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Mr. Wearn 

During the course of the school closure as a result 
of COVID19, the History Department ran a 
competition to encourage pupils to investigate 
historical topics which they find interesting, with 
the brief that 'Untold History' would be the main 
focus of the Journal for this academic year. The 
competition ran alongside the online lessons 
which took place and the winners for each year 
group are included in this section of the Journal. 
All entries can currently be found on the History 
and Politics Blog. As part of this, I want to extend 
my congratulations to all those who entered and 
to our student editors who have supported both 
the Journal and the Blog during the school closure 
with diligence and good humour.

A Message From 
The Editors 

Ed Foxhall 

Never has history been more relevant to young 
people than today. With the ongoing debate 
surrounding the history curriculum taught in 
schools, it is clear that this generation of history 
students wishes to broaden their horizons. That 
is exactly what volume 7 of the Saint Olave’s
History Journal intends to do; bringing the 
“Untold Voices” of those forgotten in conflict, 
political economy and feminism to the limelight. 
As an editorial team, it has been a pleasure for 
us to read and present these articles, hopefully 
giving these historical figures the recognition 
and voices they are owed.

Dominic Watts 

When the call went out for articles for this journal, 
none of the editors, myself included, could ever 
have dreamt of the quality and breadth of pieces we 
received. This publication documents some of the 
more obscure and bizarre stories of our collective 
global history but are nevertheless worthy of a place 
in our memory. I thank all my fellow students who 
contributed to the journal, it has been a pleasure 
working with you - our call was well and truly 
answered!

Rishi Desai

History is important to people. As the ongoing debate around ours and other nations history and what 
we teach of it intensifies, it is essential to remember the history important to us, that which is usually 
overlooked. That was what this journal intended to find, and the responses have been incredible. 
Through editing and putting together the blog and the journal, the other editors and I have learned of 
some of the most fascinating people, events and opinions. By sharing these with you, we hope they can 
continue to enlighten and interest, and we hope you enjoy reading.
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At a time when lockdown regulations 
are policing everything from social 
distancing to gatherings, it has 
become clear who controls public 
spaces. The public may have access 
to them. They may even take them 
over from time to time for events 
such as political demonstrations, 
with Trafalgar Square’s proximity to 
Parliament making it popular for such 
purposes since Victorian times. Yet 
these spaces are owned, developed 
and managed by private 
organisations or public authorities. 
They also contain residues that 
reflect what the elites who 
historically controlled these bodies 
thought was important as statements 
about themselves or the social values 
they wanted to inculcate, carried 
from the past into the present in the 
form of heritage, monuments and 
statues.

Statues, in particular, have been 
used to express power and 
authority in public spaces since 
Antiquity.– are neither neutral nor 
inclusive. 
Throughout history, as well, they 
have almost all been of men, mostly 
from the military. The database of 
the Public Monuments and 
Sculpture Association suggests that 
only 2.7 per cent of the civic statues 
in Britain are of non-royal women. 
Accordingly, public spaces – as sites 
that display what is seen as 
important to a society.

Queering Public Spaces
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It is therefore not surprising that public 
monuments can be contested, especially when 
they express power hierarchies from the past. 
Recent controversies over statues of Cecil 
Rhodes in Oxford or Confederate soldiers in the 
Southern USA echo the 1966 blowing up of 
Nelson’s Pillar in Dublin. The monuments they 
contain are not, however, the only ways in which 
public spaces are not neutral. Behaviour in these 
spaces is also policed in ways that are 
hierarchical. We may all be captured on camera 
hundreds of times as we traverse the public 
spaces of London, but the Live Facial Recognition 
technology the Met Police are now using –
having been developed using white, cisgendered 
people – is not good at recognising those who do 
not conform to that norm. This is in a country 
where BME people are already nearly ten times 
more likely to be stopped and searched by the 
police in public spaces.

Sexuality has also long been controlled in 
public spaces. In particular, illicit forms of 
sexual behaviour have often been driven into 
private spaces or (semi) tolerated enclaves. 
The dimly lit and decaying area of Canal 
Street in Manchester – where incidentally one 
of the few memorials in Britain to a non-
straight person, Alan Turing, the pioneer of 
computing, is situated – for instance, became 
a gay cruising area in the 1950s.

Most famously, the Stonewall Inn in New York 
was controlled by the mafia, who regularly 
paid off raids by corrupt police officers, until 
June 1969 when an unannounced police raid 
sparked rioting. Pride events started from the 
commemoration of the anniversary of this 
and have since spread globally, with London’s 
first Gay Pride march in 1971. Queerness thus 
moved from the closet onto the public spaces 
of the streets. Pride celebrations, as with 
carnivals in mediaeval and early modern 
Europe, involve an upturning of the normal 
order of things, providing a couple of days 
when alternative forms of sexuality can be 
openly displayed.

Instead, the experience of public spaces is 
often shaped by expectations of normative 
behaviour. Street furniture, for instance, 
generally reflects masculine assumptions, 
with a recent survey in Stockholm finding 
women complaining that they wanted 
benches arranged in more intimate ways. 
Indeed, public spaces often seem masculine 
anyway, with women feeling markedly less 
safe. An 1862 article about walking down 
Regent Street entitled ‘The Rape of the 
Glances’ continues to resonate with me 
about how women are looked at in public 
spaces.

Queering Public Spaces 5



Historically, safe public spaces for both women and LGBTQ+ people have 
been associated with more intimate, small-scale and varied environments. 
These vary sight-lines, lighting, scale and soundscape to create more 
inclusive spaces, with an atmosphere that is more organic than 
monumental. To encourage such inclusivity it would also help if we 
recognise that public spaces do not simply exist but are created for 
particular ends, and present particular narratives of history and culture. 
Public spaces are not neutral but constructed, too often whitewashing the 
past – as the Victoria Memorial does – with a distinctive interpretation. 
These narratives need to be challenged, and public spaces need to 
become inclusive and safe spaces for everyone.

Professor Pippa Catterall, University of Westminster 

Historically, certainly in Victorian Britain, 
public spaces were understood as male and 
designed by men, while the domestic sphere 
was designated female. How then do you 
queer public space? One way is by queering 
the narrative presented in public spaces. 
Consider, for instance, the way in which the 
monumental representation of nineteenth-
century empire by the Victoria Memorial 
outside Buckingham Palace has recently 
been challenged by Kara Walker’s Fons
Americanus. This, the latest installation in 
the turbine hall at the Tate Modern, 
challenges the simplistic and self-
congratulatory tone of the Victoria 
Memorial by referencing the ugly side of 
imperial exploitation and slavery. Another is by 
designing in inclusivity.

Queering 
Public 
Spaces
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Black Presence 
in Tudor England
– Ms. Clift

It is thought that there have been Africans living in England since the Roman period. Although small in 
number, new archival research has highlighted the important role played by these Africans in Tudor 
society. During the Tudor and Stuart period there were roughly 360 Africans living in England and 
Scotland. A common misconception about black presence at this time is the notion that all black people 
in Britain were slaves and therefore lived at the fringes of society. This however is a fallacy. As you will 
find out, these people were often central to their communities, had links to royalty and were often more 
financially independent than white Englishmen and women at this time.

African presence started to increase during the Tudor period for a number of reasons such as trade and 
increased communication with the rest of the world. The Tudor period was a time before England 
became fully involved in the Slave Trade; with one commentator uttering that ‘The air of England has 
long been too pure for a slave, and every man is free who breathes it.’ The same cannot be said for 
Spain and Portugal who started to enslave indigenous populations of the areas they colonised from as 
early as 1493. Some of the African slaves who were taken to the Spanish controlled Netherlands 
managed to escape their masters and board ships to England, knowing that once there they would be 
free. Another way Africans arrived in England was through privateering. The Spanish loot stolen by the 
likes of Drake and Raleigh often contained not only treasure but slaves too. These men, such as Diogo, 
were either brought back to England or used as translators for other transatlantic trips. As is 
demonstrated by the life of John Blanke, trade was not the only reason there was an increase of Black 
presence in England. A number of Africans arrived in England through diplomatic and royal channels.

Black Tudors occupied a diverse range of 

professions. John Blanke, a trumpeter for 

Henry VIII at his royal court is perhaps the 

best known and highest status individual 

we know about. He came to England from 

Spain with Catherine of Aragon, Henry 

VIII’s first wife, as part of her entourage. He 

quickly became a central feature of Henry’s 

court playing at the Westminster 

Tournament in 1511 held to celebrate the 

birth of Henry and Catherine’s son (who 

later died).
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Black Presence in 

Tudor England

Most interestingly, John Blanke had 

the agency to request a pay rise from 

the King. This was granted and Blanke

ended up being paid 16d a day; more 

than other white English trumpeters 

in the court but also over 4 times 

more than agricultural labourers in 

England. 

It seems therefore that Black Tudors 

were respected and rewarded for their 

skills and were not discriminated 

against in their chosen professions 

due to the colour of their skin.

Another interesting example is the life of Reasonable Blackman. 
Although at first glance his name may seem offensive and racist to 
today’s audience, it needs to be understood in the context of the time. It 
is thought that Reasonable chose his name himself when he was 
baptised, most likely to reflect his fair and reasonable prices for the silk 
that he weaved. The origin of Blackman is thought to be two-fold. It is 
either thought to be a reference to a personal quality, a common way for 
Tudors to create surnames for themselves; for Reasonable it was the 
colour of his skin. Or, it might have been a deliberate choice to fit in with 
Tudor society, as ‘Blackman’ was a common English surname at the time.

Reasonable is thought to have been the first financially independent and 
affluent African living in England. He was a very successful Silkweaver (a 
very fashionable and expensive item) and he lived in Southwark. He 
married a white English woman (something that was very common at 
the time) and had a number of children. Most interesting for Olavians is 
his link to our school. Reasonable lived on Tooley street in Southwark, 
where St Olave’s was situated before it moved to Orpington in the 1960s. 

Parish records show he attended St Olave’s 
Church and his children were baptised and 
buried there. Reasonable’s son continued his 
successful silk weaving business and moved to 
East London after his death.

Thus, this story shows us that Africans living in 
Tudor England were affluent and integrated in 
society.

It is therefore evident that Tudor England 
was a more tolerant place in terms of race 
than first thought. Following any religion 
other than Christianity and being poor 
were the main reasons Tudors would face 
discrimination, yet it seems that very little 
discrimination was felt by individuals due 
to the colour of their skin. 

In a world that still suffers from problems 
with systematic racism and a lack of 
tolerance, putting these individuals back 
into the story of Tudor England is very 
important.
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Race Riots in the UK: Neo-Nazism, Police 
Brutality and Black Lives Matter
- Camille Saunders

Regardless of the side of the Atlantic on which we find ourselves, it is undeniable 
that prejudice and discrimination against Black and minority ethnic (BAME) 
individuals continues to haunt our history, as well as the legacy we are 
currently shaping and writing. Arguably beginning with the first permanent 
European settlement in Africa by the Dutch colonisers in April 1652, constitutional 
racism has continued through the abhorrent treatment of slaves ranging from 
overcrowded, unlit “slave holes” championed by the British and purposefully 
unanaesthetised medical experimentation being carried out on BAME women due 
to the belief that Black people could not feel pain.

The oppressive segregation imposed under America’s Jim Crow laws was finally 
abolished in 1964, and while this seems like shamefully recent history, even more 
so is the rise of neo-Nazi ideals in America and Europe. While neo-Nazi groups are 
also proudly ultra-nationalist, ableist, homophobic, anti-Romany, antisemitic and 
anti-communist, the Black Lives Matter campaigns rightfully ignited by George 
Floyd’s murder have led to neo-Nazis taking a prime focus on their racist ideals 
above all else; a phenomenon previously seen in the 1970s British race riots, and 
further sparked by the 2011 London riots.

