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A note from the editors 

 
Joining St. Olave’s in September 2018, I was excited when I heard about the pupil run 
History Society which met weekly to hear presentations from its members. The level of 
research on show each week was extremely high and the Society has grown during the 
course of the year, incorporating pupils from the lower years and encouraging a love of 
history from Year 7 upwards. This journal is a testament to this interest and includes articles 
from all sections of the school. The topics discussed reflect the wide ranging interests of our 
pupils and the split focus, both revolutions and The Great War, allowed many to contribute. 
Poor Hungary comes in for particularly difficult coverage with no less than 2 revolutions 
deemed to be the least successful of all time by their authors but the breadth of regions, 
time periods and types of revolution is incredibly impressive. The journal ends with a poem 
of remembrance by Victoria Akinleye, St. Olave’s Poet Laureate. 
All works have been produced by pupils in their own time. The editorial team made some 
changes, but they remain largely the work of the authors listed. I do hope you enjoy reading. 
 
Mr M Wearn 
 
 
We have been lucky enough to have a range of talented speakers at History Society in the 
past year, all of whom have given excellent presentations on topics such as the Holy Roman 
Empire and the history of transgender rights, and everything in between. This journal 
showcases a small selection of articles written by the best young historians at St Olaves, and 
I thank them all for their contributions. I hope that they will continue working with History 
Society next year to help expand the society and its activities. We are looking at inviting 
some external speakers to come and give talks, as well as quizzes, panel discussions and 
more, so it looks to be a very exciting year ahead! 
 
James Farrow, History Society President 
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Russian 

Retribution: 

the failure of 

the Decembrist 

Revolt 

By James Farrow 

  
It was the Age of 

Revolutions - Enlightenment values had 
spread like a wildfire across Europe and the 
world. Napoleon’s armies had torn up the 
archaic rulebook of European politics, and 
even though he was eventually defeated, the 
seeds of more modern government had been 
planted in the minds of the continent’s 
citizens.   

At a glance, this might seem to be the 
perfect opportunity to replace Tsarist 
absolutism in Russia with a democratic (or at 
least semi-democratic) system. That is 
certainly what the Northern & Southern 
Societies believed. They would however prove 
to be sorely mistaken.  

At this time Russia was something of 
an oddity when compared to the other great 
powers. Perceived by the more industrialised 
countries of Western Europe (Great Britain, 
France etc.) to be a poor, inefficient and 
despotic rural backwater, it was never likely 
to be a hive of liberal or revolutionary ideas. 
The country was having an identity crisis, one 
it had been locked in for centuries, never sure 
whether to take inspiration from the West or 
to pursue a more traditionally Russian 
outlook. The resulting distant relationship 
between Russia and the West meant that 
Enlightenment ideology didn’t take hold in the 
same way it did elsewhere. Furthermore, the 
sheer size of the country made it very difficult 
to co-ordinate the popular action that would 
be required for a revolution.   

Nevertheless, discontent with the 
regime still existed in certain places, 
particularly in the officer and academic 
classes. Indeed, it was frustrated officers who 
were the main actors in St Petersburg during 
the revolt, as part of the Northern Society. 
This Society believed that Russia had to 
become more progressive in order to move 
with the times – they wanted a constitutional 
monarchy with a limited franchise, as well as 
the emancipation of the serfs. The Southern 
Society (unsurprisingly based in the more 
southerly Ukraine) wanted to go a step 
further and redistribute land amongst the 
serfs.   

These are the ideas that, in order to 
implement, would have needed a huge 
amount of popular support, and therein lies 
the cause of the failure of the Decembrist 
Revolt. On the 1st December 1825, Tsar 
Alexander died. His son Constantine, the 
assumed heir, refused to take the throne, and 
his brother Nicholas then claimed to be the 
rightful Tsar. The Northern Society saw this as 
their opportunity and began trying to 
convince regimental leaders in St 
Petersburg to refuse to swear allegiance to 
Nicholas. On the morning of the 
26th December 3,000 soldiers gathered in 
Senate Square in St Petersburg and 
proclaimed loyalty to Constantine and the 
Decembrist constitution. Unfortunately, the 
Decembrists had not been able to drum up 
the support of the majority of the soldiers 
garrisoned in St Petersburg, and they were 
met with a force of 9,000 loyalist 
troops. There was a tense standoff for several 
hours, but eventually the now Tsar Nicholas 
(who was personally in attendance at Senate 
Square) lost his patience and opted to 
obliterate the rebels with heavy artillery. 
The Decembrists attempted to flee across the 
frozen River Neva, but many drowned, and 
those who weren’t were mopped up by loyal 
army and police units. Outmanned and 
outgunned, the rebellion in St Petersburg had 
been beaten. It was a similar story with the 
Southern Society: although they started out 
by freeing some of their imprisoned leaders 
and capturing the small city of Vasilkov, they 
too were eventually met with a larger loyalist 
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force armed with (you guessed it) heavy 
artillery.   

So far, so ordinary failed revolution, 
you might say. It is in its aftermath however 
that the Decembrist revolution truly comes 
into its own. After the revolt had ended, Tsar 
Nicholas believed that it was only his swift 
action that had saved Russia from the brink of 
collapse, and he remained paranoid about the 
threat of revolution for the rest of his life. He 
said “Revolution is at the gates of Russia, but I 
swear it shall not enter so long as I have a 
breath of life within me”. The revolt made 
him deeply distrustful of the westernised 
aristocracy, and for the rest of his life he 
carried an annotated list of the Decembrist 
nobleman close at hand. He wanted to 
replace their liberal ideas with ‘good 
principles’ that upheld the traditional 
aristocracy. In order to achieve this, he used 
censorship of the press and banning of 
books - Education was reformed so that very 
few people could learn about liberal ideas, 
and foreign travel was banned, even for the 
wealthy, except for a highly controlled 
passport system.   

This is what makes the Decembrist 
revolt so spectacular. Other failed revolutions 
(White Lotus rebellion, 1820 revolutions) had 
at least achieved some small success or had 
an impact in the long term. This provides a 
contrast with the Decembrist revolt. Not 
only had it failed to achieve any of its own 
aims, it directly resulted in the situation being 
worsened.  

Can it really be the case that the 
revolt had no success at all? Is there not one 
achievement that the Decembrists 
attained? There is, in fact, one small victory. 
The silver lining of the Decembrist revolt 
being a total disaster, the saving grace for the 
fact that it achieved the reverse of what it set 
out to do is that it was such an incredible 
failure that it is still remembered today – this 
article was written nearly 200 years after the 
revolt. Take that, Tsar Nicholas.   

 
 
 

The Revolution 

that Time 

Forgot; The 

Brabant 

Revolution 

By Sidney Woolf-Hoyle  

The Enlightenment was in its heyday, and times 
were a-changing in the farthest-flung dominions of 
Europe’s greatest empire. After decades of friction 
with the central authorities, the peoples of this 
land, who had never possessed nationhood 
before, decided that the time was right to forge 
their own future. Armed with new and bright 
ideals of a better tomorrow, alongside a resolve to 
fight, a handful of brave men set the stage for the 
United States...of Belgium. The Year was 1789, and 
the Brabant Revolution had begun.    

But what exactly is Brabant? And why was 
it in revolt? To put it simply, Brabant is what is 
now called Central Belgium, and back in the 18th 
century, it formed the core of what was called the 
Austrian Netherlands. Why Austria, a German-
speaking nation famed for strudel, alpine ski 
resorts and yodelling, was granted suzerainty over 
a Dutch/French speaking nation famed for waffles, 
chocolate and diamonds is a long, ridiculously 
complex story that is too bulky to divulge in full 
here. 

What is now known as Belgium used to be 
a collection of semi-independent duchies and 
princedoms, before Spain inherited them in the 
Middle Ages. A few centuries later, in 1714, Britain 
and the Netherlands had a war with Spain, and 
won. They then gave Belgium to the Austrians so 
the French wouldn’t get it. The Belgians 
themselves got no say in the matter and were 
quite rightly becoming pretty pipped at their 
position. However, they took their time in actually 
doing anything about it, and it wasn’t until 1789 
that they actually made a break for independence, 
and even then, it was for pretty bizarre reasons.  

Throughout the 1780s, the Belgians had 
been getting increasingly peeved at the policies of 
Austrian Emperor Joseph. On the one hand, we 
can look back on those policies as actually quite 
reasonable. He was trying to establish a fairer 
society within his Empire and so gave equal rights 
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for non-Catholics and made marriage a civil rather 
than religious institution, so the Church had a 
reduced influence in the lives of ordinary people. 
The Belgians were devout followers of Catholicism, 
and so saw these decrees as heresy. In the context 
of the Age of Revolutions, typically seen as the 
Birth of Modern Liberalism, this setup comes 
across as, frankly, a little strange: the disgruntled 
populace is angered because their leader was too 
liberal! However, one must also understand that 
on the other hand, the Belgians were irked 
because some of Emperor Joseph’s reforms 
entailed the abolition of their autonomous status 
within the Austrian Empire and the transfer of 
authority back to Vienna. This is a much more 
familiar spark for a revolutionary frame, echoing 
events in North America less than 2 decades 
earlier. Both of these aspects – a conservative 
desire to maintain the status quo, and a 
nationalistic fervour that was far more typical of 
the age – paved the path for the Brabant 
Revolution.  

That, of course, was the problem, and is 
ultimately why many have never heard of the 
Brabant Revolution: it couldn’t actually decide if it 
wanted to be revolutionary or not!    

In 1789, the long-awaited uprising came, 
ostensibly in solidarity with the French Revolution. 
The Belgian Patriots, supported by hardened 
militias from the Dutch Republic, destroyed the 
Austrian Garrison in the region despite being 
greatly outnumbered. With Austria busy fighting 
the Ottoman Empire, they couldn’t reinforce their 
position, and so by January 1790, the Patriots had 
secured their homeland and the United States of 
Belgium was founded! Huzzah! That was easy! But, 
of course, nothing is ever that simple. The USB had 
far many more problems than an unfortunate 
acronym: it was divided in two between the 
conservatives and liberals. The Belgian middle 
classes had actually been OK with Joseph’s 
reforms, it was just their arbitrary implementation 
by a foreign ruler that was the problem. They felt 
that this revolution represented a new dawn for a 
new, more liberal, Belgium, and banded behind a 
chap called Vonck to call themselves the 
imaginatively-named Vonckists. The clergy and 
aristocracy, along with a smattering of the lower 
classes, went to the other extreme. They 
considered that the revolution was but a necessary 
step to maintain the status quo: in essence, 
Belgium had chosen to move heaven and earth so 
that it alone could stay still. According to these 
‘Statists’, reform was just as bad as it had always 
been, whatever the Vonckists said!  
   

This offered a lot of potential since this divide 
provided the fundamental for any fledgling 
democracy: a thriving party system! It seems quite 
possible that the future of Belgium would be 
governed by Vonckists and Statists, battling one 
another through the Age of Revolutions and 
beyond, deciding the destiny of the United States 
of Belgium into the 19th Century as each adapted 
their ideas to suit the changing times. Perhaps one 
would fragment, or both, but each in their own 
way could pave the road for the bright and 
beautiful Belgium of today.  

Except, of course, none of that actually 
happened. The Vonckists and Statists spent so 
much time arguing, that they didn’t realise the 
new Austrian Emperor had signed an armistice 
with the Ottomans and sent his entire army up to 
Belgium to reconquer it without delay! And so, by 
December 1790, the Austrian Netherlands was 
restored, the USB crumpled up and tossed into the 
dustbin of history. In 1794, it would be annexed to 
Revolutionary France, and stay there until 1815, 
when it would be annexed into the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands and stay there until 1830. Then, a 
completely different set of revolutionaries, with a 
completely different set of values actually did the 
job properly and Belgium became independent as 
a kingdom under a German prince. The Statists 
and Vonckists didn’t factor into the equation 
whatsoever – rather, they were a zero-sum.  

And so, when considered in the context of 
all that, the Brabant Revolution isn’t especially 
relevant for modern Belgium whatsoever. In fact, 
it is astonishing just how irrelevant it is. The United 
States of Belgium was a weird and wonderful new 
nation with a weird and wonderful political 
system, that emerged from basically nowhere; but 
it got so wrapped up in itself that within a few 
months it had been crushed and forgotten. It 
changed nothing for the Belgians since France was 
going to gobble it up regardless. For the same 
reason, it didn’t change much for the Austrians 
either. All that potential was just sapped away, all 
that backstory, all that struggle simply wasted in a 
pointless and confused act of protest. For that 
reason, the Brabant Revolution was the most 
ineffectual, useless and perhaps tragic of all those 
in the Age of Revolutions. All that run-up, all those 
bright ideas, all those nascent politics were 
beholden to a nation that nobody remembers. The 
tragedy of the Brabant Revolution is that the 
hopes and dreams of those who fought for it were 
not just defeated, they were forgotten.  
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THE JACOBITES 

By Reuben Lammie 

  
On 1st August 1714 Queen Anne of the Stuart 
household died of a stroke but unluckily, she 
had no heir to the throne from that 
household. This meant that the 
throne of England had to go to her second 
cousin George I, who belonged to the rivalling 
House of Hanover. James Francis Edward 
Stuart (who was the illegitimate brother of 
Anne) loathed this and desperately tried to 
regain the throne. They had an army to battle 
it out against the Hanoverians but were easily 
defeated. King George would stay King of 
England. It was not until thirty years later that 
they would have another go. 

The Jacobites were followers of the 
exiled House of Stuart and believed that they 
should be restored to the throne. They took 
their name from the Latin word Jacobus 
(which means James in English) 

The Battle of Culloden was fought at 
Culloden on Drumossie Moor, north-east of 
Inverness, on 16th April 1746, between the 
Jacobite and the Hanoverian forces. It was the 
final battle on British soil. This battle was 
fought because the two sides both believed 
that the throne to England belonged to them. 

 The Jacobites (who were Catholic) 
were led by Charles Edward Stuart, who was 
the son of James Francis Edward Stuart. His 
nickname (which was Bonnie Prince Charlie) 
meant handsome young Prince Charlie, but 
sometimes he was also known as 
the Young Pretender. Meanwhile the 
Hanoverians (who were Protestant) were led 
by the Duke of Cumberland (who at the time 
was Prince William Augustus).  

Charles was unable to get lots of 
French aid for the battle, so he decided to set 
off with only a few troops to try and regain 
the crown that he thought rightfully belonged 
to him and his family. On the way he would be 
met by many more troops from 

France; however, most of the Scottish people 
would wait to see what happened.  

