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IMNTRODUCT IO

Although C.8. Lewis was a novelist, a coritic and a
wrriter of popular theology, he is better known as a literary
critic in the academic world. Some of his critical works have
been acclaimed as major contributions to literary coriticism,
and his coritical theories have attracted new interest in

recent years because of their relevance to the contemporary

situation in literature and-their challenging propositions.

Though the present study is concerned only with his critical

theories, some of his critical works have also been examined
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along with his theories as they contain insights, views and

theories.

The development of his critical theories can be traced

back as far as his childhood. He was a precocious child and

by the age of ten he had already acquired the bhabit of

-—

writing fiction and poetry. These childhood ventures into

writing made him aware of the gualities essential for a good
work of art. Some of. the gualities he freguently mentioned in
his letters to Arthur Greeves, His childhood friend, were
clarity, conciseness, elevation of style, evocativeness and

romantic charim.



Lewis' potential as & critic became evident while he
was  studying in the English school, Oxford University: his
performance there indicated‘ that he had the ability for
axtraordinary scholastic atteainments, and also had original
critical ideas as some of his tutorials there became seminal

. works for his published essavs and books later.

Lewis firmly established himself as a first rate critic

wl

and "writer of exceptional imaginative power after the

publication of The Alleqory of Love. Another book  that  won

wide critical acclaim was A Freface to FParadise Lost. He also

wrote one volume, English Literature in the Sixteenth Century

{excluding dirama) for The Oxford History af English

Literatuwre. Tt was bhighly praised as "being brilliantly

written, compulsively readable, and constantly illuminated by
sentences that are true as they are witty".2 Besides, he
wrraote essays on theory and also on major authors in poetiry,
drama, and the novel from Chaucer’s time to the present. But
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“ his most important books on critical theory were The Personal

A Lewis  responded to literature as a romantic, any
discussion on his literary theory has to  begin with his
romanticism. FRomanticism manifested itself gquite early in his
childhood, and at the centre of his Emmanticiﬁm WAE

~ Bghnsucht. Sehnsucht is an intense kind of longing  which
- o

bowders  on pain but which is a delight in itself. It can be

ha



triggered, for instance, on seeing a beautiful sight. But its
visitation can neither be forced nor discontinued at will.
But  when it comes, the delight is so intense that no  obther
earthly joy can be compared with it.

Behnsucht made a powerful impact on Lewis as a writer.
Tt made him aware of the existence of a transcendental realm
feom whiere thirills of Joy come. It also made him
extracrdinarily sensitive to  the beauty of nature. ~As  a
critic, he formulated a theory on  transcendental  longing

which  found artistic expression in bhis novel The Pilarim's

However, despite the presence of this romantic
temperament, it dis difficult to label Lewis as & vomantic
critic. Because he was very esclectic in his approasch and did

‘///*”_\\_, e
not subscribe to certain important romantic theories such  as
the eupressive theory of art, the intentionality of the poet,
the theory of genius and so on. But his eclecticism does not

el here. His eclectic approach was applied to the

Meaclassicists as well. He shared similar views with T.85.
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Eiimt on tradition and the impersonality of art. He also  had
a coammon approach with the %éw ériticg to textual analysis.
But  he disagreed guite strongly with Eliot on his view that
only practicing contemporary poets could be judges o f

Faradise Lost. And Lewis also had no faith in F.R. Leavis’




belief that civilization could be saved by discreet literary
criticism.
Lewis was & scholar with great natuwral intelligence,

analytical power and dialectical skillsg in  addition he
— s

snjoved polemics — both private and public. And one fortunate
aspect of this rather disagreeable habit is that some of his
best insights, views and theories on literature emerged from
his polemical writings. One of such exposition is his  book,

1 The FPersonal Heresy. The book came out as the result of a

controversy between E.M. Tillvard and C.5. Lewis on the role
f of  the poet’'s personality in a work of art. In this book
Lewis defends the view that a poem is not the expression of
the poet’'s personality. He contends that in reading a poem we
apprehend  what the post presents to us in the poem and his
wkill in presenting it Egj>juﬂ;ilgiﬂgersonality. When we read
a poem we look at something with the poet’'s eves and ses as
he saw it. It is true that in the act of reading we come - into
contact with the post’s consciousness in & very intimate

manner as he is sharing it with us. Often this consciousness

—

i%_ﬁgigggﬁﬁmLﬁmgtgg;ngsgna1ity7but they are not identical.
This is not his normal consciousness as it is  a heightened
one and comes only at certain times, so it cannot be  his
personality. In fact, an act of composition is an escape from
personal ity rather than an spression of it. Let RE:

illustrate the point with the example of a poet who is



presenting an intensely dramatic situation. In presenting the
situation, though the character may be in  the overwhelming
grip of a particular emotion, the poet has already escaped
from that emotion to be able to present it to us objectively.

