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ness of The Pertritofa Lady. In thatbook, and inits successor, The
Bostonians, his art is at its most concrete, and least subject to the

k dant on his subclety. It dedivati thatis in
question, but dhe relation between two original geniuses, ‘We
cannotattempt to trace,'says M. Van Wyck Brooksin The Rilgrim=
age of Hewy James, ‘the astonishing development of a creative
facalty which, in the course of a dozen years, wranscended the simple
plot-maker' art of The American, the facitious local-colourism of
Roderick Hudson, axd rendered itself capable of the serene beauty of
The Pt of Ly, the masterly asurae of Th Bososirs,te
mature pecfection of Waskington Square’—It is more than 4 guess
that, in that development, George Eliot had some part.

The reader is likely to comment, I suppose, on the degree in
which my teestmert of James i taken up with discussing his lnita=
tions and the regrettable aspects of his later development.  Since it
il alo be noted that, of my three novelists, he, in terms of: pacc,

ion, it might be Juded thata p ding rel

i 3
o i mpls, 1, then,perbapsbeer sy chat there
i no such relation intended betvween vahuation end length of treat-
ment. Iwill not, however, deny that, of the three, James scems to
meto give deciddly most causefor satscton and qualifcation,
Heis, all the same, onc of the great,  His registration of sophisticated
human consciousness is one of the classical creative achievements:
it added something s only genius can. And when he is at his best
) hing is seen to be of geeat humansignificance. He ereates

bleof
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a aacit conspiracy to admire some of the works that fall, partly, at
any rate (who'ly, one must conclude, for the admirers who risk
exphnatory comment on them), under this description. And here
issuffcient rexson why an attempt to promote a due appreciation
of Jumes's genius should give a good deal of discriminatory atten=
tion to the tendencies that, as they develop, turn vital sublety into
someding cc.

When we come to Conrad we can't, by way of insisting that he is
indeed significancly ‘in’ the tradition—in and of it, neatly and con-
chsvely elte i to any one English novelit, Rates, e have
10 steess his foreignness—that he was a Pole, whose first other lan-
guage ws Frencht | emember remarking to Andeé Chevrillon
how surprising a choice it was on Conrad's partto write in English,
especilly seeing he was so clearly a student of the French masters.
And T temember th teply, o the efecthat it wasn't atal surpis
ing, since Conrad's work couldn't have been written in French.
M. Chevillon, with the authority of a perfect bilingual, went on
o explin in terms of the charactrisics of the iwo lnguages why
ithad to be English. Conrad's themes wnd interests demanded the
concreteness and action—the dramatic energy—of English. We
might go further anc say that Conrad chese to write his novels in
English for the reasons that led him to become a British Master
Mariner,

Tam not, in making this point, concutring in the emphasis gener-

" “The polness of Conad to Janes and of James 0 Conrad were of the

anideal civilized sensibilicy;  humnity cap 5
by the finstshades o infiection and implicson: 2 nuance may
engage a whole complex moral economy and the perceptive re-
sponse be the index of a major valuation or choice. Even The
Avhvird Age,in which the extemely developed subley ofear-
ment is not a zemote as one would wish from the hypertrophy that

Evenifthey each other from the
bunalof the Acadéinie Frangaise their hrases could not have been more
ehborate or celivered mare or roundo. James bways addiessed Cenrad 15
“Mon cher confrére”, Canrad almost bleaed with the pecula tone tht the
Mareilis get into their complimens “Mon cher maite” . . Evey tirty
seconds. When James spoke of me to Conrad healways stid: “Votre ani, le
jeune homme modeste”. They always spoke French togeber, Jmes usirg
an admirably proneunced, corectand rather tied idiom such as prey

: i P
finally overcame him, scems to me a classic; in no other work can in Paris in the seventies. Conrad spoke with extraordinary speed, flu

Hello and welcome to yet another session of this course literary criticism. We continue our
discussion of F.R. Leavis’ The Great Tradition. 1t is useful to keep in mind that F.R. Leavis at
that point of time (this is the work written in 1948, it is the post-war period) is addressing a new
audience, a new English audience, a new educated English public. He is also challenging the
prevalent literary traditions, the prevalent moral traditions which were more in vogue before the
war. There is a kind of newness that he wants to bring in to this idea of literature, to this idea of
evaluation, which is why he also says at the outset of this work, that what he intends to do is a
reassessment or re-evaluation of this entire oeuvre of fiction. He is also seeking to do something
which poetry could never do, poetry was never able to challenge any kind of literary tradition,
because the categories were always quite fixed, the traditions, the yardsticks, were always quite

fixed.

And in terms of drama, there is already a sort of a hierarchy in place with Shakespeare as the
most supreme author, most supreme dramatic genius. So, there is a way in which no kind of
readymade tradition was available for fiction. Or the only kind of discussion which was possible

about fiction was to arrange it and a chronological order, which is what until that point of time
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any discussion of fiction also entailed. Here we find F.R. Leavis trying to go against that grain
and to establish an English tradition. And there is something interesting here when he is trying to
challenge this prevalent cultural ethos, and when he is trying to reinstate a very evidently English

tradition, we also understand that it is not entirely a set of English writers that he is roping in.

