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Diana Glyer  says  that  she wrote The Company They Keep  in  par t  to  combat the 

romantic  not ion of  the wri ter  as  sol i tary genius.  As she argues in  her  epi logue,  

wri ters  do not  create  ex nihi lo—they l ive  and move and have their  being within what 

T.S.  El io t  cal led  a  “ tradi t ion.”  Her  immediate  goal  in  th is  volume is  to  p lace Lewis ,  

Tolkien and the o ther  Inkl ings with in  the web of  re lat ionships  and inf luences that  

shaped their  creat ive work.   

Glyer  takes issue with  a  host  of  b iographers  and cr i t ics  of  the Inkl ings—including 

Humphrey Carpenter—who hold that  Lewis,  Tolkien,  Char les  Wil l iams and their  

companions had l i t t le  inf luence on each others’  wri t ings.  She admits  that   the 

Inkl ings  themselves were the source of  th is  myth.  She quotes  Lewis:  “I  don’ t  think 

Tolkien inf luenced me,  and I  am cer ta in  I  d idn’ t  inf luence him” (xvii) .  Glyer  says 

that  her  book was born  out  of  “ the pers is tent  c la ims that  the Inkl ings d id  not  

inf luence each other  and my sense that  they must  have” (xvi i i) .  

So far ,  so  good.  There is  something ludicrous about  the not ion that  a  group of  

f r iends who met  weekly to  d iscuss  their  works in  progress  d id  not  inf luence one 

another  to  some degree.  For  example,  thanks to  Walter  Hooper’s  heroic  work in  

col lect ing and edi t ing Lewis’  papers  in  the  decades  af ter  h is  death,  as  wel l  as  many 

f ine cr i t ical  b iographies  of  the Inkl ings,  we know that  Tolkien’s  cr i t ic ism of  Lewis’  

penchant for  a l legory profoundly inf luenced his  f ic t ion and led to  h is  most  

imaginat ively real ized work,  Til l  We Have Faces .  

In  the chapter  “Opponents:  Issuing Chal lenge” Glyer  deals  with  Tolkien’s  opposit ion 

to  al legory and Lewis’  apologet ic  wri t ings in  general  but ,  oddly,  fa i ls  to  pursue the 

quest ion of  how profoundly th is  inf luenced Lewis’  subsequent thought  and f ic t ion.  

Ins tead,  in  a  la ter  chapter ,  she focuses on how Lewis  changed The Lion,  the Witch,  

and The Wardrobe  to  include a  warning about the dangers  of  shut t ing oneself  in  a  

wardrobe af ter  Maud Barf ield  expressed concern  that  i t  might  pose a  danger  to  

young readers  (123) .  

Another  example of  how Glyer  of ten fai ls  to  penetrate  to  a  deeper  conclusion comes  

in  the  chapter  “Editors :  Making Changes.”  There she discusses  Tolkien’s  edi t ing of  

one of  Lewis’  draf ts  of  Out of  the  Si lent  Planet .  She quotes  David  Downing’s  



comment  that  Tolkien’s  edi t ing is  “one of  the most  percept ive br ief  t reatments  of  

Lewis’  s trengths  and weaknesses as  a  wri ter”  but  then concludes ,  lamely,  that  “ i t  

shows that  Tolkien recognized the book’s  qual i ty  and understood Lewis’  wri t ing 

ski l ls”  (124) .  

The Company They Keep  i s  f i l led  with  s imilar  self-evident conclusions.  In  the 

chapter  “Col laborators:  Working Together” Glyer  says  that  Lewis  “extensively 

revised” The Problem of  Pain  af ter  reading i t  a loud to  the Inkl ings but  ins tead of  

explaining the s tyl is t ic  or  thematic  nature  of  the  changes she concludes:  The 

Problem of  Pain  “serves  as  one of  the most  comprehensive i l lustrat ions of  the h ighly 

in teract ive process  of  draf t ing,  commenting,  edi t ing,  and col laborat ing descr ibed in 

these pages” (148) .  

Glyer  herself  admits  that  the task  of  s if t ing through every reference the Inkl ings 

made about each other  is  inherently diff icult  or  even impossible ,  so i t  is  puzzling 

when she makes the fo l lowing claim:  

The overwhelming impression one gets  f rom such examples  is  that  the  Inkl ings 

have learned a  great  deal  f rom one another  and are  thankful .  But  i t  goes  far  

beyond detai ls  and specif ics .  They a lso  provided models  and paradigms that  had 

broad implicat ions  for  the  way they went  about  th inking,  wri t ing,  and teaching.  

They learned foundat ional  concepts  from each other ,  concepts  that  shif ted  the 

course of  their  basic  beliefs  and led to  fresh insights  in  their  f ie lds (190) .  

Coming as  i t  does near  the end of  the book,  th is  s ta tement  only serves to  h ighl ight  

i ts  shortcomings rather  than fulf i l  i ts  promise.  What  is  lacking is  precisely  a  sense 

of  the “models  and paradigms” that  affected  the Inkl ings’  “ thinking,  wri t ing,  and 

teaching.”  Glyer  g ives us  invaluable  “detai ls  and specif ics” but  only h ints  a t  how 

they impacted the inte l lectual  and spir i tual  development of  the Inkl ings.  Grateful  

though I  am for  Glyer’s  research ( the appendix and the index are valuable resources 

for  Inkl ings’  scholars) ,  I  found myself  growing increasingly frustrated  by her  

inabi l i ty  or  unwil l ingness  to  draw substant ial  cr i t ical  conclusions from this  work.  

Thus i t  d id  not  surpr ise  me when,  in  the last  chapter  of  the book,  Glyer  concludes:  

“When individuals  work together ,  they shape each other’s  work in  var ious  ways” 

(214) .  

The Company They Keep  g ives  us  a  g l impse in to  the personal  f r iendships  between 

the Inkl ings but  l i t t le  real  sense of  the extraordinary in tel lectual  dynamism of  the 

group and how i t  substant ial ly inf luenced their  work.  The sheer  abundance 

of   mater ia l  wri t ten  about  the Inklings s ince Lewis  and Tolkien’s  deaths  may have 

something to  do with th is  tendency  towards a  hagiographical  di lu t ion of  the 



Inkl ings’  l i terary legacy ra ther  than a  more s trenuous cr i t ical   approach.  Whatever  

the case,  th is  book breaks l i t t le  new ground in Inkl ing scholarship .  
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