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Editorial Review

Review
America The Joyful Christian gives as good an introduction to the breadth and depth of Lewis's religious
reflections as you are likely to find between two covers.

Christianity Today The most welcome general book in the field of theology. Excellent for both those who
have long appreciated Lewis and those who need an introduction.

About the Author
C.S. Lewis was a professor of medieval and Renaissance literature at Oxford and Cambridge universities
who wrote more than thirty books in his lifetime, including The Screwtape Letters, The Chronicles of
Narnia, and Mere Christianity. He died in 1963.

Excerpt. © Reprinted by permission. All rights reserved.
Chapter 1

Right and Wrong

Everyone has heard people quarreling. Sometimes it sounds funny and sometimes it sounds merely
unpleasant; but however it sounds, I believe we can learn something very important from listening to the
kinds of things they say. They say things like this: "How'd you like it if anyone did the same to you?" --
"That's my seat, I was there first" -- "Leave him alone, he isn't doing you any harm" -- "Why should you
shove in first?" -- "Give me a bit of your orange, I gave you a bit of mine" -- "Come on, you promised."
People say things like this every day, educated as well as uneducated, and children as well as grown-ups.

Now what interests me about all these remarks is that the man who makes them is not merely saying that the
other man's behavior does not happen to please him. He is appealing to some kind of standard of behavior
which he expects the other man to know about. And the other man very seldom replies: "To hell with your
standard." Nearly always he tries to make out that what he has been doing does not really go against the
standard, or that if it does there is some special excuse. He pretends there is some special reason in this
particular case why the person who took the seat first should not keep it, or that things were quite different
when he was given the bit of orange, or that something has turned up which lets him off from keeping his
promise. It looks, in fact, very much as if both parties had in mind some kind of Law or Rule of fair play, or
decent behavior, or morality, or whatever you like to call it, about which they really agreed. And they have.
If they had not, they might, of course, fight like animals, but they could not quarrel in the human sense of the
word. Quarreling means trying to show that the other man is in the wrong. And there would be no sense in
trying to do that unless you and he had some sort of agreement as to what Right and Wrong are; just as there
would be no sense in saying that a footballer had committed a foul unless there was some agreement about
the rules of football.

Now this Law or Rule about Right and Wrong used to be called the Law of Nature. Nowadays, when we talk
of the "laws of nature," we usually mean things like gravitation, or heredity, or the laws of chemistry. But
when the older thinkers called the Law of Right and Wrong "the Law of Nature," they really meant the Law
of Human Nature. The idea was that, just as all bodies are governed by the law of gravitation and organisms
by biological laws, so the creature called man also had his law -- with this great difference, that a body could
choose either to obey the Law of Human Nature or to disobey it.



The Universe

We want to know whether the universe simply happens to be what it is for no reason or whether there is a
power behind it that makes it what it is. Since that power, if it exists, would be not one of the observed facts
but a reality which makes them, no mere observation of the facts can find it. There is only one case in which
we can know whether there is anything more, namely our own case, and in that one case we find there is. Or
put it the other way round. If there was a controlling power outside the universe, it could not show itself to us
as one of the facts inside the universe -- no more than the architect of a house could actually be a wall, or
staircase, or fireplace in that house. The only way in which we could expect it to show itself would be inside
ourselves as an influence or a command trying to get us to behave in a certain way. And that is just what we
do find inside ourselves. Surely this ought to arouse our suspicions? In the only case where you can expect to
get an answer, the answer turns out to be Yes; and in the other cases, where you do not get an answer, you
see why you do not.

Suppose someone asked me, when I see a man in a blue uniform going down the street leaving little paper
packets at each house, why I suppose that they contain letters? I should reply, "Because whenever he leaves a
similar little packet for me I find it does contain a letter." And if he then objected, "But you've never seen all
these letters which you think the other people are getting," I should say, "Of course not, and I shouldn't
expect to, because they're not addressed to me. I'm explaining the packets I'm not allowed to open by the
ones I'm allowed to open."

It is the same about this question. The only packet I'm allowed to open is Man. When I do, especially when I
open that particular man called myself, I find that I do not exist on my own, that I am under a law; that
somebody or something wants me to behave in a certain way. I do not, of course, think that if I could get
inside a stone or a tree I should find exactly the same thing, just as I do not think all the other people in the
street get the same letters as I do. I should expect, for instance, to find that the stone had to obey the law of
gravity -- that whereas the sender of the letters merely tells me to obey the laws of my human nature, He
compels the stone to obey the laws of its stony nature. But I should expect to find that there was, so to speak,
a sender in both cases, a Power behind the facts, a Director, a Guide.