The Battle of Culloden was a VERY 
bloody battle which the Hanoverians 
decisively won. This was shown by the 
number of people killed on both sides. 

The Jacobites had between 1500 and 
2000 soldiers killed or wounded, but only 300 
government soldiers were either killed or 
wounded. In fact, it was so easy for the 
Hanoverians, the battle lasted less than a 
single hour. This was the final confrontation 
of the ’45 rebellion and Charles decided not 
to trouble the Hanoverians ever again. But it 
was not over for him just yet. For the five 
months after the battle Charles was 
continuously pursued by British soldiers. In 
the end he was helped out by some of his 
most loyal followers and eventually, in 
September 1746, he managed to escape to 
France by ship.   

The initial success of the ’45 rebellion 
looked quite good as many Hanoverian troops 
had gone to fight in wars abroad. This meant 
that only a few troops would stay and defend 
the Hanoverian reign in Scotland. But their 
luck quickly started to fade away. The ’45 
rebellion ended on 20th April 1746, meaning 
that it only lasted a single year. The Battle of 
Culloden was the last serious attempt from 
the Stuart family to try ang regain the throne.  

I think that this is the least successful 
revolution because instead of getting back the 
throne, Charles had to flee the country, and 
also the battle didn’t last very long. Some 
descendants of the Jacobite are still 
around now and you never know when there 
might be an uproar. 
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The English 

Resistance to 

William I 

By Nathan Osafo-

Omane  

  
Three months after the Battle of Hastings, on 
Christmas Day 1066, William I was coronated 
as the King of England at Westminster Abbey. 
His crown, however, did not grant him social 
acceptance by the English people.   

According to the Anglo-Saxon 
Chronicle, the most comprehensive record of 
Anglo-Saxon history available to us, the 
citizens of London opposed William’s rule to 
the extent that - after Harold Godwinson’s 
death- they backed a teenager: 
Edgar Aetheling. Support for Edgar grew 
amongst the Church particularly, with the 
Archbishop of York also supporting the 
teenage king.  

A faction of citizens, with the support 
of the Witan, the advisory body to the English 
king, was formed to act as a militia for Edgar. 
Given that William likely would have lost 
many troops after the Battle of Hastings and 
the minor conflicts that followed, he was 
prevented from taking control of London 
immediately. William, as he would do a few 
years later in the Harrying of the North, 
employed a “scorched earth” policy, marching 
around the city, and cutting the city off from 
the hinterland, meaning that access to food 
was severely limited.  

The Anglo-Saxons living in the South 
East of England are described as being 
“slayed” and as having their villages burned. 
There was little resistance to William I’s initial 
campaign - most towns were unprepared for 
the conquest, most notably Dover, which “lost 
all confidence in its natural defences and 
fortifications”, and Canterbury, which was 
“shook with terror”. It had seemed that 
William’s journey across the country would be 
an easy one, but the declaration of 

Edgar Aetheling as king had hindered his 
plans.  

Eventually, London’s officials, 
primarily consisting of bishops, acceded to 
William I at the town of Berkhamsted. Here, 
Edgar the Aetheling’s pursuit of the crown 
ended. In order to appease the new king, they 
offered hostages and, according to William of 
Poitiers (the King’s chaplain) they “sought 
pardon for any hostility they had shown 
him”.  

William I’s encounter with the 
citizenry of London is an example that 
modelled the lengths he was willing to go to 
in order to conquer a particular territory. This 
lesser-known historical event would be 
mirrored in a much more significant rebellion 
later in his reign.  

In 1069, Robert de Comines - a 
Norman who had been made Earl 
of Northumbria - was killed in the massacre of 
hundreds of Norman soldiers at Durham; at 
the same time, English rebels besieged the 
Norman castle at York. This sudden uprising 
prompted the Conqueror to journey 
northwards. He defeated the troops, chased 
them into the city and slaughtered the 
inhabitants. The Harrying of the North had 
begun.   

William swiftly rebuilt the castle at 
York and began a policy of violent oppression 
in the rest of Northern England. William’s 
brutal methods included orders that all crops 
be burned and that the livelihoods of the 
entire region should be destroyed. The 
population was decimated by William’s 
forces, and the majority of those who 
survived died as a result of 
starvation -  many accounts record 
cannibalism amongst peasant rebels. There is 
much debate amongst historians as to 
whether William I’s actions should be 
classified as a genocide.  

It is unfortunate that such a 
significant period in medieval history - the 
Northern English resistance to William I and 
the conflict that was caused by it - is so 
distorted by history. A large proportion of 
what we know about William I’s actions 
comes from the likely biased accounts by the 
king’s entourage of political and religious 
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officials. There are few accounts of the 
Harrying from the perspective of the English 
rebels, likely because the rebels were poorer 
and therefore less educated.  

This is not to say that there are no 
prominent chroniclers that criticised William’s 
actions, though: fifty years after the Harrying, 
the broadly pro-William historical chronicler 
and monk, Vitalis, wrote that “God will punish 
him” for his cruelty, demonstrating clearly the 
severity of the Conqueror’s infamous 
brutality.  

Still, if we had more records of the 
rebellions from the perspectives of those in 
opposition to the Norman conquest, not only 
would we have a better understanding of 
what happened, but we would be able to 
discern in greater detail the answers to many 
questions about the era, from asking why 
William felt it necessary to commission the 
writing of the Domesday Book to even 
reassessing the character of William the 
Conqueror.   

In conclusion, the English resistance 
to William I after the Battle of Hastings helps 
to illustrate the level of resentment towards 
William I and the House of Normandy. In the 
first few years of William’s reign, he was able 
to turn England from a nation united against 
him into a nation united under him, even it 
was via unethical methods. However, it also 
demonstrates to us the extent to which 
history is warped and changed by the victors, 
and it can remind us - as historians - of the 
delicacy of history.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Why the German 

Revolution was 

the least 

successful 

revolution in 

history 

By Lucy Saunders 

  
The German Revolution of 1918-19 was an 
upheaval of the failing German state after a 
defeat in the First World War. While the 
revolution itself succeeded, a closer 
examination reveals that the Weimar Republic 
was doomed to fail from the very beginning.    

The German Empire entered the First 
World War on 1st August 1914, beginning an 
immense overthrow of the status quo in 
Europe and across the world. The war 
devastated the continent and Germany 
especially, which by the end of 1918 had 
grown exhausted, facing near-certain defeat 
at the hands of the Western Allies.   

On the Eastern Front, a different story 
unfolded. After the German government 
allowed Lenin safe passage in order to disrupt 
the Russian war effort, the October 
Revolution swept the Bolsheviks into power. 
Lenin’s government soon signed the Treaty of 
Brest-Litovsk, which marked a monumental 
victory for the German Empire. This did not 
boost the Central Powers’ chances in the war 
significantly, however, and only eight months 
after Brest-Litovsk the coalition had 
completely collapsed.  

 The duality of this situation is a 
common theme in German history, and 
despite the global political upheaval caused 
by the Russian Revolution, the inherited 
problems of the Weimar Republic crippled it 
from the start.   

  
Republican enthusiasm and 

revolutionary spirit in the wake of defeat in 
the Great War led to the Kiel Mutiny, which 
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was a watershed in the creation of the 
Weimar Republic. Acting as both a 
demonstration of unity among the working 
class and a rejection of the failing Imperial 
government, it led to the declaration of a 
republic less than a week later. However, 
even this was a duality in itself: the SPD under 
Friedrich Ebert and the more radical socialists 
of the Spartacist League both declared 
republics on the 9th November 1918.   

It would be the Social Democrats who 
took charge of the new Germany, quickly 
winning the support of the army and building 
another coalition - this time with the political 
right, with the intention of preventing a far-
left government. While the SPD wished to 
enact reform, they were happy to adopt a 
parliamentary form of government inclusive 
of the opinions of more conservative and 
reactionary Germans. This led to an 
inexorable division between the two 
revolutionary forces, and in January of 1919 
the SPD-backed rightwing Freikorps crushed 
the Spartacist Uprising, executing KPD leaders 
Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht.   

This action inadvertently extinguished 
the democratic socialist movement in 
Germany. While necessary to preserve the 
new social democratic republic, the 
revolution polarised opinion within the KPD. 
The German far-left thus began 
to favour Lenin’s anti-democratic 
revolutionary methods over Luxemburg’s 
genuine belief in democracy. The SPD alliance 
with the right wing would later prove to be a 
fatal mistake for the social democrats.    

The main reason for democratic 
failure within the Weimar Republic was the 
incumbent antidemocratic feeling in the 
country. While it took until the 1930s for the 
democratic system to collapse, the beginning 
can be seen as early as 1925 with the election 
of Paul von Hindenburg - a monarchist - to the 
Presidency. The result alone can be seen to 
demonstrate the sentiment, but the election 
also reflected another split. Hindenburg never 
won a majority, as Ernst Thälmann of the KPD 
acted as a ‘spoiler’, splitting the left-wing vote 
such that Hindenburg could claim victory with 
only 48.3% of the popular vote.   

Hitler’s rise was clearly enabled by 
this specific election; politicians Franz von 
Papen and Kurt von Schleicher were close 
friends of Hindenburg, and their rivalry led 
both to endorse his chancellorship after the 
Nazis gained seats in the Reichstag. The idea 
that electoral results were the only thing that 
propelled Hitler to power is misguided, 
though; in fact, his vote share decreased by 
four percentage points in the four months 
between the two 1932 elections. Rather, it is 
clear that the inability of the national 
conservative ‘Presidential Government’ to 
take effective control of the system in the 
context of economic and political crisis was 
the direct cause of the National Socialists 
gaining power.   

However, the direct cause does not 
tell the whole story here. Returning to the 
revolution itself and how it laid the political 
foundations for the Weimar Republic, we can 
infer that the SPD allied themselves - in 1918-
19 at least - with those who would go on to 
support Hindenburg. This dilemma brings us 
to the key to the Weimar Republic’s 
democratic failure: the fact that the SPD allied 
themselves with anti-democrats during the 
revolution, and then had to maintain a system 
in which they were allies neither with the 
antidemocratic right nor the KPD they had 
suppressed. This is very clearly reflected in 
the Reichstag election results over the course 
of the republic, as further crisis led to the 
democratic parties being electorally 
‘squeezed’ from both the right and the left.    

Even in one of the most pro-
democratic elections of the period - that of 
1928 - the mood of the electorate still 
mandated that a grand coalition with four 
parties was put into power. While this 
problem could be perceived to be solved by a 
first-past-the-post electoral system as was 
present in Britain at the time, severe splits 
and hung parliaments are still present in such 
a system (especially in the 1920s). Rather, the 
key difference with Britain was that in 
Weimar Germany there were many anti-
democratic parties - namely the KPD, the 
NSDAP, and the DNVP - who were able to lock 
out a democratic government by collectively 
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gaining a majority while refusing any 
coalition.   

Comparing the system to other 
electoral systems demonstrates that this anti-
democratic sentiment really was the crux of 
the rise of the Nazis. This difference is 
especially shown to be the most important 
difference when comparisons to the modern 
German system are drawn. For instance, 
modern Germany has a similar anti-
democratic party in 
‘Alternative für Deutschland’, but a failure 
similar to the Weimar collapse is unlikely due 
to the lack of anti-democratic, KPD-
esque parties on the left, as ‘Die Linke’ are 
content to participate in coalitions with the 
SPD and other parties.   

One could argue that the failure of 
the Weimar constitution to protect 
democracy was the core reason for the 
collapse of the democratic system. For 
instance, a 5% electoral threshold is in place 
in modern Germany, and many advocate for 
such measures to prevent extremism from 
rising. However, the NSDAP first entered the 
Reichstag in 1924 with over that threshold 
anyway, and in 2017 two separate parties - 
one of which was the aforementioned AfD - 
rose from below that threshold to win over 
eighty seats. As such, it is clear that an 
electoral threshold does not prevent the 
national mood from shifting towards 
unrepresented parties.   

Another alternative was actually 
present at the time, in the Prussian Landtag 
(state government). Known as a ‘constructive 
vote of no confidence’, it requires any no-
confidence vote to express confidence in a 
replacement government, and effectively 
combats parliamentary deadlock as was 
present after the anti-democratic parties on 
both sides of the political spectrum gained a 
combined majority. Indeed, this succeeded in 
Prussia after the SPD’s coalition government 
lost its majority. However, this system fails 
insofar as it forces the resultant minority 
government to rule through executive 
authority - and it was also executive authority 
that gave the anti-democratic federal 
chancellor von Papen the power to, through 
emergency decree, dissolve this pro-

democratic Prussian state government in 
what became known as the Preußenschlag, or 
Prussian coup.  

 I would therefore argue that - 
regardless of the electoral system - the 
political atmosphere as it was in Weimar 
Germany was not permissive of democratic 
government. While various barriers could be 
instituted to protect democracy, nothing can 
save a democratic system from its own 
elections.    

Overall, then, the collapse of German 
democracy in the Weimar Republic was 
inevitable. The Republic’s unsteady 
foundations were clear from the start, but 
only as the country faced crisis after crisis did 
the extent to which this was true become 
clear. The Great Depression, with its immense 
impact on Germany, was obviously a key 
factor. However, any system that can allow a 
tragedy as great as the Holocaust to occur in 
any scenario is massively insufficient.   

In the end, the most important duality 
that faced Weimar Germany was that of the 
SPD - and that duality was of opposition, 
uniting both left and right against the 
revolutionary actors, and against the Republic 
itself.  
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The Kent 

Rebellion 

By Shaun Abraham 

Throughout history there have been 
thousands of revolts- many causing major 
changes that have affected today’s world or 
at least the world in those times. These are 
usually the ones that are remembered above 
the others. However, in this article I will look 
to explore one of the least successful 
rebellions in Britain alone. 

Now think, if this rebellion is barely 
remembered by Britons themselves for its 
outcomes, how would it fare on a global 
stage? This is why the Kent rebellion which 
occurred in 1450 is widely regarded (or not 
regarded since barely anyone actually 
remembers it) as one of the least successful 
rebellions ever. 

I would like to start with the fact that 
this is called the Kent Rebellion. Kent is hardly 
a massively significant part of England- it 
wasn’t then and it isn’t now. It wasn’t known 
for being densely populated or its peoples 
being treated particularly cruelly or anything 
that would really constitute a revolution 
beginning there. It makes up but a fraction of 
the country and honestly its only real claim to 
fame is that Canterbury Cathedral- the main 
base of the Archbishop of Canterbury- is 
within its province. Yes, it provided warships. 
Yes, it has seen the Battle of Britain in World 
War 2 and the Leeds Castle peace talks of 
1978 and 2004 but that was all much later. 

