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Editorial 
Welcome to another edition of Retrospect—in 

this case our tenth edition. Fittingly, our alum-

ni corner writers in this edition are two mem-

bers of the original team who founded the mag-

azine back in 2013. We also have a range of arti-

cles from across the school with some fascinat-

ing debates considering the role of airpower in 

winning wars, Anne Boleyn’s reputation as mon-

ster or martyr, and the realities of communism.  

 

Debates are the foundation of what we do in 

history and the reason why we love it so much.  

We hope you will enjoy this edition on ‘The 

Great Debates’ and listen to the accompanying 

podcast, found on the school website. Follow 

us on twitter @SGS_History 

 

Look out for our next edition in the summer! 

 

Your Editors  
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Joe	 Hearn	 was	 fortunate	 to	 interview	 the	 medieval	

historian	Dr	Marc	Morris	for	our	accompanying	pod-

cast.	Dr	Morris	has	written	numerous	books	on	 the	

medieval	period,	including	King	 John:	 Treachery,	 Tyr-

anny	 and	 the	 Road	 to	 Magna	 Carta,	 and	Year		12	fa-

vourite	The	 Norman	 Conquest.	 He	has	also	presented	

the	television	series	Castle	 on	Channel	4	and	worked	

on	 the	 recent	BBC	drama-documentary	series	1066:	

A	Year	to	Conquer	England.		

	

An	extract	from	this	interview	is	featured	below,	for	

the	 rest	 listen	 to	 the	 podcast	 linked	 on	 the	 school	

website.	

	

Do	 you	 think	 that	Edward	 the	Confessor	had	a	Nor-

man	succession	plan	in	place	for	William	to	succeed	

him?	

I	 think	 Edward	 de�initely	 offered	 the	 throne,	 or	 he	 al-

most	 certainly	 wanted	William	 to	 succeed	 him.	 I	 think	

that	the	traditional	understanding	of	the	evidence	is	the	

correct	 one.	 It	 makes	 sense	 in	 terms	 of	 Edward’s	 up-

bringing,	because	of	course	he	was	an	exile	in	Normandy	

from	his	 early	 teens	until	 his	 early	 forties,	 so	 the	 argu-

ment	 that	was	put	 forward	by	Norman	chroniclers	 that	

he	was	 grateful	 to	 his	 Norman	 cousins	 for	 hosting	 him	

for	 all	 that	 time	 is	 a	 very	 solid	 one.	 I	 also	 think	he	had	

very	good	reasons	for	loathing	his	Anglo-Danish	in-laws,	

the	Godwins,	 not	 least	 because	 the	 chief	 of	 the	Godwin	

clan,	 Earl	 Godwin,	 was	 responsible	 for	 the	 murder	 of	

Edward’s	only	full	brother	Alfred	in	1036,	so	I	think	that	

traditional	 reading	 of	 the	 evidence	 seems	 very	 solid	 to	

me.	It	seems	to	me	that	the	reason	for	the	great	crisis	of	

Edward's	 reign	 from	1051	 to	1052	 is	 precisely	because	

he	turns	against	the	Godwins	and	tries	to	make	William	

his	heir.	Of	course,	 that	plan	goes	wrong,	and	when	the	

Godwins	 return	 in	 1052,	 from	 that	 point	 on	 as	 I	 see	 it,	

Edward	 is	 essentially	 a	 broken	 reed.	He	 is	 king	 only	 in	

name	and	the	people	calling	the	shots	thereafter	are	the	

Godwins,	particularly	Harold	and	Tostig	Godwin.	Wheth-

er	he	had	a	Norman	succession	plan	after	1052	is	moot,	

because	he	wasn’t	in	a	position	to	put	it	in	place.	So,	yes,	I	

do	think	his	initial	plan	was	for	a	Norman	succession	and	

I	think	the	plan	from	the	people	in	power	from	1052	was	

that	 one	way	 or	 another	 they	wanted	 a	 Godwin	 on	 the	

throne	–	that	was	the	Godwin	family’s	plan,	so	that’s	why	

you	 get	 this	 extraordinary	 explosion	 happening	 at	 the	

start	 of	 1066	 when	 Edward	 dies,	 because	 there	 is	 two	

groups	of	very	powerful	people	who	have	different	ideas	

about	what	is	going	to	happen	next. 

 

Continuing the Norman theme, do you think that Wil-

liam the Conqueror was a new type of leader on the 

continent and in Britain, or was he very much similar 

to other continental kings of the time? 

I	don’t	know	that	he	was	particularly	new	in	any	sense.	

The	Normans,	as	you	know	start	off	as	Vikings,	and	after	

a	hundred	years	after	the	�irst	Viking	settlers	 in	France,	

around	the	time	of	William's	birth,	they	are	doing	things	

as	other	Frankish	princes	are	doing.	They	practice	caval-

ry	warfare,	they	do	chivalry,	slavery	is	falling	out	of	fash-

ion,	 they	 build	 castles,	 they	 speak	 French	 and	 they’re	

Christian.	So	in	all	those	respects,	William	is	just	another	

Frankish	prince.	Having	said	that,	other	Frankish	chroni-

clers	 of	 the	 time	 did	 look	 at	 the	 Normans	 and	 still	 see	

them	 as	 scrubbed	 up	 Vikings,	 so	 there	 was	 a	 sense	 in	

which	the	Normans	were	different,	not	particularly	Wil-

liam,	 but	 the	Normans	had	 this	 sense	of	 identity	which	

separated	them	from	the	rest	of	Frankian.	I	suppose	the	

thing	 that	 might	 make	 William	 somewhat	 different	 to	

other	 Frankish	 princes	 is,	 as	 I	 have	 argued	 in	my	 biog-

raphy	of	William,	that	he	is	possessed	of	a	very	strident	

puritanical	form	of	piety,	a	form	of	piety	that	you	can	see	

growing	in	the	late	11th	century	that	ultimately	prompts	

many	knights	 in	western	Europe	 to	 go	on	 the	 �irst	 cru-

sade.	 He	 is	 a	 big	 fan	 of	 this	 new	 reformed	 Christianity	

that	starts	in	Europe	and	comes	to	Normandy	in	the	mid-

dle	of	the	11th	century,	coming	from	the	people	who	are	

his	 mentors,	 his	 particular	 mentor	 is	 Lanfranc	 who	 he	

makes	 Archbishop	 of	 Canterbury.	 At	 a	 time	 when	 you	

look	 at	 the	 English	 and	 their	 Christianity	 seems	 much	

more	 relaxed,	 certainly	 for	 the	 nobles	 like	 the	Godwins	

for	 example,	 William	 is	 a	 king	 who	 convenes	 church	

councils,	 sits	 in	 church	 councils,	 is	 very	 keen	 that	 the	

church	enforces	clerical	celibacy,	 in	his	own	private	 life	

is	 unusually	 uxorious,	 i.e.	 he	 doesn’t	 cheat	 on	 his	 wife	

Queen	Matilda.	So,	in	that	sense	I	think	he	is	to	some	ex-

tent	a	new	breed	of	English	king	and	Norman	duke. 

 

What had the greatest impact on the modern day 

world that William did? 

I	 think	now	at	a	distance	of	951	years	there’s	not	much	

that	you	can	say	that	is	radically	different	 	as	a	result	of	

the	Norman	conquest	because	it’s	arguable	that	many	of	

the	changes	that	William	introduced,	for	example	castles	

or	 Romanesque	 architecture	 or	 different	 forms	 of	mili-

tary	tenure,	cavalry	warfare,	all	of	those	things	the	Eng-

lish	would	have	gotten	round	to	eventually,	because	that	

was	the	way	the	wind	was	blowing	in	Europe.	What	they	

wouldn’t	have	done	is	gotten	them	so	quickly	and	in	such	

a	 traumatic	way,	 as	 they	 did	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	Norman	

conquest.	 I	 think	 the	most	 obvious	 legacy	 that	does	 en-

dure	is	the	fact	that	the	conversation	we	are	having	now	

is	essentially	 in	old	English/German,	we	are	 speaking	 a	

hybrid	 language	made	up	of	Anglo-Saxon	 language	with	

thousands	 of	 loanwords	 from	 French.	 That’s	 obviously	

an	impact	of	the	conquest	and	that’s	one	 that	continues	

to	the	present	to	shape	the	modern	world,	so	I	think	the	

linguistic	aspect	of	the	conquest	is	perhaps	the	most	en-

during	one. 

 

The full interview can be  heard on the accompany-

ing podcast,. Plus, interviews with our very own writ-

ers and this edition’s alumni corner foci: Retrospect	

founders Matthew Vandepeer and Charles Connor 

Dr Marc Morris 

HISTORIAN’S INSIGHT: how impactful 

were the Normans? 
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By Mr Shergold 

I 
t is in this wonderful prose that the basis for the 
American Civil War being a ‘Total War’ can be found. 
Lincoln’s question, on the very validity and survival 
of a free nation, suggests he thought the con�lict was 

total. I agree. 
 
The historical debate over de�ining a total war is com-
plex. Many factors come into play, including total num-
ber of participants, redirection of industry and economy 
for war, deliberate targeting of civilians and the need for 
unconditional surrender by your enemy. The American 
Civil War has facets of all of these. Some 3 million men 
fought in the war and 600,000 died; 2 % of America’s 
total population, almost exactly the same proportion of 
deaths that Britain suffered between 1914-18. At the 
Battle of Shiloh, Tennessee, more men died in two days 
than had been killed in ALL previous wars involving 
America combined. The Union’s initial strategic plan 
called for the strangling of the Confederacy’s economy 
using Anaconda Tactics; blockading the Eastern Sea 
Board and cutting off the Mississippi River.  
 
In 1861, Lincoln passed the Revenue Act, the �irst time 
the government had initiated income tax collection, as a 
direct way of funding the war. General Sherman’s ‘March 
to the Sea’ devastated the homesteads of Georgia and the 
Carolinas, leaving in its wake a trail of destruction that, 
whilst not a massacre of the civilian population, was jus-
ti�ied by the man himself thus: ‘We are not �ighting hos-
tile armies but a hostile people and must make old and 
young, rich and poor, feel the hard hand of war, as well 
as their organised armies.’ We are left in no doubt what 
Sherman’s intentions were – a total war of victory. 

However, it is not in the meeting of these �luid criteria 
that the claim for total war is most persuasive. Far more 
importantly, this was a war for the soul of a nation. Ini-
tially, Lincoln’s goal was to preserve the Union. The se-
cession of the Southern States threatened the very exist-
ence of the United States and there is an argument that 
this in itself constitutes a total con�lict. However, post 
1863, when the Emancipation Proclamation shifted the 
emphasis towards a slave or free nation, the label of total 
war becomes fully justi�ied. The con�lict was to deter-
mine exactly what sort of country would emerge from 
the ruins of war. The very fabric of the Southern econo-
my, and to a lesser extent southern life, was deliberately 
targeted by the North. There was no way the two could 
co-exist after 1863, indicating an implied need for an 
unconditional surrender, not just of an army but of an 
entire way of life. The American Civil War was a total 
war because it changed everything, forever. Whilst sym-
pathetic to the theory that the South endured a more 
total war than the North, mainly because of the signi�i-
cant manpower and economic advantages the Union en-
joyed, the fact the war lasted for so long and the struggle 
became so bitter despite this imbalance highlights that 
the con�lict was total for both sides. 
 

One	 last	 anecdote	 perhaps	 best	 illustrates	 the	 point.	 In	

July	1861,	 a	Virginian	 famer	named	Wilmer	McLean	 al-

lowed	Southern	General	P	 Beauregard	 to	use	his	 house	

as	a	headquarters.	Union	gunners	opened	�ire	on	the	res-

idence,	 the	 �irst	 shots	 �ired	 in	 the	opening	 battle	 of	 the	

Civil	War,	the	First	Bull	Run.	McLean,	concerned	that	the	

presence	of	the	Union	army	would	disrupt	his	business,	

decided	to	move	his	 family	over	100	miles	south	 to	 the	

quiet,	 isolated	 community	 of	 Appomattox	 Court	 House.	

On	the	8th	April	1865,	a	messenger	from	General	Robert	

E	 Lee,	 knocked	 on	McLean’s	 front	 door	 in	 Appomattox	

and	asked	 if	 the	Confederate	General	 in	Chief	could	use	

the	 house.	 The	 next	 day,	 Lee	 surrendered	 to	 Ulysses	 S	

Grant	 in	 McLean’s	 living	 room.	 McLean	 is	 reported	 to	

have	said	‘The	war	began	in	my	front	yard	and	ended	in	

my	front	parlour’.	For	Wilmer	McLean,	and	for	the	coun-

try,	this	was	indeed	a	total	war 

Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought 

forth on this continent, a new nation, conceived in Lib-

erty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men are 

created equal. Now we are engaged in a great civil war, 

testing whether that nation, or any nation so conceived 

and so dedicated, can long endure 

Abraham Lincoln, Gettysburg Address, November 19, 1863 

An	artist’s	impression	of	the	chaotic	and	bloody	Battle	of	Shiloh	
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By Miss Wain 

T 
he concept of ‘Total War’ has been applied to 
modern warfare to describe a war that goes 
beyond army against army, to an entire country 
mobilising all of its resources to �ight an all-out 

war against another nation. Chickering describes this as 
a war that features ‘unprecedented intensity and extent’ 
featuring nations that �ight for the total destruction of 
the enemy borne out of ideological hatred, using their 
entire populations and economic ability to wage a war, 
and consequently making civilian populations as signi�i-
cant, and vulnerable, to the war effort as soldiers. It is 
fair to say that the American Civil War features some of 
the aspects of ‘Total War’ described above. However it 
does not stand up to comparison against the total eco-
nomic mobilisation seen in the two world wars, the scale 
is not particularly signi�icant for the era (the battle of 
Königgrätz in 1866 included twice as many man as there 
were at Gettysburg) and most signi�icantly the involve-
ment of civilians and the portrayal of the Union waging 
‘hard war’ has been vastly overplayed. In my opinion, 
any adherence to the criteria for Total War is due to the 
fact that this is a civil war, and, when compared to the 
wars that do conform to the de�inition, the American 
Civil War falls short of total war. 
 