If we take a look at the set of writers that he has in mind, the way he also locates the great
tradition, we find that most of them were tangent to the English society. For instance, George
Eliot is a woman trying to make her way in a man's world. And Henry James is an American
who is making his home in England, and also trying to write fiction in an alien land, in that
sense. And Joseph Conrad, of course, he is a Pole. He is writing in an acquired language. He is

writing in a language in which he has trained himself very self-consciously.

D.H Lawrence is not one of those mainstream cultural leaders of his time, on the other hand, he
was a miner’s son, and he was profoundly opposed to be metropolitan world that England was
soon emerging to be. And if you look at F.R. Leavis himself, he is a tradesman’s son, and he is
working in an ancient university. He is working in Cambridge at the time of the composition of
this work. And there are multiple ways in which we find that outsiders are becoming insiders
over here. There is a new tradition being forged. And this tradition is being emphasized in such a
way that outsiders also become insiders. And it is with supreme magisterial authority that Leavis

also dictates these terms about what constitutes a tradition.

We would find throughout his work that he is very categorical, he is very authoritative in stating
that this is the English tradition—therein lies the English tradition. And there is no way in which
he is willing to compromise on the kind of people that he is bringing together, or the kind of
yardsticks that he is using. And it is also useful to remember that he is continuing the moralistic
and humanistic tradition that Matthew Arnold had propounded. There is a certain way in which
we find a continuity with T.S. Eliot as well. It is within these moralistic and humanistic impulses
that we find F.R. Leavis locating his idea of the tradition, it is in such a way that he is bringing
together these five novelists as part of the great tradition. Another important thing in terms of his
critical outlook is that he encourages the critics; he encourages their readers to look beyond the

words on a page.

Literature cannot be seen merely as a social document. On the other hand, it needs to be about an

intimate study of the complexities, the potentialities and the essential conditions of human nature
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itself. Here we find the moral compass, the humanistic compass, taking a higher standard as
compared to any other thing which is associated with the novel. Of course, realist fiction was the
kind of fiction which was being written, from the earliest times onwards, and there was an
increasing tendency the form of the novel as a social document. Leavis encourages us to go
beyond that to look at novel as literature, as pure literature. And only when you look at novel as
a form of literature with a particular kind of a tradition, with a certain kind of a yardstick, only
then will it become available for other kinds of scrutiny as well, for other kinds of purposes

which are largely related to social consciousness.

We will very briefly take a look at how he tries to locate Conrad in this, because Conrad seems to
be a misfit in many other ways. And here is Leavis, trying to locate Conrad as part of this great
English tradition. “When we come to Conrad, we cannot by way of insisting that he is indeed
significantly ‘in’ the tradition— in and of it, neatly and conclusively relate him to any one
English novelist. Rather, we have to stress his foreignness.” There is a peculiar way of looking at
tradition. It need not be always part of the native continuity. It can also have a certain kind of
foreignness and blend into whatever is seen as the native. This is unlike the way in which he had
tried to position Jane Austen. Conrad and Jane Austen might look like they are at two ends of the

spectrum.

But we see the continuity being built, largely on account of the moralistic and the humanistic
impulses that Leavis continues to reiterate. “Rather, we have to stress his foreignness—that he
was Pole whose first other language was French. I remember remarking to Andre Chevrillon
how surprising a choice it was on Conrad’s part to write in English, especially seeing he was so
clearly a student of the French masters. And I remember the reply, to the effect that it was not at

all surprising, since Conrad’s work could not have been written in French”.

This is another aspect of the language coming into a very direct dialogue with the form that is
fiction. “Mr. Chevrillon, with the authority of a perfect bilingual, went on to explain in terms of
the characteristics of the two languages why it had to be in English. Conrad’s themes and
interests demanded the concreteness and action—the dramatic energy—of English.” Look at
interesting ways in which he is locating the root of the tradition, the root of Englishness. “We
might go further and say that Conrad chose to write his novels in English for the reasons that led

him to become a British Master Mariner.”
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Merchant Service is for him both a spiritual fact and a spiritual
sybel, andthe nerss it madeit o foe i conroland animate
his art everywhere, Here, then, we have a master of the English
Linguage, who choe it for s disinciv quliies ad becaseof the
moral tradicion associated with it, and whese concern with art—be
Yeing ke Jane Austen and George Bliot and Heny James an
innovator in ‘form” and method—is the servant of a profoundly
seriousinterest in life.To justify our speaking of such 2 novelst a5
in the tradiion, thas epresented by those thres, weare notcalled on
10 tablih partiub retios withany one of them, Like ams,
e broughta great deal from outside, but it was of the utmost im-
porancecohim that hefound a serious artof ctionthere in Englih,
and tht there were, in Englih, greaenoveivs to study.  He drew
from English literature what he needed, and learnt in that peculisr
way of genius which is so different from imiution. And for us,
who ave him as viell as the others, there he is, unquestionably a
constitutive partof the tracition, belonging in the full ense.

