewis was 
deeply committed to instruction (logos) in art, but the authentic 

. . 
.instruction rises naturally from delight. "rhe only moral. of any 
value ls that which rises inevitably from the whole cast of .t}i.e 
author's mind~"lOO Unless the artist teaches from hi~ own ex-
perience of what he needs to learn, he merely offers up platitudes 

· - 101 "skimmed from the surfaces of our consciousness". 
This has invaluable implications for theology. Unfortu~-

at~ly theology .pr.eacl}ed or taught has too often ignored thes,e ... 
practical artistic implications. Ethical implications spring 
from the ontological realtty. Lewis' exampl~s of the truly 
didactic in art pa~allels the ethical teaching of the Bible. 
Here is the power behind Nathan's parable to David. As many 
scholars have pointed out, the imperatives of the Pauline epis-
~les always spring from the indicatives of the faith. 102 The 
objective quality of the Gospel prescribes its own organic .~ 
ethical response. 

In a candid ,self-criticism, Lewis confesses that his own 
greatest artistic error was ironically his greatest strength, 
namely his "expository demon". He t~nds to lapse into didacti.-
cism when he should be co~tent to describe th~ object and thus 
to arouse and delight his audience. 103 He found in the genre of 
children's story a form which freed him from this tendency, for 
by it_s very nature the children's storY. is narrative. In this 
sense, the fa~ry tale creates a most suitable form for the 
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Christian message Lewis desired to communicate, that is, the 
message about the God who acts. 

C. Art'Object-Centred Literary Criticism 
The academic world is full of scholarly skirmishes and 

credal power struggles. Majority schools of opinion clamp down 
their new orthodoxy, punish he~esy or hurl anathemas at their 
opponents (for example, 'unscholarly' or 'reactionary'). In 
such a world, Lewis was·an aggressive literary critic. His 
criticism was a heroic qu.est, a:p attack upon the mood and struc-
ture of the modern,. post-Romantic critical schools of F. R. 
Leavis, I. A. Richards ·and others. 

There are great risks in holding unpopular opinions. But 
to a "bonny fighter" like Lewis, this was the reverse of a de-
terrent. "It's more dangerous to tread on the corns of a live 
giant than to cut off the head of a dead one: but it is more 
µseful and better fun." 104 Lewis did not seem dismayed that his 
approach was a minority one. At times he revelled in it. But 
always, above the no.ise of battle, the goal of each literary 
skirmish was that people might enjoy art more richly and fully. 

Lewis believed more than most that genuine progress in 
any field occurs only at an acute and ·particular point. 105 The 
fresh waters of discovery do not reside in general .. ~oods and 
ponds, but are-the lively breakthrough of a few creative streams 
amidst a baffling array of rivers that end in bogs and cisterns. 

If art's goal is to "enlarge our being" _by enabling us to 
penetrate qualitatively into the subject matter, what is the 
rightful role of aesthetic theory and, in particular, literary 
criticism? Lewis the rigorous empiricist sought to bring about 
an object-centred approach to a subjectivity-ridden ~riticisrn 
by proposing "An· Experiment in Criticism". Written only a. few 
years before his death, this is the mature statement of' a life-
time of literary criticism. In it, Lewis proposes that we call 
a book good if it can be read in one way and bad if it can· only 
be read in anotner. 106 That is, he proposes to judge a work not 
by what kind of people read it or by its curreht canonical status, 
but by the way it is actually read. 107 Only in this way does the 
work judge the reader. By this strategy Lewis reverses the usual 
relation between a book and the reader. The book has a fixed 
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value and the reader bas the respo.nsibili.ty to approach it 'cor--
108 rectly. By this turnabout procedure, he seeks to force the 

reader to observe and attend first to the object, and· n'ot to h1s. 
response or feelings about the work. "Attention to the very 
objects they are is our first step." 109 And so we discover by 
strictly empirical means that enjoying a man's or a woman's mag-
azine· and enjoying Dante are not the same intellectual activity 
because· the object is so very different. 

Once we begin to read wit~ this objec;~centred focus, we 
see the correlative need to analyse ~ach work of art according 

· 110 to its own intrinsic na~ure and rule~. As Barth increasingly 
wearied of books and theses abbut hermeneutical method, 111 but 
longed ·for more actual grappling· with the text, s-0 L~wis rejects 
all "schouls"·of criticism in order to- be radically open to 
each text's uniqueness. For that very reason·, he is· a gifted 

. . 

~ritic and interpreter. Holmer cal'ls this approach 'theory-free 
critic1sm' for it recognizes ~he delightful complexity of litera--
ture· and makes aesthetic allowance for it. 112 The work itself 
begins to teach us the canons of response appropriate to it•. 

Torrance's hermeneutical approach to the Bible is no less 
radically object-centred~ 

The whole hb;torical event of Jesus Christ must be 
interpr_eted ·out -of its own inner intelligibillty 
and that it will not yield .••• when subjected to 

priori-assumptions, extraneous criteria, or 
frames ·of reference that we may arbitrarily bring 
to it; rather we must allow these to be .questioned 
before the ract of Christ, and be made to give way 
before His self-interpretation if we are to appre-
hend it.113 · 
In proposing this experiment_ on the act of readini, Lewis 

seeks to observe how men read. Are they attentive or inattentive, 
' obedient or willful, disinterested or egoistic? That is, ~oes 

the re~der al~ow the work to enlarge his being by a reconstruc-
ting of his prejudices and ~eshaping of his understanding_ in 
order to see the world through new eyes? If in fact some books 
may be read in many ways, Lewis suggests that if it is capable 

,• 

of being read in the best way (disinterestly, obediently, atten-
tively.), it is a good book. If a book will not endure this 
object-centred treatment, it is a poor work of art. 
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By implication Lewis rejects the whole anthropological, 
subject-centred approach of modern cr:tticism, including Richards' 
spiritual function of poetry and Leavis' new didacticism in ac-

cf • h h . t. f. 114 B . t cor ance wit t e ~cien i ic age. ecause our prior ca e-
gories may be in error, we must see with other eyes and feel with 
new hands in order to heal the limitations of our subjectivity~ 
In the objective reception of art lies our remedy. Lewis boldly 
argues that because of an interpretative preoccupation with 
themes other than Milton's own,.all Milton criticism from Blake . . 
until Charles Williams is fundamentally misleading. The reason? 
"The critic and the poet were at cross purposes. They did not 
see what the poem was about. Hatred or ignorance of its central 
theme led critics to• praise and to blame for fantastic reasons." 115 

This p~rallels Barth's blast against modern theology which so 
infuriated Harnack. 

It ts utterly crucial to see that in all literary criticism 
tne first step is -an empirical one: to engage directly in the 
activity of reading. In this act one enjoys the activity of 
reading and contemplates the object (Alexander). Lewis focuses 
on the work of art. But far from excluding the reader (s~bject), 
this entails his radical personal participation. The focus is 
never on the abstraction of 'literature in itself', but on the . ... . 

event of reading literature. Another error is for the critic 
to extract himself from the reading experience and to focus on 
the reader's taste as judged by the things he has read. Literary 
criticism is not about the reader, but about literature. It 
exists for no purpose other 'than encouraging more people to 
enjoy literature. Critic~sm and scholarship are ancillary to 
literature. "Their pole function is to multiply, prolong, and 
safeguard experiences of good reading. 11116 Lewis never .. imp~oves 
on his undergraduate statement concern~ng the ~eason be~ind all 
critical ,effort. "I suggest that the obje~t of a work of art is 
not to be criticized but to be experienced and enj,oyed." 117 The 
purpose of literature is not that it be "true to lif~" or reflects 
certain values. The purpose of reading a book or story is to 
enjoy it for its own sake. 118 

Lewis' willingness to observe, e~perience and then convey 
the emotional-rational qualities inherent in the art form without 
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premature criticism, i,s designated "descriptive criticism" by 
his friend and colleague, J. A. W. Bennett. 119 A major source 
of misreading occurs when we prematurely adopt an evaluative 
attitude which makes ~very distinction a distinction of valu~. 
"The human mind is generally far more eager to praise and dis-
praise than to describe and define. 11120 The dominance of eval-
uative and subject-centred criticism in oµr thinking is seen 
in our use of 'poet'· or 'theologian' as laudatory (for example, 
by Leavis) rather than descriptive terms. 121 Lewis faults the 
critic, George Steiner, for using the pejorative 'melodrama' 
rather than a descriptive term in distinguLshing tragedy and 
near tragedy. 

I suggest ~s a fundamental canon of exposition, 
that a distinction of kinds should never be 
thus combined.with a judgeme~t of comparative 
values·. This always weakens it and distracts -
our attention.122 · 
_The first qualification for judging any work "is'to know 

what it is--what it was intended to do and how it is meant to - ---- --
be-used ••• The first thing is to understand the object before 
you.· ..... " ~23 · Auerbach similarly suggests that the primary task 
of literary criticism is not to interpret, but to "attain·a clear 
understanding of what the work meant to its author and his con-
t~mpora~ies".124 · The task of an object-centred critic is to 
"get ourselves out of the way and let humanity decide; not to 
dis~harge our hat~ed but to expose the grounds for it; not to 
vilify faults but to diagnose and exhibit them 11•125 Too often 
criticism is written to annoy the author, not to inform the 
reader.~ 26 

If literary criticism does not lead one into direct en-
counter with the work, Lewis fears it only succeeds in fencing 
o~f a real exper~ence of the object: mistakin& retrospectiye 
analysis for quaiitative experience. Lewis us~s the ~ord 
'description' as a synonym for a thin&'s natura (fr.a~ the Latin 
fqr innate charac.t..erL Hence in descriptive criticism,. one seeks 
to pen~trate to the very quiddity of a thing, its na~ure, ~ind, 

127 phusis. By this descriptive approach, one artfully clarifies 
the meaning of a work and thereby enables _the reader !2_ enjoy 

' the object rn ~ully. Thus, in his criticism of Charles 
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Williams' poetry, Lewis spends five chapters enjoying, which 
entails explaining (in the sense of opening our ~yes to receive 
more fully, not causally accounting for), and expounding. Only 
in his sixth and final chapter does. he begin to evaluate. "So 
far I have been trying to explain rather than.to judge. 11128 

Fol~owing the descriptive process, we may decide that the work 
fails. A Marxist may conclude that a Cathedral was built f·or: 
a bad purpose. 129 Bu~ such questions come later. 

Lewis' descriptive criticism has implications for New 
Testament studies. "Now as a literary historian,. I am perfectly 
convinced that whatever else the Gospels are, they are not 
legends. 1113.0 Having read ·thousands of legends as part of his 
p-rofession, he judges_ that the New Testament is "not the same 
sort of thing~ •• They are not artistic enough to be legends. From 
an imaginative point of view, they are clumsy, they don't work · 

· 131 · ~p to things properly". How best then should we describe the 
Gosp~l~? Lewis reckons there is nothing like them in ancient 
lite.rature· until the nineteenth century rea_listic novel. 132 The 
sheer details, such as Christ scribbling in the dust, are often 
without doctrinal importance. Lewis conclu~es that the only 
explanation is that ~he author saw it occur~ 133 Similarly, Lewis' 
juqgement as a literary critic le~ds him to reject the large and 

r ,.· 

influential amount of modern scholarship which rejects the fourth 
Gospel as historical. He thinks it at least as close to his-
torical facts as Boswell's Life of johnson. 134 ---

D. Subject-Centred Criticism 
Leavis demands moral earnestness; I prefer morality. 

--Lewis135 
1. Didacticism 

After he acquires the proper focus, the critic has a choice, 
says Lewis: to use or to receive the work itself. F. R. Leavis, 

-t«tyhtr 
the influential Cambridge i..l::e~~ssor of Literature, understood 
literature as an education in morally responsible living. 136 For 
Lewis, this means that art becomes a certain approved list of 
books and authors one must cultivate in order t9 advance culture • .,.. 
But to value a work chiefly for reflections which they may sug-
gest to us or for morais we may draw from it is a flagrant in-
stance of using instead of receiving~ 137 
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In a sense, Lewis rejects modern criticism for its Puritan 
conscience wor~ing on without a Puritan theology. 138 _ "I have 
been a converted Pagan living among· apostate Puritans. 11139 Or 
more precisely, as the focus on Puritan theology moves toward our 
behaviour and appropriation, similarly the focus in modern (Pur-
itan) criticism i~ on our canons of taste and our feelings, but 
not on the work itself. Hence the literary Puritan approaches 
a work of art with all the rigour, scruples, self-examination 
and distrust of' pleasure (and. i~tolerance and self-righteousness) 
which his theological forbears applied to theology and the spir-
itual life. For Lewis~ the literary Puritan is too serious a man 
t b · 1 t· reader. 140 o e serious y recep ive as a 

To look for a p_hilo'sophy or a theology in a pi'ece of art 
is to ."impede future.reception of the work itself", because we 
then ~ill go back to it "chiefly ·to- find further· confirmation 
for.our belief- that it teaches this -0r that, rather than for a 
·fresh immersion i·nto what it is". 141 Unfortunat·ely, if one is 
a determined enough critic, liberal or conservative, classical 
or Romantic, (and thus insufficiently detached from one's prior 
commitments) "you-can find just what you want". Inevitably we 
must conclude that most criticism (like most theology) is a 
"kind of mould or cancer", feeding ·off" the· living work of art 
while making it unsuitable for further reception. 142 

Lewis reckons that didacticism was the chief reason for 
·his ~dolescent rejection of Christianity. H~ was coristantly told 
how one ought to feel about God. Moral and spiritual obligations 
were the focus of the Cttristian preaching he heard. He found 
that an obligation to feel gratitude freezes one's feetings, 
because one's focus is self-centred (one's feelings), not object-
centred i<11 the story and person of Christ. One cannot enjoy 
ehrist when one is constantly being told that one ought ·to 
· 143 en.joy Christ. 

The result of reading to use: "We are so busy doing things-
with: the work that we give it t:oo littt-e chance to work on us. Thus 
increasingly we meet only ourselvei'. 144 That is, we meet only 
our beliefs, our v~lues, our hopes, our fears •. No 'enlargement 
of being' takes place, only the expansion of the sphere of the 
self into new terr,itory. We have not entered into the opinions 
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and feelings of ocher characters in the play or poem. We have 
analysed their ideas over against our own. 

Criticism wallows in quicksand whenever the focus is on the 
reader's taste, his response, feelings, and thoughts about the 
work, and not the work itself. This way judges art as good or 
bad depending on the user's personal critical~ prioris, which 
more often than not, merely reflect current cultural fashion. 
Quite frankly, Lewis lacks confidence in these "taste-centred 
judgements". For one thing, they are so chronologically depen-
dent. "Tell me when you lived and I'll tell you what you think 
Of P ,r145 ope. 

Inattention, lack of obedience and lack of openness to the 
wo.rk' s own qualities ~re among the chief sins of modern literary 
critictsm. Good criticism must lay aside its most cherished 
assumptions and values in order t~ _participate in those o£ the 
work at hand. We must avoid the temptation to read between the 
lines (active intellect) in favour of the more rigorous task of 
seeing what is actually ther.e. 
if ·we look for a plot chiefly. 
from the work of art which has 

We misread a sonnet, Lewis says, 
"You are already turning away 

been offered you." 146 

2. The Deification of Art 
The roots of the modern English. subjectivist emphases of 

Leavis and Richards began with the great poet and c·ritic, Matthew 
Arnold. Arnold identified art with spirituality. It is no mere 
coincidence that Arnold's elevation of art coj,.ncides w·ith his 
loss of Christian faith! In his spiritual vacuum the deification 
of art, begins. 147 Auerbach notes that when certain Romantics 
(for example, Flaubert) ascribed to art an,ulti~ate value, 
didacticism or any ~ind of usefulness became deplorab~e. Instead 
a new rank is ascribed to pleasure in art, that is, to a sensory 
enjoyment -0f expression~ 148 Hence the Italian philosopher, Bene-
ditto Croce, viewed aesthetics as an autonomous form of the 

. . t 149' sp1.r1. • 
More recently, the English I. A. Richards, argues 

that by a taste for poetry we acquire the means of attaining the 
necessary psychological adjustments which improve a man's ~ower 
for effective and satisfactory living; bad ta&~e results in 
a corresponding loss. 15° For Lewis, this tradition implicitly 
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grants ~o art a soteriological value1 In the ~bsence. of the 
Ghristian·worship of God, the cultured apostate exalts art as a 
saviour. 'Unbelieving' criticism takes art so seriously it makes 
it a-god. 151 It turns a good cr~aturely activity into a surro-
gate religion- But for Lewis, when art is given a spiritual and 
godlike status, it has become a demon. 

A man who is• eating or lying with his wife or 
preparing to go to sleep in humiltty, thank-
fulness and temperance, is, by Christian 
standards, in an infinitely higher state than 
one who is listening to Bach or reading Plato 
in a state of pride.152 

'.!'he Christian artist.with his less exalted approach to art, sees 
that when one allows art to function properly as entertainment, 
one has served and honoured art more worthily than its worshippers. 

·Lewis had little sympathy with fellow Christian artists 
(such a-s T. S. Eliot and Dorothy Sayers) ·who consider literary 

. 153 taste to be a spiritual·value. Similarly, to describe a poet 
as one with innate abilities artd sensitivities others lack, leads· 

- 154 to poetolatry. Moderns now worship poets. But Lewis argues 
that the common man is equally tragic and comic. Therefore poetry 
should be considered as a peculiar art or skill, not by any means 
the by-product of an· exalted.man. The sad fact is that the vir-
tue of many artists ends in their imaginatfon. 

3. Art as Autobiography 
"In my opinfon, all criticism should be of books_, not of 

auth~rs. 11155 In a unique way·, the artist rivets our attention 
On the obje•ct. He asks us to look not at himself, the .author, 
but through his eyes to the world 'he portrays. 156 The poet is 
a window, not a landscape. We err when we focus on ~he pane of 
glass and ignore the countryside. Attention to the object, not 
the atithor, is the ~ethodological starting point £or all krt 
appreciation. This is ·Lewis' grand theme in his debate with 
· · , . . 157 E. M. W~ Tillyard.· 

For Tillyard, a poem is about (for example) Herrick's mind 
and mental pa·tterns. So too, John Stuart Mill argued that de-
scription in poetry describes the state of mind which contemplates 
the object~ 1~8 But Lewis says Herrlck)s poem is about Julia, the 
beauty c!nd charm of a woman. "To attend to Herrick the'r'efore, 
is to cut ourselves off from the experience that Herrick is 
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159 trying to convey." Similarly, when reading the .New Testament, 
o~e must not continually speculate about the authors and their 
situation. Lewis unflinchingly asserts that the first question 
we must ask the New Testament is, "Who is Jesus Christ-?". 160 

It is worth noting that here Lewis is more radically object-
ceµtred than Torrance. In exppunding Schleiermacher's hermeneu-
tics, Torrance describes how Schleiermacher see~s to "probe into 
the author's mind ••• and to reproduce in himself the "basic deter-
mination of his spirit ••• '!;61 ~orrance aff~rms Schleiermacher's 
point that "interpretation involves a movement of\ sympathetic 
and int_uitive penetration _into the mind of the author, divining 
the basic disposition in his soul out of which the work 
emerged •• r"~ 62 ·But Torrance also differs from Schleiermacher 
becaus.e he argues that a penetration into the author's mind does 
not exhaust the hermeneutica_l task, but only accounts for the 
_subjective pole of knowing. The objective pole of reading, 
namely, the subject matter which concerns the author, must be 
penetrated into as well. Schleiermacher has left his task half 
fi~ished. Lewis would more radically suggest that Schleiermacher 
has actually cut himself off from the experience the author is 
trying to convey. 

Literature is not about the author, but about entrance into 
events and things which the author wants us to taste and see. 
Art seeks to communicate the quality of the object, qot the 
author's feelings. Lewis' former pupil, John Wain, criticizes 
Lewis' autobiographical writings for beinggeneralizedand imper-
sonal ac;count~ of his conve_rsio~ and his wife's death. 163 The 
reason for this sour response is that Wain wants Lewis· to describe 
himself, whereas Lewis prefers to describe his impressions ana 

\ 
feelings about life·and people. Wain wants the 'raw emotion' 
of introspection. Lewis prefers the natural organizing of his~ 
consciousness in terms of stock respon;es. Similarly darpenter 
thinks Lewis' personal shyness leads him to reject the personal 
heresy. 164 Lewis would reply that one cannot ~scape emotion, 
but one ought to avoid its misuse. He seeks the.refore an object-
centred emotional involvement and not a subject-centred emotional 
pre?ccupation, for this latter way walls off the experience of 
other things and persons. 
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Wain wants the personal heresy, but Lewis w~ll not give it. 
Lewis describes how devilish and self-defe.ating the _grieving 
experience can be a~ we struggle against self-pity, self-
ce~tredness and against their onslaught focus on the bereaved 
and not the self. H~ breaks off ~is introspection because he 
mis.trusts it and believes literature is not about the author, 
but about what the author s~es, hears, and experiences. 165 

4. A f-ri ori Canons 
Most .criti~s, fond of ~om~ subservient Art 
Still make the whole depend upon a part. 166 --Pope 
One of the basic critical errors is the misreading of a 

text. From the failings 9£ many hundreds of reviews of his own 
works, Lewis discover.ed th~t. a careful reading of the work one 
crit'i.cizes is a rarity. 167 Naturally, misreading en~enders fur-
ther. fa·ulty criticism. Thu~, when critics misread a story (be-
cause they are t'oo busy using a story or judging i-t) ,.: they fail 
to g~t the facts clear. Hence it is no suprise that expounding 
and clarifying the story's meaning is a cardinal function of 
L . I d i ti . t. . . 168 ew1s escr p ve cri icism. 

Early in this thinki·ng, Lewis described criticism's function 
as two-fold: to discover the beliefs and content of a book or 

. . 
poem and only then to pass judgement on them. Inev:itably the 
latter is done by critics as amateur philosophers, casuists and 
theolog'ians. 169 But first things first. "It is very necessary 

· 170 to get the story clear." 
The culprit behind misreading is often an a priori canon 

of beauty, form, etc., arrived at prior to the event of reading 
a particular work. This m~kes empirical penetration into that 
work of -art impossible. "An priori assumpt'ion as to 1what can, 
and cannot be the expression of real imaginative experience·is 
the worst possible· guide." 171 Lewis ls continua'ily critical of 
the Humanist's incerpretation (for example, Erasmus) ~f Medieval 
writings ~nd theology because of the damaging preconceptions 
they bring to the reading of ancient~ te·xts. 17·2- People ·often 
assume they kriow what the plot of a ·s·tory is all about. Lewis 
tells of a friend ·who wrote a booK about trees. When it was 
revie~ed, a critic thought ~11 the tree bits were paddin~! 173 
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Our array of assumptions make us very unattentive readers. To 
charge Medieval poetry with insincere adqrnment on the grounds 

' of the modern canon of naturalness is pointless. One does not 
174 call an oyster insincere for making a pearl. They are two 

different types of poetry with two different goals. It is 
better to und~rstand what the Medieval man values aesthetically 
and see how the poem embodies that. Or one might wish to de-
scribe the two styles and show how each fulfills its own laws. 175 

Afterwards, one may judge the •strengths of various canons, Med-
ieval adornment or modern naturalness. But to criticize one 
canon by another i~ folly •. 

This resembles Torrance's complaint against the form critics. 
They unse_lf-criticall_y take the socially conditiQned paradigms of 
their modern philosophical-critical community and apply ~hese 
abs~ractions _as the normative interpretive rules for the New 
Testament, documents of another time and place. Inevitably this 
distorts the ancient texts. 176 · 

This leads us to one of the serious difficulties with 
Bultmann's demythologization campaign. The explicit disappro-
bation of myth leads its practitioners to expunge the mythical 
as irrelevant. But how do they know it is irrelevant? To borrow 
an analogy from Lewis, to demythologize the ~ew Testament is like 
going to a Mozart Opera onty for the spoken bits. 117 

., 

If we cannot learn to like.a work of art for 
what it is, we had best give it up .. There is 
no point in trying to twist it or ~orce !t 
into a form it was never meant to ha¥e.178 
Critics who misread the New Testament often find it inco-

herent. As a result, much time is spent speculating from the 
critic's~ priori canons what Jesus could or could not have said. 
Thus ,an important task of descriJ?tive lit.erary criticism is. to 
make sure the reader first understands the Christian story as 
it comes, warts and all, before he criticizes.or evaluates or 
translates lt by other criteri~. Hence, for example, Lewis 
expounds the uniqu~ness of the resurrection account. There he 
finds the point is not the mere surviva_l of the soul, (else why 
did Christ ·keep having to expend such energy convincting them 
he was not a _ghost?). Rather the point i~ "thfit a new mode of .. . . 
being had arisen ••• as totally new as the arriv~l of organic life. 
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179 That i·s the story". Once we un9erstand the story we may pro-
~eed to ask what to make_of it. But to argue that Christianity 
teach~s the survival of the soul, one has to stress supposals 
that are nowhere in the text and to reject as inauthentic all 
those elements whicrr speak of bodily resurrection and empty 
tomb. Thus the! priori aversion to a crucial element of the 
story (bodily resurrection), leads to a serious misreading of ·1so the text. 

What are the causes, Lewis wondered, ~or the persistence 
of the'many subject-centr~d criteria which deter appreciating 
and understanding what is· simply there in the story, play or 
painting? At times sheer proximity to an object may seduce us 
to· misunderstand.- Therefore it may be helpful to observe the 
nearby·by means of something admittedly far away. It was the 
study of Laci~ and German t~~t fi~st taught Lewis his English 
grammar and syntax. Prevalent mental habits can cramp. and dis-

. tort ·objects to which we are surprisingly close yet fail to 
unde~stand. 181 "There are some things about your own village 
that you will never know until you have been away from it:" 182 

Is there any cure for suppositions which distort? Lewjs' 
answer: direct encounter with the object in its native context. 
To p'enetrate into- an object Is natura demands empir~,cal. invorve-
ment and implies the elimination of! prioris. Only then can we 
penetrate to a true understanding. 183 Lewis arrived ~mpirically 
at his understanding of the nature and function of myth by read~ 
ing with childlike openness and pleasure thousands of myths, 
fairy tales ahd legends from many count-ries and ag'es. But unless 
Lewis had suspe~ded his disbelief and enjoyed myth on its own 
terms, he could never have enjoyed them, but would have criti-
cized them for what tney were not. Neither useful criticis~· nor 
pleasurable reaaing is possible if we do not suspend our ex-
pectations and desires and receive the work on its own terms, 

184 and on its own intrinsic assumptions. 
If o~ject-centred, descriptive criticism seeks to help the 

patron enjoy the object more, this means that quite a bit of 
time must be spent 'hindering hindrances' to the appreciation of 
art. 185 This may involve criticism in a kind of literary a~olo-
geti~s. Criticism at its best casts a retrospective and 
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posteriori light on the object of art, in order to correct 
possible over-emphases which· are prevalent in current reading 
and ther~by to enhance future encounters with the object, book, 

. · 186 poem or painting. 
E. The Participatory Nature 

of Objective Criticism 
For Lewis, only surrender to the object's own standards 

leads to a proper understanding and enjoyment. In his inaugural 
lecture as Cambridge Professor of Medieval and Renaissance. 

. . 

Literature, Lewis describes his value to the academic world a·s 
that of .a literary dinosaur', an. old English man, who has come 
to have the taste and sentiments of Medieval-Renaissance man in 
his b~nes. 187 Initiaily,·as with our discussion in natural 
and th~ological science, this creates dissonance within us. 
Might thls.not lead us to waste our· time with disappointing . . . 
lite·rattire? As tewis' frierid, Nevill Coghill puts it, did not 
. . 

Lewis'· "habitual generousity of mind" allow him to be deceived 
or seduced at times by mediocre art masquerading as important? 188 

Lewis.never seemed discouraged ~y this intrinsic danger. 
For no literature will succeed as good art 'if it is not ·read 

- J . 

attentively, obediently and disinterestedly. No~ priori list 
of good literature will enable us to short-circuit the rigorous 
participatory reading effort. Criticism which has .. not opened 
itself to a certain genre, be it poetry or science fiction, is 
a waste of time for reader and author. 

Those predisposed against a genre 
fruitful critics of all. "Who wants to 
abused by a fanatical teetotaller?" 189 

ologist Erik Routley's invitation to be 

of art are the least 
hear a particular claret 
Lewis refused the music-
on a committee to choose 

new hymns oecause he was simply "not in sufficient sympathy with 
·190 the project to help". In a word, he disliked hymn singing. 

"If you have never enjoyed a thing and do not know what it feels 
like to enjoy it, you will hardly know what sort of people go 
to it in what moods, seeking what sort of gratification. 191 As 
Wordsworth said of poetry, so Lewis sa·ys of all art: "You must 
love it ere to you it will seem worthy of your love": 192 Good 
criticism penetrates by openness and participation to the real 
meaning and beauty of· a work. 
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When circumstances demand a negative response to an im-
portant and valuable work of• art (or philosophy), Lewis seeks 
to maintain his imaginative openness toward it and understand 
its appeai from within. For example, though he rejects as un-
true the Romantic myth of man's evolutionary triumph over nature, 
he does not criticize it with conceptual contempt. Indeed, 
though he seeks to bury Romanticism in this guise, he eulogizes 
it as well. 193 Only this approach can pe~etrate to the heart 
of philosophical or theological:error and grasp the imaginative 
power -and beauty, howbeit distorted, which undergirds its con-
ceptual structure. 

In a heartfelt dedication to Charles Williams, Lewis 
records in the strong_est manner his belief in participatory 
criti~jsm. He suggests that the greatest poets do not seek to 
teac_h morals., natural philo~ophy or anything else, but· describe 
~he object which they ~xperience in its qualitative depth._ "They 
' were in fact adoring. And what we· take for the didactic is often 

- · 194 the enchanted." Perhaps the best expository criticism is 
adoring and uninhibited enjoyment. Hence,_for the Christian, 
theology as doxology and worship is the deepest and full~st -
penetration into the object and the clearest vision of Godrs 
beauty and rational~ty. 

Literature is concerned with the felt qualities of objects 
and events, not primarily the truth and falsity of propositions. 
For this reason, Lewis think& it harder to understand and ex-

195 plain a feeling than to explain a thought. ft is easier ~o 
teach amateur philosophy by debunking emotions and their value 
than to explain why and how a bad creatment of a basic.emotion 
is bad literature. 196 In criticis±ng one of Barfield's poems, 
Lewis struggles to explain why he di,slikes it and finally admits 
he can offer no clear reason for his dislike, except to say "I 

197 cannot feel you have solved the problem ••• ". Criticism of 
art requires our emot·ional respon~e for proper underst.anding 
and analysis. 

,ll() fenuine1{ 0understand an old book, one may need to enter-
tain emotions and feelings perhaps unexperienc!ble in our day. 
Thus, to read Beowulf ari,ght one "must imagine himself as an old 
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Saxon .thane sitting in his hall ••• " in order to receive the 
atmosphere of terror which is endemic. 198 The legendary Merlin 
taught young. Arthur about ftsh, no~ by siicing one up before 
him in a sterile and off-white laboratory, but by magically 
transporting him into the shimmering skin of a fresh-water 
salmon. 199 

The approach Torrance advocates for New Testament exegesis 
reflects this object-centred participation. To. listen and 
appropriate correctly, "we must allow ourselves to be drawn into 
the effective and creative operations of th~ Word in its original 
sphere". 200 The·value of stud~ing actual texts and historical 
background is "that we may stand ·in the place of t:ihe original 
witnesses and go along with them in all they suffer under the 
impact·of the Word". 201 

. As we have seen, participatory criticis~ means ·that we 
initially criticize, for example, Medieval literature only fro~ 
within a Medieval point of view. The..,.,,.wrong method, . "the worst 
method'!, (Le~is) takes the. impressions which the old text makes 
on our modern sensibilities and applies to this the detailed 
methods of modern, analytical criticism. "To use a microscope, 
yet not to clean it or focus it, is folly. 11202 One creates a 
phantasmal object and misses the ,real one. Litera1:y history' .is 
not concerned, therefore, with the past "as it really was (sic), 
but rather with how it seemed to be to those who lived it". We 
want above all, "to know what it ;elt like ·(e.g.;) to be, an e.a:rly 

203 Protestant". We must first: re-enter what was •important at 
the time, not what later interpreters say was crucial f~om their 
viewpoint. 204 Even "the stupidest aontemporary ••• knew certain 
things about Chaucer's poetry which modern scholarship will 
never 'know". 205 Only· on this object-centred, participatory .. basis 
will the evaluative question he meaningful. 

We have been arguing that objective criticism demands 
participation, an imagina,tive openness. and entrance into the· 
opinions and therefore, atti·tudes, feelings and total ,e)Cperience 
of other men.~ 06 To learn from within what it feels. like tp be 
a materialist, one reads Lucretius.. And in a-rt• we. must; con-
tinually remind ourselves not ~o bother with whether, or not we 
should alter our own opinions. This_ will fatally distract our. 
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attention from the pbject at hand and ensure we never know .the 
work on its own terms. 

Let us note some specific issues where Lewis writes descrip-
tive literary criticism with the intent of making us participate 
in the object. In this spirit, Lewis presents his prolegomena 
to Medieval literature, The Discarded Image, a rich synthesis of 
Medieval information to enable students to enjoy more fully 
Medieval literature. 207 Similarly, Lewis spends one hundred 
pages O•·f p·rolegomena in The Allegory of to help us enter 
imaginatively and int~llectually into the fifteenth century 
courtly love s~ntiment ~nd its poetry. 208 Owen Barfield, Lewis' 
~lose friend,suggests tha~ criticism functions best as midwifery. 
That is, it orings the reader from a mere awareness of the 
finished poem to imaginative part~cipation in its creation. 209 

If we replace 'creation' with 'quiddity' we have Lewis' intent 
without Barfield's Romantic self-intrusion. The avowed intent 
of L~wis' The Discarded Image i's to get the reader to feel as 
a Medievalist felt: to experience the emotional effect 0£ 

210 Medieval lit~rature as it was felt by ·a Medieval man. 
Secondly, we should not~ how Le~is discusses myth. As a 

lover of the myths of all ages and cul~ures,Lewis• goal as a 
literary critic is first to enable others to enjoy .. the myth '(the 
object) as he does. Therefore, he deliberately avoids a defi-
nitipn of myth. He <loes not wish to embalm myth conceptually, 
but to convey the living impact, the "effect on the reader" of 
myth. 21 1- Rather than provide a prescriptive definition of myth, 
Lewts prefers to lead the reader into an empirical encounter 
with myth and describe myth by its eff-ects on ·the reader. 212 To 
defi,ne myth, provide a classification system and .dictate what 
is and is not myth, 'may foster priori critical judgements, 
but not the enjoyment of· myth. The reason for his reluctance 
is si~ply that at the' heart of myth is the .communication of the 
qualitative experience .of the object: · the battle of Culloden, 
the mighty Oak or King Cophetua's infatuation. An abstract 
and conceptual-logical definition tears myth from its living 
qualitative encou~ter with the reader. 213 ' The lack of imaginative-
referential bonding to the myth as participated in by the reader 
distorts its essential significance. The reader is left with a 
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definition, but very little meaning. 
We might sum up the case for object-centred, participatory 

criticism with the following analogy from Lewis. There are two 
ways to enjoy a pie~e of literature, just as ,there are two ways 
to enjoy a foreign country. One man (the self-centred, anthro-
pological critic) carries his Englishness abroad with him and 
brings it':home unchanged. He always consorts. witp. English tour-
ists along the way. "By a good hotel, he means one that's like 
an'English hotel ••• He complains:of bad tea when he might have 
had excellent coffee." A man may carry his modernity and pre-
understanding with him through all his reading of past liter-
_ature and preserve it ~nt;act. The highlights of all ancient 
and Medieval poetry are those bits which resemble "or can be so 
read that they seem to resemble the poetry of his own age 11 •

214 

When m·odernity was Romanticism, the great thing in Soph-
ocles was the nightmare choruses in the Coloneus, Lewis recalls. 
The great thing in Dante was the Inferno and "the Inferno meant 
P 1. d F d Ul " 215 0 · f d · · ao o aq rancesca an ysses... • r L mo ernLty LS 
Heidegger's ex~stentialism, the importance of the New Testament 
is the concept of existence which it enshrines.Z 16 

"But there is .another sort of travelling and another sort 
of reading. n 217 One may ea~ the local· food, drink ___ local wine-s 
(and not compl·ain about the 'fizzy' beer) and see a forei'g'n 
country as it looks to the inhabitants anQ not the to~rists. 
"You can come home modified, thinking and feeling as ~you did 
riot think and feel before." 218 As a result, we go beyond our 
modern sensibility and our pre-understandings. When criticism 
studies things outside the poem, we steep ourselves. i'n the 
vanished period in order to re-enter the poem with eyes more 
like a native. and to discover that modern associations given 
to old w9rds are often false. 

In so far as you. succeed, you may more and more 
come to ~ealize that wha~ you enjoyed at first 
reading was not really any Medieval poem that ever 
existed, but a modern poem made by yourself at a 
hint from olµ words.219 
If we wish to know as well as to enjoy, a tourist's holi-

day is ra-~her a waste o·f Europe. "There is more to be got out 
of it than he gets. 11220 It is a waste of past literature to 
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see only the reflection of our own faces. Instead of bringing 
our modernity with us into the past, we may choose to "put our-. .,. 
selves back" into the universe the ancients believed they lived 
in. This, Lewis argues, makes the author's work more interesting, 
nourishing and delightful, (as well as making our reading more 
accurate to the original intention of the author). 221 

But I have no special wish to make converts. I 
write for those, whether few or many, who, like 
me, care to know more of this theatre and this 
play than can be seen from.the particular row and 
seat of the mid twentieth century.222 

Lewis concludes his advocacy of descriptive criticism without 
a call for converts. But with theology, unlike aesthetics, the 
issue of truth as well as enjoyment is at stake. There is a 
great divorce between knowing God and knowing one's self, between 
loving 

F. 
God and loving one's self. 

The Difficulties of Subject-Centred Criticism 
1. The Anthropological Intrusion 

· In the true response to art, we enjoy the object, not the 
self. I~ the goodness which the artist seeks to evoke inheres 
within the work, we may well have to endure some disillusionment, 

223 as John Macmurray puts it. Our prior aesthetic criteria may 
have to undergo drastic changes. The roadblock to appreciation 
in art, as with r&tionality in science, lies in the knower, not 
in the object. The self with its massive and willful intrusion 
must empty itself in order to be filled with a quality of exper-
ience beyond its own self-consciousness or self-creative capacity. 

Perh~ps the most remarkable mental trait of the modern 
period is the inaqilLty to undergo this necessary self~emptying. 
As a result, there has evolved a severe incapacity among many 
of the cultured and intelligent to respond directly and immedi~ 

224 · ately to a work of art. The critic, feeling the story itself 
lacks adequate depth t~account for the qualities of feeling it 

.., 
prompts, invents.new grounds in his own life as a reader. This 
is done by building 4p a second story or rqmance or narrative 
around himself, which he mistakes for the true source of en-
joy~e~t _and quality of the work. 

This rereadin~ of, for example, the Grail le~epd, neces-
sarily distorts the origirtal story. The new version, though also 
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a quest, is about-the reader, not Bercival or Gawain. 225 This 
anthropological approach to literature has engendered a whole 
new literary process by which one enjoys the Grail story for its 
Jungian archetypes, vestiges of real history or hidden hiero-
glyphics of esoteric wisdom. This development has enabled the 
critic to release his inhibitions and to enjoy. SQ J. Speirs 
argues that the focus on the mythic and ritualistic origins of 
Gawain preserves the reverence and mystery of Medieval romance 
and keeps it from being read as sheer fancy. 226 But notice that 
what the subject-centred critic enjoys is not the object itself, 
but the suggestion that the object is enjoyable because it is 
the "last echo, trace, veiled presence of something else 11 •

227 

Newly discovered_anth!opological backgrounds or Jungian arche-
types,. etc., give the reader rational grounds for feeling that 
more is .behind the story than what meets .the eye. 228 . Lewis 
was 'never convinced that these 'hidden' sour~es are the power 
behind Gawain. and account for its attraction. They never seemed 
to him as interesting or powerful as the story itself. The 
anthropological interpretation was like asking him to believe 
that something which moved him very much was able to do so by 
the help of something which moved him-very little. 229 The 
thrill in this kind of reading depends· not.on the story itself, 
but on thinking you have uncovered the secret behind the story's 
pleasure, "that they [sic] have surprised a long-kept secret 11 •

230 

This releases the sense of mystery which the story itself once 
released, but which is inhibited in the modern reader. 

He is no longer afraid of being .. ,taken in. He allows 
himself to feel the wonder and excitement which the 
old poet intended to produce ••• because a sop has· 
been given to his intellect and he now believes that 
his reactions can be defended on extra-literary 
grounds.231 

Lewis concludes that this psycholog!cal and anthropological 
method is a way of restoring to the reader his lost power of 
responding to and enjoying. the story. But it is anoth'er matter 
whether these new grounds really explain how and why the Grail 
story affects us. In the end this turns the G~ai1 story into 
a psychological novel about the reader. The objett of joy is 
transferred from Gawain's quest to my dwn quest which critically 
reconstructs the original notions in the tale. "Mr. Sp-eir's 
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analysis of a romance is for me itself romantic." 232 The exper-
ience and excitement of the discovery of mythic origins or Jung's 
theory -of myth is itself an exciting myth and is enjoyed in the 
same way. 

In literary criticism, "this is better than nothing". 233 

But it is not the same reward that the object-centred reader re-
ceives. For the subject-centred reader has a new (or rather the 
same old) object--himself. Inevitably this. anthropological in-
terpretation harms criticism· because the reader does not really 
enjoy Medieval literature. He uses it to enjoy brooding about 
dark things which may or may not have been in the past,. thjngs 
hypothetically ~bs~racted and reconstructed in his mind which 
h~ has created t~rough contact with the story and ~hich he then 
connec_ts to his prese~t life experiences. 234 He enjoys and 
explicates what is not in the text~ but is a reconstruction with-. . 
in his mind of, for instance, the p~e-history of a text. 

· For Lewis~ to suggest that a supposed mythical,origin or 
the ~arliest recorded meaning of a word necessarily throws light 
on.its meaning in a particular romance or poem is as dubious as 
using etymology to define the meaning.of a word. 235 Whether or 
not Malory's Gawain has a solar mythic o~igin is literarily 
irrelevant. It does not increase enjoyment or under~tanding of 
Mal9ry's Gawain. On the contrary, the poem illuminates the 
myth. Within any given story, an object, -p~rson or place is 
neither more, nor less, nor other than what that story effect-
ively shows it to be. 236 For Lewis, the power of art lies not 
in its sources, earlier and, lesser known, but in the talent of 
th~ writer and the work• itself. 237 

Lewis finds conjectures about the pre-history of a text 
a dubious project •. Form criticism should be only done with. ample 

· 238 ·. warning ;hat such speculation is probably wrong. Lewis' 
evidence for this negative evaluation is that when the pre-
history of his own works was so analysed and his own psychology 
as an author explored (for example, this section an afterthought, 
that one laboured, etc.,) it was always incorrect. 239 

½ewis calls •a~throeologizers' all those who enjoy art 
only by abstracting from the works mental discoveries of prin-
ciples, ideas, etc., ~nd who fail to enter into the work itself. 
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Only in the piece of art itself "do the dry bones of artthropo-
logical facts live": 240 Secret origins cannot account for the 
beauty and power of a finished poem. 

The unknown cannot illuminate the known. What is 
merely conjectured or reconstructed or at best 
known only frpm wi~hout, cannot illumine what we 
encounter directly and receive deeply into our 
emotions and imagination.241 
In this regard, Lewis 'di'stihguishes two kinds of explana-

tion. One way '( the anthropological) accounts for a work causally 
by its similarity to some earlier thing. But Lewis prefers an 
explanation which opens.our eyes and gives us the power to re-. 
ceive or receive more fully the t~lent and art of the work it-
self: "the new invention ndt the trivial and external similar-
ity to some earlier t:.hing". 242 The cathedral, not the rubble, 
is· the advance to coherence and imaginative power. The aathe-
drai is the only clue by whi-ch we .can even imagine the rubble. 
Speculative origins are encountered only at a second level which 
extracts them from their concrete and living context in the work 
of· art. 