The requisitioning of civilian to mobilise a whole popula-
tion  in waging a total war is vital and is the �irst area 
where the American Civil War does not match up to the 
de�inition. In World War Two Britain, conscription was 
imposed on all males ages 18-41 from 1939 onwards. 
Unmarried women and childless widows were added to 
this in 1941. In sharp contrast to this, the Union in the 
Civil War did not introduce conscription for soldiers un-
til 1863, two years into the war and there were many 
more ways to evade service, including paying to get out 
of the obligation. Women, 
while playing a signi�icant 
role in the war, were not 
conscripted, demonstrat-
ing that this was not a 
‘nation-in-arms’ on the 
scale of the world wars. Only about 3% of the American 
population was conscripted during the Civil War, similar 
to other 19th century wars. Even more importantly than 
this is to consider attacks on civilians. In ‘Total War’ the 
civilian population is just as much a part of the war as 
the army and therefore can be subject to the same hos-
tile treatment. This manifested in the Blitz in World War 
Two. The justi�ication for this bombing was initially the 
destruction of economic infrastructure but as the war 
went on there was a clear shift to also targeting the civil-
ians manning this infrastructure – Dresden in 1945 de-
picts this quite clearly. 
 
In the American Civil War, destruction of civilian areas 
was always somewhat of an inevitability because it was a 

civil war –consider the military requisition and damage 
done to churches in the English Civil War. Sherman’s 
March to the Sea is cited as an example where the Un-
ion’s military strategy  turns to focus on the civilian pop-
ulation of the Confederacy and therefore ful�ils the crite-
ria for total war. However there is a sharp contrast in the 
way that the Union approached attacks on civilians. 
Sherman’s orders upon embarking on his march through 
Georgia were that his soldiers must ‘refrain from abusive 
or threatening language’ and ‘endeavour to leave with 
each family a reasonable portion for their maintenance.’ 
Sherman showed great restraint in his attack on the 
southern economy – his soldiers were to only destroy 
anything the army could use, but to leave civilian sup-
plies and dwellings untouched. The key difference was 
who the enemy was – while the war was founded in ide-
ologies, the Union soldiers were aware that they were 
�ighting their countrymen so there was never enthusi-
asm for attacking the civilian population directly. When 
compared with Arthur Harris’ description of the purpos-
es of the British bombing raids in Germany in 1943, the 
contrast is sharp: ‘the aim of the Combined Bomber Of-
fensive...should be unambiguously stated [as] the de-
struction of German cities, the killing of German workers, 
and the disruption of civilized life throughout Germany.’ 
The actions of Sherman anticipated the future of warfare 
but are incomparable to the all-out assault on civilian 
populations seen in World War Two. There were 50,000 
civilian deaths out of 620,000 in the American Civil War. 
45 million civilians were killed during World War Two, 
more than half of the 65 million lives lost overall. While 
it is clear to see that Union soldiers were aiming to dam-
age the southern economy and reduce morale, they 
stopped short of the all out attacks on the civilian popu-
lation that are an essential part of total war. 

 

Finally, it is the terms of 
victory which cement the 
exclusion of the American 
Civil War from Total War. 
Clausewitz de�ines Total 

War strategy effectively- ‘those that seek the overthrow 
of the enemy.’ Churchill and Roosevelt’s declaration in 
1943 that they would ‘continue the war relentlessly until 
we have brought about the unconditional surrender of 
Germany and Japan’ ful�ils this effectively.  However for 
Lincoln, total destruction of the South was never the ulti-
mate goal. Despite the strategic shift to ‘hard war’ from 
1863, as late as 1864 he told an envoy meeting Confeder-
ate agents ‘If you can �ind, any person anywhere profess-
ing to have any proposition of Jefferson Davis in writing, 
for peace, embracing the restoration of the Union and 
abandonment of slavery, whatever else it embraces, say 
to him he may come to me with you.’ Lincoln’s invitation 
for Davis to negotiate peace is clear indication that this 
was not a Total War 

Was the American Civil War  a ‘total war’? 

stopped short of  the all out attacks on the 

civilian population that are an essential 

part of  Total War 
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A 
nne Boleyn, despite being Queen of England for 
only three years, is one of the most renowned 
women in history. Having spent her youth in 
France, Anne returned to England in 1522, 

where she was appointed as a lady in waiting to Cathe-
rine of Aragon, King Henry’s wife at the time. It was here 
that she gained many admirers, not least of which was 
the King himself.  Although Anne was involved with Lord 
Henry Percy, the King wanted to make her his mistress. 
 
The calculating and manipulative side of Anne was 
shown in her response to this. She had been betrothed to 
Percy in 1523, but at the King’s bidding, Cardinal Thom-
as Wolsey put an end to 
their relationship, forcing 
Percy to marry another 
woman. With Percy dealt 
with, Henry began the 
courtship of Anne. Realiz-
ing her chance to become 
Queen, Anne went along with it. However, using her 
guile, she refused to become his mistress. She told Henry 
that she would only be truly his if he divorced his wife, 
Catherine. One of the main reasons that Anne made this 
calculated move was that she knew that Henry always 
got what he wanted. If she played hard to get and did not 
immediately succumb to his demands, then she knew 
that he would want her even more. Anne also refused to 
have sexual relations with Henry, because she knew her 
sister Mary had been his mistress but had received no 
ultimate gain or position (Henry was now disinterested 
with her). Anne used her cunning to manipulate Henry 
into divorcing Catherine, so she could become Queen. 
 
With Anne’s encouragement, Henry had asked the Pope 

for a divorce. He claimed that his marriage to Catherine 
of Aragon had been invalid because Catherine was previ-
ously married to Arthur Tudor, Henry’s brother. The Ro-
man Catholic Church refuted this claim and refused to let 
Henry divorce Catherine. With further prompting from 
Anne, Henry decided to set up his own church, whereby 
he would be able to annul his �irst marriage. In the mean-
time, Anne  kept Henry interested with her love letters, 
and waited six years for him to marry her.  She had 
achieved her goal of becoming Queen of England. 
On her path to becoming Queen, Anne manipulated King 
Henry in order to get revenge on Thomas Wolsey, who 
had previously ruined her relationship with Henry Percy. 

The King had been de-
pendent on Wolsey, who 
had in�luence in Rome, to 
sort out his divorce as the 
Pope forbade Henry and 
Anne’s marriage. Howev-
er, when Wolsey was una-

ble to arrange an annulment, Anne used this to her ad-
vantage and coaxed Henry into believing that Wolsey’s 
loyalties lay with the Pope and not with him. So, Wolsey 
was dismissed from of�ice in 1529, and arrested in No-
vember 1530, accused of treason. Wolsey referred to 
Anne as “the night crow”, who was always able to “caw 
into the King’s private ear”, and blamed her for his situa-
tion. 
 
Once she was Queen, Anne continued to in�luence Henry, 
for example, with Mary Tudor, his daughter with Cathe-
rine of Aragon. Anne has already negated Henry’s love 
for Catherine but Henry still had a strong bond with 
Mary. After Henry married Anne, he continued to see 
Mary. She visited him at the court and they spent time 
together, among other things, going hunting. Anne was 
not happy with Mary’s presence at Court and wanted to 
get rid of her. There is even an account that claims Anne 
stated Mary will be “the cause of my death unless I get 
rid of her �irst.” So, she repeatedly told Henry to stop all 
contact with Mary. This worked and Henry eventually 
decided to stop seeing her.   
 
As Henry’s wife, Anne was able to in�luence his decisions 
on religion. She was a strong supporter of religious re-
form and pushed Henry into accepting the role of head of 
the Church. She used her position to sway his decision on 
the appointment of the reforming bishops and his treat-
ment of the monasteries. 
 
King Henry was attracted by Anne’s intelligence, charm 
and character. But it was the very qualities that attracted 
Henry, which would bring about Anne’s ultimate down-
fall. She was a woman who wanted success and would 
stop at nothing to get her way. But, when the time came, 
her intelligence could not save her from execution 

By Nathan Livingstone, 10 Brown 

she used her position to sway his decision 

on the appointment of  the reforming bish-

ops and his treatment of  the monasteries 

Was Anne Bol

Anne	Boleyn	poses	for	her	most	famous	portrait	
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U 
nlike Nathan, who argues that Anne Boleyn 
was a cruel, cunning and calculating woman 
bent on revenge against Henry’s wife, who 
shaped England to follow her family’s inter-

ests, I believe that Anne has been misunderstood and 
misrepresented by history. She was brought into a de-
manding household with political ambitions that 
stemmed from her father, Thomas Boleyn. A favourite of 
Henry’s father, Thomas was a gifted diplomat and 
learned in many tongues, something that gave him great 
leverage when debating with dignitaries abroad. Always 
willing to extend his in�luence, he educated Anne and her 
sister Mary in the arts, so 
as to charm future suitors 
who may extend the fami-
ly’s power. 
 
Before meeting Henry 
VIII, Anne was betrothed 
to James Butler, an ar-
rangement that Thomas Boleyn had undertaken to settle 
an inheritance title. Anne had little involvement in the 
marriage, and was not keen on following her father’s 
wishes. Cardinal Wolsey however, broke up the relation-
ship (much to her relief). Anne went on to secure a place 
as a lady in waiting for Catherine of Aragon.   
Anne’s family was not new to interactions with royalty: 
Mary Boleyn (Anne’s sister) at some time in 1521 be-
came Henry VIII’s mistress, something that lasted for 5 
years and potentially bore two children. Anne was quick-
ly betrothed again to another potential suitor, which was 
again broken up by Cardinal Wolsey. 
 
Henry’s relationship with Mary broke up a few years 
later, and he quickly pursued Anne, who did not possess 

immense beauty, but was able to (accidentally) charm 
the king, who quickly fell for her. Not wanting to repeat 
her sister’s mistakes which led to a large medieval scan-
dal, Anne fought off his advances and provided him with 
an ultimatum, unless Henry annulled his marriage with 
Catherine, she would not become his partner. This has 
been in my view misinterpreted, I believe that Anne is 
only trying to do the ‘right thing,’ and by this time it was 
well known that Henry was fed up with not having a son. 
Anne was merely breaking up an unhappy relationship, 
rather than manipulating Henry into a hasty decision. 
 

The downfall of Thomas 
Wolsey by some was seen 
as inevitable: had it not 
been he who had de�ied 
the king’s wish to annul 
his relationship with 
Rome? Anne certainly did 
not have a huge hand in 

his downfall, in fact, she may have been secretly grateful 
for his intervention in her �irst betrothal. She promised 
Henry a son but, after Elizabeth and multiple miscarriag-
es, Henry’s love for her waned, and many at court sensed 
this shift in Henry and were eager to prey on his disap-
proval. Henry accused her of witchcraft, which had little 
objection, even though it was clear to many that this 
change in events had more to do with her failure to pro-
duce an heir. Having ultimately failed at her goal, Anne 
Boleyn died after only three years of marriage to Henry. 
 
Unlike Nathan, I believe that Anne Boleyn was not heart-
less, nor was she bent on extending her in�luence. She 
was kind and caring, and led erroneously by her father’s 
greed 

By Tom Clapp, 10 Brown 

Anne certainly did not have a huge hand in 

his downfall, in fact, she may have been se-

cretly grateful for his intervention in her 

first betrothal 

An	artist’s	impression	of	Anne	Boleyn’s	execution	

Was Anne Boleyn a monster or martyr? 
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Can commun
B 

efore we form any conclusions, we �irst need to 
set out one thing: what were the aims of com-
munism? The Communist Manifesto (published 
in 1948, written by Karl Marx and Friedrich En-

gels) was the incarnation of the ideological birth of com-
munism in the form of Marxism. This original document 
states that all of human history has been plagued by 
class struggle, and that communism might avoid all in-
ternal con�lict and injustice by removing these social and 
economic classes. From this one might deduce the goal of 
communism is to remove all social classes, remove all 
wealth differences and to reduce internal con�lict of all 
kinds. 
 
My primary case study shall be Kerala: the most south-
western state of India, and, as of 1957, the only group of 
people in the world to elect a communist government. 
The Communist Party of India is, as the name suggests, 
communist but based very closely on Marxism. They 
were elected in 1957 with 5 seats in a 114-seat govern-
ment, making them the largest party by more than 20 
votes, and through several bills and conventions soon 
had almost total control of matters of state. 
They proceeded with mass nationalisation; Kerala has 
one of the world’s most ef�icient banking systems as a 
result, with even the most rural villages having local 
bank branches, where private banks were abandoned 
due to low pro�it and high running costs. As a result the 
economy has �lourished, with centralised banking result-
ing in ef�icient cash �low being spent by a socially con-
scious government. This resulted in better wealth distri-
bution, meaning that Kerala became almost 95% middle 
class. In this sense, communism has been very successful 
in removing economic class bounds. 
 