9



The 1970s saw a rise in many new 
ideals, including Holocaust denial and 
neo-Nazism. Propaganda was created in 
Britain, such as “Did Six Million Really 
Die?” by Richard Verrall in 1974 and “The 
Hoax of the Twentieth Century” by 
Arthur Blutz in 1976. This was largely 
inspired by the Flemish activist group, 
the Vlaamse Militanten, organised by 
former Hitler Youth member Bert 
Eriksson, which called for the institution 
of the Fourth Reich, while simultaneously 
trying to deny that the Holocaust ever 
happened. From this neo-Nazi viewpoint 
grew the British subculture of skinheads, 
who supported either the British 
Movement (BM) or the National 
Front (NF). While portraying a crudely 
ultra-masculine image, the skinhead 
movement was also closely intersected 
with football hooligan firms including the 
Chelsea Headhunters, responsible for 
racist lootings and murders, and with the 
founding of the terrorist organisation 
Combat 18, which was the first far-right 
group to be added to the list of illegal 
terrorist organisations by Canada in June 
2019.

A young Black man was wrongfully arrested 
for “theft and assault” after the almost 
entirely White police force stopped his car 
for having a “suspicious” tax disc. When he 
was later acquitted, the police decided to 
search his mother’s home nearby. 
Forcefully entering her flat with her young 
daughter, she was pushed into a wall, 
suffered a cardiac arrest and died under 
police custody. The previous week, another 
Black woman, Dorothy “Cherry” Groce, was 
shot during a random search of her flat on 
the same council estate. Groce remained 
paralysed until her death. In neither 
instance were the responsible policemen 
held accountable. However, while the 
institutional racism that led to these deaths 
was abhorrent, there were always more 
people supporting the lives of BAME 
citizens than those fighting for ultra-
nationalism and white-supremacy.

Despite the spreading of these white-
supremacist terrorist factions, they were 
opposed by many more people than 
joined. For example, there were over 18 
distinct groups of race riots from 1970 to 
1989, each usually lasting for weeks at a 
time. They all made an overall impact on 
making the lives of BAME citizens’ voices 
heard against police brutality, prejudiced 
rhetoric and white-supremacist 
abuse; however, the riot with the most 
links to the current position of the Black 
Lives Matter protests is 
the Broadwater Farm riot in Tottenham, 
1985. As well as being fuelled by 
generations of police violence against 
BAME individuals, the riot was sparked by 
many short-term factors.

Race Riots in the UK: Neo-
Nazism, Police Brutality and 
Black Lives Matter 10



For example, the Battle of Lewisham on the 
13th August 1977 occurred when 500 members 
of the NF tried to march from New Cross to 
Lewisham. Over 4,000 people opposed them, 
leading to violent clashes between protestors and 
the 5,000 police officers deployed. With 
the backdrop of neo-Nazi foundations and 
conditioned racism within the police force, it is 
unsurprising that social justice movements have 
repeatedly had violent clashes with racist and 
nationalist groups, be it the skinheads, the 
National Front, or even certain members of the 
police force employed to protect them.

The 1970s race riots have become an iconic part 
of British modern history, but unfortunately, the 
socioeconomic position of BAME citizens had not 
seen enough of an improvement by 2011 to 
prevent them repeating themselves.

The 1970s race riots have become an iconic part of British modern history, but unfortunately, the 
socioeconomic position of BAME citizens had not seen enough of an improvement by 2011 to 
prevent them repeating themselves. The 2011 London Riots saw looting, violence and arson in 
response to another Black man shot by the police. Mark Duggan was shot dead in his car in a 
targeted attack by the police as part of Operation Trident, which at the time was investigating gun 
crime specifically in the Black community. The media widely reported that Duggan was armed and 
fired at the police, after a bullet was discovered in a police radio and a pistol was discovered at 
the scene. However, it was later proved that the bullet was a police bullet that had passed clean 
through Duggan’s body and into the radio, and that the pistol found had never been fired, or even 
touched by Duggan. This added Mark Duggan’s name to the ever-increasing list of unarmed young 
Black men killed by the police. Protestors engaged in several violent clashes with the riot police in 
Tottenham, later followed by 12 equally violent riots across London and many smaller ones. Of 
the 3,000 arrests made, 1,000 were issued with criminal offences directly related to the riots. 
While the riots held deep symbolic meaning for the number of under-reported deaths of BAME 
citizens, the £200 million worth of property damage incurred brought local economic activity even 
closer to its knees than the recession had already rendered it. Both of these factors added to the 
pre-existing struggles of all working-class communities, especially those from BAME backgrounds, 
of racial tension, class tension, economic decline and widespread unemployment.

Though the protests had originally started peacefully, less than 2 days later 16 London boroughs 
became victims of arson, 2 White civilians had been shot and the isolated uses of petrol bombs 
against the police had become widespread. A total of 5 people were reported killed, 4 of whom 
were civilians unrelated to the riots, including a 68-year-old man who was attacked while trying to 
put out a fire in a bin outside his building, and 3 Muslim men attempting to defend their block of 
flats and families from the looting. All 21 suspects were arrested and later acquitted on all 
charges. While the London riots were in reaction to institutionalised racism within the police force 
rather than neo-Nazism or the NF, the underlying white-supremacist actions still led to 
widespread racial tension and a predominantly peaceful movement becoming harrowingly 
violent.

Race Riots in the UK: Neo-Nazism, Police 
Brutality and Black Lives Matter

11



Finally, the impacts of both of these movements can be seen in Black Lives Matter 

activism today. Following the Charleston church shooting by a white-supremacist 

terrorist, Confederate monuments began to be taken down across the country out 

of respect for the Black lives lost throughout American history by the direct actions 

of racists. In protest against this, a Unite the Right march was organised to unite 

the neo-Nazis and Klansmen of America, in which several people were killed or 

injured and one man deliberately rammed his car into a group of counter-

protesters. Despite being an advocate for the death penalty, he interestingly 

pleaded guilty to 29 federal hate crimes in a plea agreement to avoid it.

In the following Black Lives Matter campaigns, anti-racism activists called for 

Twitter to use facial recognition of photographs to have them publicly shamed, and 

at least one member was dismissed from his job as a result of attending the rally. 

Fortunately, much like in previous race riots, the senseless bigotry against people 

of colour was met by a vastly larger number of counter-protesters. For example, at 

the anniversary rally of the Charlottesville riot, only 20 to 30 self-proclaimed 

fascists attended, faced with thousands of counter-protesters from civil rights 

groups. The recent protests against police brutality through the murder of George 

Floyd further highlighted that while both the American and British governments 

may largely turn a blind eye to racially-discriminate police brutality, the victims of 

this violence are not invisible to the millions of activists who have taken to the 

streets, their social media platforms and newspapers to advocate racial justice in 

America and all over the UK.

In conclusion, three of the most widespread riots in 
Britain have all been caused by long-lasting racial 
tension, catalysed by an economic crisis, and 
sparked by the death of a young unarmed Black 
man at the hands of the police. However, despite 
the degrading rhetoric freely offered by extreme 
right-wing and white-supremacist groups, civil 
rights will always attract a larger crowd than hatred 
and bigotry, and strength will always be found, not 
in fear, but in solidarity.

"Darkness cannot drive out darkness; only 
light can do that. Hate cannot drive out hate; 
only love can do that.” 
- Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.

Race Riots in the UK: Neo-Nazism, 
Police Brutality and Black Lives Matter
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In 1914, the British Empire declared    
war on the central powers, and with 
both a weak domestic military force 
and a small professional army better 
suited to policing their Empire, 
Britain was dependent on soldiers, 
labourers and supplies from the 
Empire to win the war. When the 
British Government sent out a call for 
help, millions from around the globe 
answered.

The Hidden 
Soldiers of 
the First 
World War

- Rishi Desai

The Indian Subcontinent

In 1914, India had the largest volunteer army on 
Earth, with over 8 million men. In 1914, four 
divisions of Indian soldiers landed in France, and 
slowed and controlled the German advance 
through Flanders, allowing the British to raise 
and train more domestic troop numbers. In 1915, 
Indian troops fought in Mesopotamia and later, 
among British, Australian and New Zealand in the 
disastrous Gallipoli offensive, which under 
Churchill, the First Lord of the Admiralty, led to 
more than 250,000 casualties. The Indian 
divisions were highly decorated, with 14 Victoria 
crosses awarded. Field-Marshal Sir Claude 
Auchinleck, Commander-in-Chief of the Indian 
Army from 1942 asserted that the British 
"couldn't have come through both wars [World 
War I and II] if they hadn't had the Indian Army”.

The Caribbean

15,000 soldiers were raised in 1914, and 12 
battalions of front line labourers served in France, 
Italy and the Middle East, fighting the Ottoman 
Empire. The British command in Palestine 
recognised that the soldiers had behaved with 
“Great Gallantry” and 81 medals were awarded for 
Bravery. In November 1918, after Armistice, after 
realising they still had to clean and build Latrines, 
do manual labour which the white soldiers were 
not required to do and had not been given a pay 
rise which the white soldiers had received, resulting 
in the Taranto Revolt. The men of the 9th and 10th 
regiments refused to work, and the Worcestershire 
regiment was made to restore order, resulting in 
the disbanding of both battalions, 60 men receiving 
2 to 3 years of prison time, another 20 and one 
man was executed by firing squad.

These are just a few examples of the courage and bravery, but also the injustice faced by the Soldiers 
and Labourers of the Empire within the First World War. While for many years their sacrifices were 
unknown, more and more the impact of non-white and non-british people in the War effort is being 
recognised. While you can argue the value of what they were fighting for, or whether they should have 
fought at all it is important that we do not forget, that their fight, whether in the battlefields, in the 
courts or in the streets, has facilitated our peace and our liberty.

African Soldiers

African Soldiers served as soldiers and labourers primarily in the campaigns in fighting German East 
Africa, protecting supplies and helping win the war in Africa. Black South Africans, despite 
volunteering to fight, were not made soldiers by the South African Government, who refused to arm 
Black South Africans. Despite this, many served on the Western Front in labour contingencies, doing 
their utmost for the war effort, despite being allowed to serve.
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The Story of Bernard Garrett
– Nathan Danquah

During the 1950s and ‘60s, the civil right’s movement dominated the political landscape. But for 
Bernard Garrett, an African American born and raised in the South, the surest path to improving 

conditions for black Americans was by achieving economic freedom.
Garrett, unbeknownst to many, purchased at least 177 buildings, including what was considered to 

be the tallest structure in downtown Los Angeles in 1961, the Banker’s Building, all the while creating 
life-changing opportunities for African Americans.

This is about his story.

When Garrett was only 10 he had started to 
eavesdrop to conversations investment 
bankers had. Thus, he learned a lot about 
the stock market and many other elements 
of the banking sector such as ’interest rates’ 
and ‘taxes’. By the time he became a young 
adult he had vast knowledge concerning 
banking and real estate. Prudently, he 
thought that he could put his knowledge to 
good use and build a vast empire so he could 
support his wife and children, albeit racism 
stood in the way. An obstacle for him to 
overcome.

He lacked customers since many black 
people did not have the means to afford 
expensive accommodation while white 
avoided his business at all costs. An elderly 
neighbour even went as far as to call the 
cops when he was present in his own home. 
Her reason was that he was stealing. 

His dreams had been obliterated due to something as 
insignificant as the colour of his skin, the melanin in his 
body. All the sacrifices he had made all the obstacles 
he has already overcome, all this for him to be stopped 
right in his tracks. Due to an element, he cannot 
control.

All hope was lost until he approached Joe Morris, a 
successful black businessman who owned two 
nightclubs. He proposed that they buy the Banker’s 
Building, where most of the banks in Los Angeles 
were headquartered. 

During these times severe oppression and the 
infamous Jim Crow Laws, racism was prevalent and 
affected every part of the Black American livelihood. 
So Garrett feared that the same problem of his skin 
colour would arise and they would be unsuccessful in 
their ventures. But, they had a plan.

The plan required what Garrett later described as 
hiring “faces,” white men he coached in finance to 
carry out his deals, while he and Morris remained 
anonymous. The faces pretended to be the CEO, 
overseeing the day-to-day operations, while Garrett 
and Morris, the true owners, posed as chauffeurs and 
janitors to monitor their ventures under the radar, 
either by mopping the floors of their businesses or 
advising their ‘faces’ during drives to work. 

