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Welcome to the July edition of the LGGS History
Society Magazine: The Epoch

Theme: Relations within Europe
Having experienced the debate and the beginnings of the consequences of
the EU Referendum which took place in June, the History Society thought
it fitting to reflect on one of the most controversial aspects of British
politics: relations between the UK and Europe. Britain has always held a
unique relationship with countries in Europe, partly due to its isolation
geographically, partly due to its history of colonisation of areas of the
world outside of Europe
We encourage readers, whatever their views on the question of Britain’s
membership of the EU, to be able to feel less alarmed and to step back from
the tumultuous political decisions happening at the moment, by reading
about how various countries in Europe throughout history have swung
frequently between confidence in their national identity, to upheaval and
even civil wars. A sense of stability will be restored in Britain, and it will
be interesting to see the path which we take next.
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Europe as a geographical area
Europe, like most of the world today, is split into clearly-defined countries
which appear to be separate entities, to have always been the size and
shape that they currently are, and to have always had their unique
characteristics. Some examples of these archetypal characteristics are the
British ‘stiff upper lip’, the Italian ‘dolce vita’ and relaxed attitude to life,
the stereotype of a standoffish French person who is unlikely to speak to
any tourist they encounter, or a practical hard-working and straight-laced
German person. But as little as 150 years ago, the borders between territories in Europe were constantly shifting, and identities were still forming as
traditionally localised communities began to recognise themselves as part
of a wider nation that was loyal to a specific monarch or leader. Different
countries have become self-aware at different points in history, and the
processes by which this occurred were often very tumultuous - even
moreso than the referendum upheaval we have been experiencing!

Britain as an Island Nation
Throughout history Britain has lived in
‘splendid isolation’, surrounded by
the English Channel, Atlantic Ocean
and North Sea which have all
traditionally been patrolled by our
navy. Examples of pride we have taken in the protection given to us by the
waters separating us from Europe
include: our resistance to the Spanish
Armada, Britain’s dominance of the
Channel during the 100 Years’ War
with France and the D-Day Landings
during WW2.
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The History of the
European Union
After the Second World War, several states of Europe banded together in a
geo-political union to “make war unthinkable and materially impossible”
and to reinforce democracy. Since 1950 it has gone from just 6 member
states to 28 and has evolved from an organisation seeking peace and unity
to a world power with rights to make laws, power over security, trade, and
human rights in Europe.
However, while the union’s powers have become largely political, the very
beginning of the union started as an integration of the coal and steel industries of Western Europe, an idea of Robert Schuman, French Foreign Minister. In 1951, The European Coal and Steel Community was established.
This allowed for the materials necessary for war to be controlled between
countries: those with a surplus were obliged to trade with those without in
order to balance the supplies.

From 1957 onwards, this one seemingly insignificant union of states
established the European Economic Union (EEC) and the European
Atomic Energy Community. A “common market” for trade in the Europe
was created. Eventually by 1967 the three communities merged into a single entity, with a single council, and a European Parliament. In 1979 the
first elections allowing the public to vote in their representatives at the new
Parliament was held. Eventually the European Union we know today was
created by the Treaty of Maastricht 1993 and shortly afterwards the Euro
brought monetary union.
As Europe moved from the post-war era, as did the alliance of nations. Its
purpose can be seen to have evolved: from controlling the resources necessary for war in order to prevent a repeat of the First and Second World
Wars, to unifying its member states in politics, economics, and movement
of people. Its current purpose is to operate a single market allowing free
movement of goods, capital, services, and people, and to legislate to ensure
there are not inequalities in the various member countries, and so that all
people are by law entitled to the same rights.