A special grievance to Lewis was undoubtedly that the great 
mythic sagas he loved were turned by subject-centred critics in-
to autobiography, rather than received and enjoyed for the unique 
stories they were. For within all litera~ure, Lewis' special 
favourite was that field in which "all critics between Aristotle 
and'Maud Bodkin had left alone.' •• ", story or mytJ::topoeia. 243 

One need not look far in theological circles to see re-
markable similarities to the anthropological literary trends. 
The tradition estaolished by form and redaction schools of 
criticism inevitably produces a· search for, secret origins or 
psychological sources in the early Christian community, etc. 244 

This may indeed restore a response of mystery and excitement 
to the modern reader but it- i"s questionable whether this is the 
reason why the Gospel a·ffects ·us ·so po·werfully. And it: rai'Ses 
the difficult question whether ·the object that ·the subject-
centred reader enjoys is the living ~od. incarnate or.is an 
anthropological, existential substitute. That is, we must ask 
the critical question- to subject-cent'red or Cartesian theology 
whether its God has become a hyphen for man. 
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Fortunately, most of humanity has not needed this psycho-
logical aid to enjoy the Grail story or the Gospel. But the 
distortion of the story into a self quest reflects the need of 
one kind of reader who frankly lacks, the fundamental critical 
skills of attentiveness, obedience and disinterestedness. 

2. Subject-centredness as Unbelief· 
We have seen that self-centred criticism is unable to enjoy 

the tale itself. Instead, it in~ents new grounds in the life 
of the reader·which becomes a new quest story in which the 
reader himself, not Gawain, is on a quest to· find the true source 
of enjoyment. 

Why cannot a direct response to the object be made by 
some? Unbelief •. They cannot believe the object has anything 
suffic~ent to offer.· That is, the anthropolog£al and autobio-
graphical bias of modern ·criticism· "is possibly due to the 
desire to firtd· wisdom in poems where the obvious.meaning has 
ceased to appear wise"·. 245 An. aesthetic-empirical breakdown 
occu~s when a lack of confidence in the work belittles its 
innate credentials. To salvage the situation, the critic sup-
plies a new and differerlt story·which can fill the aesthetic 
gaps and stimulate the reader's flagging interest. If the . 
obvious content of a work is "theological rubbish". the critic 
finds it necessary to convince himself that· the mythical form 
encases s9me profound wisdom of quite a different kind, "some 
'rea·l subject'· which no generation till our own ever suspected". 246 

One cannut ignore the parallel with Bultmann. For if God's 
incarnate coming in the flesh of Jesus, his miracles and healings 
which reveal his authority, the powerful disclosure of God's 
kingdom i~ Jesus, his atoning and vicarious death for our sins, 
the empty tomb and Christ's bodily ,resurrection:, his real and 
concrete appearances to the disciples a~d their empbwering, all 
seem iike embarrassing mythology mixed into the true kerygma, 

I 

then the only way to restore importance to the texts is to sup-
pose that the authors are revealing their personal experience 
of the 'Christ event•· in their" own hearts through the mythical 
language of their day. 

In other words, the reader supplements the object with 
his own bounty: himself. Lack of, or incomplete confidence in 
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the object means a half-hearted surrender to it and a ready 
and ·aceive replenishing of its seeming limitations with one's 
own reservoirs of·self-experience and autobiography. Is it any 
real surprise, any real originality, creativity or radical break-
through that the remedy the modern reader offers is none other 
than himself as the hero who will rescue this work from disap-
pointment? 

In art, science and theology, the self becomes enlarged 
and changed by the· object in each field. But this paradoxically 
occurs when the self contracts and dies. And in emptying itself, 
the self opens up in order that new knowledge and relat~onship 
may enter from without. 247 But in the subject-centred approach, 
the artistic exp~rience, whose whole purpose is to release the 
self, .. "to heal the wound without undermining the privilege of 
individualtty", is absorbed by anthropological activity. For 
the ·reader and criti•c, enlargement of being has ceased and is 
replaced by a retrenchment and reassertion of the boundless 
subJect. 

Art is endangered whenever the reader's inattentiveness 
or self-preoccupation renders possible only a small imaginative 
participation in the inherent qualities of the work. Curiously, 
in such encounters the sheer excitement of.the work may be quite 
large. 248 The na.rrative sequence, the tune, may be keenly felt. 
But arrangement, chronology, rhythm and proc~ss of plot, so 
capt·ivate us that we fail to attend to and enjoy the innate 
qualities which give r{eaning to these unigue events. 

Oft~n, the na'rrative' s sheer excitement may lead us greed-
ily to attend to our emotional response to the point where the 
quality of the events is simply missed, unattended to and ig-
nored. But participatory indwelling in the object binds us to 
art itself. Where the object is excessively ignored, the work 
is used by the reader for emotional exhilaration, but not re-
ceived for itself. 

The emphasis on the self's use and pleasure is the artistic 
equivalent of technology. Pornography is always bad art, for· 
its purpose is the sheer arousal of appetite. The quality of 
the object has no value or worth except as it stimulates the 
reader's senses. Art suffers as does theol6gy or science when 
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the knower's experiences, taste, feelings and reason.s are em-
,phasized to the neglect of the subject-matter. Using Alexander's 
terms, the knower's experiences are contemplated, not enjoyed, 
and the object is ignored. The referential and objective link 
with reality is severed. The attenuation of experience and 
rationality descends as the self ret·reats to its own secure and 
autonomous prison of phantasms, emotions and reasons, apparently 
having found the implacable othe~ness of external reality too 
demanding to taste in its own uniqueness. 

G. Christianity and Art': Field Retationship 
Science has an intimate relationship with theology, 

a~cording to Torrance. ·Man the .creature is the priest of 
creation. The i~teraction between· knowledge of God and the 
knowl~dge of nature takes place within the same cosmological 
and epistemological structures in ·which real man exists. But 
how· should we understand the way ·art interacts in its field 
with· theology? 

Lewis sought to do battle with the tendency to replace 
religion with art. In an idolatrous environment, he rejoinders 
that art has the same relationship to Christianity as has 
carpentry or plumbing~ 249 He fumes t_l)a·t literary critict'sm: is 
today a cult with priests and persecµtors,~with gre~t intol~rance 
and even traffic in relics. 250 Literature has become a sacred 
text, and like all sacred writings, is exposed to the most 
wretched exegesis. The enjoyment of art has become a· profitable 
industry with the D. Phil. degree bearing witness to the mar-
keting of, criticism by the universities! 251 

But in addition to Lewis' withering word of judgement upon 
modern criticism and his needed differentiation between the 
province of (theology and art·, is there a positive· statement of 
their relationship beyond ~rt's common handicraft with carpentry 
or plumbing? Nonetheless, it is impor~ant to note that Lewis' 
fundamental impulse is to create a diastasis between art and 
religion in a climate too eager to wed them and which· often 
de facto replaces Christianity with art and worships the crea-
tivity of the poet. 252 Lewis' concern here bears a striking 
resemblance to Karl Barth's fundamental burden when surrounded 
by the culture-Christianity of his day. Barth unceremoniously 
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denounced the idolat~ous marriage of religion, the queen of 
Western European cu~ture, and the Word of God. Nonetheless, 
once this lesson is le~rned (unfortunately it is seemingly a 
lesson ever in danger of being forgotten), we must attempt a 
positive understanding of the relationship between heaven and 
ea~th, natural and theological science, Word of God and word 
of man, art and Christian faith. Barth began to do this in his 
Church Dogmatics. Torrance with refined scientific rigour has 
pursued this task in regards to. modern science. Here I will 
briefly draw together some scattered hints about the art-
theology relations~ip, as a beginning into the exploration of 
their field relationship. 

1. Aesthetic Rationality 
_We have opserved how art seeks the qualitative and par-

ticipatory ~xperience of the particulars in the world, real and 
imagined, whereas sciepce's·comprehensive gaze tends to organize 
and generalize knowledge which is amenable to quantification 
(number rationality). Science apprehends the thought forms 
(largely numeric, and less so word and organismic) which inhere 
in reality. Art apprehends cognitively and emotionally the 
'emotion forms' which inhere in the ob)ect. Art is concerned 
with aestheti~ rationality. An enlargemept of being results 
from this opening of the s~lf to the mystery and glory of the 
other and external, the gnarled oak, the newborn calf, the 
freckled girl, or even the elf and the troll. True art appre-
hends and .se~suousLy feels by way of_. the imagination the qual-
ities of ~ts object: good or evil, real or imagined. 

Negatively, factual and historical truth and falsity are 
' not artistic categoriea. But positively, art is concerned with 

good and bad representations of the e~periential qualities, both 
rational and e~otional which are embedded within the object·. 
Moreover, art is concerned with true and false relationships 
towarqs objects, and with the issue of faithtulne;s iri represen-
tation of the object experienced and described. 

~rt, like theology, is vitally concerned with the subject-
object relationship within epistemology which Kierkegaard de-
scribes as a true relation to the truth. We might more pre-
cisely describe this as an authentic and accurate understanding 
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~f error and evil. But poetry as the "impassioned expression 
which is in the countenance of all science", particularly ex-

253 presses emotional truth. 
Kierkegaard· ·once told a parable about two men, one who 

worshipped the false God with passionate inwardness and one who 
worshipped the true God with indifference. 254 Kierkegaard's 
sympathies lte with the passionate man. Similarly, Lewis sus-
pects "men have sometimes derived more spiritual sustenance 
from myths they did not believe. than from the religion they 
professe~". 255 They can feed on 'the story, receive it, not use 
it and be more spiritually alive than the orthodox assenter who 
does not bother much, or ~he user who does not participate in 
the reality. Torrance a.lso sees early myth (e.g., Plato) as 
an evtdence within its limited conceptual framework of a passion . 256 . 
and love for the truth for its own sake. 

When we call Jesus the Son and God the Father, we are in 
the realm of poetic rationality. This conveys a quality of 
rela~ionship othe~ise unknowable to us. The scientifically 
precise and analogical language, (whether analogia relationis 
or entis) brings clarity, "but there is some death in it 11 •

257 
Torrance sees theological statements as translating Biblical. 
statements (often poetic) into a "d.ee,per level", n~mely, "in 
the necessary and coherent thinking of the Apostles". 258 The 
problem is how to record or present emotional or aesthetic 
rationality. The answer is that the aesthetic rationality of 
the image (Son and Father) best preserves the inherently appro-
priate emotional response. Theological terms such as homoousion 
are _not the natural language of the Bible. There, emotional 
rationality is riot an elective or optional practicum, but the 
heart and very language with which God "'stutters" to us in 
Scripture. For instructLon and clarification of cognitive 
thought forms or controversy we may change the creed's "I 
beJ.ieve in God the Father", to homoousion, Trinity or "I believe 
in an incorporeal entity, personal in the sense that it can be 
the subject and object of love, on which all other entities 
ar.e unilaterally dependent". 259 But the poetic (Father-Son) In-
vites us to imagine and .therefore to feel the personal and 
relational nature of God. Lewis reminds us that poetic language 
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does not discharge or arrange our emot~ons, but invites us to 
tasee and see, to feel and sense. It does no; prescribe emotional 
response, but creates the semantic conditions by its sensuoufo-
empirical appeal through which an emotional response follows 
naturally and organically. We might say that where science is 
concerned with actual truth in ·empirical, external space and 
time and.the contingencies of the space-time universe, art seeks 
true representations and images of the real, the beautiful and 
the good, which.the imagination.represents, reconstructs and 
revivifies. Science prescribes; art describes. 

Perhaps the primary relational truth which art shares 
with theology is its method of escape from the self by way of 
1:adical- openness.and c;,bject-centredness. _In receiving a work 
of ar:t., as in· 1ove, e·thics and the pursuit of science, we "go 
out of the self,, •• correct its provincialism and .heal its lone-
lin~·ss''. 260 To do this, we must triumph ove-r man's primary 
imputs·e, "to maintain and aggrandize himself". "Here,. as in 
worship, in love, in moral action and in knowing, I transcend 

. · . 261 · myself; and-am never more myself than when I do." 
2. Imagination·and Belief 

We should briefly discuss the relationship ,between the 
faith of the artist, "the semblance· of· truth sufficient to , 
procure that willing suspensfon of disbelief for die moment,· 
which constitutes poetic faith", 262 and the faith of the 
theologian. 

Coleridge rightly describes his dictum as "a negative 
faith ••• a mere poetic analogon of faith". 263 And yet, here 
is a way of openness which permits entry into the multifarious 
world of art. Art creates a secondary world and demands second-
ary belief, says Tolkien. 264 But science (and theological 
science) discovers the primary world of reality and demands 
primary belief. 265 Aesthetic belief allowed Lewis to enjoy 
(e.g.~) ·chesterton· and his Christianity without: the aesthetic 
disability of havi.ng to agree with h:i.m. Lewis notes how he 
especially enjoyed the ~oodness of Chesterton, yet this para-
doxically had nothing to do with his attempting to be good. 
"I felt -the 'charm' of goodness as a man feels the charm of a 
woman he has no intention of marrying. 11266 
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If this seems a very miserable enjoyment c,ompared with 
that of the disciple, Lewis argues that the 'poet~c analogon 
of faith' momentarily frees one from the subject-centredness 
of calculating the personal consequences or of the call to act 
which brings attention back upon the self. Fairie communicates 
the. quality of Christ beyond the subjective barriers which in-
hibit our participation. 

This is Lewis' apologia for the fairy tale as a proper 
fprm for communicating the G~spel. He thinks that Christian 
culture's stained glass and sunday school associations obscure 
the real potency of the Christian message. Lewis recalls that 
as a child and adolescent he could never enjoy the Gospel be-
cause he was always t~ld he ough; to feel A certain way about 
Chris~'s ·death. Therefore he never could. 267 Only much later, 

. . . 
throug!l returning to Christianity_ by way of mythology, could he· 
slip past the watchful dragons of self-centredness in its many 
guises. 

· Of course there is a great difference between surrendering 
one's intellect and feelings in order to enjoy an hour's read~ 
ing and surrendering one's total self to Christ. This is the 
great roadblock t9 aesthetic enjoyment of the Bible. As Lewis 
and Auerbach point out, by its "remorseless and continually 
sacred appr.oach" the B_ible does not invite but exc·iudes or 
repels the merely q~sthetic approach. 268 We are not called to 
r~spond on the plane of imagination ~t: all, but are c,alled to 
respond with our will and affections. 269 It is a travesty to 
respond to a. living person merely with the imagination, "that 
imparti~l, unhelping, uninterfering, acquiesent contemplation" 
which we offer a pie~e of art. 27O If we stay at the imaginative 
level, we turn a person into a spectacle, a thing. This ethical 
shallowness constitutes a major and recurring temptation of the. 
artist. The Bible 

dem,ands ipcessantly to be taken on its own 
terms: it will not· continue to give literary 
.del1ght for·very long except to those who go 
to it for something quite different.271 

The Bib\ical God is a concretely real, personal being and the 
proper way to enjoy a personality is to love it. 272 
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3. Man the Poet and Priest of Creation 
Lewis sees a choice between two views in regatds to the 

appeal of fairy tales. The view of the psychologist Carl Jung 
says fairy liberates archetypes which dwell in the collective 
unconscious. In other words, in a good fairy tale, we are know-
ing ourselves. 273 The ot&er view is Tolkien's: that in fairy 
tales more than in all other literary arts, man most fully 
exercises his function as sub-creator. 274 Lewis adds that the 
presence in a story of ·beings besides humans serves as a hiero-
glyphic which conveys psychological truth more briefly than is 
permitted in a novel. 

In the Andrew Lang Lecture at the University of St. Andrews, 
Tolkien expounded his- views on fantasy literature and its theo-
logical implications. We might say that Lewis and Tolkien are 
sug~esting that man's priesthood over creation entails ·his being 
.the poet of creation."' Like Sidney before them, _they ground 
man's right to make poetry as an honour given to man when God 
"s~t him beyond and-over all the works of that second nature 11 •

275 
J 

Irl Torrance, man the priest is obliged to discover and to 
give audible expression to creation's rationality. In Lewis, 
(and Tolkien) man is creation's poet and is obliged~eo effoliate 
and ·festoon creation to invent new forms of beauty __ for man's· 
joy and pleasure by reassembling or re-presentfng its God-~iven 
qualities and earthly splendours. 276 In so doing, ma~ plays 

. . 277 before God, and thus glorifies antl enJoys him. The weaving 
of tales is as natural and God-given a human activity as natural 

·. s~t~rice. And well done, it glorifies God. 
Is fantasy abrogated by the coming of the Gospel? Tolkien 

sees it as both abrogated and fulfilled. "Redeemed man is still 
man ••• In God's kingdom, the presence of the greatest does not 
depress the small." 278 Story and fantasy still go on and should 
go· on. Rather than destroying legends, ··the Gospel hallows them, 
"especially the happy ending". !n an Athanasian manner·, 1 ·Tolkien 
argues that a Chri~tian believes that all his faculties, inc~ud-
ihg the imagination hhave a purpose which can be retleemed 11 •

279 

So great is the bounty with which he has been 
treated that he may now perhap~, fairly dare to 
guess that in Fantasy he may actually assist in 280 the effoliation and multiple enrichment of creation. 
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Fantasy, in .;act, may aid us to see and t·aste reality afresh 
when it rearranges and evokes natural qualities, thereby recover-
ing for us their beauty and meaning. 281 Christianity baptizes 
play and reconstruc~s art, for asrLewis perceived, in the in-
carnation, beauty and joyous desire are ~o longer far away, 
taking us out of this world, but ,are brought back into this 
world. In the Gospel subli_mi-ty is mixed with the everyday and 
transcendence with the flesh and blood of Jesus. 

4. Myth and, History 
A further aspect of the field relationship between 

theology and art is· the· relationship between myth and Christian-
ity, especially the historical revelation to which Christianity 
is committed. First ~e must discuss Lewis' understanding of 
myth in order ·to appr'eciate the positive role he assigns it in 
marked contrast tD Torrance (and Bult~ann). 

We have noted that Lewis preiers to describe myth by cer-
tain characteristics rather than to define i.t. For its value 
lies· in its effect on us while we are reading. 282 Fundamentally_, 
myth is not an abstract truth, ·t).Or a descript·ion of experience, 
nor a cosmology, but a story. Lewis discusses particularly six 
qualities of myth: its extra-literary quality, (words are un~ 
essential; it may_ be good or bad prose), its pleasure is not· 
dependent on surprise or suspense, but points to a "permanent 
object of contemplation", its lack of human identification and 
sympat?Y (no self-projectlon into characters; myth cannot endure 
subject-centred reading), its dealing with the supernatural, 
its gravity, sadness, and joyfulnes-s (never merely comic)•, and 
its awe inspiring and numinous ·quality. 283 

For ~ewis, myth is the highest fo~ of the imagination 
because in true myth, we experi.epce concretely.a truth about 

. 284 reality which is normally experienced only as an abstraction. 
It is a cogni.tive-'-feel.i:ng unity of experience. Its meaning is 
almost completely bouµd up\ wi~h. the-story its~lf, as an incar-

There can be no meaning qpart from the nation of the ·meaning. 
sequence of events. 285 Unlike mere fan~asy; which tends towards 
the baroque ~nd frivolous, true myth presents itself ·with com-
pelling authority. 286 F~r example, the mythopoeia of Earth-
mother and Sky-father "forces itself upon ~he imagination". 287 
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Torrance starkly contrasts mythological thinking with 
theological thinking. Whereas theology begins with an objective 
centre in the givel}ness of God, mythology begins with man and 
projects ideas and patterns into God and_ accepts only what fits 

· · d t d" 288 F T th . t· . our prior un ers. an ing. or orrance, e incarna ion is 
the exact antithesis of mythology, 289 for it is the reverse of 
mants projecting; it is God's projecting himself into humanity. 290 

Torrance further believes that mythological thinking.presupposes 
a radical dualism of God and the world, and therefore all our 
thqughts of God are inevitably grounded in this-worldly know-

. 291 ledge and projected beyond., Mythological thinking, therefore, 
rejects the incarnation and interprets it mythologically, that 
is, as presenting in a dramatic symbol the timeless truth about 
God. 29:2 

, Torrance proceeds to allege that it is mythological think-
ing which leads Bultmann to reject the incarnation as an event 
with sp,.ace-time, ~mpirical correlates. Bultmann's deistic 
assumption that G9d does not interact with a closed universe 
of cause and effect and his Kantian dualism between noumenal 
and phenomena1 293 led him to discount as mythological ali 
objective· and empirical references in the New Testament and to 
find their meaning "solely within the souls of· their authors ••• 
as objectified forms of their .self-expression"~ z94· ·· 

Bultmann himself explicitly maintains that in Jesus there 
295 takes place "an act of Gqd .•• a decisive eschatological event" 

He holds that Jesus is "the agent of God's presence and 
activity ••• a real figure of history", 296 and yet, he refuses 
to tie this Jesus to a miraculous~ superna~ural event. 297 Thus 
Torrance 'correctly argues that in the end, Bultmann has an act 
of God with no empirical referent because of his Kantian and 
deis~ic assumptions. 

Bultmann, like Torrance, seeks to oppose mythological -- . 
thinking (as he understands it) but he ~ees mythology not in 
terms of the deist/Kantian dualism which Torrance describes, 
but like Lewis, .he sees mythology as intrinsically bound up 
wi~h a supernatural, miraculous involvement in n~ture, which 
he designates as interference. But unlike Lewis, he heartily 

·repudiates thi~ characteristic of myth9logy and therefore seeks 
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to expunge it as irrelevant ~o th€ meaning of the New Testament. 298 

By removing the mytn, one can preserve the meaning which exists 
benind the mythological packaging. The solution lies in uncov.-
ering the packaged me~ning through an existential interpretation 
of the New Testament. 

By stripping away God's ac_tual empirical involvement, 
which has space-time referents (miracles, bodily resurrection), 
Bultmann unveils the true inchoate task of myth, (fortunately 
discovered in our century), namely, "to express man's under-
standing of himself in the world in which he lives 11 •

29'9 The 
value of New Testament imagery "lies not in its imagery but in 
the understanding of existence which it enshrines 11 •

300 That is, 
ironically, the value_·of mythology is not mythology, but an 
existential interpretation of mythology. To put _it bluntly, 
Bultmann does not enjoy myth. He wants to get rid of it. He 
is like the unliterary reader Lewis describes who "won't accept 
admitted impossibles and pr~feternaturals 11 •

301 Lewis would argue 
tha_t even when the Gospel images are translated, and the imagery 
removed, 'he ascended into heaven' still means something just 

t 1 h k . 302 as superna ura ors oc ing. 
Here let us re·call that there are two kinds of imagining 

and hence two ways of viewing mythology. One way i~ the day 
dream of wish-fulfillment, where I pretend I am the hero. The 
other kind has nothing to do with me; it is all about other 
things, delightful and fantastic in their own right, the "un-
predictable ecstasy, oth,erness and externali.ty of the disin-
terested imagination 11 •

303 If we surr~nder half-~eartedly to a 
myth, we can turn it into a story about ourselves, but such wish-
fullfillment or subject-centred imagination has a~ incessant 
realism attached to it. This realism does not enjoy things that 
cannot possibly be about ourselves (e.g., miraculous, super-
natural events). This 'slave imagiqation' only enjoys myth or 
story as a guise for talking about oneself. But the 'free 
imagination' _escapes from self-concern to enjoy those fantastic 
and improbable events which permit li 4tle or no human identi-
tication and no self-projection into the characte~s. 304 Clearly, 
from Lewis' point of view, Bultmann's is the slave imagination. 
If he cannot project himself into a myth, he cannot enjoy it. 
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Supernat~ral events do not permit self-projection. That 
is, th~ Gospel for Lewis really is about the story of God's 
conquest of evil, God's intervention in the affairs of man and 
triumph over sin and de~th. It is only indirectly about our 
understanding of life and its me~ning. It is primarily God's 
story of rescuin& us. It is myth, in that sense, but as we 
shall see, with a remarkable ditference. 

I 

Curiously, Bultmann r.et~ins one important element of 
myth which Lewis never disc~sse~, but which, for example, Frank-
fort emphasizes. That is~ myth is not so much a recounting of 
a story, but. a re-enactment and a dramatization which d_esi res to 
bring about the truth it proclaims. Myth thus becomes a form 
of action. 305 I~ this sense, (not in Lewis'), for Bultmann, 
the 'event' of Jesus is "re-enacted in the word of proclama-
tioni1~306 This c4lls to mind the Roman Catholic inte~pretation 
of the eucharist, as tfte priest re-enacts the sacrifice of 
Christ. Bultmann puts down the Roman priest and exalts the 
Protestant pre~cher, exchanging a re-enacted sacrifice of Christ 
for a re-enacted 'event of Jesus'. Bultmann thus reconstructs 
the incarnation into an ~schatological event and radically di·s-
tinguish~s it from a datable~ historical event. For as he re-
minds us, this event "is continually being re-enacted in the 
event of procbim~tion". 307 I nevi t~bly, Bultmann c·oncludes with ., 
another Roman Catholic utterance: "the Word of God and the 

. · 308 
Church are inseparable" . . 

If Christianity for Lewis i$ mythology with a difference, 
what is that difference? "The heart of Christianity is a myth 
which is also a fact. 11309 That is, the ancient myth of the 
dying and rising God, withot!t ceasing to be myth, ("that's the 
miracle"}, becomes an historical event. A Christian is one 
who receives (not uses) the myth and ~ssents to the fact. 310 

Whereas Torrance lays all the weight on the difference 
b~tween the resurrection of Christ from all previous myths, its 
rejection of all naturalistic ideas ~corn gods) and cyclic 
proces~es, and the particularity and singularity of the in-

'3'11 carnation, Le~is sees all these shadowy resurrections (for 
example, the finger of 0sirusl, as desires to escape death. This 
grand ··out misdirected theme of the imagination is fulfilled . 
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and judged in the empirical, historical rea~ity of Jesus of 
Nazareth. 

Immediately following his conversion, Lewis tried to de-
scribe his pilgrimmage to Greeves. He interprets his old long-
ings (Sehnsucht) as fulfilled now in Christ in~ way he could 
not have anticipated. Tolkien helped convince Lewis that he 
should· recelve the story of Christ as he received sacrifice in 
Pagan stori'es, that is, not asking how and arguing out the 
mechanism of it, but receiving:and enjoying_ it. 312 One must 
enjoy the story whose meaning is irreducible apart from the 
narrative itself. 
stract truth. 313 

These are·rfches one can never get from ab:... 
"The Gospels contain a fairy story ••• contain-

ing many marvels, beautiful and moving. Among the marvels is 
314 the greatest and most complete. conceivable eucatastrophe." 

The difference with' the story of Cli'rist:· "It really happened". 
· 315 .This is God's myth. Hence Lewis would find Torrance's desire 

·to move from image to inner logic, mythes to logos, prescientific-
to scientific thinking, 316 as a loss of concreteness and dynamism 
in return for a gain of precision and clarity. 

For Lewis, concepts and ideas (doctrines of atonement, 
etc.,) are less true than the event. ·They are our translation 
into concepts and ideas of what God.has expressed -~n the lang-
uage of his own act·ivity: in incarnation, crucifixion and 
resurrection. 317 Yet this is not unlike Torrance, who values 
Nicea and the homoousion formula because it states in technical, 
scientific language that "Jesus Christ is the linchpin", that 
his life and activity "lias a place of unique and controlling 
finality" in our knowledge of God11 • 318 

The change from myth to fact is much more stark for moderns 
than for Medievals, who did not distinguish between history and 
fiction like we do. 319 As a result of this Medieval influence, 
when Lewis interprets Scripture, he is less likely to differen-
tiate myth from history. 320 His character, Ransom, even suggests 
that "the distinction between history and mythology might be 
itself ~eani~gless outside the earth' 1 •

321 

In expli~ating the Genesis account of the Fall, Lewis 
happily calls it a myth, but distinctly rejects Reinhold 
Niebuhr's meaning, namely, "a symbolical representation of the 
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non-historical". He prefers the more flexible, "an account of 
what may have been the historical fact". 322 The student of 
myth, Joseph Campbell, confirms that creation and fall stories 

323 are found in-every quarter of the earth. The radical dif-
ference of the Bible is its insistent historical claim. Thus, 
wherea·s Aristotle .praises poetry (myth) as a "higher thing" 
and more philosophical than history, "for poetry tends to ex-

. 324 press the universal, history the, part.icular", Lewis reverses 
Aristotle's priorities and a-rgues, that the Gospel (particular) 
guarantees the value df tha (universal) myth. A mere desire of 
the imaginative wor-ld has become the central and concre,te reality 
in the •Primary ·world of space, time and history. That is, for 
Lewis, the empirj.cal _truth of Jesus Christ justifies and redeems 
Roman~ic mythology, baptizes the imagination and gives it a 
depth of meaning ot:he.rwi•s·e unattai,nable. ~ZS 

Lewis' Christo1ogical reconstruction of the value of myth 
is neither a ·superficial baptism nor a sop to cultured despisers. 
Lewrs recalls when reading the Gospels that he was too experi-
en~ed as a literary critic to regard them as mere myth or legend. 
Lacking the mythical taste, the matter was "set down in their 
artless, hi.storical fa'Shion ••• n. 326 And yet "those narrow, 
unattractive Jew~ ••• blind to the mythological wealth of. the. 
Pagan world" had set down "precisely the matter of ··the great 
myths". And· yet it was different. It was myth and history. 
The ·central character in the Gospels is depicted as authenti-
cally .as -Pl:ato' s Socrates or Boswell's Johnson,. "yet also numi-
nous11. 327 Lewis suggests that the reason the analogy between 
Christ and ·the Pagan myths of dying and rising gods is npt 
mentioned in the New Testament is because~"here is the real 
of which others are· shadows ••• when the real comes, shadows 
flee". 328 The dimness of pagan myth, symbols in their dis-· 
figured w~y, exist at all because they are ,first in God. 329 

As myth moves from imagination's beauty ·to the concrete 
and historical, it undergoes a humiliation. 330 ~slan has more 
imaginative appeal than Jesus and the New ~estament, in the 
same way that a dream of a published book is more splendid than 
t:he fact. 331 The '•'utter romance"· is baptized with Roman wood 
and crude iron nails. Unlike a story, the living Christ demands 
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a response of our will and affections, f~r,~he is personal, not 
imaginary. He addresses himself to the "ch_ilq, savage, and poet 
as well as to the conscience and the intellect". He is the Lord . ' . 332 who bre?ks ~own dividing walls. 

In Lewis, we see a struggle t,o baptize mythology in the 
waters of Christology, similar to the battle of Kierkegaard (or 
Athanasius before him) to reconstruct philosophy under the im-
,press of Christianity. 333 Parts of his integration may be un-
acceptable. Admittedly, his my_thological interpretation of 
the Old Testament is tentative,· "liable to any amount of cor-
rection". 334 He sees th~ Old Testament as the factual _prepar-
ation for the incarnation. But alongside the documentary side, 
Pagan mythology also prepares us imaginatively for Christ. Pagan 
myths are not. misunde.rstood histo,ry, piabolical illusion (Church 
Fathers-) or :priestly lies (Enlight·enment), but at th.eir best 
they are "gleams of 
:jungle of filth and 
from its base". 335 

celestial strength and beauty falling on a 
imbecility_at an almost unbelievable distance 
The metaphor of divine light falling on 

pagan imaginations is indeed "liable to any amount of correction". 
However, two things are clear. Lewis' purpose is undoubtedly 
to reinterpret mythology and his experience of joy christo-. 
logicall'y. He s_ees ~he expression. '~yth became fact' as a . 
helpful way of communicating the truth of Christianity, almost 
as its proper literary genre, much as Torrance finds 'theologi-
cal science' a helpful description for the understanding the· 
task of Christian theology. In Jesus Christ,'we see the healing 
of myth and fact, meaning and truth: a unity of form and being. 
From the vantage point of Christ, we see all myth and all history 
as the preparation which He focuses, explains, judges and redeems. 

Secondly, Lewis- sees the Christ~myth relationship as 
containirtg both continuity and discontinuity. He attempts to 
appreciate both, and to see both as vital in judgement and 
redemption. He rejects any notion of a material or organic 
transformation of myth through its inherent quatities~ By 
analogy, Torrance emphasizes the radical breakthrough of Ein-
stein's physt'cs over Newtonian mechanism. However, Einstein 
himself -consistently payed tribute to the preparatory work of 
Newton. More appropriately, the analogy between Greek science 
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and·modern science shows a radical discontinuity'which Michael 
Foster and others have $hown to be due to God's volitional and 
contingent creation as the only grounds upon which empirical 
science could be based. But the Greek mathematical tools and 
urge for rational comprehension were not discarded but baptized 
ineo a new empirical, realist centre. If Lewis' christological 
reinterpretation of myth errs, it errs by stressing the contin-
uity between myth and its transformation by Christ·. But it would 
be an error as well to despise ~he mythical _(which Bultmann does). 
For man the dreamer, the weaver of tales, has his dreams redeemed 
as well as his intellect~ Man~-s play before God becomes a cele-
bration of his redemption. God is glorified by his creature's 
effoliating praises o.f st·ory and song. Hence- the poet joyfully 
and ~r.avely reassembles the splendours of an earth not given 
up to perish, but redeemed i_n Jes~s. 

5. Christian Realism: 
The Western Representation of Reality 

. Not only are there· parallels in ~pist~mological approach 
but 'there has been~ fundamental influence of Christianity upon 
Western man's literature. This.is one argument of Eric Auerbach's 
work, Mimesis: The. Represen~ation of Reality in Western Liter-
ature, a work which Lewis consider~d fµndament~l for modern 

. · 336 literary criticism. Auerbach argues that Western art's 
realis't tradition extends through Medj_eyal to modern French, 
and .includes contemporary multiple-consct<?usness representa-
tiqnalism and Russian realism. These realist variations are 
a,11 part of a breakthrough from classical constrai,nts into a 
freer consciousness which originated in the Hebrew-Christian 
realism of the Bible. 337 · 

Form~rly, in ~reek culture, realism was severely limited 
by clas~icism's unpending rules. For example, Homer's repre-
sentation of reality consists of fully externalized description, 
uninterpreted connections, event$ completely in the for.eground, 
with no historical development and. no psychological perspective. 338 

Greek realism imitates everyday life and its social milieu. But 
it can only treat the comic element of life, never the tragic. 
It is thin and narrow. 339 With striking contrast, Biblical 
realism consists of many different layers of thought and feeling, 
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a great development of persons, deep historical development and 
character, and finally, tragedy .and comedy are set upon a cosmic 

f · t' - b f k - 34o stage o · 1mpor ance e ore un nown. 
As realism developed in the Medieval mystery plays, great 

truths were depicted in contemporary action, in conversations 
between man and wife or discussion by workers on the Tower of 
Babel. 341 Here emer,.ged the. realist union of concrete historical 
activity and theological content. This did not mark _the be-
ginning of secular ·drctma; but the concrete, practical imitation 

. . 
of spiri4ual reality so epitomized by the non-mystical contem-
plation of St. Francis; who preached· by re-enacting the. Nativity 
scene with live animals and proclaimed God's unconditional love 
by kissing leper~ : 342 

._In Medieval Christian realism, an event on earth signi-
fies both itself and another, namely, one of eternal- significance 
"without prejudice to the power of its concrete reality' her,e and 
~ow".~ 43'- They were united by a oneness of the divine _plan. 344 

As realism develops in the genius ·of tne- Elizabethan period, 
Shakespeare has !!.Q. separation of t_he sublime from the realm of 
everyday realities, whereas humanism from Senaca to French 

1 k h . 345 I h 1· 11 c assic~sm, eeps t em separate. n t e rea ist inte ectual 
attitudes of the _Medieval-Renai'ssance world,. we see "a grasp 
of life which comprehends the spiritual and the serisuat simul-
taneously ••• ". 346 Because for the Christian., the sublime and 
the ·everyday have been indissolubly united in Christ, ·Lewis 
views the modern exaltation of poet and poetry (the means to 
psycholog'ical adjustment), with its implicit disp·aragement of 
common things and. the common man, as most un-Christian·. 347 

Classical realism always associates sublime content with 
an elevated style. Thus whereas R~ssian realism always tt'eats 
the everyday in a serious vein, classicism excludes the literary 
category of the low from serious treatment. An enlightenea and 
active ~6urgeoisie scarcely existed in Russia, and yet the 
achievement of Russian literature towers over modern culture. 
What was the cause of this baptism of the sublime and everyday, 
comic and tragic? 

We cannot escape the observation that it is based 
on a ·christian and traditionally patriarchal con-
cept of the created dignity of every human individual 
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rega'rdless of social rank and position and hence 
that it is fundamentally related rather~to the 
old-ChrLstian than to modern occidental realism.348 

More g~ne,rally ,. what connects all these forms of realism and 
the rejection of classical values? ''It was the story of Christ 
with its ruthless mixture of everyday reality and the highest 
and most sublime tragedy, which had conquered the classical rule 
of styles." 349 Only Christianity merges the sublime with the 
everyday in the- incarnation, "which realizes and combines 
sublimitas and htimilitas in ove~wfielming measure" 350 

We must recurringly remind ourselves that the incarna'tion 
was a huge scandal to the educ~t~d pagans who were horrified 
at its low-brow style. Some (e.g., Carius) tried to re-interpret 
it according to the c·reek dualism of spirit and matter, God and 
man.' But those who had eyes to see ?nd ears to hear. sensed 
that a new kind of sublimity had arisen, which includep the 

··1ow and everyday. 351 In Christ, our flesh and our manhood 
have been baptized and taken up into the -divine. 

In· We_stern civilization, Christianity reconstructed 
classical realism and its notions of aesthetic form. This par-
allels the Christian reconstruction of ancient science, in 
which a more profound grasp of the e~p.iric~l world's reality, 
goodness and rationality enabled modern science to··,...develop. 
Of.course, the lengthy overlay of Aristotelian rationalism and 
divinization lingered until the R~formation reconstruction of 
theology when the radically contingent dependence of creation 
on God's gracious personal will freed the empirical world of 
final causes (telos) as well as inherent and eternal patterns 
tied to God's mind. 

Similarly, ancient myth was stagnant and had reached a 
deadlock in the imagination. The sublime and philosophical 
was unconnected to the historical and empirical. This is Lewis' 
understanding of how Christianity resolves the probtem of myth. 
Christianity is the marriage of heaven and-earth. Art, like 
science, has been baptized by the incarnation, where God himself 
brings together th~ngs previously disparate: God and man, for~ 
and being, comic, low and everyday with tragic, sublime and 
supernatural. Tolki'en notes that the hallmark of the be!:;t 
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of fantasy is the· eucatastrophe, the Great Escape from death. 
But within the realm of art, it remains an imaginative dream 
that cries out for completion in reality, the primary world. 
The story of Christ is the realization and enactment in history, 

d . f h" . d" 1 1 . 352 L · d ·b space an time o t is primor 1.a onging. - ewis escr1. es 
this marriage by using the analogy of the hypostatic union: 

perfect myth artd perfect fact: claiming not 
only our love and our obedience, but also our 
wonder and delight, addressed to the Savage, 
the child·, and the poet in each one of us no 

· 1ess th.an to the mora\ist·, the scholar and the 
philosopher.353 

Here then, we have an§ posteriori theological aesthetics, which 
seeks to make a positive statement about art and its field 
relationship to Christianity • 

.. ··rn the light of the incarnat.ion, myth, without losing its 
sublimity, has been transfo!ffied from the sublimity o·f imagi-

.nation to the mundane and everyday, to the dust, pain and sweat 
of a Bethlehem barn and a Roman gibbet. Such a 'christological 
na~ural theology' is a precarious kind of prolegomena in that 
unlike Greek rationalism, it cont~ins-no necessary logical-
inferential road to fulfillment, but only an eschatological 
resolution of grace alone which breaks out from God's own 
eternal circle of love into history itself. 

Realism's ongolng development from modern French to 
multiple consciousness realism is a simple but profou~d one. 
From the mid-sixteenth century, there is evidence that life 
was not seen in terms of the drama of Christ. The ancient 
models reappear; "the road ha~ oeen opened for an autonomously 
human tragedy ••• " and human drama finds its order 'within itself. 354 

In Medieval realism, our tra~edy is ·contained in the tragedy of 
Christ. But in the modern secular realism, Christ· is left out; 
the integrating centre is omitted and a new experience of 
personal? individual tragedy stands out in Promethian isolation. 355 

We also see in modern realism a closing of the unlimited, multi-
dime·nsional representation of the histories of all. countries, 
legends,~novels, fairy tales into the historical probabilities 
of a closed, mechanistic universe. In modern theology, t~e 
centre of gravity has seen a similar shift from Christ to either 
pietism's emphasis on personal, individualized appropriation of 
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salvation or existentialism's individualized crisis of decision. 
But in art and theology, "creatural realism", that is. the ser-
ious treatment o~ the everyday and sensuous remains. 356 

This change i~ realism ia also reflected in the multiple 
subjectivism of the twentieth century novel (Virginia Wolf, 

3'57 James Joyce, etc.). As late as the nineteenth century, most 
writers still had a clearly forrnulable and recognizable commu-
nity and criteria at !}and by which to organize their repre·sen-
tation of reality. Earlier .,re;alism interpreted actions,, 
situations and people with an objectiv~ assurance. But 
evolving from t~e nineteenth century's extremely subjective and 
individualistic novel with its unipe~sonal subjective method, 
tne twentieth ce~tury_ has· br~nched out to approach objectiv~ 
reality by means of numerous and/or random subjective impres-
sions, in a multi-personal subJect.ivism. 358 In this- l~tter 
phase, the au~hor submits in a new way to the seeming random-

359 ness·of contingent phenomena. . Thus in James Joyce, we see 
a multiple reflection of consciousness and multiple time strata 
used as a means to discover the essence of external events 
which are no longer integrated by any external (realist) his-
torical meaning. No narrative, no chain of events cohere 
objectively tdge~h~r. Individuals ·and events are fragments, 
loosely joined in a· disintegration of external· rea'iities •. 360 

Not surprisingly, modern' realism represents a recurrent atmos-
phere of universal doom (Ulysses). Blatant cynicism and unin-
terpretable symbolism leave reader and audience with an 
impression of hopelessness, vague sadness and even a nihilistic 
loss of any will to live. Auerbach admits that here indeed are 
many symptoms of confusion and helplessness. But strengths, too, 
are maintained from the realist past, for example, a realistic 
depth ln every individual occurrence and the realization that 
we all share together in life's rich randomness. 361 

From the ashes, there are signs that a new cultural syn-
thesis has arisen, to which this thesis seeks to call.attention. 
Both Einstein and Planck have renewed and deepened the realist 
ground of, science. In theology, the early twentieth century 
crisis which discredited liberalism was precipitated by the 
struggle uf many theologians, including Barth and Bultmann (and 
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prophets such as Kierkegaard). Barth's radical object-centred 
realism rejected more decisively the subj~ctivism of the nine-
teenth centurr as he grasped with new power the realist ground-
ing of transcendence in the physical and lowly incarnation of 
God in Jesus. Torrance has penetrated further into the realist 
basis of Christian theology, elucidating more rigorously (though 
less··aes~hetically) than Barth, ·theology's integral relationship 
with the realist- basis of modern science. 

And what of art? Auerbac~'s massive ~nalysis of the 
Western ae.sthetic experie~ce of reality (only briefly touched 
upon here) has shown it to be grounded in the creaturely realism 
brought to Western. man by the incarnation. Though the current 
state of realism has .evolved to include and be heavily influenced 
by multiple-c·onsciousness realism and subjective individualism, 
Lew~s .and others provide so~e dra~atic exceptions. Though 
.cl~arly a·minority opinion, Lewis' own literary critical' works 
have· made a significant impact on the modern study of literature .• 
And.nearly· twenty years after his death he remains the most 
wi~ely read religious writer in the Epglish speaking world. 362 

1 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 278. 
-2 f. c. Torrance's ongoing references tb Kahler, e.g. 