One of the initial hirings was a young chap named 
Matt Steiner. The plan worked. Bernard Garrett and 

Joe Morris were richer than their deepest desires.
14



The Story of 
Bernard 
Garrett 

With capital from Don Silverthorne, president of San Francisco National Bank who knew 
Morris, in 1963 Garrett and Morris bought the Main Land Bank & Trust Co. in Texas City, 
Texas, with Steiner as their frontman. Steiner also fronted their purchase of another Texas 
bank, First National Bank of Marlin.

Garrett did not care about the money but 
his ambition lay in helping the African 
Americans less fortunate than him. The 
starving African Americans who lived in a 
neighbourhood ripe with gangs, drugs and 
little to no education. Black students did not 
begin to enter predominately white schools 
in significant numbers until the 1960s. 
Garrett was determined to overcome the 
inequality that dominated his country. He 
wondered why jobs were given based on 
colour but not based on merit.

Garrett’s banks became a lifeline for the black community. “Black-owned banks were able 
to help African Americans participate in the economy in ways they were never able to 
participate,” says Winford. “They were able to purchase homes, take out a small loan to 
purchase an appliance or a car. Many black churches and schools were helped and saved 
because of African American-owned banks.”

Until it, all ended.

In 1965, Garrett and Morris were sentenced to three years for misapplying $189,000 in 
bank funds. Garrett and Morris served nine months. He used the court as a basis to fight 
for inequality and as a result of his actions reform subsequently occurred.

“He could have functioned and operated 
and been successful without even thinking, 
‘What about African Americans in Texas?’” 
said Winford. “But he saw a bigger picture.” 
He fought when others would have just kept 
the money while ignoring African Americans. 
And that is why he should be a cornerstone 
in Black History.
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Which gems of our generation will be lost? 
- Dominic Watts

It is amazing how quickly people forget things. Front page national scandals can be 
consigned to the history books in weeks, everyday news in seconds. For example, how 
many remember David Cameron’s lustful encounter with a pig? Or that Sam Allardyce 
was sacked as England manager after a single game due to a reporter secretly filming 
him from a plant pot and should’ve taken England to the 2018 world cup, not Gareth 
Southgate? This journal is filled with forgotten figures, untold truths and 
incredible stories – but we must ask ourselves, why were they forgotten?

Most people think of history as 
Kings, Wars and empires 
when history is everything, the bits 
we choose to remember are simply 
the most ‘interesting’ or ‘important’. 
But who decides that? Is it true that 
history and our understanding of 
our world was written by the 
victors? If so, who will our losers be?
There’s no formula which says, ‘do 
this and you’ll be remembered’, but 
in general those that are famous are 
either extremely powerful or 
extremely controversial, or both. 
Ask anyone the most famous King 
and they would probably say Henry 
VIII. Out of the 61 monarchs since 
approximately 800AD to rule, he 
is the most famous, largely for his

way with the ladies and that infamous rhyme. Henry was certainly both controversial 
and powerful, his reformation sent shock waves through society that can still be felt 
today.

But are we wrong to just remember Henry? His decision to break from the Catholic 
Church and live the way he did wasn’t just down to him, he wasn’t the ‘one-man band’ 
we paint him to be, he had a court, advisers and pressure from foreign powers which all 
influenced his decisions. We remember him, though, because he was the face of it all; 
the screen behind which thousands of people talked politics and fought battles, making 
choices that Henry himself will be ultimately remembered for.
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Which Gems of 
Our Generation 
Will Be Lost?

Fast forward almost half a millennium to Dr Martin Luther King’s infamous 
speech in Washington in 1963 and the utterance of the eternal phrase ‘I have 
a dream’. Arguably the most important speech in modern American history 
and, indeed, he will rightly be remembered for it. Every schoolkid in the 
Western World has seen a clip of that speech with the crowd waving, 
cheering and egging him on – but what if they were never there? Instead of 
preaching to 250,000 he was a preaching to 250. Without the mass march 
and the huge crowds, the ordinary people, there is no way that event would 
take on such monumental fame and significance. Likewise, if Rosa Parks 
acted alone without the organized Montgomery Bus boycott that followed 
her it’s likely we would never have heard of her at all.

Those that are remembered 
may be powerful or 
controversial, but they are 
only remembered because 
ordinary people, you and 
me, allowed them to be so. 
Just because a figure wasn’t 
a ‘victor’ or listened to at 
the time shouldn’t mean 
they are never recognized 

for what they did.
Generations to come will likely remember Greta Thunberg for her strong views and 
powerful speeches, but nobody will remember those who attended the mass rallies 
across the globe in her name that provided her the platform to spread her message. We 
remember bands for their concerts, sports teams for their performances in packed 
stadiums – the list is endless.
Ultimately, only a few will be remembered, the ‘generational’ figures. It must never be 
forgotten that those we know and those we remember are only remembered because 
people who will never be remembered put them in a position to be remembered. We will 
all be remembered in our own ways, and that is a fact that should never be forgotten.
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China’s Lost Contribution to World 
War One
- Ed Foxhall
While we rarely associate the Chinese Qing Dynasty with 
World War 1, it is unfortunately a story that is too often 
overlooked when studying the First World War. A familiar 
backdrop for this war was within the Pacific theatre, with 
the soldiers of the Triple Entente (Britain, France and 
Russia) colliding with the Triple Alliance (Germany, 
Austria-Hungary and Italy). However, this begs the 
question: How are the Chinese involved in this?

The British began recruiting the 
members of the Chinese Labour Corp as 
early as 1916, however, many historians 
debate whether this was out of choice 
or necessity. With many British men 
having been drafted into the 
army, there was an ever-growing 
demand for labour. 

Thus, Britain relied on the Chinese 
joining the war (following a German 
torpedo killing 543 Chinese aboard the 
French ship “the Athos”) and 
contributing to the war effort1. By 
February 1916, British minister Jordan 
agreed to accepting Chinese aid and 
made the formal announcement: “join 
with the Entente provided that Japan 
and the other Allies accepted her as a 
partner”.

However, Japanese war 
ministers insisted 
against Chinese 
intervention, primarily 
due to the fact they 
wanted to remain as 
the dominant Asian 
military superpower of 
the time.

Thus, the Chinese government elected to 
send non-fighting labour corps to assist in 
the British war effort and contribute 
significantly in facilitating the maintenance 
of war machinery.
Many Chinese labourers originated from 

rural villages where they had never 

experienced or seen the luxuries of urban 

life. When some of these men reached the 

concrete skyscrapers of Shanghai, they 

believed that they had already left China 

and actually reached Europe! However, 

the ensuing journey that followed packed 

“men like sardines” into sealed transport 

trains and boats, sailing as far as Canada 

and finally reaching their destinations of 

France and Belgium via trains departing 

from Liverpool. 
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Not uncommon to the time, 
these long-distance voyages led 
to numerous deaths, with some 
sources stating as many as 
20,000 Chinese labourers not 
surviving their journey to the 
West. 

Following the occupation of the Shandong region in 
China, it is clear that it was not “honour” that led to 
the Chinese being so willing to contribute their 
labour forces to the war effort. With the culturally 
rich province of Shandong (the birthplace of the 
Chinese sage Confucius) and the port city of 
Qingdao being occupied by Japan and Germany, 
China clearly demanded that their service against 
the Triple Alliance should result in the return of the 
territories that were originally theirs under the Qing 
dynasty. However, in 1919, the Chinese refused to 
sign the Treaty of Versailles; following a bitter fallout 
after the allies’ broken promise to return the 
peninsula of Shandong to the Chinese.
This aspect of the treaty is  often left out of school 
syllabi and general historical study; hence many 
Westerners are not aware of the unrewarded 
contribution of the Chinese Labour Corp in WW1.

China’s Lost 
Contribution to 
World War One

Furthermore, to add insult to injury, the Chinese 

were not only diplomatically disregarded for their 

service, but symbolically too. Within the 402-foot 

long “Pantheon de la Guerre”, the canvas exhibited 

at Paris at the end of the war, the oil painting 

featured the countries of those who had served 

within the First World War. It depicts the victorious 

Triple Entente and its’ allies triumphing in battle. 

The “Pantheon de la Guerre” was started in 1914 

but had to be changed in 1917 to include the arrival 

of the United States. However, with the addition of 

one nation, another had to be painted over. 

Unfortunately, the Western artists elected to paint 

over a significant section of the Asian labour corps 

and disregard the value of the contribution of the 

140,000 Chinese men that served in World War 1.

Not only did China’s exclusion from British 

memorials lead to a bitter feeling of injustice 

amongst those who served, but it also heavily 

contributed to a feeling of mistrust, within China, 

towards the West. Chinese historian Xu writes: 

“China was deeply angry at the Versailles Treaty and 

was the only country at the post-war peace 

conference to refuse to put a signature on it”. This is 

evidenced by a popular student-led protest in 

Beijing often referred to as “May Fourth 

Movement” was organized in response to outrage 

over the peace talks failing to return Shandong and 

China’s exclusion from the “Pantheon de la Guerre”. 

The Chinese protestors demanded political and 

social changes, planting the seeds of mistrust for 

the West – politically and economically - that later 

grew into the widespread popularity of communism 

in China.

It is important that we remember the contribution of 

not only the Chinese Labour Corp, but also that of the 

less commonly acknowledged commonwealth combat 

soldiers, with over 3 million of them serving in support 

of the Triple Entente. Lord Wallace of Saltire said a 

campaign for the Chinese Labour Corp memorial was a 

useful reminder to the British public of the tangible 

contribution other countries made to the British war 

effort. It is important that modern historians dismantle 

the stereotypical image of portraying a solitary, little 

England standing alone against the tide of the triple 

Alliance.

"It was never a purely English effort: it required the 

effort of a great many people from a great many 

countries, willingly or unwillingly.” – Sung Ching-Lun
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Why did the Catholic West fail to save the Holy Land from conquest 
by the Mamluks? – Mr Wearn

This essay will focus on why the Catholic West was unable to prevent the recapture of the 
Holy Land by the Muslims, and why it was to be the Mamluk Sultanate who was to be the 
cause of this downfall. It will be split into two major sections, the first analysing the 
weaknesses within the Catholic West which prevented them from protecting the Holy Land 
sufficiently, for example the Anglo-French conflict which “made the very idea of a recovery 
crusade a vain hope.” In addition to this, the Mamluk’s had great strengths within the Holy 
Land which contributed to the West’s failure to prevent the conquest of the Latin 
settlements. Firstly the weaknesses of the Catholic West’s position will be examined.

There were many factors which may have 
resulted in the West’s failure to save the 
Holy Land from Mamluk conquest, however 
it is certain that the failure to organise a 
mass crusade had a drastic effect on the 
Holy Land, for “the final disintegration of 
the Crusader States is set against a 
background of continuing failures in papal 
attempts to organise crusades” and this was 
due to the “intrinsic difficulties of 
organising... a major expedition to the 
east.” What we see here is that the West 
was not in a strong position to prevent the 
Holy Land from being conquered, because 
any large army needed to be recruited 
within Europe and transported to the Holy 
Land, a process which took huge amounts 
of time and was often impractical.

