
HISTORIA
Leadership & Revolution

ROYAL HOLLOWAY UNIVERSITY OF LONDON HISTORY SOCIETY

ISSUE 06
DEC 2021



2 3

Editors & Contributors pg. 4

Editors Note pg. 5

Revolution in Musicals pg. 6

The Legendary 
Queen Eleanor of Aquitane pg. 8

The Cousin’s Feud and Fight 
for the Crown: Mary Queen of 
Scots and Queen Elizabeth I

pg. 10

Jim Jones and the People’s 
Temple: How to Grow a Cult pg. 13

The Execution of Charles I pg. 16

The Man Who Brought Rome 
To It’s Knees: Spartacus pg. 19

Robespierre: Madman, or 
misunderstood? pg. 24

Modern Revolution, Ancient 
History: Restoration in the 
Middle East

pg. 27

The Leadership of Charles I pg. 29

Natural Born Leader,  
or The Will of the Gods? pg. 32

Exit, pursued by a mob:  
Theatre, performance and 
script in the comparative 
understanding of revolution. 

pg. 34

Aetheflaed: Warrior Queen pg. 36

Mary Wollenstonecraft: 
A Review pg. 38

Remembering the Woman’s 
Suffrage Movement pg. 40

Inspirational and Powerful 
Women throughout History pg. 42

The Wives of Henry VIII pg. 44

Contents



4 5

Dear Readership, 

I am so proud to present to you my first edition of the Historia, Leadership and Revolution. 
This is clearly a very expansive edition but what this has achieved is the creation of an 
immense range of both interesting and valuable contributions that can help us to expand 
our knowledge on this topic. 

On acquiring this role, I decided to establish a set of aims to ensure that the Historia 
would be a successful magazine. They are as follows: 

1. Continue to keep it an outstanding and intriguing space for individuals to develop their 
writing skills and explore their passion of history. 

2. Create editions with broad themes enabling stories of diversity, from across the world 
and time periods, so allowing our readers to learn about history from a variety of 
perspectives, experiences, and cultures.

3. Provide an opportunity for avid historians to show their interest in a certain topic and 
showcase their talent in academic and journalistic writing.

4. Finally, I want to ardently stress the notion that contributing to the Historia and being 
part of our team and readership is indented to be an entertaining, interesting, and 
educational experience. 

I hope that this edition fits these criteria closely and that upon reading it, not only is it an 
enjoyable experience but you find new areas of interest that you could go on to explore 
further. I am so grateful to my incredible set of writers and editors who have been both so 
talented and cooperative throughout the process and have made the Historia possible. 

Hence, go forth and explore the various Leaderships and Revolutions that have guided us 
to our present day. 

Thank you. 

Editor-In-Chief,
Eirwen Burgess.
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History has always been told through a variety of 
mediums, with each different outlook reaching 
a new audience.  Musical theatre allows for the 
exploration of history through songs, and there is a 
growing number of historical musical shows, from 
Les Misérables to Hamilton, to Six. Each in their 
unique way, tell a story of history in a way which 
has not been done before, and in so, reaches a 
new audience. This article will be comparing the 
presentation of the accuracy of the revolutions in 
‘Hamilton: An American Musical’ and ‘Anastasia: the 
Broadway musical’, and their historical accuracy. 

Both musicals have a solid foundation in the 
historical context that they are set in and
the respective revolutions in which both plays are 
set are central to the storyline that the musical 
follows, with the American Revolutionary War 
1775-1783 for ‘Hamilton: An American Musical’ and 
the Russian Revolution of 1917-23 in ‘Anastasia’. 
Through this article I will be comparing the 
historical accuracy of these two pieces of musical 
theatre, whilst also assessing their impact and use 
as an educational tool.

The plot of the 2015 Broadway success, ‘Hamilton’, 
follows the life of 18th Century Founding 
Father, Alexander Hamilton, from his role in 
the revolutionary war, his political conflicts, to 
his personal relationships. While the story of 
‘Anastasia’ follows the life of the young orphan 
Anya who cannot remember her past, who meets 
two Russians who are looking to swindle the 
Dowager Empress out of the reward by using the 
pretence of an ordinary girl to pose as the missing 
princess Anastasia Romanov.  The 2016 Broadway 
was inspired by previous plays, such as the 1952 
‘Anastasia’ and adapted from the 1997 Fox film 
‘Anastasia’ of the similar storyline, with new 
musical additions. 

Both musicals use the dramatization of events, 
and exaggeration of historical elements in their 
stories, but in this article, we will be comparing 
the way in which both musicals use history as the 

basis for their plot. An important differentiation 
between the two musicals is that though 
‘Hamilton’ has taken a few creative licenses with 
the storytelling, it is largely based on the life of 
founding father Alexander Hamilton and is fairly 
accurate due to its foundations in Rob Chernows’ 
autobiography. As such it is mostly accurate in 
its portrayal of the American Revolutionary War. 
Its detailed insight into the political ongoings and 
conversations with George Washington about 
the nature and battle strategies. This is depicted 
in multiple verses, specifically identifiable in the 
‘Battle of Yorktown’, which was the last significant 
battle in the Revolutionary War in 1781. The musical 
provides a solid overview into the Revolutionary 
War, largely through a political standpoint, and 
show the challenges that the new government 
faced in the ‘Cabinet Battles’.  The detail of journey 
to ratify the U.S constitution, documented in 
‘Non-Stop’, ‘defending the new United States 
Constitution entitled the Federalists Papers’, in 
which Hamilton joined forces James Madison and 
John J to persuade New Yorkers to vote for the 
constitution, which is the foundation of laws in the 
newly independent America. 

On the other hand, the story of Anastasia is largely 
founded on the myth and legend of Anastasia, 
a Russian princess rumoured to have escaped 
the brutal execution of the rest of her family. 
The missing body led to a range of rumours 
suggesting that she had in fact survived the 
killing by being removed from the basement by 
the guards. In the plot of the musical, it takes this 
idea, as demonstrated in the song “A Rumour in 
St. Petersburg”, that ‘one daughter may be still 
alive.’ However, this rumour has been completely 
debunked since, with evidence of her and her 
brothers’ bodies found in a nearby second grave in 

By Emma Swan,
3rd Year English and History 

Revolution in Musicals
Yekaterinburg, which DNA matched the Romanov 
family. In the musical, there are multiple imposters 
who claim to be the Princess Anastasia, and this is 
partially influenced by real life, for example Fraziska 
Schanzkowksa (Anna Anderson), a polish woman, 
claimed that she was the Romanov princess, 
however, later, DNA evidence proved that this was 
not the case. 

With regards to the accuracy of the portrayal 
of revolution in ‘Anastasia’, it does show some 
consequences of the revolution, specifically the 
toppling of a social system and the replacement 
of the autocratic Tsar Nicholas II with the Soviet 
Union, as depicted in ‘the land of yesterday’, with 
lyrics such as ‘Once I had a palace. Here, merely a 
flat. I fled with some diamonds and that was that.’ 
Much of the Russian nobility lost lots of their wealth 
and status, and many chose to leave the country, 
but those who stayed experience a very different 
life to that under Tsar Nicholas II.  The musical 
also shows the surveillance state in Leningrad 
in 1917, in the lyrics ‘he who argues disappears.’ 
This highlights the constant fear within the city, 
specifically due to the role of the secret police, the 
Cheka, and other subsequent organisations, who 
dealt with political opponents.

Despite this, though it is a musical set in the 
context of revolution, it is not explicitly about 
revolution, in the same way that Hamilton is 
about revolution. ‘Hamilton’ actively seeks to 
show the political ongoings and involvements 
during the Revolutionary War, naming key battles 
and showing intricate conversations about the 
war. Whilst for ‘Anastasia’, the historical context 
of the period allows for a backdrop for the story 
to be set, ‘Hamilton’ actively engages historical 
fact with the storyline. Though both interestingly 
portray the nature of revolution through a different 
medium and allow for the accessibility of history 
to a wider audience, by engaging in a way which 
is memorable, and opens the past in an outlook, 
without which that audience may have not 
engaged with the history of as much. 
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In 1122 a girl was born who would become the 
most famous, powerful and legendary woman of 
the Middle Ages – Eleanor of Aquitaine. Eleanor 
was a woman whose power gave rise to a font 
of slander and a ‘black legend’ that plagues her 
memory to this day. Born an heiress to the large and 
wealthy Duchy of Aquitaine in southern France she 
became, through two marriages, Queen of France 
and Queen of England. In her second marriage 
she became the matriarch of the Plantagenets, 
the ruling dynasty of the monumental Angevin 
Empire which spread from the Scottish border 
to the Pyrenees. In this article I will explore the 
criticisms Eleanor faced, her power, and her use of 
patronage in order to create a rival narrative. 

John of Salisbury wasted no time in painting a 
picture of Eleanor as a conniving and deceitful wife 
to her innocent and sincere first husband, Louis 
VII. It can be appealing to jump headfirst into the 
marital drama of the Middle Ages and speculate 
about affairs; John of Salisbury was instrumental 
in the spread of the rumour that Eleanor at this 
time was having an affair with her uncle, Raymond 
of Antioch. Instead, we must see John’s writing in 
the light of him leaving England after falling out 
with Eleanor’s second husband Henry II. Through 
the defamation of Eleanor, Henry is criticised. In 
fitting with the Arthurian tradition of a mystical 
king, a legend appeared in the 13th century in 
which Richard I’s mother (Eleanor of Aquitaine, 
although not named) is revealed to be a demon 
who abandons her family and flies through the roof 
instead of receiving the sacrament, the implication 
being that she is an unholy demon. Further 
legends arose surrounding the death of Henry II’s 
mistress, Rosamund. In these, Eleanor is depicted 
as a cruel and merciless woman who forces the 
innocent and pleading Rosamond to drink poison 
(some versions have her use a dagger). 

In these few examples Eleanor is variously 
shown as a philandering wife, a bad mother and a 
woman scorned. Ultimately these legends reduce 
Eleanor to various tropes in order to criticise or 

illustrate the lives of men she was connected to.  
By undermining her relationships with men, these 
legends cut at the most effective and long-term 
source of Eleanor’s power, her influence. Despite 
holding lands in her own right, Eleanor’s use of 
traditional hard power was inconsistent and 
resulted in fifteen years of incarceration following 
her involvement in the rebellion against Henry II. 
Hard power was, and remains to be, the realm of 
men and Eleanor posed a threat as a woman who 
did not know her place. Conversely, Eleanor was 
effectively able to use her position as a wife and 
mother to influence politics, especially as she 
bore many children and cemented her figure as 
a matriarch. This influence is evidenced in letters 
to Eleanor requesting her intercession as well as 
her position as regent for Richard I. While to some 
she seems power-hungry, others see her as a 
stabilising force, ensuring smooth succession and 
support for her sons. Furthermore, the image of 
Eleanor as a commanding matriarch is captured 
in how, in her 80s, she travelled the Pyrenees to 
escort her granddaughter, Blanche of Castile, to 
France for a marriage alliance. 

The powerful Eleanor of Aquitaine did not 
accept the rumours but, as public figures are 
prone to do, sought to improve her public image. 
Eleanor patronised the poet Wace, who wrote 
a sympathetic narrative of her. In contrast to 
slanderous accounts, Wace describes Eleanor as 
good natured and wise. In her acceptable role of 
patron of the arts, Eleanor was able to manipulate 
gender roles to contribute to political discourse. 
The theme of gender roles is a strong one in 
Eleanor’s story, particularly in the controversial 
‘Courts of Love’. Some historians believe Eleanor 
presided over courts where men were submissive 
to women, inverting the social norm. To others, 

By Emma Graham,
Second Year History

The Legendary Queen Eleanor of Aquitane

Eleanor’s court was instead a cultural centre, a 
place away from male-dominated hard power in 
which new literary styles centring around courtly 
love could flourish. As a descendent of the first 
troubadour and with the cultural enrichment 
of travel from her participation in the Second 
Crusade, Eleanor’s contribution to the arts is 
unsurprising. Eleanor found and used patronage 
as a way to express a level of power and influence. 
While over the centuries the figure of Eleanor of 
Aquitaine has become obscured in the mists of 
legend and rumour, it is still possible to discern a 
highly influential, intelligent and effective woman. 
As matriarch of the Plantagenet dynasty, Eleanor 
was able to wield influence over her husbands 
and sons, but this also made her a target for 
indirect criticism. Images of the heroic Richard the 
Lionheart and villainous King John have usurped 
Eleanor in public consciousness. However, Eleanor 
was not just a literary trope but a potent figure 
in her own right. Throughout her long life Eleanor 
continued to be an influential person, willing to 
intervene in politics and defend herself against 
defamation. Despite the gulf of nearly nine hundred 
years, the problems faced by Eleanor strike a chord 
today. 
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At once polar opposites and startling 
contemporaries, these two iconic queens 
both came from tragic backgrounds and rose 
to prominence against all odds; perhaps it is 
unsurprising that their fates were destined to 
coincide. But in the tale of two queens and one 
crown, it seemed that neither could escape 
unscathed. Depicted no less than nine times 
in film alone, Mary Queen of Scots has been 
portrayed as everything from a jealous schemer 
to a romanticized martyr. In three of these films, 
including the most recent Mary Queen of Scots 
(2018) starring Saoirse Ronan as the doomed 
queen, the cousins meet face to face. It may come 
as a surprise to some to find that the two never 
actually met in person, and communicated only 
through letters: but this makes their story no less 
dramatic. 