Back in 1450 Kent had no real part in 
the country’s history and thus you can 
imagine any revolution started there without 
any real backing from any important figures 
would already be well on the path to being 
forgotten. 

The leader of the rebellion was a man 
named Jack Cade. He is shrouded in mystery 
and even his name is not etched in stone (it is 
common knowledge that rebels back then 
were in the habit of using aliases) - he could 
have been John Cade as well. However, 

historians do agree that he was born in the 
lower ranks of society. During the rebellion, 
Jack pronounced himself “Captain of Kent” 
and began to operate under the name of John 
Mortimer. This choice of alias is an interesting 
one as this name had negative implications 
for the then king Henry VI- the latter’s main 
rival for the throne, Richard Duke of York, had 
Mortimer ancestry. The very idea (and it 
turned out to be an idea alone) that Cade was 
working with Richard caused the king to take 
action against this uprising almost 
immediately. Thus, it must be said that 
adopting this alias was a badly thought out 
move as it indirectly caused the king to act 
and in doing so it greatly shortened the life of 
the rebellion. Not only that, it also led to 
Cade’s death as when the king granted 
pardon to the rebels, he gave pardon to the 
name John Mortimer and so when he found 
out that name was only an alias, the pardon 
was rendered void. 

As with most revolutions, the Kent 
Rebellion was based on a deep founded 
animosity towards the ruler. The country was 
in debt after many harrowing years of war 
with France. The recent loss of Normandy also 
sowed the seeds of no confidence in the 
people and all this combined with the fear of 
imminent invasion led to many calls for the 
king to either address their problems or 
abdicate. With neither occurring, the rebellion 
was bound to happen very soon.   

Finally, in May 1450 the rebels took 
the initiative and began to assemble and 
advance on London. The rebels won many 
battles on their march towards London but 
with each one they got more and more unruly 
in their behaviour –looting and drinking- to 
the extent that the previously sympathetic 
citizens of London too turned on them. This 
turned out to be their downfall as after 
months of tolerating this rowdy behaviour the 
people of London finally snapped. On the 
morning of July 8th, battle was waged on 
London bridge and after a full day of bloody 
fighting the rebels retreated- limp and 
exhausted. Cade fled for fear of his life and 
went into hiding. All the rebels were 
pardoned and 4 days later Cade was found 
and killed by a man named Alexander Iden. 
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The minor rebellions inspired by 
Cade's rebellion did not produce a large 
number of deaths or immediate changes but 
while not exactly directly it must be said that 
later when Richard the Duke of York finally did 
return to England in September 1450 several 
of his demands and reform policies were 
based on those made in the manifesto issued 
by Cade. Also this rebellion was the 
forerunner of the much more significant 
Peasants’ Revolt which actually changed the 
country. 

To summarise the Kent Revolution- 
sometimes called the Jack Cade rebellion- was 
stopped easily and quite early by the king. It 
came to an underwhelming end with the 
rebels all being given pardons and had 
virtually no effect on the future. All in all, it 
was more than not a waste of time, resources 
and lives that the country could almost 
certainly have done without. 

 

The Irish 

Rebellion of 1798 

By Jacob Gaskell 

 

The Irish Rebellion of 1798 was a failure.  The 
rebels were fighting to gain self-rule for 
Ireland and in doing so ended up tying Ireland 
closer to Britain, the Act of Union of 1801 
being a direct result of the 
Rebellion.  However, the Rebellion has a 
symbolic significance.  Though a failure at the 
time, it went on to inspire Ireland’s republican 
movement throughout the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries.  Hence, the significance 
of the Rebellion and its historic legacy 
consists more of its causes and the 
romanticised memory of it, rather than its 
failure and it leading to the Act of Union of 
1801.  To truly understand the Rebellion and 
its significance, we must look to its 
causes.  Why did the Irish rebel in 1798?   

The Irish Rebellion of 1798 had its 
roots in Ireland’s reform movement of the 

1780s, itself a result of injustices in Ireland 
during the eighteenth century.  Since the 
Williamite War in the late seventeenth 
century Ireland had been ruled by the 
Anglican Protestant Ascendancy, followers of 
the established Church of Ireland, later 
disestablished by Gladstone in 1869.  Though 
ruled by Anglicans, Ireland was by no means 
majority Anglican.  Unlike Britain, Ireland had 
a majority Catholic population 
with a significant population of non-Anglican 
Protestants such as Presbyterians in 
Ulster.  Hence in the eighteenth century, 
Ireland was a country where a small minority 
held all the power and the rest of the 
population faced discrimination, not being 
allowed to vote, be a state official or join the 
army, amongst other things.  This, 
understandably, led to resentment towards 
the ruling Anglican Protestant Ascendancy, 
but without any political power there was 
little the oppressed masses could do.  This 
changed in the latter half of the eighteenth 
century, some within the Anglican Protestant 
Ascendancy being inspired by the liberal ideas 
of the Enlightenment, especially the American 
Revolution, and seeking to form a common 
cause with the Catholic and non-Anglican 
Protestant population.  As well as looking to 
reform Ireland politically, these Anglicans 
sought to gain greater autonomy for Ireland 
from Britain, Ireland’s Parliament at the time 
being rather subservient to the whims of the 
British Lord Lieutenant of Ireland.  This began 
Ireland’s reform movement which won its first 
great victory with the Constitution of 1782, 
rolling back the powers of the Lord Lieutenant 
of Ireland and as a result giving the Irish 
Parliament unprecedented legislative 
freedom.  This period of novel legislative 
freedom for the Irish Parliament, lasting from 
1782 to the Rebellion in 1798, was known as 
Grattan’s Parliament, after Henry Grattan, a 
reform campaigner and leader of the liberal 
reform group, the Patriot Party.  However, 
beyond the Constitution of 1782, the 
achievements of Ireland’s reform movement 
in the 1780s were limited.  It was 
dissatisfaction with this lack of progress that 
led radicals like Theobald Wolfe Tone and 
others to create the Society of United 
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Irishmen, the radical republican group that 
would go on to orchestrate the Rebellion of 
1798.  Though more radical than the reform 
movement of the 1780s, it is clear that 
the ideological base behind the United 
Irishmen and by extension, the Rebellion of 
1798, was the liberal ideals of the 
Enlightenment and the American Revolution, 
chiefly among concepts like self-
determination, religious freedom and 
republicanism.  Hence, though a failure at the 
time, the Rebellion’s legacy and image is that 
of the Irish fighting the British to protect their 
liberties and to determine their own future, 
an invaluable symbol and rallying cry for the 
republican movement in Ireland over the next 
two centuries.  

The Irish Rebellion of 1798 can very 
much be seen as part of the French 
Revolution, or at the very least the French 
Revolutionary Wars of the 1790s.  The United 
Irishmen saw themselves as allies of the 
French Revolution, Tone intending to 
establish the Society at an event to mark the 
second anniversary of the storming of the 
Bastille in 1789 (though this was delayed, the 
Society being established the following 
October).  Being an ally of the French 
Revolution, the United Irishmen were banned 
by the British following France’s declaration of 
war on Britain in 1793.  Though being allied 
with the French Revolution had its 
advantages, the French helping the United 
Irishmen by attempting to land in Ireland in 
1796 and successfully doing so in 1798, it did 
overall weaken the reform and republican 
movements.  Beyond being forced 
underground in 1793 due to being allied with 
the French, the United Irishmen lost a great 
deal of their Catholic support as a result of the 
alliance too.  Catholic support for the United 
Irishmen had always been more due to their 
support for Catholic emancipation than a 
desire to create an independent Irish 
republic, and following the vote being given 
to some Catholics in 1793 and the beginnings 
of dechristianisation in France, many Catholics 
abandoned the revolutionary group.  This split 
between the majority Catholic population and 
the mainly Protestant United Irishmen, in part 
due to the United Irishmen’s alliance with the 

French, was a major reason for the failure of 
the Rebellion.  The Rebellion was far from 
united as a result, Catholic rebels in County 
Wexford seemingly fighting for religious 
reasons whereas Protestant rebels in 
Ulster were fighting to establish an 
independent Irish republic, religion playing 
little part.  Rather ironically, it was the same 
Protestants in Ulster who were the most in 
favour of republicanism during the Rebellion 
of 1798 who were to be the greatest 
supporters of unionism in the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, eventually resulting in 
the separation of six of Ulster’s counties from 
the rest of Ireland.  Though by no means the 
start of them, the Rebellion of 1798 and the 
United Irishmen’s alliance with revolutionary 
France brought out the religious divisions in 
the country, these divisions playing a major 
part in the way in which Ireland gained its 
independence over the next two centuries.  

Beyond its causes and the 
religious divisions it brought out, the 
significance of the Irish Rebellion of 1798 in 
part lies with the atrocities committed on 
both sides throughout the conflict.  These 
atrocities deepened divisions amongst the 
Irish themselves as well as between the Irish 
and the British.  As mentioned earlier, the 
United Irishmen’s alliance with the French 
drove Catholics and Protestants apart, but the 
Rebellion itself also did this, the atrocities 
committed by the Catholic rebels 
in County Wexford being the major reason 
why.  Rather than a struggle for an 
independent Irish republic like in Ulster, 
the fighting in County Wexford appeared to 
be more because of religious reasons, rebels 
fighting the British and loyalists more because 
of them being Protestant than them being 
British or loyalists.  The Scullabogue Barn 
Massacre, in which up to 200 Protestant 
prisoners were burnt alive inside a barn, and 
the massacre at Wexford Bridge, in which 70 
Protestants were piked to death, are still 
remembered to this day and served to divide 
Protestant and Catholics in Ireland in the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, creating 
tensions and contributing to conflicts like the 
Troubles in the latter half of the twentieth 
century.  The British committed far more 
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atrocities, executing prisoners taken during 
confrontations, not seeing them as prisoners 
of war but rather as traitors to the 
Crown.  The memory of these atrocities 
served to fuel resentment towards the British, 
contributing to the Home Rule movement in 
the latter half of the nineteenth century and 
eventual Irish independence in the early 
twentieth century.  Though not having a great 
effect at the time, it was the memory of these 
atrocities that had a profound effect on 
Ireland and her relationship with Britain in the 
two centuries following the failed Rebellion. 

In all, though we can perhaps see the 
Irish Rebellion of 1798 as a failure at the time, 
it was not a failure in that its legacy led to the 
creation of an independent Irish republic like 
the one the rebels had wanted to create, save 
for it not including six of Ulster’s 
counties.  The Rebellion is still remembered 
and has had an emotional effect on Ireland 
and her relationship with Britain for the last 
200 years.  To this day the grievances behind 
it and the atrocities during it are 
remembered, the memory of the Rebellion 
having a far more profound effect than 
the Rebellion itself.  
 

The Hungarian 

Revolution of 

1848 

By Kenan Kagan  

When historians talk about revolutions, the 
year 1848 springs to their mind. 1848 was a 
year littered with revolutions, all attempting 
to overthrow the great monarchies of Europe 
with over 50 countries affected. The 
Hungarian Revolution of 1848, is particularly 
unsuccessful and could be considered one of 
the most unsuccessful of revolutions, 
even the most unsuccessful in history.  
Before I explain why, let us talk about what 
happened. The Hungarian Revolution of 1848 
was a revolution of the Kingdom of Hungary 

wanting independence from the Austrian 
Empire, one of the largest empires in Europe 
at the time. Austria also faced threats other 
than Hungary; this was because the empire 
was home to many different nationalities, 
which led to countless tensions.  
It began on the 15th March 1848, when 
revolutionaries in Pest forced the imperial 
government to accept ‘The Twelve 
Points’.  These points contained demands 
such as their own government, own 
agricultural land and many more points. With 
this, a Hungarian government was formed 
inside of the Empire. On the 11th April 1848, 
the March Laws were passed with the aim of 
modernizing the Kingdom of Hungary into a 
nation state.  
However, Croatian forces, led by Josip Jelacic, 
did not agree with the New Hungarian 
government and invaded Hungary, without 
official orders from Austrian Emperor 
(Ferdinand I). Ferdinand I formally 
relieved Jelacic of his duties, but, continued to 
attack different areas of Hungary on the 
11th September 1848.  Hungary wanted to 
form its own army, but the Emperor gave 
clear instructions not to.   
On the 13th September 1848 the first Prime 
Minister of Hungary 
Lajos Batthyany announced a rebellion and 
wanted Stephen Victor, Palatine of Hungary, 
to lead them. However, Victor resigned and 
left Hungary under the Emperor’s orders. 
Hungary was fighting three armies: the 
Austrians in the West, the Romanians in the 
East and the Croatians in the 
South. Batthyany had no army to 
defend Hungary, so he asked Lajos Kossuth, a 
brilliant orator to recruit volunteers. 
He quickly formed 
the Hungarian Revolutionary Army, thanks 
to Kossuth’s recruiting speeches. On the 
28th September 1848 Austrian Field-Marshal 
Count Franz Philipp von Lamberg was put in 
charge of every army stationed in Hungary 
(including Jelacic’s), but he was 
murdered.  The Hungarian Army was a 
success at first, defeating the Croatians at the 
Battle of Pakozd on the 29th September 1848.  
On the 2nd December of the same year 
Ferdinand I abdicated, as he could not attack 
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Hungary because he had signed reform laws 
preventing direct military action. His nephew, 
Franz Joseph I, succeeded him. Batthyány 
attempted to reach a compromise with the 
new emperor, but this venture was 
unsuccessful. The emperor refused to accept 
the reform laws his uncle had signed. The 
Bohemian and Croatian armies entered Pest 
on the 5th January 1849.  
The revolution continued with countless 
battles: In January 1849 Alfred I, the supreme 
commander of the Austrian forces in Hungary, 
reoccupied Buda and Pest. Hungary continued 
to win more battles. Due to the strength of 
the revolutionaries, Emperor Franz Joseph I 
brought a major power into the revolution – 
The Russian Empire, ruled by Tsar Nicholas I.   
In April that year, the Hungarians managed to 
take back Buda and Pest. But instead of 
pursuing the Austrians, they stopped to take 
back the fort of Buda. Meanwhile, after an 
Austrian victory in Italy, many of their troops 
were freed. The supreme commander was 
replaced and in June Russian and Austrian 
troops entered Hungary, the Hungarian Army 
being massively outnumbered. The leader of 
the Austrian Army, Julius Jacob 
von Haynau led 60,000 troops and ended with 
the capture of Buda and Pest on July 18th. 
Hungary could not sustain all the defeats and 
surrendered at Vilagos (now Siria in Romania) 
on August 13th , 1849.  
The revolution was over in 1849, and the 
kingdom of Hungary was placed under martial 
law. Hungary did not gain independence but 
did establish a dual monarchy 18 years later in 
1867, forming the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
Hungary only managed to become an 
independent state 71 years later, due to the 
Treaty of Trianon in 1920, which gave 
Hungary its borders after the Austro-
Hungarian Empire had collapsed in 1918.  
Now that we have discussed the main points 
of this revolution, we can turn our attention 
to how it was unsuccessful. The first reason is 
the imbalance in military power. The 
Hungarian Army had at most 170,000 
troops, just as the Austrian Army. The 
Russians, however, contributed a total of 
280,000 men (80,000 constituted auxiliary 
troops) bringing the number of Austro-

