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Editorial 
Welcome to the 15th issue of Retrospect; one which focuses on 
the theme of peace throughout history- or, in some cases, the 
lack of it. 
 
Considering this year marks the 100th anniversary of  the end 
of World War One, we thought that peace would be a fitting 
topic for this issue. The presence or absence of peace is a 
central theme in History and raises many of the key questions 
that are at the heart of our subject: Why do nations go to war? 
Why and how do wars end? Who are the key figures in 
breaking and mending peace? 
 
So sit back, relax and enjoy this year’s first edition of 
Retrospect which features iconic moments throughout history 
including the Cuban Missile Crisis as well as influential 
characters such as Ronald Reagan. This issue also pays  tribute 
to Sutton Grammar School’s World War One war veterans; 
allowing us an insight into their extraordinary lives. Be sure to 
have a listen to our accompanying podcast which is found on 
the school website. 

 

Happy reading! 
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By Columbus Mais-Harding, Year 9 

Is war worth it?  

W 
ar: an active conflict that has claimed 
more than 1,000 lives, a state of armed 
conflict between different countries or 
different groups within a country. 

Living in England, we would be forgiven for thinking that 
the world is relatively peaceful. We hear about war and 
conflict in other countries, but the truth is we don’t really 
then give it much of a second thought. Only 8% of 
recorded human history has been completely peaceful. 
That is 268 years of peace compared with 3,132 years of 
conflict. The conflicts recorded range from raging battles 
such as the World Wars to smaller civil conflicts. Luckily, 
as the world has advanced, technologically but also 
politically, more economically developed countries 
(MEDCs) have begun settling their differences through 
alternative means and so for those of us lucky enough to 
live in an MEDC, we live a pretty peaceful life. However, 
wars still rage in LEDC and they are not showing any 
signs of stopping. At the beginning of 2003 there were 30 
wars being fought around the globe, all of them in less 
economically developed countries (LEDCs). 

America has a particularly violent history. Pick any year 
since 1776 and there is a 92% chance that America was 

involved in at least one war during that calendar year. 
The US has never gone a decade without a war and no US 
president qualifies as a ‘peacetime president’. All of them 
are technically ‘wartime presidents’. The only time the 
US has gone 5 years without war was during the Great 
Depression. 222 years out of 242,  

Russia and France have also had their fair share of 
conflict. Respectively, they have fought 152 and 113 
wars with Russia’s first recorded war being in the 830s. 
In earlier times, Britain has invaded, had control over or 
fought conflicts in 171 of the world’s 193 countries that 
are currently UN members. 

It is clear that humans find it difficult to settle differences 
in a civil manner and so whole countries come out, guns 
blazing, to win territory or win back land as well as a 
whole host of other issues that a country may be trying 
to resolve. But does war really bring about any good? 

Let’s look at the pros of war before we declare full and 
outright that waging war is bad. 

A significant number of wars fought are down to the 
desire to be free, as history has demonstrated in the 
American War of Independence, the Dutch War of 

The American War for Independence  
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Independence and the Peninsular War to name but a few. 
Colonial empires such as Britain, Spain and Rome, have 
all been dissatisfied with what they already had and so 
went on great crusades to add more land to their already 
vast reserves. The nations or areas taken over by the 
invaders were unable to defend against the initial attack 
as they weren’t expecting one. Imagine, you are a farmer 
in remote South Africa who hasn’t been a mile outside 
his village his whole life, when all of a sudden a vast 
army comes and takes everything you own. People are 
forced to 
follow the 
laws set out 
by the 
invaders, 
they are 
more than 
likely 
enslaved but there is no real threat of an uprising. 
However, after a decade or so, as we saw with the 
American Revolution, people don’t want to be placed 
under laws from a power outside of their country. All of 
this resentment and hatred towards that controlling 
power keeps boiling up until eventually it blows up and 
you have a revolution on your hands. The controlling 
country must send in troops to fight against the natives 
and before long the country who previously invaded that 
particular area has abandoned it because it is just too 
expensive/impractical to fight for. This example can 
justify war as a means of countries achieving self-
determination and freedom.  

With war can come great technological advancements 
such as new methods of transport (e.g. tanks, planes, 
ships) that may be able to access places, previously 
inaccessible. Other examples include advancements in 
communications with the radio and Morse code, as well 

as other less obvious advancements, particularly in 
biological fields such as triage methods, blood banks, 
ultrasound imaging and even sanitary napkins. New and 
innovative technologies which came about because of 
war can improve the quality of everyday life. However, 
nothing in this world is free and like everything you, 
have to pay a price. Unfortunately, this payment is in 
blood. 

It seems pertinent at this point to reflect clearly on the 
other side of 
the 
argument, 
which is 
undeniable: 
War is bad. 
People get 
killed. Lives 
are ruined. 

Crops fail. Whole countries are torn apart.  

And for what? A decade or more of returning your 
economy to a stable position? Half a century or more of 
fixing the messes that war caused? A lifetime or more of 
sorrow for lost ones? 

I am not here to tell you war is a good thing. People that 
live through the experience of war suffer unimaginable 
horrors and hardship—the stories coming out of current 
conflicts in Syria and Yemen confirm this only too well. 
But is an interesting curiosity that many significant 
advances and developments are born in the most 
destructive of human activities. As the world moves to 
different forms of waging war that don’t necessarily 
feature military action—economic, cyber—it remains to 
be seen whether we will still find this positive by-
products, and whether wars will continue to be as 
destructive  

A photo of Aleppo, Syria’s most war torn city  
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And now win the Peace 
By Tom Benson, Year 9  

H 
aving been inspired by this election poster, I 
began to ask myself: how do you win the 
peace? If asked to 
define peace, you 

would probably say the 
absence of conflict but in 
1945, peace was seen as a 
different, larger concept. The 
Labour Party used the 
language of conflict to declare 
war on the “five evils” they 
had identified in the 
Beveridge report and 
portrayed peace as something 
active, a state to be created, 
rather than just an absence of 
conflict. 

     The five evils the report 
had identified during the war 
were disease, as lack of 
medical care was a huge killer 
in 1945, which led to the NHS 
being created in 1948. Then 
ignorance, or lack of 
education, which led to the 
Butler Education Act of 1944 
attempting to provide free 
secondary education for all 
under a tripartite system of 
schooling. Want was the third 
- welfare payments or help 
for individuals in poverty was 
greatly lacking back then 
compared to today’s 
standards, or was provided 
on a piecemeal basis by charities 
and consequently needed 
improving. Squalor was also identified, referring to poor 
housing, and this prompted a plan to get rid of all the 
slums or other housing that displayed terrible 
conditions. Finally idleness or unemployment - this is a 
problem still 
today, however 
not quite as much 
in 1950’s Britain 
because, at the 
end of the war, all 
the men who had 
been fighting 
wanted their jobs back. However, whilst they were 
abroad fighting, women had managed a lot of their jobs 
and arguably had as much right to continue to do them 
as the men did. This left many unemployed as either 
women had been forced to return their job to one of the 
ex-soldiers or, in the mens’ case, having given years of 

service they came back to a country with an economy 
devastated by war and crippled by debt and, as a result, 

unable to offer them jobs. 
Suddenly the country had 
many more workers than it 
had had for the last 5 or so 
years, and not enough jobs. 

  Having spent nearly 6 years 
fighting a foreign enemy, 
people wanted Britain to be 
improved. In the war poor 
men living in poverty fought 
side by side with rich 
landlords and children from 
London living in poor 
conditions went to live with 
rich families living in the 
country. This made many rich 
families more aware of the 
extreme poverty in London, 
and they supported the 
change  as, for the first time, 
they properly understood 
what conditions could be like. 
In the 1930s there had been 
an economic depression as 
well, so the number of people 
living in unthinkable 
conditions was rather large. 
This fact meant that many 
people agreed with the 
Labour Party’s policies of 
change: free education and 
health care, actual housing, 
better conditions and 

employment of the many people 
unemployed.  

  Around the world today there are many warzones, 
starving people living in terrible conditions, unaffordable 
health care, meaning their diseases aren’t cured or 
prevented, and unemployment due to lack of education. 

In Britain the 
battle against 
these began 70 
years ago, but in 
many of the 
world’s 
developing 
countries all 

these five evils - and many more - are still a huge 
problem. Peace will always need to be something people 
strive for, whether stopping conflicts or dealing with 
‘evils’ in society after a conflict, to allow people to 
flourish once conflict has ceased 

Labour Party campaign poster from 1945 

The Labour Party portrayed peace as something ac-

tive, a state to be created, rather than just an absence 

of  conflict.  
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The anti-war movement 
By Sam Groves, Year 11 

7 

T 
his edition of Retrospect has a theme of peace. 
Often, when someone mentions peace, 
especially to a typical young person like myself, 
it is a cliche for one to think of the symbol of 

peace adopted by ‘hippies’ and the anti-war movement in 
the early 1970s. However, although it is frequently 
mentioned, I do not believe that most people including 
myself know enough about the history of this movement 
and its prominence on the modern world we live in 
today. For example, most would not be aware that the 
modern day peace sign with which most associate with 
‘Hippies’ was designed by Gerald Holtom for the British 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament in 1958. For this 
reason, I intend to investigate this subject in more depth 
to gain a further understanding on why it is that this 
particular peace symbol is so familiar to so many people. 

 
It is generally acknowledged that the anti-war movement 
in the late 1960s and early 1970s shortened the Vietnam 
War. The U.S. war in Vietnam triggered the most 
tenacious anti-war movement in U.S. history, beginning 
with the start of the bombing of North Vietnam in 1964 
and the introduction of combat troops the following year. 
Hundreds of thousands of young people became 
radicalized, over the next decade, in a largely non-
violent, diverse and sometimes inchoate popular culture 

of war resistance, employing tactics ranging from 
comical street theatre to industrial sabotage. 

 
While there had been a long history in the United States 
of popular resistance to foreign wars, such as the Anti-
Imperialist League’s campaign against the U.S. invasion 
of the Philippines in the early 20th century, this scale of 
resistance was unprecedented. Previous to the escalation 
of U.S. involvement in Vietnam, there already was a small 
emerging movement, predominantly relating to the 
nuclear proliferation and particularly nuclear testing. 
This movement was led primarily by the Committee for 
Sane Nuclear Policy established in 1957. 

 
The Vietnam War opposition began mostly on college 
campuses and was mainly limited to leftists and pacifists. 
Embracing a democratic socialist vision, Students For A 
Democratic Society (SDS) emerged in 1960. They began 
to oppose militarism, soon becoming primarily focused 
on ending the war. They started organizing “teach-ins” to 
express their opposition to the way in which it was being 
conducted. In August 1964, North Vietnamese torpedo 
boats attacked two U.S. destroyers in the Gulf of Tonkin, 
and President Lyndon B. Johnson ordered the retaliatory 
bombing of military targets in North Vietnam. Inevitably, 

Protestors around the Lincoln Memorial reflecting pool in October 1967 
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the first major protests began the same year and quickly 
gained strength as the war escalated; U.S. planes began 
regular bombings of North Vietnam in February 1965. By 
the end of that year, a small but outspoken liberal 
minority was making its voice heard. This minority 
included 
many 
students as 
well as 
prominent 
artists and 
members of 
the hippie 
movement, a 
growing number of people who rejected authority and 
embraced drug culture. This is the stereotype which, in 
modern context, is associated with the topic peace. 

 
On October 21st, one of the most prominent anti-war 
demonstrations took place at the Lincoln memorial. An 
estimated 100,000 protesters gathered and a further 
35,000 went on to march towards the Pentagon, many 
waving the red, blue, and gold flag of the Viet Cong. By 
dawn the next day, nearly 700 had been arrested for 
various acts of civil disobedience, including trying to get 
inside the building. The anti-war movement received a 
big boost when the civil rights leader Martin Luther King 
Jr. went public with his opposition to the war on moral 
grounds. He condemned the war’s diversion of federal 
funds from domestic programs as well as the 
disproportionate number of African-American casualties 
in comparison to the total number of soldiers killed in 
the war. This demonstration was the initial spark which 
spread internationally. This protest was paralleled by 
demonstrations in 
Japan and Western 
Europe, the most 
violent of which 
occurred outside the 
U.S. Embassy in London 
when 3,000 
demonstrators 
attempted to storm the 
building. 
 
By November 1967, 
American troop 
strength in Vietnam 
was approaching 
500,000 and U.S. 
casualties had reached 
15,058 killed and 
109,527 wounded. The 
U.S. was losing $25 
billion per year due to 
the conflict. Under the draft system, as many as 40,000 
young men were called into service each month, adding 
fuel to the fire of the anti-war movement. The Tet 
Offensive launched by North Vietnamese communist 
troops in January 1968, and its success against U.S. and 
South Vietnamese troops spread disturbance and 
confusion across the home front. This consequently 
initiated the most intense period of anti-war protests to 

date. A Gallup poll in February 1968 showed that a mere 
35% of the population approved of Lyndon B. Johnson's 
handling of the war in Vietnam. Furthermore, 50% 
disagreed with his handling and the rest had no opinion. 
This itself goes to show the effect on the nation that the 

anti-war 
movement 
had 
achieved. 
When 
Richard M. 
Nixon was 
elected as 
President in 

1968, he promised in his campaign to restore “law and 
order”–a reference to conflict over anti-war protests as 
well as the rioting that followed King’s assassination in 
1968– more effectively than Johnson had. Vietnam 
Veterans Against the War soon joined the cause. The 
sight of these men on television, many of whom were in 
wheelchairs and on crutches, throwing away the medals 
they had won during the war swung numerous people to 
the anti-war cause. The personal touch of these Veterans 
were a massive influence. 
 