The granddaughter of Henry VIII’s sister, Mary 
Stuart was only six days old when she acceded 
the throne after the death of her father King 
James V of Scotland. Already her life was marked 
with significant tragedy and conflict. She was 
immediately faced with the threat of England, 
who wished for Mary to marry Henry VIII’s sole 
surviving son Edward in what became known as 
the ‘rough wooing’, the last key conflict between 
England and Scotland before the Union of the 
Crowns in 1603. Despite the ongoing Anglo-
Scottish conflict which lasted from 1542-1551, 
Mary spent most of her childhood in France and 
married the Dauphin, Francis II, in 1558 - the same 
year her cousin Elizabeth ascended the English 
throne in the most unlikely of circumstances. 
Upon Francis’s death in 1560, the widowed Mary 
returned to England where she entered into 
another ill-fated marriage to her cousin, Lord 
Darnley, with whom she gave birth to the future 
James 1 of England. Upon Darnley’s suspicious 
death in February 1567, Mary married his probable 
murderer the Earl of Bothwell, which proved to be 
an extremely unpopular decision and caused an 
uprising against the couple. This was against the 
express wishes of Elizabeth, who had previously 

proposed her suitors including her own favourite 
Robert Dudley, and wrote to her to express her 
disapproval: 
‘How could a worse choice be made for your 
honour than in such haste to marry such a subject, 
who besides other and notorious lacks, public 
fame has charged with the murder of your late 
husband, besides the touching of yourself also in 
some part, though we trust in that behalf falsely’.
 
On 24th July Mary was forced to abdicate the 
throne to her young son James and fled to 
England, seeking the protection of her cousin, but 
Elizabeth was wary of her cousin. Mary was her 
rival in age and beauty as well as her legitimate 
claim to the throne, and feared her escaping to 
Scotland or France where she could raise enemy 
forces against her. Instead, Mary was imprisoned 
in England for the next nineteen years. A decision 
which soon proved to be the undoing of them both.  
Elizabeth’s own life had thus far been one of turmoil 
and sinister plots. When she was not even three 
years old her mother Anne Boleyn was executed 
on facetious treason charges by her father Henry 
VIII and had spent much of her life disinherited 
from the royal line. Upon the deaths of her half-
brother Edward at just fifteen years old and her 
half-sister Mary in 1558, the last surviving child 
of Henry VIII acceded the throne. Her survival 
up until that point had been largely reliant on her 
wits as she was constantly being embroiled in 
plots to usurp the throne both before and during 
her sister Mary I’s reign. Thomas Seymour, the 
uncle of her half-brother Edward, had made 
serious marital advances on the then Princess 
Elizabeth in a bid to get closer to the throne. Once 
Edward and the infamous ‘nine days queen’ Lady 
Jane Grey died, Elizabeth was a much greater 
threat to Mary’s throne as the only other direct 

By Katherine McGladdery,
Second Year English and Music 

The Cousins’ Feud and the Fight for the Crown: 
Mary Queen of Scots and Elizabeth I descendant of Henry left alive. Mary finally had 

reason to imprison and question Elizabeth in the 
Tower of London over Wyatt’s Rebellion in 1554. 
Due to her evasiveness, Elizabeth was spared the 
grisly fate shared by the rebellion’s ringleaders. 
Nevertheless, such a close encounter with death 
must have made Elizabeth incredibly wary upon 
ascending the throne, being all too aware of the 
dangers of risings and rebellions, and she inherited 
a shaky crown perched on a kingdom divided and 
threatening to crumble. 

Elizabeth’s father had catalysed a religious 
movement that would change England forever 
and the reigns of her half-brother and half-
sister before her had only exacerbated the tense 
religious climate. After Henry VIII broke with 
Rome and declared himself supreme Head of the 
Church, he implemented a new way of worship 
which changed daily life and caused upheaval in 
the form of the dissolution of the monasteries, 
leading to the most serious of all the Tudor 
rebellions, the Pilgrimage of Grace, in 1536. With 
England’s religious path unclear, Edward’s staunch 
Protestantism was similarly met with Kett’s 
rebellion and the Western rebellion. Mary’s devout 
Catholicism aimed to reverse the damage Henry 
had done but resulting in her burning at the stake 
over three hundred Protestants in the process, 
earning her the nickname ‘Bloody Mary’. It is 
easy to imagine the pressure that Elizabeth must 
have felt upon inheriting the monumental task of 
uniting a country so utterly segregated. Though a 
practiser of Protestantism herself, Elizabeth aimed 
to settle for a midground which would satisfy the 
majority. Nevertheless, many Catholics saw Mary 
Queen of Scots as the key to returning England to 
Roman Catholicism. This stance was particularly 
popular in the North, where the Pilgrimage of Grace 
had broken out years before, and the seeds were 
sewn for rebellion. In November 1569 the Earl of 
Westmorland and the Earl of Northumberland 
sparked the rising of the North and occupied 
Durham, where Mass was celebrated in the 
Cathedral. Their aim was to free Mary, marry her 
to the Duke of Norfolk, and put her on the English 
throne. The rebels, now around 6000 in number, 
then marched to Bramham Moor where Elizabeth’s 
forces struggled to confront them. However, the 

rebels abandoned their plans to claim York upon 
hearing of a large force being gathered by the Earl 
of Sussex, who marched out from York on 13th 
December 1569 with 10,000 men and a further 
12,000 following under Baron Clinton. The earls 
fled into Scotland and their forces dispersed. 

The consequences of the Northern rising were 
great. Northumberland was later beheaded 
and Westmorland died in dire poverty. Despite 
their lack of popular support for the Earls’ Rising 
Eizabeth enacted harsh revenge on the ordinary 
folk of the Yorkshire Dales, and at least 700 people 
were executed. Pope Pius V had tried to aid the 
rebellion in 1570 by excommunicating Elizabeth 
with a bull declaring her a pretender queen, but 
the Regnans in Excelsis did not arrive until after 
the rebellion had been suppressed. The papal bull 
fuelled Elizabeth’s suspicion of Catholics, which in 
turn inspired numerous assassination conspiracies 
against her in Mary’s cause, beginning with the 
Ridolfi Plot of 1571. Although professing loyalty 
to Elizabeth and England, Mary gave her consent 
to the plot in a bid for freedom, upon which the 
plan was to marry the Duke of Norfolk and return 
to Scotland to claim her throne. However, this 
backfired when Elizabeth discovered the plot and 
her trust in Mary was irrevocably shaken. 

The Babington plot of 1586 was the final death 
knell for Mary. The long-term goal was the Spanish 
invasion by King Philip II and the French Catholic 
League who aimed to restore Catholicism. Sir 
Francis Walsingham, Elizabeth’s spymaster, 
discovered the plot and used it to catch Mary 
red-handed in order to remove her as a threat to 
the throne. Mary’s letters to her own spy, Thomas 
Morgan, were intercepted by Thomas Phelippes at 
Chartley Castle where she was imprisoned, then 
decoded the letters and sent them to Walsingham. 
One of Mary’s letters ordered the rescuers to 
assassinate the Queen. The discovery of this 
damning letter was used at the Fotheringhay trial 
to seal her fate.

Initially Elizabeth seemed reluctant to answer 
calls for Mary’s death but there was little left to 
defend the doomed queen. On 8 February 1587, 
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after almost twenty years of imprisonment and 
an uneasy standoff between the two cousins, 
Mary was finally beheaded at Fotheringhay Castle 
in Northamptonshire.  However, after Mary’s 
execution, Elizabeth removed herself from any 
blame by claiming that she had not intended for 
the signed execution warrant to be dispatched, 
and blamed her secretary, William Davison, for his 
negligence in letting it be so. Whether Elizabeth was 
sincere in this belief has been called into question 
by historians, but nevertheless she consented to 
name James I as her heir upon her death, ending 
the story of the two cousins. Perhaps this choice 
was made to ease her guilty conscience as much 
as to ensure the stable future of England. Although 
she arguably acted out of necessity to save her 
own life and is remembered as a sublime monarch 
in the form of Gloriana, the defeat of the Spanish 
armada and the wealth of arts and entertainment 
that flourished during her reign, the execution of 
Mary Queen of Scots is one black mark on her 
record that history continues to judge.  

Jim Jones was the leader of the infamous cult, The 
Peoples Temple. Jones successfully convinced 
around 1,000 Americans to leave their livelihoods 
behind and to move to Guyana, South America, 
in hopes of cultivating a utopian society in the 
settlement of Jonestown. On 18th November 1978, 
Jones orchestrated the largest mass suicide in 
American history by forcing his followers to drink 
kool aid laced with cyanide, hence the term ‘don’t 
drink the kool aid’. A total of 918 people lost their 
lives that day, yet why did people choose to join 
the People’s Temple and what made Jones such a 
magnetic and illusive cult leader?

The Childhood of Jim Jones

Jim Jones (13th May 1931-18th November 1978) 
was born in Crete, Indiana. Childhood for Jones was 
a tumultuous and unhappy time. Jones was born 
into a family that was under great financial strain 
as a result of the Great Depression. Eventually the 
family’s financial problems escalated, and they 
were evicted from their home after failing to pay 
their mortgage. He moved with his family to a town 
named Lynn where his relatives had purchased a 
house for him and his family. However, the house 
lacked adequate plumbing, electricity and there 
was often a shortage of food. Moreover, internal 
family conflicts made the situation worse, for 
example numerous biographers of Jones have 
often described his mother, Lynetta, as having ‘no 
maternal instinct’ and that her pregnancy with 
Jones was ‘unwanted’. His father was frequently 
absent from the picture as he was in and out of 
hospital due to the injuries he had sustained during 
military service. 

The result of Jones’s emotional and physical neglect 
began to make itself apparent in his behaviour as 
a child. He frequently stole candy from stores and 
his mother was forced to pay for his petty thefts. 
He also began to speak with profound language 
and was frequently beaten by his mother because 
of his bad behaviour. 

Additionally, Jones began to accumulate interests 
in unusual areas. He became extremely captivated 
with the idea of death. Jones would frequently 
visit a casket manufacturer in Lynn and hold 
mock funerals. His morbid fascination eventually 
escalated even further, and he began to collect 
roadkill and would perform funerals where he 
would preach sermons. He would often invite 
other children to join him.

Secondly, after the outbreak of World War Two, 
Jones became increasingly infatuated with Adolf 
Hitler, and specifically the influence Hitler exerted 
over the German people. Jones began to study 
figures such as Joseph Stalin, Mao Zedong, Karl 
Marx and Gandi. He often played ‘dictator’ with 
other children and would become violent when 
the other children failed to obey his orders. His 
bizarre interests and behaviours deeply disturbed 
the community around Jones. 

As a result of Jones’s tumultuous and unhappy 
childhood he very much perceived himself as an 
outcast from society, believing that he was “born 
on the wrong side of the tracks” and had the ability 
to emphasise with people who were persecuted 
or alienated from society.

Founding the People’s Temple

Jones initially founded the People’s Temple under 
the name ‘The Wings of Deliverance’ in 1956. The 
congregation was primarily composed of people 
he had met at Laurel Street Tabernacle, a small 
church in which he previously attended. Not long 
after his arrival, he changed the name to the 
‘Peoples Temple Christian Church Full Gospel’ but 
shorted it down to the Peoples Temple.

By Georgia Ainsley,
Second Year History, Politics, and International Relations 

Jim Jones and the People’s Temple: 
How to Grow a Cult
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Growing the People’s Temple

In order to gain followers Jones carefully crafted 
an image, that of a messianic one, to appeal to 
members of society. Psychologist Zimbardo 
has described Jones as “probably the most 
charismatic cult leader in modern times in terms 
of his personal appeal, oratory, his sexual appeal, 
his just sheer dynamism and his total participation 
in the control of every member of his group”. Jones 
and the temple became well- known for its social 
activism, especially against racism as Jones was 
as an avid supporter of the civil rights movement. 
He also opened a soup kitchen, orphanage and 
provided services for disabled people in order to 
maintain his messianic image. 