Theology in Reconciliation, p. 279. 
3 cf. especially The A!tegory of Love, The Discarded Image, 

and An Experiment in Criticism~ 
4 Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 275. 
5 Ibid. 
6we can see the truth of ·Hooper's statement that Lewis' 

ability to communicate the-Gospel is due to his skills as a 
literary cr_itic. God in the Dock, p. 10. But we can see as 
well (as does Hooper) that his conversion influenced his whole 
understanding of art and criticism. 

Lett. 

7 Of Other Worlds, p·. 35.. cf. Christian Reflections, p. 10. 
8Taliessin Through Logres, pp. 374-375. 
9An Experiment in Criticism, pp. 132£. 

100£ Other Wortds, p. 14. cf. Bodleian Library, Ms. Eng. 
c. 220/2, CSL, p. 184. 
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11Kahler, p. 6. cf. A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 3. 
where Lewis ~ays we must understand both form and content or 
misunderstand both. cf. also Surprised by Joy, p. 92, and 
Screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 9f. 

12Yet until the revolt by Barth, this was the procedure 
of modern New Testament criticism, and returned to by Bultmann. 
cf. Hans Frei, The Eclipse of Biblical Nar~ative, New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1974, p. 11. cf. Auerbach, p. 324. 

13selected Literary Essays, p. 95. 
14A E · t . C . t . . . 80 n xperimen in ri icism, p. • 
15selected Literary Essays, p. 98. This emphasis points 

to the realist side of Lewis that ~oncrete things are prior 
to our patterns and theories aQout them. 

16Bodleian Library, ms. facs. Letter to Barfield, Jan. 
24, 1~26, p. 78. 

17 · The Personal Heresy, p. 118. 
18screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 118. 
19They Stahd Together, p. 112. (1916). This is the early 

Lewis, later modified by the importance of logos. 
20 rbid. 
21Auerbach, p. 332. 
22 rbid.· This is a remarkable p~rallel between Medi~val 

scientific form and Protestant scientific form. 
23 Peter J. Schakef, Introduction, The Longing for a Form, 

Essays on the Fiction of C. S. Lewis, ed~ by Peter J. Schakel, 
Ohio: K~nt ~tate University Press, p. xii. 

24 f ':.J 36 ~- Other Worlus, p. . 
25 Ibid., p. 23. 
26 surprised by Joy, p. 12. 
27 Kahler, p. 104. 
28John Stuart Mill, Thoughts on Poetry and its Variations, 

(1859), 19th Century English Critical Essays, p. 342. 
29 Kahler, p. 104 .. 
30Reason and Emotion, p. 49. 
31This is remarkably similar to Torrance's goal for science: 
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to discover the physical concepts, the theoretical-empirical 
unity which inheres in reality and bring it to articulation. 

32 An Experiment in Cri tici,sm, p. 130. 
33 Bevan , p • 2 8 3 • 
34Bodleian Library, Martlets Manuscript Top Oxon, d. 95/5 

1931, pp •. 19-20. 
35Ibid. 
36c. S. Lewis, Is Literature an Art? A paper read to the 

Oxford Martlet Society, quoted ·by Walter Hooper, To the Martlets, 
C. S. Lewis, Speaker and Teacher, p. 72 •. 

37 The Personal Heresy, p. 120. cf. Kathleen Raine, From 
a Poet, Light on C. S. Lewis, p. 105. 

-· Oxon 

38A E . t. n xperimen 1.n Criticism, p. 135. 
39~., p. 140. 
40 The Personal Heresy, p. 26. 
41 Bodleian Liorary, Martlets Society Minutes, Ms. Top 

d. 95[4. 
4-2 Selected Literary Essays, p. 305. 
43 A E · t · C . t. . . 137 n xperimen in ri icism, p. • 
44 Macmurray notes that science, ·with its tendency to 

generalize and classify, often fails to achieve contact with 
reality. Reason and Emotion, p. 154. 

45 cf. Of Other Worlds, p. 8. 
46 Bevan, p. 30. ~Even the word 'Brahman' derives from a 

word which connotes height~. cf. also The Allegory of Love, 
p. 44, where Lewis affirms certain "married pairs of sensibles 
and insensibles". 

47 Bevan, p. 142. 
48 The Abolition of Man, p. 2. 
49 Ibid., pp. 3-6. 
50A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 53. cf. Taliessin 

Through Logres, p. 383. 
51 The Allegory of Love, p. 313. 
52A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 56. 
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53quoted ·in A Preface to Paradise Lost, -p. 55. 
54christian Reflections, pp. 24-25. Barfield's criticism 

of Lewis' remarks to Tillyard as 'pastiche' should be seen in 
this light. cf. Barfield, Intr~ductionr Light on C. S. Lewis, 
p. xi. That is, Ba~field claims Lewis checked his real re-
sponse for a moral one. Lewis would reply that Barfield con-
fuses an organized response (a kiss) and a.pretence (unreal, 
posturing). A-Preface to·Para.dise Lost, p. 55. 

55A.Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 55. 
56ch. t· ris ian Reflections, p. 24. 

to Paradise Lost, p. 56. 57A Preface 
58Ibid. 

_59 Ibid., p. 55. 
60Th l i R . . • 1 • t. . 279 eo ogy n econci ia ion, p. . 
61The Screwtape ,Letters, pp. 154£. Here is further evi-

dence that Lewis believes that rationality inheres in being and 
is not imposed. Lewis here af£irms that value and beauty inhere 
in peing. So too do cognitive forms. 

62A Preface to Paradise Lost, pp. 135-136. 
63 Ibid., p. 136. Besides, once we express our unfocused 

imagery, it has ceased to be unfocused, and has acquired a kind 
of form, but one which is artificially dismembered from its 
natural form and beauty. 

64English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 123. 
65 Wordsworth, Poetry and Poetic Diction,' p. 7. 
66 Auerbach, p. 56. 
6 7 Biogr~phia Li teraria, p •. 269. 

4 68The same could be said of good and bad preachi~g; legal 
or eyangelical preaching. Good dogmatic theology may be poor 
preaching. 

69 Screwtape Proposes a Toa.st, p. 94. 
70 Surprised by Joy, p. 44. 
71 Ibid. , p. 145. 
72 Ibid. 
73of Other Worlds, ·p. 17. 
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74Ibid., p. 22. The parallels with preaching as an art 
are most-yf!uminating. 

75christian Reflections, p. 3. 
76selected Literary Essays, p. 122. 
77studies in Words, p. 55. 
78The Discarded Image, p. 204. 
79Ibid. 

SOibid., p. 211. 
81 Ibid., p. 204. 
82The Pilgrim's Regress, p. 19. cf. a passage on John 

Bunyan in The New York C. S. Lewis ·society, 2, (2), Dec. 1970. 

· 83Letters of C. S. Lewis, p.· 152. 
84christian Reflectioris, p. 9. One wonders if this is too· 

'Platonist; ie., no consideration of contingent beauty developed 
by re~assembling nature. Her~ Lewis has no discussion ab~ut the 
possibility of an artist creattng his 9wn contingent or sec-0ndary 
world (Tolkien) whith is internally beautiful, but not necessarily 
a reflection of eternal beauty. Tolkien does speak thus, but 
he too sees an ultimate connection betwe~n C~e1 tru~r of the 
secondary world ahd the primary world. of Creation, if tpe 
s~condary world has been genuinely true and beautiful. Tolkien, 
p. 72. 

85 Kahler, p. 40. 
86Ibid. 
87Ibid., p. 76. 
88rbid., pp. 41-49. 
89Ibid., p. 78. Historically, Kahler traces this move-

ment to ITthe 18th century interest in "irrAtiofial forces of 
the psyche, the unconscious, which led to a rocus. on the act 
of artistic creation", and 2) a loss of faith in natural coher-
ence and a new confidence in the Freudian psychological model 
which mapped the union-0f -consciousness and unconscious, re-
placing external form with internal, self-made form. This 
parallels Kant's philosophical denial of objective rational 
form 1n 'favour of self-creation of rational form from within 
and then imposed to form our world of phenomena. 

90Bodleian Library, Ms. Eng. Lett. c. 220/2, letter to 
George Every, Feb. 4, 1941. cf. The Personal Heresy, pp. 27-28. 
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91 Bodleian Library,. Ms •. Eng. Lett. c. 220/2, letter to 
Every, Feb. 4, 1941. 

238th 

92christian Reflections, p. 9. 
93Tolkien, p. 70. 
94 Bodleian Library, 
meeting, Wed., Feb. 
95 Ibid., p. 163. 

Martlets Ms. Top Oxon d. 95/3, 
14, 1923, p. 165. 

96quoted in Hooper, To the Martlets, p. 64. 
97wordsworth, Poetry and Poetic Diction, p. 18. 
98 of Other Worlds, p. 88. 
99 Ibid. 

1'00ibid., p. 33. 

lOlibid~ 

. 102 cf. among others, George E. Ladd, A Theology of the New 
Testament, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1976, 
p. 516. 

103of Other Worlds, p. 29. cf. also Scott Oury, The Thing 
Itseif~-c. S. Lew.is and the Value of Something Other, The Long-
ing' for a Form, p. 29. 

104 studies in Words, 306. 
105 · The Problem of Pain~ p. 134. 
106A E . t . n xper1.men 1.n Criticism, p. 1. 

lO?Ib"d 113 _i_., p. . 
108 Joerg O. Fichte, Th~ Receptiun of C. S. Lewis' Scholar-

ly Works in Germany, Man's 'Natural Powers~ p. 75. The parallel 
with Barth's rejection of anthropocentrism for a theocentrism 
is quite ?ignificant. 

109 · An Experiment in Criticism, p. 82. 
110 rbid., p. 1. At times, the sheer similarity of expres-

sion with Torrance is noteworthy. 
111 Busch, pp. 349, 466. 
112 Holmer., p. 20. 
113 Th 1 · · 1 Si 333 eo og1.ca c ence, p. • 
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114 Holmer, p. 11. 

llSA Preface·to Paradise'Lost, p. 133. 
116An Experiment in'Criticism, p. 104. 
117 quoted in Hooper, To the Martlets, p. 64. 
118An Experiment in'Criticism, p~ 65. This is Leavis' 

great omission. The parallels in good reading and in Christian 
worship are of special importance. 

119J. A. W. Bennett, Gower's 'Honeste Love', Patterns of 
Love and Courtesy, Essays·in.Memory·of C. S. Lewis, ed. by 
John Lawlor, London: Edward Arnold, 1966, p. 107. 

120 · . The Four Loves, p. 16. 
121studies in Word~·, p. 94. 

' ·.122c·~ S Lewis, review of The Death of Tragedy by George 
Steiner, Encounter, 18, ( 2), Feb. '1962, pp. 97-1'01. 

· 123A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 1. 

~24Auerbacb, p. 354. One of the things which most troubled 
Barth about Bultmann's he~meneutic was that he seemed so con-
fident that he.had understood the kerygma. The understanding 
had not been a'struggle, but rather all his energy l~y ~n.com-
municatihg it t~ modern man. Barth, Rudolf Bultmann--An Attempt 
to Understand Him, p. 88. 

125studies in Words, p. 326. 
126 Ibid. 
127 Ibid., p. 24. 

'128Taliessin Through Logres, p. 371. 
129A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 1. 
130G d; h D k 158 o int e oc, p. • 
131 Ibid. -
132Lewis notes ~that until the 19th century, and the rise 

of the realistic novel, most stories were. about ~he unupual, odd 
and in9~edib~e, "just as all except bores relate in conv~rsation 
not what is normal but what is exceptional". An Experiment in 
Criticism, p. 63. 

133An Experiment in Crit:icism, pp. 19-21. 
134Goa in the Dock, p. 180. 
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135 0£ Other Worlds, p. 96. 
136 Adey, p. 121. Lewis' Rehabilitations, (1939, later 

most essays reprinted in Selected Literary Essays), is a direct 
response to Leavis' Revaluations (1936). cf. I. A. Richards, 
who finds therapeutic power in the "correct reading of poetry". 
An Experiment in Criticism, p. 10. 

137An Experiment in Criticism, p. 83. 
138 rb·d 10 __;__., p. . 

139S . db J 69 urprise y oy, p •.• 
140An Experiment in Criticism, p. 12. 
141 Ibid~, p. 85. 
142Raine, From a Poet, p. 103. 

··143 Walter Hooper~ Past Watchful Dragons, A Guide to C. S .. 
Lewis-' Chronicles of Narnia,. London: Collins Fontana, 1980, 
p. 9. The same problem emer~es when one is told how one ought 
·to think" about the Gospel; we prescribe proper thought forms, 
making Chr,i stian faith equivalent to holding the correct 
conceptual formulas. Hence the inherent danger of dogmatic 
theology. 

144A E . t. n xper1.men 1.n Criticism, p. 85. 
145 Ibid., p. 105. 
146 English Literature in the .16th Century, p. 328 .• 
147christian Reflections, p. 12. 
148 Auerbach, p. 504. 
149christian Reflections, p. 12. 
150 rbid. This reasserts the ethical or moral function 

role of a~(unlike Croce) but seen as a means of salvation 
gives a soteriological and hence ultimate value to art. 

151 christian Reflections, p. 10. 
152Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 182. 
153christian Reflections, p. 35. 

of Sayers in his review of The Mind of 
XLIII, 4 pp. 248-249. 

154 The Personal Heresy, p. 104. 

cf. Lewis' criticism 
the Maker, Theology, 

155studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 38. 
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156The Personal Heresy, p. 25. 
157 Ibid. -
158Mill, Thoughts on Poetry and its Varieties, p. 346. 
159 · · The Personal Heresy,µ. 59. 
160Letters of·c~ S. 'Lewis, p. 181. The first question 

is not therefore, what is my view of the Bible. The Bible, 
says Lewis, is not in any way the basis of Christianity. 
Miracles, p. 148. 

161 T. F. Torrance, Hermeneutics According to F. D. E. 
Schleiermacher, Scottish Journal of Theology, 21, 1968,. p. 258. 

162 · Ibid., p. 267. cf. James Barr's somewhat misle'ading 
comment that°he finds it odd that the Bibl.,ical theology move-
ment endorsed a hermeneutical view so akin to Schleiermacher, 
their -.avowed opponent. James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical 
Literature, Oxford: Oxford Univer·sity Press, 1975, .(1961), 
pp. ,258-259 . 

. 163John Wain, C. S. Lewis, Encounter, 22, May, ~964, 
pp •. 51, 53, 56. 

164 ·Carpenter, p. 59. 
165 cf. Bede Griffiths who thottght Till.yard was correct 

and that Lewis und~reS'timated _the "unconsciaus" wherein. poet 
and mankind are linked. For Griffiths, a book i·& not .as im-
portant (e,g.i Phantastesl aa the point in one's development. 
Griffiths, The Adventure of Faith, pp. 14,, 16. Griffiths' 
subject-centred orientation is evident in his positive theolog-
ical assessment of Hinduism and its identification of t;J\e true 
timer Self with God. cf. Griffiths, Return to the Centre, 
p. 48. 

166 . Alexander Pop,e, An Essay on Criticism, (1711), Eng-lish 
Critical Essays, 16th, 17th and 18th Centuries, p. 215. 

167of Other Worlds, p. 46. 
168christian Reflections, p. 166. 
169 Ibid., p. 29. 

llOGod in the Dock, p. 159. 
171The Allegory of Love, p. 31. 
172 English Literature in the 16th Century, pp. 19, 22, 26. 
173Miracles, p. 103. Similarly, people often disbelieve 

in the Gospel miracles because they ~ssurne they already know 
what the plot is about--economics, politics, self-realization, etc. 
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Therefore miracles are irrelevant. 
114sel~cted L~terary Essays, pp. 107-108. 
175 Ibid., p. 121. 
176T~ ·F. Torrance, foreward to William Manson, Jesus and 

the Christian, London: James Clarke, 1967, p. 10. 
177 Spenser's Images of Life, p. 113. 

I 

178 Ibid. 
179God in the Dock, p. 159. 
180Letters of C. ·s. Lewis, p. 233. Regarding Luke 24, 

Lewis argues that th~ resurrection of a physical body is being 
taught. All Jews except Saducees believed in a spiritual re-
vi val. There wa,s not_hing novel about that. 

-181studies ·in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 142. 
182studies in Words, p. 312~ 
183 A E . t . C ·t· . 5 e.g., n- xperimen in ri icism, p .• 

· 184A Preface to Paradi•se Lost, p. 116. • This is Barth's 
question to Bultmann~ "Is it possible to understand any text, 
be it ancient or modern, if we approach it with preconceived 
notions about the extent and the limit to which it can be under-
stood? Is it not preferable to come to it with an open mind, 
and patiently follow what it has to say?" Barth, Rudolf Bult-
mann: An Attempt to· Understand Him, p. 108. 

185A Preface eo Paradise Lost, p. 129. cf. Studies in 
Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 133, where Lewis lists 
three deterrants to enjoying Spenser and then tries to show 
the peculiar logic and appropriateness of these prima facie 
oddities. This takes as its strategy a problem-centred or 
didactic apgroach, not unlike many of his theological works. 

18 6A E · t . C . t ' . 12 3 n xperimen in ri icism, p. • 
187selected Literary Essays, pp. 1-14. 
188Nevill Coghill, Love and 'Foul Delight': Some Con-

trasted Attitudes, Patterns of Love and Courtesy, p. 141. cf. 
Carpenter, p. 149, where he accuses Lewis of naivete. 

189of Other Worlds, p. 60. 
190 God in the Dock, p. 330. 
191of Other Worlds, p. 60. 
192 quoted in Of Other Worlds, p. 60. 
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193 christian Reflections, p. 82. 
194 A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. v. 
195 . They Stand Together, p. 145. 
196 The Abolition of Man, p. 8. Lewis records that I. A. 

Richards failed here. 
197 Bodleian Library, ms. facs. c. 53, Letter to Barfield, 

p. 87. 
198They Stand Together, p. 143. 
199 see Theodore H. White, The Once and Future King, New 

York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1958, (1939). cf. Polanyi, who 
notes how science is best taught by a master scientist, Science 
Faith and Society, p. 43~ 

.. 200 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 141. 

ZOlibid. 
202 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 4. 
203 English Literature in th~ 16th Century, p. 32. 

zo4 Ib"d 4 __ 1._.' p. . 

ZOSThe Allegory of Love, p. 163. 
206A E . t n xpe:1.men 
207 Letters of C. 

ZOBThe Allegory 
209 Adey, p. 21. 

in Criticism, p. 85. 

S. Lewis, p. 155. 

of Love, p. 112. 

ZlOThe Discarded Image, p. 112. 
211An Experiment in Criticism, p. 45. 
212 Ibid., p. 113. 
213 This is the problem with abstract theological concepts 

and definitions. 
214 stud1."es 1.·n Med1."eval d R • L"t t 2 an enaissance 1. era ure, p •• 
215 Ib"d 3 __ 1._., p. . 
216 Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology,, p. 11. "Hence 

the importance of the New Testament mythology lies not in its 
imagery but· in the understanding of existence which it enshrines." 
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217St d' u 1.es in Medieval and Renaissance 
218 Ibid. 
219 Ibid. 

ZZOibid., p. 4. 
221 Ibid., p. 8. 
222 Ibid. cf. The Discarded Image, p. 
223 Reason and Emotion, p .. 31. 
224 selected Literary Essays, p. 307. 
225 Ibid., p. 310. 

Literature, p. 3. 

viii. 

226 studies· in Medieval and Renaissance Literature~ p. 13. 
··227 Selected Literary Essays, p. 308. 
228 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 13. 

·zzgibid., p. 14. It is, says Lewis, as if after one has 
swatlowedaquadruple whiskey and says "I'm rather ·drunk", some-
one replies !'that's because while you were not looking I put 

· teaspoonful of lager in your drink". 
230 selected Literary Essays, p. 309. 
231 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 13. 

This. is a kind of natural theology for the literary critic! 
232 Ib'd 16 1. • ' p. . ,..---

233selected L't E 310 1. erary ssays, p. • 
234 Ibid. 
235 studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 9. 
236 Ibid., p. 40. 
237 selected Literary Essays, p. 303. 
238 of Other Worlds, p. 49. 
239 christian Reflections, pp. 160f. 
24QSelected Literary Essays, p. 305. 
241 studies in Medieval and Renaissance· Literature, p. 11. 
242 sefected Literary Essays, p. 306. 

449 



243 Bodl~ian•Li~rary, Ms. Eng. Lett., c. 220/2, CSL, p. 184. 
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CHAPTER VII 

TH£ SCIENCE -1'HEOLOGY FIELD. RELATIONSHIP 

A. The Necessity of Dialogue 
Science without· religion is lame, religion without 

. •.sci,ence·.is blind. 1 
--Einstein 

. ·· 'For Eins'tein, the g~ound of· science is "the faith in the 
:poss.ibility that the regulations valid for the world of exist-
ence- are rational, that is, comprehensible t~ reason" 2 In 
Einst~in, this faith belongs to "the sphere of religion". 3 The 
clear implication is that science, rather than dictating~ priori 
the grounds for theology, is in fact grounded in theology. As 
we pave noted, with the help and in the company of other philo-
sophers of science, ·historians of science and scierttists them-
selves, Torrance has developed Einstein's insights and argues 
that- the original foundation of modern science was laid by Christ-
ian theology. 4 For Torrance, only the Christian doctrine of con-
tingent creation~ nihilo accounts for both the singularity of. 
the universe and

0

its intelligibility. 5 

Torrance sees natural science as one way in which manful-
fills his unique st~tus in creation as the element "whereby the 
universe produces und'erstanding of itself". 6 In his scientific 

' activity man is the 'priest of creation' who brings to articula-
tion the inherent regularities and harmonies of the universe. 
the priest's office is to interpret the books of nature, and in 

• l ' doing so, fulrill creation's end as the theatre of glory in 
which the Creator is worsh'.ipped by his creation. 7 Without man, 
nature's rationality is dumb. But through man, creation is 
.given voice by which the whole universe praises the glory and 
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majesty of God. 
It is important to consider just how Torrance's dialogue 

with science differs first from Lewis and also from his own 
mentor, Karl Barth. Lewis' statements concerning theology and 
science· are admittedly tentative, exploratory inquiries. Typi-
cally, Lewis' dialogue with science arises in the context of 
''hindering hindrances" to the understanding of Christian faith. 
Since he writes for the educated layman, he often uses science 
in its popular sense to mean the study of the observable regu-
larities in nature. This notion of science excludes history as 
well as theology and enables Lewis to make the apologetic point 
that 'science' has nothing to say in regards to questions of 
transcendenc·e since by definition it lies outside science's 
pr~vince. 8 Such a science cannot be relevant for many important 
ques_tions. Lewis thus silences the popular prejudice that 
·'.modern science' has made Christianity obsolete or irrelevant. 
He suggests rather that Christianity stands to science not as . 
an _alternative, but in an architectonic relation of dep.th. The 
sciences are footnotes on the text of .reality. Christianity is 
th~ poem which gives meaning and coherence to the whole. 9 Lewis 
envisions a relationship of hierarchical coherence between 
science and religion, where natural science_ occupi~_s a limited 
but essential role. 

However, Lewis offers another model of the science-
theology relationship which is even less of a,dialogue. He 
likens Christianity to mathematics by describing it as an inner 
logic system which by its very nature can never be outmoded by 
any scientific advance. It "can be applied to any new.theory 

· 10 of. the mathematical universe and outmoded by none". This, 
' of course, protects Christianity rrom the vulnerability of. 

certain scientific attacks. But the mathematical analogy seems 
a bit dated in the light of Einstein's four-dimensional geometry 
and the G~deli~n theorems, for both reveal a far deep~r inter-
connection between theoretical mathematics and physical-temporal 
reality than was previously realized. As Imre Lakatos notes, 
modern science now sees the essential unity of mathematics and 
scientific methodology. Even Euclid's axioms are viewed as 
hypotheses to be tested, not self-evident ·truths. 11 
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Therefore, the interpretation of mathematics or Christianity 
as an independertt conceptual system without sc~entific and 
cosmological implication~ is no longer a helpful theological or 
scientific proposal. 

Lewis was well aware that scientific opinion had changed 
dramatically within the last hundred years and though he strongly 
felt that Christians should be aware of the latest developments, 
he advised caution against "snatching at any scientific theory 
~hich (for the moment) seems in. our favour". 12 He feared that 
if theology is based on certain. theologically positive scien-
tific developments, science may- change its mind and pul.1 the 

-
rug from under theology by.abandoning the theory currently used 

13 as a foundation·.. F_or Lewis, science qua science cannot speak 
of the;. theological implications of modern physics, but only as 
lay philosophy. Here Lewis returns, to the notion that 'science' 
is based solely on obse~vation and sees neither the beginning 
. 14 
nor the end. 

· Thus we see that when advantageous, Lew~s limits himself 
to an observationalist notion of science in order to distinguish 
and divorce it from theology. Nonetheless, Lewis also believes 
in and appreciates the impor~ance of an ultimate structural 
coherence .between science and theology. They both live or die 
by their rationality. To further illustrate thi,s, .. ·we sb,ould 
note that Lewis correct!y surmised that the implied randomness 

, in the ·phys~cal world (by Bo~r and Born) was a dangerous warning 
signal for the future of science and contrary.to the nature of 

. 15 both science and theology. Similarly, he was glad to see that 
the materialis~.which argqed for ~he self-existenc~ and (hence) 
eternity of matter had come under increasing ~oubt in the wake 
of further spund wave experiments. This change lends scientific 
weight to the belie~ that the universe is not eternal and ~hus 
self-explanatory but demands we ask the question of transcen-
dence.16 

Lewis also perceived that the second law of thermodynamics, 
entrop~ (a winding down), implies creat~on (a winding up). 17 

But Lewis was continually reticent to lean he~yil~ on any of 
these contemporary scientific defeats for pantpeism. He knew 
that scientific trends and prefere~ces are ofteq as fleeting as 
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competing literary-critical schools. 
In the light of·Lewis' counsel of caution we should 

clarify that Torrance does not endorse Einsteinian physics 
because of some current popularity and hence temporary apolo-
getic appeal. Until r~centlyy in regards to the developments 
irt .quant:um physics, Einstein .has all but lost ·the· support of 
the scientific community to the Gtlttingen/Copenhagen schoo1. 18 

Torrance defends Einstein over Bohr for epistemological reaS(?nS. 
With Einstein, Torrance belieyes that cre~tive science could 
not function without beli•ef in the world's rationality. Thus 
Bohr's Kantian h!nt of an ultimate randomness and irrationality, 
is the tired sigh of unbelief ·that despairs of objective truth. 

Lewis' inclination to curtail any specific theology-
scieQce dialogue is· clearly contr_ary to Torrance's interaction 
with modern physics. But it is quite similar to the strategy · . . 19 
of.Karl Barth, as· Torrance himself records. In his intro-

, ducti:·on tp Theolbgy and Church, Torrance expounds without 
criticism Barth's notions that theology· as a science neither 
o~erate~ with a world view nor necessarfly develops a cosmology. 
For "neithe-f theological nor empirical science can properly 
tead to or result in cosmological c~nstructions or speculative 
ontolog·ies of the· universe"~ ZO Sfmi:larly for·_ Lew~_s ,. the pur-
pose of revelation is "purely .practical ••• for the relief of his 
[siclurgent necessi·ties ••• ". 21 Operating with the same chasm, 
the: early Torrance once remarked that "the k~owledge that we 
gain in faith is not something that can be ~ade scientific". 22 

At that time, Torrance saw science as the activity of man's 
failen and autonomous reason-which seeks only deistic.and 
logical-causal answers. Later lie rej~cted this negative valua-
tion and instead came to call upon science to be true to its 
proper legacy. Throughout the last two decades, Torrance has l 
increasingly devoted his attention to working out the profound 
epistemological and methodologicai links between science and 

I 

theology. 
Torrance_ is convinced that "there must be a deeper con- rJ) 

nection between the basic concepts of theological science and 
natural science" than Barth allowed. 23 He calls this linkage 
a "natural connection" arid challenges not only theology but also 
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natural science., to develop a natural theology which is "natural 
to both theological scienc·e and to natural science". 24 Torrance 
believes theology must be concerned not mer~ly with the God-man 
relationship in aostracto, bu~ with the God-man-world field 
relationship. Without empi~ical correlates in the space-time 
history of the real world, theological concepts~ ultimately 

d . 1 t 25 empty fil!_ l. rre evan .• 
In 'thinking together' the cosmological and epistemological 

implications of Christianity with the modern scientific under-
. . 

. Standin$ of the cosmos, Torrance believes tpe Christian doctrines 
of creation and redemption are.incompatible with any scientific 
world view that portrays the universe in the Kantian-Newt9nian 
framework of a c_Losed continuum of· cause and effect or which .. 
unde~~t~~ds ,randomness _and irrationality to be at the core of 

. 26 
the physical universe. 

Though .Lewis, Barth and many others have expounded the 
'doctrine of redemption and taken firm stands on Chris.tianity' s 
historical truth claims, where Torrance breaks new ground is rJ? 
by· drawing ou~ the cosmological impli~ations of these truth 
·cLaims, criticizing those cosmological views which are anti-
thetical to Christian faith and proceeding positively to cor-
relate the new d~velopments in relat~vity and field physics· 
within a positive-exposition of Christian reve'tati,on. It seems 
inevitable that ,one who believes in the .rationality of the 
material •creat~on and the redemption of. that creation in Jesus 
Christ, would desLre to correlate this relationship in dialogue 
with modern science. 

Of specia\ significance in Tor~ance's new approach is that 
he refuses the strategy of defending Christianity by saying it 
fits within its own framework and sci~n~~ within another. This 
was both L~wis.' .and Ba~th' s tendency. But if the iricarn.ation 
is an event within the space-time st:ructures of the universe, 
(Gnosticism ancient and modern notwithstanding), it cannot stand 
in sple.ndid isola~ion, for that would belittle its rationality 
and importance. Rather, faith that seeks understanding must 
correlate and understand its beliefs in terms of the structures 
of r~ality withiq which the incarnation has occurr_es!,, namely, 
the empirical field of the space-timeruniverse. 27 
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The remarkable advantage Torrance finds 
theology dialogue is that in Einstein we have 
in scientific thought a non-dualist cosmology 

in ·today's science-
for the first time 
which has broken 

down the barriers between empirical and theoretical, tangible 
and intangible, and has begun to think within a continuous and 
indivisible field unity between form and substance. Hence post-
Einsteinian science no longer implicitly denies the possibility 
of a continuous d¥11amic interaction between God and the universe. 28 

This profoundly agrees .with Biblical realism and the Christian 
understanding of the incarnation, where form and contertt are 
~ound together in an indivisible union of ~ntelligibility and 
ontology. 2J Only a cosmology in which the chasm between the 
sensible and intelligible, form and cont.ent, has been healed, 
can th~re b~·any real coherence with a theology which believes 
that the incarnation of God in space and time announces the death 

_of all ancient dualisms, the red~mption of the whole creation, 
material and-mental, and a startling new way to understand man 
and-the world. 

For Torrance, this in effect voids the pseudo-scientific 
objections of post-Enlightenment theology which inspired an 
exodus from Christian orthodoxy into neo.Logies and idealist 

. . . 
theologies. These _alternatives flou·rished· in .the .~European 
cultural polaritie-s of, on the one hand·, a mechanisti-c, mater-
ialist objectivity, and on the other, a Romantic subjec~ivity. 
Torrance ',s theology is, a clarion call to ·all modern theologies 
with eyes, to see ana ears to hear that with the Eniigh"tenment 's 
dualist framework outmoded, it is time for all forms of liberal 
and con-servative ,theology to re-examine their theological 
structures. 

No ~heology·more clearly epitomize~ the dependence· on 
cosmological assumptions of the Newtonian closed and mechanistic 
universe than the demythologization pr.ogramme of Rudolf Bultmann. 
It .abandons the incarna~ion as an objectively real, emp1rital 
event within space and time. 30 Lewis distrusted the yokirtg 
of theology to any cosmological model for fear of such a dtmin-
ish,i.ng;of Christian faith. He viewed the •~odern' cosmology as 

, a highiy selective backdrop for art and science which is intel-
ligipl~ to the layman and appeals to his imagination and emotions. 
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He saw the modern model to be deeply influenced by Freud but 
very little'by Einstein. 31 When Bultmann tells us we have radios 

' and electricity, ·hence the incarnation cannot be about God's 
empirical activity in creation, he reflects the imaginative in-
fluence of a prev~lent cultural model which has little or no 
connection to post-Einsteinian science, but instead appeals to 
the unscientific prejudices of a technological society. In the 
wake of the overthrow of· the Newtonian schema, the continued 
reliance upon this obsolete moqel by the Enlightenment tradition,' 
only tntensifies Torrance's plea for theology to maintain an 
ongoing dialogue with science in order that it cease travelling 
down obsolete epistemological avenues long abandoned by science. 
This also illustrates the concern of both Torrance and Lewis 
that_. theology must build on its own foundation and be interpreted 
out of-its own rationality,.not constructed to harmonize with , . . 

·.current scientific thinking. For the Kantian-Newtonian cosmos 
'once· considered so ultimate that modern theology felt compelled 
to take its eye off its own ultimate datum,. is now merely an 
iriteresting piece of scientific hist.ory. 32 With its epistemol-
ogical foundations now rejected by the scientific community who 
first endorsed ~t, the Bultmannian tradition stands as a tower-
ing monument to tlie cultural impact: of nin~teenth __ century philo-
sophy and sci·ence upon twentieth century theology. Its contin-
ued popularity in many theological schools constitutes it once 
a living anachronism within the modern university and a tribute 
to the importance of the issues Bultmann boldly tackled. 

In tne theology of Torrance, cosmology is taken up tnto 
the heart of a theology of God's redemptive and creative activity 
in space and time. In the service of its own subject-matter, a 
theology concerned with empirical facts and concrete knowl~dge 
within the space-time universe is intrinsically interested in 
scientific activity and in the development of its toots and 
methods. 33 Theology may legitimately seek to learn from science 
and engage in dialogue. Torrance does not mean by this that 
modern phys'ics dictates its thought forms to theology. Any 
scientific tools and concepts which theology borrows are not 

// 
J 

to be used' prescriptively, but should. be worked' out in reciprocal [ 
dialogue and seek to allow their material content to be derived 
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from its own empirical realities. 34 

It ~ould be a great misunderstanding to ~hink that Torr~nce 
tries in this dialogue tq de-scandelize C~ristian theology any 
more than does Lewis in his imaginative effort to communicate 
theology. With Lewis and Barth, Torrance abhors any accommoda-
tion QF Christianity to the latest scien~ific thinking. A 
defense of Christianity by appeal to foreign criteria would im-
plicitly presuppose science's final authority. Rather, Torrance 
wishes to 'think together' the truth of Christian reve~ation 
with the genuine insi~hts of modern science into the structures 
of creation. 

Torrance calls this "an exercise in conjoint thinking l 
where theological sci_ence and natural science have common ground 
within the rationalities and objectivities of the created order 
but where they each pursue a different objective". 35- · An essen-· 
tiai part of.taking the incarnation seriously as the decisive 
·act'6f God in space-time reality is for theology to dialogue witn 
science!s understanding of the "determinate intelligibilities and 
ob3ec~ivities of the created order". 36 Tc,rrance is convinced. 
that it is the modern theologians' ignorance of contemporary 
science .and the doing of theology in isola.tion, in vacuo, th·at 
has encouraged the highly subjective and idiosyncratic nature 
of much contemporary theology. 37 

Thus we s.ee that Torr~nce has stepped out of the narrow 
observationalist definition of science. He sees a profound 
unity between the two fields which both natural and theological 
science ignore to the ioss of their own search for r~tionality. 
And because both operate within the space-time structures of 
the crea~ed world, for science not to interact with theology 
(and vice-versa) is to ignore vital epistemological issues in 
both fields. 

The conseq~ences of ignoring the hierarchical coherence 
of science and theology ·could not be more serious. Wa have 
already observed the dimi-nishing returns of post-Enlightenment 
or CartesLan theology for the Church. But for society at large, 
the ri·sks are no less serious. As Palanyi notes, the society 
which ignores or denies science's true basis. runs a thr~e pronged 
risk of 1) the disfiguring and coll'apse of true science through 
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technological preoccupation, 2) which in turn engenders the 
violent exploitation of our carefully balanced ecological system, 
3) which culminates in society's own self-destruction. 38 

By allowing the rationality of Christianity to reveal it-
·self through open dialogue with the best scientific study of 
the natural world, the two fields mutually enrich each other and 
thus confirm the rationality anq goodness of the space-time 
reality ~hich both inhabit. 39 On the basis of the material 
content of theology, God coming: in the flesh of Jesus Christ, 
the 4ialogue of theolo~y with physics and modern cosmological 
theory is a natural aspect of faith seeking understanding. 

B. The Epistemological Structures 
of.Natural and ~heological Science 

.. Simply speaking,. the fundamental structure which theology 
shar~s with science is the ordered· world of space and time. 40 · 
_Without space ~nd time nature would be indeterminate and un-
'inteltigible because it would lack any sequence, pattern or 
ser~es of coherence. Thus space and time serve as the invisible 

. . 

and regulative structures for all eve~ts in the contingent 
universe. 41 If space and time are "bearers of all rational or-
de~ within the universe", it follows that natural and theologi-
cal science "both work within the~ space-time structures and 
under the limits of· their boundary conditions". 42 ··· This points 
to a mutual relationship where natural science depends upon 
theological foundations, but also serves and helps clarify 
theology's own content and its empirical correlations. 

A major problem of the demythologization campaign is its 
attempt to "strip away chronological spatial categories 0 •

43 

This leads to an objective irrationality and meaninglessness 
which is remedied by remythologizing by ref~r~nce- to the inter-
ior world of the self. Here Bultmann directly faces a very 
difficult problem, namely, that the Newtonian cosmology of 
static and absolute space and time leads to objectivist, rigid 
and closed theological concepts. Bultmann seeks to avoid such 
a conceptual sterility by Speaking of God in complete detachment 
from creaturely and this-worldly content. For Bultmann, God's 
acts in incarnation and in the present,. touch our existence only 
in the present for me here and now detached from all historical, 
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44 space and time referents. 
We have seen that Bultmann's massive reinterpretation 

labours un9,er the constraints of .nineteenth century Kantian-
Newtonian epistemological and cosmological notions. As Einstein 
describes it, prior to J.C. Maxwell, reality was seen to consist 
of events in nature made up of material points and capable of 
mechanical description by partial differential equations. After 
Maxwell, reality is rep~esented by continuous fields not mechan-

45 · ' ically explicable. The worl~. is now. seen as a continuous and 
integrated. manifold of fields of force in which rela~ions between 
bodies are as real as mat~rial points. This replaces the old 
extrinsic, absolute, causal framework with an imman~nt and 
relational framework worked out in precise interaction with the 
empi3?i.cal structures · of sp?ce and time. Within the ol.der cos-
mological view, it.is under~tan.dable that theologians sought 

" • • t • 

_to receive and expound Christian faith without quarrellin~ wi~h 
the scientific Ot'thodoxr of the objecti.fying and mechanical 
framework of Newtonian ~osmology. It encouraged theology to 
interpret God's involvement within a parallel rig~d deistic 
framework akin to the static and absolute structures of classical 
physics. God acts only in the supernatural realm; the natural 
proceeds as usua1. 46 But today, the correlation of four-
dimensional geometry and pnysical processe$ teaches science 
that theory and material processes are inherently connected in 
an irreversiple, posteriori manner. Further, the new objec-
tivity of'modern physics discl9ses that space-time is an_ ob-
jective structural framework inseparable from the intrinsic 
relatedness of the univer·se •. 47 

This means-that theology must interpre~ the incarnation . . 
not by avoiding chi-pnological and s~a~ial refer~nts ,. but in a 
co-ordinated explanation which respects the space-time frame-
work of the world God has made and redeemed. The incarnation 

' . 
affirms that the phy,sical ~orld is real in its v~ry contingence 
even.for God. 48 Theology must respect the contingent universe 
or els•e it fails to respect the Word of God himself, fpr God 
has adapted and bound himself to the specifi~ creaturely objec-

49 · tivity of Jesµs. A theology without empirical correlates has 
no ~pplication or meaning to man's real c~eaturely existence in 
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space-time. For Torrance, therefore, a theoiogy' indifferent 
to historical factuatity (for example, a resurrection without 
an empty tomb) can orily be accurately described as fantasy or 
mythology.so 

1. Space and Tim~ Structures in Theo1ogy 
One of Torrance's· concerns has been to develop a distinctly 

theological understanding of space which is nonetheless in 
dialogue with modern physics. He recal'ls that the Nicene theo-
logians rejected ,Plato's notion of receptacle space (in a· meta-
phorical sense), Aristotle's notion of space as a quantitative 
container (hence necessarily limited and finite) and finally 
the Stoic view of space as God's body and God as its ratiqna~ity 
and soul. Instead, Athanasius sought to understand space with 
open. concepts, defined not by Aristotle, etc., but in accordance 
with God's interaction with man and therefore as a co-ordinate 

.sy$tem consisting of two horizontal dimensions (space. and.time) 
· and ·one vertical (God). 51 The incarnation means that God makes 
ro_o~ for himself in our own· physical existence, but is. not con-
tained or confined in place as in a vessel. Nicea's theological 
understanding of space sees ,it as a seat of relations, a.place 

f t . 52 o mee 1.ng. 
Within a post-Einsteinian uni verse, we ~_ppreciate' 

that time is integrally bound to space. The history ,of matter 
is an essential part of its content. This new understanding 
is seen particularly in the extension of ther_mo-dynamic theory 
to non-equilibrium or open systems, which in effect introduces 
the historical element even into the physuo-chemical description 
of processes in the universe. 53 Because the ingredient of time 
must now be taken into account even in our description of.matter, 
science can no longer exclude -questions about ultimate origins 
and ends, but must see them as "rationi=1,lly contim.ious and con-
sistent with its own questions". 54 

This noti9n of ~pace-time radically differs from the 
Aristotelian z:eceptacle space which $.O influenc.ed Medieval 
eucharistic theologies to understand God's presence spatially 
apart from time. 55 - Also, this is markedly different from Bult-
mann's conception of the Christ ,event apart from his earthly, 
ontological being in time and also. from his existentialist 
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stress on a timeless, immediate eschatological encounter. The 
refusal to accept time as a serious. equation in .theological 
thinking has made it unimportant to differentiate Christ's 
presence on the cross., in the eucharist, the last day or in the 
event of preaching. The result is to make the historical foun-
dation of faith irrelevant. 56 

But for Torrance, the Church is "foreyer bound to the 
historical Jesus", 'for the truth and life 0£ God have become 
hi_storical fact in Jesus. 57 Ch:rJ.st's ascen~ion reinforces the 
central' importance of the historical Jesus as well as the im-
portance of our p-ersonal, .historical response. 

By w~thd~awlng Himself from the visiple succession 
of history _and by reJusing to abrogate our existence 
in time by shee·r immediacy, Jesus Christ gives us 

. ·•time, enag~s us to take time with the historical 
· Jesus and the historical Word communica_ted by and 

fr6m Jesus.SB · 
·Becau$e in the incarnation, God affirms and takes with utmost 
seri.ousness our spatio-temporal existenc.e to the point of be-
coming participant in it, theology can only retreat into 
spacelessness 'and timelessness at the cost or irrationality. 59 

Above all el~e, Torrance sees the contingent structure 
of the universe to be the correlative ~fits utter dependence 
on God Is grace. 'Theologically' this. i.