The Kerala electricity grid is also completely nationalised 
and non-pro�it: the most rural areas receive electricity, 
and elections are held on advanced computers installed 
in mud huts. Access to the internet is the social norm 
meaning that even the poorest people of Kerala are well 
informed and educated. Education access being a widely 
accepted global measure of social status, people in Kera-
la could be judged to be almost without social classes. 
Nationalised healthcare means that it is not only free, but 
also of high quality: Keralans have a life expectancy of 75 
years at birth, 3.6 years above the global average and 
8.79 years above the Indian national average. National-
ised schooling means that children in even the most ru-
ral villages receive higher education: Kerala has a 99% 
literacy rate, with a 91% female literacy rate compared 
to 81% global average. Kerala also has the highest happi-
ness index score in India, and if it were a country it 
would be the 77th happiest country in the world, higher 
than South Africa (116th), Portugal (94th), Turkey (78th) 
and India (118th); all �lourishing capitalist countries.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Kerala has also only recently lost its title of “riot free”, 
with no recorded riots during a 20-year period. Kerala 
also has a proactive and ef�icient police force, a marked 
rarity in India, and crime rates are lower than the nation-
al average. These all ful�il the �inal of the three com-
munist principles previously outlined: removing internal 
con�lict. 
 
And whilst I don’t mean to excuse the acts of Chairman 
Mao, Stalin and Mussolini, all three dictators saw their 
countries �lourish under communism, at least for a short 
while. The problem is that none were moderated: abso-
lute power corrupts absolutely, and whilst Keralan gov-
ernments have to answer to the people, these three had 
no mediation. This eventually led to tragic and sadistic 
acts in wild expressions of their absolute power. 
 
To conclude, by the three communist principles of re-
moving economic class barriers, social class barriers and 
internal con�lict, Keralan communism has been very suc-
cessful: a long, happy life with a good education, reason-
able wealth, and a peaceful existence are all things to 
look forward to under Keralan communism. But most of 
all, you will �ind escape from my terrible, satirical intro-
ductions. What bliss 

By Dilan Moore, 9 Green 
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Can communism work? 
C 

ommunism, on the surface, seems like a great 
idea. It could be argued that its intent is to 
have all goods and services shared equally and, 
by having the control in the hands of the peo-

ple rather than a ruling elite, eliminate poverty and erad-
icate the upper class. What makes communism so wrong 
is that it is really nothing but a form of collectivism as it 
gives priority to the group or society rather than the in-
dividual. Communism denies and opposes the right to 
private property which is thus an attack on human free-
dom.  
 
To attack and abnegate human freedom is wrong, which 
is one of the main reasons why communism is a less suc-
cessful form of government. Moreover, communism op-
poses private property rights, it fundamentally entails 
enslavement of the people, because when property and 
wealth are put into the hands of society as a whole, inde-
pendence is lost as the fruits of one's efforts are taken 
from you and given to the community. In the Soviet Un-
ion, Marxism-Leninism was followed as the communist 
ideal and this stressed the importance of the state over 
the individual. Workers such as Alexey Stakhanov were 
celebrated due to their supposed monumental achieve-
ments for the state—he was reputed to have mined a 
record breaking 227 tonnes of coal in a single shift. The 
value of this was not his individual achievement but 
what this could do for the state. This level of sacri�ice 
directly created the need for coercion and force as sacri-
�ices counter to human nature and survival and thus usu-
ally produces resistance and arrest. This is why com-
munist countries often have so much suffering, misery 
and killing—Stalin’s death toll is estimated in the tens of 
millions.  
 
Communism also entails the sacri�ice of the individual 
man’s mind to the group; the sharing of wealth. This is 
also why communism sti�les and stagnates wealth; there 
is little to no motivation to create and achieve as the ide-
ology negates perseverance and brilliance. Your individ-
uality is sacri�iced to the group, your creativity is sacri-
�iced to the group and that is collectivism which on a sin-
gular level is altruism as you are then, as an individual, 
sacri�icing what you value or have to others at your ex-
pense. This was exhibited in the economic stagnation 
that persisted in Mao’s China—years of workers having 
an ‘iron rice bowl’ of guaranteed pay and bene�its 
(however meagre) meant that worker incentive was low 
and therefore so was production.  
 
While it is great for some citizens to all live under the 
same economic terms and be assured of the same pay 
check each week, this is not an environment that allows 
businesses to �lourish. Instead of existing in a capitalist 
society, where the sky's the limit as to what a business is 

able to earn, a communist society puts a hard cap on a 
business’ ability to grow. A business is not able to pro-
duce to their heart’s content, as communism limits their 
ability to create new products and earn the proper com-
pensation for their hard work. Since each worker re-
ceives the same amount of money, this eliminates their 
motivation to go above and beyond. Moreover, even if a 
family is able to save money from their typically meagre 
earnings, inheriting wealth is often prohibited, giving no 
reward for a lifetime’s work. The Soviet Union’s ultimate 
collapse can be attributed to this lack of competition—
high spending on defence as part of the Cold War arms 
race was not matched by economic growth as GNP fell 
from 4.8% growth 1960-65, to 1.8% growth 1980-85.  
 
All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal 
than others.” The sentence from the  allegorical fable 
‘Animal Farm’ is a comment on the hypocrisy of govern-
ments that proclaim the absolute equality of their citi-
zens but give power and privileges to a small elite. On 
paper, everyone earning equal money for equal work 
should beget a proletariat paradise. Unfortunately, com-
munism often leads to widespread corruption among 
elected of�icials and typically encourages greed. The goal 
is to allow everyone to obtain a balanced, spread pro�it, 
but this rarely occurs. When the lower class is unable to 
question the actions of their superiors, this amount of 
power tends to corrupt those who have it. The ruling 
class of communist nations tend to crave more wealth, 
due to the ignorance of the ‘brainwashed’ common 
man.  This is a clear pointer to anyone in their right mind 
that Communism is un�it to be a method of governing a 
nation.   
 
Many of the personal freedoms that capitalist societies 
take for granted are eliminated under a communist re-
gime. Not only is freedom of speech completely taken 
away, but those who openly criticize the workings of the 
government are often subject to severe and overly harsh 
punishments. Creative pursuits are no longer encour-
aged. Communism focuses on production and agricul-
ture, things that will support the long term growth of the 
nation. When this happens, art and music tend to fall by 
the wayside. The total destruction of Chinese culture 
during the so-called ‘Cultural Revolution’ shows how 
communism strips away pre-existing culture that does 
not �it its ideological focus.  
  
For these reasons and more, I believe that communism is 
not an effective way of governing a country and is ex-
tremely unsustainable as the ethics take away individu-
ality, thus taking away creativity and vitality 

By Sam Groves, 9 Green 
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I 
t has been widely accepted that colonialism was a 
terrible thing, synonymous with slavery and aggres-
sive autocratic imperialism. Although one cannot 
simply deny the various atrocities committed from 

the 16th century onwards, it ought to be fair to say that, 
on balance, being both a colonial underling or overlord 
was bene�icial in the long run. 

 
It is more than likely that any citizen of the Western 
world would know the exploits of our great nations act-
ing as empires:  thanks to colonialist programs, native 
populations were largely superseded by Europeans, pre-
dominantly of Spanish, Portuguese, French or British 
descent;  Britain herself used extensive embargo, 
hegemonising the far eastern countries; colonies on the 
North American continent were also great in number. 
The last of these is a perfect example of the prosperous 
legacy of colonialist policy; although Americans strongly 
opposed the unfair taxation, towards the beginning of 
the war many proposed to remain loyal to the Crown to 
some degree, even if secession was inevitable.  Of course, 
in the modern day, these United States are a superpower, 
reaping the complete bene�its of their geographic loca-
tion originally intended as an extension of Britain. Maybe 
the fact that the States were and are now largely occu-
pied by a settled British population had an effect on its 
economic outcome? 

 
To contrast America, one 
can also observe the ef-
fect of colonisation on 
the population and pros-
perity of what is now 
Indonesia.  This territory was, towards the beginning of 
its colonial adventure, presided over by the Dutch East 
India Company, which essentially acted as a proxy of the 
States General of the Netherlands. Although there was 
plenty of foul play, with unreasonably capitalist monopo-

ly trade agreements imposed on the natives of the strate-
gically crucial Bandi Islands in particular, the VOC was 
able to expand its trade network in the Malay Archipela-
go greatly. As a consequence of the organisation having 
been directly supported by the Dutch government, little 
competition was able to emerge, probably due to the fact 
that it was not sponsored by the government in a similar 
manner. This led to a centralised hub in the form of a 
growing port from which trade missions were orches-
trated and goods were accounted for: Batavia. This de-
veloping city was the capital of the VOC, with the most 
concentrated infrastructure in order to facilitate future 
operations to maximise capital. The model remained 
even after the Dutch resigned their claim to the colony, 
letting the territory develop into the nation of Indonesia, 
and Batavia to remain its capital, albeit under the name 
Jakarta. One contention that the opposition is keen to 
maintain is that of the continent most affected by imperi-
alism, simply by virtue of its proximity to Europe: Africa. 
As the crime that was slavery ran rampant, several Euro-
pean nations sought to ease the administrative efforts 
required to extract the natural resources of their territo-
ries and protectorates. When Germany took hold of what 
is present day Tanzania, they noticed the prevalence of 
Swahili in the areas most readily accessible. It was quick-
ly made into the language used to communicate with the 
natives and this facilitated its spreading in a rather more 

active manner than the 
tribes would have done of 
their own accord. It rapidly 
developed into a lingua 
franca and even now it re-
mains the language for 
many international affairs 

in the wider East African region. This shows how useful 
colonialist intervention was with regards to providing 
the infrastructure needed for development past an iso-
lated tribal stage, paving the way to a better, industrial 
future for their ex-colonies. 

 
In the last 30 years, 600 million people, roughly ten 
times the population of the UK, have begun earning more 
than $1.25 a day, lifting them above the poverty line of 
$1 a day - a direct result of vestigial structures left be-
hind by colonialism. Naturally, this is not nearly enough 
money to survive in a modernised world but one can 
only speculate how many fewer of these lives would 
even exist if Imperial Europe had refrained from spread-
ing the Enlightenment to these foreign lands, however 
costly it may have been in the short term. Regardless of 
these short term losses, there is one overwhelming fac-
tor that should be remembered above all else: without 
pioneering European colonialist policy, a substantial ma-
jority of countries “victimised” by Empire would be no-
where near the level of industrialisation they were able 
to achieve under the banner of early globalism 

By Jakub Mikulski , 11 Red   
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The	early	developing	port	of	Batavia	
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C 
olonialism undoubtedly brought many modern 
technologies and institutions to the colonial 
natives. But with these developments came 
ideologies and actions so shameful, so hateful, 

that the British government kept records of them illegal-
ly secret for half a centu-
ry. “Rule Britannia”, it 
seems, has a darker side. 
 
One need only look at the 
mess that is the Middle 
East to see, 100 years on, the disastrous legacy of coloni-
alism. Having fought for centuries for its independence 
and civilian rights, post-colonial India was still not free 
from a meddling, ignorant Empire, which, in 1947, arbi-
trarily divided the British Raj into India, Pakistan and 
East Pakistan. Suddenly, �inding themselves on the 
wrong side of a hastily-drawn border, millions of people 
�led from one newly-partitioned country to another, 
seeking refuge from religious or cultural persecution. 
Peoples that had coexisted for millennia turned on each 
other, costing the lives of up to 2 million people. Even 
today, some hostilities remain between India, East Paki-
stan (Bangladesh) and Pakistan.  
 
By its very nature, colonialism shows utter contempt for 
human rights. One such example is the Bengal Famine of 
1943, in which up to 4 million people starved as a direct 
result of the action of one Winston Churchill. The British 
Empire had been exporting rice away from India to aid 
the war effort - in the �irst half of 1943, India exported 
70,000 tonnes of rice. Even as the weather worsened and 
harvests failed, Churchill’s cabinet turned down pleas for 
emergency food aid (“I hate Indians. They are a beastly 
people with a beastly religion.” - Winston Churchill), cit-
ing a lack of ships - even though ships laden with food 
regularly sailed past India. In addition, Churchill’s 
scorched earth policy (to prevent a Japanese landing on 
the coastal regions of Bengal) meant boats and rice sup-
plies were destroyed. So bad were the famines that the 
impoverished Indians turned to eating grass - and hu-
man �lesh.  
 
This, sadly, was not new- famines ravaged colonised In-
dia no fewer than 6 times. Similarly, India had supplied 
over 1 million soldiers to help the British Empire in 
WW1. When India protested oppressive British rule, high 
war taxes and forced conscription, the British troops 
responded by massacring almost 400 unarmed civilians, 
and wounding over 1000 more - truly despicable actions 
from a “developed Western  country.” 
To turn a pro�it on the colony, it became necessary for 
colonialists to purge the natives and their culture, and 
sell remaining natives as slaves. From the late 15th to 
the early 17th centuries, the population of indigenous 
Americans fell by 90%. When the Spanish �irst colonised 

the Americas in 1492, over 8 million indigenous Cubans 
were killed, often from diseases introduced by the colo-
nists such as smallpox, cholera and measles. Indeed, in 
the 1763 Siege of Fort Pitt, British of�icers actively en-
couraged the spreading of smallpox-infested blankets 

amongst the Native Amer-
icans. This biological war-
fare is now illegal under 
international law - a law, 
ironically, written by the 
British, two centuries lat-

er. Colonialism has a heart rotten to the core. Its very 
concept is, surely, its worst trait.  By de�inition, colonial-
ism instils racial division - the coloniser is superior to the 
native, a truly detestable worldview. This was all too 
clear in the slave trade,  but even today its hateful effects 
are felt - Apartheid and the Rwandan Genocide have 
their roots in the colonialism-fuelled Scramble for Africa. 
With this self-proclaimed superiority and arrogance, 
colonialism gives itself the power to draw borders; to 
divide. Post-colonialist countries, ravaged by a pro�it-
driven empire, famine and war and lacking a clearly-

de�ined culture, turn to all they have left - fervent nation-
alism. They see the perfectly-straight borders, drawn in 
10 seconds by an ignorant British general on a map 
somewhere far away, and they see a “them and us” situa-
tion, which boils over into some of the most destructive 
wars the world has ever seen. 
 
