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CS Lews, LiteraryQtic. ARsesssssert
WilliamCdlin

w field is French literature, espedialy the Mddle Ages but also poetry
fromthe Rereissance to the presert. Over the lest tvo cbcacks | e dlso
warked onedied Fredh Anglo-Nomen, and Brdlishina ELrgpean aoriex,
and on Soats and Beton Duning Al this tine, inobed s far beck &5 gradlete
stod, C S Lenstre literaryariticand scholar arassed my ety more acouretely,
| aossed hisand took ingairation framhiswarkand hiseenple, the ingoiration
tret crlyafewcnghe This, Sply toeqanulhyand fromwet
this iswritten In it 1 acbiess three Ises: LewsS aooonplismerns s a
evel and Reneissance sadlar;, his contributions to theary, andwhare he ean
kl\n;l/naﬁdasapdomst; and ol hsmkkd;ldep_ oby—hiS lecpoy.
purpose is to Sowhis edraordirery \aridly; range, and attical inegiretian;
dothet, muchashe mght dyedt tothe iy, Ls/\isisagenjrelyr:%nrrm
W, inaitiasmas in other donairs, partakes of mocamity and nodemism
Nl Gonill quates his fried C S Lenis s heaving edlaimed are ciy; “1
teiee [ . ] | ave poved thet the Reneissance rever in Egad
Ateretnely [. . ] thet if it did it hed ro importence!” (6061). This, it would
gpear, Wentt stuoents. Afewoscacks leter, Gaarge Syer ouotes Lenises
edlaring to his stucents: “1 think | heve suoosscsd in cenorstrating thet: the
Rnaissae, asgpraalyuncarstood, neverexidted” (16). Arlly; intre polemical
“IntrooLiction” tohis nassive Brglish Literature in the Sixtsenth Gar g
Drava), hedsavesthet it isecosatsle to enploythe tam“Reraissanoe"for the
rerevied interest in Latinand Geek Hovewer, it Reraissanoe” ismeart to carry
ackitional becppog, it should ot ke used, and e cfines the Reraissae of those
mers Who prdliferate in Acaclme as “en inegirery entity resparaible
fareerythingthe spesker likes in the fiftsenth and sixisanth cantunes (50).

The aonvidtions behind these boutecks can ke fourd in the fenous ineugurdl
lecture for the Cheir in Ergishat Ganri ([bl:aripiaETeTmL%vK]rBe
Lensrodainshis beliefin OldViéstem whichinduoesthe Mcde
andthe Rnaissancs, for thet retterwhet ve call the beroou e, thedassica, and
roooon. For Lenss, the great divice in VAéstem auliture did not coour betveen
Adticuity and the Mddle Ages ar betveen the Mddle Agss and the Reraissane

(@]




C S Lens, Literary Qritic: A Reessessnert

Sorenet like Toyroee he situetes it in the nineteenth centurywith the IncLstrial
Ravduticnand the birthofour rodamity. Austenand Soatt partake of Old\\éstem
JLstasGmardaJerﬁercn\ArHeasBUard Lanrence co nat.

Lensprzesthet ealier, pre-nocemagpvnichnarnfests uchan edrotirery
cortiruity of cLiture. %qbe"“"’%e rmcklrgtheterm Rraissae” Lenss
WSES In o Way certuy. On the contrary, the

Reissae, fcrhm |sapenodV\hd1 a nslm adcrgsardentﬁlllsmsa)
much of the best thet is medieval: feucl loyelty and honor, delry, heroism
courtly love and the spirit of the courts, aldarnTy, astrdagy; high ma?gaml hﬂ
ceenodagy; and, of aourse, awitdl, ggncﬂmilanfam In
Rereissance by enphesizing its eck