0

S the obverse of the , 
universe's contingent rationality. 6° Contirigence tells us God 
is not ·bound to man in a necessary telacion of being or as 
cause. He is bound freely in grace. 61 

By grace ·alone creation possesses its own contingent 
rationality and refation to God. 62 The coherent singularity 
of a finite universe tells us th~ urtiverse is finite in time 
as welt as matter and space, that it has an absolute beginning 
and is not self-originating. That is, it does not have an·· 
intrinsic necessity or self-explanation for its existence. 
Modern science rejects the notion of an infinite universe (os-
cilLating or steady-state) with its· implicit cyciicdl·notion 
of ~n etern~f~cosmos. For Torrance, the theological doctrine 
of creation ex'nihilo -and natural science's modern wave radi-
atio'n converge in declaring that the universe is an "utterly 
specific and unique event 11 •

63 
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2. Theology and His~ory 
Because of the. strong attacks upon Christianity by modern 

scientism and positivism, modern theology has often been anxious 
to protect itself from their criticisms by abandoning the claim 
that God has acted in the empirical-historical events of space 
and time. 64 This has led to the re-interpreta~ion of the incar-
nation by a method of historical science dominated by the 
demand for observation and control. Some have argued that 
theology's -connection to histo'I'.y is better seen in terms of 
Geschichte (man's interpre~ation of history, and what he per-
sonally accepts for himself) rather than Historie, with its 
implicit positivistic demand for· observation and contro1. 65 The 
weakness of a retreat from the historical factuality of Christian 
faith·· is• the ·neo-Romantic implication -that the real point of 
his~orical inve~tigation is not to discover what actually too~ 

.place, but for man to understand and know himself. 
The philosophers of history, Collingwood and Dilthey, 

·, ha~e both •encouraged the notion that history's significance 
lies in wha·t goes on 'inside' events.. To get inside requires a 
hre-enactment of the past' 'within our minds today·. Both find 
the reduction of history to the cold factuality of positivistic 
science unable· to grasp history's rea.i mea·ning. 66 ... 

Though Torrance also affirms the importance of participation, 
he abhors any indifference tO' the question of factual. ·truthful .... 
~ess. The concern for objective, historical truth must not be 
abandoned. For,as Pannenb~rg notes, if God's revelation is not 
genuinely historical, then theological truth 'is not knoQn in 
the same way that reality as a whole has always been exp~rienced, 
i.e., historical'ly. 67 

Therefo.re,as Torrance puts it, "wherever theology has to 
do with acts ·-of .God in space and time, it is no less interested 
than historical science in the truthfulness of historical facts". 68 

But·Torrance thinks that the events of-.history are truly parti-
cipated in and -0ramatized before us,- not by reference to the 
self's interior world, but as we -penetrate to the inher logic 
of events in •their intelligibfe and coherent whole. 69 And as with 
all scientific inquiry, we ·must interpret the documents in 
accordance -with their own canon and not by some positivist 
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70 assumption of what may or ma~ not occ~r. Certainlx the 
;actuality ot the incarnation is such tqat.it has np historical 
paraltels and cannot qe judged ,accor.c;ling to any probability 

71 p ·t· 1· 1 d . . h. . 1 canons. resupposi ions are pe~u iar y amaging in istorica 
investigation. 72 

C. Natural Theology in Reconstruction 
1. Leve!~ of Rationality 

This brings us to Torrance's integration of scientific 
and· theological rationality Jn te,:rms of a hierarchical model 
of explanation. He has constructed this paradigm in dialogue 
wi_th Einstein, Polanyi and GBdel, as ".i7ell as with ancient and 
modern theologians. 

. . 
Torrance records how prior to Gtldel> mathematics sought 

to reduce its deductive systems t~ self~sqfficient consistency 
by <?mitting ·any onto1ogical refer~nce and by being c·ompl~tely 
.formalizable (every pr9Rosition expressible within the system 
·deducibl~ from its axioms). This approach was given e~assic 
expression in Russel~ and Whitehead 1:s Principia. 73 What Gtldel 
shows is that all proofs are not .formalized in tpe Principia, 
by demonstrating iµathem_atically that in any formal system. ,there 
mus~ be certain propositions wh,ich cannot be decided (capable of 
proof) within that system. 

Several tmportant implic~tions result. If it cannot be 
decided solely within a forma1 mathematical system wh~ther its 
axioms are co~sistent> then all systems contain true propositions 
that --cannot be _derive.d from ~hat· system. Gtldel concludes that 
there is no formalized system whi~h is not incomplete in prin-
c,iple. 74 It is impossible to produce a formalized sys.tern of 
thought which is both consistent and ~omplete at the same time. 75 

~tldel shows- that consistent, formal systems are not shut 
off from reality (as a tautologous or inner ~ugic system), but 
are n~cessarily ~ndeterminate or open. This r~veals in~ new 
way that it i~ essential for-mathematics t~ have empi~ical 
~eferents in ord~r for its system to be,meanipgful. That is> 
the truth of mathematical notio~s cannot be established apart 
from their co-ordination to empir~cal reality. 76 This rein-
forces Einstein's work which showed that physical geometry can 
no longer be an isolated self-contained science like the 
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f E, 1 .-d 77 geometry o uc i • With Polanyi, Torrance takes this to 
suggest tnat when we correlate ~ystems of rational explanation, 
there are boundary conditions where each system is co-ordinated 
within a higher system. 78 Thus, e.g., Newtonian physics is not 
discarded· ,but validated within a limited area by relativity 

h . 79 p ysics. 
~orrance further appeals to Polanyi's multi-levelled 

paradigm which-avers that each science has three distinct 
levels: physical, theoretical and met-a-theo_retical. SO Ea.ch 
level is open upwards to a higher level but not Feducible down-
wards. Where nature seems at one -level incomprehensible, con-
sidered at another level we discover an intelligible pattern. 81 

Where levels convergE:·, as they do if G8del is· correct, ( Ebr 
no sys·tem is at once ~onsis-tent an~ complete), boundary con-
ditions- exist where correlation with a higher· level is essential 
-for ratfonal explanation. 82 

Though each science Ts governed by its·~ laws as it 
le~ves its boundary conditions, 'boundary conditions themselves 
operate with marginal control from a higher level. These higher 
levels of order are neither derived nor explicable in terms of 

· 83 operational principles of the lower level. The higher levels 
rely on lower laws without infringing upon them f~! fulfilling 
its own operations. Yet they are not themselves explainable 
in terms of the lower level laws. For example, an analysis of 
the physical and chemical elements which make up a machine 
describes only the element~ which comprise the machine. Beyond 
this we need an engineering analysis to tell us the machine's 
function and its purpose. 84 And so it is everywhere within 
nature. All systems function by correlating boundary conditions 
~nd consist of formal and non-formal fa~tors. rt·woula be 
mean;ngless to reduce all to a one-dimensiofial level. 

The integration 0£ a hierarchical model of explanation 
with ·boundary conditi·ons points to tbe limits of formalization 

· if we are to maintain the mean-ing of ¥each system. Polanyi uses 
G8de·1 to reinforce' both his stress on the limits of formal logic 
and-his structural proposal of a multiple-levelled structure of 
knowing. 85 

Torrance uses thl$ Hierarchical model to int~rpret the 
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field relat~onspie of theology and s~ience. H~ affirm~ at once 
the independence of science from th~ology, with its methodo-
logical secularism (which he grounds theologically in the Prot-
estant emphasis on creation out of nothing with its own contin-
gent natural laws), and he rejects the dogmatic secularism which 
arises from the dualist and dei~tic detachment of God from the 
wo;-ld. 86 

Conflicts arise between ~cience and theology when science 
illegitimately unifies and extends its know~edge of contingent 
processes beyond the contingent universe and claims to be the 
way of knowing and testing al). realit~ at all levels. 87 Nat-
ural science must not illegi~imately use its cultural ascendancy 
to intrµde upon th~ology as th~ology did for so long to science. 88 

As Bernard Lovell notes, it is a delu.sion to suggest that natural 
scienc.e is the only avenue t_o a true understanding of the 
.uni ~erse ."89 Polanyi argues· that science which elimin;,Jtes its 
'transcendent grounds destroys itself, for its own explanations 
ne~ther are, nor can be,complete and self-sufficient. 90 In 
Torrance's words, nµmer.ic rationality is given its full meaning 
only within a lo~os or ~ord rationality of a higher level. 

Numeric order reveals creation's rationality tn its 
"impersonal, determinate and immanent ·form"·. But in word 
(lDgos) we are dealing with rationality in its pe~~onal form. 91 

It is through interaction with word that the mathematical order 
of nature is at .once se~n to be incomplete, .but ~apable of 
co-ordination in wider and richer orderly connections with 

·92 higher levels. 
Out of all creation, tt is in man himself that word and 

•number rationality, though different., come together and. are 
correlat~d. When the determinate, numeric form of nature ~s 
co-ordinated with empirical reality, mathematics avoids an 

93 · empty.formalism. , Apar~ from a knowledg~ of theology and 
transc..endent explanation-, the natural sc~ences are ultimately 
without meaning. 94 That is, Torrance alleges that the contin-
gency ~f nature (it ,is unnecessa~y and incomplete in itself) is 
taken most's~riously only when we se~ its ultimate dependence 
on factors beyond it. 95 

It is from within the context of architectonic levels of 
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explanation, which move relentlessly to ultim~te theological 
issues, that Torrance finds the Copenhagen-Gtlttingen notion of 
i"ndeterminacy so inadequate. It bo'th implies an ultimate ir-
rationality in the universe and fails to reckon with the con-
tingent relation of nature to ~ny transcende~t ground. Instead, 
it uhwarrantedly infers an ultimate randomness and incoherence. 
Einstein has reminded us that if science assumed this at the 
be~inning, it would throttle all scientific progress. 

What Torra_nce is proposing is "something like a Gtldelian 
theory of the universe". 96 While theology does not concern it-
self with tne world's cont~ngence. away from God (the natural 
science level), it does _seek to correlate this level at its 
boundary conditlons.·to the world's contingence on God. 97 In 
this··way 

the s·tratified or hierarchical structure of lev~ls 
of order and coherence revealed by scientific in-
quiry ••• is set within a semantic focus toward God 
the Creator and Redeemer- which gives th~ scientific 
levels of order and cohere~ce a signifJcance beyond 
what they are capable of in themselves, but which 
completes what they are in themselves ••• 9& 
Revelation encounters natural·~cience when we believe that 

s~ience is taken seriously only when we hold that God is the 
transcendent integrating factor of al.l life. 99 Torrance views 
the incarnation as the place and person where the invisib}e 
structures of God's interaction intersect the invisible struc-
tures of space-time·. Jesus Christ is the boundary• 'Condition 
of reality through whom the created universe's ultimate meaning 
. d" d 100 is iscerne • 

From this positive ground of the unity of-creation and 
redemption in Christ, Tor.ranee challenges sci~nce to consider 
its own essential, ontological and dogitlatic postulates, and to 
recognize the ep!stemological narmony which exists withirl the 
tlieological-scienti'fic fi,eld relation,. ·T.orrance is asking the 
sci~ntific community to take the responsible step of•discussing 
the meta-scientific questions for which science itself cries out. 
Though· only theology seeks to penetrate (by grace). to- the 't'rans-
cendent level, all the sciences, if they are honest, must be 
aware of it. 101 Torrance insists that science, to be true to 
its own search for the rationality of the universe, must deal 
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with meta-scientific questions and rais~ the que~tion of ulti-
mate.origins •. 102 As an essential ingredient of man,' s response 
to his Cre~tor, science cannot isolate itself from theology. 
Though natural science inquires into the patterns of contingent 
nature and theology into their transcendent source, the two 
fields cannot. be artificially ~ivorced from ea~h other. 103 

In this context we should notice how Torrance reinterprets. 
Leibnitz's no~ion of th~ principle of sufficient reason. Though 
science offers a rational acco~nt of the order and harmony of 
the universe even as a whole, it 

must still ask o~er and above all that what the 
sufffcient reason for this rational state of 
affairs is, for it is aware that the rational-
ity in~erent in the univers~ with which it has 
made contact reaches far beyond the range of its 

·. competence .104 
Tor~ance believes that transcendence "presses" science, that 
science's investigations· "rouse" questions about the ultimate 
inte.lligible ground of the untverse. lOS -Because modern science 
ha.s .faced the question of the universe's or1.g1.n in a new way, 
it "cries out" for a· doctrine of creation. 106 Thus the in-
telligibility -of the universe "demands" a justification of a 
meta~scientific and transcendent kind, lest it point to an 
ultimate meaninglessness. 107 

Torrance refuses to construe this pressure upon science 
into· a formal logical argument from the contingent universe to 

· 108 a non-contingent and necessary ground in God.· At this 
boundary level of ~ationality, Torrance -unlike Leibnitz, leaves 

I 

his argument at the semantic or inf-0rmal level. The reason 
he refuses to formalize it into 1-bgical s-yllogism is ·that the 
correlation of contingence with logical necessit~ necessitates 
down the line ,every connection· leading to lt and thus resolves 
contingence itself into necessity. This, Torrance calls "the 
fallacy of Greek and al.l rationali'zing science". 109 -The in-
herent rationality ~f nature cries aloud for God because it is 
not self-explanatory. B4-t transcendent rationality is ultimate 
and cannot be deduced from lower grounds. It ~an only be known 
out of itself, intuitively through the shining of God'·s own 
uncreated light. 110 

This intuitive connection is. the kind of informal 
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connection which modern science has shown to be fundamental to 
all scientific procedure and discovery. 111 Philosophers of 
science err when they c'onc'lude that because science does not 
logically demand an ultimate rational source, it is therefore 

' arbitrarily independent of any transcendent rationality. This 
betrays the unwarranfed assumption that the link between tliought 
and ·being can exist only by way of abstract logic. Torrance 
argues that the more fluid, empirically open category of a 
sufficient reason, within a hierarchical st.ructure of explana-
tion, leads us to abandon any thought of an ultimate randomness. 
Indeterminacy is incoherent not in an abstract, logical sense, 
but on the grounds that the cont'ingent rationality of the uni-
verse cries out for exp1anation within a hierarchical matrix to 
give.meaning and purpose at each level and which opens itself 
up to an ultimate and transcendent coherence. 

As we turn to Lewis and see how his thinking correlates 
with Torrance's' hierarchical approach, we find a surprising 
ha_rmony, both in the multiple-levels approach to rationality 
and a!so in hints of Lewis' own movement away from a formal 
and logical argument for transcendence to an intuitive sufficient 
reason. 

As early as Miracles (1948), Lewis probes fo; a compre-
hensive, rational co-ordination of science and theology, and 
suggests a multiple-level approach to reality. He notes that 
at the present time most moderns are quite biased against the 
notion of a reality beyond the five senses ("I think Kant is at 
the root of it."). 112 B4t Lewis seeks to show how natural such 
an approach becomes when seen from its oQn point of view. While 
one cannot prove the higher from the lower: nonetheless only 
the higher (tree, emotion) adequately explains the lower 
( . ) 113 painting, sensation. 

Lewis envisages a natural cohesion between levels. He 
roundly rejects any notion of a tension between natural and 
supernatural, for the natural itself (and natural law) demands 
subordination. 114 Nature's beauty is most piercing when we 
keep it 'subordinate. We may of course, make b~auty ~bsolute by 
striving for an art for art's sake, with no higher referent. 
But when art is not used in harness to teach or adore, it 
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de~troys itself. 115 

Every preference of a small. good to a great, 
or a partial good to a total good, involves 
the loss 6f the small or partial good for 
which the s~crifice was made. Apparently 
the world is made that way.116 

S d h · 1 d h t f. t l l 7 Th· · th econ tings are a ways corrupte wen pu irs • is is e 
perversity of the natural life lived as a self-contained, auto-
nomous existence. In Till We Have Faces, Orual lives out a 
self-contained and natural human affection which is not trans-

. . 
posed by transcendence. It becomes "in the long, run tyranni-
cally possessive and ready to turn to hatred when the Qeloved 

b ·t . "·118 ceases to e is possession • 
The same hiera~chical coherence informs Lewis' thinking 

in. The Four Loves. There he evocatively describes the glories 
arid darknes~ of each natural love. His point is that all nat- · 
u1:al loves naturally_ need grace to be fruitful. "The natural 

· love·s. are not ·.self-sufficient •.•• Since the Fall, no organization 
or way of lif·e whatevel;" has a natural tendency to go right. n 119 

Alt the joys and experiences of the natural life: music, wine, 
or philosophy may become the servants of the higher, spiritual 
~ife~ but none are automatically so. 120 As they are red~emed, 
the natural l~ves change. Lewis never seeks to belitt"te, but 
to affirm the natural and to point to where its real glory lies. 

Lewis describes the natural or moral law (Tao) in a 
sim~larly hierarchical manner. The moral law inheres· in the 
uni verse and c3:t one ·level we may discern it:; ,i~i thout any special 
religious commitment"~ 121 But as in Torrance, ~cience needs 
theology, so in iew~s, morality needs theolo&y. 122 Although 
the lower never logically compels the higher, law is perverted 
when it is viewed as self-sufficient or has precedence to grace. 
Duty (tuning our fnstruments) exists for the delight (symphony). 123 

The law is very important for unbelievers (and believers). 
Though a bad tree cannot make g9od fruit, obeying the moral 
laws one grasps is ~ssential until one "recognizes its ultimate 
futility a~d despairs" and is made a new (spiritual) man. 124 

Edwyn Be.van, an admitted influence on Lewis, presents 
a similar way of ;;ufficient reason. Like Torrance,. he dis-
tinguishes value and meaning (word) from pattern and mathematical 
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order (number), or as he calls it, meaning from truth. He 
admits "you cannot ~ith any logical cogency infer that the 
universe is rational in the latter sense from its being ra-
tional in the former sens~'. But one can say if it has ah 
ultimate purpose, then it must give us intellectual and moral 
satisfaction. 125 Atheists may reject this position without 
fear of logical inconsistency. Bevan admits that the standard 
arguments for God give rational comfort only to those who be-

·126 lieve already. "All belief .that the world is rational in 
the sense.of betng directed to realise value, mus~ be an act 
of faith ••• ".lZ7" Nonetheless, we desire sind yearn for this 

I 

kind of ultimate coherence and believe that it gives man his 
greatist satisfaction in.contemplating the universe. 128 Be-
sides·; ,to deny that there exists a,n ultimate pattern, we must 
~dopt .another "unproved hypothesi.s". If'no rational inference 

.. leads us from the order of the world to a transcendent harmony 
' outside it, we are left with "asserting an apprehension of 
God so personal and direct that the question .of proof cannot 
ev~n be raised". 129 

These words coincide with Torrance's view that the reality 
and truth of God is grasped in a rational-intuitive manner, and 
not through logical:-inferential means.· Where he differs from 
Bevan is that with the aid of Polanyi and others, Torrance has 
boldly torn down the rigid dichotomy between truth and meaning, 
moral, practical reason and cognitive, intellectual truths. 

·)value and rati~nality, though distiqguishable for some analyses, 
cannot be separated. They are organically woven together. 

In the lat:,ter chapters of Miracles, Lewis grapples with 
the. question of the ,ci;_iterion we us,e to justify certain con-
victions we chertsh but which are not simply justifiable with 
a syllogislll• Lewis- reasons that "we are influenced,1by some 
innate sense of the fitness of things 11 •

130 L~wis resembles 
Torrance when--he proceeds to assert that this sense of fitness 
which cries out for God is the same sense that l~ads us to 

131 antici~ate that the universe would be orderly. Lewis con-
cludes, therefore, that the scientists too "logically -require 
a metaphysics of this sort_". That is, the source, of our ration-
ality is grounded transcendently. 112 To trust this "innate 
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sense- of fitness"- ·in regard to God's rationality is no more 
problematic than our confidence in the rationality of nature. 

There does persist here an ambiguity ih Lewis, for he 
translates the intuitive grasp ·of sufficient reason by· the 
phrase "logically requires". But in the wake of Anscombe's 
criticism, Lewis' next reference to a comprehensive rational 
structure of the universe appe~rs ten years later. Though 

. this t,ime the argum·ent. is shorn of its dependence on logical 
inference, it retains the commitment to a multi-dimensional 
rationality. He even readily acknowledges that one can never . . 

logically compel belief in God. If proof is not the answer, 
what is- needed is an intuitive sense of fitness, "a certain 
insight; getting the'focus right 11 •

133 "Those who can see only 
the lowe!···[level] will always, be plausible. 11134 

One who contended that a poem was nothing but.black 
marks.on,white paper would be unanswerable if he 
addressed an audience who could not read. Look. 
at it through-microsc6pes, analyse the printer's 
ink and the paper, study it (in that way) as long 
as you like; you will never find sometning over· 
and above all the products of analysis whereof you 
can say "this is a poem". Those who read, however, 
will continue to say the poem exists.135 

(Here we see how Lewis uses an analogy.to communicate a higher . .. , 

reality in terms of a lower with which we are fami·liar. This 
is the same procedure Torrance describes in Athanasius.) 136 

. · This approach to rationality desc;ri_bed by Lewis· and ex-
plicitly prescribed by Torra-nee, points to a ·new approach to the 

·old relationship between traditional natural theology and natural 
scienc~. Formerly, conflicts arose between science and theology 
when natural theology illegitimately mixed the lower level with 
transcendent explanation and thereby ignored or avoided the ar-
duous e~pirical investigation into physical processes. 137 · 
Natu~al science properly questions all natural theology which 

1,i frrt'f\ +,cll1 
se.eks to i~ extract transcendent explanations from 

. 138 11 
contingent processes. · 

That is, by seeking ultimate truths within nature, natural 
theology divorced theoretic understanding from experimental con-

' tact with, nature and hence stagnated the progress of science. 
This also divorced theology's epistemological framework trom 
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emplrical contact with God's self-di.sclosure. 139 What Torrance 
prescribes for theology is a shift upwards from causal connec-
tions abstract~d from observation to another level of thought 
which has its own intrinsic, non-logical-causal conceptual 
framework. 140 

If Goa is no-t to be defended or proved on the level of 
natural Knowledge, we must learn to think on different levels 
at the· .same time· and develop- a consistent, coherent: under-
standing of boundary situation~. As multi~dimensional struc-
tures exist in mathematics, language (poetry-black dots) and 
art, so too they exist in natural and theological science. 141 

Torrance finds Polanyi's work crucial in this process because 
he has pioneered a paradigm of the universe with a built-in 
allowance for transcendence and a_framework of knowing which 
leaves the mind open to boundary conditions of a reality alto-

. 142 _gether transcendent to it. / Such·a framework opens the way 
to a· proper integration of science with the humanities and a 
rational transition from knowing laws of nature to knowing the 

· 143 person of God. 
If-~orrance is persistently critical of the idealist and 

. , ' Thomist traditions, be is also (more irenically) critical of 
Barth for failing to bring to light the connection between the 

. . 
rationality of grace and transcendence and the rationality of 
natural science. 144 Instead, Barth left a g~p (or a gapin$ 
hole!) between natural science and natural kn_owledge and the 
knowledge of the Wor<;i of Cod which he expounded· with such force 
and beauty. James Brown is probably correct that in fields of, 
knowledge other than theology, Barth displays a remnant of the 
Kantian legacy, namely, the object of knowing is at man's 

. 1'45· disposal. 
Therefore Torrance puts these critical questions to Barth: 

did he in the end make theological statements at the expense of 
physical, empirical statements? And therefore did he really 
ovet'com~ the long-standing dualisms between sensible-intelligible, 
nature-grace and phenomenal-noumenal? 146 With Torrance's concerns 
in mind, we can appreciate why Lewis had no sympathy for what 
he precipitously described as "Barthianism: a flattening out 
of all things into common insignificance before the inscrutable 
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Creator 11 •
147 If God's grace ·does not consume nature but rescues 

it, there is a genuine healing and integration as well as a 
judgement, where ·man becomes true man, his yearnings are ful-
filled and purified and creation's rationality is restored and 
viewed aright when seen in the light of the Creator's redeeming 
activity. The crucial event in redemption does not empty 
creaturely gifts and experiences of their importance but hallows 
and redeems them. If theology, science ,and I would argue, 
aesthetics), share certain bas~c epistemol~gical structures 
natural to all three, 

that common bast's surely must be the proper 
ground for a natural theology. But if these 
ideas have a definttely Christian source and 
are grounded ultimately on divine revelation, 148 in what sense do we sp~ak of natural ~heology? 
Torrance wishes to go beyond Barth in taking more seri-

. . 
ously the relation between creation and redemption. For in 
Jesus· Chrt~t, the Wo~d of God, became a phy~ical event irr space-
time anq we roust seek to understand it within the, co-ordinate 
levels of created rationality! 149 This means we must establish 
a close,; and even intima~e rel;=ttion bettyeen natural and revealed 
theology, but with~ difference. Barth was, right on methodolog-
ical grounds to attack a natural theology which functiops as 
a prior, independ~nt conceptual system, for no- gertuine science 
can permit itself to qe controlled by an independent logical 
stru,cture which claims to con_stitute- an indispensable precon-
dition or precomprehension. lSO Traditional natural theol.ogy 
creates a damaging dualism qetween prior epistemological struc-
tures, an~ the actual empirical content of theological.knowledge. 

When Thomist theology developed the rationality of nature 
into a movement from the world to ~od, it created an epistemo-
logical structure detached from all actual relat~ons with God 
in Ch~ist and became th~ framework which interp~eted revealed 
theology. ,T~i~ meant it exercised conceptual control over 
all t~eological concepts. 151 A similar dualism appears in 
non-Thomist arguments, such as Kant's moral argument, for God 
still ends up last .in the ,order of knowing. That is, though 
Kant's ~rgum~nt is no~ an inference from empirical data to God, 
it is an inference from moral data to God. 152 
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This procedure led to a split in theological knowledge 
between an apparently autonomous rational st;ucture in nature 
a~d the active self-disclosure of God in special revelation. 
This creates a dichotomy of a natural knowledge of the one God 
and a revealed knowledge of the trinitarian God, which "is 
scientifically as well as theologically intolerable". 153 Here 
Torrance offers a critique of the whole Wes.tern theolqgical 
tradition, which, following Augustine and in contrast to Athan-
asius, speaks of God's being apart from hi~ acts, and which 
makes distinctions. in God that question his unity. 154 .Torrance 
has in mind·such Western emphases as God's impassibility and 
immutabiiity. As with Aristotle's unmoved mover, (and process. 
theology's• inversion.of Aristotle, the moved unmover) and 

' Newtpn' s impassible God who inertially contains ~he \lniye_rse, 
this approach p.ortrays a relatiol'!, of God to the universe in .. 

. terms ••Of :an inertial system, c!Jl.d not God's act:;ive self-
' 9-isclosure .155 · It implies God can be known in his ItJ.Ute bei'ng 
behind the back.of his own spee~h and acts. 156 But for Torrance, 
God•~ word:and being interpenetrate each other and are insepar-
able. Similarly, we do not separate man's. knowi~g from his. 
being, for man's knowing is bound to 'the whole man who is called 
in question. by Christ,. judged and redeemed-. Justification ·by 

. , 
Christ means the whole ot maq, including all his natural know-
ledge, has been judged and r€deemed,.for Christ died for the 
whole man. 157 For this,' reason, Barth saw natural ~he.ology as 

.natural man's last hope and comfort, and therefore. the last 
~astion 0£ his opposition to God's own initiating and self-
giving in the grace of Christ. 158 Torrance notes that fo~ 
Calvin, man's good gifts ~emain (for example, a knowledge of 
goQd and evil), but ultimat:ely "minister to our confusion and 

· 159 . come Under the total j\,ldgement of grace". Elsewhere,. 
Torrance cautions that tho~gh there is a "sense of God's pres-
ence" which permeates creation, it cannot be worked ~pinto 
a clear, con~inctng theology. 160 

The cumulative tendency to ide~tify. the imago dei with 
some natural en9owment·of man-wnich prepares him for God, etc., 
climaxed in the nineteenth century cultural religion of Western 
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Europe. A grand cultural synthesis in effect amalgamated Christ-
ianity with an iramartent idealism which saw man or the human 
spirit as .a. portion of God, '"a little pool of the one Divine 
ocean" endowe~d with cf divine spark. Inevitably, this posits an 

161 ultimate identity between God and man. Torrance also sees 
in the background o~ this kind of natural theology an ignoring 
of the filiogue· which led to a depersonalization of the Spirit 
from the incarnation and into immanent principles within the 

1 162 B' . h B h . creature y processes. eva~ argues tat art was quite 
right to denounce this approach, for it "surely shows an un-
discriminating wooline·ss of thought which blurs the real al-

. · 1·· i " 163 B h 1 1 h 1 ternati ves 1.n re ig on • art saw c ear y t at- any natura 
briage from the lower to ·the higher level of rationality, de-
tracts from the transcendence of God and the sheer creatureli-
ness .3:nd coti.tingence of man. As Bevan testifies, the incarna-
tion is significant only agafnst the background of the Hebrew 

.presupposition of God's total otherness and transcendence. 164 

Only from the vantage point of an infinite qualitative dis-
tinction between God and man can one fully adore and underst'and 
that in the incarnation God has ceased to be God only, but has 
taken up human nature into himself. 165 

In.contrast to the dichotomy.between a reve~;ed trinitar-
ian theology and a natural, unitarian theology, Torrance thinks 
,theology can learn from natural science how the empirical and 
theoretical can be brought together in a more genuinely empiri-
cal and realist way. This is the lesson: in modern physics, 
geometry is no longer pursued independently of empirical science, 
as an independent and deductive system which is detached and 
antecedent. But with the rise of four-dimensional geometry, 
it has become indi•ssolubly bound up with physics. Geometrical 
structures are now studied as they arise in and within the 
actual Rnowledge of physical events. 166 Here is a mathematics 
not of ideal possibilities, but one which profoundly correlates 
abstract conceptual systems and physical processes. This means 
our space-time world is an organic, continuous and diversified, 
but unitary field of dynamic structures. 167 In this development, 
the character of geometry has been changed, making it, as Einstein 
puts it, a form of natural scierlce. 168 
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rorrance argues that theology today can no more operate 
with a sepa~ation between naturai theology and revealed theology 
than science can separate geomet~y from physics. This means, 
of course, that natural theology "suffers a dimensional chat'lge" 
and is made natural to the inherent intelligibility and nqture 
of God as he has actually and positively revealed himself in 
his words and acts. 169 Properly understood, therefo+e, "natural 

170 theology is included within revealed theology". · Torrance 
has sought. to construct for theology its OJffi four-dimensional 
g~ometry which is no longer extrinsic, but intrinsic to a 
~~eology of the actual knowledge of God in Christ. 171 . Such a 
renewed natural theology does not detract f.rom the concrete 
singularity of the incarna~ion, but reinforces its unique and 
excl4~ive character.· 172 This.~ posteriori procedure remedies 
the inbµilt· tendency of natural theol9gy tq impose mental 
'patterns a~bitrarily upon the subject matter and enables theolo.gy. 
to inyestigate and 9evelop the inner coherence and unitary 
structure of its knowledge in and through Christ. 173 Of course, 
th~ology, tpo, will change as it beco~es more aware,of natural 
science's understanding of, cr~ation' s space-t-ime structures. 174 

In summ_ary, Torrance has moved beyond Barth by working, 
to~ards a cognitiye unde-rstandi,ng and description of the ra-tion-
ality of theology and t;he rationalit-y of natural s·¼ience. What 
Torrance haa done with th~ help of Gtldel, Polanyi, Einstein 
and others, is to propose a cognit±ve and structural connection 
between theological and natural scLence which is an open, in-
telligible system, hierarchically ordered in mu].tipl_e levels 
and infinitely open to God. 175 

2. Credo ut Intell~gam~ 
The-Rationality qf an Objective Universe 

For Toi::rance, the obje_c;tive 'rea-lity of the extei:naL world 
and the belief in its rationa~i~y !a~~ a living unity. The unity 
between t~e bel:L.e£ in the rationality of the univers~ and its 
external objectivity is seen in the way Albert Einstein, a 
committed believer in the rationality and· reality of the universe, 
grappled witn empirical difficulties. Rather than leading him 
to doubt his belief in the world's rationality, quite the con-
trary, they only st"rengthened his faith. "All scientific 
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progres& shows a recognition of the ever-firm belief in the. 
harmony of our world, ever strengthened by the increasing 
obstacles to comprehension." 176 At the times when discrepan-
cies between our theory and the real world are keenest, ,it is 
thep that our belief in the world's rationality frees us to 
explore further. and ask even more "iconoclastic questions for 
we presume that form and order are endemic ~o nature 11 •

177 

Because ~e boldly presume the universe's rationality, "obstacles 
to comprehension" only confirm _our belief t~at the reality we 
probe is .not mental putty we mould, but a live and awe.some 
ontological otherness. By the wonder of a living rational 
correspondepce between man and the external world we may come 
tp apprehension and understanding. In a sense, the rationality 
of the external universe is displayed when empirical problems 
force _themselves upon us. The difficulty must be tackled. To 
ignore it by a retreat to idealism shortcircuits the discovery 

·of a· rational and real explanation. 
That the universe is objectively real and open to rational 

apprehension, "would not be the case if there were conflicting 
rationalities or patterns of order ~mbedded in it". 178 Torrance 
adds that this is a corollary of the object's priority for our 
knowledge of it •. rn other ~ords~ scientifi~ rationality depends 
upon the prior reality and rationality of an external and 
objective reality. The ontic precede~ and enables the noetic. 179 

Within a scientific world still dominated by instrumental-
ist Kantian thought forms, it has taken a sci.entist of Einstein's 
insight and boldness to reassert the propriety of ontological 
affirmations within creative science. In opposition at once to 
idealism.and positivism, Einstein's relativity theory asserts 
that science can only function apequately with the belief that 
the universe is externally real and rational. L~t Einstein 
speak for himself on the expliqit implications he draws. 

I have ne~er found a better ~xpression than the 
express"ion "religion" for this tt;ust in the-
rational nature of reality and of its peculiar 
accessibility to the human mind. Where this 
trust is lacking, science degenerates into an 
uninspired procedure.180 
In a letter to Maurice Solovine, Einstein pursues his 
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notion that the scientific comprehensibility of the world is 
a "miracle, an eternal mystery", for "surely!!, priori, one 
should expect the world to be chaoti~, not to be grasped by 
thought in any way". Yet the success of Newton's gravity theory 
supposes in the world a high degree of order 

we are not entitled to expect~ priori. Here is 
the weak point ,of atheis.ts and positivists who 
feel happy because they have pre-empte_d the 
world of the divine ••• and miraculous.181 
In 1930 Einstein wrote Moritz Schlick of the Vienna . . . 

Circle to·tell him that his presentation was "too positivistic" 
a~d described himself as a metaphysicist. 182 Of course, post-
Kantian inst.rumentalists, who attempt to have physics without 
ontology or science without objective truth, do not welcome 
such·assertions. Earlier, when M~x Planck concluded that 
physics was· concerned with a reai,external reality· (and not 

. merely one's sense impressions)-, his views were anathematized 
· · . . 183 by Ernst Mach as tantamount to going to Church. But as . 

F! S. C. Northrup has born witness, "the return to verified 
scientific theory as definitive of ontological existence pre-
sents no epistemological difficulties" for modern science. 184 

Why? Because Einsteinian physics has torn down Kant's!!. priori 
edifice of an epistemological gap bet·ween·· knower and known; ... 
phenomenal and noumenal. Rather, modern science."assigns the 
subJective conditions of the knower to an empirical, physio-
logical knower (not a transcendental~ priori ego) who i~ 

· continuous with and within ontologically exi~tent nature" •185 

Though obviously not without its alternative in Kantian-
instrurnentalism, Einsteinian physics has made a strong case for 

. a critical realism, that is, a real, external world. As Ein-
stein puts it, "the belief in an external world independent 
of the perceiving subject is the basis of all natural science." 186 

Lewis wrote a foreward to D. E. Harding's The Hierarchy 
of Heaven and Earth, because it was an attempt by a scientist 
to reassert the reality of an external world. 187 Lewis notes 
the same subjective internalization process which led man the 
subject to· devour the object (world, God, values, .beauty) and 
place these qualities within the self (and which the self 
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projects into the world), has now been used to empty the 
subject of its meaning as well as the object. -Subjectivity 
devours the objecti~e world and ends by devouring itself. At 
the point of belief iri an external and rational world, we 
reach a point of fundamental unity between science and theology. 
It is simply that the basis of science as the belief in one 
harmonious and rational unity of the cosmos is a correlate 
of Judaeo-Chri~tian monotheiim. 188 

Einstein ended his self 7confessed affirmation of an ex-
tert1p.l reality and its rationality by abr~ptly raising a veil. 
"Curiously, we have to be ..-resigned to recognizing the·miracle 
[of man's grasp of reality] without having any legitimate way 
·of getting any-:curther.i, 189 But where Einstein is silent, 
Torrance cannot be. If God is god, the C.reator of all and 
the source··of rational- ord~r, Torrance finds it absurd to 
think he "does not actively reveal himself, but is a+-0of, leav-
ing us groping in the dark for clues". 190 And so from the 
~mpiri~al search of natural science we turn to the real, self-
disclosing One of the Bible who in the fulness of time, for us 
men and our salvation, became man and dwelt among us. 

D. Sehnsucht; An a Posteriori Natural Theology 
Let me seek Thee {n "Longing. 

--Anselm191 
Though .it has equal af·finitie.s with the art-theology 

field relationship, I shall discuss Lewis' experience of Sehn~ 
·sucht or joy in the context of an~ posteriori natural theology. 
Lewis describes Sehnsucht as an unsatisfied longing which is 
never a possession, out always a desire. 192 It makes nonsense 
of the usual distinctJon between-having and wanting and epito-
mizes our life as pilgrims jo~rneying to truth. 193 Lewis. sees 
the essence of religion as consisting in ~hig t~irst, '~he self's 
d~sire for and acquiesence in, and ~elf-rejection in favour of, 
an obje9t wholly good aI\d wholly good for it 11 •

194 

The great mystery ~urrounding joy is its true object~ 195 

By experience, Le~is learned that joy was aroused but never 
satisfied bx earthly pleasures: sex, nostalgia, magic, eros, 
natural beauty, etc. l{e concludes that "each supposed object 
of desire is inadequate to it". and only increases longing. 196 
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Lewis eventually inte'I'.prets the experience of joy as "only a 
reminder". To desire the experience was futile, an attempt to 
"contemplate the .enjoyed". 197 

Lewis contrasts his approach to joy with William Morris. 
Morris' experi-ence is "chemica.lly pure" paganism, in that 
he· considers the ~uestion of transcendence by the sheer force 
of his experience ·of joy, "by mere .obedience to desire 11 •

198 

Morris simply presents the questiqn which joy evokes ·in man, 
without seeking .to justify it :as would a· Chr.istian. 199 In 
contrast, Lewis is a Christian and seeks to give a rational 
and Christian interpretation of ·his experience of joy~ The 
implications for natural theology are. seen in his discussion 
·of. Virg;i.l 's story ..a_bout a child sent duwn from heaven by a 
virgin, or of Plato's portrait of righteousness stripped of 
al_l rewards, impaled and scourged. "At· this passage a Christ-

200 ian reader starts and rubs his eyes. What is happening'?" 
Lewis takes these stories as neither chance nor direct prophecy. 
~e wan~s to consider with the reader how to regard such data 
"in the light of fuller knowledge than their authors pos-
sessed'1.201 This exemplif~es An~ posteriori approach. Lewis 
seeks to understand his experience of desire in the light of 
Christian faith-. He seeks therefore· to describe how his , . . , 
Christian faith saves .the appearances, that is, explains the 
phenomena of his life. A Christian natural theology which, 
thinks in the wake of Christ seeks to unfold naturally from its 
vantage point the way Christ redeems and judges creation. 

There is no question here of man's desire initiating or 
naturally mergin~ into a knowledge .of God. Lewis no~es that 
the grammar of be~ng demands that God is the initi.ator of love 
and man primarily the respondent. 202 He feels this does not 
rule out that at a certain level we can speak with Augustine of 
the soul's desire for God. 203 For Calvin too, God is the u1-
·timate desire of man, though fallen man cannot see this. 204 

UltJma~ely, even our desire for God comes from God and is only 
an appearance of God's search for us. For Lewis, this is in 
s~ar~ distinction ~rom the pagan theism of Aristotle in which 
God is the ~nmovLng lover. 205 
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From the moment of his conversion, Lewis saw it as his 
responsibility to give·an account· of his journey to" faith. And 
" 

,< for him this meant a detailed examination of rationalism and 
romanticism, which he believed God had used to 'lead him 
home'. 206 As he explairts in MeTe Chris~ity~ God uses all 
kinds of things, peoples, books and experiences to help us. 
And it is "mad" not to recogni·ze the Giver behind the· gi.ft. 
"At first it ~s natural -for a baby to take its mother's .milk 
without knowirtg it's motlier", and it is natural to see a man 
who helps us without seeing Christ behind him. "But we must 
not remain babies. r:,207 Lewis concludes that only his· Christian 
faith enab~ed him to va;ue the truths- implicit in paganism and 
'idealism. He profe_ssed there.fore 

· 208 for hostelries alon'g .. the way. 
some; we should-not, disparage it, 

no ~ngratitude or contempt 
If God uses this trail for 
but g·ive thanks. zo.9 Lewis 

would have been dishonest not to describe the jou~ney he 
ac;ually took. 

Lewis remained grateful to the pagan gods for teaching 
him many truths. "It was through almost believing in the gods 
that I came to beli-eve in God. 11210 _His love for pagan North-
e.rnness taught him that the meani~g <:>f adoration was a '!quite 
disinterested self-abandonment" to ·an object. Long before' his 
conversion he thereby implicitly rejected Melancthon's dictum 
that "to know Ch_rist is to know his benefits". "We're to give 
thanks to God for his glory ••• as if we owe him more thanks for 
necessarily being what he is than for any particular benefit 
he confers on us." 211 His pagan days taught him that tqe im-
plicit subjectivity of his search for joy ruined experience,. 
Aesthetic adoration and enjoyment are inherently object-centred. 
Through the renaissance of his imagination, he learned the true 
nature of objectivity and enjoyment. Lewis was largely free, 
therefore, from the anthropocentrism of modern theology. He 
muses that he was sent ba¢k to false gods to acquire some 
capatity for w~rship against the day the true God should recall 
him to Himself. 212 

For Lewis, Christian faith became the poetry which re-
vealed the meaning of ·"his experiences, including joy·. In this 
sense, revelation filnctions as the poetry which remakes our 
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experierlce oy revealing its true purpose. For in Lewis' words, 
"To firid out what our experience has, all along, been really 

213 like, is to ·remake experience." Similarly, a natural theo-
logy which is a posteriori allows us to see experience in its 
proper light arid hence remake or renew it. Redemption gives 
the focus by which ~ne can truly understand and enjoy creation. 
That is why for·a Christian Platonist like Edmund Spenser, 
"these form'less _longings would logically appear as among the 
sanest and most fru~tful experiences we have; for their object 

· 214 really exists.and really-draws us to itself". To adapt 
Charles Wifliams' words, when we look at the world as· beloved 
by God it is loaded with a beauty not at all apparent from 
·another viewpoint, which is at once joyous and heart-breaking. 
It. i•s by no· mean·s merely a subje~tive lens but the truest 

. 215 participation in· things. . 
This fulfilled enjoyment- is evitlent in Barth's love for 

Mozart. Mozart's music ts not d'idactic nor does it -communicate 
Mozart's self-understanding. It simply enjo3/s God '·s creation • 

• Such enjoyment is the most eloquent praise of the Creator. 
"Nothi·ng is so godly in creation as the gra'teful enjoyment of 
all th~t God has made and nothing.is so•ungodly in the Church 

· · 216 ; as slander upon the creaturely works of God's ha~d." 
This natural, cheerful and spontaneous enjoyment of 

creation• and desire for her Creat·or is the living c~ntre of 
Judaism. The Psalms are full of this desir~, says Lewfs, 
"which is fully God-centred·, asking of God no gift more ur-
gently th~n his preserice". 217 Lewis ,calls this Hebraic love 
f~r God an appetite rather than a love, for love connotes some-
~hing too spiritual, as if such a desite were meritorious or 
pious ,.'218 Torrance acknowledges that this natural 1 desire. for 
truth, beauty a~d goodness is of p~ifua~y importance in Ein-
stein's quest. 'For Einstein, "the most beautiful emotion we 
experi~nce is the strongest and ·tlob'lest thing behind scien-
tific research which is derived from it 11 •

219 

th both religibn and science, we are provoked by awe and 
the 'longing to understand' as we stand on the brink of ration-
al'ity and lon~ to di.sc6ver "its- source. Lewis' romantic-
religious longing, with all its impurities, ¢ried qut to be 
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satisfied. Einstein's mystical feeling~· that ('to know that what 
is impenetrable to us really exists", which "is t,he centre of 
true religiousness'', freed his scientific desire to journey 

t f h d . . 220 on o res iscoveries. 
Lewis' radical object-centredness ·distinguishes his 

.Platonic-Augustinian emphasis on the soul's desire for God and . 
saves it from subjectivism. Further, Lewis is self-critically 
aware that his fallenness implie-s a radical discontinuity be-
tween his desires and God's b~ing ftnd wili. Therefore, his 
dialectic of desire is a !'lived" ontological argument, not an 
intellectual or imaginative necessity. Lewis artfully describes 
an empirical, intuitive,~ posteriori apprehension of God. 