The British Empire is a part of our history we like to for-
get. We like to forget the institutionalised racism, the 
slaughter, the hatred, the pillaging brought about by our 
forbearers a sickeningly short time ago. But, as we look 
on to more war, more racism, more hate in the world, it 
is a part of our history that we must not forget 

By Simon Knowles, 11 Red 

with this self-proclaimed superiority and 

arrogance, colonialism gives itself  the 
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How beneficial was colonialism? 

The	Spanish	conquistadors	under	Christopher	Columbus	dis-

cover	Cuba	in	1492	
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W 
orld War II was drawing to a close, the 
war had already been won in Europe, 
but con�lict still raged on the Eastern 
frontier. A solution was devised, a new 

weapon of mass destruction which would assure vic-
tory for the allies - the Atomic Bomb. On August 6th 
the �irst atomic bomb (little boy) was dropped on Hi-
roshima and on August 9th, the second (fat man) was 
dropped  on Nagasaki. It resulted in some of the larg-
est scale destruction that the world has ever seen and 
brought World War II, in its entirety, to a swift end. 
However, since this point there have been many argu-
ments as to whether or not the use of such weapons 
was actually justi�ied. 
 

The	 atomic	 bomb	 was	 necessary	 for	 many	 reasons	

Firstly,	 there	 is	 evidence	 that	 suggests	 that	 if	 the	US	

had	 decided	 to	 invade	 Japan	 by	 land,	 it	 would	 have	

lead	 to	 signi�icantly	 more	 casualties	 for	 both	 sides.	

This	was	due	 to	 the	nature	of	 the	 con�lict	which	had	

developed	 as	 the	 war	 progressed;	 both	 sides	 were	

thinking	 conservatively.	 This	 resulted	 	 in	 slow	 pro-

gress	and	more	deaths,	as	a	result	of	the	 long	time	it	

now	 took	 the	 armies	 to	 achieve	 something.	 America	

had	already	suffered	around	418,000	 losses	(both	ci-

vilian	and	military)	and	it	can	be	said	that	the	sacri�ice	

of	 	around	128,000	(as	a	result	of	the	two	bombings)	

was	 not	 unjusti�ied	 if	 it	 could	 prevent	 the	war	 from	

dragging	out	and	potentially	saving	lives.	

 

Secondly,	 using	 these	 two	 bombs	 had	 the	 same	 de-

structive	 power	 as	 2000	 payloads	 of	 B-29	 bombers,	

meaning	 that	 using	 these	 nuclear	weapons	was	 very	

time	 and	 cost	 effective	 allowing	 resources	 to	 be	 di-

rected	 elsewhere	 in	 the	war	 effort	 as	well	 as	 freeing	

up	pilots	and	bombers.	In	contrast,	the	bombings	only	

looked	as	bad	as	they	did	because	of	 the	time	it	 took	

for	the	destruction	to	be	unleashed,	whereas	multiple	

bombing	 runs	 of	 conventional	 explosives	 may	 seem	

more	kind	yet	would	ultimately	achieve	 the	same	re-

sults	and	number	of	deaths.	

 

On	the	other	hand	some	may	argue	that	the	use	of	the	

atomic	 bomb	 was	 simply	 to	 show	 that	 America	 had	

this	power	 and	 that	 they	were	willing	 to	use	 it.	 This	

may	be	true,	but	this	was	also	not	without	reason,	es-

pecially	 considering	 the	 slow	 breakdown	 of	 the	 alli-

ance	between	America	and	the	USSR.	It	was	an	oppor-

tunity	to	show	the	Soviets	what	they	were	capable	of	

and	discourage	them	from	doing	anything	potentially	

hostile	to	the	Western	world.	

	

Finally,	 morality	 in	 history	 is	 a	 dif�icult	 concept	 to	

grasp	and	an	even	more	touchy	one	to	apply	to	argu-

ments.	 One	 cannot	 simply	 apply	 that	 the	 use	 of	 the	

atomic	 weapons	 was	 ‘morally	 wrong’	 as	 we	 would	

therefore	 be	 applying	 our	 modern	morale	 standards	

on	 an	 event	 almost	 three-quarters	 of	 a	 century	 ago.	

Times	 were	 different,	 circumstances	 were	 different	

and	one	must	understand	Truman’s	mind-set.	The	US	

had	lost	418,000	lives,	both	military	and	civilian,	in	a		

war	where	 the	enemy	not	only	had	bombed	US	civil-

ians	(Pearl	Harbour)		as	well	as	murdering	allied	pris-

oners	 of	war	 in	 cold	 blood.	Not	 the	 society	 in	which	

we	live	 in	today—so	like	I	 remarked:	different	times,	

different	circumstances—impossible	for	morality.	

 

It	seems	to	me	as	 though	America	had	many	reasons	

with	which	they	were	able	to	justify	this,	quite	simply,	

abhorrent	act.	This	is	why	I	believe	that	the	use	of	nu-

clear	 bombs	 on	 Hiroshima	 and	 Nagasaki	 was	 neces-

sary 

 

Was the Nuke 

necessary?
By Hamish Macrae, 10 Red 
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w 
hy bring such destruction to ordinary peo-
ple, why kill so many, was there another 
way?  Japan was the last axis nation stand-
ing, with their situation they had no allies, 

not only that but there were severe food shortages 
around the country and it is believed that if not the gov-
ernment, then the people were looking for a way out of 
the war. Not every American believed in Truman’s �inal 
decision; Assistant Secretary Bard was convinced that a 
standard bombardment and naval blockade would be 
enough to force Japan into surrendering. Even more, he 
had seen signs for weeks that the Japanese were, as men-
tioned, actually already looking for a way out of the war. 
He wanted the United States to issue an ultimatum, tell 
them about the bomb, the impending Soviet entry into 
the war, and the fair treatment that citizens and the Em-
peror would receive at the coming ’Big Three’ confer-
ence. 
 
Before the bombing occurred, Bard pleaded with Truman 
to neither drop the bombs (at least not without warning 
the population �irst) nor to invade the entire country, 
proposing to ‘stop the bloodshed’. For Truman, there was 
not only a war against the Japanese but also the worsen-
ing relationship with the USSR as mentioned earlier, after 
the Potsdam conference that same year - could Truman 
have been making a statement? He may have known that 
the Japanese were �inished; he may have known that a 
blockade was suf�icient to end the war. It doesn’t matter, 
as far as Truman was concerned, he had to give the US a 
reputation as a global superpower and by showing how 
powerful its weapons were, the bombing of Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki may have been a test to show the world the 
power that Truman had. 
 
Based on a detailed investigation of all the facts, and sup-

ported by the testimony of the surviving Japanese lead-
ers involved, it is my opinion that certainly prior to 31st 
December 1945, and in all probability prior to 1st No-
vember 1945, Japan would have surrendered even if the 
atomic bombs had not been dropped, purely due to lack 
of food caused by the half-hearted naval blockade of Ja-
pan even if Russia had not entered the war, and even if 
no invasion had been planned or contemplated.  
 
Furthermore, historian Tsuyoshi Hasegawa wrote that 
the atomic bombings themselves were not the principal 
reason for Japan's capitulation. Instead, he contends, it 
was the Soviet entry in the war on 8th August, allowed by 
the Potsdam Declaration signed by the other Allies. The 
fact the Soviet Union did not sign this declaration gave 
Japan reason to believe the Soviets could be kept out of 
the war. So was it to test the weapon on people or just to 
“show off” to the world at the power that it had? No-one 
knows and no-one will �ind out. But the only certain thing 
is that it wasn’t necessary. 
 
In conclusion, multiple considerations have to be taken 
into account. Evidence goes to show that a full land inva-
sion was not necessary; it was not the only way. So there 
is no doubt in my mind that in terms of ending the war, 
the atomic bomb was not the best or even the only way. 
However, in my opinion, this may not have been Tru-
man’s top priority, to him the USSR and the long term 
future of the US was the top priority. So a better question 
might be, did Truman achieve his objective? Yes. It ended 
the war and it did frighten the Soviets which led into the 
40 year cold war. So in my opinion, the nuclear bombs 
were de�initely not necessary however, they were very 
successful in achieving their objectives. 1: ending the war 
and 2: sending a message to the rest of the world but it 
did so at a cost, one of well over 150,000 civilians 

 

Was the Nuke  

necessary? 
By Luka Jojic, 11 Brown 



 16 

 

By Jed Heffernan, 9 Blue 

T 
he Stuart era certainly played a pivotal part in 
Britain’s history. One of the main reasons for 
this is that it was the period of time when the 
monarchy was overthrown. This would later be 

seen in cases like the French Revolution. The controver-
sy that surrounded the execution of Charles I still re-
mains to this day without resolution - should King 
Charles I have been executed?  There are many reasons 
that King Charles I of England was correctly executed. In 
the following paragraphs, I shall explain how the tyranny 
of the previous King of England justi�ies his execution. 
 
Firstly, King Charles was incredibly feeble at ruling his 
country, was a terrible politician and was hence doing 
England more harm than good. For example, King 
Charles I, despite being a very gentle person towards his 
family, was known to act ‘sullen’ when talking with his 
associates, who potentially may have aided him with 
their power. He also talked arrogantly to Parliament; a 
recurring theme in Charles’ speeches to the Parliamen-
tarians was his superiority in comparison to them. This 
arrogance lead the King to make one of his greatest mis-
takes: the dissolution of Parliament. Charles was incredi-
bly foolish, he was not willing to live in a democratic so-
ciety where people held opposing thoughts to his own, so 
he made the choice to politically lead England by himself.  
 
Naturally, this choice put the monarch far out of touch 
with the opinions of his nation – leading to a growing 
resentment within both the public and the past Parlia-
mentarians who main-
tained different thoughts 
to the King. This resent-
ment was one of the caus-
es for the English Civil 
War. One could also argue, 
that Charles I’s poor han-
dling of the situation between the British and Spanish, 
which had proven very costly for Britain, is another ex-
ample of how he was arrogant when handling political 
affairs and could not handle the stress of foreign opposi-
tion.   
 
Another case of Charles I being a tyrant is, of course, the 
way he attempted to change religion in Scotland, a prop-
osition greatly opposed by many. At the time, Parliament 
was non - existent, having been dissolved by Charles, yet 
it is clear that they opposed Charles’ introduction of the 
Book of Common Prayer, introduced in 1637. The 19 
propositions, which were sent to the king in 1642, clear-
ly stated that the Church government needed to be re-
formed. Furthermore, the people of Scotland enjoyed 
small gatherings honouring the Lord rather than the 
grand ceremonies the monarch was suggesting. Charles’ 
enforcement of his ideals caused the outbreak of many 
riots all throughout Scotland – which eventually lead to 

the Scottish people declaring war on the English. Conse-
quently, the King’s changes to religion in Scotland greatly 
damaged England’s economy, as lots of money was spent 
on the aforementioned war, and created rifts between 
the king, Parliament and the rest of the nation. Charles I’s 
religious views were very controversial and clearly show 
that he only cared for himself. Firstly, the king decided to 
marry a Catholic French woman.  
 
One may argue that someone should be allowed to marry 
anybody he cares for yet, as king, Charles should be try-
ing to aid his country. By marrying a Catholic, Charles 
had directly gone against the hopes of Parliament and 
was thus shining a beacon of hope to other Catholics 
within the country, opening a door for even more reli-
gious con�lict in England. Furthermore, Henrietta Maria, 
the King’s wife, constantly pleaded with him to accept 
Presbyterianism which would, once more, instigate reli-
gious turmoil. It was clear that the main reason the mon-
arch advocated Anglo-Catholicism was that it gave him 
more royal authority; Charles used religion to supply his 
greed. 
 
Finally, King Charles I squandered his power in order to 
earn more money; hence damaging the overall economy 
of the country. The tax that Charles imposed which is 
likely to be the most well-known is of course ‘Ship Mon-
ey’. This was a tax that was to be paid by all of the people 
living in coastal areas of England, which, being an island, 
was a relatively large number, so that they had naval 

protection during wars. 
This was highly opposed 
as most people expect to 
receive protection with-
out needing to spend the 
huge amount Charles was 
asking for.  

 
It was clear this tax had been introduced simply for 
Charles’ own sel�ish ends. Furthermore, the King pro-
ceeded to levy ship money onto every county in England; 
increasing the outrage for many people were hence 
spending money on something that would not even af-
fect them. Of course, uproar followed, yet the ignorant 
tyrant that is King Charles I decided to maintain the tax 
and imprisoned the many people who refused to pay. 
Furthermore, after Scotland declared war on England, 
Charles introduced another tax to pay for the army, ‘Coat 
and Conduct’ money which made him even more unpop-
ular.  
 
In full summary, the overall use of his monarchical pow-
er to fuel his own greed instead of caring about his na-
tion certainly gives reason for Parliament denoting King 
Charles I as a tyrant and thus executing him for the 
greater good of England 

Was Charles I’s execution just?
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By Stefan Titus-Glover, 9 Blue 

Was Charles I’s execution just? 

D 
espite being denounced as a traitor, tyrant 
and a great threat to the governing establish-
ment of England, King Charles I should not 
have been executed in the winter of 1649 for 

three crucial reasons. 
 