As being techniclly sophiicated he may be supposed © have
found forfingsimulsin Janes, whom he i uie wlke (though
Jarmes, in his old age, was able to ke a connoisseur’s interest in
Chence andsgpreciate with  profesonal e the sophisicaion of

Conrad, ‘This co-presence of obvious influcnce with
assimilation sugrests that Dickens may have counted for mote in
Conrad's mature e (we don'sfind much to suggest Dickens in the
rly adicctva ghase) thanseems at first probable: it suggests that
Dickens may have encowaged the development in Conrad’s art of
that extraordinary energy of vision and registration in which they
are akin. (“When people say that Dickens exaggerates”, ays M.
Sanayama, it scems to me that they can have no cyes and no cars.
“They probebly have only natins of what things and people are;
they accept them conventionally, at their diplomatic value.’) We
‘miay reasonably, too, in the same way see“ome Dirkensian influence,
closely related and of the same order, in Conrad'’s use of melodrama,
ot what would have been melodrama in Dickens; for in Conrad
the end is a total significance of a profoundly serious kind,

"The ressen or notincuding Dickensin th ine of great novels
disimplicit in chis last phrase. "The kind of greamess in question has
been suffcienty defied, That Dickens was a great genis and s
permanently among the casscs s ceran. But the genius was that
of agreas entertainer, and he had for the most pact no profounder
responsibility as a cteative artist than this description suggests.
Prasing him magnificendly in  very fine criique,t Me, Sniayans,

in conduding, sys: 'Inevery Englihespeaking bome, in the
quarters of the globe, pareats and rhilden would do well
Dickeas sloud of awiterscresing, This not s right an
ficant. ‘The adult mind doesn't s rule find in Dickens a

to an unusual and sustained seriousness. [ can thirk of onl
his books in which his distinctive creative genius is con

the ‘doing).1 But actually, the one influcnce at all obviousis that
of awriter st the other end of the scale from sophistcation, Dickens.
s point outin my ciscussion of him, Conrad is in ceriain respects
50 ke Dickens that s diffcalt 0 say fo jus how much influence

3 Here is the testimeny of Conrad's collborator, Ford Madox Ford:
*Coarad had th: most unbounded, the most gencrous and the most uader-
standing admiration for the Master's work bat he did not much like James
personally. ] imaginethat was because at bottom James was a New Englnder
pu sang, though he was setally born in New York, James cnthe other hard
liked neither Conrad nor his wor very mch. .. James on the orber hand
never made i of Coarad n private, Conrad was never for him " poor deir
old" as were Flaubert, Mrs. Humphey Ward, Meredich, Hardy or Sir Edrued
Cocin. o cnon sxormcad 10 me 26 resards Conrad something like &

throughout to a unifying and organizing significance, and
Hard Times, which seems, because of its unusualness and comy
tively small scale, to have escaped recognition for the great ¢
is. Conrad's views or it, supposing it to have caught his stteas

Also, he is able to praise what comes from outside. And remember what we mentioned at the
outset of this lecture, that this entire exercise of re-evaluating this tradition is also about making
the outsiders insiders, like he himself says very directly. “Like James, he brought a great deal
from outside, but it was of the utmost importance to him that he found a serious art of fiction
there in English, and that there were, in English, great novelists to study. He drew from English
literature what he needed, and learnt in that peculiar way of genius which is so different from

imitation.”

Tradition here is not entirely about imitation. In fact, it is more about imbibing what is rooted in
the tradition, but also contributing to it in a significant way. And here, it does not really matter
whether one's origin is native or foreign. Regardless of that, he is very interestingly looking at
the work. And this is what makes Leavis very interesting for us as a critic. He also lays down a
different kind of a standard for us by not looking at the ethnicity of the writer, by not looking at
the biography of the writer. On the other hand, he is focusing on the work that each writer has
produced, which is what gives him a great deal of authority as well. He is very well versed in the
works, in this body of work produced by these five great writers, whom he identifies. This
familiarity with the work gives him the kind of mastery, the kind of authority, to pronounce
judgments about what tradition they are part of, even to the extent of saying they are the tradition

and there is nothing outside of them.
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“And for us, who have him as well as the others, there he is, unquestionably a constitutive part of
the tradition, belonging in the full sense.” Just like Eliot, who had to become part of a culture,
part of a nation, that he was originally not part of, we find Leavis trying to become an insider
also by making others a part of this tradition. Here, the idea of the tradition is not constituted by
what one originally is. But on the basis of what one has produced creatively by way of writing
fiction. And now we come to this part where Leavis is also trying to tell us why he has not been
able to include Dickens. Dickens, who has been seen as one of the most formidable storytellers
of the 19™ century, one of the greatest storytellers of English literature. We find Leavis excluding

Dickens entirely from his discussion of the great tradition.