Russian troops to 450,000, compared to 
Hungary’s mere 170,000. This meant that 
approximately for every two Hungarian 
soldiers, there were five enemy counterparts. 
As well as that, Hungary owned 15 out of 58 
Imperial line infantry regiments, five out of 20 
grenadier battalions and 12 out of 37 cavalry 
regiment  
Secondly, another reason why the Hungarian 
revolution was a major flop, is due to the 
relationship between the UK and 
Hungary. Britain and Ireland had many 
resources that were very useful to the 
Austrian Empire. It was very extensive and 
‘controlled’ 40% of the empire. These two 
points could have been motives for Austria to 
do everything it could to stop Hungary from 
gaining independence.  
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, after 
the Hungarians had recaptured Buda and 
Pest, they chose to take back the fort of Buda, 
which had strong defences. However, they 
made this decision over continuing to pursue 
the army. Maybe if they hadn’t stopped 
pursuing the opposition, it would have 
changed the course of the war, eventually 
resulting in a victory.  
The Hungarian Revolution of 1848 was the 
longest revolution of all the 1848 revolutions. 
There are many factors indicating the 
revolution to have been the most 
unsuccessful. Some may disagree and feel 
other revolutions such as the Russian 
Revolution of 1905 or The Peasants Revolt in 
1381 are more qualified for the 
title. However, for all the reasons above, the 
Hungarian Revolution of 1848 could be 
considered the most unsuccessful revolution 
in history.  
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The Hungarian 

Revolution of 

1956 

By Abhiram Gogineni  

After World War 2, Hungary was absorbed as 
a satellite state of the Soviet Union. A 
communist government was established 
within the country. Political opposition was 
purged and Matyas Rakosi, who was a strong 
supporter of Stalin, was appointed leader of 
Hungary. A spontaneous national uprising 
that began 12 days before in Hungary was 
viciously crushed by Soviet tanks and troops 
in 1956. Thousands were killed and wounded 
and nearly a quarter-million Hungarians fled 
the country due to the fighting and blood-
shed. The rebels were soon taken down by 
troops from USSR and the Soviet regime 
lasted until June 19, 1991 when the last 
troops were withdrawn from the country.  

The problems in Hungary began in 
October 1956, when thousands of protesters 
took to the streets demanding a more 
democratic political system and freedom from 
Soviet oppression. In response, Communist 
Party officials appointed Imre Nagy, a former 
premier who had been dismissed from the 
party for his criticisms of Stalinist policies an 
independant views, as the new leader. Nagy 
tried to restore peace and asked the Soviets 
to withdraw their troops. The Soviets did so, 
but Nagy then tried to push the Hungarian 
revolt forward by abolishing one-party rule. 
He also announced that Hungary was 
withdrawing from the Warsaw Pact (the 
Soviet bloc’s equivalent of NATO). This 
angered the Soviets as it was a sign of 
Hungary craving to have no relation with the 
USSR and so it was clear that a significant fight 
between Rebels and the clearly led Soviet 
army was bound to occur.  

Rakosi then seized power once again 
on a Stalinist leadership style. He used the 
Secret Police to brutally put down political 
opponents; this opposed the needs of the 

Hungarian citizens and their wanted 
democracy. This made him unpopular with 
Hungarians again as did the decreasing levels 
of living standards and a rebellion was starting 
to be planned again against the Soviet 
government.  

In June 1956, in the spirit of de-
stalinisation, Rakosi was forced by the Soviet 
Politburo to resign as General secretary. 
Krushchev’s policies of de-stalinisation also 
encouraged a sense of freedom among 
Hungarians to criticise the Soviet regime and 
improve relations with the West.  

The rise in de-stalinistion proved to 
be the tipping point of the government and 
the trigger for all the revolutions to follow. At 
first a rise of of protests by students and 
workers waving the Hungarian flags with the 
infamous hammer and sickle cut out from the 
flag cut arouse in Budapest. These protests 
erupted into street fighting in October 1956. 
At first the Hungarian rebels were successful, 
successfully defeating the Soviet troops. This 
important victory was then celebrated with 
the removal of the statue of the notorious 
USSR leader, Stalin and all political opposition 
of Soviet Government were released and 
freed. Rakosi’s predecessor, and Prime 
Minister and the time, Andras Hegedus was 
forced to resign by the public and the popular 
Imre Nagy became Prime Minister. This, to 
many people, seemed like the end of Soviet 
reign and the start of a democratic society.  

Nonetheless, the rebels made a vital 
mistake. Fighting ceased on the 28th of 
October as the Hungarians believed that the 
Soviet troops had withdrawn completely. The 
new Hungarian government under Nagy 
began to make reforms for free elections and 
the end of the secret police. This yet again 
angered the Soviet government as Hungary 
was reforming into a capitalist and democratic 
country which contradicted the Soviet 
approach to running a country. In a radio 
address Nagy declared that Hungary would be 
leaving the Warsaw pact. Leader of the USSR, 
Khrushchev didn’t accept the idea of Hungary 
withdrawing, therefore making it neutral 
against the Soviet Union’s enemies.  

On November 1 1956, Soviet troops 
invaded Hungary. On November 4, 1956, 
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Soviet tanks rolled into Budapest to crush, 
once and for all, the national uprising. Vicious 
street fighting broke out, but the Soviets’ 
great power ensured victory. At 5:20 a.m., 
Hungarian Prime Minister Imre Nagy 
announced the invasion to the nation in a 
grim, 35-second broadcast, declaring: “Our 
troops are fighting. The Government is in 
place.” Within hours, though, Nagy sought 
asylum at the Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest. 
He was captured shortly thereafter and 
executed two years later. Nagy’s former 
colleague and imminent replacement, Janos 
Kadar, who had been flown secretly from 
Moscow to the city of Szolnok, 60 miles 
southeast of the capital, prepared to take 
power with Moscow’s backing.  

Nagy had appealed to the United 
Nations to support the revolution; but 
Western powers did not intervene for risk of 
starting a global confrontation with the Soviet 
Union. The Hungarians could not continue 
fighting against the numerous Soviet troops 
and tanks and the fighting officially seized 
after two weeks with the rebels surrendering.  

The Soviet action stunned many 
people in the West. Soviet leader Nikita 
Khrushchev had pledged a retreat from the 
Stalinist policies and repression of the past, 
but the violent actions in Budapest suggested 
otherwise. An estimated 2,500 Hungarians 
died and 200,000 more fled as refugees. 
Sporadic armed resistance, strikes and mass 
arrests continued for months thereafter, 
causing substantial economic disruption. 
Inaction on the part of the United States 
angered and frustrated many Hungarians. 
Voice of America radio broadcasts and 
speeches by President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles had 
recently suggested that the United States 
supported the “liberation” of “captive 
peoples” in communist nations. Yet, as Soviet 
tanks bore down on the protesters, the 
United States did nothing beyond issuing 
public statements of sympathy for their 
plight. 

The Hungarian revolution of 1956 
started out to be a fight for a change in 
government. Nagy exacerbated the situation 
by further encouraging a revolution to a point 

that everyone felt it was necessary and so 
demanded the whole country should be 
changed. This inevitably led the abundant 
amount of deaths and greater Russian control 
instead of the intended Hungarian freedom. 
The outcome of the revolution was for from 
what was expected by all. In fact, the 
outcome was the opposite of what was 
intended. Instead of a democratic rule, a 
more left wing Soviet reign was in control of 
Hungary. The Hungarian Revolution of 1956 
was a complete failure… 
 

War in 

the Vendée 

By Freddie Skerrett   

The history of the French Revolution is a story 
of not one continuous revolution, but of a 
chain of revolution and counter revolution. 
Along this chain, there is one link that has the 
strongest claim to be the greatest failed 
revolution, and that is the failed counter 
revolution known as the War in the Vendée.   

The Vendée was a small and poor 
area on the western coast of France south of 
Brittany, with a population of around 800,000. 
Until 1793, it had not been an important area 
in the context of the revolution, which was 
mainly being fought in Paris, between the 
increasingly divided Versailles nobility and 
the sans-culottes (literally, “without 
breeches”), the militant partisans of the lower 
classes. Indeed, it was a sleepy corner of 
France, where the modern world had not yet 
disturbed its calm, medieval simplicity, so the 
arrival of the revolution came as a shock. 
After the storming of the Bastille in 1789, 
France had gradually become engulfed in the 
flames of revolution. The people of the 
Vendée opposed the Revolutionaries, but 
they were reluctant to get involved in the 
fighting. However, by March 1793, the people 
of the Vendée had risen in revolution - against 
the Revolution.  
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This was caused by three events. 
Firstly, the Civil Constitution of the Clergy, a 
law introduced in 1790 by the National 
Constituent Assembly, the legislative branch 
of the Revolutionary Government, compelled 
the Church to serve the state first and the 
Pope second. The vast majority of priests 
rejected the Civil Constitution of the Clergy, 
and as a result were suppressed and 
punished. The people of the Vendée were 
extremely devout, so this profoundly 
impacted their way of life. Secondly, there 
was the growing social unrest and fear of the 
Terror, as, beginning in 1793, thousands upon 
thousands were sent to the guillotine, 
including, as the people of the Vendée saw 
him, their beloved King. The third and most 
important event was the conscription of the 
peasants for the Republican army; the people 
of the Vendée would not fight for a regime 
that was trying to stamp out their way of life. 

The war began in March 1793 and 
soon turned from small militia bands resisting 
conscription to a fully-fledged revolt with the 
peasants fighting under the banner of the 
Catholic and Royal Army. The Republicans 
responded quickly, dispatching 45,000 troops 
to the region with the first pitched battle 
taking place on March 19th. The 
Revolutionaries had early success, winning 
battles at Bressuire, Thouars, and Fontenay-
le-Comte but by the summer of 1793, the tide 
was turning, such as at the failure of the siege 
of Nantes. In August, the Committee of Public 
Safety dispatched Jean-Baptiste Carrier to 
‘pacify’ the region. Carrier drowned prisoners 
of the Battle of Nantes in the Loire river. After 
British and noble exile aid failed to turn up in 
October, the War in the Vendée was all but 
over when the Republicans dealt a coup 
de grâce on December 23rd, at the Battle 
of Savenay. After the battle, General 
Westermann reported back to the Committee 
of Public Safety:  
   
‘There is no more Vendée...  It died beneath 
our free sword, with its women and its 
children. I have just buried it in the swamps 
and the woods of Savenay… I crushed the 
children beneath the horses' hooves, 
massacred the women who, those at least, 

will bear no more brigands. I do not have a 
single prisoner to reproach myself with. I have 
exterminated them all.’   
   
Historians such as René Sédillot claim the 
death toll from 1793-1796 was as high as 
400,000, almost half the population of the 
Vendée, though Reynald Secher and 
Pierre Chaunu put the estimate at around 
120,000. After Savenay, there was no more 
Catholic and Royal Army, but the Vendée 
continued to be an area of minor insurrection 
against the greater French Revolution, up 
until the fall of Napoléon in 1814. Nothing 
came close to the scale of war seen in the 
Vendée from 1793-1796. 

Why does this revolution merit the 
title of the least successful revolution? First of 
all, what is a revolution? A revolution is an 
uprising by a group of people in the attempt 
to cause great change, and a revolution is a 
failure if there is no great change, and an even 
greater failure if there is a change, but in the 
opposite direction to the one intended by the 
revolutionaries. By this definition, the War in 
the Vendée certainly is a failure, but so is the 
Decembrist revolt or the Irish Rebellion of 
1798, so what makes the War in the Vendée 
stand out?  

In the mind of Reynald Secher, the 
War in the Vendée was the first modern 
genocide - a genocide of the French, by the 
French. Not all historians agree with Secher, 
but the fact that the word “genocide” is being 
applied here shows just how much the 
bloodshed elevates this revolution to a new 
height of failure. Any revolution can fail, but 
one that fails and causes so much death is not 
comparable to any revolution anywhere else; 
there is no revolution that has such a high 
proportional death toll of possibly over 50%, 
not even famously bloody revolutions such as 
the Haitian revolution with its death toll of 
160,000. It is through its combination of 
political failure and massive death toll that 
the War in the Vendée earns the title of least 
successful revolution. 
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To what extent 

did Georgia's 

Rose Revolution 

of 2003 fail in its 

objectives? 

By Edwin Roberts  

  
February can be a cold, short month, and 
is mostly unremarkable; our New Year’s 
resolutions have already given up the 
ghost, and there still remains a tedious 
twenty-eight days till the warmth of 
spring reaches our rain-sodden country. 
But slap-bang in the middle of it is one, 
beautiful day, dedicated to sweet 
affection and adoration of one’s beloved: 
that is, of course, Valentine’s Day. Now 
the history buffs among us (which, 
presumably, includes everyone reading 
this splendid magazine!) might remember 
Valentine’s Day as the day on which, in 
1929, seven members of Chicago’s North 
Side gang were murdered in the Saint 
Valentine’s Day massacre. Usually, folks 
tend to think of boxes of chocolates, 
Cupid’s arrows, and one flower in 
particular: the rose. But ask the people of 
the Republic of Georgia, wrought by the 
mountainous Caucasus of the north and 
east, and the lowland marshes of the 
Black Sea, what the rose means to them, 
and you will hear how it is a symbol of one 
of the most pivotal moments in their 
country’s history.  