Firstly, Parliament and King Charles I had opposed each 
other from the beginning of his reign in 1625. They had 
very antithetical beliefs of how to rule the country and 
the legislation that should govern it. The beliefs material-
ized from the desire to have an increased amount of 
power in the Kingdom. King Charles believed strictly in 
the divine right of kings and his authoritarian and auto-
cratic rule led to him passing laws that de�ied Magna 
Carta to the outrage of the dissolved parliament. Never-
theless, rather ironically, the legal document that he dis-
regarded is also why he does not deserve to be executed. 
Clause 39 of Magna Carta stated that everyone has the 
right to a fair trial according to the law; King Charles was 
not however granted this fundamental liberty of the law.  
 
In December 1648, Parliament voted by 41 votes in fa-
vour of continuing the pursuit of a diplomatic solution to 
their problems with the King, however Oliver Cromwell 
did not want any further negotiations and planned a mil-
itary operation to remove the members of the House of 
Commons that favoured diplomacy. Cromwell’s soldiers 
waited outside the House 
of Commons and removed 
the MPs that wanted to 
continue the negotiations. 
Over half of the MPs were 
removed and this formed 
a Parliament that was completely against the King. The 
House of Lords also rejected the notion of putting the 
King on trial; nevertheless the new Parliament went 
ahead with it. The formation of the new Parliament and 
the actions it took to get the king on trial did not directly 
violate clause 39 of Magna Carta however it infringed on 
the crucial democratic process that clause 39 and the 
whole of the Magna Carta represents. 
 
The second reason as to why King Charles I should not 
have been executed is that the monarchy was a pivotal 
and crucial part of 17th Century English society and cul-
ture; that has a profound historical importance to the 

Kingdom. Despite not being  popular with his subjects 
and Parliament, King Charles I still embodied the monar-
chy along with its history and signi�icance. Executing 
King Charles I could have been seen as executing the 
monarchy and removing a major part of England’s cul-
ture. This may have caused further instability and vola-
tility inside the kingdom; prolonging the turmoil inside 
England that had lasted since the start of the Wars of the 
Roses in 1455. Keeping King Charles I alive would have 
avoided this possibility and helped move England to-
wards a more tranquil and diplomatic future. Not only is 
the monarchy integral for English society and culture; it 
is also crucial for diplomatic relations with other coun-
tries, especially with the other kingdoms of Europe. 
Many European monarchs would be afraid of the drastic 
change that swept over England through the execution of 
King Charles I and could have possibly been reluctant to 
cooperate with England in a multitude of areas, such as 
trade. They could be afraid of England’s change to an 
authoritarian rule by the government and the in�luence it 
could have on their own Parliaments and people. Mon-
archs could even go as far as declare war on England to 
consolidate their own rules. However, this possibility 
would have been eradicated if King Charles I was not 
executed. Keeping the King alive could have increased 
the strength of England’s diplomatic relations with other 
countries, primarily through the union of Kingdoms by 

the marriage of the heir to 
a throne to another royal. 
 
The lack of the 18th centu-
ry innovative philosophi-
cal ideas that fuelled the 

French revolution and the American War for Independ-
ence, is the third reason as to why King Charles I should 
not have been executed in 1649. The revolutionary ideas 
enabled the two countries to disestablish and remove 
the monarchical rules they were subjected to. It also al-
lowed the countries to thrive, develop and prosper as 
presidential democracies. However, across Europe in the 
middle of the 17th century these ideas were not present. 
England would not be able to sustain a more democratic 
rule similar to the way late 18th century America and 
France were ruled. The entire English monarchy, led by 
the King, Charles I, was integral to the cohesion and sta-
bility of the governing powers of the Kingdom 

keeping the King alive could have in-

creased the strength of  England’s diplo-

matic relations with other countries 

An	unknown	artist’s	impression	of	the	execution	of	Charles	I	
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T 
he year was 1938 and Nazi Germany was 
threatening to occupy land in nearby Czecho-
slovakia. Britain’s Prime Minister, Neville 
Chamberlain, had to do something to stop Hit-

ler before he took even more of Europe under his power, 
someone had to show the Nazis that there was someone 
�ighting back. This, however, was not Chamberlain’s plan, 
instead he insisted that the best way to stop Hitler would 
be to �ly to Germany and try to persuade the German 
dictator not to invade. It is my view that this was a terri-
ble decision, as it encouraged Hitler’s European aggres-
sion. 
 
When Germany looked to invade Czechoslovakia, Britain 
needed to take action to send Hitler a strong message. 
However, the military believed that Britain was not 
ready for a war and that they would not be able to stop 
Germany. Chamberlain was not keen on war, and be-
cause the military said the army was not ready, he had 
an excuse not to attack. As a result, the hope of Germany 
being stopped was lost for a while. Neville Chamberlain 
showed very poor judgement and should have been 
stronger, stood up to Germany, and got an army ready as 
soon as possible. This poor judgement was a huge mis-
take that cost Czechoslovakia land and lives. 
 
Another mistake of Cham-
berlain’s was that he was 
afraid of war and the re-
percussions it may or may 
not have had. Holding 
talks with a power hungry 
dictator like Hitler was 
unlikely to be successful, 
especially as Hitler was determined to show Germany’s 
strength by taking land from surrounding countries.  
 
If Chamberlain had joined forces with the French and 
showed Hitler that there was a force willing to stop him, 
it may have given Hitler the incentive not to take any 
more land.  Chamberlain also relied heavily on advisors 
to inform him about the situation with Hitler, this meant 
that he did not understand �irst-hand how rapidly Hitler 
was taking land. As a result, when he went to Germany to 
negotiate terms with Hitler he was unsure how Hitler 
would respond to him asking for peace. Another of his 
major mistakes was not knowing the full story before 
rushing in to hold talks with the Nazi leader.  
 
Hitler knew that Chamberlain was trying to persuade 
him not to invade Czechoslovakia, because they were 
worried that they would not be able to stop him. Every 
time Chamberlain visited Germany it became clearer to 
the dictator that Britain was in a weak position. This 
meant that while Chamberlain was trying to bring peace 
all he actually did was make the prospect of invasion 

more appealing to Hitler.  
 
On September 29th 1938 there was a meeting in Munich 
between the major powers in Europe at the time. This 
meeting included Britain, France, Italy and obviously 
Germany. It was regarding the Germans invading Czech-
oslovakia and was aimed at coming to a resolution on the 
issue.  
 
A deal was signed in the early hours of 30th September as 
to how the invasions would be stopped. It was decided 
that Nazi Germany would be allowed to annex portions 
of Czechoslovakia along Germany’s borders in return for 
Germany not invading the entire country. In agreeing to 
this weak solution, Chamberlain made huge presump-
tions about Hitler’s appetite for further con�lict.  
 
The invitees to this meeting also raised other issues - the 
failure to include the USSR meant that Stalin felt be-
trayed, he assumed that Britain and France were plotting 
against him by encouraging Germany to move 
East.  Stalin now looked towards Nazi Germany for an 
alliance and this resulted in the  Nazi-Soviet Pact of 
1939, which encouraged Hitler to persist with his policy 
of expansionism. 
 

After the Prime Minister 
landed back at Heston 
Airport on the outskirts of 
London with Hitler’s sig-
nature on the agreement, 
he waved it in front of a 
crowd and said that the 
piece of paper he held 

meant ‘peace in our time.’ Hitler was a dictator and sign-
ing a document did not mean much to him.  
 
For Britain’s Prime Minister to presume this would re-
sult in peace is absolutely unacceptable. He was clearly 
delusional and by thinking that the issue was resolved, 
he had cost Czechoslovakia the rest of their land six 
months later. Unsurprisingly, Hitler did not stick to his 
word and invaded the rest of the country before then 
invading Poland. Due to the fact that Chamberlain 
thought he had brought peace to Europe, the army was 
still not prepared and therefore could do nothing when 
Hitler attacked. 
 
I believe that if it wasn’t for Chamberlain’s repeated poor 
judgment, his naivety and his tendency to make too 
many presumptions, Czechoslovakia and Poland may not 
have been sacri�iced in an attempt to avoid war. For 
these reasons, I believe that Neville Chamberlain was a 
terrible Prime Minister whose actions were a major fac-
tor in encouraging Hitler in his pursuit of European dom-
ination    

By Max Wingham, 8 Green 
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I 
t is twenty years after the end of World War One 
and a new power has risen in Germany - Adolf Hit-
ler. This new leader was ‘trying to expand Germany’ 
as he felt it was too crowded with people to live in. 

He was building an army, and just two years before he 
had remilitarize the Rhineland, violating the Treaty of 
Versailles. This was met with little opposition from Brit-
ain or France. In 1938, Hitler decided to invade the bor-
derland of Czechoslovakia, known as the Sudetenland. 
This area of Czechoslovakia was German speaking, but 
this move could not go unnoticed. Neville Chamberlain, 
the Prime Minister of Britain at the time, was forced to 
go to Munich to reach an agreement. When he returned, 
he had struck a deal with Hitler, the Sudetenland would 
be given to Germany, if they promised that they would 
not take any more land in Europe.  Despite this, in March 
1939, Hitler invaded the remaining parts of Czechoslo-
vakia prompting Britain to guarantee to protect Poland if 
Germany invaded. Was this initial appeasement by 
Chamberlain right? 
 
Neville Chamberlain has 
been scorned for reaching 
this agreement many 
times, however he be-
lieved that his plan would 
work. The Sudetenland 
already had a German 
speaking majority, and was not extremely important to 
Britain. The thing that Britain craved was peace. The 
British public were weary of war after WW1 and did not 
want to risk another war over a small piece of land. 
Chamberlain thought that by helping Hitler achieve his 
goal of increased lebensraum ('living space') for the Ger-
man speaking people, he would avoid a con�lict that no 
one wanted. Neville Chamberlain had seen the horrors of 
WW1 and was extremely unwilling to �ight another war. 
With Britain’s supplies still depleted, its army weakened 
and its public morale still low, Chamberlain could not 

afford to go to war with someone who he could not be 
sure he would win against. When he returned from the 
Munich conference Chamberlain was hailed as a hero, it 
seemed as if  he had made peace. 
 
Furthermore, Britain in 1938 was in no way ready for 
war. Had Hitler swept through Europe with the speed 
that he did two years later, he may have succeeded in 
occupying Britain. Following the Munich agreement, 
Britain accelerated its programme of rearmament and by 
April 1939, Neville Chamberlain had introduced peace-
time conscription. The time bought through Hitler sign-
ing the treaty, meant that Britain was ready for war 
when Hitler did attack Poland. Moreover, Chamberlain 
was left with few options when he was sent to Munich. 
To appease Hitler was the lesser of two evils, rather than 
beginning a war that he knew Britain could lose. He 
knew that Hitler could take the Sudetenland by force if 
he wanted to, and then, if Chamberlain had offered a se-

curity guarantee to 
Czechoslovakia, Britain 
would be forced to go to 
war, unready and unsup-
plied. At this point, Brit-
ain was also potentially 
short of allies. The French 
government was in disar-
ray. America was neutral 

and showed no signs of joining another European war. 
Furthermore, the commonwealth treaty had been 
amended such that Chamberlain could not be assured of 
support from Canada, New Zealand, or Australia. Cham-
berlain gave Britain the best chance he could of winning 
the war that he thought was inevitable. 
 
We must also take into account how Hitler was per-
ceived by the rest of  Europe at the time. He was not con-
sidered the demonic, racist, prejudiced, madman that he 
is viewed as today, but as a far-right wing politician who 
had democratically ascended to power. It was seen as 
perfectly reasonable that Chamberlain should negotiate 
with Hitler and that he was willing to reach a political 
solution to the problem. We should also consider that 
this argument was about land far from Britain, and 
it  appeared to have no repercussions for Britain if Hitler 
was appeased. Chamberlain himself said “How horrible, 
fantastic and incredible it is, that we should be digging 
trenches and trying on gas-masks here, because of a 
quarrel in a far away country between people of whom 
we know nothing.” 
 
Overall, Neville Chamberlain had, by appeasing Hitler, 
bought Britain much needed time to prepare for the war 
which would eventually commence. Although he had 
little choice but to reach this agreement, by doing so, he 
gave Britain the best chance of winning the war 

By Matteo O’Donoghue, 8 Brown  
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W 
hen Sir Arthur Harris was appointed Com-
mander-in-Chief of Bomber Command in 
February 1942, the words that would de-
�ine a war were; “people say that bombing 

cannot win the war. My reply is that it has never been 
tried… and we shall see.” Antecedent to these words 
came the shock of Guernica and the desperation of the 
Battle of Britain – after them came the Dresden bomb-
ings which still divides the world. These events undoubt-
edly marked a new form of warfare coming to the fore-
front, but the question remains; can it ever eclipse forms 
of war that have been fought for millennia? The answer 
is of course yes, due to the ever-increasing power, accu-
racy and versatility shown by air warfare, from Harris’ 
war to the present day. 
 

Perhaps the simplest way a war can be won by air is 
through strategic implementation. Too often is this form 
of air warfare con�lated with attempts to ‘break a peo-
ple’s spirit’, a tactic that is much more prone to failure, 
and the merits of strategic targeting dismissed. In fact, it 
was a clear abandonment of strategic bombing by the 
Germans of industrial and military targets for civilian 
ones that allowed the Battle of Britain to be won by the 
British; it was only Hitler’s orders to change target that 
gave the RAF a reprieve. Before August 23rd and the 
change to Blitz tactics, the destruction of radar and com-
munications bases crippled Britain’s early warning sys-
tem, and the bombing of airbases rendered 6 of the 7 in 
the south-west inoperable. According to Albert Speer, if 
not for Goering’s ignorance of the importance of radar 
which caused the Isle of Wight radar base to be ignored, 
Britain could have capitulated. Later in World War II, the 
bombing of strategic targets, such as in the Schweinfurt–
Regensburg mission, was incredibly effective in curtail-
ing the German war effort; perhaps enough to be consid-
ered the largest factor in opening Germany to land forc-
es. Of course, it is clear that not all strategic bombing of 
these sorts of targets is effective; due to the imprecision 
of bombing raids or the �luidity of targets such as the Ho 
Chi Minh trail. However, against an established war ma-

chine, and as bombing becomes more and more precise, 
the usefulness of targeted bombing will only increase. 
Indeed, within certain conditions, its ability to wipe out 
all war production in a matter of weeks must certify it as 
a power that can almost single-handedly win a war. 
 