Life on Other Planets

I...fear the practical, not the theoretical, problems which will arise if ever we meet rational creatures which
are not human. Against them we shall, if we can, commit all the crimes we have already committed against
creatures certainly human but differing from us in features and pigmentation; and the starry heavens will
become an object to which good men can look up only with feelings of intolerable guilt, agonized pity, and
burning shame.

Of course, after the first debauch of exploitation we shall make some belated attempt to do better. We shall
perhaps send missionaries. But can even missionaries be trusted? "Gun and gospel" have been horribly
combined in the past. The missionary's holy desire to save souls has not always been kept quite distinct from
the arrogant desire, the busybody's itch, to (as he calls it) "civilize" the (as he calls them) "natives." Would
all our missionaries recognize a fallen race if they met it? Could they? Would they continue to press upon
creatures that did not need to be saved that plan of Salvation which God has appointed for Man? Would they
denounce as sins mere differences of behavior which the spiritual and biological history of these strange
creatures fully justified and which God Himself had blessed? Would they try to teach those from whom they
had better learn? I do not know.

What I do know is that here and now, as our only possible practical preparation for such a meeting, you and I



should resolve to stand firm against all exploitation and all theological imperialism. It will not be fun. We
shall be called traitors to our own species. We shall be hated of almost all men; even of some religious men.
And we must not give back one single inch. We shall probably fail, but let us go down fighting for the right
side. Our loyalty is due not to our species but to God. Those who are, or can become, His sons, are our real
brothers even if they have shells or tusks. It is spiritual, not biological, kinship that counts.

God in Outer Space

The Russians, I am told, report that they have not found God in outer space. On the other hand, a good many
people in many different times and countries claim to have found God, or been found by God, here on earth.

The conclusion some want us to draw from these data is that God does not exist. As a corollary, those who
think they have met Him on earth were suffering from a delusion.

But other conclusions might be drawn.

(1) We have not yet gone far enough in space. There had been ships on the Atlantic for a good time before
America was discovered.

(2) God does exist but is locally confined to this planet.

(3) The Russians did find God in space without knowing it because they lacked the requisite apparatus for
detecting Him.

(4) God does exist but is not an object either located in a particular part of space nor diffused, as we once
thought "ether" was, throughout space.

The first two conclusions do not interest me. The sort of religion for which they could be a defense would be
a religion for savages: the belief in a local deity who can be contained in a particular temple, island, or grove.
That, in fact, seems to be the sort of religion about which the Russians -- or some Russians, and a good many
people in the West -- are being irreligious. It is not in the least disquieting that no astronauts have discovered
a god of that sort. The really disquieting thing would be if they had.

The third and fourth conclusions are the ones for my money....

Space travel really has nothing to do with the matter. To some, God is discoverable everywhere; to others,
nowhere. Those who do not find Him on earth are unlikely to find Him in space. (Hang it all, we're in space
already; every year we go a huge circular tour in space.) But send a saint up in a spaceship and he'll find God
in space as he found God on earth. Much depends on the seeing eye.

Atheism

My argument against god was that the universe seemed so cruel and unjust. But how had I got this idea of
just and unjust? A man does not call a line crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line. What was I
comparing this universe with when I called it unjust? If the whole show was bad and senseless from A to Z,
so to speak, why did I, who was supposed to be part of the show, find myself in such violent reaction against
it? A man feels wet when he falls into water, because man is not a water animal: a fish would not feel wet.
Of course, I could have given up my idea of justice by saying it was nothing but a private idea of my own.
But if I did that, then my argument against God collapsed too -- for the argument depended on saying that the



world was really unjust, not simply that it did not happen to please my private fancies. Thus in the very act of
trying to prove that God did not exist -- in other words, that the whole of reality was senseless -- I found I
was forced to assume that one part of reality -- namely my idea of justice -- was full of sense. Consequently
atheism turns out to be too simple. If the whole universe has no meaning, we should never have found out
that it has no meaning: just as, if there were no light in the universe and therefore no creatures with eyes, we
should never know it was dark. Dark would be without meaning.