Sixteen years ago, Georgia 
experienced a major political aftershock 
since the collapse of the Soviet system in 
1991. The President of the country, 
Eduard Shevardnadze, who had served as 
First Secretary of the Georgian Communist 
Party during the 1980s, and became 

Minister of Foreign Affairs in General 
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachëv’s cabinet, 
was deposed in a bloodless revolt. His 
reign came to an end on 23rd November, 
2003, when, following negotiations with 
the Russian foreign minister and his 
successor, Mikheil Saakashvili, 
Shevardnadze resigned and disappeared 
from public life. The previous day, civil 
tensions had come to a head when the de 
facto leader of the civil disobedience 
movement, Saakashvili, had stormed the 
Georgian parliament with his allies, each 
carrying a rose in their hand. The events in 
Georgia in 2003 are known as the Rose 
Revolution, the archetype of a Colour 
Revolution.  
   
What is a Colour revolution?  
  
The term describes a movement that 
arises primarily out of disputed election 
results, and is aligned with politics in post-
Soviet states. Methods to achieve 
revolution take the form of mass 
demonstrations, strikes, and calls for 
democracy, with a common identity 
created in the form of a colour or symbol. 
The “original” colour revolution was the 
Carnation Revolution in Portugal in 1974. 
Demonstrations had reached the point of 
military coup against the ruling Estado 
Novo regime. Interestingly, the signal 
given to military coup leaders to begin 
operations was the airing of the 
Portuguese song in the 1974 Eurovision 
Song Contest. Protesters greeted soldiers 
with carnation flowers to symbolise the 
fact that not a single drop of blood had 
been shed, to celebrate the end of 
dictatorship. It is hard to underestimate 
the legacy this would have in the post-
Soviet world.  
  
Georgia under Shevardnadze  
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The contributing factors to Georgia’s turn 
to revolution began with the 
fragmentation of the political elite. 
Saakashvili had in fact been 
Shevardnadze’s Justice Minister, and had 
received praise from many circles by using 
his position to root out corruption from 
within the government. But by 2000 
Shevardnadze had already began to lose 
the support of the business community, 
and by September 2001, Saakashvili had 
left the ruling party and formed the 
United National Movement. In 2002, 
Shevardnadze’s party suffered cataclysmic 
local election results, owing to an 
economy that had began to suffer firstly 
because of the 1998 Russian economic 
crisis, a country with which Georgia had a 
significant energy relationship, and 
Georgia’s national budget, by 2002, could 
only collect in 70% of projected 
government revenue, mostly due to 
rampant corruption and embezzlement, 
to which Shevardnadze was happy to turn 
a blind eye. At his height, Shevardnadze’s 
family controlled:   

• eye-watering wealth and capital,   
• Georgia’s main 
telecommunications company,   
• Georgia’s biggest steel works in 
Imereti,  
• The main Georgian port in Batumi, 
and Batumi Terminal Oil (now owned 
in part by KazTransOil, the national 
petroleum company of Kazakhstan.)  

  
The Liberty Institute, a non-governmental 
organisation in Georgia, began to 
advocate for regime change, and this 
became important as the role of NGOs 
characterised the essence of the Colour 
Revolutions, as well as student activists, 

like კმარა! (Kmara! Enough!) in securing 

civil rights in the countries affected. The 
role of the media began to factor into the 
public opinion of Shevardnadze: TV 
station Rustavi-2, financed by US aid, 

aired anti-Shevardnadze material, 
including a documentary on the downfall 
of Serbian leader Slobodan 
Milošević, Bringing Down a Dictator. Once 
Saakashvili had secured American backing 
(including sizable finance from George 
Soros), the IMF put the final nail in the 
coffin for Shevardnadze by cutting all aid 
to Georgia.   

With unprecedented unpopularity, 
Shevardnadze suffered a hounding in the 
2003 parliamentary elections, and yet 
ensured electoral fraud was sufficient 
enough to make him appear the victor. 
Saakashvili and his united opposition 
obviously challenged, and throughout 
November, protests were carried out 
across Georgia’s main cities. When 
Saakashvili was inaugurated on November 
23rd, St. George’s Day in Georgia, the 
Georgian people were filled with hope. A 
hope that eventually faded into a tragic, 
harsh reality.  
  
  
Short term impacts  
  
In Georgia, the revolution precipitated the 
presidency of Mikheil Saakashvili. 
Arguably, this president became even 
more corrupt than the last. Saakashvili 
initially met with success. He delivered on 
his promise to root out corruption, by 
systematically firing corrupt public 
officials and arresting the oligarchs of 
Soviet era Georgia, and privatising their 
companies. Unfortunately, these private 
companies were simply bought by rich 
American oligarchs, though did have an 
enormous effect on the Georgian 
economy, tripling the state budget and 
improving the business environment to 
the extent that by the end of Saakashvili's 
first term, the World Bank had ranked 
Georgia eighth in the world for “ease of 
doing business”. However, poverty 
remained at a quarter of the population 
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and though health services improved, 
education still languished behind. Still, it is 
hard to understate the economic miracle 
Georgia experienced during this time.  

The Georgians are a very easy 
going sort of people, so when they were 
dealt a rockstar President like Saakashvili, 
it can all get too exciting. In a sense, 
Saakashvili let power rush to his head - his 
revolution had achieved great success, 
and he was held up as the “Nelson 
Mandela of the 21st century”. Early in his 
presidency he had had to deal with 
separatists in Adjara in the south. He 
resolved the situation there, but his 
confidence grew in tackling Georgia's 
separatist republics. It had always been 
the nationalist dream to use the Rose 
Revolution to reclaim the self-proclaimed 
Autonomous Republics of South Ossetia 
and Abkhazia, which had splintered from 
the state in 1991, and for all intents and 
purposes were Russian states, though 
weren't financially backed by Russia, nor 
even recognised. Saakashvili had stated in 
2004, “I am not pro-American, I am not 
pro-Russian, I am pro-Georgian”, but it 
became very apparent that his US backers 
would have his ear, and supporting NATO 
and EU membership isn't exactly the best 
thing to do to get into President Putin's 
good books. The President committed 
more spending to the military, a twenty 
fold increase since 1999, for new 
weapons, tanks, and training by the US 
marine corps. Saakashvili convinced the 
Bush administration that control over the 
autonomous regions of Georgia was 
necessary due to the opium trade that the 
separatists had been facilitating. The West 
saw that as a fair deal for extra troops in 
its so-called War on Terror. This was 
important as the US marine corps had no 
idea the newly-trained Georgian troops 
could be used against a Russian minority 
civilian population. And yet, while the 
world was distracted with the Olympic 

Games in Beijing, on August 8th, 
Saakashvili carried out a systematic 
bombing of South Ossetian targets after 
months of worsening relations. This 
Russo-Georgian War massively backfired, 
with Georgian troops unable to penetrate 
the defences laid down by Russia. 
Saakashvili had miscalculated the 
potential his army could do. By August 
22nd, Russia had recognised both 
autonomous republics and bombed five 
Georgian cities. The war caused 
immeasurable suffering to ethnic 
Georgians, 20,000 of whom are still 
misplaced.  

Since 2007, Saakashvili had 
experienced protests over his 
authoritarian tendencies, including the 
use of torture and exceedingly harsh 
prison sentences, which meant Georgia 
had higher rates of incarceration than 
Russia. This continued into his second 
term which he had won by virtue of ballot 
stuffing. In almost all its objectives, it 
seemed, the Rose Revolution had failed.  
  
Legacy in the long term  
  
With that said, the legacy of the Rose 
Revolution still permeates the socio-
political matrix of the post-Soviet world. 
In 2004, Ukraine would go on to have its 
Orange Revolution, going even further 
than that of their Georgian cousins in 
forging a European relationship. By 2014, 
the swell of grassroots demonstrations, 
and increasingly internet-led protests, 
culminated in Euromaidan, forcing out the 
administration of the Kremlin-backed 
Victor Yanukovych, who now has the 
ignominious accolade of being ousted 
from power twice by the Ukrainian 
people, in 2004 and for good in 2014. 
There were similar attempts to replicate 
the success of the Rose Revolution across 
the USSR, and eventually these attempts 
broke ground in the Arab world. By 2010, 
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the idea of a Colour Revolution had 
morphed into the Arab Spring.  

Georgia still has a tense 
relationship with Russia, but has found its 
feet again, and peace is stable in Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia. But the legacy has not 
died, only recently did Armenia oust Serzh 
Sargasyan in the Velvet Revolution, and 
with the changing world of gas and 
energy, it may not be too long before 
Europe's last dictator, Aleksandr 
Lukashenko, is offered a rose by a 
Belarusian filled with the audacity of 
hope...  
 

The Cuban 

revolution and 

Fidel Castro  

By Prithish Raja 

Introduction  
 

1959; How did a band of 81 exiled 
revolutionaries sail across the Mexican gulf 
with 1 yacht and 4 WW1 guns, defeat the 
puppet Cuban-American army, with a military 
personal count of at least 2 hundred 
thousand? In fact, Batista’s puppet army 
detected this yacht and ambushed it, as a 
result, only a believed 18 of the 81 survived 
and ‘scuttled’ of to the Sierra Maestra 
mountain range with their injured bodies, so 
how did Fidel Castro succeed in his empire? 
The short answer is Propaganda and 
international, egalitarian alliances. However, 
the longer answer; the Cuban revolution was 
the David and Goliath tale between Fidel 
Castro and America that ends with his 
resignation due to his health in 2008. Castro is 
one of the few who can honestly be 
recognised as a hero who brought freedom to 
his people through his sheer determination 
and strong perseverance of a tyrant 
or dictator that kept the fate of an extreme-

left, third world Caribbean island in brutal 
hand and the person that could’ve started an 
all-out nuclear warhead WW3. Either way, he 
and his legacy would greatly affect certain 
individuals, his people and the foreign people 
throughout the latter half of the 20th century 
and all the way through until early 2018, 
where his brother, Raul resigned as the 
president of Cuba which meant that that the 
Cubans would finally be free from the Castro 
family. The story of the Cuban revolution 
starts in Fulgencio Batista’s reign;    
     
Batista’s reign/causes for a revolution 
  
In 1940, Batista, then a colonel, who was also 
a general during World War 2, undertook his 
own candidacy and defeated Grau San Martín. 
During his presidential term, 1940–44, Cuba 
entered World War II on the side of 
the Allies and established diplomatic relations 
with the Soviet Union. Batista’s candidate, 
Carlos Saldarriaga’s y Zayas, ran in 1944 but 
was defeated by Grau San Martín, and Batista 
soon left the country. Grau San Martín’s 
administration began with much emphasis on 
“political house cleaning” but failed to achieve 
any kind of concrete reform.  

Carlos Prío Socarrás became president 
in 1948, but his ambitious domestic agenda 
stalled in the face of economic troubles and 
government corruption. Batista, a candidate 
for the June 1952 election, anticipating his 
defeat, overthrew the government in March 
without bloodshed. He closed Congress and 
called for elections in 1954. He was elected 
president without opposition for a four-year 
term beginning February 24, 1955. He 
reinstated the 1940 constitution, which 
contained many liberal pro-labour reforms, 
and tried to return the country to normalcy, 
but strong opposition developed against him. 
Among the primary concerns of large 
landowners was the Sugar Act of 1956, U.S. 
legislation that sharply curtailed Cuban sugar 
imports to the benefit of domestic producers. 
With Cuban sugar exports facing an uncertain 
future, support for Batista within both the 
government and the influential agriculture 
industry virtually collapsed. Militant anti-
Batista elements denied the validity of the 
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1955 election and organized a campaign of 
harassment and sabotage in the provinces. 
Chief among these groups was the 26th of July 
Movement under the leadership of 
the charismatic revolutionary leader Fidel 
Castro.  

In summary, the Cubans as a whole 
demanded change in the country’s leadership 
because they didn’t like Batista’s puppet 
American views on his own country. Fulgencio 
Batista was trading Cuba’s only 2 exports 
(sugar and tobacco) for America’s economy 
and military. On paper this made sense and 
seemed advantageous to the Cubans, 
however the unfortunate truth of the matter 
was that Cuba was a holiday attraction for 
rich capitalist Americans and the only civilian 
that gained economically from Batista’s 
American deal, was the tourists as they 
received more luxury in their holidays. In fact, 
for all of America’s heavily publicised anti-
imperialist views, Cuba was now basically part 
of the ‘American empire’ with many other 
minorities including south-east Asian islands 
and Japan. Basically, the stubborn Batista’s 
trade and government deals meant that the 
Cubans themselves had no power of their own 
state which lead to the Cuban’s looking for 
their centuries-old dream of freedom which 
inevitably led to a revolution – the Cuba we 
know today;    
  
Castro's Revolution Begins  
 

In July 1953, Castro led about 120 men in an 
attack on the Moncada army barracks in 
Santiago de Cuba. The assault failed, Castro 
was captured and sentenced to 15 years in 
prison, and many of his men were killed. The 
U.S.-backed Batista, looking to improve his 
authoritarian image, subsequently released 
Castro in 1955 as part of a general amnesty. 
Castro ended up in Mexico, where he met 
fellow revolutionary Ernesto “Che” Guevara 
and plotted his return. 

The following year, Castro and 81 
other men sailed on the yacht “Granma” to 
the eastern coast of Cuba, where government 
forces immediately ambushed them. The 
estimated 18 survivors, including Castro, his 
brother Raúl and Guevara, fled deep into the 
Sierra Maestra Mountains in south-

eastern Cuba with virtually no weapons or 
supplies.  

According to Castro, the 
revolutionaries started reorganising with only 
two rifles. But by early 1957 they were already 
attracting recruits and winning small battles 
against Rural Guard patrols. “We’d take out 
the men in front, attack the centre, and then 
ambush the rear when it started retreating, in 
the terrain we’d chosen,” Castro said in his 
spoken autobiography. In 1958, Batista tried 
to snuff out the uprising with a massive 
offensive, complete with air force bombers 
and naval offshore units. The guerrillas held 
their ground, launched a counterattack and 
wrested control from Batista on January 1, 
1959. Castro arrived in Havana a week later 
and soon took over as prime minister. At the 
same time, revolutionary tribunals began 
trying and executing members of the old 
regime for alleged war crimes.  
  
Castro's Rule  
 

In 1960, Castro nationalized all U.S.-owned 
businesses, including oil refineries, factories 
and casinos. This prompted the United States 
to end diplomatic relations and impose a 
trade embargo that still stands today. 
Meanwhile, in April 1961, about 1,400 Cuban 
exiles, trained and funded by the CIA, landed 
near the Bay of Pigs with the intent of 
overthrowing Castro. Their plans ended in 
disaster however, partially because a first 
wave of bombers missed their targets and a 
second air strike was called off. Ultimately, 
more than 100 exiles were killed and nearly 
everyone else was captured. In December 
1962, Castro freed them in exchange for 
medical supplies and baby food worth about 
$52 million.  