The garrisoned troops in the Holy Land did not number enough soldiers to hold off 
the Mamluk conquest for any large period of time. Furthermore, the Latin settlements 
in the Holy Land were always on the defensive, purely because it was difficult to call 
for a Crusade until after there was need, for example the Third Crusade was called for 
after the loss of Jerusalem, but it did not get underway until 1189, giving Saladin 
and his forces two years to re-fortify the city capable of fending off attacks. This was 
a trend that would continue, as we will see in more detail later on.
In addition to the problems seen in England during this period there were also 
rivalries which spilled over into the Holy Land itself, as “rivalry between Venetian 
and Genoese colonies flared up in a civil war that involved the whole 
Kingdom” resulting in a weakened position as they engaged in a war “for the 
control of the harbour.” This situation would have drastically affected the Catholic 
West’s ability to prevent the conquest of the Holy Land by the Mamluks, primarily 
because their fleets were destroying themselves and bringing more turmoil to an 
area which was already under the threat of attack from a hostile enemy.
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In addition to the problems seen in England 
during this period there were 
also rivalries which spilled over into the 
Holy Land itself, as “rivalry 
between Venetian and Genoese colonies 
flared up in a civil war that involved the 
whole Kingdom”9 resulting in a weakened 
position as they engaged in a war “for 
the control of the harbour.”10 This situation 
would have drastically affected the Catholic 
West’s ability to prevent the conquest of 
the Holy Land by the Mamluks, primarily 
because their fleets were destroying 
themselves and bringing more turmoil to an 
area which was already under the threat of 
attack from a hostile enemy.
With the Holy Land being in the east, there 
were difficulties in financing 
its protection and even more so in funding 
a crusade to the East. It has been estimated 
that Louis IX spent “six times the annual 
income of the French Crown” which shows 
how high the costs of crusading had grown 
to. When this factor is added to the fact 
that “a number of rulers were genuinely 
interested in a crusade to the Holy land, but 
none would assume the overall 
leadership as Louis IX had done... because 
they were afraid of 
the financial implications” it becomes all 
the more clear that the West were unable 
to save the Holy Land from conquest due to 
the financial support that this would have 
required. This is coupled with the fact that 
when the huge sums were raised, they 
were not necessarily guaranteed to be used 
to protect the Holy Land, “the huge sums 
collected for Gregory's crusade were 
diverted on the Italian ventures" 
reflecting another factor in the disastrous 
attempts to maintain the Latin Settlements 
in Outremer.

It has been seen that the papacy placed 
importance on less costly crusades, 
ones within Europe, for example “the struggle 
for Sicily preoccupied the papal curia,” not 
the Holy Land. This would have had 
detrimental effects on the Catholic West’s 
ability to defend the Holy Land because 
money within Christendom was being 
diverted to fund all sorts of different wars 
across Europe. “Between 1095 and 1274 
the papacy authorized crusades against the 
Moors in Spain, pagans in north-eastern 
Europe, heretics in southern France and 
Germany, and Schismatics in Greece, and 
Christian lay powers in the West, as well as 
the Muslims in the Holy Land, Egypt and 
North Africa.” The papacy did prioritise 
the Holy Land above these other ventures, 
and as a result there was no large-
scale crusade during the time of 
the Mamluk conquests and the support 
that the Holy Land received from the West 
was “inadequate” leading to the destruction 
of the Latin settlements.

Why did the Catholic West fail to save the Holy Land from 
conquest by the Mamluks? 
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However despite these failings seen within the Catholic West’s reaction to the Mamluks, 
studies have shown that the Mamluks were able to conquer the Holy Land due to a number 
of strengths, in terms of position and contemporary situation. Firstly, unlike the West’s 
distractions (that we have just looked at) the Mamluks “had no other distractions” and 
were “determined to put an end to western settlement in Outremer” meaning that they 
were free to engage in the systematic conquest of the Holy Land, for “throughout Baybars’s
reign, Syria remained his principal preoccupation.” When this factor is added to the 
knowledge that “besides the great siege campaigns, Mamluk troops... also put pressure on 
the Christians by rustling their cattle and burning their crops”20 it can be seen that the 
Mamluks were simply in a more unified position to attack the Holy Land, with no internal 
difficulties, mainly the result of Baybars’s ruthlessness in dealing with dissidents.

The location of the Holy Land, as already alluded to, meant that the Mamluks were the 
aggressors, with the West only able to react to situations after they had been changed. This 
is exemplified by the fact that the Latin settlements were characterised by huge fortified 
castles intended to help the defence of the settlement, not to attack the Mamluks. With 
this in mind, the tactics of the Mamluks, particularly Baybars, must be examined. The 
evidence suggests that he utilised the precarious position of the Catholic West in the Holy 
Land by attacking the settlements quickly and without warning. This was seen as he “made 
a sudden swoop on Acre” meaning that there was no time for the Catholic West to organise 
a counter before it was too late. During 1270 there were rumours that Louis IX was 
planning another crusade to the Holy Land, which would have caused problems for 
Baybars. As a result of these rumours Baybars “demolished the remaining fortifications of 
Ascalon” so that they could not be used as a base from which Louis could launch counter 
attacks. This is further highlighted with the idea that Baybars destroyed “everything that he 
did not intend to reuse himself” showing clearly just how difficult he wanted to make it for 
the Latins.

requiring much less logistical organisation 
and subsequently much less funding.Finally, 
the role of Baybars must not be ignored, 
because it was under his leadership 
that the destruction of the Latin East was 
stepped up. Baybars’s ruthless aggression 
clearly caught the Christians, both in the 
Holy Land and the West unprepared, 
meaning that from that moment onwards 
the Catholic West was defending an ever 
increasingly difficult situation, not helped 
by the continuing failures of papal 
organisation and the conflicts between 
Christian powers, not least in the Holy Land 
itself.

It is obvious that the Catholic West were 
unable to save the Holy Land 
for a number of reasons, although the 
failure to launch a major crusade after 1272 
left it in a very vulnerable situation. This 
was the result of 
“the increasing complexity, viciousness and
cost of inter-state disputes" which 
prevented the papacy from raising the 
funds and interest needed for a crusade. 
The preponderance for the papacy to divert 
attention from the Holy Land clearly left it 
in a difficult and 
completely unsustainable position. This 
is because the European crusades were 
altogether cheaper and more practical, 22



A Retrospective on Austin Chamberlain

- Sidney Woolf-Hoyle

When one considers the best-known statesmen of British history, a number of 
names spring to mind – Churchill, Chatham, Palmerston, Attlee, Gladstone, 
Disraeli, Lloyd George – titanic figures of immense skill and character, lucky 
enough to end up in the right side of history, for the concatenation of 
circumstances that made their work worthwhile. Very few consider Austen 
Chamberlain to rank alongside these men – in fact, very few consider him at all. 
Once a staple of the British political scene, Austen Chamberlain has been all but 
forgotten by the country he served with diligence for more than three decades, 
including twice as Chancellor of the Exchequer, and a term as Foreign Secretary. 
Perhaps this is understandable – it’s likely that just as few remember his 
contemporaries, Phillip Snowden or Herbert Samuel – but it is definitely unfair 
that those who do still remember him often view his career, which stretched 
from the Victorian twilight to the Great Depression, through the prism of his 
ultimate failure to become Prime Minister. Austen Chamberlain ought to be 
remembered as a man who, in spite of human failings, leant into the best of his 
character to forge an honourable and dignified legacy as a man who tried to 
bring welfare to the people of Britain, and avert a Second World War. That he 
was not cut out for the ruthless game of power politics should not be held 
against him and is rather a positive testament to his character.
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Austen Chamberlain was the son of Joseph
Chamberlain, a maverick, mercurial and utterly
ruthless individual who began as the most
radical of Liberals and ended the most
imperialist of Tories. Austen was inducted into
his father’s Liberal Unionist Party (which was
allied with the Conservatives) for the 1892
General Election, and was praised by none other
than William Gladstone for the strength of his
maiden speech. Considering the speech was
denouncing Gladstone’s own Home Rule Bill, and
that he and Joseph Chamberlain were nemeses
by this point, such an accolade is telling as to
Austen’s rhetorical skills. In 1895, when the
Conservatives returned to power, Austen arrived
in the Admiralty Office, and remained in
government for the next ten years, subsequently
becoming Postmaster General, and then
Chancellor of the Exchequer – an extremely
senior position and one technically outranking
his father, who had never been more than
Colonial Secretary and was at that point outside
Cabinet entirely.

Yet Austen was always in his Joseph’s shadow –
they looked very much alike, with their frock
coats and matching monocles, and was
considered the standard-bearer for his father’s
policy. After Joseph was incapacitated by a
stroke in 1906, Austen inherited his campaign for
the Conservatives to adopt Tariff Reform as party
policy (it having just been defeated in that year’s
election). With great rapidity, in the space of
scarcely a decade, Austen Chamberlain had risen
from a backbench MP to being a contender for
leadership in one of Britain’s most powerful
political machines.

Admittedly he owed some of this to familial 
connections, but considering the controversy and 
distrust around his father in much of the Tory ranks, 
this achievement should not be understated. In 
1910, when two successive elections ended with 
Conservative defeat and incumbent Arthur Balfour 
resigned, Austen was in pole position to succeed as 
party leader, from which it would be but a step to 
become Prime Minister at the next election. As such 
it is evident that Austen Chamberlain was a highly 
skilled and adept public servant, able to rise through 
the ranks with rapidity and charm even embittered 
opponents like Gladstone. He was not an incapable 
man and had he been as ruthless as his father, 
certainly would have proved that without dispute 
from Number 10 Downing Street. Yet it was at this 
juncture, when the Conservatives were looking for a 
leader in 1910, that a second streak to his character 
emerged, that would determine the fate of his 
career. For Austen Chamberlain was not a ruthless 
man – on the contrary, he was a kind, team player. 
Politics rarely has room for men like this, as would 
be demonstrated by his relationship with the Tory 
Party over the next decade.

A 
Retrospective 
on Austin 
Chamberlain

Austen’s father, Joseph, had split the Liberal Party over Home Rule and the Conservative Party over Tariff 
Reform. This is an extremely difficult thing to do and requires a burning desire to cause overwhelming 
political chaos for the sake of personal ambition. Austen did not have this desire and believed that if he 
became Conservative leader, his Tariff Reform credentials would split the party – and so withdrew from the 
contest and allowed Andrew Bonar Law to take over unopposed. In a stroke, Austen was eclipsed, and his 
career came to a grinding halt. However, it must be stressed that he undoubtedly did the right thing, and 
such became what Austen did best. So often, the smooth passage of history is spoiled by idiots who don’t 
know to do the right thing at the right time, especially in politics where personal ambition is a highly acute 
force. Austen Chamberlain did not fall into this trap, but unfortunately he was member of a party where 
such behaviour is invariably the rule: the Conservative Party is a Darwinian environment perfectly arrayed to 
create a Darwinian Party, in which unrelenting pursuit of personal survival mysteriously aggregates to create 
a party perfectly evolved to existence, whatever the circumstances 24



Smyrna, Sèvres and 
Saint-Germain-en-

Laye: The lesser-
known legacy of 
World War One

- James Farrow

If one were to describe the 
Occupation of Smyrna – Greek 
Armies landing in western Anatolia, 
the establishment of a quasi-
administration, and the eventual 
expulsion of that administration by 
resurgent eastern armies – no one 
would be blamed for thinking this 
was a tale of some opportunistic 
conquest by Philip II of Macedon. In 
fact, these events took place only 
one hundred years ago and were a 
consequence of the oft-forgotten 
Treaty of Sèvres. 25



At the end of the First World War, while much of 
the world was concerned with the punishment of 
Germany and the demise of Austria-Hungary, the 
Allies had also to deal with the third Central 
Power; the Ottoman Empire. Great Britain and 
France had both been planning to take control of 
the Empire’s non-Turkish possessions since 1915, 
but the question of what to do with Anatolia 
proper remained. The Treaty of Sèvres was 
devised, and under its terms the Ottoman Empire 
was to be punished severely, arguably even more 
than Germany would be under the terms of 
Versailles. The Allied Powers were to take control 
of the Ottoman Empire’s finances, the Ottoman 
Army was to be limited to just 50,700 men (fewer 
than Germany was allowed under the Versailles 
terms), and, perhaps worst of all from an 
Ottoman perspective, swathes of territory were 
to be seized and handed to various other nations.

Moreover, much of what little territory remained 
in Ottoman hands was subject to European ‘zones 
of influence’ where those powers could dictate 
the course of local politics, despite the territories 
remaining nominally Ottoman. Unsurprisingly, the 
Turkish people did not view the terms of the 
treaty with any fondness, and despite the 
agreement of the outgoing Ottoman government, 
the treaty was never ratified. Despite some 
resistance from the Allied powers, within a few 
short years Ataturk’s armies had ended the 
Occupation of Smyrna and forced the Allies back 
to the negotiating table, thereafter signing the 
more lenient Treaty of Lausanne, which was 
ratified by all sides and came into effect on the 
6th August 1924.

There is no doubt that the Treaty of Sèvres was 
an abject failure. Its terms were wholly rejected 
and could not be enforced - the question to ask, 
then, is whether this state of affairs was 
inevitable. The place to start may be to look at 
how the demise of the other Central Powers 
differs from that of the Ottoman Empire, in order 
to establish what factors might make the Treaty 
of Sèvres and its aftermath unique.

