
convincing statistics to illustrate how Africans and Europeans differed in their morbidity rates
but not in their recovery rates. Having this information helps Rankin make a strong case that
some naval physicians employed a form of racialized medicine on the ships when they treated
Africans differently.

Rankin is very interested in addressing the question of whether or not what he has described
can be defined as “colonial medicine”—medicine that sought to reorganize subjects’ lives in a
way that affirmed the colonizer’s superiority (5). Rankin argues that although British medicine
was not superior or uniformly applied and accepted, British medical practitioners still viewed it
as superior. Because of this, British medicine could be considered “colonial medicine” even
though it did not in fact attain its goals. It is enlightening to see the evolution of British
racial thought and medicine at a time when British medicine was not clearly better than
African medicine. Rather than focusing on classifying it as colonial, however, Rankin might
have emphasized more how the dynamics between European and African medicine at this
time led to exchange and compromise. This would have strengthened his argument that his
book adds to the work of scholars understanding empire as including “cultural sharing,
melding, and interaction” rather than a unidirectional process of European domination (6).
This relates to what historians of health and healing in Africa have been exploring more
recently. See, for example, Karen E. Flint, Healing Traditions: African Medicine, Cultural
Exchange, and Competition in South Africa, 1820–1948 (2008); Anne Digby,Diversity and Divi-
sion in Medicine: Health Care in South Africa from the 1800s (2006); and David Baranov, The
African Transformation of Western Medicine and the Dynamics of Global Cultural Exchange
(2008). Rankin should have engaged these works (rather than some of the much older
studies he cites) to bring them into dialogue with British studies. Rankin’s book is,
however, an important addition to the history of health and healing in Africa, as well as to
British studies, though for perhaps different reasons than intended.

Leslie Anne Hadfield
Brigham Young University
leslie_hadfield@byu.edu

DAVID STEVENSON. 1917: War, Peace, and Revolution. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017.
Pp. 480. $39.95 (cloth).
doi: 10.1017/jbr.2018.165

The president of France’s Third Republic, Raymond Poincaré, epitomized 1917 as the “trou-
bled” year. It was troubled diplomatically (by peace offers both overt and secret), strategically
(how to break the war’s seeming impasse), politically (by increasing Socialist influence), mil-
itarily (with disasters in France at the Chemin des Dames, in Italy at Caporetto, and in Flan-
ders), and socially (strikes, mutiny, and even revolution).

The great merit of David Stevenson’s most recent volume, 1917: War, Peace, and Revolution,
is that he synthesizes the events of this troubled year with his usual clarity, analyzing them not
only individually but also in their interactions. Stevenson’s overarching theme is the “associa-
tion” of the United States with the Entente powers in April 1917 and the two Russian revo-
lutions that ended Russia’s role as one of those Entente powers. This thematic approach means
that occasionally chronology has to be abandoned, although not entirely, as America’s entrance
in April 1917 pre-dates Russia’s exit after the October Revolution. He organizes the book into
three parts: the first concerns the Atlantic Ocean, with chapters on German submarines, Amer-
ica’s declaration of war, and the British adoption of convoy; the second returns to land, to the
European continent and the battles fought there despite (or because of) the various offers of
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peace; and the third expands the scope globally to consider the nations which joined the
Entente powers after the war’s opening months, the national aspirations of India, and the
future of Palestine. The introduction and conclusion round out the necessary chronology,
with respectively a brief account of events before 1917 and a review of the most significant
consequences of 1917’s events as they affected the outcome in the war’s final year.

Stevenson’s approach focuses on decision-making processes. He does not deal with the men
who drowned in Passchendaele mud, the political demands of French mutineers, or the calo-
rific value of the food available to either German or Russian countrywomen. Instead he con-
centrates on those policy makers who took decisions either to join or to continue with a war
that seemed to have no military future, and to offer or to reject a negotiated peace. In adopting
this methodology, Stevenson returns to the first postwar generation of historians, who wrote
the diplomatic history of the war. He also follows the approach, for example, of Christopher
Clark’s The Sleepwalkers (2013) and the large number of historians who have written on 1914
and the outbreak of the First World War before and during these centenary years.

As always, Stevenson supports his statements with multinational sources, both archival and
published, and provides telling statistics to illustrate them. It would be easier, however, for
the student or general reader to navigate the text if Stevenson (or the publisher?) had provided
subheadings within each chapter or else, at least, had left a line between sections. Chapters often
include a statement of the “stages” or “phases” through which Stevenson discusses the topic
under consideration, but the reader is then left to navigate alone. Indeed, any reader lacking
general background knowledge of the personalities and decision-makerswould need some guid-
ance, as the provisionof a useful “List of Principal Personalities” suggests. That the list extends to
ten full pages is an indication of the depth and breadth of Stevenson’s coverage.

Furthermore, despite the reputation of the book’s academic publisher, it contains an unusu-
ally large number of typographical errors. In the bibliography, for example, the title of Adam
Tooze’s study of the new world order is given as 1961–1931. It is a simple transposition
mistake—61 instead of 16—but a glaring example that should have been easy to spot. More
importantly, in the notes to chapter 7, the diaries of Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig have
migrated from Edinburgh to the Liddell Hart Centre in King’s College London. This
reader wonders whether pressure from the publisher for the book to appear in 2017, the cen-
tenary year of the events being examined, meant a lack of time for greater care in proofreading.

Stevenson’s concluding chapter provides both a chronological conclusion—looking forward
“Towards 1918,” to the second Russian revolution and departure from the war, to Germany’s
final gamble in a huge spring offensive, and to the American escalation of its war effort—and a
brief (396–98) summary of the book’s theme: the key decisions that went far to determining
the war’s outcome. Stevenson ends his fine book on an emotional note. The international
system underlying the risks and difficulties facing decision-makers in 1917 constituted “an
appalling vehicle for the conduct of human affairs” (398).

Elizabeth Greenhalgh
University of New South Wales at the Australian Defence Force Academy, Canberra
e.greenhalgh@adfa.edu.au

JULIE-MARIE STRANGE. Fatherhood and the British Working Class, 1865–1914. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2015. Pp. 234. $102.00 (cloth).
doi: 10.1017/jbr.2018.166

“The Two Homes: A Story Founded on Fact,” was featured in 1880 as a two-part story in a
Band-of-Hope juvenile temperance publication. The first part represents a happy home, with a
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