Jones was an extremely charismatic man as noted 
by Teri O’Shea, a former cult member. O’Shea had 
run away from home aged 19 after her mother 
had tried to strangle her with a dog chain. O’Shea 
hitchhiked around California where she met a 
follower of Jones who told her that she would be 
welcome and unconditionally loved by the temple. 
Jones frequently spoke of his ‘rainbow family’ 
which welcomed people of all backgrounds. 
She described Jones as “very charismatic and 
attracted people who were feeling vulnerable 
or disenfranchised for whatever reason”. She 
also stated that when she first met him, she was 
convinced that he could read minds and had the 
ability to exert power to cause good or evil and she 
became afraid of him. O’Shea stayed with Jones 
for 7 years but escaped from Jonestown 3 weeks 
before the mass suicide.

As Jones’s following grew so did his charisma and 
manipulative habits. He encouraged his followers 
to sell their belongings and to turn over their assets 
to the Temple, thus putting Jones in a significant 
position of power.

He began to adopt a number of cruel and inhumane 
tactics to prove to his followers that he had divine 
powers. He would often drug his followers to make 
it appear as if he was raising the dead. Jones would 
also perform fake psychic readings, in which he 
would prior to these performances search through 
his followers rubbish bins and find any information 

to make it appear as if he was psychic. Jones 
would also perform fake healing demonstrations 
by using animal organs to pretend that they were 
human tumours that he could heal.
Jones would also employ dehumanising tactics in 
which he would order members of the Temple to 
strip naked in public where they would be subject 
to criticism and humiliation from the rest of his 
followers. 

The most disturbing tactic Jones used was his 
‘white night’ practices. He performed these 
practices several times in America and Guyana. 
‘White night’ was a term used to infer the possibility 
of an imminent mass death. At Jonestown he would 
have a number of people circling the compound 
with guns as if they were going to kill everyone. A 
number of people would run out and pretend to 
get shot by a rubber bullet. In one of the practices 
two women brought out trays of kool aid which 
were ‘laced with cyanide’. Jones ordered everyone 
to drink the ‘laced’ cyanide, those who refused 
were forced to drink the kool aid. Jones employed 
this tactic to see who was truly loyal to him. O’Shea 
states that after these rituals Jones would reply 
with “now I know I can trust you”.

Life at Jonestown

After being accused of financial fraud, physical 
abuse and the mistreatment of children he 
relocated the People’s Temple to Guyana. He 
promised his followers that he would build 
a socialist utopia for him and his followers. 
However, Jonestown proved to be the opposite. 
He confiscated members passports, letters were 
censored, informing upon other members was 
encouraged and Jones essentially cut off any 
contact from the outside world. He forced his 
followers to work long hours in the field where 
they were deprived of ‘luxuries’ such as food and 
sleep. Those who engaged in these ‘luxuries’ were 
shamed and made to feel guilty. Jones deprived 
his followers of human necessities so much so 
that they formed the inability to think clearly, this 
meant that Jones was able to control them even 
more.

In 1978 a number of former temple members 

became increasingly concerned about the 
conditions in Jones town and so U.S congress man 
Leo Ryan was ordered to visit Jonestown. Ryan 
arrived with several other journalists to document 
Jonestown. Upon departure, Ryan was approached 
by a number of Jones’s followers asking for a flight 
out of Jonestown. At this point Jones’s mental 
health was in decline and he was severely addicted 
to drugs and ordered his lieutenant to attack Ryan 
with a knife. Ryan was able to escape but a second 
attack was ordered as Ryan and the journalists 
reached the airstrip. Ryan and the journalists were 
murdered as they boarded the plane.

Kool Aid

On 18th November 1978 Jones orchestrated what 
he called a ‘revolutionary act’. He ordered his 
followers to drink poisoned kool aid - 900 people 
died that day making it the largest mass suicide 
in history. Jones killed himself and only a few 
members managed to escape that day.
 
Jones was an extremely charismatic and 
manipulative man. He had the ability to appeal 
to people by promising a utopian society where 
he and his followers would flourish, as well as 
presenting himself as a man who did nothing but 
good for society. The implementation of controlling 
measures and dehumanising tactics enabled 
Jones to put himself in a high position of power 
and made it near impossible for his followers to 
escape.

Jonestown Entrance Sign,
The Jonestown Institute
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On Tuesday the 30th of January 1649, outside the 
Banqueting House in Whitehall, King Charles I was 
beheaded. His execution was the culmination of the 
conflict between royalists and parliamentarians 
during the English Civil War, which ultimately 
led to the king’s capture and trial. His public 
trial declared him guilty of trying to “uphold in 
himself an unlimited and tyrannical power to rule 
according to his will, and to overthrow the rights 
and liberties of the people”. After his execution, 
England became a republic and would be until the 
restoration of the monarchy in 1660. To this day, 
Charles remains the only English king to have been 
put on trial and executed for treason.

Charles became king in 1625 after the death of his 
father, King James VI & I. Yet Charles was never 
raised to be a king - the title was supposed to pass 
to his brother Prince Henry, but he died at the age 
of 18 - and as a painfully shy and insecure man 
who lacked charm and vision, perhaps he was 
ill-suited to it. Indeed, his reign is widely viewed 
to have been disastrous from the beginning, and 
many of his actions angered parliament and the 
country as a whole. 

In the first year of his reign, Charles gave 
exceptional power to his father’s lover, George 
Villiers, 1st Duke of Buckingham, a man so hated 
when he was assassinated people celebrated. 
In the same year, Charles married the French 
Catholic princess, Henrietta Maria, whose 
Roman Catholicism meant she could not have a 
coronation. His actions towards parliament, and 
Charles’ period of personal rule, however, were 
the main causes behind the civil war, even if his 
personal relationships generated anger. Indeed, in 
response to political opposition, Charles dissolved 
Parliament; in the first four years of his reign, 
Charles closed parliament three times. In 1629, 
he decided to rule without parliament entirely 
and entered a period of personal rule, which saw 
the implementation of hugely unpopular policies, 
such as the ship money tax, reforms of the Church 
of England and the introduction of a new prayer 

book in Scotland, the latter leading to the Scottish 
invasion of England in 1640. 

Yet, even as civil war tore England apart, and 
thousands of people were killed, the execution of 
the king was not the aim of the parliamentarians. 
Most of the people who had taken up arms against 
the king were opposed to regicide, and the MPs 
who went to war in 1642 claimed to be fighting for 
“king and parliament” not for parliament against 
the king. But wars, once started, are either won 
or lost, and the fighting and winning of the civil 
war extended the aims of the parliamentary New 
Model Army until they developed revolutionary 
goals. Indeed, only slowly did its generals consider 
regicide, but after years of fighting, they reached 
the conclusion that no lasting peace could be 
achieved whilst Charles was alive. 

On the 20th of January 1649, the first trial against 
an English king began; the charges he faced 
blamed him for the English Civil War in its entirety, 
and held him guilty of “all the treasons, murders, 
rapines, burnings, spoils, desolations, damages 
and mischiefs to this nation, acted and committed 
in the said wars, or occasioned thereby.” Yet 
the charges were not due to spite, but out of a 
genuine belief that what was happening needed 
to be done, as Edmund Ludlow recorded, “I bear 
no [more] malice to the man’s person, than I do 
to my dear father; but I hate that cursed principal 
of tyranny that has so long lodged and harboured 
within him, which has turned our waters of law into 
blood.” Charles was present for much of the trial, 
but he refused to cooperate – he never entered a 
plea and he consistently insisted that the trial was 
illegal. Just seven days later, the judges returned a 
guilty verdict and Charles was sentenced to death; 
59 commissioners signed Charles’ death warrant. 

By Chloe Lawn,
Second Year History, Politics, and International Relations 

The Execution of Charles I
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For the last three days of his life, Charles was 
under house arrest at St James’s Palace. At this 
time, two of his children remained in England – 
the thirteen-year-old Princess Elizabeth and the 
eight-year-old Henry – and both of them were 
permitted to say goodbye to their father. Ludlow 
would later recall Oliver Cromwell saying that he 
“had lately seen the tenderest sight that ever his 
eyes beheld, which was, the interview between 
the King and his children; that he wept plentifully 
at the remembrance thereof.” Both children 
burst into tears upon seeing their father, and 
Elizabeth would later recall in great detail the final 
conversation they shared. First, she wrote about 
how Charles asked her to say goodbye to the rest 
of their family and tell them of his love for them. 
Then the subject turned to Charles’ situation, and 
she wrote how Charles sat Henry on his knee, and 
told him, “Sweetheart, now they will cut off thy 
father’s head… Heed, my child for what I say: they 
will cut off my head and perhaps make thee a King. 
But mark what I say. Thou must not be a King as 
long as thy brothers Charles and James do live; 
for they will cut off your brothers’ head when they 
can catch them, and cut off thy head too at the 
last, and therefore I charge you, do not be made a 
King by them.” This startling statement was then 
answered by the 8-year-old Henry, who replied, “I 
will be torn in pieces first!”

On the morning of Charles’ execution, the weather 
was so cold the Thames had frozen over. It is 
said that Charles asked to wear two shirts, due 
to this cold, to ensure he was a little warmer and, 
therefore, would not shiver – he worried that if he 
did, his enemies would say that he trembled in 
fear. Huge crowds gathered that day, and Charles 
prepared some notes to help him give a speech, 
knowing that silence would be understood as 
an admission of guilt. Charles spoke, in this final 
speech, of his innocence by stating that he did 
not start the war, of those who were responsible 
for his death by forgiving them unequivocally and 
finally, he ended his speech by hoping he would 
become a martyr. Before his execution, he stated, 
perhaps to comfort himself in his fear, “I go from 
a corruptible crown to an incorruptible crown; 
where no disturbance can be, no disturbance in 
the world.” Then, after, a brief prayer, Charles was 

beheaded – his head severed after one blow and 
lifted into the air for the crowd to see. 

The execution of Charles I was, without a doubt, a 
significant moment in English history. The office of 
the king was declared “unnecessary, burdensome 
and dangerous to the liberty, safety, and public 
interest of the people,” and England became a 
republic ruled, at first by parliament, until 1653 when 
Oliver Cromwell began ruling as Protector. Indeed, 
whilst deceivingly, these events are portrayed 
as the victory of freedom against a tyrannical 
monarchy, it is still undeniable that they represent 
a change in the way monarchy and its power would 
come to be viewed, even after the Restoration. The 
execution of Charles also marked a shift in the way 
Charles was viewed by the public. After almost 
24 years of rule, Charles’ death transformed him 
into a royal martyr – Eikon Basilike (‘Image of 
the King’) published shortly after Charles’ death 
helped to create a persevering image of Charles 
as a gentle, loving and deeply spiritual man who 
was mercilessly put to death for his principles. 
Royalists such as Clarendon deepened this view 
further, writing of Charles’ “saint-like behaviour”. 
Indeed, even as royalism declined after the 
Glorious Revolution, the anniversary of Charles’ 
death was still remembered and commemorated.

The slaves could hear the crowd from their cells, 
the bloodlust echoing around, seeming to shake 
the walls, but they were all chanting one name. 
Spartacus.

That name has resonated through the centuries, 
becoming synonymous with revolution, sacrifice 
and gladiatorial combat. But his beginnings 
weren’t quite as glorious. Hailing from Thrace, 
the area that is now the Greek border with 
Macedonia, Spartacus began to gain a reputation 
as a formidable soldier. He served as a mercenary 
under the Romans, before deserting. The Romans 
would hunt him down, capturing him while he was 
asleep.

Marched into Rome as a slave, Spartacus was 
sold to Lentulus Batiatus, the owner of a gladiator 
school in Capua. Home to an amphitheatre second 
only to the Colosseum, Capua became iconic for 
the gladiators it produced. As Suetonius recorded, 
‘There was a famous gladiator school in Capua, 
made up exclusively of slaves of great strength 
and stature, who were trained to give life to violent 
shows where only the winners had a chance at 
survival’.

Spartacus was among them, rising through the 
ranks as a murmillo, a heavyweight gladiator that 
fought with a large shield and gladius. According 
to Plutarch, he was a man with ‘a great spirit and 
great physical strength’. Locked away in the cells 
of the gladiator school, hauled out to the rapturous 
applause of the almost 40,000-strong crowds, 
Spartacus’ reputation began to grow.

All the while, he and around two-hundred of his 
fellow slaves, began to plot their escape. As the 
time came for their breakout, everything went 
wrong. Someone in their contingent betrayed 
them, cutting down the window for escape in 
half. In the end, only seventy-eight managed 
to react in time. Racing through the school, they 
grabbed whatever they could from the kitchens. 
Armed with knives, spits or metal utensils from 

the cookhouse, the gladiators overpowered the 
guards, stealing their weapons, racing outside. 
Finding some wagons laden with their gladiatorial 
weapons and armour, they equipped themselves 
and grabbed all that they could carry. Quickly, the 
soldiers stationed in the school and nearby rallied, 
racing after the escaped slaves. Dispatching them 
without too much difficulty, the escapees headed 
towards the mountains. Setting up camp on Mount 
Vesuvius (that would become infamous as the the 
volcano that wiped out Pompeii and Herculaneum), 
they elected leaders: Spartacus, Crixus and
Oenomaus.

