The Seven Sins 
of C. S. Lewis Studies
1. Lewis-olatory: The core sin that fuels the rest. Every idea of C. S. Lewis is correct; he should not be questioned, much less judged as mistaken or deficient. If Lewis says, I believe it, and that settles it.

2. Saint Lewis: A sub-species of the first sin, one that is unwilling to admit that Lewis ever personally did anything wrong or sinful (especially with Janie Moore). The problem is that such an attitude can distort the historical record. It makes Lewis into a perfect model of the interpreter’s ideals.

3. WWJS: What Would Jack Say? This sin seeks to show what Lewis might have said to any post-modern or contemporary movements of thought. While perhaps a more minor sin, it makes the mistake of stretching Lewis’ thought in ways that it was never intended to stretch.

4. The Archetypal Inkling: If Lewis said it, then J. R. R. Tolkien, Charles Williams, Owen Barfield (or for that matter even non-Inklings, such as Dorothy Sayers) must agree. Lewis is treated as the interpretative key for all the others. This sin has a doppelgänger, too. If Tolkien, Barfield, or Williams said it, then Lewis must agree.

5. Jack-ploitation: The problem is that some scholars make their careers off simply restating what Lewis wrote or said, yet they essentially remove Lewis’ characteristic pith and wit. Nothing is added to the scholarly conversation. 

6. Myopic C. S. L. (or Context Lew-less): Lewis becomes a self-centered study that need not pay any attention to his time, historical milieu, interlocutors, and so on. While formal studies have their purpose, this sin is one that acts as if Lewis is a universal source of wisdom with no reference to his world.

7. Evange-lewis or Catho-lewis-ity: Those approaches that want to believe (sometimes overtly, sometimes simply functionally) that Lewis really was an evangelical or a proto-Roman Catholic.