Castro publicly declared himself a 
Marxist-Leninist in late 1961. By that time, 
Cuba was becoming increasingly dependent 
on the Soviet Union for economic and military 
support. In October 1962, the United States 
discovered that nuclear missiles had been 
stationed there, just 90 miles from Florida, 
setting off fears of a World War III. After a 13-
day standoff, Soviet leader 
Nikita Khrushchev agreed to remove the nukes 
against the wishes of Castro, who was left out 
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of the negotiations. In return, U.S. President 
John F. Kennedy publicly consented not to 
reinvade Cuba and privately consented to take 
American nuclear weapons out of Turkey.  
  
Cuban Life Under Castro  
 

After taking power, Castro abolished legal 
discrimination, brought electricity to the 
countryside, provided full employment 
and made advances in education and health 
care through building new schools and 
medical facilities. But he also closed 
down opposition newspapers, jailed 
thousands of political opponents and made no 
move toward elections. Moreover, he limited 
the amount of land a person could own, 
abolished private business and presided over 
housing and consumer goods shortages. With 
political and economic options so limited, 
hundreds of thousands of Cubans, including 
vast numbers of professionals and technicians, 
left Cuba, often for the United States.  

From the 1960s to the 1980s, Castro 
supplied military and financial aid to various 
leftist guerrilla movements in Latin America 
and Africa. Nonetheless, relations with many 
countries, with the notable exception of the 
United States, began to normalize. Cuba’s 
economy foundered when the Soviet Union 
collapsed in the early 1990s and the United 
States expanded sanctions even further. 
Castro, who by this time had switched his title 
from prime minister to president, found new 
trading partners and was able to cling to 
power until 2006, when he temporarily gave 
control of the government to Raúl after 
undergoing emergency intestinal surgery. Two 
years later, in 2008, he permanently resigned.  
 

Revolutionary Legacy/impacts 
 
 As mentioned at the start, the 
revolution can be viewed as both 
positive and negative the 
Cuban population, but it can be 
clearly concluded that Fidel Castro 
achieved exactly what he wanted 
and even built his legacy to 
perfection. There are many reasons 
as to why this can be said. For, 
example in his legacy he is 

remembered for being a humble 
person who loved and his country 
and did the best for it politically, 
economically and socially and how 
he put efforts in not only keeping 
these olden, socialist ideas alive 
even as Cuba modernised through 
his 50 years, but also spreading 
these socialist ideas of freedom to 
other countries where he is also held 
high up as a hero (Bolivia, Angola, 
South Africa, India, Nicaragua, 
Venezuela, Iraq and Iran ). He should 
be remembered for these things by 
his people, in fact some argue that 
he should also be remembered for 
the following things: 1-surviving the 
official number of 620 CIA 
assassinations attempts on his life 
during his reign as dictator (Hitler 
himself only had 8), 2-the only 
dictator in modern history who not 
only died of normal causes, but also 
with MOST of his followers still 
looking up to him and respecting his 
legacy, a thing a lot of other 
dictators failed at and finally 3-being 
a person that established a left-wing 
state that STIIL EXISTS without too 
much fear of another uprising (due 
to medical and educational rates 
booming), a legacy only left by 2 
other left wing leaders both of 
whom, were lower down the 
political scale (less socialist); Ho Chi 
Minh and Mao Zedong. However, 
some American veterans of the Bay 
of Pigs invasion, Cuban refugees 
living in the suburbs of Miami and all 
those who are in Western society, 
educated enough to know that Fidel 
Castro wanted Khrushchev to 
unleash his whole nuclear arsenal on 
America (and would’ve inevitably 
started WW3), would vouch against 
the previously mentioned opinions 
and against Castro. These people 
would believe that Castro and the 
revolution was a bad thing and 
maybe even describe some of his 
actions foolish and monstrous. Good 
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or bad, the revolution 
from an international perspective 
seems like a topic of debate and a 
matter of opinions, however, it is 
known and acknowledged that at 
least the majority of the Cuban 
population felt that the 
revolution, and Castro, was 
necessary and brought the Cubans 
closer to their century-old dream of 
freedom and independence.      
 

The Greatest 

Revolutionary 

Failure: The 

American 

Revolution 

By Dylan Evans 

 This will be an unpopular opinion1. There is a 
convincing argument to be made that, of all the 
revolutions in history, the biggest failure was the 
American Revolution. A revolution that came 
about as much by accident as through any careful 
planning (hence the question mark in the title), 
and that, through its unrivalled longevity, has had 
the greatest negative impact on the social groups 
it was meant to help of any revolution.  

To attempt to unravel the web of 
counterfactuals that would stem from a full 
assertion that, by remaining under English 
governance, the United States as a whole would 
be better off would be challenging. Determining 
whether or not there would, even be the United 
States without the revolution would be an 
impossible challenge.  

We can, however, judge the revolution 
against its own stated aims, “Life, Liberty and the 
pursuit of Happiness”, a phrase, contained in the 
Declaration of Independence, that, in some 
respects, the United States has failed to live up to, 
both in short and long-term. In the short-term 
(and, it could be argued, in the long-term) these 
aims were not fulfilled for African-Americans or 
Native Americans. In the long-term, America has 
been burdened with an ineffective system of 
government, a cumbersome and outmoded 

constitution and the spectre of a revolutionary 
struggle that is wielded as a weapon in modern 
American politics and that hampers 
implementation of these aims.  

Addressing the short-term charges, an 
argument is put forward by some that the 
American Revolution was not fought for, or fought 
by, African-Americans or Native Americans. 
However, this assertion is simply false. The first 
“martyr” of the American Revolution was, in fact, a 
black man, Crispus Attucks, who was the first 
victim of the Boston “Massacre” and who 
was immortalized as a hero in John Adams closing 
statement in defence of the British soldiers as 
someone who ‘with one hand took a bayonet, and 
with the other knocked the man down’. 2 During 
the Revolutionary War itself, it has been estimated 
that as much as one quarter of the Continental 
Army was made up of African-Americans3, the 
majority of whom fought voluntarily. Despite this 
fact, emancipation in the United States would not 
come until the end of the American Civil War and 
the passage of the Thirteenth Amendment to the 
US Constitution in 1865. This was some 32 years 
after the Slavery Abolition Act abolished slavery 
across the British Empire (including in Canada).  

Furthermore, whilst a majority of Native 
American tribes did support the British cause in 
the Revolutionary War, the Oneida and Tuscarora 
tribes did fight with the colonists. Despite this 
split, the victorious Americans did not choose to 
remember it. In the 1783 Treaty of Paris all 
territory east of the Mississippi, south of the Great 
Lakes and north of Florida was ceded to the new 
United States government, with no regard for 
Native land. The Indian Removal Act of 1830 
cemented the position of Native Americans in the 
United States, even of those tribes who had fought 
with the founding fathers, as second to that of 
White Americans. In some instances of land 
repopulation over ⅓ of the native population were 
killed.4  

It is clear, therefore, that even some of 
those who fought for the revolution were 
immediately failed by it and did not experience the 
implementation, in their own lives, of Jefferson’s 
proclamation. Indeed, the progress of these 
groups towards these noble ideals was delayed by 
the revolution that claimed to enshrine them.  

In the long-term many of these initial 
contradictions have been overcome. However, 
there still remains a system of government and 
constitution, mostly unchanged since the 
Revolution, that is at best unhelpful and at worst 
dangerous. A system that has failed American 
people in the past and looks set to continue to fail 
them in the future.  
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It is no coincidence that during the 
rebuilding of countries after the Second World 
War the US did not attempt to replicate its system 
of presidential government in countries such as 
Japan and West Germany, despite it deriving from 
the constitution that is so fawned over by many 
Americans. Presidential governments most often 
end in dictatorship. In fact, the United States is the 
only country in the post-war period in which 
presidential government has not led to 
dictatorship.5 At a time when someone like Donald 
Trump, who has expressed open admiration for 
several dictators6, can be elected to the office of 
the presidency this is certainly dangerous.  

The attachment to the American victory 
in the Revolutionary War also creates an unhelpful 
nostalgia that is manipulated by politicians for 
their own gains and that undermines the 
democratic ideals that fuelled the revolution. The 
rhetoric of the ‘American Dream’ and ‘America 
First’ that speaks to the pro-Revolution sentiment 
in the USA, finds its origins not in the revolution 
but in the boom of the 1920s.7 Not only does this 
sentiment influence elections and give Americans 
incompetent politicians whose skill lies mainly in 
deception (contrary to the wishes of Washington, 
Jefferson et. al) but this also helps to maintain a 
cumbersome system of government, with obvious 
flaws.  

Numerous government shutdowns are 
the product of a constitution drafted with a 
paranoia towards power. The resulting three-part 
power split, between institutions that are not 
known for their cooperation, is responsible for 
this. Incidentally, this sentiment continues today, 
as another hangover from the Revolution, giving 
the Americans an economy, that with its low 
taxation fails to redistribute wealth. Incidentally, in 
the 1920s, redistribution of wealth was the 
original use of the phrase ‘American Dream’. These 
shutdowns are a continued plague on American 
people, who lose access to key public services and 
especially to civil servants who are denied pay. An 
obvious failure of a revolution that has left behind 
this system of government. If this argument were 
to be continued, it is not illogical to conclude that 
the disproportional number of deaths from gun 
violence8 in the USA also stem from this same 
nostalgia and the attachment to the Second 
Amendment to the constitution.  

To conclude, the American Revolution is 
unparalleled in the longevity of suffering it has 
delivered. Whilst the democratic ideals are now 
spreading globally (and existed before the 
Revolution), the legacy of the Revolution is a 
dysfunctional government that fails to sufficiently 
protect its people, preventing them from attaining 

a position of “Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of 
Happiness”. While some revolutions actually do 
fully achieve their stated goals in the short-term, 
as explained in the first part of this article, the 
American Revolution was not one of these. This 
continues today.  
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Why Remember?  

By Sashwat 

Thiyagaraaja 

“At the going down of the sun and in the 
morning  
We will remember them.”  

“For the Fallen”: Laurence Binyon  
 

Today we can happily live our lives, walk 
through green fields filled with flowers and 
bees and relax in the calm air. Do we ever 
consider what it was like a little over a 
hundred years ago? Do we still remember 
those who sacrificed their minds and bodies 
towards this peace and serenity? Let us 
remember. Not to glorify their suffering but to 
remember their sacrifice; to remember the 
price they paid. Above all, to make sure it 
never happens again.  
 

“In Flanders fields the poppies blow  
Between the crosses, row on row”  

“In Flanders Fields”: Lt. Col. John McCrae  
 

We can walk among the graves, headstones 
gleaming white, red poppies growing between 
them. After a battle in fields cratered by 
artillery and stained by blood, poppies were 
often the first flower to grow. A sign of life 
and hope. Today, they are one way of many 
that people choose to remember.   
Let us remember so that we may never go 
back to a time where the ground is cratered 
and blood-stained. More than a hundred 
years later, let us remember still the sacrifice 
of those brave young men and women. Let 
everyone remember in their own way. 
Remember so that it will never happen again.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continental 

cooperation since 

1919: 100 years 

of the European 

Question  

By Shrinidhi Prakash  

‘What Comenius and Nietzsche dreamed – 
Kant conceived – Bonaparte and Mazzini 
wanted – the Pan-European movement 
should realize: the United States of Europe!’ 
thundered Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi in 
1923. The Austro-Japanese count, who 
inherited his hero Woodrow Wilson’s 
visionary pacifism, was writing 
in Paneuropa, a bleak but stirring manifesto 
for the future of the continent. It sketches his 
perception of threats to continental peace: 
‘the war of extermination; the subjugation by 
Russia; economic ruin.’ In a frighteningly 
prophetic vision, he warns that ‘Europe’s 
policy is heading for a new war,’ imagining 
‘laboratories’ in which ‘daily are brewed 
poisons to exterminate women and children’ 
and the continent’s transformation into a 
‘cemetery.’ He perceives a threat from a 
phoenix Russian dictatorship rising from the 
ashes of economic ruin, comparing the rebirth 
to that of Macedonia under Philip. He argues 
that this power would subjugate weak and 
fragmented European states unless a ‘United 
States of Europe,’ modelled on the USA, was 
formed. He calls for the ‘merger of the 
European continent to a duty association, 
abolition of tariffs…. and the creation of a 
pan-European economic area.’ Apart from the 
disproportionate focus on Russia, as opposed 
to Nazi Germany, Paneuropa remains a rather 
impressive oracle.   

Coudenhove-Kalergi worked hard to 
promote his new brand. ‘Pan-Europe’ and the 
‘United States of Europe’ took root in the 
European press’s lexicon. He launched the 
magazine Pan-Europa in 1924. Political 
bigwigs began to prepare for a congress of the 
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sort suggested by his manifesto, which was 
eventually realised in October 1926. Over 
2,000 delegates from every walk of 
intellectual and political life attended. The 
author of Paneuropa was, of course, elected 
president of the new Pan-European Central 
Council, which met with enthusiasm from 
Czechoslovakia and France alike.  

The French proved particularly 
promising disciples, with Briand elected 
honorary president though with one crucial 
difference. Coudenhove-Kalergi was 
contemptuous of the League of Nations, 
which he rather bizarrely argued left ‘the 
most important European decisions to Latin 
Americans and Asians’ (granted Japan had 
sizeable clout) and intended Pan-Europa to 
function as an ‘independent group’ within it. 
However, both Briand and Édouard Herriot, 
another prime minister of the late twenties, 
intended to work from the League. In 
September 1929, Briand, then Foreign 
Minister, spoke to its annual assembly on the 
count’s ideas. He confessed to having been 
mixed up with the latter’s ‘propagandists,’ but 
stood firm that their ideas were valuable. 
‘There must be a sort of federal link; these 
peoples [of Europe] must have at all times the 
possibility to enter in contact, to discuss their 
interests, to take common resolutions, to 
establish between them a line of solidarity,’ 
he argued, envisaging the ‘link’ as primarily 
economic. Pan-Europa was garnering high-
level political support.  

