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William Cavendish (1593–1676) was a major player in the seventeenth century’s po-
litical upheavals. Commanding the first English Civil War’s largest Royalist army, he
had initial success capturing key northern cities for the king, but his disastrous and
bloody defeat at Marston Moor followed by a precipitous flight to the Continent in
self-imposed exile greatly damaged his reputation, which has suffered ever since. More
recently, with renewed interest in Royalist exiles, there have been reassessments of the
duke’s contributions and character. This essay collection focuses on him and, to a lesser
extent, his circle to examine the performance of elite authority and construction of aris-
tocratic identity in relation to political and cultural shifts.

Arranged thematically, the essays explore Cavendish’s various roles, from courtier
and Prince Charles’s governor, to general and patron of the arts and sciences. His ca-
reer in the Civil Wars and life in exile get considerable attention. Elspeth Graham con-
siders how Cavendish tried to repair his tattered reputation after Marston Moor, first
through love poetry alluding to his estate at Bolsover Castle and then through works
on horsemanship. Offering a much-needed corrective on Cavendish’s military record,
Andrew Hopper argues persuasively that he was more successful than given credit for,
both inmilitary strategy as well as in shrewd negotiations. Madeline Dewhurst also paints
a far more positive picture of his political effectiveness: despite the rhetoric of retirement,
he continued laboring on behalf of the Royalist cause in exile, raising funds with inten-
tions to return to military campaigning, governing English exiles in Antwerp, and advis-
ing on the Privy Council. The question of his reputation and its rehabilitation occupies a
number of essays. Lisa Sarasohn considers honor’s shiftingmeanings and the convergence
of Cavendish’s and Hobbes’s thinking about it as an attribute conferred by the prince.
Peter Edwards argues that Cavendish used the complex art of manège to rehabilitate
his reputation.

Both Hobbes and horses constitute important strands. Aside from Sarasohn, Tim-
othy Raylor considers Hobbes’s role in introducing mechanical philosophy to Caven-
dish, while Monica Mattfield compares Cavendish’s centaurian fusion of horse and
rider to Hobbes’s trans-species political philosophy. Horsemanship dominates the vol-
ume. Besides essays already mentioned, Elaine Walker unfolds the contexts of the two
versions of his horsemanship treatises, Karen Raber analyzes their print publication as
his intervention into debates over training methods even as he elides the works by
practitioners of the middling class, and Richard Nash argues that Cavendish’s monar-
chical ideology eschews the newly developing art of horse racing. Even essays on build-
ing works turn to the same theme: while Adrian Woodhouse considers the context of
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pre–Civil War renovations of Cavendish’s country houses, Malcolm Airs examines
their equestrian buildings, spurred by aristocratic rivalry with Henry, First Earl of
Holland.

The Cavendish family’s literary endeavors receive some attention. His second wife,
Margaret, a prolific author enjoying a lively scholarly revival, is much better studied
than William. Here Alison Findlay addresses her references to horsemanship—a met-
aphor for political authority—as a textual dialogue with her husband, subtly critiquing
male authority. Lisa Hopkins considers literary genealogy in his daughters Jane’s and
Elizabeth’s coauthored play The Concealed Fancies. James Fitzmaurice examines Wi-
lliam Cavendish’s literary patronage, focusing on what he calls “whimsy”—defined
as “giddiness or dizziness” (66), erotic foolishness, and playfulness—which unifies el-
ements in architecture, tilting, and masquing, and Ben Jonson’s entertainments that
Cavendish sponsored.

Focusing on a restricted set of topics, the volume tilts the understanding of aristo-
cratic identity, its avowed aim, toward a narrower emphasis on courtiership. Despite
the inclusion of authorship in the title, little is said about Cavendish’s dramatic writ-
ings for the popular stage or his considerable interest in music and patronage of mu-
sicians. Discussion of his literary, scientific, and philosophical circles, confined to only
a few figures, could stand to be broadened further. The Civil Wars cast their long
shadow: only the first two essays concern the pre–Civil War period. For a collection
so focused on Cavendish’s horses and buildings, it is lovely to have so many illustra-
tions of buildings and dressage, though several, surprisingly, are repeated. But one
rather wishes for a more balanced selection of essays to give a fuller and more expan-
sive sense of the duke’s life and times.

Su Fang Ng, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

London, Londoners and the Great Fire of 1666: Disaster and Recovery.
Jacob F. Field.
Routledge Research in Early Modern History. London: Routledge, 2018. xx + 172 pp.
$149.95.

The title of this book promises much. For years, the historiography of the Great Fire of
London has concentrated on spectacular narrative, relying on the dramatic and justly
famous accounts by diarists Samuel Pepys and John Evelyn; or on methodical rebuild-
ing, lionizing Sir Christopher Wren, Robert Hooke, and the Fire Court. Jacob Field
seeks to break this mold by refocusing historical attention on London’s people, explor-
ing the fire’s impact on their domestic and economic lives and their cultural memory.
This is an entirely worthy approach that will interest all scholars of London, even if
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