| should like, trerefore, to offer aperadax: thet Lewsss denigration of dides
concemingthe Rraisssnceand hisvisian of continuity ke agredter contriboution
to Rerissanoe studies then to the redieval. It is surely not acaincicknoe thet his
most alidand nrost leamed bodk, inmy gpinion LenisSnesterpiece, rovestole
the Brdlish Literature in the Sxtearth Gartury. Asplendid piece of aitical and
histarical revaluation isentitled A Prfaceto Pradise Last. TreAllegryofLoe for
dl its rgjor and il valid contributions to nedievd studies; could have been
entitled AReaceto The Feerie Queere. The godl ofthis bookisto trece the arigins
and evolution of the tradition of allegory and courdy Easwhich s’
poemandwithoutwhichit cannot e resdor unckrstood (ftshould nat ke fargotten
thet Lewis wrate nore, by far, on Sperser and Milton then on any ather sirgle
author, medieval or modem,) 1Arally, The Discarokdinegs, LewssS ot popular
sdﬂmyhaoka’rmg nonscholars and which nost pegple ceemtto ke \ary
medieval, is suticked An Inrocuction to IMedieval and Rraissanee Litarature: In
corseouence, Lewss ekes two contributions to mredievalism an influential
twertieth-century vision of the Miadle Ags, and ition of a continuing
neded |cneseme_in1h%s&haecueﬂmrtmesovl‘iher%/1 period Wet
French conparatists would cll “1a forture au I\/b)mﬁgﬁalqooqeobla

Howdoes he dothis? TreAllegaryofLoweirsisted for the firsttine in English
stdies, on the centrd, ratrdeofalleg]yerd of courtly loe (Whet
tocky vie callfin am]( ) in daelopmtof eartyV\éstem literature. Never
agpin could sdolars 1Ze these two “fomrs of the spirit” &s Sellow
convertionor sylisticartifice. He traced the royel roed of dllegaryfromwritars in
Sihver Latin late Antiquity, and the twelft-oentury Rereissance to the vermeaular
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eqdasininCld Fredhand later, Mdde Brglish insistingupontretwostrudiures
thet allegory care to assune dt its lest: the bellumintestirumand thevoyege or
oest. He recogizsdfin aor to have brought aboout are of the three or four
gestest mutations in the histary of avilizetion and cefired its constitent traits,
Tren, withceftressandtaste, hesautinized the dynanric, eve-dergingintarp

offin’ amorand dlegary in Chretien ce Tioyes, LeRonenck laRee, and gl

poetryframCheuoer to Soerss, insisting thet thebest inboth Graucer and Soensr
Is their medievalness, not a syperfidial and historically false anticipetion of

S A
) qac [T In
anr. He catagnizes gpicas ane kind of court poetry—pLbdic aist%gi%, feddl,
andceremonial. Bpicisaouched instodkphrasesand convertianal diction. Nevther
collocuial vemeaular nor the poet personal spesch is \elanzed but insteed the
“brand style” graunoed in rhetaric and ceoorum Mgl is the nester of literary
ﬂc Trereforg, sinoe Milton does ot sesk to exress his soul b, irsteed, o
eadadtiveeagame axeit lsdmenmaju\aes\lo?l. Nblessinpartart,
Lenss is ae of tre firt to irsist yoon tre | saverteath-oertury
theclagical gpeculetion to undkerstanding Paredise Lot His isa ristian reeding
o vy O
IS ensdates ftors pargoedtive toletrepagedive
of the infomred modem reecr, Stan cannat ke the hera. He isa.contenptible
Mllain, ricdled by a aoplex of setf-aontradidtions and setf-cerials. In ecition
theadtionofthe poemaenters not an Stanbout onAcemand Be the latter guilty
of priceand the fomver quilty of uorious remissess. Lenrs nat only reebailitates
Acemand Be—they are soan to ke bath inportant and interesting, he dso
rehebailitetes Parecise Logt s a total wark of art, and not two Irst books
wnichthenfdll offirto and boredom Insum Lewss hisauthors
I framthe stridvures of BHiat and Leavis (Leavis 42-67); he cefends his
yidMewand its atistic ebodinent fram the prejuciice of 19305 agnostic
unvasity facityin BEglish
Leniss nmost aontroversial book (Edlish Literature in the Sitearth Gariury)
recefines the fooLs and the paraeters Erdlishliteratre. Hswas perrgs
AL i PO TG MCHEAGS ey e 1
aGathdlic aic pi nitive Mdde oM to
our fregthinking, Hellenic, and Rereisaee, superiarto M%\g%s