There emerges -_here a crit'ical question. Lewis asks 
in Pilgrim's -Regress: what if the Landlord (God) will not let 
us_ have the desire for beauty and truth which we have acquired·? 
Is there. a proof that our desire leads to God and that he 
satisfies it? Another way of' posing the problem is to ask how . 
t~ reconcile the upward thrust of our Platonic~ religion 
with the downward agape plunge of God's coming sankrecht van 
oben? 221 Lewis' answer to John is "You've lived the proof 11 •

222 

Every other object he desired prove~ itself a failure empir-
ically. · "This desire is the periious siege· in which only I 

223 -·· can sit." 
After meeting Christ, John rewal~s his conversion path. 

When he sees _the islands which earlier evoked desire, "the pain 
and lo~ging w~re ~hanged ~n~_all unlike what ~hey had been of 
old 11 •

224 Pride and glamour had been purged from hi~ vision, 
"and it began to seem well tQ l'tim that the Island should be 
different from his desires, and so different, that, if he had 
~nown it, he would not have sought it". 225 Here then ~show 
Lewis r~conciles the upward thrust of~ religion with the 
downward plunge of agepe. -~he thrust of eros ~s like a rocket 
which must ev~ntually splutter and fall. Agape tak,e_s this 
doomed rocket, turns it into a star and sets it in orbit: 226 

H~re is no suggestion· that nature perfects itself or is 
immanently pe~fected by grace. The seed must fall in the 
ground.and die before it ~an rise. This reminds us of the 
need for radical intellectual and emotional repentance in all 
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priori desires as well as~ priori criteria o~ rationality. 
In Perelandra·, the Lady learns- that it is dangerou·s to loo~ for 
a fruit with the .thought of a certain taste, ·because \v'hen 
another is found; it will not be enjoyed as long as the other 
taste is still in the mind. "You could refuse the real good" 
by thinking of the other. 227 The true object transforms the 
pleasure we originally desired as we open ourselves t~ it. Had 
we held rigidly to the ·original desire, it coµld never have 
been satisfied, for it too was .fallen, imprecise and needed 
redemption. 228 H~d we held ~elentlessly to the original desire, 
we ~ould be making it our ultimate point of reference and value 
and using God as one more object to ~~rve and satisfy it. 
Lewis thinks the original desi.re is given by ~od "to J.ure 'us" 
but tt must be replaced and renewed, not idolized. 229 Once 

. - . 
desires. lead us a -certain way, "~hey have done their work and 

' 230 lead on to better things.". 
Our.natural desires need purification and renovation. In 

his ~"Weight of. Glory" sermon, Lewis says, "If we are made £or 
heavep, the desire for our proper place will be already in us, 
but not yet attached ~o the true obj~ct, and will even appear 
as •the rival -0£ that· object''. 231 For a. bime, the lure of ·the 
.secrecy .and power o_f the occult· was bound J1p with Lewis'· de'sire 232 . . ... 

· for God. He came to ~xperience that this was a dead end. 
Similarly, Lewis' old desire for Northernness, or a world in 
whtch the fairies of Irish mythology really ~xisted, had to 
be transformed in order that he might truly enjoy ~od and his 

. t. 233 contingent crea ion. 
Lewis records that he had no assurance that his joy was 

connected with- God.. He ·feared even the opposi.te. 234 With 
great horror, Lewis discovered that he did not like "goodness" 5 . 
as much as he supposed. When one finally meets goodness and is 
rescued from evil by it, those who are hone·st must admit a cer-
tain reticence. "This is a very terrible experiens;:e. 11235 This 
approach-avoidance fear is the irony of. Sehnsucht .in fallen man. 
At such moments of realization, one must allow oneself to be 
renovated and renewed to the depths. 

Lewis r~cords that following his conversion, the quest 
236" for joy lost "nearly all interest to me". The .stab of desire 
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occurred as often as before, but in the wake of Christ, he saw 
that "that experience, considerl,'?d as a state of my own mind, 
had never tpe kind of importance I once gave it". 237 His 
quest for joy and his faiJure to secure it taught him a great 
spiritual-epistemological lesson, namely, that joy is a desire 
which by its very nature is concerned not so much with itself 
as with its object. Lew~s came to believe he was wrong to 
desire not only lesser objects than God (e.g., the garden of 
Hesperides), but also wrong to ~esire joy itself. Joy is a 

) 

mere. mental and bodily event which w}len pursued for itself, 
leads to a destructive emotiopal or rational subjectivism. 
Therefore properlY. understood, the mental-bodily event of joy 
points nqt to itselfi but to something else which gives joy as 
a by~p~oduct of its own glory. 238 

.In the wake of Jesus, . joy i.s seen to be a valuable sign-
. post to, God. Joy encourages us and we are grateful for the 
authority which sets it up, but we do .not linger too long for 
"we ·would be at Jerusalem". 239 Thus we see Lewis had no illu-
sion about the inherent value of Sehnsucht. God's using of it 
made it valuable. In the light of the fall, he acknowledged 
that we "inherit a whole system of ,desires which do not neces-
sarily contradict Go~'s will, but which after centurie& of, 
usurped autonomy, steadfastly .ignore it". 240 Our.desires do 
not necessarily lead us to God. They constitute no g9lden 
thread to eternity. "All t};l.at is given to a creatur~ with free 
will must be two-edged •• ,. "~ 41 Pain or joy may lead us to God. 
Neither do necessarily. Both are part of God's great risk in 
creation and redemption. 

Nonetheless, Lewis' desires crieq out for fulfillment. 
But like sexual love or the contemplation 9f nature, they are 
"sub-Christian values" which are "all two-edged ••• for some souls 
romantic love also has proved a schoolmaster". 242 Any road into 
Jerusalem may also be a road out of it. 243 The very power and 
nobility which makes Sehnsucht so val4able makes the danger of 
ultimate allegiance to it "grea.,ter and more subtle" than other 
natural loves and gift;,s. 244 

Lewis' descriRtive posteriori natural theology recon-
structs and thus remakes OUF exReTience. It is not the 
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foundation of theology, but the implicit outworking of Chris-t 
upon our experience, ·past and present. Lewis offers no proof, 
but shows how Christianity interprets and describes the exper-
ience of desire. He believes it explains the fa·cts better than 
any other explanation. 245 Torrance reminds us that 
Thomas himself once commented that only the baptized reason can 
properly engage in natural theology. 246 

E. Theology: Realist or Idealist? · 
Throughout the history of: theology, an unresolved con-

troversy lingers on, as D. M. ·MacKinnon puts it, between ideal-
ism and realism. 247 We must explore how Lewis and Torrance 
relate to this tension. Perhaps the main difference between 
them is that Lewis b~gins with the idealist focus on the process 
of kndwing, while Torrance begins wit~ the realist focu~ on the 
object• ·know~ and fr~m there works out theology's kno.wing pro-
-cess. Clearly Torrance's sympathy lies wi.th Barth's "basically 

248 realist" theology. Nonetheless Barth opposed the realism 
of.~oman Catholic theology as well as the idealism of modern 
P t t t .. 249 roes an ism. 

Uhtil recently the history of modern thought has been 
dominated by idealism. It has rightly seen the role of the 
subject in ascertaining knowledge and has champion~d the 
coherence crite~ion of truth, bringing all things into a co-
herent explanation.ZSO Idealism is exemplified in it$ starting 
point of the self-consciousness and the process of Knowing, 
not the object known. That is, idealism begins, not with the 
object known, but with the knowing of it.?S1. ~hus, Lewis 
begins with the experience of joy and pursues its true object. 
But the danger of idealism, as illustrated by Radhakrishnan, 
is to reduce or absorb the physical and natural universe into 
space-time relations, physics to mathematics and mathematics 

·252 to thought. 
Kant, anotHer idealist, made certain categories. of the 

human spirit the~ priori structure by which we apprehend the 
real. This leads Torrance to conclude that idealism e5uates 
the world witn what the mind conceives and fashions. 2 3 Hence, 
for an idealist, science creates rather than discovers real-
ity. 254 Because Hegel identified thinking with being·, ·he 
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argued that 
not respect 
history and 

only mind has true existence. 
the stubborn otherness of the 

251 . 
nature. Not surprisingly, 

Therefore, he did 
contingent facts of 
Hegel rejected New-

ton's physics as ~ere mechanics, and argued that nature must 
conform to reason if science is to succeed. 256 In Hegel, the 
mind swallows up existence and reduces concrete experience to 
abstract thought. 251 This was Kierkegaard's great objection 
to idealism. He retorts that Hegel did not really incorporate 

. . . h . - b . t · 1 tt.: · d f · t 2 SB existence into is system, u .on y ue o exis ence. 
I Science could never have d~veloped in India ~here nature 

was considered unreal. Where reincarnation and the belief in 
eternal cycles and eternal recurrence grows, science inevitably 
diminishes. 259 ·The value of linking mathematics to experiments 
is devalued. If man is seen as the centre of the universe, 
theµ the ne~essity of know~ng the physical world by.empirical 

-inquiry into its own properties is replaced by knowing nature 
immediately out of man himself. 260 As Radhakrishnan puts it, 

) 

there is no doctrine of creation in idealism. Time is. not 
ul .. timately real. 261 · Hindu ideaiism boasts that its relational 

y 

thinking and intuition grasps the interior of things unlike 
Western logical-causal thinking which is external and super-
ficial. But', as Torrance points out·,· Hind1:1 relat~pnal thinking, 
because of its~ priori denial of the material world, "is not 
correlated with the empirical realities of nature, and indeed 

· 262 cannot be". 
Lewis describes idealism's increasing ascendancy as "the 

great movement of internalization and that consequent aggrand-
izement of man and dessication of the outer universe, in which 
the psychoiogical history of the ·west has so largely consisted". 263 

For Medieval man, the centre of the universe was~heaven; for 
modern man the centre has shifted from heaven (God) to earth 
(man). 264 This process consists largely in the diminishrnent of 
the object and the enlargement of the subje~t "at the expense 
of the object 11 •

265 Internalization ·takes qualities of the 
objective world, its colours, smell, taste, and (finally) ration-
ality and transfers them to the subjective side of the,~ccount. 266 

This process has been the subject of numerous books by 
· 267 Lewis' old friend and intellectual opponent, Owen Barfield. 
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Barfield's books describe this 'evolution of consciousness' 
which he believes has occurred in man. In rough outline, he 
asserts that whereas up to Medieval times, words described 
external rftalities, they now describe external realities only 
by reference to their effect on us, on our consciousness. 268 

This change reflects a change in ~an's centre of gravity from 
God and the world "out there" to a centre of both in man him-
self. Man creates the phenomenal world and is now increasingly 
coming to realize that God is not transcendent but immanent 
in man himself as the ground of his own being. For Barfield, 
the incarnatiqn is the· event in history where the immaterial 
qualities of the universe contracted into a human centre, the 
inner world of man. 2~9 in Jesus, man discovered his true self; 
ma.n',s·• true spirit entered into hi~ own flesh. The post-.Hegelian 
Barfield concludes that had the ;incarnation not occurred, it , ' . 

. would have:.had- to be invented •. --As ~he clue to Western man's intellectual history, Lewis, 
s~es .this internalization as the interpretive key to the de-
velopment of English literature. For example, in~ernalization 
explains the change from Shakespeare to Donne's understanding 
of love. Fpr the realist Shakespeare, love becomes a windo·w to 
v:ie~ the immensities of natur:, l.ife·, eternity an~, death. ·But 
in Donne, all things: philosophy, angelology, law and institu-
tions are drawn together, narrowed and focused to one particular 
point where a man is loving~ particular ·wom~n. All ~hese 
riches have no value 9r existence except as ;hey repder mqr~ 
consciou,s th~t: one moment. In Donne's centr;petal imagipat:j..ve 
.thinking, the whole world is foreshortened., t<ran.sformed and 
sacrificed to one precise shade of passion. 270 

Elsewhere, when Pope translates Medieval poe;t:ry, he freely 
alters passages tb say that· the poet, not his ~tory,receives 
fame. 271 He has not, for example, preserved the fame of Troy. 
Lewis grumbles .that poets such as Pope seem to be conscious of 
little besides themselves. 272 Finally, Lewis attributes the 
modern aversion to the phrase 'miserable offenders' in the 
prayer book to this same process. Th~t is, we do not feel 
mi~erable, therefore we consider the words irrelevant for modern 
man. But the point of the words in the sixteenth century- m~aht 
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that pne was (irom God's point of view) an object of .pity, 
whether on,e fel"t pitiful or not. 273 

Another aspect -0f the centripetal nature of idealism is 
seen in that when it off~rs a positive account of reality, it 
posits itself (the thinking self or the feeling self) as the 
criterion of reality, and in doing so, exalts itself over 
being. 274 As ~onhoeffe~ puts it, when man tries to explain 
life by thinking an explanation, he reveals the essential 
boundlessnes~ of thinking as a closed system and in its ego-
centricity reflects man at the .centre of his world. 275 

Idealism's great difference form Christianity is iJ,lus-
trated in the priority it gives to thought and consciousness 
rather than to act and being. To the Anthroposophist who finds 
Chri~t a sign~l phase in the evol~tion of consciousness, Lewis 
is a theological dinosaur w~ose allegiance to Christ is a 

· 276 -"I!egative and categorical postponement of knowledge". In 
'the end, idealism reduces all things and persons to ,consciousness 
and thinking. This, says Kierkegaard, can only be described as 

horrible. Actual life is. reduced to a shadow ••• 
One does not love, act, 'believe anymore, but one 
knows what love and faith are--it only remains 
to determine their place in the system.277 

Macmurray characterizes idealism as immature; for true devel-.~ 
opment to maturity is not a product qf consciousness, but only 

'278 · occurs through living. 
If we begin with thought, we ~annot move from thought to 

being, but ultimately, idealism tries to do just ~his. Thus 
one might describe Lewis' Christianity as interrupted idealism 
or the monologue of thinking interfered with by being (God). 
His theology describes this inter~ption. 

As the dry bones shook and.~ame together in that 
dreadful valley of Ezekiel's, so now a philosophical 
theorem, cerebrally entertained, began to stir and 
heave and throw off its grave clothesA and stood 
up.right and became a living presence. L79 
Historically, the emergence of philosophical idealism 

was welcomed by We~tern Christendom for its strong attack on 
the advances. of materialism, naturalism, determinism and 
scientific agnosticism. It appeared to help theology restore 
rationality, morality and belief. in God and to keep a mechanistic 
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materialism from taking over the universe. 280 But there was 
a high cost for such aid. 

During the· Enlightenment years, ideali,sm's subjectivity 
took the twtn form~ of pietism and rationalism. Rationalism 
emphasized the individual, autonomous rea·son which judges, 
orders or creates reality by man's inherent, non-viable (and 
fo~ some, God-given) thought forms. 281 Pietism focused on the 
faith of the subject, his depths of soul. Its emphasis on 
religious immediacy led to interpreting the Reformation as the 
triumph of individual, spiritual inwardness •·282 Pietism' s 
focus on religious feelings inspired a psychological inter-
pretation of theology. In its .wake·, theology from Schleiermacher 
to Bultmann agrees that theology's starting point is within 
man's·· being and his experience of knowing (e.g., his feel.ings 
of ~ependence, his self-understanding or his rational stru~-

. tures). 
The price of the Enlightenment's philosophical buttressing 

-
of Christianity was subjectivity or immanentism and the loss 

. . 
of transcendence. Christianity was re-interpreted as a symbolic 
representation of the inner significance of man's religious 
life and no longer concerned with factual, historical statements 
about ·the objective events of incarnation and res~:rrection.' 283 

Not only Christianity, but the natural world of science was seen 
to be rational only iq its unity with man. An identity emerged 
between God the Creator and man the Creator. 284 One could say 
God creates through man's· consciousness, or the philosopher's 
knowledge of God is God's. knowledge of himself (Hegel). 285 As 
Adey puts it, for Lewis the Christian, man's mind must conform 
itself to nature, for nature is perceived. But for his Anthro-
posophist friend Barfield, man creates his environment. 286 . If 
the spiritual world is within man, then nature and ~upernature 
are both built up out 6f man's inner ur.ity with the spiritual 
realm. 287 As Radhakrishnan eloquently ~emarks: 

The ultimate of all is spirit in us, the divine 
in man. Life is God, and the proof of it is life 288 itself ••• We are not ourselves alone; we are God-men. 
Lewis' pilgrimage to Christian faith by way of idealism 

t 
is well-known. His correspondence with Arthur Greeves reveals 
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a young man interested i~ the spiritual behind the curtain of 
the material world. 289 Lewis describes nature (matter) as 
wholly evil, and man's emergence into the spiritual conscious-
ness as his triumph, 290 believes his house has a spirit "for 
. f th· . . . 1 h' . II 291 h' lf i any ing is spiritua , everyt ing 1s , sees imse . as 
having a "chip of spirit in him of the Univers-al Spirit 11292 

and hopes so to focus on 'the world "that the representation 
· 293 'me' fades away". 

This first-hand expres·sion of an eloquent young idealist 
reveals .tha-t" for idealism distinctions belong to the phenomenal 
world of appearancas ~nd have no ultimate validity. 294 'I' 
is ambiguous. It is an old man who will die, and yet 'I' is 
also the eternal Mind which contains time and place. "I am 
the. Imaginer: I am one of his imaginations. 11295 ~or Hegel, 
God created the world in order to be known. The Absolute knows· . . 

itself in and· through the human mind. For an idealist, 
Sehnsucht is the perfection which we possess as Spirit but 

· 296 vainly desir~ as mortal souls. Barfield once asked Lewis to 
concentra~e or meditate on his thinking in order to see his 
thinking process "as a,being who is.also everyone else's· think-
ing., thoug~ he remains individual and not universal 11 •

297 

Lewis' poem to Barfield summarises the implicit pantheism of 
idealism: "Therefore you neither need reply nor can; for while 
we seem two talking, thou art one forever, and I no dreamer, 

· 298 but thy dream"· 
The theological conclusion of idealism is the pantheist 

idea of an Absolute Being which transcends all concrete, par-
ticular historical appearances (Christ, Buddha, etc.). This 
way desires a unification of religions under the umbrella of 
the transcendent Beihg. Thus under the guise of openne~s and 
dialogue (objectivity), John Hick expresses this idealist per-
view as the way to truth and the t~e way to interpret the 
historical events and particularities which specific retigions 
stress. 299 

In Karl Barth, Protestant theology set its face in utter 
protest against all 'Romantic idealism'. Barth complained that 
idealism's reinterpretation or bolstering of Christianity in-
terpreted Christianity as the as-cendancy of spirit over nat_ure, 
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and its underst4nding of spirit as the 'insideness' of things 
led to t:~e identification bf the Spirit of God with the Spirit 

300 of man~ Barth was convinced that idealism, Christianity's 
cultural ally, was her greatest foe. 

Thinking of ourselyes what can only be thought 
of God, we a~e unable to think of Him more 
highly than we think of ourserves. Being to 
our-selves what God ought to be to us, He is no 
more to us than we are to ourselves. This secret 
identification of ourselves with God carries 
with· it an isolation fro~ Him.301 
Torrance challenges the whole process of the identifi-

cation of God, man and nature. He denies that the fallen mind 
is in harmony with God. Rather it is earth-bound and self-
centred. The path of idolatry is that man first identifies 
God ~i~h something in nature (an ~nimal), then with being (1ife) 
in general and ev~ntually identifies the· depths of his own 

. 302 .being with God. 
Similarly, rationalism secretly identifies its self-

le~:i:-slating thought-structures with the mind of God. When 
it. subdues atl·· that is unknown to its own autonomous categories, 
it presumes an ontic continuity between itself and God: 303 Not 
surp~isingly, Kant himself identified God or the divine Spirit 
with the ra~ional self-consciousness· of the human __ ?pirit. 3o4 

Here· then, is idealism's temptation--toabsorb the empirical 
into ·the theoretical, external reality into consciousness, And 
the reality of God into our God-consciousness. 

How far Lewis·moved away from this view can be seen in 
Perelandra, where the villain scientist, Weston, is a Hegelian 
idealist, who defends his ~vil deeds on the grounds that the 
goal of man is "pure Spirit: the final vortex of self-thinking, 
self-originating activity". 305 Weston accuses Ransom of an 
archaic dualism between self and object. "Idiot! There is no 
possible distinction tn concrete tho4ght between me and the 
universe ••• I .!!!! the universe." 306 ·For ~he idealist Weston, 
evil .is just another appearance of being. "Your devtl and your 
God are both pictures of the same force. 11307 

In rejecting immanentism, Lewis argues that the primary 
division of Christendom is between those who believe in a super-
natural, active·, personal God and thos~ ·who do not. 308 Lewis 
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also explicitly r~jects Barfield's notion that our thinking 
is actually God's thinking through me for the "traditional 
doctrine" that "I am a creature to whom God has given reason" 3o9 

An aspect of Lewis' rejection of idealism is his denying the 
value of (Barfield's) hlstoricism, a form of natural theology, 
which asserts that on the oasis of the natural powers alone man 
can discover the inner meaning of the historical process. 310 

That is, he draws theological or metaphysical conclusions from 
historical premises. Lewis spe~ifically repudiates Hegel's 
notion that history reveals the progressive self-manifestation 
of Absolute Spirit~~ll· Rudolf Steiner himself defined·Anthro-
posophy in the classical terms of natural theology: "Anthro-
posophy is a path of .knowing which leads from the sp~rit in man 
to the Spirit"ual in the universe. ''.312 R. Tripp accuses I:.ewis 
of unl:?elief~ for Lewis disb~lieve_s in 'spirit' due to his posi-

_tive belief in the incarnation of God in time and matter. Tripp 
defines true belief as self-assertion in which we must will to 
b - l , 313 e ourse ves. 

The year before his death, Lewi's told a correspondent that 
though Hegel considered himself a Christian ·philosopher, his 
"extreme immanentism vitiated the claim 11 •

314 For absolute 
idealism, Christianity is valuable.solely for the -~nphilosoph-
ical mind. It conveys to them as much of the truth as they are 

. 315 capable of grasping. Christianity is a picture-wr~ting and 
metaphor which helps untutored feelings and imagination approx-
imate the truth which the intellect grasps as. idealism. 316 

Takert literally, the belief in the incarnation is id'olatry for 
the idealist. It is- to regard a myth as factually or literafly 
true, whereas it has only a contingent value as an aid for the 
. . ti 317 . imagina on. • 

For idealism, what Jesus is in the Gospels "we all are 
in reality, namely, the eternal giving'hifflself to death that 

3t8 we might live". In The Pilgrim's Regress, Lewis argues that 
idealism fails, not logically, but because it cannot be lived. 
That is, if the phenomenal 'I' prays to his noumenal 'I' for 
help, his transcerldental '!' becomes a Thou. In practice, we 
cannot have it both ways. If the help we receive in prayer is 
more than a metaphor, so too, are the·commands. Our underlying 
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ontic i9entity breaks down. 319 

Lewis was well aware that "the heresies that men leave 
320 are hat'ed·most" (Donne). Like Barth's Der Romerbrief, Lewis' 

first book is his most critical attack on idealism. On the . . 
other Qand, if the heresies men leave are the most hated, they 
also have a lingering impact on u~ that we may never shake ~ff. 
For all of Barth's criticism of nineteenth century subjectivism, 
his own works give the impression to many that he retreated 
from. a dialogue with modern cuiture into a subjectivist citadel 
of revelation. 321 This is the concern behind Torrance's ques-
tion, did Barth make his theological statements at the expense 
of empirical statements. Fortunately, Torrance's reassertion 
of dialogue and-reconstruction of natural ~heology has begun 
to ~orrect this impression and point to a renewed dialogue with 
culture. 

In this light., it is not surprising that Lewi's' thought 
a1s6 bears the lasting influence of .idealism. His intellectual 
journey reveals a struggle between the common sense realism of 
his. youth, ·the idealism of his university days, the impact: of 
Alexander's metaphysical realism and his later Christian confi-
dence in a real and external creation. Austin Farrer points 
out that ~ewis was raised in the idealist philo~o~hical tradition 
"which hoped to est,abrish the real.ity of the mental subject in-
dependently of _and prior to, that of the bodily world_". 322 As 
we have seen, Lewis never completely wor~d out the implications 
0£ the radical contingence of mind and body implicit in the 
Christian doctrine of creation ex nihilo. As Farrer puts it, 
though Lewis moved. a good deal away from idealism, "he was still 
able to overlook -the full involvement of the reasonable soul 

323 in a random and perishable system". 
The lingering influence of idealism is seen in his state-

ment that man is "continuous with the unknown depth" in a way 
matter i-s not. 324 His argument in Miracles asserts the need of 
a link Between Goa's mind and man and llkewise, in Surprised £Y 
Joy, the unfve~se and mind are seen as ultimately menta1. 325 

The anthroposophist Tripp details for us Lewis' similari-
ties with Steiner and Barfield. He refers particularly to Lewis' 
commitment to the 'pristine validity of thought', and thus the 
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link to God and transcendence provided by thought. "~ature is 
326 broken into with every thought." 

Even Lewis' final book retains this ambiguous relationship 
of both the rejection and lingering influence of idealism. He 
uses ide·alist language to refer to "meu and "God" as- appearances 
into which we rarely penetrate deeply. He writes that God works 
in us daily uniting and embracing matter and our being "in the 
daily miracle of finit~ consciousness 11 •

327 In context, Lewis 
is denying any deistic.detachment of God frq~ his world, but in 
doing so, he seems to rely on Barfield's analysis. Earlier, he 
sounds very like Berkeley when he says "I presume that only God's 
attention keeps me (or anyoody e1se) in existence at all 11 •

328 

He· is seeking to ·understand God as one who is transcendent yet 
broods·· in creation as the ground o~ our being. "Our real.i. ty 
is so much from his reality as He, moment by moment, ·projects 
into.- us. n 329 He also speaks of the "ontological continuity" 
between creature and Creator as a given of their relationship 
and distinguishes it from a union of wills which comes by grace 
· - t · f · t · 3 3o S h d d th t in sane i ica ion. uc pages were penne un er e recen 
impact and influence of Barfield's Saving the Appearances, which 
Lewis had· 'read and responded 'to by let'ter'. 

Yet Lewis was strongly committe·d· to the impo!tance of-·a 
creation doctrLne and its uniqueness for Christianity. The 
universe is not eternal, not an emanation, but is radi'cally dis-
tinct from God. 331 The sheer objective otherness of ;re·ati6n 
points t'o that which is "not just jello we mould". 332 At times 
his later works clearly reject any suggestion·.:of a· uni~Y- between 
God's mind and his creatures. In his ·review of Dorothy Sayers' 
The Mind or the Make'r, he writes, 

I must therefore'disagree with Miss ~ayers very 
profoundly when she says that 'between the mind 
of the maker and the mind of his Maker' there 
is a· difference, hot Qf category, but only of 
Q¥ality and degree.33J 

Lewis asserts ratqer that a yawning, unbriGgeable gulf exists 
between the human artistry of recombining elements f~om a pre-
existing world and the divine ~ctivity of first inyenting. The 
dif~erence is "simply hete_rogenous to any that we can conceive". 334 

In.a letter to Griffiths, Lewis complains that Hindus have 
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no cle~r doctrine of creation, but only a sort of emanation. 
9 

He also remarks that he fin~s philosophical pantheism further 
from Christian faith than semi-barbarous paganism. 335 His 
quarrel with Anthroposophism is similarly summarized in a letter 
to A. C.H. and Daphne Harwood. He tells his friends they are· 
"more rationalist than I". 

I think the real difference between us is on a 
more gener{l-1 topic •• ,• I don't think tqe conception 
of· creatureliness is part of your philosophy at 
all, and your system is anthropocentric. That's 
the real 'great divide 1 .336 
Lewis not~~ in his preface to The Pilgrim's Regress, that 

there are many rooms in the Romantic house, some he always ab-
horred and some he al~ays loved. He never rejected the "exalted 
awareness of the external world" in which Romantic poetry 
revelled.? 37 In his quest for joy he sought to find· the secret 
of this awareness. With Samuel Alexander's help and his fledg-
ling.Christia~ faith, he found this side of Romanticism fulfilled 
in object-centred pa~ticipat~on. This also enabled him to 
escape from the rationalist reduction of life to conceptual 
truth, and helped him to integrate beauty an? holiness in~o his 
epistemology. In the end, he believed that Chri?tiari faith gave 
him the only proper basis for his 1·Romantic' lov~ for nature 
which the pantheistic conclusion of Romanticism could not. 
Christian man may safely allow himself the same feelings for 
he alone knows the real reason for nature's beauty: "nature 
unstintingly obeys her Creator; hence its bea~ty 11 •

338 

Torrance describes idealism as an inverted deism which 
identified the creativ~ ~nd redemptive activity of God with the 
9-rtis_!=ry and achievement of man. 339 An ,ideal.is~ Ch'ristianity 
becomes a way to speak of .the immanent processes which the _world 
manifests under the masterful control of scientific, modern 
man. 140 1o the ~omantic or existentiai individualist, the 
Reformation marks a_fr~sh development in tha~ process wherein 
the human spirit broke free from ext~rnal authority and a new 
sovereignty of iqward religious ex~erience was asserted. From 
Straus~ to Bultmann, Christianity is seen as a product of the 
human spirit. 341 ,In effect, the internalization processes of 
idealism leaves behind the concrete Jesus of the New Testament 
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for a process of our own consciousness. As Torrance puts it', 
idealism understands Christianity essentially as a process. 
Theology's function is tG e~amine the structure of religious 

. 342 consciousness. 
Of c~urse realism has its problems. Prior to his debate 

wit;h Barfi.e.ld, Lewis had been a common sense realist, that is, 
he accepted as rock bottom reality the universe revealed by 
the senses. 343 Yet even this view involves inward experience 

d h £ b . t t th· k · · t · · · · . · 344 an t e use o as rac in ing o organize sense impressions. 
Thus the real world of a scientist is far removed from that of 
the senses. · "Surely it is only in so far as experience·s fit 
toge~her into a g~owing wholeness that they make up what we call 
the r:eal ?11345 Screwtape uses a na"ive realism to tempt man to 
think that reality is "the bare physical facts" separated from 
the other elements in the experience we actually have. 346 Lewis .-
was also aware that modern physics pointed to the reality of 
·,invi~ible relations .:Which unite material points of the universe. 347 

Ba~th opposed the real~sm of Thomism because he thought it 
was formulated through the notion of analogia entis in which 
man's partictpation in being enables him to read ofE a knowledge 
of God from our experience and distinguish objective reality 
from our subjective experience of it~· We are related to God by 
the fact of our existence. 348 However, Barth was wrong to think 
that Aquinas himself taught that 'being' was a generic- concept 
which includes God and men. Here he was too dependent on the 
Platonic analysis of Aquinas, as in Erich Prz~ara. 349 

In cpntrast d, · this notion of. realism, Barth argues that the 
Christian ~essage contradicts man's -being. 350 This is.how we 
distinguish objectivity from our subjective state. 351 Thinking 
(idealism) cannot break out of itself to reality. The Christian. 
message comes entirely from without as God comes to us in Jesus 
Christ. The Holy Spi~it breaks into the ci~cle of man, not as 
a new idea, but in concrete juqgement and forgiveness. in the 
God who reveals him 9elf to man in Christ. 352 

To the question "Which is more real, thought or being?", • 
the Chr.is,t;ian apswers "Both". The doctrine of- creation means 
that God created all things in heaven and in earth, visible and 
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invisible. 353 Neither aspect of con~ingent creation is directly 
related to God "however highly idealistic philosophy may prize 
spirit or the opposing materialistic philosophy may prize 

354 nature. d 

For Torrance, Christian theology seeks to learn from both 
realism and idealism. It may properly ask questions concerning 
knowing and being. But. ulti~~tely, it refuses the dualist dis-
junction which finds them to be irreconcilable alternatives. 355 

A Christian critical realism .. transcends both idealism and realism. 
Nonetheless, both have questiqns and concerns theology must 
listen to and which.mutually correct each other. Idealist 
philosophy may properly ask critical questions of realist theo-
logy about the adequacy of its thought forms ·and their reference 

. 356 . to rea-11. ty. Idealism has tc;1ught us .that the theoretical is 
mor~ intimately connected to the empirical than common sense 
~ealism had recognized. There are no raw or uninterpreted facts. 
This leads us to a realist rational order where "rational struc--tm;es are riot imposed but discovered;' for the ontic reality 
always precedes and enables our noetic, rati·on·a1 formulations. 

Torrance finds a Rrofourid correlation here with modern 
science. For in the wake of the new science spurred on by 
relativity 'theory, the real world is no longer ide_t_:itified with 
causal necessity and quantifiable relations abstract'ed from s_ense 
experience, nor with the world of mechanically connected phenomena 
(also derived by abstraction). Science is concerned with a reality 

in which intelligible structure and material con-
tent exist in mutual interaction and interdeter-
mination [and where] relations between bodies a~e 
just as real as bodies for it is in their inter-
relations that things are found to be what they 
are.357 

Reality is a "continuous integrated manifold, where structure 
and subs~ance, form and being are inseparably conjoined in the 
immanent relatedness of the universe 11 •

358 Ultimately, reality 
judges our concepts and the secondary criteria of correspondence, 
congruence and coherence are limited and reLativized. 359 Crea-
tion is seen to be an interconnected whole, with an intrinsic 
realist order and intelligibility, a view reinforced by modern 
science, especially Einstein. 360 However, this rationality 

504 



springs not from a natural or logical necessity, but solely from 
the grac.e of God in creation and redemption. 

58. 

1out of My Later Years, p. 26. 
2 Ibid. 
3quoted in Christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 

4 ' • 
The Ground and Grammar of Theology,_ pp. 105, 102. cf. 

The Centrality of Christ, p. 24. For details, see Chapter I A. 
Theological Roots of Modern Science. 

5The Ground and G·ramrnar of Theology, 102. 
6rbid. , P·• 139 .• 
7 . 

Ibid., p. 5. We. should ndte here the emphasis on inter-
pretat_ion arid not enjoyment.. I am arguing that man ·is poet as 
well as priest. 

· · 8God in the Dock, p. 73. For example, archaeology cannot 
prove 6r disprove the fall, because of its limited data. The 
Problem of Pain, p. 74. cf. God in the Dock, p. 184; where 
L~wis says miracles and history both e_xclude "lab treatment" 

9Miracles, p. 135. 

lOGod in the Dock, p. 47. 
, , . 

11 . . .. 
quqted by John Dubbey, A Christian.!heory of Knowledge, 

pp. 21-22, from Imre ~akatos, Proof and leftitations, _in Theolog-
ical Renewal, no. 15; June 1980. 

( 

tion 

12God in the Dock·, p. 92 • . 
lJThis is a critical fault in Bultmann's unspoken assump-

of the Newtonian-Kantian framework. It is now obsolete. 
14M· 1 156 1.rac es, p. • 
15 Ibid., p. 110. 
16God in the Dock, p. 39. 
17 Miracles, p. 1-56. 
18cf. Heisenberg's introduction, 

Born, ed., p. ix. 
Th~ Born-Einstein Letters, 

19 h'. _T~e_o_l~o~S~Y~•~a~n~d;_,;C~h~u~r~c...;..;h, p. 41. For Barth, theological 
considerations about the cosmos are limited to the special place 
of man in- the cosmos and God's dealings with him. 
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ZOibid. 
21The Problem.of·pain, p. 137. cf. God in the Dock, p. 43. 

This reflects a tendency in Lewis the apologist (when convenient 
in argument·), to 'distinguish scientif;i.c rationality (logical-
inferential) from the higher rationality of theology and ethics 
(intuitive). Scripture is primarily concerned with the latter. 

22Reason in Christian Theology, p. 28. 
23The Ground·and'Grammar·of Theology, p. 94. 
24 Ibid: 
25 Ibid., p. 45. -Torrance traces ~his to Kant's severing 

of practical from pure reasonr in order to she~ter morality and 
theology from the kind of critical empirical questions which 
arise in science. 

26space·, Time a.nd."Resurrection, p. xi. 

. 27 T •· F. Torrance, Divine and Contingent Order,' The Sciences 
and Theology in the 20th Century, ed. by A. R. Peacocke, London: 
.Oriel .Press, 198L, p. 82. 

· 28theology in ·Reconciliat1on, pp. 137, '270. 
29 Ibid. cf. The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 96. 
39see Anthony C. Thiselton, The Two Horizons, New Testa-

ment Hermeneutics and Philosophical Description with Special 
Reference to Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer, and" Wittgenstein, 
~ondon: Paternoster ·Press, 1980, pp ... 210ff. Thiselton par-
ticularly commends Roger Johnson, The Origins of Demythologizing: 
Philosophy and Historiography in ··the Theology of Rudolf Bultmanp, 
Leiden: Brill, 1974. Johnson clearly analyzes the•. 'nee-Kantian' 
epistemology which, yoked to 19th century Lutheran thought, 
presents Bultmann with the epistemological problems that he seeks 
to resolve ~with the help of Heidegger). 

31Toe Discarded Image, p. 14. 
32 cf. Northrup, Natural Science and the Critical Philosophy 

of Kant, pp. 45f. 
33Theologica1. ··Science, p. 55. 
34 · God and Rationality, p. 10. cf. The Ground and Grammar 

of Theology, p. 96. Also Christian Theology and Scientific 
Culture, p. 7. Torrance says science helps purge religion of 
"the dross· ·of anchropomorphispi" (Einstein). 

·35 · . , . .. Christian.Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 8. 
36 Ibid. , p. 109 •. 
37cf. ·s~ace, 'Time'arid Irt6arnation, p. 47. 
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38science, Faith and ·society, p. 80. cf. Personal Know-
ledge, pp'. 180, 245. Also The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 114. 

39Not dissimil'arly, Jaki argues for "the existence of a 
single ~ntellectual avenue forming the road of science and the 
ways to ·God". The Road of Science and the Ways to God, preface. 

~OBelief in Science' and in Christian Life, p. xvi. 
41The Integration 0£: Form, p. 166. 
42The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 6. 
43 Space, Tlme arid Incarnation, p. 61. 
44 Ibid., p. 48. cf. Theological Science, p. 327. ,--
45The World as I See It, p. 160. 
46 . 
. Space·, Time and :rncarnation, pp. 40-41. 
47 · The Integration .of Form, p. 147. 
48bivine and Cont:ingeht ·Order, p. 33. 

- 49 christian Theology and ·Scientific Culture, p. 122. 
50spacer Time and Intarnation, p. 89. 

without space, history, environment, and the 
Jesus, a "'spiritual resurr~ction" undoes the 
Miracles, p. 151. 

Lewis writes that 
real manhood of 
incarnation. 

51space, Time and Incarnation, pp. 7-18. 
52 Ibid., p. 11. Lewis' overt references to space are 

few. He .ortce refers to space as "apparently infinite". God in 
the Dock, p. 84. 

53Divine and Contingent Order, p. 55. 
' 54Divine and Contingent Order, pp. 94-95w (in Peacocke, ed.) 

55 Space, Time apd Incarnation, pp. 25-26. 
56 Ibid., p. 35. 
57conflicc and Agreement, II, p. 23, and I, pp. 212f. 
58Ibiu. 
59space-, Time' and Incarnation, p. 61. Lewis devotes a 

chapter to 'Time and Beyond' in Mere Christianity, which he 
characterizes as a chapter not stric~ly necessary (p. 145). 
Elsewhere he· uses Kantian language to describe the incarnation 
as the occurrence in the phenomenal world of that which is 
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eternally in the noumenal world. Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 191. 
In Miracles, p. 181, he uses Kantian language: "Time is pro-
bably (like perspective) the mode of our perception". Hence 
God acts in the eternal now. rn-a letter he advises a reader 
who is interested in the .nature of ~ime to consult Kant's~ 
"Critique.of the Transcendental Aesthetic", Von HUgel's Eternal 
Life, and Eddington's The Nature of the Ph sical Universe. 
Bodleian Library, Ms. Eng. Lett. c. 220 2, CSL. 

GOTheological Science, p. 101. 
61God and Rationality, p. 139. 
62otvine and Contingent o·rder, pp. 2-3. 
63The Ground and·Gramrnar of Theology, pp. 102, 105. 

cf. Surprised by Joy, p. 159, where· in his journey to faith, 
Lewis apµroved of Be~gson's refutation of Schopenhauer's pes-
~_imistfc notion _that the universe "might not ha,ve existed". 
Lewis C?me in_ liis idealist stage.to affirm the necessary exis-
tence··of the unive-i:;se. At the time, the alternative was arbi-
trariness. ~e called this a change to Stoical Monism and ad-
mits lie was still not a Christian. I:..a.ter, when Lewis examines 
.S~tan i~ A Preface'to Paradise Lost, he perceives the root evil 
to be Satan's belief that he is self-existent which Lewis notes 
implies he is eternal, necessary and hence God. (p. 97). 

64space, Time and Incarnation,· p. 47. 
65Theo~ogy ~n.Reconstru~tion,·p. 21. 
66Theological Science, pp. 316, 318. 
67Pannenberg, p. 311. 
68Theological Science, p. 312. 
69 Ibid., p. 318. 
70 rbid., pp. 321, 319. 
Tl Brown, p. 65. 

!2Theological Science, p. 320. The rationality of his-
torical evepts i~, not to be perceived as in natural science by 
means or mathematical representation, or number, but by a ration-
ality of intent~on, or logos (p. 321). 

7·3The Place of Polanyi, p. 7 5. 
74 Ibid., p. 76. 
75 Space, Time and Resurrection, p. 189. 
76The Place of Polanyi, p. 77. 
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77The World as I See It, p. 183. 
78 space, Time and Resurrection, p. 189. 

j " 

79The Integ;ation of Form, p. 147. It 'is not to be kicked 
away afte~ using if to reach a higher level, but constitutes a 
many layered structure of knowledge. 

80space, Time and Resurrection, p. 188. 
81 Ibid. 
82space, Time and Incarnation, p. 86 •. . . 
83The Place of Polanyi, p. 81. 
84rbid. cf. The Hermeneutics of St. Atha~asius, p. 99, 

wheTe Tq-rrance describes Athanasius' use of multiple levels of 
explanation in his hetmeneutics. The key is his use of para-
dei--gma which is never a compariS'on on the same level, put a 
reference from one level or medium to another which transcends 
it. Athanasius also sees tliat in Scrfpture, these paradigms or 
illustTation~ are not chosen by man, but images of human things 
laid hold of by God •. That is, the higher level of rationality 
controls the lower. 

~:?The Place of Polanyi, pp. 78-79. 
86The· G.rout;"d ~nd Grammar of Theology, p. 104. 
87Theological Science, p. 283. 
88 Ibid., p~ 102. 
89 quoted in The Centrality of Christ, p. 24. 
90 rbid. 
9·1christian Theology and Scientific Culture, p. 106. 
92 Ibid. 
93 Ibid., p. 110. 
94Theological Science, p. 283. 
95The Integration of Form, p. 169. 
96nivine and Contingent Order, p. 60. 
97 Ibid. 
98The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 144. 
99 · The Integration of Form, p. 169. 
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lOOibid. 
101God and Rationality, p. 96 
102Divine and Contingent Order, p. 28. 

l O 3 S . T · d R . . · 17 9 180 pace, ime an esurrection, pp. - . 
104 christian Theology·and Scientific Culture, p. 109. 
105Ibid •. 
106 Israel: People of G6d~~G6d, ·Destiny and SBffering, p. 5. 
107Divine and Contingent Order, p. 58. Some l~ke Walter 

Pater who criticized Coleridge's early version of this hier-
archical explanation, find it "too like the exploded doctrine 
of final causes". Pater, Coleridge's Writings, p. 447. And 
yet Coleridge explicitly rejects proofs or logical demonstration. 
Coleridge quotes Sir Thomas Brown's Religio Medici: '"God hath 
not made~ creature that can tomprehend him. Tts a privilege 
of his own.nature." cf. Aids to·Reflection, p. 309. 

lOSDivine and Contingent Order, p. 58:. As did Copleston 
in his debate with Bertrand Russell. cf. Bertrand Russell and 
F. C. Copleston, A Debite on the Existence of God, The Existence 
of God, ed. by John Hick, London: MacMillan Company, 1964, pp. 
168ff. Jaki argues that philosophical arguments against proofs 
of God when rigorously followed become arguments against 
science's rationality. Hence attacks on natural theology be-
come attacks on natural science. The Road of Science and the 
~ays to God; p~ 5. Therefore Jaki see~ natural t~eology as a 
necessary skeleton for theology but without worship and prayer, 
it becomes just dead bones (p. 331). Yet 'Torrance would suggest 
that the attacks on natural theology served positively to free 
science to fi~d its true grounds and to find that its link to 
the empirical world ~snot logical-caµsal, which led ~o a pale, 
deistic, apologetical ttieology, but rather the link is an in-
tuitive, fiduciary rationality which is at the root of be.th 
science and theology. 