In a_ Freface to FParadise Lost, Lewis is at his

polemical best. In the book he defends Milton' s epic against
detractors, ard he also refutes two errors in the

interpretation of Paradise Lost. In his defernse of PFaradise

Lot he contends  that Miltom's coriticism is  lost inm

misunderstanding because many modern readers are unfamiliar

with the epic form and they set out to find in Paradise Lost

"little patches of delight" as if they were reading lyvrics,
and when they are not found those readers get frustrated.
This happens because the readers have no idea that in a long
narrative poem the line is subordinated to the paragraph,. and
the paragraph to the book and the book to the whole; and they
condenn those propsrities which the poet laboured hardest  to
]attain. lLewis, therefore, believes that the study of Milton
shouwld be preceded by a study of the epic in general.

Epic poetry is a species of the genus narraltive postry,
and Lewis divides epic poetry into primary epilc and secondary
epic. This is simply a chronological division without any
suggestion  of one being superior to the other. Frimary epic
is oral, solem hg/ aristocratic, festive, public ard

/

ceremonial iy and attains its effect through the use of stock-



words, phrases, whole lines and also a special diction which
i familiar and velt non—-colloguial.
Then Lewis discusses the subject of ‘primary epic’. He

says 1t doesn’t have to be on a subject of national or cosmic

importance. ALl it requires is that it has to be a heroic

story., e.g. The Illiad. In the poem the Trojan war provides

only  the background for a personal story of  Achilles,

Concerning the subject of "secondary epic’ , Lewis says Virgil

was the one who invented it. He was interested in an epic  to
rival Homer, and he chose a national theme to satisfy the
Foman spirit and found a solution by narrowing down his theme
to a natiomnal legend and handling it with great skill. By
discovering this procedure, Virgil discovered new
possibilities for poetry itself; and any further development
of the secondary epic proceeds from Virgil. In a way the

secondary epic is more complicated than the primary as it has

L

toy oreate solemnity without external aids such as a hall, a
garlanded priest and an altar. Moreover, the secondary epic
requires even greater solemnity than the primary one as it is
meant  for a person in his armchair in the privacy of his
Fooim. 5o blaming it for being ritualistic is to blame it for
bBeing what it is inteﬁded to be.

Lewis next discusses the technigue of ‘secondary epic’.

In general it is produced by the elevation of sty le. In

Faradise Lost, grandeur is produced mainly by three things:



the wse of slightly unfamiliar words and constructions, the
use of proper names, and continued allusion to what heightens
our sense  edperience, such as  light, darkness, storm,
flowers, and Jewel. The effect is mainly achieved by
unremitting manipuwlation of his reader. He makes him  feel
that he is attending an actual recitation. Another technigue
is  the evocation of stock responses like constancy in  love
and friendship or loyalty in political life. Yet one more
technigue in epic styvle is continuwity which is done by
maintaining a sense of continuity betwesn sentences,
paragraphs and books.

In the Preface Lewis attempts to refute two errors that
have been prevailing in Milton criticism for more than one
hundred vyvears. The first one is the doctrine of wnchanging
human heart. According to this doctrine  the things which
separate one age from another are superficial and if we strip
people off their beliefs we find the same unchanging human
heart. But Lewis points out that this method is absurd as it
may deprive a work of its very essence and render it a8 mere
abstraction. For example, we cannot stuay Hamlet after
stripping off the revenge code as Hamlelt no longer exists
after stripping off that code. In the same way, we cannot
study FParadise Lost after stripping off Milton's theology. So

lewis suggests that we rather put ourselves in the position

Jof the character by embracing their traditions and beliefs



and try to feel how they felt so that the full meaning of the
POEm may emerge.