C S Lens Literary Qitic. ARssssessert

totheextent thet enligtenent issuperiar tosuparstitionand leamingto igorance
Lewss demystifies and undemines the hurenist sdolars, Burdkardts heroes,

whomheaooesof igoance, ardlad<®rmgnﬂm Bxaseofthem
Endlish literature renai inthe colotuTs, & “thab” orwarse then dra U to
the 15/0s. Incontrast, Lewis refebilitates the Puritars, whombe sees not as [rigs
crascﬂeshl&yw\gmcwtellecmals, faos for their imovetive ickes and
intellectLal rigor. Accordingto Lewiss, the only geruinely good literatLre framtre

periodwas conposed in Soatland by the Soattish Cheucerians (toceyve Gl
mr_lﬁleml\/ﬂes) (%]j@); aifgiraxxas isto mrfgqaderedl}t/oarmig\aﬁ tracition

is not popular andl conposed ina high courtly aLreste style treating
highnoa issues. For e, Gamin Dougfes isdoser to Mgl a“dabetterpoet
than Qurey or Drycken could ever e Lewrs then goes on to praie the “goldan”
yle ad golden achievenents of Sdey, Soersy, Sekesare, ad ahers, the
lest of the Hizaoethen agp who illustrate firdlly; as o the Mikars, the synaretic
wholeress of the certury (318-535).

In TreOiscarcbdinege Lenis presenis the rental srudures @, asve
the mindkset ofthe OldV\éstem culture. Inmrtrasttotfegmad peroemmm
the Middle V\asasrrne aL‘JE[;rmtlveenax he insigts on the bodkashness of
those tines. their ephesl i literacy and their sense of
QT oooiﬁcr;tlcn, ad system Aoy V\ayha rerehailitates late neo-Platonic
Fﬁgﬂsn aB[J?ﬂI(Ed wmlcsquersmmv\aeajnred, aaHtic afdchqdy

I%oqnz the aura of Arthurian ramance & an elenrent goart from
‘lhe Mbcel,” Lens dso damorstrates howthe fairies of the Galtic Qthenarld
viere assinilated to the Lageav, are of a nunoer of ratioel oedes; induding
cainors, links between humans and angds. In the Bailoge (216-23) Lews
arfessshisliking forandjoyinthe nedieval-Renaissance modd. |t recscsd lefare
ather mockls just as aur twentieth-century ookl will receck before athers. No
ae mockl ismore redl or true then anather; it proves anly to ke more coherert
arnlt'glanoajrttmum fdnﬂmaadmglsameﬁmm mamera:bi trmrktlspecbaessu(s)
Lewsisnat gvan t, inaddition to his panoraes of

trehistaryofliterature and his contributions tosdhdlarship hevesasUperb pradticdl
aitic. Mrgl, Satius, Adess Gyodlanus, Quillaunre e Lamis, Quillaure e
Digulleville, Greucer, Lord Barars, Gavin Dogles, Moreand Tynchle, Rraissae
panphletears and thedlogical palemiasts, the Book of CommonRayer, Du Bartes,
Saey, Jers, Marlone, Gngoren, Drayton, and Mitton—this rdll of honor
renes the wiiters on whom Lewss wiate superbly arafted literary gprediations.
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Lenswas, doedl ds asarsitive, pessiarete, conitted reader of bodks. W
his reechrs, saree the pessian and the sernsitivity on alimost every pece. Mbre then
st greet aitics of our certury, Lews nekes his reecers loethe thet he
dsosss. It is not suprising, then, thet So many of his goprediations Mave o
snedto remhlltatemgaiedmntersardanertsWeIlsmﬁfuﬁeRIm
oftreReeand the Socais Mikars isalso true faranuntoer of nonmodemist mocem
authars onwhom Lews dsowrae: Soatt, Sdley; Monmis, VecDoreld,
Kiging and Geres Willias, athers.3With MacDoreld and Willians,
Lensvias the first to call attention to their inportance and to nake soething of
themintrewarld of Brdlish litereture,