News of their escape quickly spread. Clodius, a 
praetor (high-ranking military commander), set 
out from Rome with 3,000 men. Surrounding 
Spartacus’ position on Mt. Vesuvius, Clodius set 
out to starve the slaves into submission. With great 
ingenuity, the slaves used vines and branches to 
create ladders, lowering themselves down behind 
the Roman camp. Taking them completely by 
surprise, they massacred them.

Running rampant through the camp, confusion was 
the slaves’ greatest weapon. Killing some as they 
slept, slaughtering those who had just moments 
earlier been laughing and joking around the fire, 
the slaves stole their equipment and captured the 
camp. This early defeat was an embarrassment for 
the Romans, and a powerful statement of intent 
for the slaves. This victory led thousands of farm 
hands and slaves from nearby properties to join 
the cause. The escape was becoming a revolt. The 
Capuan authorities sent militias after the escapees, 
hoping to quell this insurrection before it reached 
the central Roman powers. Despite being slaves, 
these men had spent years being taught how to 
fight and kill. The Romans had been the architect 
of their own downfall. The militias were no match

By Zachary Peatling,
MA Public History

The Man Who Brought Rome  
To It’s Knees: Spartacus
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for the gladiator-led slaves. As the victories 
continued, becoming more impressive each time, 
the rebellion continued to grow. As
Spartacus led with fairness, equally dividing the 
spoils to all those involved, thousands of farm-
hands, shepherds, servants and farmers began 
to join. Quickly, their numbers were in the tens of 
thousands. The central Roman authorities were 
beginning to take notice.

The blood-soaked wave of rebellion swept across 
Italy, led by one man. Spartacus’ defiant stand 
against the Roman Republic inspired thousands to 
break free of their enforced servitude, and join the 
cause. With the fame of his brutal and impressive 
victories spreading, the slave army soon numbered 
over 150,000 men.

Having pillaged the nearby towns and villages, 
the slaves used them to restock and supply their 
camps. By now, the slave force had also divided 
into two armies: one led by Spartacus, mostly 
made up of those from Thrace and slaves from the 
surrounding area, and the other led by Oenomaus 
and Crixus, primarily consisting of Celtic tribesmen, 
those from Gaul and western Europe. The army 
led by Spartacus’ allies made its way northwards, 

aiming to head over the Apennines, and back to 
Gaul.

Despite being extremely effective themselves, 
the rebellion was also helped by the fact that the 
Republic forces were spread thin, putting down 
another rebellion in Spain. Attempting to muster 
whatever army they could, the Republic decided 
to combine the forces of two of their most revered 
generals: Lucius Gellius Publicola and Gnaeus 
Cornelius Lentulus Clodanius, compiling an 
army of over 50,000 men. Seeing the division of 
Spartacus’ forces as an opportunity, the Romans 
targeted the 30,000-strong contingent led by
Crixus. Ambushing them in the foothills of Mount 
Garganus, the Roman forces slaughtered the 
rebels. Crixus and Oenomaus are killed, and the 
rebellion suffered its first loss.

Emboldened and with a taste for blood, Gellius’ 
legions turned their attention to Spartacus himself. 
Before Gellius could reach him however, Luntulus 
jumped the gun, attempting to trap Spartacus in 
the narrow Apennine paths. Spartacus, potentially 
filled with confidence at having never personally 
lost to the Roman forces, or as an emotional 
response to the loss of Crixus and Oenomaus, 
leading his men headlong into Luntulus’ legions. 
The victory was emphatic. Luntulus is routed, his 
forces destroyed.

Spartacus, cold and ruthless, executed three-
hundred Roman captives, as a blood-soaked 
message to Rome. Gellius, arriving a few days 
later, clashed with Spartacus’ larger force, in the 
mountains. Drenched in the blood of his fellow 
slaves and the collapsing Roman legionnaires, 
Spartacus rallied his men, personally leading them 
head-first into Gellius’ army. The battle was brutal. 
And the slaves came out on top yet again.

Sending a wounded Gellius and a handful of 
survivors back to Rome, Spartacus was sending 
very clear reminder: Rome would need a miracle 
to bring this rebellion down. By the spring of 71 
BC, the Roman Republic was almost on its knees. 
A Thracian gladiator was leading a rebellion that 
was tearing Italy apart. This was the largest slave 
revolt Rome had ever seen, and it could have been 

utterly catastrophic. The economy of the Republic 
could have collapsed, the stability of its societal
structures was at risk, the very foundations of the 
Republic being shaken.

But then emerged Marcus Licinius Crassus. He 
was one of the most well-respected, revered and 
feared generals in the Republic. Known as a brutal 
commander, executing any rebels he found, and 
unafraid to use decimation (the act of drawing lots 
in groups of ten, and for nine to execute the other 
one by stoning or clubbing) as a consequence of 
complaints or insubordination from his own men. He 
was given an army of around 40,000 legionnaires, 
with the goal of crushing the insurrection.

Realising that Crassus was unlike any commander 
he’d faced before, Spartacus attempted to barter a 
truce. Sensing weakness, Crassus struck, scything 
into the rebel forces, his ruthlessly efficient and 
well-trained men obliterating Spartacus’ army. 
The slaves rallied, but Crassus was too strong. 
Spartacus ordered a retreat and scrambled for a 
way to escape.

Seeing Sicily as a potential option, Spartacus 
made a deal with a band of pirates to transport 
2,000 of his men over to the island. Spartacus and 
his forces raced down south, relentlessly pursued 
by Crassus. Like any predator, Crassus had tasted 
blood and now he was on the hunt. Clipping 
at Spartacus’ heels, wearing the rebel forces 
down in small battles and skirmishes, Crassus 
watched as Spartacus tried to send his men to 
Rhegium. Crassus reacted immediately, building 
fortifications on the border, cutting off the slaves’ 
supply lines. Spartacus was being hemmed in.

The pirates had betrayed them. 

There was no ship to Sicily. Crassus was bearing 
down on them. Roman reinforcements were 
flooding in. Pompey, a legendary general, was 
joining the fray. Spartacus tried to broker a truce 
again, but Crassus refused to even hear him.

The slaves continued to fight with all the ‘great 
spirit and strength’ that had set them apart as 
gladiators. But it was too much. The battle was 

turning into a slaughter. Spartacus himself, deep 
in the midst of the battle, saw Crassus atop his 
horse, surveying the carnage. Trying to fight his 
way through, Spartacus wanted Crassus’ head.

He wouldn’t make it. Nor would the rest of the 
rebels. Crassus cut them to pieces. Spartacus’ 
body was never found. 6,000 slaves were captured 
alive. They were crucified along the Appian Way, 
every thirty or forty metres. For years after, the 
crosses remained, the ultimate illustration of 
Roman dominance and brutality. Spartacus has 
gone down in history as the symbol of revolution. 
Voltaire called his insurrection the ‘only moral war 
in history’. Whatever your view on the morality 
of war, the impact and legacy of Spartacus is 
undeniable. 

In media, history and public consciousness, 
Spartacus is the image of the revolutionary. A 
brutal soldier, a gifted leader and clever tactician, 
Spartacus was undone by Roman efficiency, and 
the betrayal of pirates. He is the gladiator who goes 
down in history as the man who brought Rome to 
its knees.
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Maximilien Robespierre was a key revolutionary 
during the 1789 French Revolution (no, this isn’t 
the one in Les Misérables, that’s set in 1830). He 
remains an intensely controversial figure, seen as 
a demonic madman who was solely responsible 
for the use of the guillotine in France in executing 
17,000 people.

Robespierre was a man who brought together 
the dichotomy of enlightened political thought 
with utter brutality seen in his extensive use of 
Madame Guillotine...

But, before we can examine the man himself, 
we need some background on the world of 18th 
century France and the causes of the rebellion 
that Robespierre became central to.

Why was there a French Revolution?

18th century France was stuck firmly in the past. 
98% of the population was part of the Third 
Estate, heavily taxed, with few rights and poor 
living conditions. Meanwhile the Second Estate, 
the aristocracy, ignored the troubles around them 
and continued in their finery. This was the system 
of theAncien Régime — the old rule of France. 
The King ruled absolutely over the three Estates: 
First the clergy, Second the nobility, and Third the 
middle and lower classes.

Recent events of the 1770s and 1780s exacerbated 
the already floundering system, the crown of 
France being in debt ever since the expensive 
wars of the Sun King, Louis XIV. But with France’s 
involvement in the American Revolution, as well 
as the continued high expenditure of the crown 
(looking at you Marie Antionette) France’s economy 
fell into turmoil. The monarchy was also incredibly 
unpopular. Louis’ Queen, Marie Antoinette was 
dubbed ‘Madame Déficit’ because of her spending 

habits: which included commissioning her own 
romanticised version of a peasant’s cottage -La 
Hameau de La Reine in Versailles. (She was indeed 
the OG cottagecorer).

Robespierre’s beginnings

Robespierre was born in Arras in northern France 
in 1758 to a middle-class family. His mother died 
when he was six years old and at fourteen his 
father abandoned him. He grew up a dedicated 
student, graduating as a lawyer and later becoming 
involved in politics.

For his time, Robespierre held progressive views: 

• The desire to abolish punishment without a trial
• Opponent of the death penalty (until May 1791)
• Supporting universal male rights (including 

ethnic minorities such as the Jews)
• Believing you shouldn’t need to own property 

to vote

Robespierre:  
Madman, or misunderstood? 

By Jasmine Fry,
First Year History & English

“The King must die so  
the country can live”

• Wanting to abolish slavery

The idea of the ‘incorruptible’ (as he would later be 
known) Robespierre is incongruent with his later 
image as a maniacal revolutionist.

Now, back to the problems of France…

Due to the ongoing economic problems in France, 
Louis XVI called the Estates-General in 1789, a
parliament-esque organisation that had not been 
called since 1614. (Robespierre was in attendance 
as a representative for the Third Estate.) However, 
the system of the Estates-General was incredibly 
unfair, three equal votes spread across the three 
Estates, even though the Third Estate made 
up 98% of the population. This meant that the 
interests of the Third Estate would never be 
passed since they could always be countered by 
the First and Second Estates.

The National Assembly was born when the Third 
Estate diverged, holding their own meeting 
at a tennis court in Paris in June (advantage 
Robespierre!). Within this group formed a radical 
faction: the Jacobins. Robespierre was one of its 
leaders, alongside Georges Danton and Comte de 
Mirabeau.

The Fall of the Bastille prison in July 1789 is 
often seen as the beginning of the revolution, 
representing the breaking point in the tensions 
caused by issues in the Estates-General, as well 
as Louis’ ploy to employ an army in the palace and 
the dismissal of his popular finance minister.
Governor de Launay, in charge of the Bastille, was 
captured and killed by the revolters, and his head 
was paraded through the streets of Paris. This set 
the precedent for the grizzly executions shortly to 
follow.

The National Assembly supported the uprising 
and began to attain a greater grip on power in 
France. Robespierre aided in creating the new 
Republic of France declared in September 1792. 
It was inspired by the 1789 work of the Marquis 
de LaFayette, The Declaration of the Rights of 
Man. Three key ideas were formed that are still 
used in France today: ‘Liberté, égalité, fraternité’. 
All French peoples were known as ‘Citizens’ rather 
than by their titles such as Comtes, Marquises or 
Monsieurs. This applied to ‘Citizen’ Louis as well. 
Torture was made illegal, more rights were granted 
to women and homosexuality was decriminalised.
While Louis’ power was lessening to that of a 

figurehead, Robespierre and his Jacobin radicals 
wanted the King to be completely removed from 
power. What happened next is called by some a 
second revolution - the entire suspension of the 
monarchy. (This second revolution would also be 
a lot more bloody!)

The Reign of Terror:  5 September 1793 – 
28 July 1794

While history views the Guillotine as a ruthless 
killing machine, it was in fact created as a more 
egalitarian and humane way to execute criminals. 
In the Ancien Régime, nobles had the honour of 
being executed by a sword while commoners 
were simply hanged. The Guillotine’s creator, Dr 
Joseph Guillotine (what a coincidence!) believed 
death via his machine would be almost painless.
In 1791, Louis fled from his palace in Paris to 
the Republic’s government in which the radical 
Jacobins had been growing ever more powerful. A 
decisive vote suspended the monarchy.