Written by Lucy Slater
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The structure of the institutions of the European Union, and how they co-operate/co-exist

A meeting of
the European
parliament,
which comprises
751 delegates,
73 of which
have been
British.
These meetings
are made
possible by
teams of
real-time
language
translators.
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The European
Union—a
Solution to the
World Wars?
Written by Antonia Craven

Perceived causes of the First World War:

A ‘classic’ view: The aggression of the un-democratic German imperium forced
Britain and France into war to defend the balance of power. However, this simplified
view does not mention that Britain and France had for a century been building up
vast imperial territories, definitely shifting the balance of power in their favour, and
their opposition to Germany was fuelled by rivalry and attempt to protect their own
commercial interests in which all parties were to blame. Xenophobic and
nationalistic sentiment were heightened by the arms race that followed. The splitting
of Europe into two armed camps represented divisive behaviour, rather than attempts
to keep peace and consider the aims of other nations which may have been valid and
worth discussion.
Following the end of the war, there was enthusiasm from both Europe and the USA
to create an organisation which would promote better communication between
countries to prevent the suspicion and lack of diplomacy which had quickened the
onset of WWI
The League of Nations—the solution?
Created in 1920, it has been called the “much derided historical irrelevance” due to
its failure to prevent the Second World War. However there were strong and determined feelings behind the creation of this League which was a bold step towards not
just European but international co-operation, and these pacifist sentiments would be
rekindled in the movement to re-integrate Europe following WWII. Undoubtedly,
the expectations of what the League could achieve were far too high. But these expectations remained as ambition, further strengthened in the fight against fascism
during the following years of WWII. Many of its institutions, such as the Permanent
Court of Justice, were the foundations upon which more lasting and successful institutions such as the United Nation’s International Court of Justice would be built in
almost identical form.
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Perceived causes of the Second World War:
The map of Europe was very different following WWI, largely thanks to the re-dividing
of territories by the League of Nations, a practice which was designed to keep peace and
stability in the contested areas. Additionally, Germany was heavily punished for its
perceived ‘guilt’ of causing the first war. This led to an increase of tension and
disaffection felt by many people in Germany and its surrounding areas over the unfair
treatment of their country This led to support for the extremist political party, the Nazis.
The question of territory once again rose to prominence—the re-partitioning of areas that
had previously been parts of Germany and the Austro-Hungarian empire was resented by
many of the people who lived there as being unjustly enforced by the imposing League of
Nations, led by France, Britain and the USA, who’d offended Germany’s national pride.
When Hitler began actions to retake Czechoslovakia and then Poland, at first the League
of Nations with its pacifist intentions was very reluctant to act, in order to maintain peace
and avoid the horrors of war that were still fresh in living memory. A suitable structure
had not been put in place to prevent the rekindling of conflict.
The European Union - the amended solution?
Many believe that Europe's long respite from war since 1945 is evidence of ever closer
ties amongst the countries, thanks to the EU and other close diplomatic alliances; but it is
at least as likely that this peace was generated by the Cold War stand-off between the 19
and 19, where the ‘enemy’ was no longer within Europe, but was just outside her borders
in the USSR. Now that there is no risk of peace between European countries, is the EU
losing its sense of purpose?
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The British Empire—
Then and Now
At its height, at the turn of the 2oth century, the British Empire covered 1/ 4 of the
globe. It was the Empire on which the sun never set. But by the 1950s, almost all
colonies had gained independence and although Britain maintained very close and
beneficial links with these ‘Commonwealth’ countries, it no longer exerted any
power over them. So at this point, did Britain look to the emerging EEC (which
would become the EU) as the focus of its post-war policies, or did it prioritise its
Commonwealth?
The Treaty of Rome was signed in 1957, which brought the EEC into being, yet
Britain did not join until 1973. In the years between the end of WWII and Britain
joining the EEC, one of the most significant changes in the economy was occurring
due to the large-scale arrival of immigrants from the Commonwealth countries.
As the ideas of imperialism and colonialism had now been re-defined as undesirable
and old-fashioned, it had been recognised that seeing as Britain had taken so many
resources and so much manpower from these countries, especially to help the war
efforts in WWI and WWII, the citizens of these countries should have every right to
emigrate to Britain. The population of Britain saw new ethnic groups join our
communities, from countries such as India, Pakistan, South Africa, Nigeria and
Jamaica.
These new citizens underpinned the formation of the NHS and the provided the
manpower needed for Britain to recover economically and socially in the post-war
period. However, despite the benefits that these immigrants were bringing to the
country, tensions soon arose, such as when the Commonwealth Immigrants Act
1962 was passed, which tried in one fell swoop to heavily limit the number of
people allowed to freely enter the UK. It tried to introduce far more restrictions and
procedures and there was a heightened sense of racial prejudice which was not
mirrored in other European countries at this time who were also accepting ‘guest
workers’ to try to stabilise their economies.