Seeing and Believing

In all my life I have met only one person who claims to have seen a ghost. And the interesting thing about
the story is that that person disbelieved in the immortal soul before she saw the ghost and still disbelieves
after seeing it. She says that what she saw must have been an illusion or a trick of the nerves. And obviously
she may be right. Seeing is not believing.

For this reason, the question whether miracles occur can never be answered simply by experience. Every
event which might claim to be a miracle is, in the last resort, something presented to our senses, something
seen, heard, touched, smelled, or tasted. And our senses are not infallible. If anything extraordinary seems to
have happened, we can always say that we have been the victims of an illusion. If we hold a philosophy
which excludes the supernatural, this is what we always shall say. What we learn from experience depends
on the kind of philosophy we bring to experience. It is therefore useless to appeal to experience before we
have settled, as well as we can, the philosophical question. If immediate experience cannot prove or disprove
the miraculous, still less can history do so. Many people think one can decide whether a miracle occurred in
the past by examining the evidence "according to the ordinary rules of historical inquiry." But the ordinary
rules cannot be worked until we have decided whether miracles are possible, and if so, how probable they
are. For if they are impossible, then no amount of historical evidence will convince us. If they are possible
but immensely improbable, then only mathematically demonstrative evidence will convince us: and since
history never provides that degree of evidence for any event, history can never convince us that a miracle
occurred. If, on the other hand, miracles are not intrinsically improbable, then the existing evidence will be
sufficient to convince us that quite a number of miracles have occurred. The result of our historical inquiries
thus depends on the philosophical views which we have been holding before we even began to look at the
evidence. The philosophical question must therefore come first.

Miracle and the Laws of Nature

Three conceptions of the "Laws" of Nature have been held. (1) That they are mere brute facts, known only
by observation, with no discoverable rhyme or reason about them. We know that Nature behaves thus and
thus; we do not know why she does and can see no reason why she should not do the opposite. (2) That they
are applications of the law of averages. The foundations of Nature are in the random and lawless. But the
numbers of units we are dealing with are so enormous that the behavior of these crowds (like the behavior of
very large masses of men) can be calculated with practical accuracy. What we call "impossible events" are
events so overwhelmingly improbable -- by actuarial standards -- that we do not need to take them into
account. (3) That the fundamental laws of Physics are really what we call "necessary truths" like the truths of
mathematics -- in other words, that if we clearly understand what we are saying, we shall see that the
opposite would be meaningless nonsense. Thus it is a "law" that when one billiard ball shoves another, the
amount of momentum lost by the first ball must exactly equal the amount gained by the second. People who
hold that the laws of Nature are necessary truths would say that all we have done is split up the single event
into two halves (adventures of ball A, and adventures of ball B) and then discover that "the two sides of the
account balance." When we understand this, we see that, of course, they must balance. The fundamental laws
are in the long run merely statements that every event is itself and not some different event.



It will at once be clear that the first of these three theories gives no assurance against Miracles -- indeed no
assurance that, even apart from Miracles, the "laws" which we have hitherto observed will be obeyed
tomorrow. If we have no notion why a thing happens, then, of course, we know no reason why it should not
be otherwise, and therefore have no certainty that it might not some day be otherwise.

The second theory, which depends on the law of averages, is in the same position. The assurance it gives us
is of the same general kind as our assurance that a coin tossed a thousand times will not give the same result,
say, nine hundred times: and that the longer you toss it, the more nearly the numbers of Heads and Tails will
come to being equal. But this is so only provided the coin is an honest coin. If it is a loaded coin, our
expectations may be disappointed. But the people who believe in miracles are maintaining precisely that the
coin is loaded. The expectation based on the law of averages will work only for undoctored Nature. And the
question whether miracles occur is just the question whether Nature is ever doctored.

The third view (that Laws of Nature are necessary truths) seems at first sight to present an insurmountable
obstacle to miracle. The breaking of them would, in that case, be a self-contradiction and not even
Omnipotence can do what is self-contradictory. Therefore the Laws cannot be broken. And therefore, shall
we conclude, no miracle can ever occur?

Morality

There is a story about a schoolboy who was asked what he thought God was like. He replied that, as far as he
could make out, God was "The sort of person who is always snooping round to see if anyone is enjoying
himself and then trying to stop it." And I'm afraid that is the sort of idea that the word Morality raises in a
good many people's minds: something that interferes, something that stops you having a good time. In
reality, moral rules are directions for running the human machine. Every moral rule is there to prevent a
breakdown, or a strain, or a friction, in the running of that machine. That is why these rules at first seem to
be constantly interfering with our natural inclinations. When you are being taught how to use any machine,
the instructor keeps on saying, "No, don't do it like that," because, of course, there are all sorts of things that
look all right and seem to you the natural way of treating the machine, but do not really work.

