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The s ix ty-f if th  anniversary of  Tolkien’s  Andrew Lang Lecture at  the Universi ty  of  St  

Andrews,  publ ished as  ‘On Fairy-Stor ies’ ,  was the occasion for  a  symposium on 8 

March 2004,  t reat ing Tolkien’s  ideas and work,  especial ly  as  represented in  the Lang 

Lecture.   The book under  review contains a  select ion of  these papers with  some 

supplementary mater ial .   The essays  are  al l  in terest ing and well-presented,  but  many 

contain  l i t t le  mater ia l  l ikely to  be new to the special is t  reader .  

In  what  is  perhaps the most  or ig inal  research in  the col lect ion,  the  s tory of  how 

Tolkien came to  be invi ted  to  g ive the Andrew Lang lecture in  1939 is  to ld  in  the 

f irs t  chapter ,  ‘Tolkien,  St  Andrews,  and Dragons’  by Rachel  Har t ,  the  muniments  

archivis t  of  the universi ty.   References to  the lecture  in  Tolkien’s  le t ters  are  

catalogued,  and the publ icat ion of  the lecture  elsewhere than by St  Andrews is  

explained.   Har t  a lso  highl ights  some of  the potent ia l  inf luence of  Lang’s  books 

(words and i l lustrat ions)  upon Tolkien,  par t icular ly in  the matter  of  dragons.  

Colin  Duriez invest igates  the s tatus  of  Tolkien and Lewis’  f r iendship  in  1939,  and 

uses Lewis’  Rehabil i ta t ions  as  a  spr ingboard to  d iscuss  their  jo in t  a ims and 

emphases .   Meanwhile,  Kirs t in  Johnson goes  over  Tolkien’s  debt  to  Owen Barf ie ld 

in  developing the concept  of  mythopoeia,  and asser ts  the importance of  s tory both  

within and without Tolkien’s  own tales .  

Trevor  Har t  posi ts  that  Tolkien’s  concept  of  sub-creat ion is  best  expressed in  h is  

legendar ium’s Creat ion s tory,  the Ainul indalë .   This  cosmogony,  with i ts  

theological ly  monarchic  Creator ,  a ided in  the fu lf i l lment  of  His  p lan  by created sub-

creators  (wil l  they or  n i l l  they) ,  could  be said  to  i l lustrate  aspects  of  Tolkien’s  Lang 

Lecture ,  and indeed to  take the argument  fur ther ,  so  that  i t  i s  not  merely l i terary but  

a lso theological .  

In  the Andrew Lang lecture  for  2004,  David  Lyle Jeffrey discusses  drama,  more 

specif ical ly t ragedy (most  specif ical ly  Marlowe’s  Dr Faustus ,  used a  f rame for  the 

whole  ar t icle) ,  as  a  source for  the  rewards Tolkien claims are  offered by Fairy-

Stor ies .   Class ical  and Renaissance t ragedy,  the  c lass  of  drama most  incl ined to  treat  

the otherworldly or  supernatural  and therefore the most  l ikely to  impart  some of  the  



same gif ts  as  Fairy-Stor ies ,  is  l i t t le  read or  s tudied nowadays.   This  is  pr imari ly  due,  

according to  Jeffrey,  to  audience’s  unfamil iar i ty  with  the Classical  re l ig ious and 

Scr ip tural  sources on which they draw and depend.   Jeffery contends that  th is  is  t rue 

for  l i terature  in  a  wider  sense as  wel l ,  and that  par t ia l  b lame can be at tached to  

those such as  Matthew Arnold who sought  to  replace l i terature  with  re l igion:   Doing 

so leads to  the survival  of  nei ther .  

Loren Wilkinson deplores  the  absence in  the  f i lms of  The Lord of  the Rings  of  the 

theme of  the renunciat ion of  power.   She makes use of  cr i t ical  categories  created  by 

Ursula  LeGuin to  d iscuss  the ‘gardener’  aspect  of  LOTR, which did  not  and perhaps 

could not  translate  onto the s i lver  screen.   In  the f inal  essay of  the  collect ion,  Ralph 

Wood chal lenges Tom Shippey’s  inf luent ia l  ident if icat ion of  both  Boethian (or  as  

Wood has i t ,  August in ian)  and Manichean evi l  in  Tolkien.   Wood is  cer tain  that  only  

Augustin ian views of  evi l  ( that  is ,  evi l  as  a  pr ivat ion of  the good) are  present .   In  

th is  he is  r ight ,  but  throws the baby out  with  the bathwater ,  s ince he ignores  

Shippey’s  insights  about  the way evi l  can overwhelm the wil ls  and in tent ions of  

good characters  in  the book.   A far  bet ter  formulat ion would  be that  Tolkien’s  

universe  ( l ike ours)  is  Augustin ian as  a  whole,  but  in  local ,  specif ic  in teract ions ,  

evi l  may have a  real i ty  at tenuatedly ‘Manichean’ .  
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