France became more radical and fear and 
violence spread across the country. Louis was put 
on trial for treason in January 1793. Robespierre 
expressed his view: ‘The King must die so that the 
country can live.’ Louis was found guilty and was 
guillotined in the same month. Marie Antoinette 
was executed later in October. His death is often 
seen as the beginning of the Terror.
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The Jacobin insurrection starting on 31st May 
1793 allowed Robespierre to access greater 
power, kicking out other factions in the French 
Government. 

The Committee of Public Safety, the body 
responsible for the Reign of Terror (how ironic!), 
was formed on 25th March 1793, mainly headed 
by Robespierre. In this period across France, at 
least 17,000 people were sent to the guillotine. 
The motive behind the Terror was the belief that 
they were eradicating the enemies of France, not 
just the aristocracy, but anyone who went against 
the Republic. There was great anxiety and spies 
patrolled the streets, and even devoted members 
of the revolution such as Danton were sent to the 
guillotine.

And oddly, as Robespierre was executing 
thousands of people, on the 4th February 1794 
he abolished slavery in all French colonies. The 
Committee of Public Safety sent over 1000 troops 
to France’s Caribbean colonies to enforce the law.
But it is important to keep in mind that Robespierre 
was not the mastermind of the Terror, he had a 
whole committee of men backing him.

A fitting end for Robespierre…

As tensions with other countries began to cool off, 
the need to defend the Republic was minimised 
and people started to call for the end of the Terror, 
with revolts occurring across France.

Robespierre threatened to execute the entire 
Convention and in retaliation he and his 
compatriots were arrested. He was taken to 
Luxembourg prison and awaited his fate.

In the late afternoon of the 28th of July 1794, 
Maximillien Robespierre and his compatriots were 
led out onto the Place de la Concorde, known 
then as Place de la Revolútion, the same square 
in Paris where the King and Queen had been 
guillotined and faced the prospect of their own 
execution. The day before, Robespierre had tried 
to shoot himself with a pistol in a scuffle but only 
shattered his lower jaw. And as he stepped up 
onto the scaffold, his face was tightly wrapped to 
hold his jaw together. But when he was laid under 
the guillotine and his neck cleared in preparation 
for the falling blade, the executioner removed his 
bandage, causing Robespierre to scream from the 
pain until the guillotine severed his head from his 
body.

The man who had played such a part in the Terror 
became one of its victims.

Evaluation: Madman or misunderstood?

Robespierre’s villainy is hard to dispute. He was 
partly responsible for a bloody period in French 
history where he arbitrarily sent his supposed 
enemies to the guillotine. However, history can 
sometimes paint one-sided portraits, and this is 
definitely the case for Maximilien Robespierre. 
After his death he was scapegoated as being 
the orchestrator of all the bloodshed and only 
seeking power for himself, thereby decreasing 
the blame on his colleagues. Robespierre was 
indeed a ruthless man but he acted according to 
what he believed would protect the fragile French 
Republic and held progressive views for his time. 
So, yes, Robespierre is misunderstood by public 
history, as the democratic and progressive figure 
is overshadowed by the cackling villain and his 
great accomplice, Madame Guillotine - instead, he 
should be remembered as a strange combination 
of both.

On November 4th, the Russian ambassador to 
Syria announced his country’s intention to rebuild 
areas of the ancient Roman city of Tadmor-
Palmyra, which ISIL had largely destroyed in 2015. 
The statement was generally regarded more as 
a political move to increase Russian influence 
in Syria than a sincere belief that this is the best 
practice in cultural heritage for this site. The move 
raises a potent question: should sites such as 
Tadmor-Palmyra be reconstructed, or does the 
significance of the act of their destruction itself 
bear a weight that shouldn’t be overwritten?

A note before we begin: something notably 
lacking, and where it does exist, tough to find, in 
the current discourse on the issue is the voice of 
Syrians themselves. This article will aim to platform 
the voices of Syrians and their views on the issues 
while also explaining the surrounding context and 
arguments. 

For a brief history of Tadmor-Palmyra, the Roman 
general Pompeius Magnus founded Provincia Syria 
following the Third Mithridatic War in 64 BC, and 
Tadmor-Palmyra was incorporated into this new 
province. Archaeological finds at the site date back 
to the Neolithic period, and the Empires containing 
the city changed many times before Pompey 
came along. Tadmor-Palmyra enjoyed prosperity 
from trade and relative autonomy, having a 
Greek city-state political model for the first two 
centuries AD until the rise of King Odaenathus 
and Queen Zenobia. Zenobia conquered Roman 
Arabia and Egypt and pushed too far for Roman 
comfort, leading to emperor Aurelian razing the 
city in 273AD. Emperor Diocletian later restored 
the city; the Palmyrenes converted to Christianity 
in the decades following, then to Islam with the 
7th-century conquest by Rashidun Caliphate. 
Though still very much inhabited by Syrians, 
Tadmor-Palmyra was then ‘discovered’ in the 17th 
century by Europeans. The city changed hands 
many times again through to the 20th century 
when Syria became part of the French Mandate. 
This brings us to the more contemporary issues in 

Syria and Palmyra.
 
Excavations of Tadmor-Palmyra began properly 
in 1929, and there was a forced relocation of the 
city’s inhabitants to a new, French-built village 
near the site. Following the second world war, the 
British took control of the city. Syria has been in 
a state of near-constant political instability ever 
since. The ongoing Syrian civil war has seen the 
devastating loss of life across the state and the 
intervention from many international forces since 
the revolution began in 2011. This all leads us back 
to today and the Russian intervention in Syrian 
cultural heritage.

Speaking with the popular Middle East news 
website Al-Monitor, Ayman Nabo, director of the 
Syrian opposition’s Idleb Antiquities Centre, has 
asserted his belief that the Russian interference in 
restoring antiquities and historical sites in Syria is 
little more than propaganda and that Russia has 
almost no experience in restoring such antiquities. 
Mohammed al-Sukari, a researcher in Syrian affairs, 
expands on this by explaining that “Russia is trying 
to entrench the safe Syria narrative by focusing 
on the vital tourism sector, especially in a city 
like Palmyra.” The wider archaeological debates 
around restoration also come into play here. 

Sites of crucial cultural heritage like Tadmor-
Palmyra have a legacy. The question comes into 
play whether modern destruction should be a part 
of that legacy, which restoration would remove. 
I would assert that the answer to this question 
lies only in the hands of the Syrian people. Other 
international interests need to give way to how 
Syrians relate to the site as part of their cultural 
heritage and, for many, transgenerational trauma. 
For UNESCO or other foreign parties to intercede 
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in the conservation and extensive restoration 
of areas such as Tadmor-palmyra unprompted 
by a consensus of the Syrian people (which in 
itself would be impossible to attain in the current 
political situation) is an overstepping of boundaries. 
To put it bluntly, it is the same unethical standpoint 
that western civilisations ‘know better’ than their 
Middle Eastern counterparts that has plagued 
history since the Romans. 

Palmyra, Syria: the colonnade, with the temple of Bel (temple of the sun) in the 
background. Engraving by G. Malbeste and R. Daudet the younger after L.F. Cassas. 
Wellcome Collection. Public Domain Mark

Charles I’s trial and execution was undeniably 
one of the most significant political events of the 
seventeenth century. With his reign concluding on 
the scaffold for his execution, it is evident that the 
leadership of Charles I was an intense failure.

When his reign commenced in 1625, Charles was 
not thoroughly prepared for his accession to the 
throne. Prior to the death of his older brother, 
Prince Henry, it was expected that he would have 
continued the Stuart family line. Charles had 
no choice but to overcome his sickly childhood, 
speech impediment and insecurities, in the loss 
of his older brother and step forward to take the 
crown. In the midst of these struggles, and with 
the absence of physical parental guidance or 
affection, it seemed that Charles was immediately 
set at a disadvantage for a future king. However, 
Charles’ scholarly father, King James VI and I, still 
managed to leave written instructions for him in 
his passing. Although originally intended for Prince 
Henry, the Basilikon Doron contained a series of 
advice for the incoming king, specifically in defining 
the contrast between a good king, and a tyrant.  
 
Although useful, it is questionable if Charles ever 
actually read it, in regard to his authoritarian 
approach to politics and kingship. Despite the 
thoughtfulness of his father in leaving a written 
legacy for his line, Charles’ reign still proved to be 
immediately catastrophic, with his dissolution of 
parliament and eleven year personal rule swiftly 
falling into place by 1629, only four years into his 
reign.

The main force of opposition to the Crown was 
situated within Parliament. King James had 
previously managed to ensure peace and civility 
within his royal court and took a conciliatory 
approach to decisions, both religious and 
political. Charles, however, was regarded as 
politically incompetent, financially destructive, 
and contradictory in his religious beliefs. In 
the transition from James to Charles as King, 
Parliament did not anticipate their relationship 

with the monarchy to shift so drastically, that it 
would lead them to a republic. 

1629-1640 was an era of political uncertainty as 
Charles abruptly dismissed Parliament and ruled 
solely with his privy council. Many were already 
aware of his authoritarian leadership style, but this 
move saw Charles exploit his prerogative powers 
in a way that provoked fear throughout the nation. 
Charles saw no restrictions to his powers, and the 
absence of a representative assembly in his courts 
lead him to enter an autocratic realm of leadership. 
As coined by a faction of Whigs, this section of 
Charles’ rule was often known as the ‘Eleven Years’ 
Tyranny’. 

Alongside Charles’ clear violations of power, 
Parliament’s immediate prejudice towards the King 
laid the foundations for a relationship that was not 
built on trust. The issue of Tonnage and Poundage 
quickly triggered Charles in his understanding 
that he was to receive an unfair treatment 
throughout the rest of his reign. Traditionally, 
this payment would have been granted to a 
monarch for life, however, Parliament humiliated 
Charles in their offer of a yearly allowance.  
This began early financial disputes, and arguably 
encouraged Charles to look elsewhere for 
financial cover – which he did. Rather than relying 
on Parliament for his finances, Charles decided to 
exploit traditional feudal dues in attempt to bypass 
the need for Parliamentary approval. Forced loans 
and Ship Money saw Charles completely exploit 
his people and infuriat Parliament, increasing 
resentment and opposition to the King.
 
The flawed power dynamics between the Crown 
and Parliament were largely a result of Charles’ 
belief in his divine right. The divine right of kings 
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had previously fought in the Thirty Years War.  
Parliament were becoming increasingly fearful 
of Charles, and the prospect of his victory, and in 
1645 Parliament offered the King the Oxford Peace 
Treaty, to which he declined. This is just another 
example of the endless peace negotiations 
that Parliament had offered Charles in attempt 
to end the war and establish some stability.  
Although Charles had appeared confident up 
to this point, cracks within the Royalist side 
were beginning to show. The King’s war council 
was divided – Charles nominated himself as 
Commander-in-Chief, which was a faulty move 
due to his indecisiveness. His plans for creating 
peace with the Scots were collapsing, and 
his negotiations with Ireland were even more 
disastrous. All the King’s sympathisers within 
Parliament had been purged in 1648, and this 
paved the way for his trial and execution.

Charles was convicted of treason and executed 
on 30th January 1649. Had Charles possessed 
a leadership style of flexibility and compromise, 
rather than an authoritarian rigidity, his reign 
perhaps would not have been cut so short, and 
historians may not have framed him as ‘the most 
politically incompetent monarch of England, since 
Henry VI’.

was a political and religious doctrine that argued 
that the power of God descended onto the 
kings. In the post-Reformation world, this belief 
became increasingly important as monarchies 
were under new threats and needed to solidify 
their claims to rule. In the Basilikon Doron, James 
VI and I focuses strongly on this idea, and claims 
that a tyrant ‘acknowledges himself ordained for 
the people’, rather than believing that ‘his people 
are ordained for him’. A tyrant would perceive 
the gift of government from God as ‘a burden…
whereof he must be accountable’. In line with the 
understandings of his own father, it is suggested 
that Charles was a particularly tyrannical king. 
The idea of Charles being unaccountable to any 
earthy powers was an essential argument to 
aid the exploitation of his royal prerogative and 
alienation of Parliament. The proposal of this divine 
right convincingly suggested to the people that 
Charles’ position as King was preordained from 
God, and although it did heighten an extent of 
royalist support across the nation, there remained 
an element of fear. Charles was often criticised 
for his intolerance and lack of compromise 
regarding negotiations with Parliament, however 
the strength in his belief of divine right attempted 
to justify this and entitled him to stray from 
traditional monarchical expectations. If used 
correctly, Charles’ advocation of his divine right 
could have excelled his leadership, but really, he 
failed to create a level of respect for himself within 
Parliament which only triggered further conflict 
and increased an absolutist fear.