Nixon’s war policies divided the nation. In December 
1969 the government conducted two lotteries to 
determine the order of call to military service in Vietnam 
for men born from January 1st 1944 to December 31st 
1950. This incited a vast amount of controversy and 
caused many to flee to Canada to avoid conscription. 
Suspense ran higher than ever, spurred on by incidents 
of official violence such as those at Kent State, when 
National Guard troops shot into a group of protesters 

demonstrating against 
the U.S. invasion of 
Cambodia, killing four 
students. 
 
Anti-war activities, 
particularly these large-
scale resistances to 
military conscription, 
forced an end to  U.S. 
combat operations in 
Vietnam. Nixon 
announced the effective 
end to U.S. involvement 
in Southeast Asia in 
January 1973. This 
movement changed 
political protests for the 
foreseeable future. The 
use of peaceful yet 
effective force played as 
inspiration for methods 

of protest for years to come. Furthermore, it united the 
people of America to oppose a cause supported by so 
many. The reason that the movement is so well known is 
the massive scale of which it escalated to and how well it 
achieved its goal. This period of time showed integration 
like no other and is incredibly notable under the theme 
of peace 

the sight of  these men on television, many of  whom were in 

wheelchairs and on crutches, throwing away the medals they 

had won during the war swung numerous people to the anti war 

cause.  

8 

The ‘Napalm Girl’ photo that furthered public criticism of the war 
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The peace that brought war  
By Ben Roberts and Zack Foreman, Year 8 

9 

T 
he Treaty of Versailles is one of the most 
important peace treaties ever signed. It brought 
an end to World War I, however, it also can be 
argued that this peace treaty was one of the 

main causes of World War II and a factor in Hitler 
gaining power. 
 
The Treaty was put together by 32 different countries 
but was lead mainly by the “Big Three”, who were: 
George Clemenceau, Prime Minister of France, Woodrow 
Wilson, President of America and David Lloyd George, 
Prime Minister of England. The three men wanted to 
prevent a world war from happening again, but could not 
agree on how to do this. They wanted different things to 
happen to Germany. 
 
George Clemenceau wanted revenge and to punish the 
Germans. He wanted to make the Germans pay for 
damages caused during the war and also to reduce the 
German armed forces 
so that they would 
never be able to 
invade France and 
other nations again. 
 
Woodrow Wilson wanted a fair peace without blame, 
that would involve the disarmament of Germany and the 
creation of the League of Nations, where countries could 
discuss their problems rather than go to war over them.  
David Lloyd George wanted justice, but not revenge. He 

said the treaty should not be harsh as that could 

potentially cause another war.  However, he wanted to 

expand the British Empire through the capture of 

German colonies and to ensure that the British Empire 

had naval supremacy. Negotiations between the Big 

Three were difficult. In the end, Lloyd George managed 

to persuade Clemenceau to agree to a more lenient peace 

treaty, including the formation of the League of Nations, 

and he persuaded Wilson to agree to the War Guilt 

Clause.   

The Treaty was signed on 28th June 1919 and consisted 

of 440 Articles which set out how Germany was going to 

be punished for World War I. The main terms of the 

Treaty included the return of land to European countries 

such as Belgium, Czechoslovakia, France and Poland as 

well as Germany having to pay reparations in the sum of 

£6600 million. Moreover, Germany were forced to accept 

the ‘war guilt’ clause which meant they had to accept full 

responsibility for the war. Furthermore, Anschluss 

between Germany and Austria was banned. One of the 

most offensive terms of the Treaty to Germany was the 

restriction on their military forces; the German army was 

reduced to a mere 100,000 men.  

Germany was faced with a choice to either sign the treaty 
or to continue fighting.  They were not allowed to 
negotiate on any of its terms. Germany hated the Treaty 
and felt they were being treated like a defeated country. 
However, they did not believe they had been defeated in 
World War I, rather that they had signed an Armistice - a 
ceasefire - and by doing so, were accepting Wilson’s 14 
Points, which were far more forgiving towards Germany 
than the articles that they were now  forced to accept.  
 
The Germans were also furious about clause 231 of the 
Treaty -  the ‘War Guilt’ clause – which stated that 
Germany had caused ‘all the loss and damage’ of the 
war. Firstly, Germany didn’t believe that they had caused 
the war, rather that they had reacted to the mobilisation 
of Russian troops in July 1914. Secondly, by being forced 
to accept this clause, they were giving the Allies the right 
to punish Germany as it justified all the other harsh 
clauses within the treaty. 

 
The Germans also 
disagreed with the 
huge reparations bill 
which they were set 

to pay in instalments until 1984. They believed that the 
huge sum was designed to destroy the German economy, 
starve their people and prevent them from rebuilding 
their country. The demilitarisation of Germany left the 
country feeling weak and powerless. This prevented 
them from sending in troops to deal with rioting within 
their own country which they saw as a national insult. 
 
Finally, the territorial terms of the Treaty of Versailles 
made the Germans angry. Germany lost 10% of its land 
including valuable areas such as The Saar, which was a 
rich coalfield, and West Prussia and Upper Silesia, which 
were productive farming areas. The loss of the Polish 
corridor, which separated East Prussia from Germany, 
cost them 16% of their coalfields and half of their iron 
and steel industry.  
 
By forcing the Germans to sign the Treaty of Versailles, 
the Allies caused terrible hardship for the German 
nation. People struggled to buy basic necessities and 
faced starvation. The German people began to feel 
frustrated and angry at the newly formed Weimar 
government who they felt had betrayed them by signing 
the Treaty of Versailles. 
 
It can be argued that without this massive economic 
depression caused by the Treaty, that Hitler would never 
have been able to rise to power. In addition, due to the 
feelings of resentment and hate towards their 
democratic government, Hitler was able to gain support 
on the right and a disaffected population turned towards 
him. Therefore, although the Treaty of Versailles brought 
peace, it is clear that it also directly contributed to the 
outbreak of the Second World War  

the Allies caused terrible hardship for the German 

nation  
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Israel and  palestine– is a two state agreement possible? 

By Laszlo Wheatley, Year 12 

I 
srael vs Palestine; another issue in the Middle East 
that has faded away from the foreground of 
western news channels as both the UK and US focus 
on domestic issues. Whilst coverage of the conflict 

is not as prevalent in the media today, strife in the area is 
ongoing. Peace agreements have been in the works since 
the 1970s but to no avail. To evaluate whether peace can 
be made between the two sides - and in particular, a two-
state peace agreement - the origin of the conflict must  
first be understood. 
 
The conflict began just over a century ago; the region had 
been under Ottoman Empire rule for centuries before, 
with the region containing a diverse set of religions that 
coexisted. Christians and Jews were considered ‘dhimmi’ 
or ‘protected’ under Ottoman law which allowed them to 
live within the Middle Eastern region for centuries under 
Islamic rule. However, in the early 1900s there was a 
surge in Arabs not just identifying as ethnic Arabs, but 
also as ‘Palestinians’ - which was a distinct national 
identity. Alongside this, the Zionist movement had been 
established as a political movement in 1897 after 
decades of resurgence. Zionism is the Jewish aspiration 

to ‘return to Zion’, a biblical event where Jews return to 
the Land of Israel. This has been a part of the Jewish 
religion for over a millennium but was not actively 
discussed until their persecution in Russia and Europe 
during the late 1800s. This desire to create the Jewish 
Nation of Israel among the Jewish community clashed 
with the idea of a Palestinian nation. 
 
After World War One the Ottoman Empire collapsed and 
was dismantled by the British and French under the 
Sykes-Picot agreement and later by the more official 
Treaty of Sevres. Britain, taking control of the region, 
named it the “British Mandate for Palestine”. Under the 
Balfour Declaration of 1917 made by Great Britain, a 
national home for the Jewish people was to be supported 
in the region of Palestine. As a result, Britain accepted 
thousands of Jewish immigrants in the early years of the 
1920s but as hostilities increased between the Arab and 
Jewish communities, immigration was limited. Over the 
course of the 1920s and 1930s, rioting was carried out 
by both the Jewish and Arab population in Palestine. The 
first two-state agreement was proposed under the Peel 
Commission of 1937 but the refusal to negotiate by the 

The 1947 UN proposal  
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Arab leadership and the outbreak of the Second World 
War meant the proposal was ruled out. 
 
Following World War Two and after the atrocities of the 
Holocaust were fully discovered, international support 
for a Jewish state was galvanized. Masses of Jews fled 
Europe for Palestine following the war. Recognising the 
potential for disaster in the region, the newly formed 
United Nations 
created a 
committee in 1947 
"to prepare for 
consideration at the 
next regular session 
of the Assembly a report on the question of Palestine". 
This committee would draw up its first iteration on the 
split of the Palestinian region. 
 
The UN proposal was successful in accomplishing its 
planned objectives: Israel and Palestine were now 
independent states and Jerusalem, a holy site for both 
Islam and Judaism, was an international city. However, 
both sides were unhappy with the proposal. Israel felt 
they had a rightful claim on Jerusalem due to its majority 
Jewish population. The Arab leadership argued that it 
violated the rights of the 67% of the Palestinian 
population who were non-Jewish. After this proposal, 
every Arab leader objected to the creation of a Jewish 
state which escalated the conflict into Israel against the 
Arab states situated in North Africa and the Arabian 
peninsula. 
 
Since 1947 the conflict has gone through cycles of 
increasing and decreasing tensions between Israel and 
the other Arab states. Hostilities peaked during the Arab-
Israeli War in 1948 and the Six Days War in 1967. 
Following the Six Days War, Israel has occupied most of 
the Palestinian claimed territory. During the 1970s, 
hostilities 
decreased 
between 
Israel and 
the Arab 
states, 
switching 
the conflict back to a more localised Israel-Palestinian 
conflict. Since then Hamas has been formed; an 
organisation attempting to liberate Palestine. They call 
their actions “armed resistance” against Israel, which 
includes terrorist acts against civilians, with the 
international community split on recognising Hamas as a 
terrorist organisation or not. 
 
A quieter method of invasion, arguably conducted by the 
Israeli government, has been the movement of Jewish 
people into the occupied Palestinian territory. These 
‘settlers’ have made their homes in the West Bank and 
Gaza regardless of resistance from the native citizens. 
The Israeli government subsidised the cost to move for 
the settlers and these new communities have brought 
along armed Israeli soldiers, forcing Palestinians from 
their land as a result. There are now hundreds of 
thousands of settlers in Palestinian territory, which has 
been condemned by the international community but 

with no further action taken. A long-term result of this 
will be the increasing difficulty to draw state borders as 
Jewish people gradually permeate through the region, 
making it much less likely for Palestine to have an 
independent state. As former President Jimmy Carter has 
said: “The pre-eminent obstacle to peace is Israel’s 
colonization of Palestine.” Carter has identified the 
movement of Jewish people illegally into occupied 

Palestine as the 
undeniable and 
unmatched factor in 
preventing peace in 
the region. 
 

There have been further attempts to implement two-
state peace agreements without success; the Oslo 
Accords and Camp David II, both resulting in failure. 
More recently Donald Trump changed American foreign 
policy in callous style by recognising Jerusalem as the 
capital of Israel in December 2017. Whilst this may seem 
minor, it goes against the unequivocal international view 
that the city must remain international or be split 
between the two states. Recognising Jerusalem as Israel’s 
capital legitimises Israeli settlement-building in the east 
of the city and makes any peace talks impossible for 
years to come. Whether there was any chance before this 
decision is up to interpretation. 
 
Some consider the two-state solution to be dead for a 
number of reasons. The Palestinian leadership is divided 
between two governments that cannot unite - Hamas and 
the Palestinian Authority - which lacks the political 
legitimacy to make concessions on behalf of Palestinians. 
Hamas frequently attacks Israel, a state they do not 
recognise, which makes it even less open to negotiations 
than the Palestinian authority. The current Israeli 
leadership supports a two-state solution on paper, but in 
practice seems to oppose it. The Israeli PM Benjamin 

Netanyahu has 
expanded West 
Bank settlements 
and is in a 
coalition with 
right-wing 
parties opposing 

an independent Palestine.  
 
With the recent missteps made by the US government, 
who have brokered peace talks in recent years, it is 
looking increasingly likely that nothing will happen and 
that no solution will be enforced. No solution seems to be 
an awful outcome in this conflict as it very heavily 
favours Israel, the occupier of the region. If action is not 
taken soon, Israeli settlers will continue to populate the 
Palestinian region which will make it near impossible for 
an independent Palestine. Suffering will continue to 
occur, particularly on the Palestinian side, until peace is 
made.  
 
A final quote from Nathan Thrall, a Jerusalem-based 
analyst with the International Crisis Group, best 
describes the worst outcome: “Perpetuating the status 

quo is the most frightening of the possibilities” 

Perpetuating the status quo is the most frightening of  the 

possibilities  

The pre-eminent obstacle to peace is Israel’s 

colonization of  Palestine  
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Was the interwar period truly peaceful?  