8

In 1957, there had been talks between the British prime minister and leaders of European
countries about the possibility of inviting some European countries to join the
Commonwealth in order for even easier and more profitable trade. These ideas were
intended to prevent Britain from becoming economically isolated as European countries
had begun to form a prototype version of the EEC. However there were no lasting results
from these talks.
When Britain first joined the EEC in 1973, many people voiced concerns that it was
‘deserting its longstanding Commonwealth allies’. However, politicians felt comfortable
to ignore these concerns as in the 1970s, the British economy was weak in comparison to
many other European countries. It was clear that the Commonwealth, whilst bringing
innumerable benefits, could not support the country entirely because unlike the EEC,
it was not primarily an economic alliance.
In our present day, as we are considering alternative options to the EU which has
become ’too political’ compared to the original EEC, many leading figures are calling
for Britain to embrace more fully the rapidly developing economies of many previously
under-developed Commonwealth countries. However, it has also become clear that
many Commonwealth members believe it would have been beneficial for the
Commonwealth grouping as a whole if Britain had stayed in the EU, ‘straddling’ the
two great groupings of countries rather than trying to choose one over the other.
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European countries and their fight for a national identity

Napoleon and Europe:
Conqueror or Unifier?
Napoleon’s foreign policy after becoming emperor in 1802 was almost
entirely focussed on establishing and expanding a “Great French Empire”.
The Napoleonic Wars, 1803-15, saw him go up against almost all the major
powers of Europe to invade their lands or protect his newly acquired ones.
By his downfall in 1815, the size of his empire could even rival those of
Alexander the Great or Julius Caesar. However, his aggression towards the
old monarchies (ancien régimes) in particular and differing policies towards
ruling each territory implies that Napoleon had another purpose. His
exportation of the theories and feelings of the Revolution could have been to
unify Europe under a common goal rather than to simply stir up the people
against their monarchs. In territories such as Poland and Prussia, Napoleon’s
occupation or pressure caused the citizenry to demand further democratic
rights and major government reforms. Due to the unfinished nature of
Napoleon’s intention in Europe, there is little certainty either way: whether
he wanted to invade the world for himself or whether he wanted to free
Europe from what he saw as old, repressive regimes.
Each territory Napoleon added to his empire was established as a satellite
state, often ruled by members of his family or his close friends, rather than
being directly under him. The Kingdom of Italy was claimed in 1805;
Naples, Holland and the Confederation of the Rhine in 1806; the Grand
Duchy of Warsaw, Westphalia and Portugal in 1807; Spain in 1808; and
Sweden in 1810. His justifications for his empire, whether they are to be
trusted or not, were to protect Revolutionary France for the old monarchies
or Europe, to export to Code Napoleon, Concordat and other Napoleonic
reforms to “the oppressed peoples of Europe”, to provide said oppressed
peoples with liberty, equality, and prosperity, and to end the old regimes of
Europe.
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hope for anything better than the French.
Napoleon even admitted privately that the Code Napoleon simply increased
the power of the ruler: “it will fortify your power, since by it all entails are
cancelled and there will no longer be any great estates except those that you
create yourselves. This is the motive which has led me to recommend a civil
code and its establishment everywhere.” Therefore, it is clear that, as Charles
Esdaile argues, the empire was “bent on nothing more than exploitation” and
purely to increase Napoleon’s personal power.
Overall, it is clear that Napoleon’s aims in invading and conquering Europe
were certainly not as heroic as he claimed they were. There was a level of
power to be gained and the utopian image he offered proved to be nothing
more than a farce to win popular sympathy from the countries he invaded.
However, it is unfair to compare him to such villains as Hitler, as many other
European states such as Britain, Russia and Austria were establishing
empires in much the same way. Napoleon’s gifting of newly conquered
territories to his family and friends also allowed the countries a degree of
freedom as they were not ruled directly by him. Europe became Bonaparte,
united under common social policy, rather than Napoleon’s own. Clive
Emsley argues that Napoleon’s changes to Europe were in fact beneficial in
some places and maintained after his downfall, such as Italy and Poland
retaining administrative and legal reforms. Napoleon "aspired to create a
pacific and pacified, united states of Europe, though it seems extremely
doubtful that he ever possessed a considered plan as such”.
Which painted depiction of Napoleon should we believe to be ‘true’?