109Divine and Contingent Order, p. 58. Kant saw this 
problem, says Torrance. ' 

110God and Rationality, p. 97. In accor~ with this and in 
light of a multiple levels rational explanation, Torrance sees 
the law of non-contradiction as a limited, lower level applica-
tion of the principle of sufficient reason, much as classical 
mechanics is related to the larger operational principle of 
relativity theory. Divine and Contingent Order, p. 44. 

111The Integration of Form, p. 154. 
112M~ 1 158 irac es, p. • 
113 · · · 9 92 Screwtape Proposes a Toast, pp. 1- • The context in 
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which Lewis U$es this argument is to point out the weakness of 
any reducti~nist diminishment of love to sensations and hence 
making it indistinguish~ble from m~re lust. This reduces the 
difference between marital sex and prostitution to the subjective 
inessentials of custom and personal taste. The reductionist 
argument is similarly used to reduce all religions to numinous 
or ecstatic experience and make their truth claim inessential. 

114 c£. W. A •. Wh:ttehou$e, Christian Faith and the Scientific 
Attitude, Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1952, p. 65, where White-
house has kind words for Lewis' Miracles, particularly his refu-
tation of miracles as breaking no law of nature as such, but 
rather "overruled for a purpose". 

115 God in the Dock, p. 280. cf. also C. S. Lewis, Prince 
Cas~ian 2 The Return to Narnia, London: Puffin Books, t976, 
(19 1), where the children ~eet Bacchus, (p. 138). Without 
Aslan, he would be quite dangerous. 

'. 
116 God in the Dock, p. 280. "Put first things first and 

we get 6econd things thrown in. Put second things first and we 
lose both it:: ·and second things." Bod lei an Library, ms. facs. 
c. 47, Letter to Griffiths, April 23, 1951, p. 66. 

117 Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 268. 

ll~~-, p. 274. 
119 God in the Dock, p. 284. cf. The Four Loves, p. 107. 
120Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 268. 
121 cf. Mere, Christianity, p. 35. "We are trying to see 

what we can find oµt about this Somebody on our own steam ..• 
I am not yet within a hundred miles of the God of Christian 
theology." 

122 s0 Tyndale writes that the Gospel conquers morality. 
English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 187. . ' . 

123 Reflections on the Psalms, p. 82. cf. Screwtape Pro-
poses a Toas~, pp. 95ff. 

124 Bodlefan Library, ms. facs. c. 47, Letter to Grif~iths, 
Nov. 13, 1950, p. 60. Luther, he tells Griffiths, intuited. this 
truth. Unfortunately, the whole issue became embroiled in 
political and ecclesiological questions. 

12~Bevan, . ) 
1.26 Ibid., 

pp. ,366-36 7 • 
I 

p. 386. 
127 Ibid., p. 369. 
128 Ibid\, p. 382. 
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129Ib'd __ 1._.' p. 386. 
130 quoting Eddington;. Miracles, ·p. 108. 
131M. l 1.rac es, 
132Ib'd __ 1._.' p. 

p. 110, 

,109. 
133Reflect.ions on the Ps-alms, p. 98. 
134 rbid. 
135 Ibid·. 
136The Hermeneutics of St. Athanasius, pp. 99-100. 
137Theological Science, pp. 101ff. 
138 Ibid. 

·139~., p. 70. 
140 rbid., p. 265. 
141God and Rationality, p. 83. Pope's essay reveals that 

the-hierarchy of coherence principle has been known for some 
time ·in aesthetics: 

Great wits sometimes may gloriously offend 
And use. to faults true critic dare not mend. 
From vulgar bounds with brave disorder part, 
And snatch a grace beyond the reach of art. 
Which, without passing through the judgement· 
gains the heart 
And all its ends at once attains. 

Pope, An Essay on Criticrsm, p. 212. 
142The Place of Polanyi, pp. 88-89. 
143 rbid. 
144 Newton, Einstein and Scientific Theology, pp. 247-248. 
145 Brown, p. 149. 
146Newton, Einstein and Scientific Theology, p. 248. 

I 

147English Literat~re in. the 16th Centu"-ry, p. 449. So 
Lewis analyses Hooker's Puritan opponent, Thomas Cartwright. 

148The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 76. 
149God and Rationality, p. 141. 
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150 · The Problem of Natu~al Theology in the Thought of Karl 
Barth, p. 120. 

151s T" a·n~ I . 2·6 pace, i~e u ncarnation, p. . 
152c£. Don Wiebe, The Ambiguous Revolution: Kant on the 

N~ture of Faith, Scotvish Journal of Theolog~, 33, 1980, p. 531. 
Kant'~ argument stands as an inaependent, in erential argument 
for God, unrelated to God's activity in Christ. 

153the Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 90. cf. Theology 
in Reconciliation, p. 285. 

154Theology i.n Reconc:i.lia.tion, p. 236. 
155The1 Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 147. Torrance 

also fault~ his own Reformed tradition's post-Reformation 
dichotomy between a covenant of warks and a covenant of grace 
which in its peculiar way reinforces this division in its doc-
trine .. of God • 

. \ 56 Ibid. , p. 153 

.157theology in.Reconstruction, pp. 162-163. 

- 158The. Problem of Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl 
Barth, p. 125. 

159calvin's Doctrine of Man, p. 112. Calvin also sees 
the imago dei not as a possession, but that which hangs over 
man as God's ongoing intention for men, which must be under-
stood as it-s:elf a gift of grace (p. 114). 

160Theological Science, p. 103 • 

. 161Bevan, p. 73. Bevan notes th~t the mystical ~rad~tion 
in Christianity derived from the neo-Platonists through Augustine, 
has continually moved in this direction. 

162Theology in Reconstruction, p. 230. 
163 Bevan, p,. 7 5. 
164 Ibid., p. 76. 
-165-The Problem of Natural Theol~gy in .½he Thought of Karl 

Barth, p. 124. cf. Miracles, pp. 115£ for Lewis' memorable 
description. 

166God and Rationality, p. 133. 
167s T' d I . 69 pace, ime an ncarnation, p. • 
168quoted in The Problem of·Natural Theology in the Thought 

of Karl Barth, p. 129. 



169spac~\ Time arid'Irtcarnatton, p. 70. 

ltOThe Ground and-Grammar of Theology, p. 91. 
171 The Problem ·of Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl 

Barth, p. 129. TQrrance testifies to the later Barth's appre-
ciation and endorsement of this development in Space, Time and 
Resurrection, pp. ix, x. 

172The Ground and Gramrilar'of Theology, pp. 108-109. 
173God and Rat:ionali.ty, · p. 133. 
174Newton, Einstein and Scientific Theology, p. 249. 
175 · · Ibid.,' p. 248. cf. Divine and Contingent Order, p. 57. 
176Einstein and Infeld, p. 296. 
177Th 1 . 1 S .. ·, eo osica cience, p. 264. 

-178oivine and Contingent Order, p. 17. The rational order 
of the universe is oqe, yet manifold in character. 

· 179cf. Chapter III Theology and Rationality. 
180 q~oted in Jaki, Theological Aspects of Creative S~ience, 

p. 161. 
1~1Ibid., p. 164. 
182 quoted in The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 185. 
183Jaki, Theological Aspects of Creative Science, p. 160. 
184Northrup, Natural Science and th.e Critical Philosophy 

of Kant, p. 62. 
185 Ibid. 
186 quoted in Christian Theology and Scientific Culture, 

p. 57. Also quoted in The. Road of Science and the Ways to God, 
p. 185. cf •. Physics and Philosophy, p. 82, wher~ Heisenberg 
refers to Einstein as a "dogmatic realist". When Einstein pro-
ceeds to say that our notions of physical reality are never 
final, Jaki calls tttis·a lapse back into Kantianism (p. 186). 
In contrast, Torrance would with Einstein be wary of any ulti-
mate identification between our statements about reality and 
reality" itself. He endorses Einstein's dictum, "If our state-
ments ar~ true, they are not final and if final they are not 
true". quoted in.Divine and'Contingent Order, p. 53. 

187c. S. Lewis, preface to D. E. Harding, ·The.Hierarchy 
of Heaven and Earth, ·New York: Harper and Brothers, 1952. 
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188 Divine and Contingent Order, p. 3. Similarly, Jaki 
argues that the true metaphysical underpinnings of science are 
1) the existence of a world .intrinsically ordered in all its 
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CHAPTER VIII 

CONCLUSION: THEOLOGY .AS ART AND SCIENCE 

A. Theology as Science 

r 
\ 

It is my a~gument, on the basis of the work of Lewis and 
Torra~ce, th~t the unique object of theology is known in a 
manner which I call participatory·knowing and which implies that 
~heology shoul~ be described as both a science and an art. We 
must.forego the temptation as critics to. interpret either Lewis 
or-Torrance as restatements of St. Thomas, Barth, or a~ a mere 
conservatism. Rather, because of their object-centredness, s_elf-
abandonment and openne,ss in allowing the object to direct· their 
epistemology, they have penetrated in pew ways into the rat~onal-
ity and beauty of God. Their theology offers creative sug-
gestions which hopefuliy others may pursue. 

Speaking of theology as a science leads us to clarify 
in what- sense theology differs from philosophy. It is important 
for theology to understand where its thinking overlaps with 
philosophy and where it differs. As for what they have in 
common, Torrance says both philosophy and theology inquire into 
the suQject-object relationship in knowledge and use human 
thought as their main probing instrument •1 As alr·eady noted, 
their primary difference is the empirical,~ posteriori nature 
of science and its attempt to relate its conceptual structures 
organically to its object. This latter point is· so important 
because unlike philosophy, theology is bound to a concrete 
objec;t. 2 

In contrast to theology, philosophy is for Torrance "funda-
mentally a movement from man toward God" which implicitly but 
inevitably claims absolute authority. But theology as thinking 
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which is centred in its own un:tque object "comes from· the very 
point in which philosophy hopes to reach". 3 Here Torrance 
identifies philosophy witl1 idealism and theology with realism. 
Theology presents a counter-claim to philosophy's starting 
point and asks if one begins (subject-centred) with man or his 
thought-forms, etc., can he ever really transcend them and speak 

' of God? Or has philosophy merely set up an ideology in the 
place of theology? Torrance's question asks philosophy to 
recognize its own limits and to· he renewed by allowing for the 
uniqueness of theology and thereforet°functiort posteriori 
within the reality of Christ. 4 Because I have described Lewis' 
theology as interrupted i_dealism (or philosophy, in Torrance's 
language), I have int·erpreted his work as having a de facto 
ChristologiGat starting point' which· .for aesthetic and didactic 
pu~poses, he describes rather than prescribes. 

1 .. Epistemological Parallels in Science and Theology 
Theology's tlifference from philosophy lies in its close 

link to its proper- object. But herein also lies its great par-
allel1 with ·an exact science. 5 Theology must disengage its 
thinking from philosophy in order to concentrate its thinking 
scientifically on its own subject-matter, lest its understanding 
be distorted by unconscious philosophical prestippo:sitions. G· 
Thomas Langford sees here one of Torrance's unique contributions 
to the understanding of modern theology as a science. That is, 
Torrance rejects as pseudo-scientific the· demand for public, 
demonstrable knowledge from some otherwise authentic~ted area-
which is then imposed on theology. Torrance insists on main-
taining the uniqueness of the object of Christian knowledge 
with its own intrinsic structure of rationality and verifica-
tion.1 In its approach of openn~ss and wonder, theology 
acknowledges the objectivity and rationality of its object. 
Because like science, theology respects the sheer givenness 
and objectivity of the empirical facts, its submission to its 
object helps shed light on everJ science's struggle for objec-
tivity.8 Though bound to empirical events within space and 
time, theology critically reflects upon these events. It 
brackets off speculative questions concerning the possibility 
of its knowledge in order to plunge into the actuality and 
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~ruth of its own object, God in his revelation. By this given 
knowledge, ·tli.eology extabl"ishes the possibility and real tty of 
theologi•cal thinking. 9 Alastair McKinnon points out that the 
Christi•an claim to "absolute certainty" about· the love of God 
which it grounds empirically in Christ is fa,r from unscient•ific, 
for in fact, it closely resembles natural science's "absolute 
certainty" about order in the uni vers-e. ·Both are the bedrock 
from which each science proceeds. 10 

Like a rigorous science, .theology seeks a thoroughly 
a posteriori approach in order that its epistemologieai struc-
_tures accord with its actual knowledge. No scientific·method 
arises in abstracti,on from the material content of knowledge. 
Theological epistemo~ogy must be open to its object and there-
fore,·· open t-o change as it penetrates more deeply into its 
obj~ct, which it understands ·not .as a problem, but as a living 

11 -presence •. 
John McIntyre cautions us that methodological reflections -

ar_e third- order events two steps removed from the centre of 
Christian faith. 12 But he neglects the important control 
of empirical reality upon ail theological reflection. This 
is because he anth'ropologically' asserts that the centre of 
fa•ith is "the actual practise of Christian faith",, the whole 
gamut of Christian living, not God·and man united in Cnrist. 13 

This interpretation of the centre overburdens the subjective 
recipient, who cannot bear the load of responsibility. Theo-
logical method must be controlled by~ posteriori epistemolog-
ical considerations whose legit~macy depends on their corres-
pondence to the actuaL knowledge· of God. 14 · 

As an independent science, theology yields its own appro-
priate rational forms. Alt preconceived metaphysical sopposals 
and thought forms stand o·pen tb change before the objectivity 
of the object. Within this context we ·can best understand the 
Reformed doctrine of predestination, which emphasizes God's 
unique initiative and ·prtmacy for our ~nowledge of God. Our 
love and knowledge of God are grounded upon his desire and 
willingness to reveal himself and to love. Similarly the 
Reformed emphasis on justification by grace alone means that 
true righteousness is not a possession of the believer, but is 
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a reality we exper-ience only as we parti~ipate in Christ. The 
intention of this doctrine ·is to throw us utterly upon our ob-
ject, God, for our knowledge and rlghteousness, and not upon 
our own efforts. 15 

Theblogical epistemology, like theology itself, has no 
ending, but is a perpetual, prayerful inquiry. The goal of 
e~istembJ..:pgical studies is not to discover a ·method by which 
$,0"magisterialli~subdue ~11 doctrine into a rigid pattern. 
Always for Torrance, the truth of theology resides not in its 
thought structures about the truth, but in its object. 16 

Torran-ce's epistemological reflections seek an ever closer con-
necti•on between out' ratiortal-.. forms and our ob1ect. 

Torrance appla_uds Einsl:-ein in s•cience and Athanasius in 
the~.l'ogy for seeking a unifi•ed underS'tanding o1: the 
empirica1 and· theoretical. Independent ·conceptual schemes that , . 

. are· not grounded in the. object studied, but in a prior metaP;hysical 
or iogi.cal framework, are cumbersome baggage on a journey to 
objective knowledge. Theology seeks to· streamline and adapt its 
knowing structures in openness to the empirical givenness of 
the- ,object itself. Hence all pre- or post-Kantian epistemologies 
developed in abstr'acto from the actual knowledge field are · 
rejected. 

S-cience has taught us that its methods must pe free to 
develop appropriately within a specific field of inq~iry, not 
by uprooting ·the older foundations, but by reconstructing them 
more securely upon the old foundations. Relativity physics 
does not destroy classical physics,'but it logically recon-
structs classical physics and establishes it more solidly on 
its own foundation. Similarly, theology does not uproot the 
basic creeds of Christendom, but seeks to establis·h them more 
securely upon their object (God incarnate) by a logical reorder-
ing of doctrine and method in order that theology may more 
appropriately reflect the true nature of its object. 17 

Theology as science calls neither for a subJective exis-
~entialism on one hand, nor ~n the other hand for a depersonal-
ized'and objec~ivistic form. Bultmann's opposition to the ob-
jectivisms and abstractive generalizing of other sciences is a 
concern theological science can and must take seriously. 18 
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lames Brow~ righely p6inted out that within theology as within 
natural science, the subjece's involvement with the object can 
yiild insights relevant to the ultimate nator~ ~f things. 
"Existentia.lism has got hold of the ·truth of the determin~ti'Ve 
significance ,of ·the subject f o:r the object .•. ". 19 Indeed, what 
justifies the idenfi·fication of truth with indifference to 
human concerns? But this insight must be based on the priority 
of the object to teach us the true nature of the subject's 
involvement. 

Lewis would 'oppose neither the term theological science 
nor the task it implies. He would agree that theology must be 
thoroughly empirical. To understand Chri-stian theology, one 
must realize that "you are tied to your data, just as the 
scientLst is ·tied hi the results of the e~periments ••• 11 •

20 

Abo:ve all, i.ewis· affirms the 'Critical re·alist position that 
. _"theology is about objective fact. 'o. not to be constructed 

priori and not to be dissolved into maxims, ideals, values 
- 21 and the like". 

Lewis and Torrance agree that it ts within the difficult, 
awkward data that new truths are hidden: 22 

It is just the same hei:e as in sci.'ence. The 
phenomenon which is troublesome•, which daas no~-
fit with cur~ent scientific theories, is the-
phenomenon which compels reconsideration and 
thus leads to new knowledge.23 

This is how Lewis and Torrance treat ~he .problem of evil. Lewis 
argues that Ch;istianity, far from being a system into which we 
must fit the awkward fact of pain "is itself one of the awkward 
facts ~hich has to be fitted into any system we make 11 •

24 For 
Torrance, evil is not the final word ~n theology even as bewil-
derment is not £he final word in scienc~. 25 

If and when ~pese facts create conceptual difficulties, 
the scientist-theologian does not falsify or try to simplify 
the odqitie& and uniquenesses, but redoubles his effort to 
discover the rationality within them. With Einstein, Lewis 
perc~ives that prQblems incr~ase qur confidence that the reality 
we explore is no mere jelly we 
into which we may penetrate. 26 

scientists po npt run from- the 

mould, but has objective depth 
Scien 7e progresses because 

troubling phenomenon or hush them 
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up, bµt c~nstantiy ~eek them out. Progress in theology oc~urs 
in the same way, that .is, "only as we accept t;he chall_et)ge of 
the diffic~lt or· repellent poctrine". 27 When t~e liberal trad-
ition fr~~ly alters or abapdons the objective content of faith 
whenever it encounters, the perplexing or difficult, it evades 
all obligation and COl!lmitment to objectivity. Such a proce,dure 
"must be completely· stagnant. ?rogress i~ made only into a 
resisting material". 28 Sci~nce, like theology, proceeds with a 
profound f~ith in the existence_and accessibility of its object 
to rational inqui~y. 29 Here is the bedrqck of ratio~ality in 
natural science and theology. 

2. Differences: rheology and Science 
In discussing the differences between s~ience and theology, 

we mus-t first address an apparent d!tference. It could be argued 
that theoiogy intrinsically lacks scientific precisic;;m, for the 
fact is that false methods plague it century after c~nt~ry. One 
faculty of theology differs markedly from another. By w_ay of 
contrast, in natural science, false- ~ethods are abandqQed by, 
the consensus of the community, as concluded by experimentation 
and, quantitattve proof. But if there is one true way of ~no¥ing 
based on the one true self-disclosure 9f .God in C~rist~ on~ ought 
to .b_e able to interpret the books of Go~ li~e sci~nce does the 

.. 
books of nature. Whens then does theology ~ack a c~nsensus about 
this.object-centred,~ pos~eriori epistemology? Is epistemolog-
ical pluralism the great difference between theology and science? 

The only answer is th~t natural science lacks this consen-
sus as well. What we mistake for the whole of science is actually 
one thin stream which gre~ from one particular cultural ma~rix. 
In the wake of the Western world's overt .success in achieving 
power through ~nowledge (a corrollary to true knowledge unf~rtu-
nately exalted as Xhe ultimate purpose of science), its science 
has dwarfed the. other ~ultures' efforts to comprehend and under-
stand the universe • 

. Taki ha~ sc.rutinized the multitµde of methodological 
dead-ends• in science, asking why they failed again and again, 
except in the West. Ev.en w.ithin the W~st, the $fualism 
bet.ween miqd and ma_tter, the. eternal uni verse postulate, etc. 
recur continually. At this present moment the material 
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beneffts of scientific technology have blinded many scientists 
into interpretin8 science merely as knowledge for power. Hopes 
of epistemological unanimity within the Western scientific 
community are daslred by the radical disagreement between in-
strumentalism and critical realism. Though in our century a 
great advance in science occurred through the creative break-
throughs of Einstein, it was achieved despite a propaganda 
campaign from Mach and other instrumentalists. 30 Instrumental-
ism has not been rejected. Knowledge for the sake of power has 
not been abandoned. Opposing camps vilify one another and ex-
plain away the other school. Epistemological agreement is no 
nearer in science than in theology. 

Meanwhiie·arduous empirical-theoretical experimentation 
actively continues. So too continues ~he wor~hip of the Christ-
ia~ community, God's laboratory •. While ·some churches languish 

.in the sterility of outmoded thought forms and rigid traditions, 
others experience creative breakthroughs in their knowledge of 
God. Let us admit that rigid categories and structures have 
infected the Church's worship and study, reaping the barren 
harvest of man who insipidly celebrates himself, his relation-
ships and his thoughtsl Many alien axioms linger on and make 
it difficult for·an ecumenical consensus on the basic thought 
forms which are derived from theology's Lord. 31 But where an 
offering of openness (mingled with wonder) and belief are lifted 
up to the good and wise Lord who continually gives himself to 
man in Christ, there the quality of theological knowledge is 
not strained. 

Leaving aside the problem of consensus, we must fully 
reckon with the genuine diff~rences between theology and science. 
Basically they spring from their diff~rent obJects of_ inquiry. 

h 

Natural science deals with creaturely realities; theology deals 
with the creative source of all being. 3~ If objectivity differs 
even withih the sciences (as in classical physics vis-a-vis 
relativity physics) so objectivity•in theology varies from any 
other scientific field. 

In theology, we inquire into what i~ utterly concrete and 
final a~d which cannot be fully comprehended in our forms of 
tnought. Wliereas natural science refers tacts to other more 
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comprehensive facts .b,~yond in an endless correlation, theology 
comes up against. the ul.timate which has a final term of refer-
ence. 33 Natural science remains content with knowledge as it 
stands in its conting~nt existence; theology ~elates the con-
tingent and phen;menological tp the ontological reality of God. 34 

In the incarnation this ultimate (primary) objectivity is 
clothed in prqximate (secondary) objectivity in a conjunction of 
ultimate and contingent objectivity nowhere else known in 
science. 35 

Theological objectivity demands the absolute Lordship of 
its object. Whereas natural objects are known naturally in 
their contingence ,, in theology, God is Lord of the knowing 
event in a unique way. He is known only by grace. Man-made 
controls o·r ·demonst'rations are inappropriate. 36 Torrance 
calls this the _epistemologi~al inversion in the order of know- · 
. ,. 37 

. .1.~g. God is 'indissolubly subject'. Ultimate epistemological 
· cont·rol passes from the knp~er to the known. God presents him-
self to us as the Lordly object whom we can know only in service 
and tove. 

This makes a great difference in the subject's rational 
response. Not only (as with all science) does our knowledge 
have personal co-efficients, bµt tp~ology' s object demands , 

. . , 
unique openness to its qualitative dimension and personal nature, 
in which theologY. must ho1d· ~ogether our understanding of God 
as per-sonal and a-s the ultimate intelligibl~ ground of the 
universe. 38 In theologic~l science, we enter into a dialogical 
relation with the object. Apart from the personal dialogue 
of prayer, theology is merely a monologue of,~eason with itself. 
In theology, the p,recision tools of syll~gist~c thought are 
severely qualified. Analysis has only a relative ~tatYs be~ause 
its generalizing_ form inevitably misrepresents the concrete 
presence of theplqgy's obje~t. God is known only in his personal, 
concrete partic~~arity. 

Here theology challenges science to reconsider the limi-
tations of its generali~ing method of knowledge even for natural 
objec!=s. Science's lack of co_ncern fo-r pa-rticularity and con-
creteness ~s a gl~ring weakn~ss in _its ~laim -t¢ be. knowledge of 
reality and not merely the ·economic co-ordina-tion of id•eas • 
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Macmurray has shown how fragmentary a scientific knowledge can 
be which limits knowledge by atistracting the material from 
creation's.living unity as material and spiritua1. 39 We have 
also noted Torrance's concern ·that natural science should not 
limit itself to a flat numerical level bf connections in its 
quest for rational knowledge. it is no surprise, therefore, 
that theolo~y as science must continually guard against an 
intellectualistic orientation which seeks conceptual-theoretical 

. . 
apprehension and coherence but :not the affectional enjoyment of 

I 

the living presence of the Lord. 
However, this qualitative dimension is by no means lacking 

in- natural science. Einstein recognized that the uniqueness 
of science vis-a-vis -theology was not its lack of qualitative 
conc~rn, but its concern for quan~itative knowledge as well. 
Hen~e.the importance of mathematics as a· precise instrument in 

.. sci~nce ts noted. 40 A theqlogy grounded-in the empirical fact 
of Jesus Christ, must surely c·oncern itself with the question 
of_ truth, falsity and historical accuracy. But a qualitative 
precision of response is not only as important in theology as 
is factual and quantitative precision; it is ~ransfigured by its 
unique object. .{\.o-rn . . 

A further difference~ science lies in the nature of 
. . ... 

theology's thought forms. The cognitive practices of philos-
ophy and other sciences must all subordinate themselves to 
the~logy's own standards. 41 Concretely, ·this means that theo-
logical thought forms obedient to their object require a think-
ing which is practical as well as inte'llectual, 1 'in which· our 
being and action are involved and not 'just our minds or our 
thoughts". 42 Theological thinking is totally demanding because 
we owe our ultimate _obligation to God. Theological thinking 
is "thinking in responsioility in which we must give account 
of our lives, thoughts and actions to G'od". 43 

Significantly, Lewis notes another difference between 
theology and science, which again stems from the uniqueness of 
theology's object. Though both fields inhabit the real empir-
ical world, science and theology have a very real difference 
of atmosphere, tone and style. A theology concerned to present 
properly its object to its hearers must be conscious that 



theological inquirers (who are not necessarily academically 
trained theologians) detect a great conflict of atmosphere 
bet~een theology and sclence ~hich is created partly by their 
different kinds of language and partly by the hostility or 
indifferehce of certain scientists to religion. 

The Bible uses metaphor and the language of personal 
relationship. It says God has a son who descended from heaven, 
then ascended into .the sky after visiting the dead and took a 
seat to the right of the FatheJ;."'s throne. 4~ This often sounds 
so pre-scientific to modern man that he has built against 
it massive intellectual prejudices. Usually when modern man 
speaks about: empirical knowledge of reality, he is conditioned 
by technological language and natural science's verification 
techniques, not poetic language •. 

Though the relationship tdday.between science and theology 
. has brought on new areas of correlation, a conflicting tone and 
atmosphere is still very much alive for the average undergrad-
UB:te, let alone the common man. The· purity of Einstein's 
science is atmospherically light years away from the techno-
logical society of Western man. Torrance has not concerned 
himself at any length with this cultura1 communication gap 
because his passionate cbncern as a scientist is ~ith his ' 
object, not the audience. Macmurray suggests that the rela-

' tionship between science and religion has undergone a role 
reversal. Whereas s~ience began as a child under the authority 
of a great religious movement, the two have undergone a reversal 
of authority roles. If religion was once proud, science is now 
just as mu~h so. The anti-religion prejudice of many.working 
scientists is well known. Macmurray concludes that if pride 
plus prejudice equals superstition, then science today is very 
superstitious. 45 Such is the mental-emotional cultural matrix 
within which· Christianity must be communicated. 

To overcome this gap·, sc·ience must· perceive more clearly 
its own methodol'6gicaf corr-elates with theological science. 
But 'theoiOgy·, too, must seek to communlcate its ·message with a 
proper sensitiviti to these~ prioti barriers and an appropriate 
understandirtg of the relation between qualitative (poetic) 
language and quantitative (scientific) language. Of course, 
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theology does riot for a moment wish to deny, but to explor~ and 
communicate the fact that Christian theology is all about "some-
.t:hing qu.it:e µnambiguously superna-tural" (Lewis): the inter-
vention of transcendent being into our own space-time struc-
tures (Torrance). 46 To pursue ~his question further, we must 
consider theology's aesthetic obligations. 

B. The Art of Theology 
We have ~een that for Lewis, art, like theology and 

s~ience, lives or dies by ~ts objectivity. This objectivity 
, . . 

co.nsists in its object-ce~tred ·participatio~. A portrait which 
is true to, nature i~ true because the artis·t "keeps his eye 
op the opJect". 47 Obje_s::~ive criticism consists in ·the use .of 
the natural cri~eria_appropriate and intrinsic to the particu-
lar g_~nre and era. Thus Medieval poetry must be judged by its 
own canon, not by those of tqe nineteenth century psychological 
novel. 

··Artis diseased when the subject diminishes the object. 
Ri.cha,:-ds' and Leavis' .taste-centred crit:i,.cism parallels the 
subject~centred theological tradition. This tradition focuses 
not on God in Christ, but on one's rational judgement, decision, 

48 . 
respon~e or crisis, that is, on anthropology. By observation, 
we can see tpat ;he two objects of· faith differ, much as the 
delight one receives from reading Dante differs from the delight 
one receiv~s from reading about one's self. Theology, like art, 
has·~ fundamental choice: to focus i.ts attention on the en-
counter with God, (not God by himself in abstracto, even as not 
literature in abstracto, apart from the readin~ of it) or to 
focus on man's attitudes, presuppositions and feel,ings about God. 

Art that values creativity, spontaneity and freedom and 
derides imitation, .strµcture a~d convention, has the odious 
legacy of attentuating and tenninating man's art upon himself. 
Art demands that our quality of: response ~o our object be 
appropriate to the qualities that in~ere in the object. This 
means that the o~ly' criticism worth our reading time is par-
ticipatory cr~ticism. Dislike, detachment or doubt are inap~ 
propriat~. As Lewis puts it, we do. not want to hear a particular 
claret abused by a fanatical teetotaler. 

To Lewis, the taste-centred criticism in art is as 
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fruitles·s as subject-centred measurements are, for Torrance in 
science and theology.. Bot_h ,pr:esume to diagnose an object's 
rationatity by prearranged criteria~ Lewis and Torrance both 
piead tha.t ration~li ty (beauty, value) be taught us by the 
object itself. Th~ir epistemology radically qualifies any 
prescriptiv, ~ri~eria apart from the object itself, The cre-
ative scientist penetrates into the object: a:nd intuitively 
draws 9ut the inherent· rationai form. The creative artist 
evok,es the natura~ qualit:i.:~s of·. the object ,=1nd lets the reader 
experience them • 

. The. starting. point of. Lewis'· object-centred literary 
criticism ~snot a·prescribed list or go9d literature or a priori 
canons ~f cri~icism without emgirical ~onne~tion to each genre. 
Rath~r it begins with the ac..t;iye exp-erienc~ of reading,. Simi-
lar~y ,. theoiogy cannot be_giI). her quest with definitions, or 

.rationalistic, existential or dogmatic~ prioris. Rather, 
theology dares to begin wit~ worship of its object-God come in 
th~-flesh of Jesus Christ. 49 ·Tha~ is, theology b~gins with em-
pirical inv9lvement with its object. pbject-centred natural 
science, theology, and literary criticism embark from a mutual 
point of departure. 

~e shall no~ probe further into Lewis' understanding of 
theology and se~ wha~ light it thro~s on the notion of theology 
as ar~. In studying Lewis' theolpgy, we should distinguish 
but not separate three things: his theological treatises (which 
he referred to as his 'Cathedrals'), his children's stories 
and novels (his 'side chapels'), 50 and his~literary criticism 
with his intriguing insights in this, his primary field and 
centre of his most rigorous thinking. 

In an ·essay, Lewis- states that Christianity at its c9re 
means that 

wh~~ is beyond all space and time, what is uncre-
ated, eternal, came into nature, into human nature, 
descended into his own universe, and rose again, 
bringing nature up with him.51 

If this is taken fi"fay, there is nothing specifically Christi•an 
left. If this did not really happen in space, time and history, 
Christianity is n9~ true, be it good or valuable for utilitarian 
purposes. 
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Elsewhere Lewis defines theology as the "systematic 
series of statements about God and about man's relation to 
which the believer of a religion makes". 52 Theology most 
and accurately expre~ses a believer's ideas about God. 53 

are statements about certain facts. 

him 
clearly 
They 

How doe~ Lewis relate God's reality and activity to the 
clear and accurate ideas of theology? In Mere Christianity, 
Lewis, recalling the lesson he learned from Samuel Alexander, 
car~fully distinguishes experi~ncing God directly from thinking 
about him. He likens it to the difference between walking on 
a beach and reading a map of a coastline. When we turn from 
the experience of God to Christian theology, there is an im-
portant sense in which we turn from something real to something 
les~ ~eal, just as a man who sees.the ocean from the beach and 

' 
the~ goes home and looks at a map of the ocean turns from reai 

-waves to bits of coloured pa-per. 54 

Theology, says-Lewis, is like a map. Theologians base 
t~eir maps on man's empirical knowledge of God in the Bible. 
Theolo~y as scieqce relates our thoughts, stated as precisely 
and clearly as possible, to the concrete presence of God. 
(Theology as art broadens this to include emotions.) The map 
analogy depicts theology as a science bound conCT~_tely to its 
own matter. It also depicts theologY. as very practical, with 
no divorce permissible between theory and practice. Theology 
for Lewis is as practical as a map on a journey. And we are 

11 . l . 55 a on a pi grimage.-
When Lewis_describes theology as a map, it is unlikely 

that he is referring to traditional efforts at systematic 
theology such as Thomas' Summa. Rather he· refers to the great 
facts of faith as summarized in the ecumenical creeds of the 
Church. This empirical priority- of the datum of Christian 
faith means that, as with Torrance, theology begins on the 
positive ground ~here God is actually known in the grateful 
worship of the Church, which does not sever adoration of the 
Father, through the Son and in the Spirit from believing intel-
lectual reflection. . . ' 

In other words, Lewis only incidentally or indirectly 
inquires into the possibility of or validity of maps in 
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general or discusses. the natut"e of maps. Theological science 
inquires directly intp the knowledge of God. A map's proof 
lies-in its empirical fit to th~ coastline. It does not ask' 
questions of the grounds and basis fo~ knowledge, except within 
its own actual: knowledge. 56 To inquire into this actual kn·o-w-
ledge of God means we seek to "penetrate through the inner and 
necessary relation between our·knowledge of God and the in-
herent rationality of the· truth of Go8, to God himself ~she 
re~lly is".~ 7 That is, tboughts about God are not theology's 
goal, but rather thE!! living, concrete Lord to which our thoughts 
point. 

A theological map exists for the sake of the oceans and 
our journey to t;he sea. It t-esul.ts from the journey and (let 
us no~e) seeks to en~ble others to make the journey as well. 
We are not professional map readers. We wish to venture out 

__ and.help others venture out· to' the sea and enjoy the genuine 
·rewards of mq.p-reading (theology) as they arrive at a real 
solid destination, the knowledge of ,the 'living God. 

LewisJ analogy bears witnes~ to the priority 9f the obj~ct 
for our thought forms in,~. poste~iuri th~~logy. Maps point to 
the reality 6uter··-and other. 'No ,map.·ever c;reated a coastline. 
The best maps are those made rigorously !·posteriori. True 
maps result from a t!hbrough empirical knowl'edge of a coastline·, 
not from imagined structures of ideal coastlines arrived at 
pr:i.br to actual knowledge. Theology·does not build up a sys-
tematic presentation bAsed on a presupposed logicc1.l-eonceptual 
sche~e of clar~ty, put arranges its clarity and coherence as 
a glove to the hand of its own object. In this wa~ its mode 
of logical precision may trul9 reflect tts object. There is 
no final or absolut~ map, for all theologicat maps ~tand open 
to correction by reality itself. 

·f-\.~ur-e.. Clearly, Lewts' Rl'Qt~phor of theology ~s a map artfully 
descrioes rather than conflicts with what Torrance scientifically 

!t)?11 i:-, e.s 
prescribes; and it a.nfllishGs.an·object-centred theol'ogical 
science which is empirically grounded in the positive knowledge 
of God .. 

C. The Implications of Art for Theology 
We must now proceed a step further. There are important 
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questions whicl\ -Lewis' understanding of art and litel."ary crit-
icism puts to theology and to Torrance. Lewis' map-beach 

S !..'i..11 ,C{u 
an9-logy eafiesn-es t-he relationship of the,ology to God so that 
he communicates in a tangible and sensory way. In so doing, 
he i_nvolves us personally so that we may enter inside the rela-
tion. of theology to its object. This is the art of Lewis' 
theology. To put it simply, Lewis describes and enjoys what 
Torrance prescribes and interprets. Certainly there is pre-
scription ln Lewis and enjoyment in Torrance, but the mixture 
of elements differs as ar.t differs from science. 

If, as Kahler says., ~cience. increasingly analyses and 
specializes in order ·to advance material knowledge, whereas 
art aeeks to in~egra;e reality through an intuitive grasp of 
the w~ole, then it may be said that Torrance has sought to_make 
theology an· art. 58 Torrance dispiay_s his own profound grasp of 
the.whole when he recognizes the importance of other modes of 
rationality (namely, the organismic and aesth~tic) as he seeks 
to integrate science, culture and theology from a centre in 
Christ. Nonetheless, he admits that .his own theological concern 
has been a lim±ted one, namely, the relation of word ~o number 
rationality for theology. 59 Unfortunately, his lack of~ sus-
tained i:ntegration of aestheti.c rati.ona,lity with word and number 
rationality accounts for the intellectualism of which Torrance 
. d b h. · t · GO Wh T · · · is accuse y is cri ics. en orr~nce gives priority to 
the interpretive precision of imageless and r~lational thinking 
over images, hearing the Word over seeing, tasting and touching, 
he de jure and de facto gives priority to interpreting- reality 
over enjoying it. This cre~tes a severe outwar4 impression 
easily misinterpreted by unsympathetic critics who £herefore 
fail to appreciate the enjoyment and participation in Christ 
which is every;where present but oc·casi9nally hidden betwee~ the 
contour lines and precise language of. his theological science. 61 

The task of a theoretical physicist "demands the highest 
posstble standard of rigorous precision of the descriptipn of 
relations; such as only the use of mathematical logic can giv~ 1 •

62 

But the "supreme purity, clarity and certainty" for which 
Torrance the scientist striv.es is "attained only by the sacri-
ficing o~ completeness" for the scientist contents h:j.msetf., (as 
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Einstein admits) with only a "slim sphere of reality 11 •
63 

If, as Torrance passionately believes, theology is about 
God, not simpl~ concepts about God, then theol~gy is concerrled 
not •merely wi•th t-he intellectual, but with the emotional and 
volitional aspects of knowing_ God. This leads us inexorably 
on, not only to theology as art, but to a political theology 
as well. Though Torrance himself refrains from discussing the 
aesthetic• rationality of th:eology, much less the political-
economic implicati9ns· of a theology of grace, his framework 

. . 
of theoiogy as science is ~ntrinsically open to it. I would 
argue t:hat· theol:ogy is given its fullness when it dialogues 
with art and politics' as well as natural science. To speak of 
t,he art of theology,_ therefore·, does not overthrow theology 
as sc;i•ence --but cornpLements and prob'es further. To correlate 
theology as· art- and .. science does not suggest a new discovery, 
let alone create a new task for theology, but merely attempts 

· ·tp s.urvey from a different landing a new continent di,scovered· 
by Torrance and Lewis. A surveyor does .not create an artificial 
bridge to connect two realms- but points out by means .of charting 
and surveying the inherent connect~ons of tpeir mutual theolog-
ical task: the enjoyment and understanding of the living.God. 

Fo~ Lewis, theology, liRe a good map, exists not only t~ 
reflect t},.e coastline accurately, but it also ··seeks to enable 
those on th~ir own pilgrimage to meet God. Theology as art 
se'eks to bring the knower into a qualitative experience of 
theology's Lord, to taste and see' as well ·as t-o th"i.nk and hear. 

We have se·en that literary critici·sm best serves art by 
cast~ng a retrospective, clarifying light on its object in order 
to remake~ experience anti increase the reader's·enjoyment. 64 
Unfortunately th·e moderri English honours student freciuently 
graduates with .a great knowledge of Chauce-r1.an critici'.Sm but 
with very little ·knowledge and-enjoyment of Chauc-er. 65 Lewis' 
complaint is that the primary literary·experience of reader~ 

. . 
encountering-text occurs infrequently·.. For the same reason, 
Tolkien con~iders the·analytic study of diffe~ent fairy stories 
a poor preparaCion for enjoyi~g or writing fantasy, even as thee 
historical study of drama in all periods and lands is a dubious 
preparation for the enjoyment or writing of stage-plays. 66 The 
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critical question Lewrs raises for English faculties, and by 
analogy, theological faculties, is whether they should re-tool 
their programmes from analysts to participation and enjoyment. 
Ought not theology as serving the -Gospel place within its cen-
tral purpose the need to "multiply; prolong, and safeguard 
experiences't of the living God? 67 · 

Oft~n theology ~truggles to safeguard approved thought 
forms by prescribing doctrinal boundari~s. Theology as science 
runs the danger of working so rigorously to p~otect, prescribe 

. . . 
and interpret the correct conceptual statements that it fails 
to describe and enjoy the presence of the living Lord of theology. 
To paraphrase Lewis on literary criticism, a system which heads 
ui; off from abst_raction by being centred on God in operation 
is what we need. 68 This is no doubt why Barth was weary of 

69 methodological arguments. 
Art ·asks theology to think through, the fact that theology 

is no_t concerned with a conceptual knowledge about God (savoir) 
as an end in itself~ Rather, it seeks to serve the knowledge 
of· God (connaitre) which exists in Jesus Christ, knowledge by 
personal acquaineance. Therefore, a theology which does ?Ot 
foster this God-Man rational encounter of the whole man in 
intellect, emotion and will, wher~by. God and man meet in atone-
ment and grace, has ceased to keep its eye rigorously on its 
raison d'~tre, and has slipped into subsidiary issues, specu-
lative, or didactic-psycholog~cal. 

We have noted that the ~ubj~ct-object rel~tionship in art 
and theology seeks organic connections and object-centred 
responses. Lewis writes that art's value lies not in its 
consequences, but in what happens while we read. So theology 
must describe, re-present and enjoy man in his concrete, living 
union with God in Chris~, and not be content only to prescribe 
concepts abstracted from this direct, concrete reality. That 
is,_theology as art desires to depict reality's beauty and truth 
as much as theology as s~ience seeks to t~terpret it. 

Art desires to evoke the concrete particularity of its 
object. Science legitimately .generalizes laws and abstracts 
·from the particular. Einstein once described science as that 
which covers the greatest number of facts by logical deduction 
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fi::oin the smallest of hypotheses or axioms. 7o· But the- train 
of thought from axiom to fact becomes increasingly longer and 
more subtle until the theoretical scientist i~ guided increas-
ingly by "purely mathematical, formal considerations", which 
alone can lift him into .the desired region of highest abstrac-
tion. 71 Torrance rightly perceives that the scientific method, 
with its tendency to generalize and abstract, often sins against 
the concrete particularit, of the knowledge of God. 72 · But it is 
the realm of art which uni~uely emphasizes this garticularity 
which theology too must apprehend and communicate. 

