
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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the author’s reach sometimes exceeds his grasp. Part 1 provides necessary background,
consisting of a clear and concise account of the fire and rebuilding, with an especially full
account of the two rebuilding acts. Many telling details emerge: that the charity of
London’s livery companies fell off because of the cost of rebuilding halls; the degree
to which dissenting communities spanning the Atlantic looked after each other; and that
the new requirement to build in brick often put rebuilding out of reach of those of mod-
est means.

The heart of the book is the second part, in which Field analyzes household move-
ments after the fire, changes in London’s economic topography, and cultural reactions
to the conflagration. To chart changes in residences and places of business, the author
plunges into apprenticeship and hearth-tax records, taking samples from periods be-
fore and after the disaster. After a clear explanation of his methodology, and the pit-
falls of using hearth-tax records, the results are not surprising: 67 percent of all
Londoners, and 87.5 percent of all those burned out, moved to a different location
between 1666 and 1675. More specifically, the fire accelerated the gradual movement
of Londoners from the City to outlying suburbs, the prosperous moving west, the less
prosperous, east. But many came back and some neighborhoods (St. Paul’s Church-
yard and Paternoster Row, Cheapside, Fleet Street, and Fenchurch Street) demon-
strated remarkable stability. People who stayed and rebuilt tended to be wealthier
or to be involved in retail trades in which stability of location was crucial. To assess
London’s economic topography Field takes samples of two groups: masters of the
Merchant Taylors’ company, and booksellers. The fire spurred many of the former,
generally more prosperous and diverse, to move out of the City and never look back.
Taking advantage of the need for new construction and the custom of London allow-
ing any liveryman to pursue any trade, many abandoned the sluggish textile trades for
building. Booksellers, tied to a specific trade and understanding the necessity of
reestablishing their business in the same or a nearby location, tended, after a brief di-
aspora, to return to their original place of business (often St. Paul’s Churchyard). De-
spite the numerous personal tragedies and dislocations attendant on the fire, the
overall message is one of resilience and stability, refuting the notion that the fire sig-
nificantly disrupted long-term demographic trends in seventeenth-century London. In
part because of the diversity of its economy (court and government, port and trade,
food and drink, theater and entertainment), in part because of the wise decision to
rebuild quickly on the existing street plan rather than redesign the city from the
ground up, London recovered quickly and was never in danger of losing its political,
economic, or cultural dominance.

As a result, Field argues, the real significance of the fire was in art and memory. He
surveys all extant monuments, poetry, prose accounts, and sermons, concluding that
an author’s explanation for the cause of the fire had everything to do with their po-
litical and religious sympathies: those who inclined toward Royalism and Anglicanism
accepted the official version promulgated in the London Gazette that the fire was an
accident or an act of God. Those of a more radical or dissenting bent followed a cred-
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ulous parliamentary commission report of 1667 in blaming foreigners (Dutchmen, but
especially Frenchmen) and Catholics (especially Jesuits), who were said to have had a
ready store of “fireballs” (whatever those are) prepared for this particular popish plot.
Preachers of all stripes agreed that the fire was punishment for the nation’s, and partic-
ularly London’s, sins, but again, they disagreed on whether those sins included killing
the previous king (Anglicans) or turning away from godliness (Dissenters). In other
words, the fire was exactly what contemporaries needed it to be—a mirror of their re-
spective individual darkest fears that tended to be evoked in moments of crisis like
1679–81. One suspects that the failure to come to a single, widely accepted meaning
of the fire helps to explain Field’s finding that it lost its polemical power in the eigh-
teenth century, once the last survivors had died.

R. O. Bucholz, Loyola University Chicago

Die Zisterzienser im Mittelalter. Georg Mölich, Norbert Nussbaum, and
Harald Wolter-von dem Knesebeck, eds.
Cologne: Böhlau Verlag, 2017. 394 pp. !52.

Die Zisterzienser im Mittelalter (The Cistercians in the Middle Ages) is the outcome of
an international conference held in Bonn, Germany, in November 2015. The meeting
mainly served as Ideenschmiede (a think tank [11]) in the run-up to the exhibition Die
Zisterzienser: Das Europa der Klöster (The Cistercians: The Europe of the Cloisters),
which took place in the LVR-LandesMuseum Bonn from 29 June 2017 until 28 Jan-
uary 2018. Established international experts and also more junior scholars discussed
central questions, which are treated by the current Cistercian research embedded in in-
terdisciplinary research exploring the microcosm Klöster (cloister) and its effects on the
medieval world. In the foreground stands the central role cloisters and orders played in
the communication and innovation processes in the High and late Middle Ages. Above
all, the Cistercians, with their highly regulated lifestyle and their intensely formed mo-
nastic constitution, proved a worthwhile focus for the researchers.

In five main parts the book examines the widespread questions arising from paying
attention to the Cistercians: “‘Schools of the Lord’: Success of an Idea”; “Manifestations
in Architecture and Imagery”; “Forms of Appearance inWriting and Liturgy”; “Monas-
tic Economic Acting”; and “The Order and the Governance.” Generally speaking, the
papers contained in this volume deal with the Cistercian monastic reform as a civiliza-
tion’s achievement; with the formation, or rather organization, of this reform and its
enforceability, as well as its artifacts; and with the interaction of the order with medieval
economic and political forces.

In all the papers the older Cistercian research is critically scrutinized on the basis of
more recent research. The former scholarship looked on the order as a static central-
ized community ruled by the father-abbot of Cîteaux and the general chapter, in
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