By Max Wingham, Year 10 

T 
he First and Second World Wars were arguably 
the most gruesome periods of fighting we have 
ever seen with around one hundred million 
people dying collectively. These also include 

civilian casualties and the events are remembered to this 
day. Between the fighting was a period of twenty-one 
years where the fighting ceased and countries were 
relatively peaceful. However, was the interwar period 
truly peaceful? Or was there underlying aggression by 
countries that were not dealt with and that ultimately 
lead to the outbreak of the Second World War. 
 
In the few years after World War One, European 
countries had been badly damaged and their economies 
were in ruins, an obvious example of this was Germany 
who saw defeat in the war. This led to the Paris Peace 
Conference that attempted to sort all the issues caused 
by the war. As a result of the conference the Treaty of 
Versailles was drafted and it dealt with Germany. The 
Germans were forced to comply with the treaty and it 
had a further impact on their economy as they had to pay 
compensation for the damage they caused by the war. 
There were also many other countries that faced treaties 
against them such as 
the Ottoman Empire 
which saw the Treaty 
of Sevres attempt to 
dismember their 
power. All of these 
treaties were effective 
in creating peace as they limited the influence of the 
major powers involved that otherwise could have 
remained aggressive. This meant that the period after 
the war was peaceful and no conflict occurred. 
 
In addition to this, the League of Nations was created - an 
international committee that attempted to handle 
potential conflicts and create peace throughout Europe 
and the rest of the world. The major powers at the 
command of the League of Nations were France and 
Britain. The League of Nations was very useful as they 
created articles that meant that countries who were 
facing aggression could request help from the league. 
The League could impose sanctions against the country 
which could affect their ability to trade and as well as 
this there was a council which decided how to tackle 
aggressive countries. All of this meant that countries felt 
aggression would be detrimental as the sanctions would 
have too great an effect on their economy. As a result, in 
the 1920s there was peace, as all aggression was tackled 
by the League of Nations. An example of the League 
effectively preventing aggression was the Bulgarian 
crisis in 1925 in which Greece invaded Bulgaria after an 
incident on the border of the countries. Bulgaria pleaded 
to the league for help and the League demanded Greece 
withdraw their forces from Bulgaria as well as pay 

£45,000 in compensation to Bulgaria, or face economic 
sanctions. Greece was forced to comply and as a result, a 
potentially combustible situation that could have led to a 
larger war was quickly dealt with by the League and 
peace remained intact. 
 
Another major reason for peace in the first half of the 
interwar period was the disarmament agreement which 
led to lots of countries reducing the power of their 
military forces to the point where an attack on another 
country was impossible as the military of the country 
was too weak. This was very successful in preventing 
aggression and as a result, the 1920s were relatively 
peaceful except for anomalies like the Corfu crisis. 
However, this did not lead to any actual fighting. 
 
As the date neared 1930, the peace and good 
relationships between countries rapidly faded. It all 
started with the Wall Street Crash where stock 
exchanges collapsed and the US economy fell into a state 
of despair. They had to remake the money lost so they 
started calling in their loans from other countries and 
enforcing heavy tariffs on the importation of goods. This 

resulted in the demise 
of many other 
countries’ economies 
and as a result, there 
was an international 
crisis which ruined 
relationships between 

countries and increased tension exponentially due to the 
fact everybody had to become selfish to save their own 
economy. This was the beginning of the end of 
international peace. 
 
Another reason the peace was starting to collapse in the 
early 1930s was due to the fact that the League of 
Nations was unable to impose heavy economic sanctions 
on aggressive countries due to the weak economies of 
countries within the League. This was when the peace 
began rapidly degrading. One of the first acts of 
aggression was by Japan who was trying to save their 
economy because they lacked raw materials. This 
resulted in them invading China and moving up the 
Manchurian railway while taking every town they came 
across in the process. There were more events like this: 
for example, there was the Abyssinian crisis where Italy 
took over Abyssinia and there was simply nothing to 
prevent the crisis. The peace that was more obvious in 
the 1920s was now being lost and it only got worse due 
to the fact that the League of Nations disagreed with 
every invasion attempt but they were rapidly losing 
authority and it was clear that any country could invade 
and not face the harsh punishments they might have 
done in the 1920s. 
 

this was the beginning of  international peace  
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The Great Depression and lack of financial stability led 
to Germany appointing Nazi leader Adolf Hitler as 
German Chancellor, around the same time that the 
League of Nations began to fail. He was committed to 
regain the land that Germany lost during the Great War 
and as a result, he quickly left the League of Nations and 
began to rearm. The League tried to prevent the 
rearmament when in 1936 they held a disarmament 
conference however this was yet another failing of the 
league. Other countries realised Germany’s plans and as 
a result retaliated 
and began to rearm 
themselves. This was 
the point where 
peace was completely 
lost due to many 
countries having their armies back to full strength.  War 
looked imminent.  
 
Many countries started leaving the League of Nations 
and even the leaders of the League, Britain and France 
started defying it. The League was all but seen as useless 
at this time and this meant that there was no peace 
because any country could invade and there would be no 
overruling power to prevent their attack. Everything 
came to a climax when Germany finally made that 
unpreventable invasion against Poland, causing Britain 
and France to declare war on Germany, starting World 

War Two. This was the end of the interwar period. 
 
In conclusion, I am of the opinion that throughout the 
1920’s there were moments of aggression but 
everything was dealt with relatively well by the League. 
As well as this, countries had good relations due to their 
economic strength meaning there was an abundance of 
trading between countries. I believe the first half of the 
interwar period was truly peaceful. However, the second 
half was the opposite. Relations slowly went downhill 

and the Great 
Depression, as well as 
the failures of the 
League of Nations, 
meant increased 
aggression between 

countries and the obvious end result to all of the issues 
was a complete loss of peace which eventually came 
with the beginning of World War Two. I think answering 
the question “Was the interwar period truly successful?” 
is very hard due to the fact there were two halves to the 
interwar period, the first was definite peace and good 
relations and the second was conflict, bad relations and 
a lack of peace. This means that as a whole the interwar 
period was not truly peaceful and the 1930’s could even 
be described as anarchic, so for that reason, I do not feel 
the interwar period was truly peaceful 

Black Tuesday following the Wall Street Crash  

The Great Depression and lack of  financial 

stability led to Germany appointing Nazi leader 

Adolf  Hitler as German Chancellor 
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“Peace for our time” 
By Stefan Titus-Glover, Year 11  

Summer 1938. The entire world held its collective breath 
as tension across Europe soared, putting the continent 
on full war alert. Adolf Hitler had firmly set his sights on 
the Sudetenland and had declared his intent to fight 
Edvard Benes’s Czechoslovakia for it - regardless of the 
support that the USSR, France and Britain offered the 
Czechs. 
A second “World 
War” seemed 
imminent. 
 
One of Adolf 
Hitler’s main 
goals when the 
Nazi party came 
to power in 1933 
was to unite all 
ethnic Germans 
across Europe 
into one Greater 
German Reich. 
Anschluss (or 
union) with 
Austria in March 
1938 added 
seven million 
ethnic Germans to Hitler’s Reich and he had plans to add 
an extra three million from the Sudetenland area of 
Western Czechoslovakia; a nation created by the Treaty 
of Versailles that Hitler so intensely loathed. Despite his 
strong desire to annex the Sudetenland, Hitler promised 
the British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain that 
“Czechoslovakia has nothing to fear from the Reich” at 
the start of spring 1938, even whilst he planned his 
annexation of the Sudetenland. 
 
At the end of Spring 1938, Hitler started to apply 
pressure on the 
Czechoslovakian 
government. He 
claimed that the 
Czech government 
was discriminating against the Sudeten Germans and had 
the leader of the Nazis in the Sudetenland, Henlein, order 
demonstrations and stir up trouble among Sudeten 
Germans, demanding that the Sudetenland should be a 
part of Germany. In May, Hitler declared that he intended 
to fight Czechoslovakia, if necessary, for the Sudetenland, 
but the Czechs did not cower or crumble under the 
pressure of Nazi Germany - as the British and French had 
done many times before in the 1930s. They were 
prepared to fight with their modern army to defend the 
Sudetenland, as without its forts, railways and industries, 
Czechoslovakia would be defenceless. 
 
Throughout the Summer, tension rose as Hitler 

increasingly threatened conflict and the Czechs refused 
to back down. In September, the problem reached crisis 
point. Neville Chamberlain and French Prime Minister 
Leon Blum flew to meet Hitler on the 15th of September, 
in a last ditch attempt to avert war. The meeting went 
very well, as Hitler moderated his demands to only parts 

of the 
Sudetenland and 
only if a plebiscite 
(election) showed 
the people’s 
desire to join 
Germany.  
 
On the 19th, the 
plan was handed 
to the Czechs but, 
before they could 
make a decision 
Hitler, had 
increased his 
demands in an 
ultimatum. He 
wanted the entire 
Sudetenland by 
the 1st October or 

he would invade to “rescue” the Sudeten Germans. 
Chamberlain told Hitler that these demands were 
unreasonable and the British army was mobilized. 
However, before a seemingly imminent war broke out, a 
final meeting was held in Munich on the 29th September. 
The leaders of Britain, France, Germany and Italy 
decided the fate of Czechoslovakia without consulting 
the Czechs or the Soviets. They agreed that 
Czechoslovakia was to lose the Sudetenland in what was 
known as The Munich Agreement. Neville Chamberlain 
returned to London as a hero and published a joint 

declaration 
between himself 
and Hitler that 
promoted the idea 
of a peaceful co-

existence between Britain and Germany. Many people 
believed that Chamberlain’s actions had brought “peace 
for our time.” 
 
The Munich Agreement did indeed bring peace to 
Europe, but the peace it brought was temporary, and 
lasted far less time than most people thought it would. It 
brought only 11 months of peace that would end with 
the largest and deadliest war ever to take place. 
 
The agreement had numerous consequences that put 
Europe on its final path towards war. It caused 
Czechoslovakia to spiral uncontrollably into anarchy and 
increased the strength of Nazi Germany. With the 

many people believed that Chamberlain’s actions had 

brought “peace for our time”  

The infamous picture of Neville Chamberlain brandishing the Munich Agreement  
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betrayal and humiliation of his nation, Edvard Benes 
resigned as the leader of Czechoslovakia, leaving a power 
vacuum that crippled the country. Poland and Hungary 
used this opportunity to help themselves to Czech 
territory inhabited by ethnic Poles and Hungarians, 
further damaging the country - which was already in 
ruins from the transfer of the Sudetenland into Nazi 
Germany. The 
Sudetenland was the 
industrial heart of 
Czechoslovakia but 
also the foundation of 
the Czechoslovakian defence. It held nearly all of the 
nation’s defences in the form of armaments such as 
Skoda tanks, forts and railways. In addition to this, it was 
an incredibly steep, hilly and wooded area, making it an 
almost perfect defensive position. Nazi Germany’s gains 
from the transfer of the Sudetenland were immense and 
Czechoslovakia had been left vulnerable to German 
invasion due to the three aforementioned large 
consequences of the Munich Agreement. 
 
Another peace-threatening consequence of the Munich 
Agreement was that it cemented Hitler’s belief that he 
could not put a foot wrong and that Britain and France 
would never resist him and risk war. His confidence had 
been growing throughout the 1930s due to Britain and 
France appeasing his every advance, but the enormous 
victory in the Sudetenland - which he noted to be “an 
undreamt-of triumph”- bolstered his confidence to a 
dangerously high new level. This newfound confidence 
and the vulnerability of Czechoslovakia drove Hitler to 
invade and annex the entire country in March 1939. This 
act ended the policy of appeasement and once again put 
Europe on the edge of war, as Britain and France 
promised to go to war for Poland if Germany ever 
invaded, as they seemed to be Hitler’s next target. 
Despite this warning, Hitler’s confidence and another 
consequence of the Munich Agreement led to Hitler’s 
invasion of Poland on the 1st September 1939 and the 

Second World War that followed. 
 
The most destructive consequence of The Munich 
Agreement that lead to a short term cause of World War 
Two, arguably, was the alienation of the USSR from 
Britain and France. The USSR had been allies with 
Czechoslovakia, Britain and France before the 

Sudetenland 
crisis, but Joseph 
Stalin was not 
invited to the 
Munich 

Conference on the 29th  September, 1938. He viewed 
this as an indelible betrayal by the British and French 
who had once again appeased Hitler, just like in the 
Spanish Civil War. The relationship between the nations 
deteriorated after this event and the final nail in the 
coffin was the failure to reach an Anglo-Soviet Treaty in 
March 1939. Stalin did not believe that the British and 
French would honour any agreement to go to war 
against Hitler, and believed that they would be left 
fighting Germany alone when the inevitable conflict 
between communism and fascism arrived. Consequently, 
the USSR decided to sign the Nazi-Soviet Pact on August 
26th, 1939. The Munich Agreement had caused Stalin to 
sign a pact that would be the death sentence for world 
peace; it cleared Hitler’s path towards Poland by 
negating the threat of a potential war on two fronts so he 
invaded six days later, and by the 3rd September 1939 
the world was once again at war. 
 