While comparing Dickens with Joseph Conrad, this is what Leavis has to say: “We may
reasonably, too, in the same way see some Dickensian influence, closely related and of the same
order, in Conrad’s use of melodrama, or what would have been melodrama in Dickens; for in
Conrad the end is a total significance of a profoundly serious kind.” We find this emphasis on
seriousness, on morality, on this moral compass, on this high sense of investment on the idea of
the morality, the moralistic and the humanistic cause very significantly being foregrounded. “The
reason for not including Dickens in the line of great novelist is implicit in this last phrase. The
kind of greatness in question has been sufficiently defined. That Dickens was a great genius and

is permanently among the classics is certain.”
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to stablih particubr reaions with any one of them. Like James,
e brought great ded o outside,but it wasof the most =
pottancetohim that he found aserious arc of fictionthere in English,
and that there were in English, geeatnoveliss o study. He drew
fiom Englltrarute whthe ncded, and leart in that pecalce
way of genius which is so different from imitution. And for us,
who have him s well a5 the others, there he i, unquestionably a
constitutive partof the tracition, belonging in the full ense.

s being tchnically soghisicaed he may b suppoed 0 hae
found fortiying stimulusinJames, whom i e nlke though
James, in his old age, was able to tike a connoisseur’s interest in
Chace and appreite ith a profssoral ey the sophisication of
the *doing’):4 Dut actually, the one influcnce at all obvious s that
of awriter at the other end of the scale from sophistication, Dickens.
s pointoutin my ciscuson of him, Conradis incenan rspects
50 like Dickens thatits diffcult to say for just how much influence

3 Here is the testimony of Conrad's collaborator, Ford Madox Ford:
“Coarad had the most unbounded, the most generous and the most undec-
sunding sdicaion for the Master's work bat he did not much like Jumes
persondly. limagne that bottom James was  New Engian
pur g, though he was actually o in New York, James cn he other hard
fied ner Conrad not his work very much. ... Jameson e orler aod
never made fun of Coarad in private. Conrad was never for him " poor dear
old” as were Flaubert, Mrs. Humphey Ward, Meredi, Hardy ot it Edrurd
Gosie. He once expressed o me as regards Connid something like an
immense respect for i character and achievements, | cannot remember s
exact words, but they were somethng 10 the effct that Conrad’s works im=
precied him very disagreeably, but he could ind no technical fault oF awk-
ardnes abeut them. —Reura to Yesurdey, p. 24.
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they atcept them conventionaly, at theirdiplomati vale.) We
‘may reasonably, too, in the same way se¢-ome Dickensian influence,
closely related and of the same order, in Conrad’s use of melodrama,
or what would have been melodrama in Dickens; for in Conrad
the end s a total signicance ofa profoundly seous ind.

The reasan for not including Dickens in the line of great novelists
isimplicit i this st phase. The kind of greames in question has
been sufficiently defined. That Dickens was a great genivs and is
permanently among the classics s certain. But the genius was that
of a grea: entertziner, and he had for the most part no profounder
responsibility as a creative artst than this description suggests.
Praiing him magnificenly i a very fire critique,! Me, Santayana,
in concluding, says: 'In every English-peaking home, in the four
quatters o the lobe, pireats and ehilden would do wel to read
Dickens aloud of awiner'sevening.” Thi not s right and sgnic
ficant. The adult mind doesn’t 2s 1 rule find in Dickens a challenge
10an unusual and sstined seriousnes. | can thik ofonly one of
his books in which his distnctive creative genius is contrelled
throughout to a unifying and organizing significance, and that is
Hard Times, which seems, because of its unusualness and compara=
tively small scale, to have escaped recognition for the great thing it
is. Connd's views on it, supposing it to have caughs his sttention,
would have been interesting ; he was qualified to have written an
apt appreciation.

Tthas a kind of perfection as a work of art that we don'tastociate

* See Solioguies in Englerd.
19

Look at the way in which he is also differentiating between great storytellers, between classics,
as well as this great tradition that he is trying to delineate. “That Dickens was a great genius, and
is permanently among the classics is certain, but the genius was that of a great entertainer.” That
does not constitute great tradition, “and he had, for the most part, no profounder responsibility as
a creative artist than this description suggests. Praising him magnificently in a very fine critique,
Mr. Santayana, in concluding says: ‘In every English-speaking home, in the four quarters of the

globe, parents and children would do well to read Dickens aloud of a winter's evening.’

This note is right and significant. The adult mind does not as a rule find in Dickens a challenge to
an unusual and sustained seriousness. I can think of only one of his books in which his
distinctive creative genius is controlled throughout to a unifying and organizing significance, and
that is Hard Times, which seems, because of its unusualness and comparatively small scale, to
have escaped recognition for the great thing it is. Conrad’s views on it, supposing it to have
caught his attention, would have been interesting; he was qualified to have written an apt

appreciation.” This is the sort of positioning I find very interesting.