Smyrna, Sèvres and Saint-
Germain-en-Laye: The 

lesser-known legacy of 
World War One

Other severe restrictions were also put in place, for 
example the army of the new Austrian Republic could be 
made up of a maximum of 30,000 volunteers. Despite all 
this, neither the Austrian nor the Hungarian people rose 
up against the Treaty as the Turks would. There are 
several possible explanations for this. Firstly, in the case 
of Austria at least, a strong sense of national identity 
around which some resistance could form did not exist. 
In the political climate of the time, the short answer is 
no. The major Allies, Britain and France in particular, had 
just fought and won the First World War, and were in no 
mood to fight a protracted war in Anatolia. During the 
Turkish War of Independence (1919-22/3) it was 
primarily Greek and Armenian soldiers who did the 
fighting. Even with the French sustaining a small front in 
the south of Turkey, the Turkish National Movement 
could not be overcome in open combat. With the 
amount of support the movement had, even if the Allies 
had committed many more soldiers than they did, and 
had somehow managed to occupy the entirety of Turkey, 
it is very likely there would have been a never-ending 
guerrilla struggle against Turkish Nationalists, especially 
in the mountains of central Anatolia. After the huge cost 
of the First World War, and domestic political and 
economic trouble for the Great Powers in the years that 
came after it, it seems implausible that any government 
would have had the political capital necessary to justify 
such a costly and unforgiving war.

It is perhaps a testament to the long shadow of Versailles 
that such a destructive war – the demise of what was 
once the most powerful empire in Europe – is almost 
entirely forgotten outside Turkey itself. As political and 
economic turmoil consumed the great powers in the 
1920s and 30s, no one could spare a thought for the 
legacy of the Treaty of Sèvres. If they had, maybe things 
would have turned out a little differently.

The collapse of Austria-Hungary is perhaps the most 
direct comparison, given both were aging 
multinational empires at the time of the war’s 
outbreak. At the signing of the Treaty of Saint-
Germain-en-Laye the empire was broken up into 
several smaller nation states. The new Austrian and 
Hungarian states suffered significant territorial 
losses compared to what they had nominally been 
within the empire, for example Austria was forced 
to cede the Tyrol region to Italy
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The Lost Colony of Roanoke

- Wafi Ali

When the word Roanoke comes to mind, a 
setting of Native Americans pops up in an 
area very ancient and unexplored, 
however, at this time in American history, 
many civilisations had gone through 
periods of weakness and strength and the 
world had been developed to a decently 
sufficient level. Not long ago, in 1587, a 
man named John White took around 115 
people to an area on the coast of today’s 
North Carolina to make the first English 
permanent settlement in America to 
colonise the area. However, many people 
already lived there as the map shows. 

In the area that is called Weapemeoc, 
Yeopim Indians relied the local stream there. 
However, right next to the English 
settlement, the Croatans lived. These people 
were the natives that there are different 
accounts of. Soon after the arrival, John 
White had to leave and go back to England 
for supplies to stay there and live well. When 
he came back after 3 years in 1590, the 
settlement had disappeared and there was 
no direct sign of where the people had gone. 
The only difference in the surroundings was 
a tree with the letters CRO on it and a fort’s 
gatepost with the word “Croatan”.
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National Geographic archaeologists have also uncovered
Evidence to suggest that the Coroatoan peoples 
Accompanied the English settlers to new islands
An archaeologist Mark Horton as well as others have recently dug up the Cape Creek site and found many 
different artefacts in the soil such as a gold ring with a prancing lion on it that could have likely belonged to 
the people that were prominent in the colony.

Later on in fact, scientists proved that the ring was fully brass and this was very often made in early modern 
times and definitely could have been one of the things that were occasionally dropped by people in Native 
America. 

This ring was further in history named the Kendall ring as an unsure link was made from the ring to the 
Kendall household who’s ancestors had once been one of the ones first to go on this colonisation 
expedition. The other findings were parts of daily life ornaments and utensils that the Europeans had and it 
was very unlikely that the Native Americans would have this advancement to have things like this. Some of 
the artefacts found included a lump of smelted copper ore that metallurgists would have been working on 
in the late 16th century and a part of a potential Elizabethan English gun that was excavated in 1998.

Although, the theory is that the people moved southeast, some archaeologists acknowledge that if they 
went north to Virginia, they could have found many of the things that were found as artefacts in Cape Creek 
and this is another twist to the story.
As you have read, there are too many opinions and branches to where this case could lead and I have 
mentioned and gone through with a couple but I believe in conclusion, that as technology of identifying 
materials and excavating more efficiently advances, this case will be unfolded very quickly and accurately 
with a sharp view. Nevertheless, currently, proof suggests that the people migrated with the Croatans, but 
we are still ready for more hints on the story.

We can therefore infer many different stories from the possibilities that we have and can think of in 
the current day and age but also considering the options the people had in the years 1587 – 1590. 
There are four different possibilities that are quite often talked about. One of these is from the 
American library and is that the Croatan natives took the English with them, as friendly and amiable 
as they were. This mirrors the symbols seen by John White when he returned to the island. However, 
this story has its doubts and concerns as well – one of the questions that could be asked is “Why 
would the English including White’s daughter and wife leave him for an expedition that could 
separate them for a lifetime from each other?” but the answer to this is very simple. Humans being 
types of animals need to survive and the lack of supplies may have led them to follow the Croatans 
especially if there was a treaty between the two peoples put into place. Knowing that the natives 
were experienced on this island, it is convincing nevertheless that the British could have just followed 
their ways rather than join up with the whole tribe and leave White alone.
Another opposing story regarding the fate of the English is that they died, but this story has two 
middles. One is that the other native tribe the Yeopims or a different tribe that was unknown to the 
British but was hostile in action massacred the British but this would be very unlikely as the people 
who came after getting supplies saw no bloodshed. The other middle of the story is a disease similar 
to the Plague but on smaller scale came to this area and killed the people but in this story also, there 
is no physically seen proof of this. 
Lack of evidence in this case gives the edge to the 
first scenario that the Croatans took with them the 
English to a new permanent settlement so that they 
could live better with an unlimited supply next to a 
source of food and drink.
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Was Enver Hoxha 
really an 
Emancipator of 
Albanian Women?
- Kelvina Malaj

An Exploration of Women’s 

Liberation in Communist Albania

Albania’s paranoid and cultish dictator, Enver Hoxha, was the creator of a 40 year regime characterised 
by extreme censorship, civil oppression and social mistrust - nearly 750,000 concrete, communist-era 
bunkers, stand scattered around Albania, acting as a painful reminder of Hoxha’s all-
enveloping, ruthless ruling. They were built in order to protect Albania from an ‘enemy’ 
which essentially never came; however this crazed style of governing went further than Hoxha’s 
perceived threat of external opponents, it extended to what the Communist Party of Albania viewed 
as internal “enemies of the people”, within Albania’s borders. Despite this, it would be ignorant to 
completely overlook the achievements which occurred during this piece of Albania’s past. Hoxha 
helped to establish national autarky, diversify the economy, improve healthcare and education, and 
significantly raise the literacy rate. The majority of policies Hoxha pursued were pretty black and white; 
some were simply tragic, and others were to be celebrated, however one of the most paradoxical 
elements of his ruling was the emancipation of women. He stated “The Party and the whole country 
should rise to their feet, burn the backward canons and crush anyone who would dare trample on the 
sacred law of the Party on the protection of the rights of women and young girls.", which clearly 
exhibits a very feminist stance on the “women’s issue”, however it is important to question to what 
extent he translated these words into actions.

For Albanian women, who had previously 
been solely relegated to the domestic sphere, 
as a result of earlier systems and societies, 
such as the rule of the Ottoman Empire, 
communism undoubtedly bought about a 
swift social revolution. Prior to 1945, women 
were subject to, and oftentimes limited to, 
unpaid labour at home, childbearing, forced 
marriages and a lack of education. The 
patriarchal society meant they were 
separated from men in all areas of social 
conduct, from mosques and churches to 
public celebrations.
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Such structures of exclusion were finally broken 
down under communism, which essentially gave 
women the scope to enter schools, universities and 
all workplaces, which was an enormous step for 
female emancipation. The economic liberation 
of women became a core government policy, since 
it was deemed as very important for women to 
directly contribute to national welfare at the macro-
level. This freedom saw a nearly equal amount of 
participation between men and women within 
work; 47% of the workforce was female under his 
regime. In terms of political representation, 
the state implemented quotas, which meant, 33% of 
the Party’s active members in 1988 were 
women and over 40% of those who were elected to 
the people’s councils. Hoxha’s campaign of 
alphabetising Albania’s population, which led to the 
literacy rate jumping from 20% to 98%, 
disproportionately helped women’s occupational 
mobility, increasing their opportunities to enter 

professional careers.

While it is important to recognise such 
achievements, it is equally as important to note 
their limitations, one of the most prominent being 
how culture constrained such policies. Before 
Hoxha’s regime took place, Zog I reigned over 
Albania - under King Zog, the rights of women were 
state-protected, under the ‘Gruaja Shqiptare’ from 
1928 to 1939; literally translating to ‘the Albanian 
Woman’ it was a women’s organisation in Albania 
seeking to enforce King Zog’s progressive policies. 
Though the policies, for example equal inheritance 
rights and the right to education, were extremely 
progressive at the time, in practice, they only 
helped the cosmopolitan city elite and upper 
classes, essentially having almost no effect on the 
majority of Albanian women. This unfair distribution 
of improvement can be further seen in the regional 
divide between the Northern Ghegs and the 
Southern Tosks, which was something Hoxha was 
keenly aware of. The South was more progressive 
and more involved in the process of modernisation, 
whereas the North remained strongly influenced by 
tribal and feudal traditions, for example, 
the Kanuni i Lekë Dukagjinit (which was a set of 
traditional Albanian laws). The Kanun essentially 
stripped women of many of their rights; it dictated 
that families must be patrilineal, meaning wealth 
was to be inherited through the family’s men, and 
patrilocal, meaning upon marriage, the wife moves 
into the household of her husband’s family. 

Since the North followed the Kanun much more 
closely, the impact of Hoxha’s policies had 
substantially less bearing in the North than they 
did in the South.

Mirroring other dictatorships, the natalist policy 
pursued by Hoxha’s government, which promoted the 
party’s directive of increasing the population at almost 
any cost, had several crushing impacts on women. In 
addition to illegalising abortions, the government also 
restricted contraception, making it available from drug 
stores but only with a doctor’s permission. There was 
also a greater level of priority and respect given to 
women who had more children; for instance, the 
reward for having six children was that the woman 
would be able to retire at the age of 50. This resulted 
in population growth in the late 1980’s standing at 
2.3%, which was the highest in Europe. However, it 
also led to women having illegal abortions or inducing 
them on their own. A study, conducted by Celo Hoxha 
(a historian and vice-director of the Institute for the 
Studies of Communist Crimes) showed that the 
number of illegal abortions increased during the 
Communist regime, as well as the infant mortality rate. 
Having many children, particularly under such 
substandard living conditions, as the government 
advised, was painful and exhausting for women, both 
mentally and physically. Such an emphasis on 
producing babies, tied with the promotion of women 
in work, forced many women to hold two jobs: one at 
the workplace and one at home. 

Was Enver Hoxha really an 
Emancipator of Albanian 
Women?
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The restrictions on both contraception and abortion meant women also had less self-autonomy; 
this issue was exacerbated by traditional Albanian ideologies, which discouraged (and still 
continue to discourage) men from partaking in the majority of domestic and household chores. 
There were benefits to such policies however, for example, the implementation of extensive 
maternity leave as well as day-care facilities, which existed even in the workplace. However, the 
focus on family policies also led to restrictions and severe social stigmas being placed on divorce, 
for example, which was typically only allowed in cases of adultery.