The summer of 1938 ended with what seemed like a 
miraculous peace agreement and the phrase “peace for 
our time” echoed around the world. Europe was thought 
to have been liberated from the doorstep of war, but 
with the power of hindsight it is clear to see that the 
Munich Agreement was a disaster. Rather than 
guaranteeing peace for many generations, it started an 
11 month long final countdown to the most cataclysmic 
war that would scar the Earth 

11 months of  peace that was to end with the largest 

and deadliest war ever to take place 

The signing of the Munich Agreement  
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To the brink and back 
By Matteo O’Donoghue, Year 10 

T 
here are moments in history where the entire 
fate of humanity has been decided by a few key 
decisions. The moments that have an impact 
upon peace are usually tiny – Caesar crossing 

the Rubicon, the 
sinking of the 
Lusitania and a 
wrong turn that 
caused Archduke 
Franz Ferdinand to 
be killed. All these moments have had a major impact on 
the future of humanity, however, in October 1962, the 
two global superpowers were faced with a diplomatic 
situation of an unprecedented scale that could have led 
to the destruction 
of the planet as 
we know it 
 
Cuba had, much 
to America’s 
dismay, allied 
herself with the 
Soviet Union by 
joining the 
Warsaw Pact in 
May 1955. To the 
Americans, this 
was the same as 
waking up and 
finding a terrorist 
standing outside 
the door, so 
strong was the 
anti-communist 
feeling in America 
at the time. To try 
and counter this 
threat to 
American 
security (Cuba is 
only 103 miles 
from the tip of Florida) President John F Kennedy tried 
to overthrow Fidel Castro using Cuban exiles (in 1961). 
The CIA began training the exiles to launch an invasion of 
Cuba designed to defeat Castro, and cause an uprising 
against Castro that the American’s could secretly 
support. Unfortunately there were many issues with this 
invasion, the ‘Bay of Pigs’, with some of the attack ships 
sinking on route, the paratroopers landing in the wrong 
place and Cuba rallying their army much quicker than 
expected.  When it was exposed that America was behind 
this failed invasion, this was a source of much 
embarrassment for the American Government and also 
made Cuba very wary of the Americans  and gave them a 
good reason to accept placement of USSR nuclear 
missiles in 1962, as a deterrent against America. 

The Cold War was undoubtedly going to be a time when 
the world would come close to tearing itself apart and 
this was clearly demonstrated when, on October 14th 
1962 a US U2 spy plane saw clear evidence of nuclear 

missiles in Cuba. 
When Kennedy was 
presented with this 
evidence he was 
given the near 
impossible task of 

trying to negotiate with America’s sworn enemy to 
remove missiles that gave the USSR a clear advantage in 
the Cold War. There were many options available to 
Kennedy that ranged from a full scale invasion of Cuba to 

a more docile 
diplomatic 
response. America 
had to balance a 
military and 
diplomatic 
solution: be too 
aggressive and 
risk a nuclear war 
that could destroy 
humanity, or be 
too conservative 
and risk the 
missiles remaining 
in Cuba for the 
foreseeable future. 
 
Eventually, 
Kennedy decided 
on a naval 
blockade of Cuba 
and demanded 
that the Soviets 
remove all missiles 
from Cuba. He also 
made a public 
speech to the 

American people detailing the threat to the US and their 
response. All over the world people were preparing for 
the realisation of a nuclear war. Kennedy’s speech had 
many people worried that the USA was prepared to 
begin a war with the USSR especially when he stated that 
war-like behaviour “if allowed to grow unchecked and 
unchallenged, ultimately leads to war”. He also warned 
that the US would retaliate if the Soviets made any 
nuclear attack. 
 
Three events then characterised the escalating tensions 
between the countries. Firstly, on October 24th 1962, 
Soviet supply ships approached the blockade. The 
Americans were ordered to attack the ships if they tried 
to breach the military embargo and this could have 

the world would come close to tearing itself  

apart  

JFK’s televised address during the Cuban Missile Crisis  
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sparked a war that would almost certainly have 
destroyed most of the world. Thankfully, the Soviet ship 
stopped short of the blockade and a confrontation was 
averted. However the 
crisis was not yet over. 
 
The second and third 
events both occurred 
on the 27th of October 
and brought the world to the very brink of war. The first 
event happened when a US spy plane was shot down 
over Cuba. This is thought to be the only military action 
seen in the crisis – although it is still unclear whether 
this was on the orders of Fidel Castro himself or if 
another commander  took the decision to destroy the 
plane. As you can probably guess, this did nothing to 
help the negotiations between Moscow and Washington. 
 
The final event is less well known, but was arguably the 
closest the world got to nuclear war. A B-59 Soviet 
nuclear submarine was stationed in the water around 
Cuba. A US aircraft carrier, (the USS Beale) began to drop 
non-lethal depth charges that aimed to make the 
submarine surface for identification purposes. The 
captain of the B-59 prepared the nuclear warheads for 
firing (as he believed that war had broken out) and 
aimed at the US aircraft carrier. The launch of a missile 
required the assent of all three officers, Savitsky (the 
captain), Maslennikov (the political officer) and 
Arkhipov (the flotilla commander). Arkhipov was the 
only officer to disagree and single- handedly managed to 
prevent a nuclear war from breaking out. If the US ship 
had been destroyed by a nuclear attack, it is almost 

certain to have provoked a nuclear response by America. 
 
Despite these events the US and USSR negotiations 

began to reach a 
resolution. 
Nikita 
Khrushchev (the 
Soviet Premier) 
offered to 

remove Soviet missiles from Cuba if the US agreed not to 
invade the island. This was greeted with great 
enthusiasm by the Americans and an offer they publicly 
accepted. Unbeknownst to the American people, 
Khrushchev sent a second letter demanding that the US 
dismantle all their missiles in Turkey and Italy. This was 
originally ignored by the Americans, however on the 28th 
October the US Attorney General visited the Soviet 
Ambassador in Washington to agree that America would 
remove these missiles. These agreements were met with 
much anger in Turkey and Cuba, who both relied on the 
weapons stationed there to protect them, however they 
were powerless to stop this. 
 
On one hand the Cuban Missile Crisis shows how difficult 
peace is to maintain and how easily humans can bring 
themselves to the brink of extinction. On the other hand 
it shows that, even in times of crisis diplomats can 
manage to find a peaceful solution. It shows that 
countries are willing to cooperate when the future of 
humanity hangs in the balance. In the words of the 
former New Zealand Prime Minister, Jenny 
Shipley:  “Peace is a fragile thing. It takes courage to 
secure it. It takes wisdom to keep it” 

countries are willing to cooperate when the fate of  

humanity hangs in the balance  

An American newspaper extract from the Cuban Missile Crisis 
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The treaty of trianon 
By Jakub Mikulski, Year 13 

H 
istory is written by the victors. This is known. 
It is therefore telling when, with events such 
as Versailles, only perhaps decades later these 
same victors admit they were wrong, with the 

undeniable truth outweighing the certainty of being 
damned by future generations. As Versailles is viewed 
with the smuggest solemnity hindsight can offer, Trianon 
is simply paralyzing in the blatant corruption of and 
disregard for true peace, realised by delegations mere 
weeks after signing the treaty and to this day not 
completely processed by the Hungarian people as a 
whole. 
 
Instead, they now find solace in the views of Prime 
Minister Viktor Orba n, who soon beginning his second 
term in 2010 declared June 4th to be ‘National United 
Day’, in memory of the disaster this treaty was to the 
Hungarian people. Citing Maria Schmidt, his preferred 
academic for justification of his politics: “It’s how the 
West always treats us. The West always treated Eastern 
Europe as a kind of colonial region.” Indeed, such 
rhetoric has for a long time existed in Hungary. It was 
1914: Istva n Tisza stood before the Hungarian 
Parliament in Budapest, of equal power to its Austrian 
twin in Vienna since the compromise of 1867 following 
the Imperial Ausgleich conference of the same year. Tisza 
was the Prime Minister of Hungary and fiercely argued 
that any war resulting from the assassination of the 
Archduke would not be in the interests of his people and 
moreover made difficult by their southern ally Bulgaria 
being weakened by the last Balkan War. Austria did not 

care for this. It certainly looked as if Hungary was being 
treated as a colonial nation, second class to German 
assurances to Austria of aid against the Allies. Once the 
Emperor declared war, Tisza could do nothing more than 
see his people be slain time and time again, with ethnic 
Hungarians representing a quarter of the Imperial forces, 
second only to Austria itself. 
 
Hungary manifestly had no interest in fighting the war. 
Tisza would have surely used such words to stir up the 
support for an independent Kingdom of Hungary or even 
a democracy in 1918, had he not been murdered: shot by 
socialist paramilitaries in his own home, his wife being 
forced to watch. Miha ly Ka rolyi took power, whose 
weakness in government led to the creation of the 
Hungarian Soviet Republic. This government had to deal 
with nations being formed using land it still claimed as 
its own and, more specifically, the grossly machiavellian 
Hungarian-Romanian War. Despite extensive 
conscription of the many left without jobs across 
Hungary, Romanian forces marched into Budapest and a 
democratic government was soon formed. How such a 
weak and humiliated nation was expected to stay 
democratic was the subject of debate for many 
politicians in the following two decades. 
 
This context is crucial, since it forms the crux of the 
justification for the crippling Treaty. A communist ex-
imperial state: basically a synonym for oppression and 
tyranny. That and the Hungarians being ethnically 
inferior due to their “Asiatic” appearance were the self-

A map documenting the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire 
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evident reasons for George Clemenceau’s opposition to 
the obvious instigators of the Great War. After all, was it 
not the Magyars (a favourite epithet of his, expressed 
with utmost vitriol) who instigated the Balkan 
expansionism of the Habsburg Empire? The mere fact 
that the only true Balkan expansion made since 1867 
was one approved by Britain and France and 
recommended by 
Bismarck’s 
Germany at his 
Congress of Berlin 
was of no 
importance to 
Clemenceau. He could always use the pretext that the 
annexation was only carried out in 1908: much more 
recent and politically 
poignant.  
 
Clemenceau greatly 
favoured the unsubtle 
message of Edvard Benes ’ 
pamphlet: “De truisez 
l'Autriche-Hongrie!” 
Czechoslovakia quickly 
became a pet project of 
his, being the protagonist 
of many invented and 
ancient crimes of the 
detested Magyars against 
the Slavic people, who 
deserved self 
determination 
immediately. Skewing the 
statistics of the 1910 
Imperial Census, 
Clemenceau convinced 
the British and America 
delegations at the Paris 
Peace Conference that 
there were many 
oppressed minority 
ethnic groups in Hungary; 
by changing the figures 
for the percentage of the 
Hungarian population, he 
made it appear entirely 
reasonable to draw 
Hungary’s borders as 
they exist now. 
 
This liberation of 
minorities was, of course, 
the priority for the United 
States. Unfortunately, the 
experts disagreed with 
Wilsonian policy; America’s 
own Peace Commission Committee pointed out that the 
discontent in the region could be solved only if 
boundaries were to be redrawn "with the purpose of 
separating not independent nations but component 
portions of a federalized state." In short, a federalist 
liberation policy was proposed for the Allies, 
emphasizing the democratic solidarity of the Danubian 

people, uniting the victors and the vanquished. Benes  
proactively dispelled this theory, animatedly convincing 
the French delegates that this would create a neo-
Habsburg Empire (albeit without the Habsburgs) and 
that far greater rewards could be reaped from liberating 
the Slovaks, Romanians, Serbs and Austrians from 
oppressive Hungarian occupation. That was four times 

the number of 
minority groups 
Clemenceau needed 
to have his opinion 
set in stone. His 
stubbornness was 

quickly made vocal to the protests of the British: "The 
Hungarians are not our friends but our enemies. Of all 

the peoples in Austria-
Hungary, they had been 
the most reluctant to 
surrender." David Lloyd 
George disagreed 
vehemently, stating "I 
think the Hungarians 
are the best of the lot 
out there. They are the 
most powerful race and 
have always kept the 
others in order", 
although unfortunately, 
this reason did not sit 
well with President 
Wilson, who tried to 
appear the mediator in 
announcing "Nominally 
we are friends of the 
Hungarians and even 
better friends of the 
Rumanians." In simpler 
terms, this was the final 
nail in the coffin of a fair 
punishment.    
 
The resulting "treaty" 
cost Hungary an 
unprecedented two 
thirds of her territory, 
half of her total 
population, this 
including a third of her 
ethnic-Hungarian 
population. Moreover, 
all access to the sea was 
lost, as well as up to 
90% of her vast natural 
resources, industry, 

railways, and other 
infrastructure. In more 

western terms, this would be like removing the land area 
of England and Wales from the modern-day United 
Kingdom, taking with it the equivalent population of 
everyone south of Stoke. More favourable terms were 
experienced by Germany after they perpetrated a mass 
genocide and even then at least there were two German 
states instead of leaving ethnic Germans to suffer under 

a communist ex-imperial state: basically a synonym 

for oppression and tyranny 

A Communist propaganda poster  
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the corruption and oppression of several hostile nations. 
Trianon gave away all the nation’s gold mines to either 
Czechoslovakia or Yugoslavia, leaving Hungary 
surrounded by powerful enemies on whom she relied for 
naval access to import the resources she now needed to 
survive. The following winters were faced without the 
German coal supplies the country used to depend on, 
resulting in a widespread lack of heating across the 
country. The Hungarian people reacted with relentless 
resilience, not really processing the ostensibly arbitrary 
borders newly drawn to separate millions of them, with 
no plebiscite as would be the political norm for justified 
frontiers. They became the minorities. 
 