Let us recall how art performs its task. 73 It creates 
a sensory-rich, empirical·ly tangible form which embodies and 
communicates the content and proper relations~ip of ½he object 
to th.~ knower. This• is the way of incarnation-. That is, in 
imitation of -God's own self-commun:j.catio.n by putting on human 
flesh, Lewis· uses poetic language to cogtp1'=1ni.cate qualitatively 
the concre~~, empirical reality o~ God. In his theolog~cal 
art; he communicates by IJls!ans of vivid analogies which contain 
sufficient _conceptual ~epth to incorporate the rigo~ous scien-
tific insights of Torrance. 

A further questron which arises from the notion oe theology 
as art is the role of communication. ;Is it an intrinsic• part 
of theol:ogy or an application? 74 Tnie ·art, says Lewis,. takes 
into account its audience an&~emands co-operatic~ between 
artist· and audience. 75 Art• seeks not only to express the truth, 
but to communicate it. In art, the recipient subject has an 
essential part to..play. Lewis' views on how communication takes 
place are well worth listening,to, for as CoghilL puts Lt, 
Lewis "was easily the greatest teacher of our time in his chosen 
field". 76 

A contrasting vi~w is that of Barth. Barth Wa$ once asked 
if his le~ture would change if ,his ~udience ha~ non~Chr~stians 
in it. He replied, "Lt makes Jlo di.ff.erence to me" •77 Not 
dissimila,rly,. To]:'ranc;:e would (quit,e properly in one _sense), 
reply that the key to communica~ion is £or the knower to adapt 
hj_mself to the object by submitttng his mind to the inherent 
connections aqd structures of reality. 78 The Gospel is God's 
own •self-adaptation ~o man "which .also lifts up our humanity 
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into communion with God". 79 On the other hand, Torrance admits 
that true communfcation of the Gospel must take into account 
the receiver, but the receiver ·can never determine the content 
of the truth. 8O 

Nonetheless, Torrance is no,t ·sympathetic with what he 
calls the Church's endless concern to relate the Gospel to 
national or cultural stru~tures for the .sake of communication. 81 

Rather than bring the ·knowledge of God down to lower levels, 
he urges us to allow our understanding to be raised up to God's 
rationality. 82 There is no mention from Torrance that the 
communication of the once-for-all Gospel entail~ the never-ending 
imitation of God's descent. The Church's proclamation of the 
Gospel is a con~inua~ redescending with the truth downwards 
to hUI_llan frailty in ·order- to lift all men to the' truth. The 
descent of truth is the tone and style of the incarnation. 

Lewis firmly b·elieved · that real art (i.e., art which 
. 

seeks· to communicate) presently occurs chiefly in so-called 
'low-brow' art forms, such as film and detective and children's 
stories. 83 By implication, theology mus't take serl'ously the 
revealing form of ·the incarnate God--who became fl"esh and dwelt -- ' 
among us by emptying himself. As Calvin puts it, God accommo-
dates himself to our frailties, revealing .himself' with utter 
clarity and simplicity in Jesus. Yet he did this ··tn a mode 
totally in accord with his divine nature, for Jesus was the 
express image of the invisible God. 84 

Newbigin argues that a theology which desires to commu-
nicate across cultural boundaries inevitably uses the models 
with which the audience is familiar. But it always asks th~ 
question, qoes the Jesus so introduced, judge and determine the 
model used or is he judged and deterlnined by their model so 
that the only elements of him ailowed are those acceptable 

85 to that culture? Newb"igin thus reminds us that all theological 
structures must be open, lest, for example, theology as science 
or art be seen as an elittsf West~rn middle class model, or by 
liberation theology be r~duced to a working class or under-
privileged model. 

Lewis r~ckons that a Scholar's vocational disease is to 
emphasize the auaience's duty to recognize and appreciate 
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(and hence, repent and adapt) while forgetting that the art-ist's 
duty is to "teach and dellght 11 •

86 Here is the facet of theology 
to which Lewis the poet gives emphasis and Torrance the scientist 
tends tp ign9re. As John Macmurray points out, the strength 
of the scientist is his object-centredness; his weakness is 
that in concentrating on his object, he fails to keep in touch 
with the thou, the recipient person, student, listener. Art's 
genius, on the other hand, is that it masterfully communicates 
the inherent quaiity of its object to the thou. 

Here, too, we may have the germ of the difference between 
Bonhoeffer and Barth. Whereas Barth, like a m~ster scientist, 
accurately dia~nosed 'religion' ~s the cardinal enemy,of Christ-
ianity, he lacked Bo~hoeffer's poetic passion to communicate 
the ~o.spel to· the world. He contented himself inst·ead with 
teach_i_ng and. working in the Church. Bonhoeffer' s passion was 
to _take non-religious, worldly man a~ s~riously as ~he religious, 
·church-going man, for both are judged and forgiven in Christ. 
Hen¢e he sought to develop further Barth's suggestion of a 
reiigionless Christianity. This is one aspect of Bonhoeffer's 
charge of 'positivism of revelation' aga~nst Barth. 87 

In a religious or post-religious West, t~e meaning of 
Christianity has ·become misunderstood through laziness, ignorance 
and malice. In such a situation, theology has~ choice. It may 
try to communicate the Gospel (not culture Christianity) with 
the·old vocabulary. This was largely Barth's strategy. It is 
problematic in that the audience is full of~ priori misreadings 
brought on by familiarity with the old vocabula~y. This burdens 
the audience with the demanding intellectual task of taking in 
the new and holding back the old. It also implicitly creates 
a subject-centred response. "You must repent and change your 
beliefs." On the other hand, theology may, choose to evangel.ize 
culture by inventing new terms and a religionless form. I be-
lieve tt is in this way that Lewis used fantasy as a non-
religious form by ~hich to recover and COIIlJll~nicate the Christian 
message to a religion-saturated culture. 

Theology as art realizes that no one ancient expression 
of the Gospel is sufficient. It strives to communicate the same 
reality to which the old Patristic language points,with new words 
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and images, baptizing them into theological service. Inste·ad 
of 'demythologizing, Lewis remythologizes. Lewis the poet takes 
the risk of communicating tne fruth·of the incarnation witnout 
using fhe ancient, familiar or technical theological terms. 
Instead· he gives us Aslan, Ransom and many more imaginativ·e 
embodiments. Lewis clearly recognized that an important source 
of Narnia' s appeal.• is that it "by-passes one's reverence and 
piety". 88 This is certainly one kind of religionless Christ-
ian~ty. Lewis' writings are an: aesthetic experiment, a longing 
search for a form to communicate Christianity past the watchful 
subject-centred dragons of re•tigion. 

In Miracles, we see a further illustration of Lewis' re-
ligionless communicat.iorr. He $eeks to give the sceptic the core 
of Christianity apart' from the· "mythological expressions", that 
is, .. the religious and hence pieti.stic language·. Though not 
.religious, the core Itself remains unashamedly and utterly 

. · · 89 miraculous. Lewis' decision to baptize his favourite literary 
genre for the task of Christian mission reveals An artistic 
strategy of sidestepping t&e subject-centred,~ priori pre-
occupations of religion rather than confronting them with. a 
direct intellectual 
live long ~nough to 
martyrdom reveals a 
words or images. 

attacR. Bonhoeffer unfortunately did not 
-th ,s tas~ . . 

pursue 1 in nis own way,this eas~. But his 
political translation more eloquent than 

Lewis desired to communicate the Gospel at all levels of 
society. His vision extended far beyond his own efforts to 
"smuggle" theology into children's stori'es. He once advised 
young writers to write bocks with their Christi"anity latent in 
subjects" other than religious. '.'We must attack the enemy's line 
of communication. 1190 Lewis reckoned that modern man ,·s rhat~rial-. 
ism is not u~ually the result of a direct defense of materialism 
but a result of the implicit materialist assumptions which per-
vade science, culture and the 'scientific books one ~eads. 91 

In this' context, it must be said that Torrance expresses 
a similar concern without Lewis' poetic sensitivity to his 
audience. For he too st6s as inherent in evangelization the 
task of retonstructing the basis of culture. 92 His dialogu~ 
wfth scrence must be s·een in thi~ light. 
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Lewi?' concern for his audience is also displayed in 
the didactic style of evangelization used in~ Christianity. 
For didactic purpos~s he spends thirty-six pages on the law 
before he comes to his de jure starting point, the Gospel of 
Christ. He admits tois is~ roundabout method, but defends 
his approach by saying tbat "vhen you are sick, you will l~sten 
to the doctor," and not before. 93 Ch"X:istianity is only coherent 
to those who are aware of their sins and their need for 
forgiveness. 

Lewis' passion to .communicate the ·Gospel led him to a_ssert 
that all examinations for .ordinands should-include a trans-
lation of an important theological work or doctrine into vulgar 
English. "Any fool can write learned language. The vernacular 
is t;he real test:. If you cannot turn yo\lr faith into it, then 
either you do not understal).d it, or you do not beiieve it." 94-
The burden to communicate can be quite exasperating as Lewis 
reveals in discussing the probl~m of pa.in. "How caR I say with 
suf.ficient tenderriess what here neeq.s to be said?" 9 Lewis 

. . 
had no desire to placate hostile readers, "but it matters 
enormously if I alienate anyqne from the trut:,h 11 •

96 

John Ke¢ble wrote that in Christ, God qimself has condes-
cended "to become the object of description, affection and· 

97·· sympathy, in the literal sense of these words"... !n t~is sense, 
the incarnation is the poetry of God; Je~us gives body tu what 
had been before invisible and inaudible. 98 A theol~gy of the 
dynamic Word must not only reflect precisely and rigor9usly 
upon the incarnation, but dare to re-present it. This is why 
in Chris·tia-n worship, Word proclaimed and Word embodied in 
sacrament are an organic union of interpret~tion and represen-

, 
tation. By the very nature of theology's unique object, who 
not only truly expresses himself as the eternal Word of the 
Father, but genuinely communicates himself to us by the eternal 
Spirit, theology as art seeks to re-present this movement so 
that our emotion~ as well as our thoughts may rest appropriately 
upon, reality, and so culminate in deeds and acts of love. 

As well as sparing important similarities wit~ Lewis' 
object-cen~red theory of art, Torrance's object•centred theology 
c~n lear~ from it. For instance, Lewis' purpose for literary 
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I' r 
·criticism is that it might enable us. to enjoy literature (the 
object) more.· In theologY, therefore, I would suggest that 
"penetrating through the inner and necessary relation between 
our knowledge of God and the inherent rationality of the truth 
and being of God to know God himself as he really is" (Torrance), 
is a true statement which means, among other things, that we 
are invited (even summoned) to enjoy the One whom to be in his 
presence is the chief end of man. A 'true response to the Gospel 
entails an emotional "heart" response appropriate to the object 
of theology. The Gospel does not descend from heaven vacuum-
sealed in its essence from taint of· man. At its heart; Christian 
theology, reflects its divine-human object, Jesu~ Christ, the 
man who is for God and the God who is for man. It seeks to 
repre·sent conceptually, to represent dramatically in 
art_ anci to imitate empirica_lly in deeds of love, God's incarnate 

-presence to man~ Thus theology·seeks to communicate the quality 
of the love deep within the trinitarian heart of God, and to -
ex_t.end this to man artd summon him bJ word, image and event to 
stand "'ithin this loving presence. 

If the object of theology prescribes that we communicate 
the multi-dimensional rationality of the good news as what it 
means t,o 'do theology',· then our thought ·-forms ( wor<:I_. rational'i ty) 
must reflect upon, our emotion forIJ!S (aesthetic rationality) 
represent and our deeds imitate those qualities which inhere 
within the Lord of theology. The Gospel is pro nobis in its 
inn~r nature, and our desire to communicate it reflects the pro 
nobis character of Christ. Theology is a science, seeking to 
penetr~~e into the intrinsic ratiq~ality which inheres in its 
object~- equally, theolqgy is an art which enjoys and communicates 
the ,affectional r~altty of t:he truth, goodness and beauty which 
inheres in i:ts_ Lord. 

-We have sta~e~ that theology, like art, is personal commu-
nication ~hich by its own nature is not content merely to express 
the truth of God, but out of gratitude for the truth desires 
to cornrnunjqate Christ in its qualitative depth, even as Christ 
authentic~lly demonstrated the Father's love for us. 99 A 
theology of the Gospel is a theology of gratitude, which seeks 
to embody in all its multi-fac~ted rational forms the quality 
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of the life which inh~res in it.s object. lOO Theology as art 
and. science, is concerned not. only wtth th~ objective realities 
in which we by grace. participate, but ou~ of gratitude for the 
Gospel, seeks to share thi~ participation in mission. 

Theology as art unashamedly seeks to~~ to gratitude 
to God-. As W. A. Whitehouse testifies, "Having now seen the 
Isenheim altar ••• I now realize that an artist can do what 
sc;~nce and ·.philosophy cannot do for m~ ••• ".101 The altarpiece 
communicates to our own emotional unbelie~ (and hence emotional 

. ' . 
irrationality) that Jesus Christ, crucified _and risen, embodies 
the resources·through which the universe has been made, and who 

· 102 desires t.o redeem that ci;eation. 
~en Sidney argued.that poetry turns dead· truism into 

vitai- experience, he ha~ in mind this emotional appropriation 
103 wh,ich only art produces. Theology as poetry not· only teaches 

. the truth~ it moves us with qesire for the truth. 104 Lewis 
· cancifdly admits that the reason he brought us to Narnia, was, 

~s i;Iooper puts it, "to woo our hearts from all but Aslan".lOS 
As Aslan tells the children, 

!his is the very reason_you were brought to 
Narnia, that by knowing me here for a little, 
you may know me .bette.r ,there .106 
This brings me to suggest that the time has ... come for 

theology to reclaim the form of art as well as sc•ience as an 
essential way to understand its servi~e to the Gospel. Theology 
as art' helps put the scientific-dogmatic.form of theology in 
perspeccive and opens theology to concern itself with further 
aspects of its task. Once converted, Lewis the poet naturally 
sought to embody his theological belief•s in symbol' and mytho-
poeic forms. 107 Poetry, as Lewi·s reminds us, is not a sub~ 
stantive field, ·but a ·way of saying things and its character 
depends ~nits stibject-matter.lQS It is therefore theology's 
subject matter which prescribes in what sense we mean theology 
i:s .poetry. 

Scrfpture itself invites us to use our sensuous capacities 
to understand its object. Rather than moralize on the virtue 
of humility: and the evils of uncharitableness, Christ presents 
us Dives and Lazarus. Instead of an essay on disopedience and 
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.mercy, he tells a story of a lost child and a gracious father. 109 

To "taste and see that the Lord is gooq" invites us to embark 
on an empirical encounter which overwhelms language with the 
semantic demands ·necessary to represent its object. 

Of course, God is so utterly concrete and so transcendent 
in his depth of reality, that our most richly sensuous and em-
pirical images are pale glimpses, but nonetheless valuable as 
qualitative pointers beyond themselves to the concrete reality 
of God. Theology as art perceives and communicates that God 
is concrete reality; we by comparison are metaphors. The Old 
Testament's lively images of God's thundering, promising and . . 
pleading transmit the sense_ of living reality "which evaporates 
i'n abstract thought''. llO· Knowing God .is in many respects more 
l~ke the re~urrent pleasure one ~eceives from a work of art 
tha_n the once for all discovery of a scientific breakthrough. 

·:A b~autiful story brings continual satisfaction. 111 Tolkien 
reminds us that a factual or scientific breakthrough may 
tqr~ugh familiarify become mundane. A story or work of art 
recovers a·truth which has grown familiar. Familiarity, says 
Tolkien, is the penalty of appropriation and artful theology· . 
helps us recover the power and purity of the original discovery 
of God. 112 

Theology as art has a peculiar advantage over the-
ology as science. Because theological science inevi~ably takes 
on a dogmatic and hence prescriptive style, it in effect issues 
an intellectual ~halleng~ to change one's view~ But theoi6gy 
as art tells a story, and thereby avoids the subjective demand 
to change one's views. Lewis tells a correspondent that he 
seeks to evangelize ·England by writing of Christianity impli-
citly through art. "Any amount of theology can now be smuggled 
into people's minds under cover of romanc~ without their knowing 
it". 113 The mythological or fan~astic engenders a direct, pal-
pable experience.of things we have never known before, and thus 

- 114 "instead of 'commenting on life' can add to it". After one 
enjoys the subject matter in a new light, one may indeed desire 
to change one's intellectual commitment. But ih parable, 
story and picture, one has at least temporarily been freed of 
the massive subjective preoccupation to submit and to change 
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one's intellectual positio~ and 1-tas instead been invited freely 
to enjo3/, to taste and to see~ 15 Theology as art momentarily 
frees th~ theologian from the subject-centred temptati9n to 
achiev~ intellectual victory over the opponent. (Of course, 
theology as art intr~uces a new source in which to take pride 
in e •. g., one's pai..nting of heaven.) 

Ultimately, the validity of using fantasy to communicate 
theology is grounded in the B:i:bl-ical events themselves. There· 
we find a historical event into which a transcendent rationality 
has interacted and thereby transfigured history. In Lewis' 
language, myth has become fact. Therefore, our approach to such 
events should incorporate a proper literary-imaginative openness 
as well as th~ more usu~l historico-critical approaph. A 
theol~gy of the incarnation may be tutored by 1iterary criti-
cism, including a grasp of the fantasy genre~ as well as by 
nat·ural science and its grasp of the structures of space-time. 

· I have argued that .theology as art seeks ,to express and 
communicate the quaiity of reality which inheres in the object's 
character, of which all authentic theological knowledge must 
t_a.?te. To relegate the communication of this qi.;ali tati ve 
re~iity from theology proper to preaching or practical theology 
unnecessarily invites a return to a ~cholasticism which makes 
the knowledge. of God logical, dialectical or existential, but 
thereby, abstracts theol~gy from ~he living presence of Christ. 

In response to the~severe criticism of Norman Pitte~ger, 
Lewis replied that he wrote his theology in the .context of a 
Christianity p~esented either in the highly emotional foz:m ~f 
revivalism or in the unintelligible, but highlf intellectual 

i16 form of the cultured clergy. Mo~t people were re~ched by 
neither. 

My task was t;:herefore simply that of a trans-
lator-~one turning Christian doctrine into the 
vernacular, into language that unscholarly 
people would attend to and could understand.117 

The constant goal <?f Lewis' theology is to communicate the ob-
jective quality of the Gospel in such a way that his hearers 
would indwellingly respond to it in.a manner appropriate to good 
news. In practice he never divorces theo_logy from evangeli~m 
and preaching. Though Lewis' the6fogy vig·orously explores the 
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relationship between our thought forms and God's reality, he 
never explores this without the ar,tist's awareness of his au-
dience, as if he must never at.any cost abstract theology from 
proclamation. 

Too often.a major lack in theology is the absence of an 
authentic emotional grasp of the epistemological situation 
which .the Gospel announces. The emotional rationality involved 
in knowing God, so essential a part of real knowledge, is often· 
left untransiated in theology.~ 18 While Torrance appreciates 
the place of depiction, and his own writing is full of theolog-
ical passion, he places this task structurally in the work of 
preaching. In kerygmatic preaching, the "original event" of 
Christ incarnate, crucified and ri·sen "becomes event all over 
aga~n for the hearer", in an eschatological way. 119 But in his 
theological science, he has limited himself -to an integration· 
of word and number rationality and has therefore not endeavoured 
to embody the imageless reality as would theology as.art. I am 
arguing that a proper emotional rationality must be a part of 
theology as well as of preaching.· "~ertain things, if not seen 

· 120 as lovely or detestable; are not being correctly seen at all." 
Thus Lewis says if I write about toothache without evoking-in 
my reader a bit of ·nausea and hatefulness-, I have only expressed 
an abstraction. Unfortunately, the· emotional· res-;rve- of 
modern poetry degenerates into sheer fa~tual statement. 121 But 
to.mould the reader's emotions is a necessary part of poettc 
art if we would have the reader expe~ience the emotional truth 

h . h. h . h .b. t· 
122 Of w ic in eres int e su Jee -matter. course art cannot 

tell us how to feel; it can only show us by descriptton.~ 23 

Revivalism (and Pietism) do, it i$ true, attempt ·to make 
central the emotional response to God, but often· do so by_means 
of an anthropocentric focus on man's sin and desperate need. 
Hence the response engendered pri~arily consists of.the subject-
centred motivations o·f guilt and fear. Lewis reckons the older 
divines exhau?ted their eloquenae in .their endeavour to arouse 
the fear of Gott. But it lasts for only a little while and is 
soon avoided or forgotten. 124 Prior to his conversion, Lewis 
was asked if he was ever afraid in his foxhole during the war. 
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~1ewis replied, "All the time, but I never sank so low as to 
. 125 

pray" 

the fatuity of moralizing is that our problem is not so 

much knowing what is right,; it is doing the right. Moralizing 
only "heals in us what is not sick and abandons what is 11• 126 

What is needed in Sidney's words, is to entice our passion to 
virtue. 127 "For the communication of pleasure is the intro­

ductory means by which alone the poet must expect to moralize 

his readers. 11128 Unless. the joy which inheres in God. is 'tasted 

?and seen' inducements to moral duty easily become a heavy.handed 

moralizing whereby Gospel is transposed into law and makes. 

t d ·t· f f . 129 repen ance a con 1. 1.on o org1.veness. 

Moreover,· a ,respon·se from guilt or fear does not reflect 

or represent the quality of the _presence of the Son of the 

Fa~her, the judge who in redeemip.g us takes our jud·gement upon 

himst:?lf unconditionally in grace. A response of guilt Qr fear 

reflects man'~ own needs, hopes, insecurities and fears. It 

engenders a self-preoccupation which focuses on the subject's 

faith or obedience. But if the subject is to encounter the 

object aright, the qualities of forgiveness, judgement and love, 

which inhere in God's own being as Father, Son and Spirit are 

the very qualities which need t.o -be participated in by the· 

subject. We must not eclipse the opject's own character by 

the story of our own crisis of• sin and guilt. "The soul that 
has once been waked or stung or uplifted by the divine ch,ar­

acter will inevitably awake to a proper fear of losing him, 

but not a morbid, self-centred fear. 11130 

Equally inadequate is an academic theology which ignores 

the qualitative emptional-aesthetic dimension and disregards 
the fact that the emotional quality of the knowledge of Gqd 

inheres in the object as genuinely as do Rroper thought forms. 

For the theologian to leave this quality of theological know­

ledge to the prea~her or ~vangelist has often led t~e latter 

to focus on application a,nd appropriation ip ministry, which 

resembles the knowledge-as-power, te~hnology-centred scientific 

error. This, in ef~ect, replaces the Gospel's focus on Christ's 

be'ing and acts and our response of participation wj.th a focu.s 

'6n .Q.!:!! being and acts that .is not grounded in our partici_pation 
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in Christ's faith and act.s on our behalf. This engenders a 

subject-centred -evangelism which emphasizes the believer's 

internal work of faith, not the objective faith of the Son of 
God. which we may freely receive and partici?ate in by the Spirit. 

The dangers of moralisrn, intellectualism, aestheticism and 
emotionalism occur when we fbrget that both the appropriate 
thought forms and emotion forms and our personal righteousness 
inhere 'in the object. A concept or feeling-centred theoiogy 
r~sults· when the object of fai~h is shrouded by the subjectivity 
of our r'esponse. 131 Thus. pietism and rationalism are twin 
branches of the same 'root. Lewis describes the moralizing 
Puritan ~pbringing of his Belfast friend, Arthur Greeves, as 

the "form which.the memo"r:y of Chri-stianity takes just before 
it .finally dies away altogether in a commercial society, just 
as .~motional ritualism is the form· it takes before ·it dies in 
a fashionable community 11

•
132 The differences between the two 

pale before their mutual subjectivism. 

Macmurray reminds us that our emotions must be l;"ati"onal 
too, that is, appropriately related to their object. And to 

do that, they must appropriately reflect the inherent qualities 
of the object to which they respond·.· Theology must beware ·~of 

omitting the qualitative, experiential response ~lJ-ich inhere-s 
within the Gospe1 of reconciliation. For God has bound torn 
humanity to him.self by the painful, costly love of g~ace. 'If 

the theol,ogian analyses and describes this message, but evokes no 
gratitude in his hearers, he has only communicated an abstraction. 

In the object-centred theolugical art of Lewis, the ap­
propriate quality of emotional response to the 'Object is brought 
right within the heart of theology •. Without it, the object 
discussed, taught and communicated is not the real object _of 
theology. In the theological maps Lewis draws, he seeks to 
bring a wisp of sea bree.ze and the smeli of sal-1: water and paint 
a living map, like the pictur~ of a boat at sea in The Voyage 
of the Dawntreader. The picture suddenly surges and heaves and 
pecomes a liv~ boat upon the waves which sucks up the children 
into another world, a world filled with a new and strange pres­
ence, a new reality, calling them into a new depth of li£e arid 

thought. 133 Of course the Holy Spirit is the one who must lift 
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us out of ourselves and our thoughts into the pr~sence of One 

quite beyond the circle of the self. But theology is obliged 

to align its form to the living content of its object and to 

implement for heuristic aid and communication every artistic 
skill together with every scientific and logical tool, to be 
an offering and altar shaped and used by the Lord of theology 
f , h. . 134 or 1.s service. 

!n this context emerges another difference between 

Torrance the scientist an<;! Lew-~s the poet,. namely, the atten-
. ( 

tion Lewis gives to phenomenological description in his the-

ology. Thi~ arises from Lewis' concern to communicate the. 
concrete emotional quality of the object, which true knowledge· 
must experience. Atmosphere, setting, tone and sensitivity to 
wortls are offered in service to the Word. This alJ6 reflects 
Lewis'.' concern for his audience ~nd the· pedagogical' flexibility 
which theology as art provides. 

· At times Lewis seeks also to penetrate into the qualita­
tive state of fallen man, that is, v:hat it feels like to ti ve 
without.the presence of God. It is only by participation 

from within the unbelief of modern man, taking with full serious­
ness man in his worldliness' (Bonhoeffer), that one can commun­
icate authentically the reality of God to-unbelieving cultore. 135 

... 
Lewis does not pretend to be a disinterested observer. He is a 
Christian interpreting reality through the lenses of the in­
carna~tbn. He prac~ises a dogmatically info;mkd phenomenology 
and seeks to integrate concrete description into his theology, 

because only con~fete description captures the ~motional qual­
ity which inheres in the· object. The danger in phenomenological 
description is to cake it too seriously and to turn it into 
dogmatics. 

Lewis as artist seeks to participate not only in the object 
: 

he seeks to communicate, but also in the feelings and thoughts 
of his audience, believers and unbelievers. Theology as ~rt 

" takes unbelief seriously, especially its powerful sense that 
' all is not well in the uni ver·se. Often intellectual unbelief 

' 
is merely the tip of an iceberg, which ~snot a starting point, 
but conceals a deeper personal alienation which engenders dis­
like of others and God, whlch in turn engenders misunderstanding 

,...,,. 
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and leads to intellectual errpr and malice. 136 This anthro-
, ' ' 

pological sensitivity to his readers enables Lewis to under­

stand. fr..Q!!! wi.thin modern man's difficult~es with Christian 
faith .. 

For example, Lewis' indwe~t µnderstanding of unbelief led 
him to see that Ch~istianity oft~n appears ab1?urd because peo­
ple in the West often compare an adult knowledge of pantheism 
wlth a knowledge of Christia~ity they acq~ired in childhood. 137 

Another~ priori objection is the egalitar~pn and idealist 
mood of modern ~an which sees the particularity and uniqueness 
of Israel and the one ·incarnation of God in Christ to be 

scandalous~ 138 

Ch~d Walsh no~es that the achievement of The Screwtape 
. ' - :;. 

Letters lies·in the psychological. penetratiqn which reveals 
that Lewis· knew his audience as well as -his object.~ 39 This 

.._,,.--. * . • • 

sensitivity is further seen in that when he preached the Gospel 
to the Royal Air Force, Lewis.reckoned that a very different 

. d- h h 140 approach was neede than wen preac ing· to the army. If, 
as Flannery O'Connor suggest?, a cardinal task of Christian 

-art today is to make modern life's repugnant features "appear 
as distortions to an audience ~hich is used to seein~ them as 

141 · natural", then an indwelling of _tha.t, culture is needeq to 
understand and aqdress it with appropriate tenderpess or firm-
ness. Simone Weil wrote 

Nothing is so beautiful, nothing is so continually 
fresh and surprising, so full of sweet and per­
petual ecstasy, as the good; no desert is so dreary, 
and boring as evil. But with fant~sy,~t is the 
other way around. Fictional good i's· boring and_ 
flat, while fictional evil is varied, intriguing, 
attra~tive and full of charm.142 

TheoJogy as art seeks to effect the conv~rsion from fantasy to 

reality. 

Lewis' concern to know what a non-beli~ving theological 
position 'feels like from within' extends to an awareness of 

' . " 
the acutely personal side of unbeli~f. He reca~\s how the early 
lpss .of pis mother, hi.s being sent. off to boarding school ,and 

hfs physical clumsLness all contributed (though not logically) 
to a mental bias against belief in a benevolent deity. 143 Lewis, 

unlike Torrance, had lived bo~x and soul iQ the ~ecular village, 
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which gave him the double advantage of knowing the secula-r from 
-v 

within anci therefore a unique view of the Chr:ts'tian world. This 

background made Lewis admirably suited as an evangelist who 
could go to those entrenched in their villa~€ and never venture 

tnto the church or theology's usual technical la'nguage. Lewis 

would proclaim the meaning of the faith .Q!! t~eir te'~s. This 
missionary d~s±re led to Lewis' founding of the Oxford Soc'ratic 
Club. For as one undergraduate complained, "no one seemed 
ready to discuss the -questions agnostics raised about God" •1·44 

As we have seen, in exploring theology as science, Tor­
rance does not explicitly concern himself with the aesthetic 
or emotionai side of the know~edge or God. Instead, he probes 
and diagrams his object in the manner of the field models de­
veloped in natural sci·ence, which understand the worhi irr terms 
of th.e 'imageless relations' 'Of m~thematical field ·connect'ions. 145 

As Einstein puts it, "the 'aim of. every physical theory i!s the 
same: namely, ·to order and understand the world of our sense 
impressions". 140 Einstein's go~l for physics is to make sense 
e~pertence· correspond to a logically uniform system of thought. 147 

But to see theology's goal merely as the ordering and under-
' standing of our knowledge of God can be restrictively intellec-

tual. Torrance's Einsteinian influence, concarn -~or ri~orous 
thougli"t forms, and his concern to integrate the natural and 
theological in the wake of BaTth has lea him to leave undes­
cribed a·nd 'unintegrated the emotional rationality (Macmurray) 
of theological epistemology. But Torrance himself reminds us 
that when one level of rationafity is negl·ected, nature puni'shes 
this by limiting our dis~overies through it. 148 In other words, 
theology as science abstracts from out of the densely woven 
intuitive knowledge of' God, with its cognitive-emotional unity, 
the invisible-theoretical framework. The pursuit of imageless 
.field connections which probe and reveal ·the transcendent depth 
of reallty lead paradoxically away from ·the tangible physical 
world. The scientific rigour which measures flora and fauna, 
space and time, cans~ involve us that we may ignore the gentle 
beauty, scent and shape of a rcse or the playful grace of a 
cat chasing butterflies. So too, the seaTch for theological 
instruments and ±mageless ~onnections with whicn we may penetrate 
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further into the :grammar of the Gospel may preoccupy· us with 

the passion to st'ructure and interpret rather than to taste 

and see che Word 'made flesh. In theology as science and art, 
the image less scientific· scaffolding of homoousion_ and Trinity 
must not lead us to neglect the aesthetic-historic bricks and 
mortar of Bethl~hem and Golgotha. F6r theology as art and 
science, the :o-rganic conceptual scaffolding which inheres in 

the o~ject co-inneres with the beauty and truth of Jesus in a 
hierarchical connection of tru~h ~nd meaning. Torrance desires 
concepts which are intuitively· and organica:lly connected to 

~ 

·reality: This same intimacy and closeness to reality _attracts 
Lewis ~o the natural images God. has used in creation and re­

qemption. Rath~r th~n denying or giving priority to either, 
both ._are brought together in a theology as art a'nd -science. 

Here we snould briefly note· John Mcintyre·'s fears that 
Torrance nas disproportionately relied on the paradigms of 
natural science for theology, exploiting their unquestionable 
su~cess for the purpose of a successful contemporaTy apologetic. 149 

To be fair, Torrance's concern i~ not success but the episte­
mological objectivity and rationality which gives science its 
suce!ess. Torrance finds i:n die epistemological approach of 
modern science a deep confirmation of the nbn-dualist epistemo­
logy·and,ontology of the_ Church ·Fathers and the Reformers. 

Even granting the paradigmatic priority of science over 
philosophy (for theology), the unique qualitative nature of 
theological 'knowle'dge is easily slirouded by the generalizing 
and abstractive tendencles of tne scientific model applied to 
thediogy. Torrance himself has been a critic of this tendency. 
Theology cannot· afford to communicate this false impression. 

Torrance·'s paradigm of theology as a ·science is not an exhaustive 
description nor an exhaust1 ve rational expression of theology's 
nature. For theology is limited only by the inexhaustible 
riches of its object, Father, Son and Spirit. This is why 
Torrance's theological science is not compromised or qualifi~d, 
but complemented and aided in expressing and communicating the 
multi-dimensional rationali t:y at 'th_e heart of theology, by the 
no~ion of theology as art, which is implicit in Lewis' object­
centred th~ology and literary criticism. Certainly as with 
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science, the artistic paradigm must only be applied in terms 

appropriate to the object of theolo~y and in harmony with the­

ology's true purpose. 
It would be sadly misleading to suggest that Torrance 

denies the personai, quaiitative nature of theology or its 
subject, the God who is essentially love in his three-personal 
nature. Rather, Torrance's realist- premise that theology is 
an empirical science in which the object prescribes the mode of 
knowing is the_-only basis kno~ to me which gives full play to 
the multiple rational modes which Torrance himself argues inhere 

in the Gospel. 
D. Theology as Art and Science 

Historical~y, t~e9logy today is in a time of transition 

or re~onstruction, where old forms are. breaking up and the new 
is coming. Torrance and Lewis are borderland figures who point 

in a certain direction and whose strengths need to be recognized 
and built upon. It would be a great loss should modern theology 
not -seriously weig~ t·heir contribution. For I would argue that 
in· its finest e~pression, theology is the marriage of art and 
_science in which the two fields· join in an a~t of worship­
knowledge,. adoring with mind and spirit, sense and intellect, 

1i·,m • 
act and being her transcendent object, ·ae-who stooped from his 
eternal majesty, descended to our contingence and·weakness and 
gathered our sins upon himself in an act of inexorable love. 

In a·11 three realms, science, art and theology, we seek 

to know and to experience our subject matter ·out of itself in 
+o ~1-P t~>S 

accord with its intrinsic nat~res. To use literature for oQr 
subjective psychological states is not applying literature to 
life but inventing a new story with the self as the main char­
acter; it usurps the living particularity of the story. To be 

1 

preqccupied ~ith technological ~anipulation is not to apply 
science to life, but is a process which is more concerned to 

manipula~e and con~rol nature than to know it. 150 

It is a genuine part of a theology grounded in the empir­
ical ,reality and knowledge of God that theology as art (in order 
not to falsify by neglect) re-presents the deep emotional­
af1ectional and aesthetic qualities which inhere in the objective 
know~edge of _God. But perhaps one might ask whether theology's 
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most organic form is n~ither science nor art, but both as they 

merge in the ~orm of adoration, worship and prayer, perhaps not 

unlike that of Anselm of Ca.nterbur:y,, who .wrote his theology in 
the form of prayer. 151 - Here we ,recall P. T. Forsyth's suggestion 
that prayer ~s to the theologi~n what original research is to the 

'scie~tist. 152 Above all, it ~s theology -as prayer which grasps 
with signal clarity that in all its,mult~ple levels of rational­

~ty, theo~ogy is essentially dialogical; God addresses us and 
we r~spond in obedience and fai.th. 153 

Form in worship and in comrnu~ication ar.e not accidental, 
but mu~t be true to the form and qua1ity o; the object of whom 
we speak. For he is the One wpo freely gives himself to us tq 

be known, loved_-and obeyed, and only seqondarily to be dis­

cussed, argued over and explained. Theology see~s to enjoy and 
communicate· its Lordly obJect by _concepts, -images arid deeds. . . 

.The paradigm which theology pursues may lean at times in the 
'direction of a precise, interpretive ~~ience. At other times, 
Lt may lean closer to sensuous .an~ depictive art. E~ch pole qf 
exp~ession w,ill have its strengths and limitations. 

Theology as art and science includes both reflecti"l.e 
analys.is and the participatory knowledge of God, bringing them 

together in a theoretical-empi_rical urij..ty •·· Here ~? its own' way, 
theology.,., even as physi.cs, merges the theoretical and empirical. 
Thus any polarizing dicho.tomy between en3oyment and interpreta­
tion breaks down. and emerges transformed·, eve~ as true science 
me~ges ~ith artistry, and in theology faith unites with reason 
from out of wh,ich emerges a living, participatory knowledge. 

In the finest theology,, interpre~ation and enjoyment are 
not polarities, but an organic ~ixture. Thus through Christian­
ity's influence, Western realisfQ.. developed its own unique ,biend­
ing of the rough, graphic, co~ic and common with the classical, 
tragic and sublime. Here was .dis~losed a new form n~cessary to 
capture the content wh:i,ch the incarnation had brought to 

culture. 154 Simi~arly, I believe in)c9ntemporary theology, the 
interaction apd interpenetration of the academic and the pas­
toral, P,articipatori indwelling and scientific qbjectivity, and 
al~o theological scie~ce and theological artistry are pres&ed 
upon us by the weight and autho~ity of theology's Lord. 
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Paul Holmer sees in Lewis' theological writings "a re­

shapi'rtg of thinking itself" which, I believe, Christianity 

pressed upon him. Lewis' theological writings are not merely 
theoretical analyses, but the occasion for a fresh experience 
6f God. 155 The radical source of this reshaping can be seen 
only as emerging firom his openness t6 his object and allowing 
his communication to consist ·of a multi-dimensidnal unity or 

rationalities, including the marriage of science and aesthetics. 

Theology as art and sci·ence seeks both the finest concepts which 
increase our cognitive precision and clarity and the finest 
i-mages which enrich our taste and feel of 'God. 

Theology as art is not the final solution. If theology as 
scienc~ can reduce t~eology to intellectual concerns, theology 
as art can be an emotional indulgence. The artist as artist 
gives himself only to peopl~ in general,· not to pariicular, 

·conc~~te p~rsons. Enjoyment which does not flow- into.con­
cre;e acts of love for persons in society is ethically void. 

If the6~ogy as art fails to move man the ethical agent~ it does 
not reach the maturity of personal response which theology's 
Lord requ~res. The beauty of theological art and the knowledge 
of theological science must culminate in a commitment of concrete 
service in reration to Christ and hi·s · world of pez:sons ano things. 

The way of glorifying and enjoying God is not merely to present , , 

theology in a beautiful aesthetic form, but to ·translate it into 
action. 156 Theology as art and science is not a fulfillment but 
a promise and pledge of theology's maturity. For theology not 
to press on from art and science paradigms,,.,.to the concreteness 
ancl activity o'f personal agents is to abandon theology to the 

perimeters of existence, to classrooms, pews or drawing rooms 
of the Western educated elite, but not to engage in the social 
and personal life of twentieth century man. 157 

\ 

This st;:aggering challenge for theology should not deter us, 
for theology springs from the belief that w~ are concerned not 

~ . ' 

with the possibility of man, but with the activity and actuality 
of God. It is God himself brooding upon us ~y the epistemologi­
cal release of his Holy Spirit which frees us to discover the 
truth which inheres in Father, Son and Spirit. Theology must 
continually be reminded that it lives and thrives only in fts 
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openn~ss to the Lord's intimate presence in its thought forms, 

'emotion forms·' and community worship and witness to the know­
ledge and presence of Jesus Christ. 

Lewis recalls that in "earliest times, theology, science 
history, fiction, singing, instrumental music, and dancing were 
all a single activity 11

•
158 Gradually, they became specialized 

and drew. apart. Though I have argued that theological knowledge ,, 

has, scientific and aesthetic qualities~ I am not suggesting a 
return to a primitive unity of _disciplines._ Rather I have 
sought to draw attention to the natural womb of theology, art 
and science, the natu,ral way of knpwing which inheres in them., 

arid their organi,c partnership ,irt the rhythm of service and 
adoration of the transcendent Lord of culture. 

~- The Threat to Theology: 
The Self as the Epistemological Problem 

~ 

For whoever would save his life will lose it, and 
whoever loses his life for my sake will find it. 

--Matthew 16:25 
I strove toward God and I stumbled on myself. 159 --Anselm 

Within the!. priori interior world that man inhabits, a 
jungle of illusions, habits, instincts and slogans combine to 
alienate him from others. Such a sophisti_ca·ted and multi­
;aceted alienation ·makes personal life so often mediocre, silly 
or simply boring, for o.ur !. priori of alienation means we do 
not so much meet others as '100~ past them. 160 It is this false 
realitY, which we must overcome at all cost, even at the cost of 
a death to self. / 

Throughout his writings, Torrance has argued that the 
Hellenic and modern (Kantian) dualism of sensible and intel­
ligible, of phenomenal and noumenal, has contributed greatly 
to epistemological dead-ends in both science and theology.· 
John Macmurr~y suggests that at the heart of this dualism lies 
a deeper problem. That is, when dualism creates a conflict 

9etween these two essential elements o~ life, it destroys any 
integra~ed understanding or healing of theorr and empirical, 
of yisible and invisible which science and theology both desire. 

To unite theset~o~ both men are convinced we must break out of 
the dualist structures which polarize them and most significantly, 
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says Macmurray, "the demarid for isolating the self which 

sustains it 11
•
161 

Self-abandonment is a universal signpost on the road of 
knowing which marks the paths of knowledge in all fields and is 
the personal correlate to an 'object-centred method of inqutry. 
"Here as in worship, in 'love, in moral action, and in knowing, 
I transcend myself; and am never more myself than whe·n I do. n

162 

Coleridge once ~escribed the mah of genius as him whose feelings, 
thoughts and images have a m.1mber., clarity and vivacity- "of 
which the sensation of self is always in an inverse propor­
tion".163 Einstein pays subsidiary witness to the same truth 

when he descrtbes the key to scientific discovery as a raptur-

ous amazement at the harmony of the 
scientist "ln so far as he succeeds 
the shackles of selfish desire" •. 164 

world which impassions the 

in keeping himself from 
It is the self who laughs 

at himself, who is self-critical before reality, who learns to 
die, who is also open to consider the adequacy of his rational 
f~~s in expressing and app~ehending.his object. 165 

The paradox of self-death as the road to new knowl~dge 
and new Life is for Lewis the source of the originality or 
Medieval poetry. 166 So many riches iay ardund t·o be set· forth 
better than ·they haa ever been that to create so~~thing new 
was considered a poverty. Where the modern seeks to turn base 
metal into gold, "the Medieval seeks to let the gold shine ••• 
and it's everywhere!' 1• 167 Their abdication of originality 
broughb out the origtnality they really possessed. Lewis grants 
his highest praise to Dante's achievemeht, for Dante's art is 
a self-abandonment achieved "when the whole image of the' world 
the poet, sees has entered so deeply into his mind that hence­
forth he has only to get himself out of the ~ay, to let the 
·seas. roll and the mountains shake ••• " .-168 Lewis does not: find 
this way of setf-abandonment utterly surprising in a universe 
where the Creator himself desc~nds to die, a-nd in st> do"ing, 

lifts up his creatioft eo redemption. We eclipse objective 
knowledge when instead of attenaing to the object, we first 
attend to~ a-ttitudes and thebries about the object. It is 
a common f6rm of self:_a·sserti'on. 

prearranged criteria necessarily 
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how a longstanding prejudice which regarded air as a simple 

substance, riot a compound, held back the advance of chemistry. 169 

In the wake of Mach's attempt to discredit the new ideas of 

Einstein and Planck, Jaki concludes that often a new theory 

is only accepted once its opponents die out. 170 Prearranged 

criteria are cousins to all~ prior~ speculative frameworks. 
They do not focus on the object, for it has been ~bandoned 
in order to make a prior interior gaze. 