Conrad is being seen as the successor of Dickens in a certain way. But at the same time we find
Leavis giving Dickens the credit only for writings classic short stories, only for being a master
genius in his art of storytelling. But the kind of profound seriousness that he would associate

with Conrad is entirely missing in Dickens. And this is very interesting because it is just like
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Jane Austen who has imbibed a lot from the writers who have been before her. But the other
writers assume significance only on account of the greatness of Jane Austen. In the same way

here, only on a count of Conrad’s greatness, his profound seriousness, we find Dickens entering

this discussion.

(Refer Slide Time:

12:33)

at once, yield fresh subiletcsas the setion develops naturally n its
convincing historical way.

In Gradgrind and Bounderby we have, in sigrificant relation, two
aspects of Vietorian Uilaiansm. In Gradgrind it is a serious
aeed,devoutly held, and s, i€ epelent s the name conveys), nok
wholly unrespectable; but we are shown Gradgrind as on the most
intimate and uncriialterms with Josiah Bounderby, in whom we
bave the grosses: and crassest, the most utterly unspiritual egotism,
and the mast bltant thruting and bullying to which a ericd of
‘rugged individualim’ gave scope. Gradgrind, in fct, marics his
daughter to Bounderby. Yet he is represented as a kind of James
Mill; anintellectual who gives hischildren, 4 theory, an education
that reminds us in 2 very significant way of the Autobiography of the
younger Mill - And it i hardl possibl to question the usic of
this vision of the tendency of James Mill's kind of Utilitarianism, so
blind in its onesidedness, so unaware of its bent and its blindness.
The generous uncalculating spowtaneity, the warm flow of life,
towards which Gradgrindery, practical and intellectual, must be
hosile, is symbolized by Sleary’s Horse-riding

‘The richaess in symbolic significance of Hard Times is far from
adequately suggested by this account. The prose is that of one of
the greatest masters of English, and the dialogue—very much a test
in such n snderiaking—is consammate; beauially atunl in s
stylization, But theic is only one Hard Times in the Dickensian
ausre,

Theugh the greatness of Hard Times passed unnoticed, Dickens

0

THE GREAT TRADITION

peaulirly alive in their €me—peruliarly alive o it; not i the
vanguard’ in the manner of Sha aad Wells and Aldous Hudley,
but sensitive to the stresses of the changing spiritual climate as they
begin to be registered by the most conscous.  His interest in the
wadition of the Merchant Service as a consteuctive triumph of the
human spiri is correlative with his intense consciousness of the de-
pendence, not only of the disinctive humanitics at all kvels, but of
sanityitelf and our sense of a normal outer world, on an analogous
crcative collsboration. His Rehinson Crusoc cannot beat a few
days alone on his island, and blows out his brains, We are a long
way fiom Jne Austen, for whom the problem was ot o tescue the
highly conscious individual from his isolation, but much the con-
trary. Conrad, of course, was a déraciné, whichno doubt counts for
a good deal in the intens’y with which he renders his favourite
theme of isolation. But then a state of something like deracination
is common to-day among those to whom the question of who the
graat novelists are s likely to matter, Conrad s representative in
the way genius is, which is not the way of those writers in whom
joumalisicritics acclaim the Zeitgeist. (ltis reevant to note here
Yhatinthe cxly hey-day of Wells and Shaw Conrad wrote Nostomo
—agreat creative masterpiece which, among other things,is essentie
ally an implicit commen: on their preoccupations, made from a
very much profounder level of preoccupation then theirs. And it
is also relevant to venture that in Mr. Arthur Koestlers very dis-
dinguithed novcl, Darbress t N, e have the work of  wrier—
4o, ve note, not born to the anguage—who krows and admires
Conrad,especillythe Conrad of Nosrom and Under Westem Eyes.

Conridsincamparablycloer t sty thin Hardy and Mero
dithace, So, for that matter, is George Eliot. I specify Hardy and
Meredith because they are both offered to us smong the great

quite otherwise with his rival. ‘It is usual’, says Mr. Santayana,
“to compare Dickens with Thackeray, v hich is lice comparing the
grape withhe goossberry; bvious pis ofreseb
and the gooscherry has some superior qualite oftsown: but you
an't make red wine of it [t seems to me that Thackeray's plece
is fairly enough indicated, even if his peculiar quality it preciscly
defined, byinverting a phraze 1 found the other day on an exam-
inadon-paper: Trollope is a lester Thackeray". Thackeray is a
geeater Trllope; that i, he has (apart from some social history)
nothing to offer the reader whose demand goes beyord the ‘creation
of characters” and so on. His attitudes, and the cssential substance of
interest, are so limir~d that (though, of course, he provides incident
and plot) for the reacer it is mercly a master of going on and on;
nothing has been done by the clese to jusify the space tken—
except, of course, that time has been killed (which seems to be all
that even some academic critics demand of a novel). I will be fair
enough to Thackeray if Vanity Fair is kept current as, in a minor
way, 4 classic: the conventional estimate that puts him among the
grest won't stand the touch of eriticism. The kind of thing that
‘Thackeray is credited with is done at a mature level by James's
friend, Howard Sturgis, in Belhamler, a novel about Edwardian
socity (i, with an appropristenes rot lweys bserved in that
series included in The World's Clesscs).