David Lloyd George had opposed such an outcome 
regarding Versailles and again at Trianon: “There will 
never be peace in Southeastern Europe if every little 
state now coming into being is to have a large Hungarian 
irredenta within its borders... the different races should 
be allocated to their motherland and that this human 
criterion should have precedence over consideration of 
strategy, economics, or communications which can 
usually be adjusted by other means.” The documentation 
supplied to the British delegation soon after this 
statement appeared to produce a clear population map 
which conveniently worked with the strategic and 
economic interests of French allies but by October 1929 
Lloyd George came to the conclusion that “the whole 
documentation that 
we received from 
our allies at the 
peace talk was 
deceitful and 
untrue. We came to 
a decision on false 
principles.” The first 
president of 
Czechoslovakia, Toma s  Masaryk, admitted that 
transparency or any sort of people’s vote on the issue 
would be mutually exclusive with the formation of the 
Czechoslovak nation he desired. Henri Pozzi, an observer 
at the peace talks, derided President Wilson’s reaction to 
the ideas proposed by Masaryk as listening intently with 
the Hungarian geographic and historical knowledge of “a 
10-year-old pupil whose access into the upper school is 
denied” in addition to the fact that “he frequently 
contradicted his own arguments, mixed Slovakians with 
Slovenians and showed clear signs of mental alienation.” 
 
Was this just? Did we do this to ourselves? The 
Hungarians could not find the answers within but found 
reassurance from many figures across Europe. Italian 
Prime Minister Francesco Nitti stated in 1924 that “no 
country was perished more viciously in Trianon than 
Hungary...there’s no French, English or Italian who 
would accept the conditions forced to Hungary for their 
own nation.” But the Hungarians did accept it, in a 
Freudian state described by Hungarian political scientist 
Istva n Bibo  as “collective neurosis.” The nation was 
doomed to suffer an existential angst from the trauma of 
a proud people being carved up at the mercy of larger, 
more tyrannical powers. Bibo  warned that such trauma 
could easily be used to create mass “political hysteria” if 

exploited by cynical populist leaders. Cynicism could 
certainly be the reaction of a patriotic sailor in a nation 
now robbed of all sea access, not to mention materials 
for the construction of any ships in the first place. 
Admiral Miklo s Horthy took control and for a brief 
moment brought Hungary to the ecstatic high of once 
more owning South Slovakia, North Transylvania and 
Voivodina. This was the Second World War and with his 
eyes set on the prize, he failed to notice the grip of the 
Nazi Party tightening around his people, until the 
Germans marched into Budapest and the country’s Jews 
were deported en masse. All this was done in the name 
of undoing an unfair treaty and the failure to do so 
simply proves how unreasonably weakened Hungary 
was after 1920. 
 
Two of the three newly created countries carved out of 
Hungarian territory no longer exist. The Slovakia 
(formerly Upper Hungary) part of Czechoslovakia split 
with the Czech Republic as they “never suffered so much 
under the thousand years of Hungarian rule than under 
the six years of Czech rule.” Yugoslavia suffered from 
tragic civil wars and the ravages of ethnic cleansing that 
also last to this day, albeit far more aggressively than the 
paralysis of the Hungarian people. The USSR brutally 
suppressed any discussion of the Treaty or redrawing 
borders but when it joined the EU Hungary believed it 
was finally free to pursue its own destiny: a strong 

economic 
partnership with 
neighbour nations 
and free movement 
for the many 
Hungarians just 
across the border to 
their ancestral 
homeland. This may 

not be the case for long if Hungary perceives the EU to be 
a greater threat than aid to the sovereignty of its people. 
However,  this item is only on the agenda because ethnic 
Hungarians are not in one country in the first place. The 
need for strong economic partnerships only came about 
after the nation was stripped of the materials with which 
it could have been more independent. The Treaty 
implicitly governs all such decisions. 
 
There is a quotation often attributed to Bismarck 
regarding his prediction for the next major conflict in 
Europe following his death: “Europe today is a powder 
keg and the leaders are like men smoking in an arsenal … 
A single spark will set off an explosion that will consume 
us all... I cannot tell you when that explosion will occur, 
but I can tell you where … Some damned foolish thing in 
the Balkans will set it off.” He identified that region as the 
point of greatest outstanding tension of the continent 
and indeed the explosion duly came. The peace treaty 
following this explosion should have been used to ease 
this tension, to remove the smokers from the arsenal. 
Instead, the contended borders have simply been moved 
North. There is your next European tension point and we 
have the Treaty of Trianon to thank..  
 

Europe today is a powder keg and the leaders 

are like men smoking in an arsenal  
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Ronald Reagan– peace through strength 

By Jed Heffernan, Year 11 

R 
onald Reagan is famously viewed as the 
American President to bring an end to the Cold 
War that had been going on between the Soviet 
Union and 

the United States of 
America since 1947. 
This is largely due 
to a now immortal 
mantra he repeated 
throughout his two 
terms in office, from 1981 to 1989, of ‘peace through 
strength’ that presented a refreshing ‘get tough’ attitude 
towards the Soviets following the period of ‘de tente’ 
supported by Reagan’s predecessors, Richard Nixon and 
Jimmy Carter. By no means, however, did this mean that 
Reagan was dangerously confrontational towards the 
Soviets, with the President also saying, ‘Peace is not the 
absence of conflict, it is the ability to handle conflict by 
peaceful means.’ He acknowledged the importance of 
appeasing, and even negotiating with, the enemy yet 
believed that intimidating the Soviets into submission 
with American superiority would ultimately be the key 
to bringing an end to the Cold War. 

Of course, one of Reagan’s first actions, to make America 
seem as powerful and terrifying as possible, was to 
rebuild the country’s armed forces by increasing the 
defence budget which had been depleted by Carter in 
direct response to the backlash of the outrageous US 
military ‘failures’ in Vietnam. In order to implement the 
budget changes he intended, Reagan maintained a hugely 
controversial economic policy, coined ‘Reaganomics’, 
calling for reduced ‘entitlement spending’, which had 
largely been increased during the Carter era, tax cuts 
and, of course, major increases in military spending. 
Reagan broke records by increasing defence spending by 
approximately 40% between 1981 and 1985, hugely 
intimidating the USSR and showing her that the US had 
the manpower to win any of the ground-based conflicts 
that followed between Capitalists and Communists. The 
increased defence budget allowed Reagan to increase the 
military size dramatically and revive the B-1 Bomber 
programme that had been cancelled under Carter.  

Although nuclear missiles were the most important 
weapons of the Cold War, the hugely significant proxy 
wars between Capitalists and Communists could be won 
or lost from the air; reviving this programme showed 
Reagan’s understanding of this. As well as this, Reagan 
showed direct aggression towards the USSR by strongly 
supporting the placement of the newly developed 
Pershing II missiles in West Germany. These were 
capable to bring about nuclear-level destruction in the 
USSR and the fact that they were right next-door 
certainly would have uneased the Soviets – they would 
have little time to respond to a strike from so nearby. 

Another of Reagan’s most recognised examples of trying 
to find peace through strength was his Strategic Defence 
(Star Wars) Initiative. In 1979, Reagan was shocked by 

the fact that the US 
had no defence, 
other than the 
threat of Mutually 
Assured 
Destruction (MAD), 
to stop a Soviet 

nuclear attack so, almost immediately after entering the 
Oval Office, he prompted scientists to work on something 
capable of actually neutralising Inter-Continental 
Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs). In February 1983, during a 
meeting between the president and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, it was decided that the best form of military 
deterrence was strategic defence and that the key to 
bringing a close to the unending nuclear arms race with 
the Soviets was increased investment in the new 
technologies of directed and kinetic energy. 
Consequently, on March 23rd 1983, Reagan announced 
the Strategic Defence Initiative and the fantastical 
machinery, such as lasers, supercomputers. concentrated 
particle beams and space-based missiles scientists would 
be working on as a part of it. Initially, many were 
worried by the speech, fearing it would unsettle the 
calmed relationship between the Soviets and US during 
the period of ‘de tente’ and bring about MAD – rather 
than ending the threat of nuclear war, it would begin it. 

 peace is not the absence of  conflict, it is the ability 

to handle conflict by peaceful means  



Furthermore, many viewed the idea as technologically 
unfeasible, with the American Physical Society stating 
that the weapons Reagan had proposed were decades 
from use. In spite of this, there were multiple successes 
for the Initiative, with chemical lasers having been able 
to successfully 
intercept and 
destroy missiles, 
neutral particle 
beams operating 
as expected in 
space and Kinetic 
Kill Vehicles, as a 
part of homing missiles, successfully destroying ballistic 
missiles (although these tests were widely viewed as 
rigged).  Most importantly, the mere conception of it 
threw the nuclear arms race off balance completely, 
terrifying the Soviets, and was thusly instrumental in the 
USSR’s collapse. Again, Reagan’s policy of peace through 
strength had proven successful. 

Despite Reagan’s intimidation tactics, as I said in my 
introduction, he appreciated the importance of being 
approachable and met the peace-seeker in the Soviet 
General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev, who would go on 
to become president and largely be viewed as the man 
largely responsible for the close of the Cold War. On the 
8th December 1987, the Intermediate-Range Nuclear 
Forces (INF) Treaty was signed by Gorbachev and 
Reagan at a Washington Summit. This was a culmination 
of negotiations that had begun in 1981 between Reagan 
and Leonid Brezhnev and continued through the ‘80s yet 
were temporarily derailed when the USA’s Pershing II 
missiles were placed in West Germany and the Soviets 
walked out of the talks in 1983. This is an example of the 

risk that a ‘peace through strength’ policy may create 
problems for diplomacy. By this point, both sides were 
ready to limit INF systems in Europe and Asia and at the 
start of 1986, Gorbachev proposed a ban on all nuclear 
weapons by 2000. The US then countered this by asking 

for there to be no 
INF launchers in 
Asia and Europe 
by 1989. In the 
end, both sides 
agreed to the 
removal of INF 
systems in Europe 

and the reduction of missile warheads to 100 and by 
1991, 2692 of these weapons had been destroyed; 
clearly shifting the arms race towards a close. 
Furthermore, Reagan created the foundations for the 
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) that was 
signed in 1991, reducing and limiting the strategic arms 
of the USSR and US. 

In summary, Ronald Reagan’s ‘peace through strength’ 
policy was almost necessary for bringing an end to the 
Cold War. His Reaganomics policy and creation of the SDI 
forced the USSR into a state of submission simply 
through the threat they posed. However, this policy may 
not have been successful had the USSR not already been 
involved in peace talks with the US and had someone like 
the exceptional Gorbachev not appreciated the 
unsustainable devastation the Cold War was causing the 
Soviet Union. In full conclusion, Reagan’s intimidation 
tactics brought the Soviets to a point in the Cold War 
where they needed a ceasefire and his diplomacy and 
phenomenal ability to communicate with Gorbachev 
brought this ceasefire into fruition 

His diplomacy and phenomenal ability to 

communicate with Gorbachev brought this 

ceasefire into fruition  
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Has the united nations actually kept peace?  

By Hari Kandiah, Year 12 

T 
he United Nations was officially formed on the 
24th October 1945 after discussion occurred at 
the Yalta Conference towards the end of the 
Second World War, a conflict which devastated 

the entire world. Motivated by the desire to prevent 
atrocities like the Holocaust and further armed conflict 
on the same scale as the Second World War from 
occurring again, the United Nations Organisation was 
formed in order to keep peace in the world.  The United 
Nations carry out a multitude of programmes and 
projects, however the ones which relate most directly to 
preventing war are the Peacekeeping Operations. This is 
achieved by prosecuting war criminals and those 
responsible for armed conflicts, which helps the UN to 
fulfil their duty to keep peace in the world. However, 
there is still some ambiguity as to whether or not the UN 
has succeeded in its 
fundamental 
mission; has peace 
really been kept? 
 