Some people prefer to talk about moral "ideals" rather than moral rules and about moral "idealism" rather
than moral obedience. Now it is, of course, quite true that moral perfection is an "ideal" in the sense that we
cannot achieve it. In that sense every kind of perfection is, for us humans, an ideal; we cannot succeed in
being perfect car drivers or perfect tennis players or in drawing perfectly straight lines. But there is another
sense in which it is very misleading to call moral perfection an ideal. When a man says that a certain woman,
or house, or ship, or garden is "his ideal," he does not mean (unless he is rather a fool) that everyone else
ought to have the same ideal. In such matters we are entitled to have different tastes and, therefore, different
ideals. But it is dangerous to describe a man who tries very hard to keep the moral law as a "man of high
ideals" because this might lead you to think that moral perfection was a private taste of his own and that the
rest of us were not called on to share it. This would be a dangerous mistake.

Perfect behavior may be as unattainable as perfect gear-changing when we drive; but it is a necessary ideal
prescribed for all men by the very nature of the human machine just as perfect gear-changing is an ideal
prescribed for all drivers by the very nature of cars. And it would be even more dangerous to think of oneself
as a person "of high ideals" because one is trying to tell no lies at all (instead of only a few lies), or never to
commit adultery (instead of committing it only seldom), or not to be a bully (instead of being only a
moderate bully). It might lead you to become a prig and to think you were rather a special person who
deserved to be congratulated on his "idealism." In reality you might just as well expect to be congratulated
because, whenever you do a sum, you try to get it quite right. To be sure, perfect arithmetic is "an ideal"; you



will certainly make some mistakes in some calculations. But there is nothing very fine about trying to be
quite accurate at each step in each sum. It would be idiotic not to try; for every mistake is going to cause you
trouble later on. In the same way every moral failure is going to cause trouble, probably to others and
certainly to yourself. By talking about rules and obedience instead of "ideals" and "idealism," we help to
remind ourselves of these facts.

Now let us go a step further. There are two ways in which the human machine goes wrong. One is when
human individuals drift apart from one another, or else collide with one another and do one another damage,
by cheating or bullying. The other is when things go wrong inside the individual -- when the different parts
of him (his different faculties, and desires, and so on) either drift apart or interfere with one another. You can
get the idea plain if you think of us as a fleet of ships sailing in formation. The voyage will be a success only,
in the first place, if the ships do not collide and get in one another's way; and, secondly, if each ship is
seaworthy and has her engines in good order. As a matter of fact, you cannot have either of these two things
without the other. If the ships keep on having collisions, they will not remain seaworthy very long. On the
other hand, if their steering gears are out of order, they will not be able to avoid collisions. Or, if you like,
think of humanity as a band playing a tune. To get a good result, you need two things. Each player's
individual instrument must be in tune and also each must come in at the right moment so as to combine with
all the others.

But there is one thing we have not yet taken into account. We have not asked where the fleet is trying to get
to, or what piece of music the band is trying to play. The instruments might be all in tune and might all come
in at the right moment, but even so the performance would not be a success if they had been engaged to
provide dance music and actually played nothing but Dead Marches. And however well the fleet sailed, its
voyage would be a failure it it were meant to reach New York and actually arrived at Calcutta.

Morality, then, seems to be concerned with three things. Firstly, with fair play and harmony between
individuals. Secondly, with what might be called tidying up or harmonizing the things inside each individual.
Thirdly, with the general purpose of human life as a whole: what man was made for: what course the whole
fleet ought to be on: what tune the conductor of the band wants it to play.

The Tao

The Chinese...speak of a great thing (the greatest thing) called the Tao. It is the reality beyond all predicates,
the abyss that was before the Creator Himself. It is Nature, it is the Way, the Road. It is the Way in which the
universe goes on, the Way in which things everlastingly emerge, stilly and tranquilly, into space and time. It
is also the Way which every man should tread in imitation of that cosmic and supercosmic progression,
conforming all activities to that great exemplar. "In ritual," say the Analects, "it is harmony with Nature that
is prized." The ancient Jews likewise praise the Law as being "true" (Psalm 119:151).