Hoxha’s campaigns of emancipation can be argued to have sought to increase the labour burdens 
of Albanian women, without truly bolstering the women’s social value, in the eyes of their male 
counterparts. His Marxist-Leninist policies of emancipation failed greatly at altering traditional 
norms, since they limited their scope to women’s role solely outside of the home. For most 
women in Albania, ‘equal rights’ during the Hoxha regime was just another ploy of communist 
propaganda; mobilized to support the "socialist revolution," women were forced to join women's 
organizations and be faithful to the party, all while keeping their place in the household. This era 
made great leaps in the status of women in one way, however in another, it made women 
prisoners to both their family patriarchs and the socialist labour force, essentially removing their 
right to choose, offering very little social support in return. The paradoxical nature of the topic lies 
in the interpretation that Albanian women may have felt equal and free whilst at work, however 
confined and overwhelmed at home. The linkage of gender equality to communist doctrines 
rather than fundamental re-conceptions of human rights and social roles limited the range and 
efficacy of social progress in communist Albania.

The Communist Party failed to directly address women’s role in the family and their status outside 
of Marxist structures; communist Albania never fully fulfilled its promise of emancipation and this 
can be seen quite clearly in modern-day Albania. The transition into democracy 
has opened pathways that allow women to challenge patriarchal norms and attitudes, however, at 
the same time, it has eroded structures of social protection which were afforded to women under 
communist rule. Albania must find a way to balance the economic ferocity and freedom of 
capitalist democracy with a strong system of social protection, one which builds upon, not 
undermines, the small steps made under communism.

Was Enver Hoxha really an Emancipator of Albanian Women?
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Last November marked the 
centenary of the so-called first 
female MP, American-born 
Unionist Nancy Astor, taking her 
seat in parliament. Outside her 
former family home in Plymouth 
a bronze statue was unveiled to 
mark the occasion, but many –
including Health Secretary 
Hancock, most notably – were 
criticised for calling her Britain’s 
first female MP. This 
commendation actually 
goes to Constance Markievicz, so 
why is she not widely regarded 
as the first instead?

The Real First 
Female MP
- Oliver McCabe 
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Constance Markievicz was born in London in 1868 to an Anglo-Irish family and grew up in County 
Sligo in Ireland. Her father, Sir Henry Gore-Booth, was a famous Arctic explorer and her 
sister, Eva, was involved in the women’s suffrage movement in England. During the 1879 Irish 
famine Sir Henry provided free food for the tenants on his estate and the poet W.B. Yeats 
frequently visited their family home. It is believed that her father’s example and Yeats’ political 
views instilled Markievicz’s concern for the poor and working class at a young age.
In 1900 she married Casimir Markiewicz and moved to Dublin, where there was a variety of 
political and cultural movements sweeping the city at the time, including socialism and 
feminism. Constance fought for female suffrage and trade unionists in Dublin, before joining the 
Irish Citizen Army. She took part in the 1916 Easter Rising – intending to bring an end to British 
Rule and establish an Irish Republic - which was brutally repressed by British forces, and is 
believed to have both wounded a British Army officer and shot a policeman dead during the 
week of mass violence and disorder.

As a result, Markiewicz and other Irish rebels were sentenced to death, but her sentence was 
reduced to life in prison “solely on account of her sex” and she was later released in 
1917 because the government in London granted a general amnesty for those involved in the 
Rising. After women were granted the right to vote in February 1918 she put herself forward as a 
Sinn Féin candidate, but with fears growing of a second Easter Rising, she was re-imprisoned and 
consequently ran her election campaign from HM Prison Holloway. Despite this, she was 
elected in December 1918 as a Sinn Féin MP along with 72 others, making her the first female 
MP to be elected to the House of Commons.

However, as part of a tradition of Sinn Féin abstentionism that continues to this day, she never 
took up her seat in the House. This is because Irish republicans refuse to swear allegiance to the 
Crown – as is required by law in order to sit in British Parliament – as part of their refusal to 
recognise British sovereignty over Ireland. She instead sat in 
the revolutionary Irish Dáil, but missed the first assembly of it because she was “imprisoned by 
the foreign enemy”, as was said when her name was called.
Markiewicz served as Minster for Labour between April 1919 and January 1922, making her only 
the second female government minister in history behind Alexandra Kollontai, who was made 
part of the Russian Bolshevik government only 2 years prior.
After stepping down from government, despite being on the losing side in her conflict, she 
continued her political career right up until her death. In 1926 she left Sinn Féin to found a new 
party called Fianna Fáil and was re-elected to fifth Dáil as a candidate for them, but died 5 weeks 
later due to complications related to appendicitis. She died in a public hospital ward, among the 
poor who she had strived to support for over a decade and “among the poor where she wanted 
to be”.

After her death, her party - Fianna Fáil - went on to be one 
of the most successful political organisations of the 
20th Century, coming first in every Irish election between 
1932 and 2011. Although she is not very well known in 
Britain and often overshadowed by Nancy Astor simply 
because she did not take up her seat, in Ireland she is 
remembered as a key factor of the Irish Revolution and 
one of the founders of the Irish State.

The Real First Female MP
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The Siege of 
Jadotville 

- Mark Ludden

After the end of the Second World War, two 

different organisations were founded under two 

different ideals of society. In the Communist 

satellite East was the Warsaw Pact to rival 

the creation of NATO. A gentrified, more powerful 

and widespread version of the League of Nations, 

with more modern guidelines and a wide berth to 

the mistakes that formed the rise of 

fascism. You are probably curious what this has to 

do with a small town in the Southern DRC, but 

there is a strong affiliation between the small town 

and NATO.

A month after VE Day, in 
San Francisco, an organisation by 
the name of the United Nations 
had taken shape with the newly 
emerging independent world 
beginning to join. The principles 
were to protect peace around 
the world, and 
help older larger nations to stay 
within rules and allow smaller 
ones to develop. It was a new 
hub 
for better international communi
cation which a lack of had 
caused the second and first 
world wars. 34



The Siege of 
Jadotville

In 1960-65, when the DRC declared independence from Belgium, there was a series of crises across 
the country now known as the Congo Crisis. The Congo was a hotly disputed region because of 
the vast amount of natural resources that were increasingly valuable in the production of machines 
and jewels. Because of the various civil wars, UN peacekeepers were sent in to sort the volatile 
situation out.
At the time, the UN was made up of most of the world, with more joining each year. Three 
countries were selected to sort the situation for a distinctive and important reason. They had never 
joined a modern world war as independent nations, and were peaceful countries with few 
worldwide rivalries or dislikes.

These countries were the Republic of 
Ireland, the Republic of India, and 
Sweden. These troops were sent in and met 
with relative hostility and a mocking tone, as 
they had never fought a real battle or war, 
whereas the French, Rhodesian (generally 
speaking Southern African) and Belgian 
mercenaries were battle-hardened and 
knowledgable. The official belligerents 
were the province of Katanga and
The ONUC (UN operations in 
the Congo).

The Irish unit, led by Pat Quinlan, of around 150 men, took a base in a small compound                                    
n              near the town, with just one road in and out and surrounded with a higher southern flank and          
no fence to seal it off. Their barracks were, in effect a small cluster of buildings in a deserted plain.

The Irish soldiers were lightly armed, and didn’t expect any assault on them, but had it not been for a 
combined ONUC assault and disputed massacre at radio stations in the province, it might have stayed 
that way. Unfortunately, there was a surprise assault during mass, (a holy Catholic ceremony 
performed at church each week) but luckily an Irish sniper saw the attack and they got into positions to 
defend their Northern flank.

Though the Irish were lightly armed, they were well organised and put a mortar to good use in fending 
off the attackers. A few men were slightly wounded, but there were no casualties to speak of. Many 
mercenaries were killed and had to retreat with cover of the long grass and wooded area on the edge 
of the plain. The fighting was concentrated and eventually came from two flanks, and after a brutal five 
day battle, the Irish were overrun and out of ammunition.

What is amazing about this short anecdote, is the fact that a 
hundred and fifty men held out against a heavily armed 3000 
men force for over 5 days, before surrendering with not a 
man dead. They were taken to a prison, before a deal was 
bartered by the UN to release them, and they returned 
home. Sadly, this story had been covered up posthumously 
even after Quinlan’s death in the early 2000s after fear of 
backlash from the public press. This is a lesser known 
example, even today, of how a smaller, lightly equipped army 
can hold back a 3000 strong one for five days, and inflict a 
10% casualty for the other team, yet not lose a single 
soul themselves.
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The Financial 
Crisis of 33 AD 
- Lasith 
Siriwardana

The Roman Empire was known for its world class 
army, revolutionary engineering and marble 
clad monuments but few would associate the 
ancient power with free market institutions, 
functioning capital markets and a sound monetary 
system. However, in 33 A.D the empire entered a 
financial crisis comparable to those of modern 
history, caused by the simultaneous breakdown of 
political and economic structures. The response to 
this crisis was astonishingly modern, and an 
analysis can provide us with some insight to help 
us understand our current policy decision, despite 
having occurred nearly 2000 years ago.

However, at the heart of the Roman empires economy was their system of taxes. Throughout the early reign of the 
empire, a complicated system of indirect and direct taxes was in place, however, under the rule of emperor Augustus, 
a universal 1% wealth tax was implemented, less susceptible to fraud and corruption. Due to the vast area of land 
ruled by the empire at the time, it was divided into numerous provinces. Roman censors would visit these provinces, 
calculating the revenue owed to the capital, based on the value of assets one owned, such as buildings, slaves and 
most importantly farm land. After calculating this value, Rome would auction off rights to collect these taxes in 
particular provinces, to tax farmers called Publicani, who would pay this total sum to the central government in Rome 
in advance of collection. Provinces, and thus land owners, were forced to pay these taxes to guarantee their 
protection by the world’s largest army, which by the end of Augustus’ rule (14AD), had amassed 125,000 men and a 
250,000-soldier auxiliary force. Using this tax revenue, the central roman authority would build infrastructure, 
facilitating trade throughout the empire, expand the army and wage wars to claim further territory.

To understand this financial crisis, one must have an understanding of the how the economy of ancient 
Rome functioned. The economy of the empire was largely agrarian with small scale mining and textiles 
supplementing total production. By the third century BC, the empire had developed a considerable army, 
engaging in a series of wars with other Mediterranean powers such as Greece and Carthage. These wars 
ultimately lead to the conquest of rival’s territories and by the first century BC, the empire had spread 
through most of Spain, parts of Anatolia and northern Africa. With this rapid expansion, the empire 
captured hundreds of thousands of slaves and vast areas of land, rich in minerals and raw materials, prime 
for agriculture and mining. For the most part, the trade of these goods around the empire was left to the 
forces of supply and demand, with a universal monetary system, comprised of precious metal coins (which 
were counted instead of weighed), promoting trade and market integration.
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During the reign of Augustus, from (27BC – 14AD), Rome developed a relational banking system 
which was surprisingly modern. Depositories were prevalent in which open deposits allowed 
bankers to lend out or reinvent money on the behalf of their clients. This is strikingly similar to 
today’s fractional reserve banking system. The Via Sacra, the main street of ancient Rome, has 
been compared to modern day Wall Street, bustling with merchants and renowned banking 
houses. Roman aristocracy, such as Senators, who were similar in wealth to modern day 
billionaires, owned masses of land, contributing to their immense wealth. This class of nobility 
also made up the majority of activity in the capital markets. They would deposit their riches at 
banking house which would then finance loans with interest to less wealthy elites and normal 
members of public, who would invest in land and productive ventures. Senators would also lend 
to the empire itself that would invest in its army and wage wars for its imperial expansion. The 
real estate market was booming and Senators were getting rich.