WMt is certain in LewisS adhievenent, and pertgs unigee in the arels of
modem soholarshiplaritidsm sﬁeemmmmmmamwemmam

recefined the paranetars of the disaipline for &t leest one gereration, andnot anly
mhswsmofd&qay Qa’dleRmm but dsa ad o less inhis
reedrg‘paflrd\n Lenis restgped and recfined howAdliasts think
about Gheucer amIMItm Futhemrore, toohy; like Aueechand Stz
re isill arl footnotect, incked) like Satzr, anunoer of his resdings

remainarogthe best everwritten onte sUgject. Rarhgs forthisvery resson, his
resdings heve ignited cortroversy. Wherees oitzer launched almodt dl of his
inelledLd was, for the ot part it is athers who doee to poleiaze acpirst
Lenss. It is fescireting to dosanve the nuber of essays thet sekto refute are o
another stance of Lewisand aite himby nerre in the tide: ALenisS achersaries iy
have legped into the fray in part out of distaste for his Christian apolagetics but
a0 & a regooree (and, unoorsdasly, amkue) to the sriking, realutiaary
Imovetive craradter of his insights.

Con Lens becorsicered inany mesningful sarsealiterary thearist? Vet can
e say aoout the theoretical fa_mbucrs hiswark? Lens hinsetfwould heve
soomed the term ‘theary”’ ss it is nowused) just &8, in the 19605, he scomed the
term‘tritidsm’” Bethis as it nay, he didpublishtwo books thet canbe desigreted
theary. The first treats the witer in relation to the vwark of literature; the ssood
mm '%mﬁmmmﬂem

In Hies A In
donE M WTillyard, Learsadopts astnikingly mocemist Sance, cmlnocrglol%l
with NewQridasmandwithour rore recert thearies of rerratologlyand rhetaric,
Lens insgts thet poetry is never the eqaression of a poet pasogcg/mrdjeslt

reved hissateof mind Itmege&amwﬂny—wwoohyme




C S Lenrs Literary Qitic. ARsessssnert

or tre inplied aLtho—er an old myth orwhet tocay vie cll an ardetyre. Tre
Ipoet isnot aseer or Wetes; e issinply “&nenwho nakes poens,”and ooaryls
matoraskll—atralred heboit of Lsing cartain instruents to certain encs”
(103). Trerefare, the poet rarely seeks to kere hissoul or propose aphilosony of
Iife but A%mmm\mm CJnaItraluitlcn aﬂ[ww mmn |gyal r;gbls%d
054 (=3 V\rrtesaocnertl a%? earplainsyleandnat his
retural, adlloou cla%agelsafumofatﬁcﬁ
Iyseocmi Elld, La/\msoammedtmt \alLe of
redlitylienat inthe inoviclel or persordl, which e letels “the ik |c, but
rather inthe publicand universal, gven thett the poet &t his best s pertake
of auntversal huen exerience wnich transcencs hinselfand Ls _
InAn Eqeniment in QitiasmLewis nekes acase for repleorg tre trecktiondl
uestioninaiticism “Isthisagood or bed bodk? " with the uestion, “VAhet kind
ofreadargdjesm book enoourege?” He inaidts thet the \erioLs catiegaries of
reeding aass sodial and professiardl bounckries, and thet the professor
of literature Bameafreadrgkndy of reeding for exterrdl ressas, asthe
housewife or the retired laoorer. I—Ieds)stamsqqcmedtoﬁe nation of rigd
bounchries betveen “the dessics” and “opular books,” ghven thet sorewarks in
trehighart rrwbet_faeoLetohshmardtasleWereassmmM&n
ﬂelamtaiemynwaﬂanelerrertsof_nyh—ﬁemnm—ard therefore
gwn&togxﬂreed Inessenoe, good litereture penrits good resdingjand bed
reading) ceppencingontie resch, Wherees bedl literature canallonvonly bed reed
La/\lsseqmdlymgatm bed reeding, Whether by the uiltaay—_pagrc}ze
ocmamquelywmm@ou 0y, 1588 ad sare sot of icrios
heppiness, whet e calls “tascktuilding™—er by the literary, those who seeka
mimor of“vedl life” andfor a.cbep philosophy for living (27-3, 74-87). Hreand
throughout An Eqerinent in Qritiasm Lenrs articipstes the rore recert ool
ofreac reqame(l%r) sodiology of literature (Escamit, Williars), and sesthetics
reception (JeLes). Inmyopinian, WMWMmOmasmkdobtp
Iessmellthan'l‘re Horesy becalse certain issUes treated at length
Experiment—elounking reslism for instance—areno longer Oflrteresttahf{
ecaLge the soadagy of literature hes mece enomrous sndss inthe able
ermncal ledyofpulcsadeTHrrelaucrmptoaﬂnsardtoﬁe
NOLELY. aey(!), t ntstcftfebadr%hsmlcrgermtﬂw
V\atdwtele\nsmorpiay\ﬁobta acultural studies industry is nowdevated to
fathoming their cultural pradticss.
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It cught to ke gparent frommy discussion thet Lansves Somuchnore then
atrecitiosl acacemicsadlar inErglishand thet hiswritings on litereture articiete:
or caincice with sonre of the ngjor cevelgonents intheary since the 19305, As |
havesad TreRasord Hiesyadatsastrikingly mocemaitical and NewQitidsm
sance infts irsistence thet the aject of literary sty hes to e the ook and not
itsaLthar, andtheviaythe book toandwarks ypontraditionand aonvertion
and not rtspmortedcn jrelity. Twm his carear and epeaialy in An
Exerinatin OmasmLaNspretmE Fyebyprodaimngthet Iiterature
|sanéirdaperx:lartId altjmmmmmmmggﬂww
o adisdplire to literatLre—say; oy or S—ean
tell s something aLtharitative about avark of litereture, The sane istrue for the
mﬁpen Like La/\lsobdaredhskrsulltytoogglﬂlm Asvwrgéemm