Those who seek to know God by means of internal reflection 
or analysis into consciousness, are not far removed from those 
who conclude that the self is God. Thus because Bultmann 
begins by accepting only what is conceivable within modern 
man's self-understan<;ling, he can make the confusing (and even 
dangerous) statement, "the qu~stion of God and the question of 
myself are identical". 171 A subj.ective preoccupation leads t'o 
-what Torrance calls the projection of our own piety into 
theological ontoiogy. 172 

. . 

Introspective, self-conscious or self-understanding 
approaches to God enabl~ Che self

1 

in one ~ay or another to 
eclipse our focus on the object. In Till We Have Faces, .Orual 's 
pride, selfishness and jealousy cause her to think too much· 
about her own face. But she can have.no face until she looks 

•173 • d 

away. Bec·ause the New Testament calls into question all . --=-
self-understanding not derived from the Gospel, Barth_' s question 
to Bultmann is fundamental: "How can I undet:stand and explain 

my faith, of all things, unless I turn away from myself and look 

to wher'e the message I believe in calls me to look?" 174 Bult­
mann's self-centred method led Karl Jaspers to' describe him 
as having a shut-in obstinacy. 175 For~D. M. MacKinnon, any 
method whereby our ·!;elf-understanciing is cut off from our . 
relationship to God as an approach to Christ, is the "opposite ••• 
of Jesus Christ's attack on every form of human self-cent.r~dness". 176' 

~oth the commercial technological society of W~stern man 
and the collectivist materialism of Marxist man have promised a 
paradise on earth without transcertdence. ·In the West, modern 
existentialist psychologies have aebunked this myth only to 
replace it with the myth of paradise through self-knowledge. 177 

For theology to adopt the notion that self-understanding or 
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self-realizatio~, is the goal of theology (or psychol6gy), is 

self-deceptiqn. True self-knowledge arises only as we see 
ourselves as we really are, namely, p'ersons known, judged and 

f · b Gd· Ch. t 178 orgiven y Q 1.n r1.s • 
A science of God is needed, says Torrance, not· because 

God is a problem, but ,because~~- I; an object is inher­
ently rational, we are to blame if we fail to understand it. 
We have propably b~ought to it inappropriate ~<leas or wrongly 
extrapolated thought fo;rms from other fields of knowledge. 179 

Therefor~-, to ,_penetrate into the rationality of our 2b ject 
means we must cut back into the self and our presuppositions. 

Theology should have no illusiqns about the difficulty 
of this task. As Lewis ·comments, to give back the will to 
God,~hich we· have "so long claimeµ for our own ••• is a grievous 
pain ••• to surrend~r a self-will i'nflamed and swollen with years 
of ·_usurpation i~ a kind of· ·death". 180 Lewis describ~s the 
self•willed life as full of self-conceit, essentially competi­
tive, and one which f~ndamentally desires power over ot~rs. 
This is pride, man's root affliction. It is the fundamental 

barrier to theolog~cal knowledge. 181 

God's revelatioµ in Christ is the fundamental and final 
assault on our pride, self-confidence and. autonomy. "In God 
you come up against sometging which is in every respect im-

182 measurably superio-i:- to yourself." Because of man's alien-
ation from the truth; theological knowledge can oµly take place 

through a conversion whic;-h entails a critical reconstruction of 
our mental and emotional structures of consciousness in accord 
with the nature of the object. 183 That is why the possipility 
of knowing Goq is grounged in the reconciling death of Jesus 
on the cross, where through receiving death into. himself in the 
c;limax of atonement, God lays to r_est man's resentment and op-

it . 184 pos 1.on. 
All forms of Romanticism which posit a hid~en or ultimate 

ideptity of man with God's mind or spirit eclipse the difference 
between Creator·and creature, and cut themselves off from reality, 
ending imprisoned within the ~elf's ,own consciousness. Lewis' 
'Great War' with ,Barfield illustrates his commitment to object­
centredness and aversion to all anthropological starting points 
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or self~consciousness epistemologies. Lewis denies Barfi~ld's 
claim tQat he had rejected himself. He agreed that it is 

cowardly to avoid useful self-knowledge. But "morbi_d, fidgety 

curio&ity about one's self" does no good and creates the danger 
of making self-knowledge one's lifelong subject of research. 185 

Besides, as a way to know one's self, let alone God, Lewis 
believes all: forms of introspective self-consciousness "so full 
of deception that the object I call~ and think about (both 
in·my moments of. pride and my-moments of humility) is very 
different from the I who thinks abo·ut it" •186 As a criterion 

0£ verification, introspection. cannot tel1 which experience 

is •subjective or which one is real. To one sexually perverted, 
normal love seems we~ky margarine may taste better than butter 
to one familiar with. it. Immediate feelings may assault or 
confirm any belief or idea.~ 87 

Lewis sees it as a fundamental error in thinking to 

'cultivate self-consciousness and the subjectivist frame of mind •. 
Wh . I . th. k. L · 't t h · 188 en examine my in ing, says ewis, i _sops appe?ing. 
He regarded Barfield's 'beta-thinking' (thinking about thinking) 
as utterly misleading. 189 Lewis' rejection of introspec~ion 
is tied to his realist commitment tha:t reality is external ·to 
consciousness, w~ th its ·own inherent- rational and aesthetic 
qualities which we discover. One reason he opposed the literary 
criticism of Leavis and Richards was that they lobked for real­
ity·by examining one's own consciousness which projects meaning 
into the world. 190 As Lewis' teacher, Samuel Alexander puts it, 
"A mind which broods over itself ••• abandons itself to the enjoy­
ment of· i~selfn. 191 St. Augustine offered an earlier·warning: 
"If the mind being immediately conscious of itself, takes 
pleasure in its-etf •.•• the .greater it wants ,to be, -the less it 

192 . 
becomes". Lewis' great avoidance of Barfield' S· consciousness-
centred Christianity is reflected in hts gentle rebuke to Bar­
field's confession of spiritual depressi•on: "Save yourself, 
Pickwick for !!!Y sake. As Mr. Winkle said, skating_madly in the 
opposite directioni~. 193 

The identity of self-consciousness with external reality 
is expounded in the Hindu idealist, Radttakrishnan. He describes 
Hindu knowledge as an intuitive knowledge whfch·fuses the mind 
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with real.~ty sp, that we become the object of know~edge; the 
object becomes part of the self,. Hence in H-indu knowing there 
is no real distinction between subject and object, only a 

logical one. "That which knows and that which is known are 
really the ~ame thing." (Aristotle) 194 In contrast, Lewis was 
so conv~nced of the difference betwe~n the object-centred enjoy­
ment and subject-centred enjoyment that he wondered if another 
word should, be us~d· to designate the one experience from the 
other. 195 Lewis suggests thro~gh Screwtap~ that subject-centred 
thinking and enjoyment shduld be called the absorption of all 
into the self. In .contrast, _Christianity or object;-centred 

knowledge seeks not the absorption of all into the undifferen­
tiated self or· God, but the tra·nsformation of servants into 

son$;· a losing of our life in order to receive it back.in~ 
reccin~ilatfon of persons. Here ~s a participation ·of persons 
which is a being in the truth by mearis of the freedom of obed­
ience.196 For the ~hristian, the self is neither aosorbed nor 

to absorb, nor is the peculiar self called I or me to be exalted 

or given preferment to others'. This claim must be killed. The 
self is God'~ creature, and thus an occasion· for love and re­
joicing; it is to be pitied and healed. 197 

Sytnptomatic of this self-preocc·upation is a trena ob-... 
served by Lewis, that within th~ vArious sciences, the climate 
of theological belief often varies according to the proxi~ity 
of the field to anthropology. Mathematicians, astronomers, 
and physicists are often religious. Biologists are less so and 
economists and. psychologists are very seldom. Why? "It is as·· 
their subject matter comes nearer to man that their anti­
religious bias hardens. "l 98 Man's• inexora·b'le fascination .and 
preoccupat~on with himself eclipses the external, outwa~d focus 
-on the object. Self-transcendence, the prerequisite ~or the 
discovery of all knowletlge, ·becomes increasingly avoidable. 

Among many working scientis.ts, the acceptance of cert'ain 
mental categories as necessary has often led them· to dethrone 

God by reducing him to a capricious. interferer wi-th tl1e laws .of 

nature ·or the bridge between.empirical gaps in our knowledge. 
The new powe~ which scientific discovery gave man has repeatedly 
tempted him to usurp the role of providence for h1mself~ 199 
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A self-governing universe shares the odium of a self­
justification or a self-righteousness which-vainly seeks to 

transfer the seat of truth and goodness from God and enthrone 

it within ·the mind of man. 

Art understood as· self-expression shares this flaw. 
Instead of foliating creation and glorifying the other, ~t 
narcissistically turns in upon itself. The key which unlocks 
aesthetic enjoyment is• self-forgetfulness. 

The happiest moments are ~hase when we forget our 
precious selves and hav.e neither [ the i: tel]. for 
self-regard, nor.the pleasure of self-approval] 
but have everything else (God, our fellow humans, 
animals, the garden and·the sky) instead .••• 200 

This doe~ ~ot imply a Christian cannot _write an ~uto­
biography •. Quite the contrary. Augustine's Confessions stands 
as the artistic breakthrough into a new q.imet1:si<?t; of. theologi­
cally informed and repentant self~understanding as well as an-

. . ~ 

exciting and o~iginal fortll of literature •. ~he difference be­
tween Augustine and the later Confessions of Rousseau is that 
in· the latter, his own temperament is an ·absolute, .whereas 

Augustine's (and Lewis') a~utobiography is a medium "through 
which something universally profitable appeared to him 11 •

201 . 

-For Augustine, the self is "a too na~row hpuse for Thee to , 
ente~~-oh make it wide. It is in ruins--oh rebuild it 11 •

202 

Eor the Christian, anthropological ~ritings are valuable because 

of the knowledge of God ~hi~h ~omes t~rough ou~ experiences. 
Th~ Christian art~st fre~ly uses ~utobiography or phenomenolog­
ical des~ription as a pointer to tpe beauty of the other and to 
the transcendent beaut;y of God •. 203 

A focus on the self--its righteousness, its rationality 
or ~ts feelings is the anthropocentric 1 unobjective state -0f 
mind and seeminglY., the ine~itab1e bent of man not only in 
theological science, qut perpetuql·ly in natural science and 
art as well. In the moral sphere, Lewis realized that in work­
ing through his grief over the loss of his wi~e, hi~ ~noughts 
were "about rnY,self, and ab9ut H. and about -God. In ... that order. 
The order,and the proportion. exactly what they ought not to 
have been". 204 

The aborti~e result of tqe self-centred approach in~ 
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theology can b~ _s·een in Lewis' "pilgrim's regress" from a 
Puritan upbringing to adolescent unbelief. 205 By burdening his 

prayer ~ife with. an introspective conscience, he descended 

deeper·and deep~r into a spiritually fatiguing self-ab~orption. 
(For much the same reason, Christians often do qot enjoy- o~ 
b~com~ edified by reading ~he Bible. We expect to be edified 
and thus our psycholpgical focus is on the self.) 206 Lewis 
records how he habitually turned his mental-emot;onal fQcus 

on to hims~lf and away from 90~, the supposed object of prayer. 
H~ ince~santly asked himself, "Were you really thinking about 
what you had sa~d? For example, as well. as last night?" "No." 
"Well, should you not try again?"zo 7 His prayers became over­

wh~lmingly self-preoccupied. How sincere was that statement, 
this e~otion?· Lewis so~ght to ·triumph over this self~condemnation 
by using sheer moral will power to effect a vivid imaginative 

.realization of each ttem of praye~. The only concrete result 
w~s a·new drea-4 of bedtime. At the tirst intellectual moment 
that scepticism·was plausibly suggested, with great relief, 
Lewf_s abandoned Christianity. This u~scientific, sel:f-ori:ented 
methodolqgy created an unco~sctous anxiety and gave rise t~ the 
conscious doubt of a precocious adole·scent. 

It is a sim~lar method of anthropocentric soul-searching ... 
which creates the spirj.tual problem of as·surance in the Christian 
life. The eye of the believer turns inward upon his own heart 
and.not outward to his Lord and Saviour. 208 But as Lewis notes, 
to try to d_iscover the Holy Spirit's work in us by introspection 
is fatal. I~ cannot reveal the secrets of God's Spirit or 
ours. 209 Such a fo~us leads only to pride, presumption or 
despair. An appropriation-centred theo~ogy does not live from 
God, but towards him;- it lives not fro[!! ,grace but to grace~ 210 

As. in other sciences, the road to God, when bent .on the power 

of self-knowledge or self-certa~~tY., d~ies up,the springs of 
possibility br~etting loose an all ab,orbing subjectivity. 

Because theology, ~ike ~11 disciplines, suffers· from e.he "invet­
erate preoccupation with ourselv~s.", Torrance has urged theology 
to build into its thinking r~medies for this ·propensity. 211 He 
suggests two in particular wqi~h we have explored: that we 
de~el~p our knowl~dge in accordance with the object's nature and 
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that we ask questions and develop our theological structures 

in a mode of rationality appropriate ta our object. 212 

Fortunately, Lewis' adolescent loss ,of faith was not the 

end of the story. His eventual deliverance from this anthro­
~ocentric error was not unlike Luthe~'s experience of simil 
peccator il justus, the epistemological breakthro~gh which 
delivered him from this most recurre~t and recalcitrant of all 
heuristic roadblocks, being turned in upon the self. Luther's 
outward look and participation:in Godts justice, Jesus Christ, 
the Father's justification of the sinner, freed him from the_ 
false conscience of his internal law (self-justificati9n). 21 ~ 

Here too, is the· ·catalyst· of the R~formation. Torrance 
insists that .subjectivist theologies emerged frqm Medieval 
piet_j_•sm through· anabaptism J:o Ii.ea-protestantism, but "not 

214 . 
thrpugh the Reformation". ,However, through the influence 

.of Kant and Descartes iri Protestant ~heology following the 

Reformation, "there is a marked turning of the attention inward 
· 215 upon the self". Even in the Westminste~ documents,. there is 

a return to subjectivism. The catecheticaL form is not the 

Reformation's 'through partaking of Christ we partake of his 
benefit~', but is instead, 'through partaking of Christ's bene-
fits we partake of Christ 1 •

216 · 

The epistemological neighbour of Lewis' youthful error 
is ~he more sophisticated eclipse of the object in t~eology 
which is the bane of the systematic theologi~n. The danger of 
writing "an analysis of the method of x's theology" is that it 
very nearly makes the object of theoiogy the study bf theology, 
rather than God. Whenever we explore theology or seek to 
communi~ate theological knowledge, we are tempted to replace 
the natural connections. that theological truths hav~ in ,Je_sus 

Christ, thei·r object, with a foreign connection--dialectical or 
l-0gica1. 217 ~he theologian eclipses the concrete object of 
faith, Jesus Christ, when he reifies Cruth and grace.into 
rational (or existential) structures. We might accuse existen­
tialism of the one tendency and ~dealism of the other. Either 

approach unfaithfully represents the relation of theological: 
thinking to its obje~t; we abstract from Christ the living, 
personal cent.re of theological epistemology and from the 
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immediate dialogical activity and object-centredness of wor­

ship, to a dialectical or logical order. 

The basic question-of theology is the basic question of 
life: Who is at the centre, me or God?218 _In theology, man's 
self-confidence rears its head with peculiar danger, for be­
sides the ordinary pedantry and conceit of an exp1?rt in his 
expertise, the temptation to self-righteousness and self­
justification (spiri,tual pride) cuts us off from the obje~tive 

righteousness which inheres only in theologyis true object. 219 

In theology's concern for an organic, coherent connection 
between its thought forms and·its object, Lewis, in a masterly 

piece of self-criticism, sees tha great tempt~tion of the 
theologian. A rati-o~ality not controlled by the object's own 
criterion- creates the all tao familiar predicament of being so 
interested in the .. 

-one comes. near to 
danger is to begin 

rational demonstr.ation of God's reality that 
lackiqg interest in God himself. 220 The 

theology by laying our effort before God 
as_ an offerin~ and taking its pleasure and paiq as from his 
hand, but later to pursue theology for its, own sake, making 
intellectual questions about God ends in themselves "as if our 
pleasure in thinking were the end and finally as i~ our pride 

221 · and celebrity •were the end". Similarly, the d~_nger in a 
vital concern for evangelism is that we ourselves cease to 
respond to Christ in ,faith and thanksgivipg, having.become 

preoccupied with reaching others (or everi worse, wl~h tech­
niques for reaching others). Again and again the subtle error 
is to exchange our focus from the object to the self. In 
sexual joy, ·we sin when we turn from the beloved as God's gift . 
and sheer grace to us, with the aura of gratitude pervading 
the 'pleasure, and instead see her as~!!!Y property who by right 

should give pleasure. When the grace of gratitude flees, only 
the raw data of lust or de~ire remains. The pairtter of heaven 
desires to paint for the acclaim his art receives, hot for the 
enjoyment of the heavenly ·landscape. The exchange is deadly. 
It involves the move from the love of the object we tell (paint, 
interpret, proclaim) to the love of the telling, from the love 
of God, to the love of theology. 

The "astounding egocentricity" which Torrance objects to 
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in Bultmann, is the recurrent bane of all theologians. 222 We 
are all tempted to seek by way of ethics, idealism or even 

theology, to refract the direct encounter with God and to 
interpose a mental barricade between the- self and God. We see 

in the theologian'~ learned folly an attempt to give the self 
one last foot hold of independence and security which the 

. 223 
r~bel soul caµ call his own. 

'J;'he more beautiful and rational one's theology, the more 
it must be ca'lled up.on to learn to know, enjoy and ,witness 

from Christ its living centre. If liberal theology's abstracting 
schemas such _as demythologizatio11 detract from the object by ,, 

their self-preoccupation with modern thought forms, apologetics 
and self-understanding, conservative theology detracts from 

the -0bject by its focus on appropriating the Gospel to the 
poi?t of.materially altering the content, making the anthro-

.pological question of appropriation the focus of theological 
inquiry and preaching. 

To be fair, most theologies accept that we depend on God 
for our knowledge of him as fqr all things in life, that our 
call to discipleship is a call to die to ~elf, as Bonhoeffer 
reminds us. But Lewis admits he had an endlessly recurrent 
temptation and if we are honest, so might most of. _.us.· The 
temptation is 

tp go down to that Sea (God) and there neither dive 
nor swim nor float, but -only dabble and splash, 
careful not to get out of my depth and holding 
onto the lifeline which connects me with my things 
temporal.224 

What must be resisted in theology is what must be resisted in 
our lives, that there be some part which is not under his 
Lordship. "For he claims all, Qecaus~ he is love and must 
bless." 225 Like Barth, Lewis sees free, self-giving love to 

226 be the very heart of God's being.· ~herefore it is the 
rhythm of all being and of all knowing. "There's nothing out­
side of it but hell."ZZ'l 

He cannot bless us unless he has us. When we 
try to keep an area within us that is our own 
we try to keep an area of death. Therefore in 
love, He claims all. There's no bargaining 
with him.228 · 
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If indeed there is no bargaJning, the Christian faith gives 

us the severe promise that this way of self-transcendence which 

entails a self-death is only possible through Jesus Christ, who 

judges us that he might free us, 229 and who tears our selfish­

ness wi.de open (Torrance), 230 in order that we might participate 
in the suffe~ing and healing of his own atoning wounds. 231 

1Th~ology as art qu~lifies this. exclusive focus on thought 
forms and word rationality and reveals another difference be­
tween theology and philosophy. 

. . 

2Theology and Church, p. 31. 

. 3Ibid., p. 37. This is the clash between realism and 
idealism. 

4Karl Barth: An Introduction, P·· 141. 
5 . 

Theology and Church, pp. 38-40. 
6Theological Science, ·p. 104. 
7Thomas A. Langford, T. F. Torrance's Theological Science: 

A Reaction, Scottish Journal of Theol-0gy, 25, 1972, p. 157. cf. 
the similar positio-p. of Barth in ·church. Dogmatics, The Doctrine 
of the Word of God, I/1, pp. 7-9. · 

8Theological Science, p. 85 • .. 
9Theology and Church, p. 37. 

10T. F. Torrance, article review of.Alastair McKinnon, 
Falsification and Belief, Paris: Mouton, the·Hague, 1970, in 
Scottish Journal of Theology, 25, 1972, p. 449. 

11This is in contrast to Pannenberg, p. 299. 
12 Mcintyre,Theology ~nd Method,. p. 201. 
13 · Elsewhere McIntyre ·says the many disciplines of Christ-

ian theology are united by their c.entre, Jesus Christ. (p. 208). 
14Mcintyre a~mits ·tha~ unless one is self-consciously aware 

of what orte is doing, and •the criteria employed, one will have 
a very inadequate reflection on the content of theology. Ibid., 
p. 209. . -

15 Theology in Reconstruction, p. 269. 
16Theology and'Church, p. 47. 
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17cf, The Place of Christology in Biblical and Dogmatic 
Theology· in Theology in Reconstruction, pp. 128-149. 

18Theological Science, p. 300. 
19 Brown, p. 182. 

ZOGod in the Dock, pp. 90f. 

21 Letters to Malcolm, p. 104. 

22Reflections on the Psalms, p. 29. cf. Einstein an9 
Inf~ld, p. "264. 

23God in the Dock, p. 91. 

24The Problem of Pain, p. 24. 

25The Ground and Grammar of Theology, p. 130. 

··26This is the same context in which Torrance seeks to study 
the problem of evil~in God's universe. Similarly, the fact that 
Christianity is aesthetically less pleasing initially than "my 
·own stuff" indicates we are dealing with more than jelly we 
mould. Scr~wtape Proposes a Toast·, p. 100. 

27God in the Dock, pp. 90f. 

28 rbid. cf. Letters to Malcol:m, p. 59 .. Also cf. Einstein's 
discussionof obstacles to comprehension strengthening our faith 
in the universe's rationality. Einstein and Infeld, p. 296~ 

p. 29. 

29God and Rationality~ p. 10~ cf. Theological Science, 

30Jaki, Theological Aspects of Creative Science, p. 162. 

31Karl Barth: An Introduction, p. 195. 

32Theological Science, P•. 295 
33 Ibid., p. 297. ¥ 

34 ~ 
Theology and Church, p. 39. 

35TheQlogical Science, pp. 295ff. Barth and Torrance 
call this a two-foLd objectivity. cf. Church Dogmatics, The 
Doctrine of God, II/1, p. 16. 

36Theological Science, .p. 2 ~9. 

37 Ibid., p. 131. 
38christian Theology and.Scientific Culture, p. 69. 
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39Reason and Emotion, pp. 171-185. 

40 Einstein and·Infeld, p. 27. 

41Theologi and Church, p. 38. 

42 Ibid., p. 29. cf. John MaC:murray's critique of the 
Western philosophical tradition in his Gifford lectures for 
1953-1954, The Form of the Personal, vol. I publisped as 
The Self as Agent, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957. 

43 Theology and Church, p~ 30. I would propose ·to extend 
Torrance by asserting that thedlogical rationality and thus 
theological science transcends 'thinking' because the rational 
form of theology extends also to emotions, images and actions. 

44 God in the Dock, p. 68. 

45Reason and Emotion, p. ~21. 

46 God in the Dock, p. 68. Shocking especially to a 
culture still accustomed to Kantian assumptions. 

47 English Literature in the 16th ~entury, p. 123. 

48 chris.tian Reflections, p. 12. -cf. Experiment in 
Cr"i ticism, p. 1-. 

49 For the ciarify of this contrast I Am indebted to 
Professor J.B. Torrance. 

50Bodleian Library, Ms. Eng. Lett., 120/1, ~$L, 
p. 18. 

51 - · God in the Dock, p _. 80. . . 
52 ·-Screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 41. On the next page, 

Lewis writes that if poetry-is writing which arouses and 
satisfies the imagination, then- theology is inferior poetry. 
Here Lewis stays within the traditional notion of ;heology 
-as statements about God. I ·have, however, sought to extend 
the rational form of theology beyond thoughts td emotions 
and hence ·tbe imagination's organic role in theology and 
thus described theology as art as well as science. 

53Mere Christianity, p. 130. 

54 Ibid., p. 131. 

55Torrance describes theology as practical because the 
Gospel is directed to human need. Theology in Reconstruction, 
p. 26. 

5&God and Rationality, p. 90. 
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57The Problem of Natural Theology in' the Thought of Karl 
Barth, p. 30. 

58 Kahler, p. 109. 

59christi~n theology.artd Scientific Cillt~re, p. 115. 

60 e.g., Langford, T. F. Torrance's Theolo&ical Science: 
A Reaction, pp. 148ff. 

61 cf. Einstein's revealing comments about similar ten­
dencies of Marie Curie, especially her "curious severity un­
relieved by any artistic strain". Out·of My Later Years, 
p. 227. 

62The World as I See It, p. 124. 

6 3 Ibid • , p • 12 5 • 

·. 64An Experiment in Criticism, p. 123. 

65 · Ibid., p. 129. 

66Tolkien, p. 56. 

67An Experimenc fn Criticism, ·p. 104. Even Barth's under­
standing of theology in Church Dogmatics I/1, The Doctrine of 
the Word of God, p. 47, does not clearly express this, but sees 
theology as measuring the proclamation of the Word by reference 
to the Word of God. He does not refer to aesthetic or emotion­
al rationality, for his is a scientific, conceptual approach 
to theology, though often his dogma~ics is· written witn startling 
power and refreshing concreteness. Of course his·scientific 
approach reJects any detached "th'eology of bats and owls". 
Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum, p. 94. Both Torrance and 
Barth see theological knowledge as participatory, not objectiv­
istic, in which man's entire being is invoxved in his thinkin~. 

68 An Experiment in Criticism, p. 104. 
69 cf. Busch, pp. 417, lf:29. "A good theologian does· not 

live in-a house of ideas, principles and methods. He walks 
right through all such buildings-and always comes out into 
fresh air agait?-·" 

7oThe World as I See It, p. 180. 

71 Ibid. 

72Theological Science, p. 301. cf. Reasort and Emotion, 
p. 151. 

73 cf. Chapters VI a_nd ~V of this thesis. 

74This implies a companion question ~o Torrance's notion 
of science. That is, does technology inhere in the task of 
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science br is it just an application, an auxiliary task? 
Torrance seems to ta~e the latter view. 

75Bodleian Liprary~ Martlets Ms. Top 0xon d. 95/3, p. 108. 
Thus narrative poetry is no longer popular because the modern 
reader will not give it the.effort it demands. (211th meeting, 
Nov. 3, f920) . 

76Nevi1I Coghill~ The Approach to English, Light on C. S. 
Lewis, p. 65. 

77 Busch, R'. 337. 
78The School of Faith, ·p. 

p. 196. 
xxv. cf. God and Rationality, 

, i 

79The School of Faith, p. 
p. 310 .. 

xxii. cf. Ttteologica~ Science, 

_80Theol~gy in Reconstruction, p. 26. 

81Theology in Reconciliation, p. 272. 
82 Theology itt Reconstruction, p. 9. 

83 Screwtape Pr~poses a Toast, p. 118. 
84colossians 1:15. 

85Newbigin,. Christ and the Cultures, p. 12. Newbigin sees 
the doing of Christology as a task of open fellowship and mutual 
learning and corr,e.ction among all cultures who confess Jesus as 
Lord. 86 ·~ 

· English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 529. Though 
I am critical of Torranc~ here, he does himself recognize Ghrist's I 
owa user Qof'•'parables ~A heuri'stic devices which avoid overwhelm-
,ing us with God's majesty and leave room faF man's iptegrit'y of 
~e~ponse in faith and decision, and yetP~~n effective means of 
confronting man with the truth. Conflict and Agreement, II, p. 64. 

_ 8~Jam~s Wo~l£el's interpretation· of Bonhoeffer makes a 
similar point. Bonhoeffer's Theology, Nashville: Abingdon Press, 
1970. 

88Bodleian Library, 
89Miracles, p. 74. 

. ' 

ms. facs. 

90cad in the Dock, p. 93. 

c .- 48 , Aug • 19 5 9 , p . 12 3 • 

I 
91I15ld". 

- I 
92The Ground and Grammar of'Tneology, P· 74. Lewis has I 

not always been 1udged. successful. He hiJllself reckons that ~ 
The Pilgrim ts 'Reg·ress was his worst book. Lawlor agrees with f 
him and sees it as bai;;ed on an. "incomprehension of the modern 
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mind". Lawlor, The Tutor and the Scholar, p. 82. 

93Mere Christianity, p. 37. Lew~s avoids turning this. 
into theclogmatic form, Goq will only love you if_ypu repent. 
Lewis' concern for his audience is also less publicly but more 
profoundly evident in the thousands of letters he wrote to his 
correspondents who had inquired about Christianity from reading 
his books. cf. Letters of C. S. Lewis, Memoir of C. S. Lewis, 
by W. H. Lewis , p. -16 • ' 

94God in• the Dock, · p. 338. Aiso p. 98. Lewis' conc·ern 
took him to RAF bases during the war to use his gifts to com­
municate the Gospel. Stuart B~bbage, who ~ccompanied Lewis on 
several o~ these occasions, has analysed his technique and 
listed 5 ingredients: 1) Lewis rooted his subject-matter in 
the knowledge and experience of his hearers. (An imaginative 
participation in their unbeliefJ.) 2) His deliberate use of 
idiomatic style, related t.o the conventions and patterns of 
o,rdinary speech. (direct, simple, clear words, avoidance of 
pomp, pedantry, and· abstractions) 3) His use of metaphor and 
image·~ 4) His empathy and self-identification, disarming the ·. 
listener bt'placing himself_ on the same level. 5) His pe~sonal 
rather than oratorical style of speech. Stuart Barton Babqage, 

·To the-Royal Air Force, C. ·s~ ·Lewis, Speaker and Teacher, 
. pp. '95-102. 

95The.Problem ~of Pain, p. 96. 

96 Ibid, 

97Keble, Sacred Poetry, p. 176. 

98cf. Reflections ori the Psalms,. p~ 12. 
99Romans 5 :· 12. 

100"But the fruit of the Spirit is love, j9y, peace, 
patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentienes~, self­
control; against such things ther~ is no law.," G.alatia-ns 5:22,23. 

101-,T , ~ 
w. A. Whitehouse, Christ and Creation, Essays in Chri.st-

ology for Karl Barth, pp. 126 no~e, 132. 
102 tbid., p. 126. 
103qu9ted in Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, 

p. 138. 
104selected Literary Essays, p. 21. 

l0 5·Past: Watchful Dragons, p·. 122. 

l0 6Th ·v . f h D t'· d 209 . e oyage· o t e awn rea er, p. • 
107Letters of C. S. Lewis, p. 260. Lewis is especially 
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fond of a "realism of presentation">, that i&, a making something 
vivid by sharply observed or imagined details. An Experiment in 
Criticism, p. 57. (e.g., c_c}, dragon sniffing along a stone.) 

108 Bodleian.Library, ms. facs. c. 47, p. 15. 

109 selected Literary Essays, p. 16. The stories more con­
cretely inhabit both the memory and the judgement. The poet, he 
continues.,. gives _fooc;I · for the tenderest stomach, the philosopher 
tea~hes only the learned, i.e., those who have already been taught. 

110 ·. Miracles, p. 95. 

111· · · Tolkien, p. 56. 
112 . - · · . · · 

Ibid., pp. 57-58. Tolkien in this context has fantasy 
in mind. cf·. An ·Experiment in Criticism, pp. 41-42, where Lewis 
notes that myth, unlike adventure story, has a very simple. nar-­
rative, which does not move us by its exciting events and hence 
it ne~d not be ,well written t~ move and satisfy us. Thus the 
Gospel can artd dften is uneloquently expressed, yet _its power 
to move and satisfy is undiminished. i<eble notes how poetry can 
be direct or indirect. Keble, Sacred Poetry, p. 180. Lewis 

·writes the former, Tolkien the latter. 
. ' 

113 ~etters of C. S. Lewis, p. 166. 

114 of Other Worlds, p. 38. 

11ST lk" o ien, p. 53. 

116 That is, unintelligible to the theologically untrained. 

117~od in the Dock, p. 183. 

118 Torrance clearly contrasts the dramatic, kinetic, 
Hebrew language of the Bible which Greek philosophy is prone 
to replace with static relations between ideas and concepts. 
Conflict and Agreement, I, pp. 305-3Qu. But unfortunately a 
philosophical-scientific branslation of Cnristian faith easily 
leaves this .dynamic quality untranslated. 

11 ~aonflict and Agreement, I, p. 41. II, p. ~2. 
120 ~·- ~ · A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 53. 

121 Kahler, p. 105. 

~22A Preface to Paradise Lost, p. 54. 
12 3-studies in Words, p. 317. 

124 Letters to Malcolm, p. 76. 
~ 

125 Baker~ Near the Beginning, pi 6. 
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126English Li~erature in the 16th Century, p. 345. 

lZ7.Ibid. 

12~cf. Biographia Literaria, p. 254. 

i.z9 Ibid. 

130Lettars to Malcolm, p. 76. 

131Theological Science, pp. 79-82. 
132They Stand Together, p. 432. (1931). 

133cf~ The Voyage of the Dawntreader, pp. 14ff. 
134 rn the preceding discussion, I am indebted to Professor 

J.B. Torrance, for pointing out to me that gratitude and thanks­
giving are ~he only response to the Gospel which r~flects the 
objE;!ct.ive character of God '·s grace in ·Christ. Gratitude i.s the 
reasonable r.esponse to grace and- is the natural correlative 6f 
gr~ce •. Any other response ~s inappropriate and subjectivistic. 

135this is an aesthetic ~nalogy of the way that Christ 
took upo~ himself fallen humanity in order to heal and renew 
from· within our evil. cf. especially The Great Divorce and 
The Problem of Pain. 

136T lk" 48 o 1.en, ,p. . 

137 M· 1 88 l.•rac es, p. • 
138God in the Dock, p. 84. Lewis .argues that inequality 

is neither intrinsically good nor bad, but can be supremely 
beautiful.-. 

139walsh, Impact on America, p. 109. 

·l 40The more educated have different temptations. Lewis 
lists new enemies beyond materialism, namely, isms and cults 
inherent in pseudo-science. 

141quoted in D. Brue~ Lockerbie, The Liberating Word: 
Art and the Mystery of the Gospel, Grand Rapids: Wm. B.' Eerd­
mans Publishing Co., 1974, p. 78. 

142quoted in Malcolm Muggeridge, Christ and the Media, 
Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1977, p. 46. 

143surprised by Joy, p. 56. 
144Hooper, Oxford's Bonny Fighter, p. 134. 
145For examp+e, Torrance says theology ts best 

like science, as an on-going interpretive activity. 
of A. McKinnon, Falsification and B~lief, p. 447. 
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146~instein a{?.d I.nfeld, p. 296. ( Italics mine.) 
147 0 · f"M 'L · y·. . 98 ut o . y ater. -ears., p. . 

. ' 
148 cf •. t.attgford·' s simi:lar but more general concern when he 

says Torrance has g,iven an. intellec·tualistic view of faith wnich 
fails to give adequate provision for the affective, volitional 
or active dimension of the-response of the total man to God in 
Christ. Langford.:o T'. F. ~C2rrance's'Theological Science: A Re­
action, p. 158. 

149Mclntyre~ Theology and Method, p. ·210. 
150God and Rationality,~- 44. 
151Torrance describes Anselm's theology as "the most care­

fully disciplinedjand scientific theology without ceasing in the 
fullest ,sense to be prayer". T. F. Torrance, reV'iaew of S. Anselm's 
Opera Omnia, Scottish Journal of Theology, 9, 1956, p. 89. of. 
The Knowledge of God and the Service of God, p. 154,• where Barth 
claims the only form for the' content of the Gospel is the Church 
as the body of Christ. 

152 · 
P •. T. Forsyth, The ·Soul of-~'Prayer, London: Epworth 

Pre~s, fu.d.], p. 117. 

153The School of Faith, p. xliii. 
154 Auerbach, pp. 27L, 317, 33Q. 
155 Holmer, PP• 95, 105. 
156 · Reason and Emotion, pp. 145-166. 
157Hence· I would regard the 'theology of liberation' not 

as a theological dead-end, to be short-lived and soon forgotten. 
Its concern• for the poor, for the outworking of mercy and justice, 
are Gospel implicates. Though it must be said that many of its 
expressions and programmes often seem to retreat into sub­
Christian ideology. Theology must not be swallowed up into 
ideological activ~sm without regard for the personal and rela­
tional. If, as Torrance notes, science had to await the 20th 
century and Einstein to dislodge dualist mechanistic thinking 
in science, we may still have some time to wait before we ~ind 
a proper int'egration of theology anti its political and economic 
translation. 

158 studies in Medieval and Rertaissance· Literature; p. 143. 
159 Anselm, Basic Writings, (Proslogium), p. 5. 
160 Auerbach, p. 489. 
161R · .. d E . 215 eason an motion, p. • 
162An Experiment in Criticism, p. 141. cf. Mere 

•. 
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Christianity, p. 188, where Lewis makes a similar concluding 
statement. Also The Problem of Pain, p. 7&. 

163Bi h. 1· t . . . 25 ograp 1a 1 eraria,. p. . 
164The World as I See·rt, p. 28. Einstein elsewttere de­

scribes a truly religious person as "one who has liberated him­
self from the fetters of selfish desires'' (p. 25). Here is 
another clue to the epistemological unity of theology and science. 
cf. also The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 270, where 
Jaki suggests that the recurrent dislike within physics of 
Christian theism and cosmic singularity is because "we would 
like to think of ourselves as necessary--not contingent". In 
the sphere of personal relationships, Lewis records his astonish­
ment at the "reward of knowledge" given "whenever I succeed in 
beating down my selfish point of view, and make an approach to 
charity, t~e motives and feelings of all the other persons con­
cerned become transparent". Bodleian Library, ms. facs. c. 47, 
Letter to Griffiths, p. 17. For other memorable examples of 
Lewis' papaci~y for silf-criticism, cf. Letters of C. S. L~wis, 
p. 215~ and his ability to l~ugh self-critically at himself, 
English Literature in the 16th Century, p. 149 • 

. • Dying to self is the key to mental health, says Becker. 
Daily we must risk our lives to the dangers and problems of 
the world. ·Mental illness results, writes Adler, when we lose 
the courage to die.daily. Becker describes schizophrenia as· 
the inability or unwillingness to suffer this death which creates 
a boundless megalomania, the very opposite of mental health.-· It 
is summed up in Karl Marx's defiant cry, "I. am nothing and. 
should be everything!". quoted from Becker, p. 265. Following 
Athanasius, Torrance calls subjectivism the failure to dis­
tinguish objective realities from subjective conditions. It is 
man's recu~rent ment?l disease. Theology in Reconstruction, p. 231. 

165so Terran~~ describes Barth. Theology and Church, p. 8. 
Here Torrance refers to thought forms only. 

160The Discarded Image, p. 211. 
167 Ibid. 
168studies in Medieval and Renaissance Literature, p. 76. 
169Butterfield, p. 216. 
170~aki, Theological Aspects of Creiflve ·science, p. 155. 

cf. Planck,~- 34. 
171quoted in Christian Theology and Scientific Culture, 

p. 135. 
172Theological Science, pp. 41f. 
173Till We Have Faces, pp. 294ff. 
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say?'' 
86. 

174Barth asks, "Is tbis what 8ultmann real'ly means to 
Barth, Rudolf Bultmann--An Attempt' to Understand Him, p. 

175Kari Jaspers, Myth and Refigion, Kerygma and Myth, A 
Theological Debate, p. -179. 

176quo.ted in God a.nd Rationality, p. 107. 

177c£. Becker, p. 271. 
178Theological Science, p. 87. 
179 .. 

Ibid. , p. xi • 

lSOThe Probl'em of Pain, p. 91 • . ',. 
lStM;re Christianity, p. 108. 

t • 

.. lS~Ibid. 

183Theological Science, p. -98. 
' 

184Theology ~n Reconstruction, p. 29. cf. God and Ration­
ality, p. 92. cf. also Theological Science, p. x, xiii. 

185Letters to M;lcolm, p_. 34. ·We cannot always and ultimately 
know ourselves·, but ~that is a.1.-1 right. "Peace, prattler and get on." 

186 Bodleian Libraty, Ms .• Eng. L~tt. c. 220/1, CSL, p. 141. 

187 chri~tiari Reflectidns, p. 41; 
188Letters to Malcolm·, p. 79. cf. the unpublished philo­

sophy lectures of Lewis, ms. p. 37. 
189Ade p. 33. ' y, 
190carpenter ,. ·p. 62. This procedure leads to 'p,oetolatry, 

whfch Lewis regarded as fundamentally anti-Christian. 
191 Alexander, II, p. 89. 
192 -

quoted !· n Adey, p. 32, from Of Free Wi 11. 
193Bodleian Library, ms. facs. Letters of C. S. Lewis, 

Aug. 22, 1944 (.or 49 ]., p. 201. Torrance states uncategorically 
that ~o base doctrine upon self-knowledge is the source of 
heresy and in.fact leads to atheism. The Hermeneutics of St. 
Athanasius, p. 453. 

194 -
Radhakrishnan, p. 1,09:· 

195A 'E · t •. C ·t· i n xperimen in ~i ic sm, 
196The Screwtape .letters, pp. 

;?81 

pp. 2~4. 
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197God in the Dock, p. 194. Bultmann speaks of death to 
1 

the self. cf •. Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology, p. 31. 
But he does so in terms reminiscent of a Hindu detachment from 
the world which is unreal •. Hence. the space-time structures are 
not ultimately real for God (and hence neither for us). 

Feb. 

198God·in the Dock, p. 135. 
199 -_Butterfield, p. 229. 
200Letters of·c~ ·s~ ·tewis, p. 256. 

ZO'!Christiart '~eflect:ions ,. pp. 8-9. 

202 quoted in Christian Reflections, p. 9. 

203 rbid. 
204 A Grief Observed, p. 49. 

·205 s . · d b J 53 55 urprise y oy, pp. - • 
206 B dl ' L"b o eian i rary, ms. fa.cs. c. 48 ,' Letter 

17, 1959, p. 121. 

207 S • . d b J urprise y ay, p. 54. 

ioaThecilogy in Reconstruction, p. 160. 

209 screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 86. 
; 

to Holmes, 

210The Doctrine of Grace in the -Apostolic Fathers, p. 133. 
211 God and Rationality, p. 52. 
212 Ibid. -
213 see George Yule's inaugural lecture as Professor of 

Church History, University of Aberdeen, 1979, "Martin Luther: 
Theologian for Protestants and Catholics." In 1938, Lewis 
writes, "If Luther is right, we have waked from nightmare into 
sunshine: if he is wrong, we have entered a fool's paradise". 
Selected Literary Essays, p. 117. 

214 conflict·and Agr~ement, I, p. 14. 
215The School of Faith, p. xlviii. 

216Ib'd __ i_., p. xlii. 
217Theological Science, p. 127. cf. Coleridge's stern 

rebuke of intellectual Christianity which uses the Bible to 
support doctrines "that had been learned before hand from the 
oracle of common sense". Aids to Reflection, p. 152. I 

218 . · · · · cf. The Problem of Pain, p. 76. 
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219Reflections on the Psalms, p. 51. 

220The Great Divdrce, p. 71. 
221The Problem of Pain, p. 76. 
222God and Rationality, p. 60. 
223Theological Science, p. 43. The Great Divorce is a 

startling psychological portrait of ~ow and why we refuse to 
open ourselv.es -to. God. ?elf-pity, selft~pr.eocc~pation and self­
deception are ~11 participated in by one who knowfi each feeling 
too well. The climax comes when we_ see the ~pirit try for one 
minute to get the ghos~'s attention off himself, beli~ving he 
will be s~ved if he can do just that. cf. pp. 15, 34, 54,. 63. 

224screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 121. 
225 · Ibid., p. 124. 
226The· Problem of Pain, p. 152. 
227 Ibid. 
228 screwtape Proposes a Toast, p. 124. 
229God and Rationaritv, p. 54. 
230 rbid., p. 205. 
231 cf. Theology in Reconstruction, p. 118. 
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