In 14AD, following the death of his stepfather 
Augustus, emperor Tiberius ascended into 
power. During the early parts of his reign, 
Tiberius became to be one of the great general 
of Rome, which his expansion laying the 
foundations for the northern frontier. However, 
over time he became dark and reclusive, losing 
interest and involvement in Roman politics. The 
Roman author and army commander Pliny the 
Elder even went as far as to call him the 
“gloomiest of men”. In 26 AD Tiberius moved to 
the island of Capri in a voluntary exile, leaving a 
power vacuum in his administration. A battle for 
power erupted within the Roman senate, with 
senators competing for important public jobs in 
order to achieve consulship, a rank that granted 
them the power to call assemblies, lead armies 
and even govern provinces.
I
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In attempt to climb the social hierarchy in Roman 
politics, these elites begun to target one another, 
making accusations of treason. In the process, 
some senators looked through books of laws to 
find ways to dishonour their competitors. A law 
created under the rule of Julius Caesar, almost six 
decades old, was found stating that 2/3 of a 
senator’s land portfolio must be invested in land 
within Italy. Since then, the law had been 
unobserved and unenforced. With the risk of 
being taken to court by a fellow senator due to 
this law, they suddenly started adhering to it. 
This would ultimately plunge the empire into a 
financial crisis.

In a panic-stricken attempt to increase the 
proportion of Italian land in their portfolios, 
senator sold vast quantities of land across the 
empire. This sudden increase in supply of land 
lead to plummeting land prices. Simultaneously, 
the Roman elites needed to access their bank 
deposits to buy more Italian land. Banks started 
calling in their loans, and when debtors couldn’t 
meet these demands, they started selling their 
land, furthering the plummet in land prices. But 
banks couldn’t call in their loans fast enough, 
there was a shortage of cash. When wealthy 
nobleman, Publius Spencer, requested 30 million 
sesterces (around $600 million) from his banker 
Balbus Ollius, the firm was unable to deliver, and 
forced to shut down. Following this, 
distinguished banking houses from Corinth to 
Carthage closed their doors. The once 
prosperous banks of the Via Sacra lay lifeless 
within a matter of days. Asset prices fell further 
as people liquidated for cash to pay back their 
loans, applying deflationary pressure on the 
economy. Fortunes were being lost and 
reputations damaged.

An ancient bank run had just occurred, strikingly 
similar to the catastrophic banking meltdown of 
the Great Depression and panic of 2008.

The policy response to the crisis was even more 
strikingly modern than its cause. To stabilise the 
economy, Tiberius emerges out of isolation. He 
creates 100 million sesterces (around $2 billion in 
today’s money), which the government can lend 
out to the senators and elites who need it at 0% 
interest through the trusted banks of Rome. The 
senators taking out these loans had to put up land 
as collateral from these loans making the loans 
virtually risk free and the banks had to keep a 
certain amount of the 100 million sesterces as 
reserves for depositors. The injection of liquidity 
allowed senators to buy Italian land and to pay 
back existing debts, easing the deflationary 
pressure and banking crisis. Tiberius’ actions, in 
many ways, could be compared to the action of 
Ben Bernanke and the Fed in 2008 and the current 
actions of central banks in response to the 
Coronavirus crisis. He injected liquidity into the 
economy, lowering borrowing costs and restoring 
financial stability.
This financial crisis, from 2000 years ago, goes to 
show the somewhat simple nature of all financial 
crises. At the heart of all financial crises is the 
inability of businesses and consumers to pay their 
debts and the liquidity shortages of financial 
institutions. The complexities of the modern 
financial system, with options, CDOs and synthetic 
CDOs and every other convoluted financial 
instrument can distract from this basic fact. A look 
at the much simpler Roman banking system and 
its collapse in 33 AD illustrates this.

The Financial 
Crisis of 33 AD 
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The Anarcha-Feminist 
Free Women of Spain 

- Lucy Saunders

Within the context of the Spanish Civil War, the acronym CNT-FAI is often used to represent 
the anarchist political movement. These people fought for an egalitarian society (like 
communists) but diverged heavily by focusing on the eradication of hierarchy, from the 
abolition of private property to the elimination of the state and centralised government. The 
anarchist movement was far from monolithic, however, and CNT-FAI is actually an 
amalgamation of two acronyms: the CNT, the trade union wing of the movement, and the 
FAI, or political wing. The youth wing or FIJL was widely considered an equal third aspect as 
well.

What is neglected today, and was rejected by many anarchist men at the time, is the 
existence of a fourth aspect within Spanish anarchism: an autonomous women’s 
organisation named ‘Mujeres Libres’ or ‘Free Women’. The incredible achievements and 
historical significance of these women are the untold story I hope to tell in this article.

The rise of the Spanish anarchist movement to prominence began long before 1936. Just 
as Communist groups harnessed a disaffected working class in Russia, Spanish anarchism 
was bolstered by class disparities. Poor working conditions and pay to deep inequalities in 
landownership and even rampant malnutrition and illiteracy affected people across the 
nation. Hence, by February 1936 the radical anarchist CNT had grown to become one of the 
largest unions in Spain with 850,000 members.

When General Franco led a military rebellion in reaction to the election of a left-wing 
Popular Front government in 1936, it was political parties and trade unions that took the 
initiative. The weak Spanish Republic’s government had been under threat from insurrection 
for years from both left and right. Thus, leftist groups including the ascendant CNT were 
prepared to arm their members and form militias, successfully repelling the Nationalists 
from key cities such as Barcelona and Madrid. It was this power vacuum left by the Civil War 
that the established anarchist movement filled with great enthusiasm. 39



The British author George Orwell fought for one of these militias and 
reported being astonished by the achievements made in anarchist-held 
areas in his book Homage to Catalonia. Their Spanish Revolution enabled 
the collectivisation of farms and factories, more egalitarian distribution 
of wealth and power, and even equal pay for officers of different ranks 
within their militias. He considered himself “lucky” to have experienced 
the revolutionary atmosphere - but he saw the dark side of the Republic 
as well. Competition between the anarchists and the dominant 
Communists often flared up into violence, and the latter did much to 
undo collectivisation and suppress political disagreement, forcing Orwell 
to flee in 1937.

While Orwell approved of much of the 
anarchists’ efforts, he was aware of the 
existence of rampant sexism within leftist 
militias. While women participated in the 
militias as a matter of course, he noted that 
many supposedly egalitarian men openly 
laughed at them, discouraging female 
participation. Misogyny was common in the 
anarchist movement too, and the FIJL was 
particularly cited as a hotbed of such activity. 
Systemic factors played a role as well: at the 
time, women worked formal jobs much less 
often than men did and so were 
underrepresented in the CNT and were 
disproportionately absent from leadership roles.

One of the worst issues, however, was why 
women were less present in the workforce: 
their confinement to the domestic sphere. The 
illiteracy rate for women was much worse than 
that of men, and they were always more 
restricted in their social mobility than men, 
typically being forced to spend most of their 
time caring for children and doing domestic 
work. This was no different for anarchists, as the 
man who is often called the ‘father of 
anarchism’, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, had opined 
that a woman should always be submissive to 
her husband. Even for the most egalitarian-
minded men, it seemed that the anarchist 
utopia stopped at the front door. The view that 
motherhood was equivalent to womanhood 
was one that particularly frustrated an anarchist 
named Lucía Sánchez Saornil, who was appalled 
with the prevalence of anarchist sexism.

By 1936, she was one of a number of 
women who decided that, if the anarchist 
movement which professed its nominal 
support for gender equality was this 
inadequate, they would have to take 
matters into their own hands. Her skills as 
an orator and writer, and the support of 
many eager to improve the dire situation of 
women, led to the creation of a small 
anarchist women’s group in Madrid named 
‘Mujeres Libres’ and a regular publication of 
the same name. Their ideology was 
fundamentally anarchist, but reflected their 
origins and purpose clearly in their belief in 
the ‘triple enslavement’ of women - under 
capitalism, as women, and to their own 
ignorance.

Once the ball had been set rolling, it would 
not stop in the capital city. Women’s groups 
across the country formed and declared 
their support for the project, federating 
across diverse regions. 30,000 women were 
members of the movement at its peak in 
the summer of 1938. The recognition that 
women were also subject to an ‘internal’ 
struggle with their own ignorance was a 
powerful driver of the actions of these 
groups. They aimed at two main objectives: 
‘captación’, the incorporation of women 
into the movement, and ‘capacitación’, the 
empowerment of women as women.
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Giving women the capacity to be political was integral to their education programs, 
which formed the backbone of their work. They established adult elementary 
education to improve literacy, encouraged active participation in politics, and trained 
women for professions to aid them with economic independence from men. This was 
augmented by the creation of ‘labour sections’ to help to incorporate women into 
the workplace and unions, co-operating with the latter to train women for industries 
as diverse as transport, textiles, agriculture, and health. These were present in both 
rural and urban areas, and Mujeres Libres organised child-care centers to allow 
women more freedom for work and for politics.

Due to the ongoing Civil War, it was not 
uncommon to advocate women’s 
incorporation into the workplace. Many, such 
as the Communist orator ‘La Pasionaria’, 
argued that it was necessary rather than 
positive. In arguing that women’s 
emancipation should itself be a political 
goal, Mujeres Libres diverged not just from 
conservatives but also from their own 
anarchist movement as well. 
Their realisation that women’s incorporation 
into the workplace was an active good 
became a firm principle of the movement, 
and they even advocated the radical idea of 
pay equality for women. This belief was 
extended to their relentless support for 
women soldiers, a point of contention 
that they held firm on.

Just as the anarchist movement faced hostility from the Communist-led government, so too was 

Mujeres Libres faced with competition from other women’s organisations. Chief among these was 
the ‘Asociación de Mujeres Antifascistas’, who advocated against radicalism in favour of unity in 
wartime. Throughout the war, these two groups fought to gain the allegiance of women, limiting 
the ability of Mujeres Libres to act towards its desired aims.

Arguably a greater source of adversity came from the leadership of the anarchist movement itself. 
Consistently, the Free Women were granted only limited funding and participation in the 
movement’s meetings due to their autonomous status, and the FIJL formed a women’s section 
specifically in order to compete with them. The very first time that they were recognised as equals 
was in the final days of the war, at the evacuation of Barcelona. Just months later, the defeat of the 
Republic was the last nail in the coffin for an organisation that strove desperately through both war 
and concentrated opposition from every angle to make great strides for women.

The Anarcha-Feminist Free Women of 
Spain 
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What can we learn from these women? One point of interest is their curious opinion regarding 
feminism. During the war, Mujeres Libres was supported by an anarchist government minister in their 
efforts to disseminate information regarding birth control, and the minister’s first act in office was to 
legalise abortion. Federica Montseny was the first female government minister in Spain, but neither 
Mujeres Libres nor Montseny herself viewed this as any achievement in itself. Instead, as anarchists, 
they believed that ‘feminism’ - focused as it was on issues like women’s suffrage, rather than the needs 
of working-class women themselves - was deeply inadequate, and neglected class entirely. While 
perhaps dismissive of the achievements of the feminist movement, it is remarkably insightful to view 
women’s subordination in a collective way. Even today, in an era with gender-balanced Cabinets, there 
still exist gender disparities that first-wave feminism cannot address.

In January 1918, a political demonstration in 
Barcelona over living conditions rocked the city for 
six weeks. As it turned into a general strike, its 
strength and demands grew, and it was labelled a 
‘war’. The difference between this and the dozens of 
other general strikes in the period, though, was that 
it was not supported by any revolutionary 
organisation, or indeed any organisation at all. 
Instead, unorganised women, communicating not 
through the workplace but through the community, 
produced a radical movement independent of 
ideology. Despite this, the CNT never attempted to 
co-opt or assist the strikers. The ‘women’s war’ was 
too alien for them to see as openly political -
because it was nothing like the struggle that men 
were engaging in.

Just as Mujeres Libres viewed analysis that ignored class as flawed, they desired autonomy from the 
CNT for the opposite reason: its failure to properly account for gender divides. While the problems with 
ignoring class and ignoring gender are clear, the importance of multifaceted analysis is perhaps best 
demonstrated through one of the organisation’s flaws. The anarchist movement was by far the most 
sexually inclusive in Spanish society at that moment, having historically advocated strongly for ‘free 
love’. Nonetheless, it is notable that a movement led in part by the openly lesbian Lucía Sánchez 
Saornil made no direct strides towards gay equality. Both the successes and failures of Mujeres Libres
demonstrate the importance of considering every possible angle when telling any story.

Mujeres Libres managed to tap into that energy because they realised one key fact: that people who
exist in a different context will interact with politics differently. While men met and organised in the
workplace, women did so in their neighbourhoods and communities. While the divide today is not as
stark as it was, it is an undeniable historical and political fact that our context shapes the way we
interact with the world. Perhaps the most useful thing that we can learn from Mujeres Libres, then, is
that the reason that many groups have their stories untold is that we as historians simply do not
understand what they look like.

