University of Michigan Law School

University of Michigan Law School Scholarship Repository
Reviews

Faculty Scholarship

2003

Review of Explaining the English Revolution:
Hobbes and His Contemporaries
Donald J. Herzog
University of Michigan Law School, dherzog@umich.edu

Available at: https://repository.law.umich.edu/reviews/59

Follow this and additional works at: https://repository.law.umich.edu/reviews
Part of the Comparative and Foreign Law Commons, Law and Philosophy Commons, and the
Legal History Commons
Recommended Citation
Herzog, Donald J. Review of Explaining the English Revolution: Hobbes and His Contemporaries, by M. S. Jendrysik. Persp. on Pol. 1,
no. 4 (2003): 763.

This Review is brought to you for free and open access by the Faculty Scholarship at University of Michigan Law School Scholarship Repository. It has
been accepted for inclusion in Reviews by an authorized administrator of University of Michigan Law School Scholarship Repository. For more
information, please contact mlaw.repository@umich.edu.

ofthe
Yes,theimposition
politicalfigures. assemblean answer.
ing decisionsof particular
neededfurther
reformation; Normanyokewas an infamousmomentin
Maybethechurch
maybetheEnglishneededmoreprovidential Englishhistory.But, Winstanley
mightbe
guidance;maybetheverylanguageof morals arguing,it was also just the same old same
accretions
ofcovetousOncewriters old-and thecrushing
andpolitics
neededrestructuring.
reachedsome
hadtheirpetexplanations
forhowthings
went ness overthe centuries
finally
so badlyawry,theycouldmakesensiblepro- tippingpoint.Maybethatis whatWinstanley
andmaybetheargument
is plausible
backon argues,
or
posalsforwhattochangetogetthings
even true:but Jendrysik
himselfdoes not
a decentfooting.
and probeits textual
officialagenda is promising, assemblethe argument
Jendrysik's
evenifhe claimsmoreforit thanhe needsto. and logicalcredentials.
itbeginstofeellikea straitjacket
Or again:Jendrysik
or
, Sometimes
adoptsa
generously
formulation
ofmyownaboutwhat
Procrustes'
bed, or worseyetan imperialist stumbling
in theseyearswas is wrongwiththe fact/value
gap in political
agenda:"Allpoliticaltheory
andhistorical"
definitional,
educational,
theory(pp. 5, 16). But his focuson explana(p. 7).
weird tionmightwelltrigger
a commitment
to just
I havemydoubts.Takethewondrously
of
I
in
that
in
his
readers:
Abiezer
it,
"Ah,
get these
picture
raptures
Coppe, published
chosentimeframe.
You can geta
theorists
weren't
Jendrysik's
political
justbeingnormative,
scientists
senseofwhatCoppe was up to justfromhis theywerealsofledgling
with
political
A SecondFieryFlying descriptiveaccounts of causation." So
delirious
titles:
delicious,
Rouleor (a partlyshamefaced,
needsto saysomething
in
sustained
partlybelliger- Jendrysik
ofscience,
ent retraction
of his earlierecstaticflights) hisownvoiceaboutthephilosophy
theEnglishRevolution:
Explaining
Return
theexplanations
totheWayes
ina Zealous aboutwhatsortsofcritters
on
ofTruth:
Copp's
Hobbesand HisContemporaries.
By
hereare,and precisely
howtheylinkup
and Sincere
Protestation
Errors; offer
againstSeverall
Mark
MD:Rowman and in a Sincereand Zealous
Lanham,
Stephen
Jendrysik.
to with criticism
and justification.
Perhapshe
Testimony
andLittlefield,
2002.200p.$65.00.
does not want to be skepticalabout the
SeveralTruths:
Asserted
or,Truth
against,and
is as simple
and theWingsof the fact/value
thepicture
over
gap.Perhaps
- DonHerzog,
ofMichigan Triumphing Error;
University
as
&
The
to
Roll
c.
this:
that
intoxicated
Filmer,
onlyway
say,thought
FieryFlying Clipt,
The explosionof primary
claimis to adoptan invidious- talkofnatural
textsfromseven- saveJendrysik's
ifyou
disorder;
liberty
produced
totrigger
thengetridofthattalk;then
ofwhatcountsas politi- dislikedisorder,
an lynarrow
teenth-century
conception
Englandcontinues
oran implausibly
meanswillno longerproduce
treatments
explosionof scholarly
concep- thedangerous
today.For cal theory
expansive
educa- therepulsive
textsare tion of whatcountsas "definitional,
end.Perhaps.
not.
goodreason,too:Lotsoftheprimary
Perhaps
and
It
not
I
to
historical."
is
those
old
warhorsand
not
mean
to
like
the
tired
do
sound
churlish
tional,
just
amazing,
enough,surely,
who complainsthattheauthordid
es, Hobbes's Leviathanand Locke'sSecond say thathis promisedfocuswill illuminate reviewer
As funandchallenging
evenifit cannotgeteverything
we notwritethebookthathe,thereviewer,
as theprimary somestuff,
would
Treatise.
textsare,youareforgiven
a touchofskepticism careaboutintosharpfocus.
have writtenon the subject.My worryis,
ifyouwonderjustwhatthelatestauthorhasto
When Jendrysikturns to his chosen rather,
thatJendrysik
didnotwritethebookhe
theagendawobbles,or comesin and promises,
add toourunderstanding.
Youmightredouble authors,
thathisinteresting
material
remains
of
if
out
sometimes
he
at
seems
to
be
Mark
but
focus;
yourskepticism you just glance
lapsing tantalizing underdeveloped.
tableofcontents,
of what theysay.
StephenJendrysik's
offering into mereplot summary
Milton,Cromwell, Whathesaysisalwayslucidand,in registerin
chapterson Winstanley,
withprevious
Filmer,and Hobbes,and zeroingin on the hispointsofdisagreement
interyearsof 1649-53.
spectacular
pretations,
alwayssensible(evenif,curmudThose chaptersare bracketedby two geonlyreaderthatI am,I am notalwaysperoverview
on orderand disorder
that suaded). But I am afraidhe purchaseshis
chapters
frameJendrysik's
at thepriceof makingthingstooeleor theoretical lucidity
interpretive
ofrefusing
topursuesomeofthemisagenda-as does the title to the book, mentary,
and nuancesthathis
Explainingthe EnglishRevolution.Living chievouscomplications
a civilwar,theexecution
ofCharlesI,
own agendademands.So, for instance,he
through
and the erraticand sometimes
insiststhatWinstanley's
indictdottyruleof rightly
searing
Puritanfanatics
led byOliverCromwell,
writ- mentof contemporary
on
focuses
England
ershada pressing
needto definedisorder
and covetousness,
for instance,in the
manifest,
behaviorof landlordsand legislaexplainitscauses.(One mightadd thateven oppressive
thosewriters
or wishingothersto tors.But thisattemptto explaincontingent
believing,
thatorderwas"natural,"
whatever
that politicaldevelopments
believe,
by appealingto ongotraitsraisesfamiliar
difficulmightmean, had to concede that nature ingpsychological
seemedto be asleepat theswitch.)And-you
ties.Peopledidnotsuddenly
becomecovetous
canimaginerunning
a "discovery
ofthesocial" in the 1640s,and Winstanley
did not think
riffhere,thoughJendrysik
doesn'tput it that theydid. So how couldcovetousness
explain
outthattherecouldwellbe civilwar or regicide?
Thereare materials
in
figured
way--they
morewrongwiththeworldthantheblunder- Jendrysik's
accountthatone could enlistto

www.apsanet.org763