Written by
Lucy Slater
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European countries and their fight for a national identity

Italian Unification through the
Risorgimento:
Risorgimento means ‘resurgence’ and refers to the consolidation of the
traditionally independent and distinctive states in the Italian peninsula into
the ‘Kingdom of Italy’ in the 19th century. The history of Italy is fraught
with near-constant petty warfare between its small states, often due to the
attempts of one state to expand and absorb smaller states surrounding it, such
as when Florence fought continuously throughout the Middle Ages to absorb
Pisa, or when numerous states united in an alliance to try to prevent the
expansion of Milan under the despotic tyrants of the Visconti family.

Nationalism began to take real shape during the early 19th century when
Italy fell under the influence of Napoleon who crowned himself King of
‘Italy’ in Milan in 1805. He faced the issue that his Italian subjects in fact
had very little concept of ‘Italy’ as a single political unit, so he had to create
a lot of nationalist propaganda and introduce the idea of Republicanism as
being preferable to traditional local rule which had always encouraged
ignorance of one’s neighbours. Napoleon capitalised upon the unpopularity
of the Austrian dominance over much of northern Italy, encouraging the
population there to support him as a champion of a stronger, united Italy
which he would govern according to its own traditions and wishes, without
the ‘foreign’ Austrian influence.
After Napoleon’s defeat and removal, and the return to a less united state of
affairs in Italy, it became very difficult to decide what form a united country
would take – would it be ruled from the centre by the Pope in Rome? Would
it be ruled from the north by Piedmont, who would emerge victorious over
Austria and who already had their own king – Victor Emmanuel II – who
could take the reins? Would it take on a form more similar to Republican
France, an idea which Napoleon had popularised?
Revolution in fact began in the South, not in the North where most of the
political debate was taking place, as an army was formed in 1820 in the
Kingdom of the Two Sicilies (Sicily and Naples). Soon after, a revolution in
Piedmont to overthrow Austria began. At first, neither of these movements
were successful, but they created a sentiment of ‘resurgence’ and a series of .
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insurrections began throughout the country. By 1860, only five major states
remained in Italy, changing the previously fragmented map drastically.
The recognised leader of the Risorgimento was Giuseppe Garibaldi, who
declared allegiance to King Victor Emmanuel in the North and brought about
the effective rallying and organisation of troops that made their way up from
the South to eventually meet the Northern revolutionaries. In 1861, the first
Italian Parliament was assembled, which proclaimed Victor Emmanuel as
King of the entire peninsula. All that remained was for Rome and Venice to
end their independence and join the new country. The Pope staunchly refused
to relent his authority over the Papal States and Rome, and Austrian rule still
dominated Venice. The Austro-Prussian War beginning in 1866 gave Italy
the opportunity to take advantage of Austrian weakness, and the national
army led by Garibaldi succeeded in establishing a plebiscite in Rome in
1870, which proved that the majority of Romans wished to join the Italian
state.
The events in Italy prove that the political organisation of territories does not
necessarily reflect the society and culture of the people living there, nor how
they perceive their own identities. The most famous quote following the
success of the Risorgimento was “We have made Italy. Now we must make
Italians.” Travelling to Italy today, you will still find a vast array of dialects
and loyalties in individual areas (known as ‘campanilisimo’ – patriotic
loyalty to the central feature of your town,
its church bell-tower) and a belief in
inherent differences between the cultures of
the North and the South. These, however,
are accompanied by a sense of national
pride that does extend past one’s own
locality, which would not exist without the
wish for Italians to be self-governing and
avoid constant conflict or rule by a
powerful foreign leader such as Napoleon.
<- an image of Garibaldi which is full of
nationalistic sentiment, a trend that was
new to Italy. Whether this portrayal of him
is representative or not, however, is
debatable!