The Anarcha-Feminist Free Women of 
Spain 
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The 5 Core Concepts of Karl Marx 
– Agastya Singh

Karl Heinrich Marx was a hugely influential 
revolutionary thinker and philosopher. He 
might have not lived to see his ideas carried 
out in his lifetime, but his writings formed 
the base for international communism. This 
essay aims to give an overview of his ideas 
and what influenced his ideas, and finally 
give a summary of my essay, including my 
own view, whether communism is relevant 
to society today. Karl Marx’s very ideas had 
set out a plethora of events which changed 
the world. For example, his ideas were the 
main concept of soviet communism, which 
was one the main reasons the Soviet Union 
was able to flourish.

Karl Heinrich Marx was born on 5 May 1818 
in Trier in western German and was the son 
of a successful Jewish lawyer. Marx studied 
law in Bonn and Berlin but was also 
introduced to the ideas of Hegel and 
Feuerbach. In 1841, he received a doctorate 
in philosophy from the University of Jena. In 
1843, after a short spell as editor of a liberal 
newspaper in Cologne, Marx and his wife 
Jenny moved to Paris. There he became a 
revolutionary communist and made friends 
with his lifelong collaborator, Friedrich 
Engels. Expelled from France, Marx spent 
two years in Brussels, where his partnership 
with Engels grew. They both wrote the 
pamphlet 'The Communist Manifesto' which 
was published in 1848 and said that all 
human history had been based on the 
hierarchy of people’s struggles, but these 
disappear with the victory of the working-
class people.

In 1849, Marx moved to London, where 
he was to spend the remainder of his 
life. For several years, his family lived in 
poverty, but the wealthy friend Engels 
was able to support them well. 
Gradually, Marx emerged from his 
political and spiritual isolation and 
produced his most important piece of 
work, 'Das Kapital'. The first volume of 
this 'bible of the working class' was 
published in his lifetime, while the 
remaining volumes were edited by 
Engels after his death.
In his final years, Karl Marx was decaying. 
He spent time at health spas and was 
deeply distressed by the death of his 
wife, in 1881, and one of his daughters. 
He died on 14 March 1883 and was 
buried at Highgate Cemetery in London.
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Karl Marx’s ideas can be summed into 5 core concepts.

The first concept is that of a class struggle, as I had mentioned earlier about the pamphlet of ‘the 
communist manifesto’ which was about about this idea of class struggles. The pamphlet told us that 
Marx believed the core conflict of humanity is between the ruling class; called the bourgeoisie in his 
pamphlet, which control the factories, farms, and mines were the working class, called the proletariat; 
worked under the ruling class and sold their labour. This conflict, which could be between serfs and 
landlords, workers between bosses, would destruct itself, which would be leaded by socialism(the idea 
of which the trade of wealth would be controlled by workers themselves, rather than a ‘ruling class’) 
and then communism(same idea as socialism, just that you can own things privately in socialism, 
unlike in communism were you can’t)

Dictatorship of the working class is the second concept and is about the working class gaining political 
power. It is the transition from capitalism to communism. The concept, including suppressing 
counterrevolutionaries, was used by the Russian Bolsheviks in 1918. This is another example of Karl 
Marx’s idea being used by other people.

Communism is the third core concept. Marx’s goal was the 
conquest of political power by workers, the abolition of 
private property, and the eventual establishment of a 
classless and stateless communist society. This process is 
achieved in stages: primitive communism, slave society, 
feudalism, capitalism, socialism, and finally; communism. 
The abolition of private property can lead to a lot of 
deaths, like what happened under Russia’s Joseph Stalin, 
and China’s Mao Zedong

Internationalism is the fourth concept. This creates a 
political structure which goes beyond the borders of 
countries. Its point is for all the workers to unite together. 
This idea was laid at heart of soviet internationalism, 
uniting the destiny of countries far away, like the USSR, 
Vietnam, and Cuba, and revolutionary groups including 
the Colombian FARC or the Kurdish workers party.

The opium of the people is the fifth concept, in which 
Marx believed that religion can be used to suppress the 
pain of people, by giving them somewhat of an illusion. 
This has been used to suppress purges in places like china 
and Russia.

Marx’s time in Paris, as mentioned earlier had developed his ideas, could be broken down 
into 2 parts, German philosophy; in which Immanuel Kant was the basis of Karl Marx’s 
ideas, and French socialism; John-Jacques-Rousseau. From him came Marx’s idea of an 
egalitarian democracy. Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel was the philosopher who gave Marx 
his view of history, called historical materialism.
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It can be conclusively said that Marx had been 
influenced by the ideas of other notable scholars, 
and he had built his ideas from his knowledge of 
these ideas. This is where historical materialism 
played a big part in the formation of his ideas. His 
ideas were formed in such a way that he wanted 
the working class to come equal with the ruling 
class, therefore establishing no need for the 
ruling class. He wanted everyone to come 
together and have equal power. 

Different countries took their own adaptations for 
this, some of his concepts for the greater good of 
the people, and some not. For example, the 
opium of the people was used as a weapon to 
ease the pain of people, and the class struggle 
was used for the greater good of the people. In 
my view; I would say that certain aspects 
of communism have always been relevant to 
society and it is more than ever relevant to 
today’s society because of the high levels of 
population, poverty and inequality in wealth 
distribution in parts of the world. Incorporating 
certain aspects of communism certainly could 
help in achieving better working conditions for 
the poor and working class.
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Churchills Post-
Colonial Legacy 
– Rishi Desai

Churchill's legacy has not aged 
well. For many, he has fallen 
from grace, as the saviour of 
the British, to a bigot, 
imperialist and a military 
failure. But he remains an 
incredibly popular figure, with 
most, including the Prime 
Minister who wrote a 
biography of Churchill, 
regarding him as a hero and 
the greatest leader Britain has 
ever had. It is hard for me to 
feel the same. Through the 
blinding light of decades of 
worship by our educational 
system, historians and the 
media, cracks have begun to 
appear. And while I don’t 
argue for Churchill to be struck 
from the history books, the full 
story must be told.
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You will likely notice that people's issues with Churchill stem from his horrific views on race and 
religion, and in response his supporters will cite his military prowess. “If it wasn’t for Churchill, 
you’d all be speaking German!”. This is not the case. Churchill's military record is poor, and full of 
blundering incompetence. His career peaks in the First World War, where he argues for, and 
then as the head of the Admiralty, spearheads, the Gallipoli Campaign, one of the bloodiest 
campaigns of the entire war which ultimately achieved nothing. What we see under Churchill’s 
command is a complete disconnect from the realities of fighting which come to rise in his 
constant urgency to push forward, which in the first attacks lead to the sinking of 3 ships, and 
the damaging of 3 more, ultimately leading to the incapacitation of half the fleet. He then 
continues in the same vein, calling for attack after attack on heavily defended positions on the 
Turkish beach, losing 45,000 men within a month. This arrogance on Churchill’s part continues 
into the Second World War, where we see the loss of Malaysia to the Japanese, as superior 
weapons and equipment is prioritised for North Africa, which ultimately helped little. But 
Churchill's impact on the army is still up for debate, and it is impossible to ignore his 
contributions in the formation of Military paratroopers and getting the United States into the 
War. On the other hand, what is obvious is Churchill’s imperialist views on race and religion, and 
the devastating impacts it had on millions of people.

The biggest consequence of Churchill’s bigotry was the Bengal Famine, in which 2-3 million 
people died in Bengal from an anthropogenic (man-made) famine, nearly 5% of the total 
population. Some may argue this is the cause of natural effects, but this is simply not true. I am 
not arguing that Churchill caused the Bengal famine on purpose, or that he intended to make it 
worse, but rather his incompetence and apathy prolonged and worsened the situation. The 
issues begin with the Japanese invasion of Burma, leading to massive shortages in rice that was 
usually imported, that had been lost to the Japanese. This was concurrent with the British Army 
taking control of large industries in Calcutta, particularly the textile industry, forcing them to sell 
to the British Army at artificially low prices. To make up losses, this forced prices up in domestic 
markets, causing shortages of cloth, and a lower income for people to buy rice with. As the war 
continued, the British continued their ‘Scorched Earth Policy’, of destroying land, crops and 
boats near the front line, meaning if it was lost, it could not benefit the Japanese. While this 
does provide the British with a tactical advantage, it decimates the livelihoods and means of 
food for local people, furthering the shortage of food. 
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Churchill's role comes in his and his cabinet's refusal to stop India exporting rice, and his refusal 
to allow Bengal to import rice, as he considered other places to need it more desperately, as he 
stockpiled it in the Balkans when even the British Authorities in India were asking for food. He 
also prevented Canada from sending Aid, claiming it would take too long, when the famine 
lasted nearly a year. While this does not necessarily seem malevolent, when his actions are 
combined with his words at the time, blaming the famine on the fact Indians were “breeding 
like rabbits”, and asking how, if the shortages were so bad, Mahatma Gandhi was still alive, it 
seems much more malicious. Winston Churchill is responsible for the death of 2-3 million 
citizens of the Empire, and if those citizens had been in Britain, I severely doubt there would be 
so many statues of him.

However, the least popularly known, is Churchill's views on Eugenics, the belief in improving the 
genetic qualities of a population, by excluding those deemed lesser. This is historically been 
used most famously in Nazi Germany, but also in India and the US. Winston Churchill was also a 
Eugenicist, believing that ‘Feeble-minded’ were being born at a higher rate than those of 
‘Superior Stock’, and that intervention could save the British Race and reduce crime. This led 
him to become vice president of the British Eugenics association and call for forced sterilisation. 
His views on those of lesser races also extended to his defence of Imperialism as he believed 
that no “great wrong has been done to the Red Indians of America or the black people of 
Australia. I do not admit that a wrong has been done to these people by the fact that a stronger 
race, a higher-grade race, a more worldly wise race to put it that way, has come in and taken 
their place." This defence of British Imperialism extends to British India, which at the time of its 
independence, Churchill was firmly against, holding views on Indians and Gandhi which even 
other Conservatives at the time found abhorrent. He regarded Indians as “A Beastly People” and 
that British Imperialism was good for the ‘Primitive Nations’. These words also came with words 
against Gandhi, who while is also a controversial figure, is widely viewed as the architect of the 
emancipation of India and Pakistan from British rule. He considered Gandhi to be ‘alarming and 
nauseating’, and that in his death the British would be ‘Rid a bad man and an enemy of the 
empire’ Churchills racial views extend far beyond what I have mentioned here, and while some 
may be considered usual for the time, a great many more were considered extreme then, and 
unspeakable now. For modern context, when Churchill's views on Muslims were read out at a 
Liberty GB party conference by the Chairman, he was arrested for racial harassment.
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Churchill, like all historical figures, is neither all good, or all bad. I don't like Churchill, 
but I will not ignore his substantial contributions to the British War Effort, in keeping 
morale high and getting the Americans more and more involved, eventually leading 
to an Allied victory. However, the blatant worship of Churchill is wrong. Like many 
British historical figures, he is viewed through rose tinted glasses, but unlike others, 
he seems to be entirely uncriticizable, to the point where British Historians bringing 
up Churchills past role in Imperialism has led to them getting death threats, and a 
Labour MP, after calling Churchill a ‘Racist and White Supremacist’, was forced to 
apologize, as well as the Labour party. This is wrong. Our evaluation of past historical 
figures needs to be balanced, but still in the context of the time. I do not like 
Churchill, and many ethnic minorities who associate Churchill worship with 
nationalism and racism, and his harmful legacy feel the same. At a recent BLM 
protest, I watched the Parliament square Churchill Statue being vandalised, and I 
would be lying if I said I was upset. Nonetheless, I don't think Churchill’s Statue 
should be removed, but as the values of subsequent generations changes and 
develops, and Churchill's history becomes more well known, I doubt future 
generations will feel the same, and changing who society considers “great” or 
“important” is not necessarily a bad thing.

Churchills Post-Colonial Legacy
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