The second error is  the Satan—~hero theory. Lewis
corntends  that though Satan is a magnificent poetic creation

it is not meant to be an object of admiration. And he

-—

believes that there are both literary and theological
avidences 1in Faradise Lost which confirm  this view. As

Faradise Lost is an epic, Milton has to treat the satanic

predicament  in the epic fﬁgm which involves treating the
subject in a grand style by subordinating his absurdity to
his misery. Moreover, Satan is the best drawn oharacter in
the poem as it is easy to draw a character worse than
onesalf. So a magnificent Satan emerges. But this is only one
side of the picture. Milton also has clearly shown that Satan
is  full  of absurdity. There is a co-existence in him of a
subtle intelligence with an  incapacity to understand

anything. He is the cause of his own predicament. He develops

e —_ S

a sense of ih}u#éarmerit after the exaltatigﬁrof the Messiah
as head of the angels though this doss not do bim  injustice
i any way. His revolt against God is suwicidal as he is  a
derived being: it is analogous to "the scent of a flower
trying to destroy the flnwer".3 His degradation is rapid and
repelling. He comes to Eden as a spy bulb soon tuwrns  into a
prying peeping Tom, and then by his own will turns  into a

toad and then finally & snake. This progression from hero  to



snake was mistakenly considered by some critics as A
miscalculation on  the part of Milton who made Satan more
glorious than intended and then attempting to rectify it
agaim. But Lewis believes it was Milton's design to show

Satan at the height of his glory and then trace what becomes

of such self-intoxication when confronted with reality.

Lewis had a conservative  temperament arc i
< —— E

conservation is reflected in his attitude towards  modern
poetry, and the use of psycho-analysis and anthropology in
literary criticism. Regarding modern poetry Lewis feels that
it has differentiated itself too much from prose and as  a
result it has become too difficult for the common people  to
understand it. Moreover, even for the professionals who read
it. the interpretation of postry has become so subjective and
variable that it is no longer possible to tell which is  the
right interpretation. 8o the future of such poetry is not
pfomising. Lewis is eqgually sceptical abouwt the use of
peyocho-anal ysis in literary criticism. Hecause some oritics
use psycho-analysis to  infer the pathology of the post
instead of concentrating omn his work and thus, it becomes &
digression from genuine criticism. Secondly, Lewis has
serious doubts about the interpretation of certain symbols by
Freud —which are too farfetched to be a contribution to
literary coriticism. Lewis also finds no merit in the use of

anthropology as a coritical tool. Anthropology’'s supposed



contribution is the discovery of the wmythical or ritual
arigin af the romancés. But these origins Are only
conjectural and they may or may not be true. Or even if they
are true they have no literary relevance as they simply
furnish facts about the origin of a poem and do not reveal
anything about the literary sguality of the poem.

lewis was more of & reactionary critic than  anything

else. AN in  his  book An Experiment in  Criticism he is

reacting  against  an extreme form of evaluative oriticism
prevailing in the universities at that time. In this book he
proposes a new system of criticism in which literature is to
e judged by the way men read it. He says this is possible
because a good book is read in one way and a bad one  in
another way. And a good book is one which permits, invites
and compels good reading. Thus good reading is a key concept
in his system. According to him gooqxﬂfgég;ﬂgﬂ_cmnsigig_ in

surrendering  ourselves totally to a work of art to make

L —_—

carselves receptive to the work. And this total surrender has
samething  in common with love, religion  and  intellectual
attainment.

Thus in the system, reading is made the basis for our
judgement, and any literature which has the power to compel
good reading can be considered potentially good literature.
However, to distinguish the good from the bad, Lewis uses

double distinctions. He puts some books beyvond the pale, and



then from within the pale the better has to be separated
again from the worse. In judging readers, he does the same.
To gquote him, "we make a broad but hardly disputable division
between those who read seldom, hastily, hazily, forgetfully,
only  to kill time, and those to whom reading iz an arduous
and  dimportant activity. But within the latter class, we
distinguish ‘good’ from " bad’ taste".4

Then  Lewis enumerates the advantages of  the system.
Firetly, it fixes ouwr attention on the act of reading. Bémks
are only potential literature and they becoms  actual only
.when read. 5o also is literary taste. It is & potentiality
till we read literature. But in reading, both scholarship and
criticisms find their fulfilment as their sole function is to
multiply, prolong,. and safeguard experiences of good reading.
The system thus helps us to get away from abstraction and
focus our attention on the act of reading literature itself.

Secondly, the system "puts ouwr feet on solid grouﬁd,
whereas  the usual one puts them on quicksand”.5 8o it is
risky  bhecause one begins to condemn somebody’ s taste on the
gtrength of an  inference. For example, my taste may be
condemned simply because 1 like a particular author. But
one’'s  condemnation  is based on either one’'s own  isolated
personal reaction, like my own, or the prevalent view of the

literary world., If it is the former, as one has not heard my

view it is a one-sided judgement and one is never suwre  that

il
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one is  right. S50 one’s condemnation of my taste is simplycvwﬁ”f
insolent. But if it is based on the prevalent view how long

is it going to prevail. Because literary Jjudgements ohange
according  to the vagaries of fashion, and dethronements and
restorations  are almost monthly events and one can trust no
Judgement as permanent.