nmertin Qitiasmantiapates more recat ceveloprents in (5300033
and soadlogy of litereture. Hrally, Lenrs coincicks with the Areles sdod of
histariars inhis lifelang pession for the nertalites (mindkset, mental structures) of
the (e, smmxesmhdwsm)eﬁellteraueaﬂdmhmnmhnsddasmﬂ
knowin arder nat to misread S rention Al this not because such anticipetiars
necessarilyentence LenrsSvalle asaattic. The mocemgarcedes coneand go
Treoristsstrive, vidauslyan oocasian, to get ontq; after afenyears they disoover
trewarkings of Danve FortureS\Wheel andwhet it neanstobedoanandout. Fr
toooftenve sseaadllesgL e fiveyears out of cte cenounced ssadinosaur orafod
lyare anly two years out of ceie.6

Wt isC S Lenrss legoy? | , affter & period of dbcacks, soe of
LamsSprcmmemrtscmaﬂagt comedted. It is revedling honewer,
thet somuch of hiswark holcs up and thett the coredtars and ransaspoetom
nmoeinerar then Lenshinsdlf. Thisisastrue inthe donrain of literary history e
inthe other facetsof hislife. Here | note liberal Angficars outraged becalse Lewss
adually bdieves in the incametion and resuredtion and gives Suooar to jpoor
benigted Biatdicals who, ahewise, might see the light/, feminists autraged

o the fact thet the partrayal of Jare in Thet Hobous Sragthdoes ot
mhrnbﬁeanatganbr—sﬂdeswmsm%wmp%ad
moet anols of dl, odlicate, refined, prissy autrage framthe En:llsh aaaic

I‘stakjlshmtbacaBeLamsdmt r kylhar rules, becaLse, asan
Usternran fromtie middle dass reb%ed aoarding to Dane Hlen Gardry,
with “exagperation and exdravecae’ (418).9

IMore interesting are the afacks an LaAlsﬂEllteraymtlcfrcmarellgaJs



C S Lens Literary Qritic: ARssssesvert

pargedive. Soe, who acoussd himof i wrpoarg his Christian bdliefs oo the
aitiasmofiViltonar, for thet nrtter, T ousty forget howinportant
isfortre attictosynpathizewithan \AﬂioMe/\mi hstmcﬂlygarcbd
tossewinet the outsicer sees ot Sitzer and Auerioech, agnostics of Janish cesat,
offered trrwmt their carers, Superb Qristian reedings of Christian texts.
ng them and in this he was superior to D W Roartson and the
Rbensmmsind of eecgticAl aritidsm (Robertson, Huppe, Herirg), Lews
cpeaCmistian interpretationto doviousty Chvistian books, Paradise Lostthe ot
notddle. On dl other texdts he dustained It is this restraint, paradadacally;
which ags Reter Mivard, who blares Lewss the aritic for nat being Christian
enough Mivardwrate anertire booktoddllenge Lewsssddlarshipand aitidsm
AoadngtoMvad, Lenssfalsto recogizethe dlHoenesive QristianspiritLelity
which dominetes the Middle Ages, this In contrast to apurportedly nore ssaular
Raissae Leving asice M aurias hypathesis thet Lewiss not being
Christian enough aones framhis Ulster Pratestart bedkground Ecﬂyan tﬁg