The League’s response was initially 
receptive. Briand’s plan worked its way up to 
a Commission of Inquiry for European Union, 
which he chaired. However, timing worked 
against them, as Coudenhove-Kalergi’s 
prophecy came to fruition and European 
peace tottered. Wilson’s Fourteen Points, the 
core of the League’s raison d’être, were 
simply too utopian. The American had 
imposed disarmament, open seas and the 
renunciation of colonies in an only party 
forgivable post-war fit of ‘never-again’; his 
ideas struggled to cope with the real world. 
The League proved hopelessly idle as an 
international watchdog, suffering failures of 
escalating seriousness throughout the 
twenties to police member states. It had 

some minor victories, such as the peaceful 
resolution of the Aaland Islands dispute 
between Finland and Sweden and the 1933 
plebiscite which voted the Saar back into 
Germany. However, its blunders outweighed 
its successes. It failed to quell the Japanese 
invasion of Manchuria in 1931 or Mussolini’s 
invasion of Abyssinia in 1935. Chamberlain 
spoon-fed Hitler the Sudentenland at the 
Munich Conference in 1935, where the Czechs 
themselves were not represented. It could not 
stop powerful rogue states flouting its rules or 
simply leaving to unshackle themselves from 
its quixotic rules. Its foolhardy and myopic 
policy of appeasement ultimately cost Europe 
its peace, when Britain and France finally 
stood up for a wronged state in September 
1939.  

Following the war, an uneasy peace 
descended which merely proved conducive to 
another, frostier split- that of the Iron Curtain. 
The democratic ideal was once more 
threatened as the USSR, which had joined the 
Allies in a jilted rage, broke away again due to 
irreconcilable ideological differences. Eastern 
Europe was sucked into Stalin’s dark ‘sphere 
of influence,’ where Soviet puppets sprouted 
at an alarming pace. The same went for 
Stalin’s quarter of the newly divided Germany 
and Berlin, whose economic inequality served 
a stark reminder of the infinite preferability of 
western democracy. However, most of the 
passionate defence of democracy was left to 
those historically obsessed with it- the 
Americans. While generations of US 
presidents and USSR locked horns in a global 
ideological crusade, Western Europe quietly 
integrated itself.  

World leaders had recognised the 
importance of economic cooperation 
between countries even before the end of the 
war. The Bretton Woods system, introduced 
after the homonymous conference of 1944, 
swapped the gold standard for the US dollar 
as an international currency (hence 
strengthening the Americans’ economic 
dominance). However, the most important 
step on a European basis was the creation, in 
1951, of the European Coal and Steel 
Community. The brainchild of the French 
minister Robert Schuman, it dreamt of making 
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war between the French and Germans ‘not 
merely unthinkable, but materially 
impossible.’ Competition for natural resources 
in Europe, especially in the Ruhr region, was 
reduced, and the pooling of economic 
interests increased prosperity as desired, 
increasing continental unity. On a structural 
level, it was significant for its agreement to 
surrender national sovereignty to a 
supranational organisation, as decision-
making in coal and steel was assigned to a 
High Authority. Looming over the ECSC was 
the implicit recognition that it was always 
going to be a stepping-stone for tighter 
European integration.  

The following decade or so would, 
indeed, see a spate of European supranational 
organisation. Stemming from the proposal to 
broaden the energy sources covered by the 
ECSC, the Euratom Treaty of March 1957 saw 
the creation of the European Atomic Energy 
committee, which encouraged cooperation on 
nuclear research and safety. However, more 
important was its twin, signed on the same 
day- the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union. The six signatories, including 
France, Germany and Italy, aimed to create a 
common market which allowed for the free 
movement of goods, capital and people, 
gradually removing trade barriers. This was 
the foundation of the European Economic 
Community. In 1967, the Brussels Treaty 
consolidated the ECSC, Euratom and the EEC 
into a single Council and Commission of the 
EEC.  

By the mid-1980s, EEC membership 
had doubled to twelve, but the organisation 
was yet to achieve its main objective- rather 
embarrassing for an initiative approaching its 
thirtieth birthday. Despite its impressive 
regulatory output, the original aim of creating 
a single market had yet to come to fruition. 
The burst of enthusiasm for integration from 
the fifties and sixties waned with the 
economic plateau of the seventies, as both 
inflation and unemployment soared. By the 
eighties, however, frustration at the lack of 
progress finally translated into decisive action; 
negotiators ‘agreed, agreed and agreed,’ as 
the then secretary-general Niels Ersboll 
remembers. In 1985, British Commissioner 

Arthur Cockfield published an exhaustive 
report which explored 300 ways of creating 
the market. Two years later, the Single 
European Act was signed as an amendment to 
the Treaty of Rome. It established a concrete 
deadline- 31st December 1992- for the birth of 
the single market.  

The deadline was met. The Maastricht 
Treaty was signed in February 1992 against a 
euphoric backdrop. The Berlin Wall, and then 
the whole Soviet Union, had collapsed, 
bringing with it the end of the Cold War and 
the dawn of a new European era. It was time 
for a continental renaissance of revolutionary 
unity and prosperity, which was exactly what 
Maastricht delivered. The treaty, enforced 
in 1993, created the European Union. It also 
promised what the existing European 
Exchange Rate Mechanism had long aspired 
for- a common currency. The birth of the euro 
(officially realised in 1999) was a powerful 
symbol, being, in the words of later ECB 
president Jean-Claude Trichet, ‘a convergence 
of great political sensibilities.’ Like their 
organisational predecessors, both the EU and 
the euro marked the sacrifice of members’ 
independence to shape a common position on 
the world stage.  

Yet the latter compromise has proved 
the most contentious by far among member 
states, especially in recent times, as hard-right 
movements exploit nationalistic sentiments. 
Yes, the European Union has flourished and 
expanded, encompassing a vast field of 
policing ranging from criminal databases to 
trade. However, parties such as UKIP and the 
French National Rally have railed against the 
loss of independence within the framework of 
the EU, calling for countries to retake control 
of their finances and immigration 
policies, inter alia. The eurozone crisis of 2009 
was pounced upon by Eurosceptics like Nigel 
Farage as a sign of fundamental flaws in 
European integration; in 2012, the latter 
dismissed the EU as a ‘European Union of 
economic failure, of mass unemployment and 
of low growth,’ and the euro as inciting ‘mass 
civil unrest.’ Of course, today’s ultimate 
symptom of disenchantment with Europe is 
Britain, the first country ever to leave the EU. 
Brexit represents the cumulative worries and 
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fears about the stability of Europe and 
the potential for unity to compensate for 
limited wriggle room.  

However, our departure does not 
mark the end of the European project. In a 
potential anticlimax, the descent of our 
negotiations into chaotic uncertainty has 
caused a wavering of the continental right’s 
Euroscepticism- the same right which initially 
hailed the referendum result as a role model 
for all Europe. An Independent article of 
December 2018 notes that ‘the Italian 
populists have deescalated their noisy 
Brussels-bashing’ as the months wear on, and 
that only real hardliners have called for their 
countries to leave the EU since our vote. 
Further, Europhiles across the Channel have 
proved unfazed, though saddened, by our 
departure, and continue to work energetically 
on fixing the flaws in their supranational 
organisations. European federalism’s current 
poster boy is French president Emmanuel 
Macron, recipient of the 2018 Charlemagne 
prize for his ‘vision of a new Europe.’ He 
proposes a Eurozone budget, an EU finance 
minister and an organisation to police 
European economic policy, directly tackling 
the fundamental truth dodged by Europe for 
decades- political integration is futile without 
its fiscal counterpart. Coudenhove-Kalergi’s 
original United States of Europe was explicitly 
modelled on the USA, yet Europe continues to 
lack a central hub like Washington which 
could, say, smoothly transfer money to a 
member state. German opposition to the idea 
is stiff, due to the potential shouldering of 
neighbours’ debts under such a system. For 
most Europeans, too, a political and economic 
centre has long been anathema, due to an 
instinctive mistrust of Brussels. Yet if 
Macron’s vision succeeds, it will be the 
biggest step forward since Maastricht. 
Whether it can be fulfilled remains the next 
big European question.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The controversy 

of the Poppy 

Appeal 

By Daniella Robson 

In Britain, we choose to remember. It is 
something that a heavy emphasis is 
placed upon; 
throughout childhood education remembranc
e will be addressed repeatedly, beginning at a 
very young age. It is given further attention 
throughout adulthood, when a more 
developed understanding of the truly horrific 
features of war can is formed.  We choose to 
spend so much time thinking about these 
wars because they were of course hugely 
important events in the modern history of 
Britain, and Remembrance holds an 
imperative place in our culture as British 
people, as well as in the history and society of 
this country. Come 11am on November 11th, 
the entire country seems to stop, even just for 
a minute, as we remember how, famously, 
the key European leaders of the period met to 
sign the peace treaty that would end the First 
World War. The fighting ceased, the 
bloodshed stopped, and, in the place of fallen 
soldiers, abandoned trenches and empty 
bullet shells, in acres of stark, haunted fields 
known as no man’s land, where it was 
thought nothing could ever grow again. In 
this zone of such tremendous hardship and 
violence and death and destruction, poppies 
grew. It was in fact the churned up soil from 
the bombing and shelling and fighting provide 
the conditions for these curious flowers to 
thrive. 

It is clear, then, why these poppies 
are so symbolic: they hold a heavy meaning 
for those in any way connected to the war, 
and all those who learn and hear about it. 
Despite all odds, they thrive in these 
desperate conditions. The poem ‘In Flanders’ 
Fields’ focuses on the poppies that grew 
immediately after the war in John McCrae’s 
emotional ode to the fallen soldiers and 
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the truly horrendous events and atmosphere 
of the war, a soldier and lieutenant 
himself. They have since been taken as the 
inspiration for the British Legion’s poppy 
appeal.   

These poppies tell a story of hope, 
and have, since the war, been taken to 
become a hugely significant and recognisable 
element of remembrance. Every year during 
the remembrance period, schools and 
organisations nationwide dedicate themselves 
to the selling of poppies and fundraising for 
the Poppy Appeal. These paper poppies are 
then boasted on the lapels of coats and 
blazers everywhere – it is hard to walk down a 
street in November without being confronted 
with a sea of red specks on people 
everywhere you turn, and on the television 
too. Everyone seems to be wearing them: 
from the royal family to politicians to pop 
stars. Even on Strictly.   

 

So, why do we wear a poppy?  
 
To remember and recognise the sacrifices 
made during these historic wars, and to pay 
respects to the men who died in fighting for 
our freedom, partially. To stand in solidarity 
with those soldiers in the wars still being 
fought today perhaps. Another very important 
question however; why is it that some people 
don’t wear a poppy, and why is this so 
frowned upon? Every year, a sizeable group of 
people decide against wearing a poppy. Some 
of these people, such as newsreader Charlene 
White, have received considerable criticism 
and even abuse for not conforming with the 
longstanding tradition – it first started in 
1921. Her explanation for this is that in her 
workplace, she doesn’t wear religious or 
political, nor charitable symbols, while she 
supports her colleagues who do. Jon Snow, 
another newsreader, refused to wear a red 
poppy on air but for another reason. He does 
this in public opposition to what he and many 
others refer to 
as ‘Poppy Fascism’. ‘Poppy Fascism’ has been 
described as the wide criticism for those who 
choose not to wear the traditional poppy or 
any poppy at all when the remembrance 
period comes around, leading to many people 
choosing to wear one more for fear that they 

will be publicly reprimanded, rather than out 
of true conviction and a belief in the cause.    
Another group of these non-poppy wearers, 
are those who claim the symbolic poppy has 
been misappropriated. Many seniors, who 
may have Infact fought in wars and could 
even be veterans, like Harry Leslie-Smith, who 
hasn’t worn a poppy since 2013, stating that 
the “spirit of their generation” has been 
commandeered by latter-day politicians and 
redirected to market the less publicised, 
dubious wars going on in places such as 
Afghanistan and Iraq.   

So, whilst some people will choose 
not to wear a poppy. Some, however, will 
wear a poppy and comply with the 
widespread tradition, but in doing so 
challenge the concepts behind remembrance 
and the poppy appeal more directly. Namely, 
by wearing a white (or differently coloured) 
poppy.  

In 1934, the Peace Pledge Union was 
formed. This is the anti-war, peace promoting 
organization that founded the White Poppy. 
Similarly shaped to its red counterpart, and 
also worn on the lapel, this is a symbol of the 
wearer’s active remembering of all victims of 
all wars – not just the allied members of the 
military that died in fighting, but each and 
every life lost or affected by the horrific war-
time violence that occurs internationally, 
those in the past and present. It is argued that 
the red poppy doesn’t take into account the 
human cost of war, something that the peace 
pledge union openly criticises it for and 
challenges with its own version of the poppy 
worn during the remembrance period. Those 
victims of conflicts that are often unseen – 
the women and children affected by war – are 
a significant part of those that the PPU 
recognizes and commemorates; the 
underlying theme of its appeal being 
remembrance of all those who had and have 
hardship inflicted on them in the name of war 
without exception, or focus placed on the 
trained soldiers who died in battle. The PPU’s 
appeal is of course centred on peace, but also 
the key belief that everyone deserves to be 
remembered, and all war victims 
commemorated.   
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A key question posed by the movement, 
though they are based on remembering is 
that – while the lives of these people must be 
commemorated, why should they have had to 
die in the name of war – often pointless and 
unproductive fighting, with huge loss of 
human life. The factors of war and its effects 
have all been carefully considered within the 
movement, but the conclusion drawn reached 
with some ease: As an interacting and 
increasingly globalised world, but also as 
nations with responsible and conscious 
leaders, we must strive for peace with much 
more conviction and determination than we 
are doing currently. The level of human loss, 
the destruction and the death resulted in 
every war is simply not worth it. Aswell as 
this, the glamorization of war must be directly 
opposed rather than fed by causes such as, it 
argues, the red poppy appeal.   

This is a message many people are 
attracted to. Last year, record numbers of 
white poppies were sold: 122,385 to be exact 
– the highest number of any year since its 
introduction in 1933. This of course coincides 
with the centenary of the end of the First 
World War. Despite the controversies 
however, a total of £2.98 billion has been 
dedicated to the British Legion’s poppy appeal 
fund since 1921 – a huge sum, one that rivals 
those of Comic relief and children in 
need, two other major charities in the UK with 
their own respective very deserving causes. 
The money of the British Legion, the poppy 
appeal being their biggest area of fundraising, 
with 100% of all donations going to the 
charity, is used on members of the royal navy, 
the British army, and the royal air force: those 
currently serving, their families and 
dependents, or the veterans of war in 
Britain.   