By 1642, regicide was not inevitable, however 
Charles had infuriated Parliament and ignited 
civil war. England was a remarkably demilitarised 
nation in comparison to other parts of the 
Continent, and with an anti-war sentiment 
in the air, the civil war was unprecedented. 
There were struggles in starting the war, with 
regards to difficulties supplying and transporting 
weaponry, which made it harder for both sides to 
immediately devise a military strategy. Although 
both the Parliamentary and Royalist armies 
contained numbers of recruits with minimal or no 
military experience, Charles was at an advantage 
with his connections to royalist generals who 

Basilicon Doron, Or His Majesties Instructions to His 
Dearest Sonne, Henry the Prince (Edinburgh, 1599, 7 copies 
only; Edinburgh and London, 1603)

Coward, Barry. The Stuart Age: England, 1603-1714, 
(London: Longman, 2003)

Sharpe, Kevin, The Personal Rule of Charles I, (New Haven 
& London: Yale University Press, 1992)
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Anyone who has stepped foot in a Waterstones 
in the last year, (or at the very least has found 
themselves on #BookTok), will recognise the 
now-iconic white and blue cover of Madeline 
Miller’s The Song of Achilles (SOA).

The book - which surprisingly enough was 
published in 2011, 10 years before its recent 
internet fame - retells the tragedy of Achilles 
from the perspective of his companion Patroclus. 
For anyone unfamiliar with Homer’s The Iliad - it 
tells the story of Achilles, the son of a king and 
a goddess, who was destined to become the 
greatest greek warrior and the hero of the Trojan 
War.

Where other adaptations have shied away, Miller 
frames Achilles and Patroclus as lovers, further 
layering another level of tragedy onto the already 
devastating tale of hubris and power, (it could 
very easily be argued that Achilles and Patroclus 
originated the “history will say they were just 
friends” bit). In light of this issue’s theme of 
leadership, however, the question I want to ask is 
whether or not Miller’s Achilles was a natural-born 
leader, or simply shaped into one by his destiny 
and the will of the gods.

This question can’t be answered without first 
looking at what exactly the prophecy destining 
Achilles’ end was. In SOA, the prophecy denotes 
that the Trojan War will give Achilles Godlike fame 
and power, but will also be where he dies after the 
Trojan warrior Hector is killed. It is key to note that 
Achilles resists going to war initially, even hiding 
on a remote island called Skyros under the guise 
of a handmaiden. This plan is quickly thwarted, 
however, when he is exposed by Odysseus and a 
blood oath he made as a child is called upon.
Being forced into war and leadership doesn’t 

reflect well on Achilles’ godlike destiny, however, a 
quote from Denis Villeneuve’s film adaptation Dune 
(2021) of all things arguably calls to prove him 
a good leader after all. In the film, Oscar Isaac’s 
character tells his son ‘A great man doesn’t seek 
to lead. He’s called to it. And he answers.’ It is clear
that Achilles does anything but seek leadership - 
it could be argued that he resents his destiny or 
greatness - but he iscertainly called to it.

Be that through Prophecies, blood oaths and fate, 
or purely will of the Gods in general he seems 
to be pulled to it at every corner, and in the end 
his hand is forced and he has to answer that call. 
Looking at this quote, it is relevant to assume that 
what makes Achilles a great leader/warrior is that 
he didn’t want it. He doesn’t walk into the war 
wanting the power that comes with his destiny, 
and therefore isn’t corrupt in the way other, 
more power-hungry leaders could be. It may be 
relevant to note that this attitude does change 
after another King questions his power, and even 
more so after Patroclus’ death, but arguably the 
only way to fulfil his destiny of Godlike power is to 
receive the hubris that travels alongside it, and is 
therefore out of any semblance of power he may 
have over his life.

Another way to look at leadership qualities in SOA 
is to compare the two protagonists. Achilles and 
Patroclus start on similar footings in life. Both born 
to Kings and noble titles, they are immediately 
compared from the start of the book, and it is 
made clear that Achilles is the son that Patroclus’ 
father wishes he had. When Patroclus kills a boy
and is exiled, however, that former pressure is 
eradicated. He no longer is called to leadership and 
power and is, therefore, free to grow into himself. 
As this pressure is never taken off of Achilles, in 
fact, it ends up tripled by the prophesied future and 
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The perennial genius of  
The Song of Achilles ten years on.

his fame, it could be argued that he instead grows 
into this pressure, and only displays leadership 
qualities and power because he was always told 
he would.
Paradoxically - as most things are in the stories 
of Ancient Greek Heroes - there is a hard time 
distinguishing if everything happens as the gods 
have fated or willed it to be, or if there is any such 
thing as free will. What kind of man would Achilles 
have been if he wasn’t given such a destiny? He 
would’ve still been the son of a King and a Goddess, 
he still would’ve been called to fight due to his 
blood oath. This all works to add to the overall 
tragedy of the story, as we watch Achilles fall into 
his hubris and thus his destiny after Patroclus’ 
death despite his insistence he wouldn’t. As with 
all tales of fate, there is a note of uncontrollable 
doom running through the story, no matter how
many times you want to believe - as Patroclus did 
- that the ending could be different this time.

A decade after publication, The Song of Achilles 
remains a pioneer in making the Ancient Greek 
Hero tales more accessible, in addition to improving 
the amount of queer stories in the mainstream, and 
it’s resurgence on social media as of late comes as 
no surprise. Ironically for a story based on a tale 
so ancient, I would argue that it was ahead of its 
time, but I think its more apt to say that we weren’t 
ready for its subtle genius.

Other works retelling Ancient Greek tales include:  
 
Circe, Heracles’ Bow and Galates - all Madeline Miller, 
Ariadne- Jennifer Saint, A Thousand Ships - Natalie 
Haynes, The Silence of the Girls - Pat Barker and The 
Mythos trilogy - Stephen Fry.



34 35

Revolution is, amongst other things, a performance. 
It is the playing out of a revolutionary narrative on 
the public and political stage. The revolutionary 
script is written and rewritten. Restaged in a, usually, 
at least semi-conscious way. Of course, each 
revolution is different and as such the revolutionary 
script is adapted to fit the individual context. 
However, in calling revolution a performance, I 
am not simply talking of a revolutionary script 
but of a transformative revolutionary theatre. This 
conceptualisation has two different aspects. First, 
the conscious creation and performance of a 
story, and indeed inhabiting the ‘character’ of the 
revolutionary. Second, the internally and societally 
transformative nature of the performative acts of 
revolution. Revolution as theatre is near universal to 
all revolutions, including and perhaps especially, the 
so called ‘bloodless’ or ‘velvet’ revolutions, which I 
will come to discuss. 

To start with, we should define what we understand 
as a ‘script’ in the revolutionary context. For Baker 
and Edelstein, it retains the straightforward literary 
definition:a` “A script creates a situation and sets 
out the manner of its unfolding. It requires the 
setting of a scene and the characterisation of 
those acting within it, in relationship to one another 
and to the situation more broadly construed.” This 
shouldn’t be taken to mean that this revolutionary 
script is a “unit idea.” Far from it, for the constantly 
mutating nature of the script is a key tenet of Baker 
and Edelstein’s understanding. 

Whilst others believe the revolutionary script goes 
back further, I argue that the American, French and 
Haitian are the most important for the first part of 
this interrogation. Dominica Chang describes the 
French Revolution as “A series of events and cast 
of characters eminently worthy of both re-creation 
and emulation.” It is observed that, In 1840s France, 
Lamartine’s Histoire des Girondins, seemed to be the 
physical script that the agitated men and women 
understood themselves as wanting to emulate. 
Indeed, in both the failed 1848 revolution and the 
later Bolshevik revolution in Russia, the period of 
repression that followed emulated the Terror. This 
isn’t because Terror is necessarily a sociologically 
dictated step in revolution, but because the 
Jacobin script is consciously emulated and thus 
the same phases are recreated. In the case of 
the Haitian revolution, we see a similar emulation 
of the American revolutionary script. C.L.R James, 
in The Black Jacobins, writes that “[The Slaves] 
had heard of the revolution and had construed it 
in their own image.” The Haitian revolutionaries 
understood themselves within the revolutionary 
canon. The first leader of independent Haiti, Jean 
Jacques Dessalines stepped in to the character 
‘Emperor,’ following the example of Napoleon, and 
declared “I have avenged America.” Clearly he 
situated himself within the wider context of the 
contemporary revolutions in the Atlantic theatre. 
The script of the recent history was restaged in a 
Haitian context, whilst developing the preeminence 
of ‘human rights’ which then in turn was used by 
future revolutionaries. 

I turn now from revolution as script to revolution 
as theatre. Here I wish to focus on the ritual 
theatrical aspects of revolution. Radan Haluzik, in 
his somewhat anecdotal, but therefore interesting, 
consideration of the velvet revolutions describes 
the mass mobilisation of people on the streets as, 
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“Sending nations into ecstasy through the drama 
of political spectacles.” The people who took to 
the streets in the revolutions of the late 1980s and 
early 1990s engaged in, what I take to be, a form 
of street theatre. Their protest was given through 
singing and great oration to, and with, the large 
crowds of people that gathered to call for the end 
of the regimes under which they lived. Haluzik 
understands central Europe from 1988-1989 as a 
“Carnival of revolution.” It is through this theatrical 
turn that the people were able to have the largest 
impact in these velvet revolutions. Whilst everyone 
will have a different opinion on what makes a 
revolution ultimately ‘successful,’ when we are 
faced with largely bloodless revolutions- though 
I will note here that this term is not comfortably 
used- we have to ask ourselves what it is that 
caused or inspired urgency of change? 

The most important thing in these revolutions 
is the transformation of individual and collective 
self-perception that came about through these 
performances. To borrow the words of Barbara 
Myerhoff, “the performer is permanently changed, 
transformed, rather than transported from Point A 
to Point B and back again.” Haluzik extrapolates this 
to wider society when he says, in the case of the 
fall of the eastern bloc, “Great political theatre as 
political ritual is a radical alchemy working with the 
transmutation of society.” In this frame of analysis, 
revolutionary theatre is about creating within 
yourself (and others) the conditions necessary to 
construct and inhabit the society you are striving 
for. It is this consciousness raising aspect, believing 
oneself to be, for example, “Ein Volk,” that is the truly 
revolutionary aspect of the street movements. 
In her discussion of ritual performance Myerhoff 
states that “‘doing is believing’ and members of 
the new culture perform: to behold themselves, 
finally becoming what they behold.” In its 
theatrical elements, I believe this also applies to 
revolution and revolutionaries and that through 

these ritualised performances, the revolutionary 
inhabits the character of the citizen of the societal 
state they are fighting for. In a revolutionary 
context where the downfall of the state is brought 
about by a hasty, and not altogether clear, press 
conference, one has to ask what role the people on 
the street played. Through their mass organisation 
they created political spectacle and through their 
individual performance they brought about the 
internal conditions necessary to become citizens 
of a new state. 

Whilst this has been a whistlestop tour, I have 
aimed to set out the two, slightly varied, ways of 
theorising revolution in its theatrical sense. The 
understanding of revolution as theatre offers a 
wide framework of analysis to be equipped in 
comparative revolutionary studies and is, I believe, 
a useful and convincing conceptualisation of 
revolution. One could look at the genuine pieces 
of theatre that come out of revolutions, and I 
do think this has a place here if one wishes to 
research this further, but the focus of this brief 
exploration was first, how did revolutionaries 
understand themselves as taking part in the 
production of a revolutionary script? And second, 
how do performative aspects of revolution play a 
role in the wider overhaul of society and the self? 
It may seem that the answer to the first question is 
simply: revolutionaries are aware of the existence 
of other revolutionaries, but this would be 
egregiously dismissive of the conscious emulation 
of revolutionary predecessors. In the revolutions 
of the second half of the twentieth century, we 
see revolution as performance really coming into 
its own. Of course the rise of broadcast television 
meant that one was literally performing for 
people around the world, but the consciousness 
raising aspect of performance, as explained using 
Myerhoff’s work on ritual performance, is perhaps 
the most important. 
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The room was dark, lit only by a few sputtering 
candles. It was hot, stuffy and overcrowded. The 
nervous throng huddled around a bed, peering 
into the darkness, desperate to understand the 
state of their king. Aethelred was dying. His face 
was covered in sweat, his breathing laboured. 
His eyes hardly stayed open anymore. Ill health, 
compounded by wounds suffered in his latest 
campaign against the Danes, tore at his life, 
dragging him down towards the darkness. 

Seated beside him was a woman, quietly reciting 
prayers she had been taught from her childhood. 
She didn’t seem scared. She was calm, poised, 
confident. She looked up as her husband became 
restless, struggling for breath, wheezing, straining. 
Death was close. He slumped back, his eyes 
frenzied, the colour almost completely drained 
from his face. He turned his head slightly to gaze 
at the woman beside him. He gargled something 
incoherent. His eyes stopped darting around. His 
tense breaths slowed to a silent halt. Ethelred, 
Lord of the Mercians, was dead. 