Written by Antonia Craven
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The Easter Uprisings

100 Year Anniversary
“The Defenders of this Realm have worked well in secret and in the open.
They think that they have pacified Ireland. They think that they have
purchased half of us and intimidated the other half. They think that they have
foreseen everything, think that they have provided against everything; but the
fools, the fools, the fools! — they have left us our Fenian dead, and while
Ireland holds these graves, Ireland unfree shall never be at peace!” – Patrick
Pearse.
The Easter Rising of 1916 was one of the most pivotal events in Irish history;
it was the first armed uprising against the British Empire in the 20th century,
and on its centenary the Irish are marking it as a turning point for Irish
independence.
"Ireland is too great to be unconnected with us, and too near us to be
dependent on a foreign state, and too little to be independent." This statement
from C.T. Grenville to the Duke of Rutland, on December 3, 1784 accurately
summarises the opinion of Great Britain towards Ireland from the twelfth
century to the twentieth.
The uprisings themselves were catalysed by John Redmond’s announcement
that the introduction of Home Rule to Ireland, a domestic policy which
would allow the Irish to assert more power in the way they were governed,
thereby lessening the influence of the Government in Ireland, was postponed
until the end of the Great War. This was accepted by many people in Ireland,
yet a few rose up in protest.
On the morning of Easter Monday, the
rebellion’s leader Patrick Pearse, along
with a band of poets, Irish language
enthusiasts, former British soldiers and
a revolutionary Marxist, led 1,250
people on what Pearse himself had
called a suicide mission, to capture the
most prominent building in Dublin:
The General Post Office. Their leader
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claimed: “The day is coming when I shall be shot, swept away, and my
colleagues like me…Shot like the others. We’ll all be shot.”
Patrick Pearse was shot dead by firing squad on May 16th, along with 14
other rebel leaders, who were thrown into an unmarked pit without a burial
service. Although they had managed to capture the General Post Office, the
rebels were quickly defeated by British troops, and they surrendered only
four days after the rebellion began. A few days before he was shot dead,
Pearse claimed:

“When we are all wiped out, people will blame us for everything, condemn
us… [but] in a few years they will see the meaning of what we tried to do.”
Pearse had been right: as the rebels were paraded through the streets, they
were jeered and abused by fellow Dubliner’s, who blamed them for the
destruction and death that had been caused.
Yet following the announcement of the rebel’s execution, many in Ireland
had been horrified at the way they had been treated. Pearse became a martyr,
and following the execution of James Connolly, where the de facto
commander-in-chief had been so badly injured he had a matter of days to
survive, was carried to the firing squad, tied to a chair and shot to death,
there was barely concealed outrage in Ireland. These executions stirred up
the Irish, even amongst those who had been opposed to the rebels.
Although initially a failure, the Easter Rising of 1916 is seen by many
historians as the catalyst for the later Irish War of Independence, which
ended with the partition of Ireland in 1921. The rebellion would also go on
inspire the Bolsheviks a year later in their own Russian revolution.
Patrick Pearse once wrote he wanted his deeds to “live after me” – and
following the centenary in Dublin this year, the “First President of Ireland”
continues to be remembered, just as he wished.
<- The images left and on previous
page show the extent of the damage
on the city.