But  suppose one goes the obther way round and observes
the reading habit of men one will find oneself standing on
firmer ground. For example, suppose one had encouwraged me to
talk about Lamb and discovered that I was igrnoring things  bhe
really has and reading into him a great deal that he does not
have and alsco that I seldom read what I so praised and  the
very terms of praise revealed how completely it was for me a
gtimulant to wishful reveries of ;v own. And suppose one went
around and  on testing others, ong found the same kind of
result, one has solid ground to presume that Lamb is probably
a bad author as the worst kind of reading is used by those
who eﬁjoy l.amb. Thus the observation of how men read provides
a  strong basis  for Jjudgement on what they resad, as "the
distinction between attentive and inattentive, obedient and
willful, disinterested and egoistic mode of reading is
permanent, if ever valid, valid everywhere and always".é
Thirdly, it would mak e critical condemnations

difficult. Lewis considers this an advantage as  condemnaltion

has becomse too easy which has produced detrimental effects on



sane coriticism. All the great names in English  literature
have been condemned except half a dozen protected by the
current coritical establishment. These dethronements are a
great waste of energy as the real function of oriticism is
naot  to denigrate somebody’s favouwrites but to help him to
enjoy something better. In the established system, in judging
books, & oritic puts some books bevond the pale and some
within., But often the books he puts beyond the pale may be
books he has never read. However, in the new system it works
in the open. If we can observe the reading habit of people,
W Can assign  those habits  to the "literary’ and
‘unliterary’ . If we find that a book is read only in one way
and no other we have a prima faocie case that the book is bad.
But on the other hand, if & beook is passionately and
constantly loved and reread by the reader or réaders, we  can
with certainty say that the book has to be good no matter
what the critics or the current literary fashions say.

Im An Experiment in Criticism, apa-t from advocating &

new syvaten of oriticism to replace the present evaluative
]system, particularly the judgemsntal and condemnatory type,
fLewi% also refutes certain literary assumptions of his age.
Thies dominant one among them was the assumption that

civilization could be saved by literary coriticism. But Lewis

had no interest in a substitute religion as  his coritical



position was  aesthetic rather than moral. &nd o in T}

Experiment oy Criticism he emphatically denies that

literatuwre is to be valued for telling wus truths about

lTife
1
|

jand as aid to cultuwral propaganda.

Thus as & critic, Lewis was a complex man: he was

&
romantic who could not be called a romantic critic, he was a

conservative man whose conservatism did not prevent him  from

ca

being  eclectic —as  he  wowld not hesitate Lo learn from

different schools of criticism if it suited his taste; he was

a conservative man who was also & reactionary. These

they

e

gualities put him at odds with his times at times. But

i — N

also made him an original coritic and thinker.

The present dissertation is an edploration of Lewis’

works to study his insights, views and theories on literature

and to assess his  contribution to the modern oritical

tradition.

14
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COMCEL 1S T O

Im ome's evaluation of Lewis as & oritic it is
imperative  fto begin with an assessment of the  influesnce  of
romanticlsmn o his oriticism;  because  romanticoism W
ingrained  in him and he responded to literaturse essentially
aw & romantic. Fomanticism manifested itseld guite sarly in
his ohildhood in the forem of Sshnsucht or longing. In factk,
Behnsucht  constitubed the centre of his romanticism  and it
moulded him as & man, as & oreabtive writer and  also as A&
critic. As & man his sxspsrience of Jjoy through Sshnsucht
helped him to go on sesrching for the ultimate reality or God
till his return to the Christian faith. fs a crestive writer,
it made him extracrdinarily ssnsitive to the beauty of naturs
around him, and also made him kesnly aware of the Meoplatonic
transcendsntal realities. Snd as a oritic, his seperiencs  of
Sehnswoht helped him to evolve & theory of lomging which  was

later transformed into a work of art - The Filgrim s Regqress.

]

It also helped him to evolve oritical concept on the
perception and saperience of transcendental realities through
the power of & "baptized" imagination.

