
debates about whether Ionian subjects enjoyed British extraterritorial exceptions in Ottoman
territories. They underline continuities between imperial and international law by showing
how interstate and intra-imperial relations continually bled into each other. Benton and
Ford continue this theme through the last two chapters of the book, which cover British polic-
ing of piracy and slave trading, and the evolution of regional state systems. Both chapters look
at how British imperial power was forged out of piecemeal collaborations with local jurisdic-
tions and with other empires. Together, these chapters show how Britain built a global system
of law, less by hegemonic fiat than by assembling a series of “regionally specific jigsaw puzzles
of law” (121).

Rage for Order is unquestionably ambitious in its geographical scope. Its chronological
parameters in contrast can seem oddly truncated. Benton and Ford’s starting point for the
book grafts onto a clear sea change in global politics, following closely on the close of the eigh-
teenth-century Age of Revolutions and the rise of British global dominance after the end of the
NapoleonicWars. In contrast, the book’s mid-century cutoff seemsmore arbitrary. It is perhaps
unreasonable to ask the authors to tackle a full century, given their vast geographical ambitions.
Nonetheless the reader is left wondering how the legal order described deepened, and eventu-
ally faltered, in the latter half of the nineteenth and the early twentieth century. The natural end
point for the subject seems less the mid-century and more the rise of nationalism at its end,
which also ushered in a more explicit field of international relations. Similarly, the reader is
left wondering how Benton and Ford’s most recent work fits with their earlier scholarship,
which emphasized the growing territorialization of law during the nineteenth century. It
would have been nice to have the authors’ perspective on whether their new findings
disrupt, or simply deepen, their earlier conclusions.

These minor points aside, this is a book which will receive a deservedly enthusiastic recep-
tion among scholars of law and empire, and which may well cause a stir with its more subver-
sive trespasses into the field of international relations.

Julia Stephens
Rutgers University
julia.stephens@rutgers.edu

MICHAEL G. BRENNAN. George Orwell and Religion. London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2016.
Pp. 208. $94.00 (cloth).
doi: 10.1017/jbr.2017.69

Books and articles on George Orwell continue to multiply. All of his books remain in print,
including his novels, nonfiction books, diary, letters, and collected essays. Almost three-quar-
ters of a century since his death in January 1950, he continues to fascinate both popular and
scholarly readers. There are obvious reasons for this. He wrote two masterpieces, Animal
Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four, which brilliantly illuminate the dangers of totalitarianism in
the modern world. He was also one of his century’s greatest essayists. Several of his essays,
including “Politics and the English Language,” “A Hanging,” and “Shooting an Elephant,”
continue to be read widely.

One of the many topics that fascinate Orwell scholars is his preoccupation with religion,
which persisted despite his self-professed atheism. Michael Brennan, who has written on
faith in the work of Graham Greene and Evelyn Waugh, has taken on the admittedly more
complex question of Orwell’s attitudes in his George Orwell and Religion. Seeking “to
explore exactly what levels of creative stimulation the private Eric Blair and the public
George Orwell drew from his considerations of religious customs, beliefs and institutions,”
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Brennan undertakes a chronological analysis of his life and writings, concluding that religion
was an issue that Orwell simply could not leave alone (xiii).

Brennan addresses two main aspects of Orwell’s (anti-)religious views: his negative opinion
of Catholicism and his anti-Semitism. According to Brennan, Catholicism obsessed Orwell
throughout his life. He speculates that the Catholic background of Orwell’s mother’s family,
combined with his schooling by Ursuline nuns while a young boy, somehow “played a forma-
tive role in the development of George Orwell’s lifelong hostility towards the Catholic
Church” (6). The evidence for this hypothesis is weak and hardly explains the ferocity of
Orwell’s contempt for Catholicism. At many points in Brennan’s analysis of Orwell’s early
years, he is reduced to surrounding key points by phrases such as “it seems likely,” “it is
likely,” and “probably been.” Nonetheless, the outsized place of Catholicism in Orwell’s imag-
ination comes through clearly.

Brennan also illuminates Orwell’s early anti-Semitism. Elements of anti-Semitism emerged
in Orwell’s first important writings, particularly inDown and Out in Paris and London (1933),
which contains harsh portraits of Jews as scoundrels and cheats. The book abounds in popular
anti-Semitic images: “trust a snake before a Jew,” “a horrible old Jew with a red beard like Judas
Iscariot.” To be sure, anti-Semitism was common in English literature in the early twentieth
century and could be found in the work of Orwell’s contemporaries. Orwell was hardly
alone. Anti-Semitic caricatures continued in his writings until he became aware of the fate
of Jews at the hands of the Nazis. Orwell then grew interested in understanding the root of
anti-Semitism in England, believing that the view of the Jew as sinister and cunning was stron-
gest among the lower classes, especially (predictably) among the Irish Catholic working class.
Brennan points out that Orwell had only anecdotal evidence for this belief, as well as for many
other sweeping generalizations regarding religion.

Orwell returned to the topic, then, during the last decade of his life. Postwar reports of the
systematic murder of Jews profoundly disturbed him. However, he was unsympathetic to the
idea of Jewish homeland in Palestine. Brennan notes that Orwell “had an inbuilt antipathy
towards small nationalist movements” and regarded Zionism, especially the Zionism of Amer-
ican Jews, as “malignant” (111). Orwell’s Jewish friends, Tosco Fyvel and Arthur Koestler,
found it impossible to discuss the idea of a Jewish homeland with him.