InpOronceof o R, Mierc ey it Lonk e o 1
inportance 10N W IS
most part inthe fact that Mivard acoats Bmtdides&tmmm in
aonusss Lews ofvidlating the truth because e refuiiss the dides.
At aretine, when Robertsonianeegesis (\Whidhcedared thet there ismosuch
ﬂmg&oo.rdyloe precominant in Bglish drdes, gooogiss for Lenis
conoeckd theywould have to sarsp much of TreAllegary ofLove Dacky, it isthe
exrene Rooertsonian fomulations\which Feve beensaragoeainerees Lenrss ook
renairs. Tooky, most of s would sy thet fin amor cid exst then and wes &
inportart a8 Lewss said it was. Given the nuber of aourtly French ramanoes
which end in mamiage and the interse sarutiny of love and namiage in Chretien
ke Troyes, we do have to nodify ane of Lewiss four constituent traits defining the
conoept. 1L Ciostadle, not ecLitery; lies at the aore offin anor. The romance of
mamedloethus coours in France and Gamrany long befare TreKingis Quairand
Tre Feerie Queare; and the ramance of aduitery Iives on, megnificertly, on the

Continert, which may exdain wWhy young Bnglish gertlenven fandied the grand
tar.

Greater knonlece of Frenchand ftalian humanismwaould dso have casd
Lens to nuance Brglish Literature in the Sxteernth Gartury. The Hunrenists did
help ingaire great hurrenist poets: Du Bellayand Rorsard, and Benboand Tessg
todtetremostaminert. Smilady, nost sddarstoceywouldprefer the desigretion
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“hich syle” and “plain style” to Leniss overly judgental “tpolderi” and “treb.”

A(dtrwmajdamermtﬁssppabsw){ogamdogyin TreDiscarcdlinege

\rl‘rutgq d*q%ers on nmedieva-Renaissance Aistian typdagy, palitical theary, and
anic.

For my part, differing fromhis advasaries, 1 wish anly to sypplenrert and to
niencesaveof Lenrssfomulations, whidh magiﬁoertap arg, aregrounckd
inafinite command of the non-Eglish raterials and which theyae
megnificert, fareacing and imowetive, Would have to be supplenrented and
rlmneggtg_ere_rmm |ater marycaaaOrSjmlmy rgdfcrtfesar_ren_ae&:ra Ve
revss, thet is_improve upon sae of Leniss NECEHNE m
individLel writers. | atte, at random Prudkentius, Alan of Ulle,%of
I\/bnn%mlcbl\/hn Largland, Jom Kok andthe Soarser of TreSgdards

This raisess afasardting question. The anly agect of LewrsS aitidsmwhich
bothers eandwhich | find genuinely cited, ishis penchant fonveluejucrents,
for constantly infomring the reedkr which bodks are mesterpiecss, which are
mecioare, and whichareanful. Ve dont co thet sart of thing anynore. And the
C S lenswo dosit istre same C S Lears Who cevates a sedian of An
Experinert in Qttidsmto denouncing attical eveluetion and all those—ke calls
themMglants—aho nake distindios within the dorain of good literature 4
This wauld nat ke the anly eanple of le naitre contradicting hinself. 5The
explaretionfor this contradiction can ke found in the“ bortextLelizetion” of Lenrss
warkafter he left Odord for Garice. InAn Experinert in QitiasmLenisves
conbetingte inflience of E R Leavsand the then domirent Leavisitecurrent in
Bitish umversities. Leavss hore besevas Ganride. Accarding to o
(230:3D), Lewis hed been tald thet ane of the ressars for offering ima Chair in
Enofish Was to counteract Leavis Infa%a?]rg beck to the 19305, Lewiss
Rehetlitatiors of 193, withits laucktory rescings of Selleyand athers, nay vl
have been a corsdias reuttal to Leaviss Revaluetion published three years
previady. Leaswould saythet the Leavisite Mgglants condenmed ngjor Egish
authors—Milton, for eenple—and entire periocs—Ronrarticism in fat
English poetry fran Jdlley to the Gaargians—and, therehy, they dose doars to
repckrs andstucents, Weress e, Lewis, holcs the coarswicke gpen: Innoregrrerdl
tems he denies the validity of granting \elle to sone bodks and refsing it to
arersontre besis of ariteriaor aset of privileged concitions such ss relismor the
NewQitical peraciax, tension, and aoiguity. Smilardy; when he tells stucents
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“Dont redaritiasny’ altmﬁ gpearstowill isoanbodks onto renvainckr
plesautsice Bad«\ells LoEsacainto Le:userdhsdsades Who fetishizd
theterm tritic” Lenswould h:t\ecdled hinseifasddar or anhistarian