One of the UN’s 
most prominent 
successes was the 
prosecution of 
Charles Taylor and 
the UN involvement 
in the Blood 
Diamond Crisis. In 
order to understand 
the significance of 
the bringing to 
justice of Taylor, 
one must first 
understand the 
situation of the 
diamond trade in 
African nations 
between the late 1990s and early 2000s. It stemmed 
from the actions of a group prevalent in Sierra Leone 
known as the ‘Revolutionary United Front’. The group 
committed horrific acts of violence in order to gain 
control of diamond-mining villages in the country. They 
systematically entered villages and threatened, killed, or 
grievously mutilated the inhabitants until they gained 
control of the area. By the end of their campaign of 
terror, more than 20,000 innocent people had suffered 
serious bodily mutilation, 75,000 were killed and 
2,000,000 had fled the country all together. The greed-
fuelled violence resulting from the campaign devastated 
the entire country. In direct response to the Blood 
Diamond crisis, the UN enforced the ‘Kimberly Process 
Certification Scheme’ which was made to regulate the 
diamond trade and ensure that none of the so called 
‘Blood Diamonds’ entered the market. By limiting the 
ease with which the diamonds were sold, the UN was 

able to decrease the demand for these diamonds which 
helped in the combatting and halting of violence in Sierra 
Leone. However, the most effective action that the 
organisation took was to arrest and prosecute Charles 
Taylor. Taylor was the president of Liberia, and was 
found to be the root cause of the Blood Diamond tragedy. 
He ordered the Revolutionary United Front to take 
control and hold the diamond mines so that he could sell 
the illicit diamonds for weapons. Despite not directly 
condoning the violence, he was wholly complicit and 
reaped the benefits and therefore he was found guilty of 
‘aiding and abetting war crimes and crimes against 
humanity’ by the International Court of Justice; a United 
Nations Organisation. However, Taylor’s prosecution 
was not only significant on a localised scale within Sierra 
Leone, it also set a precedent for future proceedings; 

nobody was above 
the law. Due to 
these conclusions, 
it can be argued 
that the UN 
peacekeeping 
operation in Sierra 
Leone was 
undeniably a 
success for the 
organisation. 
 
Directly related to 
peacekeeping, one 
of the UN’s main 
successes was its 
operation in the 
Ivory Coast. The 
implementation of 
the scheme 
followed the 
Ivorian Civil war 

which officially ended in 2004. Despite this, tensions 
remained high between the Muslim controlled north of 
the country and the Christian South. Resultantly, fighting 
broke out between the supporters of Alassanne Ouattara, 
who won the election, and Laurent Gbagbo who claimed 
that the election was rigged. Gbagbo stated that any 
United Nations troops left in the country after the 
election would be treated as ‘rebels’. On the 30th March 
2011, the United Nations Security Council Resolution 
1975 was issued which urged all Ivorian parties to 
accept the will of the people and to recognise Ouattara as 
the rightful president of the nation. This resolution was 
also backed by the Economic Community of West African 
States, the African Union as well as the rest of the 
international community; highlighting how the 
organisation acted as a rallying point. Moreover, the UN 
also stated that the peacekeeping force present in the 
country would take ‘all necessary measures’ to protect 

A mining operation during the Blood Diamond crisis  
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civilians under the imminent threat of attack. 
 
The UN force undertook many military operations in 
order to maintain peace in the country however the most 
important one was the operation to capture Gbagbo. The 
final assault occurred after a month of continuous 
skirmishes between the peacekeeping force and 
Gbagbo’s troops, with many peacekeepers being injured 
in the process. Following an extensive aerial campaign in 
order to eliminate Gbagbo’s heavy artillery, UN forces 
stormed Gbagbo’s residence on the 11 April and 
subsequently arrested him. The assault was assisted by 
French forces using helicopters and armoured vehicles. 
Despite the actual capture being made by Ouattara’s 
forces, the UN played a heavily influential role in the 
operation and in the capture of Gbagbo, his wife, son and 
around fifty of his entourage. 
 
This can be considered a substantial success for the UN 
as it stabilised a less developed country and prevented it 
from free-falling into warfare yet again. Moreover, it also 
helped to uphold the basic fundamental concepts of 
democracy in a country which was rife with corruption; 
bringing about a democratic governmental rule. Despite 
there being numerous casualties, the UN helped to bring 
an end to a feud which had been tormenting the country 
for almost a decade, but perhaps more importantly, they 
brought those responsible to justice. 
 
However, it is irrefutable that the United Nations has 
also failed to do its job effectively in some situations, 
with one of these times being in 1995 during  their 
operation in Srebrenica, a town in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. The Srebrenica massacre was one of the 
most tragic cases of genocide in Europe since the 

Holocaust. It was perpetrated by Bosnian Serb forces and 
it culminated in the ruthless murdering of around 8000 
Muslim men and boys. After the tragedy, an inquiry was 
launched into it and despite most of the blame being 
placed on the Bosnia Serb forces however, some of it was 
pinned on the UN too. 
 
The massacre occurred as a result of a military operation 
in the Yugoslavian civil war. Bosnian Serb forces were 
ordered to annex the territory of the country which was 
adjacent to the republic of Serbia. They believed that the 
most effective way to do this was to expel the territory’s 
Bosniak inhabitants who opposed the annexation; they 
would stop at nothing to remove their opposition. In 
March 1995, the president of the Republika Srpska 
directed his military forces to “create an unbearable 
situation of total insecurity with no hope of further 
survival or life for the inhabitants of Srebrenica..” The 
merciless order was subsequently carried out by his 
soldiers as they proceeded to impose an embargo on 
food and other key resources, forcing many of the town’s 
Bosniak fighters to flee as a result. 
 
The actual genocide took place between the 11th and 
16th of July after the Serb military commander, Ratio 
Mladic , stated on tape that it was time to ‘take revenge 
on the Muslims’. The atrocity that took place following 
this cost 8000 human lives; a truly horrific abuse of 
power. The UN forces placed in Srebrenica were held 
liable for the massacre as it was deemed that the Dutch 
forces guarding the base should have known that the 
Bosniak fighters seeking refuge with them would have 
been murdered if they were turned away. Many of the 
victims of the genocide fled to the town’s UN- designated 
safe zone only to find themselves outnumbered with 
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insufficient protection being provided by the lightly 
armed Dutch troops. It was only after this that they 
headed over to the nearby Dutch base where they were 
captured and horrendously slaughtered. 
 
This can be identified as a major shortcoming of the UN 
as it was their misreading of the situation that allowed 
the mass genocide to occur. Their declaring of a safe zone 
which, if anything, put the inhabitants of the town in 
more peril in coalition with the poor judgement on the 
part of the Dutch troops had horrific consequences. The 
words of the Secretary General of the United Nations, 
Kofi Annan, elucidate the dire consequences of their 
errors, “Through, error, misjudgement and an inability to 
recognise the scope of evil confronting us, we failed to do 
our part to help save the people of Srebrenica from the 
Bosnian Serb campaign of mass murder.” 
 
One of the other generally accepted failures of the UN 
was their involvement in the Iraq War. The motivation 
behind the western world’s involvement in the conflict is 
somewhat 
ambiguous. 
America accused 
Iraq of hiding and 
harbouring 
weapons of mass 
destruction, 
however, many 
believed that the real motivation behind the war was to 
locate and extract Osama bin Laden; the man responsible 
for the 9/11 terror attacks. 
 
Prior to the initial US invasion, the USA produced a 
report which stated that Saddam Hussein had weapons 
of mass destruction which could be deployed in 45 
minutes. The UN passed resolution 1441 in November 
2002 which stated that Iraq had “a final opportunity to 
comply with its disarmament obligations”. It also stated 
that military action would be considered unavoidable if 
Iraq did not cooperate. Between 2002-2003 the UN 
carried out over 700 inspections in Iraq however there 
were no trace of any weapons of mass destruction. In 
fact, it was later discovered that the sources of these 
reports were unreliable and Iraq was not harbouring any 
weapons. 
 
In February 2003, the UK and USA drafted a resolution 
which stated that military action should be taken in Iraq. 
It was opposed by a host of nations including France, 
Russia and Germany with the former two announcing 
they were ready to veto a UN Security Council resolution 
which gave Iraq seven days to disarm. A week later, the 
USA, UK and Spain abandoned their attempt to gain UN 
approval for the use of force in Iraq: President Bush gave 
Hussein an ultimatum; leave Iraq in forty eight hours or 
face war. A month later, on the 20th March, ‘Operation 
Iraqi Freedom’ began with a shock and awe bombing 
campaign reminiscent of ‘Operation Rolling Thunder’ 
from the Vietnam War. 
 
The conflict continued for eight long years and was a 
very bloody one with the overall casualty count from the 

conflict being finalised at just under 200,000. The war 
finally ended in December 2011 following the capture 
and deaths of both Hussein and bin Laden. Having said 
this, the war showed that Iraq did, in fact, posses no 
weapons of mass destruction; the conflict had been 
unjustified. Moreover, the conflict tore the country to 
shreds and had done almost irreparable damage in the 
social, economic and political spheres. The UN had 
ultimately failed to stop two of the world's major powers 
from waging war against a smaller, less developed 
nation. Moreover, the fact that the very basis of the 
invasion was unreliable highlights the relative 
illegitimacy of the entire campaign. It can be argued that 
the conflict was one which was fuelled by a thirst for 
retribution and that the UN failed to do their job to 
mediate and keep peace. Secretary General Annan 
declared the US involvement in Iraq to be ‘illegal’ and 
‘not in conformity with the UN Charter’. However, merely 
condemning the nation after the fact was far from the 
way of effective action and it can be argued that they 
failed in their job of protecting nations from war and 

preventing the 
instigation of 
armed conflict. 
Resultantly, many 
view the UN 
involvement, or 
rather lack of 
involvement, as a 

failure for the organisation. One 
which is only made worse due to the horrendously 
bloody nature of the conflict. 
 
Since the very beginning of mankind’s history , there has 
always been conflict, be it armed or ideological. It can be 
argued that it is ingrained into our very nature and some 
even argue that it is impossible to have a world without 
some form of conflict. Therefore, it can be very easy to be 
critical of an organisation such as the United Nations 
purely due to that fact that it has a behemoth task. Yes, it 
is undeniable that the organisation has had a few failures 
but these are rare and localised instances and it must be 
recognised that the successes of the organisation far 
outweigh the failures. It is merely unfortunate that, due 
to the violent and tragic nature of warfare, attention is 
perhaps drawn more to the UN’s failures as opposed to 
their successes. The UN has authorised and carried out 
71 peacekeeping missions but has also done essential 
and admirable humanitarian work such as feeding more 
than 90 million people and assisting over 34 million 
refugees. However, the UN plays a bigger, more impactful 
role other than logistically preventing conflicts. It 
highlights the change and revolution that has occurred in 
global society; the human race is unifying. I have quoted 
Secretary General Annan a few times throughout this 
article and I will leave you with one more quotation from 
him; one which epitomises the spirit of the United 
Nations Organisation: 
 
“More than ever before in human history, we share a 
common destiny. We can master it only if we face it 
together. And that, my friends, is why we have the United 
Nations.” 

The conflict was one that was fuelled by a thirst for ret-

ribution and the UN failed to do their job to mediate 

and keep peace  
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By Thomas Clapp, Year 12 

N 
ovember 11th 1918 began peace in Europe, but 
this was preceded by four years of gruelling 
war, which resulted in the defeat of Germany. 
By Spring 1918, despite the American entry 

into the Great War, neither side was yet to launch an 
attack devastating enough to secure an absolute victory, 
however, the Russian Revolution of 1917 had 
neutralised any threat from the East, with the new 
Bolshevik government in Russia forced to sign the 
humiliating treaty of Brest-Litovsk, ceding many 
territories to Germany. To Ludendorff commanding 
Germany’s armed forces, the 500,000 soldiers 
transferred to the Western front provided the manpower 
to launch a major attack on the Allied forces. 

The Allies were aware that a German attack would come 
in the spring of 
1918, but they were 
unsure where the 
German 
commanders would 
concentrate the 
bulk of their 
reinforcements from the Eastern Front. Spread across 
France and Belgium, the British reinforced forces close 
to the coast, with French positions strengthened south of 
the British. This left a weakness in the British line west of 
Cambrai. Incomplete trench systems as well as the Fifth 
army stationed there having few reserves (which was 
noted by German reconnaissance) contributed to this 
weakness in the system. With both more troops and a 
weak point to exploit, Ludendorff, buoyed by victory 
over Russia was still conscious of the need for speed in 
launching the offensive, stating: “[Germany] must strike 
at the earliest moment before the Americans can throw 
strong forces into the scale.” 

March 21st was the date set for the German Spring 
Offensive, and in just under five hours, German artillery 
had bombarded the Fifth Army with one million shells, 
with Wilfred Owen in his poem Spring Offensive 

describing the bombardment as “Hell’s upsurge.” Elite 
storm troopers followed with some carrying little kit to 
aid their rapid advance, and flamethrowers to incite 
panic in the Fifth Army. 21,000 British soldiers became 
prisoners of war, and great gains were made by the 
Germans, who were within 120 kilometres of Paris, 
putting the unfortunate Parisians in range of their 
largest artillery guns. Three years of static warfare had 
been overturned in a single day, and the German 18th 
Army threatened the city of Amiens, the major rail centre 
for the Allies in the region, and to Ludendorff, this 
represented too tempting of a prize. However, poor 
supply chains meant that many German soldiers starved, 
and fighting between March and April caused the 
German army to suffer 230,000 casualties. Furthermore, 
250,000 American troops had joined the conflict, 

confirming 
Ludendorff’s 
previous fears. 

Ludendorff was 
over optimistic 
about his army’s 

prospects in the spring offensive – his soldier’s supply 
lines were stretched far too thin, and his attempt to 
mitigate any disadvantages presented by American 
reinforcements proved useless, because despite his 
tactical successes, he was unable to halt American 
involvement. 