If Orwell was conflicted about Judaism, his antipathy toward Catholicism never relented.
Orwell regarded Catholicism as a consistent enemy of democracy. In fact, Brennan asserts
that his antipathy toward Catholicism was “the formulating element of his writings” (95).
Orwell equated Catholicism to Fascism, Nazism, and Communism—examples of totalitarian
movements that would tolerate no dissent. Brennan sees this equation as evidence of the kind
of sophistic and confused thinking that Orwell often was guilty of when dealing with
Catholicism.

Orwell was critical of those converts—G. K. Chesterton, Arnold Lunn, Monsignor Ronald
Knox—who argued that Catholicism possessed a central truth denied other religions. While
Orwell admired certain Catholic writers, especially Graham Greene and Evelyn Waugh, he
believed it was impossible to be a grown-up and a good Catholic novelist. Orwell developed
a particular distaste for Greene’s The Heart of the Matter, whose main character, Scobie, repre-
sented the dubious idea that somehow it was “more spiritually elevated to be an ‘erring Catholic
than a virtuous pagan’” (131). In notes prepared shortly before his death, Orwell observed that
Waugh was as good a novelist as it was possible to be “‘while holding untenable beliefs’” (156).

Brennan suggests that to fully grasp the extent of Orwell’s hatred of Catholicism we must
first understand him in his role as pamphleteer. He set out to write “not as an impartial jour-
nalist, essayist or reviewer but as a highly partisan polemicist” (125). Orwell believed in the
inequity of Catholicism and sought to promote that idea by “earnest argument through
satire and rhetoric to sheer abuse” (125).

This is fine up to a point and opens new insights into Orwell’s approach to his anti-Cathol-
icism. However, Brennan never really gets to the root of this hostility. He discusses it in more

Book Reviews ▪ 665

https://doi.org/10.1017/jbr.2017.69 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jbr.2017.69


depth than has any other writer on the topic to date, but he fails to explain persuasively what
caused it. It must be more than his youthful education at the hands of Ursuline nuns, a point by
the way, that Orwell never mentioned in any of his writings. Orwell regarded Catholicism as
the most doctrinaire Christian faith and thus the most antithetical to his way of thinking. This
explains much. And then, maybe part of the answer is as simple as old-fashioned English patri-
otism, which had viewed Catholicism with suspicion since the days of the Reformation. Still,
Orwell’s version of such patriotism would likely be complicated.

Brennan has produced an important addition to the field of Orwell studies. His examination
of Orwell’s writings is thorough and shows a familiarity with the works of the best authorities
on his career. It will take its place as the best study of Orwell’s complex relationship with reli-
gion in its various forms, though it will leave room for further exploration of the topic.

John Rossi
La Salle University (emeritus)
rossi@lasalle.edu

ANTOINETTE BURTON and DANE KENNEDY, eds. How Empire Shaped Us. London: Bloomsbury
Academic, 2016. Pp. 216. $114.00 (cloth).
doi: 10.1017/jbr.2017.70

When faced by seventeen autobiographical essays by one’s peers, the temptation to review like
with like is of course very strong (and after all, my second book’s title, Empire Made Me, has
confused a reader or two looking for a memoir). Here I sit typing up this review of Antoinette
Burton and Dane Kennedy’s collection, How Empire Shaped Us, fifty-two years old, a product
most immediately of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University College London
and a couple of postdoctoral fellowships, which involved serendipitous intellectual encounters
with peers and mentors. More widely I was a child of the Royal Air Force and its global com-
mitments and network of bases that in my case included Hong Kong, Germany, Cyprus, and
Northern Ireland. My family background encompasses an Indian Army officer and educator in
Malaya/Malaysia, an archdeacon in Rangoon, a farmer in Rhodesia, and others in the Eastern
Cape and in Queensland. And let’s not forget the gas fitter Bickers in the Transvaal or the quar-
termaster at the Sergeants’ Mess, RAF Khartoum. Where, after all, would empire be without
its gas engineers and quartermasters? I could work this up; indeed, I have used all of them in a
lecture for Bristol undergraduates on the routine and unexceptional embeddedness of a family
as undistinguished and forgettable as my own—trust me on that last point—in the circuits of
empire service and opportunity in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. However, while it
served to make that case, I am not really sure it can tell us anything about me, or specifically
(and to the point, surely) about the enterprise I have been engaged in since commencing grad-
uate work in 1988. (The Hong Kong connection does at least satisfy those asking the eternal
“Why China?” question, although that is a biographical red herring). But such is the stated
objective, in regard to seventeen scholars whose essays are assembled here, of this attempt
to take the “autobiographical pulse in British imperial history” (1).

The cast is distinguished, if eclectic, and there are some omissions that make it seem a rather
random sampling of those prominently engaged in the study of British imperial history what-
ever that is, here very broadly defined. Of course, some of those invited to contribute appar-
ently declined, and one or two people had, in a sense, got their memoirs in first, including the
late Sir Chris Bayly. Bayly’s epilogue to his Origins of Nationality in South Asia (1998) is an
exercise in “informative scholarly autobiography” (Bayly 307) and a model of the kind, at
once vividly personal (the accidental “bibulous” encounter (311) and its consequences), and
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