Another aspect that cements air power as decisive is the 
sheer power of raids, and the potential they show. Simp-
ly looking at the effects of Guernica will convince you of 
this strength; a town levelled, a cultural impact that has 
lasted until today, and a war doctrine avoiding all chance 
of this happening again in Europe. History is undeniably 
full of examples of this power being misused, or where 
its use is only debatably a key factor, such as in Dresden. 
However, there are also examples of when it has been 
used to devastating effect, such as in the Gulf War. The 
initial attacks destroyed radar bases, control centres and 
airbases even up to Baghdad, to such a degree that Iraqi 
forces were forced to use human shields and cultural 
sites to defend their infrastructure. Later attacks of B-
52s decimated whole regiments, brigades and divisions 
in a few minutes, and prevented 450,000 troops from 
achieving any semblance of force concentration. Some 
may describe these attacks as just an aid to a ground as-
sault, but to do so ignores how all of Iraq was forced to 
change its battle strategy because of the threat from the 
air; the spreading out of troops clearly shows they feared 
bombs more than soldiers. 
 

One last factor to re�lect on is the unpredictability of 
war; history shows that often the most incongruous of 
aspects can win a war; even a giant wooden horse. The 
range of airpower, from intel to supplying to evacuating 
has great potential, and as war progresses, it is undoubt-
able that airpower will be the linchpin of many a military 
strategy. Therefore, as one re�lects on the strength of air 
power, you must conclude that the man labelled as 
‘Butcher’ was prophetic in his prediction of the scope of 
air power. And as we move forward, it is important to 
view airpower not just as an aid to warfare, but a fully-
�ledged tool that may be the key to winning con�licts 

By Douglas Harwood, 12M  
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T 
he spectre of air warfare, in the last hundred 
years, has advanced rapidly. Planes began as 
slow tools for reconnaissance to jet �ighters 
which can travel a mile in 1.8 seconds. Howev-

er, despite these huge technological successes, air power 
will never win a war single handedly. The problem with 
airpower exclusively endeavouring to win a war is that a 
bomb cannot hold ground; it cannot conquer and it can-
not control. As shown during the Blitz, and every war 
since, bombing only increases the morale and determina-
tion of its targets. The plaza of the Basque town of Guer-
nica, before its bombing in 1937 by the Nazis, was �illed 
with townspeople praying together as the bombs fell. 
The only thing left standing in the plaza after the raid 
was a sacred tree, a symbol of Basque freedom. Drone 
strikes during the War on Terror damaged the attempts 
of American troops on the ground to win the hearts and 
minds of the people they were liberating by alienating 
them. America lost the Vietnam war to its own people 
through images of the ‘Napalm Girl’ whose immortal im-
age still wrenches hearts today. 
 

On	 August	 15th	 1945	 Emperor	 Hirohito	 of	 Japan	 an-

nounced	to	his	nation:	“[…]	the	enemy	has	begun	to	em-

ploy	a	new	and	most	cruel	bomb	[...]	Should	we	continue	

to	�ight	[...]	it	would	lead	to	the	total	extinction	of	human	

civilization.”	He	was,	of	 course,	 speaking	 in	 response	 to	

the	use	of	the	‘Little	Boy’	and	‘Fat	Man’	atomic	weaponry	

by	 the	United	States	against	the	cities	of	Hiroshima	and	

Nagasaki.	After	the	surrender	of	Japan,	nuclear	weapon-

ry	was	heralded	as	the	future	of	world	peace;	a	threat	to	

never	 be	 used	 again	 now	 that	 it	 had	 won	 humanity’s	

greatest	 and	most	 terrible	war.	 Japan’s	 surrender	 came	

as	little	shock	to	the	world.	Japan	has	always	been	a	na-

tion	where	pride	is	her	greatest	honour,	but	when	faced	

with	such	weaponry	she	seemingly	had	no	choice.	How-

ever,	were	nukes	a	scapegoat	 for	 Japanese	surrender	 to	

save	pride	in	the	face	of	defeat?	Japan	had	been	seeking	

an	 end	 to	 the	war	 through	 Soviet	mediation	 since	mid-

June	 of	 1945	 (obviously,	 all	 hopes	 of	 this	 ended	 when	

Stalin	 ended	 their	 neutrality	 pact	 and	 declared	 war	 on	

Japan	on	9th	August	that	year),	and	by	August,	Japan	was	

on	its	knees	from	the	war	due	to	naval	blockades	and	the	

threat	of	land	invasion.		

	

It	is	not	this	article’s	place	to	judge	the	morality	of	using	

nuclear	weapons	 on	 civilians,	 but	much	 like	 the	British	

bombing	 of	 Dresden,	 it	 seem	 to	 have	 little	 in�luence	 in	

the	ending	of	 the	war	and	 far	more	 to	do	with	 revenge	

for	 the	American	people.	Therefore	 it	cannot	be	conclu-

sively	 judged	 that	 air	 power	 won	 the	 Paci�ic	 part	 of	

World	War	Two.	Even	when	the	greatest	single	weapon	

humanity	can	design	was	put	on	show	in	the	the	Second	

World	War,	air	warfare	could	not	win	a	war	more	effec-

tively	 than	 soldiers	 and	 navy	 blockades. 

 

If	airpower	is	of	limited	success	in	open	warfare	such	as	

World	 War	 Two,	 it	 is	 pitiful	 against	 insurgencies,	 and	

only	 hinders	 the	 ‘liberators’	 in	 wars	 such	 as	 Vietnam.	

Fighting	 an	 invisible	 enemy	was	 dif�icult	 before	Ameri-

can	bombing	drove	the	Vietcong	underground	into	com-

plex	 underground	 tunnels,	 and	 the	 ‘success’	 of	 civilian	

bombing	 proved	 a	 consequential	 error	 for	 the	 Ameri-

cans.	Once	 the	war	was	over	 in	1973,	 two	million	Viet-

namese	civilians	had	been	killed	by	American	bombing.	

Yet	this	proved	of	no	advantage	in	the	war;	it	turned	lo-

cals	 and	 Americans	 away	 from	 the	 capitalist	 cause	 and	

made	 the	 war	 harder.	 The	 liberation	 of	 Kuwait	 in	 the	

First	Gulf	War	may	be	an	exception	to	this	as	six	weeks	of	

bombing	 did	 end	 up	 leading	 to	 the	 American	 coalition	

victory,	 but	 this	would	have	 been	 impossible	without	 a	

far	superior	land	army	sweeping	through	Kuwait	in	less	

than	a	week 

 

In	 conclusion,	 I	don’t	 think	 airpower	can	win	a	war.	 Its	

inability	 to	hold	 and	 control	 land	 is	 its	 downfall;	D-day	

and	naval	blockades	won	World	War	Two,	not	the	bomb-

ing	of	Dresden	or	 Japan,	 and	 the	Blitz	 remains	 a	proud	

symbol	of	British	grit	and	morale.	Air	power	during	the	

Vietnam	war	led	to	a	complete	military	and	propaganda	

failure.	No	war	has	ever	been	able	to	be	won	with	exclu-

sively	air	power,	and	it	will	never	be	possible	to	do	so 

By Duncan Caldwell, 12C 

Can air power alone win a war ? 
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 By Mr Marshall 

T 
he marbled corridors echoed to the foot-
steps of hundreds of servants and suppli-
cants, yet there hung over the ancient pal-
ace of Nebuchadnezzar a pall of gloom.  In 

a chamber in the heart of the palace, the life of one 
man was slowly ebbing away.  Just one man, but 
whose very life-force had given both triumph and 
tragedy to the teeming millions across his 
realms.  Conqueror of Persia at 25 years old, over 
the next eight years he marched his troops a further 
11,000 miles, founded 70 cities, forged an empire 
across three continents and ruled virtually the 
whole of the known world.  Thus it was said that 
when Alexander saw the breadth of his domain, he 
wept, for there were no more worlds to con-
quer.  And once the fe-
ver claimed him as a 
victim in Babylon in 
323BC, his empire soon 
fell apart. 
 

Nearly	 300	 years	 later,	 a	 dictator	 entered	 the	 hal-

lowed	halls	of	his	Senate.		He	must	have	known	that	

his	doom	was	 lurking	near.	 	But	this	singular	man,	

who	 had	 murderously	 suppressed	 the	 Gauls,	

marched	on	Rome	with	his	army	and	now	ruled	the	

late	 republican	 empire	 as	 sole	 dictator	 after	 years	

of	 fratricidal	war,	may	have	paid	 little	heed	 to	 the	

odd	prophecy	 that	bade	him	beware	of	 the	 Ides	of	

March.		But	beware	he	should	have,	for	when	those	

he	 thought	were	 his	 friends	 approached	 him	 they	

were	 wielding	 knives	 which	 they	 plunged	 relent-

lessly	 into	 him	 until	 his	 bloody	 corpse	 lay	 at	 the	

foot	of	Pompey’s	statue.		Caesar’s	death	did	not	re-

store	the	republic	though,	for	he	had	changed	Rome	

too	much	for	that.		An	empire	arose,	on	the	back	of	

his	 nephew	 and	 adopted	 son,	 Augustus,	 and	 the	

name	of	Caesar	became	perennially	attached	to	 its	

supreme	rulers	for	several	centuries	after. 
 

Alexander	 the	 Great	 and	 Julius	 Caesar	 may	 be	

amongst	the	most	extraordinary	and	memorable	of	

history’s	“great	men”,	but	they	are	hardly	alone.		In	

the	modern,	egalitarian	age	of	 the	western	democ-

racies,	 it	 has	 increasingly	 become	 the	 vogue	 posi-

tion	to	decry	the	relevance	of	“great	men”,	and	sug-

gest	that	history	actually	moves	along	a	much	more	

�luid,	broad	and	immutable	course.			Here	we	all	are,	

men	and	women,	voters	in	our	democracies,	taught	

the	 importance	and	value	of	each	one	of	us;	surely	

the	 idea	 that	 great	 historical	moments	 and	 events	

are	simply	shaped	by	a	few,	largely	male,	activists	is	

as	 much	 a	 misnomer	 as	 the	 suggestion	 that	 we	

should	revert	to	hereditary	monarchies? 

 

And	yet,	as	we	examine	 the	events	of	 the	past	and	

even	seek	to	use	them	as	a	guide	to	the	present,	we	

are	 surely	 continually	 struck	 by	 how	 much	 is	 in-

deed	 changed	 and	 in�luenced	 –	 for	 better	 or	 for	

worse	–	by	the	actions	of	so	very	few.		Living	as	we	

do	 in	 the	age	of	Trump,	Putin,	Kim,	Assad,	Merkel,	

even	May,	we	are	reminded	almost	daily	as	to	how	

a	few	individuals	capriciously	direct	the	destinies	of	

so	many. 
 

It	was	Thomas	Carlyle	who	 in	a	pamphlet	 in	1840	

talked	–	 admiringly	 in	 his	 case	 –	 of	 the	 signi�icant	

impact	 of	 great	

men.	 	 	 He	 wrote	 that	

“Universal	 History,	 the	

history	 of	 what	 man	

has	 accomplished	 in	

this	world,	is	at	bottom	

the	 History	 of	 the	 Great	 Men	 who	 have	 worked	

here.”	 	Of	course	Carlyle	viewed	his	subject	matter	

through	 a	 chauvinist	 and	 bigoted	 lens	 that	 we	

would	forswear	today,	but	we	shouldn’t	allow	that	

to	blind	us	 to	 the	essence	of	his	message.	 	Human	

agency	is	and	always	has	been	the	most	signi�icant	

driver	 of	 history.	 	 The	 alternative	 is	 to	 believe,	 as	

Carlyle’s	rival	Herbert	Spencer	did,	that	we	are	the	

passive	 products	 of	 society,	 shaped	 by	 impersonal	

forces	over	which	we	ultimately	have	little	control.	 

It	 is	both	a	 foolish	and	a	dangerous	belief.	 	Foolish	

because	no-one	can	read	the	great	narratives	of	his-

tory	 and	 not	 be	 struck	 by	 how	 human	 they	

are.	 	 Dangerous	 because	 if	 we	 remove	 the	 crucial	

intervention	of	human	agency	then	we	remove	our	

own	responsibility	for	the	present.	
 