The Second Battle of Marne starting July 15th proved to 
be Germany’s last major offensive of the war. A daring 
French reconnaissance team raided a German trench, 
taking twenty-seven prisoners hours before the German 
attack, providing vital intelligence so that the French 
commanders could remove their soldiers from the 
forward trenches targeted by German artillery. Foch, the 
newly appointed Allied Supreme commander launched a 
devastating counter-attack, which was a turning point in 
the war, undoing a string of German victories and 
crushing their momentum. 

three years of  static warfare had been 

overturned in a single day  
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On the 24th July, a meeting of the most senior Allied 
commanders listened to Foch’s proposal to strike at 
Amiens, south-west of the Battle of the Somme. The 
ground was flat, ideal for the Allies new tanks, and the 
German 2nd Army stationed there was weak thanks to 
continual 
raiding of 
their lines.  

The Battle 
of Amiens 
started on 
the 8thAugust and signalled the start of the Hundred Days 
offensive, which would ultimately conclude the war. 500 
tanks and the Allies ability to surprise the German 
defenders meant they opened a large, 15-mile-wide gap 
in the German lines, and after three days 12 miles had 
been advanced by the Allied armies, an incredible feat in 
the stalemate of World War One. However, like the 
Germans in the Spring Offensive, the combined British, 
French, Australian and Canadian force overstretched, 
and supplies struggled to reach the front line. 

The winter of 1916 had seen the Germans build the 
Hindenburg line, a web of fortifications miles behind the 
German trench system after the Spring offensive, that 
could be used to repel an Allied attack in the case of a 
retreat. General Haig, after his soldiers began to falter on 
the Amiens offensive, launched three attacks at Albert, 
Noyon and Arras in late August, pushing the Germans 
back towards the Hindenburg line. The Somme, which 
had been the cause of so much destruction for the British 
earlier in the war had finally been overrun, as a battered 
and broken German army retreated from their trench 
system. By the 2nd September, the Germans had been 
pushed back to the Hindenburg line, where they had 
originally started their Spring Offensive, which would 

have been a large psychological blow to the German 
armies. 

It would take almost a month for any major offensive to 
be coordinated on the Hindenburg line, partly because of 
its strength as a defensive position; there were multiple 

bunkers to 
protect 
soldiers from 
artillery and 
machine gun 
nests. 

However, on the 8th October, the Hindenburg line was 
broken in the Second battle of Cambrai, and the loss of 
morale meant that the German High Command was 
forced to seek an armistice. 

The Hundred Days Offensive was only meant to be a 
precursor to a larger offensive in the year of 1919, but 
instead ended with the Armistice on November 11th, 
1918. Germany immediately had to return any land they 
had occupied since 1914, and they were later pushed 
into the humiliating Treaty of Versailles. World War One 
had been a long, drawn out war resulting in more than 
16 million casualties across military and civilian 
populations. The last year of the war also saw a more 
fluid form of fighting, breaking away from the stalemate 
that had existed for the previous three years, and would 
possibly come to emulate the fighting in World War Two. 
The end of the war also meant the end of the vast power 
the European countries used to hold, with countries such 
as France and Britain losing control over their extensive 
empires, and ‘The Troubles,’ erupting after World War 
One causing bitter fighting in Ireland. World War One 
may have brought temporary peace, but was only the 
start of conflict in the 20th Century 

The Somme, which had been the cause of  so much destruction 

for the British earlier in the war had finally been overrun 

Soldiers going ‘over the top’ at the Battle of the Somme  
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A Small school in the 

great War 

A 
t the start of the school year, the SGS History 
Department realised we had a significant 
responsibility—to find a way to honour the 
schools part in the First World War as we 

approached the 100th anniversary of the signing of the 
Armistice that marked the end of the fighting. As a 
school, we place great importance on our History and 
honouring the students and teachers who gave their lives 
in both world wars. This is shown in our yearly 
remembrance assemblies as well as our regular visits to 
the graves of former Suttonians in France and Belgium. 
We have quite a lot of information about many of the 
students listed on our memorials and the experiences of 
the school during this time, as recorded in the book ‘A 
Small School In The Great War.’ 
 
When approaching this project, we decided to try and 
contribute something to this legacy. Instead of 
investigating the lives of the fallen, we wanted to try and 
find out about the students who fought in the Great War 
and survived. We wanted to know what happened to 
these young man, who faced unimaginable challenges, 
and then returned to try and build a life.  
 
We began our investigation in the archives, using the 

original roll book and the 1915-1919 edition of The 
Suttonian to identify a group of five students that we knew 
fought in the war and returned to England when it 
finished. Then, the hard work began. Assisted by the 
History Society team, we trawled through the school 
archives, finding reports, letters, records and mentions 
in The Suttonian to try and build a picture of the lives of 
these men. Once we had started, the project really came 
to life and every discovery of letters written to the 
Headmaster Mr Hensley, or old school reports, or 
mentions in The Suttonian fuelled our interest in these 
young men’s tales. We then moved online to search 
military records and census records to flesh out their 
stories to build the most complete picture we could.  
 
We used our research to attempt to reconstruct the lives 
of these great men. Their experiences during the war and 
post-war were diverse—some were POWs, many later 
lived abroad and pursued a variety of careers. What was 
abundantly clear throughout our work was that none of 
these men forgot their connection to the school, and 
many contributed to the school in their adult lives. Our 
work was on display on our Remembrance Wall for two 
weeks, and now follows in this issue of Retrospect  

By Miss Wain and Mr Shergold  
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DUDLEY VIPOND SUMMERS 
By Mr Shergold  

D 
udley Summers joined Sutton Grammar School 
in September 1911, becoming number 256 on 
the school roll. Census records tell us that he 
lived in Norman Road, Sutton in a house 

shared with his dad Edgar, mum Hannah, elder sister 
Gladys and his grandfather John.. Summers spent three 
years at school, leaving in April 1914, four months before 
war broke out. He evidently joined the army in late 1914 
/ early 1915, recruited almost straight from school. This 
caused us some confusion given his birth date of 1899—
he would have been too young to join. This mystery was 
solved when we learnt that  on active duty in 1916 
Summers was ‘buried for over four hours then got out 
alive. He is now a civilian, being under military age’  - 
Summers was sent home to his family having joined up 
under-age!  
 
Clearly a bit of an adventurer, Summers re-joined the 
army as soon as he was eligible, returning to fight in 
France in April 1918. However, he was taken prisoner 
relatively quickly and taken to Germany. His father wrote 
to the school on 7th October 1918 to inform Mr Hensley 
of his prisoner status, adding “It is a great relief to know 
that he is safe and sound and we are looking forward to 
receiving a letter from him”  
 
Summers is one of a number of boys listed in the 
Suttonian magazine of Spring 1919 as ‘Back from 
Germany’ in the War Personalia section. Listed alongside 
him are two other old boys remembered on this wall—
CF Neate and AS Pennington.  
 
Summers soon involved himself in the burgeoning life of 
the recently formed Old Suttonians Association. He is 
frequently mentioned at annual dinners and get-
togethers, giving speeches and making toasts.  In the 
early 1920’s he is listed for three successive years as the 
captain of the 2nd XI football team and his direct 
connection to the school seems to have  continued into 
the mid 1920’s.  

The picture we have built is one of an enthusiastic and 
engaged young man, eager to travel and to serve. This 
continues into his later career, when he goes to Africa to 
work on the development of the railway network. The 
December 1927 edition of the Suttonian finds him at 
Sekondi, on the Guinea Coast in British West Africa. In a 
letter back to the Old Suttonians he commiserates with 
them on their ‘one day summer, He loves his work and 
assures us he’d be very sorry to come back.  He is glad to 
hear the old Footer and Swimming clubs are still going 
strong. He plays tennis most evenings from 5 till 6.30—
then it gets dark and there comes the job of killing the long 
evenings.’ 
 
A year later, the Suttonian reports him married and still 
in Sekiondi. ‘I have begun to think my wife is the old Boy, 
not me. When the magazine arrives, she gets hold of it, and 
one cannot get a word out of her until she has read it from 
start to finish. Ah, well, in spite of this I manage to get hold 
of it, and I must admit I am just as bad as she is. It brings 
back to us very happy memories of the good time we have 
both spent with the Old Suttonian Association and its 
friends. We often think and talk about you all, and wonder 
how you are getting on.’ 
 
Dudley Summers died in Cape Town on 21st April 
1970—his obituary from the Suttonian can be seen on 
the following page. It was written by old school friend 
Tom Meredith, who became his brother in law in  August 
1924 when he married Dudley's sister Gladys in St 
Barnabas’ Church in Sutton, less than half a mile from the 
school.  
 
From the fragments of records we have been able to put 
together, D V Summers lived a full life of service, 
adventure and travel. Like many Old Suttonians, he 
treasured his time at the school and kept the connection 
going, even when living far from home.  We are honoured 
to have found out a little about his life and remember 
him proudly as a Suttonian 
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Transcript of a letter from Mr E.J. Summers to Headmaster Hensley, 7th October 1917, informing him that his son Dudley 

Summers was a prisoner of war  

Warnock 

Cumnor Road 

Sutton 

7th October 1918 

Dear Sir, 

My son Dudley being an old scholar of the Sutton County School, it will no doubt interest you to know that I have 

heard from the Central Prisoners of War Committee that he is now a prisoner of War in Germany and is well. 

I have also received from him two cards saying that he is well (just the official German card). It is a great relief to 

know that he is safe and sound and we are now looking forward to receiving a letter from him. 

On returning to France for the second time, last April, he was transferred from the Queen’s Royal West Surrey to 

the 1/19 County of London Regiment and was then made Sergeant. 

Yours sincerely 

E.J. Summers 

Dudley Summer’s obituary, 1970. Written by 

his brother in law and old school mate Tom 

Meredith 
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Francis Cyril neate 
By Mr Shergold  

S 
tudent 131 on the Sutton County School is 
Francis Cyril Neate, who joined in April 1909. He 
stayed for just a year, leaving in 1910 to become 
a fitter’s apprentice in Beddington. The 1911 

census places him at ‘Shetland’, in Gordon Road, 
Carshalton, residing there with his father David (a police 
sergeant), mum Evelyn and younger brother Edward. 
Edward would also go on to attend the school—more on 
him later. 
 
Francis is first mentioned in the Suttonian as returning 
home from 
Germany in the 
Spring 1919 
edition and, 
searching the 
archive, it 
became 
apparent that 
he spent time 
as a prisoner of war. Unlike his contemporary D.V. 
Summers, however, it appears that he may have 
struggled to adjust to life post war—the letters from the 
Headmaster E. Hensley regarding to a possible job as a 
school attendance officer in 1934 suggest he had a 
difficult time after 1919, a fate that  befell so many men 
coming back from Europe. 
 
Happier moments did occur though, and in July 1924 the 

Suttonian reports that Neate married Alice Mary Hind in 
St Barnabas’ Church. A year later Alice gave birth to a 
daughter and the family were living at Pelton Avenue in 
Belmont.. Here, the archive runs a little cold on Francis 
Neate; like many boys he came back from the war and 
lived locally - shaped indelibly, we can imagine, by his 
experiences as a soldier and a prisoner.   
 
Francis’ younger brother Edward is a far more 
prominent figure in the school’s archive. He gave his 
name to two of the senior school prizes (in Physics and 

in Geography), 
and later 
played a key 
role in the 
development of 
the Old 
Suttonian 
Association.  
His slightly 

younger age seems to have precluded any war service 
that we could find. Francis Neate passed away in 1963. 
His obituary, written in that summer’s edition of the 
Suttonian, gives another tempting glimpse into his brief 
time at the school and also the kind of man he was; 
leaving gifts for those that came after. We are honoured 
to include him in our exhibition and try to tell as much of 
his story (and of his family link to Sutton Grammar) as 
we can 
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Headmaster Hensley’s letter of recommendation for Francis Neate, January 1934 
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By Miss Wain 

F 
rank Hayden Potter was born on the 4th June 
1896. The 1901 census tells us that he was born 
in Sutton, at that time living with his parents 
Frank (a builder) and Harriett, along with his 

two younger sisters Alison and Joyce. By 1911, the family 
had grown 
considerably, and 
Frank was the 
eldest of seven 
children – he had 
five sisters and 
one brother. He 
joined the school 
in January 1908 
and studied there 
until December 
1911. According 
to the headmaster 
Mr Hensley, 
Frank’s ‘character 
and conduct here 
were good.’ 
Certainly, he 
seems to have 
maintained a good 
relationship with 
the school, 
Hensley commented in 1925 that he had ‘frequently 
come into contact with him since he left the school.’  
 