But despite the presence of these romantic  traits  in

Midm, it ds difficult to put bhim in any particular  tradition

124



& critic e vomantic  or otherwise. He had great

indepsndence of mind zobicismn markes-his  approach  in

=

criticism  throughowt and though & romantic Lewis  doss  not

accept a numbar of romantic critical concepts. One of them is

the espre

ive theory of art, He believes in the objectivity
and dimpersonalibty of art and he makes & distinction bshwesn

artistic emotion and the emotion of the post. In The Personal

he smays, "The character presented is thalt of & man in

the grip of th

o bthat emotion: the real oo is & man  who

has already @

sl Trom bthaet emotion sufficiently Lo ses i1t
obijectively ... The man who ories oot with pain is not the
sams  as  bhe  man who vividly sxpresses bo wus that  blood-

a§

curdl ing natuwre  of  the ory”. He  belisves that Tl

cive theory of art has generated an excessive  intere

i bhe study of the psyohology and bilography of authors which

inevitably leads to postolatry. For Lewis bthis is & deviation

from brue  appreciation of 11 iation

~aturs as tries S

mbhiowld be concerned with concentration on the work itseldf te

discover what it has  hto offer.

S corollary bo Lewis”

rejection of the esspressive theory of art iz his  rejsction
also of the intentionality of the post, such as sincerity  or
insincerity, &3 & oritical principle as it has nothing to do

with the intrinsic worth of a work of art. & fourth romantic

theory that Lewis rejeot

i the theory of genius, especially

that of Coleridge which savs bthat postry is a product of the

0
3
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action of reason, imagimation and the will. In place of this
theory, he espouses a btheory of imitation  with particular
reference to the position of a Christian in the light of the
Mew Testament. Lewis sayvs, in the Mew Testament, life itself
is oan art of imitation and originality is the prerogative of
God alons.  And owe destiny lies  in bhumbling ourselves,
reflecting & glory  which  is not  owr  own, and  being a
fragrance which is borrowed. Lewis applies the same principle
of  reflection and derivation to literature as well and  savs
that it should form the basis of all oritical theory. So "an
author should fnever concelive  himseld as  bringing intho
existence beaubty or wisdom which did not exist  before, but
simply and solely as btrying to smbody in terms of his own art

o

some reflection of  eternal Beaubty and Wiﬁdmm”nﬂ But  of
courss,  Lewis doss not mean here that & Christian writer
cannot be original. MHe says that a Christian can bhe original.
Te  illustrate his point he brings the analogy of  Homer' s
Fhemuis who claims to bs self-taught but also inspired alt  the
same time. He says there ils no contradiction in this  bhecause
Fhemues can learn his brade by himself withoout following the
gxample of his predecessors, and the inspiration he receives
can be treated as & part of himself as it is internal. Thus a
Christian writer also can be btruly original in the same
sense.  But  of cowss one has bto remsmber hers that  for &

Meoplatonist like Lewis, inspiration and imitation o

178



contemplation of God — eternal Beauty and Wisdom — are the
5 ERTE W It may be noted here that in this particular  theory,
though Lewis rejects Coleridge’ s theory of the creative power
af genius, he retains something of romanticism  becauss  he
continues to echo SBhelley’ s Meoplatornic belief that "poetic
inspiration g bt ke identified with the Blissful
contenplation of the sempitsrnal Form".a

Leewis’ , eclecticism is shown on mthér issues as  well.
Though & romantic, he has affisity with T.5. Eliot on
tradition and impsrsonality of art. Emphasising the valus of
tradition he says, "To study the past does indeed libesrate us

from the present",4

and he also agrees with Guk. Chesterton
that "any man who is cubt off from the past ... is & man most
unjustly disinherited."s Lewis further points out the nesd to
conform to the traditional form in wrifing the epic. He says
that by submitting to the traditional form the poem  "bhecomes
really original, really bthe origin of great work. The attempt
oy be oneself often brings out only the more conscious and
suparficial parts of & man’ s mind.”ﬁ (O the impersonality  of
art  Lewis states in The Personal Heresy that in writing a

posmn bthe post doss not express his personality bult transcends
it. Bo  when we read a poesmn we do not ses the poet’s
personal iy, bul only what he presents to wus and his skill in

presenting it. Lewis’ similarity with Elicot, however, ends

here. Lewis disagreess quite strongly with Eliot on the nobtion

199



that ornly posts  can be  judges of  poetry. Eliot has

specifically  stated that to judge Paradise Lost "the best

corntemporary prachticing posts ars the only Jury o f
Judgement.”  But Lewis objects to this statemsnt  and  points
out the abswrdity of the statement. To begin with it excludes
all  to judge Milton, including the greatest oritics  on
Milton, edxcept practicing posts who may or may nolt be  good
critics. Secondly, 1T we examine Eliobt’ s statement logically,
it is abswd as one has to assune that ome is a post  thowgh
o cannot validly make that judgement because  thalt is &
critical Jjudgement and 1t cannot be made before one  can
ansWwer  the guestion whether one is a poet. So this is  an
miposed  pedtitio and logically fallacious. Howsver, Lewils’
ghifference with Elict is nobt on this issue alone, their  wvery
appraach o oriticism  is  antithetical: Lewis i ol ytc:]
antithesis of Eliot’'s judgemsntal and authoritative approach.