Written by Lydia Devonport
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A Historical Controversy in 2016:
The Cecil Rhodes Statue
how our view of the past is inseparable from our
view of ourselves and the present.
The ‘Rhodes Must Fall’ movement which recently
opened a great divide in opinion at Oxford
University is an example of the issue of how history
should be seen and how we should react to it, and
whether it is possible for a country to really break
ties to its history through change over time. The
movement which began in Oriel College, Oxford,
protested against the presence of a statue of Cecil
Rhodes, a British mining magnate and strong
believer in imperialism whose legacy in Africa has
long caused controversy. The students referred to his racist views of white
supremacy, and the unethical exploitation of African people and resources he
carried out, as strong reasons why his statue should be pulled down from its
prominent position over the doorway of the college.
Brian Kwoba, one of the campaigners, said Rhodes was “responsible for all
manner of stealing land, massacring tens of thousands of black Africans,
devising proto-apartheid policies; the Hitler of southern Africa. Would
anyone countenance a statue of Hitler?” Whilst there has been no attempt to
deny that to evaluate Rhodes’ actions and character confirms that such views
are no longer acceptable and should be discouraged, Oriel College and many
prominent figures have pointed out the issues with how the students and the
public in general should treat History, and understand that it does not define
the present; rather it is essential it is understood in its own moment where it
remains ‘frozen in time’, which allows us to make a proper comparison
between the past and the present day, and take pride in the progress that
society has made which has brought about the intolerance of racism and
exploitation by powerful capitalists.
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“The battle isn’t won by taking the statue away and pretending those people
didn’t exist. It’s won by empowering those students to look up at Rhodes and
friends with a cheery and self-confident sense of unbatterability”.

The old question arises: is history made by great individuals or vast
impersonal forces? Should one man such as Rhodes be treated as a significant
part of British history that has helped form the society of today, or can he be
easily re-evaluated and pushed to the sidelines as a ‘bad character’ to learn a
moral lesson from? EH Carr called this consideration of key individuals the
'bad King John and good Queen Bess' theory of history. What he means is
that people like to see affairs in black and white and therefore history
becomes over-simplified. It’s necessary to look deeper and to challenge the
controversies of people like Rhodes in order to feel more confident that
history is there to be understood, not to continue to cause tensions in the
present day.

Further examples of
history being
brought into our
present day in
controversy:
- The Daily Express finds ‘proof’ that Winston Churchill opposed integration in
Europe: A s Prime Minister in 1953, he was explicit that Britain should not be part
of the arrangement. He told the Commons: “Where do we stand? We are not
members of the European Defence Community, nor do we intend to be merged in
a Federal European system....We have our own Commonwealth and Empire.”
- Winston Churchill’s grandson tells Boris Johnson he was ‘Totally Wrong’ to use the
wartime leader’s legacy to make the case for Brexit: In 1948, Churchill spoke of the
“three majestic circles” that should define our approach to the world: namely the
Commonwealth, the Anglo-American alliance, and Europe. And he opined that “we
are the only country which has a great part in every one of them”, adding that
Britain was “the very point of junction”. He did not reject close political relations
with Europe.
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So, what really happens when you
attend a history masterclass? ...