From	 religious	 leaders	 such	 as	 Jesus	 and	Moham-

med,	through	political	and	military	leaders	of	the	ilk	

of	 Napoleon,	 Churchill	 or	 Hitler	 to	 humanitarian	

icons	such	as	Martin	Luther	King,	Gandhi	and	Moth-

er	Teresa,	history	has	indeed	been	the	story	of	 the	

great	people	who	have	worked	here.		To	know	that	

some	 can	 be	 elevated	 and	 act	 on	 a	 grander	 stage	

than	we	can	imagine	for	ourselves	isn’t	to	decry	the	

importance	of	ordinary	individuals.	 	It	 is	to	elevate	

the	agency	of	humankind	as	a	whole,	and	in	an	age	

when	 “people	 power”	 becomes	 even	more	 signi�i-

cant	it	should	also	caution	us	to	be	wary	in	our	elec-

tion	 of	 the	 few	who	 in	 turn	 take	 the	 big	 decisions	

and	shift	the	direction	in	which	we	travel 

if  we remove the crucial intervention of  

human agency then we remove our own re-

sponsibility for the present 
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E 
pithets re�lect the acclaim in which mankind 
holds historical �igures. Darius the Great 
was perhaps a skilled commander, well-
disposed to leading forces in battle, but to 

raise him to the level of ‘great’ is to shroud his life 
in a haze of omnipotent glory. As humans ourselves, 
we have a tendency to believe that the world is our 
oyster; with enough vim and vigor, we can grasp it 
and forge it into whatever shape we wish to. Our 
view of men and women like Darius is thus natural-
ly skewed towards a cult of the individual, attrib-
uting to them and them alone the grand changes 
wrought upon their eras. 
 

This	 is	 a	 nice	 sentiment,	 appropriate	 for	more	 ro-

mantic	historians,	but	ultimately	wrong.	For	history	

is	full	of	individuals	-	each	and	every	one	of	us	has	a	

part	to	play	in	the	synthesis	of	man’s	story.	Howev-

er,	each	of	these	tangled	lives	have	an	equal	role.	If	

a	mile-long	row	of	dominoes	falls	and	�licks	the	trip	

switch	on	a	bomb,	we	cannot	say	the	last	domino	is	

solely	responsible	for	the	�inal	result;	each	domino	

is	equally	guilty.	No	action	is	independent	of	anoth-

er	and	thus	to	attribute	great	changes	to	an	individ-

ual	is	 to	disregard	the	evolutionary,	processive	na-

ture	of	history. 
 

The	 ‘Great	 Man’	 theory	

became	 popular	 during	

the	 nineteenth-century,	

when	 Great	 Britain’s	

young	 men	 travelled	

from	 the	 playing	 �ields	

of	 Eton	 to	 the	 deepest,	

darkest	 corners	 of	 Asia	

and	Africa,	teaching	‘natives’	the	public-school	spir-

it.	 Victorian	 heroes	 such	 as	 James	 Brooke,	 Cecil	

Rhodes	 and	 General	 Gordon	 appeared	 to	 the	 gen-

eral	 public	 to	 embody	 the	 theory.	 Seemingly,	 by	

sheer	 willpower,	 they	 stood	 as	 sentinels	 for	 the	

‘Empire’,	 virtuously	 holding	 aloft	 the	 Union	 Jack.	

The	star-struck	British	people	heard	stories	such	as	

that	 of	 Gordon	dying	 valiantly	 in	 Khartoum	 at	 the	

hands	 of	 bloodthirsty	 ‘natives’.	 These	 stories	 cen-

tred	 on	 the	 individual,	 thereby	 indulging	 society’s	

ignorant	 view	of	 history.	However,	 to	 take	 the	 ex-

ample	 of	 Gordon,	 his	 death	 was	 not	 down	 to	 any	

personal	 morality	 or	 ‘greatness’.	 Rather,	 he	 died	

because	the	industrial	revolution	in	England	result-

ed	in	the	need	for	expanded	markets	to	trade	with	

and	a	nationalist,	a	‘race	for	Africa’	with	other	Euro-

pean	 nations.	 Gordon	 was	 little	 more	 responsible	

for	his	being	in	Khartoum	than	a	millworker	in	Der-

byshire	or	a	crewman	on	a	merchant	ship.	But	that	

narrative	doesn’t	pander	to	a	man’s	insatiable	thirst	

for	 the	 idea	 that	 he	 can	 single-handedly	 alter	 this	

world.	
 

We,	as	the	lone	intellectual	species,	are	wont	to	look	

for	 a	 greater	meaning	 to	 our	 existence.	 The	 ‘Great	

Man’	theory	aids	this	by	supporting	ideas	of	divini-

ty,	genius	and	eternal	fame.	For	example,	Alexander	

the	Great	 claimed	 semi-divine	 status	 as	 the	 son	of	

Zeus	and	of	Ra,	of	the	Greek	and	Egyptian	religions	

respectively.	 In	 looking	for	a	deeper	reason	for	his	

military	successes,	he	overlooked	the	true	reason	-	

the	 inextricable	 web	 of	 history	 woven	 before	 his	

rise.	He	was	a	man	who	�itted	into	the	world	crafted	

by	those	before	him;	he	did	not	mould	the	world	of	

his	own	accord.		 
 

The	‘Great	Man’	theory	is	also	disproved	by	the	in-

nate	randomness	of	history.	The	fact	that	the	winds	

changed	for	William	the	Conqueror	at	the	exact	mo-

ment	that	Harold	was	defeating	Hardrada	in	North-

umbria	 was	 not	 due	 to	 any	 divine	 ability	 of	 Wil-

liam’s,	 it	 was	 luck.	 And	 it	 is	 luck,	 that	 intangible	

amalgamation	 of	 in�inite	 factors,	 which	 ultimately	

impales	 the	 ‘Great	Man’.	Too	often	 the	 ‘Great	Man’	

theory	is	taken	because	

it	 is	 the	 easy	 path,	 de-

void	of	the	in�inite	vari-

ables	 of	 real	 history.	 It	

is	much	easier	to	blame	

seemingly	 inexplicable	

turns	 in	history	on	one	

‘great’	 man	 or	 woman,	

rather	 than	 delve	 into	 the	 actual	 reasons	 for	 that	

event. 
 

If	one	must	�ill	the	gap	in	history’s	heart	left	by	the	

‘Great	 Man’s’	 demise,	 I	 can	 only	 propose	 stealing	

from	mathematics.	 Chaos	 theory	 encapsulates	 the	

idea	of	the	butter�ly	effect	-	that	minute	changes	to	

an	 event’s	 initial	 conditions	 result	 in	 vast	 differ-

ences	in	its	outcome.	History	is	made	up	of	billions	

of	 these	minute	 changes.	Whether	 they	 be	 Robert	

Clive’s	 pistol	 mis�iring	 twice	 in	 a	 youthful	 suicide	

attempt	 or	 Laki’s	 1783	 eruption	 helping	 to	 create	

the	conditions	necessary	for	the	French	Revolution,	

they	all	combine	to	create	an	impossibly	complicat-

ed	outcome	-	the	present.	Thus,	I	propose	the	Chaos	

Theory	as	a	replacement	 for	 the	beautiful	but	ulti-

mately	�lawed	‘Great	Man’	theory 

By Joseph Hearn, 12M 

 

Is history the study of great men? 

it is much easier to blame seemingly inex-

plicable turns in history on one ‘great’ man 

or woman, rather than delve into the actu-

al reasons for that event 
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T 
he Mayan civilisation is probably not the most 
well-known ancient culture of the Americas, 
nor the most beautiful in its architecture in the 
region. And probably its most notable recent 

feat is to send the western world into frenzy over a �icti-
tious prophecy that doomsday was to occur on the 
21st  December 2012. Nevertheless, the mathematical 
and linguistic achievements of a people that dominated 
modern-day Mexico between 2000 B.C to the 17th centu-
ry are astounding. The Mayan concepts make it without a 
doubt one of the most intrinsically parallel ancient socie-
ties to that of our western ancestors in Greece and Rome. 
 
At the basis of every civilisation across the world is lan-
guage. Without communication, no people can survive 
sustainably. The Mayan language evolved during the pre-
classic period (2000 B.C - 200 A.D) before separating 
into regional dialects fol-
lowing the turn of the mil-
lennium. On the surface, 
this basic usage of hiero-
glyphs for documenting 
written language seems 
unsophisticated in com-
parison with the complex 
development of Latin in a 
similar time period in Europe. However it is far from it. 
Being the only phonemic orthographical (where the 
written language re�lects the spoken sounds) system in 
the pre-colonial Americas, the sophistication of the an-
cient society is plain to see. The oral-writing relation-
ship, and the ease of transition between the two, has 
been one of the main factors that sees the language fami-
ly to survive into the modern day, with over 6 million 
native speakers. The writing system helps de�ine pro-
nunciation and meaning, unlike in English where due to 
the high-intake of loan words, irregular spelling is com-

mon. Imagine the ease in learning English if you could 
spell words such as ‘cough’ or ‘knight’ with their phonet-
ic spelling rather than current; that is what the Mayans 
could do. 
 
Another aspect of Mayan society that was extensively 
advanced for their time, was their mathematics and 
counting system. A base-20 system was used (different 
from today’s base-10) and that required the true advent 
of the concept and symbol ‘0’- an idea that surpassed the 
Greeks and Romans of the time. The concept is vital to 
the working society of today as 0 acts as a placeholder 
for many numerical systems, along with denoting noth-
ing. Many accepted this invention to be produced by the 
Ancient Egyptians, yet many of their numbers were in-
distinguishable without context- unlike the simpli�ied 
system of the Mayans. For this feat to be accomplished in 

such a seemingly unde-
veloped and isolated area 
is astonishing and a credit 
to the intellectuals of the 
time.   
 
The calendar system of 
the Mayan people is also 
an ingenious creation that 

is often considered to keep time better than our own 
modern calendar. Moreover, let us not forget that their 
calendar is still fully functional today. The complex inter-
locking of days is made all the more incredible by their 
calculation that a year is a little over 365 days, parallel-
ing the renowned work of Greek astronomer Hipparchus 
in the 2nd Century BC. 
 
However, arguably the most astonishing aspects of the 
Mayan civilisation was their astronomy. Initially, one 
may argue that the belief of Earth being the centre of the 
universe and celestial objects being representative of 
Gods is naive and highlights a lack of knowledge. None-
theless, it was the worldwide contemporary norm to 
hold that belief. The true ingenuity of such a forgotten 
society is hidden in the architecture, which aided the 
chartering of celestial objects. Many buildings were or-
dered to face speci�ic places in the sky for the equinoxes 
or solstices to aid understanding, others were pivotal in 
observing the orbit of Venus (which the Mayan astrolo-
gists also calculated precisely to two hours off.) A famous 
example of one of these purpose-fuelled structures is the 
Chitchen Itza 
 
The concepts produced by the Mayan civilisation were 
outstanding exploits for such a people that are so unrec-
ognized and underestimated for their achievements. 
Whether linguistically, mathematically or astronomical-
ly, the ancient intellectuals never fail to impress me and 
others alike; making them the more innovative society 

which was the most innovative civilisation?

By Luke Tinniswood, 12M  

for this feat to be accomplished (creation 

of  0) in such a seemingly undeveloped and 

isolated area is astonishing and a credit to 

the intellectuals of  the time.   

An	artist’s	impression	of	Mayan	worship	ritual	of	their	gods	
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which was the most innovative civilisation? 

By Harry Crook, 12P  

T 
he Han Dynasty reigned in China from 207BCE 
– 221 CE, it not only greatly increased the pow-
er, borders and system of government in China, 
but it also bore many inventions and trade links 

which still greatly in�luence our world today. 
 
At the most basic level of in�luence, over 90% of China’s 
1.35 billion population identify themselves to be a de-
scendent of this dynasty or as ‘Han Chinese’, therefore, 
the majority of people in China now are directly af�iliated 
with a dynasty almost 2000 years old (despite there hav-
ing been a further 17 dynasties after this and a com-
munist regime). This concept of most people in China 
thinking of themselves as ‘Han’ immediately gives a 
sense of just how in�luential this dynasty is today. 
 
Yet, the people of the original Han dynasty are arguably 
just as important to the modern world as the ‘Han’ Nobel 
Laureates of our contemporary world are. Without the 
Han dynasty, many aspects of our everyday life would 
arguably be different. 
Whether you are a geogra-
pher looking at the scale 
on a map, the grid refer-
ences on a map or the re-
lief on a map, or if instead 
you are a gardener wheel-
ing your new roses to 
your garden, you are indebted to the Han Dynasty. For in 
the 2nd Century C.E. the Han cartographer Zheng Hang 
created the concepts of a scale and grid references for 
the maps geographers peruse over. Even before Hang, 
the Han general Ma Huan created the world’s �irst relief 
map in the 1st Century C.E. in order to show his lieuten-
ants the three-dimensional structure of valleys and 
mountain ranges where the rebellious northern tribes 
raided China from. Additionally, as you remove those 
roses from your wheelbarrow, you should give some 
thanks to the unknown person from the Han Dynasty 
who created the wheel barrow so you would not have to 
stagger under the weight of your rose bushes. 
 
Not only did the Han dynasty provide these inventions 
aimed to ease our lives, but they also provided the world 
with its �irst seismograph. These instruments are now 

used to help as a pre-warning system for earthquakes, a 
system which can help to save lives. In the 1st century 
Zhang Heng invented the ‘ancestor of a seismometers’, 
when he created the ‘Earthquake Weathervane’ which 
registered accurately earthquakes hundreds of kilome-
tres away and which direction the earthquake came 
from. However, by far the most in�luential invention of 
the Han dynasty is one which we take for granted every 
day of our lives: paper. Had a eunuch not created his 
blend of �ishnet, bark and cloth our lives would be very 
different. Imagine having to carry great tablets of wood 
or even stone or using rags to take notes on in lessons-  
these possibilities could have been reality had Cai Lun 
not invented paper. This invention alone would arguably 
make the Han dynasty one of the most in�luential socie-
ties in history, but as we can see they have managed to 
achieve even more. 
 