There is no doubt that the money has 
important uses – many lives of those affected 
by war are supported by these donations. The 
poppy appeal claims that its red poppies 
are, and are not, three things respectively: 
they are a symbol of hope and remembrance, 
worn by millions of people, and their 
recognisable red colour because of the 
natural colour of field poppies – not red to 
reflect the colour of blood, not a symbol of 

supporting war, and not a political nor 
religious symbol.  

There is no doubt therefore about the 
benefits that the poppy appeal can have on 
the lives of those who need their support are 
tangible. Elements of the appeal however, put 
people off the idea of carrying a red poppy on 
their lapel, and it is related to some of the 
sponsorship and funding that the British 
legion and poppy appeal receive. It was 
understood that some of the sponsorship 
received by the poppy appeal was in fact by 
those companies that generate a profit off the 
back of war. How these firms then sponsor 
the charities that support people whose lives 
have been irrevocably changed because of 
war is an uncomfortable reality and unsettling 
juxtaposition that doesn’t sit right with the 
people who then choose to reject the red 
poppy and either not wear one at all or wear 
a white one.   

White poppies are not in fact the only 
alternative to the traditional red: The white 
poppy is generally the pacifists’ choice. Even 
purple and black poppies exist, both created 
more recently; the first being a symbol of 
remembrance for the animal victims of war, 
and is used to remind the world that animal 
and human lives are lost due to war, and the 
latter, the black poppy – a symbol of 
remembering all those who have died and are 
dying due to imperialist war and its legacies; 
dead soldiers and civilians alike. The black 
poppy however does not just address the 
issue of lost lives; as written by the journalist 
Joe Glenton, it has a ‘distinct anti-imperialist 
flavour’. Infact, a week or so before 
Remembrance Day in 2014, 16,000 black 
poppies were posted around the city of 
Glasgow by counter-militarism activists as a 
public appeal to reconsider the meaning of 
this important day, these 16,000 representing 
the same number of men who were war 
resistors, and took a stand against their 
enlistment to go into fighting in 1914 in the 
First World War. They provide an alternative 
message to the remembrance ‘industry’ which 
they accuse of choking the public with the 
glorifying red poppies and messages of 
nationalism and militarism.   
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There are then a variety in the choice of 
poppies one can wear during remembrance 
this year, each holding a related but different 
and maybe even conflicting meaning, which 
can be chosen for Remembrance this year. 
There are also several months in which one 
could perhaps rethink, change or maintain the 
same mentality towards our culture of 
remembering the war related deaths in 
Britain, one that we saw last year in the huge 
sales of white poppies, and may see again but 
in a new variation of the symbol.  

Will you choose to wear a red poppy, 
questionable though it could be deemed, as a 
reflection of mirroring the morals and ethics 
behind it, or will you change to a white 
poppy? Perhaps you already have, and are on 
the course of trying to convince others to join 
you. Or this year you could follow the slightly 
less beaten track, and advocate the 
remembrance of the often ignored animal life 
that is lost because of war, alongside the 
human, as they are of equal importance and 
are equally as tragic when lost. Choosing a 
black poppy would be to pay your respects for 
all those lives lost due to war, another 
pertinent and deserving choice, and may 
reflect your anti-militarism or imperialism 
leanings. You may even choose not to wear a 
poppy at all. An important question remains 
however, and in the times of political 
uncertainty, social unrest and change, and 
having had the centenary of the end of the 
First World War recently gone by, how will 
you choose to remember? And for how much 
longer will the burden of war be imposed on 
society, so much so that we must continue to 
feel the loss of loved ones in conflict, past and 
ongoing, and must remember them every 
November?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

How did the end 

of the First World 

War change the 

Women’s 

Liberation 

movement?  

By Lily Kemp 

February 1918 marked one of the largest 
milestones in the British Suffrage movement; after 
50 years of peaceful and militant campaigning, 8.5 
million women gained the right to vote in the UK.   
The Representation of the People Act not only 
wealthy and educated women over 30 the vote, it 
also granted 5.6 million more votes to soldiers, 
sailors and other working class men, over 21.   
  
Why were women granted the vote?  
Women were a fundamental part of the home 
front; the First World War provided the first 
opportunity for women to work in industrial 
conditions on a wide scale. It is common 
knowledge women took up many of the 
jobs there husbands had left for war. Some drove 
trains, others worked in factories supplying Britain 
with ammunition and vehicles, others worked in 
agriculture. Women’s work in the war was so 
fundamental to the win that the vote can be 
viewed as a ‘reward’ for their hard work. 

The outbreak of war caused a lull in 
suffrage campaigning: history has sanitised the 
violence and ‘terror’ used by the suffragettes, for 
instance Kitty Marion bombed the house of 
Conservative MP Arthur Du Cros and then 
commented “If the government must have 
damage as a token that women want the vote, 
damage they shall have.” These women were 
willing to stop at nothing to fight for the cause: 
Emily Davison jumped in front of the King’s horse 
in 1913, leading to her own death, in the name of 
Suffrage. Pankhurst said herself ‘I am what you call 
a hooligan’. The fierceness and bravery of these 
women was enough to scare white, male, 
parliament into keeping women away from the 
vote, believing them to be too extreme  to make 
rational political decisions. However, the absence 
of violent campaigns from 1914-1918 meant that 
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women were beginning to be viewed as equals 
and rational beings rather than ‘extremists.’ 

The British Government also opposed 
suffrage most because it was viewed as a foreign 
and communist idea. When the Bolsheviks came to 
power in 1918, and later Lenin in 1920, Russia and 
Eastern Europe adopted equal voting and 
economic rights for men and women. The idea of 
communist equality clashed with the capitalist and 
imperialist attitudes of early 20th century Britain, 
making the government less lenient in 
who actually gained voting rights in the new act. 

However, Britain did not want to appear 
unprogressive or ‘behind’ in the Women’s suffrage 
movement; Finland was the first European Country 
to grant women the vote in 1906. Additionally, 
Australia, which was then apart of the British 
Empire, was the first country in the world to give 
the vote to women in 1902. Unable to be 
upstaged, Britain arguably granted some women 
the vote to keep up with international 
competition. 

The act allowed women to run for office 
as well: the first female MP, Nancy Astor 
(Conservative), was elected in December 1919 and 
Margaret Bondfield was the first cabinet minister 
from 1923-24. Women were beginning to become 
more politically involved and now had influence on 
the ‘inside’. Aster and her husband campaigned 
for the Women’s rights movement within their 
time in parliament and some success of the Equal 
Franchise Act can be attributed to her. 

The win for the Suffragettes and women 
across Britain spurred them on in the plight for 
equal rights; once equal voting rights were 
achieved in 1928, the focus of Women’s Lib moved 
towards economic equality. Bloomsbury published 
Virginia Woolf’s feminist classic ‘A Room Of One’s 
Own’ on October 24th 1929 and De 
Beauvoir’s ‘The 2nd Sex’ became a feminist classic 
after its publication in 1949. What seems to be 
apparent is that Astor, Pankhurst, Woolf and De 
Beauvoir all came from affluent upper-class 
families. 

The 1st Wave Feminist movement was 
not a mass movement, it was mostly middle-class 
and upper-class women involved rather than a 
united front of all classes of women, it was less 
widespread than what it is made out to be.  

Were women really equals after the war? 
Absolutely not. Not only did 5.6 million 
more ‘working men’ have the vote than women, 
but the vote was only for over 30. Additionally, the 
act excluded people from less economically 
affluent families from the vote, which they were 
granted a whole decade later in the Equal 
Franchise Act. Political rights were still not equal 

for Women of minorities either until the 1970s and 
the First Black Female MP, Diane Abbott, was not 
elected until 1987. 

Economically, men still owned all 
women’s financial assets until the 1970s, My 
Grandma wasn’t allowed to apply for a mortgage 
in the early 1970s without my Grandad’s official 
consent. The list goes on… Businesses weren’t 
legally obliged to pay women the same pay as men 
until the Equal Pay Act of 1970. 

Women were discouraged from being 
involved in STEM, there work even being covered 
up or credited to their male colleagues, for 
instance Rosalind Franklin’s contributions to the 
discovery of DNA in 1953, or Catherine Johnson’s 
mathematical contributions to the moon landing in 
1969. Whilst the first world war and the Second 
World War proved that women were capable 
in ‘male’ professions, after the wars the 
government and society devolved back into an 
anti-feminist mentality. The Fifties saw a step 
backwards in terms of women’s lib, where the 
main purpose of a woman was to be the perfect 
home maker, rather than a car maker. 

Patriarchal social attitudes continue to be 
the lingering, but powerful, force preventing full 
equality between men and women. Campaigns for 
contraception for married women within state 
funded Women’s clinics started in the 1920s: yet 
married could not access contraception from the 
state until the 1960s sexual revolution. 
Additionally, the introduction of the pill, in 1962, 
to NHS Women’s clinics was a turning point in 
female autonomy and choice, however, this was 
only available for married women until the late 
1960s. 

In the 21st century we still see and hear 
anti-feminist slurs everywhere: the Harvey 
Weinstein scandal and Pay Gap scandal are just 
evidence that we still live in a ‘man’s world’. 

In summary, the First World War was a 
significant turning point in the 1st was feminist 
movement, however, it was just the tip of the 
iceberg in terms of obliterating inequality within 
social and economic rights that remain 
today. Whilst we have come a long way 
from  Nancy Astor’s sole female seat in the 
commons, December 1919, social attitudes must 
change in order for women to gain full equality in 
Britain and worldwide, but, the 1918 
Representation of the People Act was the first stop 
along the way.  
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How will the 

celebration of 

World War One 

Change in the 

next Century?  

By Giacomo Bognolo 

A war such as WW1 isn’t a small deal: around 
37 million people died during the 4 years and 
3 months in which it took place, making it one 
of the most deadly wars in human history. On 
average, 23,657 people died everyday, 
including civilians and military personnel. That 
number is staggering, enough to make you 
read it twice even. But of the survivors, not 
many are still here today to continue to 
recount the history of it. Inevitably, the 
memory of events begins to fade, but that’s 
why we commemorate the war: so that, 
whilst the memory of the events may fade, 
the memory of those we lost, those who 
sacrificed and those who suffered remains 
fresh in our minds. Therefore, we don’t need 
to worry about the end of the celebrations- 
they won’t stop any time soon. Indeed, they 
may even get bigger. But to appreciate how 
we’ll go forward in our commemorations we 
need to understand how they’ve developed 
before. War isn’t a new concept, even in 
1914. So how do we remember wars that 
have long passed their centenary?  

Let’s look first at the American War of 
Independence. A date everybody will know is 
the Fourth of July. All those fireworks, 
barbecues, baseball games, political speeches, 
carnivals, festivals, fairs and parades celebrate 
the Declaration of Independence, a document 
that rejected British authority in America. The 
war that followed is arguably less celebrated 
and it’s the same for WW1: we don’t 
celebrate every day of the war- how could we 
celebrate 1564 days in one? We don’t 
celebrate the start of the war- why would we 
celebrate the start of a conflict that took the 
lives of 37 million? No, we don’t celebrate 

either of these things. Instead we celebrate 
on the 11 of November at 11am. We 
celebrate the very minute that the war ended. 
We celebrate the moment in which the killing 
stopped, in which 23,657 people, including 
6,000 soldiers, stopped dying every day. So 
we know that, just like the Americans, we 
celebrate the event that we wanted, which in 
this case was the end of the war.  

Now that we’ve established that the 
4th of July is the Americans’ equivalent to our 
11 of November (although obviously America 
celebrates the end of WW1 too, they weren’t 
as deeply affected by the war as Britain), we 
can look at how the way the celebration 4 of 
July has changed over time.   

So how has the celebration of the 
Declaration of Independence changed over 
time? It started off as a day full of patriotic 
festivities: 13 gun salutes, speeches, toasts, 
official dinners and so on. Right from the start 
there were parades and fireworks, and the 
fact that these are still carried out today 
suggests that the customary two minute 
silence at 11am is likely to remain, as are the 
red poppies and the National Service of 
Remembrance, attended by members of the 
Royal Family, the Government and 
representatives from the armed forces. These 
are arguably the basics, the fundamentals, the 
habits and traditions that are now set in 
stone. 

But what has changed? Perhaps the 
most important aspect of the celebration of 
Independence Day is the decision to make it a 
day of moral messages. These urged people to 
be more thoughtful, more reflective and less 
violent. Similarly, Remembrance Day has 
evolved to become a day in which we thank 
the soldiers who fought for us and the 
civilians who died during the war for their 
sacrifices.  

Moreover, it has become a day for 
world leaders to make public speeches 
condemning war and promoting peace, just as 
Independence Day is full of political speeches. 
Last year, Emmanuel Macron welcomed 
dozens of world leaders, including Donald 
Trump, Justin Trudeau and Angela Merkel to 
the French Presidential palace, in which he 
made a speech condemning nationalism and 
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highlighting the differences between 
nationalism and patriotism, which many 
believe was aimed at Donald Trump. 

However, something that the 
Americans have developed more than the 
British is the type of festivities: in America, 
Independence Day is a day for celebration and 
fun. Accordingly, four US presidents have died 
on or immediately after Independence Day. 
On the contrary the British remain mournful, 
solemn, and reflective, opting out of the 
heavy drinking and festivities. These 
differences can be explained by the fact that 
the Americans are celebrating their victory in 
a war they started, whereas the British are 
celebrating the end of a war they were drawn 
into.  

Nevertheless, the two days bear 
striking resemblances and so can be 
considered alongside each other. Overall, 
Remembrance Day is likely to remain a day for 
reflection and gratitude, but as the years go 
by it may become more celebratory and 
festive as it becomes more of a distant 
memory rather than a harsh reality that still 
has a direct effect on families everywhere. 
Whilst the fundamentals will always remain, 
the mindset of the people when viewing this 
day may well change dramatically within the 
next century, leaving us with a vastly different 
version of Remembrance Day in the future.  
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For the Poppies 

By Victoria Akinleye  

  
Somewhere on the plains,  

where dewy, viridescent feathers of green grass wade in a bath of red crystals,   
poppies shoot up.  

In the wake of peace,  
in the spring of death,  

the poppies wade in oceans of blood forgotten.  
Rotten flesh,  

remains of carnage war;  
they are the dead of Tyne Cot.  

A name etched into stone.  
But they are more than their burial.  

We will not forget.   
Because the poppies sprout up,  

with petals bleeding red.  
We cannot forget.  

For these poppies will not be blown away  
They dance on the wings of the wind,  

they will not leave.  
For each time they go, they return  
With an army greater than before.  

   
They do not sleep,  

those heavenly angels,  
because the poppies grow.  

   
 
 

 