To come back to Conrad and his major quality : he isone of those
creative geniuses whose distinction is manifested in their being

¥ See pp. 130-140 below
a1

THE GREAT TRADITION

ofall Hady's wotks ofa majo philosophic-tragic ambition, comes
nearet t susuiting it and, in its clumsy way—which has't the
sightoess with which the grest novelsts show their profound sure-
s of their csenal purpose—is imprssve: It s al the same 2
little comic tht Hardy should have been taken in the carly

es—the Chekho perod—aspic-eminendly the ep
of the ‘modem consciousness” or the modem ‘sense of the human
situation”.  As for Meredith, I needn't add anything to whatis said
bout him by M. E. M. Farster? who, having belonged to the
criginal mien in-which Meredith was erected into 2 great master,
njoyspeculi advantages for the necesary demolon-wrk.

Ts there no name later than Conrad's to be includzd in the great
traditions There is, T am convinced, one: D. H. Lawrence.
Lawrence, in the Englishlnguage, wa the great gerius ofone ime
(Imen the age,cr clmtic phase,following Conrad’). Ttwould
be difficul to separate the novelist offfor consideration, but s wasin
the novel that he committed himself to the hardest and most sus-
tained creative lsbour, and he was, as a novelist, the representative
of vitl and signfican developmene, He might, he hs shown
conclusively, have gone on wriding novels with the kind of *char-
st cration” and pychology thas the conventionsl cultvated

+ Ather Mizene's esay,Judsthe Obsture a5  Tragedy' in e Thomas
Hardy Centennial lsse of The Sauther Review (Surumer 1942),pus inver-
estingly the case for a:ous estimace of the book. )

¥ See Appcts o the Nowl, And here s James on Lord Ormont and i
Aminta: Moteaver | hve vowed ot 0 open Losrdestll Ishall have cosed
it a furiousfal bang the wnpeckuble Lord Ormon, which [ have
reading at the maxmum rat of ten pages—ten insufierable and unprofable
piges-aday..[¢fllsme witha il rage,an rtsic fry,uterly bligiting
e the inispensabl principle of rspect. | bave fnshed,a tis rate, but
the first volume—wlereaf [ am moved to declre that | doube i any equal
age,of irs and grces, of phraies and artitdes,
mbicwinne aver rord ot e ubict ever cont-

Y
Y

g,
A,

NPTI

It is a very extensive discussion that Leavis carries out in this entire work, and in most of these
things we find that his authority also comes from this vast discussion that he and that he partakes
in. These are not loose statements that he makes, he also tries to very succinctly support them

with definitive arguments from the readings that he has done. And he continues: To come back to
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Conrad and his major quality: he is one of those creative geniuses whose distinction is
manifested in their being peculiarly alive in their time--peculiarly alive fo it; not ‘in the
vanguard’ in the manner of Shaw and Wells and Aldous Huxley, but sensitive to the stresses of

the changing spiritual climate as they begin to be registered by the most conscious.”

We find the moral compass continuing to dominate. It is about being alive to the times which are
being presented in the fiction. It does not about the kind of ethnicity that one possesses. It is all
about the kind of involvement that one has as a person. It is more about what comes through in

that work of art, how the aliveness to certain times is being manifested.

(Refer Slide Time: 13:44)

FETHD s ks e g e g it stynssres e SOMETING WIICH 1S UDICCORIZADIC AN ITUSITACE ANG G- o
in Love he says : *Itis very diffcrent from Sons and Lovers: written stroyed. T S
in anather language almost. T'shall be sorry if you don't like it, but 4 5 ) g 2
am prepared. I shan't write in the same manner as Sons and Lovers Ttis a spiri that, for al the unlikeness, reates Lawrence closely to ‘\ nF
agaln, [ think—in that hard, vielent style full of sensution and George Eliot? He write, again, to Edward Gamett : NP?:L

presentation,’t
Describing at length wha* he is trying to do he says:

“You mustn't look in my novel for the old stable ego of the
charager, There s another g according to whoseacionthe
irdividusl is unrecognizable, and passes through, as it were,
allotropie sates which it needs 2 deepr sense than any we've
been tsed t exceise to discover are st of che s single
rdically unchanged dement. (Like s dimond and cosl are
che same pure simple lementof curbor, The ordirary novel
would trace the history of the diamond—but I say, “Diamond,
what! This s carbon”. And my diamond might be coal or
soot, and my theme s @xrbon.) Vou must aot say my novel
is shaky—it is not perfect, becanse Lam not c.pert in what 1
want to do, Butitis the real ching, say what youlike, And I
shall get my reception, if not aow, then before long.  Again
153y, do'lok o te desclopmencofghenovel o v
lines of certain characters : the characters fall inco the form of
some other rhythmic form, 35 v.hen one draws ¢ fiddle-bow
across a fine tray delicately sanded, the sand takes lines un-

"

Heis 2 most daring and radical innovator in “form’, method, teche
nique. And his innovations and experiments are dictated by the
ost serious and urgent kind of intercst in fife. This is the spirit
of it:
*Doyou know Casindra in Acschylus nd Homer  Sheis
3 The Leursof D. H, Lewrtnct, p. 172, * Latrs, p 198,
2%