Lewis was & oritic with a conssrvative tempsrament, and
his conservatism shows in his attitude towards modern poEtry .
argd the use of psycho-analysis and anthropology in literaey
criticism. Regarding smodern poetry, Lewis is of the view that
it neither enjoys & wide readership as postry used to nor  is
there anything swre about its future. Because it has deviated
s much from the traditional norm by differentisating itself
o omuch from prose that it hes become too difficult for  the

common people  to understand. S0 now dts readership is

200
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= mostly o posts and professionals. And when 1b comes
Lo intmrpretatiwnﬂlit is doubtful agsain whethsr even  these
readers can coms Lo oany agressment as to what a  particular
poem means a8 entively different interpretations have becoms

prossible for & posm. And bhe fubuwrs for suoh postery is blesak.

L.ewis  is  sgqually =

eptical abouwt  the usefulness of  the

peyoho-analybical  approach in oriticism. One reason why he

bre g & some oriti

(g

voho-analysis  bo

wiclition of bthe postry  from  his

find oult the pathological o

works., This is & digr torn From genuing oriticism.

Lewis has serious dout

about the interprstation of
symbols by Freuwd which  are too farfetohed to make any

contribution  to litersry oriticism. Lewils also has no  faith

mer of anthropology as & oritical tool. He fesls that
the s bent oaf bhe conbtribubion o3 f arnthropology g
exaggerated., I fact it may nmot be contributing anvihing  at

all becauss bthough  literaey btexts can bes usefual oy bhes

anthropologist it ghoss not e 6 At Ly Follow that

anthropology can in btwn make a significant contribution  to

literary oriticism. The supposed contribution of anthropology

is  bhe discovery by the anthropologl of the mybthical or

Fritual o origins of the romances. Boutbt Lewis fesls  that  these
origins are only conjectural and they may o may not be trus.

O evern 17 they are true it doss nobt matter much because they

mimply furnish fact about the origin of & posm which  may

20l



have nothing to do with the literary merit or demerit of the
poem. Thus these facts have no oriticsl relevance.

lewis was a oreative writer, and he drew on his
edperience as & oreative writer to formulate new oritical
prinociple particularly on children’s fiction. One of them is
Mis approach to weiting for ohildren. He sayvs there are two
good  ways and one bad one. The bad way is to trealt ohildreen
Tike & special department and giving them what  the public
wants.  The obther btwo good ways arse to let the printed story
grow  cut of a story told to a particalar ohild:; and  writing
children's story becauss a children’s story is bhe best  art
form for  something one  has  to say. While discussing
children’' s fiction, Lewis also has advanced a theory of his
coan concerning fairy-tales universal appeal. He says we find
fairy—tale appsaling because characters in failry-tales, such
as glants, dwarfs, and talking animals act  as  hieroglyphs
which depict  hbuman  abttitudes and  personality moch  moee
effectively than novelistic presentations can do. In
addition to  this, Lewis also has descoribed vividly  and
perceptively the actual processs of writing stories. Im his
description he makes a distinchtion betwessn the post as  poet
and the post as man and citizen. The author’'s mind  bubbles
every now and then with ideas. It is followsd by the longing
for a form. When the two things click, the asuthor’s  impulse

is  complete. Then he longs to put the bubbling stuff  into

..........



form. The man then decides the advantage and disadvantages of
wiriting the story considering it from different points  of
WL .

Lewis  was the first to olassify science fiction into
different categories. Boilence fiction is a broad  term and
undesr  this  term can come many varieties. After making a
detailed analysis of all the sxisting wvarieties, Lewis
classified them into five species. In this undertaking, Lewis
did  for science fiction what Aristotle had done  for  Gresek
tragedy. Apart from this classification Lewis also  improved
upon the classification of the epic. Traditionally, 1t was
divided into primitive epic and artificisl spic. But Lewis
found the classification unsatisfactory and re-divided espilos
into primary epic and secondary epic. Im o the Preface. Lewis

also  has refuted two major errors in the interpretation of

Faradise Lost. One of them is the doctrine of the unchanging
human heart. fAccording to this doctrinse the  things that
separate ons age from another are supesrficial anq if we strip
characters of one age of theilr traditions and beliefs we find
the same unchanging human heart. But Lewis points owt that
this is not & scolution to the problem as it distorts  the

o

meaning of the posm and be suggests that we rather situate
curselves in their position in order to fesl what they felb.