The woman rose silently, momentarily an imposing 
figure in the claustrophobic room. All eyes turned 
to her; the weight of Mercia was now on her 
shoulders. Her eyes sparkled. She was Lady of 
the Mercians, the first in history. Her name was 
JEthelfla:d, the new ruler of the second most 
powerful kingdom in England. 

Born c.870CE, Aethelflaed was destined for 
greatness from the beginning. Little is known 
about her childhood, but from what can be pieced 
together it seems she had been highly educated, 
especially for a woman of her time. Raised in the 
court of her father, Alfred the Great, she would 
have been imbued with a great sense of piety, 
scholarship, and a powerful devotion to her 
country. Throughout her teens, her father waged a 
brutal and bloody war against the Danish invaders. 
After successfully fending off the Danish onslaught 
for years, the Vikings eventually proved too strong, 
defeating Alfred and driving him and his family into 

hiding. Caught completely by surprise by a Viking 
invasion of Chippenham in 878CE, everyone who 
didn’t manage to escape the city was killed or 
enslaved. 

In exile, Alfred and his men conducted a guerrilla 
war, raiding Viking settlements and wreaking 
havoc. Eventually, he was able to assemble a 
large enough force to face the Danes head on, 
defeating Chippenham’s conqueror, Guthrum, at 
the Battle of Edington in May 878CE. Spurred on 
by the impressive victory, Alfred retook London 
and quickly organised for his first-born daughter, 
Aethelflaed to marry the Lord ofMercia, Aethelred. 

This marriage was a statement of intent. It was 
a display of unity between Wessex and Mercia 
and a clear show of power to the Viking hordes. 
Aethelred was ten years older than the sixteen-
year-old Aethelflaed, but a few years later, they 
had a daughter, Aelfwynn. According to William of 
Malmesbury, writing in the 11 00s, her birth almost 
cost Aethelflaed her life, and she took measures to 
ensure Aelfwynn would be their only child. 

As a marriage of political surety, Aethelflaedand 
her life could have faded from the records without 
much notice. But Aethelflaed, the powerful, 
confident, sharp-witted and sharp-tongued Lady 
of Mercia refused to be overshadowed by her 
husband. Records show that she signed diplomatic 
documents, oversaw provincial courts and took 
on much of the responsibility of the ailing King 
Aethelred. 

It was in 907CE that this would come to a head. 
According to the Fragmentary Annals of Ireland, 
a Viking named Ingimund emerged from Ireland 
with his army, coming to the court of Aethelred to 
demand lands and power. Being ill, Aethelred was 
not present at the negotiations, and Ingimund 
dealt solely with ‘Aethelflaed, Queen of the Saxons’. 
Although she had granted the Vikings land around 
the city of Chester, Ingimund immediately noticed 
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that there was far more attractive land around what 
he had been given. Complaining to the surrounding 
Danes and Norwegians, Ingimund began to forge a 
plan to take Chester by force. 

Upon hearing this, JEthelfla:d leapt into action, 
quickly putting into place a daring plan to save 
Chester. Writing to the Irish, who had allied 
themselves with the Vikings, Aethelflaed drew on 
their commonality as victims of Viking invasion, and, 
in this remarkable negotiation, the Irish switched 
sides, allying themselves with the Mercians.

What makes Aethelflaed’s succession that much 
more remarkable is that there is no record of any 
challengers to her rule. William of Malmesbury even 
goes so far as to write that she was ‘a powerful 
accession to his [her brother Edward’s] party, the 
delight of his subjects, the dread of his enemies, a 
woman of an enlarged soul’. 

Throughout her reign, she proved herself to be a 
competent, powerful and effective leader. Working 
alongside Alfred’s heir, her brother Edward, she 
refortified Mercia, building a vast network of 
burhs, or fortresses, to protect from any future 
Viking invasion. While doing this, she also waged 
a successful offensive campaign in which she 
reclaimed Derby (a massive Danish stronghold), 
Leicester and York from the Vikings. She also 
invaded Wales, avenging the murder of one of her 
abbots, becoming ruler over three Welsh Kingdoms.

Joined with her brother, Edward, King of Wessex, 
they shared Alfred’s aspiration for a united 
England. By refortifying the cities, towns and roads, 
and through their incredible success against 
the Viking invaders, they laid the groundworks 
for AEthelstan, Edward’s successor, to build the 
country into a glimpse of the England we might 
even recognise today. Unfortunately, she was 
not to see this accomplishment, as she died in 9 l 
8CE of a stroke, at the age of 48. Although she is 
not often remembered or celebrated, it is difficult 
to overstate the importance of Aethelflaed and 
her rule. She was pivotal as a founding mother 
of England and ruled with cunning, power, and 
success.

The battle for Chester was fierce and violent but 
Aethelflaed’s plan worked perfectly. The people 
of Chester rallied, defending the city by pouring 
boiling beer upon the invaders. When the Vikings 
fended this off with their shields, the defenders 
resorted to throwing beehives down to immobilise 
the onslaught. The Viking armies were massacred 
and the attack was called off; the city was saved 
and Aethelflaed proved she was a formidable ruler. 

When Ethelred died in 911 CE with no male heir, 
the Lordship of Mercia fell to his wife. Mercia had 
a long tradition of respecting the position and 
power of the queen but none had ever ruled alone. 
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‘When your constitution is revised the Rights 
of Woman may be respected, if it be fully 
proved that reason calls for this respect, and 
loudly demands JUSTICE for one half of the 
human race.’

We view the Enlightenment as a period of 
progress, when the unethical nature of slavery, 
especially enslaving indigenous peoples, was 
popular discussion. The irony of this, however, is 
evident when considering how the treatment and 
expectations of women rendered them no more 
than ‘convenient slaves’. Mary Wollstonecraft saw 
this differently, speaking out about the need to 
educate women properly in order to ultimately 
make them men’s equals in society. The above 
quote is an extract from her book A Vindication 
of the Rights of Woman (1792), one of the earliest 
works of feminist philosophy that was written by 
a woman, expressing the necessity of women’s 
education, so I cannot think of a better woman to 
write about for this edition.

Biography

Wollstonecraft was born in London on 27th April 
1759, the second of seven children to a father who 
had mismanaged his share of inheritance from 
Wollstonecraft’s grandfather. Wollstonecraft’s 
education has been described as haphazard and 
unusual for a woman of her status, for her writings 
showcase her knowledge of not just the Bible 
but ancient philosophers and authors such as 
Shakespeare. Wollstonecraft’s ventures later in her 
life include forming a school with her sisters and a 
friend (which collapsed after she left the school 
to visit Lisbon in 1785) and later translating works 
written in several languages, including French, 
German and Dutch. Additionally, Wollstonecraft 
reviewed works written by authors such as 
Rousseau and Madame de Staël. Wollstonecraft 
also worked as a governess which, along with 
her experience from the school she formed, 
inspired her to write Thoughts on the Education of 
Daughters (1787). Her experience as a governess, 

combined with opinions from contemporary 
thinkers on women’s education also inspired her 
rhetoric on women’s position. 

Wollstonecraft’s personal life has also been 
argued to showcase her radical views – her first 
daughter Fanny Imlay was born out of wedlock. 
After the birth of Imlay, Wollstonecraft attempted 
to commit suicide twice. The second attempt 
would have succeeded were it not for the Royal 
Humane Society, a society which paid people to 
recover and rescue drowning victims from port 
and coastal towns, who saved Wollstonecraft 
after she had tried to drown herself. In 1797, she 
met and married William Godwin and she soon 
was pregnant with her second child, Mary Shelley. 

Wollstonecraft’s death had also been a point of 
interest – dying 11 days after Shelley’s birth in 1797, 
she was remembered by friends as ‘the ornament 
of her sex’, whilst others, namely a Reverend Richard 
Polwhele saw her death in childbirth as divine 
retribution, even writing a poem contemplating 
her place on Earth and in heaven. As Janet M. 
Todd states, these two ideas and depictions of 
Wollstonecraft highlight the varying reception of 
her ideas, of those who agreed with her and did 
not – as friend and enemy. 

A Vindication of the Rights of Woman

This book is a gospel – you would not expect 
anyone to be as passionate as Wollstonecraft is 
about women’s education. Every word she writes, 
she writes with the purpose of convincing people 
of the merit in educating women, how their position 
as wives and sexual objects diminishes their 
humanity. The book is regarded as the founding 
text of feminism, and Wollstonecraft essentially 
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only asks Enlightenment thinkers, especially 
Charles Maurice de Talleyrand-Périgord, to include 
women in their rhetoric, not reform it entirely to fit 
them in. 
Talleyrand had submitted a report to the French 
National Assembly in 1791, comprised of his views 
on the position of women, especially their education. 
This report inspired Wollstonecraft to respond 
and encourage Talleyrand to see the hypocrisy in 
a constitution preaching for equal human rights. 
This wasn’t the first time Wollstonecraft had 
responded to published reports or pamphlets, 
demonstrated by her pamphlet, A Vindication of 
the Rights of Men (1790), which was a response 
to Edmund Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution 
in France (1790). This pamphlet saw her arguing 
against the monarchy whilst promoting republican 
views.

If I were to find one quote which encapsulates 
Wollstonecraft’s aims with this text, it is yet again 
an excerpt from her book, in which she states, ‘I 
wish to persuade women to endeavour to acquire 
strength, both of mind and body’. This quote says 
it all – Wollstonecraft’s undying devotion to her 
sex, her silent passion and, almost, her definition of 
feminism, for as we are all trying to say, we don’t 
want to lord it over men as they have done before 
but simply be more than the box we are confined 
to. We want to discover, learn, endeavour and live 
just like any man, but we cannot do that if we are 
restricted, and whilst part of that comes from 
allowing ourselves to venture beyond, society and 
individuals must not stop us.

Her impact

During her time, Wollstonecraft’s works were 
not initially met with any great shock or disgust, 
with many of her biographers saying that the first 
reviews of A Vindication of the Rights of Woman 
were favourable for the most part. However, later in 
the decade and in the 19th century, the press vilified 
Wollstonecraft and used her as an example of the 
supposedly horrible reality of female emancipation. 
Wollstonecraft resurged in popularity in the 1970s 
onwards as a symbol of feminism and one of the 
supposed foremothers of feminism, but also as a 
point of criticism, most notably when Susan Gubar 

accused Wollstonecraft of ‘feminist misogyny’. 

Wollstonecraft has had an undeniable impact on 
popular culture by inspiring famous female writers 
from Virginia Woolf to Elizabeth Barrett Browning. 
Her works have been the centre of debates, the 
inspiration for political movements, and evidence 
for the necessity of gender equality. Both with her 
life and writings, Wollstonecraft helped found a 
new ideology and perspective, actively arguing for 
its validity in public discourse, and her works and 
words continue to influence and inspire.
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During secondary education, it is very likely 
that you may have encountered the two 
most notorious women’s suffrage groups: The 
Suffragists who were constitutional fighters and 
the militant Suffragettes. Whilst these two groups 
were diametrically opposed in their methods, their 
aim of the universal enfranchisement of women 
was shared. The National Union of Women’s 
Suffrage Societies (NUWSS), the Suffragists, was 
founded in 1897 by Millicent Garrett Fawcett 
who had consistently been a fervent advocate 
for women’s rights throughout her lifetime, for 
instance helping to establish the London National 
Society of Women’s Suffrage in 1867. Garrett 
Fawcett helped launch a consistent campaign of 
collecting signatures, of which some secured over 
21,000 signatures, and holding drawing-room 
meetings enabling women to argue publicly about 
their right to the vote. They also directed the 1907 
‘Mud March’, the first of a series of three, in which 
some three-thousand women representing forty 
organisations participated (Harold L.Smith, The 
British Women’s Suffrage Campaign, 1866-1928, 
p. 23). The notorious Pankhurst family were part of 
the NUWSS for some years, fervently supporting 
Garrett Fawcett’s campaigns until they noticed 
how easily parliament brushed aside their petitions 
that they desperately fought to be received. Hence, 
in 1903, the foundation of the Women’s Social and 
Political Union led by Emmeline and Christabel 
Pankhurst, completely transforming the women’s 
suffrage movement. Militant methods, such as 
arson, smashing windows, heckling politicians, 
burning mail, and hunger strikes are some of the 
most common tools used by the Suffragettes to 
show their fanatical dedication to the cause and to 
draw media attention. Whilst many contemporaries 
condemned the militant techniques used, nobody 
could deny the impact they were having on the 
political scene. 