“You see—youtellmeLam hlfa Frenehenan and coocighth
aCockney. Butchatisa’tit. Thave very often the vulgaricy
and diagrecablezessof the comman peope,as you ay Cock-
ney,and  may be a Frenchman, But primarily Lam a pasion-
ately religious man, and my novels must be written from the
depth of my religious experience. That I must keep to, because
Lo culy ork iy And my Cockpeyim el oomon,
nessare only wen the deep fecling doesn’t find its way our, and
asort of jecr comes instead, and sendimentality and purplism.
But you should sec the religious, carnest, suffering man in me
first, and then the flippant or comn.on :I'n‘nlgs after. M.
Gamett says I have o true nobility—with all my cleverness
and charm. Bur thatis not true, It s there, in spite of al the
lictlenesses and commonnesses.”

Itis this spirit, by virtue of which he can truly say that what he
‘writes must be written from the depth of his religious experience,
that makes him, in my opirion, 5o much more significant in relation
to the past and future, 0 much more truly creative a5 a technical
inventor, an innovator, a master of language, than James Joyce, 1
know that Mr. T. §. Eliot hasfound in Joyee's work something that
recommends Joyce to him a positively religious in tendency (see
After Strange Gods). Butitseems plain to me that there is no organic
principle determining, informing, and controlling into a vital whole,
the chaborate analogical structure, the extraordinary variety of

} Lawers,p. 332, Luwrence too his been called a Puritan,
# Letters, p. 130,
2
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THE GREAT TRADITION

technical device, the attempts at an exhausiive tendering of con=
sciousness, for which Ulysses is remarkable, and which got it
sceepted by 1 cosmopolitan lierary viorld as a new strt. Ttis
tather, I think, 2 dead eod, or at least a pointer to disintegration—
 view stengthened by Joyee's own development (for I hiak it
ipificant and approprite that Wk in Proress—Finnegans Wake,
28 it became—should have engaged the interest of the inventor of
Basic Englih).

i true that we can poin: to the influence of Joyee in a lne of
writers to which there s no parall] issuing from Lawrence. Butl
find here further confirmation of ry view. For Ithink thatin these
writers, in whom a regretiable (if minor) strain of Mr, Eliot's in-
fluence seems to me 1o jin it that of oyez, we have,in 50 faas
we have anything sgnifian, the wrong kind of reaction against
liberal idealism.* [ have in mind writers in whom Mr. Eliot has
expressed an interest in strongly favourable terms : Djuna Barnes of
Nightuond, Henry Miler, Lawrence Durell of The Blak Bok. In
these writers—at any rate in the last two (and the first seems to me
insignificant)—the spirit of what we are offered affects me as being
csentialy 2 desie, in Laurentan phrag, to ‘do ditt’ on bfe. It
seems to me important that one should, in ol modesty, bear one's
witness in these matters, ‘One must speak for life and growdh,
amid all this mass of destruction and disintegration.’* This is
Lawrence, and it is the spirit of all is work. It i the spirit of the
rigialisy et gives his novels their disconcering quality, and

THE GREAT TRADITION

Tread them (say) fifteen years ago. [ uill think that The Rainbow NPTEL
doesn't build up sufficiently into a whole. ButI shouldn’s be quick
to offer my criticism of Women in Love, being pretty sure that T
should in any case have once mote to convict myself of swpidity
and habit-blindness on later re-reading.  And after these novels
there comes, wrtten, perhaps, with an cse eamned by this hard work
done, large body of shot stoie and nwvelles that are a5 indubie
ably succesfil 0 1ks of genis s ny the word has toshow,

Thave, then, given my hostages, What I think and judge [ have
sated as responsibly ard cleary 25 [ can. Jene Austen, George
Eliot, Henry James, Conrad, and D. H. Lawrence: the great tradi-
tion of the English novel s thre

NOTE: ‘THE BRONTES'

Itis tempting to retort that there is only one Bronté. Actually,
Charlotte, though chiming no part in the great line of English
fiction (it is significan that she couldn’t see why any value should
be attached to Jane Austen), his a permanent interest of a minor
kind. She had 2 remarkable lent that enabled her to do some-
thing firsthand and new in the rendering of personal experience,
aboveallin Villtee,

‘The genius, of course, was Emily. I have said nothing about
Withering Heights because that astonishing work seems to me  kind

gives them the significance of works of genis.

Y am not contending thathe ', as a novels, open 03 grest
jevementis 152 whole saiaciory
)l uree i lator henbe for

of sport. Itmay, all the same, very well have had some influence of
an essentially undetecable kind: she broke completely, and in the
most challeaging way, both with the Scort tradidion that imposed

i S T

And finally, he comes to DH Lawrence: “Is there no name later than Conrad’s to be included in
the great tradition? There is, I am convinced, one.” Look at the authority with which he is
bringing in names, and look at the uncompromising way in which he is placing them
side-by-side, as part of this great tradition. “D.H. Lawrence. Lawrence, in the English language,
was the great genius of our time. It would be difficult to separate the novelist off for
consideration, but it was in the novel that he committed himself to the hardest and most sustained
creative labour, and he was, as a novelist, the representative of vital and significant

development.”