Frank Potter joined the army early in the First World 
War, having only turned 18 on the 4th June 1914. His 
army service record tells us that he was sent to France 
on the 9th November 1914, where he would spend most 
of the next four years. His record lists his first rank as 
‘R.Rider’ and in The Suttonian of 5958 he is named as 
being part of the Remount Department – meaning he was 
working with horses used on the front lines. At the 
beginning of the war, the army was still very much 
reliant on horses for moving men and supplies to the 
front line, and even as motorised vehicles came more 
into use, horses were still needed to move supplies over 
difficult and muddy terrain. The Army Remount 
Department was responsible for the purchase and 
training of horses, donkeys and mules for this purpose, 
and by 1917 they possessed 600,000 horses. Potter’s 
role in the department seems to have been organisation 
and movement of horses along the front lines. He is 
quoted in the 1914 Suttonian in the early months of his 
war, having written a letter back to the school that shows 
that Sutton was very much still in this thoughts. He 
writes:  
“Still alive and kicking. I am having plenty of sport here, 
riding and taking horses up to the lines. I am very glad to 
hear the School nearly won the Football Cup.” (Dec 30th 
1914) 

 
He appears to have left the Remount Department and 
joined the Royal Irish Fusiliers as a Private in December 
1916. He continued to serve in France in this infantry 
regiment until April 1918 where he was wounded at 

Ypres. He was 
sent home to 
Nunthorpe Hall 
V.A.D. hospital in 
York. V.A.D 
hospitals were 
voluntary 
hospitals, run by 
civilians to 
support the war 
effort. Nunthorpe 
Hall was run by 
Mrs. Lycett-Green 
OBE and had been 
lent to the Red 
Cross by Sir 
Edward Lycett-
Green to be used 
as a hospital, and 
the family bore all 
expenses not 
covered by their 

government grant. In May 1916, the hospital was 
bombed in a zeppelin raid but managed to stay open to 
treat Frank Potter in 1918, before closing in 1919.  
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After the war, Frank Potter appears to have pursued his 
love of art by attending a variety of art schools in the 
early 1920s, including Sutton Art School, Slade School of 
Fine Print and the Central School of Arts and Crafts in 
Westminster. 
We do have a 
record of him 
applying to the 
Royal College 
of Veterinary 
Surgery in 
1921, as the 
college 
contacted the 
school to ask 
whether his 
academic 
standards 
were enough 
to approve an 
exemption 
from 
preliminary 
examinations 
in 
consideration 
of his military 
service. We do 
not have any 
record of him having pursued this career further, and he 
seems to have turned his attention to teaching soon after.  
 
He taught in several different schools as an art master, 
and appears to have stayed up in Yorkshire after his stay 
at Nunthorpe Hall. Indeed, he taught at Pocklington 
School and St. Peter’s School, amongst others, in and 
around York. Frank Potter appears to have moved a fair 
few times and in May 1924, he even wrote to Mr Hensley 
for a letter of 
recommendation for an art 
teacher job in the West 
Indies, though we must 
assume that he changed 
his mind as he continued 
teaching art in English 
schools throughout the 
1920s. While teaching up 
north, in 1925 he was 
gazetted a Reserve Officer 
in the 8th King's Royal 
Irish Hussars-serving with 
them in York 1925-6 and 
later in York again 
attached to the 5th Royal 
Inniskilling Dragoon 
Guards in 1929. He had 
previously written to Mr 
Hensley for 
recommendation for this role and the headmaster 
describes him in this letter as ‘thoroughly trustworthy.’ 
He was clearly an interesting and engaging man with a 
great range of interests, he played rugby for Hull and 
East Riding of Yorkshire Wanderers and later the 

Oxfordshire Nomads, he was Treasurer of the 
Contemporary Portrait Society and a member of the 
Committee of the Army Arts Society.  
 

Frank Potter 
finally moved 
back to the 
local area in 
1930 where he 
took up the role 
of Head of Art 
at Whitgift 
School in 
Croydon, where 
he remained 
until 1959. He 
was clearly a 
well-known 
and well-loved 
teacher at the 
school. He 
witnessed the 
moving of the 
school to a new 
site in 1931, 
where he met 
with Prince 
George, later 

the Duke of Kent. He is pictured below, closer to his 
retirement, teaching his students in his art room. He 
appears to have pursued his own art work further in his 
retirement and his work was featured in several 
exhibitions and galleries in the 1960s. He also produced 
his own one-man exhibitions, including one in Beverley, 
Yorkshire in 1969. The presence of this program in our 
school archives suggests that a member of the school 
staff attended the exhibition, though we do not know 

who. He was clearly a very 
talented artist, who was 
praised as ‘an artist of 
skill, integrity and vision 
and a lover of things that 
are lovely and of good 
report.’ 
 
Frank Hayden Potter died 
in February 1979 at the 
age of 82. From what we 
can tell of his school, army 
and employment records, 
he lived a full and exciting 
life where he served his 
country well and pursued 
his passions, while 
instilling those same 
passions in his students. 
We are proud to honour 

him as a member of Sutton Grammar School 
 
With special thanks to William Wood, archivist at Whitgift 
School 
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ALFRed pennington 
By Miss Wain 

Retrospect 

A 
lfred Sidney Pennington was the 114th pupil to 
join the school on the 21st September 1908 at 
the age of 11. He stayed at the school for 6 
years, leaving on the 31st July 1914. Whilst at 

the school, his reports suggest that he was a rather 
typical Sutton Grammar School student. He excelled in 
mathematics and science, where the succinct comment 
of ‘V.g’ (very good) accompanied his 1st place positions in 
Physics and Chemistry.  Unfortunately, he does not seem 
to have been as successful elsewhere, receiving the 
comment ‘rather weak’ for his first term performance in 
History and Geography! Pennington clearly applied 
himself tp improving in these areas and managed to 
move up to a ‘v.fair’ in his second term report, and he is 
described overall as having ‘worked steadily and well.’  
 
In the school record book, he is shown as having been 
employed as a clerk in the offices of Morgan, Baines and 
Clark estate agents in Wallington, but we know that he 
served the country in the First World War. Pennington’s 
army records have been difficult to unearth, but one 
possibility is that he served as a Gunner in the Royal 
Garrison Artillery as army records have an Alfred 
Pennington serving in this regiment during the war. We 
do know that he came back from the war and is listed in 
the 1919 Suttonian in a ‘War Personalia’ list, welcoming 
former students and staff ‘Back from Germany.’ He is 
listed alongside F.C.Neate and D.V.Summers who we 
know from our records were prisoners of war, and so it 
is possible that Alfred Pennington was also a prisoner of 
war. Alternatively, some soldiers were sent to Germany 
after the signing of the Armistice so it is possible that he 
simply was stationed there.  
 
After the war, Alfred Pennington married Miss Doris 
Marion Brown in 1923 at St. Dunstan’s Church, Cheam. 
They went on to have two sons and appears to have 
worked in a bank. What is striking is that it is clear that 
he did not forget about his beginnings at the Sutton 
County School as he wrote to the headmaster, Dr F.A. 
Walch, in 1963. In his letter, Pennington lists his address 
as ’22 Norman Road,’ showing that he still lived in the 

Sutton area. He writes to donate to the school and 
encloses a cheque for £20, telling Dr. Walch he will ‘leave 
the matter to you as to the use to which it is put.’ He does 
profess a desire to see the money ‘help the boys in a 
matter connected with their games’ if possible.  
 
The Headmaster responded to Pennington a few months 
later to thank him for his donation. Walch acknowledged 
Pennington’s wish for the money to go towards games 
and the building of the new pavilion – still currently 
standing at Northey Avenue – but Walch instead asked 
for the donation to be put towards the building of the 
swimming pool. He says that he remembers that 
Pennington was ‘interested in swimming and recalled a 
number of the prominent swimmers amongst the old 
Suttonians.’ Alfred Pennington replied quickly and 
confirmed that he would be ‘very pleased if you will 
place the £20 to the swimming bath fund.’ A receipt for 
the £20 donation was written in late May. The swimming 
pool was built and opened in 1970 and it would be really 
nice to assume that Pennington was one of the well 
wishers looking on.  
 
Pennington appears in later editions of The Suttonian, in 
the sections with information about the  Old Suttonians 
Association. He was clearly still an enthusiastic 
Suttonian—the editor remarks that  when they 
requested information from the Old Suttonians, 
Pennington was the first to return his form and sent it off 
‘by first class mail three hours after receiving his copy of 
the magazine.’ He describes his retirement activities as 
‘gardening, entertaining, flowershows, fetes and smiliar 
local events.’  
 
It would be wonderful to know more about Alfred 
Pennington, in particular what he did during the war. 
What has impressed me in reading about him is his deep 
commitment to Sutton Grammar. He continued to follow 
the school through the Suttonian. Forty-nine years after 
leaving the school, Alfred Pennington donated £20 to the 
school and that money was used to build a swimming 
pool which we continue to enjoy to this day 
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Headmaster Walch’s reply to Pennington 

where he asks if Pennington would mind if the 

donation went towards the building of the 

swimming pool as ‘the new Pavilion is well 

under way and...I remember that you were 

interested in swimming’ 

Pennington’s reply to Walch where he states 

that he would be ‘very pleased if you will place 

the £20 to the Swimming Bath Fund as you 

suggest.’ 

The receipt for the £20 donation given by 

Alfred Pennington to the school that went 

towards building the swimming pool, 

completed in 1970.  

Pennington’s letter that accompanied his 

cheque for £20. He states that he ‘would like to 

help the boys in a matter connected with their 

games but that is only my idea..’ 
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Programme for Frank Potter’s 1969 art exhibition in Beverley.  

40 
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Malcolm lewis 
By Mr Shergold 

B 
orn in October 1889, Malcom Lewis was the 
oldest of the boys we researched for this 
project, The 1901 census finds him living at 64 
Denmark Road, Carshalton with his mum, dad 

and uncle.  10 years later he is listed as a ‘boarder’ at the 
home of Laura 
Reldon in Wallington.  
Interestingly, his log 
number in the Sutton 
Archive is incorrect, 
making his original 
registration difficult 
to locate but, we 
know he was on roll 
between 1901 and 
1904. Luckily, we 
were able to find his 
personal file, which 
led to a wealth of 
information. 
 
His service record 
shows that he served 
on the Western Front 
between September 
1914 and July 1916, returning for a second tour between 
May 1917 and March 1919. He must have been in the 
first wave of volunteers that signed up in the patriotic 
fervor of 1914—his sign up date of 8/8/14 was just four 
days after war was declared. 
 
Lewis joined the BEF as a private, eventually enlisting in 
the Royal Garrison Artillery, the fledgling artillery arm of 
the British Army. A letter back to the Suttonian in 1914 
discusses his first Christmas at the front, including 
Christmas dinner and ’those confounded Germans’ 
celebrating Boxing Day! (Note also on this page the 
mention of the Christmas day truce by old boy WHJ 
Bond). You  can also see below in his letter to Mr Hensley 
dated 1916 that he is hoping the school can provide him 
with some trigonometry tuition to help with training. He 
eventually reached the rank of Lieutenant, operating 
siege batteries in the RGA. Despite his length of service 
he was never wounded or captured, a major feat given 
his length of service on this front. He was demobilized in 
March 1919, showing that military presence in Europe 
was maintained months after the Armistice was signed.   
 
The school archive next picks Lewis up in 1948, after the 
Second World War. He has now reached the rank of 
Colonel and seems to have seen service in both wars. 
This wonderful seam of correspondence, laid out below, 
now focuses on his desire to award a cup to the school 
for ‘Outstanding Leadership’ in all aspects of school life.  
Written from far off places such as Guadalcanal (scene of 
a brutal Pacific Theatre battle in 1942-43) and Cape 

Town, we get a sense of a man taken around the world 
by his service. A member of the RAC club in London, the 
letterhead gives us an insight to his base when back 
home.  
In the letters to Mr Cockshutt (the new Headmaster) you 

get a real sense of 
the love of the school 
he has and that he 
wants his 
experiences in both 
wars to shape a 
legacy he can leave 
the school. The MS 
Lewis Cup is still 
awarded today to 
the Deputy Head 
Boys of the school in 
the annual senior 
prize giving 
ceremony.  
 
The July 1971 
edition of the 
Suttonian mentions 
that the OSA has 

tried to contact Lewis, being one of their oldest students. 
Sadly, other records indicate that Lewis had died that 
same year, although there is no record of where he 
passed away. Malcolm Lewis was one of the first 
students in the school and went on the serve his country 
in both of the devastating conflicts of the twentieth 
century. Like so many Old Boys, his life after 1918 took 
him all over the world and yet he never forget his times 
at the school and went out o his way to create a personal 
legacy that we still celebrate today.  We are privileged to 
know a little more about him and to include him in our 
memorial  
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Lewis’ letter dated July 1948. 

‘It has several times occurred to me 

hat I would like to give a challenge tro-

phy to the school for the fostering of a 

particular object—that of leadership’  

Headmaster Cockshutt replies, saying 

‘I have just told the boys of your very kind 

offer. They were obviously impressed that  

one who was a member of the school so long 

ago had remembered the school and wanted 

to make this gift’ 

Lewis’ letter, September 1949 

‘The cup is at last ready and I have 

paid to send it direct to you’ 

The school confirms receipt of the cup 

‘I will certainly ensure that the cup is 

awarded in accordance with your wishes 

and intentions. I feel that this will be a 

highly prized award each year..’ 
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Afterword 

We hope that you have enjoyed this issue of Retrospect. This issue has taken an 

in depth look into how important the pursuit and maintenance of peace has been 

throughout history but also highlights how fragile it is. It also begs the question 

as to what the future of peace is within our society as a whole; will it last? For a 

more in depth discussion of the topics discussed in this issue, check out the 

podcast linked on the school website. Thank you again to all of the writers for 

their brilliant submissions and look out for the next edition coming in the spring 

term.  

Until next time,  

Your editors 

SGS History Society is… 

Miss Wain  Hari Kandiah Laszlo Wheatley  Tom Clapp  

Elliot Kelly  Marcus Pitchley  Mr Shergold  




