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repopulation of Boulogne provided the laboratory for England’s first major early
modern colonial project in Ireland, in Laois and Offaly, ironically an enterprise of
Catholic Philip and Mary. He also argues that the atrocious English conduct in
Henry viir’s Boulogne campaign provides continuity with both medieval modes
of warfare and English destructiveness in Ireland. If there is any dubious consola-
tion to be drawn from this, it is that English conduct towards the Irish in the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries was no worse than their conduct towards
Scots, Welsh or French, or indeed towards mid sixteenth-century English people
classed as rebels. Much illumination follows from Murphy’s careful demonstration
that Henry viu treated his Boulogne success differently from his earlier and equally
ephemeral triumph in Tournai. Henry had entered Tournai as rightful king of
France: this time, he determined to add Boulogne to the Pale of Calais as an inte-
gral part of his English Crown, and so claimed right of conquest (complete with
proclamation to the former inhabitants to acknowledge his rule, thus justifying
any punitive action against them: shades of the Spanish in America). Naturally,
part of his purpose was complete assimilation to his version of Reformation,
extended by the self-consciously Protestant government of Edward vi with the
full complement of iconoclasm and evangelical indoctrination: a contrast in
energy with parallel tentative efforts in the Pale of Dublin. Readers of this
JournaL will be interested to glimpse the prominent Protestant preacher John
Huntingdon, protégé of many leading evangelicals including Cranmer, hard at
work in Boulogne, and Murphy makes good use of that precociously evangelical
Welsh commentator Elis Gruffydd. It is intriguing, too, to hear of Welsh soldiers
scorning the host in French churches as early as the duke of Suffolk’s French cam-
paign of 1529. Amid many delights both incidental and significant, we learn of
Henry vir’s souvenir gift to Anne Boleyn after their jaunt of 1532 to Calais
during which they consummated their relationship: a diamond brooch depicting
Our Lady of Boulogne. The royal troops who destroyed her shrine on strategic
grounds after 1544 will not have been reminded of this love-token.
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This is an important and insightful book, dealing with an important topic in clear

and compelling ways. It takes as its starting point a contradiction in our under-

standing of the Reformation. That is, from one perspective —looking back on
the Reformation from after 1688 —Protestantism appears proto-liberal: tolerant,
individualistic, rational and productive of personal freedoms and democratic gov-
ernment. However, from another perspective—looking forward to the

Reformation as a break from the medieval past in 1517 — Protestantism appears

illiberal: intolerant, fundamentalist, absolutist and denying human agency.
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Unlike past scholars who have noticed this contradiction and chosen one per-
spective or the other, Simpson says both are true. His solution to this paradox is
to describe Protestantism as a revolutionary ideology whose impossible goal of
human regeneration could never be met; indeed the impossibility of success was
at the core of Protestantism itself. Protestants thus suffered from a kinetic cultural
logic of permanent revolution, a condition of continuous iconoclasm against idols
which could never entirely be destroyed; hence each generation attempted to
obliterate their predecessors in the name of further Reformation. So far, this
sounds like a variation on relatively familiar Catholic criticism. But Simpson’s
powerful difference is to argue that one of these successive Protestant attempts
to destroy what had come before was, in fact, a liberalising attack on the
Reformation itself: a move from iconoclasm to the art gallery, the creation of
spaces of aesthetics, politics and interiority that performed revolution by rejecting
the revolution. As Simpson puts it, ‘the central argument of Permanent revolution is
that the liberal tradition derives from Protestantism by repudiating it’ (p. 11). And
because liberalism is a stabilising rather than destabilising force —a second-order
belief system intended as a tool to manage first-order belief systems — it partially
succeeded in taming the Reformation’s psychic violence and rendering it recognis-
ably the worldview on which Whig historians looked back with pride.