Thi=z, he sayvs helps us to understand the poem  better. The

next  error in the interpretation of Paradise  Lost is  the
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Satan—hero  theory. Lewils contends  that  this error,  has

goourred because certain things in Pearadise Lost  have been

either lgnored or smisunderstood. SBome of these are the epic
Form and the intention of Miltom i making Satan magnificent
ad the theological position concerning Satam at the tims  of
Miltorn. Concerning the first, Lewis sayvs,. Milton has to trest
the Satanic predicament in the epic form which involves
depicting Satan  in a grand  style by subordinabting his

abswrdity to his misery. S0 a magnificent Satan emnsrges.  Butb
it iz also true that Milton has made the absurdity of  Batan
abundantly clear: his self-delusion that he is alt war with
Giod,  his  hope to win the wae, his inditisal  proclamation  to
fight for libsrity and then ending up fighting for his  own
glory. his degradation from & hero of the heavenly host to a
paaping Tom in Eden. The progression of his degradation fils
Milton s  schems well as 1t was undoubtedly his intention  to
show ths devil at the height of his glory and thesn trace the
consequences of such self-intodication and  sxaltation.  In
trying  this Milton was tabking hardly  any risk  of  bsing
misunderstood  as  during his time people belisved in the

existencse of a

-
i
i

1 Satan whom they krnew to bs the father of
Ties  and whose public speeches bthey would not sccept  as
gospel bruth.

Lewis was essentially an sappreciative coritic rather

than an evaluative ons. He had an aversion to making literary
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judgsments, sspecially the condemnatory btype, and he also had
e dnterest in establishing hierarchies of excellence. Chad
Walsh says this attitude might have stemmed from the  uanhappy
@xperiences he had gone through in the sarly vears when  many
of his poems wers rejected by publishers. Whatever might  he

the origin of the attitude, it remained with him  throughout

his life. But as & certain measwre of  svalustion is
inevitable for any oritic, Lewis also engaged in evaluation

e the situation demanded. Evaluation can be sean in all

Mis major works  like The &llegory of Love, & Frefacs  to

Faradise Lost and Frose and Foetry in the Sixteenth Century.

Leswis’ methodology in oriticism WERE essential ly
formalistic. He belisved in & very olose reading of the text |
e that is the best way to become & peroepbtive  reader. In
addition, for him, a work of art exists on its own right  and
what the text says counts, not what may be conjectuwred  from
the author’s 1ife. But his methodology in textual analvsis is
mot as systematic or detailed as that of the Mew Critics. He

i happy with no mores than a very oloss reading of the texb,

Lewis was  a man gifited with great intelligence,
imaginative powsre and dialectical skills, and he enjoved
taking polemical stands on literary issues. And most of  his
theoretical writings are the product of his involvemesnt in
polemics., If there waré mo opponents o debaste with  and no

ideclogies bto  battle against, perhaps,  many  of Lewis’
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critical concepbts would never have appesarsd in print. Bub the
problem  with his polemic habit is that he tends to push  an
argumsnt to its extrems logical conclusion .. often  without
much regard  to the basic strength or weakness of  his  own
position and in the process he gets into rather wunenviahle
positions. A& good exanple is his controversy with Tillyvard on
the personal heresy. It is obviouws that &8 work of art can  be
wiewsd not only from the point of view of the material  buat
alao  from the point of view of the vision of ths post. But
Lewis saw no merit in his opponent’s case and started & long
dirawn conbtroversy., SBo his own friend Owen Barfield commented
that the controversy was slightly absurd. And "most reviewsrs
agraead that the increasingly bilographical  approach T
lTiterature was regrebitable, bult most slso pointed out  that
understanding something of an author’ s personality would be oa
7

prleasuarae’. Lewis  gets  into & very basic problem  in &n

Experiment _dn  Criticism as well., It was his  intention, to

replace evaluative oriticism by his new syvstem of oriticism.
But  in thes edpsrimesnt, though  many of  his  ildeas A
perceptive and insightful, he fails to overcoms & very bhasic
problem e kb prroblem of distinguishing  good  books  from
hetter books as there are no char-cut, objective standards
with which bto determine the intrinsic worth of a book in. his

sy s b e .
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Befores we conclude  we may briefly review here the

impact of The Personal Herssy sand fn Experiment in Criticism

o the academnic scens in BErngland and beyvond. Tt is true  that
the publication of thess two books drew immediate attenbtion
to certain excesses in academic oriticism. Bubt pesrhaps hardly
anybody realised at that time that their impact would bes more
than  ephensral. Bubt now they have proved to be of snduring
value. To quote Georgs SBaver, "the ides [The Fersonal Heresy]
presents has had an important inflousnoce on the  tsaching  of
Ernglish  literasture. Henceforward, boyvs and girvls  who o had
hardly heard of .5, Leswis werse liable to be severely
reprimanded 4f they  served up bicography in the guise  of

Titerary criticiﬁm",g Concerning An Experiment in Criticism,

the same author sayvs, "within five vears 1t was referred Lo

1]

E @ mnow classic  broadside, Lex At has  attracted &
considerable following, sspecially in Amsrica and is  already

vseful in moderating the influence of  academic  literary

. o
criticism."’