This conception in all its forms, Platonic, Aristotelian, Stoic, Christian, and Oriental alike, I shall henceforth
refer to for brevity simply as "the Tao"....It is the doctrine of objective value, the belief that certain attitudes
are really true, and others really false, to the kind of thing the universe is and the kind of things we are.
Those who know the Tao can hold that to call children delightful or old men venerable is not simply to
record a psychological fact about our own parental or filial emotions at the moment, but to recognize a
quality which demands a certain response from us whether we make it or not. I myself do not enjoy the
society of small children: because I speak from within the Tao, I recognize this as a defect in myself -- just as
a man may have to recognize that he is tone deaf or color blind. And because our approvals and disapprovals
are thus recognitions of objective value or responses to an objective order, therefore emotional states can be
in harmony with reasons (when we feel liking for what ought to be approved) or out of harmony with reason



(when we perceive that liking is due but cannot feel it). No emotion is, in itself, a judgment: in that sense all
emotions and sentiments are alogical. But they can be reasonable or unreasonable as they conform to Reason
or fail to conform. The heart never takes the place of the head: but it can, and should, obey it....

This thing which I have called for convenience the Tao, and which others may call Natural Law, or
Traditional Morality, or the First Principles of Practical Reason, or the First Platitudes, is not one among a
series of possible systems of value. It is the sole source of all value judgments. If it is rejected, all value is
rejected. If any value is retained, it is retained. The effort to refute it and raise a new system of value in its
place is self-contradictory. There never has been, and never will be, a radically new judgment of value in the
history of the world. What purport to be new systems, or (as they now call them) "ideologies," all consist of
fragments from the Tao itself, arbitrarily wrenched from their context in the whole and then swollen to
madness in their isolation, yet still owing to the Tao and to it alone such validity as they possess. If my duty
to my parents is a superstition, then so is my duty to posterity. If justice is a superstition, then so is my duty
to my country or my race. If the pursuit of scientific knowledge is a real value, then so is conjugal fidelity.
The rebellion of new ideologies against the Tao is a rebellion of the branches against the tree: if the rebels
could succeed, they would find that they destroyed themselves. The human mind has no more power of
inventing a new value than of imagining a new primary color, or, indeed, of creating a new sun and a new
sky for it to move in.

Copyright © 1977 by Macmillan Publishing Company, a division of Macmillan, Inc.

Users Review

From reader reviews:

Pauline Jones:

Book is to be different for every single grade. Book for children till adult are different content. We all know
that that book is very important for people. The book The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings had been making
you to know about other know-how and of course you can take more information. It is extremely advantages
for you. The e-book The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings is not only giving you considerably more new
information but also to become your friend when you really feel bored. You can spend your own spend time
to read your reserve. Try to make relationship while using book The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings. You
never really feel lose out for everything if you read some books.

John Dinwiddie:

Now a day those who Living in the era just where everything reachable by talk with the internet and the
resources in it can be true or not need people to be aware of each information they get. How people have to
be smart in having any information nowadays? Of course the answer is reading a book. Reading a book can
help persons out of this uncertainty Information specifically this The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings book
because this book offers you rich facts and knowledge. Of course the data in this book hundred percent
guarantees there is no doubt in it you know.

Augustus Chase:

The feeling that you get from The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings is a more deep you looking the information



that hide inside words the more you get considering reading it. It doesn't mean that this book is hard to know
but The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings giving you excitement feeling of reading. The article writer conveys
their point in particular way that can be understood through anyone who read this because the author of this
guide is well-known enough. This kind of book also makes your own personal vocabulary increase well.
That makes it easy to understand then can go along with you, both in printed or e-book style are available.
We highly recommend you for having that The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings instantly.

John Hagen:

Do you have something that you want such as book? The publication lovers usually prefer to pick book like
comic, quick story and the biggest the first is novel. Now, why not seeking The Joyful Christian: 127
Readings that give your satisfaction preference will be satisfied by simply reading this book. Reading
behavior all over the world can be said as the means for people to know world a great deal better then how
they react when it comes to the world. It can't be explained constantly that reading habit only for the geeky
individual but for all of you who wants to possibly be success person. So , for all you who want to start
reading as your good habit, you may pick The Joyful Christian: 127 Readings become your own personal
starter.
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