Yet, not only did the Han dynasty contribute immeasura-
bly to physical inventions we use even now, they also 

created the ‘Silk Road’. 
This road was the great-
est trade link between 
Eastern China to Europe 
and since its inception in 
the Han dynasty it has 
brought technologies, 
philosophies, trade and 

even disease (most notably the plague) across the conti-
nents of Asia, Europe and even north Africa. It is also 
credited with in the development of the civilizations of 
China, the Subcontinent, Persia, Europe, the Horn of Afri-
ca and Arabia. Even today we still use this ‘road’ and in 
January 2017 the �irst cargo train travelled from China to 
London along the routes of the original silk road showing 
just how in�luential this ancient trade route still is today. 
 
Looking at all of these creations of the Han dynasty we 
can de�initely see just how in�luential it still is today (and 
has been throughout history in so many parts of our cul-
ture). Whether it is physical in terms of paper and wheel-
barrows, or cultural with the inception of the Silk Road 
and its creation of more cultures the Han dynasty has 
proliferated to many areas of our modern society and 
still in�luences us today 

this (silk) road was the greatest trade link 

between Eastern China and since its incep-

tion in the Han dynasty it has brought 

technologies, philosophies (and) trade  

Ancient	scrolls	with	some	of	the	+irst	literature	ever	written	on	paper	
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T 
he Vietnam War was by all measures- econom-
ic, militarily and politically- a catastrophic fail-
ure for America. Most evidently, they failed mil-
itarily losing the war exempli�ied by the 1975 

capture of Saigon by North Vietnamese Army (NVA). 
Most signi�icantly perhaps they failed politically - Vi-
etnam and Laos became, and remain, socialist states, 
whilst Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge became social-
ist for a short period after 1975. Finally, economically 
America is conservatively estimated to have spent, in 
modern money, slightly over $1 trillion. Though an in-
nately �lawed method of judging whether they were 
‘right’ to intervene, the outcomes for America alone �irm-
ly suggest that they were not as everything they aimed to 
achieve they not only failed but actually made ‘worse’. 
 

Even	more	persuasively	however	one	must	consider	the	

effect	 it	had	on	Vietnam	and	most	 signi�icantly	 its	 civil-

ians.	 The	 war	 cost	 the	 lives	 of	 up	 to	 3.2	 million	 in	 Vi-

etnam,	certainly	over	1	million.	Moreover,	of	these	casu-

alties,	 between	 30-50%	 were	 civilians.	 Indeed,	 many	

civilians,	possibly	around	222,000,	were	counted	as	mili-

tary	personnel	by	 the	Americans.	Both	sides	committed	

war	 crimes	 but	 the	 Americans	 escalated	 the	 war	 and	

prompted	 the	 Chinese	 to	 get	 involved,	 worsening	 the	

death	toll.	They	also	took	it	to	new	extremes	with	the	use	

of	 highly	 destructive	weapons.	 The	 now	 famous	 quota-

tion	from	Apocalypse	Now,	“I	love	the	smell	of	Napalm	in	

the	 morning”,	 epitomises	 American	 intervention	 in	 Vi-

etnam.	Agent	Orange	was	sprayed	over	more	 than	10%	

of	South	Vietnam	as	part	of	Operation	Ranch	Hand	(the	

attempt	 to	 destroy	 natural	 cover	 for	 the	 Vietcong).	

Roughly	 400,000	 were	 killed	 or	 maimed	 immediately	

and	 500,000	 children	 were	 born	 with	 birth	 defects.	

Moreover,	 destruction	 of	 the	 countryside	 and	 Vietnam-

ese	infrastructure	harmed	the	country’s	(mainly	agricul-

tural)	economy	for	years	after	the	war	had	ended.		

	

The	 My	 Lai	 massacre	 is	 perhaps	 the	 most	 well-known	

war	crime	committed	 in	 the	war	with	around	400	civil-

ians	killed.	However,	 this	was	not	 isolated:	My	Khe	saw	

90	 killed	 for	 example.	 The	 Pulitzer	 prize	 photo	 of	 the	

Vietnam	war	(showing	children	running	from	an	Ameri-

can	Napalm	bomb)	 exempli�ies	 just	why	 the	Americans	

were	wrong	to	intervene.	This	was	a	war	that	could	well	

have	 been	 bloody,	 but	 to	 nowhere	 near	 the	 extreme	 it	

was	 after	 American	 involvement.	 The	 harm	 caused	 to	

civilians	of	all	ages	both	in	terms	of	deaths,	defects,	inju-

ries	 and	 loss	 of	 livelihood	 is	 surely	 evidence	 that	 the	

Americans	should	not	have	intervened.		

 

Finally,	 just	what	was	the	point	of	joining	the	war?	This	

war	could	likely	have	been	a	short	one,	the	Communists	

would	have	won	quickly	and	therefore	relatively	speak-

ing	 without	 much	 bloodshed.	 The	 American	 incentive	

was	clearly	to	prevent	the	Domino	effect	and	the		

	

	

	

	

spread	of	communism	but	it	is	arguable	that	the		

death	and	destruction	caused	by	this	American	ideology	

was	not	worth	the	(failed)	end	goal.	This	is	not	to	argue	

that	 communism	 or	 the	 communist	 government	 of	 Vi-

etnam	was	innately	good,	indeed	their	killing	of	political	

opponents	strongly	suggests	otherwise,	but	simplistical-

ly	America	did	worse	for	the	Vietnam	than	a	communist	

government	 allowed	 to	 run	 to	 its	 own	 accord	 would.	

Again,	 parallels	 with	 Cuba	 are	 not	 hard	 to	 make—the	

alternative	 in	Vietnam	was	no	better	 than	a	Communist	

government.	Ngo	Dinh	Diem,	as	with	Batista,	was	just	as	

brutal	a	dictator	as	Ho	Chi	Minh	he	killed	roughly	12,000	

between	 1955-1957	 and	 imprisoned	 roughly	 40,000	

more	 as	 well	 as	 rigging	 the	 elections.	 The	 alternative	

therefore	 was	 not	 enough	 to	 justify	 American	 involve-

ment.	Finally,	it	was	not	bene�icial	for	the	welfare	of	Viet-

namese	 people,	 as	mentioned	 the	 human	 rights	 abuses	

were	 extensive	 however	 they	 were	 not	 great	 enough	

(especially	 considering	 the	 alternatives)	 to	 justify	 the	

huge	human	rights	abuses	America	in�licted	on	Vietnam.	

Furthermore,	 in	 terms	of	 standard	of	 living,	 the	biggest	

damagers	of	the	economy	were	the	United	States,	�irstly	

with	their	destruction	of	Vietnam	in	the	war	and	subse-

quently	 with	 their	 trade	 embargo	 which	 lasted	 until	

1994.	Vietnam	is	currently	36th	in	GDP	ppp	and	is	16th	in	

biological	 diversity.	 More	 poignantly	 only	 8.4%	 of	 the	

population	 is	 below	 the	 poverty	 line	 compared	 to	

13.66%	 in	 the	 USA.	 The	 fundamental	 ideology	 at	 play	

therefore	was	essentially	�lawed.	

 

In	 summation,	 the	 Americans	 made	 things	 worse	 from	

their	 own	 perspective,	 certainly	made	 things	worse	 for	

the	Vietnamese	citizens	and	even	 if	 the	war	had	been	a	

‘success’	 for	America,	 the	 fundamental	decision	 to	go	 to	

war	in	Vietnam	was	�lawed	and	as	such	they	were	wrong	

to	intervene	

Were the Us right to
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t 
reat others as we would like to be treated, with 
respect—Sutton Grammar Ethos Statement, 
Point 5. Good history is empathy. Only by 
‘putting ourselves in the shoes’ of historical 

actors can we begin to understand the decisions which 
they made. Individuals operate within complex cultural 
landscapes. The historian is tasked with rediscovering 
the richness of these milieux. We have to work from 
within the moment. Imposing modern values on the past 
is a useless exercise. This brief article will ignore the 
loaded ‘moral’ aspects of ‘right’. I argue instead that the 
Americans were ‘correct’ to intervene in Vietnam. This is 
a crucial distinction. Intervention was the only realistic 
option available in the early Sixties. Policy-makers had 
no cultural alternative. It is all too easy to ‘look back in 
anger’. Contextualisation prunes away such emotional 
irrationality. 
 

If	 one	 skims	 through	 the	 pages	 of	 John	D.	 Clare’s	mag-

num	opus,	 ‘GCSE	AQA	B:	Modern	World	History’,	one	 is	

confronted	with	a	sanitised	portrait	of	the	Vietnam	War.	

Individuals	 are	 ‘hollowed	 out’,	 introduced	 to	 support	

strands	of	Clare’s	grand	narrative.	Any	meaningful	analy-

sis	fractures	this	approach. Contextualise	Lyndon	Baines	

Johnson.	 Johnson’s	 approach	 to	 Vietnam	 cannot	 be	 un-

derstood	using	 clumsy	 rubric	 of	 right	 and	wrong.	 John-

son’s	expansion	of	the	war	in	1964	was	a	rational	calcu-

lation.	It	may	not	seem	to	have	been	so	from	a	2017	van-

tage	 point.	 But	 that	 is	 ‘by-the-by’.	 LBJ	 did	 not	 view	 the	

con�lict	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 Clare-esque	 ‘splendid	 isola-

tion’.	 Vietnam	 interacted	 with	 a	 complex	 tangle	 of	 for-

eign	 policy	 memories,	 domestic	 imperatives,	 and	 hard-

nosed	Washington	 realities.	 In	 the	1964	moment,	 inter-

vention	was	 the	only	 sensible	path	 to	pursue.	 	 LBJ	was	

trapped	 within	 a	 cultural	 mind-set	 which	 necessitated	

action.	 It	 must	 be	 remembered	 that	 the	 Cold	War	 was	

still	�iercely	contested	at	this	point.		

	

It	was	by	 no	means	 ‘won’.	 The	Cuban	Crisis	 hovered	 in	

the	 imagination	 of	 policy-makers,	 intersecting	with	 the	

‘Korean	pattern’	of	 land	war	in	Asia.	 ‘The	loss	of	China’,	

in	 particular,	 in�lected	 Johnson’s	 approach.	 Truman’s	

bold	 ‘Fair	 Deal’	 programme	 had	 collapsed	 on	 the	 Hill	

following	 the	 victory	 of	Mao.	 LBJ	 had	 to	 counter	 hard-

hitting	Republican	rhetorics	of	the	Democrats	as	‘soft	on	

Communism’.	Vietnam	could	not	become	another	China.	

Johnson	was	 a	 domestically-oriented	 president.	 He	 had	

served	with	distinction	as	Majority	Leader	in	the	Senate.	

Vietnam	was	incorporated	into	his	broader	programme.		

	

It	 was	 by	 no	 means	 central	 to	 it.	 LBJ	 grew	 up	 in	 the	

‘shadow	of	Roosevelt’.	As	a	young	man,	he	had	witnessed	

the	 transformation	 of	 his	 impoverished	 Texan	 village,	

energised	by	New	Deal	 funds.	His	political	 raison	d’être	

was	 the	 ful�ilment	 of	 the	 ‘FDR	 project’.	 	 That	 objective	

framed	his	every	action.	1964	presented	a	unique	oppor-

tunity	for	Johnson	to	actualize	this	vision.	The	assassina-

tion	of	Kennedy	meshed	with	 the	Birmingham	protests,	

pushing	 congressional	 conservatives	 into	 a	 position	 of	

rare	 weakness.	 Johnson	 had	 a	 choice.	 Mastermind	 the	

passage	of	a	remarkable	wave	of	legislation	in	Washing-

ton.	 Or	 announce	withdrawal	 from	Vietnam.	 He	 simply	

could	 not	 have	 both.	 If	 we	 do	 chose	 to	 reintroduce	

‘morality’	here,	matters	become	a	 lot	 less	clear	cut	than	

they	 are	 in	 the	 hands	 of	 Clare.	 Johnson	 had	 to	 pick	 be-

tween	civil	rights	and	Pleiku,	Medicaid	and	Tonkin.			

 

We	begin	to	see	the	analytical	worthlessness	of	imposed	

‘right-wrong’	 axes.	 	 If	 Vandepeer	 wishes	 to	 take	 the	

‘moral	 high	 ground’,	 then	he	 is	 perfectly	welcome	 to	 it.	

For	 in	 that	 very	 action,	 he	 becomes	 a	 theologian,	 not	 a	

historian.	 	By	placing	ourselves	 in	the	shoes	of	 Johnson,	

we	 shed	 the	 cultural	 distortions	 stimulated	 by	 the	 out-

come	 of	 the	 war.	 This	 is	 a	 debate	 about	 intervention.	

LBJ’s	escalation	in	1964	slotted	into	a	broader	moral	cal-

culus.	 Johnson	 made	 the	 only	 decision	 which	 he	 could	

have	made.	He	stepped	up	troop	numbers	in	an	isolated	

corner	of	East	Asia.	 In	exchange,	he	was	able	 to	correct	

African-American	exclusion	from	the	Bill	of	Rights,	intro-

duce	a	basic	system	of	health	insurance,	and	�ight	a	high-

ly	 successful	 ‘war	 against	 poverty’.	 One	 suspects	 that	 if	

Johnson	had	 leaned	the	other	way	Vandepeer	would	be	

subjecting	him	 to	 equally	vehement	 condemnation	 –	on	

different	charges.	

 

Follow	the	ethos	statement.	Show	some	empathy.	Work	

within	 the	 moment.	 By	 doing	 so,	 the	 mythology	 of	 Vi-

etnam	 will	 crumble	 away.	 We	 see	 one	 man,	 making	 a	

decision.	A	decision	which	he	was	 ‘right’	 to	 take	at	 that	

moment	 in	 time.	 Such	 thinking	 allows	 us	 to	 rediscover	

the	richness	of	the	past	–	 liberated	 from	tired,	textbook	

argument 

Were the Us right to invade Vietnam? 
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