Fimally, one  more guestion about Lewils remains: his

position as & 2 literary oritic wviswed from & 0 historical
context. His position can be sscertained from the role he has
playved as & critic. And as & oritic one role towesrs above the
mthers - his  role as & resctionary. &s  one might  have
noticed  from the preceding two chapters, his major works  in

Titerary  theory — are a&ll polemic in natuwre and there is &
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goood  reasson for thisi; Lewis was rescting against  certain
literary assumphtions of his age. Besrrnacd Bergonsi, in his

Tt ] LN Exploding Ernolish, calls thes assumptions

Mo ld-Mewbol t-Cambridge idealogy.lﬂ The ildeclogy was )
continuation of  the ninetesnth-century optimism of saving
civilization by the powse of literature. Ond in this  cernbury
Fo.R. Leavis was the ohief ssponent of  this  ideclogy. He
fearsd  that the old valuss were fast vanishing sxceplt  those
that persisted in grest literatuwrs and those values had to be
rediscovered and re-esnacted in life through oriticism. And as
Hatﬁfﬂ\ﬁrﬁuld Mad trisd to seve civilization by postry in the
p;@ceding century, Leavis also btrised to save ocivilization
through  oriticism. But Ozford wanted no part in ths new
ideology, and ons of ibts most prominent dons who oppossed the
ideclogy was C.8,. Lewis. His thought on literature which  are

met owt in FRehabilitations, The Personal  Herssy,  and  An

Experiment in Oriticism. a&are all in one  way  or obher,

antithetical to  the conception that literaturs can  sav

civilizabtion. T Fehabiliteaticons, in contrast to Scorutiny's

claim  that "thers is an absolute distinction bebwessn S good’
books,  which are literature, and " bhad’ onss  which were a
threat  to civilization'. Lewis contends that books  can be
gdivided into two categoriss — hiagh brows and low brows. High
brows are meant  for  instruction,  presching, consol ing,

entertainment  and making  monsy and  low  brow  bhooks  are
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Piterature meant for providing pleasure and satisfaction. But
it ods possible bthalt high brow books of one age can becoms low
brow  books  of another age, and therefore there can be $o

absolute distinction belwesen the two. In The Personal Heresy,

Lewis takes a formalistic stand rather than a moral one. In

A Experiment in Criticism he denies that literature is to be

valusd (&) for telling wus truths about 1ife, and (b)Y as  an
aid  to culturse. For Lewis  the wvalus of literatbtuwrs is
agsthetice and not moral and therefore reading literature  is
arn end in itself rather than a means to somsthing slse.  Thus
the main thrust of Lewis’ theoretical writings is & oritigus
of bhe Cambridge ideology with its cultuwral wnderpinnings.
Mow  this  ideology is increasingly undesr attack  and
Lewis’  wisws are  gaining  interesh. To guote Bergonzl,
"Leavism  is now, I belisve, part of history, it achieved a
great deal but saving civilization by the powss of  literary
criticism was beyond it ... In the present cultural ocontest,
it is Lewils’ argumsnts and assumpbions bthalt seesm to me  mors
challenging., amcd to have  somsthing  to corntribute T

contempurarz/ dabateifﬂatwithstanding its antigus accent  and

P e e

idimm."ll
I that is Lewis’ position abt present, one may wonder

Pow he will fare with posterity. This is a difficult guestion

to answer . But o no doubt one can have an optimistic

sxpectation of his continued influsnoces. Human naturs doss notb
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eration tends to go from  one exbrems

another. This can happen in literature as well in life

by confusion, bawilderment and loss of & sense

clirection. Hut without =& of oire

ShACH MO REOgQress

silrle  in any human endesvowry and bthe solution lies

regaining o

bradlarmoe and

2. We bhelisve Lewis

cdone just that in literary oriticism for thes presenl age

azsumphions and by

reasserting the ilmportance of

i literary oriticism. This sohisvemsnt

rich only boowus bulb o bo as well. Boo when

Freads his bhooks e some of which ha
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