In fact, as a student of Royal Holloway, I am sure 
you are aware of the university’s prominent history 
connected to the women’s suffrage campaign, 
particularly their Suffragette participation. At the 

time, such participation was eventually banned, 
and the university took measures to ‘protect’ 
themselves from militant activity, such as closing 
the picture gallery in fear of a copycat protest 
inspired by the picture slashing in the National 
Gallery. Additionally, with our very library being 
named the Davison Library, you too have likely 
heard of one of the most pivotal and arguably 
radical acts of the Suffragette campaign: Emily 
Wilding Davison running out in front of the King’s 
horse at Epsom Derby, June 1913. Historians have 
debated fiercely on whether her sacrifice was 
intentional, through examining her train tickets, 
her practice runs of throwing the sash across 
the horse, her conversations throughout the day, 
but a clear answer cannot be found. However, 
what is clear is that her sacrifice was one of the 
most memorable moments of the Suffragette 
campaign. Davison’s funeral in which five thousand 
women and hundreds of men formed a procession 
through London to her service at St George’s for a 
service, all dressed in white and purple, with tens of 
thousands lining the route, acts as a clear example. 
Upon reading Remembering Emily Wilding Davison, 
by Jane Purvis, I learnt of the many other exemplary 
achievements she achieved, such as her passion 
to fight for all of those disadvantaged by a system 
that perpetuated patriarchal and aristocratic 
authority, sometimes standing in the street raising 
funds for the families of the unemployed or poor. 
Similarly, in dedication to the women’s suffrage 
movement, Davison was ‘imprisoned eight times, 
went on hunger strike seven times and forcibly 
fed forty-nine times’ (Jane Purvis, Remembering 
Emily Wilding Davison). Unfortunately, and like 
that of the Suffragette campaign, Emily Davison 
was labelled as a self-destructive, hysterical, and 
dangerous. The very need for Jane Purvis to write 
an article in attempt to amend this description is 
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suggestive of this belief prevailing to this day, with 
many misinterpreting her actions. Yes, Davison 
was a risk-taker, but she was also ‘determined, 
bookish, level-headed, kind and likeable’ (Jane 
Purvis, Remembering Emily Wilding Davison), and 
sacrificed everything to improve the status of 
women.

There are alternative women’s suffrage groups 
that don’t receive the same level of recognition 
as the Suffragists and the Suffragettes, such 
as the Women’s Freedom League (WFL) led by 
Charlotte Despard and Teresa Billington-Greig 
after breaking away from the WSPU in 1907. The 
league grew to roughly 4,000 in membership, 
consisting of 60 branches across the country; they 
also had their own newspaper, The Vote, that was 
used to communicate with the public and inform 
their readership of upcoming events. In a sense, 
the WFL was the middle-ground between two 
polarised forms of strategy. The WFL was too a 
militant organisation but unlike the WSPU was also 
constitutional, using direct-action techniques, like 
resisting taxation and the census. They opposed 
the attacks on people and property. What sets 
them apart from the Suffragists is their degree of 
militancy, such as the 1908 Grille Incident in which 
three of their members unfurled their banner in 
the House of Commons and two, in turn, chained 
themselves to the grille across the Ladies’ Gallery 
window. Unable to remove the women from the 
grille, they had to remove the entire grille with them 
still attached, removing the locks in a committee 
room. This is one of the many demonstrations 
held by the WFL in attempt to be heard directly by 
Parliament and to make women’s enfranchisement 
a national issue. Knowledge of the contributions 
of the WFL is considerably unknown in our public 
consciousness and memory of the women’s 
suffrage movement, but this should not devalue 
their efforts as they undoubtably important in the 
early twentieth century campaigns.

This article is a very brief overview of the women’s 
suffrage movement, but hopefully will have 
provided you with interesting information into 
different groups, events, and individuals, that will 
encourage further exploration. Personally, I am very 
passionate about the events and contributions 

made because it helped ignite the feminist journey 
that has provided me with the opportunity to 
pursue political involvement, further education, 
and greater advancement in future careers. 

Sources:

Diane Atkinson, The Remarkable Lives of the Suffragettes.
Harold L.Smith, The British Women’s Suffrage Campaign, 
1866-1928, p. 23.
Jane Purvis, Remembering Emily Wilding Davison.
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Empress Wu Zeitan

Although vilified by historians for thousands of 
years as a usurper, murderer and poor leader, 
recent investigations into Wu Zetian’s life have 
revealed intricacies in her rule. Beginning her court 
life as a concubine to the Chinese Emperor Taizong, 
Wu became a formidable and intelligent politician 
who swiftly rose through the ranks; by AD 655 
she had married Taizong’s son Emperor Gaozong 
and would become the true power behind the 
throne after he fell unwell. Following his death, 
Wu made herself the only Empress dowager in 
3,000 years of Chinese history, naming her reign 
a new dynasty called the “Zhou Dynasty”. Whilst 
this has often been discounted by historians, her 
reign involved the expansion and consolidation of 
her empire, changes in the imperial examination 
system to allow commoners to become members 
of her government, improvements in women’s 
rights and a great emphasis on the development 
of Buddhism within China. 

Zenobia, Queen of Palmyra

An icon of Syrian nationals and Romantics alike, 
this 3rd century Queen not only ruled over a 
wealthy multicultural Empire but also challenged 
the might of Rome following her husband’s 
assassination. According to contemporary 
sources, Zenobia’s empire dominated most of 
the Roman east, leading her to declare her son as 
emperor over Roman lands in 272AD to the anger 
of the current Emperor Aurelian. Although the 
Romans eventually defeated her armies in battle, 
her short reign was known as a time of great 
wealth and success, with her court becoming a 
haven for intellectuals and artists alike. It is said 
that she was a historical favourite of Catherine the 
Great, who often compared her court and military 
might to that of Zenobia.

Princess Sophia Duleep Singh

 Now cited as the ‘most active and prominent non-
white British suffragette’, Sophia Duleep Singh 
joined the WSPU in 1909 and used her voice and 
status as the goddaughter of Queen Victoria to 
raise awareness of women’s rights. Instead of 
quietly campaigning within elite circles, Sophia 
became highly involved in the inner workings 
of the WSPU and the Woman’s Tax Resistance 
League through refusing to pay taxes until women 
received the vote, joining in protests, calling out 
police brutality and handing out ‘The Suffragette’ 
newspapers. Aside from the British Suffragette 
movement, Sophia was a dedicated activist for the 
freedom of India, workers’ rights, and the support 
of Indian soldiers during World War 1 where she 
served as a nurse. 

Harriet Tubman

 An all-around icon of freedom and courage, Harriet 
Tubman was an abolitionist, political activist, Union 
Army spy, women’s suffrage campaigner and a 
key founder of the Underground Railroad which 
helped enslaved people escape and live new lives. 
Through using the various routes and safehouses 
of the Underground Railroad, Tubman would 
become nicknamed as ‘Moses’, due to her devout 
religious beliefs and the fact that she rarely ever 
“lost a passenger” on the road to freedom. Aside 
from her crucial role in liberating enslaved people 
prior to the American Civil War, during the war 
she became the first woman to lead an armed 
expedition against the South, freeing over 700 
slaves in the process. 

Inspirational and Powerful 
Women Throughout History
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Rosalind Franklin

During the 1950s, Rosalind Franklin was one 
of the scientists, along with Crick, Watson and 
Wilkins, who were involved in the “race” (as it is 
now termed) to discover the structure of DNA. 
Despite her crucial work in x-ray crystallography 
that provided both an x-ray image of DNA and the 
calculations of the relative distances between 
the repeating strands of DNA, she was never 
nominated for a Nobel Prize unlike her peers. Her 
work was certainly used and passed along to 
Crick and Watson who were ultimately considered 
the discoverers of the DNA structure, although the 
extent to which she was aware of this exchange 
remains uncertain. Whilst she did not receive 
enough recognition for this achievement within 
her lifetime, she has won multiple posthumous 
awards and her work continues to inspire many to 
this day.

Hedy Lamarr

 Widely cited as one of the most beautiful 
actresses of all time, off-screen Hedy spent 
most of her time inventing new things and 
discussing her findings with other intellectuals. 
While some of her early inventions include traffic 
light improvements and methods for making 
sparkling water, it is her frequency hopping 
technology that is now recognised as the most 
significant. This technology was designed to 
help Allied torpedoes remain undetected from 
the Nazis and was patented in 1942 by Lamarr. 
Although the significance of this invention was 
initially overlooked, it has since become the basis 
of most wireless communications, including WiFi, 
Bluetooth and mobile phones. Hedy and the co-
inventor of frequency hopping George Anthiel 
have since been honoured for their contribution 
half a century after their initial discovery.

Inventors & Scientists

Harriet Tubman,  
Photographer: Horatio Seymour Squyer
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SIX The Musical has recently come to the West End 
as a fun and vibrant tale of Henry VIII’ wives and 
represents them in a whole new light; completely 
different to the narrative we have grown up with. 
Here are some interesting facts about them you 
might not have known.

Katherine of Aragon

• Katherine was well educated, intelligent, and 
enjoyed hunting, music, playing cards, dancing, 
and playing backgammon. 

• She became the ambassador for the Spanish 
Court in 1507, making her the very first female 
ambassador in European history!

• Katherine was appointed as Regent of England 
when Henry went to fight in France. When 
James IV declared war on Scotland, she rode 
on horseback in full armour to lecture the 
troops whilst heavily pregnant. The English 
were successful. 

• She was a big advocate for female 
education and in 1524, openly supported 
the controversial book ‘The Education of 
Christian Women’ by Juan Luis Vives. She 
strongly believed in proper schooling for 
her daughter Mary and pushed for this. 

Anne Boelyn

• It is unknown when Anne Boleyn was born. 
There is a gap in the records, meaning her birth 
year has been debated comprehensively by 
historians. The years range between 1501 and 
1507, which predicts she was between the age 
of 29-35 when she was executed at the Tower 
of London in 1536. 

• Anne Boleyn’s mother is said to be one of 
Henry VIII’s mistresses and her sister Mary is 
rumoured to have potentially given birth to a 
daughter of the King. 

• She nearly died of the sweating sickness which 
plagued England during the 1500s. In June 
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1528, one of Anne’s ladies in waiting caught 
this illness and passed it onto the Queen. Henry 
was so terrified that he would get infected that 
he moved 12 miles away while sending his wife 
back to Kent.

Jane Seymour

• Jane was slightly different to Henry’s other 
wives as she could barely read and write. She 
still came from a noble family but was lower in 
rank. 

• Although she was considered a sweet and 
unproblematic Queen, Jane wasn’t as innocent 
as she seems. She would continually rub her 
affair with Henry in Anne Boleyn’s face. One 
day, she even flaunted her locket in front of the 
Queen that had a picture of the Henry in it, so 
Anne could see glimpses of the painting inside.

• Jane was Katherine of Aragon’s biggest fan! 
After she took Anne’s place, she restored the 
court to how it was under Katherine’s reign, 
getting rid of the French styles and bringing 
back traditional English dress sense. 

Anne of Cleves

• Anne of Cleves survived long enough to see 
Mary Tudor on the throne! This was unusual, as 
Henry’s wives did not have a good track record. 
She even outlived the King’s final wife, Catherine 
Parr. Her and Mary had a good relationship and 
Anne took part in her coronation. 

• Anne died in July 1557, and in her will, she 
acknowledged her family, stepfamily, and 
servants. She appreciated her servants to 

the extent that she asked Mary and Elizabeth 
Tudor to employ them after her death..

• One of the reasons Anne may have looked so 
unattractive to Henry was due to the differences 
in German and English fashion at the time. 
In the German states, gowns normally were 
short waisted and had no corsets, whereas 
in England, dresses had corsets and a square 
neckline.

Catherine Howard

• Although all of Henry VIII’s wives were 
distantly related, Catherine Howard was Anne 
Boleyn’s first cousin!

• After rumours spread about Catherine’s 
promiscuity as a young teen, Henry ordered 
her to be locked up and executed. In a final bid 
for her life, she escaped the guards at Hampton 
Court Palace and ran down the picture gallery 
corridor to the chamber Henry was in, hoping 
to plead for her life. Just as she reached the 
double doors, the guards caught up and she 
was taken away screaming for mercy. It is said 
that her ghost still haunts Hampton Court. 

Catherine Parr

• Due to the time difference between Henry’s 
first wife and his last, Catherine Parr had been 
named after Katherine of Aragon. Her mother 
was Maud Green, who was a lady in waiting to 
Katherine. 

• Catherine’s book “Prayers of Meditations” 
(1545) was the first book ever to be published 
by a woman under their own name. 

• When Catherine Parr was younger, she was 
friends with Mary Tudor, Henry’s first daughter. 
When they rekindled their friendship after the 
death of Catherine’s second husband, she 
found herself in court, where the King noticed 
her. 

•  She is said to have been as tall as 5’10”. This is 
the tallest of all the six wives.

Henry VIII and the Art of Majesty,
Scanned from Campbell, Thomas P.
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