Simpson is a literary scholar, and his subtle readings of literary texts as artefacts
of Protestant cultural revolution are among the best parts of the book. So, for
instance, in his reading of Thomas Wyatt’s poetry, a Protestant emphasis on
divine voluntarism spills out from theology into politics: ‘Both evangelical God
and Tudor monarch dispense reward without respect to deserving: between
deserving and reward there is, in Wyatt’s words, “no whit equivalence™ (p. 80).
Simpson brilliantly observes that ‘the evangelical ideally has no interior life separ-
ate from the exterior, and so cannot claim the soliloquy’: the saints cannot solilo-
quise, they cannot represent fragmented selves, except by becoming the hypocrites
whom they despise (p. 141). His compelling discussion of the new antipathy to
Latin, as a language dangerous because it claimed to do things (as in the mass)
rather than represent things (p. 230), put me in mind of Rupert Giles’s warning
to Buffy the Vampire Slayer: ‘Don’t speak Latin in front of the books!” And in
perhaps my favourite reading, he shows Shakespeare’s unavoidable concessions
to the Protestant worldview in A Midsummer Night’s Dream, where Snout performs
the part of a wall with such blunt literalness that it becomes anti-theatrical, reflect-
ing (while at the same time mocking) Protestant literalist hermeneutics and anti-
theatricality (p. 249). The whole book overflows with mature and sage insights into
texts from the Middle Ages through the seventeenth century.

There are a number of issues on which I disagree with Simpson; and I mean it as
sincere praise that this is a book worth disagreeing with, a book which forces the
reader to grapple with its profound implications. On most issues I will remain
silent here, since a book review is not the forum to conduct serious scholarly
debate. I should also say that the main issue on which other scholars may disagree
with Simpson — his treatment of Protestantism as so stark and revolutionary, incap-
able of compromise and constantly pushing its adherents towards the despair
which produces the next round of iconoclastic purges—is one on which I largely
agree with him. Admittedly, Simpson sometimes mistakes a tendency within
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Protestantism for Protestantism itself. Manifestly, many Protestants did stop short
of the supposed implications of their faith that Simpson describes, and they
seem to have had little psychological difficulty doing so, even if more radical co-
religionists accused them of hypocrisy. This suggests that there were contrary
tendencies within Protestantism, centripetal rather than centrifugal, counterbalan-
cing Simpson’s bleak picture. But none the less I agree with that picture in broad
strokes, as a series of powerful cultural tendencies if not always lived realities, and it
is important not to ignore them.

But the issue on which I would question Simpson here is his analysis of the ultim-
ate liberalisation of English culture. Simpson insists that the forces that resisted
Protestant revolutionary fervor were themselves culturally Protestant precisely
because they were revolutionary: liberalism ‘derives from Protestantism by repudi-
ating it’. Thus liberalism is an outgrowth of Reformation even when it rejects
Reformation. There is a danger of tautology here, in which any resistance to
Protestantism becomes culturally Protestant simply by virtue of its resistance, and
we are left assuming what we are trying to prove. This tendency is reinforced by
Simpson constantly turning to Shakespeare, Milton and Bunyan as examples of
emerging liberalism still stuck within Protestantism, rather than (for instance)
the proto-Enlightenment tradition running through Isaac Barrow, John Locke,
Anthony Collins and John Toland, or the (royalist) feminist tradition of Mary
Astell and Aphra Behn. All these authors were in some sense Protestant (with
the possible exception of Behn), but the resources with which they opposed dom-
ination and fundamentalism were surely far more diverse. In desiring to make
opposition to Protestant culture itself culturally Protestant, Simpson even goes so
far as to describe Arminians as ‘heterodox Calvinists’ (p. 9g) or ‘a reflex of
Calvinism’ (p. 102), which is surely a bridge too far.

So I cannot agree with everything in this book, but I can none the less praise it as
erudite and fascinating. I learned from every page, not only about early modernity
but about our own liberal predicament, and so will you.
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In recent years Anglican moral theology has experienced something of a revival in

the work of (inter alios) Oliver O’Donovan, Nigel Biggar and Michael Banner. In con-

trast, the study of the discipline’s past has been somewhat neglected, especially since
the death in 1998 of Henry McAdoo, the preeminent scholar of Caroline moral the-
ology. In The origins of Anglican moral theology Peter H. Sedgwick returns to the earliest
years of the subject; it is a work which is perhaps the most ambitious contribution in

the area since McAdoo published The structure of Caroline moral theology in 1947.

Some may regard the very title of his book as controversial or at least question-
begging; many scholars prefer not to use the term ‘Anglican’ in relation to the
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