When | first reed C S Lenss, | wes—like 0 athers—entranced,
encharted, camiedtoanather led. Ivasdsodeeply byhisdamtolethe
last Old\Aéstemn e, the last dinosar inthe dld cuiture of the West. Exogt thet
Ivhiseeredt “Nb, youtenat. [am”After having werlfeyeas dtedthisaneocte
indass, fromtinre to tine a stucent will whigeer: “No, youtenat. 1and” Ham
?%mkmﬁrq&ﬂﬂﬁmdmmaemmrgmaﬂmy

adp veae

It hesto ke said, honever, thet LenisSjoyinthe nedievd and his cenial of the
mocem do ot make of hima Medieval Vi they demorstrate hownmuch ke
partakes of nedievalism therefore, howmuch ke istruly modem, for there is o
‘Uatnuedaaimsﬂcafnmbrnsrnﬂmdﬂaslefanwermya’dﬁeacm
of a culture fram the diistart pest to counter mooemity (See Chandler and
Moreland). 5Acoording to this formulation, Lewss is (S).T}Bﬂy authertically
Edaardianand ofthe sonod of Cresterton nat the Sdhod
18l andMivard 10308, \/\hdwmal‘esneaisaneofAﬂthardraAbel
Cre strength of the schod of Aueredhy, Qurtius, and Saitzer lies, | have argLed
elsanrae Inthe fadt thet they prized the nedievel and the modem and worked
gaeidly, with erthisiasm In both aress, adLelly publishing on the Ronrence
Irteraues—ﬁem Italien emlacmsh, plus Latin—fromthe eatyMoade Ags
totrepresert. Incompan d?omsamﬂethn V\écanreget hisdisteste
fcrElld:a’th| noonprehersion of the most \itdl artistic life of our
fromHMcessoand Proust to tocky. AN candlsonate, withagile, thet the Eglish
I—W&a}mm i*eardl'fl;c:llqum introcucedat Odardencedwith the
e Y SLOErts: CanOL Ergpce positivelyith your oAn

|iterature and cuiture when you are twerty, whet will you ke like
Whenyou ae Sxy?

Inﬂemrtoﬁfegai&‘cﬂspoetl—lmwmmﬂd these dgjedtios are
“Penny Wheep” (short de) and a ridiculously low price to pay for Lewiss
acoonplisments, for whet mekes himtre EgfisH aitic ad
%&Wlmm wuc Ha;lrteret;a a

In icgohere, ssoond anly to Northrop Fiye over

LensS aitiasmaes for uswhet he believes goad literature to co for good
reeckrs—to take Ls out of aurseives and enlarge aur being, to meke Ls exqoariae
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\AmtlsoammtonvriqrdasaV\rdeardraJlﬂtomsel\ea togatisa
seree of the numinows and the universdl. Baholding his best wark, aswhenve
behdd Auerted s Minesisar I\/btﬂimﬁrmm&m&am vecanfed wonder
andang, thewwoncer thet ethenvaticiars sarse forasypraely greet (andbesutiful)
theorem Also, ecause ofhis redievalismand becaLse e locates the Middle Agess
adanmedesdizd Rraissae a the heart ofthe V\éstern experience, he s s
redamaour history and our culture, asaesp of looks and certurnies thet Supess
infinitelythe pen adtregdnamerd, 2500 ar 000 yeasof aestreticaredtion
which ae perrgs the anly deoent thingwe have done on this planet