There is a kind of selection that here Leavis has very evidently made from Jane Austen to D.H.
Lawrence, picking on the kind of artist whom he thinks has imbibed the English tradition in its
real sense, which is also an extension of the moralistic and humanistic tradition. Leavis is
beginning to look at literature as some kind of a religion. And there is a certain sort of rigidity

which is part of his tenets, as we can see.

But at the same time, there is a certain abstractness. Though he is very authoritatively stating the
yardsticks, we realize that there is a certain abstractness which one could attribute to the religious
frameworks as well. Here he is more direct in that sense where he talks about: “It is this spirit, by
virtue of which he can truly say that what he writes must be written from the depth of his

religious experience, that makes him, in my opinion, so much more significant in relation to the
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past and future, so much more truly creative as a technical inventor, an innovator, a master of

language, than James Joyce.

I know that Mr. T.S. Eliot has found in Joyce’s work something that recommends Joyce to him as
positively religious in tendency. But it seems plain to me that there is no organic principle
determining, informing and controlling into a vital whole, the elaborate analogical structure, the
extraordinary variety of technical devices, the attempts at an exhaustive rendering of
consciousness for which Ulysses is remarkable, and which got it accepted by a cosmopolitan

literary world as a new start.”

There is a personal investment here when he is making these evaluations. And of course, he is
very widely read, and that sort of adds to this mastery, adds this authority with which he is able
to compare and contrast these different writers. He is in no way demeaning the other writers. He
is in no way saying that the others are not master storytellers. On the other hand, he is quite
well-versed in the style, in the craft that the other writers such as James Joyce or Dickens, the
way they bring in their own genius into their art of storytelling. But what makes him very
distinctive is this continued focus on something profound, something serious, something very
personal, something very intense, which only certain writers, he believes, are able to bring into

their fiction.

Coming to the end of this first chapter, we find that he is further reiterating his claim. One may
choose to agree or disagree with the many yardsticks, sort of tenets that Leavis proposes. It is
also perhaps difficult to corroborate many of the things that he says because it is also based on
his individual reading. It is also part of what he thinks is morally profound, what he thinks is
deeply serious and what he thinks is morally enriching. The intensity that he identifies in these
works, perhaps it is also personal. It is also about how, just like Leavis, they also could become
insiders of a tradition which was exclusively dominated by English literary writers. Coming back
to the final passage, he reiterates what he claims, right at the outset of this work: “I have, then,
given my hostages. What I think and judge, I have stated as responsibly and clearly as I can. Jane
Austen, George Eliot, Henry James Conrad, and D.H. Lawrence: the great tradition of the

’

English novel is there.’

This is a very conclusive statement. There is no compromise. This is a very categorical statement

about what he thinks is English literary critical tradition. What brings all of these people together
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is the myriad ways in which they have been able to become part of this tradition, which was
exclusively based on a lot of other things, including ethnicity. And here, we find that none of
these things are important when one is talking about tradition. It is entirely about the kind of
work that one produces. Becoming part of a literary tradition is also becoming part of the spirit,
part of the profound intensity that certain kinds of literature, certain kind of literary tradition has

always been giving out; and he is able achieve two things here.

One, he is able to identify an English literary critical tradition which is essentially very different
from the way in which it has been traditionally seen. He is able to give a new definition, a new
kind of understanding, a new trajectory to tradition, a new yardstick to look at literary critical
tradition. And on the other hand, he has been able to give a certain kind of a baggage of tradition
to novel, in rescuing it from the state that it was before where anything written as fiction could
be part of this larger oeuvre. There is no way to find out what is good fiction, what is part of the
tradition, what is not part of the tradition, because it was not like poetry, not like drama. There

was not any set sort of template on which one could draw, or based on which one could compare.

Here we find Leavis being able to do two things; one, to redefine and to reinstate tradition in a
different way altogether. And secondly, to give novel a tradition, especially in the light of it never
having a tradition in the first place. Having said that, many of his notions, many of his standards
have been challenged in the later decades; and many find it very difficult to come to terms with
his very imperialistic notions about how to locate tradition, how to identify insiders and
outsiders, how to identify something which is a classic, and how that is essentially very different

from what goes on to make the tradition.

Many of these notions have been found to be very problematic. But what needs to be
remembered, at the end of the day, is that, Leavis has contributed immensely to this discipline, to
this entire formation of criticism as a separate and distinct discipline, and to this formalized study
of English literature and English criticism in a very novel sense. With that we come to the end of
this work. I encourage you to read the remaining parts of this work for your own understanding,
to see how he has taken this argument of moralistic judgment about a humanistic tradition, how
this argument has been taken forward to read particular works in greater detail. With this I thank

you for your time and I look forward to seeing you in the next session.
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