On the 18th of March, I arrived at Corpus Christi College in Cambridge for an
all-day History masterclass. Up until this point, it had all been very mysterious
– other than an itinerary of the lectures we would be attending that day, we
didn’t know who was going to be there, where the event was going to be or
how the lectures were going to be delivered. Perhaps it was this sense of going
into the unknown which meant I was a slightly hyper mix of nervous and
excited. However, any worries I might have had were eradicated when upon
my arrival I was ushered out of the rain into the warm Corpus Christi lecture
hall, presented with a cup of tea and encouraged to get chatting with the other
Year 12 students who were there to enjoy the day. Nobody knew anyone else
and there was a huge mix of personalities and backgrounds, so it was really fun
to meet lots of new students who were all passionate about history and wanting
to learn more about studying it at university.
We were given three one hour lectures throughout the day, each focusing on
entirely different periods and aspects of history and all of them given by
Cambridge lecturers. The first, under the title of ‘English Radicals and the
French Reformation’, was given by Dr E.C. Spary, a specialist in Modern
European history. With it being a masterclass, there was no holding back –
they were treating us like Cambridge students, and the lectures were angled for
such an audience so as to give us a real ‘day in the life’ experience. The lecture
was focusing on radical political writers in England in the 17-19th centuries
such as John Locke and Thomas Hobbes, exploring how their beliefs were
influenced by a greater understanding of the human body and mind, and how
these ideas influenced both the American and French revolution. and Corpus
Christi itself, which was a very beautiful and interesting college.
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It was a factually dense topic, and by the end we all felt as if our brains had
been fried, but we were elated that we had been given a chance to experience
such a complex and fascinating lecture.
Next, perhaps to give our brains a chance to recover, we were given a very
useful presentation on how to make a competitive application to Cambridge
by a former student of Corpus Christi, Sam Twells. It was really refreshing to
have someone who had been through the applications recently explain the
process, finance and how to write good personal statements. After that we had
a delicious lunch – pistachio cake, need I say more? – in the Corpus Christi
dining hall, which gave us a chance to chat some more and experience college
life. Then we were given a tour of Corpus Christi by current students, giving
us a fresher and more honest viewpoint on the ups and downs of Cambridge
university life After the tour, we returned to the lecture where we were given
our second lecture by Dr J.R. Marcaida, a specialist in Early Modern Spain.
The title of the lecture was ‘Art and Science in the Age of Exploration’, a
topic which tied in neatly with our current A levels. The lecture was exploring
how, after Columbus first discovered the Americas, history was no longer
written by winners but instead merchants, missionaries, naturalists and artists,
many of whom ventured to the Americas and came back with their own
stories and findings to tell. Dr Marcaida emphasised the visual culture of
Spain at the time; how, when literacy levels were low, art and printing was
used to convey messages. However, this method of communication was
fundamentally flawed in that lack of proper observation created myths which
were then compounded by gifted artists. Fantastic creatures such as unicorns
and fire-breathing dragons were all reported upon the return of the explorers,
and with renowned naturalist artists such as Durer joining the fray with highly
inaccurate depictions of animals such as the rhinoceros, it is easy to see how
the Age of Exploration was also the Age of Creation.
Our final lecture, given by Jean Robert Lalancette, was titled ‘We’ve Got to
Rise Above: American Youth, Hard-core Punk and Resistance to Reagan’s
“Morning in America”’, focusing mainly on America in the 1980s. The
primary focus of the lecture was the importance of subaltern history – the
study of groups of people who have been obscured in history, usually due to a
hegemonic narrative written by the ‘winners’ of history. In the 1980s, there
was only one narrative, and it was one of success; Ronald Reagan, the man
who ‘made America great again’. The moral renewal of the 1980s would have
us believe that Reagan’s America was tough on crime, had an ordered,
religious society and was investing in new wealth. The truth however, was
very different; there was a widening gap between the rich and the poor and
race issues. This led to the rise in Hardcore Punk in America. Despite the
19

negative connotations around punk, when it first began it was an inspiring
movement; often its music had a moral message, and punks had a strictly
anti-drugs ethos. The music was also breaking racial divides. It was ‘music for
us by us’ – so, naturally, the creators of America’s hegemonic narrative felt
challenged. It was this insecurity which led to the obscuring of the Hard-core
Punk movement from history. The ‘leaders’ in society began to build up a
negative image of the movement, creating stereotypes and dirty connotations
through a one sided narrative. Although the punk movement had tolerance,
there was no tolerance from society, and the Hard-core Punk movement met its
untimely end in 1986.