Emst Robert Qurtius called upon us, the cesoenchrnts of the medievel derks,
to do aur part in pessing the torch of culture, to maintain, for aurselves and aur
cesoechrts, the tracition of great bodks thet extend from Honer and Mgl to
the presart. Qurtius, alluding to Mrgl, called this tradition the eerplanaiorum
(®), whichwe can trarslate &5 the deacs of the anoestars o the stanes of the great
aesor the models fromtre nesters. Ifveaedatks aenmoeisC S Lens,
the “grete derk’ of our Englishspeskingwarld. Bydeferding andillustrating e
old culture, by striving to cowhet La/\lsardtfedmsdd, alytrenwill we e
warthy to rerewwith the old warriars and derks, with the heraes and lovers of
oeseand the poatswho cae tremlife. B

Notes

018pa1serﬁl|€g)|y297360 ihLitaratLie348-93, the posthuous Jersas
and five articles colfected mSleiglﬂM On Milton, Rgateand “ANote on %
SLokes 17581).

eedally 62-72, 8-,
C-Inatldespﬂlsmd in 1939 147, and 1956. The Sdlley, Soatt, Moris,
ad V\Pllrg eoescmbefardln 187-250. The two on VecDoreld

lliarrs heve not et been reedited in a Lewis aollection

Aoy athers, Berett, Loais, Mivard (“Judgrent”), Riehler, Sharmrodk Sall, and
\/Ira\,er Se oo MBick

In EgihLiteaueinteSxeath (3) Lenisstatesthat the historian ofliteratures
“Dusiress is with the pest not s it ‘Tedly wes (Wretever Tedlly’ ey meen in sucha
ootext) butwmlfemst&ltseerredto to thoesewho Ivedinit. .
aHowto ‘plece” Lanisvisavis currert artical practice rerairs, mntdaly angpen Question
Ednards sets Levis agpinst newaritiaism cecorstruction, and reader-esponse, approedes
which Edards finds antipethic to Lews (and hinself). Doaning, on the contrary, ina.
most perogptive % ways inwhich Lewis 65 postockem thinkers,
Setheesayspudlished in SLoesinteLitaray Inagiretianby Hertt, Jones, and Pittenge.
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8\parciala1yslartli|%$>1mﬂe is the three dhgpters in Himer 83-131, thet denounce
Lewis for aleged anti-ferinism

Gardner, ore of the most eminent Donne saholars of the century, ey heve been angered
by the fact thet Lenis resenved his greatest praise for “goloen’” poets such s Sidney ad

s,

IFor exanple, Adey 43-46; Christopher 23-24; Kerby-Fulton 258-39; Kollmamn 4
“They are Humility, Courtesy, Adultery, and the Religion of Love ).
Tarcher (427) dosenves thef, in EgihLitgaLeintreSxsath Lenis cevotes
eight peces to megic and only two to education.

Terby-Fulton allucks saerdl tines to Lewiss less then enthusiastic response to Has
Mrgpter 9 (88-94) and chgpter 11 (104-29). Note thet sarre reeckrs of Lewrs are corminced
thet he only praises looks and says the best about them According to MbGovern:

His efforts were in rehabilitation rather than in revaluation [...] Itishard to find in Lewis’ published
work an attempt to lower a reputation [...] Broadly characterized, Lewis’ practice was to say all that
could be said about an author’ strengths, and to say no more than had to be said about his weaknesses”

@

Bsitaneanple of contradiction? Schekel (111-16, 16367) dffers achallenging thesis of
evolution in Leniss eesthetics, fromtre 19305 tothe 1960, o

B have argued that such modemist anti-modemity medievelism is nat limited to the
Right wing. On the Continent, espedially; e find a leftist nedievalism

TOn LewsS refetiors to Hiat, see Camell (129-31), Tetreauit, and L
IBThis peper, in an earier version, was the keynote acdress &t the Hfteenth Intermetiondl
Gonference on Medievalism Hope Qllege, Septerrhoer 2000. 1 wish to thank Professor
Reter Sohekel for his suggestions andl irsi
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