The end of the lecture marked the end of the day, much to my disappointment!
I had changed from being nervously excited to completely fanatic about
history, and enjoyed seeing my enthusiasm reflected in the people my age
around me. In the short day I had made some good friends, some of whom I
am still in touch with, and it was great to share my own interests with them.
The masterclass has both motivated and convinced me to study history at
university, and I would highly recommend them to anyone who isn’t sure
about what subject they wish to study, or simply wants to gain a ‘day in the life
experience’ of being at a University studying their favourite subject – it was an
eye-opening and exciting experience! (editor’s note: masterclasses and
residential such as this one are held at many universities up and down the
country for you to experience their campuses and style of teaching)
Written by Rachel Coombs

Curious about studying History at University?
We present you with a brief outline of the structure and content of a history
course at a top university. The wonderful aspect of history courses is that
there is so much variety, breadth and depth, and many different geographical
regions are increasingly being incorporated outside of Europe and America.
Structure:
Year One:

Year Two:

Year Three:

Four compulsory modules
Two compulsory modules
which span long periods and which teach the methods
broad areas
of historical research

A compulsory dissertation

One optional module

One optional module and
one in-depth special subject

More varied optional
modules
20

Examples of Modules (the list is endless!) :
India's road to modernity, 1707-1947

Culture, Class and Gender Term

Stuart England

Ladies of the Night: Prostitution in 1800s

Latin America in the 20th century

Renaissance Florence 1350-1550

Inventing Modern Man: Constructions of Global Medicine: Historical Sources and
Mind, Body, and the Individual,
Problems
African American History

Sexualities Comparative History

News, Media and Communication
Comparative History

Everyday Stalinism: Life in the Soviet
Union, 1928-53

Genocide in Context

Consumer Revolution? Food, Things and
Fashion in England 1500-1800

Another thing that is wonderful about History is the vast number of combinations:
Ancient and Medieval History, History and Archaeology, History and Politics,
History and English Literature, History and International Relations, History and
French, History and Business, History and Philosophy, History and Theology,
Celtic and Scandinavian History, Anglo-Saxon History, Oriental History and
Chinese, History and Economics ... Why don’t you explore for yourself? You
might just find your dream course!

LGGS History Society
Leadership Team 2015/2016
Society President: Antonia Craven

Vice President: Lucy Slater
Epoch Editor: Georgia Winrow
Deputy Editor: Lydia Devonport

The new History Society Leadership Team 2016/17 is to be
announced soon - keep your eyes peeled!
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History in the Spotlight
2016
Archaeological Dig Begins in Lancaster:
Evidence of a major Roman fort built in extremely close
proximity to Lancaster Castle has been
found.
Volunteers from around the UK and even
from abroad have volunteered to take part
in the dig to uncover more of its remains
and determine its size, shape and purpose.
A succession of forts are believed to have
been built here between the 1st and 4th
centuries AD as major defences from
seaborne raids and unwanted immigration.
The building of Lancaster Castle on this site continued the tradition of defending the
area from invasions from the north from the ‘Picts’ (these peoples are now known as
the Scots!)

Daesh and the Abuse of History:
When considering the violent aims of Daesh, you would not usually attribute to its
members a special interest in history and heritage.
However, Daesh have proved how interwoven are control of the history of a nation,
and control of the nation itself.
It has been reported that the self-styled ‘Islamic state’s destruction of ancient sites
such as Palmyra has been a calculated obliteration of a former civilisation in an
attempt to eradicate the history of different forms of belief, even forms of Islam that
do not conform to Sunni interpretations. Other sources have claimed Daesh were
seeking profit from priceless relics and antiquities.
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